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Abstract
This paper develops a methodology for adaptive data-driven Model Predictive Control (MPC) us-
ing Koopman operators. While MPC is ubiquitous in various fields of engineering, the controller
performance can deteriorate if the modeling error between the control model and the true dynamics
persists, which may often be the case with complex nonlinear dynamics. Adaptive MPC techniques
learn models online such that the controller can compensate for the modeling error by incorporating
newly available data. We utilize the Koopman operator framework to formulate an adaptive MPC
technique that corrects for model discrepancies in a computationally efficient manner by virtue of
convex optimization. With the use of neural networks to learn embedding spaces, Koopman op-
erator models enable accurate dynamics modeling. Such complex model forms, however, often
lead to unstable online learning. To this end, the proposed method utilizes the soft update of tar-
get networks, a technique used in stabilization of model learning in Reinforcement Learning (RL).
Also, we provide a discussion on which parameters to be chosen as online updated parameters
based on a specific description of linear embedding models. Numerical simulations on a canonical
nonlinear dynamical system show that the proposed method performs favorably compared to other
data-driven MPC methods while achieving superior computational efficiency through the utilization
of Koopman operators.
Keywords: Koopman Operator, Data-driven Control, Model Predictive Control

1. Introduction
Model Predictive Control (MPC) has emerged as a powerful framework for solving complex con-
trol challenges across diverse engineering applications, from process industries to robotics and au-
tonomous systems. At the heart of MPC lies its ability to optimize control decisions based on
predicted future system behavior. This predictive capability critically depends on the accuracy of
the underlying control model. Yet for complex systems, the mathematical models used for control
often deviate from the true system dynamics. To address this limitation, researchers have developed
adaptive and data-driven MPC approaches that explicitly account for modeling uncertainties, lead-
ing to more robust control performance (Adetola et al. (2009); Klenske et al. (2016); Ostafew et al.
(2016, 2014)). For instance, the online adaptation procedure can be formulated such that the resid-
ual dynamics, which is the difference between the control model and the true dynamics, is learned
online by fitting non-parametric or parametric function approximators such as Gaussian processes
(Hewing et al. (2020)) and random Fourier features (Zhou and Tzoumas (2024)).

Koopman operator theory has gained popularity in recent years for its utility as an alternative
approach to describing nonlinear dynamics (Brunton and Kutz (2019); Mauroy et al. (2020); Pan
and Duraisamy (2024)). Specifically, nonlinear dynamics can be represented as linear ones in the
embedded space of feature maps, and several computational methods have been developed to ob-
tain finite-dimensional approximations of Koopman operators, which are then utilized for prediction
and control. The Koopman operator framework offers a potentially powerful advantage: it enables
the transformation of nonlinear dynamical systems into linear representations through data-driven
methods. This linearization affords access to the extensive theoretical machinery and computational
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tools developed for linear control systems, while preserving the ability to handle underlying non-
linear dynamics (Korda and Mezić (2018); Arbabi et al. (2018)). While Koopman operator-based
models can be learned by linear regression types of methods such as Extended Dynamic Mode De-
composition (EDMD) (Williams et al. (2015)), utilization of neural networks to learn (in contrast to
prescribing from a dictionary) feature spaces has been shown to be promising for complex nonlin-
ear dynamics and incorporated into data-driven Koopman operator-based control (Han et al. (2022);
Xiao et al. (2023); Uchida and Duraisamy (2023); Pan and Duraisamy (2020)).

While the use of Koopman operators enables expressive and flexible modeling for data-driven
control, modeling errors may arise due to several possible factors, e.g., lack of data quantity/quality,
inadequate model structures, etc. Whereas there are several methods to tackle this issue from the
control theoretic viewpoints (Zhang et al. (2022); Son et al. (2020); Uchida et al. (2021)), most of
them are based on EDMD-type models. Also, while Han et al. (2022) develops a model uncertainty-
aware Koopman MPC with the use of probabilistic neural networks and Uchida and Duraisamy
(2023) proposes a model refinement technique to handle the modeling error of neural network-
based Koopman models in the context of control, there is a relative scarcity of exploration of online
update methods of such control models.

