
ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

14
90

9v
2 

 [
ee

ss
.S

Y
] 

 2
 J

un
 2

02
4

A Simulation Preorder for Koopman-like

Lifted Control Systems ⋆

Antoine Aspeel ∗ Necmiye Ozay ∗

∗ Electrical Engineering and Computer Science Department, Univ. of
Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI (e-mail: {antoinas,necmiye}@umich.edu).

Abstract: This paper introduces a simulation preorder among lifted systems, a generalization
of finite-dimensional Koopman approximations (also known as approximate immersions) to
systems with inputs. It is proved that this simulation relation implies the containment of both
the open- and closed-loop behaviors. Optimization-based sufficient conditions are derived to
verify the simulation relation in two special cases: i) a nonlinear (unlifted) system and an affine
lifted system and, ii) two affine lifted systems. Numerical examples demonstrate the approach.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Nonlinear systems are ubiquitous in nature and engineer-
ing, exhibiting complex dynamics that often defy linear
modeling approaches. The Koopman operator framework
(Koopman, 1931), offers a promising alternative for under-
standing and analyzing nonlinear systems. This framework
transforms a finite-dimensional nonlinear system into an
infinite-dimensional linear system by viewing it through
the lens of an infinite set of observable functions. While the
Koopman operator provides a powerful theoretical foun-
dation, its practical application is hindered by its infinite-
dimensional nature. Indeed, nonlinear systems generally
do not admit an exact finite-dimensional linear represen-
tation (Levine and Marino, 1986; Liu et al., 2023).

To address these limitations, finite-dimensional Koopman
approximations — also known as approximate immersions
(Wang et al., 2023) — have emerged as a practical tool for
modeling and analyzing nonlinear systems (Williams et al.,
2015). These approaches lift the state into a higher — but
finite — dimensional space through a lifting function. A
linear dynamics in the lifted space is constructed to ap-
proximate the nonlinear dynamics. In (Sankaranarayanan,
2016), an autonomous system is abstracted into a linear
(or algebraic) lifted system. This is used to infer invari-
ants of the nonlinear system. In (Wang et al., 2023), an
autonomous nonlinear system is lifted into a linear one
to compute invariant sets. When such an immersion does
not exist, a method to compute approximate immersions
is proposed. Alternatively, extended dynamic mode de-
composition (EDMD) has been proposed as a data-driven
algorithm that computes a Koopman approximation using
a dictionary of functions, which defines the lifting function
(Williams et al., 2015). However, there is no guarantee
that EDMD finds an accurate approximation when the
subspace spanned by the dictionary is not invariant under
the Koopman operator. To address this limitation, the
Tunable Symmetric Subspace Decomposition algorithm
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is introduced in (Haseli and Cortés, 2023) to trade off
between invariance and expressiveness by pruning the dic-
tionary. While EDMD was originally developed for au-
tonomous systems, generalizations to systems with inputs
have been developed (Proctor et al., 2018). For example,
in (Korda and Mezić, 2018) model predictive control on a
linear lifted system is used to control a nonlinear system.
However, one major challenge with EDMD is the selec-
tion of the lifting function, which can significantly impact
the accuracy and applicability of the approximation. In
(Colbrook, 2023, Sec. 6.4), this is considered “one of the
most significant open problems” in the finite-dimensional
Koopman framework.

In this work, we develop a theoretical framework to tackle
this challenge. Inspired by the success of simulation rela-
tions to build a simpler (e.g., discrete) representation of
a nonlinear system (Girard and Pappas, 2007; Tabuada,
2009; Zamani et al., 2011; Liu and Ozay, 2016), we propose
a new notion of simulation between lifted control systems.

Contribution: We introduce the concept of a lifted system
as a natural generalization of finite-dimensional Koopman
models to lifted nonlinear and set-valued dynamical sys-
tems with inputs. Then, a notion of simulation between
lifted systems is defined. It is proved that when one lifted
system simulates another, the open- (resp. closed-) loop
behavior of the former is contained within the open- (resp.
closed-) loop behavior of the latter. It follows that if a
simulating lifted system satisfies some given specifications
for a given controller, then the same controller can be
used to satisfy the same specifications for the simulated
system. In addition, this new notion of simulation re-
lation is shown to unify and generalize Koopman over-
approximations (Balim et al., 2023), approximate immer-
sions (Wang et al., 2023), and hybridizations (Girard and
Martin, 2011). Finally, we derive optimization-based suf-
ficient conditions to (i) find an affine lifted system that
simulates a nonlinear polynomial system, and (ii) verify
if one affine lifted system simulates another. These re-
sults enable us to compare different lifting functions and
alternative lifted systems in terms of their usefulness in
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control design. Our framework is illustrated on numerical
examples.

