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Complex dynamical systems, from macromolecules to ecosystems, are often modeled by stochas-
tic differential equations (SDEs). To learn such models from data, a common approach involves
decomposing the SDE into a linear combination of basis functions. However, this can induce overfit-
ting due to the proliferation of parameters. To address this, we introduce Parsimonious Stochastic
Inference (PASTIS), a principled method that removes superfluous parameters from SDE models
by combining likelihood-estimation statistics with extreme value theory. We benchmark it against
existing methods and show that it reliably selects the exact minimal models from large libraries
of functions, even with a low sampling rate or measurement error. We show that it extends to
stochastic partial differential equations and demonstrate applications to the inference of ecological
networks and reaction-diffusion dynamics.

Data-driven approaches to physical modeling, which
seek to derive governing equations directly from exper-
imental data rather than from theoretical insight or
bottom-up model construction, have been rapidly ad-
vancing [1]. They are of particular interest in the con-
text of dynamical systems, where data are trajectories,
whose temporal evolution is modeled by differential equa-
tions. We can distinguish different levels of ambition for
such data-driven methods, ranging from the estimation
of parameters of a known equation [2, 3], to the discov-
ery of a minimal model among a large class of possible
ones. For deterministic systems governed by ordinary
or partial differential equations, the advent of symbolic
regression [4, 5] and Sparse Identification of Nonlinear
Dynamics (SINDy) [6, 7] has provided practical ways to
perform such model discovery. In contrast, for stochastic
dynamical systems, few attempts have been made [8–
11]. Those that do exist often lack a solid theoretical
foundation and rely on fine-tuning hyperparameters. In
this work, we establish a rigorous theoretical framework
grounded in extreme value statistics applied to model
selection. This approach provides a principled way to
compare models and helps guide the design of effective
data-driven methodologies for stochastic systems.

We organize this paper as follows. Our starting point
is a quasi-likelihood method, Stochastic Force Infer-
ence [12], to estimate SDE parameters. We first show
how likelihood estimates must be corrected in order to
fairly compare two models, resulting in Akaike’s informa-
tion criterion (AIC) for SDEs. We then move to model
selection from a library of basis functions, and show that
AIC systematically fails to identify minimal models due
to multiple hypothesis testing. Our central result is a
modified information criterion, Parsimonious Stochastic
Inference (PASTIS), that combines exact results from
likelihood estimation statistics and extreme value theory
to select sparse SDE models. Comparing this method to
pre-existing ones, we demonstrate that it performs com-
parably well in the near-deterministic sector and is a sig-
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nificant improvement over the state of the art for strongly
stochastic systems. We show that it straightforwardly ex-
tends to continuous fields modeled by stochastic partial
differential equations. Finally, we demonstrate the ro-
bustness of the method to data imperfections (sampling
rate and measurement error), as well as its applicability
to models of experimental interest: the identification of
interaction networks in multi-species ecosystem and of
chemical reaction-diffusion pathways.
Model class. We focus here on Brownian dynamics,

the most broadly used class of continuous stochastic dy-
namical model. Specifically, we consider a d-dimensional
autonomous first-order stochastic differential equation,

dxt

dt
= F(xt) +

√
2D(xt)ξ(t) (1)

where the force field F(x) (also called drift) character-
izes the deterministic part of the dynamics, the diffusion
matrix D(x) is symmetric positive definite and charac-
terizes the stochastic part, and ξ is a d-dimensional Gaus-
sian white noise. Throughout, we interpret multiplicative
noise in the Itô sense. Here we focus on the force field,
which is generally the most physically informative part
of the dynamics.
Inference by linear regression. Our goal is thus

to reconstruct, from an observed time series X =
{xt}t=0,∆t...,τ , an inferred force field F̂(x) that best ap-
proximates the true F(x). To this aim, we adopt a widely
used method consisting in approximating the force as a
linear combination of basis functions B = {bi(x)}i=1..nB

with coefficients F̂i, such that the inferred drift field reads

F̂B(x) =

nB∑
i=1

F̂B
i bi(x). (2)

The inference problem thus decomposes into two parts:
1) selecting the basis functions bi(x), which is the main
focus of this article, and 2) inferring the corresponding
coefficient values, for which we follow an approach closely
related to Stochastic Force Inference [12] (SFI).