In this paper, we propose an online adaptation method for Koopman operator-based MPC to
avoid performance deterioration due to the modeling error. Whereas Zhang et al. (2019); Hemati
et al. (2014); Sinha et al. (2020); Alfatlawi and Srivastava (2020) explore the idea of online adap-
tation in the context of Koopman operator-based computational modeling, they do not assume con-
troller design problems. Deem et al. (2020) presents an adaptive control of flow separation based on
the online dynamic mode decomposition, which is an EDMD-type model without nonlinear feature
maps. Singh et al. (2024) also develops an adaptive Koopman MPC, in which the linear operator
[A B] in (6) is updated to [A + ∆A B + ∆B] s.t. ∆A and ∆B are parameterized by additional
neural networks, which are trained online w.r.t. an adaptation loss function. On the other hand,
the proposed method provides a more tractable yet effective online adaptation procedure. We only
use a single loss function to train neural networks throughout offline and online model learning,
which results in fewer hyperparameters and less complexity of the model learning. At the same
time, the proposed method enables flexible online model learning since it allows an adaptation of
the feature maps in addition to the linear operator [A B]. Considering that model learning involving
deep neural networks results in high-dimensional, non-convex optimizations and typically becomes
unstable, we adopt the soft update of target networks (Lillicrap et al. (2015)), a common technique
to stabilize learning used in Reinforcement Learning (RL). Also, we provide a discussion on which
parameters should be prioritized in the online update procedure based on a specific formulation of
linear embedding models in Iacob et al. (2024) to further improve the stability and robustness of
online learning. The overview of the proposed method is shown in Fig. 1.

In Section 2, MPC with Koopman operator-based linear embedding models is presented. This is
followed by the formulation of offline model learning based on the Koopman operator framework in
Section 3. The proposed method is formalized in Section 4 and numerical evaluations are provided
in Section 5.

2. Problem Setup
2.1. Model Predictive Control
We consider the problem of designing controllers for a discrete-time dynamics:

xk+1 = f(xk, uk), (1)

where xk ∈ X ⊆ Rn and uk ∈ U ⊆ Rp denote the state and the control input, respectively, and
f : Rn×Rp → Rn is a possibly nonlinear mapping. The control objective is supposed to minimize
a quadratic cost J at each time step, which is defined by
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Figure 1: Proposed adaptive Koopman MPC with soft update. See Algorithm 1 for details.

J :=
H+1∑
k=0

{
(xk − xref

k )TQstate(xk − xref
k ) + uTkRuk

}
, (2)

where x0 denotes the state at the current time step, and H , xref
k , Qstate, and R are a look-ahead

horizon, a reference signal, and weight matrices w.r.t. the state and the control input, respectively.
It is assumed that while f is unknown, we are given prior information about the dynamics in the

form of nominal model xk+1 = fknown(xk, uk) so that the true system is decomposed into:

xk+1 = fknown(xk, uk) + r(xk, uk), (3)

where r(xk, uk) := f(xk, uk)− fknown(xk, uk) is the residual dynamics. This is a typical scenario
in engineering applications such as robotics, and controller design under the unknown component r
is a problem that is actively being explored (Zhou et al. (2023); Shi et al. (2019); Zhou and Tzoumas
(2023)).

In MPC, the controller determines the optimal control input by minimizing a predefined cost
function subject to the system’s dynamic constraints as follows.

Problem 1 (Model Predictive Control with Quadratic Cost)
Given a current state ξ0 of control model, apply the first element u0 of the solution to the problem:

min
u0,u1,··· ,uH

H+1∑
k=0

{
(ξk − ξref

k )TQ(ξk − ξref
k ) + uTkRuk

}
, (4)

subject to: ξk+1 = F(ξk, uk, k), (5)

where a possibly time-varying mapping F : RN × Rp × Z≥0 → RN denotes a control model with
the state ξk and the control input uk, and ξref

k is a reference signal. Weight matrices Q and R are
assumed to be positive definite.

