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Abstract— Markov chain-based modeling and Koopman
operator-based modeling are two popular frameworks for data-
driven modeling of dynamical systems. They share notable
similarities from a computational and practitioner’s perspec-
tive, especially for modeling autonomous systems. The first
part of this paper aims to elucidate these similarities. For
modeling systems with control inputs, the models produced
by the two approaches differ. The second part of this paper
introduces these models and their corresponding control design
methods. We illustrate the two approaches and compare them in
terms of model accuracy and computational efficiency for both
autonomous and controlled systems in numerical examples.

I. INTRODUCTION

As engineered systems are increasingly more complex
and cyber-physical, deriving their models using conven-
tional first-principle approaches is becoming more difficult.
Meanwhile, data-driven modeling approaches are attracting
increasing attention from both researchers and practitioners.
Among the variety of data-driven approaches, we are par-
ticularly interested in two approaches: Markov chain-based
modeling [1] and Koopman operator-based modeling [2].
These two approaches share some common advantages that
are important for their applications to modeling complex
real-world systems especially for control purposes, including:
1) the ability to model linear and nonlinear dynamics in a
uniform manner, with fast “linear-like” dynamic flow predic-
tion; 2) good interpretability; and 3) for controlled systems,
they lead to models which facilitate the application of well-
established, computationally-efficient methods for designing
controls, e.g., discrete dynamic programming [3] and linear
model predictive control (MPC) [4].

In this paper, we first illuminate the similarities be-
tween Markov chain-based and Koopman operator-based
approaches, especially for modeling autonomous systems
(i.e., dynamical systems without control inputs). While the
theories behind the two approaches are rich and have close
connections [5], we introduce the similarities mainly from
a computational and practitioner’s perspective. Then, for
controlled systems (i.e., dynamical systems with control
inputs), we show that the models produced by the two ap-
proaches differ, and different methods can be used to design
controls. We illustrate and compare the two approaches for
both autonomous and controlled systems through numerical
examples based on the Van der Pol oscillator, which is known
to be a strongly nonlinear dynamical system.

This paper is organized as follows: In Section II, we intro-
duce Markov chain-based modeling and Koopman operator-
based modeling of autonomous dynamical systems, with an
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emphasis on elucidating their similarities from a computa-
tional and practitioner’s perspective. In Section III, we intro-
duce the two approaches for modeling controlled systems and
their corresponding control design methods. In Section IV,
we illustrate and compare the two approaches through nu-
merical examples. The paper is concluded in Section V.

II. MARKOV CHAIN AND KOOPMAN OPERATOR-BASED
MODELING OF AUTONOMOUS SYSTEMS

In this section, we introduce Markov chain-based and
Koopman operator-based modeling of autonomous dynam-
ical systems. We represent the system to be modeled as:

Σ : x→ x+ (1)

where x denotes the system state at a certain time instant,
x+ the system state at the corresponding next time instant,
and → represents a time-based or event-based transition
from x to x+. We assume that the system state takes values
in Rn. The transition → may be deterministic or stochastic
due to uncertainties or noises acting on the system.
A. Markov chain-based modeling

A Markov chain models the dynamics of a given system as
a stochastic process and describes the transition of the system
state between two consecutive time instants using transition
probabilities of the form:

pij = P(s+ = si | s = sj) (2)

where s and s+ are representations of x and x+ in the state
space of the Markov chain, called “Markov state” in this
paper, si and sj denote their two possible values, and P(· | ·)
represents a conditional probability.

Although the general Markov chain theory extends to
infinite state spaces [6], due to computational reasons, in
practical applications it is typical to consider a finite state
space S = {s1, s2, . . . , sN}. Now, define a column vector
π ∈ RN to represent the probability distribution of the
Markov state s over the state space S and define a matrix
P ∈ RN×N that collects all transition probabilities, i.e.,

π =


P(s = s1)
P(s = s2)

...
P(s = sN )

 P =


p11 p12 · · · p1N
p21 p22 · · · p2N

...
...

. . .
...

pN1 pN2 · · · pNN

 (3)

Then, a Markov chain model can be compactly expressed as

π+ = Pπ (4)

which is a linear system of the state distribution vector π.
In order to represent the system state in Rn using (a

combination of) finite Markov states si ∈ S, one needs to
map each point x of Rn to a probability distribution on S,
called “encoding.” The encoding process can be written as

π = gmc(x) (5)
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where the entries of gmc : Rn → RN , denoted as gmc,i,
i = 1, . . . , N , are referred to as “encoding functions” or
“membership functions,” because they quantify the degree
of belonging of x to each Markov state si ∈ S.

