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Recovering dynamical equations from observed noisy data is the central challenge of system iden-
tification. We develop a statistical mechanical approach to analyze sparse equation discovery al-
gorithms, which typically balance data fit and parsimony through a trial-and-error selection of
hyperparameters. In this framework, statistical mechanics offers tools to analyze the interplay be-
tween complexity and fitness, in analogy to that done between entropy and energy. To establish
this analogy, we define the optimization procedure as a two-level Bayesian inference problem that
separates variable selection from coefficient values and enables the computation of the posterior pa-
rameter distribution in closed form. A key advantage of employing statistical mechanical concepts,
such as free energy and the partition function, is in the quantification of uncertainty, especially in in
the low-data limit; frequently encountered in real-world applications. As the data volume increases,
our approach mirrors the thermodynamic limit, leading to distinct sparsity- and noise-induced phase
transitions that delineate correct from incorrect identification. This perspective of sparse equation
discovery, is versatile and can be adapted to various other equation discovery algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Identifying dynamical models from data represents a
critical challenge in a world inundated with time-series
data, yet lacking the tools for accurate and robust mod-
eling. This is the central task of modern system identifi-
cation [1]. Traditional methods of constructing ordinary
and partial differential equations (ODEs and PDEs) from
the first principles are increasingly limited by our intu-
itive understanding and the growing complexity of con-
temporary problems involving high-dimensional data and
unfamiliar nonlinearities [2]. Conversely, modern deep
learning approaches, while capable of identifying highly
nonlinear relationships from time-dependent data [3, 4],
often struggle with overfitting and lack the interpretabil-
ity essential for human element in improving model gen-
eralization [5, 6].

This backdrop sets the stage for modern data-driven
methods that search through a large set of hypotheti-
cal differential equations to achieve an optimal fit with
observational data. Notable examples include Sparse
Identification of Nonlinear Dynamics (SINDy) [7] and
its extensions [8–11], Symbolic Regression [12, 13], Sir
Isaac [14], and equation learning [15]. These methods
have seen diverse applications from sparse biochemical
reaction networks [16] to atmospheric chemistry surro-
gate modeling, [17], uncertainty quantification [18], ac-
tive matter [19], and fluid dynamics [20]. The parsimo-
nious form of equations, apart from being directly inter-
pretable by domain experts, also enables the key physical
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features of the model, namely generalization and extrap-
olation [21]. Despite their promise, these techniques face
the added complexity of balancing parsimony with accu-
racy through trial-and-error hyperparameter tuning [22].
The effectiveness of these methods is contingent on the
amount of available data and the level of noise present.
There is currently a lack of understanding regarding these
limiting cases, and how the various hyperparameters in-
teract with them.

In this paper, we answer this question using Bayesian
inference within a statistical mechanical approach to
sparse equation discovery. Statistical mechanics has long
been used to analyze the average-case behavior of in-
ference problems from classifiers to sparse sensing and
network structure [23–28]; here we apply the same ideas
to identify a small set of mechanistically interpretable,
non-anonymous terms of dynamical equations. The pro-
posed method, Z-SINDy, enables fast closed-form com-
putations of the full posterior distribution while offering
data-driven insights into the balance between complexity
and fitness; particularly, in the extreme data and noise
limits. The key computational advantage lies in separat-
ing the accounting of the discrete and continuous degrees
of freedom similar to mixed-integer optimization [29], and
using a closed-form expression for multivariate Gaussian
integrals.

When Z-SINDy is applied to low-data scenarios, it
returns the full posterior distribution over the dynam-
ical models and thus provides uncertainty quantification
at a fraction of computational cost of other approaches
[30–34]. In high-data scenarios, we show that inference
always condenses to a definite, though not necessarily
correct model, and switches abruptly between models.
Accordingly, as either the noise in the dataset or the
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sampling period are increased, we observe a detectabil-
ity phase transition from correct to incorrect dynamical
model, directly informing the tradeoff between model fi-
delity and sparsity. The statistical mechanics analysis
can be further integrated with other SINDy advance-
ments or applied to other cases of sparse inference.

II. STATISTICAL MECHANICS FOR SPARSE
INFERENCE

A. Background

System identification begins with an observed trajec-
tory x⃗(t) of a d-dimensional dynamical system. The tra-
jectory covers the length of time T sampled with period
∆t, resulting in n = T/∆t data points. For synthetic tra-
jectory data, we presume that the integration time step
is much smaller than ∆t, making the integration error
negligible. Trajectory measurement incurs uncorrelated
additive Gaussian noise of magnitude η in each dimen-
sion of dynamics. From the trajectory we compute the
empirical derivative ˙⃗x with second-order centered finite
difference method to simplify the interpretation.

The goal of sparse equation discovery is to extract a
dynamical equation ˙⃗x = f(x⃗) from the observed trajec-
tories of x⃗, where f(·) is a sparse analytical expression.
When f(·) is given by a library of candidate nonlinear
functions, we seek an equation of the form:

ẋl ≈
N∑

i=1

Θi(x⃗)
TΞil, (1)

where the index l enumerates the dynamical variables,
the left hand side is the empirical derivative and right
hand side is a linear combination of N nonlinear func-
tions of dynamical variables Θi(x⃗) (i.e. the library) with
a matrix of coefficients Ξil. The Sparse Identification
of Nonlinear Dynamics (SINDy) seeks to optimize for
the sparsest matrix of coefficients Ξil that minimizes the
residual of (1). This optimization problem involving two
competing objectives - sparsity and fitness - leads to a
challenging non-uniqueness in the resulting models. In
practice, the problem is typically solved by optimizing a
loss function that combines linear regression with a spar-
sity penalty. While sparsity is directly measured by the
∥Ξ∥0 pseudonorm on the model coefficients, it is usu-
ally approximated by either the ∥Ξ∥1 norm or sequential
thresholded least squares [7, 35].

Where optimization-based SINDy provides a point es-
timate of the coefficients, Bayesian approaches aim to
extract the maximum amount of information from the
data, while providing an uncertainty quantification of the
resulting equation. In the Bayesian setting, sparsity can
be promoted by the choice of a sparsifying prior, such as
Laplace, spike-and-slab, or horseshoe [31, 33, 36]. These
priors aim to concentrate the posterior probability near

Ξil = 0, while remaining differentiable to enable Monte
Carlo sampling.
The interplay of sparsity with large numbers of vari-

ables and data points in a probabilistic setting attracted
significant attention of the statistical mechanics commu-
nity, particularly the theory of disordered systems [28].
By using the so-called replica trick, researchers averaged
over random data matrices to obtain the average behav-
ior of different classes of inference problems, revealing
multiple detectability and algorithmic phase transitions
[24, 26, 27, 37]. Our approach here is different in two key
aspects: first, we focus on identifying not a finite fraction
of relevant variables but a finite number, thus attaching
more interpretation to each term; second, instead of av-
eraging over generic random Gaussian data matrices, we
work with trajectory data, including the sampling period
and numerical differentiation effects.