Inferring coefficient values. We first briefly sum-
marize the SFI method. Our starting point is the follow-
ing approximate log-likelihood function L(X|F̄) for the
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trajectory X in a test force field F̄:

L(X|F̄) = −τ

4

〈(
∆xt

∆t
− F̄t

)
· D̄−1 ·

(
∆xt

∆t
− F̄t

)〉
(3)

where ∆xt = xt+∆t−xt, F̄t = F̄(xt), and ⟨·⟩ = 1
τ

∑
t ·∆t

denotes trajectory averaging, with ∆t the time interval
and τ the total time. Here D̄ = 1

2∆t ⟨∆xt ⊗∆xt⟩ is
an estimate of the mean diffusion matrix. Importantly,
when the dynamical noise is additive and with ideal data
(∆t → 0, no measurement error), we have D̄ → D, and L
coincides with the log-likelihood of the data in the force
field F̄, up to an F̄-independent constant [13]. In the gen-
eral case of multiplicative dynamical noise, our approach
remains practical, while true maximum likelihood is noto-
riously hard due to the difficulty of accurately estimating
the state-dependent inverse diffusion matrix [14–16].

In practice, given a basis of functions B =
{bi(x)}i=1..nB , one can easily maximize Eq. 3 to obtain
the inferred force coefficients

F̂B
i =

∑
j

G−1
B ij

〈
∆xt

∆t
· D̄−1 · bj(xt)

〉
(4)

where (GB)ij =
〈
bi(xt) · D̄−1 · bj(xt)

〉
is the Gram ma-

trix associated to the basis B. Note that in contrast
with Ref. [12], we define basis functions as vector func-
tions and fitting coefficients are scalars, which provides a
more flexible and general framework for basis selection.
Two improvements can be made to enhance robustness
of Eqs. 3-4 to data imperfection: for measurement er-
ror, a Stratonovich transformation of the stochastic sum〈
∆xt

∆t · D̄−1 · bj(xt)
〉
as proposed in [12], and for large

time intervals, a trapezoidal integral modification of the
G matrix [17, 18]. For simplicity, these formulas are in-

dicated in Appendix 4. Once the coefficients F̂B
i are ob-

tained, the force field can be reconstructed and extrapo-
lated beyond the trajectory using Eq. 2. In line with [12],
we can define the information captured by the basis B as
the log-likelihood gain of the inferred force field with the
basis B compared to the null model with an empty basis
(i.e. pure Brownian motion with zero force),

I(B) = L(X|F̂B)− L(X|0). (5)

This information, which can be evaluated from data only,
serves as a starting point to estimate the quality of the
fit with the basis B.
Comparing bases. We now turn to the main ques-

tion of this article: how to compare and select the ba-
sis functions for stochastic inference? To decide which
of two bases is best adapted to represent the data,
it is not sufficient to compare the corresponding val-
ues of the information I. Indeed, in this framework,
given a basis B, the same data is used to estimate the
force parameters F̂B

i and to evaluate the approximate

likelihood L(X|F̂B). This data reuse biases the likeli-
hood estimation towards selecting a model that over-
fits: bases with more functions are favored, even when

FIG. 1. Comparing models using AIC. (a) Simulated
trajectory of a one-dimensional toy model with force F (x) =

−x
(1−x2)2

and dynamical noise D = 0.4. (b) IAIC as a function

of total time for two bases: a single-parameter one Btan =
{tan(x)}, and an order-8 polynomial Bpoly = {xk}k=0..8. (c)
Inferred forced minus true force along the trajectory, for each
basis and for a short and a long trajectory. (d) Mean-squared
error E between true and inferred force vs total time.

they lead to larger error. If, instead, we aim to mini-
mize the mean squared error between the inferred and
the true force along the data, which we can define as

E(F̂B) = 1
4

〈(
F− F̂B

)
· D̄−1 ·

(
F− F̂B

)〉
, we have an

objective that penalizes overfitting. While the error E is
not accessible without knowing the true force F, is it pos-
sible to estimate differences of error between two bases
B and C in an unbiased way: indeed, we have

E[I(C)− I(B)] ≈ τE
[
E(F̂B)− E(F̂C)

