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Abstract. Stochastic collocation (SC) is a well-known non-intrusive method of constructing surrogate

models for uncertainty quantification. In dynamical systems, SC is especially suited for full-field uncertainty
propagation that characterizes the distributions of the high-dimensional primary solution fields of a model

with stochastic input parameters. However, due to the highly nonlinear nature of the parameter-to-solution

map in even the simplest dynamical systems, the constructed SC surrogates are often inaccurate. This work
presents an alternative approach, where we apply the SC approximation over the dynamics of the model,

rather than the solution. By combining the data-driven sparse identification of nonlinear dynamics (SINDy)

framework with SC, we construct dynamics surrogates and integrate them through time to construct the
surrogate solutions. We demonstrate that the SC-over-dynamics framework leads to smaller errors, both

in terms of the approximated system trajectories as well as the model state distributions, when compared

against full-field SC applied to the solutions directly. We present numerical evidence of this improvement
using three test problems: a chaotic ordinary differential equation, and two partial differential equations

from solid mechanics.

1. Introduction

Uncertainty quantification (UQ) is an essential component of robust model-based predictions [1, 2, 3, 4],
as variations in model inputs (parameters, initial or boundary conditions etc.) can drastically change the
response of a system. This is especially relevant for high-consequence applications, such as engineered systems
in extreme environments and autonomous mobility, where slight deviations can lead to catastrophic failures.
In complex physical systems and related mathematical models, these points of failures can originate from
multiple, sometimes unexpected, sources. Characterizing the behavior of a few pre-determined quantities
of interest (QoIs) is therefore not sufficient in these scenarios. To mitigate this limitation, a previous work
[5] from our group has advocated treating the primary solution fields (e.g. displacements and velocities of
a solid body in a structural mechanics simulation) as the QoIs, and characterizing the uncertainty of these
full-field solutions.

Given a characterization of parameter uncertainty, forward uncertainty propagation involves pushing these
uncertainties forward to uncertainties of QoIs. In scientific computing applications, this is generally achieved
via Monte Carlo sampling. A large ensemble of independent forward simulations, initialized with different
values of uncertain model inputs, is required to offset the slow convergence rate of the Monte Carlo QoI
estimates. Due to the high computational cost of each forward solve for typical engineering applications,
UQ studies typically rely on cheap surrogate models of the input-to-QoIs map.

For full-field uncertainty propagation, the target QoIs can be significantly high-dimensional; this limits the
type of surrogates we can use. Regression based surrogates, such as neural networks [6, 7, 8] and Gaussian
processes [9, 10], can be difficult and computationally expensive to train. Furthermore neural networks are
well-known to be data hungry, while Gaussian processes have issues with large inputs. Projection-based
surrogates, such as polynomial chaos expansions [11], involve computing inner product integrals over the
stochastic input parameter space. Interpolation based surrogates, such as stochastic collocation [12], are
non-intrusive and relatively inexpensive, especially for high-dimensional uncertain inputs.

In this work, we focus on stochastic collocation (SC) surrogates; their construction requires only the ability
to compute QoIs at given system inputs. SC evaluates the full model at suitably placed collocation points in
the parameter space, then computes the surrogates using interpolation from these exact values. This black-
box treatment of the computational model, coupled with the relatively low cost of interpolation even with
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high-dimensional QoIs, makes SC highly attractive for full-field UQ. Several review articles [13, 14, 15, 16, 12]
provide comprehensive descriptions of the method, including the interpolation and regression formulations
of SC, and construction of sparse collocation grids [17, 18, 19] for high-dimensional parameter spaces.

Despite the significant advantages of stochastic collocation surrogates in terms of computational cost
and ease of implementation, their fidelity to the full model can be low in high-dimensional input spaces.
When the response of a system is highly non-linear in terms of the model inputs, the method requires a
relatively dense collocation grid to accurately approximate the QoIs, which increases the number of full
model evaluations and total cost. This is especially relevant when approximating the full solution state of
a system of differential equations with uncertain parameters. In many cases the parameter-to-state map
can be highly complex even when the driving term has a simple form. A remedy, proposed previously
by us in Ref. [5], is based on the hypothesis that the dynamics of a system of differential equations has
a simpler dependence on the uncertain parameters, compared to the dependence of solution state on the
same uncertain parameters. Accordingly, directly approximating the dynamics, rather than the solution
state, within the stochastic collocation framework will drastically improve the accuracy of the surrogates.
However, in Ref. [5] stochastic collocation was employed to express the approximation of dynamics purely
as a function of uncertain parameters, which limited the accuracy improvements. Specifically, for certain
problem classes where the SC interpolation and numerical integration operators commute, this offered no
accuracy benefits over standard SC applied to solution state.

The main contribution of the present article is the development of an approach that pushes the dynamics
approximation paradigm considerably beyond that of Ref. [5]. The central limitation of Ref. [5] was not
capturing the implicit dependence of the dynamics on the solution state. We address it here by expressing
the approximate dynamics explicitly as function of both solution state and uncertain parameters. With SC
as our choice for efficient approximation along the stochastic dimensions, we adopt the sparse identification
of nonlinear dynamics (SINDy) framework [20] to capture the dynamics dependence on solution state. With
judicious choice of SINDy basis, we construct an approximation of the dynamics as a separable function of
the solution state and uncertain parameters, relying on the expressivity of the SINDy framework for accu-
racy and the efficiency of SC for feasibility. The overall formulation is applicable to a broad class ordinary
differential equations (ODE) systems, e.g. predator-prey models, chemical reacting systems, control prob-
lems, epidemiology; but our primary application is the discretized dynamics of deformable solids governed
by large-scale partial differential equations (PDEs).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Sec. 2, we formalize the notation for forward uncertainty
quantification in the context of dynamical systems and briefly review the stochastic collocation methodology.
We also summarize the SINDy framework for dynamics discovery [20], a tool that we use in Sec.3 to develop
our proposed method. Sec. 4 contains results from three demonstration problems: (a) the chaotic Lorenz
ODE system, (b) a one-dimensional solid bar impact problem, and (c) a quasi three-dimensional multi-
material notch impact problem; the first problem pertains to an ODE system while the second and third
problems treat discretized PDE systems from solid mechanics. In each case, we compare the accuracy our
dynamics surrogates to that of the standard stochastic collocation surrogates over the state space. Finally,
Sec. 5 summarizes our findings and lists several avenues for future work.

2. Background

Our formulation of forward uncertainty propagation is motivated by an approach that solves probability
density function (PDF) equations associated with the differential equation system under uncertainty. We
first present a brief overview of the PDF evolution equation and outline a sampling based approach that
makes its solution computationally tractable. We then review how using SC surrogates accelerates this
sampling task. Next, we adapt this approach for PDEs discretized with finite elements, specifically dynamic
solid mechanics problems. We conclude this section with a brief review of SINDy, which allows us to learn
the unknown driving terms of a dynamical systems in a data-driven fashion. To reiterate, our proposal is
to perform accurate UQ by approximating the dependence of the dynamics, rather than the system state,
with respect to the model parameters within a combined SC and SINDy framework, which we present in the
Sec. 3.
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2.1. Forward Uncertainty Propagation. A large class of science and engineering applications involve
evolving a system, from some initial state, ϕ0, according to prescribed dynamics:

ϕ̇ = r(ϕ,λ) + rext(t,λ,ϕ), ϕ(t = 0,λ) = ϕ0. (1)

Here λ are parameters characterizing the model dynamics, ϕ(t,λ) ∈ RS is the state of the system at time t,

ϕ̇ ≡ ∂tϕ is the time derivative of the state, r(ϕ,λ) ∈ RS is the time-independent internal model dynamics,
and rext(t,ϕ,λ) ∈ RS encapsulates any time-dependent external forcing. Computation of the external force
is generally much simpler and cheaper than evaluating the internal forces. In this work, we ignore the
external forcing term for the purpose of method development (rext ≡ 0). Also note that the state vector
ϕ is often obtained by discretizing a PDE (see Sec. 2.4), so that it encapsulates variations over the spatial
dimensions.

