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The estimation of equations from data is of interest in physics. One of the famous methods is the sparse

identification of nonlinear dynamics (SINDy), which utilizes sparse estimation techniques to estimate equations

from data. Recently, a method based on the Koopman operator has been developed; the generator extended dy-

namic mode decomposition (gEDMD) estimates a time evolution generator of dynamical and stochastic systems.

However, a naive application of the gEDMD algorithm cannot work well for stochastic differential equations

because of the noise effects in the data. Hence, the estimation based on conditional expectation values, in which

we approximate the first and second derivatives on each coordinate, is practical. A naive approach is the usage

of locally weighted expectations. We show that the naive locally weighted expectation is insufficient because of

the nonlinear behavior of the underlying system. For improvement, we apply the clustering method in two ways;

one is to reduce the effective number of data, and the other is to capture local information more accurately. We

demonstrate the improvement of the proposed method for the double-well potential system with state-dependent

noise.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent developments in machine learning enable us to es-

timate system equations from data. The estimation is easy for

linear systems but generally difficult for nonlinear systems.

One notable method is the sparse identification of nonlinear

dynamics (SINDy) [1], which utilizes sparse estimation tech-

niques to infer equations from data for deterministic dynami-

cal systems. Some extensions of the SINDy to stochastic sys-

tems have already been carried out [2–4].

Here, we focus on the method based on the Koopman op-

erator method. The Koopman operator [5] is applicable in

various research fields, such as molecular dynamics, meteo-

rology, and economics. With the aid of the Koopman oper-

ator, it becomes possible to analyze nonlinear systems using

linear techniques. However, we cannot use it on computers

since the Koopman operator resides in an infinite-dimensional

space. Therefore, it is necessary to approximate the Koopman

operator in finite dimensions. For this purpose, some algo-

rithms have been proposed; the dynamic mode decomposition

(DMD) [6] extracts information about the Koopman operator

from the time-series data of the system. The mode decompo-

sition is also available for a partial differential equation, such

as the nonlinear Burgers equation [7]. The extended dynamic

mode decomposition (EDMD) [8] is an extension of DMD,

which utilizes a dictionary of basis functions to approximate

the Koopman operator in finite dimensions. Applications of

the EDMD include the prediction of the system’s future states,

system identification [9], and control [10]. There are many re-

search papers on these topics; see Ref. [11] for more details.

Moreover, an extension of EDMD called generator EDMD

(gEDMD) [12] is applicable to estimate stochastic differential

equations from data. As described in Ref. [12], numerical ex-

periments were performed for a double-well potential system,

which recovered the correct underlying stochastic differential

equation. However, as we will explain later, the dataset used

in Ref. [12] was not simple sample trajectories. When we ap-

ply the gEDMD algorithm under the assumption of trajectory

data only, the noise in the data considerably affects the estima-

tion; we will discuss this in a numerical demonstration. The

Koopman operator and the related practical algorithms have

attracted attention as a new analytical method for nonlinear

systems, and improving the gEDMD method is highly signif-

icant for other future research.

In this study, we aim to improve the accuracy of the

gEDMD estimation. Hence, we propose some ideas of pre-

processing for noisy time-series data to mitigate the effect of

noise. One of them is the practical implementation of the cal-

culation of conditional expectations as weighted expectations

with kernel functions. We also apply clustering procedures of

data in two ways. One is to reduce the computational cost;

the other is to capture the local features of data adequately.

We demonstrate the proposed methods with the double-well

potential system with the state-dependent noise used in the

previous study [12].

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Sect. 2, we

describe the problem settings and a concrete model; the con-

crete example will help readers understand the following dis-

cussions. In Sect. 3, we briefly review the gEDMD algorithm.

In Sect. 4, we present our proposals, i.e., weighted expecta-

tion using kernel functions and clustering-based data prepro-

cessing. In Sect. 5, we numerically demonstrate the proposed

methods. Finally, in Sect. 6, we provide the concluding re-

marks and discussions for future work.