One possible choice of encoding functions is indicator/step
functions, gmc,i(x) = IXi

(x), where Xi, i = 1, . . . , N , are
subsets of Rn and form a partition of of Rn (i.e.,

⋃N
i=1Xi =

Rn and Xi ∩Xj = ∅ for i ̸= j), and IXi(x) = 1 if x ∈ Xi

and IXi(x) = 0 if x /∈ Xi. Such a choice corresponds to the
conventional discretization strategy that partitions Rn into
disjoint cells and maps all points in the same cell to the
same Markov state. Other encoding functions may also be
considered. For instance, in [7] and [8], it is shown that using
Gaussian kernel functions as encoding functions can lead to
a Markov chain model which provides improved prediction
accuracy compared to one based on cell partition. A Gaussian
kernel encoding function is given as:

gmc,i(x) =
1

c
exp
(
− 1

2
(x− x̄i)

⊤Σ−1
i (x− x̄i)

)
(6)

where x̄i and Σi are the center and the covariance of the
Gaussian distribution and are design parameters, and c is
a normalization factor to make the output π = gmc(x) a
probability distribution (i.e.,

∑N
i=1 πi =

∑N
i=1 gmc,i(x) = 1).

After the encoding functions are chosen, calibrating the
Markov chain model using system trajectory data reduces
to finding a transition matrix P that best fits the data. This
calibration process can be expressed as the solution process
to the following optimization problem:

min
P∈Ω

L
({

(πk,+ − Pπk)
}
k=1,...,K

)
(7)

where Ω = {P ∈ RN×N : Pij ≥ 0,
∑N
i=1 Pij = 1} denotes

the set of all probability transition matrices, πk = gmc(x
k)

and πk,+ = gmc(x
k,+), k = 1, . . . ,K, are encoded trajectory

data, which are encoding function values at trajectory data
pairs (xk, xk,+), and L(·) is a loss function that quantifies
the error of the Markov chain model. One possible choice
of the loss function is

L
({

(πk,+ − Pπk)
}
k=1,...,K

)
=

K∑
k=1

∥πk,+ − Pπk∥22 (8)

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Euclidean norm. This choice relates
to the “conditional least squares” method for estimating
Markov chain models [9]. Using the loss function (8),
the optimal solution of P minimizes the average squared
error of all data points. If the sum in (8) is replaced with
maxk=1,...,K , then the optimal solution minimizes the largest
error of all data points. We note that in both cases (7)
can be reformulated as a convex linearly or quadratically
constrained quadratic program and be solved using off-the-
shelf solvers. In general, the most appropriate choice of the
loss function depends on the application of the model.

An alternative method for calibrating the transition ma-
trix P is “frequency count,” which is through the equation:

Pij =
Sij
S0j

(9)

where Sij =
∑K
k=1 gmc,j(x

k)gmc,i(x
k,+) and S0j =∑N

i=1 Sij . When indicator functions IXi(x) are used as

encoding functions gmc,i(x), i = 1, . . . , N , Sij

S0j
represents

the frequency with which the state x transitions to the cell
Xi when x is originally in the cell Xj . This “frequency
count” method is introduced in [7] and [8].

A calibrated Markov chain model predicts a future proba-
bility distribution over S according to (4). A reverse con-
version is needed to obtain a deterministic prediction of
system state x from the predicted distribution vector π, called
“decoding.” The decoding process can be expressed as

x = ĝ−1
mc (π) (10)

where ĝ−1
mc is a decoding function. We use the superscript

−1 to indicate that this function acts like an inverse of the
encoding function gmc but we add a hat above to signify that
it may not be the inverse function of gmc in the mathematical
sense, which typically does not exist due to the dimensional
difference between x and π. The decoding function may be
designed based on the expectation [7]. For instance, when
the state x is encoded to π using Gaussian kernel functions
as in (6), a reasonable design of the decoding function is

ĝ−1
mc (π) =

N∑
i=1

πix̄i (11)

where πi denotes the ith entry of π, and x̄i, i = 1, . . . , N , are
the centers of the Gaussian distributions. In general, the pair
of encoding and decoding functions, (gmc, ĝ

−1
mc ), should have

εmc = x− ĝ−1
mc (gmc(x)) (12)

called the “reconstruction error,” to be small for all x that
are in the range of interest.