A simplest choice of the control model F is the nominal model so that ξk ∈ Rn (N := n),
F(ξk, uk, k) := fknown(ξk, uk), ξref

k := xref
k , and Q := Qstate, in which case we call Problem 1

nominal MPC. Since the cost function (4) is quadratic, Problem 1 becomes a convex optimization
if the control model F is linear. Note that the controller performance may be degraded due to the
discrepancy between the control model F and the true dynamics f .
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2.2. Linear Embedding Model
In the proposed method, we use a linear embedding model to derive the control modelF for Problem
1. Given a state xk ∈ X and a control input uk ∈ U of the true dynamics (3), a linear embedding
model outputs a predicted state x

pred
k+1 at the next time step s.t.

x
pred
k+1 = C {Ag(xk) +Buk} ⇔

{
g+ = Ag(xk) +Buk, (6)

x
pred
k+1 = Cg+, (7)

where g : X → RN is a vector-valued function called feature maps and A ∈ RN×N , B ∈ RN×p,
and C ∈ Rn×N are matrices. The original state xk ∈ Rn is first embedded onto a space RN through
the feature maps g, and the model state g(xk) is advanced by one step by the linear operator [AB]
to yield the prediction g+ in (6). The decoder C then projects g+ back onto the original state space
Rn to make the state prediction x

pred
k+1 in (7). A sufficient condition for a linear embedding model to

reconstruct the true dynamics is given by the following.

Proposition 1 Consider a linear embedding model (6), (7). For a state-input triplet (xk, uk, xk+1)

of the true dynamics s.t. xk ∈ X , uk ∈ U , xk+1 = f(xk, uk), a relation x
pred
k+1 = xk+1 holds if

g(xk+1) = Ag(xk) +Buk, (8)
xk+1 = Cg(xk+1). (9)

Proof This follows directly from the definitions.
A major advantage of using a linear embedding model is its utility as a linear control model in

the embedded space. In Problem 1, consider a control model:

ξk+1 = Aξk +Buk, ξ0 := g(x0) ∈ RN , (10)

with the reference signal and the weight matrix defined as ξref
k := g(xref

k ) and Q := CTQstateC,
respectively. While the system (10) is no longer defined in the original state space X ⊆ Rn, an
MPC solution in this setting still leads to an optimal control input w.r.t. J in (2) on some conditions.
Specifically, if (8) and (9) hold for ∀xk ∈ X ,∀uk ∈ U , a solution to Problem 1 also minimizes the
cost J since

(ξk − ξref
k )TQ(ξk − ξref

k ) = (xk − xref
k )TQstate(xk − xref

k ), (11)

where ξk = g(xk) and xk = Cg(xk) are substituted.
This class of MPC is often referred to as Koopman MPC in the literature since the linear op-

erator [AB] in (6) can be considered a finite-dimensional approximation of a Koopman operator
(Korda and Mezić (2018)), as described in the next section. MPC methods based on the Koopman
operator formalism have shown promise via their computational efficiency and control performance
in various applications. Specifically, Koopman MPC will result in faster execution times than most
nonlinear MPC methods since the optimization becomes convex, and the validity of the linear con-
trol model (10) may be even established in case the true dynamics (3) is nonlinear if the model
parameters are learned appropriately (see the next section for details). Also, a linear embedding
model can be computed in a fully data-driven manner, i.e., its model parameters can be determined
by only using time-series data sampled from either the true dynamics or a simulator of a nominal
model. In this paper, we refer to this type of controller design Koopman MPC.
Problem 2 (Koopman MPC)
Given a current state x0 and a linear embedding model (6), (7), solve Problem 1 with the initial
condition, the control model, and the weight matrix chosen as:

ξ0 := g(x0), (12)

4
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ξk+1 = Aξk +Buk, and (13)

Q := CTQstateC. (14)

In the proposed method, we employ the Koopman MPC as the baseline method of the control
strategy with the use of a nominal model fknown, and compensate for the modeling error using an
online update while retaining the advantages of linear embedding models.

3. Offline Learning of Linear Embedding Models
The model parameters of the linear embedding model (6),(7) are the feature maps g : X → RN and
matrices A,B, and C. In this section, we formulate a problem of learning these parameters in an
offline manner, where it is assumed that only data samples generated by a nominal model fknown are
available but we do not have access to data from the true system (3).

3.1. Koopman Operators
Koopman operators characterize the time evolution of dynamical systems by acting as composition
operators on function spaces, enabling the analysis of discrete-time dynamics through functional
transformations. These operators share a fundamental mathematical connection with the linear
embedding matrices [A,B], providing a theoretical foundation for transforming nonlinear dynamics
into linear representations. For instance, given autonomous dynamics xk+1 = fa(xk), xk ∈ Rn,
and a function g : Rn → R s.t. g ∈ G where G is some function space, the Koopman operator K
associated with this system is defined as K : G → G : g 7→ g ◦ fa on the assumption that g ◦ fa ∈ G,
∀g ∈ G. This corresponds to time evolution of the dynamics xk+1 = fa(xk) through the function g
since

g(xk+1) = g(fa(xk)) = (g ◦ fa)(xk)
def.
= (Kg)(xk). (15)

