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ABSTRACT. Extended dynamic mode decomposition (EDMD) is a well-established method to generate
a data-driven approximation of the Koopman operator for analysis and prediction of nonlinear dynam-
ical systems. Recently, kernel EDMD (kEDMD) has gained popularity due to its ability to resolve the
challenging task of choosing a suitable dictionary by defining data-based observables. In this paper, we
provide the first pointwise bounds on the approximation error of kEDMD. The main idea consists of two
steps. First, we show that the reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces of Wendland functions are invariant un-
der the Koopman operator. Second, exploiting that the learning problem given by regression in the native
norm can be recast as an interpolation problem, we prove our novel error bounds by using interpolation
estimates. Finally, we validate our findings with numerical experiments.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Introduced by B.O. Koopman in the 1930’s [16], the Koopman operator offers a powerful theoretical
framework for data-driven analysis, prediction, and control of dynamical systems. Since the seminal
paper [20] by I. Mezić and the rapid development and success of deep learning techniques, Koopman’s
idea and related approaches to the learning of highly-nonlinear dynamics have received great interest,
see, e.g., [5] and the references therein. In essence, the Koopman operator KA predicts the dynamical
behavior of the system through the lens of observable functions f , i.e., KAf = f ◦ A, where the
continuous map A : X → Y represents the flow map of a dynamical system (for a fixed time step on
topological spaces X and Y ). Correspondingly, the nonlinear dynamics A are lifted into an infinite-
dimensional function space on which the Koopman operator K acts linearly.

Typically, data-driven techniques aim at learning a compression, i.e., a finite section of the Koop-
man operator, by evaluations of observables from a pre-defined dictionary of functions at a set of data
points in state space. The most prominent representative is Extended Dynamic Mode Decompostion
(EDMD), which has been successfully applied to climate prediction [2], molecular dynamics [32], tur-
bulent flows [10,21], neuroscience [4], and deep learning [8], to name just a few. However, as the qual-
itative and quantitative insight obtained by EDMD strongly depends on the dictionary, its choice is a
central and delicate task. An appealing way to resolve this problem is kernel EDMD (kEDMD; [15,31]),
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2 L∞-ERROR BOUNDS FOR APPROXIMATIONS OF THE KOOPMAN OPERATOR BY KEDMD

where the dictionary consists of the canonical features of an a-priori chosen kernel function centered at
the data points.

Despite the success of these Koopman-based methods and the plurality of works in the field, there
are only a few results available concerning error bounds on the corresponding data-driven approxima-
tions in terms of the data. For deterministic systems, the first error bounds on EDMD were derived
in [19] for ergodic sampling, followed by results in [34] for i.i.d. sampling. The first error bounds
for control and stochastic systems were proven in [22] for both sampling regimes. Under significantly
weaker conditions, novel error bounds – which also apply to discrete-time systems – were only re-
cently shown in [24]. Bounds for ResDMD, a variant of EDMD tailored to the extraction of spectral
information, can be found in [7]. Concerning kEDMD, the papers [25] and [26] provide error bounds
for both prediction and control using either i.i.d. or ergodic sampling. In all of the mentioned results,
the approximation error is split up into its two sources. The first one constitutes an estimation error
resulting from finitely many data points. If the data is drawn randomly, the respective error is, as to be
expected, of probabilistic nature. The second source quantifies the projection error onto the dictionary,
and as such, heavily depends on the choice of the dictionary. When choosing the dictionary as a subset
of an orthonormal basis, one may show that this projection error vanishes as the dictionary size tends to
infinity [17]. However, in applications, quantitative error estimates for finite dictionaries are key. In this
context, for classical EDMD schemes, only L2-type bounds are available [27,34] based on a dictionary
of finite-element functions.

In the recent preprint [33], an alternative to EDMD is proposed for approximating the Koopman
operator. This approach is based on approximation by uni- and multivariate Bernstein polynomials and
inherits their property of uniform convergence. However, also the inherent restriction to the (perturbed)
lattice structure of the Bernstein polynomials is currently preserved, see [33, Subsection 5.1].

In this paper, we provide the first uniform error analysis for the well-established kernel EDMD
method, which is very popular due to its flexiblility and efficiency. More precisely, we derive fully-
deterministic bounds on the pointwise error of the kEDMD approximant K̂A of the Koopman operator
KA on reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs) N (X) and N (Y ). To this end, we first recall that
regression in the native norm corresponds to an interpolation problem and show that K̂A = SXKA

holds, where SX denotes an orthogonal projection, based on the interpolation on a set of nodes X ⊂ X .
Second, we prove a uniform bound on the full approximation error ∥KAf −K̂Af∥∞, cf. Theorem 7. In
this context, we require two main ingredients:

(i) The norm ∥KA∥N (Y )→N (X) of the Koopman operator in the RKHSs. As shown in [12], for
Gaussian kernels the inclusion property KAN (Y ) ⊂ N (X) can only hold for affine linear
dynamics A. However, we prove in Theorem 11 that the Koopman operator preserves Sobolev
regularity, and hence KAN (Y ) ⊂ N (X) holds for the Wendland native spaces [30]. This
enables us to deduce a bound on ∥KA∥N (Y )→N (X).

(ii) The uniform interpolation error in N (X), i.e., the quantity ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X), which may
be controlled via sophisticated results from approximation theory [9, 30].

To predict also observable functions which have not been or cannot be sampled on the flow, we further
analyze a variant of the kEDMD approximant defined by K̂Y

A = SXKASY and provide, again, bounds
on the error in the uniform norm. Here, Y ⊂ Y is a second set of nodes, which may be chosen
independently of X . This provides additional flexibility w.r.t. the kEDMD implementation, which is
particularly beneficial for multi-step predictions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall the basic properties of RKHSs (which
we also call native spaces) as well as interpolation and regression in these. Next, we build our abstract
framework around the Koopman operator and kEDMD in Section 3 recalling that Koopman regression
in native spaces by means of kEDMD is interpolation. In Theorem 7, we prove uniform error bounds,
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which depend on the quantities ∥KA∥N (Y )→N (X) and ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X) mentioned above. In
Section 4, we introduce the Wendland radial basis functions (RBFs) and prove in Theorem 11 that the
Koopman operator preserves Sobolev regularity, which is then used in Section 5 to prove the uniform
error bounds, cf. Theorem 15. Finally, we provide numerical examples in Section 6 before conclusions
are drawn in Section 7.

Notation. We let N := {1, 2, 3, . . .} and N0 := N ∪ {0}. For m,n ∈ N, m ≤ n, we use the notation
[m : n] := {k ∈ N0 : m ≤ k ≤ n}.

2. NATIVE SPACES OF KERNELS

Let X be a topological space, and let k : X × X → R be a bounded and continuous symmetric
positive definite kernel function, k ̸= 0. We adhere to the existing literature on kernel-based methods,
where positive definite means that for all n ∈ N, all ζ1, . . . , ζn ∈ R, and all x1, . . . , xn ∈ X we have

n∑
i,j=1

k(xi, xj)ζiζj ≥ 0.

In other words, the symmetric kernel matrix (k(xi, xj))
n
i,j=1 is positive semi-definite. For z ∈ X ,

define the function Φz : X → R by

Φz(x) := k(x, z), x ∈ X.

The Φx are called the canonical features of k. We call k strictly positive definite if the canonical
features Φx1 , . . . ,Φxn corresponding to any finite number of pairwise distinct points x1, . . . , xn ∈ Rd

are linearly independent. This is easily seen to be equivalent to the positive definiteness of the kernel
matrices (k(xi, xj))ni,j=1. We refer to [23, Theorem 3.6] for further equivalent conditions.

