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Abstract: Stability is a basic requirement when studying the behavior of
dynamical systems. However, stabilizing dynamical systems via reinforcement
learning is challenging because only little data can be collected over short
time horizons before instabilities are triggered and data become meaningless.
This work introduces a reinforcement learning approach that is formulated over
latent manifolds of unstable dynamics so that stabilizing policies can be trained
from few data samples. The unstable manifolds are minimal in the sense that
they contain the lowest dimensional dynamics that are necessary for learning
policies that guarantee stabilization. This is in stark contrast to generic latent
manifolds that aim to approximate all—stable and unstable—system dynamics
and thus are higher dimensional and often require higher amounts of data.
Experiments demonstrate that the proposed approach stabilizes even complex
physical systems from few data samples for which other methods that operate
either directly in the system state space or on generic latent manifolds fail.
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1 Introduction

Dynamical systems are core building blocks for describing the time-dependent behavior
of phenomena of interest in science and engineering, including physical relationships [11],
engineering systems [28] as well as agents acting in environments in social sciences [62]. A
major task is controlling dynamical systems so that they are steered towards desired states.
In this work, we consider the specific control task of stabilizing dynamical systems, which
means that states have to remain in the same neighborhood of the desired system behavior
despite small perturbations [38,46]. Stability is an important property because reasonable
actions in dynamic environments should avoid that the system leaves the desired behavior.
In many cases, stability is even a prerequisite for meaningful predictions about how the
system states evolve in the future. One approach for stabilizing systems is via feedback
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control, which means that external inputs are constructed based on the current state of the
system such that the future system states remain within the neighborhood of the desired
steady state (equilibrium point).
Classical control techniques rely on the governing equations of the dynamics [13]. In

contrast, data-driven control methods [13,17,74] and reinforcement learning [64] learn con-
trol policies from data. Despite immense progress on reinforcement learning and related
machine learning methods for control, stabilizing systems from data remains challenging.
First, recall that the aim is to stabilize dynamical systems and thus it is reasonable to
expect that the open-loop systems without stabilizing policies are unstable. Therefore,
systems can be queried only for short time horizons before instabilities are triggered,
which makes collecting state trajectories that are informative about the system challeng-
ing. In fact, intermediate policies during the learning process often lead to additional
destabilization, which makes data collection even more challenging. Second, the dimen-
sion of the parametrization, e.g., the number of weights and biases of a deep-network
parametrization of a policy in reinforcement learning, typically grows with the complex-
ity of the dynamics described by the system. In particular, the number of parameters
grows with the state dimension and the number of control inputs. This means that the
optimization space, over which a policy is trained, can be rich and thus large amounts of
data are typically required to find informative search directions, which starkly conflicts
with the challenge mentioned above that collecting data samples of unstable systems can
be problematic [14, 53]. Third, simulating or querying systems can be expensive. Either
because numerical simulations have to be performed or because physical experiments need
to be conducted. In any case, each query to collect a data point is expensive and thus
typically only few data points can be collected. There are many methods for learning
surrogate models from data, e.g., dynamic mode decomposition [12, 35, 41, 54, 57, 66, 73],
operator inference [31,49,50,52,55,61], sparse identification methods [14,56], the Loewner
framework [3,16,23,40,58,59], and others [9,27,67]; however, having only few data points
also means that training such data-driven surrogate models is challenging and often in-
tractable.
In this work, we propose to first learn a low-dimensional manifold on which exactly

those dynamics of the system evolve that are important for stabilization, and then to
learn a policy for stabilizing the dynamics on that manifold only; see Figure 1 for a com-
parison between our proposed method and traditional reinforcement learning. The key
insight is that the latent manifolds that are typically used for finding low-dimensional
models in model reduction, e.g., via training autoencoders [5,26,29] on state trajectories,
quadratic manifolds [6, 19, 60], or even just computing the principal components [7], are
poorly suited for stabilization. Instead, we restrict the system to the manifold of unstable
dynamics [33, 71] that captures exactly those dynamics that are relevant for the task of
stabilization. Because of the low dimensionality of the unstable manifold in many appli-
cations of interest—see [71] and Figure 2—we can use low-dimensional parametrizations
such as deep networks with few parameters for the policies, which reduce the amount of
computational resources needed for the training process. Additionally, the learning on
unstable manifolds can be combined with multi-fidelity concepts [51] to first pre-train a
policy on a cheap-to-evaluate approximation of the unstable dynamics before the policy
is fine-tuned and certified on the actual system of interest; see [70] for a multi-fidelity
optimization approach for robust control. The multi-fidelity learning further reduces the
computational costs as the pre-training is independent of the potentially expensive evalu-
ations of the actual system of interest, which has typically high-dimensional states.
The manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2, we define the setup and provide a
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Figure 1: Reinforcement learning methods that optimize policies without unstable mani-
folds (shown above the dashed line) directly query the dynamical environment
in its original, high-dimensional state representation. In contrast, the new
[MF-]UMPO methods (shown below the dashed line) consider the dynamics
over the low-dimensional unstable manifold instead, which reduces the dimen-
sion over which the policy optimization has to act and it reduces the complexity
of the task at hand by ignoring dynamical behavior that is irrelevant for stabi-
lization.

problem formulation. We then show in Section 3 that latent manifolds that were trained
to generically approximate the system dynamics can be inefficient for stabilization. Our
approach is introduced in Section 4 and numerical experiments are shown in Section 5.
The work is concluded in Section 6.

2 Stabilizing dynamical systems

In this section, we first introduce the setup for this work before we provide a problem
formulation.
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Figure 2: Unstable manifolds can have much lower dimension that standard latent man-
ifolds: For the flow past a cylinder described by the Navier-Stokes equations,
the dimension of the unstable manifold is orders of magnitude lower than of a
manifold that generically approximates latent dynamics; see [71].

2.1 Setup

We denote discrete-time dynamical systems as

x(t+ 1) = f(x(t), u(t)), t ∈ N ∪ {0}, (1)

with initial condition x(0) ∈ X0 ⊆ RN , N -dimensional internal states x(t) ∈ RN and
p-dimensional external control u(t) ∈ Rp. The function f can be nonlinear in both argu-
ments. The task that we consider here is the construction of a policy K that maps the
state x(t) to an input u(t) so that the system (1) is locally stabilized towards a desired
equilibrium point (x̄, ū) for which we have x̄ = f(x̄, ū). That is, the closed-loop system

x(t+ 1) = f(x(t),K(x(t)))

converges to the steady state x(t) → x̄ in the limit t → ∞, if the initial state x(0) lies
close enough to the steady state x̄ with ∥x(0) − x̄∥ ≤ ϵ for an ϵ > 0. Notice that in the
context of control, the policyK is typically referred to as state-feedback controller. For the
construction of the policy K, we can query the system (1) at admissible initial conditions
x(0) ∈ X0 and control trajectories u(0), u(1), . . . , u(tf − 1) to observe state trajectories
x(1), x(2), . . . , x(tf) up to some final time tf .

