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Scalable Computation of H∞ Energy Functions
for Polynomial Control-Affine Systems

Nicholas A. Corbin, Boris Kramer

Abstract— We present a scalable approach to com-
puting nonlinear balancing energy functions for control-
affine systems with polynomial nonlinearities. Al’brekht’s
power-series method is used to solve the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman equations for polynomial approximations to the
energy functions. The contribution of this article lies in
the numerical implementation of the method based on the
Kronecker product, enabling scalability to over 1000 state
dimensions. The tensor structure and symmetries arising
from the Kronecker product representation are key to the
development of efficient and scalable algorithms. We derive
the explicit algebraic structure for the equations, present
rigorous theory for the solvability and algorithmic complex-
ity of those equations, and provide general purpose open-
source software implementations for the proposed algo-
rithms. The method is illustrated on two simple academic
models, followed by a high-dimensional semidiscretized
PDE model of dimension as large as n = 1080.

Index Terms— nonlinear dynamical systems, nonlinear
balancing, HJB equations, polynomial approximations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mathematical models are used throughout engineering de-
sign, analysis, and control. Often though, significant effort
has to be expended to find a compromise between accuracy
and computational complexity. Model reduction methods seek
to systematically develop low-dimensional surrogate models
so that the surrogates are much faster to simulate, yet retain
important characteristics of the high-dimensional models.

For control applications, balanced truncation (BT) model
reduction [31, 30] is popular since it is based on controlla-
bility and observability. Balanced truncation has been widely
studied for linear time-invariant (LTI) systems, for which many
variations and formulations of BT exist [20]. Its success for
LTI systems has stimulated much interest in extending BT
to nonlinear systems. While Scherpen provided the theoretical
extensions to nonlinear control-affine systems [34, 35, 37, 36],
scalable computational methods to implement nonlinear BT
have remained an open area of research. Consequently, non-
linear BT has yet to be demonstrated on any high-dimensional
systems, i.e. those requiring model reduction.

The two main challenges in nonlinear BT are 1) solving the
Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) partial differential equations
(PDEs) for the controllability and observability-type nonlinear
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energy functions, and 2) computing a nonlinear coordinate
transformation that “balances” these energy functions. Fuji-
moto & Tsubakino [17] and Krener [25] independently showed
that a Taylor series approach can form the foundation for
a computational framework tackling these two challenges.
However, neither of these works addressed the scalability
issues that arise or provided a numerical solution, and as
a result the approach is only illustrated on low-dimensional
academic examples with n = 4 and n = 6 degrees of freedom,
respectively.

Other numerical methods for solving HJB PDEs include tra-
ditional grid-based discretization techniques [15], policy/value
iteration approaches (including Galerkin approximations [3,
22, 14]), and other iterative methods such as sum-of-squares
optimization [32] and machine learning [8]. Due to the curse
of dimensionality, many of these approaches do not scale
well to dimensions above about n = 10. Efforts have been
made to scale into the 100s of dimensions [14], but ensuring
convergence to the correct solution is typically a significant
challenge. Some of these methods—when they converge—
can solve for viscosity solutions to HJB PDEs, whereas the
Taylor series approach only works for sufficiently smooth
systems. Fortunately, nonlinear BT theory is only defined for
sufficiently smooth systems. Among all existing methods for
solving HJB PDEs for the energy functions, only the Taylor
series approach has been shown to be suitable for subsequently
computing nonlinear balancing transformations [17, 25].

Another approach involves avoiding solving the full HJB
PDE altogether. One notable example is the state-dependent
Riccati equation (SDRE) method [12], which involves fac-
toring the dynamics into a “linear-like” structure with state-
dependent system matrices. The Riccati equation—now also
state-dependent—can then be solved in lieu of the HJB PDE.
In practice, the SDRE is also often solved using Taylor
expansions, so this process amounts to discarding certain terms
in the HJB PDE. Finally, nonlinear BT has been treated with
the algebraic Gramian approach [13, 19, 4]; however, this
method produces quadratic energy functions which fail to
capture many features of the inherently non-quadratic energy
functions exhibited by nonlinear systems, so there is a concern
that algebraic Gramians are too conservative. In this work, we
seek to expand the capabilities of solving the full HJB PDE
using the Taylor series approach without these simplifications.

The Taylor series approach to solving HJB PDEs, referred
to as Al’brekht’s method, dates back the origins of modern
control theory in the 1960s [1, 27]. Despite frequent use in
the literature [18, 35, 16], Al’brekht’s method has traditionally
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only been applied to models with a few degrees of freedom
or limited nonlinearities. The primary deterrent has been the
computational complexity of the approach: without efficient
implementation and solvers, the method scales very poorly be-
yond a few degrees of freedom. Additionally, besides Krener’s
Nonlinear Systems Toolbox (NST) [26], there has been a lack
of general-purpose software for using Al’brekht’s method, and
unfortunately symbolic computations used in NST hinder its
scalability. The last few years have seen renewed interest in
Al’brekht method [9, 2, 6, 7], in part due to the introduction of
novel high-performance solvers adapted to the tensor structure
of the equations arising in Al’brekht’s method [11, 7]. One
of these recent works includes Kramer et al. [24], which
computes nonlinear BT energy functions for systems with state
dimension as large as n = 1024. However, that work assumes
very limited nonlinearity in the form of quadratic drift, linear
inputs, and linear outputs.

A scalable computational approach for general high-
dimensional polynomial control-affine systems has remained
an open problem due to the difficulty of forming and solving
the tensor equations for general polynomial systems. The
present paper provides a solution to this problem.

This article contains two main contributions. The first is
a scalable Kronecker product-based approach to computing
energy function approximations for systems with general poly-
nomial structure in the drift, input, and measurements. To that
end, we derive the explicit equations for the energy function
coefficients. Second, we provide rigorous theoretical analyses
regarding solvability and computational complexity, along
with numerics demonstrating the scalability of the approach.
Open-access software implementations for the proposed algo-
rithms are available in the cnick1/NLBalancing reposi-
tory [5] under the v1.0.0 tag, along with all of the numerical
examples.

This paper is structured as follows. Section II reviews pre-
liminary notation and definitions. The proposed algorithm for
computing H∞ energy function approximations is presented
in Section III, along with solvability and scalability analyses.
Numerical results are presented in Section IV and Section V
to demonstrate the accuracy, convergence, and scalability of
the proposed method. Finally, Section VI gives a summary and
future directions for the work.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND BACKGROUND

In Section II-A, basic notation and definitions relating to
Kronecker product polynomial expansions are reviewed. Af-
terwards, we review the definitions for the H∞ nonlinear BT
energy functions in Section II-B.

A. Notation and Kronecker Product Identities

The Kronecker product of two matrices A ∈ Rp×q and
B ∈ Rs×t is the ps× qt block matrix

A⊗B :=

a11B · · · a1qB
...

. . .
...

ap1B · · · apqB

 ,

where aij denotes the (i, j)th entry of A. Repeated Kronecker
products are written as x k := x⊗ · · · ⊗ x︸ ︷︷ ︸

k times

∈ Rnk

. The vec[·]

operator stacks the columns of a matrix into one tall column
vector, and the perfect shuffle matrix [38] is defined as the
permutation matrix which shuffles vec [A] to match vec

[
A⊤]:

vec
[
A⊤] = Sq×pvec [A] . (1)

For A ∈ Rp×q , the k-way Lyapunov matrix is defined as

Lk(A) :=

k∑
i=1

Ip ⊗A⊗ Ip ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ip︸ ︷︷ ︸
k factors, A in the ith position

∈ Rpk×pk−1q. (2)

Table I provides a collection of Kronecker product identities
compiled from various sources [10, 38, 21, 28].

