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Abstract

Enhancing the sparsity of data-driven reduced-order models (ROMs) has gained increas-
ing attention in recent years. In this work, we analyze an efficient approach to identifying
skillful ROMs with a sparse structure using an information-theoretic indicator called causation
entropy. The causation entropy quantifies in a statistical way the additional contribution of
each term to the underlying dynamics beyond the information already captured by all the other
terms in the ansatz. By doing so, the causation entropy assesses the importance of each term to
the dynamics before a parameter estimation procedure is performed. Thus, the approach can
be utilized to eliminate terms with little dynamic impact, leading to a parsimonious structure
that retains the essential physics. To circumvent the difficulty of estimating high-dimensional
probability density functions (PDFs) involved in the causation entropy computation, we lever-
age Gaussian approximations for such PDFs, which are demonstrated to be sufficient even in
the presence of highly non-Gaussian dynamics. The effectiveness of the approach is illustrated
by the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation by building sparse causation-based ROMs for various
purposes, such as recovering long-term statistics and inferring unobserved dynamics via data
assimilation with partial observations.
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Constructing sparse, effective reduced-order models (ROMs) for high-dimensional dy-
namical data is a crucial area of research in applied sciences. For observational or synthetic
time series generated by nonlinear chaotic dynamical systems, a direct application of nonlin-
ear regressions to fit a comprehensive model ansatz typically leads to non-zero coefficients for
a high percentage of the terms. Eliminating the terms with weak contributions to the dynam-
ics is crucial for gaining computation efficiency and enhancing model interpretability. This
work demonstrates the effectiveness of an information-theoretic concept called causation en-
tropy in ranking the importance of each candidate term in a given ansatz to the underlying
dynamics. Using the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation, a well-known example of spatiotempo-
ral chaos, we demonstrate that causation-based ROMs can near-perfectly capture the sparse
structure of the true projected model when represented using a Fourier basis. Even when the
true projected model does not necessarily possess a sparse structure under a chosen basis, a
hierarchy of causation-based ROMs with different degrees of sparsity is shown to be skillful
for various tasks, such as recovering long-term statistics and inferring unobserved dynamics
via data assimilation with partial observations.

1 Introduction
Complex dynamical systems appear in many scientific areas, including climate science, geo-
physics, engineering, neuroscience, plasma physics, and material science [36,75,82,88,90]. They
play a vital role in describing the underlying physics and facilitating the study of many important
issues, such as state estimation and forecasting. However, direct numerical simulation is often
quite expensive due to the high dimensionality and the multiscale nature of these systems. The sit-
uation becomes even more computationally prohibitive when ensemble methods, such as ensemble
data assimilation and statistical forecast, are applied to these systems. Therefore, developing ap-
propriate reduced-order models (ROMs) becomes essential not only to reduce the computational
cost but also to discover the dominant dynamics of the underlying system.

Many of the ROMs have explicit mathematical expressions. On the one hand, when the com-
plex nonlinear governing equations of the full system are given, one systematic approach to devel-
oping ROMs is to project the starting model to the leading a few energetic modes. Commonly used
projection techniques include the Galerkin proper orthogonal decomposition [41], the dynamic
mode decomposition [69,73], the principal interaction patterns [39,51] and methods based on other
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empirical basis functions. Once the projection is implemented, supplementing the resulting equa-
tions with closure terms is often essential to compensate for the truncation error [13, 63, 84, 92].
On the other hand, many data-driven methods have been developed to learn the dynamics from
the observed or simulated data associated with the large-scale features or dominant modes of the
full systems [1, 12, 20, 26, 40, 55, 61, 67, 79]. The full system does not necessarily need to be
known in such a case. It is worth mentioning that there are many recent developments in non-
parametric ROMs or surrogate models, including those resulting from machine learning meth-
ods [14–17, 19, 21, 23, 24, 27, 60, 62, 66, 70, 80, 89]. Many of these developments focus primarily
on providing efficient forecast results. At the same time, less effort is spent on finding physically
explainable parametric expressions.

When the ROMs are given by parametric forms, it is often expected that the model is not only
simple enough to facilitate the computations but also skillful in describing the underlying physics.
Notably, these two issues are related; a physically explainable model usually has a parsimonious
structure. As the underlying full system is nonlinear, the resulting ROM from a certain projection
method often contains a large number of nonlinear terms. Similarly, starting with a comprehensive
nonlinear model ansatz, applying the standard nonlinear regression to the observed time series
typically leads to a high percentage of the terms with non-zero coefficients. Eliminating the terms
with weak contributions to the dynamics is crucial in providing a simple and explainable model.
One straightforward way to build a ROM with sparsity is first to rank the coefficients of the model
and then remove the terms with small coefficients. However, the dynamical contribution is not
simply characterized by the amplitude of the coefficients or even the energy of the associated terms.
For chaotic systems, removing the terms with even a tiny amount of energy can sometimes cause a
strong regime switching and bring about completely different dynamics in the resulting ROMs [32].
Therefore, systematic sparse identification becomes essential to find a parsimonious model. The
least absolute shrinkage and selection operator (LASSO) regression [71, 85] has been widely used
or incorporated into a certain optimization procedure for the selection of terms [9,12,30,72,74]. By
pre-determining the degree of shrinkage (i.e., the level of the regularization), the LASSO regression
leads to a ROM with a sparse structure. It has provided many successful results, especially in
discovering models from data.

Yet, beyond the sparsity of the model structure, there are several crucial issues in obtaining
a physics-informed parsimonious ROM. First, it is of practical significance to seek a quantitative
indicator that assesses the importance of each term in the starting model contributing to the under-
lying dynamics. It can be utilized as systematic guidance to eliminate redundant terms that have
little impact on the dynamics, leading to a parsimonious structure that retains the essential physics.
By gradually dropping the terms based on their relevance to the underlying dynamics using this
indicator, the procedure also facilitates identifying the tipping point terms in the resulting ROM,
excluding which will trigger regime switching or lead to biased statistics. In other words, such
an indicator advances a physics-informed minimum ROM. Although the importance of each term
in the starting model can be ranked by repeatedly applying the LASSO regression with different
degrees of shrinkage, the total computation in such a brute-force method is costly. Second, the
truncation error or model uncertainty represented by random noises can affect the learning out-
come using many purely data-driven methods. It has been shown that, in the presence of even
slight random noise, both the covariate selection accuracy and the fraction of zero entries may
decrease significantly [33] when applying the standard LASSO regression, leading to a large bias
in describing the underlying physics. This requires a robust sparse identification method barely
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affected by the stochastic noise.
In this paper, a computationally efficient model identification method based on causal infer-

