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Many-query computations, in which a computational model for an engineering system must
be evaluated many times, are crucial in design and control. For systems governed by partial
differential equations (PDEs), typical high-fidelity numerical models are high-dimensional and
too computationally expensive for the many-query setting. Thus, efficient surrogate models
are required to enable low-cost computations in design and control. This work presents
a physics-preserving reduced model learning approach that targets PDEs whose quadratic
operators preserve energy, such as those arising in governing equations in many fluids problems.
The approach is based on the Operator Inference method, which fits reduced model operators
to state snapshot and time derivative data in a least-squares sense. However, Operator Inference
does not generally learn a reduced quadratic operator with the energy-preserving property
of the original PDE. Thus, we propose a new energy-preserving Operator Inference (EP-
OpInf) approach, which imposes this structure on the learned reduced model via constrained
optimization. Numerical results using the viscous Burgers’ and Kuramoto-Sivashinksy equation
(KSE) demonstrate that EP-OpInf learns efficient and accurate reduced models that retain this
energy-preserving structure.

I. Nomenclature

𝑛 = full model state dimension
𝑟 = reduced model state dimension
A, Â = full and reduced linear operators in R𝑛×𝑛, R𝑟×𝑟

H, Ĥ = full and reduced quadratic operators in R𝑛×𝑛2 , R𝑟×𝑟2

F, F̂ = full and reduced quadratic operators in R𝑛×𝑛(𝑛+1)/2, R𝑟×𝑟 (𝑟+1)/2, containing unique columns of H, Ĥ
𝐾 = total number of data points
𝑡 = time variable
R𝑚×𝑛 = Euclidean space with dimension 𝑚-by-𝑛
V𝑟 = POD basis in R𝑛×𝑟
x, x̂ = full and reduced system states for linear-quadratic ODE in R𝑛, R𝑟
X, X̂ = full and reduced state snapshot data matrices in R𝑛×𝐾 , R𝑟×𝐾

X̂⊗ = reduced state quadratic data matrix in R𝑟2×𝐾

¤X, ¤̂X = full and reduced state time derivative data matrix in R𝑛×𝐾 , R𝑟×𝐾
𝜔 = spatial variable
⊗ = Kronecker product
⟨·, ·⟩ = Euclidean inner product
∥ · ∥, ∥ · ∥𝐹 = Euclidean and Frobenius norm
vech(·) = half-vectorization
Cov[·, ·] = covariance
Var[·] = variance

∗PhD Candidate, School of Aerospace Engineering, AIAA Student Member, tkoike3@gatech.edu
†Assistant Professor, Schools of Aerospace Engineering & Computational Science and Engineering, AIAA Member, eqian@gatech.edu

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

02
88

9v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

N
A

] 
 7

 F
eb

 2
02

4



II. Introduction

Many-query computations, which require repeated evaluations of a predictive model, arise in many different
engineering contexts, including inverse problems, state estimation, uncertainty propagation, design, optimization,

and control. In these many-query settings, high-dimensional models, such as those emerging from the spatial
discretization of a PDE, can be prohibitively expensive to evaluate. Projection-based model reduction addresses this
challenge by deriving an approximate model with a smaller dimension by projecting the original model governing
equations onto a low-dimensional subspace [1], thereby reducing computational cost. Model reduction methods have
enabled fast and cheap predictive simulations in many practical applications such as turbulent aerodynamic flow, weather
forecasting, and large-scale structural analysis [2–4].

Model reduction methods are divided into intrusive and non-intrusive approaches. Intrusive methods are applicable
when there is direct access to both the model and its underlying computational code; this access is used to intrusively
compute reduced operators of the projected governing equations. Intrusive strategies include system theoretic methods
like balanced truncation [5] and rational interpolation methods [6–8], as well as sampling-based methods such as
Proper Orthogonal Decomposition (POD) [9–11], Balanced Proper Orthogonal Decomposition [12], and reduced basis
methods [13–15]. Because intrusive reduced models are constructed by projecting the original governing equations
onto a reduced subspace, intrusive methods can preserve some types of mathematical structure in the original model
(stability, symmetries, invariances, etc.) that reflect physical principles governing the original dynamics.

However, in many real-world systems, we encounter cases where we can compute state trajectories from given initial
conditions but lack access to the full model operators or the code itself. This limitation necessitates the development of
non-intrusive model reduction methods which derive the reduced model operators from data rather than via intrusive
projection. Non-intrusive methods which infer reduced matrix operators include Dynamic Mode Decomposition [16],
Operator Inference (OpInf) [17–19], and Lift & Learn [20]. Several works have also developed approaches that use deep
neural networks to learn low-dimensional dynamics [21–24]. An alternative family of methods uses sparse regression to
identify from data the terms of a system’s governing equations [25, 26]. These approaches, leveraging available data
and some understanding of system dynamics and structures, make surrogate modeling feasible for problems where the
intrusive access to the model code is unavailable. However, because non-intrusive reduced model operators are not
obtained from direct projection of the full model operators, they often fail to retain mathematical structure that the
intrusive operators would inherit. This can yield reduced models that may lack accuracy, robustness, and generalizability
[27]. There is therefore a need to develop non-intrusive model reduction methods that preserve these types of structure.

