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ABSTRACT. Data-driven techniques for analysis, modeling, and control of complex dynamical systems
are on the uptake. Koopman theory provides the theoretical foundation for the extremely popular kernel
extended dynamic mode decomposition (kEDMD). In this work we propose a novel kEDMD scheme to
approximate nonlinear control systems accompanied by an in-depth error analysis. The main features of
the method are flexible sampling, regularization-based robustness, and an adroit decomposition into micro
and macro grids. In addition, we prove proportionality, i.e., explicit dependence on the distance to the
(controlled) equilibrium, of the derived uniform bounds on the full approximation error. Leveraging this
key property, we rigorously show that asymptotic stability of the data-driven surrogate (control) system
implies asymptotic stability of the original (control) system and vice versa.
Keywords: Approximation error, kernel extended dynamic mode decomposition, Koopman operator,
Lyapunov stability, nonlinear systems, uniform error bounds

1. INTRODUCTION

Data-driven methods for analysis, modelling, and control of dynamical systems has recently attracted
considerable attention, see, e.g., the survey articles [24, 36] and the references therein. A key aspect
is the Lyapunov-based stability analysis of dynamical systems as well as for controller design, see,
e.g., [2]. For nonlinear systems, however, guarantees for data-driven approaches require a sophisticated
analysis [41], which may, e.g., also be conducted in the behavioral setting relying on input-output
data [23]. In this work, we provide a framework that allows to infer stability properties of the original
system from its data-driven surrogates (and vice versa). Hereby, we leverage the Koopman operator,
which provides a theoretically-sound foundation for analysis and control of dynamical systems through
the lens of observables, see, e.g., [25, 39] and [31, 38]. In the Koopman approach, the dynamics is
lifted to an infinite-dimensional function space of observables. Therein, data-driven surrogate models
are approximated using regression. The most prominent approximation technique is extended dynamic
mode decomposition (EDMD; [49]), an algorithm that builds upon a finite dictionary of observables
and which has been used in a wide range of challenging applications, see, e.g., [52, 55, 56] for some
recent examples.

Various works combining the Koopman approach with Lyapunov arguments exist in the literature.
For a robust H∞-approach, we refer to [26, Chapter 2], while Lyapunov-based stabilization of a chem-
ical reactor was the subject of [28]. The authors of [57] present a neural network-based Koopman
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approach to feedback design via control Lyapunov functions, while Lyapunov functions were approx-
imated in a Koopman-based manner in [5]. However, to rigorously ensure end-to-end guarantees, a
theoretically-sound error analysis including, e.g., convergence rates, of data-driven surrogate models
serving as approximants is indispensable. Concerning EDMD, convergence to the Koopman operator
in the infinite-data limit was proven in [17] (using also infinitely-many observables). Finite-data error
bounds for dynamical systems were, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, first provided in [27, 54].
Then, the probabilistic error bounds were further extended to stochastic (control) systems using both
i.i.d. and ergodic sampling in [30] and to kernel EDMD in [34], see also [19] for sharp rates in view of
spectral approximations and [18] for long-term ergodic predictions via transfer operators. Recently, us-
ing kernel EDMD (kEDMD) embedded in suitably-chosen reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs),
error bounds in the supremum norm were rigorously shown [20]. Similar estimates have been shown
in [53] via an EDMD-variant using Bernstein polynomials. A key finding in the derivation of these
uniform error bounds is the invariance of the RKHS under the Koopman operator, see also [8] and [35]
for preliminary results. Assuming such uniform error bounds, stabilizing controllers with end-to-end
guarantees can be designed, see, e.g., [9, 22, 43], or [4, 51] within model predictive control. Herein,
error bounds of EDMD-based surrogates for control systems that proportional to the distance to the
set point played a major role. While pointwise and proportional error bounds are fundamental in these
works for controller design, there is, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, no rigorous proof of such
bound for an existing EDMD variant for control systems. This work closes this gap. In this context, we
point out [13], where limitations of linear surrogate models [16,37] were thoroughly discussed. Hence,
for general nonlinear control-affine systems, the bilinear approach proposed in [44,48], is superior, see,
e.g., [9, 33].

The contribution of this work is two-fold. First, we propose a kEDMD-based surrogate model for
nonlinear autonomous dynamics and prove that it inherits stability properties of the ground-truth sys-
tem (and vice-versa). In particular, we show that asymptotic stability of one system implies practical
asymptotic stability of the other. Further, we prove the first proportional uniform error bounds on kernel
EDMD approximants of the Koopman operator, which certify that the full approximation error decays
proportionally w.r.t. the distance to the equilibrium without imposing restrictive assumptions like invari-
ance of some finitely-generated subspace [9]. If a certain compatibility condition linking the decay rates
of the stability-certifying Lyapunov function and the proportional error bound holds, we even prove that
asymptotic stability is fully preserved. As a second major contribution, we present a novel data-based
Koopman approximants using kEDMD, which allows for flexible sampling of state-control pairs and
outputs a control-affine surrogate system. We analyze our algorithm and prove proportional bounds on
the uniform approximation error between the original model and its surrogate. The proportionality is
then leveraged to prove that feedback laws stabilizing the data-driven model also stabilize the original
control system (and vice versa). All results are extended in view of regularized kEDMD approximants
to improve robustness, e.g., for noisy data.

The outline of the paper is as follows: In Section 2, we begin with a brief recap on Koopman ap-
proximants for autonomous systems generated by kernel EDMD. Then, we present uniform bounds on
the full approximation error using RKHS interpolation in Section 2.2, before we conclude the section
by proposing a data-driven surrogate and the respective error bound. In the subsequent Section 3, we
show that (practical) asymptotic stability is inherited from the original dynamical system by the data-
driven surrogate and vice versa. In Section 4, we propose a novel and highly-flexible approximation
scheme for control systems and rigorously show bounds on the full approximation error. We numeri-
cally illustrate and validate our findings in Section 3.3 and Section 4.3, before conclusions are drawn
in Section 5.
Notation. We use ∥ · ∥ for the Euclidean norm on Rn and its induced matrix norm on Rn×n. The
Frobenius norm on Rn×m will be denoted by ∥ · ∥F . Moreover, we let R≥0 = [0,∞). Further, for
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d ∈ N, we use the abbreviation [1 : d] := Z ∩ [1, d]. By Cb(Ω), we denote the space of bounded
continuous functions on a set Ω ⊂ Rn. Moduli of continuity of a continuous function f : Ω →
R are denoted by ωf . Recall that a modulus of continuity ωf : R≥0 → R≥0 vanishes at zero, is
continuous at zero, and satisfies |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ ωf (∥x− y∥) ∀x, y ∈ Ω. We define comparison
functions to introduce our stability notions analogously to [10], see, e.g., [14]. A continuous, strictly
increasing function α : R≥0 → R≥0 satisfying α(0) = 0 is said to be of class K . If it is, in addition,
unbounded, the comparison function α is class K∞. A continuous function β : R2

≥0 → R≥0 is called
a class KL -function if, for each t ≥ 0, β(·, t) ∈ K∞ and β(r, ·) is strictly monotonically decreasing
with limt→∞ β(r, t) = 0 for all r > 0.

2. KOOPMAN OPERATOR AND KERNEL EDMD

Throughout this paper, let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open domain with Lipschitz boundary in the sense of [1,
§4.9]1. We consider the discrete-time dynamical system given by

x+ = F (x) (DS)

with a map F : Ω → Rn. Here, x ∈ Ω and x+ are the current and the successor state of the dynamical
system Equation (DS), respectively. Further, we abbreviate the image of the set Ω w.r.t. the dynamics F
by Ξ, i.e., Ξ = F (Ω) := {F (x) : x ∈ Ω}, and assume that F ∈ C1(Ω,Ξ) is a diffeomorphism
satisfying the regularity condition infx∈Ω |detDF (x)| > 0.

Remark 2.1 (Differential equation). The dynamical system Equation (DS) can be inferred from the
ordinary differential equation

ẋ(t) = g0(x(t)), (ODE)
where x(t) ∈ Ω represents the state at time t ≥ 0 and g0 : Ω → Rn is a locally Lipschitz-continuous
map. Then, for a given time step ∆t > 0, we can associate the discrete-time dynamical system

x+ = F (x̄) := x̄+

∫ ∆t

0
g0(x(s; x̄)) ds,

using the integral representation of the solution x(·, x̄) emanating from the (current) state x̄ ∈ Ω
tacitly assuming that the solution x(s; x̄) exists on the time interval [0,∆t]. We point out that the
imposed regularity assumption infx∈Ω |detDF (x)| > 0 automatically holds for a sufficiently small
time step ∆t.

The linear Koopman operator K : Cb(Ξ) → Cb(Ω) associated with the system Equation (DS) maps
functions (so-called observables) in Cb(Ξ) to functions in Cb(Ω) along the flow of the system and is
defined by

(Kf)(x) = f(F (x)) ∀ f ∈ Cb(Ξ), x ∈ Ω,

or, for short, Kf = f ◦ F .

2.1. Kernel EDMD (kEDMD). Let k : Rn × Rn → R be a continuous strictly positive-definite
symmetric kernel, i.e., for any set of pairwise distinct data points

X = {x1, . . . , xd} ⊂ Rn, (1)

the symmetric kernel matrix (k(xi, xj))
d
i,j=1 is positive definite2. The canonical feature ϕz of k at z ∈

Rn is defined by ϕz(x) = k(z, x), x ∈ Rn. It is well known that the linear space span{ϕz : z ∈ Rn}

1This Lipschitz condition implies the usual cone conditions for interpolation estimates with reproducing kernel Hilbert
spaces, cf. [20, Appendix A].

2In the literature, a positive definite kernel is defined by positive semi-definiteness of the kernel matrices. Since we require
these matrices to be invertible, we added the term strictly.
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extends by completion to a Hilbert space H of functions, the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS)
or simply native space associated with (or generated by) the kernel k, see, e.g., [32, Theorem 2.14].
Continuity of the kernel is inherited by the functions in H so that f |Ω ∈ Cb(Ω) holds for all f ∈ H. For
all functions f ∈ H, we have the reproducing property

f(x) = ⟨f, ϕx⟩ ∀x ∈ Rn. (2)

We provide an example of popular radially symmetric kernels with compact support.

Example 2.2 (RKHS H generated by Wendland kernels: NΦn,k
). The Wendland radial basis function

(RBF) Φn,k : Rn → R of smoothness degree k ∈ N0 is defined by

Φn,k(x) := ϕn,k(∥x∥) with ϕn,k(r) =

{
pn,k(r), 0 ≤ r ≤ 1,

0, 1 < r,

where pn,k is an univariate polynomial of degree
⌊
n
2

⌋
+ 3k + 1 and ϕn,k ∈ C2k([0,∞),R), see [46,

Theorem 9.13]. The Wendland RBF Φn,k induces the kernel kn,k given by kn,k(x, y) = Φn,k(∥x− y∥)
for x, y ∈ Rn. By NΦn,k

(O), we denote the native space corresponding to the RKHS H generated by
the Wendland kernel on any bounded open domain O ⊂ Rn with Lipschitz boundary. Here, denoting
by Hs(O) the L2-Sobolev space of regularity order s on O, we have the identity

NΦn,k
(O) = Hσn,k(O) with σn,k :=

n+ 1

2
+ k (3)

with equivalent norms, see e.g. [46, Corollary 10.48] for integer Sobolev orders or [20, Theorem 4.1]
for fractional Sobolev orders orders.