II. PROBLEM SETTINGS AND MODEL

Here, we briefly explain the problem settings. In this study,

we employed almost the same settings and the model as in

Ref. [12]. In the following sections, we sometimes used the

double-well potential example, which helps readers under-

stand the explanations and discussions.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.15357v2
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FIG. 1. Potential of the problem. There is a double-well structure.

As we see later, the actual distribution deviates slightly from the po-

tential contours owing to state-dependent noise.

A. Stochastic differential equation

We here focus on the following type of stochastic differen-

tial equation:

dX(t) = b(X(t))dt + Σ(X(t))dW(t), (1)

where b(x) : RD → RD is a D-dimensional vector function,

which yields the drift coefficients, and Σ(x) : RD → RD×s is

a matrix-valued function for diffusion coefficients. W(t) is an

s-dimensional Wiener process. Note that the drift and diffu-

sion coefficient functions are nonlinear in general. For more

details of stochastic differential equations, see, for example,

Ref. [13]. The aim of this work is to estimate the drift and dif-

fusion coefficient functions only from trajectory data of X(t).

B. Double-well potential

In Ref. [12], the following two-variable system was used to

demonstrate the gEDMD algorithm:

V(x) = (x2
1 − 1)2 + x2

2, (2)

which leads to the drift coefficient b(x) in Eq. (1) as follows:

b(x) = −∇V(x) =

[
4x1 − 4x1

3

−2x2

]
. (3)

Figure 1 illustrates the double-well potential. There are two

wells, and x1 and x2 will move back and forth between the two

wells over time. However, there is a state-dependent noise as

follows:

Σ(x) =

[
0.7 x1

0 0.5

]
. (4)

FIG. 2. (Color online) A sample trajectory from the double-well po-

tential model. (a) Time-domain picture. The solid line corresponds

to x1, and the dashed line corresponds to x2. (b) A sample trajectory

depicted on the state space. The contour lines represent the double-

well potential.

Thus, we expect that the actual distribution deviates slightly

from the potential contours.

Figure 2(a) shows the time evolution of x1 and x2 for the

double-well potential with the state-dependent diffusion term.

We clearly see that the time evolution of x1 shows the move

between the two wells around x1 = 1.0 and x1 = −1.0. Fig-

ure 2(b) illustrates the sample trajectory on the state space.

The contour lines represent the magnitude of the potential.

Note that the diffusion term is state-dependent, and therefore

the trajectory does not follow the contour lines but is oriented

diagonally.

III. EQUATION ESTIMATION VIA THE KOOPMAN

GENERATOR

As for the details of the Koopman operator, please see, for

example, Ref. [11]. In this section, we will briefly look at only

the minimum required for equation estimation.
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A. Koopman operator and generator

The Koopman operator acts on a function, not a state vec-

tor, and it yields a function that gives an observed quantity

after time evolution. Let f (x) ∈ F be an observable func-

tion, where F is a function space for observables. Then, the

Koopman operatorK∆t acts on the function f (x) as

(
K∆t f

)
(x) = E

[
f (X(t + ∆t)) | X(t) = x

]
, (5)

whereE[·] represents the expectation value. Note that the state

before the time evolution is X(t) = x. The new functionK∆t f

takes the state before time evolution as its argument, and it

yields the expectation value of function f after the time evo-

lution with ∆t. Hence, the Koopman operator gives the time

evolution in the function space instead of the state space.

