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Abstract. We introduce a novel kernel-based framework for learning differential equations and their solution maps
that is efficient in data requirements, in terms of solution examples and amount of measurements from each exam-
ple, and computational cost, in terms of training procedures. Our approach is mathematically interpretable and
backed by rigorous theoretical guarantees in the form of quantitative worst-case error bounds for the learned equa-
tion. Numerical benchmarks demonstrate significant improvements in computational complexity and robustness
while achieving one to two orders of magnitude improvements in terms of accuracy compared to state-of-the-art
algorithms.

Significance statement

We present a novel algorithm inspired by kernel methods and Gaussian processes for learning differential equations
and their solution operators in scarce data regimes. Our approach: (a) is significantly more efficient than state-of-
the-art methods, including neural networks, in terms of required data and computational time. In fact, we obtain
one to two orders of magnitude improvement in accuracy on a number of benchmarks; (b) is supported by rigorous
theory featuring the first quantitative worst-case error bounds for equation learning; and (c) can solve previously
intractable scientific computing problems such as one-shot operator learning and learning of variable-coefficient PDEs
in extremely scarce data regimes.

1. Introduction

In recent years, machine learning (ML) has revolutionized the way data is combined with mathematical models
to infer and predict the behavior of physical systems. This wide adoption of ML in science has given rise to a new
area of computational science and engineering often referred to as physics-informed ML [50]. Broadly speaking,
the goal here is to simulate physical processes driven by differential equations (DEs) by combining data and expert
knowledge in an automated manner. In this article we focus on the problem of learning DEs and their solution
operators from scarce data, two tasks that constitute the vast majority of problems in physics-informed ML. We
introduce a general computational framework for solving these problems based on the theory of kernels and Gaussian
processes (GPs) which we call Kernel Equation Learning (KEqL). Our approach offers significant advantages over
existing methods, including state-of-the-art neural network techniques, in terms of: (a) Accuracy, data efficiency,
and computational efficiency, achieving superior performance across multiple benchmarks; (b) Rigorous theoretical
guarantees, providing the first known quantitative worst-case error bounds for equation learning; (c) Robust and
efficient training, leveraging second-order optimization algorithms for improved convergence and stability; and (d)
New capabilities in physics-informed machine learning, enabling one-shot operator learning and the discovery of
variable-coefficient partial differential equations (PDEs) even in severely data-scarce settings.

Due to space constraints, limitations on figures, and citation restrictions, we defer several details to the Sup-
plementary Information (SI). These include a comprehensive literature review, in-depth theoretical arguments and
algorithmic details, as well as additional numerical results. We will introduce KEqL for the case of PDEs but note
that it naturally includes ordinary differential equations (ODEs) as demonstrated in our numerical experiments. Let
u : Y → R be a function that describes the state of a physical system and consider a PDE of the form

(1) P(u)(y) = f(y) y ∈ Y, B(u)(y) = g(y) y ∈ ∂Y,

with P denoting a differential operator that describes a PDE in the interior of Y ⊂ Rd, B denotes the boundary
operator, and f and g denote the source term and boundary data/initial conditions. We emphasize that in the above
formulation y is considered as an abstract input variable that may be spatial only (in the case of steady state PDEs) or
a space-time variable (in the case of dynamics). Following [15], the three main types of problems in Physics-informed
ML are: equation learning/discovery where P or B are unknown and must be inferred from a data set of (u, f, g)

∗ Equal contribution by first three authors
1 California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA, 91125, emails: yjalalia@caltech.edu, owhadi@caltech.edu
2 University of Washington, Seattle, WA, 98195, emails: josorior@uw.edu, owlx@uw.edu, bamdadh@uw.edu

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

01
03

6v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 2
 M

ar
 2

02
5



tuples [17, 91]; operator learning where the solution map P−1 : (f, g) 7→ u is learned from a similar data [56, 6]; and
finally PDE solvers where the solution u is computed given complete or partial information on (f, g) [88, 18].

An important consequence of our work is the unification of the aforementioned tasks within the abstract framework
of computational graph completion (CGC) [82, 16]. The intuition behind this unification is as follows: Learning the
inverse map P−1 (operator learning) is equivalent to the problem of learning the forward map P (equation learning)
and then computing the inverse (PDE solvers). In scarce data regimes, where very limited measurements of u are
available, it is hopeless to try to learn P−1 directly, but it is possible to learn P and u simultaneously due to the prior
knowledge that the pair must satisfy (1), i.e., the learned solution should solve the learned PDE. This simultaneous
learning of P and u is the key idea behind our methodology, but it leads to challenging optimization problems which
motivate our algorithmic contributions.

2. The proposed method

In this section we outline our proposed KEqL methodology for equation learning based on the theory of reproducing
kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs) and GPs. We consider the problem of learning the differential operator P only since
this is often the problem of interest in practice and note that our methodology can be generalized to learning the
boundary operator B in a similar way. Finally, we consider only the case where u and f are scalar fields on Y and
postpone the learning of systems to future work. Throughout the paper we assume P has the form

(2) P(u)(y) = P ◦ Φ(u, y), Φ : (u, y) 7→ (y, δy ◦ L1u, . . . , δy ◦ LQu) ∈ RQ+d.

For brevity we henceforth write S = RQ+d. In the above P : S → R is a (possibly nonlinear) function, δy denotes the

pointwise evaluation functional at y, and the (Lq)
Q
q=1 are bounded and linear differential operators that are assumed

to be known. For ease of presentation we always assume L1 = Id so that P takes y and the point values u(y) as
input even though it may not depend on these quantities. Note that the map Φ is linear in u but it is nonlinear
in y whenever u is nonlinear. The function P and the solution u are the main objects of interest that we wish to
learn from data. Figure 1(A) depicts an instance of the computation graph (in the parlance of [82]) associated with
equation (2). The red elements in that figure denote the unknown edges/elements of the computational graph in the
setting of equation learning. Blue elements are input data, and the black element Φ is assumed to be known.

The above assumption on the form of P encompasses most PDEs of interest in physics and engineering. As an
example, consider the one dimensional variable coefficient nonlinear heat equation:

(3)

{
P(u)(t, x) = ∂tu(t, x)− ∂x (a(x)∂xu(t, x))− u3(t, x) = f(t, x), for (t, x) ∈ (0, T ]× (0, 1),

u(0, x) = u(t, 0) = u(t, 1) = 0,

with a smooth coefficient a : [0, 1] 7→ (0,+∞]. Writing y = (t, x) and letting Y = (0, T ]× (0, 1) and introducing the
differential operators L1 : u 7→ u, L2 : u 7→ ∂tu, L3 : u 7→ ∂xu, and L4 : u 7→ ∂xxu we can cast (3) in the form (2) by
writing P(u)(t, x) = P (t, x, u(t, x), L2u(t, x), L3u(t, x), L4u(t, x)) with the nonlinear map

P : R6 → R, P (s1, s2, s3, s4, s5, s6) = s4 − ∂xa(s2)s5 − a(s2)s6 − s33.

We emphasize that the example PDE mentioned above is precisely the type of equations that we are motivated by,
i.e., nonlinear equations with variable coefficients that may not have sparse representations in a known basis. In this
light, we merge equation learning, the problem of learning P [11, 17], with inverse problems, the problem of inferring
unknown coefficients such as a [45]; see SI A for more discussion.

Now consider an index m = 1, . . . ,M and pairs (um, fm) that solve (1) along with a finite set of points
Y m = {ym

1 , . . . , ym
N } ⊂ Γ which we refer to as the observation points 1. Further introduce the compact notation

um(Y m) := (um(ym
1 ), . . . , um(ym

N )) ∈ RN . Then our goal throughout the article is to learn P from training data
(um(Y m), fm)Mm=1, i.e., u

m is only observed on the Y m while fm is assumed to be known everywhere; this is a simpli-
fying assumption for us and can be relaxed to having finite information on the fm under some circumstances. Since
the training data only contains limited information on the functions um the process for learning P should inevitably
involve the learning of um as well which essentially constitutes the filtering problem in data assimilation [59].

With the above setup, we propose three approaches for learning P and the um: (i) a 2-step method where we
first learn the um’s from data and then approximate P . This method was introduced in [67] as a kernel analog to
the PDE-FIND algorithm of [91]; and (ii) a 1-step method where um and P are learned jointly akin to [82, 16] and
can be viewed as a kernel analogue to [21]; (iii) we further present an intermediate method called the reduced 1-step
method that interpolates between our 1-step and 2-step methods, inheriting the desirable performance of the 1-step
method while improving computational efficiency. We show that the underlying computational graphs for our 1 and
2 step methods in Figure 1(B,C). As before, the red edges in these graphs are unknown nonlinearities that should be
inferred and data is depicted using dashed blue lines and is injected into the nodes which represent variables.

1One may also let N change with the index m but we keep the size of the mesh fixed to keep our notation light
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(a) Schematic depiction of the PDE model (2)
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(c) Computational graph of 1-step KEqL

Figure 1. (A) Schematic depiction of the computational graph of (2) in the context of equation
learning for a single pair (u, f). Red objects are unknown nonlinearities that need to be learned.
Blue objects are data for the problem, while black objects (the map Φ) are assumed to be known.
The left and right panels show the solution and right-hand side of an example second order PDE
depending on y, u, ∂yu, and ∂yyu while the middle panel shows Φ(y, u); (B) The computational
graph of 2-step KEqL. Red edges are unknown nonlinear maps to be learned. Blue boxes denote
data that is known for various nodes with dashed lines denoting where the data is injected. Note
that the graphs for um and P are disconnected, hence the learning of um and P is performed
sequentially in two steps; (C) The computational graph for 1-step KEqL. Coloring conventions
follow panel (B) with the main difference being that the um and P are now connected and have to
be learned simultaneously.

We note that, while our exposition and theoretical analysis are focused on the implementation of our methods
using kernels, many of our results can be extended to an abstract optimal recovery framework by replacing RKHSs
with Banach spaces. Such a generalization would encompass sparse regression techniques like SINDy and PDE-FIND
[17, 91] as well as neural net methods such as [68, 21]. However, while these different approaches can be unified under
the umbrella of optimal recovery, our kernel implementation leads to crucial gains in terms of data and computational
efficiency as it enables us to use various techniques from smooth optimization and RKHS theory to solve the resulting
difficult optimization problems; these sames issues are known to be the main hurdle in applications of physics-informed
neural nets (PINNs) as well [57].

2.1. 2-step KEqL: first learn the um, then learn P . Let U : Y×Y → R denote a positive definite and symmetric
(PDS) kernel with its associated RKHS U with inner product ⟨·, ·⟩U and norm ∥ · ∥U ; see SI B for a review of RKHS
theory. Then the first step in 2-step KEqL approximates um via the optimal recovery problems 2

(4) ûm := argmin
vm∈U

∥vm∥U subject to (s.t.) vm(Y m) = um(Y m).

We can also relax the equality constraints using a penalty method leading to a quadratic optimization problem with
nugget parameter (or observation noise standard deviation) σ2

u > 0,

(5) ûm := argmin
vm∈U

∥vm∥2U +
1

2σ2
u

∥vm(Y m)− um(Y m)∥22.

2Note that one could also employ a different kernel Um for each instance of the problem but we will not pursue this for brevity.
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With ûm at hand we proceed to step two where we approximate P through a second optimal recovery problem. To
do this, let us consider an independent set of points Y = {y1, . . . , yK} ⊂ Y which we call the collocation points. This
set of points may be chosen independent of the individual Y m but to make our formulation simpler we will assume
it is chosen such that ∪M

m=1Y
m ⊂ Y , i.e., the collocation points Y contain all of the observation points Y m.

Now observe that the differential operators Lq can be directly applied to the ûm, in fact, as we show in Section 4
the functions Lqû

m can be computed analytically or using automatic differentiation. Then given a PDS kernel
P : S × S → R with RKHS P we can approximate P via the optimal recovery problem

(6) P̂ := argmin
G∈P

∥G∥P s.t. G ◦ Φ(ûm, Y ) = fm(Y ), m = 1, . . . ,M,

where fm(Y ) := (fm(y1), . . . , f
m(yK)) ∈ RK and we used the shorthand notation Φ(ûm, Y ) =

(Φ(ûm, y1), . . . ,Φ(û
m, yK)) ⊂ S. Similar to (5) this problem can also be relaxed using a nugget parameter σ2

P > 0,

(7) P̂ := argmin
G∈P

∥G∥2P +
1

2σ2
P

M∑
m=1

∥G ◦ Φ(ûm, Y )− fm(Y )∥22.

In either case P̂ also admits an analytic formula akin to the ûm which we present in Section 4. Note that in (6, 7)
we are using the collocation points Y to impose the infinite PDE constraint G ◦ Φ(ûm, y) = f(y) for all y ∈ Y, on a
finite discrete set, which justifies our choice of terminology as this is precisely the role of collocation points in PDE
solvers [18]. This also motivates our preference to choose Y to be dense within computational budget constraints.

In many practical settings we have some prior knowledge about the differential operator P, for example in many
dynamic problems we know that a time derivative of the form ∂h

t u for some integer h is present. In such cases we
can simply work with the model P(u) = (P + P ) ◦ Φ(u, ·) with P representing the known part of the differential
operator. This modification amounts to a simple reformulation of (7) (and similarly (6)) as

(8) P̂ := argmin
G∈P

∥G∥2P +
1

2σ2
P

M∑
m=1

∥(G+ P ) ◦ Φ(ûm, Y )− fm(Y )∥22.

Henceforth we will include P in our discussion to account for prior information about P.
The 2-step approach described above can also be viewed within the framework of CGC [82]: CGC considers a

computational graph where nodes represent variables and directed edges represent nonlinear functions. Then given
data on various nodes and prior knowledge of certain edges, one aims to recover unknown nonlinear functions within
the computational graph. Since our 2-step method approximates the um and P separately, it naturally leads to two
disjoint computational graphs as shown in Figure 1(B); recall that the red arrows in that figure denote unknown
nonlinear functions (edges) while dashed blue lines show data that is injected into nodes (vertices). Observe that the
computational graphs for the um and P are disjoint and hence easy to complete. However, the 2-step method will
only be successful when data is sufficient to accurately approximate the pertinent partial derivatives of the um. This
limits the applicability of this method in scarce data regimes and motivates our 1-step formulation in Section 2.2.

2.1.1. Connection to existing methods. A slightly different version of 2-step KEqL was introduced in [67] which did
not use the collocation points Y as it was assumed that the Y m were sufficiently dense. 2-step KEqL can also be
viewed as the kernel/GP analogue of SINDy/PDE-FIND [17, 91]. The kernel method is different from these works
in three directions: (1) here prior knowledge about P is summarized by the choice of the kernel P while in SINDy

this information is given by the dictionary; (2) SINDy looks for a P̂ that is sparse in the dictionary while the kernel
method finds a minimum RKHS norm solution that is not necessarily sparse; (3) since y is readily included as an
input to P , our formulation naturally accommodates variable coefficient PDEs while dealing with such problems for
SINDy is non-trivial [108] since the variable coefficients may depend on y in a complex manner that is not sparse in
a particular dictionary. For detailed overview of methods related to 2-step KEqL see SI A.

