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Abstract

Global information about dynamical systems can be extracted by analysing associated infinite-
dimensional transfer operators, such as the Perron—Frobenius and Koopman operators as well
as their infinitesimal generators. In practice, these operators typically need to be approximated
from data. Popular approximation methods are extended dynamic mode decomposition (EDMD)
and generator extended mode decomposition (gEDMD). We propose a unified framework that
leverages Monte Carlo sampling to approximate the operator of interest on a finite-dimensional
space spanned by a set of basis functions. Our framework contains EDMD and gEDMD as special
cases, but can also be used to approximate more general operators. Our key contributions are
proofs of the convergence of the approximating operator and its spectrum under non-restrictive
conditions. Moreover, we derive explicit convergence rates and account for the presence of noise
in the observations. Whilst all these results are broadly applicable, they also refine previous
analyses of EDMD and gEDMD. We verify the analytical results with the aid of several numerical
experiments.

1 Introduction

Dynamical systems are a vital tool to describe deterministic and stochastic processes in science
and engineering: the motion of celestial bodies, dynamics of molecules, or the development of the
human brain. Even the most complex dynamical systems can often be analysed by studying certain
associated linear operators such as the Koopman operator, the Perron—Frobenius operator, and their
generators |1, 2, 3, 4]. These operators have been used in a wide range of fields, such as molecular
dynamics [5, 6], fluid dynamics [7, 8|, and engineering [9, 10]. Koopman and Perron—Frobenius
operators allow us to study the evolution of observables, such as the velocity, acceleration, or energy
of the system, and probability densities. The generators of these operators are used to study the
temporal rate of change of observables and densities, respectively.

As a result, the investigation of our dynamical system reduces to having access to a linear oper-
ator A, which acts on observables or probability densities of our system. The goal of data-driven
methods is to obtain an approximation .%TNM of A using the information derived from studying the
system using only a finite amount of observables 1, ..., %y and training points x1,...,xy. These
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methods gained considerable interest in the literature in recent years, and various methods have
been developed to address this problem; some of the most notable are dynamic mode decomposition
(DMD) [11, 12, 13|, which relies on a least-squares estimate of the Koopman operator using a set
of linear basis functions, extended dynamic mode decomposition EDMD [14, 15|, which can be re-
garded as a nonlinear generalization of DMD, and generator extended dynamic mode decomposition
(¢gEDMD) [16, 17], which approximates the infinitesimal generator of the Koopman operator.

More recently, the convergence of these methods has been analysed. Convergence properties of
EDMD were studied in 18], though no error bounds were given. The rate of convergence of gEDMD
has been studied in |19, 20, 21|. However, all these works require strong assumptions that may be
impossible to verify in practice. In this work, our goal is to resolve these limitations. Our main
contributions are as follows:

1. A common framework: We introduce a unified framework to study methods for the data-
driven analysis of dynamical systems (such as, but not limited to, EDMD and gEDMD).
Within this framework, a linear operator A is estimated using a Monte Carlo approximation,
denoted by ,Zl\N - This approximation utilises M Monte Carlo samples to estimate Ay, which
is the projection of A onto the dictionary space Fy = span(v1,...,¥nN).

2. gonvergence: We show that ./zl\N M is the projection of A onto the space of empirical samples
Fnum, almost sure convergence of Ayxps to Ay, and convergence of eigenvalues and eigenfunc-
tions of Ayps along a subsequence.

3. Error bounds: We derive bounds for the approximation errors H./Zl\ ~v—An || and || Ay s —Al
and then extend these results to the case of noisy observations.

4. Minimal assumptions: The above results are derived under minimal assumptions, which
are described at the end of Section 2.

The outline of the article is as follows: In Section 2, we introduce Koopman and Perron—Frobenius
operators and the mathematical setting for our problem. In Sections 3, 4 and 6, we prove Contri-
bution 2. In Section 5, we prove Contribution 3. In Section 7, we provide numerical simulations
to illustrate our results. We conclude with a discussion and some recommendations based on the
theoretical and numerical results in Section 8. Our approach in Sections 3 and 4 is heavily influ-
enced by the results in [18|, and our work in Section 5 is more closely related to that of |21, 22].
However, we develop these results under a more general framework in which an arbitrary operator
is estimated and under weaker assumptions.

2 A general framework for data-based recovery of dynamics

In this section, we will introduce the required mathematical concepts and the notation used through-
out the paper.

2.1 Notation

Let E be a generic vector space. We define a family of N vectors by ¥ = {wn}le C FE. Given such
a family of vectors, we define as usual span(¥) to be the smallest vector space containing ¥. An
operator 7 : span(¥) — span(¥) can be represented by a matrix which we denote by TV € RV*V,

It is given by
N
Toj=) Tivi j=1....N.
=1

We denote the Euclidean norm of a vector v € CV by |v|. Given an operator 7: D — F between
normed spaces and a matrix T € CV*N | we denote the induced operator norms of 7 and T and



the Frobenius norm of T by

N
2
TN = sup [[Tollz, Tl = P Tol,  |Tlp= Y 1Ty,
v|=

llollp=1 ij=1

respectively.

We define random objects, such as random variables, stochastic processes, and random flows on
a common underlying probability space (€2, 2, P), but usually simplify our presentation by ignoring
this dependence. Moreover, we let (X, B(X), 1) be an additional probability space with B (X) being
the Borel o-algebra on the topological space X and denote the space of p square-integrable functions
on X by F := L3(X — C, u).

In what follows, we will denote vectors by bold lowercase letters, matrices by bold uppercase
letters, and operators by calligraphic letters. Moreover, @ are elements of X and 1, ..., ¥ N denote
dictionary functions. Finally, we will always use i,j,n € {1,..., N} to index the dictionary and
m € {1,..., M} to index samples where M, N € N . For the sake of convenience, we include an
overview of the notation used throughout the paper in Appendix C.

2.2 Dynamical systems and linear operators

Linear operators are a powerful tool for studying dynamical systems. Two such operators are the
Koopman and Perron—Frobenius operators, along with their generators. Let X be the state space
and consider a deterministic discrete-time dynamical system ®: X — X defined by

Loy = (I)(mg), f € Ny, (1)

with an appropriate initial condition g € X. We refer to ® as the flow of the dynamical system. In
practice, we may not have access to ®. In order to recover some information about the dynamical
system, we may measure some quantity f: X — C of the system, such as its velocity, acceleration,
or energy and investigate how it evolves. That is, we study

Kf(x) := f(®(x)), (2)

where the operator K: L>(X) — L*°(X) is known as the Koopman operator. Its adjoint K* is the
Perron—Frobenius operator.
These ideas translate to continuous-time dynamical systems, such as

xy =0 %(x,) €X, s,teRT,s<t,

where now ®': X — X defines the flow in continuous time, and we study the time evolution of
observables f through the semigroup of Koopman operators Kt, t > 0, defined by

K'f(z) == f(2'()).

The infinitesimal generator of the Koopman semigroup K is then defined on f € C?(X) as

LF() = lim~ (K (@) — f(x)).
tlo ¢
The above operators can also be extended to stochastic dynamical systems, i.e., to systems in which
the flow ® or ®! is a random object mapping from Q x X to X. In this setting, we still refer to the
Koopman operators and semigroups as well as the associated Perron—Frobenius operators and their
generators by K, Kt K*, (KY)*, £, and L£*, respectively. In this case, the Koopman operators and
semigroups are given by

Kf(x) =E[f(®(x))], K'f(x)=E[f(2'(z))]. 3)



The corresponding Perron—Frobenius operators and the generators are then defined in an analogous
fashion. A typical case is when X; € X is a continuous time dynamical system evolving according
to the stochastic differential equation

dXt = b(Xt)dt + O'(Xt) th, XO = . (4)

By applying It6’s formula, one can show that the generator £ associated with the stochastic
differential equation (4) is given by

Ef:b-Ver%Tr(EVQf), (5)

where ¥ := oo | [23]. In physical terms, £ describes the infinitesimal rate of change of observables
f evolving under our dynamical system. That is, writing u(t, z) := K!f(x), we have

8tu = Lu.

The above is called the Kolmogorov backward equation. Similarly, £* describes the evolution of
probability distributions of our system. If X; has density v(t,x) € C}C2([0,T] x X), i.e., is once
differentiable in time and twice in space with bounded derivatives, it holds that

8tl/ = ,C*l/,

see |24, Theorem 5.3.2]. This is known as the forward Kolmogorov equation or Fokker—Planck
equation. As a result, knowledge of £ gives us complete knowledge of the evolution of X.

Through the expressions above, we see that the Koopman and Perron—Frobenius operators, along
with their generators, are critical tools to describe how a dynamical system evolves.