To obtain error estimates with finitely many data points, in the following we assume that the set Ω
is bounded. Moreover, we assume forward invariance of Ω w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS) in order
to keep the presentation technically simple. In view of the stability analysis of the subsequent sections,
we point out that this seemingly restrictive assumption holds on a suitably chosen sublevel set of the
considered Lyapunov function. For a detailed treatment of the case Ξ = F (Ω) ̸⊂ Ω, we refer to [20].

A key ingredient to show bounds on the approximation error for kernel-based approximations of
the Koopman operator is that the considered RKHS H is invariant w.r.t. the Koopman operator K :
Cb(Ω) → Cb(Ω), i.e.,

KH ⊂ H. (4)

This assumption was verified for Wendland kernels (as introduced in Example 2.2) in [20, Section 4.2].
To this end, the authors leverage that these native spaces coincide with fractional Sobolev spaces with
equivalent norms, cf. identity Equation (3). We note that the same also applies for Matérn kernels, as
illustrated in Remark 2.6. However, we emphasize that assuming the invariance Equation (4) may, in
general, lead to severe restrictions, e.g., implying affine-linear dynamics Equation (DS) as rigorously
shown for the RKHS H generated by Gaussian kernels in [8].

Before introducing kernel-based approximations of the Koopman operator, we briefly note an im-
portant consequence of the reproducing property Equation (2) for the Koopman operator: A point
x∗ ∈ Ω is an equilibrium of the dynamics Equation (DS) if and only if (Kf)(x∗) = f(x∗) for all
f ∈ H. Indeed, sufficiency is trivial by definition of the Koopman operator. For necessity, assume that
(Kf)(x∗) = f(x∗) for all f ∈ H. Then, for all f ∈ H we have

⟨f, ϕF (x∗)⟩ = f(F (x∗)) = (Kf)(x∗) = f(x∗) = ⟨f, ϕx∗⟩

and, thus, ϕF (x∗) = ϕx∗ . The strict positive definiteness of the kernel k then implies F (x∗) = x∗, i.e.,
that x∗ is an equilibrium of Equation (DS).
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Next, we briefly recap kernel extended dynamic mode decomposition (kEDMD) as an advanced tool
to approximate the Koopman operator from data and refer to [15, 50] and [20, Section 3.2] for further
details. For the set of pairwise distinct data points X given by Equation (1), we set

VX = span{ϕx1 , . . . , ϕxd
},

where ϕxi = k(xi, ·), i ∈ [1 : d]. Further, let PX denote the orthogonal projection in H onto VX , i.e.,
for given f ∈ H, the function PX f solves the regression problem

min
g∈VX

∥f − g∥2H, (5)

cf. [20]. Hence, g∗ ∈ VX is the solution of Equation (5) if and only if g∗ = PX f . Further, it may
be easily seen that Equation (5) is equivalent to ming∈VX

∑d
i=1 |f(xi) − g(xi)|2. Note that PX f for

f ∈ H is in fact the interpolation of f at the points in X in the sense that PX f is the unique function in
VX which coincides with f at all data points in X . Then, as proven in [20, Proposition 3.2], a kEDMD
approximant of the Koopman operator K on H is given by

K̂ = PXK. (6)

Now, letting fZ := [f(z1), . . . , f(zd)]
⊤ for a set Z = {z1, . . . , zd}, the approximant K̂f of Kf may

be written as
K̂f = PXKf = PX (f ◦ F ) = f⊤F (X )K

−1
X kX , (7)

where
kX = [ϕx1 , . . . , ϕxd

]⊤ and KX = (k(xi, xj))
d
i,j=1.

In fact, the kEDMD regression solution is PXK|VX , which is a linear map from the finite-dimensional
space VX into itself. Correspondingly, kEDMD may also be understood as a method for approximating
the Koopman operator by finite-rank operators with range in VX despite the Koopman operator acting
on an infinite-dimensional function space.

We close this subsection by relating the above approximation Equation (6) to another kernel-based
surrogate of the Koopman operator.

Remark 2.3. In [20], another approximant of K has been defined by K̃ = PXKPX . The key difference
is the following: For the computation of K̂f , the observable f ∈ H has to be propagated by the flow, i.e.,
we require data samples (f(xi), f(F (xi)), i ∈ [1 : d]. In contrast, for the computation of the alternative
surrogate K̃f , the canonical features at the data sites, i.e., ϕxi , i ∈ [1 : d], have to be propagated and
the observable f only has to be interpolated, i.e., measurements f(F (xi)) are not necessary. We refer
the interested reader to [20] for a detailed discussion of the pros and cons. Moreover, we provide a
collection of results on the surrogate arising from the approximant K̃ in Appendix A, which correspond
to those that we will derive for K̂ in the sequel.

2.2. Approximation error for regularized kEDMD: uniform bounds. In this section, we extend
recently proposed uniform error bounds for the approximant K̂ in the operator norm ∥ · ∥H→Cb(Ω) to
regularized kEDMD. Hereby, we focus on Wendland kernels generating the RKHS NΦn,k

(Ω) (cf. Ex-
ample 2.2), analogously to [20], and refer to Remark 2.6 for a discussion on a potential alternative.

If the size of the data set X is large, the evaluation of Equation (7) may lead to numerical insta-
bilities as the kernel matrix KX is typically badly conditioned. For this reason, one often regularizes
kernel-based interpolation problems of the form Equation (5). More precisely, the regression problem
is endowed by a regularization term, i.e.,

Rλ
X f := argmin

g∈VX

d∑
i=1

|f(xi)− g(xi)|2 + λ∥g∥2NΦn,k
(Ω),
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where λ ≥ 0 is the regularization parameter. Clearly, R0
X = PX and it can be easily verified that the

solution operator Rλ
X , λ ≥ 0, is linear and satisfies

Rλ
X f = f⊤X (KX + λI)−1kX , f ∈ NΦn,k

(Ω).

However, while PX is a projection, the operator Rλ
X , λ > 0, is not. Nevertheless, as it is proved in

Proposition B.1, Rλ
X , λ ≥ 0, shares with PX that it is self-adjoint and positive semi-definite as an

operator on NΦn,k
(Ω). Moreover, Rλ

X , λ ≥ 0, commutes with PX . For regularized kEDMD, we define
the following approximant of the Koopman operator:

K̂λf = f⊤F (X )(KX + λI)−1kX , (8)

where λ ≥ 0. It is not hard to see that K̂λ = Rλ
XK. Moreover, the approximation Equation (6) is

recovered for λ = 0, that is, K̂0 = K̂
The next theorem provides a novel bound on the approximation error. This result extends the previous

work [20] which considered the case λ = 0, i.e., non-regularized interpolation. For a data set X ⊂ Ω
as in Equation (1), we denote the fill distance by

hX := sup
x∈Ω

dist(x,X )

using the Euclidean norm ∥ · ∥ as the metric for the distance operator.

Theorem 2.4. Let k ≥ 1, λ ≥ 0 and F ∈ C
⌈σn,k⌉
b (Ω;Rn). Then there are constantsC, h0 > 0 such that

for any finite set X = {xi}di=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0 and for all λ ≥ 0, f ∈ NΦn,k
(Ω)

and x ∈ Ω we have

|(Kf)(x)− (K̂λf)(x)| ≤ C
(
h
k+1/2
X +

√
λ
)
∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω).

We require an auxiliary result based on [47, Proposition 3.6] to prove Theorem 2.4.

Lemma 2.5. Let k ∈ N. Then there are constants C, h0 > 0 such that for every finite set X =

{xj}dj=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0 and all multiindices α ∈ Nn
0 , |α| ≤ k− (−1)n+1

2 , we have
for all λ ≥ 0, f ∈ NΦn,k

(Ω) and x ∈ Ω∣∣Dαf(x)−Dα(Rλ
X f)(x)

∣∣ ≤ C
(
h
k+1/2−|α|
X + h

−|α|
X

√
λ
)
∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω).

In particular, for α = 0,

|f(x)−Rλ
X f(x)| ≤ C

(
h
k+1/2
X +

√
λ
)
∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω) ∀ f ∈ NΦn,k
(Ω), x ∈ Ω. (9)

Proof. The result [47, Proposition 3.6] states that if τ = ℓ + s with ℓ ∈ N, ℓ > n/2, s ∈ (0, 1], and
0 ≤ j < ℓ− n/2, then for f ∈ Hτ (Ω) we have

|f −Rλ
X f |W j,∞(Ω) ≤ C

(
h
τ−j−n/2
X + h−j

X
√
λ
)
∥f∥Hτ (Ω),

where | · |W j,∞(Ω) is the semi-norm |u|W j,∞(Ω) = sup|α|=j ∥Dαu∥L∞(Ω).

Let us choose τ = σn,k = n+1
2 + k. If n is odd, we have to set ℓ = τ and s = 0. Then ℓ − n/2 =

k + 1/2 so that, if |α| ≤ k, setting j = |α| is possible. Hence, τ − j − n/2 = k + 1/2− |α|, and the
desired estimate follows. On the other hand, if n is even, then ℓ = k + n/2 and s = 1/2 so that only
0 ≤ j ≤ k − 1 is allowed. Hence, if |α| ≤ k − 1, the result follows. □

Proof of Theorem 2.4. The proof of the theorem follows the lines of that of [20, Theorem 5.2] together
with Lemma 2.5. □

We conclude this section with a remark on alternative choices of kernels.



KERNEL-BASED KOOPMAN APPROXIMANTS FOR CONTROL 7

Remark 2.6. It is well known that the native space of the Matérn kernel

k(x, y) =
21−ν−n/2

πν/2Γ(ν)σ2ν−n

(
σ∥x− y∥

)ν−n/2
Kν−n/2

(
σ∥x− y∥

)
, x, y ∈ Rn

is the Sobolev space Hν(Rn), cf. [7, Example 5.7]. Here, Γ is the gamma function, Kq the modified
Bessel function of the second kind, and σ > 0, ν ∈ N, ν > n/2. Since (under suitable regularity
properties of the flow) Sobolev spaces are invariant under the Koopman operator, a similar result as
Theorem 2.4 holds for kEDMD.

2.3. Data-driven surrogate dynamics. In what follows, we propose a Koopman-based surrogate
model for the dynamics Equation (DS). For this, let ψj ∈ NΦn,k

(Ω), j ∈ [1 : M ], be observables such
that the map Ψ = [ψ1, . . . , ψM ]⊤ ∈ NΦn,k

(Ω)M has a left inverse Υ : RM → Rn, i.e., Υ(Ψ(x)) = x
for x ∈ Ω, with modulus of continuity ωΥ ∈ K . Note that continuity and injectivity of Ψ imply
M ≥ n. This follows, for example, from the Borsuk-Ulam theorem, see, e.g., [42, Theorem V.8.9].

Remark 2.7. If ψi(x) = xi for i ∈ [1 : n], then Υ : RM → Rn can be chosen such that ωΥ(r) = r.
Indeed, if x ∈ Rn and y ∈ RM−n, set Υ(x, y) = x. Then Υ(Ψ(x)) = x for x ∈ Ω and ∥Υ(x, y) −
Υ(x̄, ȳ)∥ = ∥x− x̄∥ ≤ ∥(x, y)− (x̄, ȳ)∥.