Very few model parameters are exactly known; they are either measured with physical instruments with
limited precision or obtained from inference studies that assign uncertainties to the predicted values. Mathe-
matically, we model this by treating λ as a random variable with a distribution determined by experimental
data. We assume that the parameters do not evolve in time (i.e. λ̇ = 0), and that they vary in a piecewise
constant manner through the solid domain (e.g. when a solid object is made out of multiple materials). Then
the parameters are completely characterized by a finite dimensional vector (λ ∈ RP ), and the stochasticity
is fully captured by a joint PDF pλ(λ). Note that we are using the same symbols for a random variable as
well as its instantiation; we will use this convention throughout the rest of this article.

Stochasticity in the model parameters, λ, implies that the model state ϕ is also a random variable, with
an associated time-varying PDF pϕ(ϕ; t). The same holds true for any QoIs q = q(ϕ) derived from the
model state ϕ. Forward uncertainty propagation studies characterize the uncertainties in the QoIs given the
form of the parameter PDF pλ and the model dynamics r. For full-field UQ, rather than tracking a few pre-
determined QoIs over time, we directly learn the state PDF pϕ; from this distribution, we can then obtain
the distributions of any derived QoI. This eliminates the need to repeat computations when investigating
the behavior of a new QoI.

2.2. The PDF Evolution Equation. Pope [21] derives the exact evolution equation for the joint state-
parameter PDF associated with Eq. (1) as:

∂tpϕλ(ϕ,λ; t) = −∇ϕ · {pϕλ(ϕ,λ; t)r(ϕ,λ)}. (2)

The initial state-parameter distribution at time t = 0 is given by: pϕλ(ϕ,λ; 0) = δ(ϕ − ϕ0)pλ(λ), where δ
represents the Dirac-δ distribution describing a point mass density. The state distribution is then obtained
by marginalizing the joint distribution over the model parameters:

pϕ(ϕ; t) =

∫
pϕλ(ϕ,λ; t)dλ. (3)

In obtaining the state distribution numerically, we encounter two challenges: first, the PDE in Eq. (2) is very
high dimensional, and traditional discretization methods run into the “curse of dimensionality”, requiring
exponentially more computational resources as the dimensionality increases. Second, the integral in Eq. (3)
is also high-dimensional for systems with a large number of parameters, so that numerical estimates may be
expensive and inaccurate.

A statistically equivalent approach [21] is to draw samples {λsmp
i : 1 ≤ i ≤ I} ∼ pλ from the parameter

distribution, solve Eq. (1) to generate corresponding system trajectories ϕsmp
i (t) ≡ ϕ(t,λsmp

i ), and use these
sample trajectories to approximate the state distribution (e.g. using kernel density estimation). This way,
the cost of solving the high-dimensional PDF evolution equation is avoided, and replaced with sampling and
forward simulations of the original ODE system.

These Monte-Carlo type sampling-based approaches have become the de facto standard for forward UQ
of computational models. They exhibit the familiar O(1/

√
I) convergence rate for estimating quantities

of interest. Given this slow rate, and the typical high computational cost of running forward real-scale
simulations, most practitioners rely on computationally cheaper surrogate models to accelerate UQ studies.
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2.3. Stochastic Collocation. Stochastic collocation (SC) [14] is one of the simplest surrogate modeling
strategies for approximating a quantity of interest1 q(λ) with stochastic parameters λ. Relying on a few
exact evaluations {q(λnds

j ) : 1 ≤ j ≤ J} of the QoI at collocation nodes λnds
j , it constructs approximations

at the sample parameters λsmp
i through interpolation:

q(λsmp
i ) ≈

J∑
j=1

γij q(λ
nds
j ), 1 ≤ i ≤ I. (4)

In systems with one uncertain parameter λ ∈ R, the collocation points are traditionally chosen using
standard quadrature rules (e.g. the Gauss-Legendre grid) to enable computations of moments of the QoI
distributions. In our experiments, we use the nested Clenshaw-Curtis grids [22]. To simplify the exposition
and without loss of generality, assume that the range of the bounded parameter λ is restricted to the interval
[−1, 1]. In this standard interval, the level-ℓ Clenshaw-Curtis grid is defined as:

CCGrid(ℓ) =

{
λndsj = cos

(j − 1)π

2ℓ

∣∣∣∣ 1 ≤ j ≤ 2ℓ + 1

}
, ℓ ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}. (5)

Using these nodes, we approximate a QoI as:

q(λ) ≈
2ℓ+1∑
j=1

γj(λ)q(λ
nds
j ), γj(λ

nds
j′ ) =

{
1 if j = j′,

0 if j ̸= j′,
(6)

and for a given sample parameter value λsmp
i , the interpolation coefficients are computed as γij = γj(λ

smp
i ).

A popular choice for the basis functions γj are the Lagrange polynomials:

γj(λ) =

2ℓ+1∏
j′=1
j′ ̸=j

λ− λndsj′

λndsj − λndsj′
; (7)

they allow exact representation of any polynomials in the parameter λ with maximum degree 2ℓ. Since the
grids are nested, with CCGrid(ℓ) ⊆ CCGrid(ℓ + 1) for all ℓ ≥ 0, we can easily construct adaptively refined
interpolation schemes; this is a major advantage over traditional Gaussian quadratures.

In higher dimensions, with λ ∈ [−1, 1]P , a natural choice of collocation points is constructed by taking
tensor products of the one-dimensional grids:

CCGrid(P, ℓ) = CCGrid(ℓ1)⊗ · · · ⊗ CCGrid(ℓP )

= {λnds
j1,··· ,jP = (λndsj1 , . . . , λndsjP ) : 1 ≤ jp ≤ 2ℓp + 1, 1 ≤ p ≤ P}; (8)

the corresponding basis functions γj1,...,jP are obtained by multiplying the one-dimensional functions:

γj1,...,jP (λ) = γj1(λ1) · · · γjP (λP ), λ = (λ1, . . . , λP ). (9)

In the tensor grid, the number of collocation points grows exponentially with increasing number of sto-
chastic parameters, and exactly evaluating the QoI at all the nodes become prohibitively costly. Sparse grids
[17] can significantly reduce the number of nodes by strategically eliminating nodes associated with high-
order polynomials, as demonstrated in Fig. 1; hence, sparse grids are regularly employed for approximating
high-dimensional functions across a wide range of applications [18, 19].