2.2. 1-step KEqL: simultaneously learn the um and P . The primary shortcoming of 2-step KEqL is the
decoupled learning of the um and P which limits its performance in scarce data regimes (here we have in mind the
cases where the observation meshes Y m have very few points). To remedy this we propose 1-step KEqL that estimates

ûm and P̂ at the same time while imposing the requisite PDE constraint on the collocation points Y . To this end,
we consider the joint optimal recovery problem

(9)
(ûuu, P̂ ) = argmin

vvv∈UM ,G∈P
∥G∥2P + λ

M∑
m=1

∥vm∥2U

s.t. vm(Y m) = um(Y m), and (G+ P ) ◦ Φ(vm, Y ) = fm(Y ), for m = 1, . . . ,M,

where λ > 0 is a user defined parameter and we used the notation vvv := (v1, . . . , vM ) ∈ UM to denote the vector of
candidate RKHS functions with their optimal values denoted as ûuu ∈ UM . In complete analogy with 2-step KEqL we
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can also relax the equality constraint in (9) using appropriate nugget parameters σ2
u, σ

2
P > 0 to obtain the formulation,

(10)

(ûuu, P̂ ) = argmin
vvv∈UM ,G∈P

∥G∥2P+
M∑

m=1

λ∥vm∥2U

+
1

2σ2
u

∥vm(Y m)− um(Y m)∥22 +
1

2σ2
P

∥(G+ P ) ◦ Φ(vm, Y )− fm(Y )∥22.

Note the important distinction, compared with 2-step KEqL, that the estimation of the ûuu and P̂ is now coupled due to
the composition of G and the vm in the PDE constraint/penalty term. Indeed 1-step KEqL can also be viewed within
the framework of CGC with its computational graph shown in Figure 1(C); observe that the computational graphs
for the um and P are now connected. This coupling of the estimation of the um and P is the source of algorithmic
challenges to solving 1-step KEqL. Nonetheless, we solve this problem after reformulation using a representer theorem
and using an efficient Levenberg–Marquardt (LM) algorithm in Section 4.

2.2.1. Connection to existing methods. The concept of optimizing a loss function that jointly matches the given
observations and the PDE constraint has appeared in the literature previously. Most notably, in [21], a neural
network surrogate was used to approximate um while in [105] a spline model was used, both methods then use a
sparsity prior over a dictionary to learn P and um. In a similar vein, there are methodologies based on SINDy
that can be viewed as 1-step methods, most notably, the weak SINDy [72, 73] and the SINDy-UQ [43] although
neither methods were originally developed as true 1-step methods and modifying them for scarce data settings is
beyond their current implementation. What sets 1-step KEqL apart from these works is: (1) we present an explicit
optimal recovery formulation based on RKHS theory; (2) the regularization due to our formulation automatically
leads to a stable algorithm that is amenable to second order optimization; (3) the kernel formulation accommodates
larger number of features and more flexibility in choosing and tuning the features for both um and P ; and (4) our
formulation is readily defined with variable coefficient PDEs in mind, a topic that is often difficult for dictionary
based methods. Finally, we note that 1-step RKHS methods similar to KEqL have appeared previously in [86, 58]
but only for narrow classes of PDEs. For a more detailed overview of related methods to 1-step KEqL see SI A.

2.3. Operator learning. In this final subsection we turn our attention to the operator learning problem of estimating
the solution map P−1 of the PDE (1). The dominant paradigm for operator learning [56] aims to approximate the
solution map P−1 via a regression problem between function spaces from data. In our perspective, operator and
equation learning problems are two sides of the same coin: where equation learning approximates P, operator learning

approximates the inverse P−1. To this end, following [67], let us write P̂ := (P̂ + P ) ◦ Φ to denote the differential

operator associated with P̂ . We then propose to approximate the operator P−1 by computing the pseudo inverse

operator P̂† defined variationally as

(11) P̂†(f) := argmin
v∈U

∥v∥U s.t. (P̂ + P ) ◦ Φ(v, Y ) = f(Y ).

This optimization problem can be solved using the GP-PDE solver of [18, 7] which is a numerical PDE solver that

is analogous to KEqL. We emphasize that the operator P̂ is not invertible in general since the learned PDE is not
guaranteed to be well-posed. Then (11) computes a well-defined regularized solution to this ill-posed PDE.

2.3.1. Connection to existing methods. As mentioned above most operator learning algorithms approximate mappings
between Banach spaces, with neural nets being the most popular choice [56, 15], although other models such as kernel
methods and GPs remain competitive [6, 74]. In most operator learning applications the training data is plentiful,
i.e., the mesh size N and number of training pairs M are large. In contrast, our training data is scarce, both in
terms of number of functions and the observation mesh. To our knowledge, current operator learning methods are
incapable of handling such scarce data problems since P−1 is often infinite-dimensional and non-local. On the other
hand, P is local and has the simple form (2) which reduces operator learning to approximating the scalar function
P . This observation is the key to the success of our approach and leads to significant accuracy gain as shown in
our examples in Section 5. Finally, we note that the recent family of physics-informed operator learning methods
[37] take a step towards scarce data problems by augmenting their training with a PDE residual term but require
complete knowledge of P. For a more detailed overview of related methods for operator learning see SI A.

3. Theoretical analysis

Here we collect our main theoretical results concerning the convergence of KEqL in the form of quantitative error

bounds for the learned functions ûm and the learned PDE P̂ . To minimize theoretical clutter we will only present the
bounds for 1-step KEqL without detailed proofs and instead focus on the key ideas and implications of the theorem.
We refer the interested reader to the SI B for complete details and statements of results including analogous bounds
for 2-step KEqL and an error bound for operator learning.
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3.1. Setup and assumptions. For simplicity we consider 1-step KEqL without nugget terms or noise. Since we will
be taking the limit of N (number of observation points) and M (size of training data) to infinity, we will supplement
our notations in this section by subscripting pertinent objects with M,N indices. With this setup, we make the
following assumptions:

Assumption 1. It holds that:

(1) The set Y ⊂ Rd is bounded with Lipschitz boundary.
(2) The kernel U satisfies:

(a) Mercer’s theorem holds for U.
(b) U is continuously embedded in the Sobolev space Hγ(Y) for some γ > d/2 + order(P) (where order(P)

denotes the order of the PDE).
(c) Elements of U satisfy the boundary conditions in (1) (this is for ease of presentation and can be relaxed).

(3) The kernel P satisfies:

(a) P is continuously embedded in Hη(S) for some η > Q+d
2

.
(b) Elements of P are locally Lipschitz in the sense that |P (s)− P (s′)| ≤ C(B)∥P∥P∥s− s′∥ for all s, s′ ∈

B ⊂ S and constant C(B) > 0.

Since U satisfies Mercer’s theorem it has the spectral expansion U(y, y′) =
∑∞

j=1 ϑjej(y)ej(y
′) with

eigenvalues ϑj > 0 and eigenfunctions ej . This expansion then allows us to define the space U2 :={
f : Y → R | f(y) =

∑∞
j=1 cj(f)ej(y) s.t.

∑∞
j=1 ϑ

−2
j cj(f)

2 < +∞
}
. For ease of presentation let us assume that the

observation points Y m
N and the collocation points Y are the same, i.e., Y m

N = Y = YN ; we drop this assumption in
our proofs in SI B. Finally, for the YN ⊂ Y and a set B ⊂ S we define the fill distances

ρN := sup
y′∈Y

inf
y∈YN

∥y′ − y∥2, ϱM,N (B) := sup
s′∈B

inf
s∈S∩B

∥s′ − s∥2, where S := ∪M
m=1 ∪y∈YN Φ(um, y).

3.2. Quantitative error bounds. We are now ready to state our main error bound for 1-step KEqL. The following
theorem is a compressed version of Proposition 5.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and P, P ∈ P. Let ûm
M,N and P̂M,N be the solution to (9) with Y m

N = Y =
YN for M,N ∈ N and fix a bounded set B ⊂ S with Lipschitz boundary. Then there exist constants ρ0, ϱ0(B) > 0 so
that whenever ρN < ρ0 and ϱM,N (B) < ϱ0(B), it holds that:

(1) If um ∈ U then

M∑
m=1

∥um − ûm
M,N∥2

Hγ′
(Y)

≤ Cρ
2(γ−γ′)
N

(
∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)
,

where 0 ≤ γ′ ≤ γ and C > 0 is a constant depending on Y.
(2) If um ∈ U2 then

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ C
(
ϱM,N (B)η−

Q+d
2 + ργ−γ′

N

)(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U2

)1/2

,

for d/2 + order(P) < γ′ < γ and a constant C > 0 that depends on Y and B.

Note that our error bounds are reminiscent of Sobolev sampling inequalities (see Proposition 3 and the preceding
discussion) that are the corner stone of our proof technique; indeed our rates in terms of fill-distances and the
smoothness indices γ, η are familiar in this context. The key observation here is that the ûm

M,N interpolate the um

on the observation points YN so sampling inequalities are a natural choice. However, the ûm
M,N are not necessarily

minimum norm interpolants of the um due to the simultaneous optimization of functions and the equation which

complicates the proof of statement (1). The bounds for P̂M,N are more challenging since, intuitively, the input points

S over which P̂M,N approximates the value of P are themselves noisy due to the fact that the ûm
M,N and their requisite

partial derivatives are not exact. This motivates the assumption that elements of P are Lipschitz which in turn allows
us to use a noisy sampling inequality to complete the proof.

We emphasize that the above error bounds are quite strong, and give pointwise control over the errors of the ûm
M,N

and P̂M,N over subsets of their domains provided that the training data is sufficiently space-filling. This is in line with
the theory of scattered data approximation and suggests various avenues for experimental design of equation learning

algorithms. Furthermore, the bound for P̂M,N implies that the learned PDE is accurate for new input-output pairs
(u, f) that are close to the training data in an appropriate sense, i.e., if Φ(u, ·) ∈ B. In SI B.3 we use this observation

to extend the error bound for P̂M,N to the corresponding pesudo inverse P̂†
M,N .
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3.2.1. Connection to existing results. The theoretical analysis of equation learning methods has been the subject of
study in a number of previous works. Most notably [127] presents a comprehensive convergence analysis of SINDy
with recovery guarantees using techniques from sparse recovery and compressed sensing. More recent articles have
also considered fundamental limitations of equation learning such as identifiability [101] and PDE learning from a
single trajectory [42]. More precise results have also been obtained for particular types of PDEs such as elliptic
equations [95, 14]. Our analysis is different from these works in a number of directions: (1) to our knowledge previous
works do not cover the case of the 1-step methods or the RKHS formulation; (2) quantitative worst-case error bounds
such as ours are first of their kind; (3) some of the stronger guarantees in the literature are tailored to specific PDEs
while our results apply to generic nonlinear PDEs under sufficient smoothness assumptions. For a more detailed
overview of related work to our theory see SI A.

4. Implementation and algorithms

We now turn our attention to the practical implementation and development of algorithms for 1-step and 2-step
KEqL. We focus our discussion on the high-level and core aspects of algorithms and refer the reader to SI C as well
as our GitHub repository3 for further details.

4.1. Implementing 2-step KEqL. Our implementation of 2-step KEqL is straightforward and utilizes standard
representer theorems for kernel regression. It is well-known (see SI B) that the solution to (5) admits the formula

(12) ûm(y) = U(Y m, y)T α̂m, where α̂m =
(
U(Y m, Y m) + σ2

uI
)−1

um(Y m).

Here U(Y m, y) := (U(ym
1 , y), · · · ,U(ym

N , y)) ∈ UN is a column vector field and U(Y m, Y m) ∈ RN×N is a kernel matrix
with entries U(Y m, Y m)ij = U(ym

i , ym
j ). Setting σu = 0 further characterizes the solution (4) assuming U(Y m, Y m)

is invertible. Thanks to (12) we can directly compute,

Lqû(y) = LqU(Y
m, y)T α̂m, where LqU(Y

m, y) = (LqU(y
m
1 , y), · · · , LqU(y

m
N , y)) ,

which requires us to apply the Lq operators to the kernel U as a function of its second input (the y variable) for fixed
values of its first input (the ym

n values). For typical PDEs this amounts to computing partial derivatives of U either
analytically or using automatic differentiation software.

We can solve (8) identically to the above, using the formula

(13) P̂ (s) = P(S, s)T β̂, where β̂ = (P(S, S) + σ2
P )

−1(f(Y )− P (S)), and S = ∪M
m=1Φ(û

m, Y ).

We used the shorthand notation f(Y ) = (f1(Y ), . . . , fM (Y )) ∈ RMK , the concatenation of the vectors fm(Y ), and

P (S) ∈ RMK , the vector of point values of P evaluated on S, both viewed as column vectors. Similar to (12), we

also defined the vector field P(S, s) := (P(s1, s), . . . ,P(sM , s)) ∈ PMK , and the matrix P(S, S) =
(
P(si, sj)

)M
i,j=1

∈
RMK×MK . In further analogy with the first step, setting σP = 0 gives the solution to (6) when P(S, S) is invertible.

The formulae (12) and (13) highlight the convenience and computational efficacy of 2-step KEqL since each
equation requires a single linear solve involving a kernel matrix; this can be done very efficiently using sparse or
randomized linear algebra techniques; see [96, 19, 20] as well as SI C.

4.2. Implementing 1-step KEqL and its reduced version. The implementation of 1-step KEqL is more involved
and requires the solution of a compositional optimization problem. The first step is to derive an equivalent discrete
formulation of (9) and (10); this amounts to the derivation of a representer theorem which we state for (9). Next we
design an algorithm that can efficiently solve the aforementioned discrete optimization problem.

Towards stating our representer theorem, we need to introduce some new notation: Assuming U is sufficiently
regular, define the bounded and linear functionals ϕq

k := δyk ◦Lq ∈ U⋆ for q = 1, . . . , Q and k = 1, . . . ,K, recalling our

convention that L1 denotes the identity map so that ϕ1
k = δyk . Further observe that Φ(u, yk) = (yk, ϕ

1
k(u), . . . , ϕ

Q
k (u))

by definition and so the ϕq
k denote the linear operators that give the subset of components of Φ(u, yk) as a function of

u, justifying our choice of notation. Write U(ϕq
k, y) = ϕq

k(U(·, y)) ∈ U , i.e., the RKHS function obtained by applying

ϕq
k to U(·, y) for every fixed value of y. Further define U(ϕq

k, ϕ
ℓ
j) := ϕℓ

j(U(ϕ
q
k, ·)) for ℓ = 1, . . . , Q and j = 1, . . . ,K.

Next define the vector field U(ϕ, y) :=
(
U(ϕ1

1, y), . . . ,U(ϕ
1
K , y), . . . ,U(ϕQ

1 , y), . . . ,U(ϕ
Q
K , y)

)
∈ UQK , along with the

vectors U(ϕ, ϕq
k) =

(
U(ϕ1

1, ϕ
q
k), . . . ,U(ϕ

1
K , ϕq

k), . . . ,U(ϕ
Q
1 , ϕ

q
k), . . . ,U(ϕ

Q
K , ϕq

k)
)
∈ RQK . Further let U(ϕq, ϕℓ) ∈ RK×K

denote the matrices with entries U(ϕq, ϕℓ)k,j = U(ϕq
k, ϕ

ℓ
j) and the block-matrix U(ϕ, ϕ) ∈ RQK×QK with blocks

U(ϕ, ϕ)q,ℓ = U(ϕq, ϕℓ) ∈ RK×K . Note that the above vectors and matrices can be computed offline using either
analytical expressions (by computing appropriate partial derivatives of the kernel U) or automatic differentiation
akin to the 2-step KEqL. With this new notation we have the following characterization of the minimizers of (9):

3https://github.com/TADSGroup/kernelequationlearning
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Theorem 2. Suppose that U is sufficiently regular so that the operators ϕq
k are well-defined as elements of its dual

U⋆. Then every minimizing tuple (ûuu, P̂ ) of (9) can be written in the form

ûm(y) = U(ϕ, y)T α̂m, P̂ (s) = P(Ŝ, s)T β̂,

for a tuple (α̂αα, β̂) that solve the equivalent optimization problem

(14)

(α̂αα, β̂) = argmin
ααα∈(RQK)M , β∈RMK

βTP(S(ααα), S(ααα)β + λ

M∑
m=1

(αm)TU(ϕ, ϕ)αm,

s.t. U(ϕ, Y m)Tαm = um(Y m), and P(S(ααα), Sm(ααα))Tβ = fm(Y )− P (Sm(αm)),

where S(ααα) = ∪M
m=1S

m(αm), and Sm(αm) = Φ(U(ϕ, ·)Tαm, Y ).

