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There exist endless examples of dynamical systems with vast available data and unsatisfying
mathematical descriptions. Sparse regression applied to symbolic libraries has quickly emerged as
a powerful tool for learning governing equations directly from data; these learned equations bal-
ance quantitative accuracy with qualitative simplicity and human interpretability. Here, I present
a general purpose, model agnostic sparse regression algorithm that extends a recently proposed ex-
haustive search leveraging iterative Singular Value Decompositions (SVD). This accelerated scheme,
Scalable Pruning for Rapid Identification of Null vecTors (SPRINT), uses bisection with analytic
bounds to quickly identify optimal rank-1 modifications to null vectors. It is intended to maintain
sensitivity to small coefficients and be of reasonable computational cost for large symbolic libraries.
A calculation that would take the age of the universe with an exhaustive search but can be achieved
in a day with SPRINT.

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been a recent explosion in the application
of model discovery algorithms to learn symbolic govern-
ing equations directly from temporal and spatiotemporal
data. These methods rely on some form of symbolic re-
gression [1–4] to fit data with a set of allowed symbolic
operations (i.e., prescribed nonlinear functions or linear
summation). Sparse regression applied to a symbolic li-
brary has been particularly successful at recovering dy-
namics [3–10]. In these methods, the dynamics of a sys-
tem ż are assumed to be a sparse linear combination of
nonlinear functions L = {fn}. A sparse coefficient vector
c balances model simplicity with quantitative accuracy:

ż =
∑
n

cnfn(z). (1)

Ideally, c should be chosen to be maximally descriptive
while containing no irrelevant information. L is typically
made up of polynomials or simple trigonometric func-
tions. This is not a particularly restrictive assumption:
all data is bounded and all smooth functions on bounded
subsets of Rn are approximated arbitrarily well by poly-
nomials [11].

Model discovery has been extended to partial differen-
tial equations (PDEs) using spatiotemporal data [6, 8–
10, 12]. In these libraries, spatial gradients also enter the
library. If there is a known symmetry of the system (ro-
tational, Galilean, etc.) then L should contain terms that
transform identically to ż under the action of the sym-
metry group [10, 12, 13]. Such symmetry considerations
significantly reduce the size of the library and improve
the robustness of sparse regression.

A prevalent sparse regression paradigm for learning the
dynamics is the Sparse Identification of Nonlinear Dy-
namics (SINDy) algorithm. In this approach, the vec-
tor is identified numerically by constructing a system of
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equations Gc = b using empirical data. The nth column
of the feature matrix G corresponds to a set of observa-
tions of fn and b corresponds to observations of ż.

G =

 | | |f1 f2 f3 · · ·
| | |

 , b =

 |ż
|

 . (2)

In early model discovery efforts, G was constructed via
pointwise evaluation of these library terms [3, 6]. Point-
wise sampling is susceptible to numerical error or experi-
mental noise, especially for terms containing derivatives.
A more robust evaluation is in the weak formulation in
which terms are evaluated as integrals [5, 7, 9, 10, 14].
While the vector b usually corresponds to the time
derivative ż, other physically motivated terms can be
used instead [9]. Once this linear system is constructed, a
sparse approximate solution c is generated using sequen-
tial thresholding: the linear system Gc = b is solved
iteratively with coefficients set to zero if they are less
than a threshold |cn| < ϵ, for some small ϵ [3, 15]. In
practice, sequential thresholding needs surprisingly few
iterations to converge.
This paradigm of sparse regression exactly minimizes

a loss ∥Gc − b∥2 at each stage and then makes spar-
sity promoting modifications (thresholding) to arrive at
a sparse coefficient vector c. This is in constrast to sparse
regression methods like LASSO and elastic net, which
modify the loss to contain sparsity-promoting penal-
ties ∥Gc − b∥2 + λ1∥c∥1 + λ2∥c∥2 [16, 17]. The latter
approaches inevitably introduce hyper-parameters that
must be tuned to obtain the desired output. Further-
more, the alignment of the ℓ1 sparsity-promoting penalty
with the true goal of sparse regression is questionable.
Why should the magnitude of coefficients matter? An
ℓ0 penalty is certainly more desirable [18], although this
problem is NP hard [19] and tuning of a hyperparameter
is still required.
Sparse regression methods face three generic difficul-

