
ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

13
94

0v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.S

Y
] 

 1
8 

Ju
l 2

02
4

Online learning of Koopman operator using

streaming data from different dynamical

regimes ⋆

Kartik Loya ∗ Phanindra Tallapragada ∗

∗ Department of Mechanical Engineering, Clemson University,
Clemson, SC.(e-mail: kloya@clemson.edu, ptallap@clemson.edu)

Abstract: The paper presents a framework for online learning of the Koopman operator using
streaming data. Many complex systems for which data-driven modeling and control are sought
provide streaming sensor data, the abundance of which can present computational challenges but
cannot be ignored. Streaming data can intermittently sample dynamically different regimes or
rare events which could be critical to model and control. Using ideas from subspace identification,
we present a method where the Grassmannian distance between the subspace of an extended
observability matrix and the streaming segment of data is used to assess the ‘novelty’ of the
data. If this distance is above a threshold, it is added to an archive and the Koopman operator is
updated if not it is discarded. Therefore, our method identifies data from segments of trajectories
of a dynamical system that are from different dynamical regimes, prioritizes minimizing the
amount of data needed in updating the Koopman model and furthermore reduces the number
of basis functions by learning them adaptively. Therefore, by dynamically adjusting the amount
of data used and learning basis functions, our method optimizes the model’s accuracy and the
system order.

Keywords: Koopman operator, online learning, recursive subspace identification,
Grassmannian distance

1. INTRODUCTION

The increasing ubiquity of sensors has led to an abundance
of data of measurements of complex systems, which, com-
bined with improved computational resources, has led to
an interest in data-driven methods for modeling, analy-
sis, and control of such systems, which are otherwise not
easily described by insightful physics-based models. While
many purely data-driven black box modeling techniques
have existed, the past decade has seen increased interest
in operator-based methods. Associated with a dynamical
system, the Koopman and Perron Frobenius operators
propagate observables and densities in a function space,
respectively. When viewed differently, the operators prop-
agate certain statistical or probabilistic features of the
dynamical system discussed in Lasota and Mackey (1994),
which can be sampled through measurements. Data-driven
methods based on the operator methods therefore are
expected to preserve a link to the physics of the system
and provide insights while being a mathematical tool to
create linear models.

The Koopman operator propagates observables in time
and therefore is particularly attractive to create approxi-
mate state observers. At the same, the Koopman operator
can be used to create reduced order models, as in the
early works on Dynamic Mode Decomposition (DMD) in
Rowley et al. (2009); Schmid (2010); H. Tu et al. (2014).

⋆ Sponsor and financial support acknowledgment goes here. Paper
titles should be written in uppercase and lowercase letters, not all
uppercase.

DMD and its cousins, such as Extended Dynamic Mode
Decomposition (EDMD), rely on having a large data set of
observables, with the precision of the approximate models
improving in general with the amount of data available.
These methods rely on computational steps such as the
singular value decomposition and matrix inversion, which
become infeasible as the amount of data increases. To
overcome these challenges, some recent papers have sug-
gested updating the Koopman operator using recursive
least square computation in DMD calculations in Zhang
et al. (2019) and in EDMD with forgetting factor Calderón
et al. (2021), where the Koopman update was based on
prediction error. However, there exists another particular
problem for streaming data i.e., when data is collected at
a high frequency over a prolonged period (or indefinitely)
and when such data can intermittently be drawn from
very different dynamical regimes of the system. Existing
methods have to necessarily retain a historical data archive
and as new data streams in, add to the existing archive,
thereby presenting challenges to computational resources
as shown in the early works for DMD without control in
Hemati et al. (2014) where the streaming dataset was used
to update the DMD operator based on the residual of the
Gram-Schmidt process. On the other hand, adaptive meth-
ods with a forgetting factor can ignore older data drawn
intermittently from different dynamical regimes, regimes
which may be visited by a trajectory again at a future time.
Furthermore, updating the DMD operator with control in
Bou Hamdan et al. (2023) using the subspace tracking
method where the subspace of the observable space is
being tracked with an assumption of a known system or-
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der. Intermittently different data or data from rare events
is important to model and control for what could be a
critical phenomenon, and this will require computationally
efficient updates not only to the Koopman operator but
also to determine the system order and learn the basis
functions for an unknown complex system dynamics.