Here we introduced the block vector ααα := (α1, . . . , αM ) ∈ (RQK)M for coefficient vectors αm ∈ RQK , along with the
matrices U(ϕ, Y m) ∈ RQK×N with columns U(ϕ, ym

n ), and P(S, Sm) ∈ RMK×K with columns P(S, smk ).

The proof of this theorem is given in SI B. The main idea of the proof is based on the observation that conditioned
on the values Lqv

m(yk), the optimization problems for the vm and G variables in (9) will decouple. Then the result is
obtained by introducing auxiliary variables representing the Lqv

m(yk) and applying representer theorems for RKHS
interpolation with linear observation models. The problem (14) is the key to the design of our algorithms as it
is readily implementable without the need for further discretization. This fact further implies that our theoretical
analysis of (9) in Section 3 applies to the algorithms we implement in practice. We can further relax the equality
constraints in (14) to obtain an equivalent problem for (10):

(15)

(α̂αα, β̂) = argmin
ααα∈(RQK)M , β∈RMK

βTP(S(ααα), S(ααα))β +

M∑
m=1

λ(αm)TU(ϕ, ϕ)αm

+
1

2σ2
u

∥U(ϕ, Y m)Tαm − um(Y m)∥22 +
1

2σ2
P

∥P(S(ααα), Sm(αm))Tβ + P (Sm(αm))− fm(Y )∥22.

4.2.1. An LM algorithm for 1-step KEqL. Solving (15) is difficult in practice as a small perturbation in the αm can
lead to a large perturbation in the derivatives of the corresponding function vm = U(ϕ, ·)Tαm. This large variation
further translates into a large change in the Sm(αm) point clouds leading to numerical instabilities. To mitigate this
issue, we propose an iterative LM algorithm that will approximate the objective function of (15) with a quadratic
minimization problem at each step.

Define Jm(ααα, β) := P(S(ααα), Sm(αm))Tβ + P (Sm(αm)) − fm(Y ) so that the last term in (15) is simply
1

2σ2
P
∥Jm(ααα, β)∥22. Then we compute a minimizing sequence (ααα(j), β(j))

∞
j=1 given by the scheme

(16)

(ααα(j+1),β(j+1)) = argmin
ααα∈(RQK)M , β∈RMK

βTP
(
S(ααα(j)), S(ααα(j))

)
β +

M∑
m=1

[
λ(αm)TU(ϕ, ϕ)αm

+
1

2σ2
u

∥U(ϕ, Y m)Tαm − um(Y m)∥22 +
1

2σ2
P

∥∥∥∥Jm(ααα(j), β(j)) +∇Jm(ααα(j), β(j))

(
ααα−ααα(j)

β − β(j)

)∥∥∥∥2
2

]

+ λ(j)

[
(β − β(j))

TP
(
S(ααα(j)), S(ααα(j))

)
(β − β(j)) +

M∑
m=1

(αm − αm
(j))

TU(ϕ, ϕ)(αm − αm
(j))

]
.

The first two terms are identical to (15) with ααα fixed at the previous value ααα(j), the third term is unchanged, and the
forth term is a local quadratic approximation obtained by linearizing Jm with ∇Jm denoting the Jacobian. The last
term acts as a damping term that ensures that our next estimate (ααα(j+1), β(j+1)) does not deviate too far from the
current values. The λ(j) > 0 is inversely proportional to a step-size parameter which is updated using a standard gain
ratio heuristic that compares the decrease produced in the true objective to the decrease observed in the quadratic
approximation; see SI C.

We highlight that while naive implementation of (16) leads to an effective algorithm, the computational cost due
to kernel matrices P(S, S) and U(ϕ, ϕ) can become prohibitive when N,M are large. To address these bottlenecks we
implement different computation techniques such as Nyström approximations and block matrix inversion. We will
not discuss these details here but refer the reader to SI C or our Github repository 4. Instead, we will present an
efficient relaxation of 1-step KEqL using a reduced basis that has good performance in many practical cases.

4https://github.com/TADSGroup/kernelequationlearning
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4.2.2. Reduced 1-step KEqL: an efficient approximation. We now introduce an approximate 1-step KEqL that, at
a small cost to accuracy, leads to a better conditioned and more efficient formulation. To this end, we propose
to approximate (15) by restricting the vm’s to the subspace span{U(y1, ·), . . . ,U(yK , ·)} ⊂ U , i.e., we write vm =
U(Y, ·)Tαm for αm ∈ RK as opposed to RQK for 1-step KEqL. Thus this reformulation effectively constitutes a
reduced basis/feature map formulation leading to the following analogous problem:

(17)

(α̂αα, β̂) = argmin
ααα∈(RK)M , β∈RMK

βTP(S(ααα), S(ααα))β +

M∑
m=1

λ(αm)TU(Y, Y )αm

+
1

2σ2
u

∥U(Y, Y m)Tαm − um(Y m)∥22 +
1

2σ2
P

∥P(S(ααα), Sm(αm))Tβ + P (Sm(αm)− fm(Y )∥22,

with S(ααα) = ∪M
m=1S

m(αm) as before but with Sm(αm) = Φ(U(Y, ·)Tαm, Y ).
Observe that if we take Y m = Y for all m then the first constraint above completely identifies the αm and

the reduced 1-step KEqL coincides with 2-step KEqL. Therefore this method interpolates between the 1-step and
2-step methods. Furthermore, we can apply the same idea to the P(S, s) feature maps and choose a reduced basis

for representing the learned equation P̂ by, for example, subsampling the points in S in (17). Regardless, the LM
algorithm of Section 4.2.1 remains applicable here.

4.3. Choosing kernels and hyper-parameters. While the 1- and 2-step KEqL are generic and well-defined for
any choice of P and U (assuming sufficient regularity), the practical performance of these algorithms is closely tied
to a good choice of kernels as is often the case for kernel/GP methods. Broadly speaking, the choice of these kernels

imposes constraints on our model classes for the functions ûm and the learned PDE P̂ ; in the case of the latter the
choice of P is analogous to choosing dictionaries in SINDy. Moreover, in many applications we may have access to
expert knowledge about the um and the type of PDE at hand. In such scenarios it is helpful to design our kernels
to reflect such prior knowledge. A standard example is periodic boundary conditions or invariance of the solution to
the PDE under certain symmetries and operators. Below we discuss some instances of such kernels that are useful
for prototypical PDEs that we study in Section 5.

4.3.1. Choosing U. Since Sobolev spaces are a natural solution space for many PDEs we choose the Matérn kernel
family for U. In particular, we consider the anisotropic Matérn kernels:

UMatérn(y, y
′) :=

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√
2ν∥y − y′∥Σ

)ν
Kν

(√
2ν∥y − y′∥Σ

)
, ∀y, y′ ∈ Y,

where ν > 0 is a parameter, Γ is the standard gamma function, and Kν is the modified Bessel function of the second
kind, and ∥y − y′∥2Σ := (y − y′)TΣ−1(y − y′) for a PDS matrix Σ ∈ Rd×d.

It is known (see [48, Ex. 2.6, 2.8]) that under mild conditions, the RKHS of the Matérn kernel is norm equivalent

to the Sobolev space Hν+d/2. Due to this equivalence it is crucial that the regularity parameter ν is chosen carefully
in light of the order of the PDE. In the limit ν → ∞ the Matérn kernel converges to the radial basis function (RBF)
kernel URBF(y, y

′) := exp
(
− 1

2
∥y − y′∥2Σ

)
which has an infinitely smooth RKHS. In addition to this kernel we also

use the first order rational quadratic (RQ) kernel, defined as URQ(y, y
′) :=

(
1 + ∥y − y′∥2Σ

)−1
. We often take Σ to be

a diagonal matrix Σ = diag(γ) for a vector of lengthscales γ ∈ Rd
>0 to be chosen via maximum likelihood estimation

(MLE), or hand tuned; standard cross validation techniques can also be utilized.

4.3.2. Choosing P. Following the observation that many PDEs that arise in physical sciences have polynomial non-
linearities [29, Sec. 1.2], a natural choice for P would be a polynomial kernel; this is also the dominant model for

construction of dictionaries in SINDy-type algorithms. Here we consider Ppoly(s, s
′) =

(
(s− c)TB(s′ − c) + 1

)deg
,

for s, s′ ∈ RQ+d, where B ∈ RQ+d×Q+d is a matrix akin to Σ in the previous section that allows us to scale different
input coordinates or to introduce correlations, and c ∈ RQ+d is a fixed vector introducing bias. We treat B, c as
hyper-parameters for this kernel. In extreme scenarios, if no a priori knowledge about P exists, then one can take P
to be a Matérn or RBF kernel as in the case of U above.

We are particularly interested in learning PDEs with variable coefficients, such as the variable coefficient diffusion
model (3). In such cases we may have a priori knowledge that P has polynomial dependence on a subset of inputs
(the L1u(y), . . . , LQu(y) values) but general nonlinear dependence on other parameters (the y values). We encode
such structures using hybrid product kernels of the form Phybrid(s, s

′) = PRBF(s:d, s
′
:d)Ppoly(sd:, s

′
d:) where we used

s:d ∈ Rd to denote the first d coordinates of s and sd: ∈ RQ to denote the remaining coordinates.

5. Experiments

We now present a series of numerical experiments that demonstrate the performance of our 1-step and 2-step
methodologies for the tasks of filtering the functions um, learning differential operators P, and their solution operators
P−1. Our examples span a wide range of problems from ODE models to PDEs with variable coefficients. For
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benchmarking we compare our algorithms with SINDy [91], as a 2-step dictionary based algorithm, and the PINN-SR
method of [21] as a 1-step neural net based algorithm. Here we focus on the key points regarding each experiment
and postpone more results and details to SI D.

5.1. Common structure. In all of our experiments we will consider scalar valued differential equations of the form
(2) under the assumption that the map Φ (equivalently the differential operators Lq) is known. In the case of dynamic

models we assume Y = (0, T ] × Ω for some T > 0 and a spacial domain Ω and take P (Φ(u, y)) = P (Φ(u, (t, x))) =
∂n
t u(t, x) to be known (the order n will be clarified for each example). Since for practical experiments we use RKHSs

U that do not automatically satisfy the boundary conditions of the PDEs we us additional observation points on the
boundaries to impose those conditions. To this end, we write NY to denote the number of observation points in the
interior of Y while we use N∂Y to denote the number of observation points on the boundary, so that the total number
of observation points is always N = NY +N∂Y .

For all experiments we consider training data of the form (um(Y m), fm)Mm=1. In addition to the collocation points
Y and the observation points Y m, we also consider an independent test mesh Ytest ⊂ Γ which will be used for
reporting errors. We will consider three types of test errors:

• The filtering error quantifies the relative accuracy of the ûm compared to the training data,

Rfilter

(
(um)Mm=1

)
:=

1

M

M∑
m=1

∥um(Ytest)− ûm(Ytest)∥22
∥um(Ytest)∥22

.

• The equation learning error quantifies the relative accuracy of P̂ over a set of functions W

Reql

(
W) :=

1

|W|
∑
w∈W

∥P(w)(Ytest)− P̂(w)(Ytest)∥22
∥P(w)(Ytest)∥22

,

where |W| denotes the cardinality of W.
• The operator learning error is defined akin to the equation learning error except that it quantifies the error

of the solution map corresponding to the learned equation,

Ropl

(
W) :=

1

|W|
∑
w∈W

∥P−1(w)(Ytest)− P̂†(w)(Ytest)∥22
∥P−1(w)(Ytest)∥22

,

where P̂†(w) is defined in (11). We highlight that W constitutes initial or boundary conditions as well as
source terms depending on the problem at hand.

For different experiments we report errors with W taken to be: the training data (training); an in-distribution test
set (ID); or out-of-distribution test sets (OOD).

5.2. The Duffing oscillator. In this example we compared the performance of 1-step and 2-step KEqL along with
SINDy for learning a 1D nonlinear ODE. Our focus is on filtering and extrapolation/forecasting performance.

5.2.1. Problem setup. Consider Y = (0, 50) and the Duffing ODE

(18) P(u) = ∂2
t u− 3u+ 3u3 + 0.2∂tu = cos(2t), t ∈ Y, s.t. u(0) = ∂tu(0) = 0.

To generate the training data we solved the ODE numerically using a traditional adaptive solver. The numerical
solution was then subsampled on the observation points that were also picked on a uniform grid; see Figure 2 (A).
In this example we chose M = 1, and so we aim to learn the ODE and its solution from observations of a single
trajectory. The test data sets were generated similarly but on a finer uniform mesh with different initial conditions.

5.2.2. Algorithm setup. We chose the collocation points Y to be a fine uniform grid in Y. We further chose the
operators L1 = Id : u 7→ u , L2 : u 7→ ∂tu, and Pu = ∂2

t u. As for kernels we chose U to be a rational quadratic kernel
while we chose P to be RBF. In this example we compared 1-step and 2-step KEqL with SINDy. To approximate
the derivatives in SINDy we used the same kernel interpolant as 2-step KEqL. For the SINDy dictionary we chose all
polynomial terms of up to third degree in the variables {1, u, ∂tu}; we empirically found this dictionary to give the
best training and test errors for both SINDy and KEqL.

5.2.3. Results. We present a summary of our numerical results for this example in Figure 2; further details and
additional results can be found in SI D. In Figure 2(A) we visually compare the quality of the filtered solution û for
1-step and 2-step KEqL. We clearly see that 1-step KEqL is superior in filtering the solution. This visual performance
is further confirmed in Figure 2(B) where we observe an order of magnitude improvement between 1-step and 2-step
methods in terms of relative errors.

For our next test we considered simulating the learned ODE with new initial conditions, this is essentially an
extrapolation problem where we try to predict the state of the system outside of the window of observations. We
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show three examples of random initial conditions in Figure 2(C), comparing the solutions computed using 1- and 2-
step KEqL and SINDy. We visually observe that the 1-step method generally tracks the true solution for a longer time
interval (although all solutions eventually diverge). The superior performance of 1-step KEqL is also evident in panel
(B) where we use Ropl to denote the pointwise error between the extrapolated solutions and the true states. Once
again we observe an order of magnitude improvement between 1-step and 2-step methods although the performance
gap is smaller for larger time windows as expected.
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(a) The true u, the data, and the learned ûs
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Rfilter [0,50] 9.6e−3 3.4e−1 3.4e−1

[0,3] 2.2e−2 3.4e−1 4.0e−1

Ropl [0,6] 1.3e−1 6.2e−1 7.6e−1

[0,10] 4.2e−1 1.1e0 1.1e0

(b) Filtering and extrapolation errors
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Figure 2. Representative numerical results for the Duffing oscillator (18): (A) Shows the training
data and the ground truth state of the system u in comparison to the filtered state û using 1-step
KEqL and 2-step methods; (B) Quantitative values of relative filtering and operator learning errors.
The operator learning errors are reported for different time windows and essentially constitute ex-
trapolation errors. These values were averaged over three novel initial conditions; (C) visualization
of three extrapolated dynamics used to compute Ropl.