2.3 Mathematical framework

We now move on to the data-driven approximation of an operator of interest, which we denote
by A. In what follows, this operator can be one of the operators we have introduced in the context
of dynamical systems, i.e., K or £* in discrete time and K¢, (K!)*, £, or £* in continuous time, but
our theory is not limited to these operators. As before, we consider the state space (X, B, u) and
write F := L?(X, 1). The observables on which A can be evaluated define the domain of A, i.e.,

D.={feF:Af € F}.
We say that A is a closed operator if the graph of A,
{(f,Af) e Fx F: feD},

is a closed subspace of F x F. If A is a closed operator, D is a Hilbert space with the inner product

(f,9)p = {9+ (AL, AQ %, fIIP = (f.f)p, Vfg€eD,

see [25] for more details. A direct consequence of the above definitions is that || f||r < ||f|p and
A: D — F is a continuous operator with ||A]| < 1.

In practice, there are two main cases. If A is continuous on F, then D = F and the norms |||/
and ||| are equivalent. Otherwise, A will typically be the infinitesimal generator of a strongly
continuous semigroup (such as in (5)). In this case, D will be dense in F, see [26] for details. A
common example is where D is a weighted Sobolev space H¥(X, i) that contains all measurable
functions ¢: X — R with finite norm

2 "
e = ([ 1008 au)

lal<k



where D¢ is the weak derivative of order « [27|. For example, if A is the generator of a stochastic
process, then D = H%(X, p1). If the system is deterministic, on the other hand, then D = H'(X, u1).

Our goal is to study a given dynamical system through the action of A on observables f € D. A
practical difficulty is that we will typically not know the value of Af(x) for every observable f and
every point € X, as this would correspond to having an infinite amount of information about our
system. The most we can hope for is to know this information for a finite amount of observables
U1, ...,y C D, called the dictionary, and a finite amount of training data points a1, ..., T,
which are assumed to be sampled independently from some arbitrary probability measure pu. That
is, our total information is

{(n (@), At () b0 (6)

Here, the terms A, (x,,) may be evaluated exactly or approximated using existing techniques (e.g.,
finite differences, Kramers—-Moyal expansions, etc.), see [16, 28]. Since A is infinite-dimensional, this
finite amount of information cannot fully describe A except in simple cases. In general, the best we
can hope is to obtain some approximation A of A.

Many approaches for the data-driven description of dynamics, such as DMD, EDMD, and gEDMD,
can be described as trying to obtain the best approximation Aof A given the limited data in (6).
In fact, all of them can be subsumed under the framework that we will introduce below.

There are two aspects that need to be considered: a finite number of dictionary functions
Y1, ...,1¥n that may not span the space F and a finite number of samples x1,...,x)s that are
not space-filling in X. We now discuss the implications of these aspects, starting with the finite
dictionary. Using the information in (6), the operator A can be approximated on

Fn :=span(V¥) = span(¢1,...,¥nN)

by taking sampling-based approximations of the projection of A onto Fy. In all the preceding
methods, this is done as follows: We would like our finite-dimensional approximation Ay : Fy — Fn
to A to satisfy

[CN] <A¢Z7¢j>L2(u <AN¢Z'7¢J'>L2(M) = [(AJ‘I\IT)TGN} i’ (7)
for all 4, j, where
[CN]ij = <A7/%ﬂ/1j>1;2(u)v [GNL']' = <wi’%h?(u)

are the structure matriz and the Gram matriz of A and ¥, respectively. If we could evaluate the
above integrals exactly, we would obtain our approximation via

(AY)" = NGy, (®)

where the invertibility of the Gram matrix is equivalent to ¥ being linearly independent. The op-
erator Ay : Fny — Fy defined through (8) satisfies (7) and, as a result, is necessarily the projection
of A onto Fy. That is, if we write Pz, for the projection onto Fy,

Ay = PryAlg, - 9)

Due to the connection with the finite element method (FEM), (9) is often called the Galerkin
approzimation (or projection) of A.

However, since we only have access to the information in (6), the best we can do is to use the
samples a1, ...,z ~ p and defining the empirical structure matriz and the empirical Gram matrix
as

[CNM =7 Z Vi (m) AYi(Tm), [GNM 7 Z Vi(Tm)Y; (:Um) (10)



respectively. Let us denote the empirical measure associated with {@1,...,xy} by

Ma

mm?

m:
then the above can also be written as
[CNM] = (A, ¥3) 2700 [GNML-]- = (Vi Y5) 2z -
We define, analogously to (8), R L
ANy = CyuGlyy (11)
Here, G, denotes the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse [29] of Gy and by construction is such

that (11) minimises the empirical error,

— -2 N 2
HALMGNM - CNMH Z ‘ ANMGNM] [CNM]Z-j
ij=1

We note that the Gram matrix G is always invertible as the basis functions contained in ¥ are
assumed to be linearly independent. However, its Monte Carlo approximation G ~NM may not be
invertible. For this reason, the pseudoinverse is required and ensures that we obtain the matrix
A N € CNXN_ This can give rise to theoretical issues, such as the discontinuity of the map from
a matrix to its pseudoinverse. These problems can be resolved with careful analysis. We will touch
upon this in more detail in Theorem 3.1.
By the strong law of large numbers and the definitions in (7) and (10), almost surely
A}gﬂoo Cnu = Ch, A}liﬂoo Gyyv =Gy

As a result, we expect ANM to converge to AJ‘I\’, as the number of data points goes to infinity.
This will be studied in Section 3. Convergence to A, when the number of basis functions goes to
infinity, is studied in Sections 4 and 5, where also error bounds are established. Convergence to the
spectrum of A is studied in Section 6. In practice, one may not have access to the exact values of
Un (), Ay (2,,), but only to an approximation or a noisy measurement. To deal with this case,
we also study in Subsection 5.1 the case where our data has some noise 1, &, i.e., we have access to
the data

{(Wn(@m) + 03", Atp(@m +£Nn}mn 1

We again show convergence of the approximations to the true dynamics in this case.

We stress once more that all the previously mentioned methods for data-driven recovery of dy-
namics (DMD, EDMD, and gEDMD) fall into this framework and are thus covered by the analysis.
Here, we use minimal assumptions. More precisely, we require that the observables be linearly inde-
pendent, sufficiently regular and that the data be i.i.d. (Assumptions 1 and 2). To show convergence
and error bounds, it is also necessary that, as N goes to infinity, the basis functions ¢1,..., YN
cover the whole space (Assumption 3 and 4) and are bounded (Assumption 5). Finally, for the case
where the measurements are noisy, we assume that the noise is centred at zero and independent
(Assumption 6).

3 Data-driven approximation as a projection

The following section is inspired by [18]. However, in our analysis we do not require the empirical
Gram matric Gy to be invertible. We discuss natural situations in which G'nj; may not be
invertible throughout this section. We begin by imposing the basic assumptions that will be used
in what follows.



Assumption 1. We assume the following:

(a) The basis functions ¥ = {41, ...,%n} C D are linearly independent.

(b) The functions {t,,, Ay, }_; are continuous p almost everywhere.

(c) The points {®,,}}_| C X are i.i.d. samples from p.

Point 1(a) of Assumption 1 is necessary to ensure that the Gram matrix Gy is invertible. To
the best of the authors’ knowledge, Point 1(b) cannot be found in the literature. However, it is
required so that the pointwise evaluation in the Monte Carlo approximations (10) is well-defined.
Lastly, Point 1(c) is the basic assumption underlying Monte Carlo approximations.

Observation 1. In the case where A is a differential operator of order k£ and X is an open subset
of R? with uniformly Lipschitz boundary (for example if X = R? or if X is any open subset with
Lipschitz continuous boundary), the continuity of 1(b) requires continuity of the derivatives of order
k of the observables. By Sobolev embedding, a sufficient condition is ¥ C H*(X, u) for s > k+d/2
(see [30, Section 12.3]). For example, if A is, the generator £ of the Koopman operator defined
in (5), then, in general, we require that the second derivatives of ¥ be continuous almost everywhere.
However, if the stochastic dynamics in (4) are reversible with respect to p (for example, if u is the
Gibbs distribution), given smooth 1, ¢, we have

1
(A, ) 12, = 3 (EVY, Vo) 2,

as shown in [22]. As a result, we can define

1 ~ 1
(O] = =5 BV V) g, [Cvmlyy = =5 (EVYL V) gy, -

This amounts to an integration by parts and can also be carried out when y is the Lebesgue measure.
Consequently, we then only need the first derivatives of ¥ to be continuous almost everywhere.
This is useful if one wants to use piecewise linear basis functions as in FEM, see Section 7 and, for
example, [20].

As we will see in Theorem 3.1, the approximation A ~N M is best defined on the empirical space
Fur = LA(X = C, fin).