The essential idea underlying this paper is that observation
data from a nonlinear dynamical system can be approx-
imately represented as a linear high dimensional (of un-
known dimension) time-invariant system using the Koop-
man operator and that this LTI system can be identified
using the ideas from the recursive subspace system identi-
fication (R-SSID). In the proposed framework, a subspace
representing the extended observability matrix of the high-
dimensional LTI system is updated using the streaming
data. Firstly, the extended observability matrix and the
Koopman operator are approximated with an initial batch
of data. As more data streams in, a check is performed on
the Grassmannian distance between the subspace of the
extended observability matrix and the new data segment.
If this distance is more than a specified threshold, the
Koopman operator is updated, and the segment of the
streaming data is added to the archive; otherwise, the data
is discarded. We demonstrate through examples that this
online update process identifies streaming data from new
dynamical regimes, and the updated Koopman operator
can retain high predictive accuracy. We also identify the
singular value-based minimum system order and learn the
basis functions using Gaussian process regression.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
sections 2.1 and 2.2, we first introduce the fundamental
concepts of the Koopman operator theory and an overview
of the subspace system identification (SSID) algorithm. In
section 2.3, we introduce the R-SSID algorithm, and in
section 2.4, the Gaussian process as a lifted observable
is shown. In section 3, we introduce the proposed algo-
rithm, which is the R-SSID with Grassmannian-guided
data pruning. In section 4, we introduce simulated exam-
ples to show the efficacy of the algorithm against EDMD
in terms of prediction accuracy and end the paper with a
conclusion in section 5.

2. KOOPMAN OPERATOR ESTIMATION VIA
SUBSPACE IDENTIFICATION

2.1 Koopman operator

Consider a discrete-time dynamical system defined as,

xt+1 = F (xt)

where t is the time instant, xt is the state space that resides
in the manifoldM⊆ R

d and F :M 7→M represents the
mapping between successive time steps. Given the function
space G comprising of all functions that maps M 7→ R

referred to as observables g ∈ G, the Koopman operator K
acts on the observable as follows,

Kg(xt) = (g ◦ F )(xt) = g(xt+1). (1)

Eq.(1) defines how the Koopman operator propagates the
observable function g along the state trajectories in the
discrete-time dynamical system, see Lasota and Mackey
(1994) or Budisic et al. (2012) for a review.

g(xt) g ◦ F (xt)

{Ψ(xt)} {Ψ ◦ F (xt)}

zt zt+1

yt yt+1

K

projection projection

realization

KΨ

realization

K

C C

Fig. 1. Commutative diagram illustrating the propagation
of the observable g(xt), projected observable Ψ(xt)
and its realization zt using the operators K,KΨ and
K, respectively.

Approximating the Koopman operator as a finite dimen-
sional operator involves projecting the operator’s action
onto a finite-dimensional subspace, often called the ’lifted
space.’ This has been explored through various approaches
such as basis function expansion, which can be defined a
priori see Williams et al. (2015) and Korda and Mezic
(2018) or learned through data-driven methods such as
neural networks, see Li et al. (2017), Lusch et al. (2018)
and Takeishi et al. (2018). In this paper, we consider the
sequence of measurements yt ∈ R

p as an evaluation of
an observable function of the state, which we represent as
a linear combination of finite basis functions denoted by
Ψ(xt). This basis function evolves through an approxima-
tion of the Koopman operator KΨ as

Kg(xt) ≈ K[c
⊺Ψ](xt) ≈ (KΨc)

⊺Ψ(xt). (2)

To derive an approximated set of dictionary function
Ψ, we initially obtain a lifted state zt ∈ R

r and the
corresponding operator K, see fig.1. This process employs
subspace identification (SSID) methods using temporal
data sequence, bypassing the need to approximate KΨ or
specify the basis functions Ψ. In this approach, we model
the regression or mapping between the states xt, and the
lifted states zt as a Gaussian process.

zt ∼ Ψ(xt) = GP(µ(xt), k(xt, xt)) . (3)

The lifted states zt can then be viewed as a scalar-
valued realization of a random variable in a function space
evaluated for a particular xt. This provides a probabilistic
framework for the Koopman operator to propagate the
observables as a function of time without first specifying
or learning a dictionary of basis functions.