Notation: For two sets X and Y, f : X → Y denotes a
function from X to Y, and f : X ⇒ Y denotes a set-
valued map from X to Y, i.e., it is a function from X to
2Y . For a subset X ⊆ X , the image of X under a function
f : X → Y is the set f(X) := {f(x) ∈ Y | x ∈ X}.
For a subset Y ⊆ Y, the pre-image of Y under f is
the set f−1[Y ] := {x ∈ X | f(x) ∈ Y }. Intervals in
R are denoted [a, b] and discrete intervals are denoted
[a; b] := [a, b]∩Z, where Z is the set of integers. For a setA,
A∗ :=

⋃

T∈Z+
A[0;T [ is the set of finite signals with values in

A, while A∞ := A∗ ∪A[0;∞[ is the set of finite and infinite
signals with values in A. The Minkowski sum of two sets X
and Y is denoted X ⊕Y, and the n-th Minkowski power of
X is denoted Xn. The identity matrix in Rn×n is denoted
In (or I when the dimension is clear), and the zero matrix
in Rm×n is denoted 0m×n (or 0 when the dimension is
clear).

2. BACKGROUND ON SYSTEMS AND BEHAVIORS

In this section, we formalize notions related to systems and
specifications.

Definition 1. A system is a tuple SysX = (X ,U , fX ) where
X ⊆ RnX is a domain, U is an input set, and fX : RnX ×
U ⇒ RnX is a set-valued dynamics of the form:

x(t + 1) ∈ fX (x(t), u(t)). (1)

A tuple (x, u) ∈ X [0;T [ × U [0;T [ is a solution of the system
SysX (on [0;T [) if T ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞} and equation (1) holds
for all t ∈ [0;T − 1[.

A solution is maximal when either (i) T = ∞, or (ii)
T < ∞ and fX (x(T − 1), u(T − 1)) = ∅, or (iii) T < ∞
and fX (x(T − 1), u(T − 1)) * X .

Then, the behavior of a system is defined as the set of its
maximal solutions.

Definition 2. The behavior of a system SysX is the set

{(x, u) | ∃T : (x, u) is a solution of SysX on [0;T [

that is maximal.},

and is denoted B[SysX ]. The closed-loop behavior of a
system SysX under a policy π : X ∗ → U is the set

{(x, u) ∈ B[SysX ] | u(t) = π(x(0), . . . , x(t)) ∀t ∈ [0;T [},

and is denoted Bπ[SysX ].

Let us define the notion of specification.

Definition 3. A specification over X ×U is a set S ⊆ (X ×
U)∞.

Finally, we can formalize the notion of specification satis-
faction.

Definition 4. The system Sys under the policy π : X ∗ → U
satisfies the specification S if the closed-loop behavior
of the system Sys under the policy π is included in the
specifications, i.e., Bπ[Sys] ⊆ S. In that case, we write
Sys |=π S.

3. LIFTED SYSTEMS AND SIMULATIONS

When the system Sys is complex (e.g., nonlinear), finding a
policy that satisfies a given specification is hard. To tackle
this issue, we propose to abstract the system into a lifted
system for which control design might be easier.

In this section, we first introduce the notion of lifted
systems (Subsection 3.1), and then a notion of simulation
among them (Subsection 3.2).

3.1 Lifted Systems

Lifted systems are defined as follows.

Definition 5. A lifted system is a tuple LifSysY =
(X ,U , ψY , fY , gY) with:

• X ⊆ RnX an output set
• U an input set
• ψY : RnX → RnY a lifting function
• fY : RnY × U ⇒ RnY a dynamics
• gY : RnY → RnX an output map such that for all
x ∈ RnX , gY(ψY(x)) = x.

The dimension of the lifted system is nY . The lifted system
is said to be affine if fY(y, u) = AYy + BYu ⊕WY and
gY(y) = CYy for some matrices AY , BY , CY , and some
(possibly unbounded) polyhedra WY .

We use the following notation: for a lifted system LifSysA,
its lifting function, dynamics, output map and dimension
are denoted ψA, fA, gA and nA, respectively. Similarly, if
the lifted system is affine, the quantities AA, BA, CA, and
WA describe its dynamics as in Definition 5. We note that
since the output map gY is a left inverse of the lifting
function ψY , it follows that ψY is injective and gY is
surjective.

An unlifted system is a lifted system whose dimension is
nX and lifting function and output maps are the identity.
We identify any unlifted system LifSysY = (X ,U , I, fY , I)
with the system SysY = (X ,U , fY) (see Definition 1).

From a practical perspective, our goal is to abstract a
nonlinear unlifted system (i.e., a system of the form (1))
into an affine lifted system. In addition, we want to be
able to compare two affine lifted systems in terms of their
ability to satisfy specifications.

Definition 6. A tuple (x, u, y) ∈ X [0;T [×U [0;T [×(RnY )[0;T [

is a solution of the lifted system LifSysY (on [0;T [) if
T ∈ Z+ ∪ {∞} and

y(0) = ψY(x(0))

y(t+ 1) ∈ fY(y(t), u(t)) ∀t ∈ [0;T − 1[

x(t) = gY(y(t)) ∀t ∈ [0;T [.