ence [2,3,33–35,46] is utilized for developing minimum ROMs and exploring its skill in prediction,
data assimilation and capturing the crucial features of the underlying system. A so-called causa-
tion entropy is introduced as the quantitative indicator that advances the discovery of the physics-
informed minimum ROM. The causation entropy measures the additional contribution of each term
to the underlying dynamics beyond the information contained in all the other candidates. Previous
studies illustrated that causation entropy as well as other related variants are appropriate surrogates
for characterizing the significant physics represented by each candidate term [3, 28, 33, 46], and
these information-theoretic criteria can lead to better sparse ROMs than those constructed from
metric-based minimization techniques [3]. Causation entropy has also been shown to be insensi-
tive to perturbations of the signal due to external random noise [33]. Therefore, it can play a vital
role in providing robust results for model identification. Indeed, as will be shown in Sec. 3 on
the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation [50, 77], the resulting physics-informed minimum ROM not
only captures the underlying physics but also reproduces crucial statistics of the studied model.
Moreover, as causal inference is utilized to identify the coupled relationship between different
model components, the ROM is appropriate in providing accurate state estimation results when the
Bayesian inference is applied to study such an inverse problem. This desirable feature allows the
model to be skillful in data assimilation with partial observations, as illustrated in Sec. 3.4.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. We first outline in Sec. 2 the general procedure to
determine the causation-based ROMs, with the core concept of causation entropy and a computa-
tionally efficient approximation of this concept recalled in Sec. 2.2.3. The usefulness of this ROM
framework is illustrated on the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky in Sec. 3 in the context of deriving sparse
data-driven ROMs to capture either the long-term statistics of the solution or to recover unobserved
dynamics using data assimilation. Some additional remarks and potential future directions are then
provided in Sec. 4.

2 A Causation-Based ROM Framework

2.1 Overview
The causation-based ROM framework aims to exploit causal inference to develop ROMs that cap-
ture the underlying physics and have sparse model structures. Such a model identification method
differs from the standard nonlinear regression approaches as the causal inference during the model
identification process plays a significant role in determining the sparse ROMs. The method applies
to both the knowledge-driven (meaning the full model is given) and data-driven scenarios. An
overview of the modeling framework is as follows.

Step 1. Determine the dimension of the ROM.

Step 2. In the situation with the known parametric form of the full model, first, determine the
basis functions used to project the full model. Then, write down the resulting projected
model on these bases. When the only available information is data, determine a data-driven
decomposition method and then project the data onto the associated basis functions to reach
the time series.
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Step 3. Build a library of candidate functions as a prerequisite for model identification. These
candidate functions are potential terms appearing on the right-hand side of one or a few
equations of the ROM model. Physical knowledge can be used to assist the development
of such a candidate set. The function library can also be built by including a large number
of functions with arbitrary combinations of state variables that do not refer to any physical
intuition.

Step 4. A causal inference technique is utilized to reveal the underlying causal relationship be-
tween state variables and candidate functions. It plays a crucial role in determining the
physically explainable parsimonious model structure.

Step 5. A simple maximum likelihood method is adopted to estimate model parameters and char-
acterize the model uncertainty by incorporating appropriate stochastic noises.

It is worthwhile highlighting several significant features of such a causation-based ROM frame-
work. First, the method developed here fundamentally differs from a direct data-driven nonlinear
regression method in determining the model structure. Typical nonlinear regression aims at mini-
mizing a particular norm of the error. Therefore, the direct nonlinear regression method will end
up with as many terms as possible on the right-hand side of the equation to account for the error re-
duction. Despite most of these terms with small coefficients being nonphysical, they cannot simply
be set to zero since they may significantly contribute to the dynamics. Although LASSO-type re-
gression methods can be applied to eliminate most candidate functions [71,85], such a purely data-
driven type method does not explicitly include any physics in the model identification. Notably,
in the presence of slight random noise or chaotic trajectories, covariate selection accuracy and
the fraction of zero entries may also decrease significantly [33]. In contrast, the causal inference
exploits the causal relationship, which reflects the underlying physics, to automatically determine
the model structure that provides a physically explainable parsimonious model [2, 3, 33–35, 46].
Second, analytic formulae are available to determine both the model structure via causation en-
tropy and the parameters using maximum likelihood [22]. In other words, the causation-based
ROM framework developed here is wholly explicit and highly efficient. It differs from many other
machine learning methods that contain black boxes and require expensive training. Third, stochas-
tic noise or stochastic parameterizations can automatically be incorporated into this framework.
Oftentimes, nonlinear stochastic terms are crucial for the resulting models to reproduce irregular
features and recover many observed statistics, which can be more challenging to achieve by purely
deterministic models. These stochastic terms also describe model uncertainty, a crucial part of the
stochastic conceptual models.

2.2 Determining model structure using a causation inference
2.2.1 Determining the state variables

The state variables of the ROM in this causation-based learning framework are pre-determined.
These variables are denoted by an n-dimensional column vector U = (u1, . . . , un)

T, where each
ui is one state variable.
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2.2.2 Developing a function library

After determining the state variables of the ROM, a library f consisting of in total M possible
candidate functions to describe the right-hand side of the model is developed,

f = {f1, . . . , fm−1, fm, fm+1, . . . , fM}. (1)

Typically, a large number of candidate functions is included in the library to allow for coverage
over different possible dynamical features of the underlying true dynamics. Each fm is given by a
linear or nonlinear function containing a few components of U. Prior knowledge of the dynamics
can help determine the function library. The library can also include as many potential candidate
functions as possible, allowing the causal inference to determine the useful ones automatically.

2.2.3 Computing the causation entropy

Next, causal inference is utilized to determine the model structure. To this end, a causation entropy
Cfm→u̇i|[f\fm] is computed to detect if the candidate function fm contributes to the right-hand side
of the equation for ui, namely dui/ dt := u̇i. The causation entropy is given by [2, 3, 34, 46]:

Cfm→u̇i|[f\fm] = H(u̇i| [f\fm])−H(u̇i|f), (2)

where f\fm represent the set that contains all functions in f except fm. In other words, f\fm
contains M − 1 candidate functions and is defined as

f\fm = {f1, . . . , fm−1, fm+1, . . . , fM}. (3)

The term H(·|·) is the conditional entropy, which is related to Shannon’s entropy H(·) and the joint
entropy H(·, ·). For two multi-dimensional random variables X and Y (with the corresponding
states being x and y), they are defined as [31]:

H(X) = −
∫
x

p(x) log(p(x)) dx,

H(Y|X) = −
∫
x

∫
y

p(x,y) log(p(y|x)) dy dx,

H(X,Y) = −
∫
x

∫
y

p(x,y) log(p(x,y)) dy dx,

(4)

where p(x) is the probability density function (PDF) of x and p(y|x) is the conditional PDF of
y given x. On the right-hand side of (2), the difference between the two conditional entropies
indicates the information in u̇i contributed by the specific function fm given the contributions from
all the other functions. Thus, it tells if fm provides additional information to u̇i conditioned on the
other potential terms in the dynamics. Note also that the causation entropy Cfm→u̇i|[f\fm] actually
coincides with the conditional mutual information of u̇i and fm given f\fm, usually denoted by
I(u̇i; fm | f\fm), which is always non-negative [31, Sec. 2.5]. It is also worthwhile to highlight
that the causation entropy in (2) is fundamentally different from directly computing the correla-
tion between u̇i and fm, as the causation entropy also considers the influence of the other library
functions. If both u̇i and fm are caused by a common factor fm′ , then u̇i and fm can be highly
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correlated. Yet, in such a case, the causation entropy Cfm→u̇i|[f\fm] will be close to zero as fm is
not the causation of u̇i.

