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Koopman AutoEncoder via Singular Value
Decomposition for Data-Driven Long-Term

Prediction
Jinho Choi, Sivaram Krishnan, and Jihong Park

Abstract—The Koopman autoencoder, a data-driven technique,
has gained traction for modeling nonlinear dynamics using deep
learning methods in recent years. Given the linear characteristics
inherent to the Koopman operator, controlling its eigenvalues
offers an opportunity to enhance long-term prediction perfor-
mance, a critical task for forecasting future trends in time-
series datasets with long-term behaviors. However, controlling
eigenvalues is challenging due to high computational complexity
and difficulties in managing them during the training process.
To tackle this issue, we propose leveraging the singular value
decomposition (SVD) of the Koopman matrix to adjust the
singular values for better long-term prediction. Experimental
results demonstrate that, during training, the loss term for
singular values effectively brings the eigenvalues close to the unit
circle, and the proposed approach outperforms existing baseline
methods for long-term prediction tasks.

Index Terms—Long-term prediction, Koopman operator, sin-
gular value decomposition

I. INTRODUCTION

Koopman operator theory posits that smooth nonlinear dy-
namics can be represented as globally linear dynamics within a
high-dimensional (or infinite-dimensional) space [1], [2]. This
approach has been actively studied for modeling nonlinear
dynamics [3]. Additionally, deep learning techniques, such as
the encoder-decoder structured neural network (NN) known as
the Koopman autoencoder (KAE), can be employed [4] [5].
The KAE also holds great potential for long-term prediction, in
contrast to conventional nonlinear prediction methods that rely
on locally linear approximations at specific reference points
and are accurate only for short-term prediction.

The KAE consists of three key blocks: the encoder, the
decoder, and the Koopman matrix. While the encoder and
decoder are NNs, the Koopman matrix is a square matrix
that functions as a linear layer inserted between the two
NNs. The Koopman matrix plays a crucial role in determining
dynamics in a linear subspace, and τ -step prediction boils
down to repeatedly multiplying its eigenvalues τ times. Hence,
it is necessary to keep the eigenvalues neither too small
nor too large for long-term prediction. To achieve this, the
consistent KAE (CKAE) in [6] enforces consistency between
forward and backward predictions, which implicitly controls
the eigenvalues within a favorable range.
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Alternatively, in this paper, by leveraging the relationship
between eigenvalues and singular value decomposition (SVD),
we propose a novel KAE architecture termed unrolled SVD-
based CKAE (USVD-CKAE). In USVD-CKAE, the Koopman
matrix is inherently decomposed into three SVD components,
which effectively control the eigenvalues during training while
avoiding eigendecomposition or SVD computations in each
training round. Numerical simulations with fluid flow dynam-
ics demonstrate that USVD-CKAE achieves up to 66.43% and
91.01% lower 1000-step future prediction errors compared to
Vanilla KAE and CKAE, respectively.

II. BACKGROUNDS AND RELATED WORKS

A. Koopman Operator Theory

Consider the following discrete-time dynamical system:

x(t+ 1) = F(x(t)) ∈ M ⊆ RN , (1)

where x(t) is the state vector of length N , M is the state
space, and F : RN → RN is the flow map. For a given
map F, there exists a linear operator K that acts to advance
all observables g : M → R, i.e., Kg = g ◦ F, where
◦ represents the composition operator, and K is called the
Koopman operator [1] [7]. Let g(t) = g(x(t)) denote the
observable at time t. Then, it can be shown that

g(x(t+ 1)) = g ◦ F(x(t)) = Kg(x(t)), (2)

which can also be expressed as g(t+ 1) = Kg(t).
As discussed in [2], suppose that any observable function

can be expressed as a weighted sum of M observable func-
tions, {g1, . . . , gM}, i.e., g(t) = c1g1(t) + . . . + cMgM (t),
where cm represents the mth coefficient. Then, a Koopman-
invariant subspace can be defined as the spanc of a set of
functions, {g1, . . . , gM}. Since K is a linear operator, it can
be shown that Kg(t) =

∑
m c̃mgm(t) for a different set of

the coefficients, {c̃m}. As a result, an M -dimensional linear
operator, denoted by K, can be used for the Koopman operator
within the Koopman-invariant subspace. The resulting matrix,
K, is called the Koopman matrix [3], yielding,

g(t+ 1) = Kg(t), (3)

where g(t) = [g1(t) . . . gM (t)]T is the observable vector.
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B. Koopman Operator for Long-Term Prediction

From (1), the state x(t + τ) of the future time steps τ =
1, 2, · · · is cast as

x(t+ τ) = F(· · ·F(x(t)) · · · ) = Fτ (x(t)). (4)

For an unknown F, estimating F is crucial for accurate
long-term prediction. As reviewed in [8], existing methods
commonly estimate F based on past state observations or
linearize F at a reference point. On the other hand, the Koop-
man operator offers an approach to prediction in a Koopman
invariant subspace. In the Koopman invariant subspace where
(3) holds, (4) is recast as g(t+ τ) = Kτg(t), τ = 1, 2, . . ..