In the gEDMD algorithm [12], we seek the operator that

gives the time derivative of K∆t f . Then, we introduce the

Koopman generator L : F → F , which acts on function

f to produce another function, i.e., the time derivative. The

definition of the Koopman generator L associated with the

Koopman operatorK∆t is given as

(L f )(x) = lim
∆t→0

(K∆t f )(x) − f (x)

∆t
. (6)

When we consider Eq. (1) and a second-order continuously

differentiable observable f , the Koopman generator L acts as

[12]:

(L f )(x) =

D∑

d=1

bd(x)
∂

∂xd

f (x) +
1

2

D∑

i=1

D∑

j=1

ai j(x)
∂2

∂xi∂x j

f (x),

(7)

where A(x) = [ai j(x)] is a D × D dimensional square matrix

defined by A(x) = Σ(x)Σ(x)⊤. Note that the adjoint operator

of L is

L∗ =

D∑

d=1

∂

∂xd

bd(x) +
1

2

D∑

i=1

D∑

j=1

∂2

∂xi∂x j

ai j(x). (8)

We see that the operator L∗ yields the Fokker–Planck equa-

tion to describe the time evolution of the probability density

function. Actually, the operator in Eq. (7) corresponds to that

in the Kolmogorov backward equation [13].

B. Derivation of the Koopman generator matrix L

Assume that we have N data points {xn}
N
n=1

in time-series

data. Our aim here is to estimate b(x) and A(x) in Eq. (7).

Then, we can estimate the diffusion coefficient Σ(x) in Eq. (1)

via the Cholesky decomposition of A(x), although the decom-

position is not unique.

We employ a set of basis functions to handle the observable

function f (x). The set is called a dictionary, and we denote it

as a vector function ψ(x). For simplicity, we here employ the

monomial dictionary. The double-well potential example has

two state variables and the following dictionary is available:

ψ(x)

= [ψ1(x), ψ2(x), ψ3(x), ψ4(x), ψ5(x), ψ6(x), ψ7(x), ψ8(x), . . . ]⊤

= [1, x1, x2, x2
1, x1 x2, x2

2, x3
1, x2

1 x2, . . . ]
⊤. (9)

It is also possible to include other types of functions such as

sin and cos. Of course, we cannot use an infinite number of

functions in practical computation, and some approximation

is necessary. We use a finite number of functions as the dic-

tionary. We denote the number of dictionary functions as Ndic.

Next, we introduce the following notation for each data

point:

dψk(xn) =

D∑

d=1

bd(xn)
∂

∂xd

ψk(xn)

+
1

2

D∑

i=1

D∑

j=1

ai j(xn)
∂2

∂xi∂x j

ψk(xn). (10)

Note that the concrete data point xn is used, and hence Eq. (10)

yields a scalar value. Then, we construct the following data

vector for data n:

ψ(xn) =



ψ1(xn)
...

ψNdic
(xn)


, dψ(xn) =



dψ1(xn)
...

dψNdic
(xn)


. (11)

The Koopman generator L is infinite-dimensional since it

acts on functions. Hence, it is infeasible to use it on a com-

puter. Therefore, we need an approximation of the Koop-

man generator L with a finite-dimensional matrix. Let L ∈

R
Ndic×Ndic be the matrix representation of the Koopman gener-

ator L in terms of the specific dictionary ψ, and consider the

following least squares problem:

L = arg min
L̃

N∑

n=1

∥∥∥dψ(xn) − L̃ψ(xn)
∥∥∥2
. (12)

The solution to this least squares problem is given as

L = FG+, (13)

where

F =
1

N

N∑

n=1

(
dψ(xn)

)
ψ(xn)⊤, G =

1

N

N∑

n=1

ψ(xn)ψ(xn)⊤, (14)

and G+ denotes the pseudo-inverse of the matrix G. We call L

the Koopman generator matrix.

There is a comment on the difference in the definition of the

Koopman generator from that in Ref. [12]. In Ref. [12], the

transposed matrix of L was mainly discussed. Although it is

natural to employ the above definitions in this paper, it would

be better to consider the transposed matrix L⊤ for comparison

with Ref. [12]. Hence, in the later numerical experiments, we

mainly discuss L⊤.
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C. Estimation of drift and diffusion coefficient functions

In the EDMD and gEDMD algorithms, the vector function

g(x) = x is called the full-state observable, which directly

corresponds to the state variables. For the example of the

double-well potential, ψ2(x) = x1 and ψ3(x) = x2 in Eq. (9)

correspond to the full-state observable; i.e., we define

g(x) =

[
ψ2(x)

ψ3(x)

]
=

[
x1

x2

]
. (15)

Using the full-state observable, we easily obtain the drift

coefficient function b(x) as

(Lg)(x) = b(x), (16)

i.e., the action of the Koopman generator L to the full-state

observable g(x) immediately yields b(x).

