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 Learning tapestries: a sta�s�cal learning substrate for open chao�c systems measured with error 
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ABSTRACT: The problem of sta�s�cal inference for open chao�c systems measured with error 
is complicated by the interac�on of the uncertainty introduced by chaos, and the various sources of 
random or external varia�on. Here a method of represen�ng measured data from large open chao�c 
systems subject to error as collec�ons of threads of plausible pseudo future histories to enable 
sta�s�cal analysis is described. This representa�on provides asympto�cally consistent predic�ve 
distribu�ons,  for use in developing predic�ve likelihood methods which: 

1. provide a framework for variable selection, 
2. provide a framework for Bayesian updating, so  for example 4 season ahead predictions learn 

naturally as the 3rd season ahead is measured. 
3. allows examination of conditional scenarios along the future histories for planning purposes. 
4. allows the ranking of variable, delay combinations with higher signal to noise ratio. 

 The method is tested for learning and variable selec�on by examining its behavior in predic�ng 9 
years across 4 seasons of climate variables, including local temperature and rainfall measurements at 
two loca�ons, predic�ng up to 4 seasons ahead.  

The work of Lalley [1] and Judd[2] pointed out that it is not possible to es�mate even the path of 
a chao�c system if measurement error is unbounded (even gaussian), because for any delay map 
embedding there will be many paths closer to the observa�ons than the actual path. Thus any 
predic�ons are mul�valued, converging to a condi�onal probability distribu�on as diagrammed in Figure 
1, crea�ng a kind of chao�c uncertainty principle for natural chao�c systems. Figure 2 compares 
es�mates of the condi�onal predic�ve densi�es of standardized precipita�on for a weather sta�on in 
Fresno for summer 3,4,5, and 6 seasons ahead for years 1 and 7 of the 9 being predicted, based on 
climate empirical orthogonal func�ons (Mul�variate Enso Index, MEI[3], Pacific Decadal Oscilla�on, 
PDO[4],Arc�c Oscila�on, AO[5], and Indian Ocean Dipole, IOD[6] ) black  and solar cycle data (red) using 
the methods described here. Each shows this mul�modality. 

Figure 1 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Legend Figure 1: Here we see four paths of the dynamic system and a measurement is taken at t1. 
Measurement is at the solid circle. The predic�on at t2 is a convolu�on of the measurement errors 
and paths possible given the measurement. 
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With mul�modal densi�es such as these summaries based on the values of the predic�ve 
density at the observed value (predic�ve marginal likelihoods) are more useful measures of predic�on 
than for example Pearson correla�on, because they capture the form of the uncertainty in predic�on 
and not just rela�onships between means. This is important because much of the current literature uses 
correla�on to choose models for empirical dynamic analysis, which can be misleading about extremes 
when modes dri� apart. Tools for consistent es�ma�on of these predic�ve marginal likelihoods are 
readily available and the paragraph below summarizes the argument for their consistency. 

Figure 2 

 

Legend Figure 2: Here we see 2 predic�ve densi�es for summer rainfall in Fresno 3, 4, 5, and 6 seasons 
ahead for the 1st and 7th year. The observed precipita�on is in green, the density in black is constructed 
from mul�view embedding using the four EOF’s plus temperature and rainfall, in red from that using 
the solar cycle data plus temperature and rainfall. 

The framework that can be derived from Lally’s work and Judds work is based on an 
asympto�cally consistent es�mate of a predic�ve likelihood for an open chao�c system measured with 
error using a mul�view embedding approach [7,8]. With sufficiently large embedding dimension [9], the 
set of diffeomorphic embeddings is prevalent [9,10], so local linear regression [11] provides consistent 
linear predic�on for each view within the range of the Lyapunov coefficient for closed chao�c systems 
with appropriately bounded [1] measurement error. Using Newmann’s [12] result combined with 
Ruelle’s [13] on strong mixing of  diffeomorphisms of axiom A atractors and an extension of the chao�c 
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hypothesis [14,15], the simple kernal and nearest neighbor density and regression es�mates [11] of 
these predic�ons based on each view (each embedding is a diffeomorphism), will be consistent. 
Newmann’s  result remains valid adding in both measurement error (even gaussian) and small random 
perturba�ons in boundary condi�ons that are jointly strongly mixing with the diffeomorphisms (e.g. 
independent).  