Elements in F are not in F M as functions defined p almost everywhere are not in general well-
defined fip; almost everywhere. However, if 1) € F is continuous almost everywhere, we can view it
as an element of Fj; through the (non-injective) mapping

M
Y= (@) e, € Far- (12)
m=1
We also use the notation

\/I} = {@n}fl\]zl C ﬁM, ﬁNM = span(\il) C ﬁM

to denote the basis W and subspace Fy, respectively, when viewed as objects in F A using (12). We
denote by A the operator induced by A, i.e.,

Aip = Ap.



Note that 1,2 and ./Zl\iz are only well-defined if ¢ and Ay are continuous almost everywhere. In our
case, this is satisfied for all 1) € F by Point 1(b) of Assumption 1. Using this notation, the Monte
Carlo approximation of the stiffness and Gram matrices in (10) become

C ..=<,1A-,A~> . [G ..:<AA,A~> . 13
[Cnu]; Vi, Y; L) [Guml;; = (Wi L) (13)
Here, the Gram matrix G NM With respect to U is in general not invertible as T may no longer be
linearly independent (consider for example the case M =1 and N = 2). By construction, Fys is a
Hilbert space, so we can define the projection of F M onto F NM by

: ﬁM — J%NM-

P Zar

We prove that our data-driven approximation A ~N corresponds to the projection of A onto F, NM-

Theorem 3.1 (Empirical projection). Let U satisfy Assumption 1(b). Then the matriz Ay which
approzximates A s, with probability 1, a matriz representation of the projection of A onto j':NM-
That is,

AL,

FNM

Any = Pa

FNM
where .%TNM is the operator that has matriz representation ANM on .

Proof. By Assumption 1(b), with probability 1, the matrices Cny and Gy in (13), and thus
Annr in (11), are well-defined. By construction, the data-driven approximation Apyjs minimizes
the empirical error, i.e.,

ANM € argmin HCNM A GNMH (14)
Ae@NxN

Now, by definition, we have

=N : .FNM —>-FNM-
FNM

Pe A

FNM

Furthermore, using basic properties of the projection, for all i,5 € {1,..., N}, we have

[Cna]y; = <ﬁ$"’$j>m<ﬁm <Pf N M

A?Zz'ﬂZj>L2 _

(Bar)

~ O ~
Equivalently, any matrix representation < Pj':NMA It ) e CNVXN of P]?NMA satisfies
NM

Cnr — (PA A( ) )@ TéNM —0. (15)
TN Py P
From (14) and (15) we deduce that Cyay = A\;MéNM- That is,
<ﬁ$i,$j> = [A}yGuu],, Vije{l,...,N}. (16)
L2(finr) J

Define the data-driven operator A\NM: fNM — ]?NM corresponding to A\NM via

N N
Avav =Y cilAnm]r Yo=Y cithi € Fyu
ik=1 i=1



We want to use Le@ma A .1 to see that ,LTNM is well-defined. To this end, consider (c1,...,cN) € CcN
such that Zf\il ¢ithi = 0. Then, for j € {1,..., N}, we have

N

N
ci[Anu], [GNM => [AN Gl
1 =1

N
¢ <A¢i’¢j>m<ﬁm = < Zcz¢17¢]>L2(ﬁM)

™=

<ci [Ann], U, ¢j>L2(ﬁ]\4) =

ik=1 i

e
Il

Il
AMZ

=1 =1

Il
o

)

where in the first equahty, we used the definition of G ~NM, in the third, we used (16), and in the last,
we used that ZZ 1 czzpl = 0. Since j was arbitrary, applying Lemma A.1, .ANM is a well-defined
operator with matrix representation A ~u- Furthermore, by construction of AN v and (16), ANM
satisfies

(Abits) o = (Avardil) oo Vinj =1, N, (17)
2(far) 2(finr)
Due to the general theory of Hilbert spaces, the only operator ./Zl\NM: -7?NM — ]/':NM satisfying (17)
is PA A) . As a result, fTNM =Pz Al , which completes the proof. ]
Fnnr NM- A FN M

We now show that if F is invariant under the action of A, then le\N M is an exact approximation
of the Galerkin projection Apx (9) of A with probability 1.

Corollary 3.2 (Exact approximation). If AFy C Fu, then, with probability 1,
Let AY be the matriz of Ay = .A|]_-N in the basis V. If additionally, (A;NM 1s invertible, then
Ay = AY.

Proof. Taking Ay = A|]_-N in place of A in Theorem 3.1 and using that .71;: ]?NM — ]?NM,

—

An|. = Ay.

Anvyv = Anvnvm = Pz
FNM

FNM
This proves the first part of the corollary, to see the second, note that if Gy is invertible, then
\I’ form a basis of ]:NM and matrix representations in F vy and Fpy are the same. As a result,
Any = AN. This completes the proof. O

Theorem 3.1 is a generalisation of Theorem 1 in [18], where it was also required that ¥ be
linearly independent in ]/':M (or equivalently, that G N be invertible). However, this assumption
is not altogether benign. The assumption will always fail when M < N (as Fjs has dimension M)
and also in many cases of interest, such as the following example.

Example 3.3 (Finite element basis of degree k). We want to approximate F by the space of piece-
wise polynomials of degree up to k. That is, we decompose X into disjoint subdomains {71, ...,7L},

i.e.,
L
X=| |7,
=1



and take
Fy = {v € C(X), vly, € PVl € {1,...,L}},

where Py is the set of polynomials of degree up to k£ in each variable. This space has dimension
N = Lk® A basis ¥ can be obtained by taking k% nodes in each 7} to obtain a total of N nodes
{ai,...,an} and taking the unique functions ¥ = {wn}nNzl C Fn such that

¢i(aj):5ij, Vi,jE{l,...,N}.

Here, typically, L is chosen so that each T has a diameter at most h. In this case, L = (’)(h*d)
and N = O((k/h)?). A

In the above example, if there is a cell Tj, which holds no data point, then wlo = 0. Asa
result, ¥ will not be linearly independent in general. We now study the convergence of AN M to
the projection of A onto F;,. This convergence uses the law of large numbers and requires that the
empirical matrices have finite variances.

Assumption 2. The basis functions ¥ = {z/;n}iyzl satisfy ¢ A; € F as well as 97 € F for all
i,7€{1,...,N}.

For example, the above assumption will hold by Assumption 1 if X is a compact domain. Though
U are not linearly independent in general, they will be (almost surely) when we have a large enough
training data set. This is shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Sgppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then there exists an N-valued random variable mg
such that U C Fur are almost surely linearly independent for all M > my.

Proof. By Assumption 1, we may apply the strong law of large numbers to deduce that, for all
i,j€{l,...,N}, when M — oo

[GNM sz Lm ¢j L) a_s} /wz du(x) = [GN]U

Since the determinant is a continuous function and G is the Gram matrix of a linearly independent
set of functions, we have

det(Gnr) — det(Gy) #0 a.s. for M — oo,

from which it follows that there exists mqg € N such that
det(éNM) —det(Gn)| < det(Gn) a.s. when M > my.
Consequently,

det(éNM) #0 a.s. when M > my,
which proves the result. O

Observation 2. Lemma 3.4 shows that, for sufficiently large M, T form a basis of fNM. As
a result, for large M, we can, and will, identify Fxn with Fm through the mapping (12). In
particular, for large enough M, we can view A\NM as an operator on Fy. Lemma 3.4 does not
provide a bound on myg. In Section 5, we will derive a bound so that G ~n M can be made invertible
with arbitrarily large probability by choosing M appropriately.

Using Lemma 3.4, we prove that in the infinite sample limit, the data-driven operator ANM
converges to Ay, i.e., the Galerkin projection of A onto Fy.

10



Theorem 3.5 (Convergence in data limit). If Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, almost surely,

lim Any = Ay,
M—o00

where AY, is the matriz of An with respect to .

Proof. Let mg be as in Lemma 3.4. For M > mg, since G ~NM is invertible, its pseudoinverse is
equal to its inverse, and, by the strong law of large numbers, we have

~ T ~ ~
(ANM> = CnuGyy 3 CNGR = (A}I\j,)—r for M — oc.

In other words, the matrix of .ZN M converges to that of Ay. O

Corollary 3.6. If Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then, with probability 1,

lim ‘A\NM - ANH =0,

M—o0

where || - || is the operator norm. In particular, for all ¢ € Fn and with probability 1

’A\NMlb - AN¢H}_N = 07

lim ‘
M—o00
where |||| 7, is any norm on Fy.