A solution is maximal when either (i) T = ∞, or (ii)
T <∞ and fY(y(T −1), u(T −1)) = ∅, or (iii) T <∞ and
gY(fY(y(T − 1), u(T − 1))) * X .

The state of the lifted system LifSysY refers to y(t) and its
output refers to x(t). The set of initial states is implicitly
given by y(0) ∈ ψY(X ).

Note that the condition x(t) ∈ X is not necessarily
satisfied by x(t) = gY(y(t)) since y(t) ∈ RnY . For that
reason, we define the domain of the lifted system LifSysY



as the set of states y that give an output in X . It is written
DY := g−1Y [X ] = {y ∈ RnY | gY(y) ∈ X}.

The case (ii) for a solution to be maximal happens when
the solution can not be extended. The case (iii) indicates
that the state may leave the domain DY , i.e., fY(y(T −
1), u(T − 1)) * DY .

We define the behavior of a lifted system next.

Definition 7. The behavior of a lifted system LifSysY is the
set

{(x, u) | ∃y, T : (x, u, y) is a solution of LifSysY on [0;T [

that is maximal.},

and is denoted B[LifSysY ]. The closed-loop behavior of a
lifted system LifSysY under a policy π : X ∗ → U is the set

{(x, u) ∈ B[LifSysY ] | u(t) = π(x(0), . . . , x(t)) ∀t ∈ [0;T [},

and is denoted Bπ[LifSysY ].

Note that the feedback policy π is a function of the
previous outputs x(t) and not a function of the previous
states y(t). This allows us to implement policies designed
for the lifted system on the unlifted one, and compare
closed-loop behaviors.

For a lifted system LifSysY that is unlifted, the definition of
behavior (Definition 7) coincides with the one for systems
(Definition 2).

Finally, the notion of specification satisfaction is defined
similarly to one in Definition 4.

Definition 8. The lifted system LifSys under the policy
π : X ∗ → U satisfies the specification S if the closed-
loop behavior of the lifted system LifSys under the policy
π is included in the specification, i.e., Bπ[LifSys] ⊆ S. In
that case, we write LifSys |=π S.

3.2 Simulation between lifted systems

In this section, we introduce the notion of simulation
between lifted systems. Then, we prove that this relation
implies the containment of open- and closed-loop behav-
iors of the lifted systems.

Definition 9. Given two lifted systems LifSysY and LifSysZ
with same sets X and U , we say that LifSysZ simulates
LifSysY (or that LifSysY refines LifSysZ), if there exists a
set-valued function (called refinement map) ρ : RnZ ⇒

RnY such that

∀x ∈ X : ψY(x) ∈ ρ(ψZ(x)) (2a)

∀(z, u) ∈ DZ × U : fY(ρ(z), u) ⊆ ρ(fZ(z, u)) (2b)

∀z ∈ RnZ : gY(ρ(z)) ⊆ {gZ(z)} (2c)

∀(z, u) ∈ DZ × U , ∀y ∈ρ(z) : fY(y, u) = ∅ ⇒ fZ(z, u) = ∅.
(2d)

In that case, we write LifSysY � LifSysZ (or LifSysY �ρ
LifSysZ to make the refinement map explicit).

Since gA is the left inverse of ψA for A ∈ {Y,Z},
condition (2a) ensures that any pair of initial states y(0)
and z(0) of LifSysY and LifSysZ that give the same output,
i.e., gY(y(0)) = gZ(z(0)) = x(0) are related through ρ, i.e.,
y(0) ∈ ρ(z(0)).

Condition (2b) ensures that if y and z are related through
ρ, i.e., y ∈ ρ(z), and if z is in the domain DZ , then, their

successors y+ and z+ will be related in the same way,
i.e., y+ ∈ ρ(z+). This condition can be rewritten using
quantifiers as

∀(z, u) ∈ DZ × U , ∀y ∈ ρ(z), ∀y+ ∈ fY(y, u),

∃z+ ∈ fZ(z, u) s.t. y
+ ∈ ρ(z+).

This condition is similar to the one used for simulation
relations (Tabuada, 2009, Def. 4.7. Cond. 3.) or alternating
simulation relations (Reissig et al., 2016, Eq. (4)) with the
exception that we additionally require the two inputs uY
and uZ to be the same, i.e., uY = uZ = u.

Condition (2c) states that if y and z are related through ρ,
then they must have the same output, i.e., gY(y) = gZ(z).
A similar condition can be found in (Majumdar et al.,
2020, Def. 3.1, (A3)). Condition (2c) implies that the
domains of the two lifted systems satisfy

ρ(DZ) ⊆ DY . (3)

Indeed, if z ∈ DZ , i.e., gZ(z) ∈ X , then gY(ρ(z)) ⊆
{gZ(z)} ⊆ X , which is ρ(z) ⊆ DY . Informally, (3) can be
interpreted as the domain DY being “not smaller” than
the domain DZ .