TABLE I. Relevant Kronecker product identities.

ID 1 (A⊗B)(D⊗G) = AD⊗BG

ID 2 A⊗B = Ss×p(B⊗A)Sq×t

ID 3 (Ip ⊗ x)A = A⊗ x

ID 4 vec [ADB] = (B⊤ ⊗A)vec [D]

ID 5 vec [AD] = (Is ⊗A)vec [D]

ID 6 u⊤Bx = vec [B]⊤ (x⊗ u)

ID 7 vec
[
x⊤ ⊗ Im

]
= (x⊗ vec [Im])

ID 8 vec [A⊗B] = (Iq ⊗ Sp×t ⊗ Is) (vec [A]⊗ vec [B])

Dimensions of matrices used in the Kronecker product identities

A(p× q) D(q × s) B(s× t) G(t× u) u(s× 1) x(t× 1)

A concept which arises when dealing with polynomials in
Kronecker product form is symmetry of the coefficients (a
generalization of symmetry of a matrix), which is defined next.

Definition 1 (Symmetric Coefficients): Given a monomial
of the form w⊤

d x
d , the coefficient wk ∈ Rnk×1 is symmetric

if for all ai ∈ Rn it satisfies

w⊤
k (a1 ⊗ a2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ ak) = w⊤

k (ai1 ⊗ ai2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ aik) ,

where the indices {ij}kj=1 are any permutation of {1, . . . , k}.
A symmetric coefficient is thus invariant under certain

permutations; this can also be represented in terms of the
perfect shuffle matrix.

Proposition 1 (Permutation of symmetric coefficients): If a
coefficient wk ∈ Rnk×1 is symmetric as per Definition 1, then

wk = Snj×niwk ∀i, j ≥ 0 s.t. i+ j = k.

B. Energy Functions for H∞ Nonlinear Balancing

Consider the control-affine dynamical system

ẋ(t) = f(x(t)) + g(x(t))u(t), y(t) = h(x(t)), (3)

with m inputs, p outputs, and state dimension n. The H∞
nonlinear balancing framework [36] defines a pair of energy
functions that generalize the concepts of controllability and
observability to (potentially unstable) systems of the form (3).
These energy functions are then balanced using a nonlinear
state-space transformation, and subsequent model reduction
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involves truncating states that are determined to be less im-
portant in the balanced representation. However, computing
these energy functions (defined next) is a significant challenge,
which we address in this work.

Definition 2: [36, Def. 5.1] Let γ be a positive constant
γ > 0, γ ̸= 1, and define η := 1− γ−2. The H∞ past energy
of the nonlinear system (3) is defined as

E−
γ (x0) := min

u∈L2(−∞,0]
x(−∞)=0,x(0)=x0

1

2

0∫
−∞

η∥y(t)∥2 + ∥u(t)∥2dt. (4)

The H∞ future energy is defined as

E+
γ (x0) := min/max

u∈L2[0,∞)
x(0)=x0,x(∞)=0

1

2

∞∫
0

∥y(t)∥2 + ∥u(t)∥2

η
dt, (5)

where the minimum is taken for γ > 1 and the maximum is
taken for γ < 1.

The energy functions, which are nominally defined by
optimization problems, can be computed as the solutions to
HJB PDEs [36, Thm. 5.2]. Assume that the HJB equation

0 =
∂E−

γ (x)

∂x
f(x) +

1

2

∂E−
γ (x)

∂x
g(x)g(x)⊤

∂⊤E−
γ (x)

∂x

− η

2
h(x)⊤h(x)

(6)

has a solution with E−
γ (0) = 0 such that the quantity

−f(x) − g(x)g(x)⊤∂⊤E−
γ (x)/∂x is asymptotically stable.

Then this solution is the past energy function E−
γ (x) from (4).

Furthermore, assume that the HJB equation

0 =
∂E+

γ (x)

∂x
f(x)− η

2

∂E+
γ (x)

∂x
g(x)g(x)⊤

∂⊤E+
γ (x)

∂x

+
1

2
h(x)⊤h(x)

(7)

has a solution with E+
γ (0) = 0 such that the quantity

f(x)− ηg(x)g(x)⊤∂⊤E+
γ (x)/∂x is asymptotically stable.

This solution is the future energy function E+
γ (x) from (5).

Remark 1: We adopt the H∞ balancing framework because
it generalizes the open-loop [34] and closed-loop HJB [37]
balancing theories. Under appropriate assumptions about ex-
istence and smoothness of the energy functions, the closed-
loop HJB past and future energy functions are recovered in
the limit as the gain parameter γ goes to infinity (i.e. η goes
to one), whereas the open-loop nonlinear controllability and
observability energy functions are recovered as the parameter
γ goes to one (i.e. η goes to zero) [36, Thm. 5.5 & 5.7].

III. COMPUTING H∞ ENERGY FUNCTIONS FOR
POLYNOMIAL CONTROL-AFFINE SYSTEMS

Computing solutions to the HJB equations (6) and (7) in
general is very challenging. However, if f(x), g(x), and h(x)
are analytic, the solutions to (6) and (7) are known to be
analytic as well [27]. Al’brekht showed that in this case, it
is possible to compute the Taylor expansion of the energy
functions E−

γ (x) and E+
γ (x) based on the Taylor expansions

of f(x), g(x), and h(x). Thus, for the rest of this paper, we

will consider a nonlinear control-affine dynamical system with
polynomial structure

ẋ = Ax+

ℓ∑
p=2

Fpx
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(x)

+

(
ℓ∑

p=1

Gp

(
x p ⊗ Im

)
+B

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(x)

u,

y = Cx+

ℓ∑
p=2

Hpx
p

︸ ︷︷ ︸
h(x)

,

(8)

where A ∈ Rn×n, Fp ∈ Rn×np

, B ∈ Rn×m, Gp ∈
Rn×mnp

, C ∈ Rp×n, and Hp ∈ Rp×np

. We emphasize that
many common nonlinear dynamical systems can be put in
polynomial form (8). One can consider (8) as simply a Taylor
approximation to the control-affine system (3). Furthermore,
many common PDEs, including Navier-Stokes, Kuramoto-
Sivashinsky, Burgers, Allen-Cahn, Korteweg-de Vries, and
Fokker-Planck all feature polynomial nonlinearities; upon spa-
tial discretization, these all yield systems of the form (8).

A. Main Results: Energy Function Approximations for
Polynomial Systems

Since the energy function solutions to (6) and (7) are
analytic, they can be approximated as dth-order polynomials

E−
γ (x) ≈ 1

2

d∑
i=2

v⊤
i x

i , E+
γ (x) ≈ 1

2

d∑
i=2

w⊤
i x

i , (9)

with coefficients vi,wi ∈ Rni

. Note that the first term in the
sum can be written v⊤

2 x
2 = x⊤V2x, and without loss of

generality we can assume V2 and W2 are symmetric. The
next two theorems give the explicit equations to compute the
polynomial coefficients vi and wi.