Proof. The convergence in the operator norm is a direct consequence of the convergence of the
matrix representations of Theorem 3.5. The second point follows from the fact that convergence in
the operator norm implies pointwise convergence and that all norms on finite-dimensional spaces
are equivalent. ]

4 Convergence of the projections

In the previous section, we have shown that the data-driven approximation in (11) defines an
operator Ay that converges to the Galerkin projection Ay = PryAlz,- In this section, our
goal is to show that Ay converges to A. This was also done in [18], where it was assumed that
the (Koopman) operator is bounded on F and that {t¢,} -, form an orthonormal basis of F.
In many cases, however, A will not be bounded (for example, if A is the generator £ of the
Koopman operator). Furthermore, the requirement that the basis be orthonormal is restrictive, and
in practice, it is often preferable to work with a dictionary that does not have to be orthonormalised;
a finite element basis, for instance, will often produce sparse operators, but it is not orthonormal.
Additionally, the sampling measure  is typically unknown, so it is not possible to orthonormalise
with respect to the norm on F.

We will work in a more general setting. Firstly, we require that Fx converges to F as N — oc.
That is, as we take more basis functions, we fill F.

Assumption 3. Assumption 1 holds and
A}gnOO”PFN¢—¢H]::07 V(ZSE.F,

where Pz, is the projection of F onto Fy using the inner product on F.

We will also need to approximate functions in the domain D. This necessitates the following
assumption.
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Assumption 4. Assumption 1 holds, A is a closed operator, and
li — = D.
Jim [Poyf— flp =0, Vfe
Here, Pp,, is the projection of D onto Fx using the inner product on D.

If A is bounded on F, then F = D and Assumptions 3 and 4 are equivalent. In general, though,
this is not the case. One assumption may imply that functions are approximated well in L?(X, p)
and the other in H" (X, p).

Example 4.1 (Orthonormal basis). Let {t,},2; be an orthonormal basis of F and set Uy :=
{t1,...,¢¥n}. Given f(z) =) 7 cpthp(z) € F,

IPryd—dl%= > & =0 (N - o).
n=N-+1

If A is continuous on F, then D = F so that Assumption 3 holds. A

The above assumptions only require that the subspaces F are good approximations of F and D,
with the error vanishing in the limit. We now introduce the notation

Foo =P Fu= ] 7.
n=1 n=1

Under the above assumptions, we can prove the convergence of the Galerkin approximation.

Theorem 4.2 (Convergence in dictionary limit). Let ¥ satisfy Assumption 3, then
lim [|[ANPpyt — AY|l =0, Y € Fu.
N—oo
If additionally Assumption 4 holds, then

Jin [AnPpy f = Af||z=0, VfeD.
Proof. Using basic algebra and the fact that by definition Ay = PryAlx_, we obtain

ANPDN - A= (AN — .A)PDN + APDN - A
= (Pry —1d)APp, + A(Pp, — 1d)
= (Pry —Id)A+ (Pry — Id)A(Pp, —Id) + A(Pp, —1d).

Consider now f € D. Applying the triangle inequality and the fact that A is continuous on its
domain gives

IANPDy f = Afllz < |(Pry = 1) AS| 2 + [(Pry — Id)A[[Ppy f = fllp
+IAHPpy f = fllp-
If f € Foo, then Pp, f = f for N large enough, and using Assumption 3 with ¢ := Af proves the

first part of the theorem. If f € D, then combining Assumption 3 and Assumption 4 concludes the
proof. O

(18)

The first part of Theorem 4.2 is useful in the case where we have a finite-dimensional space of
observables we are interested in. In this case, these can be incorporated directly into F5. The second
part of the theorem is useful when we want to know the evolution of every possible observable. The
proof also shows that the order of convergence depends completely on the rate of convergence of
Pr, f and Pp, f to f. We summarise this result in the following corollary.
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Corollary 4.3. Consider YV satisfying Assumption 1 and such that |Pry¢ — ¢|| = O(N™) for
all p € F. Then
[ANPDy Y — Az = O(N™?), VY € Fu.

If additionally, A is closed and ||Ppy f — fllp = O(N™%) for all f € D, then
||ANPDNf - Af”]-‘ = O(Nia)v Vf €D,
where, in both cases, the hidden constant depends only linearly on || Al , ||¥], || f-

Proof. This follows from inequality (18) and the observation that if f € Fo then the second and
third terms in this equation are identically zero for large enough V. O

5 Joint limit in data and dictionary

In Sections 3 and 4, we studied the iterated limits of JZN M When the size of the training data set
M and the number of basis functions N go to infinity. In this section, we study the behaviour of
Ann when M and N increase simultaneously.

In [19], the projection error was studied for various approximation spaces, such as reproducing
kernel Hilbert spaces and those generated by finite-dimensional bases of wavelets. In [20], the authors
work with the generator of an ordinary differential equation and derive a projection error in the
context of a finite element basis. They also provide a finite-data error bound on the approximation
of the generator in the case where the data is sampled from the Lebesgue measure. In [21], the
authors derive an error bound for the approximation error of gEDMD under the assumptions that
the Koopman semigroup is exponentially stable and the points are sampled from a probability
measure invariant under the flow and from a single ergodic trajectory. The error bounds in [20, 21]
both require M to be “sufficiently large” so that the empirical Gram matrix is invertible. However,
no bound on how large M must be is given. In fact, a deterministic bound on M is impossible, but
rather a probabilistic one is needed.

We work under relaxed assumptions, for example, we do not impose that the dictionary functions
be orthonormal, we do not impose that xi,...,xy be sampled from the Lebesgue measure, a
measure invariant under the flow or even from the same trajectory, and we do not impose that the
empirical Gram matrix be invertible. We first formulate an existence result of the following type:

Theorem 5.1 (Convergence in joint limit). Let ¥ satisfy Assumptions 1, 2, and 3, then there exists
a sequence {(N, Mn)}x—; such that for any My > My almost surely

| Avargw—av| =0, weF.

lim
N—o0
If additionally Assumption 4 is satisfied, then almost surely
in [ ons 1], =0 <
Ngnoo ANMNPDNf .Af . 0 Vf e
Proof. Let f € D and € > 0. Using the triangle inequality, we have
| AvanPoyf = ]| < |[Avany = An||IPoyFllp + 1ANPDNf = Afllz. (19)

By Corollary 3.6, for any N € N, there exists almost surely My such that for all M}, > My

~ 1
[ = A < 55 (20)
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Let us set Ng > ¢~ !||f||p and such that for N > Ny we have
£
IANPDy f = Afllz <35, (21)

where (21) is possible due to Theorem 4.2 in both the case f € F as well as f € D. As a result,
we obtain from (19), (20), and (21) that for all N > Ny

~ € 3
[ Pous = ar], <5+5 =2

where it was also used that ||Pp,| = 1. Since ¢ > 0 and f were arbitrary, this proves the
theorem. O

This existence result forms a good foundation. In practice, however, we may need an explicit
dependence between M and N and explicit error bounds. Before we can proceed, we first need to
state additional assumptions.

Assumption 5 (Boundedness of the basis functions). We assume that:

(a) There exists v, such that u almost everywhere | ¥y (x)|* < 7y

(b) There exists v, such that p almost everywhere | AWy (x)]* < TN
where in 5(b) the operator is applied componentwise.
Let us illustrate these assumptions with two examples.

Example 5.2 (Bounded dictionary). Suppose that for all ¢ € {1,..., N} it holds that

lill2, <7 IMAwlZ, <.
Then Assumption 5 holds with v, = Nv. A

Example 5.3 (Locally supported dictionary). Consider ¥y as before and assume that there exists
some K € N for which

K
M(ﬂ supp(¢ik)> =0, Vi,...,ig€{l,...,N}.
k=1

Then Assumption 5 holds with vy = K~ (that is constant in N). This is, for example, the case if
U is a finite element basis and A has order 0. A

The first ingredient for our error analysis is an error bound for the Gram matrix G.
Lemma 5.4 (Error estimate G). Under Assumptions 1 and 5(a), given any 0 < § < 3 HGR}Hf1
and p € (0,1) and for all

2 2N

it holds that R R )
P [GNM 1s invertible and HG]_V%W — G]_VIH < QHG]_VIH (5} > p.

Proof. Given m € {1,..., M}, we define

1
Sm

= (q’N(wm)\I’}Lv(wm) - GN>7 (22)
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where 1 denotes the Hermitian adjoint. By construction, we are in the conditions of Bernstein’s
inequality for the covariance in Corollary B.2 where, using the notation of this inequality, g, =
cm =Yn(Tn),G=C =T =Gy,7 ="y and

M
Zi:ZSmZ@NM—GN-

m=1
As a result, for M as in the statement of the proposition, we obtain that
P[Z] < é] > p.

Now, since § < 1/ HG]_\,1H and G is invertible, we deduce that, with probability greater or equal

to p, the approximation Gy = G + Z is also invertible with inverse given by the Neumann series
> k
A-1 -1 -1
Gyy =Gy Z (*ZGN ) :
k=0

Taking norms shows that, with probability greater or equal to p, G N is invertible and

~ _ = _ k Gy o _
|65t -6 < lew I L el = {15k <2lemis
k=1

This concludes the proof. ]

In an analogous fashion, we can bound the error due to using éNM with an arbitrarily large
probability. In fact, the result is more straightforward as we no longer have to deal with the matrix
inversion necessary for Gy, .

