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The Navier Stokes equations (NSEs) are partial differential equations (PDEs) to describe the
nonlinear convective motion of fluids and they are computationally expensive to simulate because
of their high nonlinearity and variables being fully coupled. Reduced-order models (ROMs) are
simpler models for evolving the flows by capturing only the dominant behaviors of a system and can
be used to design controllers for high-dimensional systems. However it is challenging to guarantee the
stability of these models either globally or locally. Ensuring the stability of ROMs can improve the
interpretability of the behavior of the dynamics and help develop effective system control strategies.
For quadratically nonlinear systems that represent many fluid flows, the Schlegel and Noack trapping
theorem [1] can be used to check if ROMs are globally stable (long-term bounded). This theorem was
subsequently incorporated into system identification techniques that determine models directly from
data [2]. In this work, we relax the quadratically energy-preserving constraints in this theorem, and
then promote local stability in data-driven models of quadratically nonlinear dynamics. First, we
prove a theorem outlining sufficient conditions to ensure local stability in linear-quadratic systems
and provide an estimate of the stability radius. Second, we incorporate this theorem into system
identification methods and produce a-priori locally stable data-driven models. Several examples are
presented to demonstrate the effectiveness and accuracy of the proposed algorithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

Modeling the full multi-scale spatio-temporal evolution
of dynamical systems is often computationally expensive,
motivating the use of reduced-order models (ROMs) that
capture only the dominant behaviors of a system [3–
8]. Projection-based model reduction is a common ap-
proach for generating ROMs. With this technique, a
high-dimensional system, such as a spatially discretized
set of partial differential equations (PDEs), is projected
onto a low-dimensional basis of modes [9, 10]. The pro-
jection leads to a computationally efficient system of or-
dinary differential equations (ODEs) that describes how
the mode amplitudes evolve in time [11]. However, these
models often suffer from stability issues [12], causing so-
lutions to diverge in finite-time. In the present work,
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we refer to models as “globally stable” if all trajectories
are bounded for all time, and we will formalize this no-
tion in Sec II. The traditional explanation is that the
stability issues in Galerkin models derive from truncated
dissipative scales, but increasingly there are alternate ex-
planations including fundamental numerical issues with
the Galerkin framework, potentially resolved in a Petrov-
Galerkin framework, for convection-dominated flows [13].

To determine if a Galerkin model is long-term
bounded, Schlegel and Noack [1] developed a “trap-
ping theorem” with necessary and sufficient conditions
for long-term model stability for systems that exhibit
quadratic, energy-preserving nonlinearities. This theo-
rem can be used as an effective diagnostic for evalu-
ating the stability of reduced-order models. Moreover,
the theorem was subsequently incorporated into system
identification methods, for producing data-driven mod-
els that are provably long-term bounded [2, 14–16]. The
ability to promote global stability guarantees has broad
potential for data-driven models, and has already been
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extended to neural-network-based system identification
methods [17]. Recently, Goyal et al.[18] extended the
trapping theorem in quadratic systems to generalized
energy-preserving nonlinearities, achieved through con-
straints of a special parametrization that guarantee the
stability of the learned model by construction. For gen-
eral quadratic systems, Kramer [19] discusses the condi-
tion for such systems to be locally stable by means of
a Lyapunov function and provide better estimates of the
radii of the domain of attraction by a novel optimization-
based approach. For systems whose dynamics can be de-
scribed by more general polynomial functions, the sum-
of-squares of polynomials techniques provide a construc-
tive method for generating Lyapunov functions to achieve
global stability and control of dynamical systems and
ROMs [20, 21]. However, a sum-of-squares polynomial
Lyapunov function for a given system must be searched
for and its existence is not guaranteed.

The trapping theorem assumes that the nonlinear
terms do not contribute at all to the dynamical en-
ergy evolution. This rather strong assumption may seem
somewhat limiting, but actually there are many scenarios
under which energy-preserving quadratic nonlinearities
can arise. In fluid dynamics, the quadratic nonlinear-
ity represents the convective derivative (u · ∇)u in the
Navier-Stokes equations (NSEs). This quadratic nonlin-
earity is energy-preserving for a large number of bound-
ary conditions. Examples include no-slip conditions, pe-
riodic boundary conditions [11, 22], mixed no-slip and pe-
riodic boundary conditions [23], and open flows in which
the velocity magnitude decreases faster than the rele-
vant surface integrals expand (e.g., two-dimensional rigid
body wake flows and three-dimensional round jets) [24].
Inflow and outflow boundary conditions are also com-
mon in fluid mechanics, and often only weakly break the
energy-preserving structure of the nonlinearities. Unless
this constraint is exactly enforced in a numerical scheme,
truncation errors and dataset noise will provide addi-
tional weak breaking of the nonlinear structure.

In magnetohydrodynamics (MHD), and MHD exten-
sions such as Hall-MHD, there are additional quadratic
nonlinearities that are also energy-preserving with com-
mon experimental boundary conditions such as a con-
ducting wall [25], or a balance between dissipation and
actuation in a steady-state plasma device [26, 27]. In
this way, the results presented in this work hold for
quadratic reduced-order models of convection-dominated
fluid flows, Lorentz-force-dominated plasmas, and other
quadratic-nonlinearity-dominated dynamical systems.

In this work, we develop a theorem in the context of
projection-based ROMs that enables us to promote local
stability of data-driven models with quadratic nonlinear-
ities. The theorem provides sufficient condition under
which linear-quadratic systems with a relaxed quadrati-
cally energy-preserving structure are locally stable. We
can also reproduce the Schlegel and Noack theorem [1]
by tightening the relaxation of the energy-preserving con-
straints. Formalizing stability under weak breaking of the

energy-preserving nonlinearity is critical because many
flows exhibit boundary conditions such as inflow/outflow
conditions. Providing conditions under which this class
of systems is guaranteed to be stable is helpful for de-
signing fluid flow control.
We next present how to promote the local stability

in data driven models with a modified optimization loss
function that is designed under the guidance of this the-
orem. The sparse identification of nonlinear dynamics
(SINDy) [28] provides a number of readily available tools
and is a useful platform for illustrating this approach.
This paper is organized as follows: Sec. II introduces

the energy-preserving structure in the quadratic nonlin-
earities, followed by the Schlegel and Noack trapping the-
orem which connects the stability of the system with such
structure. We then present a new theorem which de-
rives an analytical estimate for the stability domain un-
der the situation where the energy-preserving constraints
are relaxed. In Sec. III, we define our “extended trap-
ping SINDy” algorithm. The implementation is available
through the PySINDy software package which is open-
source [29, 30]. In Sec. IV, we demonstrate the efficacy
and utility of this new technique for system identification
and modeling on a number of examples. In Sec. V, we
conclude our contribution and main achievement of this
work with suggestions of future work.

II. REDUCED-ORDER MODELING

In modern scientific computing, a set of governing par-
tial differential equations is typically discretized into a
high-dimensional system of coupled ordinary differential
equations. The state of the system u(x, t) ∈ Rn is de-
fined as a high-dimensional vector that represents the
fluid velocity or other set of spatio-temporal fields, for
example sampled on a high-resolution spatial grid. For
concreteness, in the fluid examples in this work, we will
assume that the dynamical flow is evolving according to
the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations,

∇ · u = 0, (1a)

∂u

∂t
= −(u · ∇)u+

1

ρ

[
−∇p+ ν∇2u

]
. (1b)

The density ρ and viscosity ν are assumed constant, and
the pressure is denoted p. These equations are expected
to accurately approximate incompressible flow of New-
tonian fluids with constant density, kinematic viscosity,
and inflow/outflow boundary conditions. Other complex
fluid flows such as ocean currents, viscoelastic fluids, or
ferrofluids are described by models that produce higher
order polynomial nonlinearities or trigonometric nonlin-
ear terms, but may be amenable to the quadratic analy-
sis here if regimes exist where higher order nonlinearities
are inactive or weak or can be transformed into quadratic
nonlinearities [31].
The goal of a projection-based ROM is to transform

this high-dimensional system into a lower-dimensional
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system of size r ≪ n that captures the essential dynam-
ics. One way to reduce the set of governing equations
to a set of ordinary differential equations is by decompo-
sition into a desired low-dimensional basis {χi(x)} in a
process commonly referred to as Galerkin expansion:

u(x, t) = u(x) + ai(t)χi(x). (2)

The sum over i is implied and i ∈ {1, ..., r}. Here, u(x) is
a base flow which fulfills stationary boundary conditions,
χi(x) are spatial modes of the expansion for the fluctua-
tion u′(x, t) = u(x, t)−u(x), and ai(t) describe how the
amplitude of these modes vary in time. The proper or-
thogonal decomposition (POD) [11, 32] is frequently used
to obtain the basis, since the modes χi(x) are orthogo-
nal and ordered by maximal energy content. The govern-
ing equations are then Galerkin projected onto the basis
{χi(x)} by substituting Eq. (2) into the PDE of Eq. (1)
and using inner products with χk to remove the spatial
dependence. Orthogonal projection onto POD modes is
the simplest and most common procedure, resulting in
POD-Galerkin models, although Petrov-Galerkin projec-
tion [5, 6] improves model performance in some cases.

