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Abstract

Stochastic nonlinear dynamical systems can undergo rapid transitions
relative to the change in their forcing, for example due to the occurrence of
multiple equilibrium solutions for a specific interval of parameters. In this
paper, we modify one of the methods developed to compute probabilities
of such transitions, Trajectory-Adaptive Multilevel Sampling (TAMS), to
be able to apply it to high-dimensional systems. The key innovation is
a projected time-stepping approach, which leads to a strong reduction in
computational costs, in particular memory usage. The performance of
this new implementation of TAMS is studied through an example of the
collapse of the Atlantic Ocean Circulation.

Keywords: rare transitions, multilevel splitting, model order reduction,
stochastic dynamical systems, ocean circulation

1 Introduction

The Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation (AMOC) is an important com-
ponent of the climate system because of its associated meridional heat transport.
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It is well known that the AMOC is sensitive to surface freshwater flux pertur-
bations [42]. Freshening of the surface waters in the Nordic and Labrador Seas
diminishes the production of deepwater that feeds the deep southward branch
of the AMOC. The weakening of the AMOC leads to reduced northward salt
transport freshening the northern North Atlantic and amplifying the original
freshwater perturbation. In a hierarchy of ocean models, transitions in AMOC
flows are found due to the occurrence of multiple equilibria (see e.g. chapter 6 in
Dijkstra [13]). However, it is currently unknown whether the present-day AMOC
is in a multiple equilibrium regime, and if so, what the probability is that it will
undergo a collapse within the next 100 or 1000 years [7].

Probabilities of rare events, and in particular of transitions between differ-
ent equilibrium states of a certain stochastic system, are often very difficult to
compute. In the framework of Large Deviation Theory, there are several results
available [16]. When the deterministic system can be described in terms of a
potential, the transition rate for stochastic transitions induced by white additive
noise is given by the Eyring—Kramers formula [15, 26]. Extensions of this for-
mula for non-gradient systems have been found [3], and although these can be
very useful for determining the location of possible transition paths [5], directly
computing transition probabilities using such formulas for high-dimensional sys-
tems is presently not feasible. Furthermore, these results allow to compute only
transition rates, i.e. the probability that a transition occurs in a unit time. A
more interesting quantity is the probability that the system undergoes a transi-
tion within a certain time interval. The connection between these two quantities
is not straightforward, unless specific assumptions are made on the noise gener-
ating the transitions: for example, if the process can be assumed to be Poisson,
then the probability of undergoing a transition within a certain time follows the
cumulative distribution function of the exponential distribution with the rate
parameter being the transition rate [28].

From a totally different perspective, one could think of computing transition
probabilities with standard Monte Carlo methods. This can be done by com-
puting a large number of trajectories, and then counting the number of observed
transitions. This approach is, however, not suitable for high-dimensional systems,
especially when the probabilities are small. Therefore, specialized methods, such
as Genealogical Particle Analysis (GPA) [34, 33, 45], Adaptive Multilevel Split-
ting (AMS) [9, 36, 37], and Trajectory-Adaptive Multilevel Sampling (TAMS) [28]
have been developed. The idea behind these methods is similar: the algorithms
try to push trajectories in the direction of the transition to make sure transitions
actually occur, also for smaller sample sizes, while still being able to compute the
transition probability. Rare transitions in a barotropic S-plane model have been
studied by means of AMS in [5]. Transitions in the two-dimensional barotropic
quasi-geostrophic equations were also studied in Bouchet et al. [4], Laurie and
Bouchet [27], but in that case only the most likely transition path was determined
by means of the minimum action method [14, 44, 47, 18]. To our knowledge,
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actual transition probabilities have never been computed for high-dimensional
problems on the scale of our target problem, which is a global ocean model with
a resolution of at least 2 degrees (~ 1.4 - 10° degrees of freedom). In this paper,
however, we only present and validate the methodology suitable for the target
problem, but do not actually compute transition probabilities for this problem.

Methods for finding transition probabilities have two main limitations. The
first is that they always require some form of time integration, which is very
expensive for high-dimensional systems. This is especially the case when an
implicit time-stepping method is used, since then in every time step a linear
system has to be solved. The other is that for methods based on AMS, a large
number of states at different time steps have to be stored in memory in order to
keep the computational cost minimal. We therefore propose a projected time-
stepping method, for which in every time step, only a small projected linear
system has to be solved, and for which only the projected states have to be
stored, which are much smaller dimensional than the original states. The vectors
that are used for the projection are the empirical orthogonal functions (EOFs)
that are commonly used often easily computed for many geophysical models. The
most dominant EOFs can be found by computing the eigenvectors belonging to
the largest eigenvalues of the covariance matrices at both stable steady states.
These vectors can be obtained from basis vectors of the low-rank solution of a
generalized Lyapunov equation Baars et al. [2]. A theoretical background is given
in Hartmann [19].

