arXiv:1603.04160v1 [stat.ME] 14 Mar 2016

Data assimilation for massive autonomous systems based on

second-order adjoint method

Shin-ichi Ito,! Hiromichi Nagao,!? Akinori Yamanaka,® Yuhki
Tsukada,* Toshiyuki Koyama,? Masayuki Kano,” and Junya Inoue®

! Earthquake Research Institute, The University of Tokyo, Japan
2@raduate School of Information Science and Technology, The University of Tokyo, Japan
3 Division of Advanced Mechanical Systems Engineering,
Institute of Engineering, Tokyo University of Agriculture and Technology, Japan
4Graduate School of Engineering, Nagoya University, Japan

® Earthquake Research Institute, The University of Tokyo, Japan

6School of Engineering, The University of Tokyo, Japan
(Dated: March 7, 2022)


http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.04160v1

Abstract

Data assimilation (DA) is a fundamental computational technique that integrates numerical
simulation models and observation data on the basis of Bayesian statistics. Originally developed for
meteorology, especially weather forecasting, DA is now an accepted technique in various scientific
fields. One key issue that remains controversial is the implementation of DA in massive simulation
models under limited computation time and resources. In this paper, we propose an adjoint-
based DA method for massive autonomous models that produces optimum estimates and their
uncertainties within practical computation time and resource constraints. The uncertainties are
given as several diagonal components of an inverse Hessian matrix, which is the covariance matrix
of a normal distribution that approximates the target posterior probability density function in the
neighborhood of the optimum. Conventional algorithms for deriving the inverse Hessian matrix
require O(CN? + N3) computations and O(N?) memory, where N is the number of degrees of
freedom of a given autonomous system and C' is the number of computations needed to simulate
time series of suitable length. The proposed method using a second-order adjoint method allows us
to directly evaluate the diagonal components of the inverse Hessian matrix without computing all
of its components. This drastically reduces the number of computations to O(C') and the amount
of memory to O(N) for each diagonal component. The proposed method is validated through
numerical tests using a massive two-dimensional Kobayashi’s phase-field model. We confirm that
the proposed method correctly reproduces the parameter and initial state assumed in advance, and
successfully evaluates the uncertainty of the parameter. Such information regarding uncertainty is

valuable, as it can be used to optimize the design of experiments.



I. INTRODUCTION

Determining the model parameters and initial states of simulation models is an important
task in various scientific fields, as it enables the temporal evolution of the target system to be
observed. However, in many practical cases, this procedure is somewhat complex, because it
is often impossible to observe the parameters and initial states experimentally. In materials
engineering, for example, phase-field (PF) models are often used to simulate the evolution
of microstructures during the processes of solidification and phase transformation [1-7].
PF models phenomenologically describe the dynamics of phases using field variables that
evolve in time depending on the gradient of the total free energy. Since a PF model usually
requires a huge number of grid points to discretize the field variables, the computational cost
tends to be prohibitive. Nonetheless, PF models are accepted beyond the field of materials
engineering, such as in hydrodynamics [8—10], as they can be employed to model phases and
their dynamics using mathematical expressions that are easy to manipulate. In PF models,
the parameters and initial states perfectly determine the dynamical properties of the phases.
However, various limitations in practical experiments sometimes prevent such parameters

and initial states from being estimated.

Data assimilation (DA) is a computational technique that integrates numerical simula-
tion models and observational data on the basis of Bayesian statistics. Thus, DA enables
the parameters and initial states of PF models to be estimated by systematically extract-
ing as much information as possible from the given observational /experimental data. The
process of DA evaluates a probability density function (PDF) (or the “posterior PDF,” to
be precise) of the unknown parameters and unobservable states that is conditional on the
given observation data [11]. DA was originally developed in the fields of meteorology and
oceanography [12—14], but is now applied in areas such as seismology, marketing science,
and industrial science [15-18]. Several sequential Bayesian filters and other non-sequential
estimation methods have been used in DA. Common sequential Bayesian filters such as
the ensemble Kalman filter [19-21] and particle filter [22-24] estimate the target posterior
PDF using Bayes’ theorem. This approximation is formed using an ensemble of realizations,
meaning that the computational cost is proportional to the number of realizations. The im-
plementation of one sequential Bayesian filter on a given simulation model is not especially