Although POD-Galerkin models can be accurate de-
scriptions of various flows, they are intrusive, in the sense
that evaluating the projected dynamics requires evaluat-
ing individual terms in the governing equations, such as
spatial gradients of the flow fields [4–7]. POD-Galerkin
models therefore tend to be highly sensitive to factors in-
cluding mesh resolution, convergence of the POD modes,
and treatment of the pressure and viscous terms. For this
reason, we pivot to a data-driven approach later in the
present work. Lastly, POD-Galerkin models generically
suffer from instability issues, which we explore next.

A. Stability definitions

In this section, necessary background material is intro-
duced to define the problem under discussion in this pa-
per. The goal is to characterize the stability of quadratic
dynamical systems with weakly energy-preserving non-
linearities, which involves the use of common analytical
methods from basic linear stability analysis to Lyapunov
stability.

We begin with the definition of boundedness. In this
paper, we exclusively consider stability in the form of
long-term boundedness of dynamical trajectories. Addi-
tionally, we will use globally long-term bounded to de-
scribe dynamical systems for which all trajectories are
long-term bounded. Locally long-term bounded will re-
fer to a system exhibiting dynamical trajectories that are
bounded if they are initialized within some compact re-
gion of RN .
Consider the first order system

ẋ = f(x) (3)

where map f : D → Rn is locally Lipschitz from an open
and connected set D ⊂ Rn onto Rn. If such points exist,

the equilibrium points or fixed points of the system (3)
are defined as x̄ ∈ D such that f(x̄) = 0. For conve-
nience, we will state all definitions and theorems for the
case when x̄ = 0, the origin of Rn. It can be proved
that there is no loss of generality in doing so. When dis-
cussing the stability of dynamical systems, it is a com-
mon practice to use phase space for the intuitive picture
of solutions. Now we define a flow on phase space.

Definition 1. The solutions of Eq. (3) define a flow,
φ(x, t) or φt(x), such that φt(x) is the solution of this
differential equation at time t with initial value x. Hence,

d

dt
φ(x, t) = f(φ(x, t)),

for all t such that the solution through x exists and
φ(x, 0) = x.

Note that the solution x(t) with x(0) = x0 by this no-
tation is φ(x0, t) or φt(x0). We then give the definitions
of terms that describe the stability of dynamical systems
that will be discussed in this paper using these notations.

Definition 2. The solutions of Eq. (3) are

• bounded if there exists a constant ρ > 0 that is
independent of the initial time 0, and for every c ∈
(0, ρ), there is µ = µ(c) > 0 such that

∥x(0)∥ ≤ c ⇒ ∥x(t)∥ ≤ µ, ∀t ≥ 0, (4)

• globally bounded if (5) holds for arbitrarily large ρ.

• If there exists some η such that η ≥ µ(c) for every
c ∈ (0, ρ) in the definition above, we can define an
upper bound stability region, i.e. a ball center at
the origin with radius η, since

∥x(0)∥ ≤ c ⇒ ∥x(t)∥ ≤ η, ∀t ≥ 0, (5)

meaning that there is an upper bound on how far
trajectories can ever be from the origin.

• We will also use the term “domain of boundedness”
to denote the set of all x(0) = x0 such that the solu-
tions x(t) of a given dynamical system are bounded.

While local or global boundedness is very general, we
will show that for the case of quadratically nonlinear sys-
tems, boundedness can be addressed by considering a
more specialized class of stability via trapping regions.
We will use the Lyapunov function to help define the
trapping region, so first we give the definition of the Lya-
punov function.

Definition 3. Let G be an open neighborhood of 0 and
V : cl(G) → R a continuously differentiable function
where cl(·) gives the closure of a set. Then we can define
the derivative of V (x) along trajectories with respect to
time [33],

V̇ =
dV

dt
= f(x) · ∇V.

Then V is a Lyapunov function on G iff V is continuously
differentiable on cl(G) and
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• V (0) = 0 and V (x) > 0 for all x ∈ cl(G) \ {0},

• V̇ ≤ 0 for all x ∈ G.

Now we give the definition of a trapping region.

Definition 4. Consider the dynamical system of (3) and
let ϕt(x) denote a position of a solution of the system at
time t that started at x ∈ D. Then a set N ⊂ D is

• a trapping region if it is compact and

φt(N ) ⊂ int(N ), ∀t > 0, (6)

where int(·) denotes the interior of a set,

• an attracting trapping region if there exists a com-
pact set S ⊂ D and time T such that N ⊂ S is a
trapping region and

φt(S \ N ) ⊂ int(N ), ∀t > T, (7)

• a monotonically attracting trapping region if N is
an attracting trapping region and there exists a Lya-
punov function V such that

V̇ (x) < 0, ∀x ∈ D \ N . (8)

An attracting trapping region is one in which trajecto-
ries in D\N eventually fall intoN , while a monotonically
attracting trapping region is one in which trajectories in
D \ N are always falling towards N . Fig. 1 illustrates
this difference. These definitions form the basis for our
analysis following in the next a few sections.

B. Flows with energy-preserving nonlinearities

Now, if the governing system of partial differential
equations for u(x, t) are at most quadratic in nonlin-
earity, as for many fluids, plasmas, and other dynamical
systems, Galerkin projection onto the governing equa-
tions produces the following system of ODEs for the set
of temporal functions ai(t),

ȧi(t) = Ei + Lijaj +Qijkajak. (9)

Ei, Lij , and Qijk are tensors of time-independent coeffi-
cients, obtained from spatial inner products between the
χi(x) and the spatiotemporal operators that define the
model dynamics. We have assumed that the pressure
gradient term in Eq. (1) has been removed as in Rowley
et al. [34]. Moreover, Eq. (9) can be proved that it is lo-
cally Lipschitz since it is continuously differentiable over
any compact domain in a Euclidean space; therefore the
existence and uniqueness of the initial value problem are
guaranteed. The class of systems considered for the orig-
inal trapping theorem are those with energy-preserving
nonlinearity, which is defined as

Qijkaiajak = 0, (10)

𝑉 = 𝑐1

𝑉 = 𝑐2

𝑉 = 𝑐3

𝑉 = 𝑐4

𝜞1𝜞2

𝓝

FIG. 1: Sketch of an attracting trapping region. Γ1 (in
red, solid) and Γ2 (in blue, solid) are two trajectories
starting outside an attracting trapping region N where
all trajectories will eventually enter in and stay there
forever. V is a Lyapunov function and each dashed
closed surface V = V (x) = ci (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) is a

Lyapunov surface with c1 > c2 > c3 > c4. For each
Lyapunov surface outside N , Γ2 only passes through at
most once, while Γ1 crosses V = c3 more than once

before each enters into N . If we consider the Lyapunov
function as a form of energy, along Γ2, the energy is

always decreasing before entering N . If all trajectories
starting outside N behave the same as Γ2, then N is a
monotonically attracting trapping region, otherwise an

attracting trapping region.

or equivalently, for all i, j, k ∈ {1, ..., r},

Qijk +Qjik +Qkji = 0. (11)

The Qijk are symmetric in swapping j and k without
loss of generality. To see why this condition preserves
the energy, consider u(x) being the mean flow and we
can introduce the standard kinetic energy K,

K =
1

2
⟨u,u⟩. (12)

Then the change of the kinetic energy in time is,

K̇ = ⟨u, u̇⟩ = ⟨u(x) + ai(t)χi(x), ȧj(t)χj(x)⟩ (13)

= (ai −mi)ȧi = (ai −mi) (Ei + Lijaj +Qijkajak) ,

mj ≡ −⟨u(x),χj(x)⟩. (14)