As noted in an earlier work [5], SC with sparse grids is particularly effective for constructing surrogate
trajectories in dynamical systems. To see this, denote the exactly simulated trajectories corresponding to
collocation nodes as ϕnds

j (t) = ϕ(t,λnds
j ); then Eq. (4) specializes to:

ϕsmp
i (t) ≈ ϕ̂s-sc

i (t) =

J∑
j=1

γij ϕ
nds
j (t), 1 ≤ i ≤ I. (10)

Here the ‘hat’ in ϕ̂s-sc
i (t) indicates that this quantity is an approximation, and the superscript ‘s-sc’ indicates

that we used stochastic collocation over the state space (State SC) to construct it. Note that the coefficients

1Note the slight abuse notations here; the QoI q depends on state ϕ, which in turn depends on parameters λ. Written in
this form, we are suppressing the intermediate state variable.
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(a) 1st Order (b) 2nd Order (c) 3rd Order (d) 4th Order

Figure 1. Location of collocation nodes, marked by solid circles, using Clenshaw-Curtis
sparse grids of various orders in the two-dimensional domain [−1, 1]2. By systematically
eliminating tensor grid nodes (corresponding to the ‘unmarked’ crossings), sparse grids
reduce the number of exact QoI evaluations. From left to right, there are 5, 13, 29, and 65
nodes in the sparse grids, and 9, 25, 81, and 289 nodes in the corresponding full grids.

γij do not change with time; they can be be pre-computed after the sample and collocation parameters
have been chosen, and reused throughout the rest of the simulation. This feature allows us to construct an
“online” approximation scheme, where we only access the exactly simulated system states from the current
time step. This can drastically reduce the memory footprint of the forward propagation method. For this
reason, State SC is an attractive framework for full-field UQ of dynamical systems.

2.4. Finite Element Discretization of PDEs. Many ODE systems in engineering applications are con-
structed by discretizing PDEs using traditional finite difference, volume, or element schemes. To provide a
basis for our methodological developments, we briefly review the finite element method (FEM) in the context
of continuum solid mechanics.

The primary governing equation of solid mechanics is the linear momentum balance:

ρ0ü = ∇X ·P. (11)

Here X is the reference location of a point in the solid body Ω ⊆ RD, x = x(t,X) is the location of the
reference point at time t, u(t,X) = x −X is the displacement, P is the first Piola-Kirchhoff stress, ρ0 is
the density of the material, and D is the dimensionality of the enclosing space. In formulating the FEM
discretization, we consider the weak form of the governing equations, obtained by integrating the residual of
Eq. (11) against a test function ω(X):∫

Ω

ω · (∇X ·P− ρ0ü) dX = 0. (12)

We select the test function from an appropriate Sobolev space with basis functions ωn(X), indexed by the
label n ∈ {1, . . . , N} of the corresponding finite element node Xn. Integrating the residual along the span
of any of these basis functions by parts, we obtain the Galerkin projection:∫

Ω

(−∇ωn ·P− ρ0ωnü) dX +

∫
∂Ω

ωnP · dS = 0. (13)

Using the same basis to express the displacement, u(t,X) =
∑

n′ un′(t)ωn′(X), we obtain:

∑
j

(∫
Ω

ρ0ωnωn′dX

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Mnn′

ün′ = −
∫
Ω

∇ωn ·PdX +

∫
∂Ω

ωnP · dS︸ ︷︷ ︸
fn

. (14)
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and thereby a matrix system of coupled ODEs:

ϕ̈ = r, ϕ =


...
un

...

 , r = M−1f , f =


...
fn
...

 , M =


. . .

... . .
.

· · · Mnn′ID · · ·
. .
. ...

. . .

 , (15)

where ID is the D × D identity matrix. The dimensionality S = DN of the discretized system state can
easily number in thousands to hundreds of thousands for even a moderately sized problem. Evaluating the
dynamics r becomes increasingly costly with complex constitutive models for the stress P, higher-order FEM
basis functions, and/or finer FEM mesh sizes.

2.5. Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Systems. The costly evaluation of the dynamics r is the main
bottleneck in constructing an accurate SC surrogate. We alleviate this computational burden by treating
the exact dynamics as “unknown” and learning a cheaper surrogate dynamics from system trajectories in a
data-driven manner. The sparse identification of nonlinear systems (SINDy) framework, introduced in Ref.
[20], is a systematic way of learning unknown dynamics of ODE systems from trajectory data. It has also
been extended to learn and analyze implicit ODEs [23], PDEs [24] and ODEs with stochastic parameters
[25], across various fields such as nonlinear control [26], biological networks [27], and fluid mechanics [28].

Let us briefly summarize the key components of the original SINDy: we express the unknown dynamics
as a sparse linear combination of B basis functions2:

rs(ϕ) ≈
B∑

b=1

Asbψb(ϕ), 1 ≤ s ≤ S, (16)

where Asb is the coefficient describing the contribution of the basis ψb to the s-th component of the dynamics.
We rewrite the dynamics approximation matrix form as:

r(ϕ) ≈ Aψ(ϕ), A =


. . .

... . .
.

· · · Asb · · ·
. .
. ...

. . .

 ∈ RS×B , ψ(ϕ) =


...

ψb(ϕ)
...

 ∈ RB . (17)

The ψb’s are often chosen to be mononomials with maximum degree M ≥ 1 in the state vector ϕ; for
example, with M = 2, we have

ψ(ϕ) =
[
1 ϕ1 · · · ϕS ϕ21 · · · ϕ2S ϕ1ϕ2 · · · ϕS−1ϕS

]⊤
. (18)

For general M ≥ 0, we obtain a total B =
(
S+M

S

)
monomials of degree up to M . This number grows rapidly

with increasing maximum degree for a fixed system size. To avoid too many candidates contributing to the
dynamics at once, SINDy constrains the unknown coefficients A to be a sparse matrix.

The coefficients are learned in a data-driven manner: we collect the states and corresponding dynamics
evaluations at discrete times tk along a system trajectory:

{(ϕk, rk) : ϕk = ϕ(tk), rk = r(ϕk), 0 ≤ k ≤ K}, (19)

and use Eq. (17) to set up the linear system:[
r0 · · · rK

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
R∈RS×K

≈ A
[
ψ(ϕ0) · · · ψ(ϕK)

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ψ∈RB×K

. (20)

We then use sparse regression to recover the coefficients; in particular, we employ the sequential thresholded
least squares algorithm outlined in Ref. [20]: starting with the ordinary least squares solution of Eq. (20), we
disregard any basis ψb with coefficients Asb below a specified threshold τ > 0, and repeat the process with
just the active set of basis functions. We repeat this iteration until no new basis functions are eliminated,
or a specified maximum number of elimination rounds is reached. While setting up the linear system, a
fixed percentage of the trajectory data is put aside for a validation study over the sparsity threshold. As we
increase the tolerance τ , the sparsity of the coefficients A increases along with the residual error ∥R−AΨ∥;
along the Pareto front of this two-objective optimization (increasing sparsity vs. reducing error), we pick the

2We are suppressing the dependence of the dynamics on model parameters in this section to simplify notation.
6



tolerance that optimally balances the two. This data-driven coefficients discovery yields a surrogate model
for the dynamics: r̂(ϕ) = Aψ(ϕ). We integrate this dynamics to obtain approximate system trajectories.

For forward uncertainty propagation in differential equations, the dynamics also depends on the model
parameters λ. In the next section, we adapt the SINDy framework to construct surrogate dynamics for each
sampled parameter vector by combining it with stochastic collocation.