Note that g corresponds to a feature map in our formulation in Section 2.2. As K is a composi-
tion operator, it is easily confirmed that Koopman operators are linear operators. A major difference
between the two descriptions of the dynamics is that the time evolution of (15) is governed linearly
by K whereas fa is possibly nonlinear, which naturally leads to an idea of deriving linear models
using K. Noticing that Koopman operators are, however, infinite-dimensional in general since they
are defined on function spaces, this is realized by a finite-dimensional version or its approximation
of K. An exact finite-dimensional version of the Koopman operator K exists if and only if we can
find functions g that span an invariant subspace, as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition 2 Given N functions gi ∈ G, i = 1, · · · , N , there exists a matrix K ∈ RN×N s.t.

[Kg1 · · · KgN ]T = K[g1 · · · gN ]T, (16)

if and only if span(g1, · · · , gN ) is an invariant subspace under the action of K, i.e.,
Kg ∈ span(g1, · · · , gN ) for ∀g ∈ span(g1, · · · , gN ).

Proof For instance, see Uchida and Duraisamy (2023).

In practice, finding an invariant subspace is not trivial, and a finite-dimensional approximation
of K is computed from data samples. Extended Dynamic Mode Decomposition (EDMD) (Williams
et al. (2015)) is one such method using linear regression and user-specified feature maps gi. While
EDMD enables simple and tractable model training, it may not be adequately expressive for com-
plex nonlinear systems. On the other hand, joint learning of gi and K can achieve more accurate
models since gi is also learned on the training data along with the matrix K, and parameterizing
gi by neural networks has been shown to be successful in a wide range of problems (Lusch et al.
(2018); Takeishi et al. (2017); Pan and Duraisamy (2020)).
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For general non-autonomous dynamics (3) with the control input, corresponding Koopman op-
erators are defined in a similar manner but with a sequence of control inputs included (Korda and
Mezić (2018)). For the space of input sequences: l(U) := {(u0, u1, · · · ) | uk ∈ U , ∀k}, consider
a mapping f̂ : X × l(U) → X × l(U) : (x, (u0, u1, · · · )) 7→ (f(x, u0), (u1, u2, · · · )). Also, let
ĝ : X × l(U) → R be a function from an extended space X × l(U) to R. Then, the Koopman op-
erator associated with (3) is defined as a linear operator K : Ĝ → Ĝ : ĝ 7→ ĝ ◦ f̂ s.t. Ĝ is a function
space to which ĝ belongs and the dynamics along with a sequence (uk, uk+1, · · · ) of control inputs
is represented by

ĝ(xk+1, (uk+1, uk+2, · · · )) = (ĝ ◦ f̂)(xk, (uk, uk+1, · · · )) = (Kĝ)(xk, (uk, uk+1, · · · )). (17)

It can be easily verified that Proposition 2 also holds for the non-autonomous case. If we con-
sider the following N + p functions ĝi of specific forms:

[ĝ1(xk, (uk, uk+1, · · · )) · · · ĝN+p(xk, (uk, uk+1, · · · ))]T = [g1(xk) · · · gN (xk) u
T
k ]

T, (18)

the first N rows of (16) reads g(xk+1) = Ag(xk) + Buk, where [A B] ∈ RN×(N+p) denotes the
first N rows of K. Therefore, the condition (8) is ensured by choosing [AB] as a finite-dimensional
Koopman operator acting on an invariant subspace. As is the case with the autonomous setting,
finding such a subspace is not trivial in practice and a finite-dimensional approximation may be
computed as [AB] by either EDMD-type methods or joint learning of gi and [AB].

3.2. Offline Learning Procedure
In the proposed method, we adopt the joint learning of feature maps gi and matrices A, B, and C
with the use of neural networks, which is formulated as follows.

Problem 3 (Offline Learning Using Nominal Model)
Let g(·; θ) : X → RN be a neural network characterized by parameters θ. Find θ, A ∈ RN×N ,
B ∈ RN×p, and C ∈ Rn×N that minimize the loss function:∑

i

(
λ1 ∥Ag(xi; θ) +Bui − g(yi; θ)∥22 + λ2 ∥C(Ag(xi; θ) +Bui)− yi∥22

)
, (19)

where the data set is given in the form D := {(xi, ui, yi) | yi = fknown(xi, ui)} and λ1, λ2 ∈ R are
hyperparameters.

