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Abstract. Linearity of Koopman operators and simplicity of their estimators coupled with model-reduction
capabilities has lead to their great popularity in applications for learning dynamical systems. While
nonparametric Koopman operator learning in infinite-dimensional reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces
is well understood for autonomous systems, its control system analogues are largely unexplored.
Addressing systems with control inputs in a principled manner is crucial for fully data-driven learning
of controllers, especially since existing approaches commonly resort to representational heuristics
or parametric models of limited expressiveness and scalability. We address the aforementioned
challenge by proposing a universal framework via control-affine reproducing kernels that enables
direct estimation of a single operator even for control systems. The proposed approach, called
control-Koopman operator regression (cKOR), is thus completely analogous to Koopman operator
regression of the autonomous case. First in the literature, we present a nonparametric framework
for learning Koopman operator representations of nonlinear control-affine systems that does not
suffer from the curse of control input dimensionality. This allows for reformulating the infinite-
dimensional learning problem in a finite-dimensional space based solely on data without apriori
loss of precision due to a restriction to a finite span of functions or inputs as in other approaches.
For enabling applications to large-scale control systems, we also enhance the scalability of control-
Koopman operator estimators by leveraging random projections (sketching). The efficacy of our
novel cKOR approach is demonstrated on both forecasting and control tasks.

Key words. Koopman operators, kernel methods, control systems, reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, vector-
valued regression, machine learning
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1. Introduction. In recent years, there is an ever-growing interest across different fields in
constructing operator-theoretic models that can provide global insight into physical or biolog-
ical characteristics of observed phenomena [28], e.g., in terms of facilitating tractable analysis
and control design for nonlinear dynamics [10, 14, 73, 15]. While, historically, physical in-
sight based on first principles was the driving force in modeling, increasing system complexity
[63, 61] limits their utility for modeling in engineering, necessitating the use of data-driven
methods. A promising framework that has recently reemerged and has gained traction in
the data-driven modeling community is based on the Koopman operator [48], whose spectral
decomposition can enable linear superposition of signals for possibly highly nonlinear systems
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2 FLEXIBLE AND SCALABLE OPERATOR LEARNING FOR PREDICTION AND CONTROL

[15]. This representational simplicity of dynamics inspired a bevy of applications from system
identification [57, 72, 3, 74], soft robotics [12, 36], optimal control [90, 34, 40], optimization
algorithms [25, 26] to analysing long-term [46, 96] and multiscale dynamics [31, 23, 7, 30].

Koopman-based representation theory for control systems. As the Koopman framework was
originally developed for autonomous systems, to accommodate control inputs, different meth-
ods have been proposed. These range from heuristically selecting a fully linear model class
[51], having a finite set of input values and describing a switched model [76] or analytically
deriving the lifted representation [32]. It has become established that control-affine systems
can be written as bilinear lifted models under certain conditions, at least in continuous time.
The authors of [42] show that for both continuous and discrete-time systems with inputs, an
invariant Koopman form can be analytically derived, granted that the autonomous part can
be exactly embedded. The resulting model class contains a state and input-dependent input
contribution, which is often not bilinear, especially in the discrete-time case. Thus, a globally
exact finite-dimensional representation generally requires a non-affine nonlinear control effect
or a recasting to a linear parameter-varying (LPV) model form. While this has been shown
on an analytic level for finite dimensional Koopman operator-based representations, it is an
open question if nonlinear input terms are unavoidable in the infinite-dimensional case and if
a possible approximation error could be controlled in a data-driven setting.

Data-driven Koopman approaches for control. Though a number of deep learning-enhanced,
yet parametric, methods [35, 37, 8] have been proposed, their theoretical analysis is often lim-
ited to existence, i.e., density/universal approximation results. For example, showing existence
of a network of given size achieving a certain error rate, does not provide guarantees whether
this network is computable in practice. To alleviate these issues, kernel-based operator learn-
ing provides a powerful alternative [4] that is mathematically and implementation-wise simple,
but offers rigorously established avenues for a priori error analysis and convergence theory.
Unsurprisingly, the aforementioned lead to the recent increase in the learning-theoretic under-
standing of nonparametric Koopman operator-based models for dynamical systems [9, 54, 53].
Nevertheless, their control system counterparts lag behind and do not enjoy a comparable
level of understanding – lacking rigorously established operator estimators that can handle
large system classes, learning using arbitrary control-input data while working in, flexible,
infinite-dimensional spaces. The reason for the aforementioned is primarily rooted in an early
discretization of the learning problem, e.g., by an explicit and fixed feature or input depen-
dence [80, 78, 44, 68, 69], which commonly leads to a systematic loss of precision and inefficient
exploitation of the data [45]. Such prior restriction to a data-independent finite-dimensional
subspace is especially ill-suited when dealing with unknown large-scale systems that require
a suitably large/rich feature or input space. As summarized in Table 1, existing data-driven
operator-theoretic control system models do not enable control and autonomous effects to
be jointly infinite-dimensional and require multiple operator regressions. Additionally, many
approaches require multiple datasets (cf. Table 1), e.g., additional constant input datasets,
to approximate the corresponding Koopman generators and have an irreducible error at fore-
casting due to Euler discretization. Such restrictions commonly exclude most data-driven
settings, e.g., learning from a dataset, ensuring sufficient exploration or safe data collection.

We alleviate these issues of parametric methods with a holistic approach by proposing
an end-to-end use of the reproducing property – “kernel trick” [39] – through a control-affine
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Table 1: Comparison with existing operator learning approaches for control systems. The
notions of state and control domains are that of their sampling operators in RKHS, and | · |
denotes cardinality. The support for various empirical risk minimization (ERM) estimators,
scalability and the inherent utilization of infinite dimensions highlights the flexibility of our
cKOR approach.

Approach input samples |control domain| |state domain| |datasets| ERM scalability

switched u [75] quantized finite finite nu+1 ✗ ✗

bEDMD: [13, 71]; arbitrary finite finite 1 ✗ ✓1

[76, 83, 69]/[77]2 constant finite finite / ∞ nu+1 ✗ ✗

cKOR (ours) arbitrary ∞ ∞ 1 ✔ ✔

kernel. The former turns out to be crucial in getting a hold on both the approximation er-
ror and high-dimensional feature and control spaces, avoiding the explicit tensor products
of dictionary and control inputs [71, 87]. As our experiments confirm, this property leads
to superior performance of our nonparametric approach over classically used parametric ap-
proaches, approximating highly accurate Galerkin methods from data [51, 98]. Crucially, our
framework does not need commonly unavailable derivative information, approximate inter-
polation of different fixed-input Koopman operators or multiple regressions found in existing
works [75, 69, 77]. We address these issues simultaneously by a novel nonparametric oper-
ator learning method, providing a natural control-affine counterpart to statistical learning
approaches for autonomous dynamics [54, 59].

1.1. Contributions.
• Prove that discrete-time control-affine systems admit universal infinite-dimensional
bilinear state-space models.

• Propose nonparametric control-Koopman operators expressing many operator-based
control system representations from the literature as particular cases.

• Derive data-driven estimators for control-Koopman operators, expressing state-space
models in a closed form.

• Derive the sketched/Nyström counterparts to the KRR estimator for scalable learning.
• Demonstrate the compatibility of classical POD techniques on our operator-based
control system models for additional model order reduction.

1.2. Notation. For non-negative integers n and m, [m,n] = {m,m+1, . . . , n} with n ≥ m
gives an interval set of integers, and define [n] := [1, n]. Given two separable Hilbert spaces
H and G, we let HS (H,G) be a Hilbert space of Hilbert-Schmidt (HS) operators from H to G
endowed with the norm ∥A∥2HS ≡

∑
i∈N∥Aei∥2G , for HS (H,G) where {ei}i∈N is an orthonormal

basis of H. When using (Koopman) composition operators, different time steps are related
as At+s = AsAt and when omitting time-step subscripts we assume t = 1. For simplicity,
with a slight abuse of notation, adjoint of operators as well as conjugate transposes of a

1Limited by a tensor product of inputs and features.
2Lacking infinite-dimensional covariance operators modeling control-affine dependencies due to interpolating

estimated Koopman operators for nu + 1 constant inputs.
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matrices are denoted as (·)⊺. Lower/upper case symbols denote functions/operators while
bold symbols reserved for matrices and vectors. The space of square-integrable functions is
denoted as L2(·) with an appropriate Lebesgue measure while the vector space of continuous
functions is denoted by C(·). We let k : X × X → R be a symmetric and positive definite
kernel function and H the corresponding RKHS [43], with norm denoted as ∥ · ∥H. For x ∈ X,
we use x 7→ kx ≡ k(·,x) ∈ H to denote the canonical feature map. We differentiate between
input-steered RKHS and its autonomous analogue using HU ,HX , respectively.

2. Problem statement. Consider an unknown nonlinear control affine system given by

(2.1) xt+1 := f(xt) +

nu∑
j=1

gj(xt)uj(t) ≡ fo(xt,ut)

where xt ≡ x(t) ∈ X ⊆ Rnx is the state variable and ut := [ u1(t) · · · unu(t) ]⊤ ∈ U ⊆
Rnu denotes the input variable and t ∈ Z+

0 is the discrete time. Control-affinity in (2.1) is
often sufficient to represent the dynamical behaviour of many engineering applications [60].
Additionally, more general representation of nonlinear systems characterized by unstructured
fo(xt,ut), under mild conditions, can be rewritten in the control-affine form (2.1) according
to the procedure detailed in [67]. Furthermore, we assume (2.1) is a time-sampled version of
its continuous-time counterpart, whose existence is guaranteed for a large class of forward-
complete systems, e.g., mechanical systems [55].

