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Abstract. Learning the governing equations from time-series data has gained increasing atten-
tion due to its potential to extract useful dynamics from real-world data. Despite significant progress,
it becomes challenging in the presence of noise, especially when derivatives need to be calculated.
To reduce the effect of noise, we propose a method that simultaneously fits both the derivative and
trajectory from noisy time-series data. Our approach formulates derivative estimation as an inverse
problem involving integral operators within the forward model, and estimates the derivative function
by solving a regularization problem in a vector-valued reproducing kernel Hilbert space (vRKHS).
We derive an integral-form representer theorem, which enables the computation of the regularized
solution by solving a finite-dimensional problem and facilitates efficiently estimating the optimal
regularization parameter. By embedding the dynamics within a vRKHS and utilizing the fitted de-
rivative and trajectory, we can recover the underlying dynamics from noisy data by solving a linear
regularization problem. Several numerical experiments are conducted to validate the effectiveness
and efficiency of our method.
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1. Introduction. Dynamical systems are prevalent in various fields, including
engineering [14, 23, 45], biology [15, 16, 21], economics [5], physics [2, 17], and mathe-
matics [25, 40]. However, in many cases, systems driven by physical principles may
have unknown parameters, such as the mass or size of mechanical components, or
their dynamics may be completely unknown. In these scenarios, system identifica-
tion techniques are employed to estimate the system’s dynamics from the data it
generates [26,39]. Consider the following autonomous dynamical system:

(1.1)

{
ẋ(t) = f(x(t))

x(0) = x0,

where x : [0, T ] → Rd is the system state and f : Rd → Rd is the underlying dynamics.
Suppose we have n noisy observational states {(ti,yi)}ni=1 with yi = x(ti) + ηi,
ti ∈ [0, T ], where ηi ∼ N (0, δ2Id) are i.i.d. Gaussian white noise and Id is the
identity matrix of order d. The system identification aims to learn the dynamics f
from those time-series observations.

As the collection of massive datasets grows in the era of big data, discovering the
underlying dynamics within these data has become a key objective in scientific re-
search. In past years, there have been many attempts to extract dynamical equations
from time-series data. For example, Bongard and Schmidt applied symbolic regression
to identify nonlinear differential equations [4, 47]. A common approach represents f
as a parameterized vector field and recovers the parameters by integrating the solu-
tion along the vector field starting from guessed initial conditions and then comparing
the resulting trajectories with the observed time-series data. For example, ODENet
represents f as a linear combination of polynomials of various orders and determines
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the coefficients through sparse regression [20]; alternatively, f can be modeled using
the units of a deep neural network, as demonstrated in methods proposed in [11,41].
In [29], it is assumed that f belongs to a vector-valued reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (vRKHS) and can be recovered by solving a constrained optimization problem,
which is derived from matching the Euler approximations of the ODE solution with
the observed data.

On the other hand, if the values of the derivative function ẋ(t) at {ti}ni=1 are
known, fitting the dynamics from the noisy observation reduces to solving a regres-
sion problem, where usually a regularized problem with loss term

∑n
i=1 ∥yi − ẋ(ti)∥22

should be solved. There are many such methods for recovering f that assume that
{ẋ(ti)}ni=1 are available or can be easily estimated; see e.g. [24,52,55,56,58]. Among
these methods, the Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics (SINDy) method is a
representative and successful framework, which assumes that f is a linear combination
of a set of basic functions [6]. It first estimates {ẋ(ti)}ni=1 by some noisy removal al-
gorithms, and then recover f by solving a linear sparse regression problems. In many
real-world applications, however, the observation data are often unevenly distributed
and heavily corrupted by noise. This presents a significant challenge in reliably esti-
mating the derivative values, which in turn severely limits the algorithm’s robustness
to noise and, consequently, its applicability to real-world data.

Various methods have been proposed to address this challenge. In SINDy, in ad-
dition to the finite difference method, a total variation (TV) regularization algorithm
is used to estimate the derivatives at the given time points. In [37], a method called
WEAK SINDy was proposed to deal with observational noise, where {ẋ(ti)}ni=1 are
not required. Instead, a weak-form ODE is derived by using carefully designed test
functions that help smooth out the random noise through the calculation of integrals.
In [19], a method that simultaneously identifies and denoises a dynamical system
was proposed, where a discretized ODE-constrained optimization problem needs to
be solved. In comparison, the method in [44] uses a neural network to model f ,
learning the dynamics and estimating the observational noise simultaneously. Based
on the Runge-Kutta method for solving ODEs, the method proposed in [43] can si-
multaneously denoise the data and recover the parameters of the dynamics. Most of
these methods require solving a nonlinear optimization problem, where at each step,
the ODE needs to be solved explicitly or implicitly. While these methods are gener-
ally effective, they often involve solving complex optimization problems or repeatedly
solving the ODE, which significantly increases the computational overhead.

Our goal is to estimate derivatives from noisy data as the first step, since more
accurate derivative estimation improves the ability to develop dynamic or statistical
models and generate precise forecasts. One major challenge in estimating deriva-
tives is that it is an ill-posed problem, meaning that the noise in the data can be
significantly amplified when using simple methods like finite differences to calculate
the derivatives. In addition to the aforementioned method based on TV regulariza-
tion [10], there are various approaches for estimating derivatives of noisy data. One
such method involves applying a smoothing filter to the data first, followed by a finite
difference calculation [7]. The second method relies on building a local model of the
data using linear regression and then analytically calculating the derivative based on
this model [3, 46]. The third one is based on the Kalman filter with unknown noise
and process characteristics [1, 12]. By formulating the derivative calculation as an
inverse problem with an integration operator as the forward model, several methods
have been proposed to estimate the derivatives by solving a Tikhonov regularization
problem with some appropriate smoothing penalties; see e.g. [10, 13, 36]. It is im-
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portant to note that selecting an appropriate regularization parameter is crucial for
obtaining a satisfactory regularized solution, and unfortunately, determining the op-
timal regularization parameter is not a trivial task. For example, the method in [10]
relies on grid search to determine a good regularization parameter, which requires
solving the regularization problem multiple times with different parameter values in
order to select the best one, which can be computationally expensive. Additionally,
most of these methods are limited to handling 1-dimensional data, which means for
the data {(ti,yi)}ni=1 with yi ∈ Rd, there are d regularization problems that need to
be solved, one for each dimension of the data.

In this paper, we estimate the values of ẋ(t) at {ti}ni=1 for a continuous ẋ(t) ∈ Rd

by solving the regularized ill-posed inverse problem:

(1.2) min
ϕ∈H

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥x0 +

∫ ti

0

ϕ(s)ds− yi

∥∥∥∥2
2

+ λ∥ϕ∥2H,

where ϕ(s) := ẋ(t) and H is the hypothesis space. This formulation follows the
approach in [10], but ẋ(t) is allowed to be vector-valued, and H = HK is chosen
as an Rd-valued reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) with a reproducing kernel
K [8,9]. To obtain the solution of (1.2), we first establish an integral-form representer
theorem for the vRKHS, which shows that the solution must be a linear combination
of a finite number of basis functions, where the basis functions depend on both the
reproducing kernel and the data. With the help of the integral-form representer
theorem, we only need to solve a finite-dimensional linear regularization problem to
obtain the regularized solution. We demonstrate that by using commonly employed
kernels, such as the Gaussian or Matérn kernels, the integral computation required for
forming the Gram matrix can be avoided. Furthermore, the optimal regularization
parameter can be efficiently estimated using the L-curve method [18]. The resulting
algorithm, which requires solving (1.2) only once and does not require computing any
integrals, can simultaneously estimate both the values of ẋ(t) and x(t) at {ti}ni=1.