To demonstrate the estimation, we explain the estimation

procedure for b(x). Here, we introduce the following repre-

sentation for the Koopman generator matrix L:

L =



ℓ11 · · · ℓ1Ndic

...
. . .

...

ℓNdic1 · · · ℓNdicNdic


=



ℓ⊤
1
...

ℓ⊤
Ndic


. (17)

Note that the matrix L gives an approximation of the time

derivative:

(Lψ)(x) =
d

dt
ψ
(
x(t)

)
≃ Lψ

(
x(t)

)
. (18)

In the following, we calculate this time derivative in two dif-

ferent ways.

First, we consider a simple application of L. As exempli-

fied in Eq. (9), the monomial dictionary has the constant 1

as the first element. Then, the elements corresponding to the

full-state observable are ψ2(x) = x1, . . . , ψD+1(x) = xD when

we consider a D-dimensional state space. A naive application

of L to ψi+1(x) (i = 1, . . . ,D) leads to

(Lψi+1)(x) =

D∑

d=1

bd(x)
∂

∂xd

xi = bi(x). (19)

Then, we obtain

(Lg)(x) =



g1(x)
...

gD(x)


=



ψ2(x)
...

ψD+1(x)


=



b1(x)
...

bD(x)


. (20)

Second, the right-hand side of Eq. (18) gives

d

dt
ψi+1(x) ≃ ℓ⊤i+1ψ(x). (21)

Hence, we finally obtain the following result:

bi(x) = ℓ⊤i+1ψ(x). (22)

Since we use the monomial dictionary functions, the interpre-

tation of Eq. (22) is straightforward. For example, when we

have

ℓ⊤1 =
[
0 4 0 0 0 0 −4 0 0 · · ·

]
, (23)

ℓ⊤2 =
[
0 0 −2 0 0 0 0 0 0 · · ·

]
, (24)

the dictionary ψ(x) in Eq. (9) yields

b1(x) = 4x1 − 4x3
1, b2(x) = −2x2. (25)

For the diffusion coefficient functions, a similar discussion

is possible. Let the index k denote the dictionary function

xix j, i.e., ψk(x) = xix j. Then, a naive application of L to

ψk(x) yields

(Lψk)(x) =

D∑

d=1

bd(x)
∂

∂xd

xix j +
1

2

D∑

l=1

D∑

m=1

alm(x)
∂2

∂xl∂xm

xixk

= xib j(x) + x jbi(x) + ai j(x). (26)

The left-hand side of Eq. (26) is similarly approximated with

Eqs. (19) and (22). Then, we have

ai j(x) = (Lψk)(x) − x jbi(x) − xib j(x)

≃ ℓ⊤k ψ(x) − x j

(
ℓ⊤i+1ψ(x)

)
− xi

(
ℓ⊤j+1ψ(x)

)
, (27)

where Eq. (22) is used to replace bi(x) and b j(x).

In our two-dimensional example, the concrete expression

with the dictionary of Eq. (9) is summarized as

b(x) =

[
b1(x)

b2(x)

]
≃

[
ℓ⊤

2
ψ(x)

ℓ⊤
3
ψ(x)

]
, (28)

and

a11 ≃ ℓ
⊤
4 ψ(x) − 2x1

(
ℓ⊤2 ψ(x)

)
, (29)

a12 = a21 ≃ ℓ5ψ(x) − x2

(
ℓ⊤2 ψ(x)

)
− x1

(
ℓ⊤3 ψ(x)

)
, (30)

a22 ≃ ℓ
⊤
6 ψ(x) − 2x2

(
ℓ⊤3 ψ(x)

)
. (31)

D. Experimental settings in Ref. [12]

In the numerical demonstration in Ref. [12], it is assumed

that {b(xn)}N
n=1

and {Σ(xn)}N
n=1

(and hence, {A(xn)}N
n=1

) are

known for a given set of training data points {xn}
N
n=1

. Note that

{b(xn)}N
n=1

and {A(xn)}N
n=1

are scalar values that collect the val-

ues of time derivatives for each coordinate {xn}
N
n=1

of the data.