Theorem 1 (Past energy polynomial coefficients): Let γ >
γ0 ≥ 0 and η = 1 − γ−2, where γ0 denotes the smallest
γ̃ such that a stabilizing controller exists for which the H∞
norm of the closed-loop system is less than γ̃. Let the past
energy function E−

γ (x), which solves the H∞ HJB PDE (6)
for the polynomial system (8), be of the form (9) with the
coefficients vi ∈ Rni

for i = 2, 3, . . . , d. Then v2 = vec [V2],
where V2 is the symmetric positive semidefinite solution to
the H∞ algebraic Riccati equation (ARE)

0 = A⊤V2 +V2A− ηC⊤C+V2BB⊤V2. (10)
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For 3 ≤ k ≤ d, let ṽk ∈ Rnk

solve the linear system

Lk

(
A+BB⊤V2

)⊤
ṽk = −

∑
i,p≥2

i+p=k+1

Li(Fp)
⊤vi

− 1

4

∑
i,j>2

i+j=k+2

ij vec
[
V⊤

i BB⊤Vj

]
+ η

∑
p,q≥1
p+q=k

vec
[
H⊤

p Hq

]

− 1

4

2ℓ∑
o=1

 ∑
p,q≥0
p+q=o

 ∑
i,j≥2

i+j=k−o+2

ij vec

[(
Inp ⊗ vec [Im]⊤

)
×

(
vec

[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤
⊗

(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
))

×

(
Inj−1 ⊗ Sni−1×nqm ⊗ Im

) (
Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im]

)]
 ,

(11)

where H1 := C and G0 := B. Then the coefficient vk ∈ Rnk

for 3 ≤ k ≤ d is obtained by symmetrization of ṽk.
Theorem 2 (Future energy polynomial coefficients): Let

γ > γ0 ≥ 0 and η = 1 − γ−2 as in Theorem 1. Let the
future energy function E+

γ (x), which solves the H∞ HJB
PDE (7) for the polynomial system (8), be of the form (9)
with the coefficients wi ∈ Rni

for i = 2, 3, . . . , d. Then
w2 = vec [W2], where W2 is the symmetric positive
semidefinite solution to the H∞ ARE

0 = A⊤W2 +W2A+C⊤C− ηW2BB⊤W2. (12)

For 3 ≤ k ≤ d, let w̃k ∈ Rnk

solve the linear system

Lk

(
A− ηBB⊤W2

)⊤
w̃k = −

∑
i,p≥2

i+p=k+1

Li(Fp)
⊤wi

+
η

4

∑
i,j>2

i+j=k+2

ij vec
[
W⊤

i BB⊤Wj

]
−

∑
p,q≥1
p+q=k

vec
[
H⊤

p Hq

]

+
η

4

2ℓ∑
o=1

 ∑
p,q≥0
p+q=o

 ∑
i,j≥2

i+j=k−o+2

ij vec

[(
Inp ⊗ vec [Im]⊤

)
×

(
vec

[
G⊤

q Wj

]⊤
⊗

(
G⊤

p Wi ⊗ Im
))

×

(
Inj−1 ⊗ Sni−1×nqm ⊗ Im

) (
Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im]

)]
 .

(13)

Then the coefficient wk ∈ Rnk

for 3 ≤ k ≤ d is obtained by
symmetrization of w̃k.

Before proving Theorems 1 and 2, a few intermediate results
are necessary. Inserting the polynomial forms of f(x), g(x),

and h(x) from (8) into the HJB PDE (6) gives

0 =
∂E−

γ (x)

∂x

[
Ax+

ℓ∑
p=2

Fpx
p

]
(14a)

+
1

2

∂E−
γ (x)

∂x

[
ℓ∑

p=1

Gp

(
x p ⊗ Im

)
+B

]
× (14b)[

ℓ∑
p=1

(
x p ⊤ ⊗ Im

)
G⊤

p +B⊤

]
∂⊤E−

γ (x)

∂x
(14c)

− η

2

[
Cx+

ℓ∑
p=2

Hpx
p

]⊤ [
Cx+

ℓ∑
p=2

Hpx
p

]
, (14d)

where by the product rule, the gradient of the past energy
function (9) in Kronecker product form is

∂E−
γ (x)

∂x
=

1

2

(
2x⊤V2

+ v⊤
3 (In ⊗ x⊗ x) + v⊤

3 (x⊗ In ⊗ x) + v⊤
3 (x⊗ x⊗ In)

+ v⊤
4 (In ⊗ x⊗ x⊗ x) + v⊤

4 (x⊗ In ⊗ x⊗ x) + · · ·
)
.
(15)

Since ∂E−
γ (x)/∂x is known explicitly, the HJB PDE no longer

contains derivatives, making it an algebraic equation rather
than a differential equation. Collecting terms of the same
degree in x gives a separate equation for each coefficient vk.
However, writing the HJB PDEs (6) and (7) with the explicit
Kronecker product forms for f , g, h, E−

γ , and E+
γ is an arduous

task, let alone when the multiplication of all the polynomials
in (14) is expanded. The next few lemmas and corollaries are
therefore introduced to aid in writing things more compactly.
We focus on the results only for the past energy function
coefficients vi for brevity; analogous results hold for the future
energy coefficients wi.

Lemma 1: After plugging in polynomial expressions for the
dynamics (8) and the energy functions (9), the HJB PDE
(6) gives a set of equations for each coefficient vi for i =
2, 3, . . . , d. The equation for the degree 2 coefficient v2 is a
quadratic algebraic equation equivalent to the ARE (10).

Proof: The proof is centered around counting factors
of x that appear in each term. Observe that the lowest-order
terms in the gradient of the energy function in (15) are order 1,
meaning that order 2 terms can only contain one more factor
of x. Hence the collection of degree 2 terms in (14) is

0 =x⊤V2Ax+
1

2
x⊤V2BB⊤V2x− η

2
x⊤C⊤Cx.

Differentiating twice with respect to x reveals the ARE (10).

Lemma 2: The equations for the remaining coefficients vk

and wk for 3 ≤ k ≤ d are linear algebraic equations.
Proof: The equation for the kth coefficient vk comes

from collecting the degree k terms in (14). There are only two
types of degree k terms containing vk: the terms containing
A and the terms containing BB⊤, which also contain v2. All
of the other terms with vk are at least degree k + 1, as can
be verified by counting how many factors of x they contain.
Since the degree k terms containing vk only contain one factor
of vk, the resulting algebraic equation is linear.
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Lemma 3: The coefficient matrix for the equation for vk

for 3 ≤ k ≤ d has the form Lk

(
A+BB⊤V2

)⊤
.

Proof: The collection of degree k terms in (14) is
1

2
v⊤
k

(
(In ⊗ x k − 1 ) + (x⊗ In ⊗ x k − 2 ) + · · ·

)
×(

A+BB⊤V2

)
x = (everything else)x k .

Here, we have separated the terms on the left of the equals
sign as the terms containing vk, and the terms on the right
are all of the remaining terms of degree k that do not contain
vk; they will be derived later. Using the Kronecker product
identities in Table I, one can verify that this is equivalent to

1

2
v⊤
k Lk

(
A+BB⊤V2

)
x k = (everything else)x k . (16)

Requiring this to hold for all x and transposing leads to a linear
system for vk with coefficient matrix Lk

(
A+BB⊤V2

)⊤
.

Lemma 3 proves the left-hand-side of the linear system (11);
what remains is to prove the right-hand-side, which consists
of the contributions due to Fp, Gp, and Hp. The following
two observations help to simplify the remaining derivations.