Since the right-hand side of the dynamics Equation (DS) satisfies

F (x) = Υ(Ψ(F (x))) = Υ
([
Kψ1(x), . . . ,KψM (x)

]⊤)
,

we may define a data-driven surrogate model by

x+ = F̂λ(x) = Υ
([
K̂λψ1(x), . . . , K̂λψM (x)

]⊤)
= Υ

(
Ψ⊤

F (X )(KX + λI)−1kX (x)
)

(10)

with ΨZ = [Ψ(z1), . . . ,Ψ(zd)]
⊤ ∈ Rd×M , where we utilize the approximation K̂λ, λ ≥ 0, of the

Koopman operator provided in Equation (8). We note that if the flow map F can be evaluated directly,
one may choose Ψ = Υ = id.

The following result provides an error bound on this approximation by means of the fill distance and
the regularization parameter. To this end, set

∥Ψ∥NΦn,k
(Ω)M :=

(∑M

j=1
∥ψj∥2NΦn,k

(Ω)

)1/2
.

Corollary 2.8. Let k ≥ 1 and F ∈ C
⌈σn,k⌉
b (Ω;Rn). Then there are constants C, h0 > 0 such that for

any finite set X = {xi}di=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0 and λ ≥ 0 we have

∥F (x)− F̂λ(x)∥ ≤ ωΥ

(
C
(
h
k+1/2
X +

√
λ
)
∥Ψ∥N l

Φn,k
(Ω)

)
∀x ∈ Ω (11)

Proof. Making use of Theorem 2.4, we compute

∥F (x)− F̂λ(x)∥ =
∥∥Υ([

Kψ1(x), . . . ,KψM (x)
]⊤)−Υ

([
K̂λψ1(x), . . . , K̂λψM (x)

]⊤)∥∥
≤ ωΥ

(∥∥[Kψ1(x)− K̂λψ1(x), . . . ,KψM (x)− K̂λψM (x)
]∥∥)

= ωΥ

([ M∑
j=1

∣∣Kψj(x)− K̂λψj(x)
∣∣2]1/2)

≤ ωΥ

(
C
(
h
k+1/2
X +

√
λ
)[ M∑

j=1

∥ψj∥2NΦn,k
(Ω)

]1/2)
,

which yields the claim. □
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3. DATA-DRIVEN SURROGATES: LYAPUNOV STABILITY

In this part, we provide our first main result. We provide sufficient conditions that ensure transfer-
ability of stability results from the original dynamics to the data-driven surrogate and vice versa. To be
more precise, we show that asymptotic stability of the dynamical system Equation (DS), certified by a
Lyapunov function V with modulus of continuity ωV , implies semi-global practical asymptotic stability
of the kEDMD surrogate model given by Equation (10) and vice versa. Furthermore, under some com-
patibility assumptions on the Lyapunov function, semi-global asymptotic stability is even preserved for
the unregularized surrogate, i.e., F̂λ with λ = 0.

To keep the presentation technically simple(r), in the following we consider the unregularized data-
driven surrogate dynamics

x+ = F̂ (x) := F̂0(x) (12)

as defined in Equation (10) and provide the details for the regularized surrogate dynamics, i.e., F̂λ

with λ > 0, in subsequent comments. Due to the relation K̂0 = K̂, this corresponds to vanilla kernel
EDMD Equation (6).

An important ingredient for the subsequent stability analysis is that equilibria are preserved in the
data-driven surrogate models if they are contained in the set X of data points. We recall that a state
x∗ ∈ Ω is called an equilibrium of the dynamics Equation (DS) if F (x∗) = x∗.

Proposition 3.1. A data point x∗ ∈ X is an equilibrium of the dynamics Equation (DS) if and only if it
is an equilibrium of the surrogate dynamics Equation (12).

Proof. For each k ∈ [1 : d], we have

Ψ⊤
F (X )K

−1
X kX (xk) = Ψ⊤

F (X )K
−1
X KX ek = Ψ⊤

F (X )ek = Ψ(F (xk))

Applying Υ, the left inverse of Ψ, to both sides of this equation yields F̂ (xk) = F (xk) for all k ∈ [1 :

d]. Thus, as x∗ ∈ X , we have F (x∗) = F̂ (x∗) which implies the claim. □

We point out that the relation of Proposition 3.1 above is only approximately preserved when con-
sidering regularized kEDMD Equation (10) with a regularization parameter λ > 0. More precisely, in
view of the implicit function theorem, the data-driven surrogate has an equilibrium in a neighborhood
of the original model’s equilibrium and the size of this neighborhood is proportional to λ.

We now provide the fundamentals for our subsequent analysis, that is, the notion of a Lyapunov
function and (practical) asymptotic stability, as well as a standard result from Lyapunov stability theory.

Definition 3.2. Consider the discrete-time dynamical system Equation (DS) on the set Ω. Let Y ⊂ Ω
be a forward invariant set w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS) containing the equilibrium x∗ = F (x∗) in
its interior int(Y ). Then, we have the following definitions:

(i) The equilibrium x∗ is said to be asymptotically stable with domain of attraction Y if there exists
β ∈ KL such that

∥Fn(x)− Fn(x∗)∥ ≤ β(∥x− x∗∥, n) for all x ∈ Y and n ∈ N0. (13)

(ii) Let, in addition, a set P ⊂ Y be given that is forward invariant w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS).
The origin is called P -practically asymptotically stable on Y if there exists β ∈ KL such that, for all
x ∈ Y and n ∈ N0, either the inclusion Fn(x) ∈ P or inequality Equation (13) holds.

Asymptotic stability can be characterized by means of Lyapunov functions, see, e.g., [11] and the
references therein.
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Definition 3.3. A continuous function V : Y ⊂ Ω → R≥0 is said to be a Lyapunov function w.r.t.
the dynamics Equation (DS) and the equilibrium x∗ = F (x∗) ∈ Y if there exist α1, α2 ∈ K∞ and
αV ∈ K such that

α1(∥x− x∗∥) ≤ V (x) ≤ α2(∥x− x∗∥) ∀x ∈ Y (14)
and the Lyapunov decrease condition given by the inequality

V (F (x)) ≤ V (x)− αV (∥x− x∗∥) (15)

holds for all x ∈ Y with F (x) ∈ Y .

The following proposition is assembled from [10, Theorem 2.19 and 2.20].

Proposition 3.4. Let the sets P, Y ⊂ Ω satisfying P ⊂ Y be forward invariant w.r.t. the dynam-
ics Equation (DS) with equilibrium x∗ ∈ int(P ). If V is a Lyapunov function in accordance to Defi-
nition 3.3, the equilibrium x∗ is asymptotically stable on Y . Alternatively, if V is a Lyapunov function
satisfying the decrease condition Equation (15) on S = Y \P , x∗ is P -practically asymptotically stable
on Y .

3.1. Inheritance of stability properties. Next, invoking the novel approximation bound of Theo-
rem 2.4 and the respective error estimate on the data-driven surrogate dynamics Equation (12), we
present our first main result, i.e., that a Lyapunov function (and, thus, asymptotic stability) of the dy-
namics Equation (DS) implies practical asymptotic stability w.r.t. Equation (12) and vice versa. Herein,
the practical region P can be rendered to be an arbitrary small neighbourhood of the equilibrium if the
fill distance hX is sufficiently small.

Theorem 3.5 (Practical asymptotic stability). Let x∗ ∈ X be an equilibrium w.r.t. the dynamics Equa-
tion (DS) given by F ∈ C⌈σn,k⌉

b (Ω;Rn) with k ≥ 1 and, thus, also of the data-driven surrogate Equa-
tion (12) represented by F̂ .3 Here, we assume that ψi(x) = xi for i ∈ [1 : n]. Furthermore, let
the function V : Ω → R≥0 admit a modulus of continuity ωV ∈ K , and define the sublevel set
V −1(cΩ) := {x ∈ Ω | V (x) ≤ cΩ}, where cΩ > 0 is chosen such that V −1(cΩ) ⊂ Ω is closed. Then,
the following two statements hold:

(i) Let V be a Lyapunov function w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS) on Ω and assume4 that the
decrease condition Equation (15) holds for all x ∈ V −1(cΩ), which renders this (bounded ) set
forward-invariant w.r.t. Equation (DS).
Then, x∗ is practically asymptotically stable w.r.t. Equation (12) in the sense that, for every ε >
0, the practical region P can be chosen as a subset of the ε-ball Bε(x

∗) if the fill distance hX
is sufficiently small.

(ii) The statement (i) holds upon switching the roles of F and F̂ , i.e., the existence of a Lyapunov
function w.r.t. the data-driven surrogate dynamics Equation (12) implies practical asymptotic
stability w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS).

Proof. We begin with assertion (i). Hence, let V be a Lyapunov function w.r.t. the dynamics Equa-
tion (DS). Since ψi(x) = xi for i ∈ [1 : n], it follows that Υ can be chosen such that ωΥ(r) = r, cf.
Remark 2.7. Then, for all x ∈ Y := V −1(cΩ), we have

V (F̂ (x)) =
[
V (F̂ (x))− V (F (x))

]
+ V (F (x))

Equation (15)
≤ ωV (∥F̂ (x)− F (x)∥) + V (x)− αV (∥x− x∗∥)

3See Proposition 3.1.
4This assumption can be ensured by decreasing the level cΩ of the chosen sublevel set V −1(cΩ).
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Corollary 2.8
≤

[
ωV (C̄h

k+1/2
X )− sαV (∥x− x∗∥)

]
+ V (x)− (1− s)αV (∥x∥)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=α̂(∥x−x∗∥)

, (16)

where α̂ ∈ K , s ∈ (0, 1), and C̄ := C∥Ψ∥NM
Φn,k(Ω) with C > 0 from Corollary 2.8. Hence, if the

inequality

ωV (C̄h
k+1/2
X ) ≤ sαV (∥x− x∗∥) (17)

holds, we have a Lyapunov-decrease inequality of the form Equation (15) along the data-driven surro-
gate dynamics Equation (12).

Next, assume w.l.o.g. that ε ∈ (0, α−1
2 (cΩ)] such that Bε(x

∗) ⊂ V −1(cΩ). Indeed, if x ∈ Bε(x
∗),

then ∥x − x∗∥ ≤ α−1
2 (cΩ) and, thus, α2(∥x − x∗∥) ≤ cΩ. Consequently, x is an element of V −1(cΩ)

in view of the second inequality in Equation (14).
We now construct a forward invariant set P ⊂ Bε(x

∗) such that Equation (17) holds on Y \ P . This
then implies the claim due to Proposition 3.4. To this end, let cε > 0 such that P := V −1(cε) ⊂ Bε(x

∗)
holds and choose η > 0 small enough to ensure the inclusion

F̂ (Bη(x
∗)) := {F̂ (x) : x ∈ Bη(x

∗)} ⊂ P (18)

using F̂ (x∗) = x∗, the continuity of the map F̂ and Condition (14) for the Lyapunov function V . Then,
choose cη > 0 maximal such that the inclusion V −1(cη) ⊂ Bη(x

∗) holds. By definition, for every
x ∈ V −1(cη), we have x ∈ Bη(x

∗) and, thus, F̂ (x) ∈ V −1(cε), i.e., V (F̂ (x)) ≤ cε. Thus, also
F̂ (x) ∈ Bε(x

∗).
Finally, for every x ∈ V −1([cη, cΩ]) = {x ∈ Rn : cη ≤ V (x) ≤ cΩ}, choosing the fill distance hX

sufficiently small5, we get forward invariance of the set P and the required Lyapunov decrease on
S := Y \ P showing that x∗ is practically asymptotically stable with the practical region P contained
in the desired ε-ball.