Finally, (2d) states that if z is in the domain and y is
related to z, then if y is blocking for an input u, then
z must be blocking for the same u. A similar condition is
considered in the context of feedback refinement for output
feedback control (Reissig et al., 2016, Def. V.2 (i)). Note
that if the dynamics fY(y, u) is non-blocking, then (2d)
trivially holds.

Remark 1. One may think a good option for the refine-
ment map ρ may be ρ(z) = ψY(ψ

−1
Z [z]). Indeed, it ensures

that conditions (2a) and (2c) necessarily hold. However,
with this choice of refinement map, condition (2b) will
generally not hold. To see why, note that for all (z, u), the
right-hand side of (2b) will be included in ψY(X ). But for
most fY , the left-hand side of (2b) will not be included in
ψY(X ). In particular, it will not hold if LifSysY is affine
and WY has a non-zero volume.

Theorem 2. The relation � is a preorder, i.e., given three
lifted systems LifSysi for i = 1, 2, 3, the following transi-
tivity property holds: LifSys1 �ρ1←2

LifSys2 �ρ2←3
LifSys3

implies LifSys1 �ρ1←2◦ρ2←3
LifSys3; and the following re-

flexivity property holds: LifSysi �I LifSysi.

Proof. The proof of the reflexivity is straightforward. To
prove transitivity, let us denote ρ1←3 := ρ1←2 ◦ ρ2←3 and
write (2)i←j to refer to the equations (2) for LifSysi �ρi←j

LifSysj . Given (2)1←2 and (2)2←3, we need to prove (2)1←3.

For (2a)1←3: Let x ∈ X . Using (2a)1←2 and (2a)2←3, we
have ψ1(x) ∈ ρ1←2(ψ2(x)) ⊆ ρ1←2(ρ2←3(ψ3(x))), which
proves (2a)1←3.

For (2b)1←3: Let (z, u) ∈ D3 × U . Using (2b)2←3,
f2(ρ2←3(z), u) ⊆ ρ2←3(f3(z, u)) and then ρ1←2(f2(ρ2←3(z),
u)) ⊆ ρ1←2(ρ2←3(f3(z, u))). On the other hand, using (3),
ρ2←3(z) ⊆ D2, and (2b)1←2 gives f1(ρ1←2(ρ2←3(z)), u) ⊆
ρ1←2(f2(ρ2←3(z), u)). We have shown that the right hand
side is included in ρ1←3(f3(z, u)), so f1(ρ1←3(z), u) ⊆
ρ1←3(f3(z, u)), which concludes the proof of (2b)1←3.

For (2c)1←3: Let z ∈ Rn3 . From (2c)1←2, g1(ρ1←2(ρ2←3(z)))
⊆ g2(ρ2←3(z)) and from (2c)2←3, the right hand side is
included in {g3(z)}, which shows (2c)1←3 holds.



For (2d)1←3: Let (z3, u) ∈ D3 × U and let z1 ∈
ρ1←2(ρ2←3(z3)). Then, there exists z2 ∈ ρ2←3(z3) such
that z1 ∈ ρ1←2(z2). It follows from (3) that z2 ∈ D2. Then,
(2d)1←2 and (2d)2←3 imply that if f1(z1, u) = ∅, then
f2(z2, u) = ∅, and then f3(z3, u) = ∅; proving (2d)1←3. ✷

The next theorem states that the open-loop behavior of a
lifted system is included in the behavior of its simulation.

Theorem 3. Given two lifted systems LifSysY and LifSysZ ,
if LifSysY refines LifSysZ , then the behavior of LifSysY is
included in the behavior of LifSysZ , i.e., LifSysY � LifSysZ
implies B[LifSysY ] ⊆ B[LifSysZ ].

Proof. Assume that LifSysY �ρ LifSysZ and let (x, u) ∈
B[LifSysY ]. Then, there exists y and T such that (x, u, y) is
a maximal solution of LifSysY on [0;T [. We need to show
that there exists z such that (x, u, z) is a maximal solution
of LifSysZ on [0;T [.

First, let us prove the following statement (S): for all
t ∈ [0;T−1[, if there exists a z ∈ RnZ such that y(t) ∈ ρ(z)
and gZ(z) = x(t), then there exists z+ ∈ fZ(z, u(t)) such
that y(t+1) ∈ ρ(z+) and gZ(z

+) = x(t+1). To prove (S),
note that gZ(z) = x(t) ∈ X implies z ∈ DZ . Then, using
(2b), one can write

y(t+ 1) ∈ fY(y(t), u(t)) ⊆ fY(ρ(z), u(t)) ⊆ ρ(fZ(z, u(t))),

which implies that there exists z+ ∈ fZ(z, u(t)) such that
y(t+ 1) ∈ ρ(z+). Then, using (2c), one can write

x(t+ 1) = gY(y(t+ 1)) ∈ gY(ρ(z
+)) ⊆ {gZ(z

+)},

and gZ(z
+) = x(t+ 1). This concludes the proof of (S).