It is well known [23,28] that the kernel function k induces a unique Hilbert space (N (X), ⟨· , ·⟩N (X))
of functions on X such that Φx ∈ N (X) for all x ∈ X and

f(x) = ⟨f,Φx⟩N (X), x ∈ X, f ∈ N (X). (2.1)

In particular, the function evaluation δx : N (X) → R, δx(f) = f(x), is a continuous linear functional
on N (X) for every x ∈ X . The Hilbert space N (X) is called the reproducing kernel Hilbert space
or the native space associated with k. In converse, if H is any Hilbert space of functions on X , such
that δx ∈ H∗ for all x ∈ X , then k(x, y) := ⟨δx, δy⟩H∗ defines a kernel function, such that H is the
corresponding native space.

From (2.1) it is easily seen that the functions in N (X) are also continuous and bounded, i.e.,
N (X) ⊂ Cb(X). In fact, the respective embedding is continuous: for f ∈ N (X) we have

∥f∥N (X) = sup
g∈N (X)

⟨g, f⟩N (X)

∥g∥N (X)
≥ sup

x∈X

|f(x)|
∥Φx∥N (X)

= sup
x∈X

|f(x)|√
k(x, x)

≥ ∥k∥−1/2
∞ ∥f∥∞. (2.2)

In other words: the native norm is stronger than the sup-norm.
The majority of the content in the following two subsections is well known and can be found in,

e.g., [23, Chapter 3]. We have included it in order to be self-contained on the one hand and to introduce
our notation on the other.

2.1. Interpolation in native spaces. Let k be strictly positive definite. For a set of pairwise distinct
centers X = {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ X , define the subspace

VX = span{Φxi : i ∈ [1 : N ]} ⊂ N (X).
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By construction, the set {Φxi : i ∈ [1 : N ]} is a basis of VX , which we call the canonical basis. Given
Z = {zj}Mj=1 ⊂ X , define the (in general, rectangular) matrix KZ,X ∈ RM×N by

(KZ,X )ij := k(zi, xj) = Φxj (zi), i ∈ [1 : M ], j ∈ [1 : N ].

If αf is a basis representation of f ∈ VX , i.e., f =
∑N

j=1(αf )jΦxj , then KZ,Xαf consists of the values
of f at the points zi, i ∈ [1 : N ]:

(
KZ,Xαf

)
i
=

N∑
j=1

(KZ,X )ij(αf )j =

( N∑
j=1

(αf )jΦzj

)
(zi) = f(zi).

Hence,
KZ,Xαf = fZ , (2.3)

where fZ := (f(z1), . . . , f(zM ))⊤. If we choose M = N and zi = xi for all i ∈ [1 : N ], then, by
strict positive definiteness of the kernel k, KX ,X is a quadratic spd-matrix and thus invertible. In this
case, the interpolation problem:

Given f ∈ RN , find f ∈ VX such that f(xi) = fi for all i ∈ [1 : N ]

possesses a unique solution f ∈ VX , whose coefficients are given by

αf = K−1
X ,X fX .

We call f the X -interpolant of f . If g ∈ N (X) and f = gX , we also call f the X -interpolant of g.
The vector fX = f consists of the basis coefficients of f ∈ VX in the Lagrange basis1 {ΦL

xi
}Ni=1 of

VX , where ΦL
xi
(xj) = δij for i, j ∈ [1 : N ]:

f =
N∑
i=1

(fX )iΦ
L
xi

for f ∈ VX .

Thus, KX ,X also represents a change of basis from the canonical basis to the Lagrange basis, and
solving the interpolation problem can be interpreted as sampling f at the centers, followed by a change
of basis. Finally, the native inner product on VX can be represented via basis representations, using
(2.1):

⟨f, g⟩N (X) =

〈
f,

N∑
j=1

αgΦxj

〉
N (X)

=

N∑
j=1

αgf(xj) = α⊤
g fX , f, g ∈ VX . (2.4)

2.2. Regression in native spaces. Let f ∈ N (X). It is our goal to find a good approximation g ∈ VX
to f . If “good approximation” means “best approximation in the native norm”, the corresponding
regression problem reads

min
g∈VX

∥f − g∥2N (X). (2.5)

Obviously, the solution of (2.5) is given by g = SX f , where SX : N (X) → VX denotes the orthogonal
projection in N (X) onto VX with respect to the native inner product. On the other hand, note that (2.5)
is equivalent to

0 = ⟨f − g,Φxj ⟩N (X) = f(xj)− g(xj), j ∈ [1 : N ].

1In [23], the Lagrange basis is called the canonical partition of unity for X .
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Hence, the solution g ∈ VX of (2.5) coincides with the X -interpolant of fX . As seen above, in the
Lagrange basis the solution g ∈ VX has the basis coefficients αL

g = gX = fX , and thus

SX f =
N∑
j=1

αL
gjΦ

L
xj

=
N∑
j=1

f(xj)Φ
L
xj
, f ∈ N (X). (2.6)

In the canonical basis we have αg = K−1
X ,X gX = K−1

X ,X fX . Hence, the projection SX has the following
representation in the canonical basis:

SX f =

N∑
j=1

(
K−1

X ,X fX

)
j
Φxj , f ∈ N (X). (2.7)

Proposition 1. The projection operator SX : N (X) → VX admits a bounded extension S̃X : Cb(X) →
VX , which is given by

S̃X f =

N∑
j=1

(
K−1

X ,X fX

)
j
Φxj .

Proof. The defined operator is certainly a well defined extension of SX to Cb(X). For f ∈ Cb(X)

define fX = (f(xj))
N
j=1 = (S̃X f(xj))

N
j=1. To compute the native norm, we use (2.4) to observe

∥S̃X f∥2N (X) = α⊤
S̃X f

fX ≤ ∥α
S̃X f

∥1∥fX ∥∞ = ∥K−1
X ,X fX ∥1∥fX ∥∞ ≤ ∥K−1

X ,X ∥∞→1∥fX ∥
2
∞,

implying ∥S̃X f∥N (X) ≤ ∥K−1
X ,X ∥

1/2
∞→1∥f∥∞. □

Remark 2. As can be seen from the proof, the operator norm of S̃X depends on the number and
locations of the centers xi and we cannot expect a uniform bound with respect to these choices.

3. KOOPMAN APPROXIMATION BY REGRESSION IN THE NATIVE NORM

In this section, we develop our framework to construct approximations of the Koopman operator.
Therein, the intimate relation between interpolation and regression in the native norm is a key ingredient
to prove pointwise error bounds, as provided in the main result, Theorem 15 below.

3.1. The Koopman operator on native spaces. Let X and Y be topological spaces, and let A : X →
Y be a continuous map. In the following, A will model the flow map of a dynamical system for a fixed
time step. Then A induces the linear Koopman operator KA : Cb(Y ) → Cb(X), which is defined by

KAf := f ◦A, f ∈ Cb(Y ).

Note that the Koopman operator KA is a contraction, which follows directly from its definition. In fact,
by noting KA1Y = 1X , we immediately see that ∥KA∥Cb(Y )→Cb(X) = 1.

Although the Koopman operator KA is a linear object which captures the full information on the
dynamics A, in real-world applications it is usually unknown, and Koopman-based data-driven methods
aim at learning the operator KA from finitely many observations of the dynamics A at a finite number
of states xi ∈ X , i.e., from KAfj(xi) = fj(A(xi)), where the fj ∈ Cb(Y ) are called observables.