The only cubic term in the temporal modes in Eq. (13)
is precisely Qijkaiajak and by Eq. (10) it vanishes. The
eradication of any cubic terms in a, as well as the shift
of the energy via m from the presence of a steady-state
contribution u(x), are critical components for the defi-
nition of a suitable Lyapunov function, as is illustrated
below. Note that this analysis is unchanged if the modes
χj are not orthogonal, since this only introduces a mass
matrix [35] Mij = ⟨χi,χj⟩, which is symmetric by con-
struction and leaves the energy evolution qualitatively
unchanged if it is positive definite [19].
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C. Schlegel and Noack trapping theorem

The Schlegel and Noack trapping theorem provides
necessary and sufficient conditions for energy-preserving,
effectively nonlinear, quadratic systems to exhibit a
monotonically trapping region, B(m, Rm), a ball cen-
tered at m ∈ Rr with radius Rm. Outside this region
the rate of change of energy K is negative everywhere,
producing a Lyapunov function that renders this system
globally stable. The trapping theorem begins by recen-
tering the origin by a now arbitrary constant vector m
so that we can define a shifted energy expressed in terms
of the shifted state vector y(t) = a(t)−m,

K =
1

2
y2i . (15)

Taking a derivative and substituting in Eq. (9) produces
Eq. (13), which can be written as

K̇ = AS
ijyiyj + diyi, (16a)

AS
ij = LS

ij + (Qijk +Qjik)mk, (16b)

LS
ij =

1

2
(Lij + Lji), (16c)

di = Ei + Lijmj +Qijkmimj . (16d)

Exploiting that Qijk is symmetric in the last two in-
dices and energy-preserving, AS can also be expressed
as,

AS
ij = LS

ij −Qkijmk, or (17a)

AS = LS −mTQ. (17b)

Then the trapping theorem may now be stated as:

Theorem 1. Consider an effectively quadratically non-
linear system. There exists a monotonically trapping ball
B(m, Rm) if and only if the real, symmetric matrix AS

is negative definite (Hurwitz) with eigenvalues λr ≤ · · · ≤
λ1 < 0; the radius is then given by Rm = ∥d∥2/|λ1|.1

In practice, the goal is then to find an origin m so
that the matrix AS is Hurwitz, guaranteeing a trapping
region and global stability. Moreover, we may want a
tight bound on the size of this trapping ball, which can
be achieved by varying m to reduce Rm. If Rm ≫ 1, the
existence of a trapping ball tells us relatively little about
the long-time dynamical trajectories except for the guar-
antee of boundedness. There is also a caveat for systems
that do not exhibit effective nonlinearity; effective non-
linearity means that there is no linear subspace in which
a trajectory starts and remains indefinitely, so that the
quadratic nonlinearities Qijkyjyk are never activated.

1 If a system is long-term bounded (not necessarily exhibiting a
monotonically trapping region) and effectively nonlinear, the ex-
istence of an m producing a negative semidefinite AS is still
guaranteed.

Without effectively quadratic terms, only the suffi-
ciency in Thm 1 holds; if we can find an m so that AS is
Hurwitz, the system exhibits a trapping region. However,
such systems can be globally stable without admitting
such an m. Even when the requirements of the trap-
ping theorem are not fully satisfied, system identification
work that incorporates this stability theorem [2] still ap-
pears to produce models with improved stability proper-
ties. The same reference contains an extended discussion
of the circumstances under which this theorem holds.

D. Analytical estimates of the local stability of
linear-quadratic systems

In this section, we use Lyapunov’s direct method to ex-
plore the stability of a linear-quadratic system of the form
of Eq. (9). We consider the situation where the nonlinear-
ities are no longer exactly energy-preserving for a linear-
quadratic system. However, we assume that the breaking
of the energy-preserving nonlinearity is bounded in some
norm by a small amount ϵQ, i.e.,

∥Qijk +Qjik +Qkji∥ ≤ ϵQ, (18)

which means that it slightly breaks the energy-preserving
property of the quadratic term of the dynamical system.
Hence, the cubic term in K̇ does not vanish in this case.
Based on this constraint, consider the linear-quadratic
system,

ȧ = E +La+Qaa, (19)

with state variable a = a(t) ∈ Rr, bias termE ∈ Rr, ma-
trix L ∈ Rr×r and third-order tensor Q ∈ Rr×r×r. For
generalization of Lyapunov’s direct method, we introduce
an arbitrary state m as the new shifted origin, so that
the dynamical system expressed in this new translated
coordinate y = a−m is,

ẏ = d+Ay +Qyy, (20)

with d defined in Eq. (16d) and

Aij = Lij + (Qijk +Qikj)mk. (21)

For the convenience of applying Lyapunov stability
analysis, we now introduce a transformation

T : Rr×r×r −→ Rr×r2 , (22)

where the operator T vectorizes the last two indices of the
third order tensor with dimension r × r × r by stacking
the columns of the corresponding matrix to get a new
matrix with the dimension r × r2. Assume H = T (Q),
then the system of Eq. (19) can be written as,

ẏ = d+Ay +H(y ⊗ y), (23)

where ⊗ denotes the standard Kronecker product. No-
tice that we previously assume that the Qijk are sym-
metric in the last two indices, hence H is symmetric,
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i.e., H(y1 ⊗ y2) = H(y2 ⊗ y1) for arbitrary y1,y2 ∈ Rr,
which does not change the dynamics [36]. To general-
ize the discussion beyond the shifted energy, we define a
Lyapunov function v(y) given a positive definite matrix
P ,

v(y) =
1

2
∥y∥2P =

1

2
⟨y,y⟩P =

1

2
yTPy, (24)

with the time derivative of v(y)

v̇(y) = yTP ẏ. (25)

This matrix P is any positive definite matrix that forms
the equation [37]

ATP + PA+M = 0,

where A is Hurwitz and M is positive definite. We
call such positive definite matrix P the Lyapunov ma-
trix. Importantly, the traditional trapping theorem uses
the Lyapunov matrix P = I, the identity, but for two-
dimensional fluid flows the enstrophy is an invariant with
P ̸= I and it can also be immediately used in the follow-
ing results. Similar invariants exist in MHD, and more
general Lyapunov matrices P may exist for certain flows.
Section IVC will illustrate provably locally-stable, data-
driven models of the von Karman vortex street using the
enstrophy version of the various trapping theorems de-
scribed in the present work.

Since the domain of boundedness Ωm can be com-
plicated geometrically, we consider closed norm balls
B ⊆ Ωm as the candidates of regions where the solu-
tions of Eq. (23) are bounded,

By(R) = {y ∈ Rr | ∥y∥P ≤ R}, ∥y∥P =
√
yTPy.

Note that

v(y) =
1

2
yTPy =

1

2
zTz, z = P

1
2y (26)

where P
1
2 and its inverse exist (and are also symmet-

ric positive-definite) because P is symmetric positive-
definite. It follows that

By(R) = Bz(R) = {z ∈ Rr | ∥z∥2 ≤ R} . (27)

We now provide a lower-bound for the domain of bound-
edness by the set By. The task then becomes to make
this bound as tight as possible, which is, to find supR as
the estimate of the local stability radius. This leads to
the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Regarding the system (20) and a Lyapunov
matrix P , there exists a trapping region if the following
statements are true:

a. ÃS = 1
2

(
P

1
2AP− 1

2 + P− 1
2ATP

1
2

)
is Hurwitz,

i.e. λr(Ã
S) ≤ ... ≤ λ1(Ã

S) < 0.

b. λ2
1 − 4ϵQ

3 ∥d̃∥2 ≥ 0, where ϵQ = ∥H̃0∥F , H̃0 =

P− 1
2 T (Q̃ijk+Q̃ijk+Q̃kji)(P

− 1
2 ⊗P− 1

2 ), Q̃ = PQ

and d̃ = P
1
2d.