Approach. Inspired by operator-theoretic dynamical system theory, we consider modeling
of (2.1) as a bilinear dynamical surrogate system evolving in the RKHS H as3

zt+1 = A⊺zt +
nu∑
j=1

B⊺
j uj(t)zt(2.2)

where zt ∈ HX so the dynamics are modeled by bounded linear operators A : HX → HX

and {Bj : HX → HX}j∈[nu]. We pose the construction of a finite-dimensional realization of
(2.2) as a control-Koopman operator regression problem for G : HU → HX . In particular, we
assume that HX and HU are RKHSs with associated canonical feature maps kx : X → HX

and kx,u : X× U → HU on the data spaces X and X× U, respectively.
We consider solving the following control-operator regression problem

min
G∈B(HU ,HX)

∥kx+ −G⊺kx,u∥2L2(HX)(COP)

where B(HU ,HX) is the space of bounded operators from HU to HX . Together with solving
a control operator problem (COP), we consider the recovery of the state-space model (2.1) via
a reconstruction problem

min
C∈B(HX ,X)

∥x− C⊺kx∥2L2(X)(RP)

3While such a disparity is disregarded in control systems literature [49], we highlight the adjoint because
state-space models formally evolve the basis of a Hilbert space using the dual embedded operators, cf. [47].
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where the observable of particular interest is the identity function4. In contrast to the RKHS
literature focused on the eigendecomposition of a Koopman operator estimate [47], we focus
on full rank estimators. If low-rank constraints are desired, the framework we propose is fully
compatible with principal component and reduced rank estimators [94, 93, 54] as it presents
a natural counterpart to existing Koopman operator regression for control systems.

Objective. The aim of this work is to learn (2.1) using a dataset of snapshot pairs

(2.3) DN =
{
xti+1︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(xti ,uti )

,xti ,uti

}
i∈[N ]

=
{
x
(i)
+ ,x(i),u(i)

}
i∈[N ]

via a bilinear predictor of the form

zt+1 : = Â⊺zt +

nu∑
j=1

B̂⊺
j uj(t)zt(2.4a)

x̂t = Ĉ⊺zt(2.4b)

where estimating (Â, B̂, Ĉ):
1. Follows from a empirical risk minimization (ERM);
2. Avoids the curse of feature and input dimensionality;
3. Is compatible with established ERM operator estimators for (COP);
4. Can be efficiently performed for large datasets DN using random projections.

3. Koopman operator theory, representations and control systems.

3.1. Koopmanism. First, let’s consider the autonomous case with

xt+1 = f(xt)(3.1)

where f is Lipschitz continuous, xt ∈ X, and X ⊂ Rnx is compact. The Koopman operator
corresponding to the dynamics (3.1) is A : F 7→ F , which advances the underlying state one
time step further by composing the dynamics with the observable ψ : X 7→ C as

(3.2) Aψ(xt) = ψ(f(xt)) = ψ(xt+1),

where F – the functional space of the observables – is considered to be the Hilbert space of
continuous square-integrable functions ψ ∈ F := C(X) ∩ L2(X). Observables (also known as
lifting/measurement functions) are state-dependent functions that lift the dynamics (3.1) to
an infinite-dimensional space, where the state-transition map is defined by a linear operator.
Due to (3.1) being a well-defined sampled version of a continuous-time system, implies that
the family

{
At ≡ (A)t

}
t∈N forms a semigroup.

The appeal of Koopman operators lies in their ability to linearize the underlying dynamical
system (3.1) by linearly representing dynamics in terms of functionals instead of points in X.
While they admit a spectral decomposition due to being bounded for Lipschitz dynamics

4One may set any function of interest but focus on the full-state observable to build a surrogate for (2.1).
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[56], it is generally not true that that a finite-rank representation can adequately capture
all of the dynamics of a nonlinear system. This is due to the fact that operator spectra
comprises not only of a point spectrum but also a continuous and residual spectrum σ(L) =
Pσ(L) ∪ Cσ(L) ∪ Rσ(L) where L denotes the Koopman operator generator (Lie derivative).
Note that the sole presence of a points spectrum is essential for a finite-rank LTI dynamics
representation.

The flexibility of a non-recurrent domain. A particularly general setting for deterministic
dynamics is one concerning with nonlinear dynamics of transient states on the way to a
stable solution, which can be completely described by Koopman operator eigenfunctions [22,
Chapter 31]. For deterministic systems on such a transient/non-recurrent domain X[T ] ⊂
X, we can rule out the presence of continuous and residual spectra Cσ(L) = Rσ(L) = ∅
[11, 9]. Hence, the Koopman operator has a rich (arbitrary) point spectrum [50] defining left
eigenvalue-eigenfunction pairs (λi, ϕi) ⊆ C × F[T ], such that5 A[T ]ϕi = λiϕi, A⊺

[T ]ϕ
⊺
i = λ⊺i ϕ

⊺
i so

that ⟨ϕ⊺i , ϕi⟩ = 1. Thus, we can represent the operator in the following form

At
[T ]
=

∑∞
i=1 λ

t
iϕi ⊗ ϕ⊺i .(3.3)

Crucially, a finite collection of open eigenfunctions Φ = vec({ϕi}i∈N) [62] can approximate
any continuous function f to arbitrary precision [52, 9]. This way, the nonlinear dynamics
(3.1) admits a universal representation supx0∈X[T ]

|xt− x̂t| ≤ ϵ for t ∈ [0, T ] via an LTI system

Φt = (A⊺)tΦ0(3.4a)

x̂t = C⊺Φt(3.4b)

that allows for greatly simplified multi-step prediction (forecasting). The above representation
is demonstrated to be a useful setting for learning of dynamical systems [9] as the operator
can be replaced by a finite-dimensional LTI system (3.4), beyond the known one for compact
operators associated with time-symmetric stochastic dynamics [54].

Remark 3.1 (Non-recurrence escapes impossibilities and limitations). Recently in [58], it is
shown that nonlinear systems with more than one ω-limit sets, e.g. multiple fixed-points,
cannot admit a continuous eigenmap basis. The non-recurrent domain defines a subset of
the state-space that excludes singularities [11], elegantly allowing for continuous eigenmaps
defining the LTI dynamical system (3.4) for a finite-time horizon t ∈ [0, T ]. The non-recurrent
domain also ensures that Φ is injective [9] – guaranteeing the existence of a left inverse. The
latter, together with the denseness in the space of continuous functions, leaves little justifi-
cation for nonlinear left inverses [72, 70] in place of (3.4b) unless significant dimensionality
reduction is desired.

3.2. Koopman-based control system representations. While necessary and sufficient
conditions [13] are established for continuous-time dynamics [32, 33] to admit an exact bilinear
representation, their discrete-time counterparts are not as well understood. As shown in [42],

5We highlight the dependence of operators on a non-recurrent domain by the subscript (·)[T ] to denote the
finite-time/transient nature of the non-recurrent domain.



NONPARAMETRIC CONTROL-KOOPMAN OPERATOR LEARNING 7

there is an exact finite-dimensional embedding for a particular class of systems. Nevertheless,
it is unknown that under what conditions infinite-dimensional “bilinearizability” holds for
general discrete-time control-affine systems. It is also an open question how to obtain a
data-driven realization that can effectively work in spaces that can satisfy bilinearizability
conditions similar to those of the from [13] that directly work out in discrete-time.

3.2.1. Control-Koopman operators. Tractably working with infinite-dimensions through
an RKHS approach has various benefits, e.g., overcoming slow modes of convergence [98]
of parametric projection approaches [69, 83, 76] that aim at data-driven approximations of
Galerkin methods. Before we demonstrate how universal control-affine RKHSs allow for a
practical way of dealing with infinite-dimensional bilinear dynamics, we take a step back and
show a generic result regarding bilinearizability. This allows us to push the commonly consid-
ered input-dependence of Koopman operators entirely into its domain when the underlying
dynamics are control-affine and considered on a non-recurrent domain.

Lemma 3.2 (Control-affine systems admit exact bilinear dynamics). Consider a control-
affine system (2.1) on a compact non-recurrent domain xt ∈ X[T ] ⊂ X, and compact input
domain U ⊂ Rnu. Assume h = id,f , {gj}nu

j=1 ∈ F[T ]. Then, (2.1) admits an exact representa-
tion of the dynamics in F[T ] of the form

Φt+1 ≡ A⊺
[T ]
(u)Φt = A⊺

[T ]
Φt +

nu∑
j=1

B⊺
[T ]j

Φtuj,t(3.5a)

where Φ ∈ span({ϕi}∞i=1) ≡ F[T ], Uj = diag({u(i)j }∞i=1), U ≡
{
[u

(i)
1 · · · u(i)nu ]

⊤}∞
i=1

, ϕt+1
i =λiϕ

t
i

with λi∈C and A[T ] ≡ diag({λi}∞i=1).

Proof. With all components (2.1) spanned by Koopman eigenmaps by assumption and
A[T ]F[T ] ⊆ F[T ] by construction, the dynamics obviously stay control-affine in Φ. Thus, there
exists an operator of the following form

A[T ](u) =
∑∞

i=1 λiϕi ⊗ ϕ⊺i +
∑nu

j=1 uj
∑∞

i=1 λiϕi ⊗ (ϕ⊺i ⊗ u
(i)
j )(3.6a)

By boundedness of A[T ] and control inputs

=
∑∞

i=1 λiϕi ⊗ ϕ⊺i +
∑∞

i=1

∑nu
j=1 ujλiϕi ⊗ (ϕ⊺i ⊗ u

(i)
j )(3.6b)

=
∑∞

i=1 λiϕi ⊗
(
ϕi +

∑nu
j=1(ϕ

⊺
i ⊗ u

(i)
j )uj

)
(3.6c)

plug in (3.3)
= A[T ] +

∑nu
j=1A[T ]Ujuj(3.6d)

= A[T ] +
∑nu

j=1 B[T ]j
uj(3.6e)

Exactly spanning the autonomous and control dynamics might seem to be a strong assumption.
However, even when the assumption is violated, the representation can get arbitrarily accurate
for (2.1) with continuous functions as we formalize in the following corollary.