In what follows, we consider particular observables in N (Y ). To this end, let kX and kY be continu-
ous and bounded strictly positive-definite kernel functions on X and Y with canonical features Φx and
Ψy for x ∈ X and y ∈ Y , respectively. We shall assume occasionally that KA maps N (Y ) into N (X),
i.e.,

KAN (Y ) ⊂ N (X). (3.1)
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We will see in Section 4 that this condition is satisfied for appropriately chosen Wendland functions
under mild conditions on the domains and on A. If (3.1) holds, we observe the following adjoint
property of KA on native spaces

⟨KA f,Φx⟩N (X) = f(A(x)) = ⟨f,ΨA(x)⟩N (Y ), f ∈ N (Y ), x ∈ X. (3.2)

Lemma 3. If Condition (3.1) holds, then the restriction KA|N (Y ) : N (Y ) → N (X) is a bounded
operator.

Proof. By the closed graph theorem, it suffices to show that KA|N (Y ) is closed. To this end, let f, fn ∈
N (Y ) and g ∈ N (X) such that ∥fn − f∥N (Y ) → 0 and ∥KAfn − g∥N (X) → 0 as n → ∞. Then, for
any x ∈ X , we compute via (3.2)

g(x) = ⟨g,Φx⟩N (X) = lim
n→∞

⟨KA fn,Φx⟩N (X) = lim
n→∞

⟨fn,ΨA(x)⟩N (Y )

= ⟨f,ΨA(x)⟩N (Y ) = f(A(x)) = (KAf)(x),

hence g = KAf . □

Remark 4. Note that Lemma 3 remains to hold if we drop the continuity of the kernels kX and kY
and/or their strict positive definiteness.

3.2. Kernel EDMD. Extended Dynamic Mode Decomposition (EDMD) is a data-driven method which
aims at approximating the Koopman operator KA based upon evaluations of finite sets of observable
functions G ⊂ Cb(X), F ⊂ Cb(Y ), frequently called dictionaries2, at nodes x1, . . . , xm ∈ X and
the corresponding values A(x1), . . . A(xm), respectively. Setting V := spanG and W := spanF ,
EDMD builds a data matrix K representing an operator K′

A : W → V which approximates the com-
pression PV KA|W of the Koopman operator, regarded as a map between some L2-spaces over X and
Y , respectively. Here, PV and PW denote the L2-orthogonal projections onto V and W , respectively.
Having approximated the finite-dimensional compression, one then has to consider the projection error
corresponding to the difference of PV KA|W and KA|W or, if one wants to also predict observables not
contained in the dictionary F , to the difference between PV KAPW and KA. Clearly, this projection
error strongly depends on the chosen dictionaries F and G. Hence, the choice of a suitable dictionary
is a central and delicate task.

In kernel EDMD (kEDMD; [31]), this issue is alleviated by means of data-driven dictionaries.
Therein, one has N = m, i.e., the dictionary size coincides with the amount of data points, and one adds
a set of centers Y = {yj}Mj=1 in Y to define the corresponding dictionaries as F = {Ψyi : i ∈ [1 : M ]}
and G = {Φxj : j ∈ [1 : N ]}. Hence, the problem of choosing the dictionaries reduces to the mere
choice of a kernel. Note that, in this case, V = VX and W = VY according to Section 2. Moreover,
M and the centers yj can be freely chosen. For example, we may choose M = N and yi = A(xi) or
yi = xi if A : X → X (i.e., Y = X).

In this setting, the EDMD matrix approximant K reads

K = K−1
X ,XKA(X ),Y . (3.3)

Proposition 5. The matrix K represents the operator S̃XKA|VY with respect to the canonical bases of
VX and VY .

Proof. For j ∈ [1 : M ] we have

S̃XKAΨyj = S̃X (Ψyj ◦A) =
N∑
i=1

(
K−1

X ,XΨyj ◦AX

)
i
Φxi .

2Often in the literature, only the case X = Y and G = F is discussed.
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Hence, the j-th column of the matrix representing S̃XKA|VY is given by

K−1
X ,XΨyj ◦AX

= K−1
X ,X
(
kY (A(xi), yj)

)N
i=1

= K−1
X ,XKA(X ),Yei,

where ei denotes the i-th standard basis vector. The claim now follows from (3.3). □

Fixing X , a natural approximant of the full operator KA|N (Y ) is therefore given by

K̂Y
A := S̃XKASY . (3.4)

For the special choice Y = A(X ) we set

K̂A := K̂A(X )
A = S̃XKASA(X ). (3.5)

Proposition 6. We have K̂A = S̃XKA. If (3.1) holds, then K̂Y
A = SXKA if and only if A(X ) ⊂ Y .

Proof. We have to show that S̃XKASA(X ) = S̃XKA, i.e., S̃XKA(I − SA(X )) = 0. If f ∈ N (Y ), then
g = (I − SA(X ))f satisfies g(A(xi)) = 0 for i ∈ [1 : N ]. And since S̃XKAg is the X -interpolant of
g ◦A, it is uniquely determined by (g ◦A)(xi) = 0 and thus vanishes.

Assume that (3.1) holds. By strict positive definiteness of kY , A(X ) ⊂ Y is equivalent to VA(X ) ⊂
VY , which is in turn equivalent to ⟨SYf, v⟩N (Y ) = ⟨f, v⟩N (Y ) for all f ∈ N (Y ) and all v ∈ VA(X ),
since SY is the orthogonal projection onto VY . Finally, this is equivalent to K̂Y

A = SXKA, as the
following computation shows:

SX KA SYf = SX KA f ⇐⇒ ⟨KA SYf,Φxi⟩N (X) = ⟨KA f,Φxi⟩N (X)

⇐⇒ ⟨SYf,ΨA(xi)⟩N (Y ) = ⟨f,ΨA(xi)⟩N (Y ),

where we have used (3.2). □

We are now able to provide deterministic error bounds in the uniform norm for the approximants
K̂Y

Af and K̂Af = K̂A(X )
A f of KAf for observables f ∈ N (Y ). These in particular imply pointwise

bounds on the approximation error of data-driven predictions via kEDMD.

Theorem 7. If the inclusion KAN (Y ) ⊂ N (X) holds, then for the Koopman approximation K̂A

defined in (3.5) we have the error bound∥∥KA − K̂A

∥∥
N (Y )→Cb(X)

≤ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥N (Y )→N (X).

and, for the error of K̂Y
A defined in (3.4) it holds that

∥KA − K̂Y
A∥N (Y )→Cb(X) ≤ ∥I − SY∥N (Y )→Cb(Y ) + ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥VY→N (X).

In particular, for f ∈ N (Y ) we have the uniform bounds on the approximation error∥∥KAf − K̂Af
∥∥
∞ ≤ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥N (Y )→N (X)∥f∥N (Y ).

and

∥KAf − K̂Y
Af∥∞ ≤ ∥f − SYf∥∞ + ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥VY→N (X)∥SYf∥N (Y ).

Proof. We have KA − K̂A = KA − SXKA = (I − SX )KA, from which the first estimate readily
follows. On the other hand, concerning the error caused by the approximant K̂Y

A, we observe that
KA − K̂Y

A = KA − SXKASY = KA(I − SY) + (I − SX )KASY , so that∥∥KA − K̂Y
A

∥∥
N (Y )→Cb(X)

≤ ∥KA(I − SY)∥N (Y )→Cb(X) + ∥(I − SX )KASY∥N (Y )→Cb(X)

≤ ∥KA∥Cb(Y )→Cb(X)∥I − SY∥N (Y )→Cb(Y )
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+ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥Vy→N (X)∥SY∥N (Y )→Vy
.

The claim is now a consequence of ∥KA∥Cb(Y )→Cb(X) = 1 and ∥SY∥N (Y )→Vy
= 1. □

The derived bounds feature two central components. The first one is the norm of the Koopman
operator which will be bounded in Section 4 for native spaces of Wendland functions. The second
ingredient are interpolation estimates, which, for various choices of the kernel, may be readily taken
from theliterature. They usually depend on a density measure on the xi in X , commonly called the fill
distance, cf. Theorem 14 of Section 5.