B. Koopman operator-based modeling
Assume that state transitions obey the equation

x+ = f(x) (13)

where f : Rn → Rn is a possibly nonlinear function. Let G
be a linear space of functions Rn → R such that g◦f ∈ G for
all g ∈ G. Note that such a linear space exists – for instance,
the set of all functions Rn → R is such a linear space.
Depending on f , G may be finite- or infinite-dimensional [10]
– for instance, if f is linear, then G = {x 7→ c⊤x : c ∈ Rn}
satisfies g ◦ f ∈ G for all g ∈ G and is of dimension n.
The functions g in G are called “observables.” The Koopman
operator, K : G → G, also called the “composition operator,”
is a linear operator that satisfies

K(g) = g ◦ f (14)

If G is finite-dimensional of dim(G) = N and we let Z =
{gko,1, gko,2, . . . , gko,N} be a basis of G, then the Koopman
operator K can be represented by a matrix A ∈ RN×N that
is uniquely determined by

Agko(x) = gko(f(x)) (15)

where gko = [gko,1, . . . , gko,N ]⊤. Now let

z = gko(x) (16)

which is called the “lifted state,” and correspondingly, z+ =
gko(x

+) = gko(f(x)). Then, (15) leads to

z+ = Az (17)



which is a linear system propagating the lifted state z. We
note that z is called the lifted state and the process of (16) is
called “lifting” because the dimension of z (which equals the
dimension of G and the number of basis functions in Z), N ,
is typically higher than that of the original system state x, n.

It is clear that the matrix representation A of the Koopman
operator K in (15) and (17) is dependent on the choice of
the basis functions gko,1, . . . , gko,N . When the state transition
function f in (13) is unknown, which is typical in a data-
driven modeling setting, the observable space G and its
basis Z are also not known a priori. A practical strategy is
to assume a sufficiently large subspace of L2(Rn → R)1 to
be G and choose N elements from a basis for L2(Rn → R)
to be gko,1, . . . , gko,N . This way, as N increases, Z =
{gko,1, . . . , gko,N} increases to a basis of L2(Rn → R), and
the finite-dimensional matrix representation A converges to
a Koopman operator K on L2(Rn → R). Some possible
choices of gko,1, . . . , gko,N include polynomials up to a
certain degree, sinusoidal functions up to a certain frequency,
step/indicator functions up to a certain resolution, as well as
Gaussian kernel functions [11], given as:

gko,i(x) =
1

ci
exp
(
− 1

2
(x− x̄i)

⊤Σ−1
i (x− x̄i)

)
(18)

where x̄i and Σi are the center and the covariance, and ci is
a scaling factor, which are all design parameters.

After the basis functions are chosen, calibrating the Koop-
man operator model (17) using system trajectory data is
achieved by solving the following optimization problem:

min
A∈RN×N

L
({

(zk,+ −Azk)
}
k=1,...,K

)
(19)

where zk = gko(x
k) and zk,+ = gko(x

k,+), k = 1, . . . ,K,
are lifted trajectory data, and L(·) is a loss function that
quantifies the error of the Koopman operator model. A pop-
ular choice of the loss function is

L
({

(zk,+ −Azk)
}
k=1,...,K

)
=

K∑
k=1

∥zk,+ −Azk∥22 (20)

which minimizes the average squared error of all data points.
Using the loss function (20), (19) reduces to a least-squares
fitting problem and admits an analytical solution [12], [13].
However, it has been shown in [14]–[16] that alternative
choices of the loss function may lead to a model that has
a better performance than a least-squares fitting when used
for control purposes. In general, the most appropriate choice
of the loss function is application-dependent.

A calibrated Koopman operator model predicts a future
lifted state z according to (17). Similar to Markov chain-
based modeling, a “decoding” process is needed to obtain a
predicted value of x from z, which can be expressed as

x = ĝ−1
ko (z) (21)

where ĝ−1
ko is a decoding function. While a mathematical

inverse function of gko typically does not exist due to the
dimensional difference between x and z, a pair of (gko, ĝ

−1
ko )

should have a small reconstruction error

εko = x− ĝ−1
ko (gko(x)) (22)

for all x that are in the range of interest.
1The Hilbert space of square integrable functions.