Then the smallest radius of the trapping region By(ρ−)
is given by

ρ− =
3|λ1|
2ϵQ

(
1−

√
1− 4ϵQ

3λ2
1

∥d̃∥2

)
, (28)

while all trajectories starting inside By(ρ+) are bounded
where

ρ+ =
3|λ1|
2ϵQ

(
1 +

√
1− 4ϵQ

3λ2
1

∥d̃∥2

)
. (29)

Proof. The time derivative of the Lyapunov function
given by Eq. (IID) is

v̇(y) = yTP ẏ

= dTPy +
1

2
yT (PA+ATP )y + yTPH(y ⊗ y)

We can then introduce Q̃′
ijk = Q̃ijk + Q̃jki + Q̃kij , and

H0 = T (Q̃′) and by Eq. (26), v̇(y) can also be written
as

v̇(z) = d̃Tz + zÃSz +
1

3
zTP− 1

2H0(P
− 1

2 ⊗ P− 1
2 )(z ⊗ z)

= d̃Tz + zÃSz +
1

3
zT H̃0(z ⊗ z)

Here d̃ = P
1
2d, ÃS = 1

2

(
P

1
2AP− 1

2 + P− 1
2ATP

1
2

)
and

H̃0 = P− 1
2H0(P

− 1
2 ⊗ P− 1

2 ). We next consider the re-
gion where its derivative is negative. It follows that

v̇(z) = d̃Tz + zÃSz +
1

3
zT H̃0(z ⊗ z) (31a)

≤ ∥d̃Tz∥2 + λ1∥z∥22 +
1

3
∥H̃0∥2∥z∥32 (31b)

≤ ∥d̃∥2∥z∥2 + λ1∥z∥22 +
ϵQ
3
∥z∥32. (31c)

In the second step, Eq. (31b), we replaced each term on
the right-hand side with an upper bound on that term,
and used the definition of a matrix 2-norm. In the last
step, Eq. (31c), we used the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

and the matrix norm inequality ∥H̃0∥2 ≤ ∥H̃0∥F , where
∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of the matrix. For our
upper bound estimate on v̇(z) to be negative, we consider

solving ∥d̃∥2∥z∥2 + λ1∥z∥22 +
ϵQ
3 ∥z∥32 = 0, from which it

follows that

ρ− < ∥z∥2 < ρ+,

ρ+ =
3

2ϵQ

(√
λ2
1 −

4ϵQ
3

∥d̃∥2 − λ1

)
,

ρ− = − 3

2ϵQ

(√
λ2
1 −

4ϵQ
3

∥d̃∥2 + λ1

)
.
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These equations can be manipulated into Equations (28)
and (29). To guarantee ρ+ and ρ− both being real, ∆ =

λ2
1 − 4ϵQ

3 ∥d̃∥2 must be non-negative. For all ∥y∥P =
∥z∥2 ∈ (ρ−, ρ+), we now have v(y) > 0 and v̇(y) < 0,
which yields the claimed result.

E. Interpretation of the local stability radius

The ρ+ and ρ− are two nontrivial roots of Eq. (31c).
As shown in the Fig. 2, ρ+ is a conservative estimate
of the diameter of the inscribed ball Bρ+

in the locally
stable region Ωρ+

. Meanwhile ρ− is an estimate of the
diameter of the set Ωρ− and v̇ = 0 at the boundary ∂Ωρ− .
Negative energy growth inBρ+

\Bρ− which is an elliptical
annulus in the state space of y, is guaranteed according to
Thm. 2 and inside Bρ− there exists a region Ωρ− , inside
of which positive energy growth can be observed. Then
the long-time behavior of solutions to the system (23)

with initial conditions P
1
2y0 = z0 ∈ Bρ+

can alternate
between Bρ− \Ωρ− and Ωρ− , as shown in the Fig. 3. In
a special case where z0 is a real solution to Eq. (31a), the
long-time behavior of the system stays at the boundary
of Ωρ− . It is not difficult to conclude that

lim
ϵQ→0

ρ+ = ∞, lim
ϵQ→0

ρ− =
∥d̃∥2

|λ1(ÃS)|
, (32)

which correctly reproduces the original trapping theorem
guaranteeing global boundedness (in fact, a monotoni-
cally trapping region). We can also validate the limit by

setting ϵQ to zero so that H̃ = 0, then the time derivative
of the Lyapunov function (31a) becomes

v̇(z) = d̃Tz + zT ÃSz ≤ ∥d̃∥2∥z∥2 + λ1∥z∥22
= ∥z∥2

(
∥d̃∥2 + λ1∥z∥2

)
,

from which we can see that for all ∥z∥2 > ∥d̃∥2/|λ1|,
v̇ < 0. And an estimate of the radius of the ball-shape
trapping region is given by Rm = ∥d̃∥2/|λ1|. Note that
the “shell” of stability Bρ+

\Bρ− vanishes when ρ+ = ρ−
or equivalently when the square root vanishes:

ϵQ =
3λ2

1(Ã
S)

4∥d̃∥2
, (33)

which provides a condition on the smallness of the totally
symmetric part of the quadratic nonlinearity in order for
this shell of stability to exist. We use this condition in
Appendix A to evaluate the sensitivity of this stability
estimate to small perturbations in the model coefficients
and illustrate evidence that the problem of retaining sta-
bility in machine-learned quadratically nonlinear models
is generally ill-conditioned. Note when ∥d∥2 = 0, Ωρ−

collapses to an asymptotically stable fixed point m.

𝑧𝑧1

𝑩𝑩𝜌𝜌+ 𝑩𝑩𝜌𝜌−
𝛀𝛀𝜌𝜌−

𝛀𝛀𝜌𝜌+

𝑧𝑧2

FIG. 2: Sketch of the trapping region. v̇ < 0 is observed
in Ωρ+ \Ωρ− . ∂Ωρ+ has a complex geometry but can
be bounded below by ∂Bρ+ . Ωρ− has v̇ > 0, a shape
close to ellipsoid, and can be bounded above by ∂Bρ− .
Therefore long-term stability is guaranteed for any

initial conditions ∥y(t0)∥P = ∥z(t0)∥2 ≤ ρ+.

𝑧𝑧1

𝑧𝑧2

𝑩𝑩𝜌𝜌+

𝑩𝑩𝜌𝜌−

𝛀𝛀𝜌𝜌−𝜞𝜞𝒙𝒙+

FIG. 3: An example trajectory (dashed blue) beginning
outside of the locally attracting trapping region Bρ−

and remaining in once it enters in it.

III. EXTENDED TRAPPING SINDy
ALGORITHM

In this section, we present how to incorporate Thm. 2
into system identification methods. System identification
is the process of directly constructing dynamical models
from data via optimization, rather than intrusive sam-
pling of the fields and field derivatives as in traditional
POD-Galerkin methods [11, 32].
In particular, we use the trapping SINDy algorithm [2]

and formulate a modified “extended” trapping SINDy
algorithm. We first review the standard SINDy algo-
rithm [28] and the trapping SINDy algorithm, which
successfully incorporates the trapping theorem (Thm. 1)
into model identification in Sec. III A. We then intro-
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duce our proposed extended trapping SINDy algorithm
in Sec III B.

A. Standard and trapping SINDy algorithm

Identifying dynamical systems from data has been an
ongoing challenge in mathematical physics, especially in
the study of fluid dynamics. The SINDy algorithm lever-
ages the fact that for most physical systems, only a few
relevant terms determine the dynamics, to identify par-
simonious models from data while avoiding over-fitting.
To determine the system of Eq. (9) from data, we build
SINDy models for the dynamics of a. And like most
physical systems, we assume the governing equations of
dynamics of a consist of only a few terms from a library
Θ consisting of candidate nonlinear functions of the state
variable, which makes it sparse in the nonlinear function
space. For the dynamics considered in the present work,
the system of ODEs for a is at most quadratic in nonlin-
earity, so that the dynamics will be described as,

d

dt
a = Θ(a)Ξ, Θ(a) =

 | | |
1 a aP2

| | |

 . (34)

Here, aP2 denotes the quadratic polynomial in the state
a. Consider a collection of snapshots of state a and ȧ
which come from either measurement or numerical ap-
proximation from a,

X =
[
a(t1) a(t2) · · · a(tM )

]T
,

Ẋ =
[
ȧ(t1) ȧ(t2) · · · ȧ(tM )

]T
.

The dynamics of Eq. (34) become Ẋ = Θ(X)Ξ, where
Ξ = [ξ1 ξ2 · · · ξr] is a sparse matrix with each ξj ∈ RN

indicating which of the corresponding candidate func-
tions in the library Θ ∈ RM×N are active in the ȧj
equation. One can find that the quadratic library has
N = 1

2 (r
2 + 3r) + 1 terms. Now we have the sparse

optimization problem introduced in the standard SINDy
algorithm:

ξj = argmin
ξ′
j

[
∥Ẋ:,j −Θ(X)ξ′j∥2 + γ∥ξ′j∥0

]
, (35)

where Ẋ:,j denotes the jth column of Ẋ, ∥ · ∥0 counts
the number of nonzero elements and γ determines the
strength of sparsity-promotion during identification of
the Ξ. One may also notice that ∥ · ∥0 is not convex,
which leads to a nonconvex optimization. One way to
ameliorate this is to instead use the ℓ1 norm,resulting in
the LASSO [38]. The ℓ1 is convex but promotes a weaker
form of sparsity. A computationally efficient alternative
to directly solving the ℓ0-regularized problem was demon-
strated in Brunton et al. [28], where a sequential thresh-
old least-squares algorithm was used to greedily solve the
problem; its convergence properties were proven in [39].