With the estimated {ẋ(ti)}ni=1 and {x(ti)}ni=1, we can reconstruct f following the
procedure of SINDy. Additionally, we can employ a nonparametric inference method
to model f as an element in an Rd-valued RKHS. This approach eliminates the need to
specify the function form of f using a dictionary of pre-defined basis functions, offer-
ing greater flexibility in modeling the dynamics. The vector field f can be recovered
by solving a linear vRKHS regularization problem, where the representer theorem
for vRKHS [22] enables us to compute the solution by solving a finite-dimensional
regularization problem, where the optimal regularization parameter can be efficiently
determined by the L-curve method. This approach consists of two steps: first de-
noising the data, and then learning the dynamics. Each step requires solving only a
finite-dimensional linear Tikhonov regularization problem. In contrast to other meth-
ods, this approach avoids many complex computations, making the algorithm more
efficient and straightforward to implement.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we provide a brief
review of SINDy and the derivative estimation method employed, as well as the basic
properties of vRKHS. In Section 3, we present our method for estimating derivatives.
In Section 4 we discuss the practical computations for estimating {ẋ(ti)}ni=1 and
{x(ti)}ni=1 simultaneously. In Section 5, we describe how to use these estimates to
reconstruct the dynamics by embedding f in a vRKHS. Numerical experiments are
presented in Section 6, and the conclusion is provided in Section 7.
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Notations. The notations frequently referenced throughout the paper are listed
in Table 1.

Table 1
Table of notations.

Notation Description

f ,ϕ,φ Rd-valued maps
xi,x,X xi is a scalar/function, x = (x1, . . . , xn)

⊤, X = (x1, . . . ,xn)
⊤

yi,y,Y yi is a scalar/function, y = (y1, . . . , yn), Y = (y1, . . . ,yn)
⊤

bi, b,B bi is a vector, b = (b⊤1 , . . . , b
⊤
n )

⊤, B = (b1, . . . , bn)
vi,v,V vi is a coefficient vector, v = (v⊤1 , . . . , v

⊤
n )

⊤, V = (v1, . . . , vn)
Gij ,G Gij is a d-by-d matrix, G = (Gij)1≤i,j≤n

0, In zero vector/matrix, identity matrix of order n

2. Preliminary. First, we provide a brief review of the SINDy framework for
learning dynamics from data, along with the TV regularization method for estimating
derivatives from noisy data. Then, we review some basis properties of the vRKHS.

2.1. SINDy and TV derivative estimation method. The SINDy algo-
rithm [6] has been shown to be successful in learning a sparsely represented nonlinear
dynamics when noise is small and dynamic scales do not vary across multiple orders
of magnitude. Suppose f = (f1, . . . , fd) : Rd → Rd with fi : Rd → R. This framework
first chooses a dictionary of basis functions {ψj}Jj=1 with ψj : Rd → R, and assumes
that f can be represented componentwisely by

(2.1) fi(x) =

J∑
j=1

wjiψj(x), i = 1, . . . , d,

where W = (wji) ∈ RJ×d composed by the coefficients should be a sparse matrix.
Substituting (2.1) into (1.1) with data {(ti,x(ti))}ni=1 leads to

Ẋ = Θ(X)W,

where X = (x(t1), . . . ,x(tn))
⊤ ∈ Rn×d, Ẋ = (ẋ(t1), . . . , ẋ(tn))

⊤ ∈ Rn×d and Θ(X) =
(ψj(x(ti))) ∈ Rn×J . Given the noisy observations {(ti,yi)}ni=1, SINDy uses the noisy

data Y = (y1, . . . ,yn)
⊤ to form the matrix Θ(Y) and uses the time derivative Ẏ

estimated from Y to replace Ẋ. Then it obtains the sparse coefficients {wji} by
solving the least squares problem

min
W∈RJ×d

∥Ẏ −Θ(Y)W∥2F

by the sequentially-thresholded least squares method. Here ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius
norm of a matrix.

Due to the presence of observational noise, simple methods like finite differences
are not robust for estimating time derivatives from {(ti,yi)}ni=1. SINDy leverages
the method from [10] to estimate the derivatives, which utilizes TV regularization
to improve robustness in the presence of noise. Given a function g : [0, T ] → R
(for convenience assume g(0) = 0) where g ∈ L2([0, T ]), this method computes the
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derivative of g by solving the TV regularization problem

(2.2) min
u∈BV([0,T ])

1

2

∫ T

0

|Au− g|2dt+ λTV(u),

where (Au)(t) :=
∫ t

0
u(s)ds, TV(u) =

∫ T

0
|u′(t)|dt, BV([0, T ]) is the space of functions

of bounded variation, and λ is the regularization parameter. Using the TV regualriza-
tion method, the noise can be suppressed in the derivative, and it does not suppress
jump discontinuities, which allows for the computation of discontinuous derivatives.
We remark that the TV method is more proper to estimate a piecewise constant deriv-
ative function, as it enforces the reconstruction of a function with bounded variation.

For the time-series noisy data {(ti,yi)}ni=1, the integral in (2.2) should be dis-
cretized followed by an iterative method [48, 49]. In practical computations, deter-
mining an appropriate value for α is challenging, and the regularization problem needs
to be solved multiple times with different values of λ to select the best one. Addition-
ally, for d-dimensional data, d separate regularization problems must be solved, one
for each dimension of the data. This process can be computationally expensive and
time-consuming.

2.2. Vector-valued RKHS. We review several fundamental properties of the
vRKHS, which will be utilized in the subsequent sections. For simplicity, we only
review the vRKHS on R, while the definition and properties on C are similar. For a
detailed theoretical treatment, we refer the reader to [8,9,22]. For any nonempty sets
X and Y , we use Y X to denote the set of all maps from X to Y .

Definition 2.1 (Reproducing kernel). Let X be a compact metric space. The
map K : X ×X → Rd×d is called an Rd-valued reproducing kernel on X if

(1). for any x, x′ ∈ X it holds K(x, x′) = K(x′, x)⊤;
(2). for any x1, . . . , xN ∈ X and z1, . . . , zN ∈ Rd it holds

N∑
i=1

⟨K(xi, xj)zi, zj⟩2 ≥ 0,

where ⟨·, ·⟩2 is the Euclidean inner product on Rd.

Definition 2.2 (Vector-valued RKHS). A Hilbert space HK ⊆ (Rd)X is called
an Rd-valued reproducing kernel Hilbert space if there exist an Rd-reproducing kernel
K : X ×X → Rd×d such that

(1). for any fixed v ∈ Rd and x′ ∈ X, the map φ : x 7→ K(x, x′)v belongs to HK ;
(2). for every x ∈ X, v ∈ Rd and φ ∈ HK , it holds ⟨φ,K(x, ·)v⟩HK

= ⟨φ(x), v⟩2,
called the reproducing property.

The following well-known theorem is a generalization for the real-valued RKHS,
establishing a one-to-one correspondence between the vector-valued reproducing ker-
nel and the vector-valued RKHS.

Theorem 2.3 (Moore-Aronszajn). Suppose K is an Rd-valued reproducing kernel
on X. Then there is a unique Rd-valued RKHS H ⊆ (Rd)X for which K is the
reproducing kernel.

The following representer theorem plays a key role in learning vector-valued func-
tions from finite data using the kernel method. For a more general discussion of the
representer theorem for vRKHS, see, e.g. [51, 53].
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Theorem 2.4 (Representer theorem). Let HK ⊆ (Rd)X be an Rd-valued RKHS
with kernel K. Suppose we have data pairs (x1, z1), . . . , (xn, zn) ∈ X×Rd, and λ > 0.
Then the regularized optimization problem

(2.3) min
φ∈HK

J(φ) :=

n∑
i=1

∥φ(xi)− zi∥22 + λ∥φ∥2HK

has at least one solution, and any solution must have the representation

(2.4) φ∗ =

n∑
i=1

K(xi, ·)vi

with some vi ∈ Rd for i = 1, . . . , n.

The representer theorem is particular useful for solving the regularization problem
(2.3), since it transforms this infinite-dimensional optimization problem to a finite-
dimensional problem. We only need to compute the coefficient vector {vi}ni=1 to get
the regularized solution.

3. Estimating derivative function by vRKHS regularization. For the
ODE (1.1), suppose f is a Lipschitz continuous vector field and x(t) is a continuous
Rd-valued function. Then ẋ(t) is continuous. Our aim is to obtain a good estimate
of ẋ(t) from the noisy time-series data {(ti,yi)}ni=1. We assume that ϕ(t) := ẋ(t)
belongs to an Rd-valued RKHS HK with reproducing kernel K(t, s).