The causation entropy is computed from each of the candidate functions in f to each µ̇i. Thus,
there are in total nM causation entropies, which can be written as an n × M matrix, called the
causation entropy matrix. Note that the dimension X in (4) is M when it is applied to compute
the second term on the right-hand side of the causation entropy in (2). This implies that the direct
calculation of the entropies in (4) involves a high-dimensional numerical integration, which is a
well-known computationally challenging issue [5]. To circumvent the direct numerical integration,
the entropy calculation approximates all the joint and marginal distributions as Gaussians. In such
a way, the causation entropy can be computed by

CZ→X|Y = H(X|Y)−H(X|Y,Z)

= H(X,Y)−H(Y)−H(X,Y,Z) +H(Y,Z)

≈ 1

2
ln(det(RXY))−

1

2
ln(det(RY))−

1

2
ln(det(RXYZ)) +

1

2
ln(det(RYZ)),

(5)

where RXYZ denotes the covariance matrix of the state variables (X,Y,Z) and similar for other
covariances. The notations ln(·) and det(·) are the logarithm of a number and determinant of a
matrix, respectively.

The simple and explicit expression in (5) based on the Gaussian approximation can efficiently
compute the causation entropy. It allows the computation of the causation entropy with a mod-
erately large dimension, sufficient for deriving conceptual models. It is worth noting that the
Gaussian approximation may lead to certain errors in computing the causation entropy if the true
distribution is highly non-Gaussian. Nevertheless, the primary goal is not to obtain the exact value
of the causation entropy. Instead, it suffices to detect if the causation entropy Cfm→u̇i|[f\fm] is
nonzero (or practically above a small threshold value). In most applications, if a significant causal
relationship is detected in the higher-order moments, it is very likely in the Gaussian approxima-
tion. This allows us to efficiently determine the sparse model structure, where the exact values of
the nonzero coefficients on the right-hand side of the model will be calculated via a simple maxi-
mum likelihood estimation to be discussed in the following. Note that the Gaussian approximation
has been widely applied to compute various information measurements and leads to reasonably
accurate results [11, 47, 58, 86].

With the n × M causation entropy matrix in hand, the next step is determining the model
structure. This can be done by setting up a threshold value of the causation entropy and retaining
only those candidate functions with the causation entropies exceeding the threshold. Alternatively,
the importance of each candidate function can be ranked using the causation entropy, and only a
certain percentage of the terms on top of this list is retained. This allows the resulting model to
contain only functions that significantly contribute to the dynamics and facilitates a sparse model
structure. Sparsity is crucial to discovering the correct underlying physics and prevents overfitting
[12, 93]. It will also guarantee the robustness of the model in response to perturbations and allow
the model to apply to certain extrapolation tests. Notably, determining the importance of the terms
using the causation entropy fundamentally differs from that by first ranking the absolute strength
of the regression coefficients of the model and then removing the terms with small coefficients.
The latter does not explicitly consider the dynamical contributions and can be biased in leading to
a very different sparse ROM.
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2.2.4 Parameter estimation

The final step is to estimate the parameters in the resulting model. The model of U can be written
in the vector form:

dU

dt
= Φ(U) + σẆ(t), (6)

where Φ(U) is an n-dimensional column vector with each entry representing the summation of the
selected nonlinear candidate functions from the causal inference for each component of U. The
matrix σ ∈ Rn×d is the noise amplitude, and Ẇ(t) ∈ Rd×1 is a white noise.1 Denote by Θ ∈ Rs

a column vector containing all the parameters in the model with s ≫ n in a typical situation. The
first term on the right-hand side of (6) can be written as

Φ(U) = MΘ+Q, (7)

where M ∈ Rn×s is a matrix, each entry of which is a function of U contained in the predefined
library f given by (1) while Q ∈ Rn is a column vector that depends on U but does not involve
any free parameters to be estimated.2 Thus, only M is multiplied by the parameters Θ. The pa-
rameters Θ can be easily determined using a maximum likelihood estimator. Meanwhile, the noise
coefficients σ are computed based on the residual. See [22] for the technical details. Notably, the
entire parameter estimation can be solved via closed analytic formulae, making the procedure effi-
cient and accurate. Finally, constraints to the parameter values are often included in the parameter
estimation procedure. In many ROMs, the quadratic nonlinear terms are assumed to be energy
conserved. This is motivated by many geophysical systems where the quadratic nonlinearity is the
advection and is a natural conservation quantity. The energy-conserving quadratic nonlinearity in
the ROMs prevents the finite time blowup of the solution in the derived model and is physically
consistent [38, 59]. Remarkably, closed analytic formulae are still available for parameter esti-
mation in the presence of such constraints; see, e.g., [28, Section 2.5]. With the causation-based
ROM framework outlined above, we now turn to a concrete application to illustrate its efficiency
in identifying effective pasimonious ROMs for the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation.

3 Reduced-Order Models for the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky Equa-
tion based on Causal Inference

3.1 Preliminaries and background
The Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation (KSE) [50,77] is a fourth-order dissipative partial differential
equation (PDE) that can exhibit intricate spatiotemporal chaotic patterns. It is a prototypical model
for long-wave instabilities, which has been derived in various contexts of extended non-equilibrium
systems that include unstable drift waves in plasmas [53], laminar flame fronts [77], pattern forma-
tion in reaction-diffusion systems [50], and long wave fluctuations in thin film [7, 78]. Due to its

1Typically, for the system (6) to be estimated, the dimension of the noise, d, is the same as the dimension of the
state variable n. However, in rare situations when the residual dU

dt −Φ(U) computed from the training data associated
with an estimated Φ(U) has a degenerate covariance matrix, the dimension of W would be lower than n.

2Note that when we seek a purely data-driven ROM, Q is usually absent in (7). However, the inclusion of such a
non-parametric part may be relevant if one has precise prior knowledge about a portion of the vector field.
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rich dynamical features, the KSE has served as a test ground for various model reduction methods
as well as data assimilation techniques in recent years; see, e.g., [3, 17, 44, 54, 56, 57, 64, 81].

We consider the one-dimensional KSE:

∂tu = −νuxxxx −Duxx − γuux, (8)

which is posed on a bounded interval, D = (0, L), and subject to periodic boundary conditions. In
(8), ν,D and γ are positive parameters.

Under the given boundary conditions, since the spatial average is a conserved quantity for the
solution u(x, t) of Eq. (8), for simplicity, we restrict to initial data with mean zero by imposing∫ L

0

u(x, t) dx = 0, ∀ t ≥ 0. (9)

To build up understanding, throughout the numerical experiments reported below, we will also
utilize Galerkin truncations of Eq. (8) constructed using either the eigenbasis of the linear operator
in (8) or an empirically constructed basis built from the proper orthogonal decomposition.

3.1.1 Galerkin projections of the KSE under the Fourier basis

Due to the assumed periodic boundary conditions, the eigenfunctions of the linear operator A =
−ν∂xxxx − D∂xx in Eq. (8) consist of sine and cosine functions. Thus, the eigenbasis coincides
with the Fourier basis. The corresponding Galerkin approximations of Eq. (8) can be determined
analytically as given below.

First note that the eigenvalues of the linear operator A subject to the periodic boundary condi-
tions and the additional mean-zero condition (9) are given by

βn = −16νπ4n4

L4
+

4Dπ2n2

L2
, n ∈ N, (10)

where N denotes the set of all positive integers. Each eigenvalue is associated with two eigenfunc-
tions (labeled by a superscript ℓ):

eℓn(x) =


√

2
L
cos

(
2πnx
L

)
, if ℓ = 0,√

2
L
sin

(
2πnx
L

)
, if ℓ = 1.