Corollary 1: The nonlinear contributions in the dynamics,
namely Fp, Gp, and Hp, only appear on the right-hand sides
of the equations for the coefficients vk for 3 ≤ k ≤ d.

Corollary 2: When computing the kth coefficient of the
energy function vk, the terms containing Fp and Gp only
appear with coefficients v2, . . . ,vk−1. These coefficients have
already been computed, so they are symmetric by construction.

Leveraging this symmetry, we rewrite the gradient of the
energy function (15) using ID 2 and Proposition 1 as

∂E−
γ (x)

∂x
=

1

2

(
2v⊤

2 (In ⊗ x) + 3v⊤
3 (In ⊗ x⊗ x) + · · ·

)
=

1

2

k−1∑
i=2

iv⊤
i (In ⊗ x i − 1 ). (17)

Note that we truncate the terms above i = k − 1 since the
coefficients above vk−1 do not enter the analysis regarding
contributions from the inclusion of Fp, Gp, and Hp.

Now we are ready to finish the proof of Theorem 1. In par-
ticular, we focus on proving the terms containing contributions
from Fp, Gp, and Hp, which corresponds to the right-hand-
side of (11), or the terms labeled “(everything else)” in (16).

Proof of Theorem 1: Upon inserting the polynomial
expansions for f(x), g(x), and h(x) from (8), along with the
gradient of the energy function (17) exploiting the symmetry
from Corollary 2, the HJB PDE (6) becomes

0 =
1

2

[
k−1∑
i=2

iv⊤
i (In ⊗ x i − 1 )

]Ax+

ℓ∑
p=2

Fpx
p

 (18a)

+
1

8

[
k−1∑
i=2

iv⊤
i (In ⊗ x i − 1 )

] ℓ∑
p=1

Gp
(
x p ⊗ Im

)
+B

×

(18b) ℓ∑
q=1

(
x q ⊤ ⊗ Im

)
G⊤

q +B⊤

k−1∑
j=2

(In ⊗ x j − 1 ⊤
)vjj


(18c)

− η

2

x⊤C⊤ +
ℓ∑

p=2

x p ⊤
H⊤

p

Cx+
ℓ∑

q=2

Hqx
q

 . (18d)

The summation indices i, j, p, and q are introduced to keep
track of the number of factors of x when we expand the
multiplication of these polynomials and collect terms of the
same degree. From the collection of degree 2 terms, Lemma 1
shows that V2 solves ARE (10). For 3 ≤ k ≤ d, the collection
of degree k terms leads to a linear algebraic equation for
vk; Lemma 3 shows that the coefficient matrix for the linear
system is as in (11). Therefore we need to prove the additional
terms on the right-hand-side of (11), starting with the set of
terms containing Fp. An arbitrary kth-order term from (18a)
containing Fp is

1

2
iv⊤

i (In ⊗ x i − 1 )Fpx
p , with p+ i− 1 = k.

The quantity Fpx
p has dimension n × 1, so we apply ID 3

and then ID 1 to combine the factors of x to rewrite this as
1
2 iv

⊤
i (Fp⊗Ini−1)x k . The multiplication by i is expanded into

a sum of i terms; then, since vi and x k are symmetric as in
Definition 1, Proposition 1 allows us to permute the quantities
on the right, leading to the definition of the i-way Lyapunov
matrix:

1

2
iv⊤

i (Fp ⊗ Ini−1)x k =
1

2
v⊤
i (Fp ⊗ In ⊗ · · · ⊗ In)x

k

+
1

2
v⊤
i (In ⊗ Fp ⊗ · · · ⊗ In)x

k

+ . . .+
1

2
v⊤
i (In ⊗ · · · ⊗ In ⊗ Fp)x

k

=
1

2
v⊤
i Li(Fp)x

k . (19)

Moving on, we write an arbitrary kth-order term from (18b)
and (18c) containing Gp as

1

8
iv⊤

i (In ⊗ x i − 1 )Gp(x
p ⊗ Im)× (20)

(x q ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
q (In ⊗ x j − 1 ⊤

)vjj,

with p ∈ [0, o], o ∈ [1, 2ℓ], q = o − p, and i + j + o =
k+2. For now, we drop the 1/8 factor for readability. Due to
the symmetry of vi and vj , the factors v⊤

i (In ⊗ x i − 1 ) and
(In ⊗ x j − 1 ⊤

)vj can be simplified with ID 5 to rewrite (20)
as

ij x i − 1 ⊤
V⊤

i

[
Gp(x

p ⊗ Im)(x q ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
q

]
Vjx

j − 1 .

From here, applying ID 6 combines the outer x factors to give

= ij vec
[[
V⊤

i Gp(x
p ⊗ Im)

]
(x q ⊤ ⊗ Im)

[
G⊤

q Vj

]]⊤
x

i + j
−2 .

(21)

Note where we placed extra brackets grouping factors in the
vec [·]⊤ portion to apply ID 4, which leads to

= ij vec
[
x q ⊤ ⊗ Im

]⊤ (
G⊤

q Vj ⊗ (x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
p Vi

)
x

i + j
−2 .

(22)

Since this whole quantity is a scalar, we enclose it in vec[·],
apply ID 4 again, and transpose the result to obtain

= ij vec
[
G⊤

q Vj ⊗ (x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
p Vi

]⊤
×(

x i + j − 2 ⊗ vec
[
x q ⊤ ⊗ Im

])
.

(23)
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The factor x q ⊤ is extracted using ID 7, leading to

= ij vec
[
G⊤

q Vj ⊗ (x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
p Vi

]⊤
×(

x i + j + q − 2 ⊗ vec [Im]
)
.

(24)

Noting that i+ j + q − 2 = k− p and applying ID 3, we can
pull out the factor of x i + j + q − 2 = x k − p to reach

= ij vec
[
G⊤

q Vj ⊗ (x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
p Vi

]⊤
×

(Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im])x k − p .
(25)

To extract the remaining x p from the vec [·]⊤ factor, we
need to apply ID 8. Isolating this vec [·] factor (without the
transpose) while we make these simplifications, ID 8 gives

vec
[
G⊤

q Vj ⊗ (x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤
p Vi

]
= P

(
vec
[
G⊤

q Vj

]
⊗ vec

[
(x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤

p Vi

])
,

(26)

where we denote the special permutation matrix from ID 8
as P := (Inj−1 ⊗ Snqm×ni−1 ⊗ Im) for readability. The
factor vec

[
(x p ⊤ ⊗ Im)G⊤

p Vi

]
at the end can be manip-

ulated using the second form of ID 5 and ID 7 into(
V⊤

i Gp ⊗ Im
) (

x p ⊗ vec [Im]
)
. Plugging this back into (26),

the vec [·] factor becomes

= P
(

vec
[
G⊤

q Vj

]
(1)⊗

((
V⊤

i Gp ⊗ Im
) (

x p ⊗ vec [Im]
)))

.

Introducing the factor of 1 in the second line enables a subtle
but critical step; it allows us to pull the factor containing x p

out from within the nested products with ID 1:

= P
(

vec
[
G⊤

q Vj

]
⊗

(
V⊤

i Gp ⊗ Im
)) (

��1⊗x p ⊗ vec [Im]
)
.

The x p factor is extracted at last with ID 3 to obtain

= P
(

vec
[
G⊤

q Vj

]
⊗

(
V⊤

i Gp ⊗ Im
))

(Inp ⊗ vec [Im])x p .