To complete the proof, we show assertion (ii). If V is a Lyapunov function for the data-driven
surrogate dynamics Equation (12), the proof follows analogously as in the previous case (i) with F
instead of F̂ . □

We conclude this subsection by providing two extensions of this result.

Remark 3.6. (a) In principle, we could have shown semi-global (practical) asymptotic stability. To
this end, one needs a global Lyapunov function V : Rn → R≥0. Then, for a given compact set K,
we determine a sublevel set Y large enough such that the inclusion K ⊂ Y holds using that V is
proper due to Equation (14). Then, we set Ω such that Y ⊂ Ω and generate the respective data-driven
surrogate model.

(b) Moreover, the results can be directly transferred to the dynamics F̂λ defined in Equation (10),
resulting from the regularized regression problem, that is, with λ > 0. The only change in the proof is
the choice of η such that the inclusion Equation (18) holds. Here, the regularization parameter has to
be chosen sufficiently small such that the equilibrium x∗ of the dynamics F is almost preserved, i.e.,
such that the inclusion still holds for the desired precision ε.

3.2. Proportional bounds and asymptotic stability. In this part, we provide conditions under which
asymptotic stability is preserved. To this end, we first present novel proportional bounds on the approx-
imation error extending previous results from [4, 43], where comparable bounds were obtained under

5Recall that ωV ∈ K is strictly increasing. Then, for instance, a fill distance hX satisfying h
k+1/2
X ≤

ω−1
V (sαV (∥δ∥))C̄−1D−1 with δ > 0 such that Bδ(x

∗) ⊂ V −1(cη) and D satisfying V −1(cΩ) ⊂ BD(x∗) suffices.
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additional assumptions in order to cover the projection error and which only hold with a certain prob-
ability. To this end, we refine Theorem 2.4 to reflect the objective of stabilization by means of propor-
tionality of the right-hand side when approaching the equilibrium. Then, assuming some compatibility
condition linking the modulus of continuity ωV and the Lyapunov decrease condition Equation (15),
we show that asymptotic stability is preserved for the data-driven surrogate model and vice versa.

To this end, a central ingredient will be an inequality controlling the error in the neighborhood of a
considered equilibrium x∗ ∈ X (i.e., F (x∗) = x∗) of the form

∥F (x)− F̂ (x)∥ ≤ ωΥ(ε∥x− x∗∥) ∀x ∈ Ω, (19)

with F̂ defined in Equation (12), where ε > 0 may be rendered arbitrarily small by using more data
points and ωΥ denotes the modulus of continuity of the left-inverse Υ of Ψ.

In view of the desired bound Equation (19), observe that the previously established estimate of
Corollary 2.8 is sub-optimal in the case λ = 0: For data points x ∈ X , the left-hand side in the estimate
Equation (11) vanishes while the right-hand side remains constant. Thus, the next theorem improves
the error bounds of Corollary 2.8 by including a dependence on the distance to the data set in the upper
bound. In its proof and in the sequel, we work with the spaces of continuous and bounded functions
with continuous and bounded derivatives defined as follows. For s ∈ N, we consider the space Cs

b (Ω)

of continuous functions f : Ω → R for which Dαf is bounded on Ω for all multiindices α ∈ Nd
0,

|α| ≤ s, endowed with the norm

∥f∥Cs
b (Ω) :=

∑
|α|≤s

sup
x∈Ω

|Dαf(x)| =
∑
|α|≤s

∥Dαf∥Cb(Ω).

Theorem 3.7 (Proportional error bounds). Assume that k ≥ 1 + (−1)n+1
2 . Then, there exist constants

C, h0 > 0 such that, for every set X = {xj}dj=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points satisfying the condition hX ≤ h0,
we have ∣∣f(x)− (PX f)(x)

∣∣ ≤ Ch
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω) ∀ f ∈ NΦn,k
(Ω), x ∈ Ω.

Further, if additionally F ∈ C
⌈σn,k⌉
b (Ω;Rn) holds for the dynamics Equation (DS), there are constants

C, h0 > 0 such that, for any finite set X = {xi}di=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0, we have

|(Kf)(x)− (K̂f)(x)| ≤ Ch
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω) ∀f ∈ NΦn,k
(Ω), x ∈ Ω.

Proof. We begin with the proof of the first inequality w.r.t. interpolation errors. For given f ∈ NΦn,k
(Ω),

we define the error function by ef (x) := f(x) − (PX f)(x), x ∈ Ω. Since k ≥ 1, it follows from
Sobolev’s embedding theorem (see, e.g., [1, Theorem 4.12]) that NΦn,k

(Ω) = Hσn,k(Ω) ⊂ C1
b (Ω) and

hence ef ∈ C1
b (Ω). For arbitrary j ∈ [1 : d], we infer

|ef (x)| = |ef (x)− ef (xj)| ≤
(
sup
z∈Ω

∥∇ef (z)∥
)
· ∥x− xj∥.

As this holds for all j ∈ [1 : d], we conclude |ef (x)| ≤ (supz∈Ω ∥∇ef (z)∥) dist(x,X ). Now, from
Lemma 2.5 with λ = 0 and |α| = 1 corresponding to all first derivatives, we obtain

∥∇ef (z)∥2 =
n∑

i=1

|∂ief (z)|2 ≤ nC2h2k−1
X ∥f∥2NΦn,k

(Ω)

for all z ∈ Ω. The claim follows after redefining C :=
√
nC.

Next, we show the second claim. Due to [20, Theorem 4.2], F ∈ C
⌈σn,k⌉
b (Ω;Rn) implies the in-

variance of the native space NΦn,k
(Ω) under the Koopman operator K, and the restricted operator
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K : NΦn,k
(Ω) → NΦn,k

(Ω) is bounded. Therefore, for f ∈ NΦn,k
(Ω) and x ∈ Ω, we may use the just

established result to estimate

|(Kf)(x)− (K̂f)(x)| = |(Kf)(x)− (PXKf)(x)| ≤ Ch
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥Kf∥NΦn,k

≤ C∥K∥NΦn,k
→NΦn,k

h
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥f∥NΦn,k

,

which proves the claim. □

We now provide a proportional error bound for the surrogate dynamics Equation (12) as claimed in
Equation (19).

Corollary 3.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.7, there are constants C, h0 > 0 such that for any
finite set X = {xi}di=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0 we have

∥F (x)− F̂ (x)∥ ≤ ωΥ

(
Ch

k−1/2
X ∥Ψ∥NΦn,k

(Ω)M dist(x,X )
)
.

In particular, for any x∗ ∈ X ,

∥F (x)− F̂ (x)∥ ≤ ωΥ

(
Ch

k−1/2
X ∥Ψ∥NΦn,k

(Ω)M ∥x− x∗∥
)
.

Proof. The first claim follows from the proof of Corollary 2.8 using Theorem 3.7 in the second-last
estimate. The second claim follows directly from the definition of the distance. □

Next, we leverage the derived proportional bounds on the approximation error in order to show
that asymptotic stability is preserved provided that either a compatibility condition is satisfied or the
Lyapunov function is given some norm.

Theorem 3.9 (Asymptotic stability). Let x∗ ∈ X be an equilibrium w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS)
given by F ∈ C⌈σn,k⌉

b (Ω;Rn) with k ≥ 1 and, thus, also of the data-driven surrogate Equation (10)
represented by F̂ .6 Here, we assume that ψi(x) = xi for i ∈ [1 : n]. Furthermore, assume that one of
the following conditions on the function V : Ω → R≥0 hold:

(a) V has a modulus of continuity ωV ∈ K satisfying the compatibility condition7

lim sup
r↘0

ωV (r)

αV (r)
<∞. (20)

(b) V (x) = ∥x− x∗∥p for some p ∈ N, and (20) with ωV (r) = rp.

Further, we define the sublevel set V −1(cΩ) := {x ∈ Rn | V (x) ≤ cΩ}, where cΩ > 0 is chosen such
that V −1(cΩ) ⊂ Ω is closed. Then, the following two statements hold.

(i) Let V be a Lyapunov function w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS) on Ω such that the decrease
condition Equation (15) holds for all x ∈ V −1(cΩ), which renders V −1(cΩ) forward-invariant.
Then, the equilibrium x∗ is asymptotically stable w.r.t. the data-driven surrogate Equation (10)
for sufficiently-small fill distance hX .

(ii) The statement of assertion (i) holds upon switching the roles of F and F̂ , i.e., the existence of a
Lyapunov function w.r.t. the data-driven surrogate dynamics Equation (10) implies asymptotic
stability w.r.t. the dynamics Equation (DS) meaning that asymptotic stability is preserved.

6See Proposition 3.1.
7In case αV is not some m-times continuously differentiable with α

(m)
V (0) ̸= 0, one may to replace Equation (20) with

the more general condition ∃ε > 0 : lim supr↘0
ωV (εr)
αV (r)

< 1.
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Proof. We begin with assertion (i). Hence, let V be a Lyapunov function w.r.t. the dynamics Equa-
tion (DS) satisfying (a). We proceed along the lines of the proof of Theorem 3.5. Using the compatibil-
ity condition Equation (20) and the proportional bound of Corollary 3.8 in the estimate (16), we arrive
at a counterpart of inequality Equation (17) with proportional left-hand side, i.e.,

ωV (C̄h
k−1/2
X ∥x− x∗∥) ≤ sαV (∥x− x∗∥)

holds for all x ∈ V −1(cΩ) for sufficiently small fill distance. This allows to infer asymptotic stability
of the equilibrium x∗ w.r.t. the data-driven surrogate dynamics Equation (10) using Proposition 3.4.

Let us now assume that (b) is satisfied. Then,

V (F̂ (x)) = V (F̂ (x)− F (x) + F (x)) = ∥F̂ (x)− F (x) + F (x)− x∗∥p

≤ (∥F̂ (x)− F (x)∥+ ∥F (x)− x∗∥)p

=

p∑
j=0

(
p

j

)
∥F̂ (x)− F (x)∥p−j∥F (x)− x∗∥j .