2.2 Problem formulation

For stabilization via reinforcement learning, we introduce a reward function r : RN×Rp →
R so that r(x(t), u(t)) penalizes the distance of x(t) and u(t) from the considered steady
state (x̄, ū). We parametrize the policy Kθ : RN → Rp over the set of M -dimensional
parameters Θ ⊆ RM and we then seek anM -dimensional parameter θ∗ ∈ Θ that maximizes
the accumulated reward:

θ∗ ∈ argmax
θ∈Θ

tf∑

t=0

r
(
x(t),Kθ(x(t))

)
. (2)

This is a challenging problem. First, because the task is stabilization, we reasonably expect
the open-loop system (1) without policy to be unstable and therefore it can be queried
only for a short time before instabilities are triggered. Thus, collecting state trajectories is
limited due to the instability. In fact, policiesKθ corresponding to intermediate parameters
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θ during the optimization process typically lead to destabilization, which makes data
collection even more challenging. Second, simulating or querying the system (1) can be
expensive. Third, the number of components M of θ typically grows with the complexity
of the dynamics described by the system (1); in particular with the state dimension N
and the number of control inputs p. Therefore, the search space Θ can be rich and thus
large amounts of data are typically required to find informative search directions.

3 Learning on the manifold of unstable dynamics

We propose to learn a low-dimensional manifold in which the dynamics of the system (1)
evolve that are important for stabilization, and then to learn a policy Kθ for dynamics
on the manifold only. The key insight is that latent manifolds that are typically used
for finding low-dimensional latent models and model reduction (e.g., via training autoen-
coders on state trajectories or even just computing the principal components) are poorly
suited for stabilization and instead one should restrict the system to the manifold of un-
stable dynamics that captures exactly those dynamics that are relevant for the task of
stabilization.

3.1 Stabilization on latent manifolds

We denote a latent manifold of the N -dimensional state space of system (1) as

M =
{
(D ◦ E)(z) : z ∈ RN

}
, (3)

which is defined via the encoder E : RN → Rn and decoder D : Rn → RN . To give a brief
outlook, in Section 4.1, we will learn a policy K̃ψ : Rn → Rp that acts on n-dimensional

elements of the encoded manifold E(M) such that Kψ = K̃ψ ◦ E stabilizes the high-
dimensional system (1); at least locally about the steady state (x̄, ū). The parametrization
ψ ∈ Ψ ⊆ Rm of K̃ψ is independent of the dimension N of the high-dimensional state x(t)
and instead depends on the dimension n of the manifold M. In the case that n≪ N , this
reduces the search space of admissible parametrizations from Θ with dimension M to Ψ
with dimension m≪M and, consequently, the computational costs of learning Kψ.

In Section 4.2, we will go one step further and additionally restrict the system dynamics
of (1) onto M by considering the states x̃(t) ∈ Rn with dimension n ≪ N given by the
latent model

x̃(t+ 1) = E ◦ f(D(x̃(t)), u(t)), (4)

Then, the policy K̃ψ will be trained on the latent model (4), which avoids having to
query the potentially more expensive, high-dimensional model (1). However, additional
conditions on E and D are necessary such that the dynamics described by (4) are in-
formative enough for the stabilization of (1) by Kψ = K̃ψ ◦ E. Additionally, due to
computational inexactness, limited data and the finite-dimensional parametrizations of
the complex manifolds that hold the dynamics important for stabilization, one can trust
the latent model (4) in actual numerical computations only in limited cases and, therefore,
recourse to the high-dimensional model (1) will certify the stabilization; see multi-fidelity
methods [51,70].

3.2 Why not every latent manifold is a good choice for stabilization

We now discuss that latent manifolds M that describe well essential system dynamics
so that the states x̃(t) of the latent model (4) approximate the states x(t) of the high-
dimensional model (1) can still lead to catastrophic errors when used for stabilization.
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Figure 3: PCA subspaces are insufficient for stabilization: While the latent model created
from a fully converged low-dimensional PCA subspace has the same unstable
eigenvalue as the true system, its controlled behavior does not coincide with the
true system steered via the corresponding decoded policy, since the controlled
latent eigenvalue λ̃c does not change, while the controlled true eigenvalues λcu and
λcs do (see (a)). Tuning the policy parameter ψ does not stabilize the true system
since λcu and λcs do not decrease below the stability border and the simulation
trajectories (see (b)) do not converge to the steady state but oscillate or even
grow in magnitude.

A well-known approach to compute suitable latent manifolds to approximate the system
dynamics in the special case of linear systems is the balanced truncation method [44].
However, the system needs to be known for this method and only under strict assumptions,
these manifolds are suitable for the task of stabilization [8, 45]. In the following, we
consider the sampling-based approach of principal components, which can lead to good
approximations of the system dynamics in general but either ignore or overfit the unstable
behavior.

Principal components can lead to unsuitable latent manifolds for stabilization. A
classical approach to find a suitable manifold M for the system dynamics of (1) is to train
the manifold so that the embedding error ∥(D ◦ E)(x(t)) − x(t)∥ is small. We consider
the linear manifold of dominant dynamics V that minimizes the embedding error, which
is given by the principal component analysis (PCA) [48, 57, 66]. We collect the principal
components as orthogonal columns in V ∈ RN×n to obtain the encoder and decoder as

DV(x̃(t)) = V x̃(t) and EV(x(t)) = VTx(t).

We use principal components just for ease of exposition here in this motivating example but
the insights apply to nonlinear embeddings as well. Consider the linear system x(t+1) =
f(x(t), u(t)) = Ax(t) +Bu(t) given by

A =

[
0.9 0
ε 1.1

]
, B =

[
1
0

]
, x(0) =

[
0
0

]
, (5)

with ε > 0. The system in (5) has one stable and one unstable eigenvalue (system mode),
where the parameter ε allows to adjust the strength of the coupling between the corre-
sponding dynamics. Mathematically, the strength of the coupling corresponds to the angle
between the left and right eigenspaces of the unstable eigenvalue. A small angle means
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Figure 4: Increasing the distance between the PCA and the manifold of unstable system
dynamics makes the PCA manifold less suited for the task of stabilization. Via
the dynamics coupling in this example (5), the number of data samples needed
to identify any instabilities on the PCA manifold increases by 20× from ε = 0.01
to ε = 10.

that principal components mostly ignore the directions in which the system gets unstable;
a larger angle means that unstable directions are captured by principal components but
result in unwanted influence of the policy on the stable directions, even leading to desta-
bilization of that system component. The policy for the latent model is parametrized via
K̃ψ(x̃) = ψx̃, with the policy parameter ψ ∈ R. For ε = 0.1, Figure 3 illustrates that no
policy formulated over the PCA subspace is capable of stabilizing the true system (5) of
interest. This can be seen clearly in Figure 3b where for none of the policy parameters
ψ, the trajectories converge to the steady state x̄ but rather oscillate or even diverge indi-
cated by the growing magnitudes. The underlying problem with the PCA-based manifold
is revealed in Figure 3a. The eigenvalues of the controlled systems shown here are denoted
by