Transposing this entire quantity and inserting it back into the
HJB term (25) gives

ij x p ⊤ (
Inp ⊗ vec [Im]⊤

)
× (27)(

vec
[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤
⊗

(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
))

P⊤ (
Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im]

)
x k − p .

Finally, ID 6 is used to combine the x p factor on the left with
the x k − p on the right as desired:

= ij vec

[(
Inp ⊗ vec [Im]⊤

)
× (28)

(
vec

[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤
⊗

(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
))

P⊤ (
Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im]

)]⊤
x k .

We must also consider the case of (20) with p = q =
0, which corresponds to terms of the form 1

8 iv
⊤
i (In ⊗

x i − 1 )BB⊤(In ⊗ x j − 1 ⊤
)vjj, from (18b) and (18c). The

degree k terms of this form occur when i+j−2 = k, excluding
the cases i = 2 or j = 2 since those terms contain a factor of
vk and thus were accounted for in (16). Following the same
approach used to simplify (20), these terms can be written as

1

8
ij vec

[
V⊤

i BB⊤Vj

]⊤
x k . (29)

Lastly, using ID 6, an arbitrary kth-order term from (18d)
containing Hp can be written as

−η

2
x p ⊤

H⊤
p Hqx

q = −η

2
vec
[
H⊤

p Hq

]⊤
x k (30)

with p+q = k. The terms (19) and (28) to (30) represent single
terms of degree k containing the contributions of individual
Fp, Gp, and Hp coefficients from the dynamics. To collect
all of the terms of degree k and explicitly write what was
labelled as “(everything else)” in (16), we need to introduce
summations over the indices p & i from (19), p,q,i,j, & o
from (28), and p & q from (30). The collection of kth-order
terms in the HJB equation (18) for 3 ≤ k ≤ d can then be
written as

0 =
1

2
v⊤
k Lk(A+BB⊤V2)x

k +
1

2

∑
i,p≥2

i+p=k+1

v⊤
i Li(Fp)x

k (31)

+
1

8

∑
i,j>2

i+j=k+2

ij vec
[
V⊤

i BB⊤Vj

]⊤
x k

+
1

8

2ℓ∑
o=1

 ∑
p,q≥0
p+q=o

 ∑
i,j≥2

i+j=k−o+2

ij vec

[(
Inp ⊗ vec [Im]⊤

)
×

(
vec

[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤
⊗

(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
))

×

P⊤ (
Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im]

)]⊤
x k − η

2

∑
p,q≥1
p+q=k

vec
[
H⊤

p Hq

]⊤
x k .

Requiring this to hold for all x, we pull out the factor
of x k from every term, multiply by two, and transpose the
entire equation to obtain the linear system (11) to solve for
the unknown coefficient ṽk.

The proof for Theorem 2 mirrors the proof for Theorem 1;
the only difference is that some of the coefficients in the HJB
PDE (7) are interchanged relative to those in (6).

Remark 2: Equation (16) has a unique symmetric solution,
but there are many non-symmetric ṽk that satisfy the equation
as well. To give an analogy, observe that x⊤Px = x⊤Qx for
all x does not imply P = Q; however, the symmetrizations
of P and Q are equivalent. Thus, once the solution ṽk is
computed, we impose a symmetrization step to ensure that vk

is the unique symmetric solution to (16).
Remark 3: In [24], the only nonlinear term included in the

analysis is F2, which eliminates everything from (20) to (30)
except for (29). The contribution of the present work is the
ability to include all of the Fp, Gp, and Hp. The symmetry
provided by Corollary 2 is the key insight which enables
compactly expressing all of the combinations of terms to be
included in the right-hand-side of (11).

Theorem 3: Let γ > γ0 ≥ 0 and η = 1 − γ−2, as in
Theorems 1 and 2. Then the equations (11) and (13) have
unique solutions.

Proof: Under the assumptions of Theorems 1 and 2,
which are the assumptions of [36, Thm. 5.2],

(
A+BB⊤V2

)
and

(
A− ηBB⊤W2

)
are asymptotically stable, and hence

nonsingular. This implies that Lk

(
A+BB⊤V2

)⊤
and
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Lk

(
A− ηBB⊤W2

)⊤
are invertible [11], and the linear

systems (11) and (13) have unique solutions.
Algorithm 1 summarizes the process for computing energy

function approximations using Theorems 1 and 2.

Algorithm 1 Computing Taylor approximations to the H∞
balancing past and future energy functions E−

γ (x) and E+
γ (x)

Input: System matrices A, B, C, {Fp}ℓp=2, {Gp}ℓp=2,
{Hp}ℓp=2; desired approximation degree d; H∞ gain
parameter η := 1− γ−2.

Output: Polynomial coefficients {vi}di=2 and {wi}di=2

1: Solve the AREs (10) and (12) for v2 = vec [V2], w2 =
vec [W2].

2: for k = 3 to d do
3: Form the linear systems (11) and (13);
4: solve (11) and (13) for ṽk and w̃k;
5: symmetrize ṽk and w̃k to obtain vk and wk.
6: end for

B. Computational Complexity Analysis
Using the floating point operation (flop) counts for standard

BLAS operations, we evaluate the computational complexity
of forming and solving the linear system (11).

Proposition 2: Consider a nonlinear dynamical system with
degree ℓ polynomial structure (8) with state dimension n, m
inputs, p outputs. The cost of computing degree d approxima-
tions to the past and future energy functions with Theorems 1
and 2 is O(dnd+1).

Proof: Here we show the cost of forming and solving
the linear system (11); the cost for the linear system (13) is
identical. First, we consider the flops required to form the
terms on the right-hand side of the linear system (11). Consider
the first set of terms in (11),

−
∑
i,p≥2

i+p=k+1

Li(Fp)
⊤vi. (32)

The matrix Li(Fp) has dimension (ni × nk), whereas vector
vi is (ni × 1), so the cost of evaluating the Lyapunov
product Li(Fp)

⊤vi using naive matrix-vector multiplication
is O(nk+i) using level-2 BLAS operations. The dominant cost
in the sum is therefore the term with i = k − 1, for a total
cost of O(n2k−1). Instead, we exploit the structure of the i-
way Lyapunov matrix to form these terms more efficiently. A
term from (32) can be expanded as

Li(Fp)
⊤vi = (F⊤

p ⊗ Ini−1)vi + (In ⊗ F⊤
p ⊗ Ini−2)vi + . . .

All of the neglected terms are computed similarly to the first
term with an appropriate permutation/reshaping, so the total
cost is i times the cost of computing the first term. Using
ID 5, we rewrite the first term in the sum as (F⊤

p ⊗Ini−1)vi =
vec
[
V⊤

i Fp

]
, which is now matrix multiplication of (ni−1×n)

and (n×np) matrices, which has a cost of O(ni+p) using level-
3 BLAS operations. Since i+ p = k+ 1, this is equivalent to
O(nk+1). Performing this operation i times for the remaining
terms, the total cost of evaluating Li(Fp)

⊤vi this way is

O(ink+1). The dominant cost occurs for the case i = k − 1,
so the total cost to form the set of terms (32) is O(knk+1).

Next consider the terms

−1

4

∑
i,j>2

i+j=k+2

ij vec
[
V⊤

i BB⊤Vj

]
. (33)

Since products like V⊤
i B appear repeatedly, we can store them

in memory to avoid repeatedly forming them; however, the
dominant cost comes from multiplying these stored quantities
together. Treating V⊤

i B as an (ni−1 ×m) matrix and B⊤Vj

as an (m×nj−1) matrix, the multiplication V⊤
i BB⊤Vj costs

O(mni+j−2) using level-3 BLAS operations. Since i + j =
k+2, this is equal to O(mnk). We form k− 2 of these terms
in the sum, so the overall cost is O(kmnk).