B. Z-SINDy

In the present paper we separate the Bayesian infer-
ence problem into two layers: the discrete layer describes
which coefficients are active (non-zero), while the con-
tinuous layer describes the values of active coefficients.
In particular, this new setting does not require the prior
to be differentiable, allowing us to use a much simpler
Bernoulli-Gaussian functional form:

p(Ξ) =
∏

i

1

1 + e−Λ
(δ(Ξi) + w(Ξi)e

−Λ) (2)

=
1

(1 + e−Λ)N

∑

γ


∏

i/∈γ

δ(Ξi)




∏

i∈γ

w(Ξi)


 e−Λ|γ|,

(3)

where we omitted the index l for simplicity of notation,
since the inference is independent in each dimension with
a shared set of library terms Θi(x⃗). Within the Bernoulli-
Gaussian prior, the hyperparameter Λ regulates sparsity;
δ(·) is Dirac delta function that can be thought of as an
infinitely narrow Gaussian; and w(·) is a prior function
that quantifies the parameter uncertainty in the absence
of data, which we take to be in the limit of an infinitely
wide Gaussian (see SI for additional discussion). The
prior form of (2) is symmetric under the permutation of
indices i, highlighting that the inference procedure does
not have a preference of any variable combination be-
fore seeing any data. The symmetry is made even more
explicit by multiplying out the brackets to get to (3),
which is given as a sum over the coefficient sets, e.g.
γ = ∅, {x,yz}, {1,y,z,xy,xz}. For N library terms there
are 2N possible discrete coefficient sets that form the
power set of library indices {γl} = ℘({i}). The prior
probability of any coefficient set depends only on its size
|γ| but not its identity, and increasing the value of Λ
shifts progressively more probability weight from larger
to smaller sets, while maintaining unbroken symmetry
under index permutation.
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the questions Z-SINDy aims to answer. A dataset consists of a trajectory of time length
T sampled with time step ∆t and measurement noise of magnitude η (left blue box). From the data, a library of nonlinear
functions Θi(x⃗) is computer. The library functions are combined with empirical derivatives of the trajectory to compute the

covariance matrices C and vectors V⃗ . The covariances along with the algorithm hyperparameters of sparsity λ and resolution ρ
(right blue box) are used to compute the free energies F (l)γl that quantify the balance between goodness of fit and number of
fitting solutions. The best fit coefficient set γmin is the one that corresponds to the lowest free energy. In this paper we study
how the probability of choosing the correct coefficient set depends on the parameters in blue boxes.

Along with the prior, we define the forward model, i.e.
the probability of observing the data given the coeffi-
cients (likelihood):

p(x|Ξ) ∝ exp

(
− 1

2ρ2

∑

t

(
ẋ− Θ⃗T Ξ⃗

))
, (4)

where we suppressed the time indexing on the empirical
derivative and the library terms. The resolution hyper-
parameter ρ regulates how closely the nonlinear func-
tion library aims to approximate the empirical dynamics
derivative.

We use the forward model and the prior we derive the
posterior via Bayes rule:

p(Ξ|x) = 1

Z exp

(
− 1

2ρ2

∑

t

(
ẋ− Θ⃗T Ξ⃗l

)
− Λ

∥∥∥Ξ⃗
∥∥∥
0

)
,

(5)

where the expression inside exp(·) is the l0 regularized
SINDy functional [7]. In statistical mechanics, this would
be akin to Boltzmann’s distribution with ρ2 playing the
role of temperature, Λ playing the role of chemical po-
tential (cost of adding new particles to the system), and
Z the partition function (normalization) of the distribu-
tion. The mode of this distribution, or the Maximum A
Posteriori (MAP) estimate of the coefficients, would be
equivalent to the original SINDy problem statement, but
the l0 regularization is challenging to optimize in prac-
tice.

Instead of performing optimization, we disentangle the
mixture of continuous and discrete degrees of freedom in

(5) by using the factorized form of the prior (3) to rewrite
the posterior into a hierarchical form as a choice of active
coefficient set followed by a choice of coefficient values.
In this factorized form the posterior takes form of a linear
mixture of multivariate Gaussians:

p(Ξ|x) =
∑

γ p(Ξ⃗γ |γ, x)Zγ∑
γ Zγ

(6)

Zγ ≡e−Fγ = e−F ′
γe−Λ|γ| (7)

F ′
γ =− lnZ0 −

|γ|
2

ln
(
2πρ2

)
+

1

2
ln detCγ

− 1

2ρ2
V⃗ T
l,γC

−1
γ V⃗l,γl

(8)

Fγ ≡F ′
γ + Λ|γ| = F ′

γ + λ · n|γ|, (9)

where the statistical weights Zγ quantify the relative im-
portance of each coefficient set (evidence) and are thus
the central objects of the method, inspiring the name
Z-SINDy. Since the statistical weights vary over many
orders of magnitude, it is more convenient to repre-
sent them on logarithmic scale as free energies Fγ . In
Bayesian terminology, Zγ is the likelihood of each coef-
ficient set, and Fγ is the negative log-likelihood. The
free energy is computed directly from subsets of the pre-

computed empirical correlation matrix C and vectors V⃗l

of library functions with each other and with empirical
derivatives (see SI for derivation).
Much like in statistical physics the free energy quanti-

fies the balance of energy and entropy of a coarse-grained
state[38], here the free energy represents the goodness of
fit of the empirical derivatives ẋl with respect to all pos-
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sible continuous values of coefficients within the same ac-
tive set. The derivation and the final functional form of
(8) are closely similar to the Bayesian Information Crite-
rion (BIC) that combines the likelihood of a model with
a penalty based on the number of parameters [39]. The
free energy expression (9) selects for sparse solutions in
two ways: while the BIC-like penalty we term “natural
sparsity” scales with lnn (see SI for derivation),[40] the
prior driven penalty scales as Λ = λ · n. The following
sections use the free energy computation to compute the
full posterior and its marginals to analyze model infer-
ence in different regimes.

III. RESULTS

A. Free energy trends

In order to establish intuition for free energy scaling,
we use the expression (8) to compute the free energies
of all variable sets for an example model. We choose to
focus our in-depth analysis on one 3-dimensional chaotic
dynamical system, the classic Lorenz attractor first inte-
grated numerically by Ellen Fetter [41, 42] (Fig. 2a), since
it is a fairly typical chaotic system with polynomial non-
linearity [43], and the performance of SINDy-family algo-
rithms does not strongly correlate with different features
of chaotic systems [44]. For the library terms, we con-
sider all monomials in variables x, y, z up to 2nd order,
resulting in N = 10 library terms and 2N = 1024 pos-
sible coefficient sets. The computational infrastructure
of evaluating the library terms is based on the PySINDy
package [45].

For a constant and moderate trajectory length T and
sparsity penalty λ the free energies of different variable
sets form a hierarchy shown in Fig. 2b for each dimension
of dynamics: the correct variable set γ∗ has the lowest
free energy, while the next several sets with higher free
energies all have extra terms. If the trajectory data is
only considered up to a variable upper limit of time t,
the free energies of each variable set have asymptotically
linear trajectories of different slopes (Fig. 2c). In order
to compare the slopes, we compute the intensive free en-
ergy per data point fγ = Fγ/n that is asymptotically
constant for each variable set (Fig. 2d). We further dis-
entangle the different sets by computing the intensive free
energy relative to its lowest value ∆fγ = fγ−f∗ (Fig. 2e).
By construction the relative free energy of the correct
variable set is zero, and free energies of other sets are
asymptotically stratified by the constant intensive spar-
sity penalty λ. While the sparsity penalty is an exter-
nally chosen hyperparameter of Z-SINDy, at low sample
sizes the Bayesian inference procedure itself introduces an
additional “natural” sparsity λn = ln

(
n/2πρ2

)
/2n that

enhances the selection for sparse coefficient sets similar
to the BIC (see SI for derivation).

The asymptotically constant free energy per data point
in this inference problem is similar to the thermodynamic

free energy of interacting particle systems. For particle
systems, nonlinear scaling of free energy with system size
usually implies either long-range particle interactions or
strong boundary effects. Indeed, the inference free energy
has a nonlinear scaling at early times (t < 10 on Fig. 2c),
when the Lorenz dynamical system has only explored one
lobe of the attractor and has not yet demonstrated the
switching behavior. At longer times, the chaotic dynam-
ics forget the initial condition and the effective sample
size scales linearly with the amount of data, leading to a
condensation of inference, as we explore in the following
section.