λ̃c = Λ(J̃x + J̃uK̃ψ(1)) and {λcs , λcu} = Λ(A+BK̃ψ ◦ EV(I2)),

where J̃x = VTAV , J̃u = VTB, EV(I2) denotes the column-wise application of EV to the
two-dimensional identity matrix I2, and λ

c
s and λcu correspond to the stable and unstable

eigenvalues of the original system (5), respectively. While the corresponding latent model
that lives onM has the same unstable system mode as the original system (5), the influence
of policies on the latent model corresponding to PCA appears to be strongly different from
its effect on the true system. In fact, there is no visible area in Figure 3a in which both the
controlled eigenvalues λcu and λcs decrease below the stability border, which would indicate
the stability of the true controlled system by the low-dimensional policy, and the latent
model mode λ̃c is stabilized in a different region of the parameter ψ that is not shown in
Figure 3a. Due to monotinicity of the system modes, the true system of interest cannot
be stabilized in the parameter region, where the latent model is stabilized, and vice versa.

Large amounts of data are required to compensate for poorly suited latent manifolds.
Not targeting the unstable dynamics directly translates into requiring large amounts of
trajectory data to capture the dynamics necessary for stabilization. Even when PCA
captures the unstable dynamics eventually, building a policy in the PCA subspace can
lead to a pollution effect in the sense that the learned policy also affects stable dynamics
in undesired ways as shown in Figure 3; see [72]. Figure 4 shows the distance between the
PCA-based manifold of system dynamics and the manifold of unstable dynamics, which
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is needed for the design of stabilizing policies, and the corresponding amounts of data
needed for PCA to identify any instability. With increasing distance between the two
manifolds, given in terms of subspace angles in Figure 4a, the PCA becomes less suitable
for the design of stabilizing policies as the amount of data needed to identify instabilities
increases; see Figure 4b. Sometimes this can be compensated using even more data samples
in the learning process of the policy, but there are no guarantees as, for example, Figure 3
indicates that there is no stabilizing policy on the PCA manifold.

3.3 The latent manifold of unstable dynamics

We propose to consider the dynamics relevant for the task of stabilization, which means
the purely unstable system dynamics, instead of aiming to find a latent manifold M that
approximates all system dynamics in general. The manifold of unstable dynamics about
the steady state (x̄, ū) is defined as

Mu(x̄, ū) =
{
x(t) ∈ RN : lim

t→∞
ϕ−t(x(t)) = x̄ for u(t) = ū

}
, (6)

where ϕ−t is the inverse flow map of (1) that goes backwards in time [34, 75]. Thus, the
manifold Mu(x̄, ū) includes the trajectories that originate arbitrarily close to the steady
state (x̄, ū) but can diverge from it over time. For the low-dimensional representation of
the unstable manifold (6), we need to find encoder E and decoder D that fully characterize
its dynamics. Therefore, the time evolution in (4) is the restriction of the states x(t) such
that x̃(t) = E(x(t)) holds for all x(t) ∈ Mu. This exact representation yields the equation

E(x(t+ 1)) = E ◦ f((D ◦ E)(x(t)), u(t)).

Inserting this into the encoding of the high-dimensional system (1) results in the following
condition to hold for the encoder and decoder in terms of the system dynamics and states:

E ◦ f(x(t), u(t)) = E ◦ f((D ◦ E)(x(t)), u(t)), (7)

for all x(t) ∈ Mu(x̄, ū). Since we consider local stabilization with the states x(t) ∈ Mu

satisfying ∥x(t) − x̄∥ ≤ ϵ for some ϵ > 0, and under the assumption that the function f
in (1) is analytic in both arguments, the linearization of f about (x̄, ū) given via its Taylor
series expansion will yield sufficient information about the dynamics:

f(x(t), u(t)) = f(x̄, ū) + Jx(x(t)− x̄) + Ju(u(t)− ū) +O
(
(x(t)− x̄)2

)
+O

(
(u(t)− ū)2

)
,

where Jx(x) = (∇xf(x̄, ū))x is the Jacobian of f with respect to the state and Ju(u) =
(∇uf(x̄, ū))u is the Jacobian of f with respect to the input. Since (x̄, ū) is an equilibrium
point, we have that x̄ = f(x̄, ū). Therefore, by introducing the new state and input
variables x̌(t) = x(t)− x̄ and ǔ(t) = u(t)− ū that describe the deviation from the desired
system behavior in (1) yields

x(t+ 1)− x̄ = x̌(t+ 1) = Jx(x̌(t)) + Ju(ǔ(t)) +O
(
x̌(t)2

)
+O

(
ǔ(t)2

)
.

About (x̄, ū), the original system (1) is well approximated by

x̌(t+ 1) = Jx(x̌(t)) + Ju(ǔ(t)). (8)

Note that (0, 0) is the steady state of (8) that corresponds to (x̄, ū) in (1). Inserting (8)
into the condition (7) and making the linear ansatz

EW(x(t)) =WTx(t) and DW(x̃(t)) = (WT)†x̃(t), (9)
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with W ∈ RN×n, for the encoder and decoder results in the invariant subspace equation

WTJx =
(
WTJx(W

T)†
)
WT, (10)

where the eigenvalues of (WTJx(W
T)†) are all the eigenvalues of Jx with absolute value

larger or equal to one. The basis matrix W spans the subspace W such that x̄+W yields
an exact description of Mu in the steady state of interest (x̄, ū) and is expected to be a
suitable approximation for the rest of the dynamics x(t) ∈ Mu(x̄, ū) with ∥x(t)− x̄∥ ≤ ϵ;
see [34,71,75]. Also, note that the subspace W has the same dimension n as the manifold
Mu(x̄, ū), which only increases with the number of unstable eigenvalues of the Jacobian
Jx in the steady state. In other words, the dimension only depends on the number of
unstable system modes, which is independent of the state dimension N and the dimension
p of the controls; see Figure 2.

3.4 Estimation of encoders and decoders from adjoint data

For the construction of the encoder EW in (9) from data, we observe that (10) defines the
basis matrix W via a linear left eigenvalue equation in matrix form [21]. Therefore, the
unstable manifold about the steady state is described by the left eigenvectors corresponding
to the unstable eigenvalues of Jx. The estimation of the left eigenvalues and eigenvectors
of the Jacobian of f is possible via adjoint data, which can be obtained in a non-intrusive
way [20, 31, 50] via automatic differentiation of f with respect to x(t). In particular, the
eigenvectors are estimated using data obtained by querying the adjoint system on initial
conditions and observing the state trajectories. Many modern code packages allow for the
use of automatic differentiation like JAX [10], FEniCS DOLPHIN [42], TensorFlow [1] and
PyTorch [47]. To generate data from the adjoint system, we consider the idea of reverse
accumulation also known as adjoint mode automatic differentiation. Reverse accumulation
allows for vector-Jacobian products of the form

F [x̄, ū](z) = zTJx = zT∇xf(x̄, ū),

for z ∈ RN , which is equivalent to querying the adjoint system given by the adjoint
operator

G[x̄, ū](z) = (F [x̄, ū](z))T = JTx z = (∇xf(x̄, ū))
T z. (11)

The left eigenspaces of Jx given by the operator F are the right eigenspaces of JTx given
by the operator G. Notice that the eigenvectors are computed using only queries of the
operator on vectors, which are given by state observations. Thereby, we can compute
the left eigenspaces in (10) by evaluating the adjoint system (11) using vector-Jacobian
products in Krylov methods [4, 63].