ties: i) in principle the dynamics of a system may not
be described by equations of the form (1) [9, 10]; ii) the
symbolic expression for b is not unique if there is a de-
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generacy in the library; and iii) thresholding can discard
small coefficients like dissipation that are important for
understanding the dynamics [7]. The first two problems
are addressed in part by implicit-SINDy and SINDy-PI
[4, 20] where each column of G is solved for indepen-
dently.

A robust Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) based
alternative was introduced during the development of
the Sparse Physics-Informed Discovery of Empirical Re-
lations (SPIDER) algorithm [7, 10, 12]. The sparse re-
gression algorithm is an exhaustive search for optimal,
rank-one modifications to a coefficient vector c. This
exhaustive search does not assume any right hand side
b, does not threshold coefficients, and can find multiple
relations thereby finding any degeneracy in the library.
Instead of directly solving a system of equations, it se-
quentially minimizes the homogeneous residual

r(c) ≡ 1√
m

∥Gc∥2
∥c∥2

(3)

for sparse c, where m is the number of rows in G. All
of these features can be seen directly in the example ex-
plained in Ref [7]: in simulated 3D turbulence the exhaus-
tive search was able to correctly identify the pressure-
Poisson equation, the energy equation, the incompress-
ibility condition, and the Navier-Stokes equation as well
as boundary conditions. The discovered equations in-
clude two spatial constraints rather than dynamical re-
lations, and recovered three of these relations from the
same scalar library displaying robustness to degeneracy.
Furthermore, a viscous term with coefficient 5 × 10−5

was identified accurately using data from two dynami-
cally distinct regions of the flow. In another application,
the exhaustive search with a modified residual found the
governing equations for an experimental active nematic
suspension [10]. This application displayed these same
strengths: both dynamic relations and spatial constraints
were identified. Six libraries were searched to obtain nine
PDEs, which logically reduced to a minimal set of three
governing equations.

While the exhaustive search has attractive model ag-
nosticism and the ability to indentify accurate small co-
efficients, it has displayed O(|L|4) scaling with library
size. Calculations for |L| > 104 become prohibitively ex-
pensive. Here, I propose an accelerated variant of this
search algorithm: Scalable Pruning for Rapid Identifica-
tion of Null vecTors (SPRINT). This acceleration hinges
on a simple correspondence: adding or removing the co-
efficient ck from c is equivalent to a performing a rank-1
update to the feature matrix G← G±gk⊗ek. (Here gk

is the kth column of G and ek is a unit vector.) Finding
the modified singular values after a rank-1 update can
be done efficiently with bisection [21]. SPRINT comes
in two flavors: SPRINT±. In SPRINT–, terms are re-
moved from c greedily to minimize ∥Gc∥2 at each iter-
ation. In SPRINT+, one starts with a sparse guess and
adds terms in the same greedy fashion. It is unnecessary
to add terms until the full library is used, so in prac-

tice SPRINT+ is halted when a maximum number of
terms ∥c∥0 is reached. In both cases, bisection is used to
quickly determine the optimal rank-1 modification to the
coefficient vector c. SPRINT- and SPRINT+ empirically
scale like O(|L|3.38) and O(|L|1.65), respectively.