]
+ nC − nB (6)

where E indicates expectation value over trajectory en-
sembles, nBa

(resp. nBb
) is the number of functions in the

basis Ba (resp. Bb), and we give a precise meaning to this
approximation in Appendix 1. The constant terms nBa

and nBb
stem from noise correlations between coefficient

inference and likelihood estimation: each coefficient in
the model induces a constant unit bias in the measured
information I, characteristic of overfitting.
Akaike’s information criterion. In order to com-

pare models, we can correct the bias in Eq. 6 by defining
IAIC(B) = I(B) − nB. This quantity coincides, up to
a factor −2, with the Akaike Information criterion [19],
a classic statistical estimator of model quality. On aver-
age, models with higher IAIC have a lower inference error
along the trajectory: in particular, if IAIC(B) < 0, the
model primarily fits the noise and a null model with zero
force would provide a better fit. As a practical example,
in Fig. 1, we consider the inference of a force field in one
dimension with two possible bases: Btan, with a single
parameter that provides a simple but imperfect fit, and
Bpoly with many parameters and which can provide a
better fit. When the amount of data is low, we find that
IAIC(Btan) > IAIC(Bpoly) as the complex model over-
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fits the data (Fig. 1b). In contrast, for large amounts
of data, the complex model provides a better fit and
IAIC(Btan) < IAIC(Bpoly). Importantly, we confirm that
the crossover between these two regimes coincides with
the crossover in the actual inference error E (Fig. 1b,d).
Thus, AIC model selection, which consists in choosing
the model with the maximal IAIC, estimated from data
only, results in minimizing the true error E .
Sparse model selection. When looking for a model

without a priori basis, a common technique is to start
with a large yet finite library B0 of n0 potential ba-
sis functions, such as polynomials, Fourier modes, ex-
ponentials, wavelets, etc. To avoid overfitting and per-
mit model interpretation, such a library must then be
reduced to a simpler basis B ⊂ B0 by eliminating most of
the functions – i.e. by obtaining a sparse vector of coeffi-
cients F̂B0

i in the basis B0. This reduction thus consists,
in practice, in attempting to identify the simplest model
that best captures the data among the 2n0 possible com-
binations of basis functions in the library. To do so, we
propose to define an information criterion allowing us to
compare these many models, and to search among the
possible models the one that maximizes this information
criterion. Importantly, while AIC provides an unbiased
way of comparing two models, it is not appropriate when
comparing many models simultaneously.

Failure of AIC. Indeed, let us consider the case when
there exists a true model B∗ ⊂ B0 containing n∗ func-
tions that perfectly describe the system’s dynamics. We
define the exact match accuracy as the ensemble proba-
bility that this exact model is recovered by maximizing
the chosen information criterion among all models. We
find that with AIC, even in the limit of long trajectories,
this accuracy does not converge to 100%: more complex
models are selected, with superfluous terms, as illustrated
in Fig. 2a-b. This reflects a well-known limitation of AIC
[20]: it is not stringent enough to select the minimal or
true model. To understand this, let us consider models
consisting of the exact model plus one superfluous ba-
sis function, B∗ + {s} for s ∈ B0 − B∗. According to
Wilks’ theorem [21], under regularity conditions and as
the observation time τ → ∞, the difference in the esti-
mated log-likelihood value between B∗ + {s} and B∗ is
asymptotically distributed as

∆Is = I(B∗ + {s})− I(B∗) ∼ 1

2
χ2
1, (7)

where χ2
1 denotes a random variable distributed accord-

ing to the chi-squared distribution with one degree of
freedom. This distribution is indeed observed in prac-
tice (Fig. 2c). Thus E [∆IAIC,s] = E [∆Is] − 1 = − 1

2 :
superfluous terms reduce the AIC value and tend to be
eliminated on average. However, for a given superfluous
term, there is a non-vanishing probability P (∆IAIC,s >
0) ≈ 0.157 that the AIC difference is positive even in the
limit of large data sets. When the number of possible su-
perfluous terms is large, the probability that one of them
has an IAIC larger than that of B∗ goes to one, hence

FIG. 2. Information statistics of sparse models. (a)
I(B) versus nB for all sub-models B ⊂ B0 = {1e1, .., x3e3}
(with ei the unit vectors) of a 3-dimensional Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck model with n∗ = 4 non-zero terms. The blue
dots indicate the average I of the top-ranked model of size
nB across simulations, while gray dots correspond to the sec-
ond, third, and lower-ranked models of size nB across simula-
tions. The dashed lines represent the slopes of the penaliza-
tion terms for AIC and PASTIS, intersecting at the point cor-
responding to the selected model. (b) Zoom on (a), showing
that AIC selects models with superfluous parameters, while
PASTIS correctly identifies the true model B∗. (c) The distri-
bution of the information gains ∆Is for the true model + one
superfluous term (histogram) is well captured by a χ2