To encode the enforced energy-preserving constraint
on the quadratics terms, Loiseau et al. [40] vectorizes
Ξ[:] = ξ ∈ RrN to recast the constrained minimization
problem as an unconstrained convex problem using an
augmented functional formulation. If the constraint is
encoded as Cξ = q, together with the improvements
above, the optimization problem reads,

ξ = argmin
ξ′,ϕ

[
1

2
∥Ẋ[:]− Θ̂(X)ξ′∥22 + γ∥ξ′∥1

+ ϕT (Cξ′ − q)

] (36)

where Θ̂(X) = I ⊗ Θ(X), Ẋ[:] is the vectorized Ẋ so

that we have Θ̂ ∈ RrM×rN , Ẋ[:] ∈ RrM . The number
of constraints of the energy-preserving structure is given
by p = r(r + 1)(r + 2)/6 and therefore we have C ∈
Rp×rN , q ∈ Rp and the Lagrange multiplier ϕ ∈ Rp.
Additionally, for the linear equality constraints of the
energy-preserving structure, q = 0 and the number of
free parameters is given by rN −p = 2p. If needed, these
constraints can be used to impose any additional linear
relationships from physical knowledge, such as enforcing
global invariant preservation or enforcing a priori known
values of any entries ξi.
It is still not enough to guarantee the global sta-

bility of the linear-quadratic systems with the energy-
preserving constraint. Based on the Schlegel and Noack
trapping theorem, enforcing global stability for quadrat-
ically nonlinear dynamics requires searching for an m
that makes ÃS Hurwitz without breaking the energy-
preserving structure of the systems. In other words, the
largest real part of the eigenvalue of ÃS should be nega-
tive, so that the optimization problem becomes,

ξ,ϕ,m = argmin
ξ′,ϕ,m

[
1

2
∥Ẋ[:]− Θ̂(X)ξ′∥22 + γ∥ξ′∥1

+ϕT (Cξ′ − q) +
λ1(Ã

S)

η

]
,

(37)

where the new term denotes that the largest eigenvalue of
ÃS will be enforced to be negative so that ÃS is Hurwitz,
and the magnitude of whose loss is modulated by the hy-
perparameter η. One should notice that the last term of
this problem is not convex but convex composite, making
the problem non-convex, however the details of the algo-
rithm used for solving the optimization problem in (37)
will not be introduced in this work; see Kaptanoglu et
al. [2] for more details.

B. Proposed extended trapping SINDy algorithm

Ideally, we would expect linear-quadratic systems with
the quadratic energy-preserving structure to be globally
stable and exhibit a monotonically trapping region ac-
cording to Schlegel and Noack theorem. However, for
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quadratically nonlinear dynamics that do not have this
energy-preserving structure, the stability is not guaran-
teed and generic quadratically nonlinear systems may be
globally unbounded. Hence it is desirable to promote
the local Lyapunov stability of the origin with some vari-
ations of the original trapping algorithm. For instance,
problems such as open-channel flow and the Von Karman
vortex street can weakly break the energy-preserving
nonlinearities.

Similarly to Sawant et al. [41] and Erichson et al. [42],
we can guarantee local stability and promote large stable
radii for data-driven models with nonlinearities that do
not preserve the energy by minimizing the destabilizing
effects of the cubic terms in v̇(y). The Sawant et al. [41]
optimization is approximately,

ξ,m = argmin
ξ′,m

[
1

2
∥Ẋ[:]− Θ̂(X)ξ′∥22 + γ∥ξ′∥1

+ α−1∥H∥2F
]
,

(38)

where the matrix H defined by (22) can be extracted
from the model coefficients. If the regularizer, here the
l1-norm, is convex then the optimization problem is con-
vex. Sawant et al. leverage this advantage and make the
matrix ÃS Hurwitz via a post-processing step, making
the optimization problem much easier to solve. However,
this a-posteriori fixing of the Hurwitz condition for ÃS

has the downside that it may take the solution signifi-
cantly out of the local minimum found during optimiza-
tion. For this reason, we combine the two loss functions
in Eq. (37) and (38) without the energy-preserving con-
straint to get,

ξ,m = argmin
ξ′,m

[
1

2
∥Ẋ[:]− Θ̂(X)ξ′∥22 + γ∥ξ′∥1

+ η−1λ1(Ã
S) + α−1∥H∥2F

]
.

(39)

This loss function promotes a Hurwitz ÃS matrix while
minimizing the destabilizing effects of the cubic contri-
butions in v̇(y). Moreover, ÃS is defined by Eq. (16b)
instead of Eq. (17) in this setting since the energy-
preserving constraints are not prescribed. In principle,
one could instead reformulate the last loss term as an
inequality constraint, but we refrain from this strategy
because it would involve inequality constraints that are
not affine in the model coefficients.

We now additionally promote locally stable models
without minimizing the nonlinear effect of the systems.
Recall from Thm. 2 that under certain conditions, linear-
quadratic models can be locally bounded and exhibit a
trapping region even if the hard constraint of the energy-
preserving structure is relaxed. For ease of notation, we
introduce Q′

ijk = Qijk + Qjki + Qkij , H0 = T (Q′) and

H̃0 = P− 1
2 T H0(P

− 1
2 ⊗ P− 1

2 ). The objective function

now reads,

ξ,m = argmin
ξ′,m

[
1

2
∥Ẋ[:]− Θ̂(X)ξ′∥22 + γ∥ξ′∥1 +

λ1(Ã
S)

η

]
s.t. ∥H̃0∥F = ϵQ,

(40)
or the form of unconstrained optimization,

ξ,m = argmin
ξ′,m

[
1

2
∥Ẋ[:]− Θ̂(X)ξ′∥22 + γ∥ξ′∥1

+ η−1λ1(Ã
S) + β−1∥H̃0∥2F

]
.

(41)

Eq. (41) is quite similar to the objective function used
in Ouala et al. [17]. This optimization can be understood
as maximizing the stability radius about the origin at m
by promoting energy-preserving structure in Q, instead
of maximizing the stability radius about the radius by
minimizing the norm of Q as in Sawant et al. [41], which
makes the nonlinearities weak. Considering that there is
no “true zero” due to the existence of machine precision
in computer arithmetic; even the resulting models from
Eq. (37) will not be truly globally bounded numerically.
A description of each of the hyperparameters γ, η and β
is provided in Table I.
Notice that we still need ÃS to be Hurwitz to get the

estimated stability radius, and the largest eigenvalue λ1

of ÃS determines the stability radius directly. By ad-
ditionally optimizing for the Lyapunov matrix P , as in
Goyal et al. [18], we may be able to better control the
magnitude of λ1.

C. Interpretation of the loss term

Although the optimization settings of Eq. (39) and
Eq. (41) seem to be similar and can both promote mod-
els that are locally stable by construction, the results are
noticeably different. For Eq. (39), this approach pro-
duces stable data-driven models with large stable radii
by weakening the nonlinearities to get linearized models.
However, it necessarily throws out information regarding
the nonlinear behavior of the physical systems, especially
at large distances from the origin. In other words, this
method of directly punishing the strength of the nonlin-
earities is primarily suitable for systems with weak non-
linearities.
Instead of minimizing the ∥H∥F , Eq. (41) minimizes

∥H̃0∥F . To explain further, we do not promote the local
stability of the models by weakening the nonlinearities of
the system, but by enforcing a weakly quadratic energy-
preserving structure. Moreover, we here use this opti-
mization to find the ρ+ and ρ−, which guarantee the sta-
bility of the model based on Thm. 2. Specifically, the size
of the domain of boundedness ρ+ and the size of the trap-

ping region ρ− is derived from the optimized ∥H̃0∥max.
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TABLE I: Description of extended trapping SINDy hyperparameters.

γ Specifies the strength of sparsity-promotion through the l1 regularizer. For simplicity, all results in this paper use γ = 0.