II. THE LIBRARY CATASTROPHE

Despite their success, library based methods have an
unfortunate scaling with allowed complexity of library
terms. This scaling is significantly reduced by symmetry
considerations [7, 10], but I will ignore these to illus-
trate the potentially catastrophic scaling of library size
with complexity. Consider an ideal Magnetohydrody-
namic (MHD) system with eight fields: a velocity field
(ux, uy, uz), a magnetic field (Bx, By, Bz), a density ρ,
and a pressure P . In this example, I will estimate the
computational requirement for model discovery in such
a system. These fields can vary in all four spacetime
directions (t, x, y, z), so one can take four different par-
tial derivatives (∂t, ∂x, ∂y, ∂z). These fields and deriva-
tives form a symbolic alphabet A:

A = {ux, uy, uz, Bx, By, Bz, ρ, P, ∂t, ∂x, ∂y, ∂z}. (4)

Each element of this alphabet will be a letter. A word is a
combination of letters, and its length is the total number
of letters used in a word. For example, ρ∂xρ is a 3-letter
word. Since the number of symbols is |A| = 12, there
can be at most 12n n-letter words. If Ln is the library
of words length n and less, then |Ln| is bounded by a
geometric sum of |A|n.

|Ln| ≤ |A|
|A|n − 1

|A| − 1
∼ |A|n. (5)

In reality, both physicality conditions and permutation
symmetries (commutativity of multiplication and partial
derivatives) makes |Ln| smaller than this bound. The
exact magnitude of the library can be found by counting
words that meet the following conditions:

1. The final letter of a word cannot be a derivative: a
derivative must act on something. If the final letter
is a field, then this word can be evaluated.

2. The order that fields appear in a word should coin-
cide with the ordering (ux, uy, uz, Bx, By, Bz, ρ, P )
such that uyux ∧ uxuy are redundant.

3. Partial derivatives acting on an individual field
should coincide with the canonical ordering
(∂t, ∂x, ∂y, ∂z) such that ∂x∂tux∧∂t∂xux are redun-
dant.

4. Products of the same field with distinct derivatives,
i.e., ∂yρ∂t∂xρ should be ordered in a canonical way.
Providing a canonical ordering is beyond the scope
of this paper, but any ordering on Zn is sufficient.
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FIG. 1. The size of a library |Ln| using 3+1D ideal MHD
variables. A 12-letter symbolic alphabet is made up of eight
physical fields and four partial derivatives. The library size is
trivially bounded by equation (5) in red. Permutation symme-
tries make many words redundant but this does not prevent
the catastrophic scaling of |Ln|. A complete library allowing
only up to 4 letters per word will require thousands of library
terms.

The true scaling of Ln with n for the MHD system dis-
cussed here is shown in Figure 1. This Ln was computed
exhaustively by constructing every combination of n (or
fewer) symbols from A and keeping only those that sat-
isfy the four physicality and uniqueness conditions. By
the modest size n = 5, one has a library with O(104)
terms. Enforcing continuous symmetry covariance, such
as rotational symmetry [7], can reduce the library size
substantially. However, large libraries can be desirable if
symmetry-breaking is suspected in the data or if no sym-
metry is known a priori. Such symmetry breaking terms
can appear with very small coefficients, which highlights
the need for a sparse regression method without thresh-
olding.

III. THE SPRINT ALGORITHM

In the existing approach, the exhaustive search algo-
rithm finds increasingly sparse coefficient vectors c that
minimize the residual r(c) defined in equation (3). Since
r(c) is invariant under the rescaling of c → λc, we as-
sume c is a unit vector without loss of generality. The
residual is exactly minimized by performing the Singular
Value Decomposition (SVD) G = UΣVT , where Σ is
a diagonal matrix and U and V are rotation matrices.
The diagonal elements σi of Σ are the singular values of
G and the columns of U and V are the left and right
singular vectors, respectively. Efficient and stable algo-
rithms for computing the SVD have been developed and
standardized [22, 23]. The exact minima of r(c) is given
by the last column of V; it is the right singular vec-
tor associated with the smallest singular value σmin since
r(c) = σmin. This vector will be dense in general, and
we are interested in sparse approximate minima. Rather
than modify the residual to be sparsity promoting, we

manually remove terms one at a time such that r(c) stays
as low as possible at each iteration. Let c(k) denote the
coefficient vector with k nonzero elements. These form
approximate Pareto-optimal sets of coefficients.

