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A nonintrusive model order reduction method for bilinear stochastic differential equations with
additive noise is proposed. A reduced order model (ROM) is designed in order to approximate
the statistical properties of high-dimensional systems. The drift and diffusion coefficients of the
ROM are inferred from state observations by solving appropriate least-squares problems. The
closeness of the ROM obtained by the presented approach to the intrusive ROM obtained by
the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) method is investigated. Two generalisations of the
snapshot-based dominant subspace construction to the stochastic case are presented. Numerical
experiments are provided to compare the developed approach to POD.
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1. Introduction

The numerical solution of (stochastic) partial differential equations (PDE) is ubiquitous throughout many
fields in engineering and applied sciences. To obtain a numerical model, a spatial discretisation of the
governing PDE, for example by finite differences, can be performed. To achieve high accuracy and resolve
small-scale phenomena, the utilised discretisation mesh has to be finely grained, resulting in a numerical
model of high dimension and computationally expensive evaluations. In a setting, where such a model has to
be evaluated often, for instance, when optimising over a parameter or when a Monte-Carlo simulation is run,
the computational complexity might result in a practically infeasible algorithm, due to limited computational
resources or time sensitivity in an online setting.
The field of model order reduction (MOR) deals with the construction of surrogate models, that are much

cheaper to evaluate. In this paper, the full order model (FOM) is a controlled stochastic differential equation
(SDE) with bilinear drift and additive noise. That is, the FOM is of the form

dX(t) =

[

AX(t) + Bu(t) +

m∑

i=1

NiX(t)ui(t)

]

dt+MdW (t), X(0) = X0, (1)

where W (t), t ∈ [0, T ], is a d-dimensional Wiener process with correlation matrix K ∈ R
d×d and u : [0, T ] →

R
m an m-dimensional integrable deterministic control. The initial condition X0 is assumed to be either

deterministic or a Gaussian random variable. Originating from deterministic systems (M ≡ 0), a wide
range of reduction techniques has been developed. Based on the accessibility of the FOM operators, these
approaches into two categories. On the one hand, intrusive model reduction requires knowledge of the
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system operators of the FOM to construct the reduced order model (ROM). A famous projection-based
method for the reduction of linear time-invariant systems from a system-theoretic perspective is balanced
truncation (BT) [1], which has been recently extended to the stochastic case [2]–[5]. Another well-known
and closely related, but data-driven, approach is the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) method [6].
Given snapshots of the system states of the FOM, the POD method constructs an r-dimensional subspace
Vr ⊂ R

n as the span of the r leading left-singular vectors v1, . . . , vr of a snapshot-matrix. The matrix
Vr =

[
v1, . . . , vr

]
∈ R

n×r is then used to define a projection P = VrV
T
r ∈ R

n×n onto Vr. If the FOM
coefficients A,N1, . . . ,Nm ∈ R

n×n,B ∈ R
n×m,M ∈ R

n×d and the correlation matrix K ∈ R
d×d are available,

performing a Galerkin projection yields

dXr(t) =

[

ArX(t) + Bru(t) +

m∑

i=1

Nr,iX(t)ui(t)

]

dt+Mr dW (t), (2)

with Xr(0) = Xr,0 as the POD-ROM. The projected coefficients and initial condition are defined by Ar =
VT

r AVr ∈ R
r×r, Br = VT

r B ∈ R
r×m, Nr,i = VT

r NiVr ∈ R
r×r and Mr = VT

r M ∈ R
r×d, as well as Xr,0 =

VT
r X0. The approximation to the FOM is subsequently obtained by lifting X(t) ≈ VrXr(t), t ∈ [0, T ].

A structure preserving extension of POD to stochastic systems has recently been proposed [7]. In the
presence of componentwise evaluated nonlinearities, the discrete empirical interpolation method (DEIM)
[8], [9] provides a reduction method that can be effectively combined with POD. An optimisation-based
intrusive MOR technique is the iterative rational Krylov algorithm (IRKA) that aims to minimise a certain
error bound between the FOM and the surrogate model [10]. It has also been generalised to SDEs, see [11].
On the other hand, nonintrusive reduction methods construct a surrogate ROM from data without explicit

knowledge of the FOM system operators. Examples of nonintrusive reduction methods include the Loewner
framework [12]–[17] and dynamical mode decomposition [18]–[22]. Applied to Equation (1), projection-based
nonintrusive MOR methods are interested in finding a subspace Vr and ROM

dX̂r(t) =

[

ÂrX̂r(t) + B̂ru(t) +

m∑

i=1

N̂r,iX̂r(t)ui(t)

]

dt+ M̂r dW (t), (3)

with X̂(0) = Xr,0, such that VrX̂r(t) ≈ X(t) as well, however, without explicit access to the FOM coeffi-
cients, specifically the drift and diffusion operators A,B,N1, . . . ,Nm and M,K, respectively. The recently
developed operator inference (OpInf) method [23] provides an approach for ODEs with bilinear terms and
nonlinearities of polynomial structure by solving a least squares minimisation problem that fits reduced op-
erators to projected FOM state observations. Extensions to nonlinearities via variable transformations [24]–
[26], second order systems [27], as well as the combination with an interpolation method for non-polynomial
nonlinearities with analytic form [28], are available. The case of noisy or low-quality data was considered
by Uy et al. [29]–[31]. Studies on projection-based and interpolation methods can be found, for instance, in
[32]–[34].
The goal of this paper is to establish an OpInf approach for SDEs. This is an enormous challenge, since,

in addition, the noise process cannot be observed, i.e., even if a path of the SDE solution is available, we do
not know the associated trajectory of the driving process. Therefore, it is not possible to construct pathwise
accurate approximations. Instead, our ansatz reproduces the distribution of the FOM state variable. We
present the details of this work in several sections. It is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the
grey-box-setting of bilinear SDEs under the influence of additive noise. This means that the structure of
the full order SDE is known, but not its coefficients. We only have access to (inexact) full order state
observations. Building on the briefly explored distributional properties of the FOM, the inference methods
of a reduced drift and diffusion coefficients are constructed. A summary of the developed approach by
Algorithm 1 concludes the section. In Section 3, the dominant subspace construction based on snapshots,
known from POD, is generalised in two ways. These generalisations arise from the way the snapshot-matrix is
constructed. To this end, the state-snapshot-matrix and the moment-snapshot-matrix are introduced. The
respective minimisation problems, concerning the optimal projection, are closely related by construction.
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Regarding the respective non-singular values, it is shown that, even for general SDEs, the span of the
corresponding left-singular vectors of the moment-snapshot-matrix is always contained in the span of the
left-singular vectors of the state-snapshot matrix. Section 4 establishes the closeness of the ROM obtained
by the developed approach to the intrusive POD ROM. To this end, it is first proved by Theorem 4 that,
under certain mild conditions, the inferred operators converge almost surely to the intrusive POD operators.
Theorems 5 and 6 bound the difference of the first and second moment between the ROMs in terms of
the distance of the respective ROM operators. Hence, together with the almost sure convergence of the
inferred operators, it is guaranteed that the expectation and covariance of the OpInf ROM will converge to
the expectation and covariance of the POD ROM under the assumptions of Theorem 4. As the expectation
and the covariance fully determine the distribution of the state in our setting, we can hence expect a very
good approximation of the FOM statistical properties in case enough data is collected. Section 5 provides
three numerical experiments, which compare the developed approach to the POD method. This is done by
using the summed relative errors in expectation and covariance, respectively, as well as the relative weak
error with respect to two functionals, evaluated at the end-time T .