To extend this idea, create a “thread” of future histories to incorporate in a tapestry using a 
randomly chosen delay map of sufficient es�mated size so that if the system was closed it would be a 
diffeomorphism (for prac�cal purposes, 2.5 �mes the size es�mated by the Levina and Bickel[16] 
algorithm, as opposed to trying to es�mate the box dimension) . This delay map in the data to be 
predicted defines a point in the training data space, and the j nearest neighbors to that point are found. 
Then a Y variable k seasons ahead, k-1 seasons ahead, … down to 1 season ahead, is chosen for each 
trajectory in the nearest neighborhood. For each of the k �me gaps to the future a regression is 
calculated in the training data (the j trajectories in the nearest neighborhood) using a Lars[16] algorithm 
to select a best regression based on Cp [17]. The same regression model is then applied to the test data, 
and the predicted Y’s have a random residual from the training sample added to it to reflect the 
contribu�on of measurement errors.  This creates a series of predic�ons+errors for 1 up to k seasons 
ahead. The predic�ons are all based on the same nearest neighborhood of trajectories collected from a 
single fixed delay map so internally consistent with one another for a future predic�on if the system 
were measured without error.  This defines a “thread.” Thousands of threads are es�mated using a 
random sampling of possible delay maps of the size defined above. The assump�on is then that the 
internal consistency will for some of the threads result in a path consistent with the histories and 
consistent with the trajectory we are trying to predict. The theore�cal condi�ons under which such 
threads will exist in sufficient propor�on to be useful seem rather tortuous to this author, so this paper 
examines empirically the hypothesis that  enough of these threads will be consistent with the very low 
error path so a Bayesian reweigh�ng of the threads as �me goes forward by their closeness to 
observa�on will result in (stochas�c) improvements in predic�ve likelihood of the resul�ng reweighted 
densi�es of the threads further into the future. 

 If the hypothesis is true a tapestry of such threads would useful for planning the future by 
allowing a user (e.g. a water manager controlling a reservoir) to plan how to control their system in a 
way that takes into account correla�ons of future extremes like serial drought or flood seasons. So if next 
season is flooding, should the manager expect flooding, drought, or a normal season the following 
season given the past. Note that demonstra�ng that the tapestry can learn in this way implies that it 
would also be useful in the planning scenario, because learning shows that the associa�ons along the 
actual path are close to the true interseasonal rela�onships. 

In addi�on the threads which improve the likelihood by being reweighted can also be iden�fied 
and examined for variables and lags which are consistent for what is understood about the physics, 
opening up a new way to probe the physics of systems which are not yet completely understood.  

METHOD OVERVIEW: For each predicted season for each variable we can es�mate an ini�al 
predic�ve likelihood, by just es�ma�ng the density as the deriva�ve of the weighted empirical 
distribu�on func�on in a small neighborhood of the observed value in the test season. As each season 
appears, we can reweight the threads for following seasons. Here a gaussian func�on centered at the 
new observa�on is used for reweigh�ng the threads as the data comes in. Inference was done using 
paired t tests on the log predic�ve likelihoods in sequence through �me, using the auto covariance 
between the log likelihood differences to account for any cross year correla�on (likelihoods calculated by 



4 
 

predicted season), and mul�ple tapestry crea�on to account for the varia�on between random sampling 
of delay maps.  

The original data included monthly precipita�on and temperature from 2 weather sta�ons (one 
weather sta�on in Fresno California, the other in volcano na�onal park in Hawaii), the Mul�variate Enso 
Index, the Pacific Decadal Oscilla�on index, the Arc�c Oscilla�on Index, the Indian Ocean Dipole index, 
and the number of sunspots. Monthly data was converted to seasonal (averaging temperature and the 
indeces, and summing precipita�on and sunspot number). It was then standardized to create the data 
sets in R. Within the analysis program the data had their seasonal means subtracted so that the 
modeling is of the seasonal anomalies.  