The first and second terms of the loss function (19) are responsible for (approximately) ensuring
the conditions (8) and (9), respectively.

3.3. Data Generation Using MPC Simulations
In Problem 3, how the control inputs ui in the datasetD are generated determines the quality of data
and therefore has a significant influence on the learning results. A typical strategy is sampling both
states and inputs from some distributions assuming that xi, ui are i.i.d. random variables, in which
case the loss function (19) will converge to a more general characteristic such as an L2 norm of the
modeling error as the number of data samples tends to infinity (e.g., Uchida and Duraisamy (2023)).
However, it is challenging to sample the product space X × U adequately unless the dimensions of
the state and the control input are sufficiently small, and this sampling strategy may not necessarily
result in accurate and unbiased model predictions in practice.

As an alternative approach, we utilize MPC simulations of the nominal model fknown to gen-
erate data samples. Specifically, the dataset D in Problem 3 consists of a collection of trajec-
tories (x0, u0, x1, u1, · · · ) s.t. x0 is randomly sampled, and uk and xk+1 are a solution of the
nominal MPC (Problem 1 with F(ξk, uk, k) := fknown(ξk, uk)) and its corresponding next state
xk+1 = fknown(xk, uk), respectively. The main intent is to selectively learn relevant regimes of
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dynamics by the use of MPC simulations of the nominal model so that the controller performance
will be improved. A similar approach is also employed in Li et al. (2024).

4. Adaptive Koopman MPC
While the Koopman MPC with a linear embedding model learned by Problem 3 is expected to
perform well if the nominal model fknown is sufficiently close to the true dynamics, updating the
control model online will further improve the performance or foster robustness in case there exists
a large discrepancy between the nominal model and the true dynamics.

Let Θ := {A,B,C, θ} be the model parameters of a linear embedding model (6), (7). Also, we
use a notation LinearMPCSolver(g(xk); Θ) to denote a solution of the Koopman MPC (Problem
2) given a current state xk. Assuming that a new data sample xk+1 is available at time k + 1 s.t.
xk+1 = f(xk, uk) where uk = LinearMPCSolver(g(xk); Θ), we add xk+1 to a relay buffer, from
which a data batch is sampled at each time step to update Θ in an online manner. Similar to Problem
3, the model parameters are updated online by minimizing (19).

It is, however, known that using neural networks as function approximators often makes learning
processes unstable due to its non-convexity and high-dimensionality. To this end, the proposed
method adopts the soft update of target networks (Lillicrap et al. (2015)). A target network is paired
with a main network and its parameters are slowly updated towards that of the main network, by
which abrupt changes in the outputs will be avoided to enhance the stability of the learning process.

In the proposed method, we initialize both the main and the target networks (two linear embed-
ding models with the model parameters labeled Θ and Θtarget, respectively) by the offline model
from Problem 3. The target network is then updated at each time step by an interpolation Θtarget ←
τΘ+(1− τ)Θtarget, where τ is a hyperparameter to adjust the smoothness of the update. The actual
control input is computed by the Koopman MPC solver with the slowly changing model parameters
Θtarget so that we can suppress undesirable behavior of the closed-loop dynamics due to large fluctu-
ations of the control model. The proposed Adaptive Koopman MPC with Soft Update is summarized
in Algorithm 1.

4.1. Parameter Selection for Online Update
While the online update can be applied to all the parameters in Θ, it is advisable to only select ones
that have dominant and essential effects on the control performance to improve both the computa-
tional efficiency and the robustness of the algorithm. For instance, the number of parameters in Θ
can become quite large for complex and/or large-scale dynamics, and updating all the parameters
may lead to an undesirable computational burden for online updates. Also, the stability of the on-
line update can be further improved by excluding parameters that are sensitive to model outputs but
not meaningful in terms of control performance. To this end, we propose to exclude the matrix A
from online updated parameters if the online learning becomes unstable, which is suggested by the
following property of linear embedding models.

