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Abstract

Machine learning (ML) has shown significant promise in studying complex geophysical
dynamical systems, including turbulence and climate processes. Such systems often
display sensitive dependence on initial conditions, reflected in positive Lyapunov exponents,
where even small perturbations in short-term forecasts can lead to large deviations in
long-term outcomes. Thus, meaningful inference requires not only accurate short-term
predictions, but also consistency with the system’s long-term attractor that is captured
by the marginal distribution of state variables. Existing approaches attempt to address
this challenge by incorporating spatial and temporal dependence, but these strategies
become impractical when data are extremely sparse. In this work, we show that prior
knowledge of marginal distributions offers valuable complementary information to short-
term observations, motivating a distribution-informed learning framework. We introduce
a calibration algorithm based on normalization and the Kernelized Stein Discrepancy
(KSD) to enhance ML predictions. The method here employs KSD within a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space to calibrate model outputs, improving their fidelity to known physical
distributions. This not only sharpens pointwise predictions but also enforces consistency
with non-local statistical structures rooted in physical principles. Through synthetic
experiments—spanning offline climatological CO5 fluxes and online quasi-geostrophic flow
simulations—we demonstrate the robustness and broad utility of the proposed framework.
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1 Introduction

Dynamical systems are central to a wide range of mechanical and geophysical problems,
including weather and climate modeling, fluid mechanics, and control systems. These systems
are governed by differential equations that describe how state variables evolve over time.
Accurate modeling of such evolution is crucial for forecasting, adaptation, and decision-making.
However, many real-world systems are nonlinear, high-dimensional, and chaotic, making them
extremely challenging to model or simulate with fidelity. Recent advances in machine learning
(ML) have enabled the development of powerful surrogate models for dynamical systems, yielding
gains in computational efficiency, expressiveness, and short-term predictive accuracy across
various domains (e.g., [18, 20, 25]). Nonetheless, these data-driven models often face significant
limitations in scientific settings. In particular, they tend to require dense and representative
training data, which is rarely available in many applications. For instance, estimating air-sea
COq fluxes is critical for understanding the ocean’s role in regulating atmospheric carbon. Yet
the observations are extremely sparse and biased, covering less than 1% of the ocean’s surface
and exhibiting substantial spatial sampling gaps [2, 26].

Even when data are sufficient for training, surrogate models are typically optimized to
minimize short-term prediction error (e.g., one-step forecast loss), often ignoring the long-
term behavior of the system. This creates a fundamental mismatch in many physical systems
governed by feedbacks and noise: dy/dt = f(y)+&, where f encodes the deterministic dynamics
and £ captures stochasticity or unresolved processes. Models trained under such myopic loss
functions may appear accurate in offline settings but fail during long-term rollout—drifting from
the true attractor, violating conservation laws, or misrepresenting key statistical properties.

The quasi-geostrophic (QG) turbulence model offers a representative example. It is a widely
used testbed in geophysical fluid dynamics due to its nonlinear interactions and rich turbulent
behavior, yet reduced complexity [18, 25]. ML surrogates trained on QG data often perform
well over short horizons but diverge in online deployments, producing unphysical spectra or
failing to capture the system’s invariant measure [8, 18, 25|. For example, in Figure 1, a fully
connected neural network (FCNN) [25] is used as a surrogate parameterization for the turbulent
flux term in a low-resolution QG model, trained to match turbulent quantities computed from
a high-resolution reference simulation. The panels show four standard spectral diagnostics as
functions of zonal wavenumber, computed a posteriori from long online integrations of each
model. In all four diagnostics, the high-resolution model (blue solid line) exhibits a characteristic
spectral shape and amplitude across scales that we regard as the target behavior. The coarse
low-resolution model (orange dashed line) substantially underestimates the magnitude of
energy transfers and misrepresents the overall level of generation and dissipation in the system.
Augmenting the low-resolution model with the FCNN (green dashed line) yields only marginal
changes to these spectra: in some panels there is a slight reduction of the bias relative to
the purely low-resolution model, but overall the FCNN curves remain much closer to the
low-resolution baseline than to the high-resolution reference. In particular, the FCNN does not
recover the high-resolution levels of kinetic and available potential energy transfer or the correct
balance between generation and friction. Thus, even though the FCNN improves short-term
predictions of the resolved velocity fields, it fails to restore the correct long-term statistical
structure of the QG turbulence, underscoring the need for methods that explicitly incorporate
physical or statistical knowledge beyond one-step forecast losses.

Physics-informed ML approaches such as PINNs [6] and Bayesian neural networks [15]
attempt to embed physical structure directly into the learning process. However, these methods
can be brittle under data sparsity or vanishing gradient, difficult to tune, or inapplicable
when governing equations are unknown. Moreover, they do not fully exploit an important
yet underutilized source of information: long-term steady-state distribution of the system.
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Figure 1: Spectral energy diagnostics for quasi-geostrophic turbulence. Each panel shows a
derived statistical quantity (computed from the model trajectories, not directly learned by
the FCNN) as a function of zonal wavenumber. The high-resolution simulation (blue solid
line) provides the reference spectra. The coarse low-resolution model (orange dashed line)
systematically underestimates the magnitude of energy transfers and misrepresents the level
of generation and friction, with pronounced differences in several of the spectra. Adding an
FCNN-based parameterization (green dashed line) produces only modest changes: across all
four diagnostics, the FCNN curves remain much closer to the low-resolution baseline than to the
high-resolution reference, with slight improvements in some wavenumber ranges but no recovery
of the high-resolution spectral amplitudes. Panel titles indicate, respectively, spectra of kinetic
energy flux (KEflux), available potential energy flux (APEflux), available potential energy
generation (APEgenspec), and kinetic energy frictional effects (KEfrictionspec). Together,
these results illustrate that a surrogate trained solely on short-horizon prediction errors can
improve pointwise fields yet still fail to reproduce the correct long-term spectral and statistical
structure of the turbulent flow.



Dynamical systems often admit stationary distributions—statistical summaries that reflect the
underlying physics and are robust to data irregularities. Prior work in stochastic modeling
has shown that such distributions can encode essential features of the system [14], yet they
are rarely used directly to correct ML models’ online behaviors. In this paper, we propose
a post hoc correction framework that leverages knowledge of steady-state distribution of the
system to improve the fidelity of pretrained ML surrogates. Rather than modifying the training
objective or architecture, we introduce a lightweight, model-agnostic calibration method based
on output normalization and kernelized Stein discrepancy (KSD). This approach adjusts model
predictions to better align with the system’s physical statistics while preserving short-term
accuracy.

The main contributions of this paper are threefold. First, we introduce a novel post hoc
calibration method based on normalization and kernelized Stein discrepancy, which offers
a principled alternative to hybrid loss approaches by leveraging knowledge of steady-state
distribution of the system to enhance predictive accuracy. Second, we provide an intuitive
understanding of the method by drawing conceptual connections to empirical Bayes techniques,
supported by illustrative toy examples that clarify its underlying mechanism. Finally, we
demonstrate the practical effectiveness of the proposed approach through applications to air-sea
COs flux estimation and turbulent flux modeling in quasi-geostrophic flows, showing improved
performance and validating its utility in real-world scenarios.

2 Background and Motivation

2.1 Distribution-Informed Machine Learning for Dynamical Systems Pro-
jections

One natural approach to incorporate expected distributional behaviors of a dynamical system in
ML model training is through a hybrid loss function during offline training that combines point-
wise short-term prediction losses with regularization terms for the distributional differences
between predictions and ground truth [24, 27]. However, stochastic climate theory [7, 14]
suggests that the stable measure over attractors at a larger scale may depend more on system
coefficients than only the instantaneous past or forcings at a smaller scale [9]. It is therefore
of concern that traditional ML emulators fitted using individual steps may primarily capture
the forced response of the system and not the overarching distribution, due to the system’s
chaotic nature. Chattopadhyay et al. |3] evaluated RC-ESN (reservoir computing-echo state
network), ANN (a feed-forward artificial neural network), and RNN-LSTM (recurrent neural
network with long short-term memory), for both short-term predictions and reproducing the
long-term statistics. ANN could only predict short-term trends but failed to track the steady-
state distribution. RC-ESN and RNN-LSTM managed to reproduce long-term probability
distribution even after “losing the trajectory.” This provides empirical evidence that accurate
short-term prediction and reproducing steady-state distribution draw information from data
differently.