3. Stochastic Collocation over Dynamics

Recall that, we aim to construct the state distribution pϕ(ϕ; t) from system trajectories ϕsmp
i (t) at Monte

Carlo parameter samples λsmp
i . To reduce the computational cost, we simulate exact system trajectories

ϕnds
j (t) at collocation nodes λnds

j , and use Eq. (10) to construct the surrogate trajectories ϕ̂s-sc
i (t). The

accuracy of these State SC surrogates strongly depends on the complexity of the parameters-to-state map
relative to the level of the Clenshaw-Curtis interpolation grid used to construct the collocation nodes. With
increasing non-linearity of the λ 7→ ϕ(t,λ) dependence, we need to use interpolation grids of increasingly
higher levels, which correspondingly increases the number of exact simulations at the parameter collocation
points.

Echoing Ref. [5], we maintain that directly approximating the dynamics with stochastic collocation (Dy-
namics SC) will reduce the number of exact simulations necessary for an accurate surrogate. The parameter-
to-dynamics map λ 7→ r(ϕ,λ) is typically less non-linear compared to the parameter-to-state map in ODE

systems. As an illustrative example, consider the one-dimensional, one-parameter ODE ϕ̇ = λϕ. The dy-
namics r = λϕ depends linearly on the parameter, while the trajectory with initial condition ϕ(t = 0, λ) = 1
is given by:

ϕ(t, λ) = exp(λt) = 1 +
λt

1!
+
λ2t2

2!
+ · · · , (21)

and it is highly non-linear in the parameter λ. Approximating this trajectory as a polynomial will always
introduce some error; however we can exactly capture the dynamics with two collocation points in the
parameter space. In this section, we leverage this observation, and combine SINDy with SC to construct
surrogates that approximate the dynamics over both the state and parameters in a tractable manner.

3.1. Dynamics Factorization. Let us denote the dynamics corresponding to the collocation nodes and
sample points in the parameter space, where we run exact simulations and construct approximations respec-
tively, as rndsj (ϕ) ≡ r(ϕ,λnds

j ) and rsmp
i (ϕ) ≡ r(ϕ,λsmp

i ). Stochastic collocation relates the two with an
approximation of the form:

rsmp
i (ϕ) ≈ r̂d-sci (ϕ) =

J∑
j=1

γij r
nds
j (ϕ), 1 ≤ i ≤ I. (22)

The ‘hat’ in r̂d-sci (ϕ) again indicates an approximation, and the superscript ‘d-sc’ indicates that stochastic
collocation is carried out over the dynamics. We then integrate this surrogate dynamics to construct approx-
imate trajectories ϕ̂d-sc

i (t). We may use an explicit, quasi-static, or implicit time stepping scheme depending
on the problem under consideration; but for the sake of simplicity, let us frame our method development in
the forward Euler scheme:

ϕ̂d-sc
i (tk+1) = ϕ̂

d-sc
i (tk) + ∆t r̂d-sci (ϕ̂d-sc

i (tk)) (23)

Note that, to use Eq. (22) directly in the RHS of this time evolution, we need to be able to evaluate the

exact dynamics rndsj corresponding to the collocation nodes along the approximate trajectories ϕ̂d-sc
i (t) which

correspond to the parameter samples. These values are generally not computed during the exact simulations,
which prevents us from using the dynamics approximation as is.

Driven by the need to evaluate surrogate dynamics at arbitrary state vector ϕ required for incorporation
with ODE integrators, we propose a functional factorization of the dynamics that separates the state variables
from stochastic parameters:

r(ϕ,λ) ≈ A(λ)ψ(ϕ). (24)

This form of the dynamics factorization is motivated by the SINDy framework; the novelty is that the sparse
coefficients A now depend on the value of the parameter. The basis functions ψ, on the other hand, do not

7



Algorithm 1 Offline Dynamics SC

Require: Sample points λsmp
i , collocation nodes λnds

j , interpolation coefficients γij , basis functions ψ

1: for j = 1, . . . , J do ▷ Loop over collocation nodes
2: Collect state and dynamics evaluations ϕnds

j (tk) and r
nds
j (ϕnds

j (tk)) from exact simulation

3: Form the linear system in Eq. (20) and learn the coefficients Ands
j using SINDy

4: end for
5: for i = 1, . . . , I do ▷ Loop over sample points
6: Approximate the coefficients Âd-sc

i using the SC interpolation in Eq. (26)

7: Integrate r̂d-sci (ϕ) = Âd-sc
i ψ(ϕ) to obtain approximate trajectories ϕ̂d-sc

i (tk)
8: end for

depend on the parameters; this point is crucial in rewriting Eq. (22) as:

r̂d-sci (ϕ) =

J∑
j=1

γij A
nds
j ψ(ϕ), 1 ≤ i ≤ I. (25)

Here Ands
j are the learned approximations of the coefficients A(λnds

j ) satisfying rndsj (ϕ) ≈ Ands
j ψ(ϕ). Note

that we can rewrite this approximate dynamics as r̂d-sci (ϕ) = Âd-sc
i ψ(ϕ) where

Âd-sc
i =

J∑
j=1

γij A
nds
j , 1 ≤ i ≤ I. (26)

This suggests the following workflow:

(1) Select a fixed set of basis functions ψ for the system under consideration.
(2) Along each of the exactly simulated trajectories ϕnds

j (t) associated with the collocation nodes λnds
j ,

collect the model states and the dynamics evaluations to set up the linear system Eq. (20). Then
use sequentially thresholded least squares to learn the dynamics coefficients Ands

j individually at the
collocation nodes.

(3) Use Eq. (26) to compute the approximate dynamics coefficients Âd-sc
i associated with the sample

points λsmp
i , and construct the dynamics surrogates r̂d-sci (ϕ).

(4) For each parameter sample, use surrogate dynamics with an appropriate ODE integrator to compute

the approximate trajectories ϕ̂d-sc
i (t).

These approximate trajectories are significantly more accurate than the corresponding State SC trajectories
ϕ̂d-sc

i (t) as defined in Eq. (10); we demonstrate this with various numerical experiments in Sec. 4.

3.2. Time Adaptive Semi-Online Dynamics Learning. Learning dynamics surrogates using SINDy
requires trajectory data from previous time steps. Thus, the Dynamics SC surrogates cannot be constructed
in a purely online fashion (at each time step without accessing prior history), unlike the State SC approach.
If storing the time stepping history is not a concern, the offline setup outlined in Alg. 1 can be used.

Alternatively, we note that while the response of a dynamical system can change drastically with variation
in the initial conditions or system parameters, once these are fixed, the form of dynamics itself does not
typically change over the course of the simulation. In this setup, once we learn the dynamics from a trajectory
segment of sufficient length, we can continue to use it for the remainder of the simulation, without needing
to access the trajectory history. This leads to a semi-online version of Dynamics SC, where:

• We simulate exact trajectories at the collocation nodes for a sufficient number of time steps. This
number will be bounded above by how many instances of the full system state we can afford to save,
across all the collocation nodes, within some allocated memory budget.

• Then we compute the divergence between the exactly simulated trajectories at the collocation nodes,
and the corresponding approximate trajectories predicted by the learned dynamics.