Corollary 3.3 (Universality). Consider F[T ]:=span({ϕi}∞i=1) with ϕt+1
i =λiϕ

t
i. Then, for ev-

ery continuous h := id(·),f , {gj}nu
j=1 over a non-recurrent domain X[T ] and all ϵx, ϵf , {ϵgj}

nu
j=1 >

0, there exist h̃, f̃ , {g̃j}nu
j=1 ∈ F[T ] so that ∥h̃−h∥∞ ≤ ϵx, ∥f̃−f∥∞ ≤ ϵf , {∥g̃j−gj∥∞ ≤ εgj}

nu
j=1.
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Proof. Follows directly by using the fact that F[T ] is dense in the set of continuous functions
C(X[T ]) over a non-recurrent domain X[T ] [52].

Remark 3.4 (Choice of observables). While we rigorously show novel existence results,
one might question if they can be realized in practice. The answer is positive, as recent
literature provides explicit necessary and sufficient conditions [9, Lemma 1] to work in a space
F[T ] ≡ span({ϕi}∞i=1) consisting solely of Koopman (open) eigenfunctions [62]. Even when less
care is taken, i.e. by not explicitly working in invariant subspaces, universal RKHS [43] can
make the residual error of not working in an invariant subspace arbitrarily small [54, 53].
We formalize this fact in the subsequent section after formulating the infinite-dimensional
operator regression problem.

With the representational preliminaries in place, we aim to construct their counterpart in a
universal RKHS [43]. The flexibility our approach comes from the fact that given a universal
kernel, neither the feature map nor the feature space are uniquely determined [43] – defining
a dictionary-free approach. Nonetheless, an RKHS uniquely defines a kernel (and vice versa)
[43], so we enforce the structure of (3.5a) on the feature space of an RKHS to derive a kernel
that corresponds to it. As we will see later, such a kernel will be crucial for working with
infinite-dimensional spaces in practice.

3.2.2. Control-operator-valued reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces. Now, we can take
advantage of the fact that control-affine systems are bilinear in F[T ] to pass the dependence
on the inputs to the domain of the operators (Theorem 3.5). Then, by deriving the input
domain of the RKHS-bound control-Koopman operator G : HU → HX , we get a natural
analogue to the time-homogeneous case – leading to a superior paradigm compared to the
existing parametric approaches from the literature – see Table 1 for an overview. In the
following, we exploit the “operator kernel tick” to control systems which elegantly avoids
taking tensor products [71, 87], collection of multiple datasets or incurring a loss of precision,
i.e. by discretizing the space or inputs before the data comes in.

To set up the estimation of linear control-Koopman operator (3.6) without knowledge of
Φ, we consider nonparametric regression using a universal kernel (cf. Remark 3.4) on a linear
space consisting of function mappings from X[T ] to HX [65] given by

GX = {F ≡ A⊺kx : X[T ] → HX | A : HX → HX is Hilbert-Schmidt}.(3.7)

In what follows, GX will always denote the HX -valued kernel K : X[T ] × X[T ] → B(X[T ]) given
by K(x,x′) = k(x,x′) IdHX

as described in this section. We will write capital letters F ∈ GX

for HX -valued functions in order to distinguish them from scalar-valued functions f ∈ HX .
The foundation of our approach is given by the fact that elements of the RKHS GX can
be interpreted as Hilbert-Schmidt operators on HX , whereas the GU can be interpreted as
Hilbert-Schmidt operators from HU to HX . For a concise overview of vector/operator-valued
reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces, we point the reader to [64] and to [19] for a more extensive
treatment.

Theorem 3.5 (Control-Koopman operator domain). Consider a universal kernel k(x,x′)
and the bilinear surrogate (3.5) of control-affine dynamics (2.1). Then, the control-endowed
RKHS domain for the control-Koopman operator G|H: HU → F[T ] is identified with the RKHS



NONPARAMETRIC CONTROL-KOOPMAN OPERATOR LEARNING 9

of the kernel

k((x,u), (x′,u′)) = k(x,x′) +
∑nu

j=1 ujk(x,x
′)u′j .(3.8)

Proof. Analogously to (3.7), simple rearranging leads to

GU = {G⊺kx,u : X[T ] × U → HU | G : HU → HX is Hilbert-Schmidt}
(3.9)

Lem. 3.2
= {G⊺(kx +

∑nu
j=1 kxU

⊺
j uj)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Fu(x,u)

: X[T ]×U → HX ⊕
(
⊕j∈[nu]UjHX

)
| G : HS(HU ,HX)}.

(3.10)

that we can reformulate using the reproducing property

〈
Fu, F

′
u

〉
GU

(3.6d)
=

〈
kx′ +

∑nu
j=1 u

′
jUjkx′ , kx +

∑nu
j=1 kxU

⊺
j uj

〉
HX⊕(⊕j∈[nu]UjHX)

〈
h, h′

〉
HX

(3.11a)

direct sum6of RKHSs [2, Sec. 6.]
= (k(x,x′) +

∑nu
j=1 u

′
jk(x,x

′)uj︸ ︷︷ ︸
=k((x,u),(x′,u′))

)
〈
h, h′

〉
HX

(3.11b)

=
〈
k((x,u), (x′,u′))IdHh, h

′〉
HX

.
(3.11c)

Finally, by applying [64, Theorem 4.4] it follows that the operator-valued RKHS given above
is induced by (3.8).

By utilizing the operator reproducing property (3.11) and identifying the canonical kernel
feature map on HX , the operator-valued RKHS least squares regression problem

min
Fu∈GU

E
[
∥kx+ − Fu(x,u)∥2HX

]
(3.12)

is equivalent to

min
G∈HS(HU ,HX)

E
[∥∥kx+ −G⊺kx,u

∥∥2
HX

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

R(G)

(3.13)

which obviously coincides with (COP) only now with an input kernel function (3.8) tailored
to control-affine systems.

6We use ⊕ to generally denote the direct sum of Hilbert spaces.
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Remark 3.6 (Flexibility of our approach). Operator models using structured kernels, like
(3.8), must not be confused with parametric models that work with a fixed amount of ob-
servables, with a predetermined structure and use a fixed number of parameters. In contrast,
our operator regression with a universal, infinite-dimensional, yet structured kernel has po-
tentially infinitely many observables for each part of its bilinear model. So the kernel encodes
the knowledge that the target operator is bilinear, but each summand has unlimited flexibility
due to a possibly infinite amount of observables.

4. Control-Koopman Operator Regression (cKOR). With the domain HU uniquely de-
fined by its kernel, we focus on formulating a well-posed regression problem to solve (COP).

4.1. General concept. To ensure the uniqueness and feasibility of the solution, Tikhonov
regularization [17] of problem (3.13) reads as

Gγ = argmin
G∈HS(HU ,HX)

∥S+ − SUG∥2HS︸ ︷︷ ︸
R(G)

+γ∥G∥2HS, γ > 0.(4.1)

whose closed-form solution [54] reads as

Gγ = (C + γIHX
)−1T (input covariance C, target cross-covariance T )(4.2a)

=
(
S⊺
USU + γIHX

)−1
S⊺
US+(4.2b)

7

= S⊺
U (KU + γIHX

)−1 S+(4.2c)

Thm. 3.5
= (S⊺ +

∑nu
j=1 S

⊺U⊺
j )

(
K +

∑nu
j=1 UjKU

⊺
j + γIHX

)−1
S+(4.2d)

= Aγ +
∑

j∈nu
Bγj(4.2e)

where SU and S injection operators, mapping from RKHS to FU = S(F ⊕ (⊕j∈[nu]UjF)) and
F , respectively, where

S : FU → F | (f u1g1 · · · unugnu) 7→ f + u1g1 + . . .+ unugnu(4.3)

is a summation operator.
Rationale on the regression task. Given a universal kernel HX ⊆ L2(X[T ]), the injection S

is Hilbert-Schmidt (HS) [43]. Thus, the restriction of the Koopman operator S+ := A[T ](u)S
is also HS, by virtue of the control Koopman operator A[T ](u) being bounded – providing a
well-defined regression task.

For the bilinear input effects, the kernel (injection operator) structure (3.8) is critical, so
a single inversion of the stabilized Gram operator KU delivers

Aγ = S⊺ (KU + γIHX
)−1 S+(4.4)

{Bγj = U⊺
j S

⊺ (KU + γIHX
)−1 S+}j∈[nu](4.5)

defining control-affine parts of the infinite-dimensional bilinear dynamics (2.2).

7Matrix identity (S⊺
USU + γIHX )−1S⊺

U = S⊺
U (SUS

⊺
U + γIHX )−1 + “kernel trick” SUS

⊺
U = KU
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Remark 4.1 (Discretized only by data). It is important to stress that the above solution
is equivalent to a vector-valued representer theorem [18] due to the equivalence of vector-
valued regression [1] and sampling operator formalism [54, 53, 59]. While intractable, the
above representations allows for direct expressions for the infinite-dimensional Aγ and Bγ

operators, without a loss of precision via discretizing the space and inputs as in existing
literature [76, 69, 77, 77, 83].

Next, we assess the approximation capability and well-posedness of the regression problem
when data samples are introduced and we derive tractable data-driven estimators.

4.2. Approximations of control-Koopman operators in RKHS. Now that we have set
up control-Koopman operator representations both in the space of continuous elements of L2

as well as in RKHS, we investigate the approximation capabilities of an RKHS representation
w.r.t. the one in F[T ]. This is of great importance in assessing whether or not we can recover
the true control-Koopman operator or get close to it in a well-posed manner.

Well-specified case. When HX is an invariant subspace of A[T ] up to its closure Im(S+) =
cl(Im(SU )) ⊆ L2(X[T ]), then, there exists a G ∈ HS (HU ,HX) fulfilling the target operator
equation kx+ = G⊺kx,u ⇔ S+ = SUG so the error vanishes G = (S⊺

USU )
†S⊺

US+ = limγ→0Gγ

=⇒ A = limγ→0Aγ , B = limγ→0Bγ , where (·)† denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse
operator [86]. Working with invariant subspaces – ensuring G[T ] ∈ HS (HU ,HX) – can be
realized through a kernel function reflecting known invariant-subspaces of classes of polynomial
systems [41] or using invariance-transformations [9].