2.2 Kernelized Stein Discrepancy (KSD)

KSD [12] has become a highly versatile tool in ML. Originally proposed as a powerful tool for
measuring the goodness-of-fit for probabilistic models, KSD has been extended to other ML
tasks such as variational inference [22] and model selection [13]. KSD utilizes the properties of
the Stein operator within a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) and offers a robust
framework for testing the hypothesis that a sample is drawn from a specified probability
distribution. For a density p and a differentiable function f, the Stein operator A, is defined



as:

Apf(x) = sp(x) f () + Va f(2), (1)

where s,(z) = Vlogp(x) = pzzg)
such that its expectation under the target distribution p is zero, i.e. Ez p[Apf(z)] = 0.
Leveraging this property allows one to measure discrepancies Egq[A,f(z)] between two

distributions p and ¢, which leads to the definition of the Stein discrepancy:

is the (Stein) score function of p. The operator is constructed

5(p,q) = maxBa~g[Apf(2)], (2)

where F is an appropriate set of functions. To ensure F is sufficiently broad, we can employ
an infinite number of basis functions. This approach naturally leads to the KSD, where F is a
unit ball in a RKHS:

S, q) = Eawnpl(sq(x) = sp())k(, 2) (54 (2') = 5p(2))], (3)

where k is a selected kernel function. This formulation allows the test to effectively capture
complex dependencies within the data without requiring derivatives or integrals of the density
p. Chwialkowski et al. [4], Liu et al. [23] propose adaptations of U-Statistics to estimate the
Stein discrepancy:

Ug(Z1:n) = Z uq(Zi7Zj)> (4)

n(n=1)

which is an unbiased estimator of S(p,q) where Z, Z" are independent copies from p. Here,
the alternative function u, is typically defined in terms of the kernel function k& and the score
function s,, given by:

ug(z, 7)) = sq(x)k(x, x’)sq(ac') + s¢(2)Vyk(z, ') + sq(:n')vxk(a:, x') + Vo k(z, '), (5)

where V k(z,2') and Vk(z,2') are the gradients of the kernel function with respect to z
and 2/, respectively. This function u, captures the interaction between the gradients and the
kernel, facilitating the computation of the Stein discrepancy.

2.3 Related Work

KSD is connected with other distributional measures in the literature. It can be seen as a
generalization of Fisher Divergence under RBF kernel with bandwidth A — 0 [23]. KSD can
also be considered as a special case of MMD with a Steinalized kernel uq(z, 2’) that incorporates
the score function s, of the target distribution ¢g. KSD is connected to the KL divergence
as the derivative of KL divergence. Liu and Wang [22| illustrated the relation in the context
of variational inference. The KL divergence between an approximating distribution and the
target distribution can be minimized by considering a small perturbation to the identity map,
characterized by a smooth function ¢(x) and a small scalar e. Theorem 3.1 in [22] points out
that

VKL(grllp)|,_y = ~Eangltrace(Ape(2))],
where Ap,¢(z) is the Stein operator. This connection implies that the steepest descent direction

in KL divergence corresponds to the optimal perturbation direction, which is precisely what
KSD measures.



3 Distribution-Informed Prediction via KSD Calibration

Consider a learning task with training dataset Diyain, consisting of input features Xipain € R
and corresponding outputs Yirain € R, where the dependence between X and Y is to be modeled
by a ML model M. It is believed that a dynamical system generates Y, and prior knowledge
suggests a marginal knowledge probability distribution p.

3.1 Calibration by KSD gradient descent

We propose a post hoc approach to improve predictions produced by conventional approaches
mentioned in Sec. 2. Applying a fitted model M(; é) based on Dirain to new input X provides
us with the raw predictions Y. Building on the KSD metric discussed in Sec. 2.2, we propose
a calibration update that aims to better align the raw predictions Y with the knowledge
distribution p. This step does not require additional training data and operates solely on
Y = {9:,i=1,...,n} and p. KSD allows for a straightforward calculation of the discrepancy
between a sample of observations and a knowledge distribution without the need for integration
or optimization. It provides both a simple, intuitive interpretation and a solid theoretical
foundation. In contrast, alternative statistical metrics would introduce additional computational
overhead. The gradient step can also be interpreted as a Wasserstein-2 (metric) gradient step
using the KSD loss function, applied to the empirical distribution % > Oy,

We use the KSD U,(91.,) to measure how closely the predictions g; align with p, where a
smaller value of KSD indicates a better fit. Denote the derivatives of U, with respect to ¢; as

aUp(Zjl:n)

D(gi) = B9

We propose a gradient descent approach, selecting a small step size A to update the predictions
as ¥; = Ui — A - D(9;), optimizing U, to integrate information from both the raw predictions
and the knowledge distribution.

3.2 Theoretical Justification

We consider a simple setting, where we assume the raw prediction equals the true outcome
value plus some noise, i.e., §; = y; + &;, &; i.i.d. ~ N(0,02). We have the following result. The
proof can be found in AppendixA.

Let §; = §; — A2%52) Then

QZE{aQ . = }/ZE{OUaiM ;

minimizes Y E(§; —y;)?. With this choice of \, we have > | E(g; —v:)2 < S0 E(9i —vi)?.
This result aligns with the principle underlying the celebrated James-Stein estimator in
Empirical Bayes, wherein the mean squared error (MSE) is reduced through a bias-variance
trade-off. This establishes that, in most cases, there exists a nonzero optimal A that guarantees
error (MSE) reduction.

3.3 Algorithm Implementation with Early Stopping

Guided by the properties of KSD, we construct the following calibration algorithm by applying
KSD gradient descent updates iteratively. We set a small step size and a maximum cap for
the number of updates. To avoid overfitting while having an automatic stopping rule for the
KSD updates, we adopt the 2-Wasserstein loss (2-WD?) between updated predictions and the



knowledge distribution as the surrogate performance metric. Specifically, after each gradient
step, we calculate the 2-Wasserstein loss. Training halts when the 2-Wasserstein loss shows no
improvement for several steps (specified by a patience parameter).

An optional normalization step. In practice, the distribution of the raw predicted values
could be far away from the knowledge distribution due to substantial estimation biases. The
KSD algorithm still offers excellent performance gain but may stop too early. For such a
scenario, we apply a normalizing step to the raw predictions to align their distribution with
the mean and standard deviation of the knowledge distribution. In addition, if the distribution
information includes data boundaries, we apply clipping after normalization to ensure that the
predicted values remain within these limits.

Algorithm 1 provides the pseudocode of a distribution-informed prediction workflow with
the proposed KSD calibration. The calibrated predictions are denoted as ;, i = 1,...,n.

Algorithm 1 Distribution-Informed Prediction via Kernelized Stein Discrepancy (KSD)
Calibration.

Require: Training set Divain = (Xirain, Yirain), evaluation input Xeya, predictive model M,
knowledge distribution p, step size A, patience parameter s.
Ensure: Raw predictions Y and Calibrated predictions Y for X.
1: Train predictive model M using Di;ain.
2: Compute raw predictions: Y = M (Xeval; é)
3: Normalize Y to match the mean, variance, and range of p, yielding ;.
4: Repeat:
1. Calculate the KSD gradient, D(g;) = %g_l:"), for each normalized prediction using
automatic differentiation. '
2. Update each prediction:
i < Gi — X+ D(Gi).
3. Cpmpute the 2-Wasserstein loss between p and the updated predictions:
Wa(p, {Fi}ie1)-
4. Stop if Wa (p,{yi}~,) does not improve for s consecutive steps.

5: return Y = {g:;,i=1,...,n}, and Y = {g;,i=1,...,n}.

4 Experiments

In this section, we illustrate the proposed calibration approach using one toy example, an
application to the estimation of air-sea COqy fluxes using an ML-based reconstruction from
surface ocean observations of the partial pressure of CO2 (pCOz2) [11], and an application to
an online hybrid emulator of quasi-geostrophic turbulence [25].

4.1 Experiment Setup

For our numerical experiments, we implement Algorithm 1. The predictive model is trained
on training data using the MSE loss function. As previously mentioned, the KSD calibration
does not require training but uses a knowledge distribution. We evaluate the workflow on
an independent evaluation dataset, comparing raw and calibrated predictions against the
ground truth Y values using both point-wise loss, evaluated by mean square error (MSE), and
distribution loss, evaluated by 2-Wasserstein Loss (2-WD?). As discussed previously, rather



than creating a trade-off between point-wise prediction accuracy and distributional alignment,
the KSD calibration is expected to improves both MSE and 2-WD?2.

4.1.1 Choice of kernel

For all our experiments, we use the radial basis function (RBF) kernel for calculating KSD.
Liu et al. [23] demonstrated that if the kernel belongs to the Stein class of distribution p,

S(p, Q) = Ew,w’Np[UQ(xﬂ x/)])

and the RBF kernel is in the Stein class for smooth densities supported on R. We use a
bandwidth of three standard deviations of the data. Additional experiments (not shown) were
conducted using different bandwidth values and obtained similar results.

4.1.2 Step size and patience parameter

The magnitude of the gradient with respect to KSD varies in practice. In our experiments, we
scale the gradients so that their second moment matches the variance of the predictions. This
allows us to regulate how much each gradient descent step impacts the predictions. After this
scaling step, we choose A = (0.01 so that each step leads to a small update. We set the patience
parameter to s = 20, allowing sufficient steps to confirm the absence of further improvements.
Numerical experiments show that our results are not sensitive to the choice of s.