• If the divergence is beyond some user-prescribed tolerances, we continue collecting data from the
exact simulations and repeat the SINDy learning and validation. We stop this cycle when the learned
dynamics have converged to the true dynamics, or we have exhausted the memory budget.
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Algorithm 2 Semi-Online Dynamics SC (with Forward Euler Integrator)

Require: SC parameters λsmp
i , λnds

j , γij ; SINDy basis ψ; tolerances τabs, τrel

1: Initialize time step index k = 0, coefficients Ands
j = 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ J and Âd-sc

i = 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ I
2: while k ≤ kmax do
3: for j = 1, . . . , J do ▷ Exact simulation over collocation nodes
4: Advance using exact dynamics: ϕnds

j (tk+1) = ϕ
nds
j (tk) + ∆t rndsj (ϕnds

j (tk))

5: Advance using learned dynamics: ϕ̂nds
j (tk+1) = ϕ

nds
j (tk) + ∆t Ands

j ψ(ϕnds
j (tk))

6: if ∥ϕ̂nds
j (tk+1)− ϕnds

j (tk+1)∥ ≥ max{τabs, τrel∥ϕnds
j (tk+1)∥} then

7: Flag learned dynamics as outdated
8: end if
9: end for

10: if Learned dynamics is not outdated then ▷ Approximation over sample points
11: for i = 1, . . . , I do
12: Advance surrogate trajectories: ϕ̂d-sc

i (tk+1) = ϕ̂
d-sc
i (tk) + ∆t Âd-sc

i ψ(ϕ̂d-sc
i (tk))

13: end for
14: k ← k + 1
15: go to line 2
16: end if
17: for j = 1, . . . , J do ▷ Re-learn dynamics at collocation nodes
18: for k′ = 1, . . . ,K ′ do ▷ Collect trajectory segment of sufficient length K ′

19: Advance using exact dynamics: ϕnds
j (tk+k′+1) = ϕ

nds
j (tk+k′) + ∆t rndsj (ϕnds

j (tk+k′))
20: end for
21: Form the linear system in Eq. (20) and learn the coefficients Ands

j using SINDy
22: end for
23: for i = 1, . . . , I do ▷ Re-interpolate dynamics at sample points
24: Approximate the coefficients Âd-sc

i using the SC interpolation in Eq. (26)
25: for k′ = 1, . . . ,K ′ do ▷ Sync up with exact simulation time index
26: Advance surrogate trajectories: ϕ̂d-sc

i (tk+k′+1) = ϕ̂
d-sc
i (tk+k′) + ∆t Âd-sc

i ψ(ϕ̂d-sc
i (tk+k′))

27: end for
28: end for
29: k ← k +K ′ + 1
30: end while

• Once learning is complete, we compute the approximate dynamics at the sample parameters using
SC, and continue generating approximate trajectories.

• We consistently check the divergence criteria over the course of the simulation, and re-learn the
dynamics as needed.

We present the salient details of this scheme in Alg. 2. Note that we use the forward Euler integrator in this
pseudocode only to concretize and simplify the exposition; the method is amenable to other time stepping
schemes (the results in Sec. 4 employ the fourth order Runge-Kutta algorithm for the Lorenz system, and
the Störmer-Verlet algorithm for solid mechanics PDE systems).

In this semi-online version, only lines 17 through 22 of Alg. 2 collect and access histories of the exactly
simulated trajectories; the rest of the steps rely at most on the immediately preceding time step. Additionally,
as the method gradually learns the complex dynamics in greater detail, we expect the divergence between
estimated and simulated trajectories to occur less frequently. By limiting the number of time steps used
to construct the SINDy linear system in Eq. (20), we also reduce the computational cost of solving for the
sparse coefficients.

3.3. Localizing Dynamics Surrogates for PDE Systems. The Dynamics SC framework, with SINDy-
based dynamics factorization, works very well for low-dimensional ODE systems. However, with increasing
system dimensionality S and fixed maximum degree M of the monomial candidate functions, the total
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number of candidate functions grows very rapidly: B =
(
S+M

S

)
∼ SM , and solving the resulting linear

systems like Eq. (20) becomes prohibitively costly. This is especially true for ODE systems obtained by
discretizing PDE systems on a computational mesh.

In practice, a majority of large-scale FEM implementations use linear basis functions with local support
[29]. Continuing with notation from the solid mechanics setup presented in Sec. 2.4, this choice implies
that displacements un′ from only the immediate neighbors of node n affect the computation of the forcing
fn. In addition, the commonly employed lumped mass approximation renders the mass matrix M diagonal;
consequently the dynamics evaluations follow a similar pattern. Since the number of neighbors of node
n, denoted Nngh

n , is usually much smaller than the number of nodes in the FEM mesh (Nngh
n ≪ N), this

drastically reduces the number of the active variables in the SINDy approximation of the local dynamics rn
from S = DN to Sn = DNngh

n , with Sn ≪ S.
Ideally, a properly trained SINDy model should automatically detect this sparsity structure from trajectory

data; however:

• We can easily determine the sparsity structure from the FEM mesh before any PDE simulations
are initiated, and enforcing it directly on the SINDy model eliminates a potentially major source of
numerical errors up-front.

• Reducing the number of active variables keeps the size of the linear systems in Eq. (20) small, and
we can solve these smaller system more efficiently. In addition, the linear systems at each node, once
constructed, are independent and can be solved in an embarrassingly parallel fashion.

Additionally, this approach focuses on discovering local behavior of the dynamics of the discretized PDE
system independently at each node. This is especially advantageous when the global dynamics is complex,
e.g. in solid objects composed of multiple materials with different elastic parameters (see the notch example
in Sec. 4.4). By targeting a local approximation, we can use simple SINDy basis functions inferred from our
knowledge of the constitutive equations.

We conclude our methodological developments by remarking that this local dynamics discovery strategy
is not particular to the finite element method; we can apply it just as easily to finite difference or finite
volume discretizations with local influence as well. The corresponding improvement in efficiency makes the
Dynamics SC framework particularly feasible for PDE systems.

4. Numerical Results

We consider three model problems to test our methodology: the first is a system of ODEs that exhibit
chaotic behavior, and the next two demonstrations are PDE systems from solid mechanics. In each case, we
treat system parameters as uncertain, while assuming that the initial conditions are known precisely.