Because z(0) := ψZ(x(0)) satisfies y(0) ∈ ρ(z(0)) (thanks
to (2a)) and gZ(z(0)) = x(0) (because gZ is a left inverse
of ψZ), it follows recursively from (S) that there exists a
sequence z ∈ (RnZ )[0;T [ such that (x, u, z) is a solution of
LifSysZ on [0;T [ and y(t) ∈ ρ(z(t)) for all t ∈ [0;T [.

It remains to prove that the solution (x, u, z) is maximal.
Since (x, u, y) is maximal, either (i) T = ∞, and (x, u, z)
is maximal; or (ii) T <∞ and fY(y(T − 1), u(T − 1)) = ∅.
Since y(T − 1) ∈ ρ(z(T − 1)), (2d) implies fZ(z(T −
1), u(T − 1)) = ∅ and (x, u, z) is maximal; or (iii) T < ∞
and gY(fY(y(T − 1), u(T − 1))) * X . It follows from
y(T − 1) ∈ ρ(z(T − 1)) and (2b) that

fY(y(T − 1), u(T − 1)) ⊆ fY(ρ(z(T − 1)), u(T − 1))

⊆ ρ(fZ(z(T − 1), u(T − 1))).

Then, using (2c),

gY(fY(y(T − 1), u(T − 1)))

⊆ gY(ρ(fZ(z(T − 1), u(T − 1))))

⊆ gZ(fZ(z(T − 1), u(T − 1))),

which implies gZ(fZ(z(T−1), u(T−1))) * X , and (x, u, z)
is maximal. This concludes the proof. ✷

A consequence of Theorem 3 is the inclusion of closed-loop
behaviors.

Theorem 4. Given two lifted systems LifSysY , LifSysZ , and
a policy π : X ∗ → U , if LifSysY refines LifSysZ , then the
closed-loop behavior of LifSysY under π is included in the
closed-loop behavior of LifSysZ under π, i.e., LifSysY �
LifSysZ implies Bπ[LifSysY ] ⊆ Bπ[LifSysZ ].

Proof. For a given policy π : X ∗ → U , define the set

Π :=
⋃

T∈Z+∪{∞}

{(x, u) ∈ X [0;T [ × U [0;T [ |

u(t) = π(x(0), . . . , x(t)), ∀t ∈ [0;T [}.

By definition of the closed loop behavior, Bπ[LifSysA] =
B[LifSysA] ∩ Π for A ∈ {Y,Z}. By Theorem 3, LifSysY �
LifSysZ implies B[LifSysY ] ⊆ B[LifSysZ ]. Then, B[LifSysY ]∩
Π ⊆ B[LifSysZ ] ∩ Π, concluding the proof. ✷

A direct consequence of Theorem 4 is that if an abstract
lifted system under a policy satisfies some specification,
then the concrete system under the same policy satisfies
this specification as well.

Corollary 5. Given two lifted systems LifSysY , LifSysZ , a
policy π : X ∗ → U , and a specification S over X ×
U , if LifSysY refines LifSysZ , and if LifSysZ satisfies the
specification S under the policy π, then LifSysY satisfies
the same specification S under the same policy π, i.e.,
LifSysY � LifSysZ |=π S implies LifSysY |=π S.

Informally, if LifSysY and LifSysZ are two abstractions
of the same concrete system of interest LifSysX , and if
LifSysY � LifSysZ , then LifSysY is a “not worse” repre-
sentation of LifSysX than LifSysZ in terms of specification
satisfaction.

3.3 Simulating unlifted systems

In this Section, we focus on the special case where the
simulated system is unlifted, i.e., the simulated system
can be identified to a system according to Definition 1.
This case is of particular interest since in practice, we are
interested in controlling systems of the form (1). The next
theorem gives a sufficient condition to simulate an unlifted
system.

Theorem 6. Given an unlifted system LifSysX and a lifted
system LifSysZ , LifSysZ simulates LifSysX with refinement
map ψ−1Z , i.e., LifSysX �ψ−1

Z

LifSysZ , if and only if

∀(x, u) ∈ X × U :

ψZ(fX (x, u)) ⊆ fZ(ψZ(x), u), (4a)

fX (x, u) = ∅ ⇒ fZ(ψZ(x), u) = ∅. (4b)

Proof. First, (2a) reduces to x ∈ ψ−1Z [ψZ(x)] which holds

trivially. Similarly, (2c) reduces to ψ−1Z [z] ⊆ {gZ(z)} which
holds since gZ is a left inverse of ψZ . Indeed, if x ∈ ψ−1Z [z],
then z = ψZ(x) and gZ(z) = gZ(ψZ(x)) = x.