(11)

These eigenfunctions are normalized so that their L2(D)-norm equal to 1.
Since the eigenfunctions occur in a sine and cosine pair for each wave frequency, we consider

Galerkin approximations of Eq. (8) of even dimensions. Denote the 2N -dimensional Galerkin
approximation of the KSE solution u under the Fourier basis by

uG(x, t) =
N∑

n=1

1∑
ℓ=0

yℓn(t)e
ℓ
n(x). (12)

Then the amplitudes, yℓn’s, satisfy the following 2N -dimensional ODE system

dyℓn
dt

= βny
ℓ
n +

N∑
p,q=1

1∑
ℓp,ℓq=0

〈
B(eℓpp , e

ℓq
q ), e

ℓ
n

〉
yℓpp yℓqq , 1 ≤ n ≤ N, ℓ ∈ {0, 1}, (13)
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where B(u, v) = −γuvx denotes the quadratic nonlinear term in Eq. (8), and ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the
L2-inner product for the underlying Hilbert state space. By direct calculation, we have

⟨B(e0p, e
0
q), e

0
n⟩ = ⟨B(e0p, e

1
q), e

1
n⟩ = ⟨B(e1p, e

0
q), e

1
n⟩ = ⟨B(e1p, e

1
q), e

0
n⟩ = 0, ∀ p, q, n, (14)

⟨B(e0p, e
1
q), e

0
n⟩ = ⟨B(e1q, e

0
p), e

0
n⟩ =


− γπn√

2L3/2 , if n = p+ q,
γπ(p−q)√

2L3/2 , if n = |p− q|,

0, otherwise,

(15)

and

⟨B(eℓp, e
ℓ
q), e

1
n⟩ =


(−1)ℓ γπn√

2L3/2 , if n = p+ q, ℓ ∈ {0, 1},
γπn√
2L3/2 , if n = |p− q|, ℓ ∈ {0, 1},

0, otherwise.

(16)

Formulas (14)-(16) reveal that most of the nonlinear interaction coefficients ⟨B(e
ℓp
p , e

ℓq
q ), eℓn⟩ are

zero. The resulting Galerkin system (13) has thus a sparse structure. We will show below in
Sec. 3.2 that the causal inference criterion presented in Sec. 2 can be used in a data-driven modeling
framework to recover this sparse structure with high fidelity.

3.1.2 Galerkin projections of the KSE under the POD basis

In many applications, empirically computed orthogonal bases can be a more favorable choice than
analytic bases due e.g. to their data-adaptive features. We will thus also assess the skill of the
causation inference approach when an empirical basis is used instead. Among the most common
choices are the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) [37, 42, 76], and its variants [83]. Of
demonstrated relevance for the reduction of nonlinear PDEs are also the principal interaction pat-
terns (PIPs) modes [32,39,51,52] that find a compromise between minimizing tendency error with
maximizing explained variance in the resolved modes. In the last decade, related promising tech-
niques such as the dynamic mode decomposition (DMD) [69, 73, 91] have also emerged; see [87]
for a discussion on the relationships between PIPs, DMD, and the linear inverse modeling [68].

To fix ideas, we use the POD modes to construct the data-driven Galerkin approximations.
Given a cutoff dimension N , we denote the POD basis by {φj : j = 1, . . . , N}, where the basis
functions are ranked by their energy content. Recall that the basis functions are orthonormal, i.e.,
⟨φj, φk⟩ = δjk for all j and k. The corresponding N -dimensional POD-Galerkin system of Eq. (8)
reads

dyPOD
n

dt
=

N∑
j=1

Anjy
POD
j +

N∑
i,j=1

Bn
ijy

POD
i yPOD

j , 1 ≤ n ≤ N, (17)

where
Anj = ⟨Aφj, φn⟩, Bn

ij = ⟨B(φi, φj), φn⟩, (18)

with A = −ν∂xxxx−D∂xx and B(u, v) = −γuvx as before. Once (17) is solved, the corresponding
spatiotemporal field that approximates the KSE solution u can be reconstructed via

uPOD
G (x, t) =

N∑
n=1

yPOD
n (t)φn(x). (19)
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3.1.3 Parameter regime and numerical setup

Throughout Sec. 3, we consider the KSE (8) in the parameter regime given by Table 1, where the
true system has N = 128 pairs of Fourier modes retained. There are six unstable eigen directions
for the chosen regime, and the KSE solution is chaotic with relatively slow decay of correlations.

The KSE is solved by transforming the equation in the Fourier space and by using the expo-
nential time-differencing fourth-order Runge-Kutta (ETDRK4) method proposed in [45] to solve
the resulting stiff ODE system. The number of Fourier mode pairs retained (N ) and the time step
used (∆t) is provided in Table 1.

Table 1: System parameters for the KSE (8)

ν D L γ ∆t N

8 1 20π 1 0.01 128

It has been checked that a 20-dimension Galerkin system (based either on the eigenbasis or
the POD basis) is sufficient to reproduce the dynamical and statistical features in the solution of
the KSE for the chosen regime. We will then test 20-dimensional causation-based ROMs with
different sparsity percentages in the contexts of both eigenbasis and POD basis. We intentionally
choose a parameter regime in which the dimension of a high-fidelity Galerkin approximation is
not too large in order to not inflate too much the number of candidate functions in the learning
library used for computing the causation entropy; see again Sec. 2.2.3. See also Sec. 4 for some
discussions about applying the framework to obtain larger causation-based ROMs with dimensions
in the hundreds when needed.

All the Galerkin approximations of the KSE (8), either constructed from the Fourier basis or
the POD basis, are solved using the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method. The causation-based ROMs
as well as the thresholded POD-Galerkin systems to be introduced later are simulated with their
drift parts approximated using the fourth-order Runge-Kutta method and the stochastic terms ap-
proximated using the Euler-Maruyama scheme. The system (27) involved in the data assimilation
experiment below is simulated using the Euler-Maruyama scheme for simplicity, which turns out
to be sufficient since the involvement of observational data helps alleviate the stiffness of its drift
part. The time step size ∆t for all these models is the same as the one used for solving the PDE
itself.

The initial data for the KSE is taken to be u0 = cos(2πx/L), and the computed solution over
the time window [104, 5×104] is used for learning the POD basis as well as for training the related
ROMs used in Sec. 3.3 and Sec. 3.4. To compute the coefficients involved in the POD-Galerkin
system (17), we approximate each POD basis function using 64 pairs of Fourier modes and then
perform the differentiation and integration involved in (18) analytically. For reasons explained in
Sec. 3.2, the causation-based ROMs used in this subsection are trained using the solution for the
Fourier-Galerkin systems, still over the time window [104, 5× 104].

3.2 Data-driven inverse models under the Fourier basis
As pointed out in Sec. 3.1.1, the Galerkin approximations of the KSE (8) under the Fourier basis
have a sparse structure. Such systems thus provide a good first proof of concept testbed to check
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whether the causal inference criterion presented in Sec. 2 can differentiate monomials appearing in
the Fourier-Galerkin systems from those that do not when all possible linear and quadratic terms
are included in the function library used for model identification.

