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Abstract. We present a general framework, treating Lipschitz domains in Riemann-
ian manifolds, that provides conditions guaranteeing the existence of norming sets and
generalized local polynomial reproductions—a powerful tool used in the analysis of var-
ious mesh-free methods and a mesh-free method in its own right. As a key application,
we prove the existence of smooth local polynomial reproductions on compact subsets of
algebraic manifolds in Rn with Lipschitz boundary. These results are then applied to
derive new findings on the existence, stability, regularity, locality, and approximation
properties of shape functions for a coordinate-free moving least squares approxima-
tion method on algebraic manifolds, which operates directly on point clouds without
requiring tangent plane approximations.

1. Introduction

Let M be a smooth compact d-dimensional Riemannian manifold without boundary.
In this article, we provide the existence of a smooth generalization of the local polynomial
reproduction on M. Specifically, for certain bounded regions Ω ⊂ M, and function spaces
Π ⊂ C1(M) (which satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2 described below) and for sampled finite
subsets Ξ ⊂ Ω that are sufficiently dense, we prove existence of a map a : Ξ × Ω → R
which satisfies the following properties

• Π-reproduction: (∀p ∈ Π)(∀z ∈ Ω)
∑

ξ∈Ξ a(ξ, z)p(ξ) = p(z)

• stability: supz∈Ω
∑

ξ∈Ξ |a(ξ, z)| < 2

• locality: a(ξ, z) = 0 unless ξ is near to z
• regularity: if Π ⊂ C∞(M), then each a(ξ, ·) ∈ C∞(M).

As a consequence of this general result, we demonstrate the existence of local polynomial
reproductions (i.e., Π = Pm(RN ), polynomials of fixed degree at most m) on Lipschitz
domains in algebraic manifolds M in RN .

As in the archetypal Euclidean case, considered in [22] and [36], which forms a model
for our results, the key to the construction is to establish that Ξ is a norming set
(sometimes called an admissible mesh) for the norm on C(Ω). In short, this means
that the sampling operator S : C(Ω) → ℓ∞(Ξ) : f 7→ f |Ξ is bounded below by a fixed
constant, independent of the cardinality of Ξ.

In the Euclidean setting, this relies heavily on Markov’s inequality

∥p′∥C([0,T ]) ≤
2m2

T
∥p∥C([0,T ])
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for algebraic polynomials p ∈ Pm(R). For spherical harmonics on Sd, Markov’s inequality
can be replaced by Videnskii’s inequality [35, Eqn. (2)].

Although Markov inequalities exist in a variety of exotic contexts, particularly for
smooth algebraic varieties in [6, 5] and for boundaries of convex sets in [24], they are
often global in nature, and unsuitable for adapting the Euclidean argument developed in
[22] and [36]. We make a subtle but significant modification to the established Euclidean
machinery to accommodate work on Riemannian manifolds. This involves Markov-like
covariant derivative estimates in conjunction with a doubling estimate. These have been
established for algebraic polynomials on algebraic manifolds in [4] and [13], and likely
exist for other systems of elementary functions on manifolds (see, for instance, Laplacian
eigenfunctions in [11]).

1.1. Applications of stable polynomial reproductions. Local polynomial repro-
ductions and related constructions on spheres provide a powerful tool for providing er-
ror estimates in scattered data approximation. They have been used to obtain sampling
inequalities, first introduced by Madych and Potter [28], but more recently considered
in [31, 30]. They are also crucial to a number of estimates in kernel and RBF approxi-
mation. Wu and Schaback, in [38], use local polynomial reproductions to estimate the
power function PX for RBF interpolation, which measures the norm of the interpolation
error functional f 7→ f(x) − IXf(x) over a reproducing kernel Hilbert space associated
with the RBF. DeVore and Ron, in [10], use local polynomial reproductions to get kernel
approximation results on Rd. Videnski’i’s inequality has been used to provide a local
spherical harmonic reproduction used in [20] and on SO(3) in [18].

1.2. Moving Least Squares. A specific motivating application for the theory pre-
sented in this article is moving least squares (MLS) approximation on algebraic mani-
folds. MLS has origins in work of Shepard [32] and was studied in the 1980s by Lancaster,
Farwig, Salkauskas [25, 12] and others. For a set of points Ξ in a domain Ω ⊂ Rd, an
MLS approximant for the data y = (yξ)ξ∈Ξ ⊂ R takes the form

MLSΞ,y(ζ) := p∗ζ(ζ), where p
∗
ζ := arg min

p∈Pm(Rd)

∑
ξ∈Ξ

(p(ξ)− yξ)
2W(ξ, ζ),(1)

ζ ∈ Ω is a given point and W : Ω×Ω → [0,∞) is a given weight function. Approximation
theoretic results for Ω ⊂ Rd were given, for example, in [26] and [36].

Our goal is to develop a MLS technique for algebraic manifolds Ω ⊂ M that does not
use intrinsic coordinates to Ω (i.e., coordinate-free) or tangent plane approximations. We
then follow a similar approach of [36], which explicitly uses the kinds of local polynomial
reproductions we develop here, to analyze the approximation properties of the method.

MLS methods are used widely as mesh-free techniques for solving partial differential
equations (PDES) (e.g.,[3, 27, 2, 29, 34]) and have been extended to spherical regions
in [37, 21]. Recent works, such as [23, 33], have also extended MLS to problems on
embedded manifolds. However, unlike to our coordinate-free approach, these methods
address the basic problem (1) by projecting points onto tangent spaces.

1.3. Outline. In the next section, we introduce Assumptions 1 and 2 which guarantee
a norming set property, among other useful properties; this is a standard method for
generating local polynomial reproductions, which we consider in section 4 to generate
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a local Π-reproduction. Unlike established constructions as in [36], we investigate the
smoothness of the basic functions, in addition to their stability and locality. This follows
the argument recently developed in the Euclidean setting in [17].

In section 5 we consider a constructive method for obtaining local Π-reproductions
based on MLS approximation. This has the advantage that derivatives of the local Π-
reproduction reproduce derivatives of functions in Π. We prove stability, smoothness
and locality of this methodology.

Section 6 treats the concrete application of local (restricted) polynomial reproductions
on algebraic manifolds, which employs analytic results from [13]. Numerical experiments
for this setup are considered in section 7.

2. Geometric Background

2.1. Background. Throughout this paper, we assume M is a connected, d-dimensional
Riemannian manifold. We denote by TM the tangent bundle of M, and by T k1

k2
M the

vector bundle of tensors with contravariant rank k1 and covariant rank k2 (in particular,
T 1
0M = TM is the tangent bundle and T 0

1M = T ∗M is the cotangent bundle). We will

denote the fiber at x ∈ M by T k1
k2
Mx. In this article, we will be concerned primarily with

covariant tensors.
The fact that M is a Riemannian manifold means that on each tangent space TMx

there is an inner product. This extends by duality to each fiber T k1
k2
Mx of the tensor

bundle: for instance, for a covariant tensor S ∈ T 0
kMx, we have

(2) ∥S∥T 0
kMx

= max
(V1,...,Vk)∈(TMx)k\{0}

|S(V1, . . . , Vk)|
∥V1∥TMx . . . ∥Vk∥TMx

.

2.1.1. Tensor fields. For a chart (U, ϕ) for M we get the usual vector fields ∂
∂xj and forms

dxj (1 ≤ j ≤ d), which act as local bases for TM and T ∗M over U .
These can be used to generate bases for tensor fields (i.e., sections of tensor bundles).

In particular, for a covariant tensor field T : M → T 0
kM, we have basis elements dxı̂ :=

dxi1 · · · dxik for ı̂ = (i1, . . . , ik) ∈ {1, . . . , d}k, which allow us to write T in coordinates
as T (x) =

∑
ı̂∈{1,...,d}k(T (x))ı̂dxı̂.

Of particular interest is Riemannian metric tensor g : M → T 0
2M, written in coor-

dinates over U as g(x) =
∑

i,j≤d gij(x)dxidxj . Similarly, the volume element on M is

dµ =
√

det(gij)dx1 . . . dxd.
At a point x ∈ U , the tangent space TMx has inner product ⟨T, S⟩TMx =

∑
gijTiSj ,

where T =
∑d

i=1 Ti
∂
∂xi and S =

∑d
j=1 Sj

∂
∂xj . The inner product on T

0
kMx obtained from

(2) can be expressed in coordinates as

⟨T, S⟩T 0
kMx

=
∑
ı̂,ȷ̂

gi1j1(x) · · · gikjk(x)Tı̂Sȷ̂,

where (gij) is the matrix inverse of (gij), T =
∑

ı̂(T )ı̂dxı̂. and S =
∑

ȷ̂(S)ȷ̂dxȷ̂ (see [15,

Eqn. (2.1)]).
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2.1.2. Geodesics and exponential map. We denote the Riemannian distance on M by
dist : M × M → [0,∞) or, to avoid confusion when multiple distances are in use, we
use distM. Since M is connected, pairs of nearby points x, y ∈ M can be connected by a

geodesic γ : [a, b] → M with γ(a) = x, γ(b) = y and dist(x, y) =
∫ b
a ∥γ′(t)∥TMγ(t)

dt.

At every point x ∈ M, the exponential map Expx : B(0, rx) → U ⊂ M is a smooth
diffeomorphism defined on an open neighborhood of 0 ∈ TxM. It has the property that
it preserves radial distances: for any y = Expx(v) ∈ U , dist(x, y) = |0− v|. In fact, the
map (x, v) 7→ Expx(v) : U → M is defined and smooth on an open neighborhood U of
the zero section in TM.

Consequently, for any compact set Ω ⊂ M, the quantity rΩ = minx∈Ω rx is positive,
and there exist constants 0 < Γ1 ≤ Γ2 such that for any z ∈ Ω and any x, y ∈ B(0, rΩ),
the metric equivalence

(3) Γ1|x− y| ≤ dist(Expz(x),Expz(y)) ≤ Γ2|x− y|
holds.

2.1.3. Covariant differentiation. The cotangent derivative ∇ maps tensor fields of rank
(k1, k2) to tensor fields of rank (k1, k2+1). In particular, ∇k maps functions to covariant
tensor fields of rank (0, k). We can use this to generate smoothness norms: for an open,
bounded set U ⊂ M,

∥f∥Ck(U) := max
j≤k

max
x∈U

∥∇jf(x)∥T 0
j Mx

.

If Ω ⊂ M is compact, then [15, Lemma 3.2] ensures that there are uniform constants
C1, C2> 0 so that the family of exponential maps {Expx : Br → M | x ∈ Ω} provides
local metric equivalences: for any open set U with U ⊂ B(0, rΩ), we have

(4) C1∥u ◦ Expx∥Ck(U) ≤ ∥u∥
Ck(Expx(U))

≤ C2∥u ◦ Expx∥Ck(U).

This is an application of a more general result which treats metric equivalence of Sobolev
norms. Although the full metric equivalence is not necessary for our purposes, another
consequence is the following: for every x ∈ Ω and any U ⊂ B(x, rΩ),

(5) C1∥u ◦ Expx∥Lp(U) ≤ ∥u∥Lp(Expx(U)) ≤ C2∥u ◦ Expx∥Lp(U).

For a metric space Ω and a set Ξ ⊂ Ω, define the sampling operator SΞ : f 7→ f |Ξ as
a map from C(Ω) to ℓ∞(Ξ). We note that ∥SΞ∥ ≤ 1. A norming set for a subspace
Π ⊂ C(Ω) is a subset Ξ ⊂ Ω so that SΞ is bounded below. Thus, finding a norming set Ξ
is equivalent to developing a Marcinkiewicz-type discretization for p = ∞, as considered
in [8, Eqn. 1.2].