Misspecified case. When the RKHS does not admit a Hilbert-Schmidt control-Koopman
operator – A0 /∈ HS (HX ,HX) ⇔ G0 /∈ HS (HU ,HX) – one cannot define G0 from HU to HX .
However, Gγ is consistent with the control-Koopman operator G[T ] from HU to HX and by
extension so are Aγ and {Bγk}k∈nu with A[T ] and {B[T ]k

}k∈nu , respectively, if γ is set small
enough [54].

4.3. Estimating control-Koopman operator from data. While in the previous section,
we derived the infinite-dimensional solution of the problem at hand, now we derive a practical
finite-dimensional representation using a dataset (2.3) so that (3.13) is approximately solved
via regularized empirical risk minimization (RERM). In this work, we consider the following
convex optimization problem

Ĝγ := argmin
G∈HS(HU ,HX)

1

N

n∑
i=1

∥Ŝ+ − ŜUG∥2HS + γ∥G∥2HS︸ ︷︷ ︸
R̂γ(G)

,(RERM)

where and γ > 0 is the regularization parameter and Ŝ(·) the empirical injections called
sampling operators – see Appendix A for a detailed derivation including operator estimators
based on kernel ridge regression (KRR), principal component regression (PCR) – a popular
DMD technique – and recently proposedreduced rank regression (RRR). Next, we only state
the result for kernel ridge-regression (KRR) as this estimator will be further used in this work.

For that, we introduce the shorthands K:=ŜŜ⊺ = [k(x(i),x(j))]i,j∈[N ],Uk:= diag([u
(1)
k · · ·u(N)

k ])

and K+:=Ŝ+Ŝ
⊺ = [k(x

(i)
+ ,x(j))]i,j∈[N ].
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Theorem 4.2 (Control-Koopman Operator KRR). The minimizer of (RERM) is the com-
pound sum of operators

Ĝγ = Âγ +
∑

k∈[nu]
B̂γk

where the estimated state Âγ and input transfer operators B̂γk are defined as

Âγ = (K +
∑

k∈[nu]
UkKU⊺

k + γI)−1K+(4.6a)

{B̂γk = U⊺
k Âγ}k∈[nu](4.6b)

defining the bilinear model for our objective (2.4a).

Proof. Using Theorem 3.5, and the symmetry of the input sampling operators, the full
KKR estimator directly follows after exchanging outer sampling operators by a fully-kernelized
matrix description K+ using [47, Proposition 3.1].

Although we focus on the well-justified bilinear representations, our cKOR framework includes
many existing representations in a nonparametric manner as summarized in Table 2. We are
unaware of existing methods other than our work considering operator-theoretic learning of
control systems to a comparable level of generality.

Table 2: Popular representations of existing Koopman-operator representations for control
systems. Consider that kx are canonical features of a possibly infinite-dimensional RKHS.
cKOR includes all control-affine representations with straightforward modification of sampling
operators in Appendix A.

Method Embedding dynamics Input kernel ⟨·, ·⟩HU Output kernel ⟨·, ·⟩HX

DMD [84] A⊺x x⊤x′ x⊤x′

DMDc [78] A⊺x+B⊺u x⊤x′ + u⊤u′ x⊤x′

kEDMD [47, 94] A⊺kx k(x,x′) k(x,x′)

kEDMDc A⊺kx +B⊺u k(x,x′) + u⊤u′ k(x,x′)
cKOR A⊺kx +

∑nu
k=1 B

⊺
kukkx k(x,x′) +

∑nu
k=1 ukk(x,x

′)u′
k k(x,x′)

5. Efficient approximations via sketching. Like any other nonparametric approach, our
cKOR algorithm is only suitable for small-scale systems due to the time-complexity of order
O(N3) w.r.t. the data cardinality N . For approximating nonparametric methods, random
Fourier features (RFFs) stand out as a popular and straightforward way to reduce the estima-
tors’ complexity [81]. Recently, they have been utilized for control system identification [77].
Unfortunately, the algorithm in [77] is hardly useful in practice due to requiring data gath-
ered under constant inputs to estimate the Koopman operator for a few fixed input levels –
prohibiting most realistic system identification scenarios that involve rich excitation signals or
safe data collection, e.g., under an auxiliary controller. Due to RFFs being data-independent,
they may not adapt well to the data at hand [95], limiting performance for an equivalent com-
plexity as sketching schemes [20] as the Nyström method selects a subset of training examples
to form its basis functions, resulting in a data-based representation.
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Random sketching or Nyström approximations estimate the kernel matrix by selecting
a small subset of m data points known as inducing points or Nyström centres, that define
a low-dimensional subspace of the RKHS the dataset is projected to [92, 1]. The Nyström
approximation is accurate under the assumptions that an appropriate sampling is carried out
and the kernel matrix has a low rank, where the latter is often satisfied, e.g., for Gaussian
kernels whose Gram matrix eigenvalue spectrum rapidly decays [91].

We remark that, concurrent to our work, [16] studies sketched operator estimation, but
only for the restrictive case of LTI lifted dynamics that is recovered as a special case of our
approach (cf. Table 2).

Complexity independent of input dimensionality. To put our developments in perspective,
recall that the popular parametric bEDMD [12] or [34] have the time-complexity of O(n3z(nu+
1)3) due to a cubic magnification of complexity in case of control systems based on the
dimensionality of the inputs. This is primarily due to a lack of kernel trick for the control-affine
effects – an inherent limitation of a parametric model. In contrast, the proposed combination
of our nonparametric cKOR framework and random sketching that we will work out in this
section preserves the control-affine kernel trick at the inducing points and delivers a handy
complexity reduction that is independent of input-dimensionality, in turn, amounting to the
time-complexity of O(m3 +m2N) – identical to the one known for autonomous systems [59].

We will consider uniform random sampling because it is a simple algorithm that is generally
applicable and it is well-known that random projections are suitable for extracting a low rank
matrix approximation [88]. There exist more advanced sampling approaches, which have the
potential to minimize the number of inducing points necessary, but reviewing these methods
are out of scope for this work. Importantly, the proposed scalable estimators are not limited
to uniform random sampling.

Among sampling-based methods, the concept of Nyström approximation is rigorously
studied in context of KOR with KRR, PCR and RRR, in [59]. In the remainder of this
section, this method is extended for control-Koopman operator regression. This approach
starts by sampling a small subset of the data matrices, i.e. X̃ ⊂ X, X̃+ ⊂ X+ and Ũ ⊂ U
with m datapoints/columns, where m ≪ N is the number of inducing points. With these
datasets, the subsampling operators S̃, S̃+ : HX → Rm and S̃U : HU → Rm are introduced
to explicitly represent the orthogonal projection operators onto the reduced span of these
operators (compared to their full counterparts). The orthogonal projectors P+ and P are
defined as

P+ = S̃⊺
+(S̃

⊺
+)

†, P = S̃⊺
U (S̃

⊺
U )

†.(5.1)

where † denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse. With these projection operators, the orig-
inal problem (RERM) is projected onto a lower-dimensional counterpart by projecting the
input and target cross-covariance Ĉ, T̂ as

Ĝm,γ = (PĈP + γI)−1PT̂P+.(5.2)

As we work with infinite-dimensional HX ,HU , the above expression is obviously intractable.
Thus, in the following, we derive a commutable version of the estimator using the “kernel
trick” with the help of kernel matrix shorthands:



14 FLEXIBLE AND SCALABLE OPERATOR LEARNING FOR PREDICTION AND CONTROL

Kuũ:=[k((x,u)(i),(x̃,ũ)(j))]i∈[N ],
j∈[m]

, Kũũ:=[k((x̃,ũ)(i),(x̃, ũ)(j))]i,j∈
[m]

, Kx̃+x̃+ :=[k(x̃
(i)
+ , x̃

(j)
+ )]i,j∈

[m]

,

Kx+x̃:=[k(x
(i)
+ , x̃(j))]i∈[N ],

j∈[m]

, Kx̃+x̃:=[k(x̃
(i)
+ , x̃(j))]i,j∈[m], (Um)k:= diag([u

(1)
k · · ·u(m)

k ]).

Proposition 5.1 (Nyström/Sketched cKOR-KRR). The sketched estimators remain a com-
pound sum of operators

Ĝm,γ = Âm,γ +
∑

k∈[nu]
(B̂m,γ)k

where the estimated state Âm,γ and input operators (B̂m,γ)k are defined as

Âm,γ =
(
K⊺

uũKuũ + γKũũ

)−1
K⊺

uũKx+x̃+K
−1
x̃+x̃+

Kx̃+x̃ ,(5.3a)

{(B̂m,γ)k = (U⊺
m)kÂm,γ}k∈[nu](5.3b)

defining the bilinear model for our objective (2.4a).

Proof. Following the proof for Theorem 4.2, the result follows analogously as in [59, Propo-
sition 3.1].

The inverses in Ny-cKOR only take O(m3) time, which is a significant improvement compared
to O(N3), since m≪ N . This also holds for solving the reconstruction problem (RP), e.g., it
easy to see that it resembles the multivariate kernel regularized least squares with Nyström
projection [82].

6. Model order reduction. For cKOR and Ny-cKOR, the lifted state dimension scales
with the dataset cardinality N and inducing pointsm, respectively. Even for a relatively small
number of inducing points compared to the number of datapoints, the lifted state dimension
can be too high, e.g., in context of efficient control design or real-time execution on low-level
hardware. Therefore, this section explores model reduction opportunities to reduce the lifted
state dimension of cKOR and Ny-cKOR.

A compelling approach for ordering and reducing the lifted states is based on proper
orthogonal mode decomposition (POD), because it has been successfully applied in obtaining
low-dimensional representations based on large-scale datasets in many applications [21]. The
dynamic mode decomposition (DMD) algorithm actually makes use of this reduction [85] and
surprisingly, this has not been applied to Koopman modelling for control-affine systems – with
the exception of DMDc [79] – to the best of the authors’ knowledge. POD in DMD, involves
taking an SVD of the state data matrix, which ranks the orthogonal structures of this matrix
based on the singular values. With this ranking, the r dominant modes/coordinates can be
selected to describe the dynamical behaviour of the underlying system. The same reasoning
can be applied to cKOR in the lifted space, with the assumption that the dominant coordinates
for representing the lifted system correspond to representing the original system.