Conditions (2b) and (2d) reduce to, ∀(z, u) ∈ DZ × U :

fX (ψ
−1
Z [z], u) ⊆ ψ−1Z [fZ(z, u)] (5a)

∀x ∈ ψ−1Z [z] : fX (x, u) = ∅ ⇒ fZ(z, u) = ∅. (5b)

It remains to prove (4) if and only if (5). Let us prove
that (4) implies (5). To this end, let (z, u) ∈ DZ × U .
If ψ−1Z [z] = ∅, then (5) vacuously hold. Otherwise, let
x ∈ RnX be such that ψZ(x) = z. Since z ∈ DZ ,
X ∋ gZ(z) = gZ(ψZ(x)) = x and (4b) implies (5b).
In addition, (4a) gives ψZ(fX (ψ

−1
Z [z], u)) ⊆ fZ(z, u) and

applying ψ−1Z on both sides gives (5a).

Finally, let us prove that (5) implies (4). Let (x, u) ∈ X×U
and define z := ψZ(x) ∈ DZ . Then, (5b) implies (4b).



In addition, (5a) gives fX (x, u) ⊆ ψ−1Z [fZ(ψZ(x), u)]. By
applying ψZ on both sides, we have

ψZ(fX (x, u)) ⊆ ψZ(ψ
−1
Z [fZ(ψZ(x), u)]) ⊆ fZ(ψZ(x), u),

which is (4a), concluding the proof. ✷

As we will see in Section 4.1, Theorem 6 is of practical
interest when one wants to simulate an unlifted system
since conditions (4a) can be relaxed into sum-of-square
constraints. However, note that even if LifSysX �ψ−1

Z

LifSysZ , there may exist another refinement map ensuring
LifSysX � LifSysZ .

If LifSysZ is affine, condition (4a) is the definition of
Koopman over-approximation (Balim et al., 2023, Def. 2).
If in addition, no control is considered, i.e., U = {0}, then
it is the definition of approximate immersion in (Wang
et al., 2023, Def. 5).

4. VERIFYING �

In this section, we derive optimization-based sufficient
conditions to guarantee that one lifted system simulates
another. First, we consider the case of an affine lifted
system with polynomial lifting simulating a deterministic
unlifted polynomial system. Then, we consider the case of
two affine lifted systems with polynomial lifting functions.

Given an unlifted system, this allows to compute simu-
lating affine lifted systems with different lifting functions,
and then check if one lifted system refines the other.

4.1 Finding a simulating affine lifted system

We show how to find an affine lifted system LifSysZ
simulating a deterministic unlifted system LifSysX . We
assume that the lifting function ψZ is given, and our goal
is to find a dynamics fZ such that LifSysX � LifSysZ . In
this subsection, we make the following assumption to make
this problem tractable:

Assumption 1.

• The set X × U can be written {(x, u) ∈ RnX ×
RnU | lj(x, u) ≥ 0, j ∈ J } for some polynomials
lj : RnX×nU → R and some finite set of indices J .

• The unlifted system LifSysX is such that
· The dynamics fX is single-valued, i.e., it is identified
with a function fX : RnX × U → RnX .

· The dynamics fX is polynomial.
• The lifted system LifSysZ is such that
· The dynamics fZ is affine with non-empty WZ .
· The lifting function ψZ is polynomial.

According to Theorem 6, a sufficient condition for LifSysX �
LifSysZ is (4). Since, fX is single valued, fX (x, u) 6= ∅ for
all (x, u) and (4b) holds. Using the H-representation of the
polytopeWZ , i.e.,WZ = {z | HZ,iz ≤ hZ,i, for all i ∈ I},
condition (4a) can be rewritten: for all (x, u) ∈ X ×U and
for all i ∈ I,

hZ,i −HZ,i
(

ψZ(fX (x, u))−AZψZ(x) −BZu
)

≥ 0.

A sufficient condition is the existence of polynomials
λi,j(x, u) such that (see e.g., (Papachristodoulou and Pra-
jna, 2005, Eq. (35)))

∀(i, j) ∈ I × J : λi,j(x, u) ≥ 0 (6a)

∀i ∈ I : hZ,i −HZ,i
(

ψZ(fX (x, u))−AZψZ(x)−BZu
)

−
∑

j∈J

λi,j(x, u)lj(x, u) ≥ 0. (6b)

Under Assumption 1, conditions (6) are polynomial posi-
tivity constraints that can be relaxed into sum-of-squares
(SOS) constraints. For given AZ , BZ and WZ , this relax-
ation results in a semidefinite program in λi,j whose feasi-
bility is then a sufficient condition for LifSysX � LifSysZ .

Furthermore, AZ , BZ , hZ and λi,j can be co-optimized
(note that the HW matrix can not be optimized without
causing the SOS program to be non-convex). To make the
nondeterminism as small as possible in fZ , we solve

min
AZ , BZ , hZ , λi,j

∑

i∈I

|hZ,i| s.t. (6). (7)

A solution to this convex problem gives an affine dynamics
fZ such that LifSysX � LifSysZ .