2. Nonintrusive Model Order Reduction in the SDE setting

In the deterministic case of (1)( M ≡ 0 or K ≡ 0), the OpInf approach and the extensions thereof[23]–[31],
can provide an effective and easy to implement reduction method that solely requires the accessibility of
observations of system-state, input u and the initial condition. The original method obtains the reduced
operators by solving a least-squares-problem, where the right-hand side is constructed from approximated
time-derivatives of the state-trajectory at the observation times.
However, the stochastic case poses the challenge that the paths of X(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ T are not differentiable,

thereby prohibiting the application of this method. Furthermore, observations of the noise process W are
usually not available. Hence, a pathwise approximation, also known as strong approximation, is infeasible.
Therefore, the proposed method aims to obtain a ROM that approximates the FOM in the weak sense, i.e.,
that the approximation is with regard to the distribution of the FOM at each time t ∈ [0, T ].
A general linear SDE [35] can be solved by utilising the corresponding fundamental matrix. Considering the
FOM (1), one can find the explicit solution representation

X(t) = Φ(t)

(

X0 +

∫ t

0

Φ(s)−1Bu(s) ds+

∫ t

0

Φ(s)−1MdW (s)

)

, (4)

where Φ(t) ∈ R
n×n is the fundamental matrix that solves the differential equation

Φ̇(t) =

[

A+
m∑

i=1

Niui(t)

]

Φ(t), Φ(0) = In.

Here, In denotes the identity matrix with n rows and columns. Since the control u is chosen to be de-
terministic, the integral

∫ t

0
Φ(t)Φ(s)−1MdW (s) can be interpreted in the Wiener sense and is therefore a

Gaussian random variable for each time t ∈ [0, T ]. Hence, X(t) is also Gaussian and therefore determined,
in distribution, by its expectation E(t) ∈ R

n and covariance C(t) ∈ R
n×n. Furthermore, since the ROMs

(2) and (3) are of the same structure as SDE (1), the distribution of the reduced variables is Gaussian as
well. As mentioned above, observations of W are generally unavailable. In the remainder of this section,
an OpInf method is developed that solely requires samples of observations of the FOM system state, but
does not rely on the observations of the paths of W . As a consequence, the ROM is constructed to approx-
imate the FOM in distribution. In the setting of (1) this equates to approximations VrEr(t) ≈ E(t) and
VrCr(t)V

T
r ≈ C(t) instead of an approximation of the FOM system state, where Vr is a suitable matrix

determining the projection.
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Drift operator inference Defining E(t) := E [X(t)], one obtains that the dynamics of the FOM expectation
are governed by

E(t) = E(0) +

∫ t

0

AE(s) + Bu(s) +

m∑

i=1

NiE(s)ui(s) ds

⇐⇒ Ė(t) = AE(t) + Bu(t) +

m∑

i=1

NiE(t)ui(t). (5)

The statement is obtained by representing equation (1) in integral form, taking expectations on both sides
and exploiting that the Itô integral has mean zero. Note that the noise generating Wiener process W does
not appear in the expectation dynamics. The trajectory of E(t), t ∈ [0, T ], is therefore smooth almost
everywhere if the control u is integrable. Similarly, one obtains an ODE of the same structure

Ėr(t) = ArEr(t) + Bru(t) +

m∑

i=1

Nr,iEr(t)ui(t) (6)

for the expected value Er(t) = E [Xr(t)] of the POD ROM (2). Following the ideas of deterministic OpInf,
let the s+ 1 observation times between t0 = 0 and ts = T be denoted by ti, i = 0, . . . , s and define

Er :=
[
Er(t0), . . . , Er(ts)

]
∈ R

r×s+1 (7a)

U :=
[
u(t0), . . . , u(ts)

]
∈ R

m×s+1 (7b)

U⊙ Er :=
[
u(t0)⊗ Er(t0), . . . , u(ts)⊗ Er(ts)

]
∈ R

mr×s+1 (7c)

D :=
[
ET
r ,U

T , (U⊙ Er)
T
]T

∈ R
(r+m+mr)×s+1 (7d)

R :=
[

Ėr(t0), . . . , Ėr(ts)
]
∈ R

r×s+1. (7e)

Exploiting the affine linear dependence of (6) on Er(t) and u(t), one can easily see that

R = Or ·D,

with Or :=
[
Ar,Br,Nr,1, . . . ,Nr,m

]
∈ R

r×r+m+mr is satisfied exactly. The OpInf approach now consists of
formulating and solving the inverse problem

Ôr = argmin
Õr∈Rr×(r+m+mr)

‖RT −DT ÕT
r ‖

2
F (8)

for D and R given, e.g., based on (inexact) observations. By construction, the concatenated POD drift
operators Or solve (8). Furthermore, if the data-matrix D has full row-rank, the solution is unique.
However, direct observations of Ėr(t) or of Er(t) are generally unavailable. Instead, only finitely many
samples of the state at discrete times t0 = 0, . . . , ts = T are available. The state-snapshot-matrix is defined
to be the column-wise arrangement of all L sampled realisations of the states of (1) at the time steps t0, . . . , ts

X :=
[
X(t0, ω1), . . . , X(ts, ωL)

]
∈ R

n×(s+1)L. (9)

Note that the observations X(ti, ωj) might be obtained by numerical simulations and therefore are samples
of the state of time-discretised dynamical system, rather than samples of the time-continuous solution of
the FOM SDE. Hence, any approximation of the moments of X(t) by such observations is influenced by two
error sources: the finite number of samples L and the time-discretisation of the continuous dynamics. The
columns EL

r,i, i = 0, . . . , s of the empirical mean of the projected states

EL
r :=

[
EL
r,0, . . . ,E

L
r,s

]
, with EL

r,i =
1

L

L∑

j=1

VT
r X(ti, ωj) (10)
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approximate the trajectory of the expected value Er(t) := E [Xr(t)] at the observation times t0 = 0, . . . , ts =
T . The precise choice of the projection matrix Vr depends on the particular approach that we specify in
Section 3. If the time between the observations is sufficiently small, the time derivative of Ėr(ti), i = 0, . . . , s
can be approximated from EL

r , for example, by a finite difference scheme. The result of such an approximation

of Ėr(t) at the time t = ti is denoted with ĖL,h
r,i . Now, utilising EL

r and ĖL,h
r := [ĖL,h

r,0 , . . . , Ė
L,h
r,s ], instead of

E(t) and Ė(t), to construct

DL,h =
[
(EL

r )
T ,UT , (U⊙ EL

r )
T
]T

∈ R
(r+m+mr)×s+1 and

RL,h :=
[

ĖL,h
r,0 , . . . , Ė

L,h
r,s

]

∈ R
r×s+1.

One can solve the perturbed version of the least squares problem (8)

ÔL,h
r = argmin

Õr∈Rr×(r+m+mr)

‖(RL,h)T − (DL,h)T ÕT
r ‖

2
F (11)

to obtain an approximation ÔL,h
r = [AL,h

r ,BL,h
r ,NL,h

r,1 , . . . ,NL,h
r,m] of Ôr. If one can guarantee that DL,h and

D have full rank, then ÔL,h
r is an estimate of Or, since the solutions of (8) and (11) are unique.

Diffusion operator inference Similar to before, the time evolution of the covariance matrix C(t) by is
described by a (Lyapunov) differential equation. First, the centred process XC(t) := X(t) − E(t) satisfies
the SDE

dXC(t) =

[

AXC(t) +

m∑

i=1

NiX
C(t)ui(t)

]

dt+MdW (t).

Next, applying Itô’s product rule to the product XC(t)XC(t)T results in

dXC(t)XC(t)T = [AXC(t)XC(t)T +XC(t)XC(t)TAT

+
m∑

i=1

Niui(t)X
C(t)XC(t)T +

m∑

i=1

XC(t)XC(t)T (Niui(t))
T ] dt

+MdW (t)XC(t)T +XC(t) dW (t)TMT +MKMT dt.