In the following remark, we provide further, more-detailed comments on the uniform error bounds
presented in Theorem 7.

Remark 8. (a) In [25] (see also [26]), probabilistic bounds on the approximation error ∥KA −
K̂A∥N (Y )→L2(X,µ) were provided for the case where (3.1) holds. Here, the measure µ is a proba-
bility measure on X and the xi are sampled randomly with respect to µ. Of course, since ∥ · ∥L2(X,µ) ≤
∥ · ∥Cb(X), Theorem 7 also yields bounds on the approximation error in the ∥ · ∥N (Y )→L2(X,µ) norm.
However, the corresponding upper bounds are of a completely different nature compared to those
in [25, 26].

(b) For the estimate on K̂Y
A, we do not actually need the inclusion (3.1). Instead, one only has to

require that KAΨyj ∈ N (X) for all j ∈ [1 : M ]. Then, as a linear operator on a finite-dimensional
space, KA|VY : VY → N (X) is bounded. In the absence of (3.1), this bound may, however, not be
uniform in the number and location of the centers yi.

(c) When applying K̂Y
A, one might be tempted to use Y = X , i.e., K̂X

A = SXKASX . However, this
approach might cause comparably large errors at the boundary of X if X is not invariant under the
flow A, i.e., xi ∈ X , but A(xi) ∈ Y \X . An example for this behavior is provided in Section 6.

Implementation aspects. Albeit the two approximating operators K̂A and K̂Y
A mapping between the

infinite-dimensional spaces N (Y ) and N (X), their action can be computed with the help of certain
kernel matrices. In what follows, we shall investigate to which extent the dynamics, given by A : X →
Y , has to be observed for the calculation of the approximants. We distinguish between observations
Ψyj (A(xi)) = kY (A(xi), yj) with the fixed kernel observables Ψyj and measurements f(A(xi)) with
arbitrary observables f ∈ N (Y ).

First of all, we note that the action of the operator K̂A on an observable f ∈ N (Y ) requires the
knowledge of the values f(A(xi)). In fact, we have

K̂Af = SXKAf =
N∑
j=1

(
K−1

X ,X f ◦AX

)
j
Φxj , i.e., αK̂Af

= K−1
X ,X f ◦AX .

If the values f(A(xi)) are not available, one may resort to the variant K̂Y
A with a “user-defined” set of

centers Y in Y . Indeed, we have

K̂Y
Af = SXKASYf =

N∑
j=1

(
K−1

X ,X (SYf) ◦AX

)
j
Φxj ,

and since SYf(A(xi)) = (KA(X ),YK
−1
Y,YfY)i, we obtain

αK̂Y
Af

= K−1
X ,XKA(X ),YK

−1
Y,YfY , (3.6)

which only requires the knowledge of the values Ψyj (A(xi)) = kY (A(xi), yj), i ∈ [1 : N ], j ∈ [1 :
M ], in the matrix KA(X ),Y and evaluations of f at the user-defined nodes yj which are independent
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of the dynamics. Hence, K̂Y
Af may be computed for any f ∈ N (Y ) by using the previously observed

“offline measurements” kY (A(xi), yj) and by evaluations of f at the yj at runtime.
For explicit matrix representations we consider K̂Y

A|VY : VY → VX . Depending on the choice of
bases we have

K̂Y
A|VY ∼ K−1

X ,XKA(X ),Y (canonical basis),

K̂Y
A|VY ∼ KA(X ),Y K−1

Y,Y (Lagrange basis).

The first representation is from Proposition 5 and the second follows by taking into account the appro-
priate basis transformation matrices between the canonical basis and the Lagrange basis. The choice
Y = X allows to regard K̂X

A |VX : VX → VX as a linear automorphism, and thus a meaningful compu-
tation of powers and of eigenvalues.

Multi-step predictions. If Y = X , and hence KA : Cb(X) → Cb(X), powers Kn
A of the Koopman

operator are well defined, where Kn
Af = f ◦A ◦ · · · ◦A, the composition taken n times. In this setting,

we would like to approximate Kn
A for multi-step predictions.

Let us assume that K−1
X ,X and KA(X ),X are available. Then multi-step predictions, i.e., approxima-

tions of Kn
Af by K̂n

Af , only require the knowledge of the f(A(xi)). In fact, we have

αK̂n
Af

= (K−1
X ,XKA(X ),X )

n−1K−1
X ,X f ◦AX .

This can be easily proved by induction and the fact that for any h ∈ VX we can evaluate h ◦ A at the
points xi ∈ X by h ◦AX = KA(X ),Xαh.

Once αK̂n
Af

has been computed, it is possible to evaluate K̂n
Af at an arbitrary finite set of points

Z ⊂ X by the formula
K̂n

AfZ = KZ,XαK̂n
Af

.

For multi-step predictions with K̂X
A = SXKASX (i.e., Y = X ), the computation of

(K̂X
A )n = (SXKASX )

n = K̂n
ASX

only requires the knowledge of f(xi) and we obtain the formula

α
(K̂X

A )nf
= (K−1

X ,XKA(X ),X )
nK−1

X ,X fX .

Our error bounds for single step predictions can be extended to multi-step predictions by a straightfor-
ward induction argument.

Theorem 9. If X = Y and (3.1) holds, i.e., KAN (X) ⊂ N (X), then

∥Kn
A − K̂n

A∥N (X)→Cb(X) ≤ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)

n∑
i=1

∥KA∥iN (X)→N (X)

and

∥Kn
A − (K̂X

A )n∥N (X)→Cb(X) ≤ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)

n∑
i=0

∥KA∥iN (X)→N (X)

Proof. The statement is true for n = 1 by Theorem 7. Assume that it holds for n− 1. We observe

Kn
A − K̂n

A = Kn
A − K̂n−1

A SXKA = Kn−1
A (I − SX )KA + (Kn−1

A − K̂n−1
A )SXKA. (3.7)

Thus, using ∥SX ∥N (X)→N (X) = 1, ∥KA∥Cb(X)→Cb(X) ≤ 1, and the induction hypothesis,

∥Kn
A − K̂n

A∥N (X)→Cb(X) ≤ ∥Kn−1
A ∥Cb(X)→Cb(X)∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥N (X)→N (X)
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+ ∥Kn−1
A − K̂n−1

A ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥SXKA∥N (X)→N (X)

≤ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)∥KA∥N (X)→N (X)

+ ∥I − SX ∥N (X)→Cb(X)

(
n−1∑
i=1

∥KA∥iN (X)→N (X)

)
∥KA∥N (X)→N (X).

This proves our first statement. The identity

Kn
A − (K̂X

A )n = Kn
A − K̂n

ASX = Kn
A(I − SX ) + (Kn

A − K̂n
A)SX .

shows that the second statement follows from the first. □

4. KOOPMAN OPERATORS ON NATIVE SPACES OF WENDLAND FUNCTIONS

In this section, we show that the central invariance assumption (3.1) of the error estimate provided
in Theorem 7 is satisfied for native spaces of Wendland functions. The key ingredients are an intimate
relation between these spaces with Sobolev spaces (Subsection 4.1) and that the Koopman operator
preserves Sobolev regularity if the underlying flow has sufficient regularity (Subsection 4.2).

Throughout this section, let X = ΩX and Y = ΩY be bounded Lipschitz domains in Rd, i.e., they
have a Lipschitz boundary, cf. Appendix A, and let A : ΩX → ΩY be a C1-diffeomorphism such that

inf
x∈ΩX

|detDA(x)| > 0. (4.1)

In the next subsection, we recall the compactly supported Wendland RBFs which induce the appropriate
native spaces we shall be working with.