B. Inference condensation

In order to connect the scaling of free energy to the out-
comes of the inference procedure, we consider the limiting
case of the posterior distribution (6). The probability of
selecting the lowest free energy set is driven by the free
energy gap between it and the next set:

p(γ∗) =
1

1 +
∑

γ ̸=γ∗
e−(Fγ−Fγ∗ )

≈ 1− e−n∆f , (10)

where ∆f is the asymptotic difference of free energy per
data point between the best and the second-best fitting
coefficient sets. This expression implies that the proba-
bility of selecting any other variable set decays exponen-
tially with trajectory length across a wide range of sam-
pling frequencies (Fig. 3a). While the statistical weights
Zγ can get exponentially large or small, risking numer-
ical overflow or underflow problems, the values of free
energies do not face that problem. The exponential sup-
pression of sub-optimal coefficient sets implies that it is
sufficient to look for the lowest free energy coefficient set
at given dataset parameters and inference hyperparame-
ters.
Given the condensation of the discrete part of infer-

ence, what happens to the continuous part? Per (6),
the Gaussian mixture reduces to a single multivariate
Gaussian distribution with the covariance and mean pa-
rameters driven by the empirical correlations Cγ∗ and

V⃗l,γ∗ . The posterior covariance matrix is given by Σγ∗ =

ρ2C−1
γ∗ , scaling with the resolution parameter ρ but de-

caying with increasing trajectory length, which can be
combined into an effective time scale ne = t/∆tρ2. The
standard deviations of the posterior along each coefficient
direction have different magnitudes but identical scaling

of n
−1/2
e as in the Central Limit Theorem (Fig. 3b).

The posterior Gaussian mean is given by µ⃗ = C−1
γ V⃗l,γ ,

which quickly converges to a constant value, which is not
necessarily equal to the ground truth µ⃗true. Since the lin-
ear regression against the nonlinear library terms aims
to explain the empirical derivative, it inherits the sys-
tematic error of the numerical differentiation procedure,
well known in the studies of numerical integration [46]
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FIG. 2. Free energy trends in Z-SINDy inference. (a) Sample trajectories of the Lorenz attractor sampled with time sampling
period of ∆t = 0.01 and no noise. (b) Free energies of different coefficient sets for each dimension of dynamics relative to the
best fit set γ∗ computed at ρ = 1.0. Other coefficient sets are labeled by the extra library terms with respect to γ∗. (c) Free
energy Fγ of each of the 2N = 1024 coefficient sets over time. (d) Free energy per data point fγ of each coefficient set. (e)
Relative free energy per data point fγ − f∗ of each coefficient set, stratified by the sparsity penalty λ = 0.006 and the natural
sparsity penalty λn. The color of markers and curves corresponds to the number of coefficients in each set |γ|.

but rarely highlighted in system identification. For the
second-order finite difference derivative employed here
the systematic error scales as O

(
∆t2

)
, and this scaling

propagates to the error of the mean (Fig. 3c). For large
enough trajectory length the standard deviation becomes
smaller than error of the mean σi < |µi − µtrue|, and thus
the inference converges to a small region that does not
include the ground truth values.

Increasing the trajectory length leads to a condensa-
tion of inference to a particular set of coefficients with
a narrow range of values. However, if the amount of
data asymptotically does not distinguish between in-
ferred models, then what does? In thermodynamic sys-
tems, free energy per particle is typically a function of
external thermodynamic variables, such as temperature,
magnetic field, or chemical potential. Small changes of
the external parameter can shift the global free energy
to a different state, leading to a thermodynamic phase
transition. In a similar way, small changes in the infer-

ence hyperparameter λ or noise in the data η can lead to
abrupt changes in the inferred model, as we show in the
following sections.

C. Sparsity transitions

The goal of SINDy-family approaches is to balance the
data fit with the parsimony of the inferred models, oper-
ationalized by sparsity. Instead of prescribing a particu-
lar number of equation terms, the algorithm is supposed
to find it adaptively, but how exactly does the sparsity
penalty parameter λ lead to sparse solutions?
We have established in the previous section that with

enough data, Z-SINDy would always select the model
with lowest free energy. Given a constant dataset, the
penalized free energies are linear functions of the penalty
((9)), with the intercept given by data fit at zero penalty,
and the slope given by the number of terms. Graphically,
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FIG. 3. Condensation of Z-SINDy inference for trajectory
datasets of variable runtime t, sampling time period ∆t, res-
olution parameter ρ ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 10}. (a) The probability of
choosing any variable set other than the one with lowest free
energy decays exponentially with trajectory length. (b) The
posterior standard deviation of each inferred coefficient decays
as inverse square root of the trajectory length. (c) The abso-
lute error of the posterior mean coefficient is limited by the
systematic error of the finite difference derivative of the tra-
jectory. Trend lines guide the eye to illustrate the functional
form of the scalings. The line labels in (b-c) indicate which
coefficient the standard deviation and the mean correspond
to. Rows correspond to the three dimensions of dynamics.
The standard deviation and error of the mean for the two
variables explaining ẋ coincide.

the ensemble of all the linear functions looks like a fan
plot with all-integer slopes 1, 2, 3, . . . (Fig. 4a). As the
external sparsity penalty λ increases, the lowest free en-
ergy line changes in a series of abrupt transitions from
lower-intercept higher-slope to higher-intercept lower-
slope (shown in vertical dashed lines), similar to the plots
produced by Least Angle Regression (LARS) [47]. How-
ever, because of the natural sparsity effect, the inference
selects for sparse solutions even at λ = 0. In order to
include both external and natural sparsity, we therefore
vary both λ and the trajectory length t.

At moderate to high sparsity penalty λ the selected
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FIG. 4. Sparsity penalty selects sparse solutions. (a) For
a fixed trajectory of length t = 100, the penalized intensive
free energies of each coefficient set are linear functions of the
sparsity penalty λ with the slope given by the number of terms
and the intercept by the goodness of fit. At any value of λ, the
posterior condenses on the lowest free energy set (piecewise
linear dotted lines), switching abruptly between solutions of
different sparsity (vertical dashed lines). (b) As the sparsity
penalty varies over many orders of magnitude, the best fit
coefficient set changes abruptly several times from large to
sparse, with a finite range of λ recovering the correct set. The
color of lines and backgrounds corresponds to the number of
coefficient in each set.

variable sets are practically independent of trajectory
length (Fig. 4b), but at low λ the selection changes in
two ways. Very short trajectories do not explore the en-
tirety of available phase space: for the Lorenz system,
the trajectory stays within a single lobe of the attractor
for t < 15 (Fig. 2a), and thus Z-SINDy identifies less
sparse models (bottom-left corner of Fig. 4b panels). For
moderate trajectory length the correct coefficient set is
recovered for a wide range of λ because of the natural
sparsity λn. For long trajectories the natural sparsity
disappears, leading to identification of less sparse sets
(top-left corner of Fig. 4b panels). We conclude that Z-
SINDy correctly identifies the sparse set of coefficients
within a window of several orders of magnitude of spar-
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FIG. 5. Additive noise prevents the identification of the cor-
rect coefficient set. (a) Each panel shows the free energies per
data point with respect to the correct set for a trajectory of
length t = 60 at sampling period ∆t = 0.01. For each coeffi-
cient set, the shaded region shows the range of free energies
across 10 realizations of random noise of given relative mag-
nitude η/σ̄data, stratified by sparsity penalty λ = 0.5. The
color of the shaded regions corresponds to the number of coef-
ficients in each set. (b) Coefficient of determination R2 of the
noisy left and right hand sides of the equation of motion with
the correct right hand side for each dimension of dynamics,
averaged over 5 noise realizations.

sity penalty λ, but the boundaries of the region are quite
abrupt.