For a discrete controlled system of the form

xt+1 = Fu(xt, ut) (4)

where ut ∈ U ⊂ R
m is the control input and Fu : M×

U 7→ M is the mapping between successive time steps
for the controlled system. We take a similar approach
in identifying the system matrices (K,B,C,D) of lifted
dynamics using subspace identification methods and lever-
age Gaussian process regression for mapping states to the
lifted space. The formulation is then extended to a linear
control system on the lifted state zt with a control input
ut at time t assumed to be



zt+1 = Kzt +But, (5a)

yt = Czt +Dut. (5b)

It should be emphasized that selecting this model structure
involves balancing simplicity for practical controller de-
signs with the model’s accuracy in real nonlinear systems,
where LTI controllers may falter with substantial modeling
errors against the choice of Bi-linear system Goswami and
Paley (2022).

2.2 An overview on subspace identification (SSID)

In this subsection, the subspace identification method
for identifying the system in eq.(5) using multiple data
records is briefly reviewed. A linear time-invariant, noise-
free discrete system described in eq.(5) is to be identified
using the input-output data Di = {ui

t, y
i
t}

n
t=0 for i =

1, . . . , N., where i is the number of data records and t
represents the time step for each data record. We assume
that the system (K,C) is observable but make no direct
assumption about the order r of the system. The Hankel
matrices for each data record consisting of n+1 measured
I/O data can be described with depth l and length s = n−
l+1 with a condition to have sufficient columns such that
s > lm+ r, see Holcomb and Bitmead (2017),

Yi =











yi0 yi1 · · · y
i
s−1

yi1 yi2 · · · yis
...

...
. . .

...
yil−1 y

i
l · · · yin











, Ui =











ui
0 ui

1 · · · u
i
s−1

ui
1 ui

2 · · · ui
s

...
...
. . .

...
ui
l−1 u

i
l · · · ui

n











.

(6)

From eq.(5) it follows,

Yi = ΓlZ
lift
0,i +HlUi (7)

where,

Γl =













C
CK

CK2

...
CK l−1













,Hl =













D 0 0 · · · 0
CB D 0 · · · 0
CKB CB D · · · 0

...
...

...
. . .

...
CK l−2B · · · · · D













. (8)

where Γl ∈ R
lp×r is the extended observability matrix,

Hl ∈ R
lp×lm is the lower triangular block-Toeplitz matrix

and Z lift
0,i ∈ R

r×s is the realization of the lifted state
that corresponds to the initial condition of each column
trajectory for the dataset i, in the original state space.
This system representation in eq.(7) can also be extended
for multiple data records by simply appending the new I/O
data Hankel matrices to the previous one to form mosaic-
Hankel matrix as,

YN = [Y1, Y2, · · · , YN ] ∈ R
lp×Ns

UN = [U1, U2, · · · , UN ] ∈ R
lm×Ns.

(9)

Now, arranging eq.(7) from dataset i = 1 to N it gives us

YN = ΓlZ
lift
0,1:N +HlUN . (10)

where Z lift
0,1:N ∈ R

r×Ns is the concatenation of Z lift
0,i for

datasets i = 1 to N . Now, to find the column space
of the extended observability matrix, we project out
the influence of the input matrix from eq.(10) by post-
multiplication of the projection matrix defined as Π⊥

UN
=

I −U
⊺

N (UNU
⊺

N )−1UN which gives us,

YNΠ⊥
UN

= ΓlZ
lift
0,1:NΠ⊥

UN
. (11)

The left side of the eq.(11) is available to us as it comprises
of I/O data. As its column space coincides with that of Γl,
we can take singular value decomposition of YNΠ⊥

UN

YNΠ⊥
UN

= [Qr, Ql−r]

[

Σr 0
0 Σl−r

] [

V ⊺

r
V

⊺

l−r

]

. (12)

As Σr contains the r largest singular values, we approx-
imate Γl ≈ Γr and determine the order of the lifted
dynamics to be ’r’. Therefore, the extended observability
matrix is given as

Γr = QrΣ
1
2
r . (13)

After computing the extended observability matrix the
system state space matrices (K,B,C,D) and also the
lifted state realization Z lift

0,1:N can also be computed using

approximated subspace Γ̂r and Hankel matrix YN . For
detailed procedure to compute system matrices please
refer Verhaegen and Dewilde (1992) and for multiple data
records, refer Holcomb and Bitmead (2017); Loya et al.
(2023) and further investigation into different subspace al-
gorithms, see Overschee and De Moor (1996), Qin (2006),