4.2 Toy Example: Shifted Linear Dynamical Systems

We consider a toy linear dynamical system:
X =AX—1 + &

where X; € RS is the state vector at time step ¢, A € R%6 is the transition matrix that governs
the linear dynamics of the system, and e; ~ N(0, ) represents Gaussian noise at each time
step, with zero mean and covariance matrix X. The matrix A is sampled from a standard
Gaussian distribution and scaled such that its largest eigenvalue A\pax is 0.99, resulting in a
system that is nearly chaotic yet stable.

To simulate distributional shifts, we generate training and testing datasets using the same
transition matrix A but different noise covariance matrices X, leading to distinct steady-state
distributions. Specifically, the noise covariance 3 is constructed by first generating a lower
triangular matrix L with entries drawn from a normal distribution with mean 0 and standard
deviation 100, then computing ¥ = LL” to ensure positive definiteness. This procedure is
carried out independently for both the training and testing datasets, resulting in distinct
covariance structures for each.

4.2.1 Dataset Generation

We generate datasets with sizes ranging from 100 to 1,000. To construct each dataset, we first
initialize the system at X drawn from its stationary distribution. The sequence was simulated
forward and subsampled using fixed intervals—interval, set to 10 unless otherwise specified.
This provides a realistic setting where training and testing data differ not in local dynamics
but in their marginal distributions.

To initialize the system, the initial state Xy is drawn from the steady-state distribution.
After simulating a long sequence of state transitions, every interval steps are selected to form
the training dataset or the test dataset, ensuring the samples are sufficiently spaced to avoid
redundancy.



4.2.2 Machine Learning Model and Knowledge Distribution

The goal is to predict the norm (length) of the future state vector, defined as ¥; = || X41]/2/100.
To predict Y; based on Xy, we employed Light GBM [17] as the machine learning model. The
model’s hyperparameters were automatically tuned using the Optuna framework. The training
data was randomly split, with 80% used for training and 20% for validation, and the validation
set guided the selection of the hyperparameter.

To estimate knowledge marginal distribution, we sampled 10,000 state vectors X from
the steady-state distribution of the testing dataset, propagate them one step, and collect the
corresponding Y values. These 10,000 Y values were then used to fit a Gaussian Mixture
Model (GMM) with 5 components, which provided an estimate of the marginal distribution of
Y in the testing dataset.

4.2.3 Distributional Shift

The primary challenge in this experiment stemmed from the differences in steady-state distri-
butions between the training and testing datasets, caused by the distinct covariance matrices.
This mismatch led to a systematic bias in the raw predictions of the norm of X, 1, as illustrated
in Figure 2. The bias manifested as a distributional shift between the predicted and true values
of the testing dataset.

Figure 2-(A) plots the true values of Y against the corresponding raw predictions on the
test set. The points concentrate along an increasing curve, indicating that the machine learning
model successfully captures the short-term local dependence between X; and Y. However, the
cloud of points systematically deviates from the identity line: for example, large true values of
Y tend to be under-estimated, reflecting a structural bias induced by the mismatch between
the training and test steady-state distributions rather than pure noise in the regression. This
panel therefore highlights that the model is predictive but is biased under distributional shift.

Figure 2(B) focuses on the one-dimensional marginal distributions. It overlays the knowledge
distribution, the empirical distribution of the true test responses, and the distributions of the
raw and calibrated predictions. The raw predictive distribution is compressed toward the left
and carries almost no mass in the right tail, failing to cover a substantial portion of the support
where the true and knowledge distributions place non-negligible probability. In other words,
the raw model rarely generates large values of Y even though such values occur frequently
under the true dynamics. After applying KSD calibration, the distribution of the calibrated
predictions extends into this missing region and moves much closer to the knowledge and true
test distributions, yielding substantially better alignment of the predictive marginal.

Each point in Figure 2-(C) corresponds to one independent experimental run, where the
training and test data are generated with a different random seed and a separate Light GBM
model is trained. For each run, the horizontal axis reports the MSE and the vertical axis
reports the rank correlation between the model predictions and the ground truth. Hollow
markers show the performance of the raw Light GBM predictions, while the corresponding filled
markers at the same vertical level show the performance after applying KSD-based calibration
to that specific model: because the calibration only adjusts the predictive distribution without
changing the relative ordering of predictions, the rank correlation is preserved and any gain
appears purely as a horizontal shift to the left (lower MSE). The red points are obtained with
a training set of size 100 and the blue points with a training set of size 1000, indicating that
larger training sets yield base models with both lower raw MSE and higher rank correlation.
Nonetheless, even these stronger base models still benefit from calibration, as seen from the
consistent leftward shifts of the filled points. The black line is a linear fit over all filled markers,
showing that the achievable post-calibration accuracy is approximately a linear function of
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Figure 2: KSD calibration under steady-state distribution shift. The dynamical system
is trained and evaluated under different steady-state distributions, inducing systematic bias
in the raw predictions. (A) True versus raw predicted values of Y on the test set: the model
captures the local dependence between X; and Y, but the point cloud deviates from the
identity line, revealing systematic bias driven by the distributional shift. (B) One-dimensional
marginal densities for the knowledge distribution, the true test responses, the raw predictions,
and the calibrated predictions. The raw predictive distribution is shifted relative to both the
knowledge and true test distributions, whereas KSD calibration transports it closer to these
targets, improving distributional alignment. (C) For each independent run, we plot the MSE
against the rank correlation between predictions and ground truth. Hollow markers denote
raw predictions and filled markers denote calibrated predictions from the same run; red (blue)
points use a training size of 100 (1000). Calibration preserves rank correlation but consistently
reduces MSE, and the linear fit over all calibrated points shows that post-calibration accuracy
improves approximately linearly with the model’s rank correlation.
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the underlying model’s rank correlation: models with better ranking structure systematically
obtain larger improvements from our calibration procedure.

4.2.4 Results

In this toy example, models trained on biased data have poor MSE but moderate rank
correlations with the ground truth on the test data. This suggests that the predictions were
systematically biased and could be calibrated to improve MSE. In such contexts, model training
using a hybrid loss (e.g., MSE+Distribution Loss) with the training data would fail due to the
disconnect between the marginal outcome distribution of the training data and the knowledge
distribution. Our proposed KSD calibration offers an efficient alternative solution.

The results summarized in Table 1 demonstrate a clear improvement in both prediction
accuracy and distribution alignment due to the proposed calibration method. Overall, the
MSE decreases by 40%-50%, indicating a significant enhancement in point-wise prediction
accuracy. Furthermore, the 2-WD?, which quantifies the difference in distributions between
the predicted and actual lengths of X1, is reduced to between one-third and one-eleventh of
its original value.

Table 1: Effectiveness of KSD calibration under steady-state distribution shift. MSE
and 2-WD? for different combinations of training and evaluation dataset sizes, comparing raw
and calibrated predictions when the training and testing datasets are generated from different
covariance matrices so their stationary distributions differ. Here, raw refers to the predictive
model’s original output, and cali w/ norm indicates calibration based on normalized predictions.
Across all (Ntrain, Ntest) Pairs, KSD calibration substantially reduces both MSE and 2-WD?,
illustrating its ability to correct biases induced by steady-state distribution shifts. The mean
and standard deviation of each metric are computed from 1000 experiments.

T raw cali w/ norm
rain - Ttest MSE 2-WD?2 MSE 2-WD?2
o0 100 21913 (1092.5) 18323 (1014.3) 1207.2 (487.7) 2928 (225.7)
1000 2257.8 (592.8)  1916.9 (588.4) 1160.2 (308.2) 177.6 (93.4)
lo00 100 10353(630.9)  8ILO(558.1) 6142 (284.7)  259.6 (193.3)

1000 1070.8 (279.0)  861.2 (264.0)  534.3 (103.5)  158.5 (61.9)

We next isolate the role of steady-state distribution shift in driving the gains from KSD
calibration. Table 1 reports results for the toy example when the training and testing datasets
are generated from different covariance matrices, so that their stationary distributions differ.
In all (ngrain, Ntest) combinations, the calibrated predictions achieve substantially lower MSE
and 2-WD? than the raw model outputs, indicating that KSD calibration effectively corrects
the bias induced by the mismatch between the training and test steady-state distributions.