D. Noise transition

Along with sparsity, another important limitation to
the performance of SINDy algorithms is the noise in the
data. The robustness of SINDy is usually measured by
how fast the error in the inferred coefficients grows with
noise magnitude, and thus how much noise can the in-
ference tolerate. While the denoising approaches [48, 49]
and the weak form SINDy [10] improve noise tolerance

significantly, they do not explain how the noise-induced
breakdown happens, whether collecting a longer trajec-
tory helps, and why denoising improves performance so
much.

We seek to explain the noise-induced breakdown in
free energy terms. The free energy of any variable set
γ depends not only on the trajectory length t, sparsity
penalty λ, and noise magnitude η, but also on the noise
realization. Within each realization, we compute the de-
terministic free energy per data point relative to the cor-
rect set γ∗ in each dimension, and then collect free energy
statistics across multiple noise realizations. The relevant
free energy statistic is not its mean but its range of fluc-
tuations, since the inference condenses to the coefficient
set with the lowest free energy.

The noise-induced transition graphically looks like an
overlap between the horizontal line of the correct set and
the free energy range of one of the competing sets (shaded
regions in Fig. 5a). We normalize the noise magnitude by
the standard deviation of the original trajectory averaged
across the dimensions ηnorm = η/σdata. At low noise
magnitude ηnorm, the correct coefficient set γ∗

l has the
lowest free energy, clearly stratified from all other ones
by the sparsity penalty, and is thus selected in inference.
As noise magnitude increases, at about ηnorm ≈ 4% the
model for ẏ changes as the set γ∗ = {x, y, xz} first over-
laps with the range of free energies of γ = {x, xz, yz}
and then lies entirely above the range. Within the free
energy range overlap, the inference condenses to a sin-
gle coefficient set that depends on the realization of the
random noise, and thus the inference is unstable. At
higher levels of noise above ηnorm ≈ 6% the horizontal
line of the correct set lies fully above multiple overlap-
ping free energy ranges, and thus the inference procedure
would confidently select a coefficient set from many pos-
sible alternatives, none of which are correct. This infer-
ence scenario is qualitatively similar to the detection of
weak communities in complex networks, where the sin-
gle eigenvalue that carries community information gets
buried within a continuous band of random eigenvalues
[25].

Can this inference collapse be avoided with larger
amounts of data? As trajectory length t increases, the
width of the free energy range shrinks proportional to
t−1/2, thus reducing the range of noise magnitudes η
where the inference outcome is realization-dependent (see
SI for discussion). However, since the mean free energy
per data point converges to a constant η-dependent value,
the takeover of the correct coefficient set γ∗ by one or
more competing ones is inevitable.

What part of the data processing pipeline drives the
inference collapse? SINDy approaches aim to balance
the noisy versions of the left and right hand sides of
(1) LHSnoisy and RHSnoisy (LHS is derivatives, RHS
is library terms) approximately, but how good is that
approximation? We can perform that comparison since
for a synthetic dataset we have access to both clean and
noisy trajectories. The clean trajectory is an exact so-
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lution to (1) up to integration error, for which the two
sides of the equation match LHStrue = RHStrue and
can be computed exactly by using the ground truth coef-
ficients Ξil,true. We thus have three time series for each
dimension, the linear correlation between which is easily
measured by the coefficient of determination R2.

The R2 smoothly decrease from 1 at low noise to 0 at
high noise, where neither LHS nor RHS of the noisy equa-
tion carry any resemblance to the truth (Fig. 5b). While
there is a slight variation of the decay point of curves
between dimensions, LHS decays at almost an order of
magnitude lower noise level, and is thus primarily respon-
sible for SINDy breakdown. Since the core of SINDy is
linear regression, the curves such as Fig. 5b can be plot-
ted for any denoising numerical derivative method and
sampling time period and used as a diagnostic method
to identify the limiting factor of performance and thus
the most promising algorithmic improvement.

E. Uncertainty Quantification

The analysis of the noisy LHS and RHS leads to the
uncertainty quantification of the inferred coefficients in
the limit of low data. The posterior distributions of all
coefficients are Gaussian with parameters derived from

the correlations C, V⃗l, but require knowing the resolution
parameter ρ. The resolution parameter describes the dis-
tribution of the the residual between the noisy LHS and
RHS of the dynamical equation, and can be estimated
from the empirical distribution by using the Maximum
A Posteriori (MAP) values of the coefficients µ⃗:

ρest =

√
1

n · d
∑

t,l

(LHSl,noisy −RHSl,noisy)
2
. (11)

While for each dimension the residual itself LHSnoisy−
RHSnoisy is expected to have a Gaussian distribution,
we can check the shape of the distribution empirically
(Fig. 6a-b). At low noise level the distribution is different
for each dimension and has a complex multimodal shape
with long tails (panel a), while at moderate noise the
distributions for all three dimensions have a consistent
Gaussian shape (panel b). As the amount of noise on the
trajectory varies over several orders of magnitude, the
estimated resolution parameter ρest switches from a flat
value driven by the systematic error of the finite sampling
period to the noise driven value ρ = η/∆t

√
2 (Fig. 6c, see

SI for derivation).
The resolution parameter is the last missing piece in

computing the error bar on the inferred coefficients and
comparing them to the ground truth. At low noise the
error bar is incredibly small, so that the systematic error
in the coefficients is immediately visible for all trajectory
lengths (Fig. 6d). At moderate noise the error bar in-
creases and overlaps with the ground truth so that the
systematic error is not visible at short trajectory length.
As the trajectory length increases, the error bar shrinks

proportional to t−1/2 as discussed before, resulting in the
same value of the statistically significant systematic er-
ror.

F. Inference phase diagram

Having characterized the inference breakdown with
sparsity and noise separately, we can now answer the
questions about the joint effect of dataset parameters
and inference hyperparameters on the viability of sys-
tem identification. We have shown that inference rapidly
condenses to a single coefficient set with growing tra-
jectory length t that is determined by the lowest free
energy per data point. Moderate values of t incur the
natural sparsity effect, but it vanishes for t → ∞, so that
the selected coefficient set becomes independent of data
quantity. The value of the resolution hyperparameter
ρ modulates the inference condensation and affects the
size of the confidence interval for the coefficients. This
value can be chosen to match the statistics of the residual
ẋl − Θ⃗T · Ξ⃗l and provide accurate uncertainty quantifica-
tion.

The remaining parameters interact in a more complex
way as shown in the phase diagrams of Fig. 7. The noise
magnitude ηnorm and sampling period ∆t impose sepa-
rate, orthogonal limitations (Fig. 7a). At large sampling
period, the samples can no longer resolve the smallest
time scales of system dynamics and result in a large sys-
tematic error in the empirical derivative. At the same
time, a small sampling period combined with presence of
noise results in a large statistical error in the empirical
derivative. However, while the error of each derivative
sample grows as 1/∆t, the number of samples per unit
time grows at precisely the same rate 1/∆t and the two
effects almost cancel each other out, resulting in a nearly
horizontal upper bound of correct identification (see SI
for additional discussion).