Again, due to inaccessibility of the noise realisations, expectations are taken on both sides. With C(t) :=
E
[
XC(t)XC(t)T

]
, the zero mean of the Itô integral and slight algebraic manipulations, one obtains

d

dt
C(t) = Ψ(t)C(t) + C(t)Ψ(t)T +MKMT ,

where Ψ(t) := A+
∑m

i=1 Niui(t) and the initial condition is given by C(0) = Cov(X0), where Cov(·) denotes
the covariance matrix of a random vector. For the POD ROM one obtains a similar system

d

dt
Cr(t) = Ψr(t)Cr(t) + Cr(t)Ψr(t)

T +MrKMT
r ,

with Ψr(t) := Ar +
∑m

i=1 Nr,iui(t) and Cr(0) = Cov(Xr,0) = VT
r Cov(X0)Vr. The influence of the inho-

mogeneities H = MKMT and Hr = MrKMT
r on the previous equations is independent of time and the

corresponding drift operators. Defining Sr,i as the residual

Sr,i := Ċr(ti)−
[
Ψr(ti)Cr(ti) + Cr(ti)Ψr(ti)

T
]
, (12)

the least squares problem

Ĥr = argmin
H̃∈Rr×r

s∑

i=1

‖Sr,i − H̃‖2F (13)
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is solved by Hr. To obtain a practically feasible minimisation problem, the (reduced) empirical covariances

CL
r,i :=

1

L− 1

L∑

k=1

(VT
r X(ti, ωk)− EL

r,i)(V
T
r X(ti, ωk)− EL

r,i)
T , i = 0, . . . , s

are computed from the collected snapshot data X and involve a projection matrix Vr specified in Section
3. The approximations ĊL,h

r,i of the time derivatives are obtained, for instance, again by a finite difference
scheme. Subsequently, a perturbed version

ĤL,h
r = argmin

H̃∈Rr×r

s∑

i=1

‖SL,h
r,i − H̃‖2F , (14)

of (13) can be constructed using

ΨL,h
r,j := AL,h

r +

m∑

i=1

NL,h
r,i ui(tj),

SL,h
r,i := ĊL,h

r,i −
[

ΨL,h
r,i C

L
r,i + CL

r,i(Ψ
L,h
r,i )

T
]

,

solely from the available snapshot data and already inferred drift operators. Finally, to obtain the diffusion
coefficient M̂r ∈ R

r×dr and covariance matrix K̂r ∈ R
dr×dr from Ĥr ∈ R

r×r, one can choose one of the
various matrix factorisation methods, for instance an eigenvalue or square-root free Cholesky decomposition
of Ĥr. Note that the inferred Ĥr in equation (13) is always of the size of the ROM dimension. This means
that the reduced coefficients M̂r and K̂r provided by the above-mentioned factorisation algorithms are square
and of length r. Therefore, without truncation, the ROM obtained by OpInf requires the sampling of a r-
dimensional Gaussian random variable during the simulation. However, if the original noise dimension d is
smaller than the ROM dimension, it is expected that ĤL,h

r has eigenvalues close to 0. The simulation of r
dimensional noise is therefore not time efficient. Numerical noise can furthermore lead to the loss of symmetry
and negative eigenvalues. In our implementation, we therefore compute an eigenvalue decomposition of

ĤL,h
r + (ĤL,h

r )T

2
= UHSHUT

H

and truncate the columns of UH and diagonal entries of SH that correspond to eigenvalues less than 0.1%
of the maximum eigenvalue. Algorithm 1 summarises the approach detailed above.

Algorithm 1 operator inference for SDE (1)

1: Collect (inexact) observations X(t0, ωj), . . . , X(ts, ωj), j = 1, . . . , L.
2: Choose projection matrix Vr ∈ R

n×r.
3: Construct DL,h and RL,h.
4: Solve the least squares problem (11) for ÔL,h

r .

5: Extract system operators AL,h
r ,BL,h

r ,NL,h
r,1 , . . . ,NL,h

r,m from ÔL,h
r .

6: Construct ΨL,h
r,i and SL,h

r,i .

7: Solve least squares problem (14) for ĤL,h
r .

8: Factorise ĤL,h
r into ML,h

r ∈ R
r×dr and KL,h

r ∈ R
dr×dr .

9: Return AL,h
r ,BL,h

r ,NL,h
r,1 , . . . ,NL,h

r,m,ML,h
r ,KL,h

r .

3. Construction of Vr

This section is concerned with the construction of an orthogonal matrix Vr ∈ R
n×r whose column vectors

form a basis of Vr. A projection P onto Vr can consequently be defined by P = VrV
T
r ∈ R

n×n. In the
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classical deterministic POD setting, one chooses the subspace Vr and the corresponding projection P in such
a way that PX is the best low-rank approximation of rank r of the snapshots X over all possible subspaces
of dimension r. This corresponds to performing a principal component analysis (PCA) on the quadratic
form of the snapshots XX

T ∈ R
n×n. That is, one computes the leading r eigenvectors of XX

T onto which
the data is subsequently projected. The matrix Vr hence consists of the leading r eigenvectors of XX

T or,
equivalently, the leading r left singular vectors of X.
However, to achieve a good approximation in the weak sense of our setting, ideally one could identify

a subspace Vr ⊂ R
n that is simultaneously optimal for the projection of the covariance and expectation,

rather than the states of the FOM. To this end, two methods of constructing an appropriate snapshot-
matrix are proposed. Both methods retain the interpretability as PCAs, however of different quantities,
and reduce to the same POD snapshot matrix in the absence of noise. If one collects the L independent
samples, the immediate generalisation of the POD method suggests collecting the observations into a state-
snapshot-matrix X as defined in (9), or a version thereof with permuted columns. The projection defined
by the leading r left-singular vectors of this state-snapshot-matrix corresponds to a PCA of the over the
observation-times averaged non-centralised second moments of X(t, ω), t ∈ {t0, . . . , ts}. This can be seen by
observing that

1

L− 1
XX

T =
1

L− 1

s∑

i=0

L∑

j=1

X(ti, ωj)X(ti, ωj)
T →

s∑

i=0

C(ti) + E(ti)E(ti)
T ,

for L → ∞ by the law of large numbers. Defining Z(t) := C(t) + E(t)E(t)T and Ẑ := 1
s+1

∑s

i=0 Z(ti), i.e.,
the non-centralised quadratic form of X(ti) and the average thereof over the observation times, then

1

(s+ 1)2(L − 1)2
‖XX

T − PXX
TP‖2F → ‖Ẑ− PẐP‖2F

for L → ∞. Since Ẑ ∈ R
n×n is symmetric and positive (semi-)definite, one can compute an eigenvalue

decomposition of the form Ẑ = UΣUT , with U ∈ R
n×n and Σ = diag(λ1, . . . , λn) ∈ R

n×n where the
eigenvalues are ordered according to their magnitude λ1 ≥ . . . λn ≥ 0. It is well known that the solution
of minimisation of ‖Ẑ − PẐP‖2F over the possible orthogonal projections P of rank r can be obtained by
defining P as the projection onto the subspace spanned by the r leading eigenvectors. In particular, this
means defining Vr = span{u1, . . . , ur} and P := [u1, . . . , ur], where ur is the eigenvector corresponding to
the r-th largest eigenvalue λr . The error of this projection then is ‖Ẑ− PẐP‖2F =

∑n

i=r+1 λ
2
i .