In [4] [5], an NN is used to derive a mapping for the
observable vector, i.e.,

g(t) = φ(x(t)),

where φ represents the multi-layer NN. In addition, another
NN is considered to recover x(t) from g(t), resulting in
KAE. In [6], it is demonstrated that the approach presented
in [4] does not yield satisfactory long-term predictions. Con-
sequently, an alternative approach, based on the notion of
consistent dynamics, is introduced. Notably, this alternative
method encompasses both forward and backward predictions,
where the backward prediction is carried out with a different
linear operator instead of K with ensuring consistency. Further
elaboration on the approach proposed in [6] will be provided
in subsequent sections.

Long-term prediction is typically applicable to energy-
conserving systems, such as quasi-periodic ones, where time
evolution persists. In these cases, the Fourier transform of
the output signal sequence may exhibit multiple Dirac delta
functions in the frequency domain. Consequently, [9] models
the signal as a nonlinear function of sinusoidal inputs (sine
and cosine), which may correspond to K with eigenvalues on
the unit circle.

III. KAE FOR LONG-TERM PREDICTION

A. Vanilla KAE

Suppose that the measurements, denoted by x(t), are given
and assume that x(t) is the state of a nonlinear dynamical
system as shown in (1). Throughout the paper, we consider a
KAE that consists of two deep NNs (DNNs) for encoder and
decoder, denoted by E and D, respectively, and the Koopman
matrix, K, as illustrated in Fig. 1. The input of the KAE is
x(t) and the output is an estimate of x(t + 1). In particular,
the inputs and outputs of the three elements of the KAE and
their relationships are given by

z(t) = E(x(t);ϕ) ∈ RM (5)

z(t+ 1) = Kz(t) ∈ RM (6)

x̂(t+ 1) = D(z(t+ 1); θ) ∈ RN , (7)

where z(t) is the output of the encoder with the parameter
vector ϕ, and θ is the parameter vector of the decoder. Here,
M represents the dimension of the latent space and z(t) is
referred to as the latent vector. In addition, for convenience,
x(t) will be referred to as the input vector.
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Fig. 1: An illustration of KAE.

The encoder, decoder, and Koopman matrix can be obtained
by minimizing the prediction error, which is given by

FT (ϕ, θ,K) =
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

||x(t+ 1)− x̂(t+ 1)||2, (8)

where T is the number of samples. Note that it is also
necessary to ensure that the pair of the encoder and decoder
is designed to reconstruct the input to the encoder. Thus, the
reconstructed version of x(t), denoted by x̃(t), needs to be
sufficiently close to x(t) as follows:

x̃(t) = D(E(x;ϕ); θ) ≈ x(t). (9)

Let the reconstruction error be

RT (ϕ, θ) =
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

||x(t)− x̃(t)||2. (10)

Then, the optimization problem to minimize both the recon-
struction and prediction errors becomes

min
ϕ,θ,K

ωidRT (ϕ, θ) + ωfFT (ϕ, θ,K), (11)

where ωid and ωf are the weights of the reconstruction and
prediction errors, respectively.

As in [5] [4] [3], the DNN can be used for the encoder and
decoder. The Koopman matrix, encoder, and decoder can be
obtained by training to minimize the loss function in (11).

B. Vanilla KAE for Long-Term Prediction

A salient feature of the Koopman operator is its ability
to enable long-term predictions through linearization. Conse-
quently, a τ -step forward prediction, where τ is a positive
integer, can be performed as follows:

x̂τ (t+ τ) = Predτ (x(t))

= D(Kτz(t); θ) = D(KτE(x(t);ϕ); θ). (12)