This sequence of vectors are in nested sparse subspaces
of the full library. Once a coefficient is set to zero,
it is never allowed to become nonzero. The residuals
rk ≡ r(c(k)) monotonically increase as k decreases. One
decides which term to eliminate from c(k) by recomputing
the SVD with each column removed G. Removing the
nth column of G before the SVD computation is equiva-
lent to setting cn = 0. The greedy modification is selected
such that rk increases the least. This means that to make
a sparsification step c(k) → c(k−1) an SVD must be com-
puted k times. This elimination process is repeated until
a single term remains. The resulting optimization curve
rk shows the greedy trade-off between sparsity and quan-
titative accuracy in the coefficient vector c.

A selection rule for the final sparse relation is ck, where
rk > γrk+1 for some γ > 1. The choice γ = 1.25 was
empirically determined [7]. This is the only hyperpa-
rameter of the method, but it does not change the un-
derlying optimization curve rk or the coefficients c(k).
Adjusting the hyperparameter γ has effectively no com-
putational cost. Once a sparse relation is identified, the
term with the largest contribution ∥cngn∥2 can be per-
manently removed, where gn is the nth column of G.
This reduced library library can be searched for further
relations. Searching is halted when σmin of the reduced
library suggests further relations do not exist.

For large libraries, recomputing the SVD for every pos-
sible rank-one modification is expensive. Most computa-
tional time is spent at large k when ck is dense. Most
library terms are not needed in this stage and it seems
wasteful to determine the optimal way to discard thou-
sands of unhelpful terms. There are two major consider-
ations that speed up this method.

1. All one cares about is the smallest singular value
after a rank-1 modification G. Calculation of the
full SVD can be avoided.

2. One does not need to start from scratch in the SVD
evaluation. Helpful theoretical results for updat-
ing the SVD after a rank-one modification are pre-
sented in Ref [21]. This update does require full
SVD information but can be used to compute in-
dividual modified singular values quickly, which I
describe below.

Suppose that the SVD of G has already been computed
G = UΣVT . Consider a rank-one modification G′ =
G±gk⊗ek such that the column g is removed or added
to the matrix. The matrix determinant lemma implies
that the new singular values of G′ are the roots of the
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FIG. 2. An evaluation of the secular function f−(σ) for an example matrix G in R3×3. The last column of the matrix is set
to be removed. (a) f−(σ) has poles at the singular values with definitive signs: the new singular values σ′

i will be between the
previous singular values σi > σ′

i > σi+1 when there is no degeneracy in G. The two new singular values are the roots of f(σ)

represented by red points. (b) The regularized function f̃−(σ), which is now finite at the smallest two singular values. Note

that f̃−(σ) is not monotonic. The blue points represent the bounds on the singular value, and the values of f̃− at these points
will always be of opposite sign. (c) The numerical convergence of the bisection. σ(k) is the kth iteration of bisection.

simple secular function f±(σ) [21] with

f−(σ) = 1− 1

α2

n∑
j=1

w2
j

σ2
j − σ2

, (6)

f+(σ) = 1 +
1

α2

n∑
j=1

wj

σ2
j − σ2

− 1− ∥w∥22
α2σ2

, (7)

where α ≡ 1/∥g∥2, w = αUTg, n is the rank of G and
σj are the singular values of G. f+(σ) and f−(σ) will be
used for removing and adding a column, respectively. An
example of f−(σ) for a low-dimensional matrix is shown
in Figure 2. Note the poles at the previous singular values
are very useful: they imply the new singular values are
uniquely placed between the old ones. The new small-
est singular value σ′

min ∈ (σn, σn−1), when removing a
column, and σ′

min ∈ (0, σn), when adding a column.