1 distri-
bution (solid line). (d) The maximum ∆I∗ of the information
gain for one superfluous term ∆Is is well captured by analyt-
ical extreme values theory (dashed line) and converges to the
Gumbel asymptotic distribution (Eq. 8) when n0 → ∞.

the systematic failure of AIC to identify the true model
(Fig. 2a-b).
Extreme value statistics of the information. To

identify the true model B∗, we need to distinguish it from
all models with one superfluous term – and in particu-
lar the one with the highest likelihood. We thus need
to study the statistics of the information gap ∆I∗ =
maxs∈B0−B∗ ∆Is between the true model and the n0−n∗
models with one superfluous term. This extreme value
problem can be tackled by assuming independence of the
∆Is, i.e. that ⟨s(xt)s

′(xt)⟩ = 0 for superfluous func-
tions s ̸= s′. Under this assumption and using the
Fisher-Tippett-Gnedenko theorem, the asymptotic be-
havior for large n0−n∗ is ∆I∗ ∼ log(n0 − n∗)+Z, where
Z ∼ Gumbel(µ = 0, β = 1) is a standard Gumbel ran-
dom variable. Using the properties of this distribution,
we have that

P [∆I∗ < log(n0 − n∗) + z] ∼ e−e−z

(8)

In practice, this asymptotic Gumbel cumulative distribu-
tion is a lower bound of the exact cumulative distribution
of ∆I∗. This means that the Gumbel distribution Eq. 8
overestimates values that ∆I∗ can take when n0 − n∗ is
not sufficiently large.
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FIG. 3. Benchmarking PASTIS. For the four models considered (a-d), we indicate (1) the generating equation and fitting
basis B0 (each scalar function is considered along every unit vector), (2) a sample trajectory, and (3) the exact match accuracy
as a function of total time for different sparsity-enforcing algorithms. The gray area indicates cases when the true model does
not maximize I between models with n∗ parameters. (a4): Trajectory time necessary to obtain 90% exact match accuracy as
a function of the Lorenz diffusion coefficient. (b4,d4): Prediction error of the inferred model for different algorithms, defined

as E(F̂B)/
〈
F · (4D̄)−1 · F

〉
computed on an independent, asymptotically long trajectory. (c4): True interaction network and

reconstructed network as a function of time using PASTIS, for a sparse stochastic Lotka-Volterra model with environmental
noise. All curves are produce by averaging over 48 simulations

Information criterion for large bases. Using these
insights, we propose a modified information criterion,
Parsimonious Stochastic Inference (PASTIS), that in-
cludes the effect of extreme value statistics due to large
libraries of functions:

IPASTIS(B) = I(B)− nB log
n0

p
(9)

where p ≪ 1 is a user-chosen parameter setting the target
probability of including a superfluous term in the model:
using Eq. 8, we have that P[maxs IPASTIS(B∗ + {s}) >
IPASTIS(B∗)] ≈ p for p → 0 (details in Appendix 2). The
multiple approximations made in the derivation of this
criterion – approximate value for D̄, orthogonality of ba-
sis functions, use of n0 rather than n0 − nB in Eq. 9 –
all go in the direction of parsimony, i.e. of overestimat-
ing the overfitting probability. In practice, we choose
here p = 0.001. Lowering this value will lower the prob-
ability of overfitting, at the cost of needing more data
to identify all nonzero coefficients in B0. The original-

ity of IPASTIS is the fact that it explicitly accounts, in
a principled way, for the size n0 of the initial basis: the
complexity-dependent penalty to select a sparse model
should not only account for the model size nB, but also
for the size of the model space that we consider.

Exploring Model Space. To find the true model, we
need to maximize IPASTIS over the 2n0 models that can
be constructed from the library B0. This non-convex op-
timization is, in general, a hard (NP-complete) problem
that cannot be tackled exactly. However, we find that an
adaptation of the Single Best Replacement (SBR) algo-
rithm [22], performs well and efficiently for this problem.
Starting from an initial model, our adapted version of
SBR examines possible new models obtained by adding
or removing a single parameter. If it finds a model with
a higher IPASTIS value than the current one, it updates
the model accordingly. This process repeats until no fur-
ther improvement is possible, that is, until convergence is
reached. We initialize the algorithm from the null model,
the complete model with the full base B′ and n0 randomly
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sampled models. We find that when the true model does
indeed maximize IPASTIS, it is recovered rapidly by the
SBR algorithm. This algorithm is computationally ef-
ficient, with each model evaluation requiring only the
inversion of the matrix G (Eq. 4): for instance, the iden-
tification of a model with n∗ = 19 terms in a basis with
n0 = 110 functions can be reliably performed on a single
CPU core in ≈ 12s.