4 Leveraging the latent manifold of unstable dynamics for
reinforcement learning

In this section, we introduce unstable manifold policy optimization (UMPO) to optimize
for a policy that acts on the latent states of the manifold of unstable dynamics. We further
introduce multi-fidelity policy optimization (MF-UMPO) that combines optimizing for a
policy with a latent model over the unstable manifold and subsequently correcting the
policy with the high-dimensional state model.
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4.1 Policy optimization on unstable manifolds

We now leverage the approximation of the unstable latent manifold x̄ + W to train a
policy Kψ with a low-dimensional parametrization for stabilizing the high-dimensional

system (1). We denote this method as UMPO. Thereby, we first learn K̃ψ : Rn → Rp that
is parametrized over Ψ ⊆ Rm and that acts on latent states of dimension n. Then, we lift
K̃ψ via the encoder EW of the unstable latent manifold Mu to act on states x(t) of the
high-dimensional system (1),

Kψ(x(t)) = K̃ψ(EW(x(t)− x̄)) + ū, (12)

where a shift by the equilibrium point (x̄, ū) is added to center the unstable manifold Mu

at the steady state x̄ and the control signals at the steady-state control ū. The parameter
vector ψ of Kψ can then be trained with an objective such as (2) by querying the high-
dimensional system (1) using, e.g., policy gradient methods (DDPG [37], TD3 [18]) that
are suited for continuous observation and action spaces.

In contrast to direct approaches that learnKθ by acting on theN -dimensional states x(t)
of the high-dimensional system (1), the policy Kψ given in (12) includes an encoding step
with EW that maps the shifted x(t) onto a low-dimensional latent state of dimension n.
Thus, the parametrization Ψ ⊆ Rm of Kψ depends on the dimension of the unstable latent
manifold n, in contrast to Θ ⊆ RM of Kθ that depends on the dimension N of the high-
dimensional model (1). Due to the change in the dimensions of the policy mapping, a lower
dimensional parametrization m ≪ M is sufficient for Kψ than for Kθ, which reduces the
optimization space and training costs, as we will demonstrate with numerical experiments
below. The UMPO method is summarized in Algorithm 1 for the case of no multi-fidelity
using Lines 1, 6 and 8.

4.2 Multi-fidelity policy optimization on the unstable manifold

We now propose a multi-fidelity version of UMPO, where an policy is pre-trained on a
cheap-to-evaluate surrogate latent model of the system dynamics of interest so that the
pre-trained policy is a good starting point for easing the training on the high-dimensional
system (1). Additionally, because the agent is trained on the high-dimensional model
eventually, confidence in the learned policy can be higher than when learning with a
surrogate model alone.

Latent model of unstable dynamics for pre-training. The latent model of unstable
dynamics is given by

x̃(t+ 1) = J̃x(x̃(t)) + J̃u(ũ(t)), (13)

with the state transition and control terms

J̃x(x̃(t)) = EW(∇xf(x̄, ū)DW(x̃(t))) and J̃u(ũ(t)) = EW(∇uf(x̄, ū)ũ(t)), (14)

where the encoder EW and decoder DW are defined in (9). This is a specific instance
of the generic latent model given in (4) that results from applying the chosen encoder
and decoder (7) to the linearized dynamics in (8). As J̃x and J̃u in (13) are linear, the
describing matrices can be assembled using the reverse mode automatic differentiation as
in the estimation of W in Section 3.4. The terms (14) can then be computed by

J̃x = EW(∇xf(x̄, ū))(W
T)† and J̃u = EW(∇uf(x̄, ū)), (15)
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where EW(.) above is applied column-wise to the argument and (WT)† comes from the
decoder DW in (9). Alternatively, the terms in (13) can be learned via n + p forward
evaluations of (1) and system identification in the subspace W; see [72, Prop. 1]. This can
be advantageous compared to (15) because it allows to separate the computational steps
for estimating W and (13), which is important in modularized implementations. In any
case, the terms in (14) for (13) can be precomputed and stored as matrices, which means
that querying the latent model of unstable dynamics (13) is cheap, and thus well suited
for pre-training in a first step of multi-fidelity reinforcement learning.

Multi-fidelity fine-tuning on the unstable manifold. We now propose multi-fidelity pol-
icy optimization with the unstable latent manifold (MF-UMPO), which proceeds in two
steps. In Step 1, the policy K̃ψ with parametrization ψ ∈ Ψ as defined in (12) is pre-trained
to stabilize the latent model of unstable dynamics (13) with respect to the equilibrium
point (0, 0). The result is a parameter ψpre

∗ that is pre-trained using the latent model
only. In Step 2, the pre-trained parameter ψpre

∗ is used as starting point for training the
policy K̃ψ defined in (12) on the high-dimensional system (1) to obtain ψ∗ with the pro-
cedure described in the previous paragraph. The corresponding policy Kψ∗ is then used
for stabilizing the high-dimensional model (1).
Key is that the pre-trained ψpre

∗ is a good starting point for Step 2, so that fine-tuning
in a multi-fidelity sense [51,70] is cheap in terms of, e.g., high-dimensional model queries.
In particular, the pre-trained parameter vector ψpre

∗ has to be an admissible point in the
sense that it locally stabilizes the high-dimensional system (1) when used in (12). The
MF-UMPO method is summarized in Algorithm 1.
The following theorem shows that the parameter ψpre

∗ obtained via the pre-training
yields an admissible, stabilizing policy for the high-dimensional system (1).

Theorem 1. Let f in (1) be analytic in (x̄, ū) and let the parameter ψpre
∗ be such that the

policy K̃ψpre
∗ is stabilizing for (13) with respect to the zero steady state (0, 0). Then, there

exists an epsilon ϵ > 0 such that K̃ψpre
∗ in the control law (12) is locally stabilizing for (1)

for all inital values x(0) ∈ X0 such that ∥x(0)− x̄∥ ≤ ϵ.