Thanks to (6), (12) is recast as z(t + τ) = Kτz(t), which is
the input to the decoder to obtain an estimate of x(t + τ).
If the Koopman operator can be reliably represented in a
finite basis and a good Koopman embedding can be found
by solving (11), the τ -step forward prediction in (12) is
expected to be reasonably accurate. However, for a large τ
representing long-term prediction, errors are likely to grow.
To see this, assume that ||x(t)||2 < c for all t, where c
is a constant, while there exists at least one eigenvalue of
K with a magnitude greater than 1. Then, as τ increases,
||Kτz(t)||2 = ||KτE(x(t);ϕ)||2 will increase. This implies
that ||x̂τ (t + τ)||2 can grow arbitrarily large as τ becomes
large, even though ||x(t)||2 < c is assumed. To avoid this
problem, additional terms ||x(t + τ) − x̂τ (t + τ)||2, where
τ ≥ 2, can be added to the loss function.
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Consequently, the encoder, decoder, and Koopman matrix
can be trained to minimize all the prediction errors up to W -
step as follows:

min
ϕ,θ,K

ωidRT (ϕ, θ) + ωfFT,W (ϕ, θ,K), (13)

where

FT,W (ϕ, θ,K) =
1

TW

T−1∑
t=0

W∑
τ=1

||fτ (t+ τ)||2. (14)

Here, W ≥ 1 and fτ (t+ τ) = x(t+ τ)− x̂τ (t+ τ). A large
W is expected for long-term prediction.

C. Consistent KAE

Thanks to the linearization, it is also possible to perform the
backward prediction. To this end, (6) can be replaced with

z(t− 1) = Gz(t), (15)

where G is referred to as the backward Koopman operator.
The backward prediction error can be defined as

b(t) = x(t)− x̌(t), (16)

where

x̌(t− 1) = D(GE(x(t);ϕ); θ) = (D ◦G ◦ E)x(t). (17)

A generalized backward prediction can also be formulated.
That is, since the τ -step backward prediction is given by

x̌τ (t− τ) = D(GτE(x(t);ϕ); θ), (18)

letting

BT,W (ϕ, θ,G) =
1

TW

T∑
t=1

W∑
i=1

||bi(t− i)||2, (19)

where bi(t− i) = x(t− i)− x̌i(t− i), the encoder, decoder,
and backward Koopman matrix can be trained to minimize all
the prediction errors up to W -step as follows:

min
ϕ,θ,G

ωidRT (ϕ, θ) + ωbBT,W (ϕ, θ,G). (20)

From (6), if K is nonsingular, we have

z(t) = K−1z(t+ 1), (21)

which means that G in (15) is K−1. Thus, when combining
the forward and backward prediction, we need to the following
constraint:

GK ≈ I. (22)

Accordingly, the encoder, decoder, K, and G can be trained
to minimize the overall cost function as follows:

min
ϕ,θ,K,G

ωidRT (ϕ, θ) + ωfFT,W (ϕ, θ,K)

+ ωbBT,W (ϕ, θ,G) + ωcC1(K,G), (23)

where
C1(K,G) = ||GK− I||2F. (24)

The resulting KAE is referred to as the CKAE due to (24) [6].

In (13), as mentioned earlier, a large W is required for
long-term prediction. However, when W is large, the eigen-
values of K should remain within the unit circle, which may
limit prediction performance for quasi-periodic x(t), as it is
desirable for the eigenvalues to be close to the unit circle.
Thus, determining the appropriate value for W is challenging–
it should neither be too large nor too small.

On the other hand, the CKAE indirectly controls the
eigenvalues. As the eigenvalues of K approach the origin,
those of G will have magnitudes greater than 1, leading
to unstable backward prediction. The consistency condition
in (24), i.e., GK = I, ensures that the eigenvalues of K
and G lie close to the unit circle when both forward and
backward predictions are stable (each corresponding Koopman
matrix should have eigenvalues within the unit circle for stable
systems). This property makes the CKAE better suited for
long-term prediction of quasi-periodic signals, as demonstrated
in [6].

IV. KAE VIA SINGULAR VALUE DECOMPOSITION

In this section, we propose a novel KAE architecture that
effectively controls eigenvalues to enable long-term prediction
for quasi-periodic signals. The key idea is to apply SVD
to z(t) for controlling eigenvalues, as x(t) being quasi-
periodic implies that z(t) is also quasi-periodic, given that
the encoder and decoder are memoryless nonlinear functions.
This approach is elaborated as follows.

A. Singular Value Decomposition of Koopman Matrix

As discussed in [10], long-term dynamics can be captured
by the eigenvectors associated with eigenvalues close to the
unit circle. Furthermore, when x(t) exhibits quasi-periodic
behavior, so does z(t), and the eigenvalues are expected to
be on the unit circle [9]. As a result, for long-term prediction,
it is desirable to have the eigenvalues of the Koopman matrix
located on the unit circle [6]. However, in general, directly
controlling the eigenvalues of K during training for the KAE
can be challenging. Even though x(t) is real-valued, the
eigenvalues of K can be complex-valued, which is often not
suited for real-valued standard NN architectures. To detour this
issue, in [6], the consistency constraint in (24) is considered
with backward prediction as a means to indirectly force the
eigenvalues closer to the unit circle.