4.1. Wendland functions and Sobolev spaces. For the reader’s convenience, we briefly summarize
the construction of the compactly supported, positive definite RBFs from [30]. For ℓ ∈ N, define the
base function ϕℓ(r) = (1 − r)ℓ+ = max(1 − r, 0)ℓ, r ≥ 0. For r ≥ 0 and measurable functions
ϕ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) define

Iϕ(r) =
∫ ∞

r
tϕ(t)dt.

Now, for given dimension d ≥ 1 and smoothness k ∈ N0, set

ϕd,k = Ikϕ⌊ d
2⌋+k+1,

which is easily verified to be of the form

ϕd,k(r) =

{
pd,k(r), 0 ≤ r ≤ 1

0, r > 1

with a univariate polynomial pd,k of degree
⌊
d
2

⌋
+ 3k + 1 and ϕd,k ∈ C2k([0,∞)), see [30, Theorem

9.13]. A recursive scheme for computing the coefficients of the polynomial pd,k can be found in [30,
Theorem 9.12]. Correspondingly, one may define the compactly supported RBF Φd,k,x : Rd → R by

Φd,k,x := ϕd,k(∥x− ·∥2),
where d ∈ N, k ∈ N0, x ∈ Rd and set Φd,k := Φd,k,0 ∈ Ck(Rd). The corresponding native space
on a set Ω ⊂ Rd will be denoted by NΦd,k

(Ω). Note that the associated kernel function k(x, y) =
ϕd,k(∥x − y∥2) is bounded and continuous such that NΦd,k

(Ω) ⊂ Cb(Ω). Moreover, k is strictly
positive definite3 on Rd (and thus on any subset Ω ⊂ Rd) by [30, Theorem 9.13].

Given a bounded Lipschitz domain Ω ⊂ Rd, we denote the L2-Sobolev space of regularity order
σ ≥ 0 on Ω by Hσ(Ω). Note that, as Ω has a Lipschitz boundary, the two predominant definitions

3Note that positive definite in [30] means strictly positive definite as defined in the beginning of Section 2.
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of Hσ(Ω) in the literature via the Fourier transform on the one hand and via weak derivatives on the
other coincide, see [18, Theorem 3.30]. Therefore, we may use the following norm on Hσ(Ω) for
σ = ⌊σ⌋+ r, cf. [18, Chapter 3]:

∥f∥2Hσ(Ω) :=
∑

|α|≤⌊σ⌋

∥Dαf∥2L2(Ω) + χ(0,1)(r) ·
∑

|α|=⌊σ⌋

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

∣∣Dαf(x)−Dαf(y)
∣∣2

∥x− y∥d+2r
2

dx dy.

The following theorem summarizes the connections between the RKHS corresponding to the RBFs
defined above and Sobolev spaces.

Theorem 10. Let k ∈ N0 and d ∈ N (where d ≥ 3 if k = 0). Let σd,k = d+1
2 + k. Then

NΦd,k
(Rd) = Hσd,k(Rd)

with equivalent norms. If the bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd has a Lipschitz boundary, then

NΦd,k
(Ω) = Hσd,k(Ω)

with equivalent norms.

Proof. The first identity is shown in [30, Theorem 10.35]. The second follows directly from [30, Corol-
lary 10.48] when applied to the decay proven in [30, Theorem 10.35]. □

4.2. The Koopman operator preserves Sobolev regularity. In Section 3, we introduced the Koop-
man operator as a linear contraction from Cb(ΩY ) to Cb(ΩX). The law f 7→ f ◦ A, however, makes
sense for any function f : Y → R. In this part of the paper, we prove that the Koopman operator maps
L2(ΩY ) boundedly into L2(ΩX) and, in general, Sobolev spaces over ΩY boundedly into Sobolev
spaces over ΩX and thus preserves the corresponding regularity—as long as the vector field A has the
same regularity.

By Ck
b (Ω,Rd) we denote the space of all Ck(Ω,Rd)-vector fields with bounded derivatives up to

order k.

Theorem 11. Assume in addition that A ∈ Cm
b (ΩX ,Rd) for some m ∈ N, m > d/2. Then for all

σ ≤ m the linear Koopman operator

KA : Hσ(ΩY ) → Hσ(ΩX) (4.2)

is well defined and bounded.

Proof. The proof consists of five steps: first of all, we prove the well-definedness (4.2) for H0 = L2.
In Step 2, we prove it for H1 and generalize this result to Hσ, σ ∈ N0, in Step 3. The boundedness and
fractional Sobolev spaces are treated in Steps 4 and 5.

Step 1. (4.2) with σ = 0. By the change of variables formula, for f ∈ L2(ΩY ) we have∫
ΩX

|KA f(x)|2 dx =

∫
ΩX

|f(A(x))|2 dx =

∫
ΩY

|f(y)|2
∣∣detDA−1(y)

∣∣ dy.

This proves that KA : L2(ΩY ) → L2(ΩX) is well defined and bounded with

∥KA∥L2(ΩY )→L2(ΩX) ≤ ∥detDA−1∥1/2Cb(ΩY ).

Step 2. (4.2) with σ = 1. Let f ∈ H1(ΩY ). Then KAf ∈ L2(ΩX) by Step 1. To prove KAf ∈
H1(ΩX) it thus remains to show that KA f possesses weak partial derivatives in L2(ΩX) up to order
1. To see this, recall that C∞(ΩY ) ∩ H1(ΩY ) is dense in H1(ΩY ) [1, Theorem 3.17]. Thus, we
may consider a sequence fn ⊂ C∞(ΩY ) ∩ H1(ΩY ) with fn → f as n → ∞ in H1(ΩY ). Then
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∥KA fn −KA f∥L2(ΩX) → 0 by Step 1 and, since A is continuously differentiable, KA fn ∈ C1(ΩX).
In particular, by the chain rule we get

u(j)n (x) := ∂j(KAfn)(x) =
d∑

k=1

∂kfn(Ax) · ∂jAk(x) =
d∑

k=1

(KA∂kfn)(x) · ∂jAk(x), x ∈ ΩX .

For j ∈ [1 : d] consider u(j) :=
∑d

k=1KA(∂kf) ·∂jAk. Then, Step 1 (applied to ∂kf, ∂kfn ∈ L2(ΩY ))
and the boundedness of the ∂jAk on ΩX show that u(j)n , u(j) ∈ L2(ΩX). For fixed j ∈ [1 : d] we obtain

∥∥u(j) − u(j)n

∥∥
L2(X)

≤
d∑

k=1

∥∥[KA(∂kf)−KA(∂kfn)
]
· ∂jAk

∥∥
L2(ΩX)

≤ ∥detDA−1∥1/2Cb(ΩY ) ·
d∑

k=1

∥∂jAk∥C(X) ∥∂kf − ∂kfn∥L2(ΩY ) ,

which tends to zero as n → ∞, since fn → f in H1(ΩY ). In particular, for any test function φ ∈
C∞
c (ΩX),∫

ΩX

KA f · ∂jφdx = lim
n→∞

∫
ΩX

KA fn · ∂jφdx = − lim
n→∞

∫
ΩX

u(j)n · φdx = −
∫
ΩX

u(j) · φdx.

Therefore, KA f ∈ H1(ΩX) with weak partial derivatives ∂j KA f = u(j), j ∈ [1 : d].

Step 3. (4.2) with σ ∈ N, σ ≤ m. We prove the claim by induction. For σ ∈ {0, 1}, the claim has
already been proven in Steps 1 and 2. Let σ ≥ 2, suppose that KA : Hσ−1(ΩY ) → Hσ−1(ΩX) is well
defined, and consider f ∈ Hσ(ΩY ). By Step 2, we have KA f ∈ H1(ΩX) with

∂j KA f =
d∑

k=1

(KA ∂kf) ∂jAk, j ∈ [1 : d]. (4.3)

Since ∂kf ∈ Hσ−1(ΩY ), we obtain KA ∂kf ∈ Hσ−1(ΩX) for k ∈ [1 : d]. By assumption, for all
j, k ∈ [1 : d], we have ∂jAk ∈ Cσ−1(ΩX) with bounded derivatives up to order σ − 1. Hence, we
conclude ∂j KA f ∈ Hσ−1(ΩX) for all j ∈ [1 : d] and thus KA f ∈ Hσ(ΩX).