C. Computational similarities between the two approaches
Comparing the Markov chain-based and the Koopman

operator-based data-driven modeling approaches introduced
above, the following similarities can be observed:

1) Both approaches map the original system state x to a
new state (a probability distribution vector π in Markov
chain-based modeling and a lifted state z in Koopman
operator-based modeling);

2) Both approaches predict future values of the new state
using a linear system model;

3) In both approaches the calibration of the linear system
model using system trajectory data is achieved by
solving an optimization problem;

4) In both approaches a predicted value of the original
state is obtained from a predicted value of the new state
through a decoding process.

Furthermore, for mapping the original state x to the new
state (called “encoding” in Markov chain-based modeling
and “lifting” in Koopman operator-based modeling), some
functions can be used for both approaches, such as indica-
tor/step functions and Gaussian kernel functions, as shown in
(6) and (18). Comparing the optimization problems for model
calibration of the two approaches, (7) and (19), it can be seen
that they are very similar, except that the decision variable P
in Markov chain-based modeling needs to be a probability
transition matrix, i.e., subject to the constraint P ∈ Ω.

Fig. 1: The relation between the spaces for P in Markov chain-
based modeling and A in Koopman operator-based modeling.

Remark 1: Suppose the same functions (such as Gaussian
kernel functions) are used for encoding and lifting (i.e.,
gmc = gko and, correspondingly, (πk, πk,+) = (zk, zk,+))
and the same loss function L is used in the optimization
problems (7) and (19). Then, Koopman operator-based mod-
eling searches over a larger space for an optimal linear model
than Markov chain-based modeling, as illustrated in Fig. 1.
Consequently, the obtained Koopman operator model will
have a greater (or, at least as good) accuracy than the
obtained Markov chain model on the data (as measured by
the selected loss function). The benefits of a Markov chain
model compared to a Koopman operator model include the
stochastic process interpretation of the model, together with
many useful properties of Markov chains [1], [6].

III. MARKOV CHAIN AND KOOPMAN OPERATOR-BASED
MODELING OF CONTROLLED SYSTEMS

In this section, we discuss Markov chain-based and Koop-
man operator-based data-driven modeling and corresponding
control design methods for controlled systems represented as

Σ : (x, u) → x+ (23)

where x ∈ Rn and u ∈ Rm denote the system state and
control input at a certain time instant, x+ denotes the system
state at the corresponding next time instant, and → represents



a transition from x to x+ under the control input u. Different
from the situation for autonomous systems where the two
approaches share many similarities, for controlled systems
their models and control design methods differ. We will
compare them through numerical examples in Section IV.
A. Controlled Markov chain model

A controlled Markov chain, also called a “Markov decision
process,” can be understood as a Markov chain the transition
probabilities of which depend on an external input, written as

pij(a)=Pa(s+ = si | s = sj)=P(s+ = si | s = sj , a) (24)

where the external input a is called an “action” and, for
computational reasons, is typically assumed to take values in
a finite action space A = {a1, a2, ..., aM}. To represent the
original input u ∈ Rm using (a combination of) finite actions
al ∈ A, similar to state, u is mapped to a distribution on A
and vice versa through an encoding process γ = hmc(u)
and a corresponding decoding process u = ĥ−1

mc (γ). Using
step/indicator functions for encoding corresponds to the
conventional discretization strategy based on cell partition.

Using state and action distribution vectors π and γ, a con-
trolled Markov chain model can be compactly expressed as

π+ =

N∑
j=1

M∑
l=1

P(·)jlπjγl (25)

where P is now a 3-dimensional tensor and the (i, j, l)-entry
of P is the transition probability from sj to si under the
action al (i.e., Pijl = pij(al)). Similar to the case of au-
tonomous systems, the calibration of the controlled Markov
chain model using system trajectory data can be achieved by
solving an optimization problem of the following form:

min
P∈Ω

L

({(
πk,+ −

N∑
j=1

M∑
l=1

P(·)jlπ
k
j γ

k
l

)}
k=1,...,K

)
(26)

where Ω = {P ∈ RN×N×M : Pijl ≥ 0,
∑N
i=1 Pijl = 1} is

the set of all probability transition tensors, πk = gmc(x
k),

γk = hmc(u
k), and πk,+ = gmc(x

k,+), k = 1, . . . ,K, are
encoded trajectory data, and various loss functions L can
be considered for quantifying the model error, such as the
average squared error loss function in (8).