Proof. From the assumptions, it follows that the Taylor series expansion of f about (x̄, ū)
yields a suitable approximation of the dynamics of (1) via the linear system (8). From
the condition that ψpre

∗ is such that the policy K̃ψpre
∗ is stabilizing for (13) and the fact

that the encoder and decoder in (9) are constructed via the basis matrix W of the left
eigenspace corresponding to the unstable eigenvalues of Jx, it follows from [71, Lem. 1]
that the policy Kψpre

∗ with (12) is stabilizing for (8) towards the (0, 0) steady state. Then
it follows from [71, Prop. 1] that there exists an ϵ > 0 such that Kψpre

∗ is locally stabilizing
for the equilibrium (x̄, ū) in (1), which proofs the result of the theorem.

Following Theorem 1, we see that the initialization of the neural network in (12) with
ψpre
∗ for the training on (1) yields an admissible policy that just needs to be adjusted to

the high-dimensional system (1).

4.3 Algorithmic description

Algorithm 1 summarizes the steps for learning stabilizing policies on the unstable manifold
with an optional pre-training step on the latent model of unstable dynamics. As the first
step of Algorithm 1 in Line 1, the basis matrix W for the encoder and decoder is learned
via vector-Jacobian products with the operator f as described in Section 4.1.
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Algorithm 1: [Multi-fidelity] Unstable manifold policy optimization ([MF-]UMPO).

Input: Steady state (x̄, ū), queryable model f .
Output: Parameters ψ∗ for policy Kψ in (12).

1 Estimate the the left unstable eigenspace W in (10) using vector-Jacobian products with
f in (x̄, ū) and a Krylov eigenvalue solver.

2 if multi-fidelity then

3 Learn the low-dimensional model (J̃x, J̃u) of unstable dynamics (13) using:
(a) automatic differentiation of f , or
(b) system identification with n+ p forward evaluations of f .

4 Obtain a parameter ψpre
∗ by training K̃ψ to be a stabilizing policy for (13) with

respect to the (0, 0) steady state.

5 else
6 Set the parameter initialization ψpre

∗ to be random.
7 end
8 Obtain the parameter ψ∗ by training Kψ in (12) to be a stabilizing policy for (1) with

the initialization ψpre
∗ .

Afterwards, if the optional pre-training is desired (determined via the flag multi-fidelity
in Algorithm 1), the latent model of unstable dynamics (13) is learned using the basis
matrix W from the previous step and either automatic differentiation of f or classical
system identification via forward evaluations of f . Once the matrices in (13) are known,
this latent model is used in a policy optimization loop to obtain a policy K̃ψpre

∗ that
stabilizes (13) towards the (0, 0) steady state. Using (13) for the policy optimization yields
the two main advantages compared to using directly (1), namely that (i) the latent model
is cheaper to evaluate since n≪ N , and (ii) the dynamics of (1) are easier to stabilize since
they are purely unstable and the training does not destabilize any additional dynamics
that have been stable before. Also note that K̃ψpre

∗ follows the theory in Theorem 1 such
that it is an admissible, stabilizing policy for the high-dimensional problem already. In
the case that no pre-training is requested, the initial parametrization is set to be random.
Lastly, in Line 8 of Algorithm 1, the initialization ψpre

∗ is fine tuned via policy op-
timization on the high-dimensional system. In the case without pre-training, this step
learns a stabilizing policy from scratch while in the multi-fidelity version, an admissible
policy is verified on the high-dimensional system and further improved in terms of its final
performance.

5 Numerical experiments

We demonstrate UMPO and MF-UMPO with three numerical experiments. The reported
experiments were run on compute nodes of the Greene high-performance computing cluster
of the New York University equipped with 16 processing cores of the Intel Xeon Platinum
8268 24C 205W CPU at 2.90GHz and 16, 32 or 48GB main memory. We implemented the
experiments in Python 3.9.12 running on Red Hat Enterprise Linux release 8.4 (Ootpa).
For the reinforcement learning agents, we use the DDPG implementation from JAXRL
version 0.0.7 [30]. The source codes, data and computed results of the experiments are
available at [69].
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5.1 Setup of numerical experiments

5.1.1 Training rewards

A classical cost function for stabilization via optimal control is given as the sum of the
quadratic deviations of the state and the input from the controlled steady state of inter-
est (x̄, ū):

J(u(t)) =

tf∑

t=0

∥x(t)− x̄∥2Q + ∥u(t)− ū∥2R,

where the weighted norms are given by

∥x(t)− x̄∥2Q = (x(t)− x̄)TQ(x(t)− x̄) and ∥u(t)− ū∥2R = (u(t)− ū)TR(u(t)− ū),

for some symmetric positive semi-definite matrices Q ∈ RN×N and R ∈ Rp×p; see, for
example, [38]. This inspired the use of quadratic reward functions in control-oriented
reinforcement learning tasks [22,24,36,39,43]. In our setup, we employ the reward function

r(x(t), u(t)) = −
√

∥x(t)− x̄∥2Q + ∥u(t)− ū∥2R, (16)

with the weighting terms to be Q = IN and R = λuIp, and the regularization constant
λu ≥ 0. Additionally, early termination of episodes at a time ta < tf due to instabilities,
where tf denotes the episode length, is penalized by approximations of the remaining
accumulated rewards as

r(x(ta), u(ta)) = −
√

(tf − ta)∥x(t)− x̄∥2Q + ∥u(t)− ū∥2R,

to encourage the optimization towards policies with full episode length. In the compar-
ison of the different approaches, we consider a normalized variant of the accumulated
rewards (2) per episode given by

Rn =

tf∑
j=0

r(x(t), u(t))

√
(r + λu)tf

, (17)

with episode length tf , dimension of the observable r and the regularization constant λu
from (16). Note that the state-space dimension r in (17) is either N for the direct approach
or n in the case of the new approaches on the unstable manifold. We observed that the
accumulated rewards range between several orders of magnitude, therefore we use in the
comparison the logarithmic mean

logmean(Rn) = −10

1

q

q∑

j=1

log10|Rjn|
,

with q ∈ N, the number of considered elements.

5.1.2 Governing equations of physical models

The examples considered in the following include a nonlinear reaction-diffusion problem
modeled by the Allen-Cahn equation [2, 15], a chemical reaction inside a tubular reac-
tor [25,32] and the behavior of crystal clusters modeled via the Toda lattice [65,68]. The
corresponding equations describing the physical problems and details on the space-time
discretizations can be found below. The governing equations are numerically solved with
implementations using JAX [10] to enable automatic differentiation with respect to states
and controls. The implementations of the models can be founds in the accompanying code
package [69].
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Allan-Cahn equation. This example is a nonlinear reaction-diffusion process described
by the one-dimensional Allen-Cahn equation [2]. The particular instance of the equation
used here is sometimes also referred to as Chafee-Infante equation [15]. The equation with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions is given by

∂tν(t, ζ)− κ∆ν(t, ζ) + α1ν(t, ζ)
3 − α2ν(t, ζ) + u(t) = 0, for ζ ∈ Ω, (18a)

ν(t, ζ) = 0, for ζ ∈ ∂Ω, (18b)

with the diffusion parameter κ ∈ R, the two reaction parameters α1, α2 ∈ R and the
distributed controls u(t). For our experiments, the diffusion parameter has been chosen
as κ = 0.2 and the reaction parameters as α1 = 2.5 and α2 = 0. The spatial coordinates
of (18) in Ω = (0, 1) are discretized using a finite difference scheme such thatN = 1000 and
p = 1. The system is discretized in time via the implicit-explicit (IMEX) Euler scheme,
with sampling time τ = 0.01, where the linear state evolution is considered implicitly
and the nonlinear term and the controls explicitly. Note that the terms of the discrete-
time system are not computed explicitly but implemented via function evaluations. An
output operator C is chosen to generate output channels via y(t) = Cx(t) showing as first
entry the accumulated state variables for the first third of the spatial domain and the
accumulated rest in the second channel. The steady state of interest is computed using
the Newton iteration for the constant steady state control ū = 1. The system has one
(n = 1) unstable mode in (x̄, ū).