The functions f±(σ) have poles at these respective
bounds but they are trivially removable. Indeed, regular-
ized secular functions f̃± are better suited for numerical
root-finding, i.e.,

f̃−(σ) = α2 (σ
2 − σ2

n)(σ
2 − σ2

n−1)

σ2
n − σ2

n−1

f−(σ), (8)

f̃+(σ) = α2 (σ
2 − σ2

n)σ
2

σ2
n

f+(σ). (9)

Let l and u be the lower and upper bounds of σ′
min. One

can show that f±(l) > 0 and f±(u) < 0. By the inter-
mediate value theorem, a root l < σ < u exists. Bisec-
tion can be used to converge a root of these functions.
One constructs a guess σguess = (u + l)/2 and evaluates
f± at this guess. If the sign of the function is positive
(negative), then replace the lower (upper) bound. Since
bisection halves the candidate interval at each iteration,
one can expect the error in the root at iteration k to be
δ ≡ |σ′

min − σguess| ∝ 2−k. The value of the function will
exhibit this same scaling: f(σguess) ≈ δf ′±(σmin) ∝ 2−k

if the derivative is nonvanishing at the root. This pre-
dicted scaling can be seen in Figure 2(c). In this example,
f± will be zero to machine precision after O(50) function
evaluations.

SPRINT± uses the bisection method to determine the
best column modification to a matrix. After the best
modification is found, the economy SVD of the modi-
fied matrix is recalculated. In SPRINT−, one begins
with a full feature matrix and removes columns one at a
time such that σmin increases the least at each stage. In
SPRINT+, an initially small feature matrix has columns
added such that the σmin decreases the most at each
stage. SPRINT+ is not as model agnostic as SPRINT−
since the resulting optimization curve is heavily deter-
mined by the initial guess of sparse c. One should use a
dominant balance or physical domain knowledge to guess
an initial relation that is refined by adding terms sequen-
tially. While constructing this initial guess requires more
thought, one does not need to add terms to the rela-
tion until the full feature matrix is recovered. One halts
SPRINT+ once a satisfactory number of terms have been
added to the relation. Indeed, most computation time in
the model agnostic SPRINT− is spent when the feature
matrix has most of its columns, which is undesirable.
SPRINT+ avoids this regime altogether by halting at a
maximal model size.

Lastly, neither the residual rk nor the coefficient vec-
tors ck are affected by applying a rotation Q to the left
of G → QG. This rotational symmetry can be used to
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FIG. 3. A numerical solution u(x, t) to equation (10). The domain size L = 22 is chosen to make the evolution chaotic. The
red rectangles show the sizes and random distribution of weak-form subdomains used for the weak evaluation of library terms.

drastically reduce the size of G for regression. If G is a
large over-determined matrix, one can compute the re-
duced QR factorization such that G = QR [24]. R is
an upper-triangular square matrix and, using it in place
of G, eliminates any strong scaling with the number of
observations in the feature matrix. This can be treated
as a preprocessing step.

IV. QUANTIFYING ALGORITHM
EFFICIENCY

To quantify the efficientcy of SPRINT±, I now explore
a particular example of model discovery using the Ku-
ramoto–Sivashinsky (KS) equation, which is a classical
example of a chaotic partial differential equation. The
KS equation has been a canonical testing grounds for
model discovery studies [6, 14, 25]. The chaotic nature
of the KS equation is appealing because it provides rich
timeseries data. The purpose of SPRINT is to scale to
large library sizes and to learn small but important coef-
ficients.

In principle, such small modifications are inevitable
when solving a PDE on a numerical mesh. Grid effects
manifest as modifications to the governing PDE with co-
efficients proportional to grid spacing. To demonstrate
that sparse regression can identify real small terms, I in-
stead use a high accuracy integrator and modify the KS
equation to contain several higher order nonlinearities
with very small coefficients

∂tu+ u∂xu+ ∂2
xu+ ∂4

xu− ε

6∑
k=3

∂xu
k = 0. (10)

The small coefficient is taken to be ε = 10−6 so that the
solution closely resembles the unaltered KS trajectory.
This choice is made so that the target for sparse regres-
sion is unambiguous yet it retains the flavor of identifying
grid effects.