The aforementioned reduction approach in the context of cKOR (and Ny-cKOR), starts
by taking the r-truncated SVD of the kernel matrix

(6.1) [[K]]r = VrΣrV
⊺
r ,

with the POD modes Vr ∈ RNz×r and the singular values matrix Σr = diag(σ1, . . . , σr). With
these POD modes, the original bilinear lifted system can be transformed into the following



NONPARAMETRIC CONTROL-KOOPMAN OPERATOR LEARNING 15

reduced bilinear lifted form

zr(t+ 1) = A⊺
rzr(t) +

nu∑
j=1

(B⊺
r )juj(t)zr(t),(6.2a)

xt = C⊺
r zr(t),(6.2b)

where zr ∈ Rr represents the reduced lifted states. The reduced lifted states and the corre-
sponding lifted state-transition matrix A⊺

r ∈ Rr×r, the control matrices {(B⊺
r )j ∈ Rr×r}nu

j=1

and the reconstruction matrix C⊺
r ∈ Rnx×r are defined as

zr = V ⊺
r z, A⊺

r = V ⊺
r A

⊺Vr, (B⊺
r )j = V ⊺

r B
⊺
jVr, C⊺

r = C⊺Vr,(6.3)

respectively. Essentially, the aforementioned reduction approach is a truncated POD basis
transformation. In context of cKOR, this method is coined as reduced cKOR (r-cKOR). For
Ny-cKOR, the reduction approach is identical to cKOR with the difference that the truncated
SVD is applied to the kernel matrix [[Kx̃x̃]]r. In this case, the method is coined as reduced
Ny-cKOR (r-Ny-cKOR).

In the literature, there is a wealth of possibilities for choosing r for the truncated SVD
[29]. An extensive comparison and analysis of such methods is out of the scope of this paper.
Here, r is either manually selected or by a percentage threshold τ

(6.4)

∑r
i=1 σ

2
i∑N

j=1 σ
2
j

· 100% ≤ τ,

where the singular values are denoted by σi.

7. Forecasting and control with cKOR.

7.1. State reconstruction and forecasting. Until now, we focused on the nontrivial
control-Koopman operator regression without addressing reconstruction (RP). For the full
and sketched case, we can introduce finite-dimensional sampling matrices X,Z (analogous to
sampling operators) as

X⊺ =
[
x(1) | · · · | x(N)

]
∈ Rnx×N Z⊺ =

[
z(x(1)) | · · · | z(x(N))

]
∈ RNz×N ,(7.1)

where the mapping z(x(i)) depends on the data or subsamples for sketching. Then, we can
essentially solve an ordinary least squares problem (OLS) minimizing ∥X − ZC∥2HS with the
solution

Ĉ = Z†X(7.2)

While including the state explicitly in a dictionary z is very popular in the applied literature,
we argue against such practice both theoretically and practically in Appendix B, as it can
reduce long-term prediction performance by orders of magnitude due the distorting effects it
introduces for Koopman operator regression.
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Forecasting. With the estimated reconstruction mapping (7.2), we have a fully defined
state-space model (2.4) and we can utilize the advantageous bilinear state-space model (2.4)
form to have a naturally linear parameter (input) varying (LPV) forecast of our system, with
the parameters being the sequence of inputs {ut}T−1

i=0 . We emphasise that our forecasting
model follows an (bi)linear/LPV form at all times, in contrast to works [69, 77] that tacitly
employ nonlinear predictors.

7.2. Operator-based LPV-MPC. To provide an efficient scheme for controlling the orig-
inal nonlinear system via the cKOR method provided surrogate models, we propose a model
predictive control (MPC) approach that extends the LPV scheme of [38]. The control problem
that we want to address is that given a measurement of the state x(t) of the original nonlinear
system (2.1) at time-instant t, based on a cKOR model of (2.1), solve a predictive control
problem for (2.1) on a finite time horizon T with computation cost close to an LTI-MPC to
obtain a control sequence {ui|t}T−1

i=0 such that the predicted response of (2.1) follows a pre-
scribed reference trajectory. Then, u0|t is applied to the system and at the next time-instant
(t+ 1), x(t+ 1) is measured to start the next control cycle.

Using the cKOR model, the corresponding optimization problem is shown below

min
u0|t···uT−1|t

∥xT |t − xT |t∥2QT
+

T−1∑
i=0

(
∥xi|t − xi|t∥2Q + ∥ui|t − ui|t∥2R

)
(7.3a)

s.t. zi+1|t = A⊺zi|t + B(pi|t)ui|t(7.3b)

xj|t = C⊺zj|t(7.3c)

xmin ≤ xj|t ≤ xmax(7.3d)

umin ≤ ui|t ≤ umax(7.3e)

where the measured state at time t, i.e., x0|t = x(t), is lifted to determine z0|t = z(x0|t). The
variables xi|t and ui|t correspond to the reference state and input, respectively. In addition,
Q ∈ Rnx×nx , R ∈ Rnu×nu are weighting matrices and QT ∈ Rnx×nx represents the terminal
weight matrix. These matrices have to be tuned with respect to user specified performance
expectations w.r.t. the tracking problem. The bounds xmin, xmax, umin and umax limit the
state and input sequences of the system. Lastly, to efficiently handle the bi-linearity of the
cKOR model, a scheduling variable taken as pi|t is introduced so that

B(pi|t) = [B⊺
1pi|t | · · · | B

⊺
nu

pi|t].(7.4)

The core idea is that, at any given time-instant t, for a fixed scheduling sequence {pi|t}T−1
i=0 ,

(7.3b) is used to formulate a linear MPC problem that can be solved efficiently as a quadratic
program (QP). Then, the resulting control sequence {ui|t}T−1

i=0 is used to forward simulate
the cKOR model to compute a new sequence pi|t = z(i + t) on which a new linear MPC
problem is formulated and solved. Execution of this iteration multiple times until a converging
{ui|t}T−1

i=0 trajectory is reached ensures that the predictive LPV model (7.3b) sufficiently well
approximates the nonlinear system along a (locally) optimal solution trajectory for which the
solution of the linear MPC problem coincides with the solution of a nonlinear MPC problem
formulated for the original nonlinear model (2.1).
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In practice, we solve a single QP at every time-instant where the LPV-MPC updates the
scheduling iteratively over the simulation time in a receding horizon manner, which can cause
some loss of performance, but still convergence can often be observed in practice, similar to
SQP schemes. Details on the implementation are found in Appendix C.

Downsides of linearization-based LPV-MPC. In the LPV literature, these MPC approaches
are applied to linearized or factorized models around xp and often up as well. In that case,
the state-transition matrix is not invariant anymore and the scheduling is not only state-
dependent, but often also input-dependent. This input dependence requires a suitably chosen
initial input guess in the LPV-MPC algorithm. The reduction of the degrees of freedom
combined with a superior approximation advantage of the bilinear Koopman model, make the
LPV-MPC based on a bilinear Koopman model a more attractive approach.

Notably, our Koompan LPV-MPC does not require linearization of any form, so the control
scheme does not introduce additional approximations into the predictive model used for control
design.

8. Numerical experiments. Multiple numerical experiments are presented to illustrate
the implications of theoretical results and also demonstrate the advantages of the cKOR
approach in combination with a simple yet effective model predictive control scheme based on
solving a single QP per timestep.

8.1. Duffing oscillator modelling. As the first example, a controlled damped Duffing
oscillator in the state-space form

(8.1) ẋ =

[
x2

x1 − x31 − 0.5x2

]
+

[
0

2 + sin (x1)

]
u.

where the state is measured with sampling time ∆t = 0.01s and the input is actuated in a
synchronised zero-order-hold (ZOH) manner.

Prediction performance for a range of hyperparameters. First we compare the cKOR, Ny-
cKOR and the bEDMDc approaches over a range of the hyperparameters µ ∈ R+ of the
Gaussian (RBF) kernel

(8.2) k(x,x′) = e−1/µ∥x−x′∥22 ,

in terms of the Ttest-ahead prediction performance, quantified using the root mean square
error (RMSE)

(8.3) RMSE =
√

1
Ttest

∑Ttest
t=1 ∥yt − ŷt∥22,

where N denotes the number of steps and yt− ŷt the difference between the real and predicted
solution. For the training dataset, 200 trajectories with N = 1000 samples (10 sec) are
generated, starting from a 14 by 14 grid of initial conditions within the limits |x1| ≤ 2.25 and
|x2| ≤ 2.25. For the test dataset, 40 trajectories of Ttest = 100 samples (1s) are generated,
starting from random initial conditions sampled within the limits |x1| ≤ 2 and |x2| ≤ 2 using
a uniform distribution. Both datasets are generated using uniform random input sequences
within the interval [-2,2]. From the training dataset, m = 200 inducing points are sampled.
The considered approaches are used with a regularization parameter γ = N × 10−9.



18 FLEXIBLE AND SCALABLE OPERATOR LEARNING FOR PREDICTION AND CONTROL

10 2 10 1 100 101 102

Gaussian kernel hyperparameter 
10 3

10 2

10 1

100

Av
er

ag
ed

 R
M

SE

cKOR
bEDMDc, nz = N

(a) Lifted models with nz = 1000.
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(b) Lifted models with nz = 200.

Figure 1: Comparing Koopman models based on cKOR, Ny-cKOR and the bEDMDc for
various choices of the kernel width µ when nz = N and nz = m, where nz denotes the order
of the lifted models. Comparison is provided in terms of the averaged RMSE of the 1-step-
ahead prediction of the models over the test set.