complex, and a sufficiently accurate estimate of the posterior PDF can be achieved when



the number of degrees of freedom N of the simulation model is sufficiently small. However,
Bayesian filters become inefficient when applied to massive simulation models, as the number
of realizations required to obtain a converged posterior PDF is proportional to e?™). Unlike
sequential Bayesian filters, adjoint methods [25-27] directly determine the optimum solution
using a gradient method to maximize the target posterior PDF. Although this achieves a
drastic reduction in the computational cost, the ordinary adjoint method cannot evaluate
the uncertainty in its estimations, something which sequential Bayesian filters obtain in a
straightforward manner. Such uncertainties provide valuable information related to both
the estimations and the optimum solution. For example, the uncertainties provide feedback
for the experimental design that helps to identify the parameters of interest with the re-
quired accuracy. The quantification of uncertainty is currently a very important issue in the
application of DA to massive simulation models.

This paper describes an adjoint-based DA methodology that simultaneously estimates
the optimum solution and its uncertainty, and is capable of being applied to simulation
models with a huge number of degrees of freedom. We first construct a method to estimate
the parameters and initial states involved in an autonomous system, and then validate
our approach using a PF model as a testbed. Section II introduces the formulation of an
adjoint-based DA method to simultaneously obtain an estimation and its uncertainty using
second-order information of the posterior PDF. Section III describes the formulation of an
estimation test using synthetic data generated from the time series given by Kobayashi’s PF
model [1]. Section IV presents and discusses the results of estimation tests, and Section V

concludes this paper by summarizing the results of this study.

II. METHOD

A. State-space model and cost function

DA based on Bayesian statistics always starts by defining a state-space model, which
consists of a system model and an observation model. The system model describes how
a state vector evolves over time in accordance with a given simulation model. The state
vector contains all time-dependent variables used in the simulation model and sometimes

the model parameters.



Suppose an autonomous simulation model is given by 9z /0t = A(z;a), where z(t) € RN
denotes a time-dependent variable and A : RY: — R¥= is a function of z and a time-invariant
parameter vector @ € RYa. The system model describes the time evolution of a state vector
consisting of z and a. Let X (t) = (zT, aT)T € RY be the state vector, where o' denotes
the transpose of @ and N = N, + N,. Since a is time-invariant, i.e., da /0t = 0, the system

model can be represented by

0X
= TX), 1

where f: RY — R is defined as f; = A; for 1 <i< N, and f; =0 for N, +1 <i < N.
The observation model describes how X () relates to a time series of observation data
D(t) € R¥, where K denotes the dimension of the observations. Considering that the data

include noise, the observation model can be described as
D=h(X)+Q, (2)

where h : RN — RX is an observation operator that outputs quantities from X comparable
with the data and Q(t) denotes observation noise. In this paper, we assume that f and h are
nonlinear functions, and €2 is white noise that follows a normal distribution with a diagonal
covariance matrix. Our purpose is to obtain the optimum initial state X (0) together with
the uncertainties of the variables of interest.

In consideration of PF models, we also assume that X (0) is constrained by
XPOVr < X(0) < XPPT (i=1,-+,N), (3)

where X% ¢ RN and X VPP € RY denote the lower and upper bounds of X (0), respec-
tively.
To simplify our formulation, we normalize X as

Xz(t) _ XZ-LOWCr
0i(t) = Upper L
Xz' _ Xz ower

(i=1,---,N). (4)

This leads to the following @-dependent forms of Eqs. (1)-(3):

00
5 = FO). 5)
D=h(0)+9, (6)
0<©;,<1 (i=1,---,N), (7)
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where F;(0) = fi(X)/ (XZU pper XiLOWOr), h (0) is an observation operator after transform-
ing X to 6, and © = 6(0).
Bayes’ theorem states that a conditional PDF p (®|D), which is called the posterior

PDF, can be described as

p(©)p (D]©) 5
p(D)

where p(®) and p (D|®) are called the prior PDF and likelihood, respectively. Note that

p(©|D) =

p(D) is constant, since D is a definite vector. Thus, Eq. (8) implies that p (©|D) is
proportional to a product of the prior PDF and the likelihood.