≤ ∥F (x)− x∗∥p +
p−1∑
j=0

(
p

j

)(
Ch

k−1/2
X ∥x− x∗∥

)p−j
max
ξ∈Ω

∥F ′(ξ)∥j∥x− x∗∥j

= V (F (x)) +

p−1∑
j=0

(
p

j

)
Cp−jh

(k−1/2)(p−j)
X max

ξ∈Ω
∥F ′(ξ)∥j∥x− x∗∥p

≤ V (x)− αV (∥x− x∗∥) + h
k−1/2
X

(
C +max

ξ∈Ω
∥F ′(ξ)∥

)p
∥x− x∗∥p

≤ V (x)− (1− s)αV (∥x− x∗∥) + h
k−1/2
X C̄p∥x− x∗∥p − sαV (∥x− x∗∥),

where C̄ = C + maxξ∈Ω ∥F ′(ξ)∥ and s ∈ (0, 1). Thus, due to Equation (20) with ωV (r) = rp, the
assertion holds for sufficiently small fill distances hX . □

3.3. Example and numerical simulations. In this subsection, we illustrate our findings by means of
an instructive example. Consider the nonlinear discrete-time system from [21] given by

x+ = F (x) :=
1

8

(
∥x∥2 − 1 −1

1 ∥x∥2 − 1

)
x (21)

with state x = (x1, x2)
⊤ in the compact set Ω = [−2, 2]2. We show that V (x) = ∥x∥2 is a quadratic

Lyapunov function on Ω for Equation (21) w.r.t. the equilibrium x∗ = 0, see also [21]. As we only have
to verify the Lyapunov decrease condition Equation (15), we first compute

V (F (x)) =
1

64

[
1 + (∥x∥2 − 1)2

]
∥x∥2 = V (x) +

1

64

[
− 63 + (∥x∥2 − 1)2

]
∥x∥2.

Since ∥x∥2 ≤ 8 holds for all x ∈ Ω = [−2, 2]2, we have (∥x∥2 − 1)2 ≤ 49 on Ω and, thus, the desired
Lyapunov decrease condition Equation (15) given by

V (F (x)) ≤ V (x)− 7

32
∥x∥2 = V (x)− αV (∥x− x∗∥) (22)

with αV (r) = 7r2/32 on Ω.
We use the coordinate maps ψi(x) = xi, i ∈ {1, 2}, as observables in Equation (10) and set the

smoothness degree of the Wendland kernels to k = 1. As the Lyapunov function is given by the Eu-
clidean norm, we can directly apply Theorem 3.9 using assumption (b) to conclude asymptotic stability
of the data-driven surrogate dynamics Equation (12) and vice versa, nicely illustrating the suitability of
the proposed data-driven surrogate dynamics Equation (12) for stability-related tasks. Correspondingly,
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when approximating F by means of a regularized surrogate, that is Equation (10) with λ > 0, we may
apply Theorem 3.5 (and the comments thereafter) to deduce practical asymptotic stability.

To validate our findings, we conduct numerical computations using a uniform grid X = δZ2 ∩ Ω
with mesh size δ > 0 leading to a fill distance hX = 2−1/2δ. In addition, we consider a grid consisting
of the Cartesian product of one-dimensional Chebyshev nodes.

First, in Figure 1, we inspect the one-step prediction error of the surrogate model F̂ without regu-
larization term, i.e. λ = 0. The (uniform) validation grid Xval uses the mesh size δval = 0.025 and

is given by Xval =
(
δvalZ+ δval

2

)2
∩ Ω. In the top row of Figure 1, the results for the uniform grid

with mesh size δ ∈ {0.2 · 2−i | i ∈ [0 : 2]} (and, therefore, hX ∈ {0.2 · 2−i− 1
2 | i ∈ [0 : 2]}) can be

seen. The intensity plots of the error ∥F̂ (x)− F (x)∥2 for each point x in the validation grid Xval show
that the error decreases for decreasing fill distance. The lower row of Figure 1 depicts the results for
the associated Chebyshev-based mesh with the same number of grid points d ∈ {441, 1681, 6561} as
used in the uniform grids. Again, we observe that the error decreases the more data points are chosen
(as, correspondingly, the fill distance is decreased). In particular, the choice of a Chebyshev-based grid
alleviates large errors at the boundary, as usual in interpolation. These also effect the maximum errors

FIGURE 1. Approximation error ∥F̂ (x)− F (x)∥2 for system Equation (21) with d ∈
{441, 1681, 6561} data points for a uniform (mesh sizes δ ∈ {0.2, 0.1, 0.05}; top) and
a Chebychev-based grid (bottom).

max
x∈Xval

∥F̂ (x)− F (x)∥2 that are depicted for the different numbers of data points d and validation areas

in Table 1. The closer we get to the origin of the domain, the smaller the maximal error, which indicates
the proportional decrease proven in Corollary 2.8. It can also be seen that for smaller validation areas,
i.e. the further afar the validation area is from the boundary, the better the surrogate model F̂ on the
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uniform grid performs in comparison to the Chebyshev-based grid. This is due to the construction of
the Chebyshev-based grid that has a higher density of data points towards the boundary but therefore
less data points close to the origin.

d = 441 d = 1681 d = 6561
uniform Chebyshev uniform Chebyshev uniform Chebyshev

[−2.0, 2.0]2 0.1205 0.1423 0.03770 0.00690 0.009540 0.000350
[−1.0, 1.0]2 0.0053 0.0222 0.00030 0.00111 0.000021 0.000064
[−0.5, 0.5]2 0.0007 0.0022 0.00004 0.00073 0.000001 0.000020

TABLE 1. Maximal error for one-step prediction of System Equation (21) using the
kEDMD surrogate F̂ for uniform and Chebyshev-based grid on different snippets of
the validation grid.

Next, we inspect regularized kEDMD with regularization parameter λ = 0.01. In Figure 2, we
again depict the one-step prediction errors ∥F̂λ(x) − F (x)∥2 on Ω for the Chebyshev-based grid. The
overall structure of the error is similar to what is depicted in Figure 1 without regularization. However,
the closer we get to the origin, the error is increased by about two orders of magnitude compared to
Figure 1. This is to be expected due to the additional term

√
λ in the error estimate in Corollary 2.8.

FIGURE 2. Approximation error ∥F̂λ(x) − F (x)∥2 for system Equation (21) with
d ∈ {441, 1681, 6561} data points for a Chebychev-based grid and regularization pa-
rameter λ = 0.01.

For a long-term evaluation of the errors, we choose a uniform grid X = δZ2∩Ω with δ = 0.2 ·2−3 =

0.025 to learn the surrogate dynamics F̂λ for the regularization parameters λ = 0 and λ = 0.01. For
the two initial conditions x01 = r(1, 0)⊤ and x02 = r(cos(π/4), sin(π/4))⊤ that are located on the
circle centered at the origin with radius r = 1.9 the one-step errors ∥F̂λ(x(k;x

0
j ))− F (x(k;x0j ))∥2 for

k ∈ [0 : 20] and j ∈ {1, 2} are visualized in Figure 3 in the image on the left. The difference of the one-
step errors decays along the asymptotically stable trajectory of the original dynamics, confirming the
proportional error bound Corollary 3.8 and the asymptotic stability of the surrogate model Theorem 3.9.

Lastly, we validate the Lyapunov decrease condition Equation (15), i.e., V (F̂ (x))−V (x)+αV (∥x∥) ≤
0, where the data-driven surrogate dynamics F̂ of Equation (21) are generated using the mesh size δ =
0.05. In the right plot of Figure 3, the value of −(V (F̂ (x))− V (x) +αV (∥x∥)) for x ∈ Xval is plotted
and we can observe that the decrease condition is in fact preserved as stated in Theorem 3.9.
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FIGURE 3. Left: One-step error ∥F̂λ(x(k;x
0
j )) − F (x(k;x0j ))∥2 along the trajectory

of Equation (21) for r = 1.9 and r̃ = 0.95
√
2 with different regularization parame-

ters λ. Right: Visualization of the Lyapunov decrease −(V (F̂ (x))−V (x)+αV (∥x∥))
for system Equation (21) with the kEDMD surrogate F̂ .

4. KOOPMAN APPROXIMANTS FOR CONTROL SYSTEMS

In this section, we consider the discrete-time control-affine system

x+ = f(x, u) = g0(x) +G(x)u, (23)

where x ∈ Ω ⊂ Rn and the control u is contained in a bounded set U ⊂ Rm, m ≤ n, with spanU =
Rm. Here, we assume that the maps g0 : Ω → Rn andG : Ω → Rn×m are locally Lipschitz continuous,
i.e., there exist constants Lg > 0 and LG > 0 such that

∥g0(x)− g0(y)∥ ≤ Lg∥x− y∥ and ∥G(x)−G(y)∥ ≤ LG∥x− y∥

for all x, y ∈ Ω. We furthermore assume that all entries of both g0 and G are functions in the RKHS
H = NΦn,k

(Ω) for some fixed k ∈ N. Hereby, we note that, in view of Equation (3), NΦn,k1
(Ω) ⊂

NΦn,k2
(Ω) for k1 ≥ k2.

Remark 4.1 (Continuous-time control-affine dynamics). Often, systems Equation (23) are derived from
continuous-time control-affine systems governed by the dynamics

ẋ(t) := f̃(x(t), u(t)) := g̃0(x(t)) +

m∑
i=1

ui(t)g̃i(x(t)) (24)

with locally Lipschitz-continuous maps g̃i : Ω → Rn, i ∈ [0 : m]. Analogously to the autonomous case,
see Remark 2.1, for a time step ∆t > 0 we obtain

x(∆t; x̄, u) = x̄+

∫ ∆t

0
g̃0(x(s; x̄, u)) ds+

∫ ∆t

0
G̃(x(s; x̄, u))u(s) ds,

where G̃ is defined analogously to G above – again tacitly assuming existence and uniqueness of the
solution x(·; x̄, u) on [0,∆t]. Then, assuming that the control function u is constant on the interval
(0,∆t), a Taylor-series expansion of the solution at t = 0 yields

x(∆t; x̄, u) = x̄+∆t
[
g̃0(x̄) + G̃(x̄)u

]
+O(∆t2),
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where we have invoked compactness of U and Lipschitz continuity of f(·, u) and ∂
∂xf(·, u) on Ω.

Hereby, we have identified the (constant) control functions with the respective control value u ∈ U ⊂
Rm. Thus, we obtain a discrete-time system Equation (23) up to an arbitrarily small error if the time
step ∆t is sufficiently small. This is in alignment with the theory of sampled-data systems with zero-
order hold, see, e.g., [29].

In this section, we propose a novel learning architecture to learn Koopman approximants of the
control-affine system Equation (23), that allows for flexible sampling of state-control pairs (x̄i, ūi, x̄+i )
with x̄i ∈ Ω, ūi ∈ U, and x̄+i = f(x̄i, ūi), i ∈ [1 : d]. The result of our proposed kEDMD-based
algorithm are control-affine surrogate dynamics

x+ = f̂(x, u) = ĝ0(x) + Ĝ(x)u (25)

using regression and interpolation in Wendland native spaces. In Theorem 4.3, we prove a uniform
bound on the approximation error ∥f(x, u)−f̂(x, u)∥, similarly as in Corollary 2.8 for the approximants
F̂ and F̂λ of the dynamical system Equation (DS). Then, we provide an application of the derived
proportional bound in view of feedback stabilization. To be more precise, we prove in Section 4.2
that if a feedback stabilizes the surrogate dynamics Equation (25), the desired set point is stabilized in
the original system (and vice versa). Last, the established error bounds are validated numerically in
Section 4.3.