To test whether these gains persist in the absence of distributional shift, Table 2 repeats
the experiments under the same settings but with Y. = Ytest, SO that the training and
testing datasets share the same stationary distribution. In this well-specified setting, calibration
does not systematically improve performance: the MSE is often worse after calibration, and
the reductions in 2-WD? are small or appear only in a single configuration. Taken together,
Table 1 and Table 2 show that KSD calibration is most beneficial when there is a steady-state
distribution shift to be corrected, rather than as a generic procedure that always shrinks
prediction error.
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Table 2: KSD calibration when there is no steady-state distribution shift. MSE and
2-WD? for different combinations of training and evaluation dataset sizes when the training
and testing datasets share the same covariance matrix, so that the stationary distribution
remains consistent between training and testing. Here, raw refers to the model’s original output,
and cali w/ norm indicates calibration based on normalized predictions. In this well-specified
setting, KSD calibration does not consistently improve performance: MSE is often larger after
calibration and 2-WD? improves only marginally or in a single configuration. The mean and
standard deviation of each metric are computed from 1000 experiments. Together with Table 1,
this highlights that the main benefit of KSD calibration arises when correcting steady-state
distribution shifts, rather than in settings without such shifts.

‘ raw cali w/ norm
Ntrain  Ntest MSE 2-WD2 MSE 2-WD2
100 82.11 (52.96) 30.13 (35.96) 101.54 (53.33) 33.07 (34.57)

1007 1000 83.83 (31.33) 2693 (21.90) 83.59 (27.62)  9.64 (6.54)
oo 100 1626 (7.72) 350 (420)  42.46 (35.80) 27.83 (33.55)
1000 17.08 (4.14)  2.00 (1.95)  20.17 (5.65)  4.34 (4.36)

4.3 Application to air-sea CO, flux
4.3.1 Background and Motivation

We evaluate the proposed calibration’s skill in improving the reconstruction of air-sea CO»
fluxes based on scarce (1% coverage), highly biased sample data |2, 26]. See the Appendix B
for a full discussion on these data issues. This level of data scarcity and sampling biases makes
it infeasible to consider the hybrid loss, as discussed in Sec. 2.

Understanding air-sea COs9 fluxes is crucial for quantifying the ocean’s role in the global
carbon cycles. Predicting air-sea COs fluxes presents significant challenges due to the complex
interplay of fphysical, chemical, and biological processes that govern the exchange of carbon
dioxide between the atmosphere and the ocean. Factors such as ocean circulation, tempera-
ture, salinity, wind patterns, and biological activity all influence the fluxes, making accurate
predictions difficult. Additionally, the spatial and temporal variability of these factors requires
high-resolution data and sophisticated modeling techniques to capture the dynamics accurately.

Landschiitzer et al. [19] introduced a widely used SOM-FFN (Self-Organizing Map-Feed-
Forward Network) to estimate the continuous monthly mean pCOy. Gloege et al. [11] used
multiple Large Ensemble Earth system models [10] to evaluate the prediction ability of SOM-
FFEN. The Earth system models provided reanalysis data, allowing global coverage of the
ground truth of pCOs. Applying the same sampling process as in the real observation data,
the authors recreated the same level of data scarcity and sampling biases in the training set.
They found that areas that lacked observation data had larger prediction biases/errors.

4.3.2 Experiment Setup

Following the setup of [11]|, we apply the proposed KSD calibration to SOM-FFN predictions
using reanalysis data from the Community Earth System Model-Large Ensemble (RCP8.5)
[16], where the global ground truth of pCOg is known. For our experiments, we treat sampled
data from one ensemble member (CESMO001) as “real Earth” data and focus on the 6th
biogeochemical province identified by the SOM, which consists of disjoint regions in both the
Northern and Southern Hemispheres and is characterized by highly heterogeneous and spatially
structured data availability (Figure Al).
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Figure 3: Monthly knowledge distributions of pCOq of the 6th province from CESMO002.
Each panel corresponds to a calendar month, and each horizontal ridge shows the marginal
distribution of pCO3 in a given year for that month over 1982-2016, with the vertical axis
indicating year. The monthly distributions exhibit strong seasonal structure: while several
winter and spring months appear approximately unimodal, late-summer and autumn months
(July—November) display a clearer bimodal pattern, with distinct low and high pCOg modes.
For any fixed month, the ridges drift gradually to the right over time, reflecting the long-term
increase in pCQO2, yet the overall shape of the distribution remains relatively stable across
years. These patterns motivate the use of CESM002 as a knowledge source for KSD calibration:
the model provides month-specific marginal distributions that encode robust seasonal and
multimodal structure and long-term trends, which can be used to correct systematic biases in
data-driven predictions trained on sparse and biased observations.

To assess the utility of KSD calibration using prior knowledge of the marginal outcome
distribution, we view climate system models as providing approximate but structurally realistic
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priors for province-level pCOs. In our main experiments, we extract knowledge distributions
from a different ensemble member, CESM002, which is generated by the same CESM RCP8.5
configuration as CESMO001 but with different initial values and boundary conditions. As a
result, CESM001 and CESMO002 share nearly identical seasonal and distributional structure,
while remaining distinct realizations of the underlying climate system. In order to get the
knowledge distribution, for each calendar month, we collect pCO» values of the 6th province
from CESMO002 over 2010-2016 and fit a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) with 5 components.
The resulting month-specific mixtures provide flexible summaries of the marginal distributions,
capturing both multi-modality and tail behavior.

Figure 3 visualizes these month-specific knowledge distributions. Each panel corresponds
to a calendar month, and each horizontal ridge within a panel represents the marginal pCOs
distribution in a given year of the CESM002 time series for that month. Two robust features
are apparent. First, different months exhibit distinct distributional shapes: while many winter
and spring months look approximately unimodal, late-summer and autumn months (July—
December) display a clearer bimodal structure, with both low and high pCO2 modes present.
Second, for any fixed month, the ridges shift gradually to the right over 1982-2016, reflecting
the long-term increase in pCOq, but the overall shape of the distribution (for example, the
number and relative prominence of modes) remains relatively stable from year to year. In this
sense, the CESM-based knowledge distributions encode both a stable, month-specific seasonal
structure and a slowly varying trend that are difficult to infer reliably from sparse and biased
SOCAT observations alone. These are precisely the kinds of distributional features that our
KSD-based calibration can exploit, because the KSD objective compares the full predictive
distribution to the knowledge distribution and is sensitive to discrepancies in shape (such as
missing modes or incorrect tail behavior), not just in the mean. By calibrating month by month,
we explicitly respect the strong seasonal differences in the pCOg marginals instead of imposing
a single global prior. Moreover, the knowledge distributions only need to be structurally correct
rather than exact: other climate models, such as GFDL, produce monthly pCO; distributions
with similar seasonal and multimodal structure, and could in principle be used in the same
way to calibrate CESMO001 or other targets.

We use these knowledge distributions from CESMO002 to calibrate the raw predictions for
CESMO001 from 2010-2016, based on FFN trained on sparse data with sampling bias from
1982-2009. The calibration is repeated for each month, using the corresponding marginal
distribution of the month. See the Appendix B for the full implementation details of this
experiment.

4.3.4 Results

Table 3: Evaluation of raw, normalized, and KSD-calibrated predictions of pCO; in the
6th province. The table reports the mean squared error (MSE), which measures point-wise
prediction accuracy, and the 2-WD?2, which quantifies the discrepancy between the predicted
and true marginal distributions of pCOs. The raw column corresponds to the original FFN
predictions trained on sparse and biased SOCAT observations; the normalized column applies
a simple rescaling step from Sec. 3 to put the outputs on a common marginal scale; and
the calibrated column applies our KSD-based calibration on top of this baseline. The KSD-
calibrated model achieves the lowest MSE and 2-WD?, with particularly large relative gains in
2-WD?, showing that our KSD procedure is key to improving both point-wise accuracy and
the alignment of the predictive distribution with the true pCOq distribution.

metric raw normalized calibrated
MSE 703.7 421.8 400.8
2-WD? 411.3 31.0 23.6
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The overall performance is summarized in Table 3, which reports both the mean squared
error (MSE) and the 2-WD? between the predicted and true pCOg distributions. We compare
three versions of the FFN outputs: the raw predictions, a normalized version obtained by a
simple rescaling step in Sec. 3, and the calibrated predictions after applying our KSD-based
distributional calibration using the CESMO002 knowledge distributions. Relative to the raw
model, the KSD-calibrated predictions reduce the MSE from 703.7 to 400.8 (about a 43%
reduction) and the 2-WD? from 411.3 to 23.6 (about a 94% reduction), indicating substantial
gains in both point-wise accuracy and distributional fidelity. Even when starting from the
normalized baseline, which mainly serves to place the FFN outputs on a common scale, the
KSD step further decreases 2-WD? from 31.0 to 23.6. This additional reduction highlights that
KSD calibration is crucial for correcting higher-order distributional features—beyond simple
rescaling—and for bringing the predictive marginal much closer to the true pCOs distribution.

Figure 4 provides a month-by-month view of how KSD calibration reshapes the predictive
distributions of pCOs3 in the 6th province. For each calendar month, we show the empirical
distribution of the true CESMO001 test values (red histogram), the raw FFN predictions
(blue histogram), the KSD-calibrated predictions (orange histogram), and the corresponding
knowledge distribution from CESMO002 (yellow curve) obtained from the Gaussian mixture
model described above. Because CESM001 and CESMO002 are generated by the same climate
model configuration, their monthly marginals share very similar structure, so the knowledge
distributions provide a realistic, model-based description of the expected shape of the pCOs
distribution in this province.