Such norming sets have been developed for scattered approximation on spheres in
[22]. This has been expanded to treat subsets of Sd and Euclidean regions satisfying
interior cone conditions in [36]. Out strategy resembles the latter, although the use of
the doubling property (6) simplifies the argument.

Our goal in the next section is to prove a general norming set property: for balls
B1 ⊂ B2 and sufficiently dense Ξ ⊂ Ω, the set B2∩Ξ is a norming set for (Π, ∥·∥C(B1∩Ω)).
In other words, when restricted to Π, the sampling operator

SΞ : (Π, ∥ · ∥C(B1∩Ω)) →
(
RB2∩Ξ, ∥ · ∥ℓ∞(B2∩Ξ)

)
, p 7→ p|B2∩Ξ

is bounded below.
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3. Local Markov property and preliminary results

3.1. Basic analytic and geometric assumptions. To prove the general result, we
assume the following about the function space Π.

Assumption 1. We assume that Π ⊂ C1(M) is a finite dimensional space of functions
which satisfy a doubling condition and a Markov inequality. Namely, there exist constants
D, M, and r♯, > 0 so that for every p ∈ Π, 0 < r < r♯, and x0 ∈ M,

∥p∥C(B(x0,2r)) ≤ 2D∥p∥C(B(x0,r)),(6)

∥∇p∥C(B(x0,r)) ≤
M

r
∥p∥C(B(x0,r)).(7)

We will discuss the applicability to restricted polynomials on algebraic manifolds later.
For now, we point out that such results have been shown in [13] with constants D and
M which depend on the polynomial degree.

In this section, we prove existence of a local Π-reproduction on compact subsets
Ω ⊂ M which satisfy an interior cone condition. To set up the definition, we define a
basic Euclidean cone with parameters r > 0, 0 < ω < π/2 and v ∈ Sd−1, as the set

Cr,ω,v := {w ∈ Rd | ∥w∥ ≤ r and vTw ≥ cos(ω)}.

The interior cone condition for Ω ⊂ M is similar to a Euclidean cone condition, but
involves geodesic cones.

Assumption 2. We assume that Ω ⊂ M is compact, and that it satisfies an interior
cone condition of radius r♭ > 0 and aperture ω < π/2: for each point z of Ω, there is a
direction v ∈ Sd−1 so that Expz(Cr♭,ω,v) ⊂ Ω.

We define the basic parameter, combining the injectivity radius rΩ, threshold distances
for the Markov and doubling inequalities r♯, and the cone parameter r♭:

r∗ := min(rΩ, r
♯, r♭).

It follows that there exist constants αΩ ≤ βΩ so that for any x ∈ Ω and r ≤ r∗,

(8) αΩr
d ≤ µ(B(x, r) ∩ Ω) ≤ ωΩr

d

(this is a direct consequence of (5),with p = 1 and u = χCr,ω,v).
We make use of the following result, which follows easily from [16, Lemma A.7] and

shows that cones contain interior balls.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose Ω ⊂ M satisfies (3) and C = Expz(Cr♭,ω,v) ⊂ Ω. Then for

0 < ρ < r♭/(1 + sinω), r = Γ1ρ sin(ω) and ζ = Expz(ρv), we have B(ζ, r) ⊂ C.

Proof. Note that ρ sinω ≤ r♭ − ρ and r ≤ Γ1(r
♭ − ρ). Thus, if ξ ∈ B(ζ, r), then

dist(z, ξ) < ρ+ r ≤ Γ1r
♭ + (1− Γ1)ρ < r♭.

Hence B(ζ, r) ⊂ B(z, r♭).

For ξ ∈ B(z, r♭) \ C, let ξ = Expz(tu) with t < r♭ and u ∈ Sd−1. Then tu /∈ Cr♭,ω,v,

and hence |tu− ρv| > ρ sinω. Thus dist(ξ, ζ) ≥ Γ1|tu− ρv| > r, so ξ /∈ B(ζ, r). □
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For a point x0 ∈ Ω, we can use Lemma 3.1 and the doubling property (6) to control
the size of ∥p∥C(B(x0,R)) by using ∥p∥C(B(x0,R)∩Ω).

Lemma 3.2. Suppose Π satisfies Assumption 1 and Ω ⊂ M satisfies Assumption 2.
Then for any x0 ∈ Ω and R ≤ r∗,

∥p∥
C(B(x0,R))

≤ 2D
(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)D

∥p∥
C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)

.

Proof. Fix p ∈ Π. Find z1 ∈ B(x0, R) ∩ Ω and z0 ∈ B(x0, R) (possibly different than
z1) so that |p(z1)| = ∥p∥

C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)
and |p(z0)| = ∥p∥

C(B(x0,R))
.

By assumption, there is a cone C = Expx0
(CR,ω,v) contained in B(x0, R) ∩ Ω. Let

ρ := R/(1 + sin(ω)), and note that for ζ := Expx0
(ρv) and r := Γ1ρ sinω, we have

∥p∥
C(B(ζ,r))

≤ ∥p∥
C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)

≤ |p(z1)|

since B(ζ, r) is contained in C by Lemma 3.1.

At the same time, dist(z0, ζ) ≤ R + ρ, so z0 ∈ B(ζ,R+ ρ). Find j ∈ N so that
2j−1Γ1sinω ≤ 2 + sinω < 2jΓ1sinω, so j depends only on Γ1 and ω. By the definition
of ρ, we have R + ρ < 2jΓ1ρ sin(ω), so by applying the doubling inequality (6) j times,
we have that

|p(z)| ≤ ∥p∥
C(B(ζ,R+ρ))

≤ 2jD∥p∥
C(B(ζ,r))

≤ 2D
(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)D

|p(z1)|

and the lemma follows. □

3.2. A lower bound. Under assumptions 1 and 2, let us define

κ := M22D
(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)D 1 + Γ1 sinω

Γ1 sinω

which will be used to describe the support radius of the norming set.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose M is a Riemannian manifold, Π ⊂ C1(M) satisfies Assumption 1
and Ω ⊂ M satisfies Assumption 2. Then for any x0 ∈ Ω, 0 < ϵ < 1 and R < r∗/(1 + ϵ)

there is a ball B̃ := B(ζ, ϵRκ ) ⊂ Ω ∩B(x0, (1 + ϵ)R) so that for any p ∈ Π,

min
ξ∈B̃

|p(ξ)| ≥ (1− ϵ)∥p∥
C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)

holds.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let p ∈ Π satisfy ∥p∥
C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)

= 1. For any point

z ∈ Ω ∩ B(x0, R) where |p(z)| = 1, there is a cone C = Expz(Cr∗,ω,v) which is centered
at z and contained in Ω.

By Lemma 3.1, there is a closed ball of radius ϵR
κ centered at ζ = Expz(

ϵR
κΓ1 sinωv)

contained in C. By the triangle inequality, if ξ ∈ B(ζ, ϵRκ ), then

dist(ξ, z) ≤ ϵ

κ

1 + Γ1 sinω

Γ1 sinω
R ≤ ϵ.

By another application of the triangle inequality, dist(ξ, x0) ≤ (1 + ϵ)R follows.
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ζ

z

x0

C

Ω

Figure 1. A diagram indicating the points x0, z and ζ.

Thus we may express ξ ∈ B(ζ, ϵRκ ) as ξ = Expz(dist(ξ, z)w) for some vector w ∈ Sd−1.

Consider the geodesic curve γ : [0,dist(ξ, z)] → M defined by γ(t) = Expz

(
tw
)
. Because

the image of this curve lies is in B(z,dist(ξ, z)) which is contained in B(x0, (1 + ϵ)R),
and because ∥γ′(t)∥T 1

0Mγ(t)
= 1, we have

|p(ξ)− p(z)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ dist(ξ,z)

0
∇p (γ(t)) γ′(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ dist(ξ, z) ∥∇p∥

C(B(z,dist(z,ξ)))

≤ ϵ

κ

1 + Γ1 sinω

Γ1 sinω
R

M

(1 + ϵ)R
∥p∥

C(B(x0,(1+ϵ)R))

by (7). By the doubling inequality, we have ∥p∥
C(B(x0,2R))

≤ 2D∥p∥
C(B(x0,R))

. Applying

Lemma 3.2 we have ∥p∥
C(B(x0,R))

≤ 2D
(
2+sinω
Γ1 sinω

)D
∥p∥

C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)
. Recalling that z was

chosen so that ∥p∥
C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)

= |p(z)| = 1, we have

∣∣|p(ξ)| − 1
∣∣ ≤ ϵ

1 + ϵ
M22D

(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)D 1 + Γ1 sinω

Γ1 sinω

1

κ
≤ ϵ.

Thus p(ξ) ≥ 1− ϵ and the lemma follows. □

An immediate consequence of this lemma is the following norming set result, which
holds for subsets Ξ ⊂ M which are sufficiently well-distributed (or sufficiently dense) in
Ω, as measured by the fill-distance

hΞ,Ω := max
x∈Ω

dist(x,Ξ),
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which we often abbreviate to h = hΞ,Ω when the context is clear. In this case, being
sufficiently well-distributed means that hΞ,Ω is less than some given quantity which
depends on Assumptions 1 and 2, as well as user-defined parameters.

Corollary 3.3.1 (Norming Set). Suppose M, Π and Ω are as in Lemma 3.2. If ϵ > 0,
R ≤ r∗

1+ϵ and Ξ ⊂ Ω has fill distance which satisfies h := hΞ,Ω ≤ ϵRκ , then for any x ∈ Ω
and p ∈ Π we have the inequality

max
ξ∈Ξ∩B(x,(1+ϵ)R)

|p(ξ)| ≥ (1− ϵ)∥p∥
C(B(x,R)∩Ω)

.

A tiny but useful modification of this result employs r := ϵR, in which case

(9) max
ξ∈Ξ∩B

(
x,

(1+ϵ)
ϵ

r
) |p(ξ)| ≥ (1− ϵ)∥p∥

C(B(x, r
ϵ
)∩Ω)

≥ (1− ϵ)∥p∥
C(B(x,r)∩Ω)

.

provided r ≤ ϵ
1+ϵr

∗ and h ≤ r
κ .

Proof. By Lemma 3.3, there is a ball B̃ = B(ζ, ϵRκ ) contained in B(x, (1 + ϵ)R) ∩ Ω

where |p(z)| ≥ (1 − ϵ)∥p∥C(B(x,(1+ϵ)R)∩Ω) for all z ∈ B̃. By the assumption on h,

B(ζ, h) ⊂ B(ζ, ϵRκ ) = B̃ contains a point ξ ∈ Ξ. □

Another consequence of Lemma 3.3 is a local Nikolskii-type inequality.

Corollary 3.3.2 (Nikolskii). Suppose M, Π and Ω are as in Lemma 3.2. Then there is
a constant N so that for any 1 ≤ q <∞, x0 ∈ Ω and R ≤ r∗,

∥p∥
C(B(x0,R)∩Ω)

≤ NR−d/q∥p∥Lq(B(x0,R)∩Ω).