For this purpose, we place the KSE in the parameter regime given in Sec. 3.1.3 and use the
20-dimensional Fourier-Galerkin system of the form (13) as the true model to generate the training
data. We will first examine to what extent causation entropy can identify the constituent terms in
the Galerkin model from the predefined function library. Once the model terms are selected based
on a given cutoff threshold of the causation entropy value, we perform a subsequent parameter es-
timation procedure to identify the causation-based ROM and check its performance. As mentioned
in Sec. 3.1.3, the chosen dimension of the Galerkin approximation, 20, is made such that the KSE
solution dynamics are well captured by the Galerkin system.

In the numerical experiment, we include all possible linear and quadratic monomials in the
function library. There are thus a total of 230 candidate functions for the chosen Galerkin dimen-
sion, consisting of 20 linear terms and 210 quadratic terms. We adopt the following ordering to
arrange the 230 library functions. Denoting the 20 unknowns yℓn (ℓ = 0, 1, n = 1, . . . , 10) of the
Galerkin system by Y = (y01, . . . , y

0
10, y

1
1, . . . , y

1
10)

T for convenience, the library functions f are
arranged in the order of

{Y1, . . . , Y20} followed by {YjYk | 1 ≤ j ≤ k ≤ 20}, (20)

where the following lexicographic order for (j, k) is adopted for the quadratic terms: (j1, k1) <
(j2, k2) if (j1 < j2) or j1 = j2 and k1 < k2.

Following the description in Sec. 2.2.3, we compute the causation entropy from each library
function fm to the ith equation, Cfm→Ẏi|[f\fm], according to the approximation formula (5). In total,
there are 230× 20 = 4600 causation entropy values to compute. These values are shown in Fig. 1,
which are grouped by equation, with the first 230 values (from left) for the first equation and the
next 230 values for the second equation, etc. There is a visible gap in Fig. 1 that separates large
causation entropy values (such as those above the red dashed horizontal line) from the smaller ones
(below the blue dashed horizontal line), with only very few exceptions falling in between. One is
then tempted to suspect that the cutoff threshold for the causation entropy value should fall within
this gap.

In the remainder of this section, we use the more severe cutoff threshold identified by the red
dashed line in Fig. 1 as the cutoff threshold, which corresponds to a numerical value of 0.65 in
contrast to 0.05 for the blue dashed line. There are 283 terms whose causation entropy values are
above this threshold of 0.65. It turns out all these 283 identified terms are present in the true model,
which itself has 295 terms. Figure 2 (panel B) shows the distribution of the identified 283 terms,
while that for the true 20-dimensional Galerkin model (13) is shown in panel A of this figure. The
12 terms in the true model not identified with this cutoff threshold are shown in panel C of Fig. 2.

As can be seen in Fig. 2, the causation entropy criterion is remarkably successful in identifying
the true sparse model. In particular, it has a negligible mismatch rate of 12/4600 = 0.26% for the
total 4600 possible terms to be sifted through. It turns out that all these 12 mismatch terms are
quadratic terms, while all the linear terms of the model are correctly identified. Indeed, the linear
part of the true model is a diagonal matrix with eigenvalues on the diagonal (see Eq. (13)), which
is represented by the left-most diagonal block in panel A of Fig. 2 and is captured in full with the
chosen cutoff threshold as shown in panel B of this figure.
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Figure 1: Causation entropy that ranks the importance of the library functions for learning a data-driven quadratic
inverse model of the 20-dimensional Fourier Galerkin system of the form (13). The candidate function library f
includes all of the 230 linear and quadratic monomials constructed from the 20 components of the unknown Y as
listed in (20). The causation entropy from each library function fm to the ith equation, Cfm→Ẏi|[f\fm], is computed
according to the approximation formula (5) given in Sec. 2.2.3. The parameter regime is the one given in Sec. 3.1.3.
The causation entropy values are grouped by equation, with the first 230 values (from left) for the first equation, and
the next 230 values for the second equation, etc. Also shown are two cutoff thresholds, 0.65 (red line) and 0.05 (blue
line). It has been checked that the causation entropy values for all the terms appearing in the true Galerkin system are
above the blue line, confirming thus the relevance of this casual inference criterion in identifying constituent terms in
the data-driven model.

Figure 2: Visualization of the distribution of the constituent terms in the 230 function library for the true Galerkin
model (panel A) and the learned model (panel B). The learned model is constructed with the cutoff threshold for the
causation entropy taken to be 0.65 (red line in Fig. 1). In each panel, the vertical axis consists of 20 rows with each
row corresponding to one equation, and the horizontal axis consists of 230 columns with each column corresponding
to one function in the learning library. They form thus a 20× 230 mesh. A black square in the (i, j)-th grid indicates
the jth monomial in the library is present in the ith equation. The functions in the library are ordered in the way given
by (20). In particular, the linear terms are placed before the quadratic terms. For instance, the left-most diagonal block
in panel A shows that the linear part of the true Galerkin model is diagonal. The mismatches between the learned
model and the true model are shown in panel C. There are 12 mismatched terms, all of which are quadratic terms. It
has been checked that all these 12 terms are present in the true model, but are missing in the learned model.
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Once the constituent terms are identified, we use a standard maximum likelihood estimator to
determine the model coefficients; see Sec. 2.2.4. For this purpose, we use the same training solution
data used in the previous causal inference step. Among the 283 coefficients, 20 coefficients on the
diagonal of the matrix are to be learned for the linear part, and the remaining 263 coefficients are
for the nonlinear terms. The numerical values of these coefficients are graphically shown in Fig. 3.
For the linear part (top panels of Fig. 3), the learned model coefficients recover these for the true
model with high precision. We have checked that the relative error is below 0.06% for all the 20
coefficients. For the nonlinear terms (bottom panels of Fig. 3), the largest differences between
the learned model coefficients and the true ones occur at the 12 mismatched terms, as expected.
Outside of these mismatched terms, the error is one-order smaller (on the scale of 10−3) compared
with those shown in panel F of Fig. 3. Note also that the causation entropy for the mismatched
terms all fall below the red dashed line in Fig. 1 and thus being filtered out in the learned model for
this chosen cutoff threshold. We then expect that they play a less important role than the other 283
terms in “orchestrating” the dynamics in the true model. Once the drift terms and their coefficients
are determined, the training residual is fitted with a Gaussian noise term (see σẆ(t) in (6)). The
noise amplitude matrix σ comes with very small entries on the scale of 10−7. Thus, the noise term
is essentially negligible in the resulting causation-based ROMs. It turns out that the learned model
with this cutoff threshold can already capture faithfully the true dynamics as shown in Figs. 4 and
5.

Figure 3: Visualization of the model coefficients for the 20-dimensional Fourier-Galerkin system (true model) and
the causation-based ROM (learned model). For the true model, all non-zero coefficients occur for the terms marked
by black squares shown in panel A of Fig. 2. We separated the linear terms (panel A here) with the nonlinear terms
(panel D here) for a better visualization, since the coefficients for some of the linear terms are two-order larger than
those for the nonlinear terms. The sparsity structure for the learned model is the one shown in panel B of Fig. 2.