Next consider the sum

η
∑
p,q≥1
p+q=k

vec
[
H⊤

p Hq

]
. (34)

The matrix product H⊤
p Hq costs O(nk) using level-3 BLAS

operations, and we form k − 1 of these terms in the sum for
a total cost of O(knk).

Finally, consider the sums

− 1

4

2ℓ∑
o=1

 ∑
p,q≥0
p+q=o

 ∑
i,j≥2

i+j=k−o+2

ij vec

[(
Inp ⊗ vec [Im]

⊤
)
×

(
vec
[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤ ⊗
(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
))

×

(Inj−1 ⊗ Sni−1×nqm ⊗ Im) (Ink−p ⊗ vec [Im])

]
 .

(35)

Here the situation is more subtle, as the products
(Inp ⊗ vec [Im]

⊤
), (Inj−1 ⊗ Sni−1×nqm ⊗ Im), and (Ink−p ⊗

vec [Im]) are operations performed on sparse binary matrices
consisting only of integer 1s and 0s; therefore, no floating
point operations are performed. These are primarily memory
operations as opposed to flops. Furthermore, many program-
ming languages, including MATLAB, form Kronecker products
of sparse binary matrices very efficiently. The dominant cost
in these terms is therefore from operations involving G⊤

q Vj .
Since products like G⊤

q Vj are used repeatedly, we store
them in memory to avoid repeatedly forming them. The
vector vec

[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤
has dimension (1 × mnq+j−1). The

matrix
(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
)

has dimension (m2np × mni−1). So
the Kronecker product vec

[
G⊤

q Vj

]⊤ ⊗
(
G⊤

p Vi ⊗ Im
)

costs
O(m4np+q+i+j−2), which is O(m4nk).

We next consider the cost of summation of all terms in (35).
There are (k − o− 1) terms in each innermost sum, which is
at most k terms. The middle sum is (o+1) terms, which is at
most 2ℓ + 1 terms. The outermost sum is 2ℓ terms. So there
are in total O(2kℓ(2ℓ + 1)) terms to form, and the total cost
is O(kℓ2m4nk).

To summarize, the total cost of forming the right-hand sides
of the linear systems (11) and (13) is O(knk+1)+O(kmnk)+
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O(knk)+O(kℓ2m4nk); assuming n ≫ km and n ≫ kℓ2m4,
the cost of forming the right-hands sides is O(knk+1).

To solve the linear systems, a naive approach would require
solving a linear system of dimension nk for the kth coefficient,
which has a cost of O(n3k) using a direct method. Instead, we
leverage the k-way Lyapunov matrix structure of the left-hand
sides and use the efficient solver introduced in [11], which has
a computational complexity of O(knk+1). Overall then, the
cost of forming and solving the linear systems (11) and (13) for
the coefficient vk is O(knk+1), as opposed to a naive approach
which costs O(n3k). Since the highest order coefficient vd is
the most expensive to compute, the overall cost is O(dnd+1).

IV. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

In Section IV-A, we examine a simple 1D example for
which we know the true solutions to the energy func-
tions. This allows us to compare the accuracy of the
computed energy functions to the true solutions. In Sec-
tion IV-B, we consider a slightly more complex 2D prob-
lem for which the energy functions can be visualized
as contour plots. The cnick1/NLbalancing repository
[5] provides the functions approxPastEnergy() and
approxFutureEnergy() for computing energy functions
using Theorems 1 and 2; the script examplesForPaper3
reproduces all of the results in this paper.

A. 1D Example

Consider the 1D polynomial model

ẋ = ax+ nx2 + bu+ g1xu+ g2x
2u, y = cx,

where a, b, c, n, g1, and g2 are scalars, as are the state
x(t), input u(t), and output y(t). Example 1 in [24] is a
simplified case of this model with g1 and g2 set to zero;
here they are nonzero, resulting in a polynomial input map
that cannot be handled by [24]. The past and future energy
functions are computed analytically and then compared with
our approximations of increasing polynomial degree.

Since this model has only a single state dimension, the
HJB PDEs reduce to 1D algebraic quadratic equations for
the derivatives of the energy functions dE−

γ (x)/dx and
dE+

γ (x)/dx. It is therefore straightforward to obtain the true
energy functions E−

γ (x) and E+
γ (x) via traditional numerical

integration. The true past and future energy function solutions
E−
γ,true(x) and E+

γ,true(x) are plotted in Figs. 1a and 1b, respec-
tively, for a = −2, n = 1, b = 2, g1 = −0.2, g2 = 0.2, c = 2,
and η = 0.5. In addition to the ground-truth energy functions,
we plot degree 2, 4, 6, and 8 approximations.

This example demonstrates that for even simple nonlinear
systems, the energy functions are in general not quadratic, as is
evident in Fig. 1. This suggests that model reduction methods
such as those based on algebraic Gramians [13, 4], which
compute quadratic approximations to the nonlinear energy
functions, may fail to capture important features.

As is often the case with polynomial approximation, higher-
degree approximations also tend to diverge more quickly

−6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6

0

5

10

x

E− γ
(x
)

ground-truth
degree 2
degree 4
degree 6
degree 8

(a) Past energy function and its approximations.

−6 −4 −2 0 2 4 6
0

5

10

15

20

x
E+ γ

(x
)

ground-truth
degree 2
degree 4
degree 6
degree 8

(b) Future energy function and its approximations.

Fig. 1. Past and future energy function approximations with η = 1/2 for
Example 1. Higher-order polynomials are needed to approximate the non-
quadratic energy functions inherent to the nonlinear system.

beyond some local region of convergence. To quantify the ac-
curacy of the various degree approximations and their regions
of convergence, we introduce the remainder for the degree d
approximation E+

γ (x) to the true energy function E+
γ,true(x) as

R+
d (x) = E+

γ,true(x)− E+
γ (x).

The L∞-norm of the remainder R+
d (x) over the interval −χ

to χ serves as an error metric. In Fig. 2, we vary χ from
0 to 6 and select 250 evaluation points in this interval to
show the errors for the various approximations to the past
energy function E+

γ (x) (η = 1/2) for Example 1. According
to Taylor’s theorem, there is a neighborhood within which
the remainder tends to zero R+

d (x) → 0 as we continue to
add higher-order terms to the approximation d → ∞ [29];
however, Taylor’s theorem does not specify the size of this
neighborhood. Fig. 2 clearly demonstrates the implication
of Taylor’s theorem: higher-order approximations are more
accurate locally, yet the region of convergence is not widened
despite the additional terms in the approximations.

Fig. 2 also contains the error for a degree 8 approximation
computed with the algorithm in [24]. Since the method therein
assumes quadratic drift, linear inputs, and linear outputs, this
approximation amounts to neglecting g1 and g2. Interestingly,
the degree 4 approximation including the full system dynamics
is superior to the degree 8 approximations with dynamics
neglecting g1 and g2; in fact, the degree 8 approximation
neglecting terms from the dynamics does not appear to be
much more accurate than the quadratic approximation coming
from linearizing the system. These results indicate that, re-
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region of convergence
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Fig. 2. Errors for the various approximations to the future energy function
E+
γ (x) for Example 1 (η = 1/2) on intervals (−χ, χ). Convergence with

increasing polynomial degree occurs in a neighborhood of the origin, as
predicted by Taylor’s theorem. The degree 4 approximation including all of
the terms in the dynamics is superior to the degree 8 approximation computed
using [24], which neglects terms in the dynamics.

garding local accuracy, including all of the information from
the dynamics is more important than computing a higher-
order energy function approximation. In other words, locally,
a lower-order approximation to the correct energy function is
better than a higher-order approximation to the wrong energy
function.