Proof. Let R′ = R/2. By applying Lemma 3.3 with ϵ = 1
2 , we have that∫

B̃
|p(x)|qdx ≥ 1

4
vol(B̃)∥p∥qC(B(x0,R′)∩Ω)

with B̃ a ball of radius R′

κ = R
2κ contained in B(x0, 2R

′) ∩ Ω. Thus,∫
B(x0,R)∩Ω

|p(x)|qdx ≥ 1

4
αM

( R
2κ

)d
∥p∥qC(B(x0,R′)∩Ω).

By Lemma 3.2 we have

∥p∥C(B(x0,2R′)∩Ω) ≤ 2D∥p∥C(B(x0,R′))

≤ 22D
(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)D

∥p∥C(B(x0,R′)∩Ω).

and the result follows. □

4. Main Result: local Π-reproductions for Ω

We now prove existence of a local polynomial reproduction for sufficiently dense sub-
sets Ξ ⊂ Ω. This follows from a fairly standard argument using the norming set from
Corollary 3.3.1. Note that throughout the remainder of the paper we define the threshold
fill-distance

h0 :=
ϵr∗

(1 + ϵ)κ
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which depends on 0 < ϵ < 1 and constants from Assumptions 1 and 2.

4.1. Local Reproduction of functionals. For α ∈ Ω, define Vα := Π|(B(α,κh)∩Ω). For
0 < ϵ < 1, the inequality (9) after Corollary 3.3.1 (with r = κh) shows that the norm

∥p∥Vα := sup
z∈B(α,κh)∩Ω

|p(z)|

is controlled above by ∥p|Ξα∥Wα,ϵ where

Wα,ϵ :=
(
RΞα,ϵ , ℓ∞(Ξα,ϵ)

)
and Ξα,ϵ := B

(
α,

(1 + ϵ)

ϵ
κh
)
∩ Ξ.

It follows that we can stably represent any functional in V ′
α by an element of ℓ1(Ξα,ϵ),

as the next lemma demonstrates.

Lemma 4.1. Let M be a Riemannian manifold and let Π and Ω ⊂ M satisfy Assump-
tions 1 and 2, respectively. For α ∈ Ω, if λ ∈ V ′

α, and Ξα,ϵ ⊂ Ω with h := hΞα,ϵ,Ω ≤ h0,
there is a map ãλ : Ξα,ϵ → R which satisfies the conditions

• supp(ãλ) ⊂ Ξα,ϵ

•
∑

ξ∈Ξα,ϵ
|ãλ(ξ)| ≤ (1− ϵ)−1∥λ∥V ′

α
,

•
∑

ξ∈Ξα,ϵ
ãλ(ξ)p(ξ) = λp for all p ∈ Vα = Π|(B(α,κh)∩Ω).

Proof. The inequality maxξ∈Xiα,ϵ |p(ξ)| ≥ (1− ϵ)∥p∥Vα holds for all p ∈ Vα by Corollary
3.3.1. In other words, the sampling operator

S : Vα →Wα,ϵ : p 7→ p|Ξα,ϵ

is bounded below by 1−ϵ. Let RS ⊂Wα,ϵ denote the range of S. By restricting to RS , we
have ∥S−1∥RS→Vα ≤ (1− ϵ)−1, and so the dual map (S−1)′ : V ′

α → (RS)
′ is bounded by

∥(S−1)′∥V ′
α→(RS)′ ≤ (1− ϵ)−1. Thus, the linear functional (S−1)′λ = λ◦S−1 ∈ (RS)

′, has

norm ∥(S−1)′λ∥(RS)′ ≤ (1 − ϵ)−1∥λ∥V ′
α
. Furthermore, (S−1)′λ can be extended to W ′

α,ϵ

by preserving its norm. By identification of
(
ℓ∞(Ξα,ϵ)

)′
with ℓ1(Ξα,ϵ), there is v ∈ RΞα,ϵ

with ∥v∥ℓ1(Ξα,ϵ) ≤ (1− ϵ)−1∥λ∥V ′
α
for which

p(α) = δαp =
(
(S−1)′δα

)
(Sp) =

∑
ξ∈Ξα,ϵ

vξp(ξ)

for all p ∈ Vα. Letting

ãλ(ξ) :=

{
vξ for ξ ∈ Ξα,ϵ

0 otherwise

completes the proof. □

4.2. Local reproduction of point evaluation and directional derivatives. For
α ∈ Ω, the functional δα : p 7→ p(α) satisfies |δαp| ≤ supz∈B(α,κh)∩Ω |p(z)|, or equivalently
∥δα∥V ′

α
≤ 1. Thus there is ã0 : Ξ× Ω → R for which∑

ξ∈Ξ
ã0(ξ, α)p(ξ) = p(α)

for all p ∈ Π and α ∈ Ω.
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Similarly, by Assumption 1, for a tangent vector v ∈ T 1
0Mα, the functional

λv : p 7→ Dvp(α) = ∇p(α)v
has norm ∥λv∥V ′

α
≤ M

κh∥v∥T 1
0Mα

by (7). Thus, we can define ã1(·, ·) : Ξ × Ω → T 0
1M

pointwise, that means for any v ∈ T 1
0Mα, we set ã1(ξ, α)v := ã1λv

(ξ), where ã1λv
is

guaranteed by Lemma 4.1. Thus, the map ã1 has the following reproduction property:
for all p ∈ Π and α ∈ Ω ∑

ξ∈Ξ
p(ξ)ã1(ξ, α) = ∇p(α).

Furthermore, the locality condition supp
(
ãj(·, z)

)
⊂ B

(
z, (1+ ϵ)κh/ϵ

)
holds for j = 0, 1,

as do the stability conditions

(10)
∑
ξ∈Ξ

∣∣ã0(ξ, α)∣∣ ≤ 1

1− ϵ
and

∑
ξ∈Ξ

∥∥ã1(ξ, α)∥∥
T 0
1Mα

≤ 1

1− ϵ

M

κh
.

We can achieve higher order analogs with a stronger Markov inequality.

Assumption 3. We assume that Π ⊂ Ck(M) and there is a r∗ > 0 so that for every
j ≤ k, there is a constant Mj such that for every p ∈ Π, 0 < r < r∗, x0 ∈ M, the
following inequality holds:

(11) ∥∇jp∥
C(B(x0,r))

≤ Mj

rj
∥p∥

C(B(x0,r))
.

If this holds, then for v1, . . . , vk ∈ T 1
0Mα, the functional λv1,...,vk ∈ Π ′ of the form

p 7→ λv1,...,vkp = ∇kp(α)(v1, . . . , vk)

satisfies a bound of the form |λv1,...,vkp| ≤
Mk

κkhk ∥p∥C(B(α,κh)∥v1∥T 1
0Mα

. . . ∥vk∥T 1
0Mα

. Set-

ting C := Mjκ
−j , Lemma 4.1 guarantees existence of ãk : Ξ × Ω → T 0

kM so that the

reproduction formula
∑

ξ∈Ξ p(ξ)ã
k(ξ, α) = ∇kp(α) holds for all p ∈ Π and α ∈ Ω, along

with the support condition supp
(
ãk(·, α)

)
⊂ B(α, (1+ϵ)κh/ϵ) and the stability condition∑

ξ∈Ξ
∥∥ãk(ξ, α)∥∥

T 0
kMα

≤ C
1−ϵh

−k..

4.3. Regularity of generalized polynomial reproductions. Suppose now that Ω ⊂
M satisfies Assumption 2, and (E, π) is a real, J-dimensional vector bundle over M so
that each fiber Ez = π−1(z) has norm ∥ · ∥Ez . Suppose further that L : C∞(M) →
C∞(M;E) is a linear map taking smooth functions on M to smooth sections over E.

We generalize slightly the above construction, to consider ã : Ξ × Ω → E which
satisfies, for all z ∈ Ω

(12)


(∀p ∈ Π)

∑
ξ∈Ξ p(ξ)ã(ξ, z) = Lp(z),

supp ã(·, z) ⊂ B(z,R),∑
ξ∈Ξ ∥ã(ξ, z)∥Ez ≤ K.

For Π ⊂ C∞(M), the results of the previous section fit this construction with L = ∇k,
E = T 0

kM, R = (1 + ϵ)κh/ϵ and K = C
1−ϵh

−k.

The following proposition, generalized from the scalar, Euclidean result [30, Lemma
10], shows that such generalized local polynomial reproductions can be smooth, as well.
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Lemma 4.2. If ã : Ξ × Ω → E satisfies (12) and if Π ⊂ C∞(M), then for any ϵ > 0,
there is an a : Ξ× Ω → E with a(ξ, ·) ∈ C∞(M) for all ξ ∈ Ξ, along with

(∀p ∈ Π)
∑

ξ∈Ξ p(ξ)a(ξ, z) = Lp(z),
supp a(·, z) ⊂ B(z,R+ ϵ),∑

ξ∈Ξ ∥a(ξ, z)∥Ez ≤ K + ϵ.

Proof. Let {pj | 1 ≤ j ≤ M} be a basis for Π (so M := dimΠ). Pick y ∈ Ω, and let
Ξy := Ξ ∩ B(y,R). Because {δξ | ξ ∈ Ξy} is a norming set and therefore spans Π ′, it
contains a subset

{δξj | 1 ≤ j ≤M} ⊂ {δξ | ξ ∈ Ξy},
which is linearly independent in (Π)′. Define complementary point sets

Ξ♭
y := {ξ1, . . . , ξM} and. Ξ♯

y := Ξy,ϵ \ Ξ♭
y.

Consider now a neighborhood Uy of y with chart ψy : Uy → Vy ⊂ Rd satisfying
ψy(y) = 0, and the trivialization of E over Uy, Ψy : π−1(Uy) → Uy ×RJ . For simplicity,
we identify Ψy with the isomorphism it induces on the fibers π−1(z). Sof for z ∈ Uy, we

write Ψy : π−1(z) → RJ in place of Ψy : π−1(z) → {z} × Rd (i.e., we compose Ψy with
the map (z,v) 7→ v).

Consider the function Gy : Vy × RJ×M → RJ×M defined, for j ≤M , by(
Gy(v,B)

)
j
:= Ψy

(
Lpj(ψ−1

y v)
)
−
∑

ξk∈Ξ♭
y

(B)kpj(ξk)−
∑
ζ∈Ξ♯

y

Ψy

(
ã(ζ, y)

)
pj(ζ),

where (B)k ∈ RJ is the kth column of B ∈ RJ×M . Note that the last term is constant
in both v and B, while the middle term is constant in v and linear in B. Namely,∑

ξk∈Ξ♭
y
(B)kpj(ξk), is the jth column of BP ∈ RJ×M , where P =

(
pj(ξk)

)
k,j

∈ RM×M

is a Vandermonde-type matrix for Π and Ξ♭
y.

For v ∈ Vy, set B
⋄(v) :=

(
A(v)−C

)
P−1 with A(v) ∈ RJ×M and C ∈ RJ×M defined

column-wise as(
A(v)

)
j
:= Ψy

(
Lpj(ψ−1

y v)
)

and
(
C
)
j
:=
∑
ζ∈Ξ♯

y

Ψy

(
ã(ζ, y)

)
pj(ζ).

It follows that for all v ∈ Vy, Gy(v,B
⋄(v)) = 0. Furthermore, for v = 0, the linear inde-

pendence of the functionals {δξj | ξj ∈ Ξ♭
y} guarantees that B⋄(0) = (Ψy(ã(ξk, y)))k≤M .

From this, we define a∗y : Ξ× Uy → E at the point z ∈ Uy, with v = ψy(z), as

a∗y(ξ, z) =


Ψ−1

z

(
B⋄(v)

)
k

ξk = ξ ∈ Ξ♭
y

Ψ−1
z Ψyã(ξ, y) ξ ∈ Ξ♯

y

0 ξ ∈ Ξ \ Ξy.