I solve equation (10) on a spatial domain of length
L = 22 with periodic boundary conditions for a tempo-
ral length of T = 400. The geometry of the KS state
space has been well-studied at this length and the Lyu-
panov exponent is ∼ 1/23 [26, 27]. I use 128 gridpoints
in space and 5120 in time. I approximate spatial deriva-
tives psuedospectrally with Fast Fourier Transforms. In
order to ensure that the temporal discretization error
is minimal, I have used a sixth order Gauss-Legendre
Runge-Kutta scheme [28]. This scheme is fully implicit,
so the Runge-Kutta constraints are determined by iter-
ating a Newton-Krylov scheme until their ℓ2 error is be-
low 10−9 [29]. Achieving this accuracy requires O(10)
Newton iterations per timestep. The initial condition is
u0(x) = cos(3x̃)− sin(x̃)/2 where x̃ is the nondimension-
alized position x̃ ∈ [0, 2π]. I chose this initial condition
to not have translational symmetry, although it does pos-
sess shift-reflection symmetry u0(x̃ + π) = −u0(x̃). The
nonlinear modifications of equation (10) do not respect
this symmetry, so it should be violated slowly in time.
The resulting dynamic field u(x, t) can be seen in Figure
3.

I now use sparse regression to recover the modified KS
equation. However, a completely general library will not
be helpful for this demonstration. This is because, if
equation (10) is true, so are derivatives of this equation.
This means sparse regression should be able to recover
linearly independent relations for ∂2

t u, ∂
3
t u, · · · , or some

linear combination of these. Further, simple multipli-
cation of equation (10) by an arbitrary term ϕ produces
true equations. To fix the library and only produce a sin-
gle dynamical relation, I only include the time derivative
once as ∂tu. I then allow for the rest of the library to con-
tain words made from the symbolic alphabet A = {u, ∂x}
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FIG. 4. Optimization curve showing the greedy residual rk as a function of nonzero terms in c. The starting subspace for
SPRINT+ was the k = 1 choice of ∂2

xu to coincide with the exhaustive search. (a) Optimization curve for the library including
the time derivative ∂tu. A dynamic closure is found as demonstrated by the elbow at k = 8. (b) The optimization curve when
the time derivative is not included in the library. Instead of a dynamic closure, an approximate spatial constraint is found on
the solution manifold at k = 13.

up to length 10.

L = {∂tu} ∪ words10(A) (11)

The resulting library contains 139 terms. Homogeneous
regression on this library will either produce a dynamic
closure or a spatial constraint capturing the geometry of
the attractor: that is either a closure ∂tu = f(u, ∂n

xu) or
a spatial PDE f(u, ∂n

xu) = 0 that describes the observed
data despite its dynamic nature. The numerical solution
u(x, t) is perturbed by additive uncorrelated Gaussian
noise εN(µ, σ) with amplitude ε = 10−7, mean µ = 0,
and a standard deviation of σ = 0.218.
The observations of library terms are taken to be stan-

dard weak-formulation integrals over rectangular space-
time subdomains Ωm [7, 10, 12, 14]. Each element of G
corresponds to an appropriately scaled integral over the
data with a weight function ϕ chosen so that integration
by parts is convenient. Any smooth weight function can
be used, including data-driven weights [10], but I have
chosen envelope polynomials

Gmn ≡
1

VmSn

∫
Ωm

dx̄dt̄ ϕfn, (12)

ϕ(x, t) = (1− x̄2)8(1− t̄2)8. (13)

Here, x̄ and t̄ are rescaled coordinates that lie in the
canonical interval [−1, 1]. The nondimensionalization

factors Vm and Sn ensure that the elements of G take
on reasonable values for all library terms [7]. Vm is the
integral of the weight function.