Lemma 5.5 (Error estimate C). Let ¥ satisfy Assumptions 1 and 5 and let 6 > 0 and p € (0,1)
be arbitrary. Write [Tn]ij := (A, Avj). Then, for all

2 2N
M > (3max {| Gl | Till} +26) 525 log (1_]3> ,

it holds that R
Fllos-c] <d 2»

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 5.4. Given m € {1,..., M}, we define
1
S 1= = (AU (@)l (@) — Cuy ). (23)

By construction, we are now able to apply Bernstein’s inequality for the covariance defined in
Corollary B.2, where g,,, = YN (1), ¢y = AVYN(2,), G = GN,C =CnN, T =Ty,y =y, and

M
Z:=Y S,= Cnar — Cy.

m=1

As a result, for M as in the statement of the proposition, we obtain that
P [HGNM - C’NH <o =P[|Z] < o] = p.

This concludes the proof. ]
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Having bounded the error due to using G N and C v instead of Gy and C'y, we can now bound
the error in approximating Ay by ﬁNM. To do so, we need to relate the bounds in the matrix
norms back to the operator norms. As shown in the Lemma B.3, this depends on the condition
number of G, which can be written as

AmaX(GN)
)\min(GN) ’

since G is Hermitian. The condition number is 1 for an orthonormal basis but can become very
large for other bases, such as the basis of monomials. This will be discussed in more detail below.

H(GN) =

Proposition 5.6 (Error estimate projection). Let Uy satisfy Assumptions 1 and 5. Let 0 < § <
_qy-1
%HGNIH and p € (0,1).

2 AN
M > Bmax {|Gn|, | Tx|} +25)%10g <1_p> , (24)

it holds that R
P[|[Ava — A <2v/5@0) (L + [CxllIGR) 63 6] = .

Proof. By Lemmas 5.4 and 5.5, we deduce that for M as defined above it holds that
G is invertible, [|6g-1] < 2||G[* 8, and [|6c| < 6, (25)
with probability greater or equal to p, where, in order to simplify the notation, we used
0g-1:= é’;&w — ijl, oc = éNM - Cy.

Let us now restrict ourselves to the region of the probability space where (25) holds. First, let
T = Ayy — Ap, then

TN = éNMé]_\%\/[ — CNG]_VI =CnOg-1 + 6CG]_VI +dg-10c¢.
As a result, by (25) and collecting the terms, we have
1T < @+ 2CnllIGy ) G| o
Now, applying Lemma B.3 yields
ITI < 2vk(Gn) (L + ICNIIGH ) |GR ] 6.
This concludes the proof. O

The bound on the error in approximating the projection Ay in the just proved proposition can
be combined with an error in the approximation of A through Ay. This gives the following result.

Theorem 5.7 (Order of convergence). Let WUy satisfy Assumptions 1 and 5 and N € N be ar-
bitrary. Define py = /k(GN)(L+ ||CN||GN']]), let € € (0,pn) be arbitrary and write oy =
e/(2pn HGJ_VIH) Then, for all p € (0,1) and

2 AN
M > (3max {|Gl|, [ Tw |} +205) 3 X log (| —— |,
30%; 1—p

it holds that R
-] <]

Furthermore, if f € Foo and ||[(Pry — 1d)¢|| r = O(N™) for all ¢ € F, or if f € D and additionally
|(Ppy — Id) f|lp = O(N™), then, for N = O(e~"*) and M as defined above, it holds that

P (| AvarPos - Af] < 141 15l0e] = p
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Proof. By construction, we have that dy < % HG’]_VIHA. Applying Proposition 5.6 with  in the

place of & proves the first part of the theorem. To prove the second part, we use the triangle
inequality to obtain

| AnarPoyf = Af]| < [ Avar = Av | 1£lp + AN Po, f = Afl 5 (26)

To bound the first term on the right-hand side of (26), we use what was just proved. To bound the
second term, we use (4.3) to obtain that, for A and f nonzero,

| AwsePon s - Af| | <<lfllp+CelANIALS 1AL pe.

If A or f are zero, on the other hand, it is clear that the error is zero. This concludes the proof. [

This theorem allows us to estimate the cost of an approximation of A with accuracy ¢ > 0 that
holds with probability p. In terms of the order of convergence of Anys to Ay, we have that

14 N _
3 = 0 max (Gl ITwl} RGO 61 os (2 ) 72). en)

Let us now consider two examples.

Example 5.8. If Cn, Gy, and k(G ) are bounded and v, = O(N), then, to obtain an error of €,

M = O(—llog(lg)a_Q_l/a), N =0

o -p

The cost of obtaining A NM 18
Clep) = OMN? + N%) = ON?) = O tog( £ )727), A

Example 5.9. If Gy is sparse, it is likely that HG;H is not bounded. For example for a 1-
dimensional FEM basis HGJ_VIH = (’)(h]_vl) =0 (Nl/Q) and from (27), if the remaining quantities
are bounded, we obtain

M = O<—110g<€)6_2_2/a>, N = 0.
o 1—p

As a result, the cost of obtaining A NM I8

Cle,p) = O(MN) = O <log <1fp> 5—2—%) .
This is equal to the cost in the previous example. A

5.1 Accounting for measurement error

In practice, it is often not possible to evaluate the dictionary (wn)nNzl and operator applied to the
dictionary functions (Aiﬁn)flv:l precisely. The evaluations may be perturbed by measurement errors,
or we may need to approximate the operator A, as mentioned in the beginning of Section 2. This
error will influence the accuracy of the approximation of A, which is what we study throughout this
section.

We will assume in what follows that instead of (6), we only have access to

{¥n(@m) + 0", A (@) + E" bmmey (28)
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where (n?vl’l,...,n]”\;’N) =: n and (&™1,...,&™mN) =: €7 represent the measurement or evalu-

ation error in dictionary and operator, respectively. Given this perturbed data, our data-driven
approximation is given by _ _ _
ALy = CnuGlys

with perturbed stiffness and Gram matrices given by

1

[C iy == i f: (A%Di(wm) +€7v1’i> (%(fﬂm) + nﬁ’j)T,

m=1

~ 1 X i i\ T
[Gnlig = 57 > <‘1’i($m) + 1y ) <‘1’j($m) + 77N’j> :

respectively. In this section, we show how the error bounds in Lemmas 5.4 and 5.5 can be modified
to account for this noise. This leads to an analogous error bound on the data-driven operator as
in Proposition 5.6 and Theorem 5.7. We now describe the errors using random variables. The
distribution of these random variables will need to satisfy a certain boundedness criterion, which
we state below.

Assumption 6. The random variables {(n}}, 5}7\}‘)}%:1 have mean 0, are symmetric, independent,
and independent of {@,,}2_.

Given 7y > 0 we will use the notation
~ 2 ~
PN = P[!(m’%‘,ﬁ}i’%)l < ’m]

This assumption is satisfied by Gaussian measurement error and, by studying the cumulative
distribution function of the y? distribution, an explicit expression for py can be given. We do so
in Example 5.12 below, after adopting our previous estimates to the setting of noisy data, starting
with the result analogous to Proposition 5.6.

Proposition 5.10 (Error estimate noise). Let U, ny, En satisfy Assumptions 1, 5, and 6, and let
0<d< % HG]_VlH and p € (0,1),pn € (p,1). Then, for all

2 5 4N
M > (3max {||Gy][, | Tn|} + 26) 20 F) <~> :

it holds that N
P [[[ Ay — Ax| < 2v/m@n (1 + ICxllIGR D) G 18] = p.

Proof. We begin by restricting ourselves to realizations where ]77%[2 < Ay ]5}7\}\2 < Jy- More
formally, we modify our probability space to (2,&,P) where P is the conditional probability

Plan {|(m, &P < Fy, ¥m ]
P{| . €3] <Ay, vm}]

Given k € {1,..., N}, by the independence of @, of {(€%, ™)} M_,, for all A € B(RY), we have

m=1’

Pz, € A) := P[mk €AN {|(77]T\rflaszr\rfl)|2 <N VmH
o P[{|(ny. &) <Ay, v }]

=Plx, € Al -1 = p(A).
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That is, also xp ~ p under the probability measure P. Additionally, the family {:vm}%lzl is
independent under PP as well. This is because, given Ay, ..., Ay € B(R?), we have

P[{@m € Am, ¥m} 01 {|(15, €8 < Ty, W}
P{| 30" <Ay, Vi }]
=Pl{@n € Ap, Ym}] - 1= p(Ar) - p(An),

P({@y, € A, Ym}) =

where in the second and last equality we used the independence stated in Assumption 6. Similarly,

one can also show that {w,,}2_, are independent of {(ﬁﬁ,nm)}%zl and that {(Eﬁ,nm)}i\le are

i.i.d. with distribution
P{(ng. &x) € A x BEn {2 €00 < 7y }]
P{| 3. €0)]° <Ay, Vi }]

P((nf,€X) € A x B] = , Vme{l,...,M}.