4.1. Error Metrics. To recap our approach, we use the standard Monte Carlo ensemble to propagate
uncertainty: we draw samples λsmp

i from the parameter distribution pλ and run forward simulations to
compute the sample trajectories ϕsmp

i (t). Using these samples, we construct the empirical distribution

Dsmp(t) = {(ϕsmp
i (t), 1/I) : 1 ≤ i ≤ I} (27)

for the target state distribution pϕ(ϕ, t); here 1/I is the equal weight assigned to each of the samples in
the Monte Carlo ensemble. We employ kernel density estimation (KDE) to visualize this distribution when
required. To reduce the cost of forward simulations of this brute-force approach, we employ State SC
approximation and couple it with sparse grids to construct surrogate trajectories ϕ̂s-sc

i (t). We denote the
corresponding state distribution as

Ds-sc(t) =
{
(ϕ̂s-sc

i (t), 1/I) : 1 ≤ i ≤ I
}
. (28)

This is the baseline against which we compare our proposed Dynamics SC approach, where we have the
approximated trajectories ϕ̂d-sc

i (t) and the corresponding state distribution

Dd-sc(t) =
{
(ϕ̂d-sc

i (t), 1/I) : 1 ≤ i ≤ I
}
. (29)

We use two metrics to compare the State and Dynamics SC approximations against the reference con-
structed using exact simulations. First, we directly compare the system trajectories using average and
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maximum errors over the samples:

errormethod
avg (t) =

1
I

∑I
i=1 ∥ϕ

smp
i (t)− ϕ̂method

i (t)∥
ϕmax

, and (30)

errormethod
max (t) =

max1≤i≤I ∥ϕsmp
i (t)− ϕ̂method

i (t)∥
ϕmax

, (31)

for method ∈ {s-sc,d-sc}. The scaling factor ϕmax is the maximum magnitude of the state variable over all
exactly simulated sample trajectories and all time:

ϕmax = max
i,t
∥ϕsmp

i (t)∥; (32)

we use it to uniformly scale errors in the various state variables (e.g. displacement and velocity) of wildly
different magnitudes, and construct a relative error estimate.

While these sample-to-sample metrics are standard indicators of surrogate performance, we are more
interested in directly comparing the reference distribution Dsmp(t), constructed from exact simulations at
the Monte Carlo samples, against the distributions Dmethod(t) constructed with the SC surrogates. For this,
we use the 1-Wasserstein metric, which evaluates distance between two distributions defined over a metric
space by solving an optimal transport problem [30]. In particular, for two normalized empirical distributions
D = {(ϕi, wi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ I} and D′ = {(ϕ′

j , w
′
j) : 1 ≤ j ≤ J}, where wi and w

′
j represent the weights of the

corresponding samples ϕi and ϕ
′
j , the Wasserstein distance is obtained by solving the linear program:

∥D − D′∥ := min

{ I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

fijd(ϕi,ϕ
′
j)

∣∣∣∣ fij ≥ 0,

J∑
j=1

fij ≤ wi,

I∑
i=1

fij ≤ w′
j ,

I∑
i=1

J∑
j=1

fij = 1

}
, (33)

where d(·, ·) is the distance metric of the underlying space [31]. We use the open-source wasserstein3

Python package to facilitate this computation.

4.2. Lorenz System. The Lorenz system is a well-known three-dimensional nonlinear dynamical system
with three parameters [32]:

ẋ = σ(y − x), ẏ = x(ρ− z)− y, ż = xy − βz. (34)

The parameter values of ρ = 28, σ = 10, and ρ = 8
3 correspond to the characteristic “butterfly wings”-shaped

chaotic Lorenz attractor. We treat each of these parameters as uncertain, and assume that they have been
determined with up to 5% error w.r.t. the nominal values:

ρ ∼ Uniform

[
28± 7

5

]
, σ ∼ Uniform

[
10± 1

2

]
, β ∼ Uniform

[
8

3
± 2

15

]
. (35)

To construct a reference distribution over the state ϕ = (x, y, z), we sample 512 parameter triples from
this distribution over λ = (ρ, σ, β). Then, we simulate the corresponding system trajectories, starting from
ϕ0 = (1, 1, 1), using the fourth order Runge-Kutta integrator with time step size ∆t = 10−6 for 108 steps
(total simulation time of tfinal = 100). At any point during the time evolution, these trajectories serve as the
reference empirical distribution of the state. In Fig. 2, we use kernel density estimation (KDE) to construct
continuous representations of one- and two-dimensional projections of this empirical distribution at different
stages of the simulation. As can be seen from the marginal distributions, the state distribution is complex,
with multimodal behavior that evolves with time. We use these as reference distributions to evaluate the
performance of the stochastic collocation surrogates.

For a direct comparison of trajectory accuracy using the State and Dynamics SC frameworks, we compute
approximate trajectories at the previously constructed 512 parameter sample points. In both cases, we use
1st, 2nd, and 3rd order sparse grids in the three-dimensional parameter space, corresponding to 7, 25, and 67
collocation nodes where we run exact system simulations, to construct the approximations. For the SINDy
learning during Dynamics SC, we specify using a maximum of 500 dynamics evaluations, collected every 104

integrator steps at ∆t = 10−2 intervals, to learn the forcing term with a 5th order polynomial expansion.
We noticed that 200 such evaluations (corresponding to initial 2% of the full trajectories at each collocation
node) were sufficient to learn the dynamics, and reuse it for the remaining 98% of the simulations.

3https://github.com/pkomiske/Wasserstein
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Figure 2. State distributions pxyz(x, y, z; t) of the Lorenz system at various times, con-
structed by time stepping the exact ODE, projected onto one-dimensional coordinate axes
(diagonal panels) and two-dimensional coordinate planes (lower triangular panels). The
distributions are constructed using kernel density estimation (KDE) from 512 trajectories,
each staring from x0 = y0 = z0 = 1, and corresponding to individual (ρ, σ, β) parameter
samples. The state samples are shown in the scatter plots with black markers (diagonal and
upper triangular panels).
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Figure 3. Visual comparison of approximate trajectories generated from the two SC ap-
proximations against the corresponding exact trajectory of the Lorenz system. We use the
1st order sparse grid (7 exact simulations) to construct these approximations. Our proposed
Dynamics SC method clearly produces a better approximation of the system trajectory.
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Figure 4. Time evolution of various metrics comparing the accuracy of stochastic colloca-
tion surrogates against the reference exact simulations in the Lorenz system. The left panel
shows the deviations of the three components of the approximate state from the simulated
exact values, averaged over the 512 parameter samples. The right panel captures the evolu-
tion of the Wasserstein distance of the empirical state distributions from the reference. In
each case, we plot the errors corresponding to the State and Dynamics SC surrogates (in
blue and red colors, respectively) constructed with first, second, and third order sparse grid
collocation points (in dotted, dashed and solid curves, respectively). As expected, increasing
the number of exact simulations (by using higher-order sparse grid) does improve the accu-
racy of the State SC surrogates. But, even with 67 exact simulations (3rd order grid), the
accuracy of these surrogates is much lower than the Dynamics SC surrogates constructed
from 7 exact simulations (1st order grid).
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We plot a sample trajectory of the Lorenz system, constructed using the three methods (exact simulation,
State SC, and Dynamics SC), in Fig. 3 for visual comparison. Clearly Dynamics SC produces a better
approximation.

For a more quantitative comparison, we compute the deviations of the approximate trajectories from the
corresponding exact simulation. Fig. 4a tracks the mean errors, as defined in Eq. (30), for the two family
of surrogates over time. In all cases, the error grows over the course of simulation until it reaches the
maximum4, which is characteristic of a chaotic system. However, we observe that the rate of growth for the
Dynamics SC error is significantly lower compared to State SC.

To compare the quality of the constructed state distributions, we use the Euclidean metric in the 3D state
space ϕ = (x, y, z) to compute the 1-Wasserstein distances ∥Dsmp(t) − Ds-sc(t)∥ and ∥Dsmp(t) − Dd-sc(t)∥
between the distributions constructed from exact and approximate system trajectories. In Fig. 4b, we plot the
evolution of these two errors; we again see that the Dynamics SC significantly outperforms the State SC. Note
that, there is a persistent gap between the distribution errors obtained from the two SC approaches, while
there is no such discrepancy in the trajectory errors in Fig. 4a. This is because comparison in distributions is
inherently weaker (more forgiving): the Wasserstein distance is an aggregate measure over all the trajectories,
and not a one-to-one matching over individual trajectories.