Benchmarking PASTIS. We use synthetic data
on four models to demonstrate the efficiency of this
method: the stochastic Lorenz model (Fig. 3a), a high-
dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck model with sparse co-
efficients (Fig. 3b), a generalized Lotka-Volterra model
with multiplicative environmental noise and a sparse in-
teraction network between species (Fig. 3c), and a noisy
Gray-Scott model for spatial reaction-diffusion dynam-
ics (Fig. 3d). In the first three cases, we use polynomial
bases of first (b) and second (a,c) order. In Fig. 3d, we
consider a stochastic partial differential equation model,
which we treat by enriching the basis with discretized dif-
ferential operators, and consider all terms up to second-
order derivatives and fourth order in the variables u and
v. We find that, in all cases, with sufficient amounts of
data, the exact match accuracy of PASTIS converges to
a value > 1 − p (Figs. 3a3-d3). This criterion is near-
optimal: in most cases where it fails to identify the true
model, it is because another model with the same num-
ber of parameters has higher estimated likelihood (gray
area in all panels of Fig. 3), making the identification of
B∗ essentially impossible.

Comparing to other methods. We perform a quan-
titative comparison of PASTIS with several other ap-
proaches. AIC, as expected from previous arguments,
never converges for large bases. 7-fold Cross-Validation
(CV), where the trajectory is split between 6 disjoint
training set for force coefficients inference and 1 test-
ing set for likelihood evaluation, presents the same flaws
as AIC. In contrast, the Bayesian Information Criterion
(BIC) [23, 24] that we adapted to SDE model selection
(details in Appendix 3), with IBIC(B) = I(B)− nB

2 log τ ,
does converge to the true model at large times, although
much more slowly than PASTIS: indeed, the penalty in-
creases with total time τ . Finally, the py-SINDy [25]
implementation of Sparse Identification of Nonlinear
Dynamics [6] for ODEs shows performance similar to
PASTIS in the near-deterministic level (Fig. 3a4, STLSQ,
threshold = 0.5), but fails when the model becomes
stochastic.

Data imperfection. In Fig. 3, we consider the total
trajectory time as the only limitation of the data. How-
ever, experimental data has a finite, possibly large sam-
pling interval ∆t, as well as random measurement error
on the values of xt. These imperfections incur biases both
on the likelihood (Eq. 3) and on the inferred force coef-
ficients (Eq. 4). While a complete treatment of the com-
bined effects of these two bias sources remains to be done,
two simple insights can significantly improve PASTIS:
a trapezoid integration rule [17, 18] for the inferred co-

FIG. 4. Robustness of PASTIS. (a) Exact match accuracy
with and without trapezoid modification for large time inter-
vals ∆t, for the Lorenz model with long trajectories (τ = 104).
(b) Same with and without Stratonovich modification for
measurement noise. Here xt −→ xt + η where η is a Gaus-
sian random variable of mean 0 and standard deviation σ.

efficient and estimated information and a robust diffu-
sion estimator for large sampling interval (PASTIS-∆t in
Fig. 4a), and a Stratonovich representation of stochastic
integrals similar to [12] for the inferred coefficient and es-
timated information combined to robust diffusion estima-
tors [26] for measurement noise (PASTIS-σ in Fig. 4b).
We give further details and explicit corresponding formu-
las in Appendix 4.
Discussion. In this article, we studied quasi-