The prior PDF contains prior information provided by experience and intuition. If we
suppose that this prior information is the constraint condition given by Eq. (7) and that ©;
is independent for each i, p(®) is given by a product of prior PDFs of ©;,

mwzﬂwm (9)

where

1 for 0 < Ch <1
p(©;) = (10)

0 otherwise.

When observation data are obtained at t = t1,to,- -+, t,, p (D|©®) can be written as

p(DI®) =] ]]r (), (11)

s=1 k=1
where 9
1 {Dk(ts) — hi (6(25))}
Qr(ty)) = exp | — , 12
PO = e = (12
and oy is the standard deviation of € (k = 1,---, K). We consider o; to be a hyper-
parameter.

This paper defines the optimum solution © to be the © that maximizes the posterior
PDF p (®|D). For the convenience of numerical computation, we aim to minimize a cost

function
n K
J =

s

log(2mo?) N {Dy(t,) — hi, (8(t,))}

5 207 subject to 0 < ©; < 1, (13)

1 k=1

which comes from a negative logarithmic posterior PDF, i.e., p(®|D) o« e, to find O,
rather than maximizing p (©|D). The constraint in Eq. (13) arises from the term — log p (©),
which appears when calculating — log p(©|D).
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An optimum solution &, for oy can be determined as follows. By letting 0.J/doy, = 0, we

obtain

7= | 0 Du(t) — b (O (1)

Then, &y is obtained by substituting @, which is calculated by Eq. (5) using 8(0) = ©, into
Eq. (14).

B. Optimization via an adjoint method

Typically, J is optimized using a gradient method such as steepest gradient descent, the
nonlinear conjugate gradient method, or the Limited-memory Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-
Shanno (LBFGS) method [28]. Gradient methods require 0.J/00 to update J, but it is
difficult to calculate this quantity because J does not explicitly include ©, as seen in Eq.
(13). Generally, J is fully determined by setting ® = 6(0) through Eq. (5), so that J must
be written as a function of ©, i.e., J(®). According to Eq. (13), J is also a function of 0 (t,)

(s = 1,---,n) that satisfies Eq. (5), not including ®. Summarizing these two expressions
for J:
ty Ly 9
J(@):/ dt j(0)+/ dt A7 (F—g—t), (15)
0 0

where t; is an arbitrary time later than ¢,,, and A(t) € RY denotes a vector of the Lagrange
multipliers that impose Eq.(5) as the constraint condition of 8. J is the time-dependent

function

J(0) = Zn:(S(t —ts) Z llog@mﬂg) I {Dy(t) — hi (8(1))}° | -
s=1 k

— 2 203

that satisfies J = f(ff dt J, where 0(t) denotes the Dirac delta function. Taking a variation

of Eq. (15), we have a time evolution equation for A:

OX [(OF\' . 0F
§+<8—9> )\+a—0—0, (17)
where
oJ
A0) = o (15)
A(ty) =0. (19)

Details of the derivation can be found in [26, 29]. Solving Eq. (17) backwardly in time with
the condition in Eq. (19), we obtain the objective 0.J/00 as A(0). Such a procedure to
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obtain the gradient of the cost function using the adjoint equation (Eq. (17)) is called the
adjoint method.

When we apply the adjoint method to our problem, a variable transformation is needed
in the process of updating ® based on a gradient method, since ® has the constraint shown

in Eq. (7). The variable transformation

converts the constrained optimization problem of ® into an unconstrained one with respect
to W. The update procedure is as follows. After obtaining 0.J/0® by the adjoint method
based on Egs. (17)-(19), we convert © to ¥ using Eq. (20) and 0.J/00 to 0.J/0W¥ as

oJ oJ

(i=1,---,N). (21)

Using this formulation to update ¥, we can obtain an updated ® from the inverse trans-

formation of Eq. (20):
1

1+ exXp (_\Ilz)
Although this update procedure does not allow ©; to be exactly 0 or 1, owing to the definition

0, = (i=1,---,N). (22)

of Eq. (22), ©; can be sufficiently close to 0 or 1 to pose no problem in practical cases.
The adjoint method calculates 0.J/90 for a fixed oy, so that an optimization of oy, is
to be done at the same time as @ by substituting Eq. (14) into Eq. (16) every time © is
updated.
The advantages of the adjoint method over sequential Bayesian filters are that only O(C')
computations and O(N) memory are required to find ©, where C' is the number of compu-

tations needed to run the given simulation model from ¢t = 0 to ¢t = ¢;.