The projected time-stepping method is related to the Karhunen—Loeve trans-
form in the context of stochastic processes [29] or the proper orthogonal decom-
position in the context of fluid dynamics [30, 8]. The difference is that we do
not use an ensemble, but instead use both stable steady states and covariance
matrices at those steady states to directly compute the basis vectors.

Model order reduction techniques such as the projection method described
above have been applied in many fields when studying transitions [20, 46, 35,
21, 32, 22|, but to our knowledge not with the multilevel splitting methods that
we need to compute transition rates in non-gradient systems. Note that there
are many other available model reduction techniques that could be used with the
methodology described in this paper such as temporal EOFs [35] and machine
learning [22].

In this paper, TAMS, its optimization and the projected time-stepping are
described in section 2. This is followed by section 3 where we apply it to a
spatially two-dimensional model of the AMOC, governed by a set of stochastic
partial differential equations. Summary and discussion are provided in section 4.



2 Methodology

Consider a system of stochastic differential algebraic equations (SDAESs) of the
form

M(p)dX; = F(X4;p)dt + g(Xe; p)dW, (1)

where p € R™ indicates a vector of parameters, M € R™ " is usually referred
to as the mass matrix, X; € R", F' : R® - R", g € R™"™ and W; € R™ is
a vector of n,, independent standard Brownian motions [17]. Assume that the
corresponding deterministic system

M(p)—; = F(x;p) (2)

has two stable steady states x4 and Xp for fixed values of parameters p and

define two sets, A and B, which respectively contain X, and Xg. Our starting
point will be the state X4. Once we perturb it with noise, the state will wander
around the equilibrium, with a motion depending on the characteristics of the
noise. If the perturbation is strong enough, the system may undergo a transition
and end up in the other equilibrium state xg. We would like to compute the
probability that such a transition occurs within a certain interval of time.

We compute bifurcation diagrams for (2) using the pseudo-arclength continu-
ation method [24], in which branches of steady states (x(s), p(s)) are parameter-
ized by an arclength parameter s and Newton’s method is used on an augmented
system to converge onto the steady states. Pseudo-arclength continuation has the
advantage that it can also compute the unstable steady state X that is located
between x4 and Xg.

2.1 Trajectory-Adaptive Multilevel Sampling

The idea behind the algorithm is based on the fact that, once the trajectories
leave A, there are more trajectories that come back to A than there are ones
that reach B. A method that makes use of this is called the Adaptive Multilevel
Splitting method (AMS) [9, 36]. It was inspired by multilevel splitting methods
which date back to Kahn and Harris [23] and Rosenbluth and Rosenbluth [38].
The multilevel splitting methods are all based on the same idea of discarding
trajectories that do not reach B and splitting (or branching) trajectories that are
closer to B. This makes it so that the probability that a trajectory reaches B
keeps increasing, which is why this method is more efficient than a naive method
(such as Monte Carlo).

How close a vector x is to B is defined by a so-called reaction coordinate, or
score function, which is a smooth one-dimensional function

¢+ R" >R (3)



In this paper, we assume that the reaction coordinate should satisfy

IVo(x)| # 0, Vo € R"\(AU B), (4a)
AC{xeR" : ¢(X) < zZmin}, (4b)
BC{xeR" : ¢(X) > Zmax}, (4c)

where zpnim < Zmax are two given real numbers. These properties were slightly
adapted from Cérou et al. [10]. For multi-dimensional problems, we propose
some additional properties to make sure the method actually converges towards
B, and not somewhere completely different which has the same value of ¢. These
properties are

{xeR" : ¢(x) =inf{p(y) : yeR"}} C A, (5a)
{xeR" : ¢(x) =sup{o(y) : y eR"}} C B. (5b)

Since the gradient V¢ is not allowed to be zero outside of A and B, this means
that the reaction coordinate is always increasing towards B and decreasing to-
wards A.