Across months, the raw FFN predictions often fail to reproduce key distributional features
of the true pCO2 marginals: they may be overly concentrated in a narrow range, shifted
relative to the red histogram, or unable to capture multiple modes when the actual and
knowledge distributions display more complex shapes. After applying KSD calibration, the
orange histograms move closer to the red ones while remaining consistent with the yellow
knowledge curves, with better alignment of the main peaks, support, and overall spread. In
other words, KSD uses the CESM-based knowledge distributions to correct higher-order aspects
of the predictive marginal—beyond simple shifts or rescaling—so that, for each month, the
calibrated predictions more faithfully reflect the underlying pCO» distribution. This figure
thus complements the aggregate metrics in Table 3, 4 and 5 by illustrating, in distributional
form, how calibration improves both the shape and location of the predictive marginals.

Table 4, 5 summarize the monthly pCOs statistics for the 6th province. The Location Num.
column indicates the total number of location points, while the Obv. column shows the number
of distinct observations recorded each month. From the data, it is evident that the calibrated
MSE values are consistently lower than the raw MSE values, indicating that the calibration
process improves the accuracy of the pCOs predictions. The 2-WD? values, which measure
the distance between the predicted and true distributions, also decrease significantly after
calibration.

The location number is relatively stable across months, but the number of distinct SOCAT
observations varies substantially, and this heterogeneity in observational density is reflected in
both the MSE and 2-WD? values. Months with relatively dense observational coverage such
as March, April and May already have moderate raw MSE values and still exhibit sizable
reductions after the normalization and calibration steps. By contrast, late-summer and early-fall
months such as August, September, and October have far fewer distinct observations despite a
comparable number of grid points, and start from relatively large raw errors. Even in these
data-sparse settings the full pipeline yields clear gains: for example, in October the MSE
decreases from 588.67 to 347.88 and the 2-WD? drops from 410.73 to 51.82 after normalization
and KSD calibration.

Across all twelve months, the MSE is reduced by the end of the pipeline, with the average
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Figure 4: Monthly calibration of pCOs predictions for the 6th province in 2010-2016. Each panel
corresponds to one calendar month and shows four distributions of pCO3 values: the empirical
distribution of the true CESMO0O01 test data (red histogram), the distribution of raw FFN
predictions (blue histogram), the distribution of KSD-calibrated predictions (orange histogram),
and the month-specific knowledge distribution from CESMO002 (yellow curve) obtained from a
Gaussian mixture model. Although the marginal distributions differ from month to month, the
CESM-based knowledge distributions and the true CESMO001 marginals share similar overall
structure, providing a physically informed target for calibration. In many months, the raw
predictions are biased or miss important features of the true distribution—for example, they
can be overly narrow, shifted relative to the true values, or fail to represent multi-modal
behavior when present. After KSD calibration, the orange histograms generally move closer to
the red ones and better track both the main modes and the range of observed pCQO», while
remaining consistent with the yellow knowledge curves. Together with the quantitative results
in Tables 3, 4 and 5, these panels show that KSD calibration improves the match between the
predictive marginals and the true pCOg distributions across all months.
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Table 4: Monthly MSE of raw, normalized, and KSD-calibrated pCO4 predictions in the 6th
province. For each calendar month, the table reports the mean squared error (MSE) of the raw
FFN predictions, the normalized outputs, and the KSD-calibrated predictions. The Location
Num. column gives the total number of distinct 1°x1° grid cells that belong to the 6th province,
and the Obv. column records the number of distinct SOCAT observations falling in the province
in that month. The Avg row reports totals for location numbers and observation counts and
monthly averages for the three MSE values. Across all twelve months, the calibrated MSE is
always lower than or comparable to the raw MSE, with the largest relative reductions occurring
in months where the baseline FFN exhibits substantial bias, illustrating that the full calibration
pipeline improves point-wise predictive accuracy over a range of data availability regimes.

Month Location Num. Obv. Raw MSE Normalized MSE Calibrated MSE

Jan 15263 458 1202.47 494.63 47417
Feb 16273 733 784.43 453.56 387.85
Mar 17837 767 661.13 340.86 302.94
Apr 17491 642 442.15 253.52 239.57
May 16534 708 429.49 268.77 277.54
Jun 16130 496 498.69 267.08 278.04
Jul 15478 376 694.17 453.21 452.95
Aug 14618 218 875.93 699.88 706.89
Sep 12671 127 969.71 451.00 388.97
Oct 12980 89 588.67 412.73 347.88
Nov 15039 241 739.91 664.72 629.00
Dec 15443 352 996.85 378.64 387.77
Avg 185757 5207 703.71 421.83 400.80

monthly MSE falling from 703.71 for the raw FFN predictions to 400.80 after calibration. The
normalization step lowers MSE in every month, often by several hundred units, and the KSD
calibration step further decreases MSE for most months. In a few cases, KSD calibration slightly
increases MSE relative to the normalized predictions while still improving it relative to the
raw FFN output, indicating a small trade-off between point-wise accuracy and distributional
alignment. The largest relative reductions in MSE occur in months where the raw FFN
predictions are most biased (e.g., January and December, with more than 60% reductions),
whereas months in which the baseline FFN already performs relatively well (such as May and
November) show more modest MSE gains.

For the distributional metric, improvements are even more uniform: 2-WD? decreases
monotonically from the raw to normalized to calibrated predictions in every month, with
the average value dropping from 409.81 to 21.85. Normalization alone accounts for the bulk
of the reduction, bringing 2-WD? down to the tens across all months, and KSD calibration
consistently provides an additional refinement. The relative gains are particularly striking in
months with very sparse SOCAT coverage such as September and October, where raw 2-WD?
values above 300 are reduced by nearly an order of magnitude after the full procedure. This
pattern suggests that prior knowledge about the marginal distribution of pCOs from CESM002
is especially valuable when local observations are scarce, allowing KSD-based calibration to
substantially correct the distribution of FFN predictions even in poorly observed months.
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Table 5: Monthly 2-WD? of raw, normalized, and KSD-calibrated pCO5 predictions in the 6th
province. For each calendar month, the table reports the 2-WD? distance between the predicted
and true marginal distributions of pCOs for the raw FFN outputs, the normalized predictions,
and the KSD-calibrated predictions. As in Table 4, the Location Num. column gives the
number of distinct 1°x1° grid cells assigned to the 6th province and the Obv. column records
the number of distinct SOCAT observations in that month, while the Avg row aggregates counts
and monthly averages. In every month, 2-WD? decreases as we move from raw to normalized
to KSD-calibrated predictions, with particularly large relative reductions in data-sparse months
such as September and October. These patterns show that KSD-based calibration systematically
improves the alignment between the predictive marginals and the true pCOq distributions
across all months.

Month Location Num. Obv. Raw 2-WD? Normalized 2-WD? Calibrated 2-WD?

Jan 15263 458 766.45 26.68 25.43
Feb 16273 733 441.75 29.06 12.43
Mar 17837 767 415.08 29.81 19.14
Apr 17491 642 256.28 14.56 6.72
May 165634 708 197.79 2.98 1.49
Jun 16130 496 244.16 10.54 9.21

Jul 15478 376 350.69 32.14 30.48
Aug 14618 218 466.02 96.56 55.70
Sep 12671 127 329.52 37.45 25.30
Oct 12980 89 410.73 82.09 01.82
Nov 15039 241 377.02 27.40 20.62
Dec 15443 352 694.56 16.31 15.96
Avg 185757 5207 409.81 29.15 21.85

4.3.5 Robustness Analysis

Table 6: Leave-one-out stability of monthly MSE for pCOs predictions in the 6th province.
For each calendar month, the table reports the mean and standard deviation of the MSE over
leave-one-out (LOQO) evaluations on the 2010-2016 period, where one evaluation year is omitted
at a time and the metric is computed on the remaining six years. The three columns correspond
to the raw FFN predictions, the normalized outputs, and the KSD-calibrated predictions.
In every month, the calibrated MSE is lower than the raw MSE, and in most months it is
also lower than the normalized MSE, indicating that the benefits of calibration extend to
month-specific performance rather than being driven by a few favorable years. The reported
standard deviations are moderate across months, suggesting that the relative performance
ordering of the three methods is stable under different choices of held-out evaluation year.

metric raw normalized calibrated
MSE  703.8 (45.4) 421.8 (14.2) 400.8 (14.2)
2-WD2 411.9 (41.1) 31.8 (3.2) 24.4 (2.9)

We further assess the robustness of the performance metrics using a leave-one-out (LOO)
evaluation approach. Specifically, for the evaluation period 2010-2016, we compute the MSE
and 2-WD? on all subsets of six years obtained by excluding one year at a time. Table 6 reports
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the mean and standard deviation of these LOO metrics for each method. The LOO means are
nearly identical to the full-sample values in Table 3, and the standard deviations are small,
indicating that the improvements are not driven by any single evaluation year and are stable
with respect to interannual variability in the test period.