Figure 1a confirms the enhanced accuracy of our nonparametric cKOR estimator as it
reaches a significantly lower error then bEDMDc across µ values – showing a greater hyper-
parameter range of increased accuracy. Additionally, when lowering the regularization8, our
cKOR estimator’s accuracy increases, achieving up to an order of magnitude better accuracy
than bEDMDc. Even when we reduce complexity by projecting on a subset of data for our
sketched Ny-cKOR estimator, a similar but reduced advantage can be observed in Figure 1b.

Convergence & time-complexity. In the second experiment, the training data is varied in
terms of the number of available trajectories, i.e., the trajectory time is fixed to 2.0 sec (N =
200 samples). The initial conditions of these trajectories are from a square and equidistant
grid, while the inputs and the remaining initial conditions are uniformly randomly generated
within the limits |x1|, |x2| ≤ 2 and |u| ≤ 2. The test data consists of 20 trajectories of length
2.0 sec (Ttest = 200 samples) with the same initial condition generation, but driven by an
input sequence of ut = 2 sin (10πt). Both datasets are normalized with the state and input
normalization factors: 3 and 2, respectively. All the approaches use the Gaussian kernel (8.2)
to construct the lifted states with hyperparameter µ = 0.25 and a regularization parameter
of 10−7. These values are empirically determined as “optimal” for the prediction RMSE
and choosing the same settings allows for a fair comparison between cKOR, Ny-cKOR and
bEDMDc. Note that, the bEDMDc approach takes the inducing points as centres, which are
200 uniformly randomly sampled points from the training dataset. Figure 2a illustrates the
RMSE of the Ttest-step-ahead prediction (8.3) averaged over the test trajectories versus the
number of training datapoints. The solid lines represent the average RMSE over 20 runs and
the shaded area gives the variation of the RMSE per run. For each run, a new training data

8See Appendix D, Figure 8b.
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Figure 2: Comparing RMSE of the Ttest-step-head prediction performance of the models and
computation time of their estimation over increasing training data. Our Ny-cKOR estimator
attains significantly lower prediction errors with a generally lower complexity then bEDMDc.

set and inducing points are generated to provide statistically relevant results. Figure 2b shows
the computation times, i.e., the estimation time of A⊺, {B⊺}nu

j=1 and C⊺ along with the n-step-
ahead prediction/rollout time. Strikingly, both the average RMSE of cKOR and Ny-cKOR
stays below of bEDMDc, confirming the inherent advantages of estimators derived using a
nonparametric paradigm. This also illustrates the common bottleneck of full KRR estimators
well over the number of datapoints, since the full cKOR scales with O(N3), compared to
bEDMDc with O((nz(nu + 1))3) and Ny-cKOR O(m3).

In line with our expectation, Ny-cKOR continues the trend of cKOR for larger datasets,
as the computation time becomes intractable for the full cKOR estimator. For a single input,
the bEDMDc complexity is comparable to Ny-cKOR, however it is important to stress that
Ny-cKOR is substantially more computationally efficient than bEDMDc for higher input di-
mensions – by a factor of (nu+1)3 – as it does not require taking a tensor product of features
and inputs.

8.2. High-dimensional dataset: Kalman vortex street. Tackling high-dimensional sys-
tems in a parametric manner, often comes with challenges as the suitable basis for repre-
sentation is of critical importance. Through this simulation study, we want to showcase the
superiority of our nonparametric learning paradigm even when it is based on a fraction of the
data points, which is highly important for scalability.

Figure 3 schematically illustrates the considered nonlinear system which generates a flow
as a result of transverse non-slip movement of an oscillating cylinder as input. This flow
exhibits vortex shedding causing vortex-induced vibrations on the structure, which accelerate
material fatigue and may lead to failure [5]. In [24], the considered system is created and
simulated using the Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) environment OpenFOAM. For
the data generation, we refer to [24]. The system identification procedure is performed with
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Figure 3: Schematic depiction of an oscillating cylinder submerged in a uniform flow.

the same setting as in [6]. For completeness, these settings are repeated here: the pressure,
horizontal velocity and vertical velocity are observed in rectangular wake region of 41 × 45,
this amounts to a high state dimension of nx = 5535. The flow conditions correspond to a
Reynolds number of 100 and a Strouhal number of 0.167. The dataset consists of 11 timeseries
of length T = 1520, with samples measured at 50Hz. These 11 timeseries correspond to 11
input sequences with a swept-sine input profile with different amplitudes and cylinder diameter
ratios: {0.5, 0.75, . . . 3.0} that ends with a zero input. The timeseries are randomly split into
6 for training 3 for validation and 2 for testing. For statistically significant comparison, we
assess the prediction performance of the methods on the test data over 20 randomly assigned
splits. The training, validation and test datasets are normalized to constrain the states and
inputs to values smaller than or equal to one.

For a fair comparison, all approaches use the same 400 inducing points for learning,
meaning bEDMDc uses 400 RBF centres based on the inducing points of Ny-cKOR (and
r-Ny-cKOR). Also all models are fitted using a hyperparameter and regularizer grid search
on the validation data with the grids µ ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1, 10, 20, . . . 60, 150, 175, . . . 400} and γ ∈
N × {10−11, 10−10, . . . , 10−6} for the multi-step (Tvalid = 100) state prediction RMSE. The
rank r of the POD reduction is obtained after setting τ = 99.99% in (6.4).

Table 3: Comparison of test prediction error for the estimated models on the actuated Karman
vortex street over in terms of the averaged mean NRMSE for multi-step prediction of length
Ttest = 3Tvalid over 20 random test-validation-train splits.

Ny-cKOR r-Ny-cKOR bEDMDc

test NRMSE 0.1572± 0.0489 0.2063± 0.1088 0.4106± 0.9765

As shown in Table 3, on average, both models from r-Ny-cKOR and Ny-cKOR significantly
outperform those of bEDMDc. Strikingly, the error variance compared to bEDMDc for our
Ny-cKOR and r-Ny-cKOR models is 20× and 10× smaller, respectively. Figure 4 shows an
examples of the significant performance loss due to the large error variance of bEDMDc models.
By just comparing the flow plots, it becomes clear that bEDMDc quickly deteriorates and does
not resemble any aspect of the flow, as opposed to Ny-cKOR which stays quite accurate over
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Figure 4: A prediction of the flow observation region showing the significant implications of
reduced prediction error variance for Ny-cKOR models, leading to higher fidelity models.

the entire horizon. The reduced model of r-Ny-cKOR comes with an offset to Ny-cKOR but
does not exhibit the performance loss of bEDMDc.

This example clearly demonstrates order-of-magnitude better performance of our (r-)Ny-
cKOR models for an unknown high-dimensional control system, confirming our hypothesis
that parametric paradigms quickly reach their limits for large-scale systems.

8.3. Model predictive control: Damped duffing oscillator. Next we investigate predic-
tive control of the Duffing oscillator (8.1) of Section 8.1. The autonomous part f(x) has two
stable equilibrium points while the origin is unstable. The vector field of the system is plotted
in Figure 5a to illustrate if the control trajectories leverage the dynamics to gain performance.
In this example, the Koopman MPC approach of Section 7, the iterative LPV-MPC approach
based on a standard LPV model (non-exact conversion) of (8.1), a LTI MPC based on a
linearized model of (8.1) are compared. The nonlinear MPC (NMPC) solution with the exact
nonlinear model of (8.1) is considered as the ground truth.

The initial condition of the simulated scenario is set to [1 1]⊺ and the state reference
consists of the two equilibra: [−1, 0]⊺ and [0, 0]⊺, for 9s and 3s, respectively. The weighting
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Figure 5: Comparing the resulting trajectories of the MPC approaches.

matrices are chosen as Q = diag(6, 1), R = 5 and QT = 100Q. The horizon is set to 100
steps, i.e. T = 100 with a sampling time of ∆t = 0.01s . Lastly, the constraints are sets as
−2 ≤ u ≤ 2, −3 ≤ x1 ≤ 3 and −3 ≤ x2 ≤ 3. These settings are such chosen such that the
knowing accurate nonlinear system behaviour is rewarded and that the desired setpoints are
reached.

The linear MPC (LMPC) model is obtained by linearizing the system equations around
the origin. LPV LMPC linearizes the system equations around the prior predicted states and
optimized inputs and its initial guess is the initial condition over the horizon and zero inputs.
The same initial guess is used for NMPC, which also has access to the system equations.
Koopman LPV-MPC does not have access to the system equations, instead it uses training
data (N = 704) in a state domain of −2 ≤ x1 ≤ 2 and −2 ≤ x2 ≤ 2 and an input domain
of [−2, 2]. The bilinear model is constructed via r-Ny-cKOR with 100 uniformly randomly
sampled inducing points, r = 29 and a hyperparameter grid search over validation data.

From Figures 5a and 5a, it can be observed that Koopman LPV-MPC, LPV LMPC and
NMPC are almost identical, while they showcase a clear performance improvement compared
to LMPC. Specifically, LMPC requires extra input effort between 1s and 3s, because around
x1 = −0.2 and x2 = −1.25, the LMPC solution goes against the vector field. The other
approaches use the vector field to reach the setpoint and thus requiring less input. In addition,
there is an large offset between the settled state of LMPC and the setpoint, which then leads to
an additional input effort to stabilize in the origin. The other approaches are almost identical,
which implies that (1) the system and/or control task is not challenging enough and that (2)
the bilinear Koopman model accurately identifies the nonlinear system.
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8.4. Making data collection hard: Unstable system with linearly uncontrollable origin.
For the next example, the following Van der Pol oscillator

ẋ =

[
x2

−x1 − 1
2x2(1− x21)

]
+

[
0
x1u

]
,(8.4)

where the state is measured with sampling time ∆t = 0.05s and the input is actuated in
a synchronised ZOH manner. This is an interesting example for three reasons: the origin is
linearly uncontrollable, the optimal solution to drive the system from arbitrary initial condition
to the origin is known, and the system offers simple analysis because it is planar. The optimal
unconstrained solution for the cost function

(8.5) J(x, u) = x22 + u2

is the feedback law: u = −x1x2 [66]. Thus the control task is to regulate the system to
the origin while minimizing the aforementioned cost function. In other words, this system
can showcase the potential of nonlinear control techniques as opposed to controllers based on
linear state-space models.