Hence, the information does not directly yield the “function”

b(x) for the time derivatives of all states x. Then, the problem

setting is still suitable for estimating the underlying system

equations from data.

However, it would not be realistic to have the information

of such data. Here, we consider an application of the gEDMD

algorithm to sample trajectories, and hence {b(xn)}N
n=1

and

{A(xn)}N
n=1

are unknown. Actually, Ref. [12] also gave the dis-

cussion for such cases, where it was suggested to approximate
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FIG. 3. Framework of estimation. In an ideal situation, the data

{b(xn)}N
n=1

and {A(xn)}N
n=1

are assumed to be known. In a realistic

case, we must estimate these quantities only from sample trajectories.

{b(xn)}N
n=1

and {A(xn)}N
n=1

from the time-series data {xn}
N
n=1

as

b(xn) ≃
1

∆t
(xn+1 − xn), (32)

A(xn) ≃
1

∆t
(xn+1 − xn)(xn+1 − xn)⊤, (33)

where ∆t is the time interval of the time-series data. That

is, we employed the finite differences as the approximation.

Figure 3 shows the framework of estimation. When the data

{b(xn)}N
n=1

and {A(xn)}N
n=1

are known, considerably accurate

estimation is possible even in a small dataset; see Ref. [12].

However, in a realistic situation, these quantities must be es-

timated from sample trajectories. Since there was no demon-

stration of this approximation in Ref. [12], we here check the

ability of the approximation in preliminary numerical experi-

ments.

Note that the data includes significant noise because of

the stochastic nature, and hence the naive approach based on

Eqs. (32) and (33) is difficult to apply. Figure 4 shows the re-

sult of estimation for L⊤. The details of experimental settings

are the same as those in Sect. 5; we will explain them later.

Compared with the true answer, it is clear that many values

are left where they should be zero. This is the effect of noise

in the data. Of course, one could easily imagine using the

sparse estimation, i.e., the least absolute shrinkage and selec-

tion operator (lasso) [14]. Then, the cost function in Eq. (12)

is replaced with

L = arg min
L̃


N∑

n=1

∥∥∥dψ(xn) − L̃ψ(xn)
∥∥∥2
+ λ


∑

i j

|̃ℓi j|



 , (34)

where λ is a hyperparameter. We expect the regularization

term with λ enhances to increase the number of elements with

a value of zero in the estimation. However, a naive application

of the sparse estimation is time-consuming. In the numerical

FIG. 4. (Color online) The true matrix L⊤ and that obtained by the

naive finite difference method in Eqs. (32) and (33). The details of

the experimental settings are the same as in Sect. 5; we will denote

them later.

experiments, we use the totally 10-th order monomials as the

dictionary, i.e., xn
1
xm

2
with n + m ≤ 10. The dictionary size

is Ndic = 66, and in total, the Koopman generator matrix L

has 4, 356 elements. Hence, it is preferable to reduce the data

size; here, we use 2 × 106 data points. We will show the cor-

responding numerical results later.

A slightly different approach would be possible; we apply

some preprocessing of the data to reduce the noise effects be-

fore applying the gEDMD algorithm. That is, instead of the

naive finite difference method in Eqs. (32) and (33), the fol-

lowing conditional expectations are used:

b(x) ≔ lim
∆t→0
E

[
1

∆t
(X(t + ∆t) − x)

∣∣∣∣∣ X(t) = x

]
, (35)

A(x) ≔ lim
∆t→0
E

[
1

∆t
(X(t + ∆t) − x)(X(t + ∆t) − x)⊤

∣∣∣∣∣ X(t) = x

]
.