C. Evaluation of uncertainty via a second-order adjoint method

The adjoint method described in Section IIB gives the optimum solution © that max-
imizes p (®|D). However, it does not provide information about the behavior of p (©|D)
in the neighborhood of ® = ©, which reflects the uncertainty in the estimation of ©. To
extract such information, another procedure must be implemented on the adjoint method.

Considering that 0.J/00|g_g = 0, the Taylor expansion of J with respect to ©® — O is

A

J(©) ~ J(O) + %(@ ~0)"H(® - 0), (23)
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where terms of order higher than three have been neglected, and H is a Hessian matrix

given by
0]

Hii = 56,06,

. (Zvj:177N> (24)

We normalize p(©|D) « e~ into which Eq. (23) is substituted as
emﬁg@—éfﬂ@—é)
Cn) " [H-

p(©[D) ~ : (25)
where H ! is the inverse of H and |e| denotes the determinant of e. Equation (25) indicates
that, in the neighborhood of ® = O, p (©]D) can be approximated by a multivariate normal
distribution with mean vector © and covariance matrix H~'. Let ©, (1 <1< N)bea
component of interest in ©. Integrating Eq. (25) over all variables except for ©,, the marginal
distribution with respect to ©; is the normal distribution with mean él and variance (H _1) Ll
which is the [-th diagonal element of H ~!. This means that the uncertainty of ©; is given by
(H™');;. When N > 1, it is unrealistic to obtain H ! directly by numerically differentiating
H, which is generally dense, as this would require O(C'N? + N?3) computations and O(N?)
memory. In practical cases, it is not necessary to evaluate all elements of H !, since the
number of elements of interest is usually much smaller than N. Therefore, we propose to
use a second-order adjoint method [30, 31] to efficiently obtain such uncertainties in massive
autonomous systems. The following procedure to obtain the uncertainties requires O(C)
computations and O(N) memory for each uncertainty. When evaluating the uncertainty of

©;, we consider a linear equation of r € RV:
Hr = q, (26)

where ¢ € RY is a vector with elements ¢ = 1 and ¢ = 0. The solution 7 obviously
includes (H™1);; as 7, = ijzl(H_l)l,jqj = (H™1);;. Note that H is a constant matrix that
requires complex computations because of its large dimension. We must obtain 7 from an
initial guess via an iterative technique such as the conjugate gradient method or conjugate
residual method. The iterative method needs, in the way of the iteration, to compute each
of the Hessian-vector products H~ for a vector 7. The second-order adjoint method enables
us to compute such Hessian-vector products.

Let £(t) € RN and ¢(t) € RN be perturbations of @ and X, which respectively correspond
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to 6 and A when © = ©. Their time evolutions are given by

06 OF
¢ <8F)T (a?zr )T . 0T
. C+ (=o€ A+ —5| €£=0. (28)
ot 00 0_0 00 0-0 00° |g_0

The combination of Egs. (27) and (28), which are called the tangent linear model and second-
order adjoint model, respectively, gives the Hessian-vector product for an arbitrary vector.
Solving Eq. (27) forwardly in time for a given vector £(0) = =, we obtain the time series of
€. Then, solving Eq. (28) backwardly with the given ((¢;) = 0 and the time series &, we
obtain the objective Hessian-vector product {(0) = H~. The detailed derivation is given
in [30].

III. TWIN EXPERIMENT
A. Kobayashi’s phase-field model

The accuracy of the proposed method is verified through numerical simulations termed
“twin experiments,” details of which are given in Section I1I B. We choose a two-dimensional
Kobayashi’s PF model as the testbed in the twin experiments. Kobayashi’s PF model
describes the fundamental growth dynamics of two phases, such as in solidification or a

phase transformation. The time evolution of one of the phases is described by

9,
T£:€2A¢+¢(l_¢)<¢+m_%>’_%<m<% (29)

where the PF variable ¢(x,t) denotes the existence probability of the relevant phase, e.g.,
solid or liquid. The parameters 7 and ¢ non-dimensionalize time and space, respectively,
and m characterizes the velocity of the interface between the two phases. We assume that
these parameters are time-invariant constants. We know that ¢(«,t) should be constrained
in 0 < ¢(x,t) <1, as it describes a probability. This condition is automatically satisfied by
setting the initial phase to 0 < ¢(x,0) < 1, since ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1 are the fixed points of
Eq. (29).