η Specifies how strongly to push the algorithm towards models with Hurwitz ÃS .

β Determines how strongly to penalize nonzero ∥H̃0∥F .

While Ouala et al. [17] make a number of important con-
tributions and extensions to neural-network-based sys-
tem identification with stability, they are missing the ρ+
and ρ− estimates derived in the present work that quan-
tify the stability regions.

We can also reproduce the results from the work by
Kaptanoglu et al. [2] through Eq. 41, which means our
method could also promote global stability in quadrat-
ically nonlinear models. As what we show in Sec. II E,
global stability of the models can be achieved, theoreti-
cally, by reducing the loss of ∥H̃0∥F to machine precision.

IV. RESULTS

We now evaluate the performance and noise robust-
ness of our extended trapping SINDy algorithm on tasks
including model identification and simulation, for a few
canonical systems which are commonly seen in fluid dy-
namics. Two widely used and appropriate definitions to
assess the model quality are the time-average error Ef in

Ẋ, and for models with known closed forms, the relative
Frobenius error Ecoef in Ξ,

Ef =
∥ẊTrue − ẊSINDy∥2

∥ẊTrue∥2
, (42a)

Ecoef =
∥ΞTrue −ΞSINDy∥F

∥ΞTrue∥F
. (42b)

Another common quantity to evaluate the performance
of data-driven models is the relative prediction error,

Epred =
∥XTrue −XSINDy∥F

∥XTrue∥F
. (43)

We also demonstrate the results qualitatively with dy-
namical trajectories of the model in order to examine,
for instance, the noise robustness of the computational
model. Another reason to exhibit results qualitatively
rather than quantitatively is that quantifying the model
performance for chaotic systems can be challenging be-
cause of sensitivity to initial conditions and aperiodic
long-term behavior. However, despite the different ways
we present for each example, we conduct each experiment
in a similar approach. For each system, a single trajec-
tory is used to train a SINDy model with the extended
trapping optimizer. Keeping the same temporal dura-
tion, we then evaluate the model on different trajectories
with new random initial conditions. Table II summa-
rizes the sampling, hyperparameters, and identified local
stability estimates for a number of examples discussed

in Sec. IVA-IVB. Several chaotic systems with different
strange attractors will be presented in this section. Since
it is usually difficult to quantify model performance for a
chaotic system, we utilize Eq. (42) to investigate the util-
ity of our extended trapping algorithm on these systems
and compute the time-average error Ef in Ẋ, rather than
calculating the relative prediction error Epred.
The local stability size ρ+ and the smallest trapping

region size ρ− for each model are calculated if applicable
for evaluation purpose. It is usually expected that we
should observe an increase of ρ+ and a decrease of ρ−
with the number of optimization iterations. This trend
is shown in Fig. 4 and illustrates Thm. 2 and the two
limits (32). To compare the smallest trapping region size
across different systems we identify, a normalized quan-
tity defined as Reff = ρ−/

√∑r
i=1 ȳ

2
i is reported as well.

A. Noisy Lorenz attractor

The well-known chaotic system developed by Lorenz in
1963 [43] has interested researchers for decades. General
findings about the existence of a monotonically attract-
ing trapping region are shown for quadratically nonlinear
systems in Lorenz’s work. Swinnerton-Dyer showed an
attracting trapping region for the Lorenz system via the
existence of a Lyapunov function outside the trapping
region [44]. The globally stable chaotic Lorenz system
reads,

ẋ = σ(y − x), (44a)

ẏ = x(ρ− z)− y, (44b)

ż = xy − βz. (44c)

We choose the same parameters as in Lorenz 1963 [43],
which are σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8/3. We then add up to
50% noise to the data with the choice of Lyapunov matrix
P = I to examine the noise robustness of the extended
trapping algorithm. The noise is Gaussian noise with
zero mean and the standard deviation given by the root
mean square of the training trajectory.
The results indicate that the algorithm can improve

robustness to noise with respect to the identified model
stability. To control for differential realizations of noise,
we made twenty SINDy models from the same Lorenz
training trajectory that receives added noise using real-
izations drawn from the noise distribution. We found
that 17/20 models were identified successfully with lo-
cal stability guarantees by the extended trapping algo-
rithm in this work. At 50% noise, this number drops to
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TABLE II: Description of the sampling, extended trapping SINDy hyperparameters, and identified local stability
estimates for the dynamic systems examined in Sec. IV. r denotes the dimension of the model. β and η control the
minimization of the two terms in Eq. (41). ϵQ reports the deviation from H̃0 having zero totally symmetric part. λ1

denotes the largest eigenvalue in each ÃS of the system.

Dynamic system r ∆t β η ϵQ ρ− ρ+ Reff λ1 Ecoef Ef

Lorenz Attractor 3 0.01 10−10 105 8.2× 10−7 103 1.8× 106 4.2 -0.98 0.013 10−5

10% noisy Lorenz 3 0.01 10−14 102 6.6× 10−9 132 2.2× 108 5.27 -0.94 0.89 0.18
50% noisy Lorenz 3 0.01 10−10 104 0.01 0 0 0 0.05 1.3 0.9
Finance 3 0.1 10−9 102 8.2× 10−10 32.6 1.8× 108 32.6 -0.1 0.18 10−7

Hadley 3 0.015 10−9 102 2.8× 10−10 21.3 1.7× 5.3× 108 21.3 -0.1 0.003 10−9

LorenzStenflo 4 0.039 10−9 102 5.2× 10−7 181 2.9× 105 181 -0.1 0.03 10−7

VallisElNino 4 0.022 10−9 102 6.5× 10−9 2.4× 103 2.3× 107 2.4× 103 -0.1 0.7 10−5

Von Karman (enstrophy) 5 0.1 10−10 104 5.9× 10−10 4× 103 2.9× 108 2.4× 103 −0.12

FIG. 4: The progress of stability radius growth during
optimization of identifying Lorenz attractor from data.
The green area below the dashed line is the smallest

ball-shape trapping region found by the model and the
blue area between the solid line and the dashed line

corresponds to the dotted area in Fig. 3, where K̇ < 0.
All trajectories in this area will eventually fall into the
green one. The red area outside means no guarantees
for the stability and trajectories may be long-time

unstable.

10/20 models. For comparison, the traditional SINDy al-
gorithm produces 0/20 provably stable models for both
25% and 50% noise added. Using SINDy with fairly tight
energy-preserving constraints, but no enforcement of the
Hurwitz property of ÃS , produces 10/20 provably stable
models at 25% noise and 0/20 at 50% noise.

Fig. 5 illustrates the results with the extended trapping
algorithm. With 10% noise added, the attractor can be
well identified. With 50% noise added, in this case the
identified model is still stable and represents a different
strange attractor, but it fails to report a locally stable re-
gion. Another observation is that the ÃS matrix of this
50% noise model is not Hurwitz, which has one and only
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(a) Lorenz system without noise.
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(b) Lorenz system with 10% noise.
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(c) Lorenz system with 50% noise.

FIG. 5: A collection of Lorenz attractors with additive
Gaussion noise. Left: Lorenz trajectories with noise for
training (red) and the corresponding extended trapping
SINDy models (black, solid). Right: Lorenz trajectories
without noise for test (blue) and their prediction by
extended trapping SINDy models (black, dashed).
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one positive eigenvalue. This implies that even if the ÃS

is not negative-definite, the quadratically nonlinear sys-
tem may still be locally stable. The reason could be that
local stability holds and it is only our stability estimate
that has broken down. Or it may not be fully locally
stable, but simply have only a very small or degenerate
set of initial conditions that can in principle escape to in-
finity. We offer some potential insight into this scenario
in Sec. V.

B. Assorted locally stable models from the dysts
database

The dysts dataset [45] is a collection of more than 100
chaotic systems ideal for benchmarking system identi-
fication methods [46]. Four systems with the energy-
preserving structure in the quadratic terms (and effective
nonlinearity) are picked for benchmark testing as shown
in Fig 6. The datasets of all systems are normalized so
we can compare the performance of one set of combina-
tions of hyperparameters on different dynamical systems.
The algorithm successfully recognizes the attractors and
performs well on promoting stability in modeling these
systems. Table II also gives the normalized trapping re-
gion size of each system.