2.3 Recursive algorithm for subspace identification (R-SSID)

Algorithm 1 Oku and Kimura (1999) Suppose ΞN :=
YNΠ⊥

UN
YN , PN := (UNU

⊺

N )−1 andYNU
⊺

N have already

been obtained at previous step. When (N + 1)th dataset

DN+1 = {uN+1
t , yN+1

t }nt=0 is obtained, the (N + 1)th

symmetric data matrix ΞN+1 can be updated by the
following procedure:

1: Sample: DN+1 = {uN+1
t , yN+1

t }nt=0 ⊲ New Dataset
2: Construct: YN+1, UN+1 ⊲ As in eq.(6) s.t s > lm+ r
3: for k = 1, 2, . . . , s do
4: uk ← UN+1(:, k) ⊲ Matlab notation (:, k)
5: yk ← YN+1(:, k)
6: Update:

αN+1 ←
(

1 + u
⊺

kPNuk

)−1
(14a)

eN+1 ← yk −YNU
⊺

NPNuk (14b)

ΞN+1 ← ΞN + αN+1 eN+1e
⊺

N+1 (14c)

PN+1 ← PN − αN+1PNuku
⊺

kPN (14d)

YN+1U
⊺

N+1 ← YNU
⊺

N + yku
⊺

k (14e)
7: end for
8: [Q,Σ2, V ⊺] = svd(ΞN+1)

9: ΓN+1 = QrΣ
1
2
r ⊲ ’r’ dominant singular values

10: Obtain: (K,B,C,D) from ΓN+1

11: N → N + 1 ⊲ Move to the next recursive computation

The update to YNΠ⊥
UN

indirectly updates the subspace of
the extended observability matrix ΓN , a critical element in
constructing the quadruple system matrices (K,B,C,D).

Suppose a new dataset DN+1 = {uN+1
t , yN+1

t }nt=0 is
obtained the new mosaic-Hankel matrices in eq.(9) can
be updated as,

UN+1 = [UN , UN+1] , YN+1 = [YN , YN+1] . (15)

From above eq.(15), we see that the new data matrix
YN+1Π

⊥
UN+1

is not suitable for a recursive update as its

column size increases. Therefore, we define a real square
symmetric matrix ΞN ,



ΞN = YNΠ⊥
UN

Π⊥
UN

YN = YNΠ⊥
UN

YN ,

= [Qr, Ql−r]

[

Σ2
r 0
0 Σ2

l−r

] [

Q⊺

r
Q

⊺

l−r

]

.
(16)

This representation of the data matrix helps in recursive
updates and still preserves the subspace that helps deter-
mine the system matrices.

After updating the squared data matrices, the system ma-
trices (K,B,C,D) can be acquired with each update step
by performing an eigenvalue decomposition of the updated
symmetric data matrix ΞN+1 to compute the subspace
ΓN+1. Here we adopt the notation that Γi represents the
dataset i and the bold Γi represents the subspace spanned
by extended observability matrix updated recursively us-
ing dataset [1, 2, .., i]. Additionally, dominant modes can
be selected for the subspace to update the system order
r. This enables us to update the Koopman operator and,
when necessary, adjust the system order. For a comprehen-
sive derivation of algorithm 1, which is based on the matrix
inversion lemma, please refer to Oku and Kimura (1999).
This source illustrates that the algorithm is an extension
of the recursive least squares method.

2.4 Gaussian process as lifted observables

A Gaussian process GP(µ, k) is defined as a collection of
random variables, one for each point in input space X, such
that the finite subset of these random variables follows
a multivariate Gaussian distribution. In other words, for
any finite set of input points X = {x1, x2, x3, · · ·xng

},
the Gaussian process defines a joint distribution over
the corresponding function values Ψ(X) ∼ Z lift

0,x =

{Z lift
0,x1

, Z lift
0,x2

, Z lift
0,x3

, · · ·Z lift
0,xng

} as follows,

zj|DGP ∼ N
(

µzj |DGP
(X), kzj |DGP

(X)
)

(17)

where, DGP = {X, Z lift
0,x} is the data on which the Gaussian

process is conditioned and j = 1, 2, · · · , r is the number
of lifted states. The input points X contain the state
measurements of xt, which corresponds to the particular
lifted state realization Z lift

0,x obtained through subspace
identification. The posterior mean and covariance for an
input point x is calculated as

µzj (x) =µ(x) +KxX(KXX + σ2
nI)

−1Z lift
0,x(j, :)

⊺, (18)

kzj (x, x) =Kxx −KxX(KXX + σ2
nI)

−1KXx. (19)

Here, the kernel matrix KXY represents the cross-
covariance between the two sets X and Y evaluated using
the ARD (Automatic Relevance Determination) squared
exponential kernel function and σ2

n represents the mea-
surement noise variance. The kernel parameters can be
optimized through log-likelihood maximization. Here this
is done using the MATLAB toolbox for the Gaussian
process regression to fit each of the r GPs independently.