4.3. One-Dimensional Bar Impact. Next, we consider a one-dimensional problem, where a solid bar of
length L is initially moving at a constant velocity. At time t = 0, the right end of the bar impacts a fixed
wall and is immediately brought to rest. In this setup, the momentum balance in Eq. (11) simplifies to

ρ0utt(t,X) = σX(t,X), t > 0, 0 < X < L. (36)

where σ denotes the stress. The boundary conditions at the two ends are given by:

uX(t,X = 0) = 0, u(t,X = L) = 0, (37)

and the initial conditions are specified by:

u(t = 0, X) = 0, ut(t = 0, X) =

{
v0 if 0 ≤ X < L,

0 if X = L.
(38)

We assume a nonlinear constitutive model for the stress:

σ(t,X) = ϵ1uX(t,X)(1 + ϵ2uX(t,X)2); (39)

this results in a non-linear wave equation for the displacement field. In our simulations, we discretize the
bar using 100 uniform linear elements and employ a lumped mass approximation. The following parameters
are fixed: linear density ρ0 = 1, bar length L = 2, initial velocity v0 = 1. The stress model parameters
are stochastic with distributions ϵ1, ϵ2 ∼ Uniform[1± 0.05]. We draw 128 samples from the two-dimensional
parameter distribution to construct the reference trajectories using the explicit Störmer-Verlet integration
with step size δt = 10−3 for 20000 steps (total simulation time tfinal = 20).

To compare the performance of the two SC approaches, we construct approximate trajectories at the
sampled parameter points. In both cases, we use 1st, 2nd, and 3rd order sparse grids, corresponding to 5,
13, and 29 exact simulations at the collocation points, to construct the surrogates. In the Dynamics SC
approach, we specify using a maximum number of 200 dynamics evaluations, at ∆t = 0.02 time intervals,
to learn the dynamics; however 100 evaluations (corresponding to initial 10% of the simulation) proved
sufficient for this purpose. Once again, we used 5th degree polynomials to approximate the dynamics with
SINDy. In Fig. 5, we plot the average and maximum errors in the displacement field u(t,X), computed over
the 128 parameter samples at each time step tk of the ODE integration and each node Xn of the spatial
discretization. We use a logarithm scale-based color map to capture the variation in the error across eight
orders of magnitude. The impact occurs at the upper-left corner (t = 0, X = 2) of each of the panels, and
the resulting shock wave propagates to the rest of the bar with increasing time. Due to the finite wave speed,
we see a triangular zero-error region on the lower-left of the panels, where the shock is yet to arrive. The
wavefront is scattered by the boundaries; we see artifacts of this in the error plots in the oblique boundaries
between the error levels. Note the fixed left boundary creates a thin region of zero error for both methods.
Comparing the two SC approaches, we observe a drastic improvement in the accuracy of Dynamics SC

4The maximum exits due to the bounded nature of the Lorenz system.
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Figure 5. Errors in the approximated displacement u(t,X) field using State and Dynamics
SC surrogates. We plot the point-wise average (left) and maximum (right) errors over 128
sample trajectories using a logarithmic color scale. The rows, top to bottom, show the results
for 1st, 2nd, and 3rd order sparse grids, corresponding to 5, 13, and 29 exact simulations.
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Figure 6. Errors in the approximated velocity fields u̇(t,X) using State and Dynamics SC
surrogates with a 2nd order sparse grid. We plot the point-wise average (left) and maximum
(right) errors over 128 sample trajectories.
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(b) 2nd order sparse grid

Figure 7. Wasserstein distance of the empirical state distributions, as estimated from the
two SC methods, from the references, which are constructed by running exact simulations.
The distances are independently computed at each time step and at each spatial node.

surrogates over State SC, for the 2nd and 3rd order sparse grids. The 1st order sparse grid is an outlier in
this respect; we do see improvements in the error, but they are not as drastic. This occurs because the 1st
order sparse grid fails to accurately evaluate the cross term (ϵ1ϵ2) in the stress expression from Eq. (39).

We note the change in error statistics of the State SC as we increase the quality of the sparse grid:
high-error regions are ‘pushed away’ from the upper-left corner of the panels (where the shock originates).
This indicates that initially State SC surrogates learn better approximations with higher-level sparse grids,
but that improvement is gradually lost as the simulation progresses. Contrast this with the behavior of
Dynamics SC: the 3rd level sparse grid does not yield any significant improvements over the 2nd level grid
as the dynamics is sufficiently resolved with the lower-level grid.

The second primary solution from our simulations, velocity u̇(t,X) field, exhibit similar error character-
istics. We show the point-wise (at every time step and at each spatial node) average and maximum errors
obtained from the two SC methods using the 2nd order sparse grid. The overall behavior is nearly identical
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Figure 8. Setup for the pseudo-3D notch impact problem. The composite plate consists
of two materials: glass (in red) and aluminum (in light grey), and the aluminum layer has
three notches. Left end of the plate is fixed, while the right side of bottom edge is subject
to an impact loading, which imparts an initial velocity at the corresponding nodes. The
structure is discretized using 1169 hexahedral elements, and simulated using open-source
Lagrangian solid mechanics software NimbleSM.

to that of the displacement field apart from one caveat: the errors are higher by an order of magnitude. This
loss of accuracy can be attributed to the velocity field being less smooth compared to displacement.

Next, we compare the distribution errors. For each time step tn during the ODE integration and at each
spatial node Xn, we construct three empirical distributions Dsmp(tk, Xn), Ds-sc(tk, Xn), and Dd-sc(tk, Xn)
just like the Lorenz system demonstration; we use ϕ(t, x) = (u(t, x), u̇(t, x)) as the system state. Using the
Euclidean metric to compute the Wasserstein distances between these local distributions, we plot the errors,
obtained from the two SC methods using the 1st and 2nd order sparse grids, in Fig. 7. We observe that the
error statistics follow the already established patterns: (a) until the initial shock propagates through the
spatial domain, both SC methods produce zero errors, (b) Dynamics SC produces lower errors compared to
State SC, (c) the improvement is especially prevalent with the 2nd order sparse grid, which fully resolves
the dynamics.

4.4. Notch Impact. In this more complex quasi-3D example, a glass layer is bonded to an aluminum layer,
and the aluminum layer has three notches that induce stress concentrations (see Fig. 8). For both materials
we adopt a compressible, finite elastic neo-Hookean model

PF⊤ = FP⊤ =
1

2
κ (J2 − 1)I+ µJ−2/3

(
B− 1

3
tr(B)I

)
, (40)

where B = FFT is the left Cauchy-Green deformation tensor, F = ∇Xx(t,X) is the deformation gradient,
and J = detF is the Jacobian. The reference density ρ0 of both materials are fixed, while the elastic moduli
(bulk modulus κ and shear modulus µ) are treated as uncertain:

glass: ρ0 = 2.7 g/cm
3
, κ ∼ Uniform[30 GPa, 48 GPa], µ ∼ Uniform[20 GPa, 34 GPa],

aluminum: ρ0 = 3.0 g/cm
3
, κ ∼ Uniform[68 GPa, 70 GPa], µ ∼ Uniform[25 GPa, 27 GPa].