The interaction of noise magnitude ηnorm with sparsity
penalty λ is even more complex (Fig. 7b). The noiseless
regime of identification has been explored in Fig. 4, re-
vealing a finite range of several orders in λ where the
identified coefficient set has not too many and not too
few terms, with a narrower range for ẏ that has more
terms in the correct coefficient set. While the sparsity
penalty creates a gap between the free energies of sets of
different size, growing noise level gradually reduces this
gap until a free energy crossover (Fig. 5a). Qualitatively,
a larger initial gap λ would require more noise η to close,
resulting in a positive slope of the limiting curve on the
phase diagram. The trade-off has the approximate shape
of a power law η ∝ λ1/3 across six orders of magnitude
of λ, but the limited resolution of the phase diagram and
the complexity of the free energy landscape prevent a
simple explanation of this scaling, leaving an important
opening for further work.
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FIG. 6. Uncertainty quantification from empirical residual. (a-b) Histograms of the derivative residual across the length of the
trajectory for each of three dimensions of dynamics. The black arrow indicates the ±1 ·ρest range, equal to the sample standard
deviation of the residual. (c) Inferred resolution parameter ρest at each noise level. The marker color indicates whether the
correct set of coefficients has been identified at given noise level. At low noise the residual is limited by the systematic error
and thus the resolution parameter is constant. The dashed line indicates the analytic prediction of noise driven error in the
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at low noise, panels (b,e) at moderate noise.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this paper we introduce Z-SINDy, a Bayesian ver-
sion of a simple form of SINDy that we analyze through
the prism of statistical mechanics to understand how it
works—and, importantly, how it breaks. We explicitly
separate the discrete and continuous parts of equation
coefficient inference and derive a closed-form posterior
probability distribution of the coefficients. The proba-
bility of a particular discrete set condenses exponentially
with growing trajectory length to a single coefficient set,
though the set is not guaranteed to be correct. Even
if the identified library terms are qualitatively correct,
the value of the coefficients is subject to both system-
atic and noise driven errors. A combination of natural
and externally imposed sparsity penalties induce a set
of discontinuous transitions from a large coefficient set
to a sparse one. The inference procedure correctly iden-
tifies the sparse set when the trajectory has moderate
noise but fails at large noise, where the inferred equation
depends strongly not only on noise magnitude, but also
its specific realization. Before the noise induced transi-
tion, matching the residual statistics provides UQ for the
inferred model. The combination of these results estab-
lishes the boundaries of applicability of SINDy, and the

warning mechanisms for its breakdown.
Our study is not unique in application of Bayesian in-

ference to the SINDy framework. While previous recent
work relied on costly Monte Carlo sampling from the pos-
terior [31, 33], several studies conducted concurrently but
independently from ours used the closed-form computa-
tion of model evidence [50, 51]. They show that using
Bayesian inference with Gaussian priors gives rise to the
effect we term “natural sparsity”, but do not consider
an explicitly sparsity-promoting prior such as Bernoulli-
Gaussian. As a result, they focus on the L1 error of the
determined coefficients rather than the L0 error in iden-
tifying the correct coefficient set γ. We provide both the
boundaries of correct system identification, as well as the
asymptotic scaling of coefficient errors with dataset size
and sampling period.

A. Statistical mechanics analogies

Instead of searching for the best fit alone, we character-
ize the whole landscape of models on a logarithmic scale
by computing their free energies. This computation in-
tegrates out the continuous coefficient values and focuses
on the coefficient sets, building a connection with coarse-
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FIG. 7. Inference of the correct dynamical equations is limited
by the data noise η, sampling period ∆t, and sparsity penalty
λ. (a) Inference fails when either the noise level crosses a
threshold (noise limited), or the sampling period becomes too
large to resolve the smallest time scale of the dynamical sys-
tem (systematic error limited), with the boundaries consistent
across the three dimensions of dynamics. (b) The region of
correct inference in noise and sparsity parameters is limited
on three sides: too few terms at high λ, and too many terms
at low λ or high η. The dashed line guides the eye to illustrate
a speculative power law on critical noise level η ∝ λ1/3.

grained statistical mechanics and thermodynamics of in-
teracting particle systems [38]. The consideration of long
time trajectories is akin to the thermodynamic limit and
motivates the evaluation of intensive free energy per data
point similar to the free energy per particle. The thermo-
dynamic cost of adding another “particle” type into the
model, i.e. another SINDy term, is given by the sparsity
penalty λ that functions as (negative) chemical potential.
The chemical potential of all “particles” is identical, but
the interactions between them are driven by the trajec-
tory data and thus select a particular “particle” set, i.e.
a set of active SINDy library terms. As the parameters
of the dataset or the hyperparameters of the inference
procedure are adjusted, the inferred model can change
discontinuously, akin to a phase transition or a dynam-
ical system bifurcation. The pattern of free energies of

different coefficient sets exhibits rich structure, opening
avenues for further study, including connection to the en-
tropy metrics of dynamical system trajectories [52].
The connections between statistical mechanics, statis-

tical inference, and machine learning have a rich history,
focusing primarily on the average-case behavior of pre-
diction risk [23]. Statistical mechanics helped identify
and describe multiple inference regimes and phase transi-
tions between them, from network structure inference to
constraint satisfaction to compressed sensing [24–26, 28].
The so-called replica method has been used to charac-
terize the regularized least squares regression that also
lies at the core of SINDy [37], identifying the regimes
where local greedy algorithms can efficiently identify the
optimal set of predictor variables [27]. However, statis-
tical physics studies often consider the large-data case
n → ∞ in which, in our notation, |γ|/n = const, i.e. the
set of selected coefficients is sparse but growing. This
paper enriches the discussion by analyzing the case of
dynamical systems in which the number of differential
equation terms staying constant regardless of trajectory
length |γ| = const, paying attention to the specific in-
terpretable nature of individual terms, and painting a
detailed picture of inference breakdown.

B. Integration with other SINDy techniques

The system identification scenario considered here
aims to extract a parsimonious model [21], but focuses
only on one aspect of parsimony—sparsity—over other
aspects such as discovery of coordinates and paramet-
ric dependencies, both of which have been included in
other data-driven methods. The coordinate discovery has
been addressed by combining dynamics discovery with
an autoencoder neural network that automatically dis-
covers the sparse coordinates either in the optimization
framework [53, 54] or the Bayesian framework [33]. The
parametric dependence can be inferred by including a
parameter library along with the dynamical equation li-
brary [55]. The parsimony requirements can be supple-
mented by other desired features of dynamical systems
such as global stability [56]. Integrating fast posterior
computations from the present paper with nonlinear co-
ordinate transformation discovery, parametric inference,
and dynamic stability remain important avenues for fur-
ther work. Within the analysis of trajectories, additional
improvements can be achieved by a finer-scale analysis of
free energy fluctuations with respect to the general trend
F ∼ f ·n, as well as active learning to proactively sample
the unexplored parts of phase space akin to the technique
suggested in Refs. [30, 51].
All SINDy approaches rely on regression and thus re-

quire a reliable estimation of the dependent variable, the
trajectory derivative. While here we employ the simplest
derivative method, finite difference, most other contem-
porary SINDy algorithms rely on some version of de-
noising derivative, such as total variation [57], spectral
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derivative [58], weak form [10], or basis expansion [11, 32],
which drastically improve the benchmark noise tolerance.
However, such performance improvement might be mis-
leading in quantifying the parameter uncertainty since
the data uncertainty is discarded [32]. Moreover, the
denoising process is itself parametric and trades ran-
dom noise for a systematic error in the derivative and
the library terms [46, 57], requiring hyperparameter op-
timization [22, 59]. For an experimental system where
the ground truth equations are unknown, it is thus un-
clear whether small variations of the dynamical variables
are due to measurement noise or genuine fine-scale dy-
namics. Z-SINDy does not make a choice between those
options by keeping ρ as a free parameter of how closely
the linear combination of library terms should approxi-
mate the derivative. Since both the derivative and the
library terms suffer from noise contamination, it is chal-
lenging to pick ρ a priori but it can be estimated after
the SINDy fit from the remaining unexplained variance
in the derivative ẋ−ΘT ·Ξ (see SI for additional discus-
sion).

The free energy analysis presented here makes a pre-
diction of the identification phase diagram for a known
ground truth dynamical model. On one side, the resid-
ual distribution (Fig. 6a-b), the phase diagrams (Fig. 7),
and the R2 plots (Fig. 5b) are powerful diagnostic tools
that quantify the limits of performance of a particular
numerical algorithm and thus suggest how the boundary
of detectability can be pushed, with the most immediate
gains available through denoising. On the other side, the
analysis establishes the noise tolerance that can be part
of a closed-loop inference system: for a given dataset one
can fit and integrate a SINDy model, compute its noise
tolerance, and estimate the empirical noise magnitude. If
the empirical noise is above the tolerance, then the model
is misleading and should be rejected.