5.3. The Burgers’ PDE. In this example we compared 1-step KEqL with SINDy and the PINN-SR algorithm of
[21]; we consider the latter as a direct 1-step competitor for KEqL and compare errors for learning PDEs, filtering
the solution, and operator learning in various scarce data settings.

5.3.1. Problem setup. Here we take Y = (0, 1]× (0, 1) and consider the Burgers’ PDE

(19) P(u) = ∂tu+ ϑu∂xu− ν∂xxu = 0 for (t, x) ∈ Y, s.t. u(0, x) = u0(x), and u(t, 0) = u(t, 1) = 0.

In all experiments we took M = 1 so that a single solution is observed on a scarce set of observations. These solutions
were generated by prescribing the initial conditions u0 and then solving the PDE using a traditional numerical solver
on a fine mesh. The observed data was then subsampled from a set of Chebyshev collocation points that were also
used in the implementation of all algorithms.

5.3.2. Algorithm setup. We took L1 : u 7→ u , L2 : u 7→ ∂xu, L3 : u 7→ ∂2
xu and also P(u) = ∂tu. U was taken to

be RBF and P was a polynomial kernel of degree 2. To approximate the derivatives for SINDy we used the same
RBF kernel used in KEqL and the dictionary terms were polynomial features {1, u, ∂xu, ∂

2
xu}; we found that this

dictionary gave the best results for SINDy. For the PINN-SR method we used the same dictionary for P along with
a feed-forward neural network with 8 layers and width 20 to approximate u.

5.3.3. Results. We begin by considering the filtering and equation learning errors for one-shot learning of Burgers’.
These results are show in the top row of Figure 3(A) where we are reporting the errors for a fixed smooth initial
condition with different number of observation points. Note, these errors were computed over the training data but
they are different from the training error of the algorithm as they compare the filtered solution and the learned PDE
on the test mesh Ytest. Since the observation points are random we are reporting the average errors along with the
best and worst errors over different runs giving the shaded regions. We found that 1-step KEqL leads to the best
filtering errors with a wider performance gap when NY is small. Interestingly, the performance gap appears to be
more pronounced in the equation learning case where we observed an order of magnitude improvement over SINDy
and almost two orders improvement over PINN-SR. We observed significantly larger errors for PINN-SR here which
we attribute to difficulties in tuning and optimizing PINN models. In fact, we could often bring these errors down by
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hand tuning the algorithm in each instance of the experiments but automatic strategies proposed in [21] appeared to
be very sensitive to the location of observation points. This issue was exacerbated further when experimenting with
randomized initial conditions; see SI D.

In Figure 3(B, C) we show two enlightening examples that show the difference in performance of 1-step methods
vs 2-step. In (B) we hand picked an initial condition that leads to a solution with multiple (near) shocks. We see
that despite scarcity of observations, 1-step KEqL and PINN-SR are able to capture the general shape of the solution
while 2-step methods are significantly worse. In (C) we show an instance where we only observed the value of the
solution on the boundary of the domain while in row (D) we solved the learned equation for a new initial condition.
Once again we see that 1-step methods give better performance for filtering, however, when solving the learned PDE
a noticable performance gap appears across the three methods with 1-step KEqL giving the best solution. This
example further reflects the performance gaps observed in panel (A), with the equation learning performance gaps
being more pronounced compared to filtering.

0 200 400 600

10−2

100
1-step SINDy PINN-SR

Rfilter(train)

NY

(A
)
F
ix
e
d

IC
E
rr
o
rs

0 200 400 600
10−2

10−1

100
1-step SINDy PINN-SR

Reql (train)

NY

0.0

0.5

1.0

x

True

(B
)
E
x
.
1

1-step PINN-SR

−0.3

0.0

0.3

SINDy

0.0

0.5

1.0

x

(C
)
E
x
.
2

−0.3

0.0

0.3

0.0 0.5 1.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

x

t

(D
)
N
e
w

IC

0.0 0.5 1.0
t

0.0 0.5 1.0
t

0.0 0.5 1.0

0.0

0.4

t

Figure 3. Representative numerical results for Burgers’ PDE (19): (A) The filtering and equation
learning errors computed for the training functions for 1-step KEqL, SINDy, and PINN-SR using
M = 1 training pairs with different number of interior observations NY ; (B) An example application
for an initial condition that leads to multiple shocks with scarce observations depicting the quality
of filtering obtained using 1-step and 2-step methods; (C) Similar setup to row (B) with a smooth
solution that is only observed on the boundary; (D) Depicting the solution to the PDEs that were
learned in row (C) for a new initial condition.

5.4. Darcy’s flow PDE. In this example we performed a systematic study of the performance of 1-step (its reduced
version) and 2-step KEqL for learning an elliptic PDE with a variable diffusion coefficient. In particular, we investigate
the ID and OOD performance in terms of filtering, equation learning, and operator learning.

5.4.1. Problem setup. Here we take Y = (0, 1)× (0, 1) and consider the problem

(20) P(u) = div (a∇u) = f(x) with a(x) = exp (sin(cos(x1) + cos(x2))) , for x ∈ Y, and u(x) = g(x), for x ∈ ∂Y.

To generate the training data we drew functions u from a smooth GP and took f = P(u), also considering the
value of u at ∂Y as the boundary condition. Each u was then subsampled on the observation points that were picked
randomly in the interior of a uniform collocation grid where the PDE was enforced. The test data sets were generated
similarly, with the OOD data drawn from a GP with a different length scale.
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5.4.2. Algorithm setup. We picked the operators L1 : u 7→ u , L2 : u 7→ ∂x1u, L3 : u 7→ ∂2
x1
u, L4 : u 7→ ∂x2u,

L5 : u 7→ ∂2
x2
u, L6 : u 7→ ∂x1x2u and P ≡ 0. We used U = URBF for learning u and P was a hybrid polynomial

kernel as the product of an RBF for the spatial variables and a polynomial kernel of first degree for the rest of the
variables. For all experiments we employed the reduced 1-step KEqL along with additional sparse numerical linear
algebra tricks (see SI C) to scale the algorithms to large training data sizes.

5.4.3. Results. Figure 4 summarizes various training and test errors for this example focusing on equation learning
and operator learning errors. These results were computed using randomly sampled solutions pairs and observation
points. The black lines represent the average errors, while the shaded regions indicate the range of errors, spanning
from the worst to the best across multiple runs.; see SI D for more details.

We observed that the reduced 1-step method consistently outperformed the 2-step method across all tasks both
ID and OOD. Most notably, in very scarce observation regime (only NY = 2 interior observations per function)
we see an order of magnitude performance gap between 1-step and 2-step methods across the board. As expected,
the gap reduces as we increase the observations NY and the size of the training data M . Finally, we note that
the operator learning errors follow the same trends as the equation learning errors which suggests that ID operator
learning should inherit similar rates as ID equation learning. This fact was also shown theoretically in SI B.3 under
strong assumptions on the true PDE P.
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Figure 4. Representative numerical results for Darcy’s flow PDE (20): The first three figures from
the left show the equation learning errors computed over training, ID test, and OOD test data while
the last panel shows the ID operator learning errors. R1-step here denotes the reduced 1-step KEqL
method and the labels on the graphs denote the number of interior observations points NY .

6. Discussion

In conclusion, we presented the 1- and 2-step formulations of KEqL as an algorithm for learning nonlinear PDEs as
well as their solution operators and filtering of observed states in scarce data regimes. Our theoretical results provided
quantitative error bounds and convergence rates for our algorithms while our numerical experiments demonstrated
significant gains in accuracy compared to existing methods in the literature. Additionally, our exposition unifies
various problems of interest to scientific machine learning under the same umbrella, i.e., equation learning, operator
learning, and PDE solvers, all viewed as optimal recovery problems.

Various avenues of future research and extensions of the KEqL framework can be identified: (a) we outlined KEqL
for a single PDE but its extension to systems of PDEs is an obvious next step since many physical processes of interest
are governed by systems of equations; (b) our approach to operator learning, after the deployment of KEqL, relies on

a PDE solver for each evaluation of P̂† which can be expensive. Therefore it may be interesting to investigate the
emulation of this process to obtain a cheap solver that can be deployed for real time predictions; (c) In many of our
experimental results we observed very competitive accuracy for 1-step KEqL, however, we still observed a relative
error barrier (around 10−2 in Figure 4) which is not in line with our theoretical guarantees, we suspect these issues
may arise due to ill-conditioning of the problems and various approximations made in the algorithms in order to
scale the computations; (d) While our theoretical analysis addresses asymptotic convergence rates it does not apply
to scarce data regimes where indeed we do not have small fill-distances, at least not in the physical domain Y, and
so a non-asymptotic analysis that justifies the scarce-data performance of KEqL would be of great interest.
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Supplementary Information A. Literature review

A.1. Equation learning and system identification. The discovery or learning of differential equations from
data was brought into prominence after the seminal papers [11, 99] that used symbolic regression to discover physical
laws from data. However, the problem of learning the equations that govern a dynamical system from time-series
data was already studied extensively in the 70s in the control literature under the name system identification [4,
66, 51]. Modern iterations of equation learning are often focused on learning dynamical systems and differential
equation under a sparsity prior over a dictionary of terms that are likely to be present [17, 91, 93]. While the
Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics (SINDy) [17] is perhaps the most widely known instance of such sparse
regression algorithms, many other variants have been proposed in the literature with the main defining features
being the way in which the sparsity prior is implemented [93, 49]. Since these earlier contributions, many extensions
of the sparse regression approach have been proposed. Some notable examples are: weak form equation learning
methods such as weak-SINDy [72, 72] that aim to reduce the order of partial derivatives to improve accuracy and
robustness with noisy data; ensemble methods such as ensemble-SINDy [30] where many SINDy models are trained
with different dictionaries and parameters to then be ensembled together to produce a more accurate model; and
Bayesian methods [128, 77, 126, 43, 78, 79] that utilize a probabilistic formulation of the equation learning problem,
often using sparsity-promoting priors over dictionary parameters, to enable uncertainty quantification. Many other
extensions of the sparse regression approach to equation learning have been proposed in the literature that are outside
the scope of the current article and so we refer the reader to the review article [80] and the references within. It is
important to note that the overwhelming majority of the methods discussed above fall under the category of 2-step
methods within our exposition where partial derivatives of the functions um are estimated separately from learning
the equation P . Some instances, most notably weak-SINDy [72] and UQ-SINDy [43], can be formulated as 1-step
methods but this goes beyond a simple modification of their current implementations. The closest method to 1-step
KEqL within the sparse regression family is the PiSL algorithm of [105] that estimates the um as B-cubic splines and
P over a dictionary, simultaneously. However, this method was primarily developed for ODE models and was not
extended to the case of PDEs.

Various kernel/Gaussian process (GP) methods for equation learning, or adjacent problems, have been proposed
in the literature. The connections between Bayesian/GP inference and numerical analysis were already observed in
the works of Wahba and Kimeldorf [54, 53, 110] which underlay GP techniques for solution of differential equations
[81, 22, 23, 87, 84, 83, 24, 114, 18]. While the aforementioned works were mainly focused on the numerical solution
of differential equations, this line of thinking has lead to various kernel/GP methods for learning equations as well,
most notably, [86] introduced GPs for learning linear differential equations in a 1-step manner while [58] introduced a
1-step kernel method resembling our formulation for learning ODEs. The series of papers [40, 25, 61, 41, 125, 124] also
introduced a methodology that is very similar to ours for inference of ODEs from time-series data towards filtering
and data assimilation. [90] introduces a kernel analogue to SINDy and weak-SINDy for dynamic problems based on
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the idea of occupation kernels, kernels that correspond to integrals of RKHS functions over trajectories. The idea
of occupation kernels was further used in [115] for learning the drift and diffusion of an stochastic process. [26] also
used a kernel method for learning stochastic differential equations from a single trajectory. [67] introduced an early
version of 2-step KEqL for learning ODEs and PDEs with unknown coefficients and observed improved performance
in both equation learning and operator learning, inspiring the present paper. Finally, we note that the computational
graph completion framework that contains our methodology was introduced in [82] where it was already used to learn
an ODE model for an electrical circuit using scarce data, this work was further extended to hyper-graphs in [16].

More recently, various neural net models for learning and discovery of differential equations have been proposed.
These methods range from symbolic regression [68, 69, 121, 122, 123] to neural net regression [85, 12, 21, 55]. The
latter class of methods are based on the methodology of physics-informed neural nets (PINNs) [88] that approximates
solutions of PDEs by minimizing residuals over a neural net function class. Both [85, 21] model the unknown functions
um with neural networks. The deep hidden physics model of [85] then proceeds to also model P with a neural net
while the PINN-SR algorithm of [21] models P over a sparse dictionary akin to SINDy. We should note that the
deep hidden physics model was not originally presented in the setting of scarce observations but it can be easily
modified for that task akin to the PINN-SR model. However, both methods are prone to difficulties with solving
the resulting optimization problems as is known for other PINN models [57]. Regardless, the PINN-SR model is the
closest competitor to our 1-step KEqL method and hence is used as a benchmark in our experiments.

A.2. Theory of equation learning. The problem of learning dynamical systems is a vast and old field with a
mature theoretical foundation. A complete overview of this field is outside the scope of this paper, and we refer the
reader to the recent survey [9]. The theoretical analysis of equation learning, on the other hand, is a more recent and
less mature topic. The convergence properties of sparse regression methods for equation learning (e.g. SINDy) were
studied in the series of articles [93, 127, 94, 49] where techniques from compressed sensing and random matrix theory
were used to provide recovery guarantees over appropriate dictionaries. Although these results can be viewed as
analogues of our error analysis for 2-step KEqL for the case of sparse regression methods, they are not applicable to
1-step methods in scarce data regimes of interest to us. The recent paper [101] studies the identifiability of equation
learning for ODEs and PDEs, i.e., under what conditions is it at all possible to learn an equation even with abundant
data? Conversely, [42] considers the limitations of learning a PDE from a single trajectory.

Our theoretical results give a different type of result compared to the aforementioned papers by presenting worst-
case error bounds and mostly relying on smoothness assumptions on the functions um and P while remaining appli-
cable to 1-step methodologies. Our techniques borrow ideas from the mature field of scattered data approximation
[116] and build on Sobolev sampling inequalities from approximation theory [117, 76, 3]. Indeed, our theory is heavily
inspired by the recent papers [7, 6] where error bounds of a similar flavor were derived for kernel PDE solvers and
kernel operator learning algorithms.

A.3. Inverse problems. Identifying parameters (often functions) of a differential equation is the primary focus of the
field of inverse problems [106, 45] with a rich history of theoretical analysis [28, 44] and computational methodologies
[107]. While traditional inverse problems focus on known PDEs with unknown spatio-temporal coefficients, the
methodologies developed for those problems can be extended to both 1-step and 2-step methodologies for equation
learning; in fact, one can argue that equation learning, as presented in the current paper, is an inverse problem
for P . Many of the ideas that we developed in the current paper including the use of RKHS regularizers and the
linearizations used to define the algorithm for solving the 1-step KEqL problem are prevalent in the inverse problems
literature [39]. Ideas akin to our 1-step formulation have also appeared in the inverse problems literature under the
name of joint inversion [38], where parameters of related models are recovered simultaneously, as well as all-at-once
inversion [46, 47] where the unknown coefficients of the PDE and the solution are estimated in a single optimization
problem.