Step 4. Boundedness for m. By Step 3, we know that KA : Hm(ΩY ) → Hm(ΩX) is well defined.
Since ΩX and ΩY being Lipschitz domains satisfy the uniform cone condition (cf. Appendix A) and
m > d/2, it follows from [13, Theorems 1 and 2] that Hm(ΩX) and Hm(ΩY ) are native spaces of some
kernel functions, respectively. Hence, Lemma 3 (see also Remark 4) implies that KA : Hm(ΩY ) →
Hm(ΩX) is indeed a bounded operator.

Step 5. The general case. Let σ ∈ (0,m). From the previous steps, we know that KA : Hm(ΩY ) →
Hm(ΩX) is well defined and bounded. Moreover, the same holds for KA : L2(ΩY ) → L2(ΩX) (see
Step 1). By [3, Theorem 14.2.3], Hσ(Ω) coincides with the real interpolation space (with equivalent
norms4):

Hσ(Ω) =
[
L2(Ω), Hm(Ω)

]
θ
, θ = σ/m ∈ (0, 1), (4.4)

for Ω ∈ {ΩX ,ΩY }. Hence, [29, Lemma 22.3] implies that also

KA :
[
L2(ΩY ), H

m(ΩY )
]
θ
→
[
L2(ΩX), Hm(ΩX)

]
θ

is well defined and bounded. Thus, the characterization (4.4) yields the result. □

4In fact, Hσ(Rd) = [L2(Rd), Hm(Rd)]θ with equal norms, see [18, Theorem B.7]. However, even for Lipschitz domains
Ω, the norms of Hσ(Ω) and [L2(Ω), Hm(Ω)]θ are in general not equal, but only equivalent. This has been shown in [6],
proving [18, Theorem B.8] wrong.
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Remark 12. In Theorem 18 in the Appendix we provide explicit bounds on the operator norm of KA :
Hσ(ΩY ) → Hσ(ΩX) for σ ∈ N0.

Finally, we obtain the desired result for the Koopman operator on the native spaces of the Wendland
functions.

Corollary 13. Let d ∈ N, k ∈ N0, where d ≥ 3 if k = 0. Assume in addition that A ∈ C
⌈σd,k⌉
b (ΩX ,Rd).

Then the Koopman operator
KA : NΦd,k

(ΩY ) → NΦd,k
(ΩX)

is well defined and bounded.

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of the combination of Theorem 11 and the identification
in Theorem 10 of the Wendland native spaces NΦd,k

(Ω) with the Sobolev spaces Hσd,k(Ω), Ω ∈
{ΩX ,ΩY }, with equivalent norms. Note that σd,k = (d+ 1)/2 + k > d/2. □

5. UNIFORM ERROR BOUNDS

In this section, we prove our main theorem, containing estimates on the errors KA − SXKASY and
KA−SXKA, by combining the results from the previous sections. To this end, we recall the projection
operator SX : N (X) → VX from Subsection 2.2,

SX f =
N∑
i=1

(
K−1

X ,X fX

)
i
Φxi ,

where f ∈ N (ΩX) and fX i
= f(xi), i ∈ [1 : N ]. Note that if one considers a Lagrange basis {ΦL

xi
}Ni=1

of VX , where ΦL
xi
(xj) = δij for i, j ∈ [1 : N ], then we have

SX f =

N∑
i=1

fX i
ΦL
xi
.

In what follows, we provide an estimate on ∥I − SX ∥NΦd,k
(Ω)→Cb(Ω) for the native space of Wendland

functions as introduced in Section 4. Denoting the fill distance of a set X = {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ Ω of sample
points by

hX := sup
x∈Ω

min
1≤i≤N

∥x− xi∥2,

we restate the interpolation error estimate [30, Theorem 11.17].

Theorem 14. Let d ∈ N, k ∈ N0, and assume that the bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd satisfies the interior
cone condition, cf. Appendix A. Then there are constants C, h0 > 0 (depending on d, k, and Ω) such
that for every set X = {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ Ω of sample points with hX ≤ h0 and all α ∈ Nd

0, |α| ≤ k, we have

∥Dαf −Dα(SX f)∥Cb(Ω) ≤ Ch
k+1/2−|α|
X ∥f∥NΦd,k

(Ω), f ∈ NΦd,k
(Ω). (5.1)

In particular,

∥I − SX ∥NΦd,k
(Ω)→Cb(Ω) ≤ Ch

k+1/2
X .

We now may state the main result of the paper, leveraging Theorem 7 in the particular case of native
spaces induced by Wendland functions. Therein, the interpolation errors present in the upper bounds of
Theorem 7 vanish if the fill distance tends to zero with a particular rate corresponding to the smoothness
of the RBFs.
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Theorem 15. Let ΩX and ΩY have a Lipschitz boundary, let d ∈ N, k ∈ N0, where d ≥ 3 if k = 0,
and assume that A ∈ Cm

b (ΩX ,Rd), where m = ⌈σd,k⌉. Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that
for any set of centers X = {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ ΩX we have

∥KA − K̂A∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→Cb(ΩX) ≤ Ch

k+1/2
X .

Moreover, there are constants C1, C2 > 0 such that for any two sets X = {xi}Ni=1 ⊂ ΩX and Y =
{yj}j=1 ⊂ ΩY of centers,

∥KA − K̂Y
A∥NΦd,k

(ΩY )→Cb(ΩX) ≤ C1h
k+1/2
Y + C2h

k+1/2
X .

Proof. By Theorem 7, we have

∥KA − SXKASY∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→Cb(ΩX)

≤ ∥I − SY∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→C(ΩY ) + ∥I − SX ∥NΦd,k

(ΩX)→Cb(ΩX) · ∥KA∥VY→NΦd,k
(ΩX).

The terms ∥I − SY∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→C(ΩY ) and ∥I − SX ∥NΦd,k

(ΩX)→Cb(ΩX) may be bounded using Theo-
rem 14, and

∥KA∥VY→NΦd,k
(ΩX) ≤ ∥KA∥NΦd,k

(ΩY )→NΦd,k
(ΩX) < ∞

by corollary 13. Similarly,

∥KA − SXKA∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→Cb(ΩX) ≤ ∥I − SX ∥NΦd,k

(ΩX)→Cb(ΩX) · ∥KA∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→NΦd,k

(ΩX),

which can be bounded in the same way. □

For multistep predictions we obtain in the same way from Theorem 9 and the previous Theorem 15:

Corollary 16. Let the assumptions of Theorem 15 hold. Then there is a constant C̃n > 0 such that

∥Kn
A − K̂n

A∥NΦd,k
(ΩY )→Cb(ΩX) ≤ C̃nh

k+1/2
X .

Of course, C̃n grows with increasing n.

6. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we illustrate the theoretical results by means of two numerical examples: a Duffing
oscillator in two space dimensions and a Lorenz system in three space dimensions.

6.1. Duffing oscillator. We consider the dynamics of the Duffing oscillator(
ẋ1
ẋ2

)
=

(
x2

x1 − 3x31

)
. (6.1)

from ΩX = (−2, 2)2 into ΩY = (−3, 3)2. We train the two coordinate maps fi(x1, x2) = xi, i =
1, 2, as observables and perform a one-step prediction of the Duffing oscillator’s flow with time step
∆t = 0.02. The validation is performed on a uniform grid ΓV in ΩX with fill distance 0.025 and points
located with maximal distance to the points of the finest training grid.