The efficiency of multilevel splitting methods is based on the choice of the
reaction coordinate. With « indicating the transition probability, N the number
of trajectories and p,, 0, the sample mean and sample variance of the estimator of
a, the relative error €, = 0,/ of standard Monte Carlo methods converges with
O(y/1/(aN)) [39], whereas multilevel splitting methods show behavior between
O(/log (1/a)/N) (optimal) and O(y/1/(aN)) (worst case) [41, 28]. Choosing a
better reaction coordinate means that we get closer to the optimal convergence
behavior. The optimal behavior, however, is only attained when the optimal
reaction coordinate, which is also referred to as the committor, is used, in which
case the proportionality constant is equal to one [36]. The committor can be
obtained by solving a backward Fokker—Planck equation, but in practice this can
never be done for high-dimensional systems [31].

In this paper, we define our reaction coordinate to be

d(x) =1 —ne M 4 (1= n)e %, (6)
where dy = ||x —X4||2/||Xa — Xp||2 is the normalized distance between x and X 4,
and dp = ||x — Xp||2/||Xa — Xp||2 is the normalized distance between x and Xp

and 7 is a real positive constant which we choose to be 8. To give equal weight to
both stable steady states, a good choice for 7 would be 0.5. When the unstable
state X¢ associated with the saddle-node bifurcation is known, however, a good
choice would be n = ||X¢ — Xa||2/||XB — Xa||2- This is the normalized distance
between the unstable steady state Xo and the stable steady state x4. Using this
value of 1 makes sure that more weight is given to the stable steady state farthest
away from the unstable steady state, meaning that a trajectory is less likely to
keep circling around it.



AMS can be used to first compute the mean first passage time. The tran-
sition probability can then be obtained from the mean first passage time under
the assumptions that the transitions are a Poisson process and that they are
instantaneous [28].

Trajectory-Adaptive Multilevel Sampling (TAMS) [28] is a slightly altered
version of AMS, in which, instead of first computing the mean first passage time,
the transition probability is computed directly when given a maximum time 71y,
without requiring any of the aforementioned assumptions Baars [1]. In TAMS,
there is an optional maximum number of iterations k., that can be set, which
allows us to stop even before all trajectories have reached B. We now explain
step by step how to compute the transition probability using TAMS.

1. First generate N independent trajectories (x), ..., (x)®) with time step
At that start in A until ¢ = T},,, is reached, or the trajectory ends up in
B. Here (x)®) = (xg), xgl), . ,XS\Z,)t) is a trajectory of length Ny = Tax/At.

2. Each trajectory (x)®, i = 1,..., N, has a certain maximum value of the
reaction coordinate (or maximum distance from A), which we define to be
Qi- Set k = 1, Wy = 1.

3. Take L ={j : Q; =inf{Q@; : i€ {l,...,N}}}, which are the indices for
which the maximum value of the reaction coordinate is minimal, and take ¢,
to be the number of elements in L. Since the trajectories {(x)¥) : j € L}
have the smallest value of @);, all other trajectories have some j for which

o(x;) > Q forall [ € L.

l
4. Set wy = (1 — Nk> wg_1. For all [ € L, repeat steps 5-7.

T

5. Select a trajectory (x)) uniformly at random with r from {1,..., N}\L,

and set (%)) = (Xér), . ,Xg»;)m), where jni, is the smallest value for which
O(x),) = Qu

6. Generate the rest of the trajectory starting from xg-:‘)m until again you reach
either t = Ty, or B. This trajectory has a new maximum value of the

reaction coordinate Q;, which is always greater than or equal to Q).
7. Set (X)(l) = (i)(l) and Ql = Ql-
8. Repeat steps 3-7 with k = k+1until Q; > zpax, Vi =1,..., Nor k = kpax.

An illustration of the workings of TAMS is given in Figure 1.

The weights wy,, computed in each step, represent the probability of a trajec-
tory reaching iteration k + 1. For instance, consider the case in which we start
with 100 trajectories, and we have 2 trajectories for which the maximum value of



Figure 1: Example run of TAMS with N = 3 applied to a two-dimensional double
well potential, for which we take F(x) = —=VV(x) with V(z,y) = Jz* — 222 + ¢
and g(x) = 0.4. The second trajectory (purple) has the lowest maximum value
of the reaction coordinate @)y after the first iteration. This trajectory is then
branched from a random other trajectory, in this case the first trajectory (blue).
The new trajectory (green) has a new maximum value of the reaction coordinate

Q», which is larger than @)s.

the reaction coordinate is minimal. Since these two trajectories are eliminated,
the probability of a trajectory reaching iteration 2 is 1 — 2/100 = 98/100. We
repeat this process, multiplying the probabilities that we find in every step. This
gives us an unbiased estimator of the transition probability

AN =

) NBwK_@K( ek) @

— 1 - &
N N N
k=0
where K is the number of iterations it took for all trajectories to converge, and

Np is the number of trajectories that reached B [28].