4.2 Comparing two affine lifted systems

Given two affine lifted systems LifSysY and LifSysZ , we
want to verify if LifSysY � LifSysZ . Note that finding
a ρ satisfying (2) is an infinite dimensional feasibility
problem for the following reasons: (i) the set of set-valued
refinement maps ρ : RnZ ⇒ RnY is infinite dimensional;
and (ii) each of the four conditions in (2) contain a
for all quantifier (∀), resulting in an infinite number of
constraints. To make this problem tractable, we make the
following assumption:

Assumption 2.

• The sets X and U are full-dimensional polytopes.
• For A ∈ {Y,Z}, the lifted system LifSysA is such that
· The lifting function ψA can be written ψA(x) =
[

x
ψx̄A(x)

]

, with ψx̄A : RnX → RnA−nX .

· The output map is gA(z) = CAz, with CA =
[

InX 0nX×(nA−nX )

]

.
· The lifting function ψA is polynomial.
· The dynamics fA is affine with full-dimensional WA.

Finally, we restrict our attention to affine refinement maps
ρ, i.e., maps that can be written

ρ(z) = Rz ⊕Wρ,

with R ∈ RnY×nZ and Wρ ⊆ RnY a non-empty and
bounded polytope.

This allows to rewrite the refinement conditions as a
finite-dimensional feasibility problem. To this end, let us
introduce the following notation: for a matrix A ∈ Rm×n,
its block decompositions are written

A =

[

Axx Axx̄

Ax̄x Ax̄x̄

]

=
[

A:x A:x̄
]

=

[

Ax:

Ax̄:

]

,

where Axx ∈ RnX×nX , A:x ∈ Rm×nX and Ax: ∈ RnX×n.
Theorem 7. Given two affine lifted systems LifSysY and
LifSysZ satisfying Assumption 2. There exists an affine
refinement map ρ such that LifSysY �ρ LifSysZ if and only
if there exists a matrix R ∈ RnY×nZ and a non-empty
bounded polytope W x̄

ρ ⊆ RnY−nX such that



Rx: = [I 0] (8a)

∀x ∈ X : ψx̄Y(x)−Rx̄:ψZ(x) ∈ W x̄
ρ (8b)

(AYR −RAZ)
:xX ⊕ (BY −RBZ)U ⊕A:x̄

YW
x̄
ρ

⊕WY ⊆ RWZ ⊕ ({0nX } ×W x̄
ρ ) (8c)

(AYR−RAZ)
:x̄ = 0. (8d)

In that case, ρ(z) = {z1:nX }× (Rx̄:z⊕W x̄
ρ ) is a refinement

map.

Proof. First, let us prove that an affine refinement map
ρ(z) = Rz ⊕ Wρ satisfies (2c) if and only if it can be
written ρ(z) = {z1:nX } × (Rx̄:z ⊕W x̄

ρ ), i.e., equation (8a)
holds and Wρ = {0nX } ×W x̄

ρ for some polytope W x̄
ρ . To

this end, let z =
[

x⊤ x̄⊤
]⊤

∈ RnZ , with x ∈ RnX . Under
Assumption 2, condition (2c) is

CY(Rz ⊕Wρ) ⊆ {CZz}

⇔ Rxxx+Rxx̄x̄⊕ CYWρ ⊆ {x}.

Since Wρ is non empty, CYWρ must be a singleton {r} ⊆
RnX . Then, Rxxx+Rxx̄x̄+ r = x must hold for all x and
x̄. This leads to Rxx = I, Rxx̄ = 0 (which is (8a)), and
r = 0. Finally, CYWρ = {0} implies Wρ = {0nX } ×W x̄

ρ .

Then, using Assumption 2, (2a) is equivalent to (8b).

Since WY 6= ∅ (from Assumption 2), for all (y, u) ∈ RnY ×
U , fY(y, u) 6= ∅ and (2d) vacuously holds.

Finally, let us prove that (2b) is equivalent to (8c) and
(8d). Condition (2b) can be rewritten: for all (z, u) ∈ DZ×
U ,

AY(Rz ⊕Wρ)⊕BYu⊕WY ⊆ R(AZz +BZu⊕WZ)⊕Wρ

⇔ (AYR−RAZ)z ⊕ (BY −RBZ)u⊕AYWρ ⊕WY
⊆ RWZ ⊕Wρ,

which holds if and only if

(AYR−RAZ)DZ ⊕ (BY −RBZ)U ⊕A:x̄
YW

x̄
ρ ⊕WY

⊆ RWZ ⊕Wρ. (9)

Then, note that gZ(z) = CZz implies DZ = X ×RnZ−nX .
Consequently, (9) is equivalent to (8c) and (8d) (using the
boundedness of Wρ). This concludes the proof. ✷

The practical importance of Theorem 7 lies in the following
observations: (i) equations (8a) and (8d) are linear in R,
(ii) condition (8b) is a polynomial positivity constraint
that can be handled using SOS optimization (in a similar
way as in Section 4.1), and (iii) condition (8c) is a
polytope containment constraint, which can be handled
via vertex enumeration (see Appendix A), leading to
bilinear constraints. Overall, these lead to a non-convex
— but finite-dimensional — feasibility problem whose
feasibility guarantees that LifSysZ simulates LifSysY , i.e.,
LifSysY � LifSysZ .