A significant benefit of modeling a controlled dynamical
system as a controlled Markov chain is the availability of
various computationally-efficient methods associated with
controlled Markov chains for designing controls [3]. We take
the value iteration method as an example: Let c(s, a) be a
cost function on the Markov state and action spaces S and A,
which may be designed based on a cost function of the
original system state and control input. The value iteration
method uses the following equation to estimate an optimal
cost-to-go function V (s):

V k+1(sj) = min
al∈A

{
c(sj , al) + λ

N∑
i=1

PijlV
k(si)

}
(27)

where the superscript k indicates the iteration number, and
λ ∈ (0, 1) is a discount factor. After convergence, an optimal
policy ψ : S → A is calculated according to

ψ(sj) ∈ argmin
al∈A

{
c(sj , al) + λ

N∑
i=1

PijlV
∞(si)

}
(28)

The final step is to decode the policy ψ to a state-feedback
controller for the system according to

u(x) = ĥ−1
mc (γψ(x)) (29)

where γψ(x) is a distribution on A dependent on the policy ψ
and the system state x, whose lth entry, l = 1, . . . ,M , rep-
resents the probability for taking action al and is calculated
according to (γψ(x))l =

∑
j:ψ(sj)=al

(gmc(x))j .
B. Koopman operator-based models

Assume that the system dynamics obey the following
equation augmented by a trivial equation for control input:[

x+

u

]
= f̄(x, u) =

[
f(x, u)
u

]
(30)

where x+ = f(x, u) describes the dynamics from (x, u)
to x+, and f̄ is f augmented with a projection map from
(x, u) to u. Consider a Koopman operator K : G → G for f̄ ,

K(g) = g ◦ f̄ (31)

where G is a linear space of functions Rn+m → R and g is
an observable in G. As before, if G is of dim(G) = N +M
and Z = {gko,1, gko,2, . . . , gko,N+M} is a basis of G, then K
has a matrix representation Ā that is determined by

Āgko(x, u) = gko(f̄(x, u)) (32)

where gko = [gko,1, . . . , gko,N+M ]⊤. Now we consider two
cases, which lead to two different types of models:
1) Linear model: Assume the first N basis functions, gko,1,

. . . , gko,N , are nonlinear functions of x and the last M =
m basis functions, gko,N+1, . . . , gko,N+M , are projections
of (x, u) to the entries of u. Then, (32) can be written as[

z+

u

]
=

[
A B
0 I

] [
z
u

]
(33)

where z = [gko,1(x), . . . , gko,N (x)]⊤, z+ = [gko,1(x
+),

. . . , gko,N (x+)]⊤, and A, B, 0 and I are the (1, 1), (1, 2),
(2, 1) and (2, 2) blocks of Ā. The first N rows of (33)
yields the following linear system of the lifted state z:

z+ = Az +Bu (34)

The calibration of the linear model (34) using system
trajectory data is achieved by solving an optimization
problem similar to (19):

min
A∈RN×N ,B∈RN×m

L
({

(zk,+ −Azk −Buk)
}

k=1,...,K

)
(35)

2) Bilinear model: Assume the first N basis functions are
nonlinear functions of x, the next m are projections to the
entries of u, and the last Nm are products of each of the
first N basis functions and each entry of u. Then, (32)
yields the following bilinear system for the lifted state
z = [gko,1(x), . . . , gko,N (x)]⊤:

z+ = Az +Bu+

N∑
j=1

m∑
l=1

H(·)jlzjul (36)

with H ∈ RN×N×m. The calibration of (36) using system
trajectory data is similar to the linear model case:

min
A,B,H

L
({

(zk,+ − ẑk,+)
}
k=1,...,K

)
(37)



where ẑk,+ = Azk +Buk +
∑N
j=1

∑m
l=1H(·)jlz

k
j u

k
l .