Table 7: Leave-one-out robustness of aggregate pCOy performance metrics. Entries show the
mean and standard deviation of each metric over leave-one-out (LOO) evaluations on the
2010-2016 period, where in each run one year is excluded and the metrics are computed on the
remaining six years. The raw, normalized, and calibrated columns correspond to the original
FFEN predictions, the normalized outputs, and the KSD-calibrated predictions, respectively.
The LOO means are very close to the full-sample values reported in Table 4, and the standard
deviations are small, indicating that the performance differences between methods are stable
across different choices of evaluation years.

Month Raw MSE Normalized MSE Calibrated MSE
Jan  1202.52 (89.25) 494.62 (29.19) 474.17 (29.17)
Feb  784.42 (60.35) 453.58 (22.03) 387.88 (22.95)
Mar  660.95 (51.12) 340.78 (16.21) 302.87 (17.35)
Apr  442.10 (32.26) 253.46 (8.89) 239.51 (8.55)
May  429.48 (27.64) 268.74 (10.38) 277.51 (11.52)
Jun  498.85 (41.21) 267.07 (11.60) 278.02 (12.27)
Jul  694.29 (45.29) 453.13 (30.06) 452.88 (28.37)
Aug  875.87 (45.38) 699.66 (22.78) 706.67 (23.31)
Sep  569.89 (24.94) 451.06 (11.72) 389.01 (9.16)
Oct  588.78 (22.07) 412.76 (12.79) 347.91 (10.36)
Nov  740.02 (39.90) 664.75 (26.97) 629.04 (27.43)
Dec  997.07 (75.93) 378.70 (20.03) 387.82 (19.90)
Avg  703.77 (45.36) 421.81 (14.21) 400.78 (14.19)

Tables 7 and 8 provide more detailed LOO results at the monthly level. Across all months,
the calibrated models consistently reduce both MSE and 2-WD? relative to the raw FFN
baseline. For 2-WD?, the values decrease monotonically from raw to normalized to calibrated
in every month, whereas for MSE the lowest value is sometimes attained by the normalized
model and sometimes by the calibrated model. In most months, however, the calibrated MSE
is smaller than both the raw and normalized MSE. Overall, the LOO means and standard
deviations in these tables closely track those in Tables 4 and 5, confirming that our main
conclusions about the benefits of KSD calibration are robust to the choice of evaluation years.

4.4 Application to Online Hybrid Emulator of QG Turbulence
4.4.1 Background and Motivation

To assess the effectiveness of our calibration framework in realistic, high-dimensional settings, we
apply it to a quasi-geostrophic (QG) ocean turbulence model [1] in an online deployment context.
The QG model is a canonical representation of large-scale, stratified, rotating geophysical
flows, capturing essential physical mechanisms such as nonlinear advection, planetary vorticity
gradients (the -effect), vortex stretching, and baroclinic instability. These processes govern
mesoscale turbulence in the ocean and atmosphere and make QG dynamics a widely used
testbed for studying the interaction between machine learning and chaotic physical systems.
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Table 8: Leave-one-out stability of monthly 2-WD? for pCO, predictions in the 6th province.
For each calendar month, the table reports the mean and standard deviation of the 2-WD?
distance between the predicted and true marginal pCOs distributions over leave-one-out
(LOO) evaluations on 2010-2016. As in Table 7, the three columns correspond to the raw
FFN, normalized, and KSD-calibrated models. For every month, the mean 2-WD? decreases
monotonically from raw to normalized to calibrated, demonstrating that KSD consistently
improves distributional alignment on top of the normalization step. The associated standard
deviations remain small relative to the mean values, indicating that these distributional gains
persist across different choices of held-out year and are not artifacts of a single evaluation split.

Month Raw 2-WD? Normalized 2-WD? Calibrated 2-WD?

Jan 768.77 (70.79) 28.95 (7.44) 27.64 (7.33)
Feb 444.03 (54.70) 31.92 (9.19) 15.20 (6.49)
Mar 416.93 (47.65) 32.30 (6.49) 21.56 (6.15)
Apr  257.72 (31.04) 16.42 (2.05) 8.49 (2.71)
May 199.41 (31.61) 4.80 (1.75) 3.43 (1.62)
Jun  247.47 (39.76) 13.51 (2.14) 12.36 (2.39)
Jul 354.31 (50.61) 36.39 (5.76) 34.80 (3.87)
Aug  467.75 (40.96) 59.53 (6.74) 58.68 (7.02)
Sep 331.31 (23.63) 40.41 (9.03) 27.95 (5.79)
Oct 411.83 (21.75) 84.40 (5.89) 53.59 (4.97)
Nov 378.53 (27.78) 29.84 (4.35) 22.89 (4.15)
Dec  696.74 (61.26) 18.67 (3.18) 18.26 (3.15)
Avg  411.90 (41.10) 31.77 (3.16) 24.40 (2.92)
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A defining feature of QG turbulence is the inverse energy cascade, where energy injected
at small scales (e.g., via baroclinic forcing) is transferred upscale, generating large, coherent
structures such as mesoscale eddies and zonal jets. Accurate modeling of these features requires
high spatial resolution. Coarse-resolution QG simulations often fail to resolve eddies, leading
to unrealistic dynamics. To address this, Ross et al. [25] proposed a fully connected neural
network (FCNN) that learns a surrogate subgrid forcing term from low-resolution fields to
recover unresolved effects. As discussed previously, this method fails to recover key derived
spectral features of the modeled systems, which are fundamentally governed by turbulence
physics based on first principles.

4.4.2 Experiment Setup

We evaluate KSD calibration in both offline and online settings. The goal is to assess how the
proposed method improves the long-term stability and physical realism of emulators under
chaotic flow dynamics.

Following [25], we carry out experiments under the eddy regime, which is characterized by
isotropic mesoscale eddies, resulting from baroclinic instability and vortex interactions. We
compare the following four methods against the reference high-resolution simulation (High-res):
1) Low-res: a coarse-resolution simulation without correction; 2) Low-res-FCNN: the low-res
model augmented with the learned FCNN subgrid forcing from [25]; 3) Low-res-KSD: the
low-res model with KSD calibration; 4) Low-res-FCNN-KSD: the low-res-FCNN model with
KSD calibration. This comprehensive comparison enables us to quantify both the standalone
and complementary benefits of data-driven subgrid parameterization and distribution-informed
post hoc calibration.

We simulate the high-resolution QG model on a 256 x 256 grid using a 1-hour time step. A
spin-up period of 31,000 hours was used to ensure the system reaches statistical stationarity.
These simulations serve as the ground truth. To construct the low-resolution model, following
[25], we apply a spectral operator to project the high-resolution fields onto a 64 x 64 grid,
preserving only the large-scale components. The low-res model is then run forward for 86,000
hours (approximately 10 years). KSD calibration is applied every 1,000 hours to adjust the
prognostic variable ¢ at each vertical level. Snapshots are recorded every 1,000 hours for
evaluation. The knowledge distribution used for calibration is constructed from an independent
set of 87 low-resolution snapshots, by applying the same spectral operator to the high-res
simulation over the same 86,000-hour period. For each vertical level, we aggregate spatial values
of ¢ across all snapshots and fit a Gaussian distribution to serve as the target steady-state
distribution for KSD calibration.

4.4.3 Offline Performance

To test the effectiveness of the approach in a simpler setting, we conduct an offline experiment.
Each low-res snapshot at time ¢ is used as the initial condition for a 1,000-hour forward integra-
tion of the low-res model. The output at time ¢ + 1000 is then compared to the corresponding
low-res ground truth. Calibration via KSD using the fitted steady-state distribution at ¢ + 1000
yields modest improvements in pointwise statistics: for example, level-1 R? increases from
0.533 to 0.541 and MSE decreases from 2.84 x 107 to 2.79 x 10~!!; level-2 R? improves from
0.844 to 0.848 with a corresponding MSE drop from 1.81 x 10713 to 1.77 x 10713.

4.4.4 Online Performance

We directly apply the proposed KSD calibration in an online setting to align the state
distribution of a low-resolution QG model with that of a high-resolution reference periodically.
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Rather than relying on a parametric closure during training, our method iteratively adjusts the
model output to match the long-term statistical signature of the true system. KSD calibration
leads to comparable or better accuracy. We further evaluate KSD calibration’s skill to improve
the online performance of the low-res model augmented with the learned subgrid forcing from
[25]. KSD calibration effectively improves online simulations across multiple diagnostics.