3. RECURSIVE UPDATE USING GRASSMANNIAN
DISTANCE

The Grassmannian Gr(k, n) represents all possible k-
dimensional linear subspaces of an n-dimensional vector
space. The Grassmannian distance is a mathematical mea-
sure of the dissimilarity between the two subspaces in a
high-dimensional vector space. It is invariant under coor-
dinate transformations and can be determined in relation

to principal angles, which provide insights into the geo-
metric relationship between subspaces. Then for subspaces
Γ1,Γ2 ∈ Gr(r, lp), we form matrices Γ1,Γ2 ∈ R

lp×r whose
columns are their respective orthonormal bases; then,

G = dGr(r,lp)(Γ1,Γ2) =
[

r
∑

k=1

θ2k

]1/2

(20)

where, θk = cos−1
(

σk(Γ
⊺

1Γ2)
)

is the principal angle be-

tween Γ1 and Γ2 and σk gives the kth singular values of
the matrix Γ⊺

1Γ2.

Algorithm 2 Recursive SSID with Grassmannian-Guided
Data Selection

1: Initialize: Ξi := YiΠ
⊥
Ui

Yi , Pi := (UiU
⊺

i )
−1 and

YiU
⊺

i
2: for i = 0, 1 . . . , N do
3: Sample: Di+1 = {ui+1

t , yi+1
t }nt=0 ⊲ New Dataset

4: Construct: Yi+1, Ui+1 ⊲ As in eq.(6) s.t. s > lm+
r

5: Π⊥
Ui+1

← I − U
⊺

i+1

(

Ui+1U
⊺

i+1

)−1

Ui+1

6: [q, σ2, v⊺]← svd
(

Yi+1Π
⊥
Ui+1

Y
⊺

i+1

)

7: Γ̂i+1 ← qrσ
1
2
r

8: G← dGr(Γi, Γ̂i+1)
9: if G > ǫ then

10: for k = 1, 2, . . . , s do
11: uk ← Ui+1(:, k) ⊲ Matlab notation (:, k)
12: yk ← Yi+1(:, k)
13: Update: ⊲ Using eq.(14)

αi+1, ei+1,Ξi+1, Pi+1 & Yi+1U
⊺

i+1
14: end for
15: [Q,Σ2, V ⊺] = svd(Ξi+1)

16: Γi+1 = QrΣ
1
2
r ⊲ ’r’ dominant singular values

17: end if
18: end for
19: Obtain: (K,B,C,D) and Z lift

0,1:N from ΓN , YN

20: zj |DGP ∼ N
(

µzj |DGP
(X), kzj |DGP

(X)
)r

j=1

The fundamental idea of the subspace methods is that the
subspaces of projected data matrices can retrieve essen-
tial system dynamics; then, this concept of measurable
distances to quantify similarity between subspaces can
be used effectively to help filter out redundant datasets
and optimize the number of datasets on which recursive
identification is performed. When the subspace is updated
recursively using the algorithm 2, the Grassmannian dis-
tance (G) can be computed between the subspace Γi

identified using previous datasets D1:i and the subspace
Γi+1 of the new dataset Di+1. An arbitrary threshold
value ǫ such that when G < ǫ then the dataset Di+1 is
a ǫ-redundant dataset and if G > ǫ the dataset is used
for the recursive update. The Grassmannian distance for
equidimensional subspace can be extended to subspaces
of different dimensions as shown in Ye and Lim (2016).
Therefore, even when system order r is changed in algo-
rithm 2, the Grassmannian distance can still be used to
differentiate between the identified subspaces.



4. SIMULATIONS AND RESULTS

4.1 Numerical example with simple Koopman embedding

In this section, we demonstrate the proposed algorithm 2
in identifying the Koopman operator. Let us consider a
continuous-time nonlinear system without control input:

ẋ1 = µx1

ẋ2 = λ(x2 − x2
1)

y = [x1, x2]
⊺.