Kobayashi’s PF model underlies various PF models that describe physical phenomena

such as dendrite growth [1, 5], crack propagation [32, 33], and interface-driven pattern
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FIG. 1. Time evolution of phase field ¢ starting from the initial state shown in (a) for m = 0.1.

(b)-(f) show ¢ at t = 5.07, 10.07, 20.07, 50.07, and 100.07, respectively. The color indicates the

magnitude of ¢.

formation [34]. Therefore, Kobayashi’s PF model is a good choice for verifying whether the
proposed DA method works well, and is a first step towards future applications in more

complex PF models.

B. Synthetic data

Twin experiments are often conducted in the field of DA to verify a newly developed
method on the basis of synthetic data. The synthetic data are usually generated using the
given simulation model, in which the true parameters and initial state are pre-determined.
Verification then proceeds by checking whether the DA method applied to the synthetic
data reproduces the true parameters and initial state. In our case, the synthetic dataset is a
time series of ¢ that is numerically calculated by Kobayashi’s PF model with a true initial
state and parameter m. The synthetic data are then contaminated by observation noise
that follows a normal distribution with mean zero and variance o?. The twin experiments
are intended to confirm that the proposed method estimates the initial state and parameter
with the associated uncertainty.

Let n, and n, be the numbers of grid points in the 2- and y-directions, respectively, M
be the total number of grid points, i.e., M = n,n,, and h be the grid spacing. A periodic
boundary condition is imposed on the boundary of the computational domain. Letting ¢;(t)

be the phase at the i-th grid point, Eq. (29) can be rewritten as

00; 1
7‘;; :EzAi¢i+¢i(1_¢i)<¢i+m_§)7 (30)
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where /\; denotes a second-order difference operator acting on the four nearest neighbors of
the i-th grid point S;, i.e., Nidy = 3 e, (05 — bi) /17

Figure 1 shows the time evolution of ¢ in two-dimensional space, where n, = 300, n, =
200, h = ¢, and the time increment in the Euler method is 0.17. The assumed initial
state is shown in Fig. 1(a), and the true value for the parameter m is assumed to be 0.1.
Figures 1(b)-(f) show snapshots indicating that the interface between the phases ¢ = 0 and
¢ = 1 migrates, expanding the area of ¢ = 1. Motivated by the fact that such snapshots are
sometimes obtained as observation data in practical experiments, we use snapshots such as
in Figs. 1(b)-(f) with added observation noise as the synthetic data for the twin experiments.

The synthetic data are given by

G () = di(t) +wilt) (i=1,.., M), (31)

where w;(t) is normally-distributed observation noise with mean zero and variance o2.

When DA is applied to Kobayashi’s PF model, the time evolution equation with respect
to m is needed to construct a system model within the state-space model (Section ITA).
The time evolution equation can be written as

0b

T =0, (32)

where b = m + 1/2, which denotes the normalization of m, i.e., 0 < b < 1.

C. Cost function

We consider the synthetic observation data to be the snapshots of ¢ obtained from t =
Trnin to t = Tiax with time interval AT. Let 7 be the set of observation times and n be the

number of observations. Combining Egs. (13) and (31), J can be rewritten as

J = %log 2702) Z Z ¢(1,) — di(ts))”. (33)

tsET i=1

The values of ¢;(0) and b(0) that minimize Eq. (33) also minimize

T
J = / dt 7', (34)
0
where
M
ST —t) > (65() — oul()), (35)
ts€T i=1



since o is independent of ¢;(0) and b(0). When the optimum ¢;(0) for ¢;(0) and b(0) for

b(0) are obtained by minimizing J’, the optimum ¢ can be obtained as

o= J = S (oe(e) - i) (36)

tsET =1

where ¢;(t) denotes ¢;(t) simulated using ¢;(0) and b(0).