In particular, we show in Fig. 4 the reconstructed spatiotemporal field for the true Galerkin
model defined by (12) (left panel) and its analog from the causation-based ROM (right panel).
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Figure 4: Comparison of the reconstructed solution fields obtained using (12) for the 20-dimensional Fourier-
Galerkin system (13) (left panel) and for the causation-based ROM of the same dimension (right panel). The results
are shown here in a time window well beyond the training window [104, 5× 104].

Figure 5: Comparison of statistics between the 20-dimensional Fourier-Galerkin system and the associated
causation-based ROM. The energy spectrum Ek shown here is computed outside of the training window by aver-
aging (yℓk(t))

2 over the time window [5 × 104, 3 × 105], for all the components k = 1, . . . , 10 and ℓ = 0, 1. The
cosine modes correspond to ℓ = 0 (Panel A) and sine modes correspond to ℓ = 1 (Panel B). The PDFs and the ACFs
(shown in the bottom panels) for the kinetic energy E(t) =

∑10
k=1

∑1
ℓ=0(y

ℓ
k(t))

2 are computed over the same time
window [5 × 104, 3 × 105]. We also note that the energy spectra for the sine and cosine modes corresponding to the
same frequency k are essentially the same for the Galerkin model (as well as for the learned model), indicating a type
of equipartition of energy occurring in the model.
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The solutions are shown in a time window that is far beyond the training window [104, 5 × 104].
The chaotic dynamics from the learned model are essentially indistinguishable from those in the
true model, with local maxima (reddish patches) and local minima (bluish patches) progressing
in a zigzag way as time evolves, forming a rich variety of local patterns. In that respect, we also
point out that the long thin reddish strip observed in the left panel formed in the time window
[2.96× 105, 2.97× 105], which propagates from the left side of the domain (x = 0) all the way up
to almost the right side of the domain, has also been observed in other time windows for the learned
model. This good reproduction of the dynamics is further confirmed at the statistical level as shown
in Fig. 5 for the energy spectrum Ek (top panels) as well as the probability density function (PDF)
and the autocorrelation function (ACF) of the kinetic energy E (bottom panels); see the caption of
this figure for further details.

Going back to Fig. 1, when the more conservative cutoff threshold 0.05 (corresponding to the
blue dashed line) is used, the corresponding causation-based ROM contains a total of 354 terms,
which includes all of the 295 terms appearing in the true Galerkin model. The performance of this
new causation-based ROM is similar to those shown in Fig. 4B and Fig. 5. This indicates that the
terms whose causation entropy values fall in between the gap marked by the red and blue dashed
lines in Fig. 1 already play very little role in determining the dynamics of the learned model.

We also note that the existence of a clear gap to separate the larger and smaller causation
entropy values, such as shown in Fig. 1 seems to be tied to the fact that the Fourier-Galerkin
systems (13) themselves admit a sparse structure; see again (14)–(16). When other (global) basis
functions are used, the corresponding Galerkin system may no longer be sparse. As such, one
should no longer expect a clear gap to present in the causation entropy plot. However, as shown
below using the POD basis, the ranking of the library terms provided by the causation entropy still
offers a compelling way to obtain skillful yet significantly sparsified models.

3.3 Data-driven inverse models under the POD basis
We turn now to examine the situation when the underlying orthogonal basis is constructed em-
pirically instead, which is taken to be the POD basis here. For benchmarking purposes, we will
compare the performance of the learned model with that of the POD-Galerkin system (17) as well
as a thresholded version of the Galerkin system obtained by removing terms whose coefficients in
absolute value are below a given threshold to achieve a specified sparsity percentage.

The causation entropy, as computed using the 20-dimensional POD projection of the KSE
solution, is shown in Fig. 6. Unlike the case with the Fourier basis shown in Fig. 1, we no longer see
a gap that separates a small fraction of larger causation entropy values with the remaining smaller
causation entropy values. As mentioned at the end of the previous subsection, a plausible reason
is that the POD-Galerkin system (17) itself does not have a sparse structure. Recall that the 20-
dimensional Fourier-Galerkin system (13) utilized in the previous subsection has only 295 terms
in its vector field, accounting for about 6.41% of the total 20 × 230 = 4600 possible monomials
in a 20-dimensional quadratic vector field (excluding constant terms). In sharp contrast, almost all
the 4600 terms are present in the 20-dimensional POD-Galerkin system (17). As shown in Fig. 7,
the absolute value of the coefficients falls in the range [10−5, 10−1] for 96.5% of the terms (namely
4439 terms) in this POD-Galerkin system.

Due to the lack of any obvious cutoff thresholds appearing in the distribution of the causation
entropy values, a possible way to proceed is to construct a hierarchy of inverse models that main-

16



230 460 690 920 1150 1380 1610 1840 2070 2300 2530 2760 2990 3220 3450 3680 3910 4140 4370 4600
10-10

10-8

10-6

10-4

10-2

100

Figure 6: Causation entropy that ranks the library functions for learning a data-driven quadratic inverse model of the
20-dimensional POD Galerkin system (17). The causation entropy values are grouped by equation in the same way as
done in Fig. 1. Also shown are the cutoff thresholds for ensuring 20% sparsity based on two strategies: the red dashed
line corresponds to the threshold 6× 10−4 that separates the lower 20% of all the 4600 causation entropy values from
the remaining 80%, while the blue dashed line segments correspond to the thresholds that separate the lower 20% of
the 230 causation entropy values for each of the 20 equations. The total number of terms kept in the learned models
based on these two strategies are the same, but the constituent terms kept in the corresponding identified models are
slightly different.

Figure 7: Distribution of the model coefficients for all the 4600 terms in the 20-dimensional POD-Galerkin system
(17) of the KSE (8), for the parameter regime given by Sec. 3.1.3.
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tain different sparsity percentages by adjusting the cutoff threshold. There are two different ways
to carry out this cutoff procedure. One way is to choose a uniform cutoff threshold for all the equa-
tions, such as indicated by the red dashed line in Fig. 6. Apparently, this approach only ensures that
a given percentage of terms is removed from the learned model but does not guarantee that the per-
centage of terms removed is the same for each equation in the system. The other way is to choose
a custom cutoff threshold for each equation, such as indicated by the blue dashed lines in Fig. 6 to
achieve the same sparsity percentage for each equation. In principle, the two cutoff procedures can
lead to quite different reduced models, especially when the range of the causation entropy values
varies significantly from equation to equation. However, for the model considered here, it has been
checked that the ROMs obtained by the two approaches for a given sparsity percentage lead to
similar modeling performance. For all the numerical results reported below, the causation-based
ROMs are constructed using the latter approach to gain the same sparsity percentage for all the
equations. Once the constituent terms are determined based on a chosen cutoff threshold strategy
for the causation entropy values, we use again the maximum likelihood estimator to determine the
model coefficients in the causation-based ROMs; see Sec. 2.2.4.

Figure 8: Performance of the 20-dimensional causation-based ROM under POD basis, with a 20% sparsity cutoff
per equation, in comparison with the 20-dimensional POD-Galerkin system. The reconstructed solution fields are
shown in Panel A for the POD-Galerkin system and Panel B for the learned model. The energy spectrum Ek is shown
in Panel C. The PDFs and the ACFs of the kinetic energy E are shown in Panels D and E, respectively. The energy
spectra Ek’s and the kinetic energy E are computed in the same way as described in the caption of Fig. 5. Like in
Fig. 5, the time window used for computing Ek and E is [5× 104, 3× 105], which is outside of the training window
[104, 5× 104].