Many structure-preserving reduced model learning methods have been developed, each incorporating different
physical structures into their model learning process in different ways. Among these is a physics-informed dynamic
mode decomposition method introduced in [27], which learns linear operators via a manifold optimization to preserve
certain structures including circulant and symmetric structures. However, this method is applicable only to linear
operators. For Hamiltonian systems, the works [28, 29] constrain the Operator Inference approach to retain Hamiltonian
structure. Further contributing to this field, [30] developed a structure-preserving OpInf method that ensures the
inferred system operators are Lagrangian and can preserve symmetry or symmetric positive definite structure. These
structure-preserving non-intrusive methods have been demonstrated on applications ranging from the linear wave
equation to Schrödinger’s equation to soft robots [27–30].

In this paper, we consider quadratic systems in which the quadratic term of the governing equations is energy-
preserving: this means that the contribution of the quadratic term to the time derivative of the system energy is zero [31].
Several works have already incorporated this energy-preserving structure into different non-intrusive model learning
methods. For instance, [32] modified the sparse regression approach [25, 26] to promote learning quadratic terms with
this structure [33]. The work [34] proposes a method for inferring reduced operators that leads to local and global
stability guarantees; the energy-preserving structure of the quadratic term is enforced through a specific parametrization
of the reduced quadratic operator. In contrast, the present work focuses solely on enforcing the energy-preserving
structure of the quadratic term through a constrained optimization; providing stability guarantees for models learned in
this way is a direction for future research.

We introduce Energy-Preserving OpInf (EP-OpInf), an OpInf method that enforces energy-preserving structure in the
learned quadratic operator via a constrained optimization. Numerical experiments are conducted for the viscous Burgers’
equation and the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation (KSE). Numerical results demonstrate that EP-OpInf learned models
achieve accuracy similar to that of the unconstrained data-fit model learned via standard OpInf while non-intrusively
retaining the energy-preserving structure that intrusive models inherit. This lays the foundation for applying stability
analyses developed for intrusive reduced models to the EP-OpInf learned models.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section III introduces the quadratic systems that we consider
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and provides an overview of both intrusive model reduction via POD and the standard non-intrusive OpInf method.
Section IV then presents our proposed EP-OpInf method and discusses some implementation considerations. Section V
demonstrates the efficacy of our proposed method through a series of numerical experiments. Conclusions are presented
in Section VI.

III. Background
In this section, we introduce the quadratic system with energy-preserving quadratic term that we consider (Section

III.A), the POD method for model reduction (Section III.B), and the standard OpInf method for learning reduced models
non-intrusively (Section III.C).

A. Energy Preserving Quadratic Nonlinearities in PDEs
We consider an 𝑛-dimensional ordinary differential equation (ODE) which is linear and quadratic in the state x.

Such an ODE often arises from spatially discretizing a PDE and is given by

¤x(𝑡) = Ax(𝑡) + H (x(𝑡) ⊗ x(𝑡)) (1)

where x(𝑡) ∈ R𝑛 is the system state vector over 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇final], and ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. The operators
A ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 and H ∈ R𝑛×𝑛2 are the linear and quadratic operators, respectively. In our setting, 𝑛 is large, so simulating the
system (1) is computationally expensive.

The quadratic operator H is called ‘energy-preserving’ if

⟨x,H(x ⊗ x)⟩ = x⊤H(x ⊗ x) = 0, for all x ∈ R𝑛. (2)

This condition is derived by setting the quadratic term in the time derivative of the energy, 1
2 ∥x∥

2, to zero. Note that this
condition can be generalized to energies defined by weighted norms or inner products; our EP-OpInf approach also
would generalize to such settings following the weighted OpInf approach of [18]. Such energy-preserving quadratic
terms commonly arise from nonlinear convection terms in the governing equations for fluid problems, including the
Navier-Stokes equations. Some types of stability guarantees are possible for models with energy-preserving quadratic
nonlinearities [31], making it desirable to enforce this property in learning reduced models that will be used for design
and control.

B. Proper Orthogonal Decomposition
Proper orthogonal decomposition [9–11] originated from the analysis of turbulent flows in aerodynamics, and

it has become one of the most widespread projection-based model reduction methods. POD reduces the model by
projecting it onto a reduced subspace defined to be the span of basis vectors that optimally represent a set of simulation
or experimental data.