Five independent online experiments are conducted to ensure the statistical stability of our
evaluation. See Appendix C for the full experiment implementation details.
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Figure 5: Online spectral energy diagnostics for five modeling setups in quasi-geostrophic
turbulence. Each panel shows a derived statistical quantity as a function of zonal wavenumber:
kinetic energy flux (KEflux), available potential energy flux (APEflux), APE generation
spectrum (APEgenspec), and kinetic energy frictional dissipation spectrum (KEfrictionspec).
The high-resolution simulation (blue solid line) provides the target spectra. The coarse
low-resolution model (orange dashed line) and its FCNN-augmented variant (green dashed
line) remain systematically biased relative to the high-resolution curves, with only modest
differences between the orange and green spectra. In contrast, the KSD-calibrated low-resolution
model (red solid line) substantially reduces these discrepancies: for KEflux, APEflux, and
APEgenspec, the red curves lie much closer to the blue reference than either orange or green,
and for KEfrictionspec they move in the correct direction relative to the uncalibrated models.
The combined Low-res-FCNN-KSD model (purple solid line) achieves the closest overall match
to the high-resolution spectra, nearly coinciding with the blue curves across most wavenumbers.
Together with Figure 1, this figure illustrates that KSD calibration is effective at restoring
physically realistic long-term energy statistics and can significantly enhance the online behavior
of learned parameterizations.

Following [25], we assess the online performance of the different models using spectral energy
flux diagnostics, which provide a summary of the scale-by-scale energetics of the simulated flow.
We again focus on four physically meaningful quantities: the spectral flux of kinetic energy
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(KEflux), the spectral flux of available potential energy (APEflux), the spectral spectrum of
APE generation rate (APEgenspec), and the spectrum of kinetic energy dissipation due to
bottom drag (KEfrictionspec). These diagnostics collectively characterize the fundamental
processes of energy transfer, generation, and dissipation in quasi-geostrophic turbulence and
are therefore a stringent test of the physical fidelity of each modeling approach.

Figure 5 extends Figure 1 by adding KSD-calibrated variants of the low-resolution and
FCNN-augmented models; the high-resolution, low-resolution, and Low-res-FCNN spectra
(blue, orange, and green) are identical to those shown in Figure 1. As seen there, the FCNN-
augmented model remains close to the baseline low-resolution curves and noticeably below the
high-resolution reference, so the data-driven parameterization alone only modestly reduces the
bias in the long-term statistics. In contrast, applying KSD calibration to the low-resolution
model (red solid line) shifts the spectra toward the high-resolution target in all four diagnostics:
for KEflux, APEflux, and APEgenspec, the KSD-calibrated curves closely track the amplitude
and overall shape of the high-resolution spectra, and even for KEfrictionspec the calibrated
spectrum moves in the correct direction relative to the uncalibrated low-resolution models. The
combined Low-res-FCNN-KSD model (purple solid line) yields the best overall agreement with
the high-resolution reference. These results show that KSD calibration can substantially repair
the long-term spectral and statistical structure of the flow, and that it complements, rather
than replaces, standard data-driven parameterizations trained on short-horizon prediction
losses.

To quantify performance improvements, Figure 6 displays improvement scores calculated
from spectral diagnostics [25]. First, a spectral diff score is defined as the root mean squared
difference between the spectra of each model and the reference high-resolution.

The improvement score, evaluating the improvement of a model over a baseline, with respect
to a target, is computed as:

spectral _diff(model, target)
score = 1 — T : . (6)
spectral _diff(baseline, target)

Higher values (closer to 1) indicate more substantial improvement over the baseline, while
negative values imply degradation.

Figure 6 summarizes these effects quantitatively. Each panel shows the improvement scores
for one spectral diagnostic, with rows corresponding to the model and columns to the baseline
in equation (6). Entries in the upper-left 2-by-2 block indicate that the FCNN provides at best
modest and sometimes negative changes relative to the low-resolution model, consistent with
the spectra in Figures 1, 5. In contrast, rows corresponding to the KSD-calibrated models
(Low-res-KSD and FCNN-KSD) are predominantly positive when compared against either
Low-res or FCNN across all four diagnostics, indicating that KSD systematically moves the
models closer to the high-resolution target. Among all configurations, the combined FCNN-
KSD model typically attains the highest improvement scores, reinforcing that KSD calibration
enhances both unparameterized (Low-res) and learned (FCNN-augmented) models and provides
a consistent, quantitative gain in the long-term spectral statistics.

4.5 Computability

KSD calibration is very computationally efficient. It does not require substantial training and
tuning. All experiments were conducted on an Intel Core i7-14700KF (3.40GHz, 32GB RAM)
and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4080 GPU (16GB).
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Figure 6: Pairwise improvement scores between different model configurations, using the
high-resolution simulation as the common target. For each spectral diagnostic (KEflux,
APEflux, APEgenspec, KEfrictionspec), we form a matrix whose rows correspond to the
model and columns to the baseline, and whose entries are the improvement scores defined in
equation (6). A positive value in cell (row, column) means that the row model is closer to the
high-resolution spectra than the column baseline for that diagnostic, whereas negative values
indicate degradation. Warm colors (red) correspond to larger positive improvements and cool
colors (blue) to larger negative values. Across all four diagnostics, entries in the rows associated
with KSD-calibrated models (Low-res-KSD and FCNN-KSD) are predominantly positive when
compared against the Low-res and FCNN baselines, while entries against KSD-based baselines
are frequently negative for non-KSD models. Together with Figures 1 and 5, these matrices
show that KSD calibration consistently moves both the unparameterized low-resolution model
and the FCNN-augmented model closer to the high-resolution target, with the combined
FCNN-KSD configuration achieving the strongest overall agreement.
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5 Conclusion and Discussion

The central message of this paper is that, for chaotic systems where errors accumulate over
time or correlate over space, calibrating systematic statistical outputs using limited physical
knowledge or first-principles physics offers a cost-effective and stable alternative to employing
computationally expensive hybrid loss functions in machine learning models. The proposed
calibration framework is both efficient and capable of achieving comparable—or even supe-
rior—performance, as demonstrated here. This approach holds significant promise for climate
system modeling, where long-term state trajectories are inherently unpredictable, yet statistical
properties remain reliably predictable—even in coarse-resolution models. To the best of our
knowledge, this work is the first to explicitly formalize and demonstrate this concept through
both differentiable and non-differentiable programming in both offline and online assimilation
settings. A limitation of our approach is the assumption of access to the knowledge distribution,
which may not always be readily available in practice. In future work, we aim to integrate
our method within a distribution learning framework (e.g., [21]) to jointly infer and calibrate
against the steady-state distribution of a dynamical system. Exploring these avenues could
open up new possibilities for improving predictions in more complex systems.
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A Theoretical justification

Suppose we observe {g; : ¢ = 1,...,n} from §; = y; + €;, where y; denote unobserved true
values, and ¢;’s are i.i.d. N(0,c?). Suppose U(f1.,) is an n-variable function of §1,...,%,. Let
- OU (1)

Ui = Ui — A n),

' 09

Denote by Y, Y, Y € R” their vector version. Then we have the following result.

n 82U U1:n
o2y, IE{ a(}/21. )}

Yi

Z'{’L 1]E{ BUé?%l:n) }2

1= yl
minimizes E||Y — Y ||2. In particular, with this choice of \, we have E||[Y —Y|? < E|Y — Y%
The equality holds iff 3 ;" | E {M} =0.

Proposition 1. For any twice differentiable function U, the choice of A =

Proof. We apply the following celebrated Stein’s Lemma [5]:

Lemma 2 (Stein’s Lemma). Let Z ~ N(0,1). Let h : R — R be an absolutely continuous
function (differentiable is sufficient) such that E[|h'(Z)|] < co. Then E[W'(Z)] = E[Zh(Z)].

By Stein’s Lemma, we have
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Hence we have
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which is minimized with the choice of A\ =
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B Implementation Details of the Application to air-sea CO2
Aux

In this appendix section, we provide more details for the application to air-sea CO2 flux
example.

B.1 Dataset information

Community Earth System Model The Community Earth System Model (CESM [16]) is
a sophisticated climate modeling framework developed by the National Center for Atmospheric
Research (NCAR). CESM is designed to simulate the interactions between the atmosphere,
oceans, land surface, and sea ice, providing a comprehensive tool for studying Earth’s climate
system. It integrates various components such as the atmosphere model (CAM), ocean model
(POP), sea ice model (CICE), and land model (CLM), among others. CESM allows researchers
to conduct experiments to understand climate variability and change, forecast future climate
scenarios, and investigate the potential impacts of different factors on the global climate. Its
modular structure enables flexibility and customization, making it a vital resource for climate
scientists worldwide.