The finance chaotic system shown in Fig. 6a is defined
in Cai et al. [47], and described as

ẋ = z +

(
y − α+

1

β

)
x, (45a)

ẏ = 1− βy − x2, (45b)

ż = −x− σz, (45c)

where the parameters are α = 0.001, β = 0.2 and σ = 1.1.
The Hadley system is an atmospheric convective cell
which is also known as Hadley cell or Hadley circula-
tion [48]. It was first envisioned in 1735 to explain the
trade winds by Hadley. One way to describe the physical
process of Hadley circulation is through this dynamical
systems,

ẋ = −y2 − z2 − ax+ af, (46a)

ẏ = xy − bxz − y + g, (46b)

ż = bxy + xz − z, (46c)

where the parameters are a = 0.2, b = 4, f = 9 and
g = 1. The result of a 3D model for this test is shown in
Fig. 6b.

The Stochastic Lorenz–Stenflo system is a 4D system
describing atmospheric acoustic-gravity waves by Sten-
flo [49]. The system reads,

ẋ = σ(y − x) + sw, (47a)

ẏ = rx− xz − y, (47b)

ż = xy − bz, (47c)

ẇ = −x− σw, (47d)

where the parameters are σ = 2, b = 0.7, r = 26 and
s = 1.5.
The El Niño phenomenon has a great impact on the

global climate and a simple model to describe it is the
Vallis continuous-time model [50]. The model is a 3D
quadratically nonlinear system of ODEs and has three
parameters:

ẋ = By − C(x+ p), (48a)

ẏ = −y + xz, (48b)

ż = −z − xy + 1, (48c)

where B = 102, C = 3 and p = 0 results in the chaotic
dynamics shown in Fig. 6d. For the four systems, we
straightforwardly identify models with large locally sta-
ble regions with the final ρ− and ρ+ listed in Table II.

C. Von Karman vortex street using the enstrophy

The fluid wake behind a bluff body is characterized
by a periodic vortex shedding phenomenon known as a
von Kármán street. The two-dimensional incompressible
flow past a cylinder is a typical example of such behavior,
and has been a benchmark problem for Galerkin models
for decades. Early Galerkin models of vortex shedding,
based on a POD expansion about the mean flow, cap-
tured the oscillatory behavior but were structurally un-
stable [51]. This was later resolved by Noack et al. [3], in
which an 8-mode POD basis was augmented with a ninth
“shift mode” parameterizing the mean flow deformation.
This approach was later formalized with a perturbation
analysis of the flow at the threshold of bifurcation [52].
The 9-mode quadratic Galerkin model from the Noack
et al. work accurately reproduces all of the key physi-
cal features of the vortex street. Moreover, in Schlegel
and Noack [1] stability of the quadratic model was proven
withm9 = mshift = ϵ, ϵ > 1, andmi = 0 for i = {1, ..., 8}.
Recent work by Loiseau et al. [40, 53, 54] bypassed the
Galerkin projection step by using the SINDy algorithm
to directly identify the reduced-order dynamics. This
approach has been shown to yield compact, accurate
models for low-dimensional systems (r = 2 or 3), but
preserving accuracy and stability for higher-dimensional
systems remains challenging. Higher-dimensional regres-
sion problems often become ill conditioned; for example,
in the cylinder wake example, the higher modes 3-8 are
essentially harmonics of the driving modes 1-2, and so
it is difficult to distinguish between the various polyno-
mials of these modes during regression. Because these
higher harmonics are driven by modes 1-2, the 3D con-
strained quadratic SINDy model with modes 1-2 plus the
shift mode from Loiseau et al. [40] already performs well
enough to capture the energy evolution with minor over-
shoot and correct long-time behavior.

In the original trapping SINDy work [2], new, prov-
ably globally stable models for the cylinder wake were
found. In the present work, reusing the identical dataset
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FIG. 6: A collection of benchmark test on dysts database. Trajectories of (a) A finance chaotic system, (b) Hadley
cell dynamics, (c) Stochastic Lorenz–Stenflo system, (d) El Niño phenomenon for training (yellow) and locally stable
trapping SINDy models (blue) capturing the strange attractors on these training data, producing large stable radii

for all four systems that satisfy the totally-symmetric quadratic coefficient constraints.

described in that work, we extend these results by pro-
viding new locally-stable models, including one in which
the enstrophy

Pens =


2.69 0.03 0.01 0 −3.17
0.03 2.76 0 0 2.38
0.01 0 10.64 0.08 −0.06
0 0 0.08 10.65 −0.06

−3.17 2.38 −0.06 −0.06 3

 (49)

computed using the DNS, is used as the Lyapunov matrix
in Eq. (24). Both trapping SINDy models show improved
accuracy with respect to the POD-Galerkin model in re-
covering the true limit cycle dynamics in Fig. 7.

D. Lid-cavity flow

In fluid mechanics, the lid-driven cavity is commonly
used as a benchmark for testing numerical methods [55].
A viscous fluid is in a confined geometry of a 2D rectan-
gular container, and its motion is driven by the tangential
moving of a bounding wall. The fluid motion is governed
by incompressible Navier-Stokes equations. We then ap-
ply the model reduction method previously mentioned,
resulting in a POD-Galerkin model. In this work, we se-
lect the first 6 POD modes to build a data-driven model.

The flow considered in the present work is the imcom-
pressible shear-driven cavity flow at Re = 7500. The
computational domain and boundary conditions are the
same as in Callaham et al. [56]. We also use the same
data from direct numerical simulation (DNS) as in the
work. Then the extended trapping SINDy algorithm
is applied to compare with direct numerical simulation,
6-modes POD-Galerkin model, 16-modes POD-Galerkin
model and a naive SINDy model. As shown in Fig. 8, the
extended trapping SINDy model outperforms all other
presented data-driven models and indicates strong sta-
bility compared to all others, even though the ÃS from
the extended trapping SINDy is not fully promoted to
negative-definite. The ÃS has one positive eigenvalue
which is similar as the one in the 50% noisy Lorenz exam-

ple in Sec. IVA. Further hyperparameter tuning might
facilitate a fully provably stable model but we found em-
pirically this model already works well for the lid cavity
flow.

V. CONCLUSION

Motivated by the nonlinear energy-preserving struc-
ture in multiple dynamical systems of fluids and plas-
mas, as well as the weakly nonlinear energy-preserving
constraints in open-channel and many other important
flows, the present work has considered the boundedness
issue in quadratically nonlinear models and provided a
new theorem with explicit bounds on the size of trapping
regions for these models. An algorithm was proposed to
identify such models from data based on this theorem.

In Sec. IID, we analyzed the stability of linear-
quadratic systems with weakly energy-preserving con-
straints on nonlinear terms. By adopting Lyapunov’s
direct method, a new theorem, which includes sufficient
conditions were proved for the existence of trapping re-
gions in systems with such constraints and estimates were
obtained of the size of these trapping regions. We also
compared our theorem with Schlegel and Noack trapping
theorem, which we showed that ours can exactly repro-
duce their trapping theorem.

In Sec. III, an extended trapping SINDy algorithm
was proposed to promote local stability of data-driven
quadratically nonlinear models. One of the guarantees
on performance needed to use this algorithm is given by
the local stability estimates from the theorem proposed
in Sec. IID. The algorithm performs well on tasks such as
system identification and simulation with ROMs without
requiring the nonlinearities of the dynamical system to be
small to have these guarantees. Successfully promoting
the local stability of data-driven models requires a combi-
nation of well designed algorithms, methods of analysis
with physical insight and interpretations, and local or
global stability guarantees. The work of this paper was
motivated, in part, by the idea that tools that extract
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FIG. 7: Five-dimensional models, integrated from five random initial conditions (color lines), for the von Karman
street from the traditional trapping SINDy using the energy as a Lyapunov function, the analytic POD-Galerkin
method, and the locally stable trapping SINDy using the enstrophy. The POD modes from the direct numerical

simulation data were used for training and are shown in black lines.

models from data should guarantee the stability of mod-
els that capture the dominant behavior of bounded phys-
ical systems like fluids which can be described by Navier-
Stokes equations. We observe many situations where
the characteristics of the dynamics or stability/instability
conditions are unclear in our presented example results
and unpublished experiment, which includes that there
exists one positive eigenvalue of ÃS and that no stability
guarantee is given by the Thm. 2 in some models but yet
to find any unstable solution in neither of these situa-

tions. This leads to a number of possible directions for
future work that would extend the research presented in
this paper.