In POD, we begin by collecting snapshots of state trajectory time series data by simulating the original full model
ODE (1) with 𝐾 timesteps. We define the state snapshot data matrix as follows:

X =


| | |

x(𝑡1) x(𝑡2) · · · x(𝑡𝐾 )
| | |

 ∈ R𝑛×𝐾 . (3)

More generally, the state snapshot matrix can contain state data from multiple simulations, e.g., from different initial
conditions or using different parameters. Let X = V𝚺W⊤ denote the singular value decomposition of the state snapshot
matrix (3). To reduce the dimension of the large-scale model, we denote by V𝑟 ∈ R𝑛×𝑟 the first 𝑟 ≪ 𝑛 columns of V; this
is called the POD basis. Then, we approximate the state x in the subspace spanned by the POD basis, x ≈ V𝑟 x̂ where
x̂ ∈ R𝑟 is called the reduced state. If we substitute this approximation into (1) and enforce the Galerkin orthogonality
condition that the approximation residual be orthogonal to the span of V𝑟 , we arrive at a POD-Galerkin reduced model
of the form

¤̂x(𝑡) = Âx̂(𝑡) + Ĥ(x̂(𝑡) ⊗ x̂(𝑡)), (4)

where the reduced operators are Â = V⊤
𝑟 AV𝑟 ∈ R𝑟×𝑟 and Ĥ = V⊤

𝑟 H(V𝑟 ⊗ V𝑟 ) ∈ R𝑟×𝑟
2 . Since the size of the reduced

operators scales with the reduced dimension 𝑟 and not the original dimension 𝑛, we are able to evaluate the reduced
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model efficiently in many-query computations arising in design and control. The computation of the reduced operators
in traditional POD-Galerkin model reduction is intrusive, that is, we require access to the full operators A and H in order
to compute their projections. The energy-preserving property of the original matrix H (2) is inherited in the reduced
matrix Ĥ through this intrusive projection process.

However, cases exist where access to the original operators is limited or impossible, but we know the model structure,
such as linear, quadratic, etc., based on the application. In such situations, Operator Inference [17], described in Section
III.C, can non-intrusively learn reduced operators solely from state trajectory and input data.

C. Operator Inference
The goal of Operator Inference is to non-intrusively obtain a reduced model of the form (4). To do so, we will fit

reduced operators Â and Ĥ to the reduced data in a least-squares sense. In addition to the state trajectory data (3), we
also require paired state time derivative data:

¤X =


| | |

¤x(𝑡1) ¤x(𝑡2) · · · ¤x(𝑡𝐾 )
| | |

 ∈ R𝑛×𝐾 where ¤x(𝑡𝑖) = Ax(𝑡𝑖) + H(x(𝑡𝑖) ⊗ x(𝑡𝑖)) .

This time derivative data can come directly from the simulation of the high-dimensional ODE or can be approximated
numerically from the snapshot data. We use the POD basis V𝑟 to compute reduced state and time derivative data as
follows: let x̂𝑖 = V⊤

𝑟 x(𝑡𝑖), and ¤̂x𝑖 = V⊤
𝑟 ¤x(𝑡𝑖) for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 . Then, define

X̂ =


| | |

x̂1 x̂2 · · · x̂𝐾
| | |

 ∈ R𝑟×𝐾 , and ¤̂X =


| | |
¤̂x1 ¤̂x2 · · · ¤̂x𝐾
| | |

 ∈ R𝑟×𝐾 . (5)

Additionally, we define the matrix formed by the quadratic terms of the state data

X̂⊗ =


| | |

(x̂1 ⊗ x̂1) (x̂2 ⊗ x̂2) · · · (x̂𝐾 ⊗ x̂𝐾 )
| | |

 ∈ R𝑟2×𝐾 . (6)

This allows us to formulate the following minimization for finding the reduced operators Â and Ĥ:

Standard OpInf : min
Â∈R𝑟×𝑟 , Ĥ∈R𝑟×𝑟2

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

 ¤̂x𝑖 − Âx̂𝑖 − Ĥ(x̂𝑖 ⊗ x̂𝑖)
2

2 = min
O∈R𝑟×(𝑟+𝑟2 )

∥DO⊤ − ¤̂X∥2
𝐹 , (7)

where D = [X̂⊤, X̂⊤
⊗] ∈ R𝐾×(𝑟+𝑟2 ) and O = [Â, Ĥ] ∈ R𝑟×(𝑟+𝑟2 ) . We note that the redundancy in the Kronecker product

means that the minimizer Ĥ of (7) is non-unique; this non-uniqueness can be eliminated by requiring its entries to
satisfy a symmetry condition (see Section IV.B for a discussion on implementation). The optimization (7) is a linear
least-squares problem and can be solved efficiently using standard numerical linear algebra packages. In fact, the
problem (7) decouples into 𝑟 independent least-squares problems, one for each row of the reduced operators with 𝑟 + 𝑟2

degrees of freedom each.

IV. Energy-Preserving Operator Inference
Section IV.A introduces our Energy-Preserving Operator Inference method. Section IV.B discusses efficient

implementation of the method.