B. 2D Example

Consider the 2D quadratic-bilinear system from [23]:

ẋ1 = −x1 + x2 − x2
2 + u+ 2x2u, ẋ2 = −x2 + u,

y = x1.

Since the state is two-dimensional, the computed energy
functions can be visualized as contour plots; Figs. 3a and 3b
show the open-loop controllability and observability energy
functions computed with our method by setting η = 0.
Quadratic functions in two dimensions have elliptical contours,
so the curvature and asymmetry present in these energy
functions indicates that they are highly non-quadratic. Similar
to the 1D example, we observe that an algebraic Gramian-
based approach would necessarily result in quadratic energy
functions, so such approaches fail to capture the true behavior
of these energy functions.

Since the true analytical energy functions are not available
to compare with in this example, we use the HJB residual to
assess the accuracy of the approximations in Fig. 3. Based on
(6), define the residual for the past HJB PDE as

RES−(x) =

∣∣∣∣∣∂E−
γ (x)

∂x
f(x) +

1

2

∂E−
γ (x)

∂x
g(x)g(x)⊤

∂⊤E−
γ (x)

∂x

− η

2
h(x)⊤h(x)

∣∣∣∣∣.
The residual for the future HJB PDE is defined similarly based
on (7). The HJB residual has been used as an error metric
in optimization-based approaches in the literature, see e.g.
[8]. The HJB residuals corresponding to the energy functions
shown in Figs. 3a and 3b are shown in Figs. 3c and 3d. Note
that the residual is zero when the HJB PDE is satisfied.
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1

x
2

0 20 40 60 80

(a) Past energy E−
γ (x).
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(b) Future energy E+
γ (x).
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(c) Past HJB residual RES−(x).
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(d) Future HJB residual RES+(x).

Fig. 3. (a) Past energy function E−
γ (x) degree 4 approximation with η = 0,

(b) future energy function E+
γ (x) degree 4 approximation with η = 0, (c)

past energy function HJB residual RES−(x), (d) future energy function HJB
residual RES+(x).

For this model, the degree 4 solutions are sufficient to accu-
rately approximate the energy functions on the domain from
-1 to 1. The future HJB PDE is satisfied nearly to machine
precision. The past HJB residual is very small throughout
most the domain of interest, and it only grows at the edges of
the domain where the energy function in Fig. 3a also grows
steeply. These regions appear to be more difficult for the
degree 4 polynomial to approximate. Nonetheless, the energy
function values are on the order of O(10) whereas the HJB
residual errors are on the order of O(10−11).

The previous results serve to illustrate the expected behavior
of solutions computed our proposed method. Ultimately, the
method computes a Taylor approximation to the energy func-
tions, so the classical results from Taylor’s theorem apply: the
solutions have guaranteed convergence in a neighborhood of
the origin, but in general care must be taken to check that
the region of interest is included in the region of convergence.
Outside of the region of convergence, polynomial approxima-
tions quickly diverge to ±∞.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR A NEW
HIGH-DIMENSIONAL BENCHMARK PROBLEM

In this section, we seek to demonstrate the scalability and
convergence of the proposed algorithms on an Euler-Bernoulli
cantilever beam finite element model with von Kármán geo-
metric nonlinearity (see Fig. 4), based on an example from
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Reddy [33]. We emphasize that while Al’brekht’s method has
been used often in the literature, the contribution in the present
work lies in the ability to apply the method to significantly
higher dimensional systems, such as those which may require
model reduction via nonlinear BT. The results are obtained on
a Linux workstation with an Intel Xeon W-3175X CPU, 256
GB RAM, and MATLAB 2021a.

Fig. 4. A cable-actuated cantilever beam. The cables are the solid light gray
lines with a spacing of 2δ, through-which the control inputs u1 and u2 are
applied. When deformed, the beam deviates from the dot-dashed centerline
by w(x, t) and v(x, t) in the horizontal and vertical directions, respectively.
The displacement of the tip, given by wL := w(L, t) and vL := v(L, t),
determines the cable angle, θ, as the beam deforms.

A. Model Derivation
The basic example from Reddy [33] is modified by adding

cable actuators to construct an input-output control model
of the form (8) with scalable state dimension n. The cable
actuation gives a state-dependent control-affine forcing term
which can be approximated with arbitrarily high polynomial
degree ℓ. The two tendon-like cables are attached a distance
δ from the centerline (see Fig. 4). When actuated together,
the cables apply forcing in the horizontal direction, whereas
when actuated independently, they produce a bending moment
which can move the beam in the vertical direction.

The governing equations for the nonlinear Euler-Bernoulli
beam are

0 = ρA
∂2w

∂t2
− ∂Nxx

∂x
,

0 = ρA
∂2v

∂t2
− ∂

∂x

(
Nxx

∂v

∂x

)
+

∂2Mxx

∂x2
,

where v(x, t) and w(x, t) represent the beam’s transverse and
longitudinal deflections, respectively, as functions of position
along the beam x and time t. The quantities Nxx and Mxx are
the axial force and bending moment; we employ von Kármán
geometric nonlinearity and write

Nxx = EA

[
∂w

∂x
+

1

2

(
∂v

∂x

)2
]
, Mxx = EI

∂2v

∂x2
.

The physical parameters are the density ρ, elastic modulus E,
second moment of area I , and cross-sectional area A. The
model is nonlinear due to the inclusion of the quadratic strain
component in Nxx, without-which the linear Euler-Bernoulli
beam and classical bar theories are recovered.

The boundary conditions for the fixed end of the beam are

v(0, t) = 0, w(0, t) = 0,
∂w(x, t)

∂x

∣∣∣∣
x=0

= 0. (36)

The boundary conditions for the forced end of the beam corre-
spond to the forces imparted by the cables, which enter though
the secondary variables in the finite element formulation [33].
Assuming a small cable attachment distance δ ≪ 1, these
forces are

Nxx|x=L = − (u1(t) + u2(t)) cos θ, (37a)[
∂v

∂x
Nxx +

∂Mxx

∂x

]
x=L

= − (u1(t) + u2(t)) sin θ, (37b)

Mxx|x=L = δ (u1(t)− u2(t)) cos θ. (37c)

Note how the control inputs u(t) =
[
u1(t) u2(t)

]⊤
enter

through the boundary conditions. The cable angle θ = θ(x)
is state dependent but can be expressed with simple geometry
by

cos θ =
L+ wL√

(L+ wL)2 + v2L
, sin θ =

vL√
(L+ wL)2 + v2L

,

where wL := w(L, t) and vL := v(L, t) represent the
horizontal and vertical displacements, respectively, of the tip
of the deformed beam, as shown in Fig. 4. Approximating
cos θ and sin θ to third-order via Taylor-series expansion with
respect to vL and wL yields

cos θ ≈
(
1− v2L

2L2
+

wLv
2
L

L3

)
, (38)

sin θ ≈

(
vL
L

− wLvL
L2

+

(
2w2

LvL − v3L
)

2L3

)
. (39)

Since the cable forces enter through the secondary variables
in the finite element formulation, the boundary conditions
(37a) to (37c) represented with the polynomial expansions (38)
and (39) enter directly into the Gp matrices which define the
polynomial structure of the input vector fields. The work of
Kramer et al. [24] requires linear inputs corresponding to the
zeroth order approximations cos θ ≈ 1 and sin θ ≈ 0. This
example adds three more orders to the input approximation,
leading to a cubic semidiscretized system of the form (8) with
ℓ = 3.