As before, the loss function L in (35) and (37) for quantify-
ing the model error shall be chosen depending on the appli-
cation. We note that the assumptions about the forms of the
basis functions in the above two cases are restrictive: These
basis functions will not increase to a basis of L2(Rn+m →
R) as N increases. Consequently, depending on f , the error
between the actual system dynamics and the models (34)
and (36) after calibration may not decrease to zero by using
more basis functions in the restricted forms [17]. However,
considering more general basis functions will make the
resulting model still a general nonlinear system of z and u,
presenting no computational advantages.

After calibration, the system dynamics are represented
by a linear model (34) or a bilinear model (36). Then,
methods for linear or bilinear systems can be used for
designing controls. A popular method is the MPC [13], [18].
As an example, for regulation problems, control inputs are
determined by repeatedly solving the following finite-horizon
optimal control problem at each sample time instant t:

min
uτ

J =

T−1∑
τ=0

(
ĝ−1

ko (zτ+1)
⊤Qĝ−1

ko (zτ+1) + u⊤τ Ruτ

)
(38a)

s.t. zτ+1 = M(zτ , uτ ), τ = 0, . . . , T − 1 (38b)

Cĝ−1
ko (zτ+1) ≤ c, Duτ ≤ d, τ = 0, . . . , T − 1 (38c)

z0 = [gko,1(x(t)), . . . , gko,N (x(t))]⊤ (38d)

where the cost function in (38a) penalizes the errors between
the predicted states xτ+1 = ĝ−1

ko (zτ+1) and zero and the
control effort weighted by the matrices Q and R over the
prediction horizon τ = 0, . . . , T − 1, the function M
in (38b) represents either the linear model (34) or the bilinear
model (36), the inequalities in (38c) represent state/control
path constraints (if any), and the initial condition z0 is
the lifted state corresponding to measured current system
state x(t). When the decoding function ĝ−1

ko is linear in z and
M is the linear model (34), the optimization problem (38)
can be reformulated as a quadratic program (QP) and effi-
ciently solved using off-the-shelf QP solvers. When M is
the bilinear model (36), [19] proposes to fix the value of the
lifted state z in the bilinear terms to be z0 to produce a linear
approximation of the bilinear model over the prediction
horizon. With this approximation, (38b) becomes a set of
linear equalities, and then (38) can be solved as a QP.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We use numerical examples to illustrate and compare the
Markov chain-based and the Koopman operator-based data-
driven modeling approaches introduced in previous sections.
The examples are based on the Van der Pol oscillator system:

ẋ1 = x1 −
1

3
x31 − x2

ẋ2 = x1 + u
(39)

where x = (x1, x2) are the system states, and u is an
external input. We first use the two approaches to model
the free-motion dynamics of the system by fixing u = 0,
and then use them to model the forced-motion dynamics by
incorporating u. For the latter, we also design controls for
u based on the obtained models using the methods intro-
duced in Section III and compare the control performance.

In all experiments, we use the continuous-time equations
of motion (39) to generate trajectory data (xk, xk,+) or
(xk, uk, xk,+), where xk and xk,+ are sampled state values
with a sampling period of 0.1 sec and u is kept constant
(either u = 0 or u = uk) over the sampling period.
A. Modeling of autonomous systems

It is known that the unforced Van der Pol oscillator
(i.e., (39) with u = 0) is a strongly nonlinear system that has
an unstable equilibrium at the origin and a globally attractive
limit cycle. No linear model of x is able to capture such
nonlinear behavior. We use the Markov chain-based and the
Koopman operator-based approaches introduced in Section II
to model the unforced Van der Pol oscillator. To illustrate
the similarities between the two approaches, we choose to
use the same set of Gaussian kernel functions to encode/lift
the state in both approaches. In particular, we use 81
Gaussian kernel functions with evenly distributed centers
and a common covariance matrix (which has been tuned
to achieve the best performance). For model calibration, we
use the same set of trajectory data {(xk, xk,+)}k=1,...,105

and the same average squared error loss function L in the
optimization problem in both approaches. We note that in this
case the only difference between the optimization problems
of the two approaches is that the decision variable P is
constrained to Ω in Markov chain-based modeling and the
decision variable A can take any value in RN×N in Koopman
operator-based modeling, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Finally, we
choose to use the expectation function (11) for decoding in
both approaches. We note that the performance of the cali-
brated model depends on the choices of the encoding/lifting,
decoding, and loss functions in both approaches. Our goal
here is not to find the best choices of these functions to
produce the most accurate model, but to illustrate the two
approaches and their similarities/relations.
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Fig. 2: Actual trajectory of the unforced Van der Pol oscillator sys-
tem versus predicted trajectories from Markov chain and Koopman
operator based models starting from initial condition x0 = (3, 3).