A. Energy-Preserving Constraint
The Operator Inference approach in the preceding section finds operators that best fit the reduced data. However,

it does not necessarily find a quadratic operator H with the energy-preserving property (2). Thus, we now introduce
Energy-Preserving Operator Inference (EP-OpInf), which learns a quadratic reduced model with an energy-preserving
quadratic operator.
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We first re-write the energy-preservation property (2) as a constraint on the entries of Ĥ. Let Ĥ[𝑙, 𝑚] correspond to
an element of Ĥ at the row index 𝑙 and column index 𝑚, and define

ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 = Ĥ[𝑖, 𝑟 (𝑘 − 1) + 𝑗] . (8)

We assume without loss of generality that the entries of Ĥ are symmetric in the last two indices, i.e., ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 = ℎ̂𝑖𝑘 𝑗 (in
Section IV.B we discuss how we enforce this in implementation). Then, the energy-preserving condition can be rewritten
in terms of the entries of Ĥ as [31, 32]:

ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 + ℎ̂ 𝑗𝑖𝑘 + ℎ̂𝑘𝑖 𝑗 = 0, 1 ≤ 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘 ≤ 𝑟 . (9)

Due to the symmetry of the last two indices of ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 , this defines a total of 𝑟 (𝑟+1) (𝑟+2)
6 unique constraints. We emphasize

that submatrices of size 𝑟 ′ < 𝑟 extracted from the Ĥ corresponding to 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑟 ′ also satisfy the energy-preserving
condition, since the constraint 9 is true for all index combinations.

To impose this energy-preserving structure on the operator, we propose EP-OpInf. For this method, we incorporate
the constraint (9) into optimization (7) and formulate a constrained minimization as follows:

EP-OpInf : min
O∈R𝑟×(𝑟+𝑟2 )

∥DO⊤ − ¤̂X∥2
𝐹 subject to ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 + ℎ̂ 𝑗𝑖𝑘 + ℎ̂𝑘𝑖 𝑗 = 0, 1 ≤ 𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝑘 ≤ 𝑟 . (10)

We note that the original Operator Inference approach (7) was an unconstrained linear least-squares problem that could
be efficiently decoupled into individual rows of the operators and solved with standard numerical linear algebra packages.
With the addition of our constraints, the minimization can no longer be decoupled into rows, and the minimization must
be solved using constrained optimization solvers. There is thus a trade-off between the simplicity of implementing the
Operator Inference approach and preserving the energy-preserving structure of the quadratic term.

B. Implementation Considerations
For the efficient computation of the optimization (10), we reformulate the quadratic operator and associated data

matrix constructed by the Kronecker product. The code implementations for this reformulation are available online∗.
We note that the matrix X̂⊗ (6) contains redundant rows due to the symmetry of the Kronecker product. Thus, the
solution of the minimization (10) is not unique unless we enforce symmetry in the last two indices of the learned
operator Ĥ. To do so, we will re-express the optimization in terms of an operator F̂ ∈ R𝑟×𝑟 (𝑟+1)/2, which removes the
redundant columns of Ĥ. This has the added advantage of reducing the dimension of the optimization. This operator F̂
is defined as follows. Let 𝑓𝑖 𝑗𝑘 denote the entry of the 𝑖-th row in column (𝑟 − 𝑘/2) (𝑘 − 1) + 𝑗 , that is:

𝑓𝑖 𝑗𝑘 = F̂[𝑖, (𝑟 − 𝑘/2) (𝑘 − 1) + 𝑗] , for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑟; 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑟; 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑗 . (11)

Then, the entries of Ĥ and F̂ can be related as follows:

𝑓𝑖 𝑗𝑘 =

{
ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 if 𝑗 = 𝑘
ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 + ℎ̂𝑖𝑘 𝑗 otherwise

, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑟; 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑟; 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑗 . (12)

With this relation and considering the permutations of indices, we rewrite the quadratic energy-preserving constraint as

𝛿 𝑗𝑘 𝑓𝑖 𝑗𝑘 +𝛿𝑖𝑘 𝑓 𝑗𝑖𝑘 +𝛿𝑖 𝑗 𝑓𝑘𝑖 𝑗 = 0 , where 𝛿 𝑗𝑘 =

{
1 if 𝑗 = 𝑘

1/2 otherwise
, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑟; 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑖; 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑗 . (13)

Denote x[2] = vech(xx⊤) (‘half-vectorization’ of xx⊤), to be obtained by eliminating the supradiagonal elements of xx⊤

and vectorizing it, i.e., 𝑥 [2](𝑟−𝑘/2) (𝑘−1)+ 𝑗 = 𝑥 𝑗𝑥𝑘 [35]. Using this operation, let

X̂[2]
=


| | |

x̂[2]
1 x̂[2]

2 · · · x̂[2]
𝐾

| | |

 ∈ R(𝑟 (𝑟+1)/2)×𝐾 . (14)

∗GitHub repository: https://github.com/smallpondtom/LiftAndLearn.jl
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Then, we can reformulate the optimization (10) with matrices D̃ = [X̂⊤, X̂[2]⊤] ∈ R𝑟×(𝑟+𝑟 (𝑟+1)/2) and Õ = [Â, F̂] ∈
R𝑟×(𝑟+𝑟 (𝑟+1)/2) as

min
Õ∈R𝑟×(𝑟+𝑟 (𝑟+1)/2)

∥D̃Õ⊤−R∥2
𝐹 subject to 𝛿 𝑗𝑘 𝑓𝑖 𝑗𝑘 + 𝛿𝑖𝑘 𝑓 𝑗𝑖𝑘 + 𝛿𝑖 𝑗 𝑓𝑘𝑖 𝑗 = 0 , 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑟; 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑖; 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑗 .

(15)
This reformulation decreases the degrees of freedom in the least squares problem associated with the quadratic operator
from 𝑟2 to 𝑟 (𝑟 + 1)/2, and also reduces the number of constraints in the minimization problem, making it more efficient
than a naïve implementation of (10).

V. Numerical Experiments
This section demonstrates the proposed EP-OpInf method through its application to the viscous Burgers’ equation

(Section V.A) and the Kuramoto-Sivashinksy equation (Section V.B).

A. Viscous Burgers’ Equation
In our first numerical experiment, we consider the viscous Burgers’ equation, a simplified fluid dynamics model that

describes the motion of a one-dimensional viscous fluid [36]. It is given as:

𝜕𝑥

𝜕𝑡
(𝜔, 𝑡) = 𝜇 𝜕

2𝑥

𝜕𝜔2 (𝜔, 𝑡) − 𝑥(𝜔, 𝑡)
𝜕𝑥

𝜕𝜔
(𝜔, 𝑡) , (16)

where 𝑥(𝜔, 𝑡) is the velocity of the fluid, 𝑡 is time, 𝜔 is the spatial coordinate, and 𝜇 is the kinematic viscosity coefficient.
The viscous Burgers’ equation can be derived from the Navier-Stokes equations under certain assumptions, including
the assumption of one-dimensional flow and the neglect of pressure gradient driving the flow. The Burgers’ equation is
suitable for testing our EP-OpInf method since it is expressed in the form of (1) where the energy-preserving quadratic
nonlinearity holds [37].

Fig. 1 Visualization of Burgers’ equation state evolution and flow field with 𝜇 = 0.1 and reduced dimension of
10 with initial condition 𝑥(𝜔, 0) = 0.8 sin(2𝜋𝜔 − 0.125).

1. Setup
We solve Burgers’ equation on the unit domain with periodic boundaries, 𝜔 ∈ [0, 1), for 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇], and for

𝜇 = 0.1. We use a sinusoidal initial condition 𝑥(𝜔, 0) = 𝐴 sin(2𝜋 𝑓 𝜔 + 𝜙) with three varied parameters: the
amplitude 𝐴, frequency 𝑓 , and phase 𝜙. We collect training data at 𝐴 = [0.8, 0.9, 1.0, 1.1, 1.2], 𝑓 = [1, 2, 3], and
𝜙 = [−0.25,−0.125, 0, 0.125, 0.25]. In total, 5× 3× 5 = 75 different parameterized initial conditions define the training
data set.

This system is discretized on a uniform spatial grid with a grid spacing Δ𝜔 = 2−7, leading to an ODE of the form (1).
With this grid size, the state dimension is 𝑛 = 128. The ODE is solved using a semi-implicit Euler scheme with a time
step size of Δ𝑡 = 10−4 and a final time of 𝑇 = 1. Figure 1 shows the behavior of the state for sample parameter values.
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Fig. 2 Relative energy lost from truncated modes for viscous Burgers’ equation training data.

In the model learning phase, data at every 100th timestep are collected from the simulation described above, and
these data are used to construct the data snapshot matrices and train an inferred reduced model. To assess the trained
operators, we conduct two tests where we generate additional data with different initial conditions:

• Test 1 (Interpolation): 50 different initial conditions generated uniformly within the training region:
𝐴 ∈ [0.8, 1.2], 𝑓 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and 𝜙 ∈ [−0.25, 0.25]

• Test 2 (Extrapolation): 50 different initial conditions generated uniformly outside the training region:
𝐴 ∈ [0.5, 0.8) ∪ (1.2, 1.5], 𝑓 ∈ {4, 5, 6}, and 𝜙 ∈ [−0.5,−0.25) ∪ (0.25, 0.5].

To determine the number of POD modes to retain, we compute the relative energy lost by a POD basis of size 𝑟,
defined to be

1 −
∑𝑛
𝑖=𝑟+1 𝜎

2
𝑖∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝜎
2
𝑖

. (17)

In this equation, 𝜎𝑖 represents the singular values of the snapshot data matrix. The energy spectrum for the Burgers’
equation in Figure 2 shows that when 𝑟max = 10 we capture 99.99999% of the energy in the data. We therefore set
𝑟max = 10 in our numerical experiments. For both standard OpInf and EP-OpInf, the reduced operators for dimensions
𝑟 < 𝑟max are retrieved by extracting the appropriate submatrices from 𝑟max-dimensional model operators. As mentioned
in Section IV.A, the energy-preserving structure holds even for extracted operators. Once we train the inferred models,
we use the learned models to reconstruct the training data by simulating them from the same initial condition that
generated the training data. We report the relative state error of the reduced model reconstruction, defined as

average relative state error =
1
𝐽

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

X 𝑗 − X 𝑗V⊤
𝑟

2

𝐹X 𝑗

2
𝐹

, (18)

where 𝐽 is the total number of initial conditions and X contains the trajectory data obtained by integrating the surrogate
model defined by either the intrusive (4) or inferred operators with either standard OpInf (7) or EP-OpInf (10).