From now on, we consider the vRKHS directly related to our focused problem,
i.e., we set X = [0, T ], but for notational simplicity, in some contexts we also use X
as an alternative. To estimate ẋ(t), we consider the following regularization problem
in HK :

(3.1) min
ϕ∈HK

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥x0 +

∫ ti

0

ϕ(s)ds− yi

∥∥∥∥2
2

+ λ∥ϕ∥2HK
,

where the integral is calculated componentwisely for the Rd-valued ϕ(s). Note that

for ϕ = ẋ, then x0 +
∫ ti
0

ϕ(s)ds = x(ti) for i = 1, . . . , n. Thus, (3.1) is a regularized
loss function to fit the noisy data {(ti,yi)}ni=1.

At first glance, (3.1) appears quite similar to (2.3). However, the Representer
Theorem cannot be applied to (3.1), as it does not include any ϕ(ti) term. In the
following part, we establish a new representer theorem, which asserts that the solution
to (3.1) can be expressed as a linear combination of certain basis functions.

For any ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕd)
⊤ ∈ HK and ti ∈ [0, T ], define the linear map

(3.2) Li : HK → Rd, ϕ 7→
∫ ti

0

ϕ(s)ds :=
(∫ ti

0
ϕ1(s)ds, · · · ,

∫ ti
0
ϕd(s)ds

)⊤
.

Define the feature map

(3.3) Φ : X × Rd → HK , (x, v) 7→ K(·, x)v.

For any two metric spaces X and Y , denote by C(X,Y ) the set of all continuous maps
from X to Y . If K ∈ C(X ×X,Rd×d), we call K a continuous kernel. The following
result will be used to establish the new representer theorem.
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Lemma 3.1. Let HK be an Rd-valued RKHS with a continuous kernel K. For
any ϕ ∈ HK and v ∈ Rd and any Li defined as (3.2), it holds

(3.4) ⟨Li(ϕ), v⟩2 = ⟨ϕ,Li(Φ(·, v))⟩HK
.

Proof. Since X is compact, it follows that the function x 7→ ∥K(x, x)∥2 is lo-
cally bounded and x 7→ K(x, x′)v ∈ C(X,Rd) for any fixed x ∈ X and v ∈ Rd.
Therefore, K is a Mercer kernel and HK is continuously embedded in C([0, T ],Rd);
see [9, Proposition 2.2]. We prove (3.4) by the following two steps.

Step 1: prove Li(Φ(·, v)) ∈ HK . Fixing t and v, then K(s, t)v is a continuous
map with values in Rd. Thus, there exist countably many positive numbers wj and
sj ∈ [0, ti] such that

Li(Φ(·, v))(t) =
∫ ti

0

K(s, t)vds = lim
m→∞

m∑
j=1

wjK(sj , t)v =: lim
m→∞

ϕi,m(t),

for any t ∈ [0, T ], and ϕi,m =
∑m

j=1 wjK(sj , ·)v ∈ HK . Note that the integral∫ ti
0
K(s, t)vds is calculated componentwisely for K(s, t)v. Since [0, T ] is compact and

ϕi,m is continuous, the above convergence is uniform and ϕi,m → Li(Φ(·, y)) in the

Banach space C([0, T ],Rd). Now we prove {ϕi,m} is a Cauchy sequence in HK . For
any m′ > m, we have

∥ϕi,m′ − ϕi,m∥2HK
=

〈
m′∑

j=m+1

wjK(sj , ·)v,
m′∑

l=m+1

wlK(sl, ·)v
〉

HK

= v⊤

 m′∑
j,l=m+1

wjwlK(sj , sl)

 v → 0 (m→ +∞),

since

m∑
j,l=1

wjwlK(sj , sl) →
∫∫

[0,ti]2
K(s, t)dsdt <∞ (m→ +∞),

where the above integral and “<” are processed componentwisely. Therefore, there
exist a ϕ̄ ∈ HK such that ϕi,m → ϕ̄ with the HK norm. Since the HK norm is

stronger than the C([0, T ],Rd) norm, thereby ϕi,m → ϕ̄ with the C([0, T ],Rd) norm,

which leads to Li(Φ(·, y)) = ϕ̄ ∈ HK .
Step 2: prove the equality (3.4). Using the above convergence relation, we have

⟨ϕ,Li(Φ(·, v))⟩HK
= ⟨ϕ,

∞∑
j=1

wjK(sj , ·)v⟩HK

=

∞∑
j=1

⟨ϕ, wjK(sj , ·)v⟩HK
=

∞∑
j=1

wj⟨ϕ(sj), v⟩2

= v⊤ ·
∫ ti

0

ϕ(s)ds = ⟨Li(ϕ), v⟩2.

The proof is completed.
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Recall that for a Banach space, a functional f : Z → R is lower-semicontinous if
lim infn→n f(zn) ≥ f(z) for any convergent zn → z in Z. The functional f is coercive
if lim∥x∥Z→+∞ f(x) = +∞. Now we can give the representer theorem for (3.1).

Theorem 3.2 (Integral-form representer theorem). Let HK be an Rd-valued
RKHS with a continous kernel K. Suppose we have data pairs (t1, ỹ1), . . . , (tn, ỹn) ∈
X × Rd, linear operators L1, . . . ,LN : HK → Rd defined as (3.2), and λ > 0. Then
the regularization problem

(3.5) min
ϕ∈HK

J(ϕ) :=

n∑
i=1

∥Li(ϕ)− ỹi∥22 + λ∥ϕ∥2HK

has at least one solution, and any solution must have the representation

(3.6) ϕ∗ =

n∑
i=1

Li(Φ(·, vi))

with some vi ∈ Rd for i = 1, . . . , n.

Proof. Note that J(ϕ) is bounded from below, coercive and lower-semicontinuous
on HK . It follows that J(ϕ) has at least one minimizer. Suppose that ϕ∗(x) is such
a minimizer. Define the space

(3.7) M = span{ϕ = Li(Φ(·, v)), 1 ≤ i ≤ N, v ∈ Rd}.

It follows from Lemma 3.1 that M is a finite-dimensional subspace of HK . Using
Lemma 3.1 again, we get

∥Li(ϕ)− ỹi∥22 = ⟨Li(ϕ),Li(ϕ)⟩2 − 2⟨Li(ϕ), ỹi⟩2 + ∥ỹi∥22
= ⟨ϕ,Li(Φ(·,Li(ϕ)− 2ỹi))⟩HK

+ ∥ỹi∥22.

Denote by the PM the projector operator onto the closed subspace M. Then we have

⟨ϕ,Li(Φ(·,Li(ϕ)− 2ỹi))⟩HK

= ⟨PMϕ,Li(Φ(·,Li(ϕ)− 2ỹi))⟩HK
+ ⟨(I − PM)ϕ,Li(Φ(·,Li(ϕ)− 2ỹi))⟩HK

= ⟨PMϕ,Li(Φ(·,Li(ϕ)− 2ỹi))⟩HK

= ⟨Li(PMϕ),Li(ϕ)⟩2 − 2⟨Li(PMϕ), ỹi⟩2,

since Li(Φ(·,Li(ϕ)− 2ỹi)) ∈ M. Using the same approach as the above, we can also
get ⟨Li(PMϕ),Li(ϕ)⟩2 = ⟨Li(PMϕ),Li(PMϕ)⟩2. Therefore, we obtain

∥Li(ϕ)− ỹi∥22 = ∥Li(PMϕ)− ỹi∥22.

If ϕ∗ /∈ M, using the above equality, we have

J(ϕ∗) =

N∑
i=1

∥Li(PMϕ∗)− ỹi∥22 + λ∥PMϕ∗ + (I − PM)ϕ∗∥2HK

= J(PMϕ∗) + λ∥(I − PM)ϕ∗∥2HK

> J(PMϕ∗),

contradictory with that ϕ∗ is a minimizer. In other words, ϕ∗ must have the finite
expansion form (3.6).
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Note that (3.1) and (3.5) are identical by setting ỹi = yi − x0. The Integral-
form Representer Theorem (IRT) allows us to get a finite-dimensional optimization
problem from (3.1). We can further show that the solution of (3.1) is unique.