D. Procedures

Prior to applying the proposed method to the PF model, the constraint for the initial
state 0 < ¢;(0) < 1 is to be changed to 0 < ¢;(0) < 1 to satisfy the domain of the variable
transformation Eq. (20). The state variables 0(t) € RM ! and © € RM™! can be defined as

0= (¢, 7¢M7b)T
© = (¢1(0), -+, par(0),b(0)) " .

The constraint for @ becomes 0 < ©; < 1 (i = 1,---, M 4 1). The system models of

(37)

Egs. (30) and (32) are rewritten in terms of 6 as

892_ 62A2¢9@+92(1—¢9@)(9@+¢9M+1—1) fOl"’Lzl,,M, (38)
ot 0 otherwise.

Substituting the right-hand side of this equation for F' in Eq. (17), replacing J (Eq. (17))
with J" (Eq. (35)), and replacing J (Eq. (18)) with J' (Eq. (34)), the adjoint method
described by Egs. (17)-(19) is rewritten as

/
62 Al)\z—l— {—3922+ (4_29M+1)9i+9M+1 - 1})\,—|— ai for i = 1, ,M,
AT
Z 6, (1—6;)\; otherwise,
j=1
(39)
oJ’'
= — 4
A0) =52, (10)
A(ty) = 0. (41)

We adopt the LBFGS technique [28] as the gradient method for optimizing ©. Starting
from an initial guess, the LBFGS method updates © by satisfying 0 < ©; < 1 for all ¢ owing

to the variable transformation mentioned in Section IIB. To tune the LBFGS method, we

13



set the tolerance to 107® and determine the step length by Armijo’s rule [35]. Once the
optimum © has been obtained, the optimum standard deviation ¢ can be estimated by
Eq. (36) and the optimum 7 for m is given by ©,,41 — 1/2 or b(0) — 1/2.

One of the most remarkable features of the proposed method is its evaluation of the
uncertainties. These uncertainties can provide important information that is beneficial to
updating the experimental design. In accordance with the procedure mentioned in Sec-
tion ITC, we consider a linear equation H'r = g, where H' = 9%J'/00©?|g_g is a Hessian
matrix, » € RM*! is a vector to be determined, and g € RM*! is a vector containing the
elements g1 = 1 and gizp41 = 0. The uncertainty 47 can be computed from the solution

A

T as
5 = 6+/Tars1. (42)

The conjugate residual method, in which the tolerance is set to 1078, is adopted to solve
the linear equation. The second-order adjoint method computes each of the Hessian-vector
products H'~ that appears in the optimization process of the conjugate residual method.
Substituting the right-hand side of Eq. (38) for F' in Eq. (27), the tangent linear model can

be rewritten as

e N &+ (1 — éz) S + {—391-2 + (4 - QéM—i-l) 0; + O — 1} &i

for i=1,---, M, (43)

o5
ot

0 otherwise,

with the initial condition £(0) = «, where 6 denotes the state vector corresponding to .
Substituting the right-hand side of Eq. (38) for F' in Eq. (28) and replacing J (Eq. (28))
with J’ (Eq. (35)), the second-order adjoint model in Eq. (28) becomes

( €N G
+ {—3@3 + (4 . 2éM+l> - 1} .
¢ - (Gél + 2éMJrl - 4) 5\152 — (29, — 1) 5\,-§M+1

T M
ot T’
+ 7‘7
Zzl 00,00,

&5 for i=1,---, M,
0-0

Z [éj (1 — 9]) G — (2@» — 1) 5\]-@} otherwise,

\ J=1

J
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where X is the perturbation of 8. Solving Eq. (44) with the condition ¢(;) = 0, we obtain
the objective Hessian-vector product as ¢(0) = H'~y.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The proposed method is verified through three twin experiments: (I) estimation of the
parameter m conditional on the true initial state ¢™°(0) (Section IV A), (II) simultaneous
estimation of the parameter m and the initial state ¢;(0) (Section IV B), and (Ill) estima-
tion of the initial state ¢;(0) conditional on the true parameter m™° (Section IV C). Twin
experiment I investigates how the estimation depends on observation data, twin experiment
I verifies whether the proposed method outputs correct estimations, even for massive sim-
ulation models, and twin experiment Il validates the unknown phenomena that appear in

the results of experiment II.