For every ξ ∈ Ξ, a∗y(ξ, ·) is in C∞(Uy).
Note that for v = 0, a∗y(ξ, y) = ã(ξ, y) so

∑
ξ∈Ξ ∥a∗y(ξk, y)∥Ey ≤ K by assumption.

By continuity, there is a neighborhood Ũy ⊂ Uy of y with corresponding Euclidean

neighborhood Ṽy = ψy(Ũy) of 0, so that for all z ∈ Ũy,
∑

ξ∈Ξ ∥a∗y(ξ, z)∥Ez ≤ K + ϵ.
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By decreasing the neighborhood even more, so that Ũy ⊂ B(y, ϵ) holds, we have for

ξ ∈ Ξy and z ∈ Ũy, that

dist(z, ξ) ≤ dist(z, y) + dist(y, ξ) ≤ R+ ϵ.

Thus if dist(z, ξ) > R+ ϵ, then a∗y(ξ, z) = 0.

By compactness of Ω, there is a finite cover of the form Ω =
⋃L

ℓ=1 Ũyℓ . Denote

by aℓ : Ξ × Ω → R the extension by zero of ayℓ : Ξ × Ũyℓ → E. Let
(
ψℓ

)
ℓ=1...L

be a smooth partition of unity subordinate to this cover: i.e., consisting of functions
ψℓ : Ω → [0, 1] with supp(ψℓ) ⊂ Ũyℓ and

∑L
j=1 ψℓ = 1. Then a : Ξ × Ω → R defined by

a(ξ, z) :=
∑L

ℓ=1 ψℓ(z)aℓ(ξ, z) is the desired smooth local polynomial reproduction. □

5. Moving least squares (MLS)

In this section, we consider a counterpart to the construction of section 4. It has the
advantage that stable, local reproduction of derivatives follows automatically, without
need of a separate construction. An extra requirement (for our results, not for the
implementability of the method) is quasi-uniformity of the point set Ξ, which is described
below.

We consider (1), for Π satisfying Assumption 1 and Ω ⊂ M satisfying 2. Then for
f ∈ C(Ω), we define the MLS approximant via the pointwise formula

MΞf(z) := p∗z(z) where p
∗
z = argmin

p∈Π

∑
ξ∈Ξ

(p(ξ)− f(ξ))2W(ξ, z).(13)

Here z ∈ M is a given point and W is a given weight function. Note that this is a
reformulation of (1) with Pm(Rd) replaced by Π, and a general data vector

(
yξ
)
ξ∈Ξ

replaced by sampled data
(
f(ξ)

)
ξ∈Ξ (in other words, we express the MLS approximant

MΞ as an operator on C(Ω), rather than one acting on data).

Initial assumptions on W. To ensure the above problem is well-posed and stable, we
assume W satisfies, for some constants c0 ∈ (0, 1) & c1 ∈ (0, 1], the following:

dist(ζ, z) ≥ δ =⇒ W(ζ, z) = 0,(14)

dist(ζ, z) ≤ c0δ =⇒ W(ζ, z) ≥ c1.(15)

In order to ensure that each ball B(z, c0δ) contains enough points from Ξ to stably
reproduce Π at z, we also assume

(16) δ ≥ 3κ

c0
h.

In this case, there is little benefit in allowing a variable ϵ. (As described in Remark
1, and in contrast to the theoretically constructed local Π reproduction, the stability
bounds we present for (13) cannot be brought arbitrarily close to 1.) Thus, we select
ϵ = 1/2. By Lemma 4.1, we may take c0δ ≥ 3κh. Both constants c0 and c1 affect the
stability of the scheme, as demonstrated below in Lemma 5.1.

The choice W(ζ, z) = Φ(dist(z,ζ)δ ) for a compactly supported, non-negative, continuous
Φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) will easily satisfy (14) and (15), although this is not necessary
(and may not be desirable for some problems). For embedded manifolds, considered in
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section 6.2, we use a weight function depending on the Euclidean distance, i.e., W(ζ, z) =

Φ( |z−ζ|
δ ).

For data which is highly non-uniform, it may be preferable to use a weight function
with support which varies spatially (so that W(·, z) has support which changes with z);
in such a case, (14), (15) and (16) could be replaced by suitable hypotheses on a map
x 7→ δx which reflects the local distribution of points near x.

Quasi-uniformity. For a point set Ξ, we consider the separation radius

qΞ := min
ξ∈Ξ

dist(ξ,dist(Ξ \ {ξ})),

usually abbreviated to q = qΞ, and the modified mesh ratio

ρ̃ :=
δ

q
.

Often in problems dealing with quasi-uniformly distributed scattered data, the mesh
ratio ρ = h

q is employed. We note that since q ≤ h and h ≤ c0
3κδ, that ρ ≤ c0

3κ ρ̃.

Thus, assuming ρ̃ is controlled is stronger than the quasi-uniform assumption that ρ is
controlled. Many of the constants considered below will depend on ρ̃.

5.1. Shape functions. The Backus-Gilbert MLS approach [1] shows that

MΞf(z) =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)f(ξ),

where the shape functions b⋆(ξ, ·) : M → R can be obtained pointwise via

b⋆(·, z) = arg min
c∈RΞ

∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

1

W(ξ, z)
|cξ|2(17)

subject to
∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

cξp(ξ) = p(z) for all p ∈ Π.

We now show that b⋆ provides a stable, local Π-reproduction. A basic combinatorial
estimate we need for this result is that for any z ∈ Ω, and R < r∗,

(18) #{ξ ∈ Ξ ∩B(z,R)} ≤ µ(B(z,R)

minξ µ(B(ξ, q))
≤ ωΩR

d

αΩqd

holds.

Lemma 5.1. If Π satisfies Assumption 1, Ω ⊂ M satisfies Assumption 2, then there is
a constant C so that Ξ ⊂ Ω is sufficiently dense with mesh ratio ρ and if W satisfies
(14), (15) and (16) then for z ∈ Ω,

• for all p ∈ Π,

p(z) =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

b⋆(ξ, z)p(ξ),

• supp
(
b⋆(·, z)

)
⊂ B(z, δ) ∩ Ω,

•
∑

ξ∈Ξ |b⋆(ξ, z)| ≤ 2
√

ωΩ
c1αΩ

(
δ
q

)d/2
= 2
√

ωΩ
c1αΩ

ρ̃d/2.
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Proof. From (17) it is clear that b⋆ reproduces point evaluations. Because W satisfies
(14), it follows that if dist(ξ, z) ≥ δ, then b⋆(ξ, z) = 0.

To handle the third item, we apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, obtaining∑
ξ∈Ξ

|b⋆(ξ, z)| ≤
√√√√ ∑

ξ∈Ξ
W(ξ,z)>0

W(ξ, z)

√√√√ ∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

1

W(ξ, z)
|b⋆(ξ, z)|2.

Boundedness of the weight W and quasi-uniformity of Ξ, via (18), guarantee that ∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

W(ξ, z)

 ≤ #
{
ξ ∈ Ξ | W(ξ, z) > 0

}
≤ ωΩ

αΩ

(
δ

q

)d

.

To handle the second factor, we use the local Π-reproduction ã0 of section 4.2, noting

that
∑

ξ∈Ξ
∣∣ã0(ξ, z)∣∣2 < (

∑
ξ∈Ξ

∣∣ã0(ξ, z)∣∣)2 ≤ (1− ϵ)−2. From (10), with ϵ = 1
2 , we have ∑

ξ∈Ξ
W(ξ,z)>0

1

W(ξ, ζ)
|b⋆(ξ, z)|2

 ≤

 ∑
ξ∈Ξ

dist(ξ,z)<c0δ

1

W(ξ, z)

∣∣ã0(ξ, z)∣∣2
 ≤ 4

c1
.

□

Remark 1. Although parameters c0 < 1 and ϵ < 1 can be permitted to get arbitrarily
close to 1 (and c1 may equal 1), by following the above argument, the best stability

estimate C in
∑

ξ∈Ξ |b⋆(ξ, z)| ≤ C will be no smaller than
√

ωΩ
αΩ
κd/2ρd/2, where ρ = h/q.

This is in contrast to (1− ϵ)−1 from (10), which can get arbitrarily close to 1.

5.2. Construction and smoothness. The solution to the variational problem (17) is
given by linear projection. To this end, let J = #Ξ and M = dim(Π). We enumerate
Ξ = {ξj | j ≤ J} and provide a basis {pj | j ≤ M} for Π. Then, viewing b∗(·, z) as a
column vector in RJ×1 we have

(19) b∗(·, z) = W(z)P(PTW(z)P)−1p(z),

where P =
(
pj(ξk)

)
∈ RJ×M is a Vandermonde matrix, p(z) ∈ RM×1 is the vector

with jth entry (p(z))j = pj(z), and W(z) ∈ RJ×J is the diagonal matrix chosen to

have jth diagonal entry (W(z))j,j = W(ξj , z) = Φ
(Fξj

(z)

δ

)
as described in Assumption 4

below. Please note, that condition (16) ensures that Ξ ∩B(z, c0δ) contains a unisolvent
set of centers. Thus P is a full rank matrix, which makes the inverse (PTW(z)P)−1

well-defined. Consequently, b∗ is in Ck(M) if Π ⊂ Ck(M) and each function W(ξ, ·) is
as well. Indeed, by linearity we have, for z ∈ int(Ω), that

∇kp(z) =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

p(ξ)∇kb∗(ξ, z)

(with covariant derivative applied to the second entry). It follows that

∇kb∗ : Ξ× Ω → T 0
kM

reproduces ∇k on Π and is local in the sense that supp∇kb⋆(·, z) ⊂ B(z, 3κc0 hh).
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The following assumption is sufficient to get regularity bounds for the MLS shape
functions, while allowing some flexibility in choosing the weight function. In addition
to implying (14) and (15), it allows weights which depend on different distances (see
Remarks 2 and 4). On its face, it may even allow for spatial variation of the weight
function, although this is not considered in the present article.

Assumption 4. Assume there exist constants 0 < ϑ1 ≤ ϑ2 <∞ and Ck, for k ∈ N, and
a collection of functions {Fξ ∈ Ck(Ω \ {ξ}) | ξ ∈ Ω}, so that for all z ∈ B(ξ, r∗) \ {ξ},

(20) ϑ1 dist(ξ, z) ≤ Fξ(z) ≤ ϑ2 dist(ξ, z) and ∥∇kFξ(z)∥T 0
kMz

≤ Ck(dist(z, ξ))
1−k

and the weight function satisfies, for ξ ∈ Ξ,

W(ξ, z) = Φ
(Fξ(z)

δ

)
.

We further assume that Φ ∈ C∞([0,∞)), has support in the interval [0, 1/ϑ1], and
satisfies the conditions supz∈[0,ϑ−1

1 ] |Φ(z)| = 1 and Φ(z) = 1 for |z| ≤ 1/2.

The most natural weight in this context uses the Riemannian distance:

Remark 2. If Fξ(z) = dist(ξ, z), then Assumption 4 is satisfied, since the metric equiv-

alence (4) implies that ∥∇kFξ(z)∥T 0
kMz

≤ C2∥Fξ ◦ Expξ∥Ck(A), where we employ the

annulus A = {x | 1
2 dist(z, ξ) ≤ |x| ≤ 2 dist(z, ξ)}. In particular, (20) follows by differ-

entiating the homogeneous function x 7→ |Fξ(Expξ(x))| = |x|.