(21)

where, parameters λ = −0.8 and µ = −0.3. For each
dataset Di (i = 0, 1 . . .N), we simulate the nonlinear
system in eq.(21) with a time step of δ = 0.1s and the
number of time steps is n = 15. First, the algorithm 2
is initialized and then, we stream N = 100 datasets into
the algorithm successively, where it constructs a Hankel
matrix of an incoming dataset, with depth l = 10 and
the number of columns s = 6. Here, in fig.2b the circular
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Fig. 2. (a) Grassmannain distance (G) between the sub-
space spanned by the extended observability matrix
of the incoming dataset Di+1 and the recursively
updated subspace Γi. (b) The red points represent the
ǫ-redundant datasets, while the blue points represent
the useful ones.

(blue) points are the data that is used in the recursive
subspace identification, and the star (red) points are the
ǫ-redundant dataset based on the Grassmannian distance
(G) and the ǫ = 10−3. In this example, only 10 out of the
100 datasets are accepted for updating the subspace Γi as
shown in fig.2a.

The state space of the nonlinear system in eq.(21) can
be expanded into a 3-dimensional linear system using
nonlinear observations of state x1 as z3 = x2

1, which is
discussed in detail in Brunton et al. (2021). The linear
discrete approximation of the system in eq.(21) with the
coordinates [z1, z2, z3]

⊺ = [x1, x2, x
2
1]

⊺ in the form of z(t+
1) = Az(t) is given as

z(t+ 1) =

[

0.9704 0 0
0 0.9231 0.0746
0 0 0.9418

]

z(t)

y(t) = [z1(t), z2(t)]
⊺

(22)

The system in eq.(22) represents the true discrete Koop-
man model for the nonlinear system in eq.(21), and there-
fore we use this system to compare our identified linear
system. Fig.3a shows the Grassmannian distance between
the subspace of recursively updated Γi and the subspace
spanned by the extended observability matrix of the sys-
tem in eq.(22), represented as ΓA. We observe that the
Grassmannian distance decreases to zero, which shows the

similarity between the extended observability matrix of
the two systems. Fig.3c illustrates a continuous update
of the eigenvalues (σ) of the estimated Koopman operator
K, which gradually approaches the eigenvalues (σA) of the
LTI system in eq.(22). Hence, the identified system matrix
K is similar to the true Koopman model matrix A. Fig.3d
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Fig. 3. (a) Grassmannian distance dGr(Γi, Γ̂i+1) at each
dataset between the subspace spanned by extended
observability matrix of the system in eq.(22) and
the identified system (K,C). (b) Identified System
order (r). (c) Eigenvalues of Ki, updated with each
streaming dataset. (d) Singularvalues of Ξi, updated
with each streaming dataset.

shows the increase in the magnitude of singular values of
the square data matrix Ξi as more data is incorporated,
and the number of dominant singular values (Σ) indicates
the order of the system. From fig.3b, the order of system
in eq.(21) can be seen to be 3, as fourth singular value is
almost zero.

4.2 Duffing oscillator with control input

This subsection examines the proposed algorithm against
an example that does not lend itself to a straightforward
Koopman embedding but exhibits a wide range of complex
behaviors, such as the Duffing oscillator with a control
input given as

ẋ1 = x2

ẋ2 = αx1 + βx3
1 + u

y = [x1, x2]
⊺.

(23)

where α = −β = 1 and the control input u ∈ {−0.5, 0.5}.
To identify the Duffing oscillator described in eq.(23)
using the data-driven algorithm outlined in algorithm 2,
we continuously simulate and stream a dataset Di =
{ui+1

t , yi+1
t }nt=0, with time-step δ = 0.01 and number of

time steps n = 800. In processing the dataset, we construct
a Hankel matrix with a depth of l = 200 and a column
length of s = 601, ensuring that s > ml + r. Here,
the threshold distance ǫ is chosen to be 0.01. In total,
we stream N = 900 datasets, out of which 22.22% are



rejected. Fig.4 shows the Grassmannian distance at each
consecutive dataset as they were streamed.
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Fig. 4. Grassmannain distance (G) between the subspace
Γi+1 spanned by the extended observability matrix
of the incoming dataset and the recursively updated
subspace Γi. The dotted black line represents the
threshold value of ǫ = 0.01. The red line represents the
cumulative average of G computed over the number
of datasets.