The L∞- and L2-errors for the two approximations K̂A and K̂Y
A on the respective validation grids are

depicted in Table 1. There, we observe the different convergence rates corresponding to the smoothness
of the kernel. Whereas the kernel with smoothness degree k = 1 performs better than higher smooth-
ness degrees for fill distance hX = 0.2, this changes for smaller fill distances. Moreover, we observe
that asymptotically the two methods behave very similar, as the error values in the respective two right
columns of Table 1 coincide. Figure 1 shows intensity plots of the errors∥∥(KAf1,KAf2

)
(x1, x2)−

(
K̂Y

Af1, K̂
Y
Af2
)
(x1, x2)

∥∥
2
, (x1, x2) ∈ ΓV ,
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for all considered mesh sizes and smoothness k = 1. It is readily inferred that the error grows roughly
with max{|x1|, |x2|} and takes its peak near the boundary of the box.

In Table 2 and Figure 2, we also have depicted the error for the approximation K̂X
A (i.e., Y = X ).

In Figure 2, we observe that whereas the error in the interior of the domain decreases for smaller fill
distances, the dynamics at the corners can not be captured. This leads to a high L∞ error as reported in
Table 2 and clearly shows that one has to take account of the dynamics in the choice of the yi if X is
not invariant under the flow.

TABLE 1. L∞-errors (top) and L2-errors (bottom) for the predicted dynamics of the
Duffing oscillator for the approximations SXKA (left) and SXKASY (right) for four
different fill distances and three different smoothness degrees.

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 0.15412 0.04152 0.00982 0.00211
2 0.16564 0.02621 0.00333 0.00033
3 0.20054 0.02154 0.00158 0.00008

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 0.15283 0.04148 0.00982 0.00211
2 0.16468 0.02620 0.00333 0.00033
3 0.19964 0.02162 0.00158 0.00008

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 0.62284 0.04950 0.00361 0.00031
2 0.70755 0.03469 0.00142 0.00006
3 0.88888 0.03019 0.00074 0.00001

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 0.61540 0.04933 0.00361 0.00030
2 0.70539 0.03469 0.00142 0.00006
3 0.88739 0.03020 0.00074 0.00002

FIGURE 1. L∞-error for the approximant K̂Y
A = SXKASY for the Duffing oscillator

at smoothness degree k = 1, fill distances hX ∈ {0.2, 0.1, 0.05} and hY = hX .

TABLE 2. Case Y = X : Maximum errors for the predicted dynamics of the Duffing
oscillator for the approximation SXKASX for four different fill distances and three
different smoothness degrees.

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 2.05147 1.91387 1.82118 1.76882
2 2.29052 2.03404 1.84288 1.72993
3 2.52979 2.21211 1.92156 1.73675
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FIGURE 2. Case Y = X : Absolute approximation error for the approximant
SXKASX for the Duffing oscillator at smoothness degree k = 1, fill distances
hX ∈ {0.2, 0.1, 0.05} and hY = hX .

6.2. Lorenz system. In a second numerical experiment, we consider the chaotic Lorenz 69 system,
which is given by

ẋ1 = σ(x2 − x1),

ẋ2 = x1(ρ− x3)− x2, (6.2)
ẋ3 = x1x2 − βx3,

where σ = 10, ρ = 28, and β = 8/3. Here, we let ΩX = (−0.5, 0.5)3 and fill the domain with
four different meshes with mesh sizes hX ∈ {0.2, 0.1, 0.05, 0.025} as before, but this time in three
dimensions. After simulating the flow, the domain ΩY is chosen as the smallest box including all
propagated points. The validation grid is again chosen as the union of the centers of the cube cells
defined by the X -grid in order to keep the maximum distance from the interpolation points.

The results are collected in Table 3. Contrary to the previous example, where the performance
of the two proposed methods was similar, we observe that in particular for large fill distances, the
approximation with SXKA leads to smaller errors compared to SXKASY .

TABLE 3. Maximum errors of the predicted dynamics of the Lorenz 69 model for the
approximations SXKA (left) and SXKASY (right) for four different fill distances and
three different smoothness degrees

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 0.06793 0.01497 0.00316 0.00069
2 0.07461 0.00945 0.00097 0.00009
3 0.09688 0.00821 0.00047 0.00002

k / hX 0.2 0.1 0.05 0.025
1 0.22827 0.06824 0.01666 0.00073
2 0.27389 0.07084 0.01024 0.00009
3 0.28858 0.08690 0.00840 0.00002

7. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown in Proposition 5 that the kernel EDMD approximant of the Koopman operator KA
– typically defined as the solution of a linear regression problem – may be equivalently expressed as
a compression in native spaces by using interpolation operators. Based on this novel representation,
we derived the first uniform finite-data error estimates for kEDMD. This enabled us to prove conver-
gence in the infinite-data limit with convergence rates depending on the smoothness of the dynamics
in Theorem 15. To this end, we have rigorously shown invariance of a rich class of fractional Sobolev
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spaces under the Koopman operator – a key property leveraged in the subsequent analysis. These are
generated by Wendland kernels (compactly-supported radial basis functions of minimal degree) and are
particularly attractive from a numerical perspective [30].
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APPENDIX A. CONDITIONS ON THE BOUNDARY OF A BOUNDED DOMAIN

In this paper, we consider several conditions on the regularity of the boundary of a bounded domain
Ω ⊂ Rd. Recall that a domain is a non-empty connected open set.

Definition 17. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain.

(a) ( [1, §4.9]) We say that Ω has a Lipschitz boundary if for every x ∈ ∂Ω there is a neighborhood
Ux of x such that Ux ∩ ∂Ω is the graph of a Lipschitz-continuous function, i.e. there exist
a Lipschitz-continuous function φ : Rd−1 → R and a rigid motion (i.e., a rotation plus a
translation) T : Rd → Rd such that

Ux ∩ Ω = Ux ∩
{
T (y) : y ∈ Rd, yd < φ(y1, . . . , yd−1)

}
.

(b) ( [13]) Ω satisfies the uniform cone condition if there exists a locally finite countable open cover
{Uj} of the boundary of Ω and a corresponding sequence {Cj} of finite cones, each congruent
to some fixed finite cone C, such that
(a) There exists M > 0 such that every Uj has diameter less then M
(b) {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) < δ} ⊂

⋃
j Uj for some δ > 0

(c) Qj :=
⋃

x∈Ω∩Uj
(x+ Cj) ⊂ Ω for every j

(d) For some finite R, every collection of R+ 1 of the sets Qj has empty intersection.
(c) ( [30, Definition 3.6]) Ω satisfies the interior cone condition if there are an angle θ ∈ (0, π/2)

and a radius r > 0 such that the following holds: for every x ∈ Ω there exists ξ(x) ∈ Rd,
∥ξ(x)∥2 = 1, such that the cone

C
(
x, ξ(x), θ, r

)
:= {x+ λy : y ∈ Rd, ∥y∥ = 1, y⊤ξ(x) ≥ cos θ, λ ∈ [0, r]}

is contained in Ω.

In Theorem 10, the domain needs to have a Lipschitz boundary in the sense of [3, Definition 1.4.4],
which, on bounded domains, is easily seen to be implied by the Lipschitz condition above. To obtain the
interpolation estimates in Theorem 14, the interior cone condition is needed, which is precisely the cone
condition from [1, Paragraph 4.6] and is implied by the Lipschitz boundary condition (see [1, Paragraph
4.11]).