A weight function satisfying this assumption satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 5.1.

Lemma 5.2. If Assumption 4 holds, then so do (14) and (15) with c0 =
1

2ϑ2
and c1 = 1.

We may thus update our hypothesis for δ: since c0 =
1

2ϑ2
we require δ ≥ 3κ

c0
h = 6ϑ2κh.

Proof. If dist(ξ, z) > δ, then Fξ(z)/δ >
1
ϑ1
, soW(ξ, z) = 0. Similarly, if dist(ξ, z) ≤ 1

2ϑ2
δ,

then Fξ(z)/δ ≤ 1
2 , so W(ξ, z) = 1. □

Lemma 5.3. If Ξ ⊂ Ω and W satisfies Assumption 4 then there is C so that

∥W(ξ, ·)∥Ck(Ω) ≤ Cδ−k.

Proof. We can estimate the above norm by considering coordinates about x0 ∈ M.
Employing (4), if z ∈ B(x0, rΩ), we may estimate ∥∇kW(ξj , z)∥T 0

kMz
by considering

quantities I(x) := DαΦ
(
Fξj (Expx0

(x))/δ
)
for |α| ≤ k and x ∈ B(0, rΩ). Applying the

chain rule and product rule shows that I(x) consists of a linear combination of functions
of the form

δ−|ℓ|(Φ(ℓ))
(
Fξj (Expx0

(x))/δ
)

×
ℓ∏

j=1

DγjFξj (Expx0
(x))

where ℓ ≤ |α|, each |γj | > 0 and
∑ℓ

j=1 γj = α.

By the assumptions on Φ, supz∈[0,ϑ−1
1 ] |Φ

(ℓ)(z)| is bounded for every ℓ. Furthermore,

for z which satisfy dist(ξ, z) ≥ δ/(2ϑ2), the inequality |∇kFξ(z)| ≤ Cδ1−k holds, with
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constant C = (2ϑ2)
k−1Ck. On the other hand, if dist(ξ, z) < δ/(2ϑ2), then Fξ(z)/δ <

1
2 ,

and DβΦ
(
Fξj

(z)

δ

)
= 0. Thus I(x) is controlled by

δ−|ℓ|
∣∣∣(DℓΦ)

(
Fξj (Expx0

(x))/δ
)∣∣∣ ℓ∏

j=1

∣∣DγjFξj (Expx0
(x))

∣∣ ≤ Cδ−ℓ
ℓ∏

j=1

δ1−|γj | = Cδ−|α|.

□

Proposition 5.1. Given a smooth Riemannian manifold M with Π ⊂ Ck(M) for which
Assumptions 1 and 3 hold, a subset Ω ⊂ M satisfying Assumption 2, a weight W satisfy-
ing Assumption 4, there is a constant C so that if Ξ ⊂ M and δ satisfy 6ϑ2κh < δ < r∗

then for all z ∈ Ω and for any j ≤ k we have∑
ξ∈Ξ

∥∇jb⋆(ξ, z)∥T 0
j Mz

≤ Cρ̃ δ−j .

Note that for j = 0, this result is weaker than Lemma 5.1 in its dependence on ρ̃.

Proof. To get a uniform bound over Ω we cover Ω by a finite number of neighborhoods
of the form B(υ, rΩ) and use normal coordinates in each ball. To simplify notation, we
suppress the map Expυ, thus f(z) denotes f(Expυ(z)) throughout this proof.

In B(υ, rΩ), (4) guarantees that for any ζ ∈ B(υ, rΩ) that

∥∇kb⋆(ξ, ζ)∥T 0
kMζ

≤ C2max
α≤k

max
z∈B(0,rΩ)

∑
ξ∈Ξ

|Dαb⋆(ξ, z)|.

Let G(z) := (PTW(z)P)−1, and note that

DejG(z) = −G(z)(PTDejW(z)P)G(z).

Using (19) it is a simple exercise to show that the vector
(
Dαb⋆(ξ, z)

)
ξ∈Ξ is a linear

combination of expressions of the form

(21) Dα1W(z)P

[
µ∏

ℓ=1

(
G(z)(PTDβℓW(z)P)

)]
G(z)Dα2p(z)

with multi-indices satisfying α1 + (
∑µ

ℓ=1 βℓ) + α2 = α.
We note that the above holds for any basis {pj | j ≤M}. We make local selections as

follows: cover B(υ, rΩ)∩Ω with a finite number of sets of the form B(zν , δ) (the number
of elements in the cover is unimportant). In each neighborhood B(zν , δ) we select a basis
Pzν := {pzνj | j ≤ M} for Π which is orthogonal with respect to the L2(B(zν , 2δ) ∩ Ω)

inner product, and use this to estimate (21).
For this choice of basis, the Vandermonde matrix P = (pzνj (ξk))j,k is constant through-

out B(zν , δ) and G(z) := PTW(z)P and p(z) = (pzνj (z))j≤M depend only on z within

B(zν , δ). The matrices P and G are investigated, for this choice of basis, in section 5.3.
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By the triangle inequality, it suffices to control each term of the form (21) with the
ℓ1(Ξ) norm, which in turn can be estimated by

J :=
∥∥∥Dα1W(z)P

[
µ∏

ℓ=1

(
G(z)(PTDβℓW(z)P)

)]
G(z)Dα2p(z)

∥∥∥
ℓ1(Ξ)

≤ ∥Dα1W(z)∥ℓ1(B(z,δ)∩Ξ)→ℓ1(Ξ)∥P∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ1(B(z,δ)∩Ξ)

×
µ∏

ℓ=1

∥DβℓW(z)∥ℓ∞(B(z,δ)∩Ξ)→ℓ∞(B(z,δ)∩Ξ)

×
(
∥P∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ∞(B(z,δ)∩Ξ)

)2µ(∥G(z)∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ2(M)

)µ+1∥Dα2p(z)∥ℓ2(M).

Lemma 5.3 allows us to make the estimate ∥DγW(z)∥ℓ1(B(z,δ)∩Ξ)→ℓ1(Ξ) ≤ Cδ−|γ|. By

Lemma 5.4, we have ∥Dγp(z)∥ℓ2(M) ≤ Cδ−|γ|−d/2. By Lemma 5.5, we have the estimates

∥P∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ1(B(z,δ)∩Ξ) ≤ Cρ̃dδ−d/2 and ∥P∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ∞(B(z,δ)∩Ξ) ≤ Cδ−d/2. Lemma 5.6

gives ∥G(z)∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ2(M)Cδ
d. By combining constants, we have

J ≤ Cδ−|α1|
(
ρ̃dδ−d/2

)
δ−

∑
|βj |
(
δ−d/2

)2µ
δ(µ+1)dδ−|α2|−d/2 = Cδ−|α|

and the result follows. □

5.3. Matrix bounds. Although we may consider the basis {pj | j ≤ M} to be inde-
pendent of z, we may wish to make different local choices of this basis, both to aid in
analysis and implementation. To this end, for any point x0 ∈ Ω consider a basis for Π

Px0 := {pj | j ≤M},
which is orthonormal with respect to L2(B(x0, 2δ)∩Ω). The following lemmas estimate
norms of vectors and matrices associated with this choice of basis.

Lemma 5.4. There is a constant C so that if Ξ ⊂ Ω is sufficiently dense , then for any
z ∈ B(x0, δ),

∥pj∥Ck(B(x0,δ)∩Ω)
≤ Cδ−|γ|−d/2

.

Proof. Because the basis is orthonormal in L2(B(zν , 2δ) ∩ Ω), the Nikolskii inequality

Corollary 3.3.2 ensures supζ∈B(zx0 ,δ)∩Ω |pj(ζ)| ≤ Nδ−d/2, and the result then follows from

Assumption 3. □

Lemma 5.5. There is a constant C so that if Ξ ⊂ Ω is sufficiently dense and has mesh
ratio ρ = h/q, then for any z ∈ B(x0, δ), the Vandermonde matrix P = (pj(ξk))j,k
constructed by using points {ξk | k ≤M} = Ξ ∩B(z, δ) satisfies the inequality

∥P∥ℓ2(M)→ℓτ (B(z,δ)∩Ξ) ≤ Cρ̃d/τδ−d/2,

for 1 ≤ τ ≤ ∞ (with the usual modification d/τ = 0 when τ = ∞).

Proof. For a coefficient vector a ∈ RM , we consider the function p =
∑M

j=1 ajpj . Since

ρ̃ = δ/q, (18) implies that #Ξ ∩B(z, δ) ≤ Cρ̃d, which gives

∥Pa∥ℓτ (B(z,δ)∩Ξ) ≤ Cρ̃d/τ max
dist(ξj ,z)<δ

|p(ξj)| ≤ Cρ̃d/τ∥p∥
C(B(z,δ)∩Ω)

.
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The last norm can bounded, via Corollary 3.3.2, as

∥p∥
C(B(z,δ)∩Ω)

≤ CNδ−d/2∥p∥L2(B(z,δ)∩Ω).

Because B(z, δ) ⊂ B(x0, 2δ), we have that ∥p∥L2(B(z,δ)∩Ω) ≤ ∥p∥L2(B(x0,2δ)∩Ω) and the
lemma follows by the orthonormality of the basis. □

The next lemma shows that we can control the matrix norm of G(z)−1.

Lemma 5.6. There is a constant C so that if Ξ ⊂ Ω is sufficiently dense, z ∈ B(x0, δ)
and P = (pj(ξk))j,k is the Vandermonde matrix for Px0 sampled at Ξ ∩B(z, δ) then

∥G(z)−1∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ2(M) ≤ Cδd.

Proof. Let a ∈ RM be coefficients for the polynomial p :=
∑M

j=1 ajpj . Consider the qua-

dratic form Q(a) := aTG(z)a = aTPTW(z)Pa =
∑

ξj∈Ξ |p(ξ)|2Φ(
Fξj

(z)

δ ). By properties

of Φ (namely that Φ = 1 on [0, 1/2] and Fξj takes B(ξj , δ/(2ϑ2)) to [0, 1/2]), we have

Q(a) ≥
∑

dist(ξj ,z)<δ/(2ϑ2)

|p(ξ)|2 ≥ max
dist(ξj ,z)<δ/(2ϑ2)

|p(ξj)|2 ≥
1

4
∥p∥2

C(B(z,δ/(2ϑ2))∩Ω))
,

where in the last inequality we have used the fact that δ/(2ϑ2) ≥ 3κh to apply the
norming set inequality Corollary 3.3.1 with ϵ = 1/2.

Applying Lemma 3.2 followed by the doubling property a number of times, gives

∥p∥2C(B(z,δ/(2ϑ2))∩Ω) ≥ 2−2D

(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)−2D

∥p∥2
C(B(z,δ/(2ϑ2)))

≥ 2−2Dϑ−D
2

(
2 + sinω

Γ1 sinω

)−2D

∥p∥2
C(B(x0,2δ)∩Ω))

.

By a standard inequality we have ∥p∥2L2(B(x0,2δ)∩Ω) ≤ vol(B(x0, 2δ)∩Ω)∥p∥2C(B(x0,2ϑ2)∩Ω)
.

By (8), vol(B(z, 2δ) ∩ Ω) ≤ ωΩ2
dδd, so ∥p∥2

C(B(x0,2δ)∩Ω)
≥ 1

ωΩ
2−dδ−d∥p∥2L2(B(x0,2δ)∩Ω).