Corollary 3.3. The regularization problem (3.1) has a unique solution, which
has the expression (3.6) with v = (v⊤1 , . . . , v

⊤
n )

⊤ ∈ Rnd be an arbitrary solution of

(3.8) min
v∈Rnd

∥Gv − b∥22 + λv⊤Gv,

where

(3.9) G =

G11 · · · G1n

...
. . .

...
Gn1 · · · Gnn

 , b =

b1...
bn


with bi = yi − x0 and Gij =

∫ ti
0

∫ tj
0
K(s, t)dsdt.

Proof. By the IRT, suppose ϕ =
∑n

i=1 Li(Φ(·, vi)) be a minimizer of (3.1). Then

x0 +

∫ ti

0

ϕ(s)ds− yi =

∫ ti

0

 n∑
j=1

∫ tj

0

K(s, t)vjdt

 ds− (yi − x0)

=

n∑
j=1

∫ ti

0

∫ tj

0

K(s, t)dsdt · vj − (yi − x0).

Let G and b be defined in (4.3). Then we have

(3.10)

n∑
i=1

∥x0 +

∫ ti

0

ϕ(s)ds− yi∥22 = ∥Gv − b∥22.

Now we derive the expression of ∥ϕ∥2HK
. Using Lemma 3.1 we have

∥ϕ∥2HK
=

〈
n∑

i=1

Li(Φ(·, vi)),
n∑

j=1

Lj(Φ(·, vj))
〉

HK

=
n∑

i,j=1

⟨LiLj(Φ(·, vj)), vi⟩2

=
n∑

i,j=1

v⊤i

(∫ ti

0

∫ tj

0

K(s, t)dsdt

)
vj

= v⊤Gv.

Therefore, the coefficient vector must be a solution of the least squares problem (3.8).
Note that there may be multiple solutions of (3.8) if rank(G) < nd. Now we

prove that even for this case, these different minimizers will lead to the same solution
of (3.1). Suppose v and v′ = (v′⊤1 , . . . , v′⊤n )⊤ ∈ Rnd are two solutions of (3.8) and the
corresponding solutions to (3.1) are ϕ and ϕ′ =

∑n
i=1 Li(Φ(·, v′i)), respectively. Then

it holds that w := v − v′ ∈ N (G), the null space of G. Note that

ϕ− ϕ′ =

n∑
i=1

(Li(Φ(·, vi))− Li(Φ(·, v′i))) =
n∑

i=1

Li(Φ(·, vi − v′i)).
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Using the same procedure as the above for deriving the expression of ∥ϕ∥2HK
, we have

∥ϕ− ϕ′∥2HK
= (v − v′)⊤G(v − v′) = 0.

Therefore, it must hold that ϕ = ϕ′.

In the next section, we will discuss the choice of the kernel K for practical com-
putations. With an appropriate selection of K, a unique solution to (3.8) exists, and
we will also present an efficient method for estimating the optimal value of λ.

4. Practical computations for fitting derivative and trajectory simul-
taneously. We show how to choose an appropriate kernel K to avoid the need for
integral computations when formingG. Additionally, we provide an efficient approach
for determining an optimal regularization parameter λ without solving (3.8) multiple
times.

4.1. Choice of kernels. In practical computation, the most common choice of
an Rd-valued kernel can be a separable kernel K(s, t) = k(s, t)A, where k(s, t) ∈ R is
a symmetric positive definite kernel function and A ∈ Rd×d is a symmetric positive
definite matrix. Without loss of generality, it can also be written as K(s, t) = k(s, t)Id
since A can be “absorbed” in the coefficients {vi}. The following result describes the
structure of an Rd-valued RKHS with a separable kernel.

Proposition 4.1. Let X = [0, T ]. Let k(t, t′) : X × X → R be a real-valued
reproducing kernel with the corresponding RKHS Hk. Then K(t, t′) := k(t, t′)Id :
X × X → Rd is an Rd-valued reproducing kernel, and the corresponding Rd-valued
RKHS is

(4.1) HK = Hk ⊗ · · · ⊗Hk︸ ︷︷ ︸
d

,

where the inner product is ⟨g, g′⟩HK
=
∑d

i=1⟨gi, g′i⟩Hk
for any g = (g1, . . . , gd)

⊤ and
g′ = (g′1, . . . , g

′
d)

⊤.

Proof. Write H = Hk ⊗ · · · ⊗Hk︸ ︷︷ ︸
d

with the inner product defined as the above.

Then H is a Hilbert space. It is easy to verify that K is a reproducing kernel. By
the Moore-Aronszajn Theorem, we only need to verify that H and K satisfy the two
properties in Definition 2.2:

(1). For a fixed t′ ∈ X and v ∈ Rd, consider the map ϕ(t) = K(t, t′)v =
k(t, t′)v where t ∈ X and v = (v1, . . . , vd)

⊤ ∈ Rd. If follows that ϕ(t) =
(k(t, t′)v1, . . . , k(t, t

′)vd)
⊤. Since k(t, t′)vi ∈ Hk for i = 1, . . . , d, we have

ϕ(t) ∈ H.
(2). For any t ∈ X, v ∈ Rd and ϕ ∈ H, we have

⟨ϕ,K(t, ·)v⟩H = ⟨ϕ, k(t, ·)v⟩H =

d∑
i=1

⟨ϕi, k(t, ·)vi⟩H =

d∑
i=1

ϕivi = ⟨ϕ(x), v⟩2.

Therefore, we get HK = H.

The following result shows that if k(t, t′) is a strictly positive definite kernel, then
we can make sure that (3.8) must have a unique solution. For more discussions about
strictly positive definite kernels, see [53, Chapter 6].
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Theorem 4.2. Following the notations in Proposition 4.1, assume that k(t, t′) is
a continuous and strictly positive definite kernel, which means that

n∑
i,j=1

αiαjk(ti, tj) > 0

for any integer n ≥ 1 and (α1, . . . , αn) ̸= 0. Then the matrix G ∈ Rnd×nd in (3.9) is
symmetric positive definite.

Proof. It is easy to verify that G is symmetric, because

G⊤
ji =

∫ tj

0

∫ ti

0

K(s, t)⊤dsdt =

∫ ti

0

∫ tj

0

K(t, s)dtds = Gij .

From the derivation of the expression of ∥ϕ∥2HK
, we know that for v⊤Gv ≥ 0 for any

v ∈ Rnd, which implies that G is symmetric positive semi-definite.
To prove the strict positiveness, suppose v⊤Gv = 0 for some v ∈ Rnd and write

ϕ :=
∑n

i=1 Li(Φ(·, vi)) where v = (v⊤1 , . . . , v
⊤
n )

⊤ with vi ∈ Rd. Then ∥ϕ∥2HK
= 0,

leading to ϕ = 0, that is

(4.2) 0 =

n∑
i=1

∫ ti

0

K(s, ·)ds · vi =
n∑

i=1

∫ ti

0

k(s, ·)ds · vi.

Note that
∫ ti
0
k(s, ·) is a scalar-valued function. Now we prove that {

∫ ti
0
k(s, ·)}ni=1 are

linear independent functions. Suppose there exist real numbers c1, . . . , cn such that

0 =

n∑
i=1

ci

∫ ti

0

k(s, ·)ds =
n∑

i=1

i∑
j=1

∫ tj

tj−1

k(s, ·)ds =
n∑

j=1

 n∑
i=j

ci

∫ tj

tj−1

k(s, ·)ds,

where t0 = 0. By the Mean Value Theorem for Integrals, there exist ξi ∈ (tj−1, tj)

for j = 1, . . . , n such that
∫ tj
tj−1

k(s, ·)ds = (tj − tj−1)k(ξj , ·). Since k(·, ·) is strictly

positive definite, it follows that the matrix (k(ξi, ξj))1≤i,j≤n is positive definite, and
thereby the n vectors {(k(ξi, ξj))1≤j≤n}ni=1 are linear independent. Using [57, Theo-
rem 2.1], it follows that {k(ξi, ·)}ni=1 are linear independent functions. Therefore, we
have

∑n
i=j ci = 0 for any 1 ≤ j ≤ n, i.e.