4.1. Koopman approximants, flexible sampling, and error bounds. We propose a novel learning
architecture to generate Koopman approximants for control-affine systems with the following two key
features: On the one hand, the algorithm can be used with (almost) arbitrary state-control data allowing
for highly flexible sampling including i.i.d., ergodic, and trajectory-based data generation. On the other
hand, we rigorously show bounds on the full approximation error with explicit convergence rates in
the infinite-data limit and, foremost, allow for controller design with closed-loop guarantees without
imposing restrictive invariance assumptions on the dictionary in EDMD. To the best of our knowledge,
this combination is, up to now, unique. We note that Koopman-based approximations of control-affine
systems in an RKHS framework with flexible sampling were also presented in [3], where the kernel
(and thus also the RKHS) is suitably extended to capture the control dependency. Therein, however,
no error bounds were provided. In addition, our novel approach allows to counteract numerical ill-
conditioning by decomposing the approximation process in two steps labeled as macro and micro level,
see the following paragraph for details.

The proposed method provided in detail in Algorithm 1 consists of two steps. In a first step, we
determine d clusters of size N ≥ m + 1, where m is the control dimension in Equation (23). Each
cluster corresponds to a center xℓ ∈ Ω, ℓ ∈ [1 : d], and its N nearest neighbors. The chosen centers xℓ,
ℓ ∈ [1 : d], determine the fill distance hX . Then, we use the data triples (x̄i, ūi, x̄+i ) corresponding to
the cluster centered at xℓ to approximate the function values g0(xℓ) and G(xℓ) for each ℓ ∈ [1 : d]. In
a second step, based on the approximated function values from the first step, we apply RKHS-based
interpolation to approximate the entries in the vector- and matrix-valued functions g0 and G in the sup-
norm. We briefly highlight that the clustering step in particular alleviates the inherent ill-conditioning
of kernel-based interpolation tasks, which manifests in the rapidly decaying eigenvalues of the kernel
matrix KX [40, Theorem 4.16]. This feature may be seen in the estimate of the subsequent Remark 4.5
as the term including the inverse of the kernel matrix may be controlled by the cluster radius ε.

We briefly comment on the algorithmic choices of Algorithm 1.

Remark 4.2 (Sampling and clustering). In Algorithm 1, the points x1, . . . , xd can be seen as points
on a “macroscopic” scale whereas the triples (xℓ,i, uℓ,i, x

+
ℓ,i), based on the nearest neighbors, could
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Algorithm 1 Data-based approximation of the controlled flow map

Input: Triples (x̄i, ūi, x̄+i ), i ∈ [1 : d̄], where x̄+i = f(x̄i, ūi), x̄i ∈ Ω, ūi ∈ U, i ∈ [1 : d̄]. Number of
clusters d ≥ ⌊d̄/N⌋ and minimal number of cluster elements N ≥ m+ 1.

Output: Approximation f̂ as in Equation (25).

Initialisation: Define the set X̄ = {x̄i : i ∈ [1 : d̄]}.

Step 1: Clustering. Choose X = {x1, . . . , xd} ⊂ Ω.
For each ℓ ∈ [1 : d]:
• Choose N nearest neighbors {xℓ,1, . . . , xℓ,N} ⊂ X of xℓ
• For j ∈ [1 : N ]: set uℓ,j = ūi if xℓ,j = x̄i
• Define

Uℓ :=

[
1 . . . 1
uℓ,1 . . . uℓ,N

]
. (26)

• Approximate g0(xℓ) and G(xℓ) by solving

H∗
ℓ := argmin

[y Y ]∈Rn×m+1

∥∥∥ [x+ℓ,1 . . . x+ℓ,N
]
−
[
y Y

]
Uℓ

∥∥∥
F
. (27)

Step 2: Interpolation. For p ∈ [1 : n] and q ∈ [1 : m+ 1], compute

Ĥpq := ((H∗
ℓ )pq)

⊤
ℓ∈[1:d]K

−1
X kX . (28)

Set
[
ĝ0 Ĝ

]
= Ĥ and define f̂ as in Equation (25).

be understood as data on a “microscopic level”. For the sampling of the data triples (x̄i, ūi, x̄
+
i ),

i ∈ [1 : d̄], and the clustering step in Algorithm 1, various strategies could be applied.
A natural choice for the centers xℓ, ℓ ∈ [1 : d], would be to minimize the fill distance hX of the macro

level X . Clearly, this choice also influences the precision for the approximation step Equation (27),
where we approximate the function values at X by measurements of the flow at the nearest neighbors.
Both quantities, i.e., the fill distance hX and the radii of the clusters with the N nearest neighbors are
reflected in the error bound of Theorem 4.3. For fixed N , these quantities may be rendered arbitrarily
small, if a sufficiently fine resolution by the micro level data set X is provided (e.g. by grid-based or
i.i.d. sampling).

Next, we present the main result of this section which provides a bound on the full approximation
error ∥f − f̂∥. In its proof, we first estimate the approximation error made in Step 1 of Algorithm 1 and
then incorporate this bound into an error analysis concerning the interpolation in Step 2.

Theorem 4.3. Assume that Uℓ ∈ R(m+1)×N in Equation (26) has full rank m + 1 for all ℓ ∈ [1 : d].
Then, there exist constants C, h0 > 0 such that for any set X ⊂ Ω, chosen in Step 1 of Algorithm 1,
with hX < h0, the error between the controlled map f and its surrogate f̂ constructed by Algorithm 1
satisfies, for any (x, u) ∈ Ω× U:

∥f(x, u)− f̂(x, u)∥∞ ≤ CD(x)(1 + ∥u∥1)

where

D(x) = h
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )max

p,q
∥Hpq∥H

+
√
2N

(
max
ℓ∈[1:d]

∥U †
ℓ ∥
)
(Lg + LGR)Φ

1/2
n,k (0)

(
max
v∈1

v⊤K−1
X v

)1/2
ε.
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with the maximal cluster size ε = max(ℓ,j)∈[1:d]×[1:N ] ∥xℓ,j − xℓ∥, H =
[
g0 G

]
,

R = max{∥u∥∞ : u ∈ U}, and 1 = {v ∈ Rd : vi ∈ {±1}}.

In the proof of Theorem 4.3, we make use of the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let α ∈ Rd and f = α⊤kX ∈ VX . Then, for all x ∈ Ω,

|f(x)|2 ≤ k(x, x) · α⊤KXα.

Proof. As f =
∑d

k=1 αkϕxk
, we have

∥f∥2H = ⟨
d∑

k=1

αkϕxk
,

d∑
ℓ=1

αℓϕxℓ
⟩ =

d∑
k,ℓ=1

αkαℓ · k(xk, xℓ) = α⊤KXα.

Therefore, the claim follows from |f(x)|2 = |⟨f, ϕx⟩H|2 ≤ ∥ϕx∥2H∥f∥2H and ∥ϕx∥2H = ⟨ϕx, ϕx⟩ =
ϕx(x) = k(x, x). □

Proof of Theorem 4.3. Let ℓ ∈ [1 : d]. First of all, we show that

|Hpq(xℓ)− (H∗
ℓ )pq| ≤

√
2N(Lg + LGR)∥U †

ℓ ∥ · εℓ, (29)

where εℓ = maxj∈[1:N ] ∥xℓ,j −xℓ∥. For this, note that H∗
ℓ = X+

ℓ U
†
ℓ , where X+

ℓ :=
[
x+ℓ,1 . . . x+ℓ,N

]
.

Hence, indeed,

|Hpq(xℓ)− (H∗
ℓ )pq|2 =

∣∣e⊤p H(xℓ)UℓU
†
ℓ eq − e⊤p X

+
ℓ U

†
ℓ eq

∣∣2
≤ ∥e⊤p H(xℓ)Uℓ − e⊤p X

+
ℓ ∥2 · ∥U †

ℓ eq∥
2

≤ ∥U †
ℓ ∥

2
∑N

s=1

∣∣∣e⊤p H(xℓ)Ues − e⊤p X
+
ℓ es

∣∣∣2
= ∥U †

ℓ ∥
2
∑N

s=1

∣∣e⊤p [
g(xℓ)− g(xℓ,s) G(xℓ)−G(xℓ,s)

] [ 1
uℓ,s

] ∣∣2
≤ 2∥U †

ℓ ∥
2
∑N

s=1

(
∥g(xℓ)− g(xℓ,s)∥2 + ∥[G(xℓ)−G(xℓ,s)]uℓ,s∥2

)
≤ 2∥U †

ℓ ∥
2N(L2

g + L2
GR

2)ε2ℓ ,

and Equation (29) follows. Next, for x ∈ Ω, we have∣∣Hpq(x)− Ĥpq(x)
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣Hpq(x)− PXHpq(x)

∣∣+ ∣∣PXHpq(x)− Ĥpq(x)
∣∣.

The first summand can be estimated by Theorem 3.7:∣∣Hpq(x)− PXHpq(x)
∣∣ ≤ Ch

k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥Hpq∥H.

For the second, we estimate∣∣PXHpq(x)− Ĥpq(x)
∣∣ = ∣∣[(Hpq)X − [(H∗

ℓ )pq]
d
ℓ=1

]⊤
K−1

X kX (x)
∣∣

≤
∥∥(Hpq)X − [(H∗

ℓ )pq]
d
ℓ=1

∥∥
∞
∥∥K−1

X kX (x)
∥∥
1

≤
√
2N(Lg + LGR)

(
max
ℓ∈[1:d]

∥U †
ℓ ∥
)
ε ·

∥∥K−1
X kX (x)

∥∥
1
,

and it remains to bound ∥K−1
X kX (x)∥1. For this, fix x ∈ Ω and consider

∥K−1
X kX (x)∥1 =

d∑
i=1

|e⊤i K−1
X kX (x)|︸ ︷︷ ︸

=±e⊤i K−1
X kX (x)

=

( d∑
i=1

(−1)ℓiei

)⊤
K−1

X kX (x),
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where ℓi ∈ {0, 1} depends on x. Let vx =
∑d

i=1(−1)ℓiei and set h := v⊤x K
−1
X kX ∈ VX . Then

h(x) = ∥K−1
X kX (x)∥1 for the fixed x, and thus, by Lemma 4.4, ∥K−1

X kX (x)∥21 = h2(x) ≤ k(x, x) ·
v⊤x K

−1
X vx. Hence, noting that for the Wendland kernels it holds that k(x, x) = Φn,k(0), we may

estimate ∥K−1
X kX (x)∥21 ≤ Φn,k(0)·

(
maxv∈1 v

⊤K−1
X v

)
, which shows

∣∣Hpq(x)−Ĥpq(x)
∣∣ ≤ C·Dpq(x)

with

Dpq(x) = h
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥Hpq∥H

+
√
2N(Lg + LGR)Φ

1/2
n,k (0)

(
max
ℓ∈[1:d]

∥U †
ℓ ∥
)(

max
v∈1

v⊤K−1
X v

)1/2
ε.

Finally, for x ∈ Ω and u ∈ U this gives

∥f(x, u)− f̂(x, u)∥∞ ≤ ∥g0(x)− ĝ0(x)∥∞ + ∥[G(x)− Ĝ(x)]u∥∞

≤max
p

|Hp,1(x)− Ĥp,1(x)|+max
p

∣∣∑m+1

q=2

[
Hpq(x)− Ĥpq(x)]uq−1

∣∣
≤Cmax

p
Dp,1(x) + Cmax

p,q
Dp,q(x)

m∑
q=1

|uq| ≤ Cmax
p,q

Dp,q(x)(1 + ∥u∥1)

and the theorem is proved. □

Currently, the upper bound presented in Theorem 4.3 depends on hX , N and ε. As indicated in
Remark 4.2, for fixed N , more and more data points in the micro grid X may be leveraged by using
also a finer macro grid X (thus, decreasing hX ) and decreasing the cluster radius ε, as more neighbors
are contained in a smaller neighborhood.