Remark 8. The methods developed in Section 4 can be
adapted straightforwardly to picewise affine lifted sys-
tems. That is lifted systems with dynamics f(y, u) =
Aσ(Cy)y + Bσ(Cy)u ⊕Wσ(Cy), where σ : X → {1, . . . ,K}

induces a partition {Xk}Kk=1 of X . In the special case of a
picewise affine unlifted system simulating a deterministic
nonlinear unlifted system, condition (4a) reduces to: for
k = 1, . . . ,K,

∀(x, u) ∈ Xk × U : fX (x, u) ∈ Akx+Bku⊕Wk,

which is the definition of hybridization in (Girard and
Martin, 2011, Def. 3.2).

5. EXPERIMENTS AND DISCUSSION

To demonstrate our method, 1 we consider the unlifted
system LifSysX with dynamics fX given by the Duffing
equation ẍ = 2x− 2x3− 0.5ẋ+u discretized using explicit

Euler with time step 0.1. The state is [x ẋ]
⊤
, the set X is

such that −2 ≤ x ≤ 2 and −3 ≤ ẋ ≤ 3, and the input set
is U = [−50, 50]. Note that LifSysX satisfies Assumption 1.

We consider the lifting functions ψ1 = [x ẋ]
⊤
, ψ2 =

[

x ẋ x2
]⊤

and ψ3 =
[

x ẋ x2 x3
]⊤

and compute affine
dynamics f1, f2 and f3 by solving (7) (with HWi

being the
basis of an axis aligned hyper-box). For each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, it
gives an affine lifted system LifSysi satisfying Assumption 2
such that LifSysX �ψ−1

i

LifSysi. Then, we follow the

method described in Section 4.2 to verify if LifSysi �
LifSysj for all i 6= j ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Unfortunately, the method

was inconclusive. This can be because LifSysi � LifSysj
or it can be due to the conservativeness of our numerical
method. Then, we inflate the sets Wi of each lifted system
LifSysi by adding 10 to each component of the vector

hi. This leads to three other lifted systems L̃ifSysi for
i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. In that case, our method could verify that

LifSysi � L̃ifSysj for all i ∈ {2, 3} and j ≤ i.

6. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

This work introduces a new notion of simulation be-
tween lifted control systems. The proposed simulation
relation is defined for general set-valued nonlinear and
non-autonomous dynamics and is shown to imply con-
tainment of both open-loop and closed-loop behaviors.
This new relation unifies and generalizes Koopman over-
approximations (Balim et al., 2023), approximate immer-
sions (Wang et al., 2023), and hybridizations (Girard and
Martin, 2011). Finally, optimization-based sufficient con-
ditions are derived to verify if one lifted system simulates
another. These contributions provide a theoretical and
algorithmic framework for analyzing lifted systems, and
finite-dimensional Koopman approximations in particular.
In the future, we will derive less conservative conditions to
verify the simulation relation. In addition, we will extend
our approach to continuous-time and hybrid systems, non-
polynomial but Lipschitz systems, and develop algorithms
to compute “good” lifting functions.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Zexiang Liu for
insightful discussions on earlier versions of this work.
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Appendix A. VERTEX ENUMERATION FOR (8c)

To handle condition (8c), we require that each vertex of
the left-hand side polytope

(AYR−RAZ)
:xX ⊕ (BY −RBZ)U ⊕AYWρ ⊕WY

be included in the right-hand side polytope

RWZ ⊕Wρ,

where we write Wρ := {0nX } ×W x̄
ρ .

Then, condition (8c) can be written

(AYR−RAZ)
:xviX + (BY −RBZ)v

j
U+A

:x̄
Y v

k
ρ

+vlY = Rw
i,j,k,l
Z + wi,j,k,lρ

HWZw
i,j,k,l
Z ≤ hWZ

HWρ
wi,j,k,lρ ≤ hWρ

for each viX , v
j
U , v

k
ρ , v

l
Y in the sets of vertices of X , U ,

Wρ, and WY , respectively. Note the bilinearities between

R and wi,j,k,lZ .

Assuming that Wρ is an axis-aligned box, i.e., Wρ = {y |
hi ≤ yi ≤ hī} =×nY

i=1
[hi, hī], the vertices of Wρ are given

by the vectors vρ =
[

h1∗ . . . hn∗
Y

]⊤
for each combination

of i∗ ∈ {i, ī}. Importantly, these vertices depend linearly
on h = hWρ

.

Overall, this allows to write condition (8c) as bilinear
constraints when Wρ is an axis align box.