0 = (c1, . . . , cn)

1
...

. . .

1 · · · 1

 ,

leading to c1 = · · · = cn = 0. This proves that {
∫ ti
0
k(s, ·)ds}ni=1 are linear indepen-

dent. Using [57, Theorem 2.1] again, we can find n difference points {si}ni=1 ⊂ [0, T ]

such that the n vectors {(
∫ ti
0
k(s, sj)ds)1≤j≤n}ni=1 are linear independent. Now (4.2)

implies that

0 = (v1, · · · , vn)


∫ t1
0
k(s, s1)ds · · ·

∫ t1
0
k(s, sn)ds

... · · ·
...∫ tn

0
k(s, s1)ds · · ·

∫ tn
0
k(s, sn)ds

 .
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Since the above matrix is nonsingular, it follows that vi = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. This
proves that G is strictly positive define.

By Theorem 4.2, if we choose a separable kernel K(s, t) = k(s, t)Id with a strictly
positive definite k(t, t′), then G is positive definite, thereby the unique minimizer of
(3.8) is

vλ = (G2 +G)−1Gb = (G+ λInd)
−1b.

Moreover, G is a block diagonal matrix, which has the form

G = G1 ⊗ Id

with

(4.3) G1 =


∫ t1
0

∫ t1
0
k(s, t)dsdt · · ·

∫ t1
0

∫ tn
0
k(s, t)dsdt

...
. . .

...∫ tn
0

∫ t1
0
k(s, t)dsdt · · ·

∫ tn
0

∫ tn
0
k(s, t)dsdt

 .

In this case, we have

(G+ λInd)
−1 = [G1 ⊗ Id + λIn ⊗ Id]

−1 = [(G1 + λIn)⊗ Id]
−1 = (G1 + λIn)

−1 ⊗ Id.

Let B = (b1, . . . , bn) ∈ Rd×n. Then we have

(4.4) vλ = [(G1 + λIn)
−1 ⊗ Id]b = vec(B(G1 + λIn)

−1),

where vec(·) vectorizes a matrix by stacking its columns from left to right into a single
column vector. Write vλ = (v⊤λ,1, . . . , v

⊤
λ,n)

⊤. We eventually obtain the solution of
(3.1), which is the estimated derivative function from the noisy data:

(4.5) ẋ(t) ≈ ϕ∗(t) =

n∑
j=1

∫ tj

0

K(s, t)vλ,jds =

n∑
j=1

(∫ tj

0

k(s, t)ds

)
vλ,j .

To estimate the values of ẋ(t) at {ti}ni=1, define ψj(ti) =
∫ tj
0
k(s, t)ds. It follows

from (4.5) that ẋ(ti) ≈
∑n

j=1 ψj(ti)vj , and thereby

(4.6)
(
ẋ(t1) · · · ẋ(tn)

)
≈
(
vλ,1 · · · vλ,n

)ψ1(t1) · · · ψ1(tn)
...

. . .
...

ψn(t1) · · · ψn(tn)

 =: VλΨ,

where it follows from (4.4) that Vλ = B(G1 + λIn)
−1. To estimate the values of x(t)

at {ti}ni=1, notice that

x(ti) = x0 +

∫ ti

0

ẋ(t)dt

≈ x0 +

∫ ti

0

 n∑
j=1

∫ tj

0

k(s, t)vλ,jds

 dt

= x0 +

n∑
j=1

(∫ ti

0

∫ tj

0

k(s, t)dsdt

)
vλ,j .
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Therefore, we obtain

(4.7)
(
x(t1) · · · x(tn)

)
≈
(
x0 · · · x0

)
+ VλG1.

During the computation, in order to form the Gram matrix G and basis functions
ψj(t), more than n2 integrals with integrand k(t, t′) should be computed. However,
by selecting proper kernel functions, analytical expressions for these integrals can be
obtained, allowing the costly numerical integrations to be avoided. For the kernel
function k(s, t), it should be efficient to compute

∫ ti
0

∫ tj
0
k(s, t)dsdt and ψj(ti) =∫ tj

0
k(s, t)ds. We exploit two types of commonly used kernel functions—the Gaussian

kernel and the Matérn kernel. Both of them are strictly positive definite kernels;
see [53, Theorem 6.11] for how to check whether it is a strictly positive definite kernel.

The Gaussian kernel function

(4.8) k(s, t) = exp

(
− (s− t)2

2l2

)
with l a hyperparameter is a very common choice for fitting continuous curves; for
the structure of the RKHS induced by the Gaussian kernel, see [53, Theorem 5.20].
The parameter l determines the length scale of the associated hypothesis space of
functions. As l increases, the induced functions change less rapidly, and thus get
“smoother”. Although the analytic form of the antiderivative of this function can not
be expressed with elementary functions, we can still quickly evaluate the value of its
integral with the help of special functions. Using the error function

erf(x) =
2√
π

∫ x

0

e−t2dt, x ∈ R

and its antiderivative

h(x) :=

∫
erf(x)dx = x · erf(x) + e−x2

√
π

+ c,

we have ∫ tj

0

k(s, t)ds =

√
2πl

2

(
erf

(
tj − t√

2l

)
+ erf

(
t√
2l

))
and ∫ ti

0

∫ tj

0

k(s, t)dsdt =
√
πl2
(
h

(
ti√
2l

)
+ h

(
tj√
2l

)
− h

(
ti − tj√

2l

)
− h(0)

)
.

Therefore, the numerical integrals for forming G1 and Φ can be avoided.
Sometimes the hypothesis space of the Gaussian kernel is too smooth for fitting

the derivative function. In this case, we can choose the Matérn kernel

(4.9) kν,l(s, t) =
21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√
2ν|s− t|
l

)ν

Kν

(√
2ν|s− t|
l

)
,

where ν, l > 0 are hyperparameters, Γ(·) is the gamma function, and Kν(·) is the
modified Bessel function of the second kind of order ν. The parameter ν effectively
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controls the level of smoothness of the function. In fact, for any Sobolev space Hτ (X)
with τ = ν + 1

2 is a positive integer, then the RKHS Hkν,l
is equivalent to Hτ (X).

Therefore, for the separable kernel K(s, t) = kν,l(s, t)Id, the corresponding Rd-valued
RKHS is HK = Hτ (X)⊗ · · · ⊗Hτ (X)︸ ︷︷ ︸

d

, meaning that each component of the trajec-

tory belongs to Hτ (X). For the Matérn kernel with ν = τ − 1
2 = (τ − 1) + 1

2 , a
well-known property is that kν,l(s, t) can be written as

kν,l(s, t) = exp

(
−
√
2ν|s− t|
l

)
pτ−1

( |s− t|
l

)
,

where pτ−1(·) is a polynomial of degree τ − 1; see [54, §4.2.1]. Therefore, kν,l(s, t) is

integrable with respect to both s and t. To efficiently compute
∫ ti
0

∫ tj
0
k(s, t)dsdt and

ψj(ti) =
∫ tj
0
k(s, t)ds, we can first derive the analytic forms of the above two functions

and then evaluate them at the corresponding points.