We conclude this section by a remark concerning alternative control sampling schemes and the de-
pendence of the error bound on the number cluster elements N .

Remark 4.5. (a) If it is possible to sample the controlled flow map f(x, u) at (xℓ, uℓ,i), ℓ ∈ [1 : d],
i ∈ [1 : N ], we can choose xℓ,i = xℓ in Step 2 of Algorithm 1 and thus ε = 0. Hence, we obtain the
error bound

∥f(x, u)− f̂(x, u)∥∞ ≤ C · hk−1/2
X dist(x,X )max

p,q
∥Hpq∥H(1 + ∥u∥1).

(b) Let us briefly discuss the behavior of the term
√
N∥U †

ℓ ∥ in the estimate in Theorem 4.3 when the
number of clusters d remains constant and the cluster size N grows. For this, we let vi :=

[
1

uℓ,i

]
∈

Rm+1, S :=
∑N

s=1 viv
⊤
i , and observe that UℓU

⊤
ℓ = S and U †

ℓ = U⊤
ℓ S

−1. Therefore ∥U †
ℓ ∥

2 =

∥(U †
ℓ )

⊤U †
ℓ ∥ = ∥S−1UℓU

⊤
ℓ S

−1∥ = ∥S−1∥ = 1
λmin(S)

, where λmin(S) denotes the smallest eigenvalue

of S. Hence, we have
√
N∥U †

ℓ ∥ =
√
N/λmin(S), and [45, Theorem 5.1.1] shows that if the ūi are

drawn independently and uniformly from [−R,R]m and R ≥
√
3, then

P
(√
N∥U †

ℓ ∥ ≥ c
)
≤ (1 +m) exp

(
− (1− 1

c )
2 · N

1+R2

)
,

hence it is exponentially unlikely that
√
N∥U †

ℓ ∥ is large if N is large.

4.2. Feedback laws for stabilization. Finally, we consider stabilizing feedback laws for the original
control-affine system Equation (23) and its surrogate Equation (25), where f̂ is defined via Algorithm 1.
As it turns out, under certain assumptions, a stabilizing feedback for Equation (25) is also stabilizing
for Equation (23).
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Proposition 4.6. Assume that the entries of H = [g0 G] are contained in H. Further, assume that
there is a feedback law κ : Ω → Rn, bounded on bounded sets8 such that F̂cl(x) := f̂(x, κ(x)) is
asymptotically stable towards an equilibrium x∗ ∈ Ω with x∗ ∈ X with a Lyapunov function V having
a modulus of continuity ωV . Then x∗ is practically asymptotically stable w.r.t. f(·, κ(·)) =: Fcl, and
the practical region decreases with decreasing fill distance hX of the macro grid X and cluster size ε.

If further the samples are drawn in the sense of Remark 4.5(a) and if F̂cl(x) := f̂(x, κ(x)) is asymp-
totically stable towards x∗ ∈ Ω with a Lyapunov function satisfying Assumption (a) or (b) of Theo-
rem 3.9, then κ also asymptotically stabilizes the original dynamics defined in Equation (23) towards
x∗.

Proof. We mimic the proofs of Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.9 for the closed loop system. In the first
case, we observe that the error bound of Theorem 4.3 yields

∥Fcl(x)− F̂cl(x)∥ = ∥f(x, κ(x))− f̂(x, κ(x))∥

≤ (c1h
k−1/2
X dist(x,X ) + c2ε)(1 + ∥κ(x)∥1) ≤ c3(h

k+1/2
X + ε)

where we invoked the boundedness of κ and with constants c1 := Cmaxp,q ∥Hpq∥H, c2 := C
√
2N(Lg+

LGR)Φ
1/2
n,k (0)

(
maxℓ∈[1:d] ∥U

†
ℓ ∥
)(

maxv∈1 v
⊤K−1

X v
)1/2 and c3 := max{c1, c2}(1+supx∈Ω ∥κ(x)∥1).

This error bound is structurally the same as the bound of Corollary 2.8 with the cluster size ε taking the
role of

√
λ and ωΥ = id. Thus, a similar argumentation as in the proof of Theorem 3.5 yields the claim.

To prove the second claim, we note that in view of the sampling of Remark 4.5(a), we may set ε = 0
and obtain

∥Fcl(x)− F̂cl(x)∥ = ∥f(x, κ(x))− f̂(x, κ(x))∥

≤ h
k−1/2
X ∥x− x∗∥max

p,q
∥Hpq∥H(1 + sup

x∈Ω
∥κ(x)∥1),

where we used that dist(x,X ) ≤ ∥x− x∗∥ due to x∗ ∈ X . This inequality in particular implies that x∗

is also an equilibrium of Fcl(x). Further, the above is a proportional bound as in Corollary 3.8. Thus,
an inspection of the proof of Theorem 3.9 shows that this implies also asymptotic stability of Fcl. □

4.3. Numerics. Next, we illustrate the result of Theorem 4.3 by means of a numerical example. There-
fore, consider the dynamics of the discretized Duffing oscillator given by

x+ = F (x, u) = x+∆t

[
x2

x1 − 3x31u

]
=

[
x1 +∆tx2
x2 +∆tx1

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=g0(x)

+

[
0

−∆t3x31

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=G(x)

u (30)

with ∆t = 0.05 on Ω = [−2, 2]2. As in Section 3.3, we use the coordinate functions ψi(x) = x⊤ei,
i ∈ {1, 2}, as observables and for the Wendland radial basis functions, we choose the smoothness
degree k = 1. Further, whenever we refer to randomly drawn data samples, we always consider the
uniform distribution on the respective set.

For the generation of the data points, we first use Chebyshev nodes to create the grid X ⊂ Ω consist-
ing of d points that will act as the set of cluster points in the macro grid. With randomly chosen control
values ui ∈ U = [−2, 2], the data triples (xi, ui, x+i ) for i ∈ [1 : d] can be assembled.

To approximate the functions g0 and G at the grid points in X as presented in Step 1 of Algorithm 1,
for a data point xℓ ∈ X we choose the number of neighbors N = 25 and then the neighbors xℓ,i for
i ∈ [1 : N ] are randomly drawn from a ball around xℓ with radius ε = 1

d . For each xℓ,i a random
uℓ,i ∈ U is also drawn which yields the data points (xℓ,i, uℓ,i, x

+
ℓ,i) for all ℓ ∈ [1 : d] needed for

8One may also simply assume that the feedback law is admissible, i.e., κ : Ω → U.
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the regression problem. Note that ε is chosen to decease with an increasing number of cluster points.
This is to make sure, that ε can compensate the factor

(
maxv∈1 v

⊤K−1
X v

)1/2 in the error estimate in
Theorem 4.3 in view of the decreasing smallest eigenvalue of KX when decreasing the fill distance of
the macro grid X , that is, increasing d.

For Step 2, the approximated values of g0 and G on the macro grid X from Step 1 are used for the
interpolation as stated in Algorithm 1 to obtain the control-affine surrogate system F̂ in (30).

For the first simulation, we construct a kEDMD-based surrogate F̂ using a macro grid of d = 6561
cluster points. Let x(·;x0, u) and x̂(·;x0, u) denote the flow from the initial value x0 ∈ Ω with control
u for the original model F and surrogate F̂ , respectively. In Figure 4, we inspect the difference of
these trajectories for the initial condition x0 =

(
0.1
0.1

)
and control sequences {ui} of length 50, where

ten control values are randomly chosen from U and each of these control values is applied for five time
steps (cf. Figure 4 on the right). In the phase space plot in the left of Figure 4, the two trajectories are
barely distinguishable. When comparing the absolute error in the middle of Figure 4 on a log scale, we
observe that the surrogate maintains an absolute error less than 10−4 for approximately 40 time steps
(corresponding to the time t = 2 in the continuous model).

FIGURE 4. Trajectories x(·;x0, u) of system Equation (30) and its kEDMD surro-
gate x̂(·;x0, u) generated with Algorithm 1 (left) and their deviation ∥x(k;x0, u) −
x̂(k;x0, u)∥2, k ∈ [1 : 50], in norm (middle) for initial value x0 = (0.1, 0.1)⊤ for the
control sequence u (right).

Next, we randomly chose 20 initial values x̂i in [−0.5, 0.5]2 ⊂ Ω, as well as 20 random input
sequences {ui} ⊂ [−0.1, 0.1] ⊂ Ω of length 30. These smaller boxes ensure that the trajectories
remain in the domain Ω.

In Figure 5 we depict statistical information on the error. The areas between maximum and median
of the errors for the different numbers of cluster points d barely overlap, that is, the reduction of the
errors in the number of macro points d is well noticeable. For d = 441 the maximal error exceeds the
10−1 threshold nearly immediately after a few time steps and even the median transcends this bound at
about 15 time steps are conducted. The greater d is selected, the smaller the errors turn out.

Finally, in Figure 6, we inspect the error of a one-step prediction in the Euclidean norm, similar to
Figure 1 in Section 3.3. The learning of the kEDMD-based system is again performed for the three
numbers of cluster points d = 441, 1681, 6561 for the Chebyshev-based macro grid and N = 25 data
points in a neighborhood of ε = 1

d . The errors maxj∈[1:20] ∥F (x, uj) − F̂ (x, uj)∥ on a respective
validation grid in [−1, 1]2 are computed for the control values in {−2 + 0.2(j − 1)| j ∈ [1 : 20]}. In
the intensity plots of Figure 6, it can be observed that the error evenly decreases the greater d is chosen.
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FIGURE 5. Median and maximum of error of the kEDMD-based surrogate model
Equation (25) to the real model Equation (30) from 20 trajectories for d = 1681 cluster
points. In between the median and maximum of the errors, the 0.8, 0.9, 0.95-quantiles
are plotted (left). Median and maximum for d = 441, 1681, 6561 cluster points in one
plot (right).

This validates our results from Theorem 4.3: There are two sources of error that can be influenced, i.e.,
the fill distance of the macro grid hX depending on number of cluster points d and the maximal cluster
size ε. If ε is small enough to compensate the factor

(
maxv∈1 v

⊤K−1
X v

)1/2 that increases with d, the
decrease of the fill distance by refining X yields a decay of the approximation error.

FIGURE 6. Approximation error maxj∈[1:20] ∥F (x, uj)− F̂ (x, uj)∥ for the predicted
system Equation (30) with d ∈ {441, 1681, 6561} cluster points using a Chebychev-
based grid (from left to right).

5. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we provided a novel kernel EDMD scheme with flexible state-control sampling and
uniform error estimates for data-driven modeling of dynamical (control) systems with stability guaran-
tees.

In the first part of this work, we extended existing uniform bounds [20] on the full approximation er-
ror on Koopman approximants generated with kernel EDMD to Tychonov-regularized ones and derived
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proportional error bounds. While the first is important for robustness in view of the poor conditioning
of kernel matrices (e.g. for noisy data), the second is key to show that asymptotic stability of an equi-
librium w.r.t. the surrogate dynamics, certified by a Lyapunov function, is preserved for the original
dynamical system and vice versa.