The control objective is to stabilize the system in the origin from initial conditions within
the unstable limit cycle and with the cost function (8.5). Specifically, the initial conditions
[−2,−2]⊺, [−2, 2]⊺, [2,−2]⊺ and [2, 2]⊺ are considered with Q = diag(0, 1), QT = Q and R = 1.
The horizon is chosen as the minimal one such that NMPC is able to stabilize in the origin.
This resulted in a horizon of 100 steps, which is relatively big and thus another indicator of
a difficult to control system. The latter in combination with being open-loop unstable in the
considered region, complicates the data gathering step for determining the bilinear Koopman
model. For the training and the validation data, the NMPC controller is used to control the
system to the origin with an exploratory uniform random disturbance within interval [−2, 2].
The hyperparameter and regularization parameter are obtained by employing a grid search
on the validation data. The same initialization of the scheduling is used as in the previous
example.

Figure 6a shows the resulting control trajectories for NMPC and Koopman LPV-MPC.
For these settings, the LPV LMPC and LMPC controllers fail to stabilize into the origin, due
to linearization limitations and the linearly uncontrollable property. The latter clearly high-
lights an advantage for the Koopman LPV-MPC scheme. However, the control trajectories of
Koopman LPV-MPC deviate from the trajectories of the NMPC with full exact model knowl-
edge. The aforementioned deviations are quantified with RMSE (8.3): RMSE of Koopman
LPV-MPC is 2.83 · 10−1 and of NMPC: 1.01 · 10−1. Due to its data-driven nature, the model
is inherently approximate model, while the NMPC works with perfect system knowledge. The
latter is illustrated in Figure 6b by requiring a higher input as opposed to following the vector
field. This result is still significant, as we solve a single QP at every timestep and do not
require any initial guess for the scheduling or employment of model-based planners.

9. Conclusion. In this work, we proposed a novel framework for learning Koopman op-
erators for control-affine systems in RKHS that offers computation advantages and strong
theoretical guarantees in terms of operator learning in RKHS. As a result, the regression prob-
lem is independent of the feature and input dimensionality and only discretized by the data.
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Figure 6: Comparing the resulting trajectories of the MPC approaches.

Furthermore, it delivers a bilinear Koopman-based model in a closed-form relying fully on a
non-parametric representation of a control-affine system in an RKHS. The control-Koopman
operator linearly evolves the lifted states given an initial condition and a sequence of control
inputs.

We rigorously derive our representation for deterministic control systems that allows us
to push the commonly considered input-dependence of Koopman operators entirely into its
domain. Then, by leveraging the (operator) kernel trick, we derive end-to-end kernelized
data-driven estimators for operator-theoretic control system modeling, a result missing from
the literature. Due to this data-driven basis, our results present a significant advance in oper-
ator learning for systems with inputs. Namely, we provide an unifying framework as a direct
analogue to the established autonomous case, including many Koopman-based state-space
models (Table 2). Furthermore, our end-to-end application of the “kernel trick” through a
nonparametric paradigm removes the need for meticulous dictionary selection that often relies
on ad-hoc choices. We also derive closed-form expressions for operator learning using our non-
parametric framework – including a variety of estimators – and use Nyström approximations
(sketching) to make the KKR estimator applicable to large-scale problems. As a consequence,
the computational complexity of our sketched estimator is only dependent on a small sub-
set of the training data, i.e. O(m3) with m ≪ N , while the computational complexity of
comparable estimators commonly scales with the number of features and input dimension as
O((nz(nu + 1))3).

Finally, we also demonstrate that our bilinear Koopman model offers an accurate and
efficient linear multi-step predictor of the nonlinear system behaviour for a finite horizon,
which is highly useful within a MPC scheme. As a result, the bilinear Koopman model is
employed for control by interpreting it as an LPV model with known scheduling to make
use of the LPV-MPC scheme. In order to reduce the complexity within this scheme, the
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lifted state dimension of the estimated bilinear model is reduced using a truncated POD basis
transformation. Such a reduction approach is handy for control design, because a small subset
of the training data still results into relatively large lifted state dimensions. Yet, it offers one
a similar multi-step prediction performance for a significant reduction of lifted states. To this
end, employing our bilinear model for control lead to a comparable performance to NMPC,
while offering more flexibility and a better performance compared to standard (LPV-)MPC
based on ground-truth linearized models.
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REFERENCES

[1] T. E. Ahmad, L. Brogat-Motte, P. Laforgue, and F. d’Alché Buc, Sketch in, sketch out: Ac-
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either its primal or (convex) dual form as they relate the spaces HU and HX to the empirical
distribution of data.

Informally, one can identify sampling operators as objects consisting of features evaluated
at data and composed in rows, so-called “feature/data matrices”

Ŝ+ =



k⊺
x
(1)
+

...
k⊺
x
(i)
+

...
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x
(N)
+
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(A.1)

where k
x
(1)
+

are canonical feature maps evaluated at data a datapoints x(i) and eu(i)
j

:= eiu
(i)
j

with ei the i-th unit vector in HX . Note that, technically, for universal (infinite-dimensional)
kernels, the above are not matrices but row vectors in (HX)N . Also, the exact counterparts
they empirically estimate – injection operators – are fully infinite-dimensional for universal
kernels S ∈ HS

(
HX , L

2
)
. The key thing we will utilize in this derivation is the “kernel

trick”, that allows us to work with the above row vectors in (HX)N without a loss of precision
using Gram matrices, i.e. K = ŜŜ⊺, that stay finite-dimensional (N × N) even if HX is
infinite-dimensional.

The sampling operators for the control-affected domain ŜU : HU → RN , autonomous
Ŝ : HX → RN and target Ŝ+ : HX → RN are defined, respectively, as

ŜUh := 1√
N
[⟨g, k
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UkŜ)g ∀h ∈ HU , g ∈ HX .

It is readily verified that their adjoints are given by
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By composing sampling operators using control affinity from Theorem 3.5, one obtains
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which are the input and target covariance operators, respectively, and
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the input and target kernel matrices, respectively. Moreover, the target cross-covariance
operators T ∗ : HX → HU , T : HU → HX are given by the formulas

T := Ŝ⊺
U Ŝ+ = 1

N

∑
i∈[N ]

kx(i),u(i) ⊗ k
x
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+
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+(Ŝ +

∑
k∈nu

UkŜ).

with time-shift cross-kernel matrices K⊺
+ : HX → HX , K+ : HX → HX

K+ = A[T ](u)K := Ŝ+Ŝ
⊺ = N−1[k(x

(i)
+ ,x(j))]i,j∈[N ] K⊺

+ := ŜŜ⊺
+ = N−1[k(x(i),x

(j)
+ )]i,j∈[N ]

We can then state the following result that follows the conventions from generic linear operator
regression [89, Section 2].

Theorem A.1 (Control-Koopman Operator Estimators). The control-Koopman operator re-
stricted to the RKHS, can be empirically estimated by Ŝ⊺

UW Ŝ+, where W ∈ RN×N follows9

(1) from the Kernel Ridge Regression (KRR) algorithm Ĝγ minimizing (RERM) without
rank constraint as

(KRR) Ĝγ = Ŝ⊺
U (KU + γI)−1︸ ︷︷ ︸

W

Ŝ+,

defining the bilinear model for our objective (2.4a) via

Âγ = Ŝ⊺(KU + γI)−1Ŝ+ = (KU + γI)−1K+,(A-KRR)

B̂γk = Ŝ⊺U⊺
k (KU + γI)−1Ŝ+ = U⊺

k (KU + γI)−1K+;(B-KRR)

(2) from the Reduced Rank Regression (RRR) algorithm minimizing (RERM) under a
rank constraint Ĝ ∈ {HS (HU ,HX) | rank(Ĝ) ≤ r} as

(RRR) ĜRRR
γ := C

− 1
2

γ [[C
− 1

2
γ T ]]r = Ŝ⊺

U UrV
⊺
r︸ ︷︷ ︸

W

Ŝ+,

where Cγ := C + γI is the Tikhonov-regularized input covariance with Vr = KUUr

and Ur = [u1 | · · · | ur] ∈ RN×r is such that (σi,ui) are the solution to the generalized
eigenvalue problem

K++KUui = σ2i (KU + γI)ui, such that u⊺iKU (KU + γI)ui = 1,(GEP)

defining the bilinear model for our objective (2.4a) via

ÂRRR
γ = Ŝ⊺UrV

⊺
r Ŝ+,(A-RRR)

B̂RRR
γk

= U⊺
k Ŝ

⊺UrV
⊺
r Ŝ+;(B-RRR)

9By Theorem 3.5, the above estimators are a composite sum of operators Ĝγ = Âγ +
∑

k∈nu
B̂γk .
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(3) from the Principal Component Regression (PCR) algorithm as

(PCR) ĜPCR
γ := [[C]]†rT = Ŝ⊺

U UrV
⊺
r︸ ︷︷ ︸

W

Ŝ+,

where [[KU ]]r = VrΣrV
⊺
r r-truncated SVD of KU , and Ur = VrΣ

†
r while (·)† denotes

the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse, defining the bilinear model for our objective (2.4a)
via

ÂPCR
γ = Ŝ⊺UrV

⊺
r Ŝ+,(A-PCR)

B̂PCR
γk

= U⊺
k Ŝ

⊺UrV
⊺
r Ŝ+;(B-PCR)

Proof. After the use of control affinity of from Theorem 3.5 for the input sampling opera-
tors introduced previously, the results readily follow by a slight modification of results in [89,
Proposition 2.1] and using [54, Proposition 4 & Theorem 4].