Tubular reactor model. The tubular reactor model describes a combustion-based reac-
tion inside a tube that transforms reactants into desired products [25,32]. The process is
described by the one-dimensional coupled partial differential equations

∂tψ(t, ζ) =
1

Pe
∆ψ(t, ζ)− ∂ζψ(t, ζ)−Dψ(t, ζ) eγ−

γ
ν(t,ζ) , for ζ ∈ Ω, (19a)

∂tν(t, ζ) =
1

Pe
∆ν(t, ζ)− ∂ζν(t, ζ)− β(ν(t, ζ)− νrefu2(t))

+ BDψ(t, ζ) eγ−
γ

ν(t,ζ) , for ζ ∈ Ω, (19b)

0 = ∂ζψ(t, ζ)− Pe(ψ(t, ζ)− u1(t)), for ζ ∈ ∂Ω1, (19c)

0 = ∂ζν(t, ζ)− Pe(ν(t, ζ)− u2(t)), for ζ ∈ ∂Ω1, (19d)

0 = ∂ζψ(t, ζ), for ζ ∈ ∂Ω2, (19e)

0 = ∂ζν(t, ζ), for ζ ∈ ∂Ω2, (19f)

where ψ(t, ζ) is the concentration of the reactant and ν(t, ζ) the temperature of the tube.
The spatial domain is chosen as Ω = (0, 1), with ∂Ω1 = 0 and ∂Ω2 = 1. The parameters
in (19) are chosen as in [32] with Pe = 5, D = 0.167, γ = 25, β = 2.5, νref = 1 and B = 0.5.
The controls in this example allow the change of the reactant concentration at the right
end of the tube as well as steering the temperature of the complete tube. The system
is discretized in space via finite differences and in time using the IMEX Euler scheme,
with the sampling time τ = 0.01, where the linear state contributions are considered
implicitly and the nonlinear part and inputs explicitly. If not stated otherwise, the state
dimension of this example is N = 998 with p = 2 control inputs. For the computations in
Figure 10, finer discretizations have been used, too. Note that the terms of the discrete-
time system are not computed explicitly but implemented via function evaluations. An
output operator C is chosen to generate two measurements of the form y(t) = Cx(t)
giving the concentration and temperature at the left end of the tube. The steady state of
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interest is computed using the Newton iteration for the steady state control ū = 1. For
any discretization size discussed here, the system has two (n = 2) unstable modes in (x̄, ū)
leading under disturbances to limit cycle oscillations of the state.

Toda lattice model. The Toda lattice model describes the vibrational behavior of a
one-dimensional crystal structure [65,68]. We consider here the process of crystallization,
in which particles have formed clusters that repel each other if disturbances occur. The
ordinary differential equations describing the process in parametrized form were derived
in [68]. A crystal with ℓ particles is given by

m1q̈1(t) + γ1q̇1(t) + ek1(q1(t)−q2(t))−1 = u1(t), (20a)

mj q̈j(t) + γj q̇j(t) + ekj(qj(t)−qj+1(t))− ekj−1(qj−1(t)−qj(t)) = uj(t), (20b)

mℓq̈ℓ(t) + γℓq̇ℓ(t) + ekℓqℓ(t)− ekℓ−1(qℓ−1(t)−qℓ(t)) = uℓ(t), (20c)

for j = 2, . . . , ℓ − 1. Therein are mi > 0, γi > 0 and ki ∈ R the mass, damping and
particle forces of the i-th particle. The states in (20) are qi(t) as the displacement of the
i-th particle such that q̇i(t) is the corresponding momentum. The system (20) is described
by second-order differential equations. For the design of policies, the system is considered
in first-order form using its phase state

x(t) =

[
q(t)
q̇(t)

]
∈ R2ℓ,

where q(t) and q̇(t) are the concatenated displacement and momentum vectors of all par-
ticles. In our experiments, we have chosen ℓ = 500 particles such that the considered
first-order system has the order N = 1000. The parameters in (20) are chosen to model
three clusters of sizes (150, 250, 100) with different particles of the form:

m = 1T100 ⊗
[
2 1 3 5 4

]
,

γj =





0.1 for j < 150,

0.1 for j = 150,

0.15 for 150 < j < 400,

0.1 for j = 400,

0.5 for 400 < j ≤ 500,

kj =





2 for j < 150,

−1 for j = 150,

5 for 150 < j < 400,

−2 for j = 400,

1 for 400 < j ≤ 500.

The negative forces for the particles at the end of the clusters result in repulsion between
the clusters. The controls allow to influence the displacement of all particles inside a
cluster such that p = 3. The system is discretized in time with the same IMEX Euler
scheme that is used for the other examples such that the linear state evolution is handled
implicitly and the nonlinearity and inputs explicitly, with sampling time τ = 0.1. Note
that the terms of the discrete-time system are not computed explicitly but implemented in
function evaluations. An output operator C is chosen to generate three measurements via
y(t) = Cx(t) giving the mean velocity of all particles in a cluster. The zero steady state
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Table 1: Sets of hyperparameters used in the experiments. The first three parameters
are not varied and fixed for all experiments and all examples. For the rest,
experiments have been performed for each possible parameter combination. For
the regularization parameter λu, we implemented two sets where the first one is
used for Allen-Cahn and the tubular reactor examples and the second one for the
Toda lattice example.

Maximum number of training steps 105

Offline phase steps before training 256
Noise on initial condition 0

Learning rate for actor {0.005, 0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001}
Learning rate for critic {0.005, 0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001}
Exploration noise {0.001, 0}
Episode length tf {100, 200, 500}
Regularization parameter λu {1000, 0.001, 0} or {106, 105, 104}

(0, 0) is considered here for stabilization. The resulting system has two (n = 2) unstable
modes in (x̄, ū), which model the system behavior that particle clusters drift indefinitely
apart under small disturbances.