Orthogonality of the basis guarantees ∥p∥L2(B(x0,2δ)∩Ω) = ∥a∥ℓ2(M), so

aTPTW(z)Pa ≥ Cδ−d∥a∥2ℓ2(M)

and the result follows. □

Remark 3. We note that because Φ(z) ≤ 1, Lemma 5.5 shows that the Gram matrix
satisfies ∥G(z)∥ℓ2(M)→ℓ2(M) ≤ ∥P∥2ℓ2(M)→ℓ∞(B(z,δ)∩Ξ) ≤ Cδ−d. Consequently, for z ∈
B(x0, δ), the relative condition number satisfies

κ(G(z)) ≤ C

for some constant C independent of δ and ρ̃.
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6. Application to algebraic manifolds and mesh-free approximation

We now apply the results of the previous sections to the case of smooth algebraic
varieties. Specifically, we require that X0 ⊂ RN is the joint zero set of polynomials

P1, . . . PN−d ∈ P(RN )

and M ⊂ X0 is the subset of regular points. In other words, the Jacobian (
∂Pj

∂xk
) has

constant (full) rank N − d on M. It follows that M is an embedded Riemannian sub-
manifold of RN , and the doubling estimate and local Markov inequality of [13] apply,
guaranteeing that Assumption 1 holds on M for algebraic polynomials Π = Pm(RN ).

To avoid confusion with the ambient distance on RN , we express the distance function
on M by (x, y) 7→ distM(x, y). For any compact Ω ⊂ M, there exists a constant CΩ so
that for any x, y ∈ Ω,

(22) |x− y| ≤ distM(x, y) ≤ CΩ|x− y|.

Here x 7→ |x| is the Euclidean norm on RN . For r > 0, we have the containment
BM(x, r) ⊂ M ∩BE(x, r) ⊂ BM(x,CΩr), where BM(x, r) := {y ∈ M | distM(x, y) < r} is
the Riemannian neighborhood and BE(x, r) := {y ∈ RN | |x − y| < r} is the Euclidean
neighborhood.

For this setup, the maps Expx : B(0, rΩ) → B(x, rΩ), with x ∈ Ω are analytic. This
follows essentially from [19, Prop 10.5] although a direct proof using analytic dependence
on initial conditions is straightforward. The result [13, Theorem 1.1] states that there
exists a constant C∗ so that for any sufficiently small r > 0, any x0 ∈ M and any m ∈ N,
the inequalities

∥p∥C(BM(x0,2r)) ≤ eC∗m∥p∥C(BM(x0,r)) and(23)

max
j≤d

∥ ∂

∂xj
(p ◦ Expx0

)∥C(BRd (0,r))
≤ C∗m

2

r
∥p∥C(BM(x0,r)),(24)

hold. Although this involves the Riemannian neighborhood, a similar result for Euclidean
neighborhoods would follow naturally by employing (22). The doubling estimate (6)
follows directly from (23), while (7) follows from (24) by using the intermediate step

∥∇p∥C(BM(x0,r)) ≤ C2maxj≤d ∥ ∂
∂xj

(p ◦ Expx0
)∥C(BRd (0,r))

≤ C2
C∗m2

r ∥p∥C(BM(x0,r)).

Combining Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2, we have the following:

Proposition 6.1. Let M ⊂ X0 be the collection of regular points of an algebraic variety
X0. Suppose Ω ⊂ M satisfies (2). Then for m ∈ N, Ξ ⊂ Ω with h = h(Ξ,Ω) < h0 there
is a C∞ smooth, stable, local Pm reproduction. That is, there is a map a(·, ·) : Ξ×Ω → R
which satisfies the following four conditions:

(1) for every p ∈ Pm and z ∈ Ω,
∑

ξ∈Ξ a(ξ, z)p(ξ) = p(z)

(2) for every z ∈ Ω if dist(ξ, z) > 2 (1+ϵ)
ϵ κh then a(ξ, z) = 0

(3) for every z ∈ Ω,
∑

ξ∈Ξ
∣∣ã(ξ, z)∣∣ ≤ (1− ϵ)−1

(4) for every ξ ∈ Ξ, a(ξ, ·) ∈ C∞(Ω).

Global and tangential Markov inequalities on algebraic varieties have received sub-
stantial attention. We point out the earlier work [4], which treats compact, smooth
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varieties (where X0 = M is compact, an example of which is given in section 7.2). This
work is particularly notable because, in addition to proving the inequality

∥∇p(z)∥T 0
1Mz

≤ C
deg(p)

r
∥p∥C(B(z, r))

which, when combined with (6), implies (7), it demonstrates that algebraic manifolds
are the only compact Riemannian manifolds on which such an inequality holds.

Despite the interest in tangential Markov inequalities, we are unaware of any higher
order result; we have not found an analog to Assumption 3 in the literature, and it does
not appear to follow directly by iterating (24).

6.1. RBF interpolation. Given a positive definite radial basis function (RBF) ϕ :
Rd → R, we may restrict ϕ to M, as in [14], to obtain a positive definite kernel

Φ : M×M → R : (x, y) 7→ ϕ(x− y).

Associated to Φ is a reproducing kernel Hilbert space NΦ ⊂ C(M), called the native
space with the property that ⟨u,Φ(·, y)⟩NΦ

= u(y) for all u ∈ NΦ and y ∈ M.
For finite Ξ ⊂ M, we define the space V (Ξ) = spanξ∈ΞΦ(·, ξ). The orthogonal pro-

jection operator IΞ : NΦ 7→ VΞ produces the unique function IΞf ∈ VΞ which satis-
fies IΞf |Ξ = f |Ξ. It follows that there exist Lagrange functions χξ ∈ VΞ for which
χξ(ζ) = δζ,ξ, and we may write the interpolant as IΞf =

∑
ξ∈Ξ f(ξ)χξ.

The power function PΞ : M → R : x 7→ supf∈NΦ

|f(x)−IΞf(x)|
∥f∥NΦ

measures the pointwise

interpolation error at x. An elementary calculation shows that

PΞ(x)
2 := Φ(x, x)− 2

∑
ξ∈Ξ

χξ(x)Φ(x, ξ) +
∑
ξ,ζ∈Ξ

χξ(x)χζ(x)Φ(ξ, ζ).

This is the minimum value of the quadratic form QΞ,x : RΞ × RΞ → R defined as:

QΞ,x(u) = Φ(x, x)− 2
∑
ξ∈Ξ

uξΦ(x, ξ) +
∑
ξ,ζ∈Ξ

uξuζΦ(ξ, ζ).

Proposition 6.2. If the kernel Φ : (x, y) 7→ ϕ(x − y) generated by the RBF ϕ satisfies
[ϕ]k := suph>0 h

−k supp∈Pk
∥ϕ− p∥

L∞
(
B(0,h)

) <∞, if M is an algebraic manifold, and if

Ω ⊂ M satisfies Assumption 2, then for h = h(Ξ,Ω) ≤ h0 we have

∥PΞ∥L∞(Ω) ≤ Chk/2[ϕ]k.

For the condition [ϕ]k < ∞, it is sufficient that ϕ is in the Hölder-Zygmund space
Bk

∞,∞(RN ), and a fortiori it suffices for ϕ to be in Ck(Rd).

Proof. For the local polynomial reproduction a from Proposition 6.1 with ϵ = 1/2, we
note that a(·, x) ∈ RΞ, so PΞ(x)

2 ≤ QΞ,x(a(·, x)) follows by optimality. Since Φ is
obtained as a restriction: Φ(x, y) = ϕ(x− y), we have

QΞ,x(a(·, x)) = ϕ(0)− 2
∑
ξ∈Ξ

a(ξ, x)ϕ(x− ξ) +
∑
ξ,ζ∈Ξ

a(ξ, x)a(ζ, x)ϕ(ξ − ζ).
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Figure 2. Left: Distribution of centers Ξ on the torus. Middle and
right: heat map of the power function PΞ (displayed on a log10 scale)
using the Matérn kernel with s = 4 and s = 5, respectively.

Replacing every occurrence of ϕ with p ∈ Pm in this expression we have

Q̃p := p(0)− 2
∑
ξ∈Ξ

a(ξ, x)p(x− ξ) +
∑
ξ,ζ∈Ξ

a(ξ, x)a(ζ, x)p(ξ − ζ) = 0.

Thus PΞ(x)
2 ≤ |Q(a(·, x))| = |Q(a(·, x)) − Q̃p| holds, from which we obtain, by rear-

ranging terms and applying the triangle inequality, the estimate

PΞ(x)
2 ≤ |ϕ(0− p(0)|

+4 max
ξ∈Ξ∩BM(x,2κh)

|ϕ(x− ξ)− p(x− ξ)|

+4 max
ξ,ζ∈Ξ∩BM(x,2κh)

|ϕ(ξ − ζ)− p(ξ − ζ)|.

The result now follows by noting that if distM(ξ, ζ) < 4κh, then [14, Theorem 6] ensures
|ξ − ζ| ≤ Kh for some K ∝ κ, and the fact that ∥ϕ− p∥B(0,Kh) ≤ C(Kh)k[ϕ]k. □

From this, we have the pointwise bounds on the interpolation error for f ∈ NΦ

(25) |f(x)− IΞf(x)| ≤ PΞ(x)∥f∥NΦ
≤ C

(
h(Ξ,Ω)

)k/2
∥f∥NΦ

.

Although there exist kernel interpolation results in more general settings (e.g., [14] treats
compact, embedded Riemannian manifolds), such results generally employ a global fill
distance hM = supx∈M distM(x,Ξ), while the novelty of (25) is in its locality – the
parameter h(Ξ,Ω) depends on the distribution of Ξ ∩ Ω in a potentially small set Ω.

This is illustrated by the numerical example displayed in Figure 2, where a finite point
set Ξ ⊂ M is selected on the torus M (which is the zero set of a fourth degree polynomial
in R3). Using the Matérn RBF of integer order s:

ϕ(x) = |x|s−3/2Ks−3/2(|x|)

we display the power function PΞ for two different values s, noting it is significantly
smaller in regions Ω where h(Ξ;Ω) shrinks. The Matérn RBF serves as a fundamental
solution (up to a constant multiple) of (1 − ∆)s in R3, and thus its native space is
W s

2 (R3). The restricted kernel Φ(x, y) = ϕ(x − y) on the torus M has, by the trace

theorem, native space W
s−1/2
2 (M).
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We note that for the above choice of kernel ϕ ∈ C∞(R3 \ {0}), ϕ ∈ C2s−3−ϵ(R3) for
any ϵ > 0 but ϕ /∈ C2s−3(R3). However, the asymptotic expansion [17, Example 4.2]
shows that ϕ(x) = c|x|2s−3 + ψ(x), with ψ ∈ C2s−3(R3), so [ϕ]2s−3 = 1. Thus in this
case, Proposition 6.2 holds with k = 2s− 3.

6.2. MLS approximation. We consider (1), modified in the following way. For an al-
gebraic manifold M, with Ω ⊂ M, Ξ ⊂ Ω and f ∈ C(Ω), we define the MLS approximant

MΞf(z) = p∗z(z), where p
∗
z := arg min

p∈Pm

∑
ξ∈Ξ

(p(ξ)− f(ξ))2W(ξ, z)(26)

by taking weight function W(ξ, z) = Φ( |z−ξ|
δ ). Note that this is simply (13) with Π =

Pm.