In Fig. 8, we present the skill of the 20-dimensional causation-based ROM with a 20% sparsity.
As can be observed, even though the ROM contains 20% fewer terms than the corresponding POD-
Galerkin system, it can faithfully reproduce the essential dynamical features and the associated
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statistics appearing in the solution of the POD-Galerkin system. We also checked that even by
increasing the sparsity percentage to 50%, the causation-based ROM can still produce chaotic
transient dynamics over a long time window with the corresponding solution field resembling that
shown in Panels A and B of Fig. 8, although the solution eventually becomes periodic after about
3.6 × 106 time-step iterations. This slow drift to periodic dynamics after long-time integration
observed for “severely” truncated causation-based ROMs is not a surprise. The KSE is known to
have many periodic dynamics regimes interlaced with chaotic dynamics regimes [43]. In other
words, the chaotic attractors observed for the KSE may be prone to instability under perturbations
depending on the parameter regimes considered. Since a ROM can be viewed as a perturbation of
the original KSE model, it is possible for the dynamics of a highly truncated ROM to be (gradually)
pushed towards the basin of attraction of a periodic attractor in a nearby regime.

Although the dynamical features of the KSE dictates that one may not be able to use a too sparse
ROM to capture long-term statistics for certain parameter regimes, the fact that such a causation-
based ROM can still reproduce accurately short-time features suggest its potential usage for other
purposes such as data assimilation and short-term trajectory prediction. In the next subsection,
we demonstrate the advantage of such highly sparse causation-based ROMs in the context of data
assimilation with partial observations.

3.4 Application to data assimilation with partial observations
We now illustrate the performance of causation-based ROMs in the context of data assimilation
to recover unobserved higher-frequency mode dynamics based on observation data for a few low-
frequency mode dynamics. As a benchmark, we also compare the results obtained from a thresh-
olded stochastic POD-Galerkin model described below. For simplicity, we assume that the ob-
servation data is available continuously in time, and we perform the data assimilation with the
ensemble Kalman-Bucy filter (EnKBF) [4, 6] for both reduced systems.

The thresholded Galerkin system is obtained from the true 20-dimensional POD-Galerkin sys-
tem as follows. We rank the coefficients of the true Galerkin system from large to small in absolute
value and then drop the terms with coefficients below a cutoff value that is determined to ensure
the number of monomials retained is the same as that of the employed causation-based ROM. Af-
ter identifying the terms to be kept, we use the maximum likelihood method to estimate its model
coefficients. The residual from this parameter estimation process is then used to determine the
covariance matrix of the additive noise term in the final thresholded Galerkin model.

For the sake of clarity, we first provide below some details about the EnKBF applied to a
generic n-dimensional SDE system of the form (6):

dU

dt
= Φ(U) + σẆ(t), (21)

in which the noise amplitude matrix σ is assumed to be n×n-dimensional and the first r component
of U is taken to be observed while the remaining components to be unobserved. We denote

y = (U1, . . . , Ur)
T, z = (Ur+1, . . . , Un)

T,

W1 = (W1, . . . ,Wr)
T, W2 = (Wr+1, . . . ,Wn)

T.
(22)
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We also decompose σ into four submatrices

σ =

(
σ11 σ12

σ21 σ22

)
, (23)

where the dimensions of σ11 and σ22 are r× r and (n− r)× (n− r), respectively. We then rewrite
(21) using (y, z) as follows

dy

dt
= g1(y, z) + σ11Ẇ1(t),

dz

dt
= g2(y, z) + σ22Ẇ2(t),

(24)

where g1 and g2 denote respectively the first r and the remaining n− r components of the (nonlin-
ear) function Φ in (21). Note also that compared with the original system (21), we decoupled the
noise terms in the y- and z-subsystems by dropping σ12Ẇ2(t) in the y-subsystem and σ21Ẇ1(t)
in the z-subsystem for simplicity. In practice, the noise amplitude matrix σ is oftentimes diagonal
dominant. This is, in particular, true for the KSE problem considered here. Additionally, the noise
in both the causation-based ROM and the thresholded POD-Galerkin system is very weak. Thus,
such an approximation has little impact on the accuracy of final data assimilation results.

Assume that a total of p ensemble members are used in the EnKBF. Denote the collection of
all the p ensemble members at time t by

Z(t) = (z1(t), z2(t), . . . , zp(t))
T.

Denote also the observation data of y at time t by yobs(t). We define then

Z(t) =
1

p

p∑
ℓ=1

zℓ(t), g2(yobs(t),Z(t)) =
1

p

p∑
ℓ=1

g2(yobs(t), zℓ(t)), (25)

and

N (yobs(t),Z(t)) =
1

(p− 1)

p∑
ℓ=1

(zℓ(t)− Z(t))
(
g2(yobs(t), zℓ(t))− g2(yobs(t),Z(t))

)T

C−1,

(26)

where C = σ22σ
T
22.

Then, each ensemble member zi, i = 1, 2, . . . , p, of the EnKBF is computed using

dzi
dt

= g2(yobs(t), zi) + σ22Ẇ2,i(t)

−N (yobs(t),Z(t))
[
g1(yobs(t), zi)− ẏobs(t) + σ11Ẇ1,i(t)

]
,

(27)

where W1,i and W2,i are respectively r-dimensional and (n − r)-dimensional Brownian motions
for i = 1, 2, . . . , p, with their components to be all mutually independent.

The setup of the data assimilation experiment is as follows. We observe the amplitudes of
the first three POD modes of the KSE solutions and aim to recover the amplitudes of the few
dominant unobserved modes by applying the EnKBF to either the 20-dimensional causation-based
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Figure 9: The black curves show the projections of the true KSE solution onto the first 15 POD modes, with the first
three components y1, y2, and y3 taken to be the observed modes in the data assimilation experiments. The red curves
show the assimilated ensemble mean dynamics of the unobserved POD modes from the 20-dimensional causation-
based ROM, with 90% sparsity.

ROM with a large sparsity percentage or the corresponding 20-dimensional thresholded POD-
Galerkin system with the same sparsity percentage. We take the size of the EnKBF ensemble to be
p = 500, and the unobserved variables are initialized to be zero for all the ensemble simulations.
The sparsity percentage of the ROMs is taken to be 90%, resulting in 460 terms in the drift part of
both the causation-based ROM and the thresholded POD-Galerkin system. The KSE is simulated
over the time window [0, 2000] with the initial data taken to be the solution profile at the last time
instant of the training data utilized for constructing the POD basis function as well as the training
of the ROMs.

In the first row of Fig. 9, we show the time series of the three observed POD modes. On average,
these three modes capture about 63.5% of the kinetic energy in the KSE solution for the considered
parameter regime, while above 99% of the kinetic energy is captured by the first 10 POD modes.
As shown in Fig. 9 (black curves), modes 4 to 10 still have quite large amplitude oscillations almost
comparable with those of the first three modes, and they evolve on different time scales. The fact
that the unobserved dynamics still contain, on average, nearly 40% of the kinetic energy and that
their projected dynamics reveal multi-scale, highly chaotic oscillatory features present arguably a
challenging test ground for the data assimilation experiment.