After the models are obtained, we simulate the original
system, (39) with u = 0, and the models to validate and
compare their accuracy. Fig. 2 shows the actual trajectory
(black) versus predicted trajectories from the Markov chain-
based model (red) and the Koopman operator-based model
(blue) starting from the same initial condition x0 = (3, 3)
and over 10 seconds. It can be seen that the predicted
trajectory from the Koopman operator-based model closely
matches the actual trajectory over an extended period of time.
This close match shows the high accuracy of the model.
Meanwhile, the predicted trajectory from the Markov chain-
based model matches the actual trajectory at the beginning



but deviates from it as time increases. In particular, the
predicted trajectory converges toward the origin and does
not capture the actual trajectory’s behavior of converging
to a limit cycle. This convergence toward the origin of the
predicted trajectory is largely due to the mixing behavior of
a Markov chain model (i.e., the predicted state distribution
converges toward a stationary distribution over long run).

In this experiment, the Koopman operator-based model
demonstrates better prediction accuracy than the Markov
chain-based model, which is consistent with Remark 1: The
optimal A matrix of the Koopman operator-based model is
searched for over a larger space than the optimal P matrix of
the Markov chain-based model and hence is able to achieve a
lower loss value, which translates into a higher accuracy. We
note that the Markov chain-based model may still be useful
for predicting the system behavior over a shorter horizon.
B. Modeling and control of controlled systems

We now use the two approaches to model the Van der
Pol oscillator system with control, (39). In both approaches,
we use the same set of Gaussian kernel functions as in
the uncontrolled case to encode/lift the state and the ex-
pectation function (11) for decoding. In the Markov chain-
based approach, we use 9 Gaussian kernel functions with
evenly distributed centers and a common covariance matrix
to encode the control input. For the Koopman operator-based
approach, we derive both a linear model and a bilinear model
by choosing basis functions as described in Section III.B.
For the calibration of each model, we use the same set
of trajectory data {(xk, uk, xk,+)}k=1,...,105 and the average
squared error loss function L in the optimization problem.
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Fig. 3: Actual trajectory of the forced Van der Pol oscillator system
versus predicted trajectories from controlled Markov chain model
and Koopman operator-based linear and bilinear models starting
from x0 = (3, 3) and under open-loop input signal u(t) = 2 cos(t).

After the models are obtained, we first validate and com-
pare their open-loop prediction accuracy. Fig. 3 shows the
actual trajectory (black) versus predicted trajectories from the
controlled Markov chain model (red), the Koopman operator-
based linear model (blue), and the Koopman operator-based
bilinear model (green) starting from x0 = (3, 3) and under
the open-loop input signal u(t) = 2 cos(t) over 5 seconds. It
can be seen that the predicted trajectory from the Koopman
operator-based bilinear model matches the actual trajectory
most accurately. While the trajectories from the controlled
Markov chain model and the Koopman operator-based linear
model have larger errors, they are able to match the overall
shape and trend of the actual trajectory.

We then design controllers for u based on the obtained
models using the methods introduced in Section III. The goal

is to drive the system state x to 0. For this goal, we consider
minimizing a quadratic cost, c(x, u) = x⊤Qx+u⊤Ru, with
Q = I and R = 0.5. For the controlled Markov chain model
and the value iteration method, we let c(si, al) = c(x̄i, ūl) =
x̄⊤i Qx̄i+ ūlRūl, that is, we let the cost associated with each
Markov state-action pair (si, al) be the cost value at their
Gaussian kernel centers (x̄i, ūl), and we consider a discount
factor of λ = 0.999. For the Koopman operator-based models
and the MPC method, we solve (38) with a prediction
horizon of T = 50 and apply the first element, u(t) = u0,
over each sampling period. For the bilinear model, we adopt
the linear approximation strategy of [19] (described below
(38)). Then, for both linear and bilinear models, (38) is a
linear MPC problem and solved as a QP. For comparison,
we also implement an MPC based on a nonlinear model
of the system obtained from forward Euler discretization of
the continuous-time equations of motion (39). This nonlinear
MPC uses the same quadratic cost function and horizon
length and serves as the “actual optimal solution.”
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Fig. 4: Closed-loop trajectories under the controllers based on con-
trolled Markov chain model + value iteration, Koopman operator-
based linear model + linear MPC, Koopman operator-based bilinear
model + linear MPC, and nonlinear model + nonlinear MPC.