Using this result, since (n}/, £R}) is symmetric and centred at 0 under P, we obtain that (973}, &3)

also has mean 0 under P. In conclusion,
{(gms em) ey = {UN (@) + 0f, AV N (@) + 1R 0y (29)
are i.i.d. (under P) with
Gy = E[ggT], Ty = E[ccq, Cx = ElegT], (30)
and by definition of P and the triangle inequality for all m € {1,..., M}, it holds that
Pllgm|® < vy + T and |eml* <y +Fy] = 1. (31)

Now, analogously to (22) and (23), we define

o= 27 (UN (@m) + 0 (P (@) +18)" = G,

(32)
S = (AW () +nf) (W () + 1) — Crv.

By the independence of g,, and ¢, in (29), their mean value in (30) and the bound in (31), we may
apply Bernstein’s inequality for the covariance defined in Corollary B.2 to (32), which implies that

~ ~ _ 2

(|G - G = 4] <2n eXp(wN T mﬁgzﬁ T 26/3))’

=T~ —M§?/2

B[[Cxas - | > o] <2 eXp(wN 5 max (T, 1GI) + 26/3))'

Solving for M we obtain that, for M as in the problem statement
p < pnP [HéNM—GNH <6, and HéNM—CNH <5]. (33)
Now, by definition of P, we have that ﬁN@ < P. Using this in (33) shows that, for M as above
p<P [HéNM - GNH <6, and H(?*NM - CNH < 5} .

The result follows identically to the proof of Proposition 5.6. O
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The generalisation of Theorem 5.7 to the case with noise can be proved in the same way as said
theorem, but this time using Proposition 5.10 instead of Proposition 5.6. This gives the following
result.

Theorem 5.11 (Order of convergence with noise). Let ¥, ny, &n satisfy Assumptions 1, 5, and 6
and N € N be arbitrary. Define pn = /k(Gn)(L+ ||CN||GN']]), let e € (0, pn) be arbitrary and
write O 1= E/(QpN HG;H) Then, for all p € (0,1),pn € (p,1) and

2(Yy + ) < AN >
M > Bmax {||Gn]|, ||T + 20 lo — |,
(3 masc (Gl T+ 20w) =250 o =
it holds that R
S EWRN PR

Furthermore, if f € Foo and ||[(Pry — 1d)¢|| = O(N™®) for all ¢ € F, orif f € D and additionally
|(Ppy — Id) f|lp = O(N™?), then, for N = O(e~"*) and M as defined above, it holds that

P (| AvarPos = Af] < 141 15l0e] = p.

Thus, Theorem 5.11 shows an order of convergence of .%AlN M to Ay of

3 = 0 (o -+ Ty max (16w W R(Gx) [ G og (=) ). (a1)

We now discuss this result in the context of Gaussian noise.

Example 5.12. Let (nn,€én) ~ N(0,0%Ianx2n). Then, o2 |nN|2 ~ x?v,a_Q |£N\2 ~ X?V' Sup-
pose W satisfies Assumption 5(a) with v = 2N and write 7y := o?yy. Then, for all m

BlIr €0 <] =1 - Flan) < (Werwi) 7 = oy,

where in the inequality we used a tail bound property of the x? distribution. As a result, we
obtain that py > 1 — (2/e)"/> ~ 1. This shows that, in this case, the effect of the noise on the
theoretical error bound is small, effectively multiplying it by a factor of 2 (compare (27) with (34)
where Yn = vn). A

6 Convergence of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions

In Sections 3, 4, and 5, we established the convergence of the data-driven operators .,éAlNM when
M goes to infinity, the convergence of the Galerkin approximations Ay when N goes to infinity,
and the joint convergence of Anar when N , M go to infinity, respectively. This section establishes
convergence results for the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the approximations A ~Na and ./Zl\N M-

Eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of transfer operators play a vital role in the global analysis of
complex dynamical systems. The dominant eigenvalues are related to the slowest timescales of the
underlying system and the corresponding eigenfunctions contain important information about slowly
evolving spatiotemporal patterns and have been, for instance, used to detect stable conformations
of molecules or gyres in the ocean, see [6, 7| for more details.

We again discuss large data and large dictionary limits, first separately and then jointly, establish-
ing three convergence results below. We first remind the reader of the definition of weak convergence
in a Hilbert space. Let (f,,)72; be a sequence taking values in a Hilbert space (#, (-, -)%) and f € H.
Then (f,)22, converges weakly to f, denoted by f, 2 f,if

(Fn> )3y = (f:9)n for every g € H.

We now establish a convergence result for eigenpairs in the large data limit.
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Theorem 6.1 (Convergence of eigensystem in data limit). Suppose U satisfies Assumption 1(b)
and let (Apr, far) be a sequence of eigenvalue and normalised eigenfunction pairs of Ann, i.e.,

Ifarllp =1, Anarfar = A far-

Then there almost surely exists a subsequence of eigenvalue and normalised eigenfunction pairs
(Agys fog;)jeny such that

M — N, fu, = f€FyCD, when M; — oo,

where the weak convergence is with respect to the inner product on D. Furthermore, if f # 0 and
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then (X, f) is an eigenvalue and eigenfunction pair of Ay = P]'—NA‘JFN'

Proof. Tt holds that (fas) is a bounded subsequence of F C D, so by the Banach—Alaoglu Theorem
it has a weakly convergent subsequence, see |31, Section 16.2, Theorem 6]. In our finite-dimensional
case, this weak convergence is equivalent to convergence in the norm ||.||5. Additionally, for each M,

An s is bounded and thus the sequence of eigenvalues (Aps) is also bounded and has a convergent
subsequence. Consequently, there exists a subsequence of eigenvalue and normalised eigenfunction
pairs (Ap,, far,) such that

)\Mi — A, sz — f, when M; — oo.
Supposing that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, we want to show that Ay f = Af. We have

Anf=AN(f — fu,) + AN fr,- (35)

The first summand converges to zero because fy;, — f and Ay is bounded on D. Expanding the
second summand, we have

lim Ay far, = lim (Ay — Anag) far, + im Anag far, = lim A far, = M,
1— 00 1— 00 1—00 1—00

where in the second equality we used Corollary 3.6 and in the third we used the convergence of
(Aag;, far;). Taking limits in (35) concludes the proof. O

We now move on to the convergence result in the large dictionary limit.

Theorem 6.2 (Convergence of eigensystem in dictionary limit). Suppose there exists a sequence
(AN, fN) of eigenvalue and normalized eigenfunction pairs of Ay, i.e.,

Ifnllp =1, Anfnv = AnfN.

Then there exists a subsequence of eigenvalue and normalised eigenfunction pairs (An;, fNi)ieN such
that
AN, = A, fn, = f, when N; — oo,

where f € D and the weak convergence is with respect to the inner product on D. Furthermore, if
f # 0 and Assumption 3 holds, then (X, f) is an eigenvalue and eigenfunction pair of A.

Proof. 1t holds that (fx) is a bounded subsequence of D. Additionally, for each N, Ay is bounded.
Thus, the sequence of eigenvalues (Ay) is also bounded and has a convergent subsequence. Conse-
quently, there exists a subsequence of eigenvalue and normalised eigenfunction pairs (Ay;, fn,) such
that

AN, = A, fn, = f, when N; — oo.
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Supposing that Assumption 3 holds, we want to show that Af = Af or, equivalently, that (Af, g) r =
(Mf,g)F for all g € D. We have

(Af,9) F = (A(f = fn), 9) F + (Afn,, 9) F. (36)
Now, on the one hand, since fy;, 2 finD

lim (A(f = fn): 907 = lim (f = fn;, A"g)p = 0. (37)

1—00
On the other hand,
le{go (Afni,9) F = Zliglo <(1d - P]—'Ni>-/4fN¢ag>]__ + leglo (AN, fNi 9) 7

(38)
= lim (\ifn,,9)r = (\f.9) 5

where in the first equality we used that by definition Ay, = PJ:N_A‘}_ , in the second we used
i N;

that (Id —Pry )Afn; — 0 by Assumption 3 and in the third we used the convergence of (An;, fn,)-
Taking limits in (36) and using (37) and (38) concludes the proof. O

From Theorem 5.1, we finally obtain the following result regarding the convergence of eigenvalues
and eigenfunctions in the joint large data and dictionary limit.