However, since we are interested in the approximation in the weak sense, i.e., in distribution, one could
consider a subspace Vr that best describes not the states of the FOM system, but the states of expectation
E(t) and covariance C(t). To obtain an orthogonal basis for the image space of both functions, one can
investigate the column space spanned by the moment-snapshot-matrix

F := [E(t0), . . . , E(ts), C(t0), . . . , C(ts)] = [E,C] ∈ R
n×(n+1)(s+1)

with E = [E(t0), . . . , E(ts)] ∈ R
n×s+1 and C = [C(t0), . . . , C(ts)] ∈ R

n×n(s+1). One can then compute an
approximation of the orthogonal basis of the column space of F simply by computing the left-singular vectors
of the empirical moment-snapshot-matrix

FL := [EL
f,0, . . . ,E

L
f,s,C

L
f,0, . . . ,C

L
f,s] = [EL,CL] ∈ R

n×(n+1)(s+1),

where EL
f,i and CL

f,i are the empirical expectation and covariance of the full-state observations X(ti, ωj),

j = 1, . . . , L at the time ti. The matrices EL ∈ R
n×s+1 and CL ∈ R

n×n(s+1) are the respective matrices
constructed from the column-wise stacking of the estimated moments. The projection defined by the r

leading left-singular vectors of FL then solves the task of minimising

‖FL(FL)T − PFL(FL)TP‖2F = ‖Z̃− PZ̃P‖2F ,
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with Z̃ =
∑s

i=0 E
L
f,i(E

L
f,i)

T + (CL
f,i)

2 over all possible orthogonal projections of rank r. Note, that the
quadratic form of the moment-snapshot-matrix is closely related to that of the state-snapshots, with the
difference being the omitted scaling by (s + 1)−1 and the quadratic appearance of the covariance. The
remainder of this section briefly investigates the connection between the left-singular vectors of the snapshot-
matrices.
Even outside the presented linear SDE with additive noise setting, it can be established that subspace

constructions by the left-singular vectors of the state-snapshots and moment-snapshots are closely related.
For the remainder of this section, let the FOM stochastic process X(t, ω) ∈ R

n be defined by the SDE

dX(t) = µ(t,X(t)) dt+ σ(t,X(t)) dW (t), t ∈ [0, T ].

The coefficient functions µ : [0, T ]×R
n → R

n and σ : [0, T ]×R
n → R

n×d are nice enough, so that the existence
and uniqueness of a global solution X is guaranteed. Hence, the expectation, and the covariance, defined
by E(t) := E [X(t)] and C(t) := E

[
(X(t)− E(t))(X(t)− E(t))T

]
, exist for all t ∈ [0, T ]. The restriction to

t ∈ [0, T ] is not necessary and can be replaced by t ∈ [0,∞) without a change in the arguments. The proofs
in the remainder of this section make extensive use of the compact SVD (cSVD). That is, any decomposition
of a rank ra matrix A = UraSraV

T
ra

∈ R
n×m, such that Ura ∈ R

n×ra and Vra ∈ R
m×ra have orthonormal

columns and Sra ∈ R
ra×ra is a diagonal matrix with the non-zero singular values σ1 ≥ · · · ≥ σra > 0 on

the main-diagonal. The following Theorem shows that the space spanned by the left-singular vectors of EL,
corresponding to non-zero singular values, is a subspace of the left-singular vectors of X.

Theorem 1. Let L, s ≥ 1 and let the state-snapshot and empirical-expectations-snapshot matrices have the
cSVDs

X = UrSrV
T
r and

EL = Ue,reSe,reV
T
e,re

,

respectively. There exists a matrix Te ∈ R
r×re such that Ue,re = UrTe.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let

X =
[
X(t0, ω1), . . . , X(ts, ωL)

]
∈ R

n×L(s+1)

be the ordering of the columns of the state-snapshot-matrix. If P ∈ R
L(s+1)×(s+1) is defined by

P :=
1

L
Is+1 ⊗ 1L,

with 1L = [1, . . . , 1]T ∈ R
L, then EL = XP, since

XP =
1

L

[
X(t0, ω1), . . . , X(t0, ωL), . . . , X(ts, ω1), . . . , X(ts, ωL)

]
· (Is+1 ⊗ 1L)

=
1

L

[
∑L

j=1 X(t0, ωj), . . . ,
∑L

j=1 X(ts, ωj)
]

=
[
EL
f,0, . . . ,E

L
f,s

]
.

Furthermore, by

PTP =
1

L2
(Is+1 ⊗ 1

T
L) · (Is+1 ⊗ 1L) =

1

L
Is+1,

it follows that P has orthogonal columns. However, using the L× L matrix 1L×L with all entries equal to
1, we obtain

PPT =
1

L2
Is+1 ⊗ 1L×L.
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Notice that the right-hand-side is only equal to IL(s+1) if L = 1. Exploiting the cSVD X = UrSrV
T
r , we

write

EL = XP = Ur(L
− 1

2Sr)(L
− 1

2VT
r P),

it follows that the computation of EL does not cause any of the non-zero singular values of X to vanish. This
decomposition is not an SVD, since L− 1

2VT
r P only has orthonormal columns. Let EL = Ue,reSe,reV

T
e,re

be

the cSVD of the snapshot-matrix EL. Then,

EL = XP,

⇐⇒ Ue,reSe,reV
T
e,re

= UrSrV
T
r P,

=⇒ Ue,re = Ur SrV
T
r PVe,reS

−1
e,re

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Te

,

where S−1
e,re

= diag(σ−1
e,1 , . . . , σ

−1
e,re

) is the inverse of Se,re .

Employing similar arguments as in the previous proof, analogous statements regarding the left-singular-
vectors of the centralised snapshots and the covariance snapshots can be obtained.

Lemma 2. Let L ≥ 2, s ≥ 1 and let the matrix of empiric-covariance-snapshots have the cSVD CL =
Uc,rcSc,rcV

T
c,rc

. There exists a matrix Tc ∈ R
r×rc, such that Uc,rc = UrTc.

Proof. Notice that CL =
[
CL

f,0, . . . ,C
L
f,s

]
can be written as

CL =
1

L− 1
X̂diag(X̂

T

0 , . . . , X̂
T

s ),

where X is the matrix of centralised state-snapshots

X̂ =
[

X̂0, . . . , X̂s

]
= X− EL ⊗ 1

T
L

with blocks
X̂i =

[
X(ti, ω1)− EL

f,i, . . . , X(ti, ωL)− EL
f,i

]
.

Now, considering the cSVDs CL = Uc,rcSc,rcV
T
c,rc

, X̂ = Uz,rzSz,rzV
T
z,rz

and the previous result, one obtains

Uc,rcSc,rcV
T
c,rc

= CL

=
1

L− 1
X̂diag(X̂

T

0 , . . . , X̂
T

s )

=
1

L− 1
Ur

(
SrV

T
r − TeSe,reV

T
e,re

⊗ 1

T
L

)
diag(X̂

T

0 , . . . , X̂
T

s )

=⇒ Uc,rc = UrTc,

where the transformation matrix Tc is

Tc =
1

L− 1

(
SrV

T
r − TeSe,reV

T
e,re

⊗ 1

T
L

)
diag(X̂

T

0 , . . . , X̂
T

s )Vc,rcS
−1
c,rc

.

Collecting the previous results, the following theorem shows that the subspace constructed from the left-
singular vectors of X is a superset of the subspace obtained from the empiric moment-snapshot-matrix FL.
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Theorem 3. Let L ≥ 2, s ≥ 1 and let Um,rm = [um,1, . . . , um,rm ] ∈ R
n×n be the left-singular vectors and

rm the rank of the empiric moment-snapshot-matrix

FL =
[
EL,CL

]
=
[
EL
f,0, . . . ,E

L
f,s,C

L
f,0, . . . ,C

L
f,s

]
.