(36)

It is possible to estimate the conditional expectations from the

dataset. Although Ref. [12] remarked on the conditional ex-

pectations, there are no comments on the practical implemen-

tation of the estimation and no numerical experiments with

this formulation. As discussed later, the naive approach alone

will not yield good results. In the following sections, we pro-

pose the method based on the conditional expectations.
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FIG. 5. Selection of representative points by clustering. After ex-

cluding 5% of points in the edge region, we select 100 representa-

tive points; only the conditional expectations on these representative

points are used in the gEDMD algorithm.

IV. PROPOSAL FOR WEIGHTED EXPECTATIONS VIA

DATA CLASSIFICATION BY CLUSTERING

A. Proposal 1: Clustering and weighted expectations

We first consider a practical implementation to calculate the

conditional expectations from data. It would be natural to em-

ploy the following locally weighted expectations:

b̃(x) =
1

∑N−1
n=1 KH(x, xn)

N−1∑

n=1

KH(x, xn)

[
1

∆t
(xn+1 − xn)

]
,

(37)

Ã(x) =
1

∑N−1
n=1 KH(x, xn)

×

N−1∑

n=1

KH(x, xn)

[
1

∆t
(xn+1 − xn)(xn+1 − xn)⊤

]
, (38)

where KH(x, xn) is a kernel function that yields the weighted

averages. Here, we use the Gaussian kernel

KH(x, xn) = exp

(
−

1

2
(xn − x)TH−1(xn − x)

)
, (39)

where H represents a bandwidth matrix of the Gaussian ker-

nel. As Proposal 1, we simply set H as a diagonal matrix

diag(h, . . . , h), where h is a bandwidth parameter.

When we apply the naive finite difference method in

Eqs. (32) and (33), the noise in the data is reduced by the

least squares method in the gEDMD. Then, we require a large

amount of data. In contrast, in our proposed method, the noise

in the data is reduced in the preprocessing using the weighted

expectations. After the preprocessing, the gEDMD algorithm

does not need so much data; there is no need to use all the

data points {xn}
N
n=1

for the gEDMD algorithm. Here, we use

only a small number of representative points, and the weighted

expectations b̃(x), Ã(x) are calculated only for these represen-

tative points.

There are various methods to select the representative

points, such as grid points and randomly sampled points from

the data. Here, we select the representative points by cluster-

ing with the k-means algorithm [15]. With the selection of

representative points using clustering, the major parts of the

space can be covered. Although defining grid points as rep-

resentative points also covers the major parts of the space, it

may fail to estimate weighted expectations accurately if there

are insufficient points around the defined grid points. More-

over, while randomly sampling points from the data to use

as representative points may lead to a concentration of repre-

sentative points, the clustering-based selection prevents such

concentration.

Figure 5 shows an example of the representative points. The

dots represent original data points, whereas the crosses repre-

sent the representative points. In the k-means algorithm, it is

necessary to specify the number of clusters beforehand, and

we set the number as that of the representative points. In

Fig. 5, we set the number as 100. In addition, original data

points in the edge region may not get weighted expectations

well; there may not be enough nearby data points. Hence, the

outlier detection method, IsolationForest in Ref. [16], is

employed to exclude the 5% of points in the edge region.

B. Proposal 2: Additional clustering and covariance

estimation

There is a further proposal that plays a crucial role in the

numerical experiments. One could expect that Proposal 1 will

reduce the effect of noise. However, we sometimes require

slightly careful calculations for the weighted expectation, es-

pecially in the case of state-dependent diffusion terms. As we

saw in Fig. 2, there are some state-dependent features in the

sample trajectory; some parts of the structure are tilted at an

angle to the right, while others are tilted to the left. It would

be better to take the weighted expectations using only data

points undergoing similar motions. Hence, apart from cluster-

ing to select representative points, we perform an additional

clustering process.