C. Computational considerations

The main computational advantage of Z-SINDy is
the closed form evaluation of the posterior distribution,

avoiding the costly techniques of bootstrap resampling
[30], Markov Chain Monte Carlo [33], and repeated ODE
integration [31] that are required in other UQ system
identification methods. On the other side, an important
computational limitation to our method is the combina-
torial enumeration of coefficient sets. While the free en-
ergy (8) of any particular set γ is very cheap to compute,
the number of all possible sets grows exponentially with
the number of library terms |{γ}| = 2N . In this paper we
chose to evaluate free energies exhaustively for all sets to
illustrate their scaling behavior. At the same time, the
free energies of different sets are heavily stratified (e.g.
Fig. 2c), and only a small fraction of sets are involved
in sparsity- or noise-induced breakdowns. In order to
make Z-SINDy more computationally efficient and thus
tractable for realistic systems, future work should aim
to understand the patterns of free energies better to re-
duce the number of sets to evaluate, for instance by using
greedy methods [51], subset selection [60], least angle re-
gression [47], mixed-integer optimization [29], or branch-
and-bound methods [61]. At the same time, we hope that
the physical intuition of coarse-graining, chemical poten-
tials, and free energies per data point would inform the
further development of statistical methods for dynamical
systems.
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S1. STATISTICAL MECHANICS DERIVATION

A. Prior distribution

In order to perform inference, the Bayesian prior needs to be choosen in a functional form that promotes sparsity.
Usual choices of the prior also require it to be differentiable, but we relax that condition in order to make the
separation of discrete and continuous degrees of freedom explicit. The qualitative shape of the prior is ”spike-and-
slab”, i.e. some weight concentrated near zero and the rest spread across a wide range, but there are different ways
to express it mathematically.

We choose an expression of the following form:

p(Ξ) =
∏

i

1

1 + e−λ

(
δ(Ξi) + e−Λw(Ξi)

)
, (S1)

where δ(·) is the Dirac delta function and w(·) is in principle any wide distribution on the real line. In case w(·) is
Gaussian, this prior choice is known as Bernoulli-Gaussian and has been used in other studies of l0 regularized least
squares [1].

The expression (S1) is symmetric under exchange of coefficient labels, since there is no preference towards any
particular set of coefficients before any data is seen, other than sparsity. This intuition can be made even more
explicit by performing the product and opening all the brackets. Since there are N multiplicative terms in the
product and each includes 2 unique additive terms, the resulting expression is a sum over 2N possible sets of terms γ
(power set of the coefficients):

p(Ξ) =
1

(1 + e−Λ)N

∑

γ


∏

i/∈γ

δ(Ξi)




∏

i∈γ

w(Ξi)


 e−Λ|γ|, (S2)

where the size of the set |γ| equals to the number of nonzero coefficients, i.e. the l0 pseudonorm |Ξ|0.

B. Free energy calculation

By combining the prior ((S1)) with the forward model (Eq. 3 of the main text), we can write down the posterior
distribution:

p(Ξ|x) = p(Ξ)p(x|Ξ)∫
Ξ
p(Ξ)p(x|Ξ) =

∑
γ
Zγp(Ξγ |x, γ)
∑
γ
Zγ

, (S3)

where both the numerator and the denominator break into a sum over all sets γ: the numerator sums probability
distributions, while the denominator sums scalar factors. Note that every single term in both the numerator and
the denominator has the data-independent normalization factors 1

(1+e−Λ)N
(from the prior) and (2πρ2)−N/2 (from

the forward model) which cancel out. We also note that the posterior probability factorizes over the dimensions of
dynamics xl, thus the following computations can be performed for each dimension separately.
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We start with considering the denominator, where each term has the following shape:

Zγ(s) =

∫

Ξγ

dΞγ exp

(
− 1

2ρ2

∑

t

(ẋ−ΘT
γ (x⃗) · Ξ⃗γ)

2

)
∏

i∈γ

w(Ξi)


 e−Λ|γ|, (S4)

where the subscript γ denotes that only the vector elements within a particular set are used, and s is a prior
hyperparameter. In order to evaluate this integral, we adopt a particular form of Gaussian prior w(·) of width s
as well as the fact that Λ is a free parameter that can be redefined to cancel out the Gaussian normalization. In
particular, we take:

w(v) =
1√
2πs2

exp

(
− v2

2s2

)
(S5)

Λ → Λ− ln
(√

2πs2
)
. (S6)

We now compute the resulting Gaussian integral in the limit of an infinitely wide Gaussian prior s → ∞:

Zγ = lim
s→∞

Zγ(s) = lim
s→∞

∫

Ξγ

dΞγ exp

(
− 1

2ρ2

∑

t

(ẋ−ΘT
γ (x⃗) · Ξ⃗γ)

2 − Ξ⃗T
γ · Ξ⃗γ

2s2

)
e−Λ|γ| (S7)

= lim
s→∞

∫

Ξγ

dΞγ exp

(
− 1

2ρ2

∑

t

ẋ2 +
V⃗ T
γ

ρ2
· Ξ⃗γ − 1

2
Ξ⃗T
γ

(
Cγ

ρ2
+

1

s2

)
Ξ⃗γ

)
e−Λ|γ|, (S8)

where we defined the library-derivative and library-library covariances as follows:

V⃗ ≡
∑

t

ẋΘ⃗(x⃗) (S9)

C ≡
∑

t

Θ⃗(x⃗)Θ⃗T (x⃗), (S10)

which can be precomputed once for all N library terms and then subsampled for any particular set γ.
The resulting integral (S8) is a standard multivariate Gaussian integral that has a closed-form solution. The

limit s → ∞ converges if the matrix Cγ is invertible, thus requiring the library functions to be non-collinear when
evaluated on the trajectory. This condition can be achieved for a suitable choice of library functions and in particular
holds numerically for all coefficient sets γ in the present paper. Note that the limit s → ∞ also requires an infinite
adjustment in the value of the sparsity penalty Λ. This adjustment is inevitable as the statistical weight integrals are
performed over domains of different support dimension, e.g. 3D vs 4D. The closed-form computation of the statistical
weights is only possible when the limit is taken along a particular curve in the (s,Λ) subspace of hyperparameters,
similar to Cauchy principal value of integrals.

The closed-form expression for the integral (the statistical weight of set γ) can be thus written as follows:

Zγ = Z′

√
(2πρ2)|γ|

detCγ
exp

(
1

2ρ2
V⃗ T
γ C−1

γ V⃗γ

)
e−Λ|γ|, (S11)

where Z0 is the statistical weight of an empty set of coefficients γ = ∅, closely related to the variance of the derivative
time series. Since exponential expressions are both not convenient to deal with and risk underflows and overflows
in numerical conversations, we instead consider the statistical weight on logarithmic scale as free energy of each
coefficient set:

Zγ ≡e−Fγ = e−F ′
γe−Λ|γ| (S12)

F ′
γ =− lnZ0 +

1

2
ln(detCγ)−

|γ|
2

ln
(
2πρ2

)
− 1

2ρ2
V⃗ T
γ C−1

γ V⃗γ , (S13)

as presented in the main text.
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C. Natural sparsity effect

The natural sparsity effect appears from the consideration of the middle two terms of the free energy (S13). The
first term corresponds to the variance of the derivative time series:

− lnZ0 =
1

2ρ2

∑

t

ẋ2, (S14)

whereas the last term corresponds to the variance explained by the best fit linear regression against the library terms
from the chosen set.