The space V̄rm = span{um,1, . . . , um,rm} is a subspace of Vr = span{u1, . . . , ur} spanned by the left-singular
vectors Ur = [u1, . . . , ur] of the state-snapshot-matrix X corresponding to the non-zero singular values.

Proof. Similarly to the previous statements, the formulation is equivalent to finding some matrix Tm ∈ R
n×n,

such that Um,rm = UrTm. Let Um,rmSm,rmVT
m,rm

be a cSVD of the empiric-moment-snapshot-matrix

FL =
[
EL,CL

]
. The statement is proven by using the previous results

Um,rmSm,rmVT
m,rm

=
[
EL,CL

]

=
[
Ue,reSe,reV

T
e,re

,Uc,rcSc,rcV
T
c,rc

]

= Ur

[
TeSe,reV

T
e,re

,TcSc,rcV
T
c,rc

]

=⇒ Um,rm = UrTm,

with

Tm =
[
TeSe,reV

T
e,re

,TcSc,rcV
T
c,rc

]
Vm,rmS−1

m,rm
.

Notice, that for a sufficiently large number of samples, the left-singular vectors of

FL =
[
EL
f,0, . . . ,E

L
f,s,C

L
f,0, . . . ,C

L
f,s

]

are approximately the left-singular vectors of F =
[
E(t0), . . . ,E(ts),C(t0), . . . ,C(ts)

]
. The left-singular

vectors of X therefore provide an adequate basis for the dynamics of expectation and covariance. Hence,
obtaining the projection basis from the SVD of X is not only numerically advantageous, but also faster and
directly available, since the formation of EL and CL is omitted.

4. Closeness to the POD ROM

In this section, it is shown that under certain conditions, the ROM obtained by Algorithm 1 is close in
distribution to the ROM obtained by POD, since the expected value and the covariance function are well-
approximated for a sufficiently large data set. Moreover, we show in Theorem 4 that the error, introduced
by the estimation of Er(ti) and Cr(ti), vanishes as the number of samples increases and the time between
observations decreases. In the following, let D ∈ R

(r+m+mr)×(s+1) be the data-matrix, R ∈ R
r×s+1 the

corresponding right-hand-side and

S = [STr,0, . . . , S
T
r,s]

T ∈ R
(s+1)r×r

the stacked matrix of residuals be the data-matrices, defined in (7) and (12), which are used to obtain Ôr

and Ĥr from Equations (8) and (13), respectively. For this section, it is assumed that the choice of the
subspace Vr is fixed.
Let L be the number of independently sampled solution paths from which the observations are collected. In

the performed tests, a significant source of errors in the inference steps (11) and (14), was the approximation

of the time-derivative to obtain the respective right-hand sides RL,h and S
L,h
r,i . Since the empirical mean

and covariance converge almost surely with a rate arbitrarily close to 1
2 to the true mean and covariance, a

large L is required to obtain satisfactory approximations. The influence of the noise is especially relevant in
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the perturbation of the right-hand side RL,h. Suppose the (time-continuous) noisy observations of the, for
simplicity scalar, expectation are given by f(t) = E(t)+ ǫ(t), where the noise is Gaussian ǫ(t) ∼ N (0, σ2(t)).
The result of a finite difference approximation

f(t+ h)− f(t)

h
=

E(t+ h)− E(t)

h
+

ǫ(t+ h)− ǫ(t)

h

is then influenced by the pure-noise term ǫ̂(t, h) = ǫ(t+h)− ǫ(t) ∼ N (0, σ̂(t, h)). If one assumes that ǫ(t+h)
and ǫ(t) are independent for any h > 0 and the variance function σ is continuous, then the variance of 1

h
ǫ̂(t, h)

is then given by σ̂(t,h)
h2 = σ2(t)+σ2(t+h)

h2 . Taking the limit h → 0 then causes the variance of the 1
h
ê(t, h) to

diverge. Thus, decreasing the time between observations h, without decreasing the variance in observations
appropriately, leads to a dominance of the noise. To avoid this, the distance between observations hL needs
to be chosen according to the magnitude of the noise and the number of samples L. For the ease of notation,
the time between observations is denoted with h = hL. It is furthermore required that the scheme, with
which the time derivatives are approximated, converges to the true values for h = hL → 0, as L → ∞.

Theorem 4. Let DL,h = D+∆DL,h, R
L,h = R+∆RL,h and SL,h = S+∆SL,h be the non-zero (perturbed)

matrices used to obtain estimates ÔL,h
r and ĤL,h

r of Ôr, Ĥr. Let D
T have full column rank and let h = hL → 0

as L → ∞, such that the derivative approximation scheme converges. If DL,h → D,RL,h → R and SL,h → S
for L → ∞ almost surely, i.e.,

P( lim
L→∞

‖∆DL,h‖2 = 0) = 1 (15a)

P( lim
L→∞

‖∆RL,h‖2 = 0) = 1 (15b)

P( lim
L→∞

‖∆KL,h‖2 = 0) = 1, (15c)

then ÔL,h
r and ĤL,h

r converge almost surely to Ôr and Ĥr as L → ∞, i.e.,

P( lim
L→∞

‖ÔL,h
r − Ôr‖2 = 0) = 1, P( lim

L→∞
‖ĤL,h

r − Ĥr‖2 = 0) = 1

Proof.
The perturbed minimisation problem can be regarded columnwise by

ÔL,h
r,i = argmin

Õi∈Rr+m+mr

‖(D +∆DL,h)
T Õr,i − (R +∆RL,h)

T
i ‖2.

Due to (15a) it holds that ‖∆DL,h‖ < σr+m+mr(D) with probability 1 in the limit of L → ∞ and h

sufficiently small. That is, the norm of the perturbation is smaller than the smallest singular value of D.
Thus, D +∆DL,h is of full rank in the limit of L → ∞. Perturbation analysis of the full rank least squares

problem [36, Theorem 5.3.1] then reveals that the the relative error between Ôr,i and ÔL,h
r,i can be bounded

by

‖Ôr,i − ÔL,h
r,i ‖2

‖Ôr,i‖2
≤ CiδL,h +O(δ2L,h), (16)

where δL,h = max
{

‖∆DL,h‖2

‖D‖2
,
‖∆RL,h‖2

‖R‖2

}

and Ci is a constant depending on the condition of D and the angle

between Ri and the residual. Hence, for every column, it holds that

P
(

lim
L→∞

‖Ôr,i − ÔL,h
r,i ‖2 = 0

)

≥ P
(

lim
L→∞

C̃iδL,h +O(δ2L,h) = 0
)

≥ P

(

lim
L→∞

max

{
‖∆DL,h‖2

‖D‖2
,
‖∆RL,h‖2

‖R‖2

}

= 0

)

= 1,
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with C̃i = Ci‖Ôr,i‖2. Since the statement holds for every column ÔL,h
r,i , the matrix ÔL,h

r must converge to
Or almost surely for L → ∞ as well, i.e.,

P( lim
L→∞

‖ÔL,h
r − Ôr‖2 = 0) = 1.

The almost sure convergence of ĤL,h
r to Ĥr follows by similar arguments.

Theorem 4 tells us that the more data we collect to estimate the mean E and the covariance C, the closer
we are to the ROM coefficients when being able to observe E and C directly.
Before concluding the closeness of the ROM obtained by the presented approach to the POD ROM, the

continuity of the expectation and covariance with respect to the initial condition and the ROM coefficients
needs to be established. The version of the Gronwall lemma referred to in the proofs of the following theorems
is provided in the appendix by Lemma 7.

Theorem 5.