The zoomed-in portion of fig.4 highlights a notable in-
crease in the cumulative mean of the Grassmannian dis-
tance at iteration 601. This increase suggests that datasets
containing previously unexplored subspaces are streamed.
It’s important to note that for the first 600 datasets,
we selected initial conditions near two stable equilibrium
points, giving us single-well oscillations as shown by blue
trajectories fig.5. However, for the subsequent datasets, the
initial points were chosen away from these equilibrium po-
sitions, which gave us double-well oscillations correspond-
ing to red trajectories in fig.5. Therefore, in the context of
the Duffing oscillator, qualitative difference in the single-
well and double-well trajectories is expressed here by the
sudden rise (at the dataset 601) in the cumulative average
of Grassmannian distance between the subspaces spanned
by the extended observability matrix of the new datasets
(drawn from the inter-well oscillations shown in red in
fig.5) and previously identified system.

Fig. 5. Trajectories sampled in the first 600 datasets
are shown in blue (single-well oscillations), and the
following datasets from 601 to 900 are shown in red
(double-well oscillations).

In fig.6, it is evident that when algorithm 2 encounters
information or a dataset whose subspace significantly
deviates from the subspace spanned by the extended
observability matrix of the previously updated system, it
demonstrates the ability to adapt by increasing the order
of the system to incorporate the new information. After
processing a total of N = 900 datasets, we utilize the
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Fig. 6. Identified System order (r) along the streamed
dataset.

updated subspace ΓN in conjunction with YN to derive
the system matrices (K,B,C,D) and Z lift

0,1:N . We then
employ Gaussian process regression in mapping the initial
conditions of some trajectories in YN to Z lift

0,1:N . This step
enables the lifting of the original states to the higher-
dimensional lifted states for the identified linear lifted
dynamics.
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Fig. 7. Comparison of root mean squared prediction error
for the system is K600 (dotted red line) and K900

(solid blue line) for x ∈ [−1.5, 1.5] and randomly
applying u ∈ [−0.1, 0.1]

The system identified after streaming 600 datasets is
denoted as K600 and has a system order of 9. Meanwhile,
the system identified after processing 900 datasets is
represented as K900 and has a system order of 11. Fig.7
shows the root mean square prediction error for the system
K900 is less than the system K600 computed over 100
different initial conditions for 250-time steps. It shows the
need for an algorithm that updates the Koopman operator
as the data is streamed. In fig.8, we compare the prediction
error of our algorithm with the K-EDMD method with
lifting functions as radial basis functions with centers
chosen using the K-nearest neighbors algorithm and also
the states themselves. We observe that our algorithm 2
(R-SSID) with 11 lifting functions performs better than
the K-EDMD with 27 and 102 lifting functions. The root
mean squared prediction error is calculated similarly with
100 different initial conditions and random control input
u.

The results conclude that algorithm 2 (R-SSID), firstly
provides a considerable reduction in the basis functions
and, secondly, exhibits lower prediction errors over a longer
period compared to the EDMD method. We compare
the recursive algorithm 2 with complete batch EDMD
consisting of all the training data because it generates a
similar Koopman operator as that of the online EDMD for
the Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) system. Notably, while
prior studies, Zhang et al. (2019); Bou Hamdan et al.
(2023), highlight the necessity of updating the Koopman
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Fig. 8. Comparison of root mean squared prediction
error for R-SSID algorithm 2 (solid blue line),
KEDMD with 27 lifting functions (dotted red line)
and KEDMD with 102 basis functions (dashed red
line)

operator for Linear Time-Varying (LTV) systems, this
paper focuses on a scenario involving data sampled from
diverse dynamical regimes and a recursive algorithm is
formulated to identify a reduced-order latent space which
is represented through a high-dimensional LTI system.

5. CONCLUSION

This paper presents an algorithm that recursively updates
the Koopman operator where the streaming data is avail-
able. The algorithm uses a recursive subspace identifi-
cation method to compute the Koopman operator. This
recursive update is made when the Grassmannian distance
between the subspace of the extended observability ma-
trix and the streaming segments of data is larger than
a specified threshold. Hence different subspaces are iden-
tified with qualitatively different regimes in the system
dynamics. In this method, the number of basis functions
for the lifted space can change while the archive of data
stored and used in computations is kept small. This is
important in applications where storing streaming data
over extended periods and manipulating very large data
matrices can overwhelm computational resources. Our
examples demonstrate that the proposed online update
process accurately identifies new data patterns, maintains
high predictive accuracy with the updated Koopman oper-
ator, and selects the minimum system order while learning
basis functions through Gaussian process regression.
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