Additionally, because a key goal of this work is to learn models whose quadratic terms have the energy-preserving
property, we also report the following measure of the violation of the energy-preserving property:

energy-preserving constraint violation =
∑︁

1≤𝑖, 𝑗 ,𝑘≤𝑟
| ℎ̂𝑖 𝑗𝑘 + ℎ̂ 𝑗𝑖𝑘 + ℎ̂𝑘 𝑗𝑖 | , (19)

which is defined to be the sum of constraint residuals.

2. Results
The left plot in Figure 3 shows the relative state error for the training data computed from the intrusive, standard OpInf,

and EP-OpInf models. Figure 4 plots the energy-preserving constraint violations vs. the size of the reduced model. From
Figure 3, we see the accuracy of all methods in reconstructing the training trajectories is similar. From the constraint
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violations in Figure 4, it is evident that the intrusive and EP-OpInf models satisfy the energy-preserving condition up to
machine precision, indicating that the quadratic operators of the two models possess the energy-preserving property. We
emphasize that EP-OpInf does this non-intrusively, whereas the intrusive method requires access to the original model
code. Additionally, despite the learning process for EP-OpInf being constrained by the energy-preserving quadratic
structure, EP-OpInf achieves a level of model accuracy that is very close to both that of the unconstrained standard
OpInf method and the intrusive method.

The right plot in Figure 3 plots the test errors for the intrusive, standard OpInf, and EP-OpInf models, for both the
test data sets considered. For different initial conditions generated within the training region, the accuracy is comparable
to that of the training data results shown in the plot on the left, with all three methods yielding similar levels of accuracy.
Even if we extrapolate from the training region as in Test 2, the standard OpInf and EP-OpInf errors are on par with
the intrusive method. We emphasize that both the standard and EP-OpInf models non-intrusively achieve accuracy
comparable to that of the intrusive model, and that EP-OpInf does this while enforcing the energy-preserving structure.

Fig. 3 Comparison of intrusive, standard OpInf, and EP-OpInf methods of relative state error for training data
18 (left) and test cases (right).

Fig. 4 Constraint violation of all three methods for Burgers’ equation over reduced dimensions 𝑟 .

B. Kuramoto-Sivashinsky Equation
Originally introduced in the context of flame propagation, the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation has since found

applications in various fields, including fluid dynamics, pattern formation, and combustion theory [38, 39]. The equation
is given by:

𝜕𝑥

𝜕𝑡
(𝜔, 𝑡) + 𝜕2𝑥

𝜕𝜔2 (𝜔, 𝑡) + 𝜇
𝜕4𝑥

𝜕𝜔4 (𝜔, 𝑡) + 𝑥(𝜔, 𝑡)
𝜕𝑥

𝜕𝜔
(𝜔, 𝑡) = 0 . (20)

Here, 𝑥(𝜔, 𝑡) represents the fluid velocity, 𝑡 denotes time, 𝜔 is the spatial coordinate, and 𝜇 is the kinematic viscosity
coefficient. Like the viscous Burgers’ equation, the KSE satisfies the energy-preserving quadratic nonlinearity [37].
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However, the KSE poses challenges for model reduction. This is because the KSE models localized turbulence in which
coherent spatial structures and temporal chaos coexist [40]. The temporal chaos indicates the exponential separations
of nearby state trajectories of the KSE solutions; thereby, even small errors in the initial condition can be amplified,
making the long-time dynamics unpredictable [41]. This unpredictability increases the error when reconstructing the
state trajectories from the reduced models. In contrast, the coherent spatial structures indicate inertial manifolds, i.e.,
invariant manifolds containing global attractors for dissipative dynamical systems [42–44]. The solutions of KSE are
attracted asymptotically to this manifold, and it is important for OpInf to capture this finite-dimensional manifold
accurately.

Several studies in the literature have explored model reduction approaches for the KSE. For instance, one study
employed an intrusive Galerkin projection method with regularization to derive a reduced model and compared the state
trajectories to the direct numerical simulations [45]. Other studies implemented non-intrusive methods such as OpInf and
NARMAX (Nonlinear AutoRegressive Moving Average with eXogenous input) [46] to explore forecasting capabilities
with reduced models [43, 47]. In contrast, our work implements a physical structure-preserving non-intrusive model
learning method.