Let C and Ĉ be the solutions of the Lyapunov differential equations

Ċ(t) = Ψ(t)C(t) + C(t)Ψ(t)T +H(t), C(0) = C0,

˙̂
C(t) = Ψ̂(t)Ĉ(t) + Ĉ(t)Ψ̂(t)T + Ĥ(t), Ĉ(0) = Ĉ0,

with coefficients H, Ĥ,Ψ, Ψ̂ ∈ L1([0, T ],Rn×n) and let the difference of the coefficient functions be denoted
by ∆Ψ = Ψ̂ − Ψ and ∆H = Ĥ − H. Define ∆C := Ĉ − C and ecov = ‖∆C‖. There exist constants
αc = αc(T ), βc = βc(T ), γc = γc(T ) > 0 depending on the end-time T , C0, H and Ψ, such that

ecov(t) ≤

(

αc + βc

∫ t

0

‖∆Ψ(s)‖ ds+ γc

∫ t

0

‖∆H(s)‖ ds

)

exp

(∫ t

0

‖∆Ψ(s)‖ ds

)

for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. By the Carathéodory existence theorem [37, Theorem 1.45], the unique functions C and Ĉ exist,
are absolutely continuous and fulfil their respective Lyapunov differential equations for almost all t ∈ [0, T ].
From the differential equations of C(t) and Ĉ(t) one obtains the evolution equation of ∆C(t)

Ċe(t) = Ψ̂(t)Ĉ(t) + Ĉ(t)Ψ̂(t)T + Ĥ(t)−
[
Ψ(t)C(t) + C(t)Ψ(t)T +H(t)

]

with initial condition ∆C(0) = Ĉ0 − C0. Substituting Ĉ(t) = ∆C(t) + C(t), yields

Ċe(t) = Ψ̂(t)(∆C(t) + C(t)) + (∆C(t) + C(t))Ψ̂(t)T + Ĥ(t)

−
[
Ψ(t)C(t) + C(t)Ψ(t)T +H(t)

]

= Ψ̂(t)∆C(t) + ∆C(t)Ψ̂(t)T + Ξ(t),

with
Ξ(t) = ∆Ψ(t)C(t) + C(t)∆Ψ(t)T +∆H(t).

Switching to the integral representations, ∆C(t) satisfies

∆C(t) = ∆C(0) +

∫ t

0

Ψ̂(s)∆C(s) + ∆C(s)Ψ̂(s)T + Ξ(s) ds

and the norm of ∆C(t) is bounded by

ecov(t) ≤ ecov(0) +

∫ t

0

‖Ξ(s)‖ ds

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:α(t)

+

∫ t

0

2‖Ψ̂(s)‖
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:β(s)

ecov(s) ds.
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The fundamental theorem of calculus for Lebesgue integrals [38] states that a is absolutely continuous.
Furthermore, ecov is continuous, since C and Ĉ are continuous. Including the fact that the product of a
continuous function and an integrable function over a compact interval is integrable again, the assumptions
of the Gronwall lemma 7 are satisfied. Together with the triangle inequality, one obtains explicit bounds for
all t ∈ [0, T ]

ecov(t) ≤ α(t) exp

(∫ t

0

β(s) ds

)

=

(

ecov(0) +

∫ t

0

‖Ξ(s)‖ ds

)

exp

(∫ t

0

2‖Ψ̂(s)‖ ds

)

≤

(

ecov(0) +

∫ t

0

2‖∆Ψ(s)‖‖C(s)‖+ ‖∆H(s)‖ ds

)

· exp

(∫ t

0

‖Ψ(s)‖+ ‖∆Ψ(s)‖

)

ds,

which becomes

ecov(t) ≤

(

αc + β̃c

∫ t

0

‖∆Ψ(s)‖ ds+ γc

∫ t

0

‖∆H(s)‖ ds

)

exp

(∫ t

0

‖∆Ψ(s)‖ ds

)

for all t ∈ [0, T ], with

αc = ‖Ĉ(0)− C(0)‖γc, β̃c = 2c̃1γc, γc = e
∫

T

0
‖Ψ(s)‖ ds

and c̃1 = maxs∈[0,T ] ‖C(s)‖. By bounding ‖C(t)‖, one can remove the dependence of β̃c on the state C(t)
and obtain constants that depend solely on the coefficient functions and the difference in initial values.
Employing the Gronwall lemma 7 on the norm of

C(t) = C0 +

∫ t

0

Ψ(s)C(s) + C(s)Ψ(s)T +H(s) ds

yields

‖C(t)‖ ≤

(

‖C0‖+

∫ T

0

‖H(s)‖ ds

)

exp

(

2

∫ T

0

‖Ψ(s)‖ ds

)

=: c1

for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Defining the constant βc = 2c1γc then completes the proof.

Theorem 6.

Let E and Ê as the solutions of the ODEs

Ė(t) = A(t)E(t) + B(t), E(0) = E0,

˙̂
E(t) = Â(t)Ê(t) + B̂(t), Ê(0) = Ê0,

with coefficients A, Â ∈ L1([0, T ],Rn×n) and B, B̂ ∈ L1([0, T ],Rn). Let the deviations in the coefficients be
defined by ∆A = Â − A and ∆B = B̂ − B and the difference between the solutions by ∆E = Ê − E and
eexp = ‖∆E‖. There exist constants αe, βe, γe ≥ 0 depending on the end-time T , A and B, such that

eexp(t) ≤

(

αe + βe

∫ t

0

‖∆A(s)‖ ds+ γe

∫ t

0

‖∆B(s)‖ ds

)

exp

(∫ t

0

‖∆A(s)‖ ds

)

for all t ∈ [0, T ].
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Proof. The proof follows similar arguments as in Theorem 5. The constants are given by

αe = ‖Ê(0)− E(0)‖γe, βe = c3γe, and γe = e
∫

T

0
‖A(s)‖ ds,

where

c3 =

(

E0 +

∫ T

0

‖B(s)‖ ds

)

exp

(
∫ T

0

‖A(s)‖ ds

)

.

In the deterministic case, it was proved [23] that under certain conditions the nonintrusively obtained
ROM is close to the intrusive ROM obtained by POD. By Theorems 5 and 6 the distance of two systems
of the structure of (2) in the first and second moment can be bounded by the distance of their respective
system operators. Given a fixed ROM dimension r, Theorems 5 and 6 can be applied to this case by choosing

Ψ(t) = Ar +

m∑

i=1

Nr,iui(t), Ψ̂(t) = ÂL,h
r +

m∑

i=1

N̂L,h
r,i ui(t), H(t) = Hr, Ĥ(t) = ĤL,h

r

and

A(t) = Ψ(t), Â(t) = Ψ̂(t), B(t) = Bru(t) B̂(t) = B̂L,h
r u(t).

Under the conditions of Theorem 4, mainly that h = hL → 0 is sufficiently slow as L → ∞ and the data
matrix DT has full column rank, it can be ensured that the inferred system operators are close to the intrusive
operators obtained by POD with probability 1, if a sufficiently large number of samples is used. Generally,
the pointwise convergence of the operator difference does not imply that the integral over the norm difference
converges to zero as well. However, in this setting, the inferred operators are independent of time and hence,
for instance,

∫ t

0

‖Ψ(s)− Ψ̂(s)‖ ds =

∫ t

0

‖Ar − ÂL,h
r +

m∑

i=1

(

Nr − N̂L,h
r

)

ui(s)‖ ds

≤ ‖Ar − ÂL,h
r ‖t+

m∑

i=1

‖Nr − N̂L,h
r ‖

∫ t

0

‖ui(s)‖ ds

→ 0 for L → ∞.