A.4. Operator learning. The field of operator learning has become very popular in recent years and since the
seminal papers [10, 63, 70] where neural net techniques were developed for the approximation of solution maps of
PDEs. Since then, a large body of work has been developed around operator learning focusing on methodologies as
well as theory; see [56] and references within for neural operators and [6] for the kernel perspective. We should note
that, while modern operator learning is largely focused on neural net models for data-driven learning of mappings
between function spaces, the operator learning problem has appeared in the literature since at least the early 2000’s in
the fields of computer model emulation [52], polynomial chaos [120], stochastic Galerkin methods [35], reduced order
modeling [71], and model order reduction [98], all of whom are supported by mature theoretical and methodological
literature. We also mention the works [97, 13, 14, 112, 95] that consider the operator learning of linear PDEs with
quantitative approximation rates.

It is important to note that our perspective towards operator learning, which deliberately utilizes the fact that
the differential operator P is local, is far from the dominant approach in the aforementioned works. However, this
idea has been investigated in the context of physics-informed operators in recent years [27, 37, 64]. These models
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train a neural net to learn the solution map of a PDE with an additional term in the training loss that minimizes the
residual of the PDE for the predicted solutions on a collocation mesh akin to our 1-step method. The main departing
feature however is that physics-informed neural operators assume knowledge of the underlying PDE.

A.5. Data assimilation. The problem of recovering the functions um and in turn predicting the solution of a
dynamic PDE in future times falls within the field of data assimilation [59, 89] which, historically, was developed
closely alongside filtering [5, 119] and control [36, 31]. The problem of filtering the state of a control system while
identifying its unknown parameters (i.e., system identification) is also classical in filtering [109, 103] and can be solved
using classic techniques such as extended Kalman smoothing [92, Sec. 5]. This idea has been further developed in
various directions including: expectation maximization methods [34, 102]; dual extended Kalman filters [111]; GP
dynamical models [113, 32] (which are reminiscent of our method as well as the work [40] and subsequence works);
and sequential Monte Carlo [65]. The important distinction of these works compared to our approach is three fold,
first, the works in data assimilation and control often assume particular structure for the underlying dynamic models;
second, these works are almost exclusively developed for dynamical systems as opposed to PDEs; and third, data
assimilation is almost exclusively concerned with time-series data. However, the close adjacency of the aforementioned
work to ours suggests potential future applications of the KEqL methodology within the data assimilation literature.

Supplementary Information B. Theoretical details

In this section we collect details of the theoretical foundations behind our kernel equation learning algorithm along
with detailed proofs of convergence analyses and error bounds presented in the main body of the paper.

B.1. Preliminaries. Here we collect some preliminary definitions and results from the theory of RKHSs and Sobolev
spaces that are used throughout the main body of the paper as well as proofs outlined later in this section.

B.1.1. RKHS review. The following results are standard in the theory of RKHSs and can be found in many classic
texts such as [100, 83, 104, 8]. Consider an open set Ω ⊂ Rq and a kernel H : Ω×Ω → R. We say H is positive definite
and symmetric (PDS) if for any N ∈ N and set of points X = {x1, . . . , xN} ⊂ Ω, the kernel matrix H(X,X) ∈ RN×N

with (i, j)-entries H(xi, xj) is PDS. If H(X,X) is strictly PDS then we say H is a strictly PDS kernel.
Every PDS kernel H is uniquely identified with a Hilbert space H, called its corresponding RKHS, with inner

product ⟨·, ·⟩H and norm ∥ · ∥H. The kernel H and elements of H satisfy the so-called reproducing property, i.e.,
⟨f,H(x, ·)⟩H = f(x) for all f ∈ H. We are particularly interested in the characterization of H via Mercer’s theorem.

Proposition 1. Suppose Ω ⊂ Rq is bounded and let H be a PDS kernel that is continuous in both of its arguments
on Ω. Then there exists an orthonormal set of continuous eigenfunctions {ei}∞i=1 ⊂ L2(Ω) and decreasing eigenvalues
{λi}∞i=1, λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ . . . , such that

H(x, x′) =

∞∑
i=1

λiei(x)ei(x
′).

The RKHS H can be characterized as

(21) H =

f : Ω → R | f(x) =
∑

i∈{i|λi ̸=0}

ci(f)ei(x),
∑

i∈{i|λi ̸=0}

λ−1
i ci(f)

2 < +∞


and for any pair f, f ′ ∈ H we have ⟨f, f ′⟩H =

∑
i∈{i|λi ̸=0} λ

−1
i ci(f)ci(f

′).

Given the spectral characterization (21), we further define the nested ladder of RKHS spaces

Hγ :=

{
f : Ω → R | f(x) =

∞∑
i=1

ci(f)ei(x),

∞∑
i=1

λ−γ
i ci(f)

2 < +∞

}
,

for γ ≥ 1. These are precisely the RKHSs corresponding to the kernels Hγ(x, x′) :=
∑∞

i=1 λ
γ
i ei(x)ei(x

′). Naturally,
larger values of γ imply more ”smoothness”, in particular we have the inclusion Hγ2 ⊂ Hγ1 for 1 ≤ γ1 < γ2 following
Hölder’s inequality. Observe that our definition of the Hγ resembles the spectral definition of Sobolev spaces Hγ(Ω)
on compact sets in which case the {λi, ei}∞i=1 can be taken as the eigenpairs of the Green’s function of the Laplacian
operator. The following lemma is useful in our proofs later in this section.

Lemma 1. Suppose f ∈ H2γ and f ′ ∈ Hγ . Then it holds that ⟨f ′, f⟩Hγ ≤ ∥f ′∥L2(Ω)∥f∥H2γ .

Proof. For simplicity of notation let us assume that λi ̸= 0 so that the kernel H is strictly PDS (i.e., non-degenerate).
By definition of the Hγ inner product, and using Cauchy-Schwartz, we have that

⟨f ′, f⟩Hγ =

∞∑
i=1

λ−γ
i ci(f

′)ci(f) ≤

(
∞∑
i=1

ci(f
′)2
)1/2( ∞∑

i=1

λ−2γ
i ci(f)

2

)1/2

= ∥f ′∥L2(Ω)∥f∥H2γ .

□
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Finally we recall the following representer theorem for interpolation problems in RKHSs which is fundamental to
our proof of Theorem 2:

Lemma 2 (Representer theorem for interpolation [83, Cor. 17.12]). Let H be an RKHS with kernel H and let
ϕ1, . . . ϕN ∈ H⋆ (the set of bounded and linear functionals on H). Consider

f̂ := argmin
f∈H

∥f∥H s.t. ϕi(f) = zi, i = 1, . . . , N,

for z = (z1, . . . , zN ) ∈ RN . Then every minimizer f̂ has the form f̂ = H(ϕ, ·)T α̂ where α̂ = H(ϕ, ϕ)−1z. Here we
followed the notation of Theorem 2 and wrote H(ϕi, x) = ϕi(H(·, x)), H(ϕ, x) = (H(ϕ1, x), . . . ,H(ϕN , x)) ∈ HN , and
H(ϕ, ϕ) ∈ RN×N as the matrix with entries ϕj(H(ϕi, ·)). In cases where H(ϕ, ϕ) is not invertible the vector α̂ is defined
in the least squares sense.

B.1.2. Sobolev spaces. We now collect useful technical results concerning Sobolev spaces that are the corner stone of
our error analysis in Section 3. For an extensive study of Sobolev spaces we refer the reader to [1]. For introduction
to Sobolev sampling inequalities and related results on scattered data approximation see [116].

For an open set Ω ⊆ Rq and γ ∈ N we write Hγ(Ω) to denote the L2(Ω) based Sobolev space of index γ, i.e.,
the elements of u ∈ L2(Ω) such that all partial derivatives of order γ also belong to L2(Ω). In particular, we equip
Hγ(Ω) with the norm

∥u∥2Hγ(Ω) =
∑
|a|≤γ

∥Dau∥2L2(Ω),

where a = (a1, . . . , aq) is a multi-index set with aj ∈ N0 (the set of positive integers including zero) and Da :=
∂a1

∂x
a1
1

∂a2

∂x
a2
2

. . . ∂aq

∂x
aq
q

, where we used xj to denote the j-th component of x as a vector in Rq. We can then define

Hγ(Ω) := {u ∈ L2(Ω) | ∥u∥Hγ(Ω) < +∞} with the convention H0(Ω) = L2(Ω). We recall the following classic results
for Sobolev spaces:

Proposition 2 (Sobolev embedding theorem [1, Thm. 4.12]). Suppose Ω ⊂ Rq is a bounded set with Lipschitz
boundary and that for p ∈ N it holds that γ > q/2 + p. Then Hγ(Ω) is continuously embedded in Cp(Ω) and it holds
that ∥u∥Cp(Ω) ≤ CΩ∥u∥Hγ(Ω) for an embedding constant CΩ ≥ 0 that depends only on Ω.

In addition to the embedding theorem we will heavily rely on the Sobolev sampling inequality which gives control
over the Sobolev norm of a function that is small or zero on a discrete set. The following theorem is a distillation of
[117, Prop. 2.4] in the form that we need in our proofs; see also [76, 60, 3].

Proposition 3 (Sobolev sampling inequality). Suppose Ω ⊂ Rd is a bounded set with Lipschitz boundary and consider

a set of points X = {x1, . . . , xN} ⊂ Ω with fill distance hX := supx∈Ω infx′∈X ∥x−x′∥2. Let u|X denote the restriction
of u to the set X, viewed as a vector in RN . Further consider indices γ > d/2 and 0 ≤ η ≤ γ and let u ∈ Hγ(Ω).

(a) (Noiseless) Suppose u|X = 0. Then there exists h0 > 0 so that whenever hX ≤ h0 we have the inequality

∥u∥Hη(Ω) ≤ CΩh
γ−η
X ∥u∥Hγ(Ω)

where CΩ > 0 is a constant that depends only on Ω.
(b) (Noisy) Suppose u|X ̸= 0. Then there exists h0 > 0 so that whenever hX ≤ h0 we have the inequality

∥u∥L∞(Ω) ≤ CΩh
γ−d/2
X ∥u∥Hγ(Ω) + 2∥u|X∥∞,

where CΩ > 0 is a constant that depends only on Ω.

B.2. Convergence proof and error analysis for KEqL (Proof of Theorem 1). Recall that we considered
the training data of the form {um(Y m), fm}Mm=1 with a set of N observation points Y m ⊂ Y. For our convergence
analysis we need to consider the limits M,N → ∞ and so we will need to index our observation points and solutions
appropriately. We will write Y m

N to highlight the number N of collocation points in the observation point set. To
further simplify notation we will assume that Y = YM,N = ∪M

m=1Y
m
N , so that the collocation points are simply the

union of the observation points for any choice of N . Moreover, we write ûm
M,N and P̂M,N to highlight the dependence

of minimizers on the size of the observation point set N and the total number of training pairs M .
For reference let us recall our PDE problem along with the optimization problem for 1-step KEqL with our new

notation. Below we also include the known function P , representing our knowledge of existing terms in the PDE.

(PDE)

{
P(u)(y) = (P + P ) ◦ Φ(u, y) = f(y), ∀y ∈ Y where Φ(u, y) = (y, L1u(y), . . . , LQu(y)),

B(u)(y) = g(y), ∀y ∈ ∂Y.

(1STP)


(ûuuM,N , P̂M,N ) = argmin

vvv∈UM ,G∈P
∥G∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥vm∥2U

s.t. vm(Y m
N ) = um(Y m

N ), G(S(vm)) = fm(YM,N )− P (S(vm)).
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For simplicity we took the constant λ1 = 1 and used our usual notation S(v) = {s1(v), . . . , sK(v)} where sk(v) =
Φ(v, yk) for yk ∈ YM,N .

Our theoretical analysis will rely on sufficient technical assumptions that we now summarize; these will be used
in the rest of this section for various arguments and their accumulation is presented as Assumption 1.

First we have a standard assumption on the set Y on which the PDE is defined. This assumption allows us to use
Propositions 2 and 3.

Assumption 2. The set Y ⊂ Rd is bounded and has Lipschitz boundary.

Next we will need assumptions on the kernels U and P to ensure sufficient regularity and compact embedding in
appropriate Sobolev spaces:

Assumption 3. The kernel U : Y × Y → R and its corresponding RKHS satisfy:

(i) U is PDS and continuous in its arguments.
(ii) U is compactly embedded in Hγ(Y) for some γ > d/2+order(P), in particular ∃CY > 0 such that ∥u∥Hγ(Y) ≤

CY∥u∥U for all u ∈ U .
(iii) Elements u ∈ U satisfy the boundary conditions of (PDE), i.e., B(u) = g on ∂Y.

Remark 1. We highlight that assumption (iii) above allows us to simplify our theoretical arguments significantly since
we do not need to approximate values of the functions on the boundary. However, this assumption can be removed by
adding a separate approximation result for the value of estimated solutions ûm

M,N near the boundary under sufficient
regularity assumptions.

Assumption 4. The kernel P : S × S → R and its corresponding RKHS satisfy:

(i) P is PDS.

(ii) P is compactly embedded in Hη(S) for some η > Q+d
2

.
(iii) Elements of P are locally Lipschitz, i.e., for any compact set B ⊂ S there exists a constant C(B) > 0 so that

|P (s)− P (s′)| ≤ C(B)∥P∥P∥s− s′∥2, for all s, s′ ∈ B.

Finally, recall our notation from Section 3 for the fill-distances

ρm,N = sup
y∈Y

inf
y′∈Y m

N

∥y − y′∥2, ϱM,N (B) = sup
s∈B

inf
s′∈S∩B

∥s− s′∥2,

where S = ∪M
m=1S

m with Sm = Φ(um, YM,N ) and B ⊂ S.

B.2.1. Proof of convergence for 1-step KEqL. We start by giving a proof of convergence for 1-step KEqL as a simpler
version of our quantitative rates in the next subsection.

Proposition 4. Consider the problem (1STP). Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 and Assumption 4(i-ii) hold, P ∈ P,

and P is continuous. Consider pairs {um, fm}∞m=1 satisfying (PDE) and a bounded set B ⊂ S with Lipschitz
boundary. Finally, suppose ρm,N → 0 as N → ∞ for all m and ϱM,N (B) → 0 as M,N → ∞. Then the following
holds:

(a) Fix M . If um ∈ U then limN→∞ ûm
M,N = um pointwise in Y and in Hγ′

(Y) for all γ′ < γ and m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
(b) If um ∈ U2 then limM→∞ limN→∞ P̂M,N = P pointwise in B and in Hη′

(B) for all η′ < η.

Proof. Let us verify that our assumptions are sufficient for the problem to be well defined. Since U is an RKHS
then the problem for ûm

M,N is readily well defined. Moreover, since U is continuous the space U2 is well defined as in
SI B.1.1. Moreover, Assumption 2 along with Assumption 3(ii) and Proposition 2 ensure that Φ is continuous and
bounded, in fact, Φ(·, y) is a bounded and linear operator on U ; this is simply the statement that P(u) is defined

pointwise. Finally, since P is an RKHS and P is continuous we ensure that the problem for P̂M,N is also well defined.
Proof of (a): Observe that the pair (uuu, P ) (notation: uuu = (u1, u2, . . . uM )) are feasible for (1STP) for all values of

M,N . Then the optimality of (ûuuM,N , P̂M,N ) implies that

(22) ∥P̂M,N∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥ûm
M,N∥2U ≤ ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U .