The remaining two terms appear from the consideration of coefficient values around the best-fit value. In order to
interpret them in terms of natural sparsity, we consider how free energy scales with dataset size n. For trajectories
that explore a finite attractor for long enough, the new data points of x and ẋ are sampled from the same distribution,
and thus the sum over the points should grow proportionally to the sample size:

V⃗l ∝ n; C ∝ n (S15)

− lnZ0 ∝ n; − 1

2ρ2
V⃗ T
γ C−1

γ V⃗γ ∝ n, (S16)

which motivates considering the intensive free energies per data point fγ ≡ Fγ/n. The scaling of the two middle
terms is sublinear in n, or more precisely,

1

n

(
1

2
ln(detCγ)−

|γ|
2

ln
(
2πρ2

))
=

1

n

(
1

2
(|γ| lnn+ ln detC∗

γ)−
|γ|
2

ln
(
2πρ2

))
= |γ| ln

(
n/2πρ2

)

2n
+

ln detC∗
γ

n
, (S17)

where we used the identity that for a k × k matrix A and a scalar number a, det(aA) = ak det(A). The first term
depends on the number of terms in the set γ, but not on their identity or the data, thus constituting the natural
sparsity effect. The second term depends on the data via the covariance matrix per data point C∗ ≡ C/n and
thus does not have an intuitive explanation. However, since the two terms decay at rates O(lnn/n) and O(1/n),
respectively, the natural sparsity effect is likely to be more important.

D. Noisy free energy

In case noise is present in the dataset, the covariances C and V⃗l become functions of the noise realization, resulting
in the ranges of free energies shown in Fig. 5a of the main text. Nevertheless, we can make an argument about the
asymptotic scaling of the noise.

If the overall length of the trajectory is t and it explores a finite region of phase space, we can divide it into
uncorrelated “chunks” of identical length τ so that the whole trajectory consists of t/τ chunks. The covariances can
then be broken down into the deterministic and the stochastic parts:

C = Cτ t

τ
+

t/τ∑

i=1

∆Cτ
i ; V⃗l = V⃗ τ

l

t

τ
+

t/τ∑

i=1

∆V⃗ τ
l,i, (S18)

where ∆Cτ
i and V⃗ τ

l,i are identically distributed for all i and zero-mean since the mean part can be moved into the

deterministic term. The dependence of Cτ ,∆Cτ , V⃗ τ
l ,∆V⃗ τ

l on the noise magnitude η is complex, but we can get
approximate results if η is fixed and only t varies.

For long trajectories the set-dependent part of free energy (S13) is dominated by the last term. We plug in the

covariance expressions (S18), open the brackets, and note that the stochastic parts of the covariances ∆Cτ ,∆V⃗ τ
l can

only correlate with themselves and each other within the same chunk. While the resulting expression of free energy is
complex, it would consist of t/τ deterministic terms F τ

γ and t/τ stochastic terms ∆F τ
γ . The variance of free energy

across noise realizations thus grows proportional to the number of chunks t/τ and thus the trajectory length t. When
we compute the free energy per data point fγ = Fγ/n = Fγ ∗∆t/t, the resulting standard deviation scales as t−1/2,
while the deterministic part remains constant. As a result, the free energy ranges of alternative coefficient sets in
Fig. 5a of main text would shrink but keep the same mean.
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E. Inclusion probability

The posterior probability distribution (S3) is defined for the continuous values of the coefficients, but can also
inform the inference on the discrete level of sets γ. The probability of choosing any particular set γ is particularly
simple:

p(γ|x) = Zγ/
∑

γ

Zγ , (S19)

whereas the probability of inclusion of any particular variable can be found by summing over all sets which contain
the variable:

p(Ξi ̸= 0|x) =

∑
γ⊃i

Zγ

∑
γ
Zγ

. (S20)

In the main text we show that for a large enough dataset the sum over the statistical weights of all variable sets is
exponentially dominated by its largest term, corresponding to the set with lowest free energy per data point fγ . In
this case the probability p(γ|x) condenses to a single set.

F. Posterior distribution

The posterior distribution (S3) is a Gaussian mixture, but it reduces to a single multivariate Gaussian once inference
condenses to a single coefficient set γ. It is thus useful to transform the expression into a standard Gaussian form for
any set γ, whether it condensed or not. The direct form from the posterior is:

p(Ξγ |γ) =
1

Zγ
exp

(
− 1

2ρ2

∑

t

(
ẋ− Θ⃗T

γ Ξ⃗γ

)2
)
, (S21)

where we have previously computed the normalization Zγ in Eqn. S11. Now, however, we need to transform the above
expression to the standard multivariate Gaussian form:

p(Ξγ |γ) = (2π)−|γ|/2 det(Σγ)
−1/2 · exp

(
−1

2
(Ξ⃗γ − µ⃗γ)

TΣ−1
γ (Ξ⃗γ − µ⃗γ)

)
. (S22)

By opening the brackets and matching terms, we get the following expressions for the multivariate mean vector and
covariance matrix:

µ⃗γ =C−1
γ V⃗γ (S23)

Σγ =ρ2C−1
γ , (S24)

which allow a particularly simple way to marginalize the distribution. Since the joint distribution over all variables

Θ⃗γ is a multivariate Gaussian, the marginal distribution over one variable i from the set γ is a univariate Gaussian:

p(Ξi|γ) =





1√
2πσ2

i|γ
exp

(
− (Ξi−µi|γ)

2

2σ2
i|γ

)
, i ⊂ γ

δ(0) , otherwise

(S25)

µi|γ =(C−1
γ V⃗γ)i (S26)

σ2
i|γ =ρ2(C−1

γ )ii, (S27)

where importantly the vector and matrix operations need to be performed before reading off specific indices. Since a
generic library cross-covariance matrix is not diagonal, and the diagonal of the inverse is not equal to the inverse of
the diagonal:

(C−1
γ )ii ̸= (Cγ,ii)

−1, (S28)
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the marginal distribution over variable i depends on which other variables are included with it in the set γ. The
functional form remains Gaussian, but the mean and variance vary.

The marginal distribution of any variable from the set γ is thus either a Gaussian or a delta function. We can then
get the full marginal by summing over all possible variable set:

p(Ξi) =
∑

γ

p(Ξi|γ)P (γ) =
∑

γ

p(Ξi|γ)
Zγ

Z , (S29)

resulting in a Gaussian mixture. For low-noise scenarios when one variable set clearly dominates, the Gaussian
mixture is dominated by one term, and thus the marginal would look like a simple univariate Gaussian. The standard
deviation of the Gaussian is directly proportional to the resolution parameter ρ.

S2. LORENZ SYSTEM

We compute our result for the classic Lorenz system [2] defined by the following set of ODEs:

ẋ =σ(y − x) (S30)

ẏ =x(ρ− z)− y (S31)

ż =xy − βz, (S32)

where the ground truth parameter values are taken from the original paper [2] to be σ = 10, β = 8/3, ρ = 28.

S3. UNCERTAINTY QUANTIFICATION

A. Fitting ρ

In Fig. 3 of main text we show that the choice of the resolution parameter ρ that goes into free energy calculations
does not qualitatively change the selected coefficient set or the mean values of the coefficients and merely rescales
the convergence rate. However, ρ also multiplies the posterior covariance matrix and thus the posterior standard
deviations on the parameters. Knowing ρ is thus essential in order to provide an accurate uncertainty quantification
(UQ) of a ZSINDy model.

Here we estimate the resolution parameter ρ empirically from the residual between the observed derivative and
the best fit ZSINDy model defined by the lowest free energy fγ and the coefficient values from (S23) (also known as
Maximum A Posteriori). Since the resolution parameter is assumed to be the same across all dimensions of dynamics,
we average it over the dimensions:

ρest =

√
1

n · d
∑

t,l

(
ẋl − Θ⃗T

γ (x⃗) · Ξ⃗l,γ,MAP

)2
, (S33)

where the indices of the SINDy coefficients refer to the lth dimension, the selected set γ, and the MAP estimate
((S23)). The resulting ρest values are reported in Fig. 6 of main text.