The data matrix has 9 columns. For the Fresno matrix, column 1 is Fresno precipita�on, 2 is 
Fresno Temperature, 3 is the MEI, 4 is the PDO, 5 is the AO, 6 is the IOD, 7 is the sunspot cycle, 8 is 
Hawaii precipita�on and 9 is Hawaii Temperature. For the Hawaii matrix, Hawaii precipita�on and 
temperature are 1 and 2, and Fresno 8 and 9 respec�vely. The run to run varia�on caused by the random 
sampling of the delay maps is discussed in the supplementary online informa�on as well as access to the 
code and data used in this analysis. 

In what follows we will first examine the pointwise difference in likelihood along a tapestry 
between some different collec�ons of variables that can be used to create predic�ons. We look both in 
the natural tapestry format for one tapestry, and, then plots in which each season is pooled together. 
Finally  we look at learning within each tapestry. The primary variable being looked at is rainfall in 
Hawaii. The data and source so�ware used for this are available on request, so more complete analysis 
of this data, and any other can be made. False discovery rate analysis is used to emphasize where really 
significant differences are. 

Empirical Results 

 Table 1: Spring Tapestry (single replica�on) 

 Spring Winter Fall Summer 
1-9 log likelihood -12.05437  -19.37981  -6.393650  -25.02903 
127 log likelihood -11.63078  -12.54192  -16.64996  -12.64045 

P 0.6804647  0.09447211  0.000755432  3.730899e-07 
1-9 log likelihood -11.93120  -19.72020  -6.968368    NA 
127 log likelihood -11.43007  -12.18500  -16.96903 NA 

P 0.6267011  0.10153300  0.002122776 NA 
1-9 log likelihood -11.49098  -19.59954    NA    NA 
127 log likelihood -11.52231  -12.29500 NA NA 

P 0.9710686  0.10572820 NA NA 
1-9 log likelihood -11.05210    NA    NA    NA 
127 log likelihood -11.66909  NA NA NA 

P 0.4982969 NA NA NA 
 

Legend table 1: Here is the raw log likelihood table generated by 1 tapestry where we are looking at 
predic�ng spring 4 seasons ahead. Because the predic�on of spring is 4 seasons ahead, we are 
predic�ng from a previous spring, so from a so�ware point of view it is efficient to simultaneously 
predict winter 3 seasons ahead, Fall two seasons ahead and summer 1 season ahead. So the 
predic�on from spring 4 seasons back is represented in the top 3 rows of the table, the first showing 
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the mul�view predic�ve log likelihood for the model using all climate variables I have, the second the 
for the model using only Hawaii precipita�on and temperature and the sunspot cycle, and the third, 
the two sided pvalue for the paired difference t sta�s�c constructed from the two likelihoods 
measured across 9 years with a covariance calculated using the autocovariance of the 9 pairwise 
differences. The second 3 rows are the likelihoods calculated with a reweigh�ng of each thread based 
on how close it’s predic�on of the measurement 1 season ahead was to the observed measurement, 
and so on out to the last three rows. We see for example that in this case the spring 1-9 predic�on 
shows improving likelihoods at each step which is at least in the right direc�on for indica�ng the 
Tapestry can learn. 

  

Figure 3 Model comparison across predic�ons 
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Legend Figure 3. The plots in figure 3 shows the result across all lags, for both models for Hawaii 
Precipita�on. Here because the results are based on random sampling, 5 runs of each model are used 
and their mean calculated. The variance used for tes�ng for a difference between the two models  is 
the variance for the mean calculated between runs plus the average variance calculated for the 
likelihood difference on each run taking into account the autocorrela�ons between each likelihood 
difference. The False Discovery Rate plot (at the top of the figure) is for this portmanteau sta�s�cal 
calcula�on.  The second plot shows just the two likelihoods calculated for all the different lags as per 
table 1. Spring is the first fourth of the table. The four 4 season ahead predic�ons are ploted first, first 
that for a full 4 seasons ahead (made right before the beginning of Spring) then the threads are 
weighted by what happens that summer for the 1st modified 4 season ahead predic�on (It is now 3 
seasons) then reweigh�ng by fall and finally winter.  The three 3 season ahead predic�ons are next, so 
from summer to spring, and reweigh�ng again occurs as we get closer, then 2 and finally 1 season 
ahead all for spring. Then this pater is repeated for summer, fall and winter. The black is the 1-9 
(every variable in the delay map) log likelihood, while the red is that using only Hawaiian rainfall, 
Hawaiian temperature, and the sunspot data. The third plots the difference of the two mean 
likelihoods around a 95% rejec�on band, so outside is rejected at a two sided .05 level. Three stars 
overplot the differences that where found by FDR at a level of .2 (so 20% chance they are false 
posi�ve) using the adjustment for correlated Pvalues. A green X over plots the data where in all of the 
individual tapestry calcula�ons the points were iden�fied as posi�ve at an FDR of .2. P* denotes the 
largest Pvalue choosen by the FDR evalua�on as a possible discovery. 