4.2. Determining regularization parameter. Now we show how to compute
a good estimation of the optimal regularization parameter λ. Heuristically, a good
λ should balance the loss term and regularization term in (3.8). We estimate the
optimal parameter λ by the L-curve method [18]. The idea is to plot the following
parametrized curve in log-log scale:

l(λ) = (x(λ), y(λ)) :=
(
log(∥Gvλ − b∥2), log((v⊤

λGvλ)
1
2 )
)
,

which usually has a characteristic “L” shape, and the corner of l(λ) corresponds to the
point where further reduction in the residual comes only at the expense of a drastic
increase in the regularization term. Therefore, a good estimate of λ should maximize
the (signed) curvature of l(λ). Let the eigen-decomposition of G1 be G1 = UΛU⊤,
where U = (u1, . . . , un) ∈ Rn×n and Λ = diag(λ1, . . . , λn) with λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λn > 0. In
practical computation, we restrict λ in the spectral range of G1, and compute

(4.10) λ∗ = argmax
λn≤λ≤λ1

κ(λ) :=
x′y′′ − y′x′′

(x′2 + y′2)3/2

as the optimal regularization parameter. Since

(4.11) Vλ = B(G1 + λIn)
−1 = BU(Λ + λI)−1U⊤,

we can quickly obtain Vλ for different λ once we have the eigen-decomposition of G1.
Then we get the analytic expressions of x(λ) and y(λ) via the equalities

∥Gvλ − b∥2 = ∥(G1 ⊗ Id)vλ − b∥2 = ∥vec(VλG1)− vec(B)∥2 = ∥VλG1 −B∥F
and

v⊤
λGvλ =

n∑
i,j=1

v⊤i (GijId)vj =

n∑
i=1

v⊤i

 n∑
j=1

Gijvj

 =

n∑
i=1

v⊤i (VλG
⊤
1 )i

= trace(V⊤
λ VλG1) = trace(VλG1V

⊤
λ ).

The algorithm for estimating the values of ẋ(t) and x(t) at {ti}ni=1 is summarized
in Algorithm 4.1.
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Algorithm 4.1 Fitting derivative and trajectory by vRKHS

Input: Initial value x0, noisy observation {(ti,yi)}ni=1; kernel function k(t, t
′)

1: Form matrix G1 by (4.3)
2: Form matrix B = (y1 − x0, . . . ,yn − x0)
3: Compute the eigen-decomposition of G1: G1 = UΛU⊤

4: Estimate the optimal λ by (4.10)
5: Compute Vλ by (4.11)
6: Compute the fitted derivative by (4.6)
7: Compute the fitted trajectory by (4.7)

Output: Estimated
(
ẋ(t1) · · · ẋ(tn)

)
and

(
x(t1) · · · x(tn)

)
5. Learning dynamics from the fitted derivative and trajectory. In addi-

tion to the SINDy framework, the dynamics f can also be embedded within a vRKHS.
This strategy is particularly well-motivated due to the strong connection between the
regularity properties of a kernel and those of f . Specifically, one can select a vRKHS
such that the existence and uniqueness of the corresponding ODE are guaranteed [29].
An additional advantage of this approach is the elimination of the need to select a
dictionary of pre-defined basis functions.

Denote the estimated values of {ẋ(ti)}ni=1 and {x(ti)}ni=1 by {ϕ̇(ti)}ni=1 and
{ϕ(ti)}ni=1, respectively. Assume f belong to an Rd-valued RKHS on Rd. We re-
cover the dynamics f by fitting the ODE (1.1) at the time points {ti}ni=1, i.e., we
compute f by solving the following regularization problem:

(5.1) min
f̃∈HK

n∑
i=1

∥ϕ̇(ti)− f̃(ϕ(ti))∥22 + λ∥f̃∥2HK
.

By Theorem 2.4, the solution of this problem has the representation

(5.2) f̂ =

n∑
i=1

K(ϕ(ti), ·)vi

with some vi ∈ Rd for i = 1, . . . , n. Write the coefficient vector as v = (v⊤1 , . . . , v
⊤
n )

⊤.
By a similar discussion as the previous section, it follows that v is the solution to the
finite-dimensional regularization problem

(5.3) min
v∈Rnd

∥G̃v − b̃∥22 + λv⊤G̃v

where

(5.4) G̃ =

K(ϕ(t1),ϕ(t1)) · · · K(ϕ(t1),ϕ(tn))
...

. . .
...

K(ϕ(tn),ϕ(t1)) · · · K(ϕ(tn),ϕ(tn))

 , b̃ =

ϕ̇(t1)
...

ϕ̇(tn)

 .

Similar to the approach in the previous section, by choosing K(t, t′) = k(t, t′)Id
with a strictly positive definite kernel k(t, t′), we can write G̃ as G̃ = G̃1 ⊗ Id with

G̃1 = (k(ϕ(ti),ϕ(tj))) ∈ Rn×n. Therefore, we obtain

(5.5) v = [(G̃1 + λIn)
−1 ⊗ Id]b̃ = vec(B̃(G̃1 + λIn)

−1),
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where B̃ = (ϕ̇(t1), . . . , ϕ̇(tn)). Similarly, we can use the L-curve method to select a
good parameter λ for (5.3).

Finally, the whole procedure for learning dynamics from noise data {(ti,yi)}ni=1

is shown in Algorithm 5.1.

Algorithm 5.1 Learning dynamics by vRKHS

Input: Initial value x0, noisy observation {(ti,yi)}ni=1; kernel function k(x,x
′)

1: Estimate the values of {ẋ(ti)}ni=1 and {x(ti)}ni=1 as {ϕ̇(ti)}ni=1 and {ϕ(ti)}ni=1

2: Form matrix G̃1 = (k(ϕ(ti),ϕ(tj))) and B̃ = (ϕ̇(t1), . . . , ϕ̇(tn))
3: Estimate the optimal λ by L-curve
4: Compute v by (5.5)
5: Compute the recovered dynamics by (5.2)

Output: Recovered f̂

6. Numerical experiments. We choose several typical autonomous dynamical
systems to test the proposed methods. Subsection 6.1 presents results for estimating
derivatives and trajectories from the noisy time-series data. Subsection 6.2 presents
results for learning dynamics based on the fitted trajectories and derivatives. The
codes are available at https://github.com/hessianguo/ODELearning.

Forced vibration of nonlinear pendulum. This is a second-order ODE describing

the motion of a simple pendulum. It has the form d2θ
dt2 +α sin(θ) = f(θ), where θ is the

angle from the vertical to the pendulum, and α = g/L with g and L the acceleration
of gravity and the length of the pendulum, respectively. We assume the external force
f only depends on θ. Let x1 = θ and x2 = θ̇. We have the following equivalent
2-dimensional (dim) ODE:

(6.1)

{
dx1

dt = x2
dx2

dt = f(x1)− α sinx1.

In the experiment, we set L = 5, f(x) = cos(ex). The initial value is set as x0 =
(0, 0)⊤.

Lotka–Volterra equation. The Lotka–Volterra equation, also known as the Lotka-
Volterra predator-prey model, is a pair of first-order nonlinear differential equations
used to describe the dynamics of biological systems in which two species interact, one
as a predator and the other as prey [35,50]. The ODE model is as follows:

(6.2)

{
dx1

dt = αx1 − βx1x2
dx2

dt = δx1x2 − γx2.

In the experiment, we set (α, β, γ, δ) == (0.7, 0.007, 1, 0.007). The initial value is set
as x0 = (70, 50)⊤.

SIR model. The SIR model [27] describes the evolution of an epidemic by the
follows ODEs:

(6.3)


dS
dt = −β SI

S+I+R
dI
dt = β SI

S+I+R − γI
dR
dt = γI,

https://github.com/hessianguo/ODELearning
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where S, I, and R are the numbers of susceptible, infected and recovered individuals,
respectively. The parameter β is the infection rate and γ is the rate at which individ-
uals recover. In the experiment, we set (β, γ) = (0.4, 0.04) and (S(0), I(0), R(0)) =
(900, 10, 0).

Lorenz63 model. The Lorenz63 model was proposed by the American meteorol-
ogist E. Lorenz in 1963 for for describing atmospheric turbulence [33]. It is a simple
mathematical system constituted by three ordinary differential equations:

(6.4)


dx1

dt = σ(x2 − x1)
dx2

dt = x1(ρ− x3)− x2
dx3

dt = x1x2 − βx3.

In the experiment, we set (σ, ρ, β) = (10, 28, 8/3) and x0 = (1, 1, 1)⊤, which will lead
to chaotic solutions and in particular, the Lorenz attractor.