A. Twin experiment I: Parameter estimation

Twin experiment I investigates the influences of three parameters related to the observa-
tion data: (i) the length of the observation time Ty, (ii) the time interval of the observations
AT, and (iii) the standard deviation of the observation noise o. Table I summarizes the
parameter values used in the experiments. The first observation is assumed to occur at

Trmin = 0.17, and the true value of m is assumed to be m"u®

= 0.1. The initial guess used
in the LBFGS method is m = —0.1. In this experiment, the true phase field at ¢t = 0, i.e.,
¢(0) (see Fig. 1(a)) is given as the initial state. The results reported here are the average
values of m and dm over twenty trials with different random seeds.

Figure 2 shows the results of Test I-(i). Figure 2 (a) indicates that the parameter esti-
mation is successful, because the true parameter is included in the range 7 — drm < m'™® <
m + dm. The estimation of the uncertainty dm fails when T}, is at its minimum, i.e.,
Tnax = 0.27, because insufficient data cause 7,,1 to become negative. Figure 2(b) indicates
that dm is proportional to 7215 in this range. The reason that the decrease is more rapid
than the law of large numbers would suggest is related to the nonlinearity of Kobayashi’s
PF model. A theoretical evaluation actually indicates that & is proportional to 1127

max

when T, < 7, and will converge with a constant value as T, increases. This is because

15



Tmax AT g

Test I-(i) |0.27 — 102.47 0.17 0.01

Test I-(ii) 102.57 0.17 — 51.27 0.01

Test I-(iii)|  102.47 0.17 1075 - 1.0

TABLE I. Length of the observation time Ty,.y, time interval of observations AT, and standard
deviation of observation noise ¢ used in twin experiment I, where 7 is the unit of time in the
simulation. Test I-(i), (ii) and (iii) investigate how the estimation depends on Tiax, AT and o,

respectively.

@ . (b),

6x10°3 102
g 410° 108 \
:E 2x10° 0 o
0 i & \ -1
| 2xi0? ! < o? \\.5
2x
¢ N
<E -4x10°° 10° .
-6x10° 107
o 10° 10 102 107 10° 10 10°
Tmax/T Tmax/T

FIG. 2. Results of twin experiment I-(i). The length of each error bar for the optimum parameter
m in (a) corresponds to the estimated uncertainty dm in (b). The uncertainty cannot be determined

when Tiax = 0.27. The black solid line in (b) indicates a power function of order —1.5.

no additional information is included in the observation data after ¢(a,¢) becomes almost
uniform across the enti
Figure 3(a) indicates th
and Fig. 3(b) shows tha

the law of large numbers
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FIG. 3. Results of twin experiment I-(ii). The length of each error bar for optimum parameter m
in (a) corresponds to the estimated uncertainty ém in (b). The black solid line in (b) indicates a

power function of order of 0.5.
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m in (a) corresponds to the estimated uncertainty d72 in (b). The black solid line in (b) indicates
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FIG. 5. Results of twin experiment II. (a) How the LBFGS method updates m when the obser-

a linear function.

vation data noise has a small (red) and large (green) standard deviation. (b) The optimum initial

state of the phase field ¢;(0) in the case of small noise, and (c) that in the case of large noise.

the parameter estimation is again successful, and Fig. 4(b) shows that dm is proportional
to 0. In summary, the results of Test I demonstrate that the proposed method is capable of

estimating the true parameter and the associated uncertainty.

B. Twin experiment II: Simultaneous estimation

Twin experiment II investigates the influence of the observation noise in two cases: (i)
when the noise has a small standard deviation (¢ = 107*) and (ii) when the noise has a
large standard deviation (o = 0.3). The true parameter is assumed to be m™"® = (.1, and
the true initial state ¢{™¢(0) is assumed to be the phase field shown in Fig. 1(a). The other
observational conditions are Ty, = 5.07, Thax = 30.07, AT = 0.17, and the initial guesses
are ¢;(0) = 0.2 and m = —0.2.