Surface Ocean CO2 Atlas The Surface Ocean CO2 Atlas (SOCAT |2, 26]) is an extensive,
collaborative effort to compile and provide access to quality-controlled observations of carbon
dioxide (CO2) concentrations in the surface ocean. SOCAT aggregates data from numerous
international research programs, offering a comprehensive dataset that spans multiple decades
and covers all major ocean basins. This invaluable resource supports research into the global
carbon cycle, ocean acidification, and the role of oceans in mitigating climate change. By
standardizing and verifying CO2 measurements, SOCAT enables accurate assessments of spatial
and temporal trends in oceanic CO2 levels, facilitating better understanding and modeling of
the Earth’s climate system and informing policy decisions related to carbon management and
climate mitigation strategies.

B.2 Replication of SOM-FFN

For our example, we reconstructed the SOM-FFN on CESMO001 by closely following the steps
outlined by [11] with minor adjustments. SOM-FFN is a non-linear regression method that
integrates self-organizing maps (SOM) and feed-forward neural networks (FFN) to extrapolate
sparse pCQOs observations onto a global 1° x 1° grid at monthly intervals. The datasets we
used include Sea Surface Temperature (SST) and Surface Chlorophyll-a (Chl-a) from satellite
data, Sea Surface Salinity (SSS) from in-situ sources, Mixed Layer Depth (MLD) climatology
from Argo floats, and atmospheric CO2 mixing ratio (xCO3). These variables are essential
proxies for processes affecting pCOa.

The initial step employed SOM to classify the global ocean into 16 biogeochemical provinces
based on climatological variables, including surface ocean pCOq from [28|, SST, SSS, and
MLD. This classification leverages regional consistency in the main drivers of pCOq variability.
Subsequently, a non-linear regression model is developed to estimate pCOs2 using the environ-
mental drivers (SST, SSS, MLD, Chl-a, and xCO3). These variables vary monthly from 1982
to 2016, with any gaps filled by climatology or omitted. For each province, a separate FFN
was developed based on Surface Ocean COy ATlas (SOCAT') observations |2, 26] in the first 28
years (1982-2009), avoiding mechanistic assumptions. After training, pCOg in the last 7 years
(2010-2016) was reconstructed (point-wise predictions) by FFN separately in each province.
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(A) Coverage of the 6th province. (B) Observation coverage in the 6th province.

(D) Data availability (locations with observation).
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Figure Al: Heterogeneous observation coverage in the 6th province for modeling sea—air
COg fluxes. (A) Frequency (in months) with which each grid cell is assigned to the 6th
province according to the Self-Organizing Map (SOM) clustering from [19], showing that only
a subset of locations are persistently classified into this province while many others enter only
occasionally. (B) Data availability percentage for months in which each grid cell belongs to
the 6th province, highlighting strong spatial variability in observational coverage within the
province. (C) Histogram of data availability for all grid cells in the 6th province, including
locations with zero observations. Most locations have essentially no data, and the mean
availability is only about 2%, indicating that observations are extremely sparse overall. (D)
Histogram of data availability restricted to locations with at least one observation. Among
these observed locations, data availability spans a wide range from very sparse to near-complete
coverage, revealing pronounced heterogeneity even within the subset of sampled grid cells.
Together, these panels emphasize that the 6th province is characterized by highly uneven
and spatially structured data availability, which poses a challenge for learning and evaluating
data—driven models.
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Among the 16 biogeochemical provinces, the 6th province exhibits highly heterogeneous
spatial and temporal sampling. The denominator map (Figure A1-(A)) shows how often each
grid cell is assigned to the 6th province over the full time series: a small set of locations are
included frequently, whereas large portions of the province belong to it only intermittently
or not at all. Conditional on a grid cell belonging to the 6th province, the percentage map
(Figure A1-(B)) reports the percentage of those months in which SOCAT measurements are
available, revealing strong spatial variability in observational coverage within the province.

Figure A1-(C) and (D) summarize this heterogeneity in terms of data availability. Figure Al-
(C) shows the distribution of data availability across all province—grid cells: most locations
have zero observations, the median availability is 0%, and the mean availability is only about
2%, indicating that observational coverage is extremely sparse overall. Figure A1-(D) restricts
attention to locations with at least one observation and shows that, even among sampled grid
cells, data availability ranges from very rare to near-complete coverage.

On top of the already sparse and biased global SOCAT coverage |2, 26|, this pronounced
and spatially structured heterogeneity hampers the FFN’s ability to learn the full range of
regional variability in this province and leads to substantial prediction errors, particularly in
poorly observed areas. As a result, the calibration step becomes especially important here, as
it leverages prior information on the marginal pCOs distribution to partially compensate for
these observational gaps and improve the reconstruction in poorly observed areas.
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C Implementation Details of the Application to an Online Hy-
brid Emulator of Quasi-Geostrophic Turbulence

In this appendix section, we provide additional results for the application to an Online Hybrid
Emulator of Quasi-Geostrophic Turbulence.

C.1 Model Setup

We adopt a two-layer quasigeostrophic (QG) model to simulate large-scale baroclinic turbulence
in a stratified, rotating fluid. The governing dynamics evolve the potential vorticities ¢; and ¢o
in each layer according to

O + J (Y1, q1) + BOLY1 = ssd, (7)
g2 + J (Y2, q2) + BOshs = —71e V1o + ssd, (8)

where 11 and vy are the streamfunctions, § is the planetary vorticity gradient, and ¢ is a
linear bottom drag applied only to the lower layer. The right-hand side term ssd represents
small-scale dissipation that removes enstrophy at high wavenumbers. The Jacobian operator is
defined as J(A, B) = A, By — AyB,.

Potential vorticity in each layer is related to the streamfunction via

q1 = V21 + Fi(a — ), 9)
g2 = Vg + Fa(11 — o), (10)

with coupling coefficients Fy = k2/(1 4 6%), and F» = §F;. The deformation wavenumber k, is

defined as
B2 1 CHi + Hy
1T g HiH,
where H; and Hy are the upper and lower layer depths, respectively, and H = H; + Hs is the
total depth of the fluid column.

All simulations are carried out in a square periodic domain of size L = 10°m. We
use a reference setup termed the eddy configuration, with layer depths H; = 500m and
Hs = 2000m, reduced gravity ¢ = 9.81m/s?, and a zonal velocity shear AU = 0.025m/s.
The Coriolis gradient is set to 8 = 1.5 x 107" m~'s™!, and the bottom drag coefficient is
Tek = 5.787 x 1077 s~ 1. These choices give a deformation radius of r4 = 15,000 m.

To investigate the effect of resolution, we use two grid setups. The high-resolution case
uses a 256 x 256 grid, giving Az ~ 3906 m and a deformation-to-grid ratio ry/Ax ~ 3.84,
sufficient to resolve mesoscale dynamics. In the low-resolution case, we use a 64 x 64 grid with
Az = 15,625 m, so that r4/Azx =~ 0.96, falling below the eddy-resolving threshold.

Each simulation is initialized using the high-resolution model, which is integrated for 31,000
hours to allow the system to reach a statistically stationary state. Following this warm-up
phase, the simulation proceeds for an additional 86,000 hours, during which a snapshot is
recorded every 1,000 hours—resulting in a total of 87 snapshots spanning approximately 10
years of model time. The numerical time step is fixed at At = 1 hr.

C.2 FCNN Training

We replicate the training procedure of [25], using the public dataset released with their study.
Each FCNN is trained to predict one of the five subgrid forcing targets defined in [25].
Inputs are derived from coarse-grained state variables, using all non-empty subsets of the three
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input fields described in the same study, yielding seven possible input combinations. Coupling
each input combination with the five target types results in 35 distinct FCNN configurations.
Each model processes full 64 x 64 input and output fields, and is trained separately for
each fluid layer. The architecture consists of eight convolutional layers with ReLLU activations
and circular padding. The first two layers use 128 and 64 filters, followed by six layers each
with 32 filters. Batch normalization is applied to all layers except the output layer. Models are
trained for 50 epochs using mean squared error (MSE) loss on mini-batches of size 64.

C.3 Filtering and Coarse-Graining

To generate coarse-resolution training data from high-resolution simulations, we apply a real-
space filtering and averaging procedure. This approach is consistent with operations commonly
used in general circulation models, where spectral representations are typically unavailable.

Specifically, we use the GCM-Filters package, which applies a diffusion-based filter designed
to approximate the spectral transfer function of a Gaussian filter. The filter is implemented using
polynomials of the Laplacian operator and applied directly on the high-resolution Cartesian
grid.

After filtering, we perform spatial averaging to reduce the resolution by a factor of K
in each horizontal direction. That is, we divide the domain into non-overlapping boxes of
size K x K, and compute the average within each box to obtain coarse-grained fields. In all
experiments, we set K = 4, corresponding to downsampling from 256 x 256 to 64 x 64.

This filtering and coarse-graining strategy avoids spectral assumptions and ensures compat-
ibility with physical-space operations typical of ocean and climate models.
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