 None of the predic�ons in spring iden�fy the likelihoods as different, while in summer, most of 
the full model predic�ons are iden�fied both by being beyond the 95% test bounds and the within 
tapestry FDR calcula�ons. However the 1 season ahead predic�on is beter for the sunspot model by all 
three criteria. In general we see that par�cular predic�ve lags do beter for different models which is 
consistent with what is seen with embedding models in the physics literature (e.g. Bradley and Garland, 
2015). Here we verify with extremely noisy data that the differences are sta�s�cally significant. 

Two data sets are examined for learning, first predic�on of Hawaiian precipita�on from itself and 
Fresno temperature and precipita�on, shown in figure 4 and predic�on of sunspots from the sunspots 
themselves, and Fresno temperature and precipita�on, shown in figure 5. Learning is assessed by an 
increase in likelihood a�er reweigh�ng, vs the unweighted likelihood for each lag for predic�on. 

For leaning in the Hawaiian Precipita�on (Figure 4) , there are only 6 points outside the global 
95% difference lines in the third plot down. In all four seasons the 1st 3 season ahead predic�on shows 
some learning, In summer both 3 season ahead predic�ons show a high level of learning, passing both 
FDR tests. In Fall the 1st 3 season ahead predic�on and the 2 season ahead predic�on passes the global 
FDR criterion. In winter both 3 season ahead predic�ons are beyond the .05 line. 

 For the sunspot predic�on (figure 5), nearly every place learning can occur is being picked as 
posi�ve by all three criteria, the excep�on being 3 of the 4 season ahead predic�ons, although 1 of those 
is outside the .05 pointwise lines.  It is interes�ng that except for spring, the 1 season ahead predic�on 
based purely on embedding has lower likelihood than any of the other predic�ons. 
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Figure 4: Learning in predic�on of Hawaiian Rainfall 

 

 

Legend Figure 4: Here since the likelihood differences are between the first predic�on for a given lag 
and the subsequent predic�ons for that lag. Otherwise the nota�on is similar, and the actual likelihood 
is shown with only 1 line and a simple set of 95% confidence bounds.  
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Figure 5: Learning for sunspot predic�on 

 

Legend Figure 5: Here since the likelihood differences are between the first predic�on for a 
given lag and the subsequent predic�ons for that lag. Otherwise the nota�on is similar, and the actual 
likelihood is shown with only 1 line and a simple set of 95% confidence bounds. 

Discussion 

Both variable selec�on and learning appear to be working in these data sets. The test data here 
is only the last 9 years of the data sets, so clearly more valida�on is necessary. The data and so�ware 
used to create these results along with a readme describing how to use the programs are available on 
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GitHub, contact the author for access.  A large number of further explora�ons are possible with this data 
and so�ware alone. For example to see if the earth could be used for a probe of the solar cycles see if 
variables selected  from the earth system can result in significantly improve predic�on of the sunspots.  

More generally this approach could be used to test for any given loca�on whether an empirically 
based model, a global climate model, or a combina�on provides beter predic�on. The method does not 
depend on the applica�on being climate, any applica�on for which a reasonable generaliza�on of the 
chao�city hypothesis holds should be amenable to this approach, for example in confined plasma flow, 
or more specula�vely in flows of social informa�on and ac�vity. 

  Any commercial applica�on of this approach involving the use of global climate models would 
have to be done with consulta�on with my former employer, OFS Laboratories, as they filed and own 
general patents on my previous work combining climate models with real data for predic�on (LuValle, 
2016,2019). The author would receive no compensa�on for such use. 
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