Alternatively, in this subsection, we introduce a novel
approach to designing a KAE for long-term prediction via
SVD. Prior to discussing the SVD of K, we can consider
a simple approach where the eigenvalues of K all lie on
the unit circle. Since K is a square matrix, if we impose
K to be a unitary matrix, all the eigenvalues lie on the unit
circle. However, in this case, K cannot capture any transient
behaviors corresponding to small eigenvalues. Nonetheless, we
can observe that K suitable for long-term prediction might be
close to unitary.

To illustrate, consider the SVD of K, which is given as

K = UΣVT, (25)
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where Σ = diag(σ1, . . . , σM ), U = [u1 . . . uM ], and V =
[v1 . . . vM ]T. Here, σm represents the mth singular value of
K, and um and vm are the left and right singular vectors of
σm, respectively. For long-term prediction, it is desirable to
have the eigenvalues of K close to the unit circle as discussed
earlier (or K to be close to a unitary matrix). Thus, if K has
only eigenvalues on the unit circle, it can be shown that

σm = 1, m = 1, . . . ,M, (26)

yielding another important loss term for long-term prediction:

V (Σ) = ||Σ− I||2. (27)

In addition, to ensure that U and V are unitary, the following
loss term has to be included:

S(U,V) = ||UTU− I||2 + ||VTV − I||2. (28)

B. Consistency SVD-based KAE

Using the SVD, it is possible to force K to be close to
a unitary matrix (that has all eigenvalues on the unit circle).
This approach can be extended with the backward prediction.
To this end, for convenience, let Σf = Σ, Uf = U, and Vf =
V. For the backward prediction, we can have the following
backward Koopman matrix:

G = VbΣ
−1
b UT

b . (29)

Since G = K−1, we expect to have Ub = Uf , Vb = Vf ,
and Σb = Σf . The resulting consistent SVD-based KAE can
be illustrated as in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2: A pair of KAEs with forward and backward prediction
for the consistent SVD-based KAE.

Finally, the aggregate loss function can be given by

L = ωidRT (ϕ, θ) + ωfFT,W (ϕ, θ,K)

+ ωbBT,W (ϕ, θ,G) + ωsvV (Σf ,Σb)

+ ωc (S(Uf ,Vf) + S(Ub,Vb) + C(Vf ,Vb,Uf ,Ub)) , (30)

where

V (Σf ,Σb) = ||I−Σf ||2 + ||I−Σb||2

C(Vf ,Vb,Uf ,Ub) = ||VfV
T
b − I||2 + ||UfU

T
b − I||2. (31)

In (30), the first three terms on the right-hand side (RHS) are
identical to those for the CKAE [6]. The next terms are due to
the SVD of K and G. In particular, the last term is to ensure
that Uf ≈ Ub and Vf ≈ Vb, while they are unitary.

TABLE I: Simulation parameters for the proposed architecture.

Parameter Value

Loss weights ({ωid, ωf, ωb, ωsv, ωc}) {1, 1, 10−2, 10−4, 1}
Forward Prediction Steps (Wf) 20
Backward Prediction Steps (Wb) 20
Batch size 16
Learning rate 10−2

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide the results of experiments
for evaluating the performance of our proposed approach.
Furthermore, we compare the proposed method with available
state-of-the-art baseline methods. In USVD-KAE, we extend
the CKAE architecture by decomposing the Koopman matrix
K into three components: Uf and VT

f are represented using a
trainable matrix via a linear layer, while Σf is represented
using a trainable diagonal matrix. Similarly, we employ a
similar architectural design for the backward prediction matrix
decomposition, G = VbΣbU

T
b , where G = K−1. This

framework enables direct control over the SVD components,
leveraging the unitary properties of the matrices to enhance
long-term prediction.