1. Setup
We solve the KSE on the spatial domain 𝜔 ∈ [0, 𝐿) and the time domain 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇], with periodic boundaries. We

set 𝜇 = 1, and consider the initial condition 𝑥(𝜔, 0) = 𝑎 cos(2𝜋𝜔/𝐿) + 𝑏 cos(4𝜋𝜔/𝐿), where 𝑎 and 𝑏 are parameters.
For our experiment, we chose the spatial domain size of 𝐿 = 22, which, according to [44], is a sufficiently large domain
size for the KSE’s dynamics to transition to an inertial manifold characterized as a chaotic attractor [40]. Considering
the increase in error for the intrusive model beyond 𝑡 > 150, as illustrated in Figure 6, we chose 𝑇 = 300 for the time
domain to adequately capture the progression of dynamics from the transient phase into the chaotic regime.

Furthermore, we discretize this PDE on a uniform spatial grid of 𝑛 = 512 grid points, yielding an ODE in the form
of (1). To integrate the ODE, we implement a semi-implicit scheme where we use the Crank-Nicolson scheme for the
linear term and the Adams-Bashforth scheme for the quadratic term, maintaining a constant time step size of Δ𝑡 = 10−3.
We collect training data at 𝑎 = [0.8, 1.0, 1.2] and 𝑏 = [0.2, 0.4, 0.6] for a total of 9 initial conditions, and retain the
state snapshot at every 100th timestep in the training data set.

Figure 5 plots the energy spectrum (17) of the KSE data set. We note that 𝑟 = 9 is required to retain 99% of the
snapshot energy, while 𝑟 = 24 retains 99.999999%. Therefore, for both standard OpInf and EP-OpInf, the models are
learned using 𝑟max = 24, and we extract submatrices of sizes 𝑟 > 9 and 𝑟 < 𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑥 . We note that the POD basis sizes
required to retain most of the data energy are notably higher than those for the Burgers’ equation. This is expected due
to the chaotic/turbulent nature of the KSE.

After learning the models, we test them on two different test data sets not seen in training:
• Test 1 (Interpolation): 50 uniformly sampled initial conditions within the training parameter region: 𝑎 ∈ [0.8, 1.2]

and 𝑏 ∈ [0.2, 0.6]
• Test 2 (Extrapolation): 50 uniformly sampled initial conditions outside the training parameter region: 𝑎 ∈
[0, 0.8) ∪ (1.2, 2.0] and 𝑏 ∈ [0, 0.2) ∪ (0.6, 0.8].

Fig. 5 Relative energy lost from truncated modes for Kuramoto-Sivashinksy equation training data.
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2. Measures of reduced model performance
The chaotic nature of the KSE dynamics means that small perturbations can lead to large differences in the state

at a later time. Therefore, instead of assessing the reduced model performance using pointwise error metrics, we
instead consider the reduced model predictions of the system statistics. We follow the work [43] which uses the state
autocorrelation function as a statistical measure for assessing the performance of surrogate models. The normalized
autocorrelation function is defined as follows:

𝜌(𝑘) = Cov[𝑥(𝑡), 𝑥(𝑡 + 𝑘)]√︁
Var[𝑥(𝑡)]Var[𝑥(𝑡 + 𝑘)]

, (21)

where 𝑘 is the time lag and the covariance and variance are taken over infinite time [48]. The autocorrelation quickly
decays to zero as the time lag increases, a phenomenon known as correlation splitting which indicates the statistical
independence of the system state at a given time 𝑡 from its past and future trajectories and is a key indicator of chaos
[49–53].

In the case of finite time series data of a stationary process, we use the sample normalized autocorrelation function

�̂�(𝑘) = 𝑐𝑘

𝑐0
where 𝑐𝑘 =

1
𝑇

𝑇−𝑘∑︁
𝑡=1

(𝑥(𝑡) − 𝑥) (𝑥(𝑡 + 𝑘) − 𝑥) . (22)

Here, 𝑥 is the sample mean or time-averaged state values [48]. To quantitatively evaluate our reduced models’
performance, we introduce the normalized autocorrelation error, averaged over 𝐽 initial conditions:

average normalized autocorrelation error =
1
𝐽

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

∥ �̂� 𝑗 (𝑘) − ¯̂𝜌 𝑗 (𝑘)∥2
2

∥ �̂� 𝑗 (𝑘)∥2
2

, (23)

where �̂� 𝑗 (𝑘) and ¯̂𝜌 𝑗 (𝑘) represent the sample normalized autocorrelation of the full and reduced models, respectively.

Fig. 6 Training data flow field plots of the full and reduced models for an initial condition with 𝑎 = 0.8, 𝑏 = 0.2
and a reduced dimension of 𝑟 = 24. The first column shows the state flow fields of the full model and reconstructed
state flow fields for each method. The second column illustrates the errors of flow fields compared to the full
model states.
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Fig. 7 Normalized autocorrelation averaged over all training initial conditions. The states of each normalized
autocorrelation function are reconstructed with reduced dimensions of 𝑟 = 9, 12, 20, 24.