APPENDIX B. BOUNDS ON THE KOOPMAN OPERATOR NORM

In this section, we prove explicit bounds on the operator norms ∥KA∥Hσ(ΩY )→Hσ(ΩX) for σ ∈ N. We
denote by Lk(Rd,Rn) the linear space of all k-multilinear mappings Ψ : (Rd)k → Rn. A multilinear
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map Ψ ∈ Lk(Rd,Rn) is called symmetric if Ψ(Pv) = Ψ(v) for any permutation matrix P ∈ Rd×d and
all v ∈ (Rd)k. By Lk

s(Rd,Rn) we denote the set of all symmetric k-multilinear maps.
For the k-th total derivative DkA of A : ΩX → ΩY we have DkA(x) ∈ Lk

s(Rd,Rd), x ∈ ΩX , by
setting

DkA(x)(ei1 , . . . , eik) = ∂i1 · · · ∂ikA(x),

where ei denotes the i-th standard basis vector. For scalar-valued f : ΩY → R we have accord-
ingly f (k)(y) := Dkf(y) ∈ Lk

s(Rd,R). For example, the second derivative of f can be written as
f (2)(y)(x1, x2) = x⊤1 Hf (y)x2, where Hf (y) denotes the Hessian of f at y.

For σ ∈ N we denote the set of all partitions π of {1, . . . , σ} by Πσ. For a partition π ∈ Πσ, |π|
denotes the number of blocks B in the partition π.

For α ∈ Nd
0, we denote by P(α) the set of all vectors β ∈ [1 : d]|α| in which any index k ∈ [1 : d]

appears exactly αk times. For example, for α = (2, 1) we have P(α) = {(1, 1, 2), (1, 2, 1), (2, 1, 1)}.

Theorem 18. Let σ ∈ N, and assume in addition that A ∈ Cσ
b (ΩX ,Rd). Then we have

∥KA∥Hσ(Y )→Hσ(X) ≤
(
max

{
c0,

∑
1≤|α|≤σ

Sα(A)

})1/2

,

where c0 := supx∈ΩX
| detDA(x)|−1, and for α ∈ Nd

0, |α| = m, and any β ∈ P(α),

Sα(A) := sup
x∈ΩX

|detDA(x)|−1
m∑
k=1

∑
|α′|=k

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
π∈Πm
|π|=k

∑
β′∈P(α′)

∂β,B1Aβ′
1
(x) · · · ∂β,Bk

Aβ′
k
(x)

∣∣∣∣∣
2

.

Here, Bi denotes the i-th block of the partition π, and ∂β,B stands for the operator ∂βj1
· · · ∂βjℓ

, where
B = {j1, . . . , jℓ}.

Proof. We prove by induction over σ ∈ N that for f ∈ Hσ(ΩY ) we have

∥KAf∥2Hσ(ΩX) ≤ c0∥f∥2L2(ΩY ) +
σ∑

k=1

( ∑
k≤|α|≤σ

Sα(A)

) ∑
|γ|=k

∥Dγf∥2L2(ΩY ). (B.1)

Then the statement of the theorem follows immediately. The anchor for (B.1) has been set in the first
step of the proof of Theorem 11, where it was shown that ∥KA∥2L2(ΩY )→L2(ΩX) ≤ c0. Next, let σ ∈ N,
σ ≥ 1. For any α ∈ Nd

0 with |α| = σ, we have Dα = ∂β with some (any) β ∈ P(α). Now, consider
Faà di Bruno’s formula in combinatorial form (see [14, p. 219]):

(f ◦A)(σ)(x)(z1, . . . , zσ) =
∑
π∈Πσ

f (|π|)(A(x))
(
D|B1|A(x)(zB1), . . . ,D|B|π||A(x)(zB|π|)

)
,

where zBj ∈ (Rd)|Bj | are the components of (z1, . . . , zσ) with indices in the block Bj . If we denote
eβ = (eβ1 , . . . , eβσ), then

Dα(f ◦A)(x) = ∂β(f ◦A)(x) = (f ◦A)(σ)(x)(eβ)

=
σ∑

k=1

∑
π∈Πσ
|π|=k

f (k)(A(x))
(
D|B1|A(x)(eβB1

), . . . ,D|Bk|A(x)(eβBk
)
)

=

σ∑
k=1

∑
π∈Πσ
|π|=k

f (k)(A(x))
(
∂β,B1A(x), . . . , ∂β,Bk

A(x)
)
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=
σ∑

k=1

∑
π∈Πσ
|π|=k

∑
β′∈[1:d]k

∂β,B1Aβ′
1
(x) · · · ∂β,Bk

Aβ′
k
(x) · f (k)(A(x))(eβ

′
)

=
σ∑

k=1

∑
π∈Πσ
|π|=k

∑
β′∈[1:d]k

∂β,B1Aβ′
1
(x) · · · ∂β,Bk

Aβ′
k
(x) · ∂β′f(A(x))

=
σ∑

k=1

∑
|α′|=k

Dα′
f(A(x))

∑
π∈Πσ
|π|=k

∑
β′∈P(α′)

∂β,B1Aβ′
1
(x) · · · ∂β,Bk

Aβ′
k
(x)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Aα,k,α′ (x)

.

Thus, we have Dα(f ◦A) =
∑σ

k=1

∑
|α′|=k[(D

α′
f) ◦A] ·Aα,k,α′ , and we estimate

∥Dα(f ◦A)∥2L2(ΩX) =

∫
ΩX

(∑
k,α′

[(Dα′
f) ◦A] ·Aα,k,α′

)2

dx

=

∫
ΩY

(∑
k,α′

(Dα′
f) · [Aα,k,α′ ◦A−1]

)2

| detDA−1| dy

=

∫
ΩY

(∑
k,α′

(Dα′
f) · [Aα,k,α′ ◦A−1]|detDA−1|1/2︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Ãα,k,α′

)2

dy

≤
∫
ΩY

(∑
k,α′

|Dα′
f |2
)(∑

k,α′

|Ãα, k, α
′|2
)
dy

≤
(

sup
y∈ΩY

∑
k,α′

|Ãα,k,α′(y)|2
)(∑

k,α′

∫
ΩY

|Dα′
f |2 dy

)

≤
(

sup
x∈ΩX

∑
k,α′

|Aα,k,α′(x)|2

|detDA(x)|

) ∑
1≤|γ|≤σ

∥Dγf∥2L2(ΩY )

= Sα(A)
∑

1≤|γ|≤σ

∥Dγf∥2L2(ΩY ).

Therefore, we obtain by assumption that

∥KAf∥2Hσ(ΩX) = ∥KAf∥2Hσ−1(ΩX) +
∑
|α|=σ

∥Dα(f ◦A)∥2L2(ΩX)

≤ c0∥f∥2L2(ΩY ) +

σ−1∑
k=1

( ∑
k≤|α|≤σ−1

Sα(A)

) ∑
|γ|=k

∥Dγf∥2L2(ΩY )

+
∑
|α|=σ

Sα(A)
∑

1≤|γ|≤σ

∥Dγf∥2L2(ΩY )

= c0∥f∥2L2(ΩY ) +

σ∑
k=1

( ∑
k≤|α|≤σ

Sα(A)

) ∑
|γ|=k

∥Dγf∥2L2(ΩY ),

as we wished to prove. □



L∞-ERROR BOUNDS FOR APPROXIMATIONS OF THE KOOPMAN OPERATOR BY KEDMD 21

In the particular case σ = 1, Theorem 18 yields the following corollary.

Corollary 19. We have

∥KA∥H1(ΩY )→H1(ΩX) ≤ max

{
c0, sup

x∈ΩX

∥DA(x)∥2F
|detDA(x)|

}1/2

.

Remark 20. In fact, it is not hard to see that the Frobenius norm ∥DA(x)∥F above can be replaced by
the spectral norm ∥DA(x)∥2→2 (cf. [11]).
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