Simulation Settings. We compare our proposed USVD-
CKAE to the following baselines: 1) Vanilla KAE [4] with the
loss function in (11); and 2) CKAE [6] with the loss function
in (23). Furthermore, to demonstrate the impact of SVD on
performance, we additionally consider a baseline termed 3)
iterative SVD-CKAE (ISVD-CKAE), which performs SVD
after each training round. Note that ISVD-CKAE has the
same loss function (30) as USVD-CKAE, but may incur a
higher computing cost due to iterative SVD computations
unlike USVD-CKAE. To enable comparison, we define our
performance metric, where the prediction error at the τ -th time
step is given by:

ϵpred(τ) = ||x(t0 + p)−D(Kτz(t0))||2, (32)

where t0 is the index of the initial step. Then, the average
prediction error is given as ϵ̄pred(P ) = 1

P

∑P
τ=1 ϵpred(τ),

where P is the index of the final prediction step. For sim-
ulations, we consider fluid dynamics explores the behavior
of fluids, governed by the complex Navier-Stokes equations,
which are nonlinear partial differential equations. In line with
the approach outlined in [11], a practical application of the
Galerkin method is employed to simulate fluid flow around
a circular cylinder. This method simplifies the problem by
introducing a Reynolds number (Re = 100) for creating 3-
dimensional dynamics over 1500 uniformly spaced points,
such that x(t) ∈ R3.

Training Convergence. In Fig. 3, we illustrate the train-
ing loss curve of our proposed method, USVD-CKAE, show-
casing both the total weighted loss and its individual com-
ponents. Notably, USVD-CKAE converges around the 400th
epoch, which is 2.5 times faster than ISVD-CKAE, despite
having the same loss function. It is presumably because
USVD-CKAE directly updates eigenvalues in diagonal matri-
ces Σf and Σb, whereas ISVD-CKAE adjusts these values
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Fig. 3: Loss curve evolution during the training of our pro-
posed method USVD-CKAE.

TABLE II: Prediction errors (ϵ̄pred(1, 1001)) and compute cost.

Method Pred. Error Comput. Cost (FLOPS)

USVD-CKAE 0.00047 168 M

ISVD-CKAE 0.00035 362 M

Vanilla KAE 0.0014 43 M

CKAE 0.00523 100 M

only through K. Consequently, USVD-CKAE achieves a
lower computing cost than ISVD-CAKE, thanks to its fast
convergence and avoiding SVD computations, as we shall
elaborate next.

Average Prediction Errors and Computing Costs. We
provide the average prediction error over 1000 steps and its
computational complexity measured in terms of floating-point
operations per second (FLOPS) in Table II. USVD-CKAE sur-
passes the performance of Vanilla KAE and CKAE by 66.43%
and 91.01%, respectively. Moreover, USVD-CKAE achieves
a comparable prediction performance to ISVD-CKAE while
demanding 53.6% fewer computational operations in terms
of FLOPS. Given limited computation, thanks to its faster
convergence, USVD-CKAE achieves even a lower prediction
error than ISVD-CKAE, as evidenced by Fig. 4 where training
is limited by 200 epochs.

Impact of Eigenvalue Control. Fig. 5a visualizes the
error of future 1000-step prediction compared to the ground
truth dynamics. To enable such a long-term prediction, it is
necessary for K to demonstrate unitary properties, maintaining
norm-preserving iterative multiplication over a vector. The
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M = 5Fig. 4: Prediction error comparison at 200 epochs.
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different settings of loss weights.
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(c) Visualizing the eigenvalues of the unrolled SVD components for
the forward prediction matrix K.

Fig. 5: Evaluating the predictive performance of our proposed
method using performance metrics and trajectory comparison
with the ground truth.

influence of fostering unitary matrices is controlled by the
weights ωc and ωsv in (30). Fig. 5b, we assess the prediction
error over 1000-steps across three settings, each varying based
on the loss weights. A greater emphasis on enforcing unitary
properties leads to a decrease in long-term prediction errors. In
contrast, lower control settings typically result in an increase
in predictive errors over time, albeit with improved short-
term accuracy. In Fig. 5c, we analyze the unitary properties
of the forward prediction components by visualizing their
eigenvalues. Unitary matrices have eigenvalues lying on the
unit circle, denoted as |λi| = 1 for i = 1, · · · ,M , which
is shown for all matrices. While the eigenvalues of Σf may
not strictly adhere to the unit circle, increasing the weight ωsv
can enforce this. However, such strict control may degrade
performance of the short-term predictions.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

For long-term prediction, in this paper, we explored the
application of the SVD of the Koopman matrix and the
inclusion of backward prediction for consistency to develop a
data-driven approach. By introducing a loss term for singular
values in the resulting Koopman autoencoder, we were able
to manipulate these values, ensuring that the eigenvalues of
the Koopman matrix remain close to the unit circle–a critical
factor for effective long-term prediction. Experimental results
validated the effectiveness of this approach, demonstrating
that the proposed Koopman autoencoder outperforms baseline
methods in long-term prediction tasks.
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