We thus report the autocorrelation (21) and autocorrelation error (23) for both the learned and intrusive models
in our results. Additionally, to qualitatively assess the model predictions, we present flow field plots alongside their
corresponding errors from the full model.

3. Results
In the first column of Figure 6, the flow fields predicted by the full model are presented alongside those reconstructed

by the intrusive, standard OpInf, and EP-OpInf models with a reduced dimension of 𝑟 = 24. The second column
plots the errors between the full and reduced model flow fields. We observe that all four models yield qualitatively
similar predictions. During the transient time period 𝑡 ∈ [0, 100], the errors are small relative to the rest of the domain,
demonstrating that all three methods can accurately predict transient trajectories in the pre-chaotic regime. However,
the errors begin to grow as the system transitions into the chaotic regime beyond this interval. During the interval
𝑡 ∈ [100, 200], the EP-OpInf method exhibits smaller errors than the standard OpInf, and its performance is on par with
the intrusive methods. Figure 7 illustrates the average normalized autocorrelation as a function of time lag, each at
different reduced model dimensions 𝑟 = 9, 12, 20, 24, together with the autocorrelation of the full model. Each column
represents the results for the training, Test 1 (interpolation), and Test 2 (extrapolation) data. For all three results, we
observe that as the model dimension 𝑟 increases, the reduced models converge toward the full model’s autocorrelation
pattern and better capture the correlation splitting. The OpInf method generally aligns with the full model’s trend but
exhibits some discrepancies, particularly at lower dimensions, while the EP-OpInf is closer to the intrusive method. For
Tests 1 and 2, we see that all three methods have smaller discrepancies among one another compared to the training data.
This observation could be attributed to the increased number (50) of trajectories for which the error is averaged in the
test cases in contrast to the 9 trajectories available for training.
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Fig. 8 Energy-preserving constraint violation (19) of the KSE.

The energy-preserving constraint violation plot in Figure 8 validates that EP-OpInf allows the quadratic operator to
satisfy the energy-preserving structure. Furthermore, we observe a decreasing trend in the autocorrelation error plots of
Figure 9, indicating the autocorrelation functions of the reduced models converging to that of the full model. Despite
the three methods showing comparable error results, the error margins for Test 2 are slightly larger than those for Test 1
since the initial conditions are sampled outside the training parameter regimes.

Finally, Figure 10 provides a visual comparison of flow fields and their corresponding errors for our two distinct
tests. In Test 1, where the initial conditions are uniformly drawn from the same parameter space as the training set, the
state reconstructions by EP-OpInf are on par with those by the standard OpInf method. The intrusive method, on the
other hand, demonstrates very small errors. Notably, the errors in this test for standard OpInf and EP-OpInf do not show
a large discrepancy from the training results demonstrated in Figure 6, indicating consistent model performance within
the training parameter space. In contrast, for Test 2, which involves parameters outside the training regime, OpInf
and EP-OpInf exhibit larger errors across an expanded domain, but the errors of the two non-intrusive approaches are
comparable to each other. Overall, EP-OpInf results demonstrate our proposed method’s capability of capturing the
statistical properties and model accuracy comparable to the standard OpInf and intrusive approaches while satisfying
the energy-preserving constraint and being a non-intrusive method.

Fig. 9 Normalized autocorrelation error results of the training and two tests. Training and tests are averaged
over 9 and 50 initial conditions, respectively.

VI. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced Energy-Preserving Operator Inference, a new reduced model learning method for

quadratic dynamical systems whose quadratic term preserves energy. Such systems arise naturally in fluid dynamics and
this structure enables certain types of stability guarantees. Learning models from data which preserve this structure is
therefore desirable when the learned models will be used for design and control. The EP-OpInf method incorporates an
equality constraint (9) into the model learning problem to learn a reduced quadratic operator which has energy-preserving
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Fig. 10 Flow field plots generated using one of the uniformly generated initial condition parameters for each
Test 1 and Test 2. The parameters are (Test 1) 𝑎 = 1.1141, 𝑏 = 0.5135 and (Test 2) 𝑎 = 0.5055, 𝑏 = 0.0308, and
the reduced dimension is 𝑟 = 24. The first column shows the flow fields of the full model and reconstructed state
flow fields for each reduced-order method. The second column illustrates the errors of the flow fields compared
to the full model states.

13



structure.
We conducted numerical experiments on model problems drawn from fluid dynamics, namely the viscous Burgers’

and Kuramoto-Sivashinksy (KSE) equations. In these experiments, EP-OpInf achieved similar accuracy to the standard
OpInf approach as well as to the intrusive reduced model. We emphasize that the EP-OpInf and standard OpInf
approaches do this non-intrusively, which is an advantage in settings where intrusive access to the model code is not
possible. Additionally, while the standard OpInf method fails to learn energy-preserving quadratic operators, our new
EP-OpInf method succeeds at non-intrusively enforcing this structure. Directions for future work include enforcing
other types of structure within the OpInf framework as well as building on the current EP-OpInf method to develop
stability guarantees for learned models with energy-preserving quadratic terms.
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