Vm =

∫
Ωm

dx̄dt̄|ϕ|. (14)

Sn are combinations of characteristic scales and statistics
of the data. Specifically, Sn is a product of scales defined
such that the scale of a undifferentiated field u is its mean
µu and the scale of a differentiated field u is proportional
to its standard deviation σu, i.e.,

S[u] = µu, S[∂n
xu] =

σu

Ln
u

. (15)

Lu is a length scale associated with the variation of u.
When a library term is a product of such subterms, the
overall scale is the product of subscales. For reasonably
smooth data, this rescaling should produce elementsGmn

that are O(1). I chose the physical size of the subdomains
Ωm to be the order of the length and time scales of char-
acteristic process in the KS dynamics: 1024 subdomains
Ωm chosen from a uniform distribution (see Figure 3).
Once I compute the matrix G, I apply both an ex-

haustive search and SPRINT± to produce optimization
curves. The resulting curves are shown in Figure 4 dis-
playing the monotonic trade-off between quantitative ac-
curacy and model complexity.

Figure 4 shows that the exhaustive search and
SPRINT+ produce the same optimization curves, while
SPRINT– discards useful information too early. All
three methods find an elbow in the residual at k ≈ 8.

SPRINT+ and the exhaustive search exactly identify the
full modified equation (10) at k = 8 as the primary el-
bow. A numerical instability in SPRINT– produces an
artificial elbow at k=10. All three methods recover the
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FIG. 5. (a) Empirical walltime scaling for various sparse regression techniques. Power law exponents were empirically deter-
mined by performing a least squares fit to log(t) = α log(n) + β for α and β. Each point shows the walltime of an algorithm
applied to a real square matrix with elements drawn from a uniform distribution over [−1, 1]. The reported walltime is the
mean of eight independent trials. Four algorithms are considered: the exhaustive search, SPRINT–, SPRINT+, and an imple-
mentation of implicit-SINDy available at https://github.com/dynamicslab/SINDy-PI [4]. The exhaustive search algorithm
displays the n∼4 scaling, while the SPRINT– algorithm has approximately n∼3 scaling. These algorithms start with similar
cost for small libraries, but quickly depart as the library size n grows beyond O(100). (b) The extrapolated walltimes of sparse
regression for the library sizes of Figure 1. Calculations that would take the exhaustive search the order of a Hubble time can
be accomplished in one day with SPRINT+.

secondary elbow k = 4 corresponding to the unmodified
KS equation.

The SPRINT+ method is demonstrably capable of
capturing terms with small coefficients and doing so ac-
curately. The identified coefficients of equation (10) are
c3 = 0.999× 10−6, c4 = 0.993× 10−6, c5 = 1.001× 10−6,
and c6 = 1.001 × 10−6. The ratio of residuals after in-
cluding the four modifications is r4/r8 = 264. Capturing
these produces a substantial change in the accuracy of
the relation.

An interesting situation arises if the time derivative
is discarded from L so that only terms algebraic in u
and its spatial derivative remain. The library can then
contain effective spatial descriptions of the state-space of

this modified KS system. An elbow for this library can
be seen in the right panel of Figure 4 at k = 13. The
resulting constraint is

C(u, ∂n
xu) = c1u

2∂3
xu+ c2u∂

1
xu∂

2
xu+ c3u∂

4
xu

+ c4(∂
1
xu)

3 + c5∂
1
xu∂

3
xu+ c6(∂

2
xu)

2 + c7∂
5
xu

+ c8u∂
6
xu+ c9∂

1
xu∂

5
xu+ c10∂

2
xu∂

4
xu+ c11(∂

3
xu)

2

+ c12∂
7
xu+ c13∂

9
xu = 0. (16)

This learned constraint respects the reflection symmetry
u(x, t) → −u(−x, t) of the KS equation and the initial
data despite this symmetry not being enforced in the
library. The modified equation (10) does not possess this
reflection symmetry exactly, but the effect of symmetry

https://github.com/dynamicslab/SINDy-PI
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breaking is well below the accuracy of relation (16). This
highlights the versatility of homogeneous regression.