Remark 4. We note that this weight function satisfies Assumption 4. In particular,
using the Euclidean norm on RN , we have Fξ(z) := |z − ξ|, and can estimate ∇kFξ by
the metric equivalence (4). Indeed, we have,

Fξ(Expξ(x)) = |Expξ(x)− ξ| = |ψ(x)|

where ψ(x) := Expξ(x)−ξ is smooth (in fact, analytic since M is an algebraic manifold).
By the chain rule and product rule, DαFξ(Expξ(x)) is a linear combination of functions

of the form hβ(ψ(x))
∏|β|

j=1D
γjψ(x) where 0 < β ≤ α,

∑|β|
j=1 γj = α, and hβ is the partial

derivative of the Euclidean norm, Dβ(|y|) = hβ(y). Because each hβ is homogeneous of
order 1− |β| and ψ is smooth, it follows that∣∣∣∣∣∣hβ(ψ(x))

|β|∏
j=1

Dγjψ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C|ψ(x)|,

and, hence, |DαFξ(Expξ(x))| ≤ C|ψ(x)|1−|α| = C|Expξ(x)− ξ|1−|α|. Finally, the metric
equivalence (22) guarantees that (20) is satisfied.

From this, we have the following results, which match well-known results from the
Euclidean setting, but are novel in the context of MLS approximation on manifolds. In
the statement of the result, as well as its proof, we use the notation DvF (z) to denote
the directional derivative of F in the direction v at z ; for functions defined on a RN

neighborhood of z, this is the customary limt→0
1
t (F (z+ tv)−F (z)), while for functions

defined on M and v ∈ T 1
0Mz, this is ∇F (z)v.

Proposition 6.3. For a compact subset Ω ⊂ M with Lipschitz boundary and any ρ0 > 1,
there is a constant C so that, for any sufficiently dense Ξ ⊂ Ω which satisfies ρ := h

q ≤ ρ0,

we have for any k ≤ m+ 1 and f ∈ Ck(Ω), that

|f(z)−MΞf(z)| ≤ Cδk∥f∥Ck(Ω)

and for any unit tangent vector v ∈ T 1
0Mz at z, we have

|Dvf(z)−DvMΞf(z)| ≤ Cδk−1∥f∥Ck(Ω)
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Proof. We have the standard estimate

|f(z)−MΞf(z)| ≤ |f(z)− p(z)|+ |MΞp(z)−MΞf(z)|

≤

1 +
∑
ξ∈Ξ

|b⋆(ξ, z)|

 inf
p∈Pm

∥f − p∥L∞(Ω∩B(z,δ)).

Note that
∑

ξ∈Ξ |b⋆(ξ, z)| is bounded by Lemma 5.1. If f ∈ Ck(Ω), then we can take

an extension Ef ∈ Ck(W ) defined on a neighborhood W of Ω in RN with ∥Ef∥Ck(W ) ≤
C∥f∥Ck(Ω). Thus,

∥f − p∥L∞(Ω∩B(z,δ)) ≤ ∥Ef − p∥L∞(W∩BE(z,δ)) ≤ δk∥Ef∥Ck(W ) ≤ δk∥f∥Ck(Ω).

In a similar way, we may write

|∇f(z)v −∇Mf(z)v| = |∇f(z)v −∇p(z)v|+ ∥∇M(f − p)(z)∥T 0
1Mz

.

The second expression is bounded by
∑

ξ∈Ξ ∥∇b⋆(ξ, z)∥∥f − p∥L∞(Ω∩B(z,δ)), while the

first can be controlled by directional derivative |DvEf(z)−Dvp(z)| since both functions
Ef and p are defined on W . Thus,

|∇f(z)v −∇Mf(z)v| ≤ inf
p∈Pm

|DvEf(z)−Dvp(z)|+
C

h
∥Ef − p∥L∞(W∩BE(z,δ))

≤ Cδk−1∥f∥Ck(Ω)

and the result follows. □

6.2.1. Treating noisy data. We note that (26) can treat data Y = (ξ, yξ)ξ∈Ξ directly.
If yξ = f(ξ) + ϵξ is perturbed by noise, say by independent, identically distributed
ϵξ ∼ N (0, σ2), then we may write

MΞ(Y )(z) :=
∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)yξ =
∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)f(ξ) +
∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)ϵξ

= MΞ(f)(z) +
∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)ϵξ

Now using linearity of expectation, and the fact that E [ϵξ] = 0, we get

E
[
(f(z)−MΞ(Y )(z))2

]
= (f(z)−MΞ(f)(z))

2 + E


 ∑

ξ∈Ξ
W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)ϵξ


2 .

Expressing
(∑

ξ∈Ξ
W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)ϵξ
)2

as
∑

ξ,ξ′∈Ξ
W(ξ,z)W(ξ′,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)b⋆(ξ′, z)ϵξϵξ′ , we treat the

second term as

E


 ∑

ξ∈Ξ
W(ξ,z)>0

b⋆(ξ, z)ϵξ


2 = σ2

∑
ξ∈Ξ

W(ξ,z)>0

|b⋆(ξ, z)|2 ≤ σ2

∑
ξ∈Ξ

|b⋆(ξ, z)|

2

≤ 16C2ρ2dσ2.
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This shows for the mean squared error (MSE) the bound

E
[
(f(z)−MΞ(Y )(z))2

]
≤ (f(z)−MΞ(f)(z))

2 + 16C2ρ2dσ2.

7. Numerical experiments for MLS

In this section, we numerically demonstrate the MLS approximation stability and
error estimates from the previous section. Before presenting these results, we discuss
the algorithm used to produce the MLS approximants.

7.1. MLS method for approximation on manifolds. We describe our method for
constructing MLS approximants for two dimensional algebraic manifolds M ⊂ R3, the
generalization to higher dimensional manifolds should be straightforward. To make the
method general and easy to implement, we want to work with the ambient polynomial
space Pm(R3) of total degree m. The issue with this is that depending on m and
the degree of the algebraic manifold, this can lead to rank deficiency in the local least
squares problems inherent to (26) since the dimension of Pm(R3) may be larger than
the dimension of Pm(M). To further elucidate the issue we first work out the the exact
dimension Pm(M) using some results from algebraic geometry.

The dimension of Pm(M). The algebra of polynomials on M ⊂ RN can be expressed as
a quotient P(M) = P(RN )/I(M), with the help of the ideal

I(M) := {p ∈ P(RN ) | p|M = 0}.

The mapm 7→ dim
(
Pm(M)

)
is called the Hilbert function of I(M). In this case, Pm(M) =

Pm(RN )/Im(M), where Im(M) := I(M) ∩ Pm(RN ). Thus

dim(Pm(M)) = dim
(
Pm(RN )/Im(M)

)
= dim(Pm(RN ))− dim(Im(M)).

This observation is enough to cleanly handle the case of algebraic hypersurfaces in RN

if M = {x ∈ RN | P (x) = 0} and P is irreducible. In that case,

I(M) = {qP | q ∈ P(RN )}.

In other words, I(M) can be expressed as the ideal generated by P . Consequently,
Im(M) = {qP | deg(qP ) ≤ m}. Writing k := deg(P ), we then have, for m ≥ k, that
dim(Im(M)) = dim(Pm−k)(RN ), while for m < k, t dim(Im(M)) = 0. Thus,

(27) dim(Pm(M)) =



(
N +m

N

)
−

(
N +m− k

N

)
for m ≥ k(

N +m

N

)
for m < k.

The situation for N − d ≥ 2 (varieties of codimension greater than one) is more compli-
cated, but no less well understood. We refer the reader to [9] for precise details.
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Selecting the parameter δ. The support parameter defines the local subsets of points of
Ξ ⊂ Ω for the weighted least squares problem for each evaluation point x ∈ X ⊂ Ω; we
denote these subsets as Ξx(δ). Given m and the set of evaluation points X to compute
the approximant, δ should be chosen so that NΞx = #Ξx(δ) is larger than the dimension
of the polynomial space being used in the approximation.

Since we use the ambient space Pm(R3) to construct the MLS approximants, we
require that NΞx > dim(Pm(R3)) = M . To ensure that this holds, we use the following
procedure. For each x we determine the 2M nearest neighbors from Ξ to x and follow
this by computing the minimum radius of the ball in R3 centered at x that contains all
these nearest neighbors. We then choose δ as the maximum of these minimum radii for
all x ∈ X. In our experiments this guaranteed that NΞx ≥ 2M , for all x. Note that
determining δ with this procedure can be done efficiently using k-d tree.

Singular value decomposition. To deal with the issue of rank deficiency of MLS problem
(26) that can arise from a dimension mismatch between Pm(R3) and Pm(M), we use the
singular value decomposition (SVD) of the Vandermonde matrix formed from evaluating
a basis for Pm(R3) at Ξx(δ). An important step in this process is choosing the basis
for Pm(R3), for which we propose using one that depends on Ξx(δ) as follows. Let
{pj}Mj=1 denote the standard monomial basis for Pm(R3) and select the basis for the

MLS approximant on Ξx(δ) as {pj((· − x)/δ)}Mj=1. We denote the Vandermonde matrix
formed by evaluating this basis at Ξx as PΞx .

Using the the procedure for choosing δ described above, this Vandermonde matrix is
overdetermined, with M columns and NΞx ≥ 2M rows. We denote the (reduced) SVD
of PΞx as

PΞx = UΞxΣΞxV
T
Ξx
,

where the M columns of UΞx are orthonormal, VΞx is an M -by-M orthogonal ma-
trix, and ΣΞx = diag(σ1, . . . , σM ). To determine a discretely orthonormal basis for
Pm(Ξx(δ)), we use the first K columns of UΞx corresponding to the numerical rank of
PΞx .

1 This discrete orthonormal basis, together with the similarly reduced VΞx and
ΣΞx can then be used directly to solve the optimization problem (26).

Since NΞx is much less that NΞ and does not grow as Ξ increases, the procedure is
efficient (and is pleasingly parallel). It also allows one to work entirely with ambient
polynomial space and the algorithm finds out both the (numerical) dimension of the
space of restricted polynomials and a basis for this space automatically.

Weight function. The final piece for the MLS problem is the weight function, for which
we use the C4(R3) Wendland kernel

w(ξ, ζ) =

(
1− |ξ − ζ|

δ

)6

+

(
1 + 6

(
|ξ − ζ|
δ

)
+

35

3

(
|ξ − ζ|
δ

)2
)
.

1This value is determined from the number of singular values that are greater than NΞxσ1ϵM , where
σ1 is the largest singular value and ϵM = 2−52 is the machine ϵ for double precision floating point
arithmetic. This is a similar metric as used by the rank function in MATLAB.
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Figure 3. Left panel: visualization of the manifold M and the compact

subset Ω̂ ⊂ M (inset) used in the MLS numerical experiments; see (28)
and (29) for exact definitions. Black solid spheres mark the node sets Ξ

on M and Ξ̂ on Ω̂. Right panel: heat map of the target function on M
considered in the numerical experiments; the brighter region highlights

the target function on Ω̂.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4. Convergence results where the approximation problem is done

over (a) all of M and (b) only the compact subset Ω̂. The estimated rates
of convergence for each m are included in legend labels.