Theorem 1 (Iacob et al. (2024))
Suppose that X and U are convex sets and 0 ∈ U . For a linear embedding model (6), (7) s.t.
gi ∈ C1 for ∀i and span(g1, · · · , gN ) is an invariant subspace under the action of the Koopman
operator associated with f(·, 0), the following holds:

g(xk+1) = Ag(xk) +

∫ 1

0

∂B
∂u

(xk, λuk)dλ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:B̂(xk,uk)

uk, (20)

where

B(x, u) :=
{∫ 1

0

∂g

∂x
(f(x, 0) + λ(f(x, u)− f(x, 0)))dλ

}
(f(x, u)− f(x, 0)), (21)

7
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Algorithm 1: Adaptive Koopman MPC with Soft Update

Require: Prior Model or simulator fknown of known dynamics;

Step 1: Train an offline model;
Simulate fknown and collect data:
Dknown = {(x, u, y) | y = fknown(x, u), u = MPCSolver(x; fknown)};

Solve Problem 3 to train a linear embedding model:
x

pred
k+1 = Cprior(Apriorgprior(xk; θprior) +Bprioruk) on the data set Dknown;

Step 2: Adaptive Data-driven MPC;
(A,B,C, θ)← (Aprior, Bprior, Cprior, θprior) // Main network parameters
(Atarget, Btarget, Ctarget, θtarget)←(Aprior, Bprior, Cprior, θprior) // Target network params
(Θ,Θtarget)← ({A,B,C, θ}, {Atarget, Btarget, Ctarget, θtarget});
B ← ∅ // Replay buffer
x0 ←Initial condition;

for k = 0, 1, 2, · · · do
uk ← LinearMPCSolver(g(xk); Θtarget) // Koopman MPC
xk+1 ← f(xk, uk) // Next state from the true environment
B ← B ∪ {(xk, uk, xk+1)} // Add new data to replay buffer
Donline ← BatchSample(B);
Θ← GradientDescent(Donline);
Θtarget ← τΘ+ (1− τ)Θtarget // Soft update

end

and B(x, u) is assumed to be differentiable in u.

Equation (20) implies that there exists a linear embedding model with no modeling error s.t. A
is a constant matrix while B is given as a time-varying one B̂(xk, uk). Specifically, if we can find a
finite-dimensional Koopman operator associated with the drift term of the dynamics, it is sufficient
to update only B appropriately at every time step to reconstruct the true dynamics. Whereas there
is no guarantee in general that the learning results of Problem 3 or the online update satisfy the as-
sumptions in Theorem 1, we heuristically find that excluding A from the online updated parameters
while updating B and gi online improves control performance and stabilizes learning in many cases.

5. Numerical Example
As a numerical example, we consider a cartpole system with a cart mass mc, a pole mass mp, and
a pole length 2l, which is described by the following ordinary differential equations (ODE) (Yuan
et al. (2022)):

ẍ(t) =
F (t) +mpl(θ̇

2(t) sin θ(t)− θ̈(t) cos θ(t))

mc +mp
, (22)

θ̈(t) =
g sin θ(t) + cos θ(t)

(
−F−mplθ̇2(t) sin θ(t)

mc+mp

)
l
(
4
3 −

mp cos2 θ(t)
mc+mp

) , (23)

8
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where x(t), θ(t), F (t), and g are the cart position, the pole angle, the force to the cart, and
the acceleration due to gravity, respectively. The state of the system is supposed to be xk :=
[x(k∆t) ẋ(k∆t) θ(k∆t) θ̇(k∆t)]T s.t. x(t), ẋ(t), θ(t), and θ̇(t) are sampled with a sampling pe-
riod ∆t = 1/15 [s]. Also, F (t) is given by the control input uk determined by MPC s.t. F (t) := uk
for k∆t ≤ t ≤ (k + 1)∆t. The reference signal is set to xref

k := 0.

It is assumed that we are given the ODE (22), (23) with (mc,mp, l) = (0.75, 0.075, 0.375)
as a nominal model, whereas the true dynamics is governed by the same equations with different
parameter values: (mc,mp, l) = (1, 0.1, 0.5). In Step 1 of Algorithm 1, we collect data from the
nominal model that consists of 500 trajectories, each of which has a length of 60 time steps, and train
a linear embedding model with the feature maps given by g(xk; θ) := [xTk g5(xk; θ) g6(xk; θ)]

T,
where [g5(·; θ) g6(·; θ)] is a feed-forward neural network with three hidden layers, each of which
has 64 neurons. Note that including the state xk itself in the feature maps eliminates the decoding
error and ensures the condition (9) by an analytical decoder C := [In 0]. Therefore, we set λ2 = 0
in (19). Following the discussion in Section 4.1, we fix A to the learning result of Problem 3 and
update g and B online with τ := 0.05.