Thus, the expectation and covariance of the ROM obtained by OpInf converge almost surely to the expecta-
tion and covariance of the POD ROM in the limit of L → ∞ as well. Including the fact that the ROMs are
Gaussian for each fixed time t ∈ [0, T ], it can be concluded that the presented OpInf approach for linear SDEs
with additive noise produces a ROM that is close in distribution to the intrusive POD ROM if sufficiently
many samples are used.

5. Numerical experiments

In the following section, three experiments are presented, with the help of which the developed method is
compared against POD. The drift and diffusion operators of the FOM are obtained by appropriate finite
difference discretisation of the specified PDEs in the spatial coordinates. Though strictly speaking, the time
derivative of a Wiener process does not exist, the diffusion coefficient MdW (t) of the FOM can be thought
of as corresponding to a term σ(x)Ẇ (t). This notation is used for the remainder of this section for ease of
notation and brevity.
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1d Heat equation The drift coefficients of the test-model are obtained by spatial discretisation of the one
dimensional heat equation with Dirichlet boundary conditions

∂

∂t
y −

∂2

∂2x
y − σ(x)Ẇ (t) = 0, x ∈ (0, 1), t ∈ (0, 1],

y(x, 0) = y0 and

y(0, t) = y(1, t) = u(t),

(17)

by finite differences using n = 100 points. In this example, the noise generating Wiener process is of di-
mension d = 2. The columns of M correspond to the evaluation of σ1(x) = 0.1 exp(−10(x − 1

2 )
2) and

σ2(x) = 0.1 sin(2πx) on the grid x1, . . . , xn.

2d Heat equation This example models the heat spread on the unit square with a hole. The input,
modelling the source temperature, is assumed to be noisy and, as such, is modelled by a noisy control
ũ(t) = u(t)+0.1Ẇ(t). Here, u is a deterministic function of time which, is perturbed by a d = 1 dimensional
Gaussian noise at each time-point t. The spatial domain, on which the dynamics are defined, is non-convex
and the Dirichlet boundary condition is non-continuous at two points of the boundary. The mathematical
formulation is given by

1Ω1(x)ũ(t) =
∂

∂t
y(x, t)−∆y(x, t), ∀(x, t) ∈ (Ω \Ω2)× [0, T ]

1∂Ω1(x)ũ(t) = y(x, t) ∀(x, t) ∈ ∂Ω× [0, T ]

0 = y(x, t) ∀(x, t) ∈ Ω2 × [0, T ]

0 = y(x, 0) ∀x ∈ Ω,

(18)

Ω

where the respective domains are specified by Ω = [0, 1]2, Ω1 =
[0.2, 0.85] × [0, 0.35] and Ω2 = [0.55, 0.9] × [0.5, 0.75]. The do-
main Ω \ Ω2 was discretised using n = 365 equidistant points.
Due to the construction of the example, the matrices B ∈
R

n and M ∈ R
n are identical and consist of only one col-

umn. In this setup, the PDE dynamics evolve in a non-convex
domain. The Dirichlet boundary condition is piece-wise contin-
uous on ∂Ω with non-continuities at x ∈ {(0.15, 0), (0.85, 0)}.

Convection reaction equation This experiment is a modified benchmark problem, which models a convec-
tion reaction [39]

∂

∂t
y(t, x, z) =

∂2

∂x2
y +

∂2

∂z2
y + 20

∂

∂z
y − 180y+ F (x, z, t) (19)

with vanishing Dirichlet boundary conditions over the unit square. The spatial directions are discretised by
a finite difference scheme with 7 and 12 discretisation points, respectively, resulting in a system of dimension
n = 84.1 The term F is given by

F (y, z, t) = f(y, z)u(t) + σ1(x)Ẇ1(t) + σ2(x)Ẇ2(t),

where the coefficients σ1, σ2 are the same as in Example (17) and the spatial discretisation of f(y, z) is given
by random entries. The FOMs obtained from the described experiments are of the form

dX(t, ω) = [AX(t, ω) + Bu(t)] dt+MdW (t, ω), X(0, ω) = X0(ω), (20)

1The FOM matrices are available at https://morwiki.mpi-magdeburg.mpg.de/morwiki/index.php/Convection_Reaction.

15

https://morwiki.mpi-magdeburg.mpg.de/morwiki/index.php/Convection_Reaction


0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
−0.2

−0.1

0

0.1

0.2

i
=

1
left singular vectors of X and F

U(: ,i)

Um(: ,j)

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

10−6

10−4

10−2

pointwise difference

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
−0.2

−0.1

0

0.1

0.2

i
=

2

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

10−6

10−4

10−2

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
−0.2

−0.1

0

0.1

0.2

i
=

1
0

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

10−6

10−4

10−2

Figure 1: Comparison of left-singular vectors. The vectors U(:, i) and Um(:, i), i = 1, 2, 10 are shown in
the left column. The right column shows the pointwise absolute difference between the respective
vectors.

where X(t, ω) ∈ R
n,A ∈ R

n×n,B ∈ R
n×m,M ∈ R

n×d, and W (t, ω) ∈ R
d is a d dimensional Wiener

process. In all examples, the input functions are m = 1 dimensional and the correlation matrices of the
noise-generating Wiener processes are the identity Id. Figure 1 displays the left-singular vectors of X and
FL, obtained from PDE (17). To this end, L = 104 samples of the corresponding FOM were simulated for
s = 103 time-steps with step-size h = 10−3 using a zero initial condition and input. In this case, the pointwise
difference Um(:, i)−U(:, i) is less than 10−4 for the first pairs of left-singular vectors. The magnitude of this
error rises to 10−2 for i = 10. While the plots of Figure 1 in this specific case suggest that the left-singular
vectors obtained from the of X and FL are (almost) identical, this is generally not the case. If, for instance,
u ≡ 1 or a polynomial with random coefficients, as in the experiments, is supplied, then the column indices of
a subset of left-singular vectors undergo a reordering. Table 1 displays the logarithm of ‖Um(:, i)−U(:, j)‖2
rounded to two decimals for i, j = 1, . . . , 10. It is apparent that the fourth, fifth, and sixth left-singular
vectors of X are the fifth, sixth, and fourth left-singular vectors of FL.
Using different initial conditions and inputs [40, Proposition 3.2], the FOM was repeatedly evaluated over

s = 102 steps with time-step size h = 10−4 to construct a full-rank data-matrix D with small condition
number. To perform the numerical time-integration, a strong drift-implicit Euler-Maruyama scheme [35,
Chapter 12.2] was used. The empiric moments used for Algorithm 1 were estimated from L = 10000 sample
trajectories, each with identical initial condition and control u, respectively. The quality of the obtained
ROMs is compared using the relative error in expectation, covariance and in the weak sense. Concretely,
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i\j 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 -4.06 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
2 0.15 -3.04 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
3 0.15 0.15 -2.66 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
4 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 -2.54 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
5 0.15 0.15 0.15 -2.44 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
6 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 -2.26 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15
7 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.15 -2.23 0.15 0.15 0.15
8 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 -2.17 0.15 0.15
9 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 -2.11 0.15
10 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 -2.05

Table 1: Comparison of the first 10 left-singular vectors obtained from X and FL for 1d Heat example with
zero initial condition and u ≡ 1. The data was generated using L = 104 samples and s = 1000 time-
steps of size h = 10−3. The displayed values are log10(‖Um(:, i) − U(:, j)‖2) from i, j = 1, . . . , 10
rounded to two decimals.

this means that the following quantities

eE =

∑n
i=1 ‖E(ti)−VrEr(ti)‖

2
2

∑n
i=1 ‖E(ti)‖22

, (21a)

eC =

∑n
i=1 ‖C(ti)−VrCr(ti)V

T
r ‖

2
F

∑n
i=1 ‖C(ti)‖2F

, (21b)

eφ,i(τ) =
‖E [φi(X(τ))] − E [φi(VrXr(τ))] ‖

E [φi(X(τ))]
for some 0 ≤ τ ≤ T, (21c)

were computed for the POD ROM and the ROM obtained by OpInf. The third quantity is called the relative
weak error of X with respect to functionals Φi : R

n → R, cf. [35]. In the presented error plots of Figure 3,
the weak error is measured at the end-time τ = T . The functionals