Thus, for fixed M we have that ∥ûm
M,N∥U ≤ C(M) for all m, i.e., {ûm

M,N}∞N=1 is bounded in U . Then Assumption 3(ii)
implies that ûm

M,N has a convergent subsequence in Hγ(Y). On the other hand, since ρm,N → 0 and thanks to the
assumption that um are continuous (since they belong to U) we infer that all accumulation points of ûm

M,N coincide
with um. This implies that for fixed M and for any m ∈ {1, . . . ,M} we have limN→∞ ûm

M,N = um pointwise and in

Hγ′
(Y) for γ′ < γ.
Proof of (b): Fix M and for each um define the optimal interpolant

(23) um
N := argmin

v∈U
∥v∥ s.t. v(Y m

N ) = um(Y m
N ).
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By optimality, we have the bound

(24) ∥ûm
M,N∥U ≥ ∥um

N∥U .

At the same time, the representer theorem gives um
N = U(Y m

N , ·)TU(Y m
N , Y m

N )−1um(Y m
N ) and a direct calculation using

the reproducing property implies that ⟨um − um
N , um

N ⟩U = 0 which in turn gives the identity

(25) ∥um − um
N∥2U = ∥um∥2U − ∥um

N∥2U .

At the same time, since we assumed um ∈ U2 we also have, using Lemma 1,

∥um − um
N∥2U = ⟨um − um

N , um⟩U ≤ ∥um − um
N∥L2(Y)∥u

m∥U2 .

But, an identical argument to part (a) shows that ∥um−um
N∥L2(Y) → 0 as N → ∞ and so we infer that limN→∞ ∥um−

um
N∥U = 0. This fact, together with (24) and (25) implies that

lim sup
N→∞

∥ûm
N∥U ≥ ∥um∥U .

Then it follows from (22) that

lim sup
N→∞

∥P̂M,N∥P ≤ ∥P∥P .

This implies that the sequence {P̂M,N}∞N=1 is bounded and so has a convergent subsequence due to Assumption 4(ii).
From part (a) we also have that limN→∞ Φ(ûm

M,N , y) = Φ(um, y) for all y ∈ Y and m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
□

We now summarize our proof of quantitative error estimates that were summarized in Theorem 3. We will split
the proof into two propositions, giving rates for the 1-step and 2-step methods separately.

B.2.2. Error analysis for 1-step KEqL. We now turn our attention to quantitative error bounds for 1-step KEqL and
give a complete proof of Theorem 1. For convenience we restate that theorem below in the form of a proposition.

Proposition 5. Consider the problem (1STP) with M,N ∈ N. Suppose Assumptions 2 to 4 hold and P, P ∈ P.
Consider pairs {um, fm}Mm=1 satisfying (PDE), and a bounded set B ⊂ S with Lipschitz boundary. Then there exist
constants ρ0, ϱ0(B) ∈ (0, 1) so that whenever ρm,N < ρ0 and ϱM,N (B) < ϱ0(B) it holds that:

(a) If um ∈ U then

M∑
m=1

∥ûm
M,N − um∥2

Hγ′
(Y)

≤ C

(
sup

1≤m≤M
ρm,N

)2(γ−γ′)
(
∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)
,

for 0 ≤ γ′ < γ and a constant C > 0 that depend only on Y.
(b) If um ∈ U2 then

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ C

[(
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N + sup

m
ργ−γ′

m,N

)(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U2

)1/2 ]
,

for d/2 + order(P) < γ′ < γ and a constant C > 0 that depends on Y and B.

Proof. We prove each statement of the proposition separately. We will also use some notation from the convergence
proofs earlier in this section.

(a) Observe that the equality constraints ûm
M,N (Y m

N ) = um(Y m
N ) simply state that the ûm

M,N are interpolating the
um and so our error bound is natural in light of the Sobolev sampling inequality Proposition 3(a). Indeed, directly
applying that result followed by Assumption 3(ii) we obtain, for ρm,N < ρ0, the bounds

∥ûm
M,N − um∥Hγ′

(Y) ≤ C (ρm,N )γ−γ′
∥ûm

M,N − um∥Hγ(Y) ≤ C (ρm,N )γ−γ′
∥ûm

M,N − um∥U ,

with the constant C > 0 changing from one inequality to the next and depending only on the domain Y and the
choice of U and γ. Using the triangle inequality, the identity (a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2), and the optimality condition (22),
we can write

M∑
m=1

∥ûm
M,N − um∥2

Hγ′
(Y)

≤ C(sup
m

ρm,N )2(γ−γ′)

(
M∑

m=1

∥ûm
M,N∥2U +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)
,

≤ C(sup
m

ρm,N )2(γ−γ′)

(
∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)
.

This concludes the proof of the first inequality.
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(b) First, we obtain a quantitative bound on the RKHS norm of P̂M,N . The optimality condition (22) gives

∥P̂M,N∥2P ≤ ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

[
∥um∥2U − ∥ûm

M,N∥2U
]
.

On the other hand, by (24) and (25) we have

∥ûm
M,N∥2U ≥ ∥um∥2U − ∥um − um

N∥2U .

Combining the two inequalities above yields

(26) ∥P̂M,N∥2P ≤ ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um − um
N∥2U .

Applying Lemma 1 (thanks to the assumption that um ∈ U2) then gives the bound ∥um − um
N∥2U ≤ ∥um −

um
N∥L2(Y)∥u∥U2 . Further applying the sampling inequality Proposition 3 (since um

N interpolates um) to control

∥um − um
N∥L2(Y) we further obtain the bound ∥um − um

N∥2U ≤ Cργm,N∥um∥U∥u∥U2 . Substituting into (26) gives

(27) ∥P̂M,N∥2P ≤ ∥P∥2P + C

M∑
m=1

ργm,N∥um∥U∥um∥U2 .

Now we turn our attention to controlling the error between P̂M,N and P. Observe that the PDE constraint in (1STP)
implies that, for all k and m,

(P̂M,N + P )(sk(û
m
M,N )) = (P + P )(sk(u

m)).

Subtracting P̂M,N + P from both sides of the above equation, and recalling that sk(v) ≡ Φ(v, yk) is linear in v, we
obtain the bound∣∣∣(P − P̂ )(sk(u

m))
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣P̂M,N (sk(u

m − ûm
M,N )) + P (sk(u

m − ûm
M,N ))

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣P̂M,N (sk(u
m − ûm

M,N ))
∣∣∣+∣∣P (sk(u

m − ûm
M,N ))

∣∣ .
Now consider indices k,m such that sk(u

m) and sk(û
m
M,N ) belong to B. Then by the Lipschitz assumption on P̂M,N

and P (i.e., Assumption 4(iii)) we have that∣∣∣(P − P̂ )(sk(u
m))
∣∣∣2 ≤ C(B)

(
∥P̂M,N∥2P + ∥P∥2P

)
∥sk(um − ûm

M,N )∥22.

Applying the bound (27) to control ∥P̂M,N∥2P under the assumption that ρm,N < ρ0, we can write∣∣∣(P − P̂ )(sk(u
m))
∣∣∣2 ≤ C

(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

ργm,N∥um∥U∥um∥U2

)
∥sk(um − ûm

M,N )∥22.

Let us now control the error ∥sk(um − ûm
M,N )∥22. Thanks to Assumption 3(ii) and the Sobolev embedding theorem

Proposition 2, we have that for any γ′ satisfying d/2 + order(P) < γ′ ≤ γ that ∥sk(v)∥2 ≤ C∥v∥Hγ′ . This, together
with statement (a) gives the bound

(28)

∣∣∣(P − P̂M,N )(sk(u
m))
∣∣∣2 ≤ C

(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

ργm,N∥um∥U∥um∥U2

)
sup
m

ρ
2(γ−γ′)
m,N

(
∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)

≤ C

[
sup
m

ρ
2(γ−γ′)
m,N

](
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)2

,

where we assumed ρm,N < 1 for the second display.

At this point, we have shown that P and P̂M,N are close on the discrete set S. A direct application of the noisy
Sobolev sampling inequality Proposition 3(b), under the assumption that ϱM,N (B) ≤ ϱ0 gives

(29) ∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ CϱM,N (B)η−
Q+d

2 ∥P − P̂M,N∥Hη(B) + 2∥(P − P̂M,N )|S∥∞.

Thanks to Assumption 4(ii) and the bound (27) we can further bound the Sobolev norm in the first term on the
right-hand side,

∥P − P̂M,N∥Hη(B) ≤ ∥P − P̂M,N∥Hη(S) ≤ ∥P∥P + ∥P̂M,N∥P ≤ C

(
∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

ργm,N∥um∥U∥um∥U2

)1/2

.
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Taking the supremum over the index m under the sum and substituting this bound along with (28) into (29) we can
write

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ C

[
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N

(
∥P∥2P +

(
sup
m

ρm,N

)γ M∑
m=1

∥um∥U∥um∥U2

)1/2

+

((
sup
m

ρm,N

)γ−γ′)(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U

)1/2 ]
.

Under the assumption that ρm,N ≤ 1 and using the embedding U2 ⊂ U we can further simplify this error bound to
obtain the desired inequality

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ C

[(
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N + sup

m
ργ−γ′

m,N

)(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U2

)1/2 ]
.

□

B.2.3. Error analysis for 2-step KEqL. We now present an anologue of Proposition 5 for the 2-step KEqL. The key
ideas behind the 2-step proof are the same as the case of 1-step KEqL with some modification in the way the noisy
Sobolev sampling inequality is applied. Let us recall the corresponding optimization problem for 2-step KEqL in the
style of (1STP). With the same notation we have

(2STP)


ûm
N = argmin

vm∈U
∥vm∥U subject to (s.t.) vm(Y m

N ) = um(Y m
N )

P̂M,N = argmin
G∈P

∥G∥P s.t. G(S(ûm
N )) = fm(Y )− P (S(ûm

N )), m = 1, . . . ,M,

Note that we modified our notation slightly and wrote ûm
N instead of ûm

M,N since the optimal recovery problems the
um are independent of each other in this case.

Proposition 6. Consider the problem (2STP) with M,N ∈ N. Suppose Assumptions 2 to 4 hold, P, P ∈ P, and
um ∈ U . Consider pairs {um, fm}Mm=1 satisfying (PDE), and a bounded set B ⊂ S with Lipschitz boundary. Then
there exist constants ρ0, ϱ0(B) ∈ (0, 1) so that whenever ρm,N < ρ0 and ϱM,N (B) < ϱ0(B) it holds that:

∥ûm
N − um∥Hγ′

(Y) ≤ Cρ
(γ−γ′)
m,N ∥um∥U ,

for 0 ≤ γ′ < γ and a constant C > 0 that depends only on Y. Furthermore,

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ Cmax{1, 2η−
Q+d

2 }

·

[
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N +max

{(
sup
m

ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)η−Q+d

2

,

(
sup
m

ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)}(

∥P∥P + ∥P∥P
) ]

,

for d/2 + order(P) < γ′ < γ and a constant C > 0 that depends on Y and B.

Proof. (a) The first statement is a direct application of the Sobolev sampling inequality Proposition 3(a) since the
ûm
N are simply the kernel interpolants of the um.

(b) Consider the definition of P and observe that the interpolation constraint for P̂M,N can be written as

(P̂M,N + P )(sk(û
m
N )) = (P + P )(sk(u

m
N )) = (P + P )(sk(û

m
N )) + (P + P )(sk(u

m))− (P + P )(sk(û
m
N ))

= (P + P )(sk(û
m
N )) + (P + P )(sk(u

m − ûm
N )),

where once again we used the fact that the sk(v) is linear in v. Assuming sk(u
m) and sk(u

m
N ) belong to the set B we

can use the local Lipschitz property of P and P to infer that

|P̂M,N (sk(û
m
N ))− P (sk(û

m
N ))| ≤ C(B)

(
∥P∥P + ∥P∥

)
∥sk(um − ûm

N )∥
By the Sobolev sampling inequality Proposition 3(a) and Assumption 3(ii) we can further bound

(30) ∥sk(um − ûm
N )∥ ≤ Cργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U ,

where γ > γ′ > d/2 + order(P). This further leads to an error bound on the difference between P̂M,N and P on the
set of points sk(û

m
N ):

|P̂M,N (sk(û
m
N ))− P (sk(û

m
N ))| ≤ Cργ−γ′

m,N

(
∥P∥P + ∥P∥

)
∥um∥U

We can now apply the noisy Sobolev sampling inequality Proposition 3(b), viewing P̂M,N as the noisy interpolant on
P on the set of points sk(û

m
N ), to get the error bound

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ C

[
ϱ̂
η−Q+d

2
M,N ∥P∥P +

(
sup
m

ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)(

∥P∥P + ∥P∥P
) ]

,
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where we introduced the notation ϱ̂M,N := sups′∈B infk,m ∥s′ − sk(û
m
N )∥. By (30) we have that ∥s′ − sk(û

m
N )∥ ≤

∥s′ − sk(u
m∥ + C supm

(
ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)

which in turn implies ϱ̂M,N ≤ ϱM,N + C supm

(
ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)
. Substituting

back into the bound above yields

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ C

[(
ϱM,N + sup

m

(
ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
))η−Q+d

2

∥P∥P +

(
sup
m

ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)(

∥P∥P + ∥P∥P
) ]

.

Using the inequality (a+ b)p ≤ max{1, 2p−1}(ap + bp) for p ∈ (0,+∞] we can simplify this bound to take the desired
form

∥P − P̂M,N∥L∞(B) ≤ Cmax{1, 2η−
Q+d

2 }

·

[
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N +max

{(
sup
m

ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)η−Q+d

2

,

(
sup
m

ργ−γ′

m,N ∥um∥U
)}(

∥P∥P + ∥P∥P
) ]

.

□

Remark 2. We note that our error analysis above can be extended in various directions to incorporate other types
of problems that may be encountered in practice. For example, the terms concerning

∑M
m=1 ∥u

m∥2U2 supm ρm,N in
Proposition 5(b) (similar terms in Proposition 6(b)) can be too pessimistic in situations where a small portion of
the training data are outliers with very large norm or large fill-distances. Then it is natural for us to consider a
probabilistic model, i.e., the GP regression approach with a nugget term which allows us to obtain similar error
bounds in expectation or high-probability. Such error bounds already exist in the literature and we refer the interested
reader to [75, 118] for further reading.

B.3. Operator learning error analysis. We begin by giving an elementary lemma that allows us to control the
error between the solution of a true PDE and that of an approximate equation under sufficient regularity assumptions
on the forward and inverse differential operators. For this lemma we will consider P : U → F and its inverse
P−1 : F → U for generic Banach spaces U ,F .

Lemma 3. Consider sets A ⊂ U and B ⊂ F for which the following conditions holds:

(1) P−1 is locally Lipschitz on B, i.e., for any pair f, f ′ ∈ B ⊂ F , there exists a constant L(B) so that

∥P−1(f)− P−1(f ′)∥U ≤ L(B)∥f − f ′∥F .

(2) P̂ approximates P on A in the sense that

∥P̂(u)− P(u)∥F ≤ ϵ(A)∥u∥U ,
for some constant ϵ(A) > 0.

Fix an f ∈ B for which P−1(f) ∈ A, and let û ∈ A be any element that solves P̂ (û) = f . Then we have the error
bound

∥û− P−1(f)∥U ≤ L(B)ϵ(A)∥û∥U .

Proof. Let us write u = P−1(f). Since û solves the approximate problem we can write

P̂(û) + P(û)− P(û) = f = P(u).