The red curves in Fig. 9 represent the posterior mean of the unobserved modes y4 through y15
(red curves) obtained from the EnKBF applied to the causation-based ROM, in comparison with the
corresponding true POD projections of the KSE solutions (black curves). Despite its highly sparse
nature, with 90% sparsity compared with the true POD-Galerkin system of the same dimension,
the causation-based ROM is able to recover with high fidelity all the energetic unobserved modes,
y4, . . . , y12. The skill for the remaining small amplitude modes, y13, . . . , y20, deteriorates as the
mode index increases, as can be seen in Fig. 9 for modes y13, y14, and y15. However, these 8 modes

21



-5

-2.5

0

2.5

5

-2

-1

0

1

2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-2

-1

0

1

2

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

-0.5

0

0.5

500 1000 1500 2000

-0.5

0

0.5

500 1000 1500 2000

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0.2

500 1000 1500 2000
-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

500 1000 1500 2000

-0.1

-0.05

0

0.05

0.1

Figure 10: The assimilated ensemble mean dynamics of the unobserved POD modes from the EnKBF of the 20-
dimensional thresholded POD-Galerkin system with 90% sparsity (blue curve), in comparison with the POD projec-
tions of the true KSE solution (black curves).

contain, on average, only approximately 0.13% of the solution energy.
As a comparison, the corresponding results for the 20-dimensional thresholded POD-Galerkin

system with 90% sparsity are shown in Fig. 10. The skill is much less good than that obtained from
the causation-based ROM. When comparing these unobserved dynamics at the spatiotemporal field
level, it also reveals that the thresholded POD-Galerkin system with this high truncation ratio
suffers particularly severely when there is a relatively abrupt change in the solution dynamics,
such as shown at around t = 1450 in Fig. 11. Finally, we mention that the time series for all the
500 ensemble members in the data assimilation essentially coincide with each other for both of
the two ROMs analyzed due to the fact that the involved noise amplitude matrix σ for both ROMs
employed has entries all close to zero.

The above results show that causation entropy can indeed be utilized to rank the relative impor-
tance of candidate terms from a given function library for the construction of skillful sparse inverse
models. The obtained superior data assimilation skills compared with those from the thresholded
POD-Galerkin system also illustrate that a naive truncation based on the numerical values of the
model coefficients in e.g. a POD-Galerkin system may not be appropriate, especially when a highly
truncated ROM is sought.

4 Discussion and Conclusions
In this article, we analyzed an efficient approach to identifying data-driven ROMs with a sparse
structure using a quantitative indicator called causation entropy. For each potential building-block
function f in the vector field of the i-th component ui, the associated causation entropy measures
the difference between the entropy of u̇i conditioned on the whole set of candidate functions and
the one conditioned on the set without f ; see (2). Thus, it quantifies statistically the additional
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Figure 11: Comparison of the true unobserved spatiotemporal field (top panel) with those reconstructed based on
the assimilated ensemble mean dynamics shown in Fig. 9 for the causation-based ROM (middle panel) and in Fig. 10
for the thresholded POD-Galerkin system (bottom panel).

contribution of each term to the underlying dynamics beyond the information already captured by
all the other terms in the model ansatz.

The ranking of the candidate terms provided by the causation entropy leads to a hierarchy of
parsimonious structures for the ROMs controlled by a cutoff threshold parameter. The model coef-
ficients for the corresponding causation-based ROMs can then be learned using standard parameter
estimation techniques, such as the maximum likelihood estimator; cf. Sec. 2.2.4. Illustrating on
the Kuramoto-Sivashinky equation, we showed in Sec. 3 that the obtained causation-based ROMs
are skillful in both recovering long-term statistics and inferring unobserved dynamics via data
assimilation when only a small subset of the ROM’s state variables is observed.

We conclude by outlining some potential future directions to be explored. For this purpose, we
want to emphasize first that, when building up the causation-based ROMs, it is straightforward to
add additional physically relevant constraints, such as skew symmetry for certain linear terms and
energy conservation for the quadratic nonlinearity. For the results shown in Sec. 2.2.4, the obtained
ROMs turn out to be stable without enforcing energy conservation constraints, even though the
quadratic term in the Kuramoto-Sivashinky equation conserves energy. However, such a constraint
is expected to be important, e.g., in the reduction of fluid problems in turbulent regimes. To enforce
such constraints, we just need to make sure all relevant terms are included in the identified model
structure since it can happen that the causation entropy for some but not all of the terms involved
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in the constraint is above a given cutoff threshold. Of course, the subsequent parameter estimation
is subject to the desired constraints as well, which can be performed using, e.g., the constrained
maximum likelihood estimator [28, Section 2.5].

Oftentimes, when constructing ROMs for highly chaotic systems, one needs to include closure
terms to take into account the impact of the orthogonal dynamics not resolved by the ROMs [1].
Different strategies can be envisioned to extend the current framework for this purpose. For in-
stance, after the drift part of the causation-based ROM is identified (i.e., the Φ(U)-term in (6)),
instead of fitting the resulting training residual data by a noise term σẆ(t), we can explore
more advanced data-driven techniques such as multilevel approaches and empirical model reduc-
tion [48, 49, 59], nonlinear autoregressive techniques [8, 25, 29, 56], or neural networks. Alterna-
tively, one could first learn a higher-dimensional causation-based ROM, then use parameterization
techniques [17, 18] to approximate the newly added components by those to be kept.

To what extent one can sparsify a ROM depends apparently on the purposes of the ROMs.
However, it can also be tied to the underlying orthogonal basis employed. As already seen in
Sec. 3, the causation-based ROMs constructed using the eigenbasis come with a much sparser
structure than those built from the POD basis, for the PDE considered. It would be interesting
to explore if a coordinate transformation exists that can further enhance the sparsity of the ROMs
built on a POD basis. For instance, if we rewrite the POD-ROM under the eigenbasis of the ROM’s
linear part, we can oftentimes achieve a diagonalization of the linear terms since eigenvalues with
multiplicity one is generic. However, whether this transformation can also help aggregate the
nonlinearity to form sparser structures (after re-computing the causation entropy matrix under the
transformed basis) is up to further investigation.

Another aspect concerns the efficient computation of the causation entropy matrix when the
number of functions, M , in the learning library is in the order of several thousand or beyond, which
can, for instance, be encountered for ROMs with dimension 100 or higher. The computational cost
for determining a causation entropy lies in the calculation of the log-determinants of the four
covariance matrices involved in formula (5), which are of dimension either M ×M or (M ± 1)×
(M±1). For a ROM of dimension N , there are a total of N×M causation entropies to determine.
Thus, we need to compute the log-determinants of 4 × N × M covariance matrices, each with
dimension about M × M . To gain computational efficiency when M is large, one may benefit
from techniques for approximating the log-determinant of a high dimensional symmetric positive
definite matrix [10, 65], although additional investigation would be needed to see how one can
strike a balance between the computational efficiency gained and the approximation error made
on each entry of the causation entropy matrix. Alternatively, we can try to reduce the number
of functions in the library by exploring potential physical/modeling insights for the considered
applications. For instance, in [28], a localization strategy is introduced to significantly reduce the
size of the function library when constructing an efficient causation-based ROM for the two-layer
Lorenz 1996 model.
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