φ1(τ) = ‖X(τ)‖22, and φ2(τ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

Xi(τ)
3eXi(τ) (22)

were chosen for the computation of the weak error. While φ1 refers to the second moment of X(t), the
influence of X on values of φ2 is dominated by the large components of X . The number of samples used
for the error computation was set to 106. Figures 2 and 3 display the relative errors in the moments and
relative weak errors, respectively. Utilising a zero initial condition and a polynomial input, the subspace
was constructed from the left-singular-vectors of the empiric moment-snapshot-matrix FL, for each example.
Choosing the left-singular vectors of state-snapshot-matrix provides similar results. The polynomial was
obtained by spline interpolation of 11 equidistantly spaced random values. In all experiments, the approach
developed in this work provides ROMs with the same error as POD in the moment approximation until
an error level of approximately 10−2, which is the magnitude of the noise contained in the data. With the
exception of the 1d Heat equation, reconstruction of the covariance is slightly worse than the approximation
in expectation. This is generally to be expected due to the hierarchical structure of inference in Algorithm
1.
Regarding the relative weak error, the estimated results vary by up to two orders of magnitude for each

model, depending on the choice of the functional. Again, the noise level in the data used to estimate the
ROM operators is reflected in the levelling-off of eφ,1(T ) for the OpInf ROM for each experiment. For the 2d
Heat equation experiment, a reduced dimension larger than r = 5 does not provide a significant improvement
of the approximation properties of the OpInf ROM in any metric. In the cases of the 1d Heat equation and
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the convection reaction experiment, errors in expectation and the weak error for φ1 level-off after r = 5 as
well. However, the error in the covariance and the weak error for φ2 continue to decrease until the reduced
dimension r = 10. These results suggest that suitable ROMs of smaller size can be constructed, if one allows
some metrics not to be minimized. If, for instance, only the approximation in expectation, but not eC , is of
interest, then a reduced dimension of r = 5 is sufficient in all the presented examples.

6. Conclusion

The inclusion of even a “simple” noise in the system dynamics introduced several new challenges in the
OpInf approach, making a direct application of the OpInf method, developed in[23], is infeasible. In this
paper, a nonintrusive reduced order modelling method was developed that approximates the FOM in the
weak sense, i.e., in distribution. It was shown that inferred operators converge almost surely to the POD
operators. Together with the continuity of the expectation and covariance of linear SDEs with additive
noise with regard to the initial condition and system operators, the closeness of the ROM obtained by
the presented approach to the POD ROM was established. Regarding the subspaces spanned left-singular
vectors corresponding to non-zero singular values, it was shown that the subspace obtained from the moment-
snapshots is always contained in the subspace obtained from the state-snapshots. The numerical experiments
demonstrated that the OpInf method produces comparable ROMs to the POD method until the noise-level
of the data.
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A. A Gronwall lemma for integrable functions

Various generalisations of the Gronwall lemma have been proposed [41]–[43]. However, most sources only
provide statements for continuous coefficients and state the extendability of the results to integrable functions
by referencing [44], which is, to our knowledge, unavailable in digital format and not readily accessible. We
therefore provide a version of the Gronwall lemma for integrable functions. The proof follows the standard
arguments for proving inequalities of this type.

Lemma 7. Let α, β : [0, T ] → R+ be real non-negative integrable functions. Furthermore, let α be non-
decreasing. Let u ∈ L1([0, T ]) be such that

u(t) ≤ α(t) +

∫ t

0

β(s)u(s) ds,
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Figure 2: Comparison of POD and OpInf ROMs in expectation and covariance as defined by (21). The data
was generated by sampling the FOM L = 104 times with s = 100 time-steps of size h = 10−4. The
number of samples for the Monte-Carlo approximation of the errors was L = 106.
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Figure 3: Comparison of POD and OpInf ROMs in the weak error at the end-time point τ = T for the
functionals φ1, φ2 (22). The data was generated by sampling the FOM L = 104 times with s = 100
time-steps of size h = 10−4. The number of samples for the error approximation was L = 106.
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holds for all t ∈ [0, T ]. If βu ∈ L1([0, T ]) and βα ∈ L1([0, T ]), then u admits to the upper bound

u(t) ≤ α(t) exp

(∫ t

0

β(s) ds

)

for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Proof. The proof makes extensive use of the fundamental theorem of analysis for the Lebesgue integral
[38]. First, since β ∈ L1([0, T ]), the function t 7→

∫ t

0
β(s) ds is absolutely continuous, almost everywhere

differentiable and

β(t) =

(∫ t

0

β(s) ds

)′

holds almost everywhere. If one defines

v(t) = exp

(

−

∫ t

0

β(s) ds

)

,

then v′(t) = −β(t)v(t) almost everywhere. By the same argument, the integral of βu is absolutely continuous

and differentiable almost everywhere. Now, let h(t) := v(t)
∫ t

0
β(s)u(s) ds. Then, by applying the chain rule,

it follows that

h′(t) = −β(t)v(t)

∫ t

0

β(s)u(s) ds+ v(t)β(t)u(t)

= v(t)β(t)

(

u(t)−

∫ t

0

β(s)u(s) ds

)

≤ v(t)β(t)α(t)

for almost all t ∈ [0, T ] exploiting the assumption on u. Since v is a continuous function and βα ∈ L1([0, T ]),
their product vβα is integrable as well. Hence, by the above inequality, it holds that

h(t) = h(t)− h(0) =

∫ t

0

h′(s) ds ≤

∫ t

0

v(s)β(s)α(s) ds

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Dividing by v(t) and adding α(t) on both sides leads to

u(t) ≤ α(t) +

∫ t

0

β(s)u(s) ds ≤ α(t) +

∫ t

0

β(s)α(s)
v(s)

v(t)
ds

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Since α is non-decreasing, the right-hand side can be bounded by

α(t) +

∫ t

0

β(s)α(s)
v(s)

v(t)
ds ≤ α(t) exp

(∫ t

0

β(s) ds

)

for all t ∈ [0, T ], completing the proof.
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[22] C. W. Rowley, I. Mezić, S. Bagheri, P. Schlatter, and D. S. Henningson, “Spectral analysis of nonlinear
flows,” J. Fluid Mech., vol. 641, 115–127, 2009. doi: 10.1017/S0022112009992059.

[23] B. Peherstorfer and K. Willcox, “Data-driven operator inference for nonintrusive projection-based
model reduction,” Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Engrg., vol. 306, 196–215, 2016. doi: 10.1016/j.cm
a.2016.03.025.

22

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmaa.2024.128133
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002110100282
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.13391
https://doi.org/10.1137/090766498
https://doi.org/10.1137/110822724
https://doi.org/10.1137/060666123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amc.2020.125783
https://doi.org/10.1137/15M1041432
https://doi.org/10.1137/130914619
https://doi.org/10.1109/TAC.2021.3110809
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.automatica.2023.111329
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-72983-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.laa.2007.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022112010001217
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00332-015-9258-5
https://doi.org/10.3934/jcd.2014.1.391
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611974508
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022112009992059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2016.03.025


[24] E. Qian, B. Kramer, B. Peherstorfer, and K. Willcox, “Lift & learn: Physics-informed machine learning
for large-scale nonlinear dynamical systems,” Phys. D, vol. 406, 132401, 2020. doi: 10.1016/j.physd
.2020.132401.
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