Combining this with the Lipschitz assumption on P−1 and the assumed error bound for P̂ gives the chain of
inequalities

∥û− u∥U ≤ L(B)∥P(û)− P(u)∥F = L(B)∥P̂(û)− P(û)∥ ≤ L(B)ϵ∥û∥.
□

Let us now apply this lemma to obtain an error bound for the learned equation for 1-sep KEqL; a similar result
can be shown for the 2-step method by a straightforward modification of the proof.

Proposition 7. Suppose Proposition 5 is satisfied with some set B. Let f ∈ C(Y) be a right-hand side function such
that

(1) P−1 is locally Lipschitz in a neighborhood of f , i.e., ∥P−1(f)−P−1(f ′)∥U ≤ L∥f − f ′∥C(Y) for f ′ in some
neighborhood of f .

(2) Φ(P−1(f), y) ∈ B for all y ∈ Y.

Then, for sufficiently large M,N , and any û that satisfies P̂(û) = f we have the error bound

∥û− P−1(f)∥U ≤ C∥û∥U

[(
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N + sup

m
ργ−γ′

m,N

)(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U2

)1/2 ]
.
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Proof. Let us write u = P−1(f), and observe that thanks to hypothesis (2) of the theorem and Proposition 5, we
have the bound

∥P̂(u)− P(u)∥C(Y) ≤ C

[(
ϱ
η−Q+d

2
M,N + sup

m
ργ−γ′

m,N

)(
∥P∥2P + ∥P∥2P +

M∑
m=1

∥um∥2U2

)1/2 ]
.

The result follows by a straightforward application of Lemma 3. □

Remark 3. The above proposition tells us that the operator learning problem associated to ”solving” P̂(u) = f
essentially inherits the same rate of convergence as the equation learning problem so long as the new right-hand side
function f is not too different from those encountered in the training data. This is inline also with the local nature of

the type of error bounds we have derived in this section for P̂ and ûm from the theory of scattered data approximation.

B.4. Representer theorems for 1-step and 2-step KEqL. Below we give the proofs of representer theorems for
both versions of the KEqL algorithm as presented in the main body.

B.4.1. Representer formulas for 2-step KEqL. For completeness we will give a brief justification for the expressions
(12) and (13) as direct consequences of Lemma 2: Consider (4) and apply Lemma 2 with H = U , ϕi = δym

i
, and

zi = um(ym
i ) for all i = 1, . . . , N . This gives (12). Next consider (6) and apply Lemma 2 with H = P, ϕi = δsi for

si ∈ S, and zi = f(yi) for yi ∈ Y to obtain (13).

B.4.2. Representer theorem for 1-step KEqL (Proof of Theorem 2). To simplify notation we first prove the theorem
with M = 1, i.e., with training data (u(Y 1), f). Let us recall the corresponding optimal recovery problem for
convenience:

(31)
(û, P̂ ) = argmin

v∈U,G∈P
∥G∥2P + λ1∥v∥2U

s.t. v(Y 1) = u(Y 1), and G(S) = f(Y ),

where S = {s1, . . . , sK}, and sk := Φ(v, yk) for yk ∈ Y where we recall that Y is the dense set of collocation points
that we use to impose the PDE constraint.

Then our goal is to show that under the assumptions of Theorem 2, every minimizing tuple (û, P̂ ) of (31) can be
written in the form

û(y) = U(ϕ, y)T α̂, P̂ (s) = P(Ŝ, s)T β̂,

for a tuple (α̂, β̂) that solves the equivalent optimization problem

(32)
(α̂, β̂) = argmin

α∈RQK , β∈RK

βTP(S, S)β + λ1α
TU(ϕ, ϕ)α,

s.t. U(ϕ, Y 1)Tα = u(Y 1), and P(S, S)Tβ = f(Y ).

where S = {s1, . . . sK} but now each sk =
(
yk,U(ϕ, ϕ

1
k)

Tα, . . . ,U(ϕ, ϕQ
k )

Tα
)
. Recall our notation U(ϕ, Y m) ∈ RQK×N

for the matrix with columns U(ϕ, yn), and P(S, S) ∈ RK×K for the matrix with columns with columns P(S, sk).

Proof. Let us write (31) in the equivalent form

(33)


argmin
Z∈RK×Q


argmin
v∈U,G∈P

∥G∥2P + λ1∥v∥2U

s.t. ϕq
k(v) = Zk,q and G(sk) = f(yk), for all k = 1, . . . ,K, and q = 1, . . . , Q

where sk := (yk, Zk,1, . . . , Zk,Q)

s.t. Zj,1 = u(yj), for j ∈ {k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} : yk ∈ Y 1}.
Observe that the Z variable matrix that we introduce acts as a slack variable for the inner problem and the outer
constraint is enforcing the observation locations of v at Y 1 ⊂ Y .

For a fixed Z ∈ RK×Q, we can solve the inner optimization problem for v and G explicitly using Lemma 2, which
leads to

v(y) = U(ϕ, y)TU(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z), and G(s) = P(S, s)TP(S, S)−1f(Y ).

The RKHS norms of these solutions can be computed explicitly as

∥v∥2U = vec(Z)TU(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z), and ∥G∥2P = f(Y )TP(S, S)−1f(Y ).

Thus, we equivalently write (33) as

(34)
argmin
Z∈RK×Q

f(Y )TP(S, S)−1f(Y ) + λ1 vec(Z)TU(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z)

s.t. U(ϕ, Y 1)TU(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z) = u(Y 1),
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where we now modified the sk to be of the form

sk = (yk,U(ϕ, ϕ
1
k)

TU(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z), . . . ,U(ϕ, ϕQ
k )

TU(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z)).

Similarly, the constraint in (34) is valid since ϕq
k(v) = Zk,q which particularly includes ϕ1

j (v) = Zj,1 for j ∈ {ℓ ∈
{1, . . . ,K} : yℓ ∈ Y 1}.

Finally, if we define α = U(ϕ, ϕ)−1 vec(Z) and β = P(S, S)−1f(Y ) (where in case U(ϕ, ϕ) and P(S, S) are not
invertible, understand α and β in the least squares sense) then the problem (34) is equivalent to the desired system

argmin
α∈RQK ,β∈RK

βTP(S, S)β + λ1α
TU(ϕ, ϕ)α

s.t. U(ϕ, Y 1)Tα = u(Y 1), and P(S, S)Tβ = f(Y )

where S = {s1, . . . sK} with each sk =
(
yk,U(ϕ, ϕ

1
k)

Tα, . . . ,U(ϕ, ϕQ
k )

Tα
)
. Notice that the constraint on β is trivially

satisfied since G(sk) = f(yk) for all k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, however, it becomes explicit due to the change of variables in
terms of β in the formulation of G.

For the general proof for an arbitrary number of functions M the same idea follows since the equivalent form
Equation (33) now contains the slack tensor Z ∈ RK×Q×M instead of the matrix Z above since each vm will be
represented by a matrix Zm in our proof. Additionally S will then contain not only K points but KM points
corresponding to each of the vm and their requisite partial derivatives evaluated at the collocation points.

□

Supplementary Information C. Details of algorithms

In this section, we describe additional algorithmic details relating to the 1-step KEqL method, i.e., (15). As it
was mentioned in the main body of the paper, implementation of our LM formulation already leads to a convergent
algorithm with good empirical performance. However, dealing with large kernel matrices often limits the scalability
of that method. To address these issues we outline various strategies in this section that are implemented in our
numerical experiments. These optional strategies include: a Nyström approximation to our model for P using a
reduced basis; applying a change of variables in the optimization algorithms using Cholesky factors of kernel matrices
to improve conditioning; and fast matrix calculations by leveraging block arrow structures.

C.1. Nyström approximations and reduced bases for P . It is often possible to replace the canonical representer
basis P(S(ααα), s) for P with a fixed set of I ≪ MK inducing points SI [62]. These inducing points can be chosen by
randomly sub-sampling the elements of S(ααα) at every iteration of the LM algorithm, but this can lead to technical
difficulties since the point cloud S(ααα) changes from one iteration to the next, meaning that our reduced basis for P
also needs to change. Instead, we simply choose SI by subsampling the point clouds Φ(ûm, Y ) where the ûm denote
our estimates of the um from 2-step KEqL. Hence, our reduced basis for P is pre-computed before the LM algorithm
is implemented. Note, that this approximation becomes exact whenever the number of inducing points I ≥ dim(P),
for example, in the case of polynomial kernels which have finite rank, choosing a sufficiently large number of inducing
points ensures exact solution of the problem.

By fixing SI , our finite dimensional optimization problem becomes

(35)

(α̂αα, β̂) = argmin
ααα∈(RQK)M , β∈RI

βTP(SI , SI)β + λ1

M∑
m=1

(αm)TU(ϕ, ϕ)αm

+

M∑
m=1

1

2σ2
u

∥U(ϕ, Y m)Tαm − um(Y m)∥22 +
1

2σ2
P

∥P(SI , S
m(αm))Tβ − fm(Y )∥22,

Notice that the matrix P (SI , SI) is now fixed and of much smaller size than the full matrix P (S(ααα), S(ααα)).

C.2. Cholesky change of variables. Taking the Cholesky factorizations P(SI , SI) = CPC
T
P and U(ϕ, ϕ) = CUC

T
U ,

we can define the transformed variables

wm = CT
Uαm, z = CT

P β.
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Under this transformation, we can re-write (35) as,

(36)

(ŵww, ẑ) = argmin
www∈(RQK)M , z∈RI

∥z∥2 + λ1

M∑
m=1

∥wm∥2

+

M∑
m=1

1

2σ2
u

∥U(ϕ, Y m)TC−T
U wm − um(Y m)∥22

+
1

2σ2
P

∥P(SI , S
m(wm))TC−T

P z − fm(Y )∥22.

While the LM algorithm is generally invariant under such changes of variables this greatly improves the conditioning
of the optimization problems in practice. Indeed, we found that this change of variables enables first order methods,
such as gradient descent, to also produce reasonable solutions when otherwise they would have failed.

To further clarify our implementation of the LM algorithms we abstract the objective into a general nonlinear
least squares problem by rewriting (C.2) as

(37)

(ŵww, ẑ) = argmin
www∈(RQK)M , z∈RI

∥z∥2 +
M∑

m=1

∥wm∥2 + ∥F (z,www)∥2

F (z,www) =


F1

(
z, w1

)
F2

(
z, w2

)
...

FM

(
z, wM

)
 ∈ RM(N+K), Fm(z, wm) =

 √ 1
2σ2

u

(
U(ϕ, Y m)TC−T

U wm − um(Y m)
)√

1
2σ2

P

(
P(SI , S

m(wm))TC−T
P z − fm(Y )

)
 .

For this problem we obtain the LM updates

(38)

(www(j+1), z(j+1)) = argmin
www∈(RQK)M , z∈RI

∥z∥2 +
M∑

m=1

∥wm∥2 + ∥F(j)(z,www)∥2 + λ(j)

(
∥z − z(j)∥2 +

M∑
m=1

∥wm − wm
(j)∥2

)

F(j)(z,www) = ∇F (z(j),www(j))

[
z − z(j)
www −www(j)

]
+ F (z(j),www(j))

where λ(j) is a proximal regularization parameter to ensure global convergence. In many cases, applying this iteration
with a reasonable update rule for λj and solving the least squares subproblems by computing Cholesky factorizations
of the normal equations is sufficient to achieve accurate solutions. When issues with the conditioning of the normal
equations arise, we use an SVD solver which is more accurate but has a higher computational cost.

C.2.1. A heuristic for choosing λ(j). We now discuss the adaptation of the damping parameter λ(j), which is crucial
for both ensuring stability of the optimization algorithm far from a minimum, and providing fast convergence near
minima. Following [2, 33], define the gain ratio ρ(j) to be the ratio of the decrease of the true objective value to the
decrease predicted by the linearized objective,

ρ(j) :=

(
∥z(j+1)∥2 +

∑M
m=1 ∥w

m
(j+1)∥2 + ∥F (z(j+1),www(j+1))∥2

)
−
(
∥z(j)∥2 +

∑M
m=1 ∥w

m
(j)∥2 + ∥F (z(j),www(j))∥2

)
(
∥z(j+1)∥2 +

∑M
m=1 ∥wm

(j+1)∥2 + ∥F(j)(z(j+1),www(j+1))∥2
)
−
(
∥z(j)∥2 +

∑M
m=1 ∥wm

(j)∥2 + ∥F (z(j),www(j))∥2
) .

For constants 0 < c0 < c1 < c2 < 1 and an adaptation multiplier b > 1, we set

λ(j+1) =


bλ(j) ρ(j) < c1

λ(j) ρ(j) ∈ (c1, c2)
1
b
λ(j) ρ(j) > c2.

In the case that ρ(j) < c0, we reject the step, set (β(j+1),ααα(j+1)) = (β(j),ααα(j)), and attempt to compute the next step
with the increased damping parameter.

C.3. Leveraging block-arrow sparsity. Instantiating and computing solutions to the regularized linear least
squares problems within the LM iterations can be difficult in large scale problems where N,M are large. In such
cases, the solution to (38) can be computed directly in O((QK + NI)

3M) operations, by leveraging sparsity of the
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gradients ∇F , rather than the naive O((QK +NI)
3M3). Observe that

∇F (z(j),www(j)) =



∇zF1 ∇w1F1 0 · · · 0
∇zF2 0 ∇w2F1 · · · 0

...
...

...
. . .

...
... 0 0

∇zFM 0 0 · · · ∇wMFM


This form of ∇F induces a block arrowhead structure for the regularized normal equations for the least squares
problems within the LM update,

∇FT∇F + (1 + λ(j))I =



∗ ∗ · · · ∗ ∗
∗ ∗
... ∗

∗
. . .

∗ ∗

 =

[
AP BT

UP

BUP DU

]

where AP ∈ RNI×NI and DU ∈ RQKM×QKM is a block diagonal matrix with blocks of size QK. From here, block
elimination can be applied to solve the normal equations[

AP BT
UP

BUP DU

] [
δz
δwww

]
=

[
FP

FU

]
given by the formulae

C =
(
AP −BT

UPD
−1
U BUP

)
, δw = C−1

(
FP −BT

UPD
−1
U FU

)
, δzzz = D−1

U (FU −BUP δβ) ,

where we note that the Schur complement C and the matrix AP are of the moderate size I × I, and the inverse of
DU is readily computable due to the block diagonal structure.

Supplementary Information D. Numerical experiments and details

We now present details of the numerical experiments summarized in the main body of the paper, covering various
details such as data generation processes, selection of observation and collocation points, hyperparameter, and ad-
ditional results and observations. Further implementation details can be found in our GitHub repository5 where we
collect code for regenerating our numerical results and figures.

D.1. The Duffing oscillator. In this example we compared the performance of 1-step and 2-step KEqL along
with SINDy for learning a 1D nonlinear ODE. Our focus is on the performance of the methods in filtering and
extrapolation/forecasting of the dynamics.

Let us recall our problem setup where we took Y = (0, 50) and considered the Duffing oscillator

(39)

{
P(u) = ∂2

t u− 3u+ 3u3 + 0.2∂tu = cos(2t), t ∈ Y,

u(0) = ∂tu(0) = 0.

To generate the training data for this example we solved the ODE numerically using a Dopri5 solver in Python
with adaptive step size and initial value 1e− 3. The numerical solution was then subsampled on N = 32 observation
points that were also picked on a uniform collocation grid Y of size 1000 in Y. The test data set for filtering the
solution was generated similarly but on a finer uniform grid of 5000 observation points. To generate the test datasets
for forecasting and extrapolation errors, we used the same numerical solver, but, we introduced three new initial
conditions, each satisfying u(0) = 0, while the initial time derivative ∂tu(0) was set to 0.5, 1, and −1, respectively.