To address this issue, we employ the Dirichlet process mix-

ture model (DPMM) [17] to obtain rough clustering results of

the data with the same tendency. The DPMM clustering can

appropriately classify the data even when the number of clus-

ters is unknown. Figure 6 shows an example of the clustering

results, in which we finally have four clusters. The DPMM

yields the appropriate clustering number automatically; this

characteristic is preferable when the data dimension is high

and we cannot visualize the data points. The covariance ma-

trix for each cluster is evaluated and used as H in the Gaussian

kernels.

After the clustering with the DPMM, we perform a proce-

dure similar to that in Proposal 1; the representative points

are selected by the k-means method. For each representative

point, we determine which cluster it belongs to in the DPMM

and calculate the weighted expectation using the data points
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FIG. 6. (Color online) Clustering for the calculation of covariance

estimation. The estimated covariance is used as the bandwidth in the

locally weighted expectations.

that belong to the same cluster. We set the bandwidth ma-

trix H with the covariance matrix of the cluster to which the

representative point belongs.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

A. Settings

Time-series data for the double-well potential model is gen-

erated through simulations of stochastic differential equations.

The Euler–Maruyama method is used in the simulations [18],

in which the time discretization is ∆t = 1.0 × 10−3. All data

points are used as the sample trajectory, and we finish the time

evolution with T = 2000. Then, the number of data points is

N = 2 × 106.

The total maximum degree of monomial functions in the

dictionary ψ(x) is 10; i.e., xn
1
xm

2
with n + m ≤ 10. Then, there

are a total of Ndic = 66 dictionary functions.

The details of the settings for each method are as follows.

• The method of “Naive lasso” uses the naive finite dif-

ference in Eqs. (32) and (33). Since all the 2 × 106 data

points are too large for the lasso, we select every 100

pieces of the original data. Then, we analyze the se-

lected N = 2 × 104 data points; the gEDMD algorithm

finishes in about 2 min in a MacBookAir with an M2

processor. The hyperparameter for the lasso is set to

λ = 0.01; we tried some parameters, and we show the

results of the parameters that give moderate results.

• The method of “Proposal 1” is described in Sect. 4.1.

The procedure of representative point selection is rel-

atively time-consuming. Hence, we select every 100

pieces of the original data and apply the k-means clus-

tering to the 2 × 104 data points. Note that we take

the weighted expectations with all data points with N =

2 × 106. After evaluating the weighted expectations on

the representative points, we apply the gEDMD algo-

rithm to only the 100 representative points; the total

calculation time is less than 10 s. The isotropic band-

width is h = 0.2, and the hyperparameter for the lasso

is λ = 1.0 × 10−6.

• The method of “Proposal 2” is described

in Sect. 4.2. As for the DPMM algorithm,

BayesianGaussianMixture in scikit-learn

[19] is used. The number of mixture components is set

as 10, and finally, four components are selected in our

dataset, as shown in Fig 6. Other settings are the same

as those in “Proposal 1.” The total computation time is

about 40 s, in which the DPMM takes about 30 s. The

hyperparameter for the lasso is λ = 1.0 × 10−3.

B. Numerical results

Figure 7(a) shows a portion of the true Koopman genera-

tor matrix. Figures 7(b)–7(d) are the Koopman generator ma-

trices obtained from “Naive lasso,” “Proposal 1,” and “Pro-

posal 2,” respectively. We see that there are still values left for

elements that should have a value of zero. Note that the true

value in row x1 and column x1 is +4, although (b)–(d) yield

smaller values than +4. These results indicate that sparsity is

sufficient. If we increase the hyperparameter of sparsity, the

number of elements with zero value will increase. However,

the element in row x1 and column x1 becomes far from the

true value. From Fig. 7, it is clear that the additional clus-

tering process in “Proposal 2” has significantly improved the

results.