5.1.3 Hyperparameters and learning architectures

We test three variants of the introduced approach: UMPO and MF-UMPO as described in
Algorithm 1, and the policy given from the initial parametrization for MF-UMPO, which
is learned only on the manifold approximation (13), further denoted by UMPO-MA. These
are compared to directly learning a stabilizing policy on the high-dimensional system states
denoted by direct DDPG. Further details concerning the setup as well as computational
parameters and used neural network architectures can be found below.

Neural network architectures. We implemented DDPG reinforcement learning agents
using neural networks for the actors, which approximate the desired policies, and critics,
which are needed in the optimization procedure and correspond to the value function; see,
for example, [64]. All actors in the experiments are parametrized by neural networks with
two hidden layers with ReLU activation functions. The final layer of the networks however
uses either tanh, identity or ELU, with parameter α = 1, as activation function. Note
that the use of tanh for control-oriented neural networks is a classical choice [37], which
is one motivation for the use of policy parametrizations (12) that are centered around the
steady state control ū. For the critics, the standard architecture from JAXRL [30] has
been used. We also experimented with networks with different widths, namely networks
with either (20, 10) neurons or (400, 300) neurons in the hidden layers.

Choices of hyperparameters. We performed experiments with fixed random seeds for
the initialization of the neural networks and varied the hyperparameters of the learning al-
gorithms. Table 1 shows an overview about the considered parameters in the experiments.
For each possible selection from the parameter sets, an experiment has been performed
for each example. The last parameter λu has two sets, where the first one is used in the
Allen-Cahn and tubular reactor examples and the second one in the Toda lattice example.
Together with the variations in the neural network architectures, 1 728 experiments have
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been run per example and for each of the four presented methods. Some of the hyperpa-
rameters in Table 1 have been fixed for all experiments. The maximum number of training
steps is fixed for comparability between the experiments, and for variations in the number
of offline steps, no noticeable difference in the results has been observed. We apply some
noise to the initial condition when resetting a training episode to allow the agent to explore
and be trained in different scenarios. However, we have observed that the general inability
of neural networks to approximate constants, in particular the zero, has a similar effect
as initial noise, especially in the early stages of the training. Additional experiments have
been performed to investigate the influence of the state-space dimension N on the training
time as shown in Figure 10. For these experiments, we reduced the number of considered
hyperparameters by allowing for the learning rates of actor and critic only {0.001, 0.0001}.
This enabled us to fully run the 105 training steps also for the direct DDPG approach.

5.2 Numerical results

In the following, we present the numerical results obtained for the different experiments
described above. Further results beyond those presented here can be found in the accom-
panying code package [69].

5.2.1 Training overview

The detailed training behavior for selected policies is shown in Figure 5. Since a significant
amount of hyperparameter setups did not result in stabilizing policies in the test simula-
tion, in particular for the classical direct DDPG approach, we filtered the results to show
in Figure 5 only the five best policies that stabilize the systems with smallest distance to
the desired steady state. The training time of UMPO-MA is not included in the plots of
MF-UMPO in these figures. Additionally, the training runs of direct DDPG have been
restricted in terms of computation time to be at most as long as the overall slowest runs of
UMPO for the respective neural network sizes. Comparing the results for the Allen-Cahn
equation shows that in both cases the new approaches reach faster higher rewards than
direct DDPG. For smaller networks such as (20, 10), the rewards of UMPO behave sim-
ilar to direct DDPG. UMPO-MA and MF-UMPO provide higher rewards faster during
their training phase, but direct DDPG is able to catch up to these after 0.05 h. In con-
trast, for larger networks such as (400, 200), the new approaches UMPO, UMPO-MA and
MF-UMPO clearly outperform the classical direct DDPG method in terms of reward ver-
sus training time. While as in Figure 5a it would be possible for direct DDPG to improve
its rewards for longer training times, it already runs twice as long as the other approaches
implying that significantly more resources are needed for direct DDPG to give higher re-
wards here. For the tubular reactor, the results in Figures 5c and 5d look very similar
to each other, with the rewards of UMPO behaving similar to direct DDPG but with
shorter training times. UMPO-MA gives higher rewards than UMPO-MA and UMPO,
which are further improved by MF-UMPO. Lastly, we have the Toda lattice example in
Figures 5e and 5g as well as in Figures 5f and 5h. The strong nonlinearity is a challenge for
reinforcement learning methods that are trained based on querying the high-dimensional
system (1). This can be also seen here as direct DDPG, UMPO and MF-UMPO pro-
vide similar reward behaviors, while UMPO-MA has the best performance. However, we
can see in Figures 5g and 5h that MF-UMPO still yields consistently better rewards than
direct DDPG. For this example, UMPO and MF-UMPO achieve improvements by a factor
of 2 in terms of the mean rewards over direct DDPG.
In Figure 6, the mean amount of system queries up to the training times 0.02 h for
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(a) Allen-Cahn; network (20, 10)
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(b) Allen-Cahn; network (400, 300)
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(c) tubular reactor; network (20, 10)
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(d) tubular reactor; network (400, 300)
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(e) Toda lattice; network (20, 10)
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(f) Toda lattice; network (400, 300)
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(g) Toda lattice (zoom in); network (20, 10)

0 0.05 0.1 0.15

−10−2

−10−1

−100

training time (h)

n
o
rm

.
a
cc
.
re
w
a
rd
R

n

(h) Toda lattice (zoom in); network (400, 300)

direct DDPG UMPO UMPO-MA MF-UMPO

Figure 5: Comparison of normalized accumulated rewards: Plots (a)–(d) show that the ap-
proach MF-UMPO that uses the high-dimensional system and the latent model
together achieves higher rewards than UMPO-MA that uses the latent model
alone. For the Toda lattice example with results shown in (e)–(g), MF-UMPO
achieves similar rewards as direct DDPG. Note that in the Toda lattice exam-
ple, UMPO-MA achieves the highest rewards as the latent model of the unstable
dynamics hides many of the strongly nonlinear dynamics that affect the stabi-
lization.
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Figure 6: Comparison of the mean amount of system queries after 0.02 h and 0.2 h training
time for small and large neural networks. In all examples, UMPO-MA manages
to query the latent model at least 105 times, which is the maximal amount
allowed. UMPO and MF-UMPO manage to query the system more often than
direct DDPG, leading to speedups ranging from around 1.7 up to 2.2.

small neural networks and 0.2 h for large neural networks are shown. In all examples,
UMPO-MA is able to (nearly) perform the maximum allowed 105 system queries. Also,
UMPO and MF-UMPO always outperform direct DDPG, with a speed up factor of around
1.7 to 2.2, which allows these methods to reach higher rewards quicker as they can perform
more training steps in a smaller amount of time.