B. Derivative error

In order to understand the transition between the two behaviors of the residual, we consider the error of the
numerical estimate of the derivative ẋ where we leave out the dimension index for simplicity of notation. Fig. 5b of
the main text shows that the inference breakdown is driven primarily by the error in the derivative (first term of the
residual), and thus we focus on it. In this paper we use a simple central finite difference estimate, defined by the
expression:

˙̃x(t) ≡ x(t+∆t)− x(t−∆t)

2∆t
=

x0(t+∆t)− x0(t−∆t)

2∆t
+

δx+ − δx−
2∆t

= ẋ0(t) +
∆t2

12
(
...
x 0(τ−) +

...
x 0(τ+)) +

δx+ − δx−
2∆t

,

(S34)
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where x0 refers to the true trajectory without noise, ẋ0 to the true derivative, τ± ∈ [t, t±∆t] are unknown evaluation
points for the third derivative, and δx± are the realizations of the measurement noise at each of the two measurement
points, known to be iid Gaussian with magnitude η.

In order to understand the variance of the derivative, we observe that while the evaluation points of the true third
derivative are not known and generically vary with each time point t, they are uncorrelated from the noise realizations.
The total variance of the derivative over a long time series then decomposes into two uncorrelated terms:

V ar(ẋ) =

(
∆t2

6

)2

V ar(
...
x 0) +

2 · V ar(δx)

(2∆t)2
= O

(
∆t4

)
+

η2

2∆t2
, (S35)

which have different scaling. At small noise level, the derivative variance is dominated by the first term, the systematic
error of the finite difference scheme. At large noise level, the noise driven second term dominates. This allows us to
make a remarkably simple prediction of the resolution parameter in high noise limit:

ρnoise = η/
√
2∆t, (S36)

which we compare to the empirical estimation of the resolution parameter in Fig. 6c of the main text and find excellent
agreement once the noise error overcomes the systematic error. Remarkably, while at noise above several percent the
correct sparse set of coefficients is no longer identified, the same trend of the resolution parameter persists. In this
extremely high noise regime the error in the residual is still dominated by the derivative rather than library, and is
thus independent of the selected variable set so that (S36) applies.

C. Inference condensation

How do we reconcile the persistent noise driven growth of the resolution parameter with the inference condensation
shown in Fig. 3 of the main text? The inference condensation shows that while the posterior mean of a particular
coefficient quickly converges to a particular value µ, the posterior standard deviation keeps decreasing with larger
sample size. Specifically, for a generic coefficient we can write σ = σ0 · (ρ/ρ0)

√
t0/t, where ρ0, t0 are reference values

for scaling.
For a library term to be explain the derivative at a statistically significant level, we typically require µ/σ > O(1),

i.e. the posterior mean is at least a few standard deviations away from zero. How much data is required to reach that
condition? We can estimate the required trajectory length as follows:

µ

σ
> O(1) ⇒ t > t0ρ

2 σ2
0

ρ20µ
2
0

O(1), (S37)

which has quadratic scaling with the resolution parameter. In other words, if the noise in the data is increased by
an order of magnitude, the required data for inference would grow by two orders of magnitude. The cost of such
extensive data collection through experiments or simulations would quickly become prohibitive.

We thus showed that an empirical estimation of the resolution parameter ρ allows for a valid uncertainty quantifi-
cation across a wide range of noise levels, consistent with the observed inference condensation. Simultaneously, since
the residual error is so strongly driven by the finite difference derivative error, denoising derivative approaches hold
a large promise to improve SINDy tolerance to noise.

D. Comparison with Ensemble SINDy

Ensemble SINDy (E-SINDy), proposed recently by Fasel et al. [3], is a powerful approach for dealing with noise
and model uncertainty. The method estimates a distribution of the coefficient matrix Ξ by sub-sampling the data and
ensembling the resulting models. One of its most appealing advantages is its computational efficiency (in contrast to
Bayesian SINDy [4]).

In figure S1, we compare the probability distribution of Ξ in Z-SINDy with that of E-SINDy. For comparison,
the hyperparameters were chosen to sparsity the models as much as possible in both methods. In this experiment,
∆ = 0.005 seconds, tend = 20 seconds, the Z-SINDy sparsity parameter per data point is λ = 0.00125, the threshold in
E-SINDy is 0.8, the noise magnitude is η = 0.2, the resolution parameter in Z-SINDy ρ = η/(∆t

√
2), and the number

of ensembles in E-SINDy is 50. The probability density functions of the E-SINDy coefficients were approximated
using a Gaussian Kernel Density Estimator (KDE) with a Scott bandwidth estimator.
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FIG. S1. Comparison of posterior probability density functions of coefficients p(Ξi − Ξi,true|x) between Ensemble SINDy and
Z-SINDy, where Ξi is the i-th row of Ξ corresponding to the i-th variable. Missing distributions for either E-SINDy or Z-SINDy
indicates that their corresponding optimizers always identify them correctly as zero.

The figure shows that Z-SINDy consistently identifies a sparser solution even when E-SINDy’s sparsity coefficient
(threshold) is increased to its maximum value (just below 1, which is the smallest coefficient in the Lorenz System).
This is expected since Z-SINDy more closely solves an L0-norm problem compared to E-SINDy. Furthermore, some
coefficient distributions are easier to interpret in Z-SINDy, such as the x and y terms in the ẏ equation, given the
potentially multi-modal distribution arising from E-SINDy.

On the other hand, E-SINDy has narrower distributions in some cases, like the x and y terms in the ẋ equation. This
indicates that the ρ = η/(∆t

√
2) estimation of the resolution parameter that controls the width of the distribution

might be an over-estimate for some of the coefficients. In this case, a combination of the two methods, such as
estimating ρ based on E-SINDy results can be explored in the future.

S4. SAMPLING FREQUENCY ANALYSIS

The phase diagrams in Fig. 7 of main text showed that as the sampling period ∆t decreases, the boundary between
the correct identification of the equation and the noise limited regime remains nearly flat. This shape results from an
interplay of two opposite effects: while on one side the statistical error in the determination of derivative ˙⃗x grows as
1/∆t, on the other side the density of data points per unit time simultaneously grows as 1/∆t, allowing averaging of
the derivative and library terms over a large sample size. In order to disentangle these two effects, we subsample the
trajectory to maintain a constant data density. We pick a reference density at ∆t0 = 10−1 (10 data points per time
unit). At each sampling period ∆t < ∆t0, we retain only one in ∆t/∆t0 data points. The sampling period values ∆t
decrease log-uniformly with a step of 101/3 ≈ 2.15, thus for the progressively smaller periods the subsampling density
is roughly 1 in 2 data points, then 1 in 5, 1 in 10, 1 in 20, 1 in 50 etc.

We compute the inference phase diagram for both the original and the subsampled data sets as shown in Fig. S2.
Without the benefit of increased data density, the region of correct identification shrinks with decreasing sampling
period at a rate faster than η ∝ ∆t. At higher ∆t > 5 · 10−3 the data set is still subsampled, but the identification
boundary coincides with the one computed on the full data set. While further investigation would be required to
determine the scaling at low ∆t more precisely, this example highlights the different meanings of “data set size” when
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FIG. S2. Inference of the correct dynamical equations is limited by the data noise η, sampling period ∆t, and sampling density.
The solid curves denote the region where the correct coefficient set is identified when every trajectory data point is used. The
dashed curves denote the region where the data density per unit time n/t is maintained as ∆t decreases. The region between
the solid and dashed curves thus corresponds to the sampling limited regime, which disappears above ∆t ≈ 5 · 10−3 where the
curves for each dimension coincide. The black dashed curve shows the power law η ∝ ∆t1 to guide the eye.

applied to dynamical systems, specifically the issues of trajectory length vs sampling density.
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