Lorenz96 model. The Lorenz96 model is a dynamical system formulated by Ed-
ward Lorenz in 1996 [34], which is a system of ordinary differential equations that
describes a single scalar quantity as it evolves on a circular array of sites, undergoing
forcing, dissipation, and rotation invariant advection. It is defined as follows. For
i = 1, . . . , N , the equation is

(6.5)
dxi
dt

= (xi+1 − xi−2)xi−1 − xi + F, 1 ≤ i ≤ N,

where it is assumed that x−1 = xN−1, x0 = xN and xN+1 = x1. Here xi is the
state of the system and F is a forcing constant. Here we set N = 5 and F = 8,
which is a common value known to cause chaotic behavior. The initial value is set as
x0 = (8.01, 8, 8, 8, 8)⊤.

For the first four ODEs, the trajectories and the noisy observation data are shown
in Figure 1. For Lorenz96, we plot the trajectories and observations corresponding to
the x1-x2-x3 and x4-x5 projections.

6.1. Numerical comparison of the methods for estimating derivatives.
In this subsection, we present a qualitative comparison study among the proposed
RKHS method, finite difference methods, and the TV-regularized method [10]. We
note that there is no universally best method for estimating derivatives in all scenarios.
However, our vRKHS method is particularly well suited for simultaneously fitting both
derivatives and trajectories from noisy time-series data.

In all the following computations, we choose the Gaussian kernel for estimat-
ing derivatives. For the nonlinear pendulum, Lotka–Volterra, SIR, Lorenz63, and
Lorenz96 systems, the hyperparameter σ is set to 0.2, 0.4, 5.0, 0.04, and 0.05, respec-
tively. Methods for automatically determining a suitable hyperparameter l can be
found in [54, Chapter 5].

In our first test, we consider the benchmark example of estimating the derivative
of the function g(x) = cos t on I = [−0.5, 0.5], as in [28, 38]. The observation data
is given by yi = g(ti) + ηi, where ti are the n uniformly distributed points on I,
and ηi is Gaussian noise with standard deviation δ. We quantify the performance of
the numerical methods by considering the relative L2 error ∥ϕ̇− dg

dt ∥L2(I)/∥dg
dt ∥L2(I),

where ϕ̇ denotes the estimated derivative. Similar to [28,38], we consider data points
equidistributed on I with mesh sizes h = 0.1 (n = 11) and h = 0.01 (n = 101). The
hyperparameter l in the Gaussian kernel is selected as 0.01 and 0.1 for h = 0.01, and
0.01 for h = 0.1. Table 2 displays the numerical errors of the three methods and
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Fig. 1. Trajectories and noisy data. (a) Forced vibration of nonlinear pendulum, 1000 random
times points in [0, 10] with noisy level 0.01. (b) Lotka–Volterra equation, 2000 random times points
in [0, 10] with noisy level 1.0. (c) SIR model, 3000 random time points in [0, 30] with noisy level 5.0.
(d) Lorenz63 model, 6000 random times points in [0, 30] with noisy level 0.5. (e), (f) Projections
of the trajectories and noisy data for Lorenz96, 8000 random times points in [0, 30] with noisy level
0.1.
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Table 2
Numerical comparison of the derivative estimations for g(t) = cos t.

Numerical methods h = 0.01, δ = 0.01 h = 0.01, δ = 0.1 h = 0.1, δ = 0.01

Finite difference 1.71e-1 1.56e-0 6.45e-2
TV regularization 1.90e-1 1.00e-1 4.01e-1
Method in [38] 6.07e-2 8.39e-2 1.36e-1
vRKHS method 1.86e-2 7.49e-2 4.06e-2

compares the numerical results in [38]. Notably, our proposed method consistently
achieves the smallest errors across all cases.

Table 3
Numerical comparison of the derivative estimations from the noisy data for Lorenz63 system.

Numerical methods δ = 0.01 δ = 0.1 δ = 0.5 δ = 1

Finite difference 2.50e-2 2.45e-1 1.25e-0 2.48e-0
TV regularization 6.99e-2 2.12e-1 1.08e-0 1.56e-1
vRKHS method 3.44e-3 2.00e-2 7.31e-2 1.43e-1

In our second test, the observation data is given by y = x + η, where η is a
normal random variable in R3 with mean 0 and standard deviation δ, and x is the
numerical solution of the Lorenz63 model (6.4) over [0, 30]. The observation data
consists of uniformly spaced points with h = 0.005. We evaluate the performance
by computing the discrete relative L2 error, i.e., the discrete counterpart of ∥ϕ̇ −
dx
dt ∥L2[0,30]/∥dx

dt ∥L2[0,30], where ϕ̇ denotes the estimated derivative. We consider four
different choices of δ = 0.01, 0.1, 0.5, 1. The numerical errors are reported in Table 3.
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Fig. 2. Plot of L-curve for vRKHS based derivative estimation for the Lorenz63 system.

From this table, we can see that our proposed method achieves a smaller relative
error compared to the finite difference method and the TV regularization method
when the noise level is small, i.e., δ = 0.01, 0.1. In the large noise regime, our pro-
posed method still turns out to be the best. Additionally, from Figure 2, we observe
the L-shaped curve, where the best regularization parameter in our method can be
automatically determined by finding the corner of the L-curve. In contrast, for the
TV method, we have to try various λ and solve (2.2) multiple times to select a good
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parameter.
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Fig. 3. Numerical derivative of x1 from noise data for Lorzen63 system with δ = 1. The
exact derivative is shown in blue (−−) and the numerical derivative is shown in red (–). (a) The
numerical derivative obtained by finite difference method. (b) The numerical derivative obtained by
TV regularization method. (c) The numerical derivative obtained by vRKHS method.

To present a more intuitive comparison, we plot the numerical derivative of ẋ1
over (0, 3) in Figure 3 when δ = 1. From the figure, it is apparent that finite differ-
ence methods give inaccurate oscillatory numerical derivatives. A closer inspection of
Figure 3 shows that our proposed method provides highly accurate numerical differ-
entiation, even in the presence of large noise.
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Fig. 4. Observation data y1 with noise δ = 1 and the denoised data using vRKHS. The exact
data is shown in blue (–), the observation data is shown in red (-), and the denoised data using
vRKHS is shown in green (−−). (a) Exact data and denoise data for Lorenz63 on equidistributed
time points. (b) Exact data and denoised data for Lotka–Volterra system on nonuniform distributed
time points.

One of the most important distinguishing features of the proposed method is that
we can fit the trajectory from the noisy data with only a little additional computa-
tional cost. We plot the noisy observation and the denoised data in Figure 4 when
δ = 1. Due to the large standard deviation δ, the observation data is highly oscilla-
tory, which leads to very large error of the numerical derivative obtained by the finite
difference method. The denoised data obtained by the proposed method provide a
very good fit to the exact data, as can be observed in Figure 4a. A clearer presenta-
tion is provided in Figure 5, where we compare the true and fitted derivatives, as well
as the trajectories, using 4000 noisy data points taken from the time interval [0, 30].
From the figure, it is evident that, despite both xi and ẋi being highly oscillatory
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Fig. 5. True and fitted derivatives and trajectories of Lorenz63 system by vRKHS. The noise
data are taken from 4000 equistributed points in [0, 30] with noise level δ = 0.5.

functions, our vRKHS method is able to fit them well simultaneously from the noisy
data.

Table 4
Comparison of numerical errors for different methods on equistributed obervation data

Numerical methods
Pendulum Lotka–Volterra SIR Lorenz96
δ = 0.01 δ = 1 δ = 5 δ = 0.1

Finite difference method 7.71e-1 3.18e-0 1.40e+1 2.35e-0
TV regularization 7.19e-1 2.15e-0 9.06e-0 6.71e-1
vRKHS method 1.84e-2 1.83e-2 3.20e-2 2.46e-2

We also perform a comparative study for four other ODE models. Similar to the
second numerical example, the observation data is obtained by adding white noise
with standard deviation δ to the numerical solution at equidistributed data points
with mesh size h = 0.0125 (Lorenz96), h = 0.005 (Lotka–Volterra), and h = 0.01
(Pendulum and SIR). The numerical results are listed in Table 4. What stands out
in this table is that the proposed method achieves the smallest numerical errors for
all four ODE models.