We use 512 samples from this four-dimensional stochastic parameter space to construct the state distribu-
tions.

The composite plate has fixed boundary conditions at the left end, and it is subject to an off center impact
loading (indicated in Fig. 8 with the black wall and grey arrows). This impact induces an initial velocity
of 40 m/s at the nodes along the bottom right boundary segment. We discretize this structure with 2558
nodes and 1169 elements, and use the open-source Lagrangian solid mechanics code NimbleSM5 to simulate
system trajectories with the explicit Störmer-Verlet integrator for 104 steps with step size ∆t = 10−9 s (total
duration of tfinal = 0.01 ms). We employ the two SC frameworks to construct approximate trajectories at

5https://github.com/NimbleSM/NimbleSM
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(a) t = 2.5 µs, average error (b) t = 2.5 µs, maximum error

(c) t = 5.0 µs, average error (d) t = 5.0 µs, maximum error

(e) t = 7.5 µs, average error (f) t = 7.5 µs, maximum error

Figure 9. Comparison of errors in the displacement field u(t,X) in the notch impact prob-
lem constructed using State and Dynamics SC surrogates. The left column shows the error
averaged over the 512 sample trajectories, and the right column shows the corresponding
maximum error.

the sample parameters and compare them to the results from the exact simulations. We use a first order
sparse grid, corresponding to 9 exact simulations at the collocation points in the four-dimensional parameter
space, to construct the surrogates. For Dynamics SC, we used 1001 dynamics evaluations at ∆t = 10−8 s
intervals over the entire course of the simulations to learn the node-local dynamics using linear SINDy basis.

As with the previous demonstration, we first plot the average and maximum error magnitudes in the
estimated displacement field u(t,X), computed over the 512 sample trajectories at different times t during
the course of the simulation, in Fig. 9. We again use a logarithmic color scale to capture the wide range
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(a) Average error (b) Maximum error

Figure 10. Comparison of errors in the velocity field u̇(t,X) at t = 10 µs in the notch
impact problem constructed using State and Dynamics SC surrogates. The left panel shows
the error averaged over the 512 sample trajectories, and the right panel shows the corre-
sponding maximum error.

of error values. The pattern created by reflections at various material boundaries, including the 3 notches,
are again evident in these plots. We note, again, that the error is always zero at the fixed left end of the
plate. During the initial phase of the simulation, State SC produces lower error compared to Dynamics SC
where the shock has not yet arrived, e.g. the left-most blue ‘bulb’ at t = 2.5 µs; the situation is reversed in
the right-most red bulb, where the shock originates. Any accuracy advantage of State SC is quickly lost as
the simulation progresses and the wave propagates through the entire computational domain. In Fig. 10, we
create a similar plot the velocity field u̇(t,X) at the final instance of the simulation (t = 10 µs), and show
analogous dramatic improvement in the error when using Dynamics SC.

Finally, we construct the three empirical distributions Dsmp(tk,Xn), Ds-sc(tk,Xn), and Dd-sc(tk,Xn) at
each time step tn and FEM node Xn over the six-dimensional states

ϕXn
(tk) =

[
u(tk,Xn)/su
u̇(tk,Xn)/su̇

]
, (41)

The factors su = 10−3 cm and su̇ = 103 cm/s non-dimensionalize the displacement and velocity fields,
and also bring their values to comparable orders of magnitudes. These scaling constants are determined
empirically, based on the magnitude of the displacement and velocity fields from the exact simulations. We
use the Euclidean metric in this six-dimensional state space to compute the Wasserstein distances ∥Dsmp −
Ds-sc∥ and ∥Dsmp−Dd-sc∥ between the approximate and exactly simulated state distributions. Fig. 11 shows
the evolution of this distribution error over the course of the simulation. We observe features similar to
those present in the primary displacement and velocity fields: (a) in regions where the shock front is yet to
arrive, State SC produces smaller error than Dynamics SC, (b) as the simulation progresses, Dynamics SC
eventually outperforms State SC in terms of reconstruction errors by orders of magnitude.

5. Summary and Future Work

UQ is an integral component in the analysis of complex and high-consequence computational codes. With
Monte Carlo ensembles being the method of choice for uncertainty propagation, the need for efficient and
accurate reduction of the full model is clear. Due to its non-intrusive nature and relatively low computational
cost, SC is an attractive framework for constructing surrogates; however its accuracy is often limited by the
parametric nonlinearity of the QoIs.

We presented an alternate approach, which directly approximates the driving term of a dynamical system.
Our approach is based on the observation that a small number of exactly simulated model trajectories is usu-
ally sufficient for learning the form of the model dynamics, as a function of the state vector, over the domain
of the uncertain model parameters. We propose a novel learning framework that combines: (a) SINDy, which
discovers the dependence of the dynamics on the model state, and (b) SC, which interpolates the dynamics
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(a) t = 2.5 µs (b) t = 5.0 µs

(c) t = 7.5 µs (d) t = 10.0 µs

Figure 11. Comparison of Wasserstein distance between the empirical state distributions,
constructed from the exact simulations and SC surrogate approximations, in the notch
impact problem. The distances are computed at each time step tn and at each node Xj

of the FEM mesh using the system states {(suu(tn,Xj ,Λ
s
i ), su̇u̇(tn,Xj ,Λ

s
i )) : 1 ≤ i ≤ S}

corresponding to the parameter samples Λs
i . The factors su = 103 and su̇ = 10−3 scale

the displacement and velocity fields to the same orders of magnitude; the values are chosen
empirically based off the exact simulations.

over the stochastic parameter space. In this way, we create a minimally-invasive approach for uncertainty
propagation, requiring only the ability to: (a) retrieve dynamics evaluations from the target application, and
(b) substitute a learned form of the dynamics into the application code to simulate approximate trajectories.
Consequently we realize order-of-magnitude improvement in the accuracy of the approximate trajectories
relative to the widely-used approach of applying SC directly to the state for our test problems. Furthermore,
using the Wasserstein metric to compare empirical state distributions, we demonstrated that our proposed
Dynamics SC approach approximates state distributions better than State SC. We remark that these im-
provements were expected for the Lorenz system based on the findings in the original SINDy article [20]
and subsequent works. We demonstrated the same holds for discretized PDE systems, especially for the
NimbleSM based notch problem where we approximated a rational stress model with locally linear surrogate.

Dynamics SC does introduce a more complex learning model compared to State SC. In addition to the
application code intrusion outlined in Sec. 3, we also have the added cost of: (a) managing the history of the
exact trajectories at the collocation nodes, and (b) learning the sparse dynamics coefficients using SINDy.
Learning localized dynamics surrogates from limited trajectory segments within the adaptive semi-online
training setup offsets some of this computational complexity. The choice of SINDy basis functions is also
critical: if the dynamics of the system under consideration does not belong to the linear span of the selected
basis functions, then the approximation can become very poor.
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In future work, we will address a limitation of using SINDy as the dynamics discovery framework: namely,
the number of candidate functions used in dynamics approximation grow rapidly for high-dimensional prob-
lems. We propose to use functional tensor formats, such as the function train [33, 34], to break this curse of
dimensionality. We also wish to tackle more complex material behavior in solid mechanics, such as plasticity,
with the Dynamics SC approach.
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