Figure 8 shows more clearly the effect of the additional

clustering process in “Proposal 2,” which depicts the evalu-

ated drift coefficient functions b(x) on certain grid points. In

the regions near x1 ≃ −1.5 and x2 ≃ 1.5, “Naive lasso” and

“Proposal 1” yield some arrows with strange directions and

lengths. In contrast to these results, “Proposal 2” shows a be-

havior similar to the true one. The arrows are short in the

regions near x1 ≃ −1.5 and x2 ≃ 1.5; we believe the reason is

that there are insufficient data points around these regions; see

Fig. 2.

Figure 9 shows a sample trajectory obtained from the es-

timated model in “Proposal 2.” Although the trajectory is a

slightly larger than the original one, it shows the going back-

and-forth behavior within the two valleys of the potential. It

also appropriately reproduces the deviation from the potential

shape due to the state dependence of the diffusion term.

The example here yields the sparse Koopman matrix shown

in Fig. 7(a). We show numerical experimental results for a

slightly different example in the Appendix.

VI. CONCLUSION

One may consider that the naive weighted expectations with

the surrounding data points would improve the performance.

However, the numerical experiments in this study show that
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FIG. 7. (Color online) Koopman generator matrix L⊤. Only elements with small total degrees are shown. (a) shows the true values of the

model. (b), (c), and (d) correspond to results obtained from “Naive lasso,” “Proposal 1,” and “Proposal 2,” respectively.

one more idea yields a performance improvement; the local

information extracted via the additional clustering is crucial in

the Koopman generator estimation using only the sample tra-

jectories. There are many works on the EDMD and gEDMD

algorithms, including analysis using eigenvalue modes and

more accurate prediction with the aid of deep neural networks.

However, the research on model characterization at the equa-

tion level, which is of interest from a physics perspective,

has only just begun. We believe that the technique proposed

here will help expand the range of future applications of the

gEDMD algorithm.

There are some remaining issues for future studies of model

estimation. One of them is the choice of the bandwidth ma-

trix. In this study, we employed the covariance matrix as the

bandwidth matrix. One may consider that the bandwidth ma-

trix selection method developed in the kernel density estima-

tion [20] may be applicable instead of the proposed simple

method. However, in our preliminary numerical experiments,

the bandwidth matrix selection method alone did not work

well; we require additional parameters to obtain good estima-

tion results. Hence, the development of a bandwidth matrix

selection method for the weighted expectations with theoreti-

cal support may be promising. Another problem is the curse

of dimensionality; the size of the dictionary becomes enor-

mous as the dimension of the space increases. There are sev-

eral studies that address this issue using the tensor train format

[21–23], and the use should be considered in the future.
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Appendix A: A slightly dense case

The example in Sect. 5 yields the sparse Koopman matrix

shown in Fig. 7. Here, we consider the following potential

V(x) instead of Eq. (2):

V(x) = − 0.4x1 + 0.4x2 − x2
1 − 0.3x1x2 + 2.0x2

2

+ 0.2x3
1 + 0.4x2

1x2 − 0.4x1x2
2 − 0.2x3

2

+ x4
1 − 0.2x3

1x2 + 0.2x2
1x2

2 + 0.2x4
2, (A1)

which yields a slightly dense Koopman matrix. In the esti-

mation, we change the hyperparameter λ as λ = 1.0 × 10−8

for “Proposal 1” and λ = 1.0 × 10−4 for “Proposal 2.” Other

settings are the same as in Sect. 5.

The numerical results are shown in Fig. 10. We see that

“Proposal 2” yields reasonable results compared with other

methods, even in the slightly dense example.
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FIG. 8. Evaluated drift coefficient functions b(x) on certain grid points. (a) is evaluated using Eq. (3). (b), (c), and (d) correspond to results

obtained from “Naive lasso,” “Proposal 1,” and “Proposal 2,” respectively.
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FIG. 9. (Color online) A sample trajectory obtained from the esti-

mated model in “Proposal 2.”

FIG. 10. (Color online) Koopman generator matrix L⊤ for the case with Eq. (A1). Only elements with small total degrees are shown. (a) shows

the true values of the model. (b), (c), and (d) correspond to results obtained from “Naive lasso,” “Proposal 1,” and “Proposal 2,” respectively.