For the kernels, we selected U as a RQ kernel and P as RBF, both with Σ = Id. We employed a fixed basis with
I = 500 inducing points for learning the equation (see SI C.1).

For the loss function SI C.1, we used

(40) λ = 1, σ2
u =

√
NM

θu
, and σ2

P =

√
MI

θP
,

with θu = 5e − 8 and θP = 1e − 9, selected manually. The loss history for the optimization of 1-step KEqL can be
seen in Figure 5 for learning the Duffing ODE. We see that the algorithm has converged in about 200 iterations.

5https://github.com/TADSGroup/kernelequationlearning
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Figure 5. Convergence history of LM for 1-step KEqL for the Duffing ODE (18).

D.2. The Burgers’ PDE. In this example we compared 1-step KEqL with SINDy and the PINN-SR algorithm.
Here we describe the choice of initial conditions, generation of training and test samples, hyperparameters, and
optimization details used for this example.

Let us recall our problem setting. We took Y = (0, 1]× (0, 1) and considered the Burgers’ PDE

(41)


P(u) = ∂tu+ ϑu∂xu− ν∂xxu = 0, (t, x) ∈ Y,

u(0, x) = u0(x),

u(t, 0) = u(t, 1) = 0.

We remind the reader that whenever we state in any of the subsequent experiments that (19) was solved, we mean
that a second-order Strang splitting method with a small step size was used, followed by spline interpolation to obtain
a solution that can be evaluated at any point of its domain. Additionally, when using the 1-step KEqL method, we
always assumed the use of the standard implementation of the algorithm described in (36).

D.2.1. Experiments with increasing number of observations. Here, we used the PDE (19) with coefficients ϑ = 1 and
ν = 0.01 and prescribed initial conditions (IC) u0 from a Gaussian process with Karhunen–Loève expansion

(42) u0(x) =

50∑
j=1

1

j2
sin(jπx)Zj , with Zj ∼ N(0, 1), x ∈ [0, 1].

The condition used for the fixed IC case is depicted in Figure 6(A) while some samples of ICs are shown in Figure 6(B-
D) for the case when ICs vary also in the experiment.
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Figure 6. Initial conditions sampled from the process (42) for examples of Burgers’ PDE (19)
increasing number of observations: (A) Condition used in the fixed IC case; (B-D) Sample conditions
for the varying IC case.

We then solved each PDE and subsampled the observed data for values NY = 10, 30, 50, 100, 200, 300, 400, 500, 600
in the interior and N∂Y = 131 at the boundary from a set of 26 × 31 Chebyshev collocation points in space-time.
In Figure 7, we present example training data overlaid on the contour plots of the solutions for the fixed initial
condition, as shown in Figure 6(A), while varying the number of observations NY = 20, 50, 200. Additionally,
we include instances of the training data for the case where the initial condition varies, corresponding to the ICs
introduced earlier in Figure 6(B-D).

We took U, to be RBF with a diagonal matrix Σ, where its entries were determined using maximum likelihood
estimation (MLE) based on the available observation points u(Y 1) for each number of observations case, basically by
a first application of the 2-step method. In both cases for this experiment, we chose P to be a polynomial kernel of
degree 2, with the shift parameter set to c = mean(S2:) and the scaling matrix given by B = diag(cov(S2:))

−1, where
cov(A) represents the sample covariance of A. Specifically,
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Figure 7. Samples of training solutions along with their N observation points (red) and the col-
location points (white) for Burgers’ PDE (19) with ICs sampled from the GP (42): (A) Solution
obtained using a fixed IC depicted in Figure 6(A); (B) Three solutions obtained from solving the
PDE with different ICs depicted in Figure 6(B-D).

(43) S = Φ(û2, Y
1) :=

Φ(û2, y1)
...

Φ(û2, yN )

 ∈ RN×5,

where û2 is the learned solution obtained from the first step of the 2-step KEqL method, using the MLE-fitted
hyperparameters mentioned above.

Recall that for SINDy, we used the same kernel U for derivative approximation and employed a polynomial library
for the dictionary terms, which matched the features of the degree-2 polynomial used in KEqL. These same features
were also used by PINN-SR. For PINN-SR, we fixed the hyperparameters across different experiments. For example,
in the fixed IC case, where we aim to learn a PDE by varying the number of observation points, we selected a set
of hyperparameters—such as network size, loss function weights, and iteration steps—and kept them the same for
every experiment with different numbers of observation points. The same approach was applied when varying the
initial condition. This strategy is consistent with the kernel method and SINDy, as we also maintained the same
hyperparameters across different experiments for those methods.

For the loss function (36), we followed the definitions in (40), with the exception that I = 26 × 31 and we set
θu = 1e− 9 and θP = 1e− 11 as manually chosen hyperparameters.

We analyzed the filtering and equation learning errors for one-shot learning of Burgers’ equation with different
numbers of observation points and different ICs. The results are presented in Figure 8, where we report the errors
for different smooth initial conditions. Since both the observation points and initial conditions are chosen randomly,
we report the average errors along with the best and worst errors across multiple runs. Convergence history of the
optimization algorithm for some sample cases of learning the equation is shown in Figure 11(A-B).

A similar conclusion can be drawn here as in Figure 3(A), where the 1-step KEqL method continues to achieve
the lowest filtering and equation learning errors, with a larger performance gap when NY is small. However, we
now observe that the KEqL and SINDy methods exhibit greater robustness across different experiments with varying
initial conditions, whereas the performance of the PINN-SR method deteriorates. This decline is reflected in the
increased variance in the results, which we attribute to the use of the same model across different experiments. This
suggests that PINN-SR may require tuning for each specific set of observations and initial conditions, whereas such
tuning was not necessary for the other two methods.
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Figure 8. The filtering and equation learning errors computed for the training functions for 1-
step KEqL, SINDy, and PINN-SR using M = 1 training pairs with different number of interior
observations NY for Burgers’ PDE (19) with different ICs.

D.2.2. An experiment with a smoothed shock. Here, we considered the PDE (19) with coefficients ϑ = 5 and ν = 0.001,
using the prescribed IC

(44) u0(x) =
1

4
(x sin(πx)− sin(5πx)− sin(3πx)) .

We then solved the PDE, and the solution’s behavior at the initial and final times is shown in Figure 9(A). Then we
subsampled observation points for NY = 60 in the interior and N∂Y = 131 at the boundary from a chosen 26 × 31
Chebyshev collocation grid in space-time.

We took U, to be RBF with a diagonal matrix Σ, where its entries were determined using MLE based on the
N observation points. We chose P to be a polynomial kernel of degree 2, with the shift parameter and the scaling
matrix constructed using S as in (43). Thus, once again we used the hyperparameter information from the 2-step
KEqL methodology to guide the selection of hyperparameters for the 1-step KEqL. For the loss function (15), we
followed the definitions in (40), with the exception that I = 26 × 31 and we set θu = 1e − 9 and θP = 1e − 11 as
manually chosen hyperparameters. For SINDy we used the same kernel U for derivative approximation and employed
a polynomial library for the dictionary terms, which matched the features of the degree-2 polynomial used in KEqL.
These same features were also used by the PINN-SR method.

We clearly observe that the 1-step KEqL method remains competitive in shock filtering. This is evident from the
relative filtering errors presented in Figure 10, where the 1-step KEqL achieves comparable results in shock recovery
to those of SINDy and PINN-SR. Convergence history of the optimization algorithm for learning the equation is
shown in Figure 11(C).

D.2.3. A one-shot learning experiment. Here, we considered the PDE (19) with coefficients ϑ = 0.5 and ν = 0.01,
using the prescribed IC given by (44). We then solved the PDE, whose solution behavior at initial and final times are
shown in Figure 9(B). Here we subsampled N = 100 points placed on the boundary, see first column in Figure 3(A).
The placement of the points amounts to observing the initial and end conditions along with the boundary values in
the physical domain. To generate data for operator learning, we additionally solved the same PDE with a new initial
condition, u0(x) = −x sin(2πx). The solution behavior at the initial and final times is shown in Figure 9(C).

0.0 0.5 1.0

−0.25

0.00

0.25
t = 0

t = 1

u

x

(A) Ex. 1

0.0 0.5 1.0

−0.25

0.00

0.25
t = 0

t = 1

x

(B) Ex. 2

0.0 0.5 1.0

0.0

0.5

t = 0

t = 1

x

(C) New IC

Figure 9. Behavior of solutions at initial and final time for one-shot learning examples of Burgers’
PDE (19): (A) Shock development (SI D.2.2); (B) Smooth transition (SI D.2.3); (C) Solution
behavior to the PDE in (B) for the depicted new initial condition.

In this experiment we took U to be RBF with the diagonal matrix Σ = 0.0125I. To learn the equation, we
used P̃ as a polynomial kernel of degree 2, where the shift parameter and scaling matrix were constructed using S,
as described in (43). Here again, we used the hyperparameter information from the 2-step KEqL methodology to
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Method

Ex. 1-step PINN-SR SINDy

Rfilter
1 3.9e−1 3.4e−1 6.2e−1

2 3.5e−3 1.5e−1 2.9e−1

Ropl 2 1.9e−2 4.7e−1 5.4e−1

Figure 10. Quantitative values of relative filtering and operator learning errors for Burgers’ PDE
Equation (19) with different ICs corresponding to the one-shot learning examples Ex. 1 (SI D.2.2)
and Ex. 2 (SI D.2.3) in Figure 3(B-D).

guide the selection of hyperparameters for the kernel P of the 1-step KEqL. Recall that a similar rationale was used
for selecting hyperparameters in SINDy and PINN-SR, including the choice of dictionary terms, as in the previous
experiment discussed in SI D.2.2. For the loss function (15), we omitted the terms associated with the RKHS norms,
divided all the terms by 10 and selected values for σ2

u and σ2
P as defined in (40). For which we set I = 26 × 26.

Additionally, we manually chose θu = 100 and θP = 1 as hyperparameters.
We clearly observe that the 1-step KEqL method outperforms the other methods in filtering the smooth solution.

This is evident from results presented in Figure 10, where the one-step KEqL achieves a two-order-of-magnitude
improvement over the other methods in filtering and a one-order-of-magnitude improvement in the operator learning
task for the smooth case. The one-shot learning example for the smooth case further confirms that effective filtering is
essential for accurately capturing the operator. While PINN-SR and SINDy provided a reasonable reconstruction of
the solution, the superior filtering of the 1-step KEqL method resulted in a significantly better operator learning error
for a new initial condition. We recall that the variational solution proposed in (11) was used to solve the recovered
PDE in each of the methods for this experiment, employing the same kernel U, to report the operator learning results.
Convergence history of the optimization algorithm for learning the equation is shown in Figure 11(D).
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Figure 11. Convergence history of the LM algorithm for 1-step KEqL for Burgers’ PDE (19): (A-
B) Sample cases using fixed and varying IC, using M = 1 training pairs with number of observations
NY = 20 corresponding to the two cases depicted in the first column in Figure 7; (C) Shock
development (SI D.2.2); (D) One-shot smooth case where only observed on the boundary (SI D.2.3).

D.3. Darcy’s flow PDE. In this example we performed a systematic study of the performance of 1-step (its reduced
version) and 2-step KEqL for learning an elliptic PDE with a variable diffusion coefficient. In particular, we investigate
the ID and OOD performance in terms of filtering, equation learning, and operator learning.

Let us recall our problem setting. Here we took Y = (0, 1)× (0, 1) and considered the problem

(45)

{
P(u) = div (a∇u) = f(x), a(x) = exp (sin(cos(x1) + cos(x2))) , x ∈ Y,

u = g(x), x ∈ ∂Y.

To generate the training data we drew M = 2, 4, 8, 16, 32 functions u ∼ GP(0,URBF) with Σ = 0.52I and took
f := P(u), also considering the value of u at ∂Y as the boundary condition. Each u was then subsampled observation
points with NY = 2, 4, 8 in the interior and fixed N∂Y = 56 at the boundary that were picked randomly from a 15×15
uniform collocation grid where the PDE was enforced. Some training tuples with their observation and collocation
points are depicted in Figure 12. We recall that the ID data was drawn from the same distribution that the training
data was drawn from. The test data sets were generated similarly, with the OOD data drawn from a less regular
GP using an RBF kernel with Σ = 0.42I. Some ID and OOD samples are shown at Figure 13(A). The fine grid Ytest

where we tested the equation and operator learning error was chosen to be a uniform grid of size 1002.
We used U = URBF with Σ = 0.52I for learning u and P = Phybrid where an RBF with Σ = 0.42I was used for the

spatial variables x1, x2 and a polynomial kernel of first degree for the variables {L1u, . . . , L6u} where the shift was
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Figure 12. Samples of training tuples (um, fm) with different number of observation points for
Darcy’s flow PDE (20): (A-C) Training tuples observation points (red) and collocation points
(white).

chosen to be c = mean(S2:) and the scaling matrix B = (diag(cov(S2:)))
−1 where

S =

 Φ(û1
2, Y

1)
...

Φ(ûM
2 , Y M )

 ∈ R
∑M

m=1 |Y m|×8.

where ûm
2 is the learned solution obtained from the first step of the 2-step KEqL method, using the MLE-fitted

hyperparameters mentioned above. In summary, we also used the hyperparameter information from the 2-step KEqL
methodology to guide the selection of hyperparameters for the kernels in 1-step KEqL.

To scale up equation learning when using many function tuples, we employed a fixed basis (see SI C.1) with I = 200
for learning the equation. Additionally, we leveraged the block arrowhead matrix structure within the optimization
algorithm (see SI C.3). For the loss function (36), we followed the definitions in (40) except we took σ2

P =
√

I/θP
and set θu = 5e− 12 and θP = 1e− 12 as hyperparameters, selected manually.

To further illustrate the equation and operator learning errors in relation to the error plot in Figure 4, we show
samples of the contour error plots in Figure 13 and the convergence history in Figure 14 that uses the block arrowhead
matrix structure LM-type algorithm for the case where the equation is learned usingM = 8 training tuples andNY = 8
observation points of the solution. We recall that the variational solution proposed in (11) was used to solve the
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recovered PDE for both the 1-step and 2-step KEqL methods, employing the same kernel U, to report the operator
learning results.

In Figure 13(A), we show some ID and OOD solution samples used to test the learned equation for both the 1-step
and 2-step KEqL methods. In Figure 13(B), we present the equation learning errors, where the values typically
differ by one order of magnitude between 1-step and 2-step KEqL in favor of the joint methodology, with larger
errors appearing near the boundaries. Similarly, in Figure 13(C), we observe that the 1-step method consistently
outperforms the 2-step method by an order of magnitude. Notably, for this case the equation learning errors were an
order of magnitude smaller than the operator learning errors.
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Figure 13. Samples of test solutions u (ID and OOD) and their contours of the equation and
operator learning errors for 1-step and 2-step KEqL methods for Darcy’s flow PDE (20): (A)
Sample solutions u ID and OOD for the PDE ;(B) Contour plots for equation learning errors; (C)
Contour plots for operator learning errors.
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Figure 14. Convergence history of the block arrowhead matrix structure LM-type algorithm for
the reduced 1-step KEqL when using M = 8 solution tuples at NY = 8 observation points in the
interior for Darcy’s flow PDE (20).
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