Appendix B. State reconstruction: A cautionary tale.
The final step of the Koopman modelling procedure is to linearly reconstruct the original

state from the lifted states. In general, two main methodologies are considered in the literature:
a) fitting a matrix C⊺ ∈ Rnx×Nz that reconstructs the states using the following expression

(B.1) x = C⊺z,

and b) adding the state x to the observables/lifted states. In this way, C⊺ is expressed as

(B.2) C⊺ =
[
Inx 0 · · · 0

]
For simplicity, we will consider the autonomous case here. Nevertheless, this transfers to

the control-affine case as the lack of closure of the autonomous operator directly influences
the control-affine operator as well, cf. Section 4.

The advantages of method two are that the reconstruction is predefined and the recon-
struction error is zero. However, this comes at the cost of a restrictive assumption: the original
state is part of the linearly evolving observables. Obviously, the original system is nonlinear in
x, which makes enforcing x to be part of the linear observables a too restrictive assumption,
especially whenever the original system has strong nonlinear behaviour in x. In this case,
the linear multi-step prediction performance deteriorates over time. For method a), C can be
simply be obtained by minimizing ∥X− ZC∥2HS with the solution

Ĉ = Z†X(B.3)

where finite-dimensional sampling matrices X,Z (analogous to sampling operators) are

X⊺ =
[
x(1) | · · · | x(N)

]
∈ Rnx×N Z⊺ =

[
z(x(1)) | · · · | z(x(N))

]
∈ RNz×N .(B.4)

This approach assumes that the reconstructed state lies within the span of the lifted states,
which is a mild assumption on a compact set due to the low complexity of the identity mapping.
The following remark and example showcase clear limitations of appending the state into the
lifted states.
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(a) Exemplary test trajectory of x2 over time.
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(b) RMSE over the test trajectories.

Figure 7: Comparison that demonstrates a clear multi-step prediction advantage for the non-
parametric approach.

Remark B.1 (Theoretical issues of state inclusion). In case of appending the state to a fea-
ture map, existing work leaves the nonparametric setting. The universal RKHS that includes
the state is Hid = H⊕ Id(X) and is induced by the kernel kid(x,x

′) = k(x,x′) + x⊤x′. Exist-
ing literature that uses state-inclusion evaluates the empirical inner product that is only an
approximation of the canonical one kid(x,x

′). Additionally, severe misspecification is incurred
in a finite-data regime due to well-known closure-issues of state-inclusion. As Figure 7 shows,
these effects are particularly severe for multiple fixed-points.

Experimental validation. The training dataset consists of 3000 datapoints from the Duffing
oscillator (8.1) which are 300 trajectories of T = 0.10s, starting from a 17 by 17 equidistant
grid of initial conditions within the limits |x1| ≤ 2 and |x2| ≤ 2 (the remaining initial condi-
tions are uniformly randomly generated within these limits). The observables are Gaussian
kernels (8.2) with all the states from the training data as centres. For state inclusion EDMD,
the original state is added to these observables (to this end EDMD with state inclusion actu-
ally has two more lifted states). The validation dataset contains 60 trajectories of T = 0.50s,
starting from uniformly randomly generated initial conditions within the aforementioned lim-
its. Over this validation dataset, the hyperparameter and the regularization parameter γ are
varied over 0.5, 1, 5, 10 and N×{10−11, 10−10, . . . , 10−5}, respectively, with the RMSE (8.3) as
performance measure. This grid search resulted in µ = 0.5 and γ = N×10−11 for both models.
With these models, the prediction performance over time is compared on a test dataset, which
consists of 10 trajectories with T = 2.0s, starting from uniformly randomly generated initial
conditions within the aforementioned bounds. Figure 7a shows an exemplary test trajectory
versus the predicted trajectories for the EDMD approaches over time. The entire forecast
performance on the test data is depicted in Figure 7b, where the RMSE (8.3) is considered
over the number trajectories where the shaded area represents the min-max over the data sets.
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Both these figures clearly demonstrate the (relatively small) initial approximation advantage
of state inclusion, due to the reconstruction error being zero. However, this advantage quickly
diverges over time due to the closure problems of appending the states into observables.

Appendix C. Numerical implementation of the LPV-MPC.
To solve the optimization problem, a scheduling sequence is required to be determined,

which should already be close to the state-trajectory of the optimal solution in order to ensure
that the QP will provide an optimal solution for the underlying nonlinear predictive control
problem. As we discussed it already, in the iterative LPV-MPC, the scheduling variables are
iteratively updated using prior predicted lifted states, until Ut converges. The prior predicted
lifted states are the predicted lifted states that were computed in the previous iteration.
Specifically, p0|t = z(xt) and pi|t = ẑi|t for i = 1, 2, . . . , T−1, where ẑi|t are the predicted lifted
states in the previous iteration associated with the optimal input sequence found in that step.
To start the iteration at time step t, the optimal input sequence Ut−1 associated predicted
state sequence {ẑi|t−1}Ti=1 at time t− 1, which was the result of converging iterations, is used
as an initialisation. Specifically, pi|t = zi+1|t−1 for i = 1, 2, . . . , T − 1 and pi|T−1 = zT−1|t−1.
This bootstrapping-based scheme provides an efficient way to kick start the iterations and
provides fast convergence (in terms of a threshold) often no more than 2 or 3 steps. However,
when the MPC is started at t = 0, no previous control cycle is present. For that case, the
scheduling is initialized as a constant trajectory pi|t = z0|t for i = 1, 2, . . . T − 1 and then the
iterations are started. This typically results in a larger number of (7-10) iterations at the first
time-instant when the MPC is switched on. To avoid the computational load of the iterative
LPV-MPC scheme which comes from the repetative solution of QPs in each control cycle, a
simplification is the (simple) LPV-MPC scheme where the above described scheme is applied,
but with only one iteration in each control cycle.

The optimization problem (7.3a) can be written as a single quadratic problem (note, the
terms in the cost function independent of the input are dropped, since they are irrelevant for
finding the optimal inputs) as shown below

min
Ut

1

2
U⊺

tHUt + h⊺Ut(C.1)

s.t. LUt ≤ c−Mz(t)−Dxt,(C.2)

with H ∈ RnuT×nuT and h ∈ RnuT defined as

H = 2 (R+ Γ⊺(Pt)C
⊺QCΓ(Pt))(C.3)

h = 2
(
Γ⊺(Pt)C

⊺Q(CAz0|t − Xt)− RUt

)
,(C.4)

where

(C.5) Pt =
[
p0|t p1|t · · · pT−1|t

]
.

Similarly, Xt, Ut with Ut contain the state-, input reference and the inputs over the entire
time horizon, respectively. The matrices R ∈ RnuT×nuT and Q ∈ RnxT×nxT concatenates
weighting matrices over the diagonal: R = diag(R, . . . ,R) and Q = diag(Q,Q, . . . ,Q,QT ).
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Next, we derive the inequality constraint expressions for L, c,M and D. The expressions
for L and c in equation (C.2) are derived from the inequalities (7.3d) and (7.3e). The latter
is rewritten as

Wixi|t +Eiui|t ≤ bi, ∀i = 1, 2, . . . T(C.6)

WTxT |t ≤ bT(C.7)

with

Wi =


0
0

−INx

INx

 , Ei =


−INu

INu

0
0

 , bi =


−umin

umax

−xmin

xmax

 , WN =

[
−INx

INx

]
, bN =

[
−xmin

xmax

](C.8)

These constraints are stacked over the all the horizon steps to form

(C.9) Dx(t) +WXt + EUt ≤ c

where

D =


W0

0
...
0

 , W =


0 · · · 0

W1 · · · 0
...

. . .
...

0 · · · WN

 , E =


E0 · · · 0
...

. . .
...

0 · · · EN−1

0 · · · 0

 , c =


b0
b1
...
bN

 .(C.10)

Equation (C.9) is rewritten, in terms of Ut and z(t) by substituting the prediction model for
Xt, i.e. equations (C.13) and (C.14), as

(C.2) LUt ≤ c−Mz(t)−Dx(t),

with

L = WΓ(Pt) + E,(C.11)

M = WA.(C.12)

The matrices A and Γ originate from the following prediction model that predicts the
future states over the horizon Ẑt given z0|t and Ut


z1|t
z2|t
...

zT |t


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ẑt

=


A⊺

(A⊺)2

...
(A⊺)T


︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

z0|t +


B(p0|t) 0 · · · 0

A⊺B(p0|t) B(p1|t) · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
(A⊺)T−1B(p0|t) (A⊺)T−2B(p1|t) · · · B(pT−1|t)


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Γ(Pt)


u0|t
u1|t
...

uT−1|t


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ut

,

(C.13)
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Figure 8: Comparing cKOR, Ny-cKOR and the bEDMDc approaches over values of µ in terms
of the averaged prediction RMSE.

The predicted lifted states are used to reconstruct the predicted states over the horizon X̂t

(C.14) X̂t = diag(C⊺,C⊺, . . . ,C⊺)︸ ︷︷ ︸
C

Ẑt,

in order to formulate the constraints and the cost in the original state-space. There are several
advantages for remaining in the original state-space as opposed to the lifted state-space: (1)
the objectives and constraints are in the original state-space and (2) the number of lifted
states is often way larger than the state dimension, i.e. nz ≫ nx. The quadratic program
(C.1) and (C.2) can be solved using any QP solver and the first input is applied to the plant
after which the process repeats itself in a receding horizon fashion.

Solver. For the numerical implementation of the MPC we rely on the state-of-the-art
ForcesPRO solver [27, 97] with freely-available academic licensing.

Appendix D. Supplementary results for the numerical examples.
Hardware. The estimator ablation studies and comparisons were performed on a machine

with 2TB of RAM and 4 AMD EPYC 7542 CPUs.
Additional results. Figures 8a and 8b hyperparameter ablation study for even lower levels of

regularization γ = N × 10−10 and γ = N × 10−11. For all these settings, our non-parametric
cKOR approach continues to significantly outperform the parametric approaches with its
sketched Ny-cKOR version on par or better.

For the control of the Duffing oscillator, Figure 9 illustrates state trajectories over time,
corresponding to state plot and input over time figures, i.e Figures 5a and 5b, respectively.
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Figure 9: Comparing the resulting trajectories of the MPC approaches.
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