Figure 5 shows the results of Test II. Figure 5(a) indicates how each iteration of the

LBFGS method updates the estimation of m. It is clear that each estimation converges
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FIG. 6. Results of twin experiment IIl. Estimated initial states of the phase field ¢;(0) (a) after
the 31st step and (b) after the final step in the iteration of the LBFGS method. (c¢) Improvement

in the cost function J'.

with m™™e. Figures 5(b) and (c) indicate the estimated initial states ¢;(0) in Test II-(i)
and (ii), respectively. These results appear to be almost consistent with the true initial
states, although “spot-like” pattern appears in Fig. 5(c). This spot-like pattern would be
conspicuous if the observation noise was large or if the time of the first observation T,,;, was
far from ¢t = 0. Additionally, the spot-like pattern does not disappear under lower tolerance

levels.

C. Twin experiment IIl: Estimation of initial state

Twin experiment Il confirms whether the estimation of m affects the generation of the
spot-like pattern found in twin experiment II-(ii). Therefore, twin experiment I is set up
to estimate only the initial state ¢;(0) with a fixed parameter m = 0.1. The true initial
state ¢!™°(0) is assumed to be the phase field shown in Fig. 1(a). The other observational
conditions are T, = 8.07, Thax = 30.07, AT = 0.17 and o = 0.3, and the initial guess is
¢:(0) =0.2.

Figures 6(a) and (b) show the estimated initial states after the 31st and after the final
iterations, respectively, and Fig. 6(c) shows how the cost function J’ varies with the iteration.
A spot-like pattern again appears in the estimated initial state (Fig. 6(b)) as the number
of iterations increases. Note that the cost function J’ is almost the same after the 31st step
and after the final step, although Figs. 6(a) and (b) are much different.

This is caused by a feature inherent in the two-dimensional Kobayashi’s PF model. When
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FIG. 7. Phase diagram for an axisymmetric two-dimensional Kobayashi’s PF model. The red line
indicates the critical radius as a function of the parameter m. The region above or below the

critical line corresponds to a spot growing or decaying with time, respectively.

FIG. 8. Time evolutions of the phase fields starting from different initial states ¢;(0): (a) the esti-
mated initial state obtained after the 31st step (Fig. 6(a)), (b) that after the final step (Fig. 6(b)),

and (c) the true initial state (Fig. 1(a)).

a spot of radius Ry evolves with time based on the PF model, whether it grows or decays
depends on the relation between m and Ry. Figure 7 shows the phase diagram obtained by
the two-dimensional Kobayashi’s PF model under the assumption of the axial symmetry.
The destiny of a given spot depends on whether the radius is above or below the critical line,
which means the critical radius is approximately inversely proportional to m [36]. The radius
of each spot in Fig. 6(b) is actually smaller than the critical radius, which is approximately
7.3¢ in the case of m = 0.1.

Time evolutions starting from three different initial states shown in Fig. 6. These results
indicate that the phase fields at the time of the first observation, i.e., t = 8.07, are completely
coincident (Fig. 8).
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V. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has described an adjoint-based DA method for massive autonomous models
that not only determines the optimum estimates but also gives their uncertainties within a
practical computation time and reasonable resource requirements. The uncertainties can be
obtained as several diagonal components of the inverse Hessian matrix, which is the covari-
ance matrix of the normal distribution that approximates the posterior PDF in the neighbor-
hood of the optimum estimates. This proposed approach provides a new methodology for
evaluating uncertainties using a second-order adjoint method that obtains Hessian-vector
products in the process of the computation. Twin experiments using a two-dimensional

Kobayashi PF model demonstrated the validity of the proposed method.

The uncertainties associated with physical quantities of interest depend on the quality
and amount of data. Thus, conducting twin experiments prior to practical experiments
allows us to determine how many observations are required to obtain the physical quantities
of interest to the desired accuracy. Such feedback to practical experiments is already possible
in systems with only a few degrees of freedom, but the proposed method makes this possible

for massive simulation models.

The proposed method is not only applicable to PF models, but to various models de-
scribed by autonomous systems, e.g., shallow water equations, Navier equations for elastic
materials, and Boltzmann equations. The proposed method is of great utility for evaluating
the uncertainties of model parameters through DA, which is important in various fields of

science, even when using massive models.
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