likelihood maximization approaches to sparse inference of
minimal models of stochastic differential equations from
data. Existing methods typically rely either on arbi-
trary coefficient thresholding [6, 8, 25, 27] or penaliza-
tion [28, 29], or on empirical assessment of statistical sig-
nificance [12, 17, 30, 31]. In contrast, here we explicitly
take into account the fact that selecting a simple model
in a large basis of functions involves testing a large num-
ber of hypotheses, and thus the basis size should appear
in sparsity-enforcing penalization. Leveraging exact re-
sults in likelihood estimation (Wilks’ theorem, Eq. 7) and
extreme value statistics (Fisher-Tippett-Gnedenko theo-
rem, Eq. 8), we derived a principled information crite-
rion, Parsimonious Stochastic Inference (PASTIS, Eq. 9)
for sparse model selection. The only tuning parameter,
p, is directly interpretable as the target probability of
adding a superfluous term. While we have kept this pa-
rameter fixed here, it could be made adaptive to both
converge at long times and more efficiently fit at short
times. We showed that this method is robust and ef-
ficient, including in high dimension, in the presence of
dynamical noise, measurement error, and large time in-
tervals. The inclusion of differential operators in the basis
also permits the inference of stochastic partial differential
equations from discretized fields, for which few inference
methods pre-exist [32]. This work thus paves the way
towards direct inference of minimal models from exper-
imental trajectories, for instance to identify biochemi-
cal pathways, ecological networks (Fig. 3c) or reaction-
diffusion mechanisms (Fig. 3d). Our information crite-
rion can be seen as an extension of the classic Akaike
information criterion [33, 34] to likelihood-based sparse
selection of a minimal model, and could thus extend to
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higher-order SDEs [31, 35, 36] as well as more general
sparse modeling problems [37].
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APPENDIX

1. Estimating the error E from the log-likelihood

We prove here Eq. 6 connecting the inference error
E(F̂B) to the estimated log-likelihood L(X|F̂B). For sim-
plicity, we replace here the estimated mean diffusion ma-
trix D̄ with the exact diffusion matrix D, which has
only a minor effect for non-multiplicative noise. We
assume that ∆t is sufficiently small to write ∆xt ≈
F(xt)∆t + ∆Ξt where ∆Ξt =

√
2D

∫ t+∆t

t
ξ(t) dt. By

expanding the log-likelihood, we find

− 4

τ
L
(
X|F̂B

)
=

〈(
F− F̂B

)
·D−1 ·

(
F− F̂B

)〉
+

2

∆t

〈(
F− F̂B

)
·D−1 ·∆Ξt

〉
+

1

∆t2
〈
∆Ξt ·D−1 ·∆Ξt

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

C

(10)

where C is model-independent and thus irrelevant
for model comparison. Using the Itô isometry, we
have that E

[〈
F ·D−1 ·∆Ξt

〉]
= 0, while the term〈

F̂B ·D−1 ·∆Ξt

〉
requires more care. Applying again

the Itô isometry:

E
[
2

∆t

〈
F̂B ·D−1 ·∆Ξt

〉]
≈

E

4

τ

∑
i,j

(
G−1

B
)
ij

〈
bi ·D−1 · bj

〉 = 4
nB

τ
. (11)

where we neglected correlations between G−1
B and ∆Ξt

because they lead to higher-order terms. Consequently,
the expected log-likelihood becomes

E
[
−L

(
X|F̂B

)]
= τE

[
E
(
F̂B

)]
− nB + E [C] (12)

which straightforwardly leads to Eq. 6. Using log-
likelihood differences to estimate the error difference be-
tween models thus favors over-parameterized models.

2. The probability interpretation of the parameter
p in IPASTIS

Here, we will demonstrate that p, present in
IPASTIS(B) Eq. 9, is the probability of selecting a
model with one superfluous term : P[maxs IPASTIS(B∗ +
{s}) > IPASTIS(B∗)] ≈ p. First, we recall that
maxs IPASTIS(B∗ + {s}) − IPASTIS(B∗) = ∆I∗ − log n0

p ,

such that, using the Gumbel distribution (Eq. 8):

P[∆I∗ > log
n0

p
] = 1− exp

[
e−(log

n0
p −log(n0−n∗))

]
(13)

= 1− exp

[
−p(n0 − n∗)

n0

]
(14)

≈ 1− exp[−p] with n0 ≫ n∗ (15)

≈ p with p ≪ 1 (16)

3. Derivation of the Bayesian Information Criterion

The Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), against
which our method is benchmarked in Fig. 3, allows
comparison of models in a Bayesian framework without
having to select any particular prior Π(FB

1 , . . . , FB
nB

|B).
Indeed, it gives the asymptotic form of the posterior
P (X|B) for a large amount of data. We are not aware of
pre-existing derivation of this criterion in the context of
SDE inference. We start with the posterior for the model
associated to the base B:

P (X|B) =
∫

e−L(X|FB)Π(FB
1 , . . . , FB

nB
|B) dFB

1 . . . dFB
nB

(17)
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where FB =
∑

i F
B
i bi. We Taylor-expand the likelihood

(Eq. 3) around the maximizing parameters F̂B
i of L:

L(X|FB) ≈ L(X|F̂B) +
1

2
(FB − F̂B) · 4τGB · (FB − F̂B)

(18)
By also expanding the prior Π around the maximizing
parameters, injecting the previous result in Eq. 17 and
computing the integral, we obtain:

P (X|B) ≈ e−L(X|F̂B)

(
2π

τ

)nB/2 √
det(4GB)Π(F̂B|B)

(19)
In the long trajectory limit τ → ∞ we have√
det(4GB)Π(F̂

B|B) = O(1). By taking the log of the
marginal likelihood and neglecting the O(1) term, we find
that the BIC can be defined as :

BIC = L(X|F̂B)− nB

2
log(τ) (20)

Thus, comparing models by comparing BIC values re-
sults, asymptotically for τ → ∞, in the same conclu-
sion as comparing the marginal likelihood for any prior.
We note that in most textbooks, BIC is defined with
the log of the number of data points instead of the log
of total time. If this definition were used in our case,
it would lead to a penalization equal to nB

nB
2 log

(
τ
∆t

)
which would lead to an ill-defined over-penalization be-
havior when ∆t → 0.

4. Addressing Data Imperfections

Large sampling intervals ∆t and high measurement
noise are two major challenges for both coefficient infer-
ence and model selection. We derive here the modified
estimators discussed in the main text and presented in
Fig. 4. Both rely on a Stratonovich formulation of the
log-likelihood LSt.:

LD̂
St.(X|F̄) = −

∑
α,β,γ

τ

2

〈
D̂γβ(xt)

∂F̄α(xt)

∂xβ
⟨D̂⟩−1

γα

〉
−

τ

〈(
∆xt

∆t
− F̄(xt+∆t) + F̄(xt)

2

)
1√
4⟨D̂⟩

2〉
(21)

where the indices α, β, γ denote spatial coordinates. In
the Stratonovich approach, the central concept is to

substitute F̄(xt) with F̄(xt+∆t)+F̄(xt)
2 within the log-

likelihood function L (Eq. 3). The presence of dynamic

noise ξ necessitates an adjustment to LD̂
St., specifically

by
∑

α,β,γ
τ
2

〈
D̂γβ(xt)

∂F̄α(xt)
∂xβ

⟨D̂⟩−1
γα

〉
, to ensure the con-

vergence of LSt. to L as ∆t → 0 and D̂ → D. The
estimator D̂(x), which depends on the position x, en-

ables the correction of LD̂
St. for multiplicative noise. A

formal definition of D̂(x) will be provided subsequently
for each method in the context of large sampling intervals
and measurement noise.

a. Correcting large sampling intervals

When the sampling interval is large, the approxima-

tion ∆xt =
∫ t+∆

t
dx
dt dt ≈ F(xt)∆t +

∫ t+∆t

t
∆Ξt

∆t that
we implicitly use in the log-likelihood function (Eq. 3)
to estimate forces becomes imprecise. To overcome
that, we use the following trapeze approximation ∆xt ≈
F(xt)+F(xt+∆t)

2 ∆t+
∫ t+∆

t
∆Ξt

∆t dt. By constructing a like-
lihood based on the previous approximation, we obtain
LSt.. To increase the robustness of LSt. for large sam-
pling intervals, we need to correctly estimate the diffusion
matrix with D̂∆t =

1
4∆t (xt+∆t−2xt+xt−∆t)⊗(xt+∆t−

2xt + xt−∆t) which removes the bias F2∆t/2 (see [12]).
We slightly modify the learned parameters to :

F̂B
∆t,i =

∑
j

(
G∆t

B
)−1

ij

〈
∆xt

∆t
· ⟨D̂∆t⟩−1 · bj(xt)

〉
(22)

where
(
G∆t

B
)
ij

=
〈
(bi(xt) + bi(xt))/2 · ⟨D̂∆t⟩−1 · bj

〉
.