Fig. 4 shows the closed-loop system state and control
input trajectories under the designed controllers starting from
the initial condition x0 = (3, 3). It can be seen that the
trajectories corresponding to controlled Markov chain model
+ value iteration and Koopman operator-based bilinear model
+ linear MPC match the trajectories of nonlinear MPC very
well. The state is driven to 0 (with negligible error) by each
of these three controllers. This shows the high effectiveness
of the two methods for designing controls. Meanwhile, the
controller based on Koopman operator-based linear model +
linear MPC fails to drive the state to converge to 0. This fail-
ure is most likely due to notable error between the Koopman
operator-based linear model and the actual nonlinear dynam-
ics near the origin. Such errors are also observed in [19],
which hence stresses the advantages of bilinear models. In
general, the linear model accuracy and the resulting control



performance depend on the nonlinear dynamics function f
and the choice of the basis functions gko. It is shown in [20]
that using higher-order derivatives of f as basis functions
can lead to a linear model with bounded errors.
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Fig. 5: Phase portraits of closed-loop systems under controllers
designed from: (a) Controlled Markov chain model + value iter-
ation, (b) Koopman operator-based linear model + linear MPC,
(c) Koopman operator-based bilinear model + linear MPC, and
(d) Nonlinear model + nonlinear MPC.

To validate the controllers over a larger range of initial
conditions, Fig. 5 plots the phase portrait of the closed-
loop system under each controller. The trajectories start from
a mesh of initial conditions on a circle of radius 3

√
2.

From subplots (a), (c) and (d) it can be seen that, under
the controllers designed based on controlled Markov chain
model + value iteration, Koopman operator-based bilinear
model + linear MPC, and nonlinear MPC, all trajectories
converge to the origin, validating these three controllers.
From subplot (b) it can be seen that, under the controller
based on Koopman operator-based linear model + linear
MPC, all trajectories converge to two separate non-zero
points. This observation suggests that the closed-loop system
under this controller acts like being subject to some constant
disturbance that changes its sign depending on the location
of the system state. An integral control may be used to cancel
such a disturbance, which may be worthy of investigation.

Finally, Table 1 summarizes the computation time of each
controller design method. All computations are performed in
Python on a laptop with Intel Core i7-7700HQ CPU and 16
GB RAM. For the controlled Markov chain model + value
iteration method, the time is for value iteration until con-
vergence and producing a feedback control law u(x). Once
u(x) has been obtained, it can be directly used to control the
system without any further computations except for a simple
function evaluation. This fact represents a major computa-
tional advantage of the controlled Markov chain model +
value iteration method as compared to MPC-based methods.
For the other three MPC-based methods, the times are the
average time per step for solving the online optimization
problem and obtaining a control input value u(t). Among
the three methods, the Koopman operator-based linear model
+ linear MPC method is the fastest, the Koopman operator-
based bilinear model + linear MPC method is the second,
and nonlinear MPC is the slowest. The reduced computation
time as compared to nonlinear MPC is a significant benefit
of the Koopman operator-based methods. The use of the

Koopman operator-based bilinear model entails a longer
computation time than the use of the Koopman operator-
based linear model because the bilinear model involves more
basis functions which results in a higher-dimensional model.
TABLE I: Computation times of different control methods.

Method Time [ms]
Controlled MC + VI 95.4 (total)

KO Linear MPC 2.1 (per step)
KO Bilinear MPC 34.7 (per step)
Nonlinear MPC 272.7 (per step)

V. SUMMARY

In this paper, we first introduced the computational simi-
larities between Markov chain and Koopman operator-based
modeling of autonomous systems. We showed that both
approaches achieved linear-like dynamic flow predictions via
a similar procedure consisting of an encoding/lifting process,
an optimization-based calibration, and an decoding process.
We then introduced the models and corresponding control
design methods of the two approaches for controlled systems.
We used numerical examples to illustrate and compare the
two approaches in prediction accuracy and computation
efficiency for both autonomous and controlled systems.
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