V. CONCLUSION

Bisection greatly accelerates the calculations of op-
timal rank-one modifications of systems of equations.
These rank-one modifications include the addition and
removal of coefficients in sparse regression. The two al-
gorithms SPRINT– and SPRINT+ presented here utilize
bisection to find sparse approximate null vectors. For
well conditioned matrices, SPRINT– should exactly re-
produce the exhaustive search [7], although a numerical
instability can lead to early removal of useful coefficients
as seen in Figure 4. There can be numerical difficulties in
accurately evaluating the secular equation (9) when σmin

becomes exceptionally close to zero. If enough noise is
added to the numerical solution u, then SPRINT– is ca-
pable of reproducing the same optimization curve as the
exhaustive search. This instability is not observed in the
additive variant SPRINT+.

The only complication is that SPRINT+ needs a sparse
initial guess to add terms to. This is not a problem for de-
bugging if the suspected governing equations are known
a priori. For data with unknown governing equations,
few-term dominant balances can be cheaply computed
with a combinatoric search. SPRINT+ will generally
not reproduce the same curve as the exhaustive search
or SPRINT– because the optimization curve depends on
the initial sparse coefficient vector. However, we see ex-
cellent performance of SPRINT+ in reconstructing the
desired nonlinear dynamics with small coefficients and
without enforcing the inclusion of the time derivative.

SPRINT contains no hyper-parameters other than
some model selection criterion such as rk−1 > γrk as was
done in [7]. A different choice of such hyper-parameters
does not require the costly aspects of the algorithm to be
repeated. This is because the primary output is the entire
optimization curve (and associated coefficients) rather
than a single sparse model as in sequential threshold-
ing or LASSO. Th ultimate choice of sparse model is up
to the modeler, which lends this method to being highly
interactive. There can be multiple reasonable cutoffs de-
pending on acceptable accuracy of a relation. In Figure
4 the four term KS equation provides a reasonable de-
scription of the data with a residual of r < 10−4.

The benefit of searching for a null vectorGc = 0 rather
than fitting a right hand side Gc = b is the model agnos-
ticism. This modification makes model discovery general
purpose while not sacrificing the ability to find dynam-
ical equations. Furthermore, the null vector approach
can find single term equations like ∇ ·B = 0 [12], which
the inhomogeneous method is incapable of doing. Note
that implicit-SINDy [20] was used as a benchmark rather
than SINDy-PI since SPRINT± is investigated here as a
serial algorithm. SPRINT± can be further accelerated
by parallelizing the SVD [30, 31] and the embarrassingly
parallel bisection calculations.
The additive variant SPRINT+ offers a staggering

computational speedup compared to SPRINT– and the
exhaustive search. SPRINT+ is a promising candidate
for large-library sparse regression. It displays sensitiv-
ity to small coefficients, efficient scaling with library size,
and weak model agnosticism. The resulting optimization
curve provides more insight than a single sparse solution.
Since the symbolic form of modifications are unknown

and potentially symmetry-breaking, it is important for
sparse regression to scale well with library size. The
accelerated method SPRINT presented here is an or-
der of magnitude faster than the exhaustive search at
the O(100) library. Figure 5(a) investigates the empiri-
cal scaling of several sparse regression methods on uni-
form random matrices with elements in [−1, 1]. These
walltimes were measured with MATLAB’s benchmarking
tools. All methods display power law scaling with the li-
brary size with distinct exponents. Figure 5 displays the
extropolated walltimes of various methods when consid-
ering the motivating MHD library. For small word sizes,
the exhaustive search, SPRINT–, and an implementation
of implicit-SINDy become prohibatively expensive. The
exhaustive search in particular requires more than the
Hubble time for a word size of eight, while SPRINT+
reproduces the same effective result in a day.
All code for reproducing these results is available

at https:/github.com/mgolden30/SPIDER. A minimal
implementation of SPRINT± in both MATLAB and
Python is available at https:/github.com/mgolden30/
FastSparseRegression.
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