Theorem 6.3 (Joint data and dictionary limit of eigensystem). Let ¥ satisfy Assumption 1(b) and
let ()\NM7fNM)(N,M)eN2 be a sequence of eigenvalue and normalized eigenfunction pairs of Anns.
Then there almost surely exists a subsequence of eigenvalue and normalised eigenfunction pairs

(ANiMNi’fNiMNi) such that, for any sequence MJ,Vl > Mpy,, almost surely

w
)\NlMIIV — )\7 leM]l\f — f, when NZ — 00,

where f € D and the weak convergence is with respect to the inner product on D. Furthermore,
if f # 0 and Assumptions 1, 2, 3, and 4 hold, then (X, f) is an eigenvalue and eigenfunction pair
of A.

Proof. The first part follows from (Ayps) and ( In M) being bounded sequences of C and Fny C D,
respectively. Let ()\ Ny Mi» [N, Mi) be such a convergent sequence and suppose that Assumptions 1,
2, 3, and 4 hold. Then, by Theorem 5.1, there exists a subsubsequence (N;, My;,) such that, for any
My, > My, almost surely, for any g € D,

(Anaary, = A)  (Froll-lp) = (F L)
converges to zero pointwise when N; — oco. It holds that
(Af,9)F = <A (f - fNi,M]’V) 7g>]__ + <(A - -ANi,M]’Vi)fNi,Mj’Viag>]__ + <«4N1~,M]'Vi fNi,M]/Vi ; 9>f-

For N; — o0, the first summand converges to zero because A is bounded and fNi,M]’\,. 2 f, the

second summand does the same because of how (N;, M 1/\71) was chosen, and the third summand
converges to (\f, g) because ANy, — A Thus,

for all g € D, which concludes the proof. O
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7 Numerical experiments

We will now illustrate the derived convergence results and error bounds and test their sharpness.

7.1 Benchmark problems

We analyse transfer operators associated with deterministic and stochastic systems of the form (4).
In particular, we consider:

1. The ODE defined by
T
b(w) = |:5( T 2):|7 (39)

with v = —0.8,§ = —0.7.

2. The overdamped Langevin dynamics corresponding to the two-dimensional double-well po-
tential V(x) = (22 — 1)? + 22 with anisotropic diffusion, whose drift and diffusion terms are

iven b
° ’ b(x) = 4oy — 42} () = 0.7 x (40)
=2 |7 T T 0 05 |2

respectively.

3. The one-dimensional Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process given by

b(x) =—x, o(z)= \/g, (41)

This SDE has a unique invariant distribution N (0, %)

For each of the dynamical systems, we aim to reconstruct the Koopman operator or its infinitesimal
generator from data. We will specify the precise setup below. In each case, we compute the
normalized error

EN = —————— (42)

of the data-driven matrix Ay with respect to the true Galerkin projection Ay in (5), where
we consider as a proxy for Ay the result of gEDMD with a large number of data points. In the
two-dimensional case, we use the domain X = [-2,2] x [—1, 1] and in the one-dimensional case, we
define X = [—2,2]. For the three dynamical systems introduced above, we now study three different
scenarios: the large data limit, the large dictionary limit, and the large data limit when using noisy
data.

7.2 Numerical results as the number of data points tends to infinity

In our first experiment, we choose as basis functions monomials of order up to k, defined by
MON
U = {x} <k s

N

and Gaussians centred at a collection of equidistant grid points {py},_,

9 N

GSN __ Hx —Pn”
v = {exp <_%?2 s
n=1

ie.,

23



where for two-dimensional problems we use

{p”}fz\[l:{(;_27;_1>’i:0""’87j:07”-74},

and for one-dimension problems

{ .
{pn})y = {2—2,1:0,...,8},

We also use a finite element method (FEM) basis of piecewise linear functions with 0 boundary
condition on a uniform mesh. That is, if we write {'uj};y:l for the non-boundary vertices of the

mesh, we have that M are the only continuous piecewise linear functions that satisfy

wZFEM(Uj):&‘j, Vi,jzl,...,N,
and write WFEM — {ngM}ivzl. The basis functions in WFEM are only once weakly differentiable.
However, the structure matrix C can still be calculated for second-order operators using Observa-
tion 1.

We set the maximum degree of the monomials to £k = 8 so that N = (kzd). That is, N = 45
when the dimension is d = 2 and N = 9 when d = 1. Additionally, we take a uniform mesh with 45
and 9 non-boundary nodes in the 2D and 1D cases, respectively. In this way, there are the same
number of observables in WMON WYGSN and UFEM  YWe then set 6§ = ﬁ so that the basis functions
are well separated. That is, 6 < %mini# llpi — pjll. The points @1, ...,z are sampled uniformly
and independently from X.

We apply the data-driven algorithm (11) to approximate the Koopman semigroup, and the Koop-
man and Perron—Frobenius generators associated with (39), (40), and (41) for an increasing number
of data points using M = 28,29 ... 219 and compute (42), where, since in general we do not have
access to Ay, we approximate it by A\NM with M = 220 We repeat this process 50 times for
each M to calculate the average normalized operator error €. In Figure 1, we plot in log-log scale
the relationship between M and e, including a 95% confidence interval for the error. To serve as a
reference, we show dashed lines with slope —% and —1, respectively.

As can be seen, for all choices of basis functions and all systems, the error has a slope of approx-
imately —%. This is in accordance with Corollary 5.7 as when N is fixed we obtain & = O(M~"?).
In Figures 1b and lc, we see that the error of the approximation using FEM basis functions is
quite large. This is to be expected as for small M it is possible for an element of the mesh to have
few points. If this is the case, the empirical Gram matrix is close to similar (see the comments
around Example 3.3). This also results in initially large confidence interval for the error, which,
when represented on a log-log plot, creates a strong visual effect. The error decays at the expected
rate. In Figure 1d, the error using monomial basis functions becomes zero. This is because the
subspace spanned by the monomial basis functions is invariant under the Koopman generator of the
OU system, see Corollary 3.2.

7.3 Numerical results as the number of dictionary elements tends to infinity

We now study the effect of the number of dictionary elements on the operator error. To do so,
we consider as our basis functions the dictionary comprising Gaussian functions from the previous
subsection. We partition the domain into N equally sized quadrants and define {pn}nN:1 to be the
centres of these quadrants. We apply the data-driven algorithms with A/ = 10* data points. We
repeat this process 50 times and calculate the average normalized operator error where again Ay
is approximated by A\NM with M = 10°. We then increase N from 4 to 1024. In this case, the
monomial basis functions are not chosen as for higher orders, the matrix G becomes ill-conditioned
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Figure 1: Average normalized error € := E[|| Ay v — An|| /|[An]|] as a function of the number of
data points M for: the Koopman generator of the ODE (39) in Figure 1la, the Koopman generator
and Koopman operator for the double-well potential (40) in Figures 1b and lc, and the Koop-
man generator, the Perron-Frobenius generator and the Koopman operator for the OU process in
Figures 1d, le, and 1f. In all cases, monomials up to order 8 and the same number of Gaussian
observables and FEM basis functions are used. The red and purple lines represent the slopes —%
and —1, respectively. The blue, red and green lines represent the average error over 50 simulations
of the above approximations. The shaded areas represent the 95% confidence intervals for the re-

spective errors.

(for example, for monomials of order 10 in two dimensions, we have that x(Gy) > 10?8). When
approximating the Koopman operator for the OU process, we also use the piecewise linear FEM
basis functions WFEM  However, these are not used for gEDMD as the theoretical error requires
the calculation of T;; = (L1);, L1p;). For gEDMD, L is a second order operator and wZFEM are not
twice differentiable. Since we plot normalised errors, we cap the theoretical bound in Corollary 5.7
in the plots at one. As can be seen in Figure 2, the error increases with the number of observables
as expected in view of Corollary 5.7. We observe that the theoretical bound on the error increases
faster than the simulation error. This indicates that perhaps there is some underlying structure
which could make the bounds tighter. Additionally, we see that the confidence interval for the
FEM basis functions becomes larger as the number of basis functions increases. This is because
of the increased likelihood that very few particles end up in some interval of the partition. This
leads to close to a singular mass matrix and a large condition number. See the comments around
Example 3.3.
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Figure 2: Average normalized error € := E[|| Ay n — An|| /||An||] and the theoretical error bound
in Corollary 5.7 as a function of the number of observables IV for the Koopman generator of the ODE
(39) in Figure 2a, the Koopman generator and Koopman operator for the double-well system (40)
in Figures 2b and 2c, and the Koopman generator, the Perron—Frobenius, and Koopman operator
for the OU process (41) using up to 1024 Gaussian functions in Figures 2d, 2e, and 2f.