5.2.2 Quality of learned policies

To illustrate the results of applying the learned policies, we consider the tubular reactor
example and the best performing policies for the neural network size (400, 300) for the
policy after 0.2 h of training time. In the following experiments, the initial condition is set
to the steady state, x(0) = x̄ and a random disturbance is applied up to the physical time
τ · t = 0.3 to trigger the system instabilities. We plot the temperature profiles over time in
Figure 7. A stabilized system leads to a smooth temperature transition over the space-time
domain. The states are strongly oscillating for direct DDPG, while the proposed methods
based on the unstable manifolds provide smooth, stabilized simulations. To clearer see
the oscillations, we plot the temperature and concentration at the left end of the tube
over time in Figure 8. The policy learned by direct DDPG steers the outputs away from
the uncontrolled oscillations but is clearly not stabilizing towards the considered steady
state, as the concentration deviates far from the initial condition and the temperature is
strongly oscillating. In contrast, the policies obtained by the newly proposed methods are
stabilizing the system. We can see minor deviations from the steady state in Figure 8b,
which become smaller moving to Figure 8c and finally disappear in Figure 8d. The most
stable results are given by MF-UMPO, with an at least three orders of magnitude smaller
deviation from the desired state when compared to direct DDPG.

5.2.3 Quantitative comparison

The plots in Figure 9 show the training time per learning step and the maximum reward at
the end of the learning for the Allen-Cahn, the tubular reactor, and Toda lattice example,
respectively. The shown results are averages over the five policies of each network size
that stabilize the system closest to the steady state. As can be seen in the top plot of
Figure 9, all new approaches show an improvement in terms of their training time per step
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Figure 7: Temperature profiles of the tubular reactor with policies obtained after 0.2 h of
training time with neural network architecture (400, 300). The plots show that
direct DDPG fails to stabilize the reactor where as UMPO provides a stabilizing
policy, with MF-UMPO achieving lowest oscillations and deriving the system
closest to the desired steady state.

compared to the classical direct DDPG method. The time shown for MF-UMPO contains
the training of the initial phase with UMPO-MA, but it is still faster for both neural
network sizes compared to direct DDPG. The bottom plot shows the best mean rewards
that have been reached after 0.02 h of training time using (20, 10) networks and after 0.2 h
for the (400, 300) networks. For the smaller networks in the Allen-Cahn and tubular reactor
examples, UMPO does not surpass direct DDPG but yields similar rewards. UMPO might
improve for longer training times; however, since UMPO provides faster training steps, the
smaller neural networks may still be preferred here despite the somewhat lower rewards.
UMPO-MA and MF-UMPO are surpassing UMPO and direct DDPG in the Allen-Cahn
and tubular reactor examples by at least one and up to two orders of magnitude. The
behavior of the methods changes in the Toda lattice example. UMPO-MA provides here
the best rewards, which MF-UMPO is not able to preserve or to improve on despite
using UMPO-MA as initialization. A possible explanation for these results comes from
the strength of the nonlinearity in the example. Even small disturbances can have a
catastrophic effect on the states of the system leading to blowups after only few time
steps. Such disturbances are difficult to avoid in the training phase of reinforcement
learning via stochastic optimization methods, which means that large portions of the
data obtained from the nonlinear system for training the learning agents are in unstable
regimes already and thus unsuited for training. However, we can see that for the (20, 10)
networks, UMPO yields higher rewards than direct DDPG and, for (400, 300), MF-UMPO
gives higher rewards than direct DDPG.
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Figure 8: The plots show the outputs of the simulations of the tubular reactor with a pol-
icy that is obtained after 0.2 h of training time with neural network architecture
(400, 300). The direct DDPG approach fails to stabilize the system within the
short training time of 0.2 h because neither temperature nor concentration mea-
surements are close to the steady state. Additionally, the temperature strongly
oscillates. The other approaches learn a stabilizing policy within the training
time of 0.2 h. Notice that deviations from the steady state decrease in the or-
der of UMPO, UMPO-MA and MF-UMPO; thus the multi-fidelity approach
MF-UMPO achieves a stabilization closest to the desired steady state.

5.2.4 Dependence of performance on the state dimension

Figure 10 shows a comparison of the training times for the two neural network sizes (20, 10)
and (400, 300) when applied to finer and finer spatial discretizations of the tubular reactor
model, which directly corresponds to the state dimension N of the system that is to be
stabilized. For both neural network sizes, we can observe the performance improvement
of the new methods compared to direct DDPG. For the smaller networks, the training
time is clearly dominated by the evaluation time of the high-dimensional system (1) rather
than the optimization of the neural networks such that UMPO and MF-UMPO give only
an improvement of about 20 − 25% compared to direct DDPG. This factor increases to
around 70 − 75% for larger neural networks, which indicates that the proposed methods
have increasing benefit as the network sizes grow. The training times for UMPO-MA do
not depend on the full state dimension N but on the number of unstable system modes
n = 2, which is constant even as discretizations are refined. Therefore, these training
times are constant up to measurement fluctuations in Figure 10. The training times of
UMPO-MAmildly increase for the larger neural networks due to the increase in parameters
to learn, which is still negligible small compared to direct DDPG, where the number of
parameters in the neural network parametrization scales with the state dimension N . This
demonstrates the power of the unstable manifold with a dimension that is fixed even if
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Figure 9: Top shows comparison of the mean training times per step. For all examples,
UMPO-MA has the lowest training time per step that is similar across all exam-
ples for the same neural network sizes. The method UMPO has the next larger
training time per step, followed by MF-UMPO. All new approaches require
shorter training times than the classical direct DDPG method. Bottom shows
comparison of the best logarithmic means of normalized accumulated rewards
after 0.02 h and 0.2 h of training time for small and large neural networks: In all
examples, the UMPO-MA initialization achieves up to two orders of magnitude
better rewards than direct DDPG. MF-UMPO further improves these rewards
with the exception of the Toda lattice model, which contains a challenging non-
linear term, which affects the performance of the MF-UMPO policy and due to
which the dynamics blow up after only few time steps in the presence of insta-
bilities.

the solution fields of the underlying governing equations are ever finer resolved and thus
the state dimension N of the dynamical system (1) grows.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we showed that the latent manifold of unstable dynamics is well suited
for finding stabilizing policies with reinforcement learning. The unstable latent manifold
can be leveraged either directly with high-dimensional systems or with a two-step, multi-
fidelity approach that first trains on latent models and then fine-tunes and ultimately
certifies the learned policies on the high-dimensional systems. The proposed approaches
based on the unstable latent manifold achieve rewards that are several orders of magnitude
higher than the rewards achieved with classical approaches without the unstable latent
manifold within a given fixed training time.

While the new methods have been shown to work well in the presented numerical ex-
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Figure 10: The training times of the direct DDPG, UMPO, UMPO-MA, MF-UMPO ap-
proaches are compared for different state-space dimensions of the tubular reac-
tor example. The speedup obtained is about 20−25% for the small networks and
70− 75% for the large networks. Notice that the training time of UMPO-MA
is independent of N and therefore is constant in the shown plots.

amples, there are limitations to them. We considered a small number of unstable system
modes, which allowed to consider low-dimensional parametrizations of the policy. This
is not the case in all practical applications. In particular for chaotic systems, where the
dimension of the unstable manifold scales with O(N), the new approach is not expected
to yield performance improvements.
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