In the second part, we proposed a novel kernel-EDMD scheme for control-affine systems build-
ing upon arbitrarily-sampled control-state pairs and rigorously showed the first uniform (proportional)
bounds on the full approximation error for control systems. We demonstrated that, as a consequence,
stabilizing feedback laws designed for the data-driven surrogate models also ensure asymptotic stability
w.r.t. the closed-loop of the original system building upon the proposed stability-analysis framework for
kernel EDMD. We accompanied our findings by various numerical simulations.

Future work will be devoted to data-driven controller design leveraging the proposed highly-flexible
sampling regime in combination with the novel proportional bounds derived in a non-restrictive setting.
Herein, results from [12] and [6] may be leveraged for robustification and direct data-driven controller
design.
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APPENDIX A. RESULTS FOR THE ALTERNATIVE SURROGATE

In this part of the Appendix, we discuss the properties of the approximant K̃ = PXKPX of the Koop-
man operator (cf. Remark 2.3), where X = {x1, . . . , xd} ⊂ Ω, and PX is the orthogonal projection
onto VX = span{ϕx1 , . . . , ϕxd

}. More generally, for λ ≥ 0, we consider the regularized approximant

K̃λ := Rλ
XKRλ

X .

As for most of Section 2, we assume that the RKHS H is invariant under the Koopman operator K, i.e.
KH ⊂ H. First of all, the approximant K̃λ can be written as

K̃λf = f⊤X (KX + λI)−1KX ,F (X )(KX + λI)−1kX .

Since
F (x) = Υ(Ψ(F (x))) = Υ

([
Kψ1(x), . . . ,KψM (x)

]⊤)
,

we define another family of surrogate models for Equation (DS) by

x+ = F̃λ(x), (31)

where

F̃λ(x) = Υ
([
K̃λψ1(x), . . . , K̃λψM (x)

]⊤)
= Υ

(
Ψ⊤

X (KX + λI)−1KX ,F (X )(KX + λI)−1kX (x)
)
.

In what follows, we will prove analogues of the basic results in Section 2 and Section 3 involving the
approximant K̂λ and the associated surrogate Equation (10) for the alternative approximant K̃λ and the
surrogate Equation (31), introduced above. It is then clear that our stability results in Section 3 hold
with F̂λ replaced by F̃λ.

A.1. Error bounds. The following theorem is the analogue of the combination of Theorem 2.4 and
Corollary 2.8 for the alternative approximants.

Theorem A.1. Let k ≥ 1, λ ≥ 0 and F ∈ C
⌈σn,k⌉
b (Ω;Rn). Then there are constants C, h0 > 0

such that for any finite set X = {xi}di=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0 and for all λ ≥ 0,
f ∈ NΦn,k

(Ω) and x ∈ Ω we have

|(Kf)(x)− (K̃λf)(x)| ≤ C
(
h
k+1/2
X +

√
λ
)
∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω).

In particular,

∥F (x)− F̃λ(x)∥ ≤ ωΥ

(
C
(
h
k+1/2
X +

√
λ
)
∥Ψ∥N l

Φn,k
(Ω)

)
∀x ∈ Ω
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Proof. The first claim on the error between K and K̃λ follows by a combination of [20, Theorem 5.2]
and Lemma 2.5. The proof of the second claim on F − F̃λ is very similar to that of Corollary 2.8. □

The next theorem improves the statement of Theorem A.1 towards proportional bounds, similarly as
Theorem 3.7 and Corollary 3.8 did for the approximant K̂.

Theorem A.2 (Proportional error bounds). Assume that k ≥ 1 + (−1)n+1
2 and F ∈ C

⌈σn,k⌉
b (Ω;Rn).

Then there existC, h0 > 0 such that, for any finite set X = {xi}di=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0
and all f ∈ NΦn,k

(Ω) and x ∈ Ω we have

|(Kf)(x)− (K̃f)(x)| ≤ Ch
k−1/2
X max{dist(x,X ),dist(F (x),X )}∥f∥NΦn,k

(Ω).

In particular,

∥F (x)− F̃ (x)∥ ≤ ωΥ

(
Ch

k−1/2
X ∥Ψ∥NΦn,k

(Ω)M max{dist(x,X ), dist(F (x),X )}
)
.

Moreover, if x∗ ∈ X is an equilibrium of the dynamics Equation (DS), then

∥F (x)− F̃ (x)∥ ≤ ωΥ

(
Ch

k−1/2
X ∥Ψ∥NΦn,k

(Ω)M ∥x− x∗∥
)
.

Proof. We may use Theorem 3.7 to estimate

|(Kf)(x)− (K̃f)(x)| ≤ |(Kf)(x)− (KPX f)(x)|+ |(KPX f)(x)− (PXKPX f)(x)|
= |[K(I − PX )f ](x)|+ |[(I − PX )KPX f ](x)|

≤ |[(I − PX )f ](F (x))|+ Ch
k−1/2
X dist(x,X )∥KPX f∥NΦn,k

≤ Ch
k−1/2
X

[
dist(F (x),X )+dist(x,X )∥K∥NΦn,k

→NΦn,k

]
∥f∥NΦn,k

,

which proves the main statement. The first claim of the “in particular”-part is now clear, the second
follows from dist(x,X ) ≤ ∥x− x∗∥ and

dist(F (x),X ) ≤ ∥F (x)− x∗∥ = ∥F (x)− F (x∗)∥ ≤ ∥F∥C1
b (Ω,Rn)∥x− x∗∥.

Hence, the theorem is proved. □

A.2. Equilibria. Let us compare the equilibria in the data set X of the dynamics Equation (DS) and
the surrogate Equation (31).

Lemma A.3. If x∗ ∈ X is an equilibrium of Equation (DS), then for each f ∈ H we have

(K̃f)(x∗) = (Kf)(x∗) = f(x∗).

In particular, x∗ is an equilibrium of Equation (31).

Proof. Let x∗ = xk, and let f ∈ H be arbitrary. Clearly, (Kf)(xk) = f(F (xk)) = f(xk). Note that
PXh for h ∈ H is the unique function in VX which satisfies (PXh)(x) = h(x) for all x ∈ X . Hence, if
we set g = KPX f , then (PX g)(xk) = g(xk) as g ∈ H and xk ∈ X . Therefore,

(K̃f)(xk)=(PX g)(xk)=g(xk)=(KPX f)(xk)=(PX f)(F (xk))=(PX f)(xk) = f(xk),

which proves the lemma. □

The next proposition characterizes the equilibria in the data set X of Equation (DS) and the surrogate
Equation (31).

Proposition A.4. Let x∗ = xk ∈ X . Then the following hold:
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(i) If Ψ⊤
X (I −K−1

X KX ,F (X ))ek = 0, then x∗ is an equilibrium of Equation (31). The converse is
true if Υ : RM → Rn is injective.

(ii) If x∗ is an equilibrium of Equation (DS), then (I −K−1
X KX ,F (X ))ek = 0. The converse holds

for kernels k with constant diagonal, in particular for the Wendland kernels.

Proof. (i). We have

F̃ (xk) = Υ
(
Ψ⊤

XK
−1
X KX ,F (X )K

−1
X kX (xk)

)
= Υ

(
Ψ⊤

XK
−1
X KX ,F (X )ek

)
Hence, if Ψ⊤

X (I −K−1
X KX ,F (X ))ek = 0, then

F̃ (xk) = Υ
(
Ψ⊤

X ek
)
= Υ(Ψ(xk)) = xk.

Conversely, if F̃ (xk) = xk, then

Υ
(
Ψ⊤

XK
−1
X KX ,F (X )ek

)
= xk = Υ(Ψ(xk)).

Hence, if Υ is injective, then Ψ⊤
XK

−1
X KX ,F (X )ek = Ψ(xk) = Ψ⊤

X ek, which implies the claim.

(ii). Let x∗ = xk be an equilibrium of Equation (DS). Then

(I −K−1
X KX ,F (X ))ek = ek −K−1

X kX (F (xk)) = ek −K−1
X kX (xk) = ek −K−1

X KX ek = 0.

Conversely, let (I − K−1
X KX ,F (X ))ek = 0, and assume that k(x, x) = c > 0 for all x ∈ Ω. Then

(KX −KX ,F (X ))ek = 0, i.e.,
kX (x

∗) = kX (y
∗),

where y∗ = F (x∗). In particular, k(x∗, y∗) = k(x∗, x∗) = c. But this means that |⟨ϕx∗ , ϕy∗⟩|2 = c2 =
k(x∗, x∗)k(y∗, y∗) = ∥ϕx∗∥2∥ϕy∗∥2. By Cauchy-Schwarz, ϕx∗ and ϕy∗ must be linearly dependent,
which (by the strict positive definiteness of the kernel k) implies y∗ = x∗. □

APPENDIX B. THE REGULARIZATION OPERATOR

Recall that the linear operator Rλ
X on H is defined by

Rλ
X f = f⊤X (KX + λI)−1kX .

The following proposition is not used in the paper, but might be of independent interest.

Proposition B.1. The following statements hold for the operator Rλ
X : H → H:

(i) (Rλ
X )

∗ = Rλ
X ≥ 0

(ii) Rλ
XPX = PXR

λ
X = Rλ

X
(iii) ∥Rλ

X f∥ ≤ ∥PX f∥ ≤ ∥f∥ for f ∈ H.

Proof. (i). Let f, g ∈ H. Then, with α = (KX + λI)−1fX we have

⟨Rλ
X f, g⟩ =

〈 n∑
i=1

αiϕ(xi), g
〉
=

n∑
i=1

αig(xi) = α⊤gX = f⊤X (KX + λI)−1gX . (32)

Similarly, one shows that ⟨f,Rλ
X g⟩ = f⊤X (KX + λI)−1gX . This shows Rλ

X = (Rλ
X )

∗ ≥ 0.

(ii). PXR
λ
X = Rλ

X follows from ranRλ
X ⊂ VX and Rλ

XPX = Rλ
X from Rλ

X |V ⊥
X

= 0. For the latter,
note that V ⊥

X = {f ∈ H : f(xk) = 0 ∀k ∈ [1 : d]}.

(iii). Let g = Rλ
X f . Then gX = KX (KX + λ)−1fX , and thus plugging g into Equation (32) yields

∥Rλ
X f∥2 = f⊤X (KX + λ)−1KX (KX + λ)−1fX



KERNEL-BASED KOOPMAN APPROXIMANTS FOR CONTROL 29

= f⊤X
[
(KX + λ)−1KX (KX + λI)−1 −K−1

X︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:A

]
fX + f⊤XK−1

X fX

= f⊤XAfX + ∥PX f∥2.
By the spectral mapping theorem, the set of eigenvalues of A equals

σ(A) =

{
µ

(µ+ λ)2
− 1

µ
: µ ∈ σ(KX )

}
=

{
µ2 − (µ+ λ)2

µ(µ+ λ)2
: µ ∈ σ(KX )

}
.

Hence, all eigenvalues of A are negative, which implies that A is negative definite. Therefore, ∥Rλ
X f∥2 =

f⊤XAfX + ∥PX f∥2 ≤ ∥PX f∥2. The second inequality ∥PX f∥ ≤ ∥f∥ is clear as PX is an orthogonal
projection. □
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