7.4 Numerical results with noise

In this section, we repeat the experiments carried out in Section 7.2 with the addition of a noise
term as in (28), where we take normal i.i.d. noise, i.e.,

(TIm En) ~ N(07 0212n><2n)-

We increase the noise using o = 1072,1072,10~! and study its effect on the normalised error. To
limit the number of plots, we restrict ourselves to gEDMD for the ODE (39) and gEDMD for the
Perron—Frobenius operator associated with the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process.

As we can see, the Gaussian and FEM observables are more resilient to increased noise. The
FEM basis functions perform the best in the presence of noise. This is expected as we evaluated the
FEM basis functions exactly to 0 on all points outside of their support and only added noise to the
non-zero ones. The lower resilience of the monomials compared to the other two is due to the fact
that the condition number of the Gram matrix of the monomials is larger and thus the inverse of
the Gram matrix is very sensitive to noise. In the second and third rows of Figure 3, the monomials
are slightly more resilient to the noise. This, however, is due to the fact that, since the dimension
of the domain is 1 instead of 2, there are fewer monomials and thus the condition number of the
Gram matrix is smaller. It can be seen that even when the error without noise is exactly zero (see
Figure 1d), the monomial basis functions are not resilient to noise.
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Figure 3: Average normalized error ¢ := E[||Ayn — An|/||An|] as a function of the number
of data points M. In Figures 3a, 3b, and 3c, we take ¢ = 1073,1072,107!, respectively, and
approximate the Koopman generator of the ODE. In Figures 3d, 3e, 3f and in 3g, 3h, 3i we also
take 0 = 1073,1072,10~! and now approximate the Perron-Frobenius operator and Koopman
generator of (41), respectively. In all cases, monomials up to order 8 and the same number of
Gaussian observables and FEM basis functions are used. The red and purple lines represent the
slopes —% and —1, respectively. The blue, red and green lines represent the error averaged over 50
simulations of the above approximations. The shaded areas represent the 95% confidence intervals
for the respective errors.
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8 Conclusion

In this article, we have investigated the approximation of an operator A from point evaluations of a
dictionary to which the operator has been applied. That is, we have assumed that we have training
data of the form

{(n (@), At () b0

where the evaluations could additionally be subject to random noise. After describing the estimation
procedure for linear operators from data, we have presented a thorough convergence and error
analysis in the dictionary limit (N — 00), the data limit (M — o0), and their joint limit (N, M —
00). We have studied the convergence of the full operators as well as their spectra.

Throughout this work, we have usually thought of the approximation of transfer operators in the
context of dynamical systems, such as Koopman operators, Perron—Frobenius operators, and their
generators. The framework we have presented is clearly not limited to such operators. Indeed, it
generalises approximation techniques for transfer operators, such as EDMD and gEDMD, to general
operators. EDMD and gEDMD fall naturally into our framework and we have shown significant
new convergence results and error analyses for these methods. Additionally, we have verified our
analytical results in numerical experiments.
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A When does a matrix determine an operator?

As discussed in Section 2.1, a matrix may not always define an operator when it is interpreted as
acting on a set of vectors that are not linearly independent. The following lemma gives necessary
and sufficient conditions for such an operator to be well-defined.

Lemma A.1. Let T € CN*N and consider ¥ = {¢n}2[:1 and V = span(¥). Given

v = Z Cji/)j c Vv,
j=1
define
N
Tv:= Y ;T (43)
ij=1

then T:V — V is a well-defined linear operator if and only if for all (c1,...,cn) € CV it holds that

N N
Yoy =0 = Y ¢Tih =0. (44)
i=1 ij=1

Here, T =TV, that is, T is a matriz representation of T with respect to W.

Proof. Suppose that condition (44) holds. To see that 7 is well-defined, we check that, if v € V

has two representations
N N
/
v=) by =D W,
j=1 j=1

then 7 is equal on both representations. That is,

N N N
> Ty — Y VT = Y (b — V) Tijeh = 0.

1,j=1 1,j=1 2,j=1

This holds, as can be seen by using (44) with ¢; := b; — b;. The fact that 7: V' — V is linear

follows from the definition in (43). The reverse implication is a consequence of the linearity of T
as, if v = Zjvzl ¢jp; = 0, then

N
0=Tv= Z Cjﬂjlﬁj.
i,7=1

Finally, to check that if (44) holds, then T = T it suffices to take v = 1; in (43). O
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B Bernstein inequality

The following results can be found in [32, page §].

Theorem B.1. Let Si,...,Sy € CVN be independent, random matrices such that
E[Sn] =0 and ||Sm| <L, Vme{l,...,M}.

Consider the sum u
z-Y s,
m=1

and let v(Z) denote the matriz variance statistic of the sum:

v(Z) =max {||E (22") ||, |E(2'Z) | }.
Then for every § > 0

—62/2

P{Z]| = 6} < 2N exp (1/(Z)+L(5/3

). w=o

Corollary B.2 (Bernstein inequality for the covariance). Let ¢ and g be two random vectors in C"
such that almost everywhere
2 2
e]” <7, lgl" <.

Let {cm}%:1 , {gm}i\n/[:1 be copies of ¢ and g respectively and such that {cm gjn}i\le are independent.
Define the matrices,

Then

s
P{Z] > 6} < zNexp( Mo7/2 )
v

(max {||T|, |G|} 4 20/3)
Furthermore, for all p € (0,1) and for all

2y 2N
M > (1G] T+ 26) 2 1o (12 )

1t holds that
P{[|Z] <} > p.

Proof. By construction, S,, are independent with mean zero so that we can apply Bernstein’s
inequality B.1. We have

18l < = (llemghall +1€1) = 2 (lleml llghll + I[E[ea)])) < 22 =: L.

Next, we bound the matrix variance statistic v(Z). First,

1 1
E[SmSln] = WII:'T[HgmH2 cmcin — cmginC’Jr — Ccmgjn + CCT} < e ('yT — C’CT) < #T,
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where we used the notation D < FE to signify that E — D is positive semi-definite. Similarly,

1 1
E[S},Sm] = T5E|llen| gmgh, — Clengl, - engh,C + CC1| < =5 (16 - cct) < L.
Now, since S, are independent with mean zero, we obtain that

v(2) = max {|[E(227) ||, [E(22)||} < < max {IT], |G}

Applying Bernstein’s inequality B.1, we obtain

A2
P{|Z] > 6} < zNexp( Mo7/2 )
-

(max (7], [GI} + 20/3)
Setting the right-hand side of the above to 1 — p and solving for M concludes the proof. O
Lemma B.3. Given T: Fy — Fn it holds that || T]| < \/MHT‘I’H
Proof. To establish a bound, we begin by orthonormalising ¥ by considering
Uy = Gy Uy (45)

Now, given ¢ € Fy, we can write 1) = ¢- Uy for some ¢ € CV. Using that Uy is orthonormal, and
the expression for the change of basis matrix given by (45) shows that

IToly = |77 = |Gy T e e < &y IIm~ | e | (46)
Now, given a matrix B, its operator norm in the Fuclidean metric is
IBI* = Amax(BBY).
Applying this to G}\/,Z) and G]_Vl/ ? and substituting back into (46) completes the proof. O

C Table of notation

The notation used throughout the manuscript is summarised in Table 1.
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Table 1: Overview of the notation.

Symbol Description
X state space of the dynamical system
W probability measure on X
F=L*X,p) ambient space
A DCF—F target linear operator
D domain of the operator A
|-z - llo norms on the function spaces F and D
{34 dictionary or set of functions used to approximate A
Uy first N elements t1,...,%y of the dictionary
{wm}%zl data sampled i.i.d. from p used to approximate A
Fn = span(Uy) finite-dimensional subspace on which A is approximated
Foo =Py, Fu infinite-dimensional space spanned by the dictionary
Pry projection operator onto Fn using inner product on F
Poy projection operator onto Dy using inner product on D
AN = PryAlz, Galerkin projection of A onto Fy
ANy approximation of A and Ay using M samples and N basis functions
TV matrix representation of the operator 7 using the basis given by ¥
Cy,GN structure matrix of A and Gram matrix w.r.t. the basis WUy
AN M, G NM empirical structure and Gram matrices
iy = ﬁ Z%zl Oz, empirical measure associated with the M samples
AM = L*(X, 1in) empirical space associated with the M samples
5 = En]‘le d(xm)ox,, function ¢ € F when viewed in .7?M
7 N first IV elements of the dictionary when viewed in F M
F NM = span(\fl ~) C Far | span of dictionary in empirical space
T operator T viewed as acting on F M
NN, &N additive noise in the samples and observations
AVNM’ 5NM, éNM approximations of Ay, Cxn, G N when noise is present
P: X—-X flow of the dynamical system
K, K* Koopman operator and its adjoint
L, L* infinitesimal generator of the Koopman operator and its adjoint
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