Table 5
Comparison of numerical errors for different methods on randomly distributed observation data

Numerical methods
Pendulum Lotka–Volterra Lorenz63 SIR Lorenz96
δ = 0.01 δ = 1 δ = 1 δ = 5 δ = 0.1

Finite difference method 9.03e-1 2.93e-0 1.75e-0 1.06e+1 8.97e-1
vRKHS method 1.65e-2 1.91e-2 9.56e-2 3.20e-2 3.32e-2
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Fig. 6. True and fitted derivatives and trajectories of Lotka–Volterra system by vRKHS. The
noise data are taken from 2000 random points in [0, 10] with noise level δ = 1.0.

Another distinguished feature of the proposed method is that the observation
data does not need to be equidistributed, which is frequently encountered in real ap-
plications. In contrast, the TV regularization method requires equidistributed data.
In the rest of this subsection, we test the performance of the proposed methods on
randomly distributed data and compare it with the finite difference method. In the
test, we use the same number of observation data, but it is randomly distributed. The
numerical results of the errors are reported in Table 5. Similar to the equidistributed
observed data in Table 4, the performance of the proposed method is consistent, with
its error being much smaller than that of the finite difference method. In Figure 4b,
we plot the denoised observation data for the Lotka-Volterra system. A clearer pre-
sentation is provided in Figure 6, where we compare the true and fitted derivatives
and trajectories. From the figure, we can clearly see that the denoised data is almost
consistent with the exact data.

6.2. Numerical results for learning dynamics. With the fitted derivative
and trajectory, we can use either SINDy or Algorithm 5.1 to recover the dynamics f .
In the experiments that follow, we reconstructed the dynamics for the five examples
from (6.1) to (6.5). The observation data used is identical to that shown in Figure 1.
For the vRKHS method described in Algorithm 5.1, we use the Gaussian kernel with
the hyperparameter l set to 1000, 1000, 1000, 100 and 100 for the five examples,
respectively.

Table 6
Accuracy of the reconstructed dynamics by SINDy and vRKHS, where u represents the vector

of parameters of the ODE. The L2 norm of f for the five examples are taken in the regions [0, 0.4]×
[−0.4, 0.4], [50, 300]2, [0, 900] × [10, 600] × [0, 600], [−20, 20] × [−20, 20] × [0, 40], and [−5, 12] ×
[−10, 10]× [−8, 10]× [−5, 12]× [−6, 10], respectively.

Error Pendulum Lotka-Volterra SIR Lorenz63 Lorenz96
∥u−uSINDy∥2

∥u∥2
– 1.34e-3 – 8.12e-3 1.88e-3

∥f−fSINDy∥L2

∥f∥L2
– 6.49e-4 – 1.57e-2 6.05e-3

∥f−fvRKHS∥L2

∥f∥L2
2.09e-2 1.22e-2 3.59e-1 3.96e-1 3.93e-2

The relative errors of the recovered parameters and the recovered dynamics using
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the SINDy and vRKHS methods are presented in Table 6. We use u to denote the
vector of parameters for the ODEs, specifically: u = (α, β, γ, δ)⊤ for the Lotka-
Volterra system, u = (σ, ρ, β)⊤ for the Lorenz63 system, and u = F for the Lorenz96
systems. We note that although a set of basis functions can be constructed for SINDy
to learn the dynamics of the nonlinear pendulum and SIR model, the true f is not
a linear combination of basic elementary functions. Moreover, in many real-world
applications, the parameterized expression of f is not known in advance. In such
cases, kernel methods offer a more suitable approach for learning the dynamics. In the
experiments, we only use the vRKHS method to recover f for the nonlinear pendulum
system and SIR model. From Table 6, we observe that the parameters recovered by
both SINDy and vRKHS methods have good accuracy. The corresponding dynamics
recovered by SINDy are more accurate than those obtained using the vRKHS method.
This can be attributed to the fact that SINDy leverages more information about
the dynamics, as the parameterized form of the ODE system is already known. In
contrast, the vRKHS method only assumes that f belongs to a vRKHS, yet it is still
able to recover f with relatively high accuracy.

(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 7. Comparison of the true and predicted trajectories by vRKHS. (a) Forced vibration of
nonlinear pendulum. (b) SIR model. (c) Lorenz63 system.

After extracting the dynamics from the data, we can make predictions by solving
the ODE using the recovered f . The comparison between the true and predicted
trajectories using the vRKHS method is shown in Figure 7, with a vertical dashed
black line indicating the end time of the observation period. We present results for
the nonlinear pendulum, SIR model, and Lorenz63 system; results for the other two
examples are similar and are omitted for brevity. From the figures, we observe that
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for the nonlinear pendulum and SIR model, the recovered dynamics enable accurate
predictions extending two to three times beyond the observation period. However,
for the Lorenz63 system, the prediction become less accurate starting around t ≈ 14;
we remark that the result is similar for the recovered dynamics by SINDy. This
discrepancy is likely due to the chaotic nature of the Lorenz63 system, as even a
small perturbation in f can cause significant deviations in the trajectory from t ≈ 14
onward.

7. Conclusion. To mitigate the impact of noise on learning dynamics from data,
we have proposed a method that simultaneously fits both the derivative and the tra-
jectory from noisy time-series data. This approach treats the derivative estimation as
an inverse problem involving integral operators in the forward model and estimates
the derivative function by solving a vRKHS regularization problem. We have estab-
lished an integral-form representer theorem for vRKHS, based on which we only need
to compute the regularized solution by solving a finite-dimensional problem and can
automatically select a good regularization parameter by the L-curve method. With
the fitted derivative and trajectory, the dynamics can be recovered by solving a linear
regularization problems by embedding the dynamics in a vRKHS. Several numeri-
cal experiments are performed to demonstrate the effectiveness and efficiency of our
method.

When the data size n is very large, the implementation of our method be-
comes challenging since G1 and G̃1 are large-scale dense matrices and the eigen-
decompositions are very expensive to compute. In this case, we could consider scalable
RKHS methods to get sparse approximations of G1 or G̃1, as referenced in [32, 42].
Additional, iterative regularization methods that rely only on matrix-vector products
are more efficient, as referenced in [30,31]. These approaches will be the focus of our
future research.

Acknowledgment. This work was supported in part by the Andrew Sisson
Fund and the Faculty Science Researcher Development Grant of the University of
Melbourne.

REFERENCES

[1] A. Aravkin, J. V. Burke, L. Ljung, A. Lozano, and G. Pillonetto, Generalized Kalman
smoothing: Modeling and algorithms, Automatica, 86 (2017), pp. 63–86.

[2] V. I. Arnold, Mathematical methods of classical mechanics, vol. 60, Springer Science & Busi-
ness Media, 2013.

[3] T. Belytschko, Y. Krongauz, D. Organ, M. Fleming, and P. Krysl, Meshless methods:
an overview and recent developments, Computer methods in applied mechanics and engi-
neering, 139 (1996), pp. 3–47.

[4] J. Bongard and H. Lipson, Automated reverse engineering of nonlinear dynamical systems,
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 104 (2007), pp. 9943–9948.

[5] W. A. Brock and W. D. Dechert, Non-linear dynamical systems: instability and chaos in
economics, Handbook of mathematical economics, 4 (1991), pp. 2209–2235.

[6] S. L. Brunton, J. L. Proctor, and J. N. Kutz, Discovering governing equations from data by
sparse identification of nonlinear dynamical systems, Proceedings of the national academy
of sciences, 113 (2016), pp. 3932–3937.

[7] S. Butterworth et al., On the theory of filter amplifiers, Wireless Engineer, 7 (1930),
pp. 536–541.

[8] C. Carmeli, E. De Vito, and A. Toigo, Vector valued reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces of
integrable functions and Mercer theorem, Analysis and Applications, 4 (2006), pp. 377–408.

[9] C. Carmeli, E. De Vito, A. Toigo, and V. Umanitá, Vector valued reproducing kernel
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