This simple trick, based on a trapeze approximation,
improves the robustness and has already been used in
[17, 18]. We define the information criterion used in

Fig. 4(a) as IPASTIS−∆t = LD̂∆t

St. (X|F̂B
∆t)− nB log n0

p .

b. Correcting high measurement noise

We model measurement nois as ηt ∼ N (0, σ) that ad-
ditively impacts the observed trajectory xt → xt + ηt.
The Stratonovich formulation of the log-likelihood has
the advantage of canceling measurement noise terms [12]

of order O(σ2
/
∆t ) in

〈
∆ηt

∆t · FB(xt+∆t)+FB(xt)
2

〉
. To can-

cel all terms of order O(σ2
/
∆t ), we use a corrected esti-

mator [26] of the diffusion matrix D̂σ = 1
2∆t∆yt⊗∆yt+

1
∆t ⟨∆yt+∆t ⊗∆yt⟩. Then, by maximizing LD̂σ

St. , we ob-
tain the learned parameters:

F̂B
σ,i =

∑
j

(Gσ
B)

−1
ij

〈
∆xt

∆t
· ⟨D̂σ⟩−1 · bj(xt) + bj(xt+∆t)

2

〉

+
∑
α,β,γ

〈
(D̂σ(xt))γβ

∂bj,α(xt)

∂xβ
⟨D̂σ⟩−1

γα

〉
(23)

with (Gσ
B)ij =

〈
bi · ⟨D̂σ⟩

−1
· (bj(xt) + bj(xt))/2

〉
. F̂B

σ,i

is reminiscent of the method previously introduced in
[12]. We define the information criterion IPASTIS−σ =

LD̄σ

St. (X|F̂B
σ ) − nB log n0

p . Its minimization leads to the

result presented in Fig. 4 (b).

Note that correcting simultaneously for large ∆t and
measurement noise is a substantial challenge for diffusion
estimation, and thus for likelihood estimation and model
inference.
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5. Inference of stochastic partial differential
equations

We demonstrate here the adaptation of our informa-
tion criterion IPASTIS to Stochastic Partial Differential
Equation (SPDE) that we used in Fig. 3(d). We con-
sider here a two-dimensional field ϕ(x, y, t) that follows:

∂ϕ(x, y, t)

∂t
= F [ϕ] +

√
2Dξ(t, x, y) (24)

where ξ is an additive Gaussian white noise with
E [ξα(t, x, y)ξβ(t, x, y)] = δ(t − t′)δ(x − x′)δ(y − y′)δα,β .
We consider a discretized trajectory in space and time
Φ = {ϕ(ti, xj , yk)}(ti=0,··· ,τ),(xj=0,··· ,Lx),(yk=0,··· ,Ly). We
adapt our trajectory average notation to field with ⟨.⟩ =

1
τLxLy

∑
ti,xj ,yk

·∆t∆x∆y where Lx, Ly are the lengths of

observation for the space coordinate. The log-likelihood
is written for a test force field F̄ :

LSPDE(Φ|F̄) = −τLxLy

4D

〈(
∆ϕ

∆t
− F̄

)
·
(
∆ϕ

∆t
− F̄

)〉
(25)

As for SDE, we approximate the true force field F
by a linear combination of basis functions in the
base B = {bi(ϕ)}i=1...nB . Note that for SPDE mod-
els, plausible choices are differential operators that
act on space coordinates, such as Laplacian terms.

For differential operators, we define their discretized

version with ∂ϕ
∂x =

ϕ(ti,xj+∆x,yk+∆y)−ϕ(ti,xj ,yk)
∆x and

∂2ϕ
∂x2 =

ϕ(ti,xj+∆x,yk+∆y)−2ϕ(ti,xj ,yk)+ϕ(ti,xj−∆x,yk−∆y)
4∆x .

From the definition of the log-likelihood for SPDE
Eq. 25, the logic developed in the main text is
transferable from SDE to SPDE. Thus, we de-
fine our information criterion IPASTIS for SPDE as:
IPASTIS(B) = LSPDE(Φ|F̂B)− LSPDE(Φ|0)− nB log n0

p .

6. Simulations details and parameters

For all simulations of SDE and SPDE, we use the Eu-
ler–Maruyama method with simulation time interval dt
and sampling time interval ∆t, and total simulation time
τ . For Lorenz simulations (Fig. 3a and Fig. 4), we use
dt = 0.000 02 and ∆t = 0.0002, and D = 100 and only
for the (Fig. 4), τ = 4 ∗ 103. For Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
simulations (Fig. 3b), we use dt = 0.001 and ∆t = 0.01,
τ = 104 and D = 100I where I is the identity matrix.
For the Lotka-Volterra simulations, we use dt = 0.001
and ∆t = 0.01, τ = 104 and D = 0.05. For the Gray-
Scott simulations, we use a square lattice with periodic
bounds and discretized with dx = dy = ∆x = ∆y = 1
and a length in space Lx = Ly = 100, dt = 0.001 and
∆t = 0.01, τ = 50 and D = 0.001.
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