We train our extended trapping SINDy algorithm on
a single trajectory for all of the examples presented in
this work. And for most data-driven methods, the per-
formance can be improved by training larger datasets,
meaning processing data from multiple trajectories.

As mentioned above in Sec. IVA and Sec. IVD, al-
though the matrix ÃS from Eq. (16b) is not strictly
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FIG. 8: Lid-driven cavity. K denotes the total kinetic energy. t is the normalized time. Extended trapping SINDy
and naive SINDy both use the first 6 POD modes. The naive SINDy model goes unstable immediately and

POD-Galerkin models go unstable gradually, while the locally stable model captures the stable dynamics using the
same or fewer number of modes.

Hurwitz, we observe robust local stability of these SINDy
models. The initial conditions that leads to an unstable
solution are still not clear in this work. Even though we
have given sufficient conditions for attracting trapping
regions to exist in quadratically nonlinear systems and
conservative estimates about the size of the local stabil-
ity domain, an unbounded trajectory has not been yet
found when the Hurwitz property is slightly broken. The
inability to find a m such that ÃS is Hurwitz can always
be an issue of a suboptimal minima in the optimization
problem, but dynamical explanations may be required
too.

The robust stability despite weakly breaking the Hur-
witz property may be somewhat dynamically understood
because when there is at least one positive eigenvalue the
ellipsoid of positive energy growth, Ωρ− , transitions to a
hyperboloid where the v̇ > 0 region stretches to infinity.
Schlegel and Noack showed that generically this will be in
conflict with global stability for any initial condition, al-
though most trajectories in the v̇ > 0 region may remain
bounded.

Indeed, generally the system dynamics can allow for
trajectories starting in the v̇ > 0 region to move away
from the origin, but then eventually cross the v̇ = 0
surface and move back towards the origin. Concluding
definitively about local stability in this case is very chal-
lenging because of the strong dynamical dependence and
this difficulty is in fact a motivation for the Hurwitz as-

sumption on ÃS in order to write down a generic stabil-
ity theorem. Empirically, the stability of these models
appears relatively robust to a small positive eigenvalue
in ÃS ; it is only our stability estimates that break down
here. Nonetheless, if some eigenvalues of AS are positive,
and there are energy-preserving nonlinearities, it should
be clear that v̇ > 0 is inevitable at distances far enough
from the origin, implying instability for trajectories with
initial condition in this area.

It roughly follows from this reasoning that if we pro-
mote models such that more and more eigenvalues of
ÃS become negative, this will contribute to the stabil-
ity whether or not ÃS is able to become fully Hurwitz.
This is precisely our empirical finding in both the local
and global versions of the trapping SINDy algorithm.

Future numerical work includes improving the strategy
of enforcing a Hurwitz matrix ÃS during optimization.
The current strategy to enforce a Hurwitz matrix ÃS is
to solve ξ and m separately in each iteration so that each
process is convex. However, the loss term for making a
Hurwitz ÃS inevitably makes the loss function noncon-
vex. The convergence properties are unclear as well. A
clever strategy for enforcing the Hurwitz property was
adopted recently in Goyal et al. [18]. Alternatively, with
the help of modern powerful computational platforms,
the nonconvex problems can be better solved by imple-
menting this method in deep learning. So developing a
deep neural network for this method as in Ouala et al. [17]
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is another promising line of future work.
Lastly, Kramer raises an optimization-based approach

to enlarge the estimate of the stability region for a given
Lyapunov matrix P [19]. From Thm. 2 and Lyapunov
function (24), we can observe that it is possible to control

the magnitudes of the eigenvalues of ÃS using different
Lyapunov matrices P . This implies that some P can
enlarge the the guaranteed stability region by forming
ÃS with an even greater largest eigenvalue so that ρ+ is
larger. Searching for an optimal P through data-driven
methods as in Goyal et al. [18] and machine learning algo-
rithms is promising to extend the algorithm in this work
even further.
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Appendix A: Sensitivity to perturbations

One very useful feature of our new local stability
bounds in Theorem 2 is that we can provide estimates,
for the case of quadratically nonlinear models, to a very
interesting question in dynamical system identification
from data; given the inevitable numerical and other er-
rors incurred when identifying the coefficients of the
right-hand-side of a dynamical equation from data, how
large can the errors be in order to retain some large-scale
(e.g. not just preserving the location of fixed points)
sense of dynamical stability in the system?

Consider a machine-learned, quadratically nonlinear
model ẋ′

i from data, where, because of noise, nonoptimal
optimization from hyperparameter or algorithm choices,
or numerical approximation errors, there are small dif-
ferences between the learned and true models

ẋi − ẋ′
i = δCi + δLijxj + δQijkxjxk. (A1)

Now consider a system that is locally or globally bounded
by exhibiting a monotonic trapping region as described
in the present work. Without nonlinearity, or if the per-
turbation to the nonlinearity δQijk is somehow energy-
preserving, then the requirement to retain local or global
boundedness reduces to the simple requirement that (tak-
ing P = I for clarity),

(AS)′jk = LS
jk −miQijk + δLS

jk −miδQijk (A2)

≡ (AS + δAS)jk,

is Hurwitz. Notice that AS and the perturbation δAS

are necessarily real symmetric matrices that are diago-
nalized by orthogonal basis transformations. By assump-

tion, there exists a m such that AS is Hurwitz, so that

yT (AS)′y = yTASy + yT δASy (A3)

=

r∑
i=1

λiz
2
i + δλiw

2
i ≤

r∑
i=1

λ1z
2
i + δλ1w

2
i ,

where z = V Ty and w = UTy, with V and U denoting
the orthogonal basis transformations. Therefore

∑
i z

2
i =

∥z∥22 = ∥w∥22 =
∑

i w
2
i . Thus,

yT (AS)′y ≤ (λ1 + δλ1)

r∑
i=1

z2i = (λ1 + δλ1)∥y∥22, (A4)

and since λr < ... < λ1 < 0, it follows that a sufficient
condition for being Hurwitz is that δλ1 > −λ1. This re-
sult is well known and merely restates that the perturbed
(AS)′ matrix must remain Hurwitz.
Next, we analyze the general situation where the

perturbed nonlinear terms δQijk break the energy-
preserving symmetry, as in the main body of the present
work. It is a necessary condition that the perturbation
AS + δAS is still Hurwitz, as described in the previous
paragraph. Then the condition for the “shell of stability”
to vanish in Theorem 2 is modified to,

ϵQ = ∥Qijk +Qjik +Qkij + δQijk + δQjik + δQkij∥F

=
3λ2

1(A
S + δAS)

4∥d+ δd∥2
. (A5)

Note that the system may still have local stability – it
is our stability estimate that breaks down. Nonetheless,
this is a reasonable estimate for the identified system to
break the dynamical stability of the true physical system.
This estimate allows us to roughly categorize quadrat-

ically nonlinear dynamical systems into three types: (1)
systems very close to a stability threshold λ1 ≈ 0 that
likely require explicit enforcement of the Hurwitz con-
straint during optimization because of this sensitivity,
(2) systems not close to the λ1 ≈ 0 stability threshold,
but close to the nonlinear threshold related to ϵQ, where
loss of local stability (estimates) may easily occur, and
(3) systems which are robust to general perturbations in
δAS and δQ. It turns out that many low-dimensional
systems are relatively sensitive with regards to the local
stability estimates in this work. For instance, an identi-
fied Lorenz model on noisy data might exhibit λ ≈ −1,
∥d+ δd∥2 ≈ ∥d∥2 = 100 and therefore a modest pertur-
bation,

ϵQ = ∥δQijk + δQjik + δQkij∥F ≈ 3

400
= 0.0075,

can break the local trapping region stability estimate.
With respect to optimization errors or errors from noisy
data, this is quite a small perturbation! Nonetheless, we
stress again that, empirically, we often find robust local
stability even where our stability estimates are modestly
broken.
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Moreover, this example shows that explicit estimates
can be made of the sensitivity of a dynamical property
(a local trapping region) to errors in nonlinear system
identification, and provides evidence that generically the
problem of correctly capturing the dynamical stability
during data-driven model identification is ill-conditioned
for many dynamical systems, i.e. small perturbations in

the coefficients make big changes in the dynamical sta-
bility considered here. Of course, we are always free to
impose local stability guarantees, whether or not the un-
derlying data is compatible with the trapping theorems,
since this can be seen as a form of model regularization.
Then it becomes the role of the optimization to attempt
to find a solution that both fits the data well and is com-
patible with the trapping theorems.
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