7.2. Verification of error and stability estimates. Consider the following two-
dimensional, degree four algebraic manifold:

M =
{
x = (x1, x2, x3) ∈ R3

∣∣∣(x21 + x22 + x23 − d2 + b2
)2 − 4 (ax1 + cd)2 − 4b2x22 = 0

}
,

(28)

where a = 2, b = 1.9, d = 1, and c2 = a2− b2; this manifold is an example of a cyclide of
Dupin. We test the stability and error estimates of MLS approximations over the whole
manifold, i.e., Ω = M, and over the compact subset of M defined as

Ω̂ = M ∩B1(ξc),(29)

where B1(ξc) is the ball in R3 of radius 1 centered at the point ξc = (0,
√
9− 6a+ b2, 0)

on the cyclide; see the left panel of Figure 3 for an illustration of M and Ω̂. For the
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target function, we use the following C∞ function defined in R3 and restricted M

f(x) = cos(π(x1 −
3

10
)) sin(2π(x2 −

1

5
)) cos(3π(x3 −

1

10
));(30)

see the right panel of Figure 3 for an illustration of f .
To test the error estimates from Proposition 6.3, we consider MLS approximants

constructed from samples of (30) at unstructured, quasi-uniform point sets Ξ ⊂ M of
cardinalities NΞ = 2i, i = 14, . . . , 18. We also consider approximants of (30) from

restrictions of these point sets to Ω̂, i.e., Ξ̂ := Ξ ∩ Ω̂, which results in point sets of
cardinalities N

Ξ̂
= 706, 1399, 2838, 5655, 11308. See the left panel of Figure 3 for an

illustration of these points with NΞ = 214 and N
Ξ̂

= 706 nodes. The error in MLS

approximants for Ω are computed at a finer set of NX = 221 evaluation points X ⊂ M,

while approximants on Ω̂ are computed at N
X̂

= 86123 evaluation points X̂ = X ∩ Ω̂.
The convergence results using the set-up described above are given in Figure 4 for

polynomial degrees m = 0, 1, . . . , 5. Included in these results are the estimated rates of
convergence computed from a line of best fit of the (log) of the data. The convergence
rates are estimated in terms of δ, which should be proportional to the mesh-norm of Ξ
since these point sets are quasi-uniform. We see for the MLS approximants over all of
M that the estimated convergence rates are close to the optimal rates of m+1 expected
from Proposition 6.3 in the case of m = 0, 1, 2, 3, but that for m = 4 and 5 the rates are

higher by about 1. Similar results hold for MLS approximants over Ω̂, but in this case we
observe higher rates also for m = 3. These numerical results back up the new theoretical
results that one can use MLS entirely locally and still obtain similar convergence rates
to working globally on a manifold.

We note that the cyclide surface is defined by the level surface of an irreducible
polynomial of degree k = 4. Thus, by (27) above, the dimension of Pm(M) is given by:

dim(Pm(M)) =

{
2m2 + 2 m ≥ 4
1
6(m+ 3)(m+ 2)(m+ 1) m < 4.

.

In the numerical experiments from Figure 4 (as well as many others not presented here),
we observed that the SVD procedure described in Section 7.1 consistently produced a
discrete orthogonal basis for each Pm(Ξx(δ))) that matched the expected dimension from
the formula above. This numerical evidence supports the robustness and generality of
this relatively simple and straightforward method of working with polynomials in the
ambient space.

We conclude with some experiments on the stability of the MLS approximants. These
are illustrated as follows:

(1) Table 1 displays results of experiments where the data is perturbed by different
levels of noise. As expected from the discussion in Section 6.2.1, we see that the
errors in the MLS approximants are closely controlled by the noise level.

(2) Figure 5 displays the numerically computed Lebesgue constants for the MLS ap-

proximants on Ω̂. We see that the Lebesgue constants appear to remain bounded
as expected from the results given in Section 5.1.

(3) Figure 6 gives visualizations of the the Lebesgue functions on Ω̂ for different
polynomial degrees. These images show that the Lebesgue functions are largest
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Figure 5. Numerically computed Lebesgue constants for the MLS ap-

proximation problem for the compact subset Ω̂ of cyclide using quasi-
uniform points of increasing cardinality N

Ξ̂
.

Figure 6. Lebesgue functions of the MLS approximants on Ω̂ using a
point set with N

Ξ̂
= 5655 and (from left to right) polynomial degreesm =

2, 3, 4, 5. Note that the color scheme is same for each plot according to
the given colorbar and is based on the log10 of the values of the Lebesgue
functions.

along the boundary of the domain and increase with increasing m, which is also
the typical behavior in planar domains.

7.3. Meshed surface. We lastly explore the behavior of the MLS method on a manifold
that is not covered by our theory. For this we use the piecewise algebraic “Spot” manifold
M from [7], which is defined by a triangulated mesh consisting of 2930 vertices. We
employ the same algorithmic approach as the previous section. That is, we use global
polynomials restricted to the surface, and again consider both the whole manifold, i.e.,
Ω = M and a compact subset of M defined as

Ω̂ = M ∩B 3
10
(ξc),(31)
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Perturbation σ = 10−2 Perturbation σ = 10−1

Deg. Mean diff. Std Dev Mean diff. Std Dev

Approximation on Ω
0 4.49× 10−2 2.94× 10−3 4.53× 10−1 2.85× 10−2

1 8.59× 10−2 2.68× 10−2 8.77× 10−1 2.70× 10−1

2 5.05× 10−2 4.25× 10−3 5.07× 10−1 5.84× 10−2

3 4.50× 10−2 3.26× 10−3 4.46× 10−1 3.86× 10−2

4 4.04× 10−2 2.91× 10−3 4.04× 10−1 2.78× 10−2

5 3.67× 10−2 2.36× 10−3 3.61× 10−1 2.16× 10−2

Approximation on Ω̂
0 3.89× 10−2 2.78× 10−3 3.88× 10−1 3.23× 10−2

1 3.14× 10−2 3.18× 10−3 3.07× 10−1 3.11× 10−2

2 3.01× 10−2 2.21× 10−3 2.95× 10−1 2.56× 10−2

3 2.69× 10−2 2.31× 10−3 2.67× 10−1 2.12× 10−2

4 2.60× 10−2 2.57× 10−3 2.61× 10−1 2.72× 10−2

5 2.53× 10−2 2.58× 10−3 2.59× 10−1 3.13× 10−2

Table 1. Stability of the MLS approximation under noise introduced to
the target function (30). Noise was added to the samples of the target

function as f̃j = fj + ϵj , where ϵj ∼ N (0, σ). MLS approximants of f̃j
were computed using 100 different trials and results show the mean and
standard deviation of max-norm differences between the MLS approxi-

mants and the exact function. Computations for Ω were done using Ξ̂
with NΞ = 262144 and the errors were measured at 2097152 points over

Ω, while computations for Ω̂ were done using Ξ̂ ⊂ Ω̂ with N
Ξ̂
= 11308

and the errors were measured at 86123 points over Ω̂

where B 3
10
(ξc) is the ball in R3 of radius 3

10 centered on the nose of Spot. See Figure 7

(a) for a visualization of Spot and the subdomain Ω̂.
We consider MLS approximations of the target function

f(x) = cos(6πx1) sin(9π(x2 −
1

10
)) cos(7πx3)(32)

on M and Ω̂, which is displayed in Figure 7 (b). We use samples of f on a quasi-uniform

node set Ξ ⊂ M with NΞ = 32768 and the restriction of this set Ξ̂ ⊂ Ω̂ with N
Ξ̂
= 1671.

The evaluation points X and X̂ are chosen to densely sample the approximants on the
respective domains.

Figure (c) & (d) show the errors in the MLS approximation usingm = 3 degree polyno-

mials for M and Ω̂, respectively. We see that the approximations in both settings provide
good reconstructions of the target. The dimension of the polynomials restricted to the
surface were similarly determined by an SVD. However, we found that the point sets
were too coarse compared to the resolution of the Spot mesh to reveal the 2-dimensional
surface structure and that the dimension of the polynomial space matched the ambient
3-dimensional space in all cases. This suggests an immense flexibility of the proposed
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 7. (a) Visualization of the piecewise algebraic Spot manifold M
and the compact subset Ω̂ ⊂ M (highlighted by the blue points) in the
MLS numerical experiments. (b) Heat map of the target function on
M considered in the numerical experiments. (c) & (d) Heat map of the
errors in the m = 3 MLS approximants of the target function when using

all points on M a restrictions of the points to Ω̂.

MLS method even for non-algebraic surfaces. Instead of breaking down, it essentially
works as a standard 3-dimensional MLS approximation based on a point cloud.

While not presented here, we also observed convergence similar to the previous section

for the MLS approximants as the density of the node sets Ξ and Ξ̂ was increased. While
we do not yet have theoretical guarantees concerning the accuracy and stability of the
method in the ambient space, these numerical results are nevertheless promising. They
suggest that the proposed method is robust even in a pre-asymptotic regime and can be
employed in a variety of applications.
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A contribution of this paper is to show both theoretically and practically convergence
of the MLS in the asymptotic limit of many centers. In this limit, the structure of the
manifold will be captured also by the restriction of ambient space polynomials.
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[24] András Kroó. Markov-type inequalities for surface gradients of multivariate polynomials. Journal
of Approximation Theory, 118(2):235–245, 2002.

[25] Peter Lancaster and Kestutis Salkauskas. Surfaces generated by moving least squares methods.
Mathematics of Computation, 37:141–158, 1981.

[26] David Levin. The approximation power of moving least-squares. Mathematics of computation,
67(224):1517–1531, 1998.

[27] Wing-Kam Liu, Shaofan Li, and Ted Belytschko. Moving least-square reproducing kernel methods.
I. Methodology and convergence. Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., 143(1-2):113–154, 1997.

[28] WR Madych and EH Potter. An estimate for multivariate interpolation. Journal of approximation
theory, 43(2):132–139, 1985.

[29] Davoud Mirzaei, Robert Schaback, and Mehdi Dehghan. On generalized moving least squares and
diffuse derivatives. IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, 32(3):983–1000, 2012.

[30] Christian Rieger and Holger Wendland. Sampling inequalities for sparse grids. Numerische Mathe-
matik, 136:439–466, 2017.

[31] Christian Rieger and Barbara Zwicknagl. Sampling inequalities for infinitely smooth functions,
with applications to interpolation and machine learning. Advances in Computational Mathematics,
32:103–129, 2010.

[32] Donald Shepard. A two-dimensional interpolation function for irregularly-spaced data. In Proceed-
ings of the 1968 23rd ACM National Conference, ACM ’68, page 517–524, New York, NY, USA,
1968. Association for Computing Machinery.

[33] Barak Sober, Yariv Aizenbud, and David Levin. Approximation of functions over manifolds: a
moving least-squares approach. J. Comput. Appl. Math., 383:Paper No. 113140, 20, 2021.

[34] Nathaniel Trask, Martin Maxey, and Xiaozhe Hu. Compact moving least squares: an optimization
framework for generating high-order compact meshless discretizations. Journal of Computational
Physics, 326:596–611, 2016.

[35] VS Videnskii. Extremal estimate for the derivative of a trigonometric polynomial on an interval
shorter than its period. In Doklady Akademii Nauk, volume 130, pages 13–16, 1960.

[36] Holger Wendland. Local polynomial reproduction and moving least squares approximation. IMA
Journal of Numerical Analysis, 21(1):285–300, 2001.

[37] Holger Wendland. Moving least squares approximation on the sphere. Mathematical Methods for
Curves and Surfaces, Vanderbilt Univ. Press, Nashville, TN, pages 517–526, 2001.

[38] Zong-min Wu and Robert Schaback. Local error estimates for radial basis function interpolation of
scattered data. IMA journal of Numerical Analysis, 13(1):13–27, 1993.

Department of Mathematics, University of Hawai‘i – Mānoa, 2565 McCarthy Mall, Hon-
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