B. Convergence and Scalability
We investigate the convergence of the energy functions as

the finite element mesh is refined. The beam is prescribed
initial conditions corresponding to a linear displacement field
for the transverse and longitudinal directions:

v(x, 0) = x0
x

L
, w(x, 0) = x0

x

L
,

and we compute the future energy for an initial condition
xa corresponding to x0 = 0.01. In Table II, the number of
elements in the finite element model is increased while keeping
the degree of the energy function approximation fixed at d = 3
and d = 4, respectively. Each additional element contributes
6 additional degrees of freedom. The energy function values
are shown in the second and third columns of Table II for the
initial condition xa, and we see that as the mesh is refined,
the energy function values do converge. In Fig. 5, we plot the
energy function values from the second and third columns of
Table II to more clearly show this convergence.
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TABLE II. Degree 3 (d = 3) and degree 4 (d = 4) future energy function
approximations for the finite element beam as the mesh is refined.

n E+
3 (xa) (CPU Sec) E+

4 (xa) (CPU Sec)

6 2.368619 · 10−3 (1.3 · 10−2) 2.370479 · 10−3 (2.8 · 10−2)
12 2.158551 · 10−3 (1.4 · 10−2) 2.159446 · 10−3 (3.6 · 10−2)
24 2.113224 · 10−3 (1.9 · 10−2) 2.113984 · 10−3 (1.6 · 10−1)
48 2.102451 · 10−3 (5.2 · 10−2) 2.103181 · 10−3 (3.2 · 100)
96 2.099794 · 10−3 (3.4 · 10−1) 2.100516 · 10−3 (5.6 · 101)
192 2.099132 · 10−3 (3.7 · 100) 2.099852 · 10−3 (1.0 · 103)
384 2.098964 · 10−3 (3.4 · 101) –
768 2.098766 · 10−3 (3.0 · 102) –
1,080 2.099796 · 10−3 (9.5 · 102) –

101 102 103
2.1

2.2

2.3

·10−3

n

E+ d
(x

a
)

degree 3
degree 4

Fig. 5. Convergence w.r.t. n of the future energy function evaluated at xa

as the finite element mesh is refined.

We also present the CPU time required to compute the en-
ergy approximations in Table II to investigate the scalability of
the proposed algorithm as the number of elements is increased.
As can be seen in Fig. 6, the algorithms do appear to scale
roughly as O(dnd+1) as predicted in Section III-B. For low
model dimensions, the scaling deviates due to the minimum
time required to run the entire program, which is on the order
of milliseconds. Currently, the main hinderance to further
scalability is memory usage rather than the mathematical
operations themselves, which is not accounted for in a flop
count computational complexity analysis.

Next, we fix the size of the model n while increasing
the degree of the polynomial approximation to the energy
functions in Table III for the two initial conditions xa and
xb. The initial condition xa corresponding to x0 = 0.01 is
closer to the equilibrium at the origin, whereas xb corresponds
to x0 = 0.1 and is further from the origin. Intuitively then,
as we saw in Section IV-A, since xb is further from the
equilibrium at the origin, we expect it to require a higher-

101 102 103
10−3

100

103

n
3

n
4n

5

n

C
P

U
se

c

degree 3
degree 4

Fig. 6. Scaling of CPU time as n increases for d = 3, 4. The computational
complexity scales as O(dnd+1), as predicted by the flop count.

degree energy function approximation in order for the energy
to be resolved properly. We see this in the second and third
columns in Table III and plotted in Fig. 7, where the energy
for the initial condition xa converges with just a degree
d = 3 approximation, whereas xb requires a degree d = 4
approximation in order to converge.

TABLE III. Future energy function approximation for the finite element beam
with 3 elements (n = 18) as the energy function is approximated to higher-
orders d for initial conditions xa,xb.

d E+
d (xa) (CPU Sec) E+

d (xb) (CPU Sec)

2 2.107117 · 10−3 (1.6 · 10−1) 2.107117 · 10−1 (1.4 · 10−1)
3 2.124636 · 10−3 (1.7 · 10−2) 2.282305 · 10−1 (2.2 · 10−2)
4 2.125430 · 10−3 (6.8 · 10−2) 2.361645 · 10−1 (6.9 · 10−2)
5 2.125433 · 10−3 (1.0 · 100) 2.365182 · 10−1 (1.1 · 100)
6 2.125433 · 10−3 (2.6 · 101) 2.363299 · 10−1 (2.7 · 101)

2 3 4 5 6
0.21

0.22

0.23

d

E+ d
(x

b
)

2 3 4 5 6

2.11

2.12

2.12

2.13

·10−3

d

E+ d
(x

a
)

Fig. 7. Future energy function convergence as the degree d increases for
initial conditions xa,xb. While a degree 3 approximation is sufficient to
converge for xa, a degree 4 approximation is necessary for xb.

If the initial condition is too far from the origin, the
polynomial approximation is known to diverge to either ±∞,
as was the case with the previous examples.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed a Kronecker product-based
approach to computing nonlinear balanced truncation energy
functions for control-affine systems. The three distinct im-
provements over the approach in [24] are the ability to handle
arbitrary as opposed to only quadratic drift nonlinearity, the
ability to handle polynomial inputs, and the ability to handle
polynomial outputs. As part of making this approach scalable,
we derived explicit structured formulas for the coefficients in
the Taylor-series expansions of the energy functions. More-
over, with the proposed efficient implementation, we showed
that the approach scales with a cost O(dnd+1), as opposed
to the O(n3d) cost of a naive implementation. This was
made possible by exploiting symmetry in the coefficients to
compactly write the contributions of the many polynomial
terms. We provided numerical results to demonstrate that this
approach can compute energy functions for systems with state
dimensions up to n = 1080 on a workstation computer.

The numerical examples further showed that the proposed
method can accurately approximate non-quadratic energy
functions which are inherent to nonlinear systems. The results
also demonstrated that, since the contribution in this work
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enables computing the true Taylor expansions of the energy
functions, elementary results regarding Taylor expansions can
be used to understand characteristics of the approximations
computed herein. The polynomial approximations will con-
verge locally, but care must be taken to ensure that states
remain in the function’s region of convergence. We also
introduced a new benchmark problem based on a finite element
discretization of a nonlinear beam; we used this model to study
the scalability of the proposed algorithms.

The next steps for this work involve control and model
reduction using the proposed energy function approximations,
which would enable reduced-order model and controller de-
sign for output-feedback problems. This requires developing
scalable algorithms to compute nonlinear balancing transfor-
mations. Furthermore, in this work, a direct solver was used
to compute exact solutions for the energy function polynomial
coefficients; the possibility of using iterative solvers and other
approximations is of interest in order to a) speed up the
computations further, and b) reduce memory requirements.
This can enable computing energy functions and ultimately
reduced-order models in even higher state-space dimensions.
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