For comparison, we also test three controllers in addition to the proposed method. As a baseline
of non-adaptive MPC, we consider the nominal MPC, which is described in Section 2. As data-
driven adaptive MPC, the Gaussian Process MPC (GP-MPC) (Hewing et al. (2020)) and the MPC
with random Fourier Features (RFF-MPC) (Zhou and Tzoumas (2024)) are considered. GP-MPC
and RFF-MPC learn the residual dynamics r(xk, uk) in (3) with sparse Gaussian processes and
random Fourier features in online manners, respectively. For all the MPC methods, we set H := 20,
Qstate := diag(5, 0.1, 5, 0.1), and R := 0.1. For each controller, a simulation with the same setting is
performed 10 times with randomly chosen initial conditions. The simulations are implemented with
safe control gym (Yuan et al. (2022)) on a system with an AMD Ryzen 7 7700X 8-core processor
and 32 GB of memory.

The results are shown in Fig. 2, where a sample trajectory and the average error defined by
1
10

∑10
i=1 ∥xk,i − xref

k ∥2 (xk,i: state of the i-th trajectory) for each method are on the left and right
panels, respectively. Since nominal MPC does not take the effect of the residual dynamics into
account, it does not track the reference within the simulation window of six seconds. On the other
hand, all the adaptive MPC methods successfully stabilize the states by the end of the simulations.
Compared to GP- and RFF-MPC, the proposed adaptive Koopman MPC outperforms in terms of
the average errors. Table 1 shows the average execution times of the simulation for individual
controllers. Since GP- and RFF-MPC are adaptive methods based on nonlinear MPC, they take

(a) Sample trajectories. (b) Average errors.

Figure 2: Results of the cartpole system.
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Method Nominal MPC GP-MPC RFF-MPC Proposed
Average execution time [s] 0.70 5.11 1.12 0.52

Table 1: Average execution times of the MPC simulation.

longer than the nominal MPC. On the other hand, the proposed adaptive Koopman MPC achieves
an even shorter execution time than the nominal MPC thanks to the convexity of its formulation.

Finally, a sensitivity analysis w.r.t. the residual dynamics is performed, where we consider
various extents of the discrepancy between the nominal model and the true dynamics. Figure 3
shows the results, where the true dynamics parameters are varied by 10 to 30 % w.r.t. the nominal
model and the same experiment is performed for each case. Whereas the proposed method results
in higher average errors after t = 1.5 [s] for relatively small extents of the residual dynamics (Figs.
3(a,b)), it outperforms the other controllers at the beginning of the simulation in all cases. Also, the
proposed method shows the most robust performance across the given range of residual dynamics.

6. Conclusion
This work introduced an adaptive Model Predictive Control (MPC) framework that leverages Koop-
man operators for nonlinear dynamics. While MPC is widely adopted across diverse control ap-
plications, its performance can deteriorate when the control model fails to accurately capture the
true system dynamics. To address this challenge, we developed an approach that combines the
Koopman operator framework with a linear embedding model, enabling online parameter updates
to compensate for model discrepancies. The offline training learns the features and operator matri-
ces jointly, allowing for greater expressivity. By maintaining linearity in the control model while
accommodating nonlinear dynamics, our method achieves both computational efficiency and adapt-
ability. Online learning may become unstable if the model is parameterized by complex model
forms such as neural networks, which result in a high-dimensional non-convex optimization. The
proposed method uses the soft update of target networks so that abrupt changes in the model will be
avoided and we can stabilize online updates. Also, we provide a discussion on which model param-
eters to prioritize for the online update based on a specific system description of linear embedding
models in Iacob et al. (2024). Experimental validation on a cartpole system demonstrates that our
method achieves favorable control performance while requiring significantly lower computational
resources compared to existing adaptive MPC approaches. Furthermore, the results reveal enhanced
robustness to residual dynamics. While our initial results demonstrate promise and basic viability,
expanding the validation to more complex industrial and robotic systems represents an important
next step in establishing this framework’s broad applicability.

(a) 10 % difference. (b) 20 % difference. (c) 30 % difference.

Figure 3: Average errors with various extents of discrepancy between the nominal model and the
true dynamics.
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