2.2 Optimizations

Say we have a problem of dimension n = 10* with a time step At = 1072, a max-
imum time 7" = 10%, and N = 10? trajectories, which is not at all unreasonable
for the problems that we want to solve. In this case we would need at least 7.28
TB of memory to store all of the states that we compute in double precision,
which is a very large amount of memory. Fortunately, some simple optimizations
exist to help with this.

First, it is important to observe that the only place where we actually use a
state is when we branch a trajectory. Other than in this place, we only use the
times to compute the quantities that we need. This means that we can discard
any state x for which ¢(x) < @, since these will never be used for branching. Dis-
carding these states can be done for instance every time a trajectory is branched,
every so many iterations, or even in every TAMS iteration.



Secondly, since we only use the first x for which ¢(x) > @, we only have to
store {x; € (x) : ¢(x;) > sup{op(x1),...,0(xj_1)}}, where (x) denotes a full
trajectory. This means that if we iteratively determine the value of ), we only
store a state x if ¢(x) > @. In addition, one could also limit the number of
states that we store by only storing one state per interval of ¢. So for instance if
Zmin = 0.1, zZmax = 0.9 and we only store a state with intervals of 0.005, at most
160 states would be stored.

Alternatively, one can implement a checkpointing strategy, where only a small
subset of the states is stored, but all seeds of the random number generator, along
with the corresponding values of ¢(x) are stored. In that way, any state that is
required for the branching process can be recomputed without actually storing
it in memory. In practice it is common to store the state that is being branched
from, meaning that only one state per trajectory has to be stored. Of course this
comes at the cost of having to recompute x; . , starting from the checkpoint, in
every iteration of TAMS. The storage in memory can be compressed even further
by retaining only one checkpoint per group of trajectories that have a common
ancestor, again at a slightly higher computational cost.

Optimizations can also be done in terms of parallelization. Since all trajec-
tories in the first step are computed independently, parallelization of the first
step is trivial. Later steps, however, are more difficult to parallelize due to the
branching process. An example of a parallelized AMS method is given in Rolland
and Simonnet [36].

2.3 Accuracy of the method

Generally, one realization of the algorithm is not enough to get an accurate
answer. Also, from just one realization, we can not tell how accurate the answer
actually is. Therefore, one computes M realizations of the algorithm, and uses
those to compute both a more accurate answer, and an estimate of the error.
From this we get a sample of M probability estimates &y, which we can use to
compute the sample mean

| M
Ha = M mZZIO‘N,m (8)

and the sample variance

1 M
2 __ ~ 2
Oq = M—1 Z:<04N,m_ﬂa> : (9)

m=1

An estimate of the relative error is given by

o
€q = —, 10
Mo ( )



We noted before that the relative error shows behavior between O(/log (1/a)/N)
(optimal) and O(1/1/(aN)) (worst case).

It is known that when the committor is used as a reaction coordinate, the
variance on the estimation of a tends to /|loga|/V/N for large N [9, 36]. This

means that we can compute a compensated variance

L (11)
a,ua V | logua|

which can also be seen as the relative error divided by its expected optimal
behavior. Since behavior is optimal when the committor is used, in that case o
would be equal to 1. This quantity can be used as an indicator of the quality of
the reaction coordinate.

g = 0

2.4 Projected time-stepping in TAMS

In AMS and TAMS, but also in GPA, one is free to choose any stochastic time
stepping method. One such method is the stochastic theta method with 6 # 0
[25], which, although convergence of the error of the rare event algorithm generally
goes with v/At, may be of benefit when large time steps are used [36]. In case
6 # 0, multiple linear systems have to be solved in every time step. Solving these
linear systems is usually the computationally most expensive part of TAMS, even
if the linear system is sparse, and an iterative solver with a good preconditioner
is used.

At time step j+ 1 of the stochastic theta method performed on (1) with fixed
p, we take

F(x) = Mx; — Mx + (1 — 0)AtF(x;) + 0AtF(x) + g(x;) AW; =0 (12)

with Jacobian matrix

~

J(x) = 0AtJ(x) — M. (13)

where J is the Jacobian matrix of F' and M is the mass matrix. Newton’s method
for one implicit time step would normally look like this

1: y(O) = Xj

2: for k=1, g, ... until convergence do
3 solve J(y* M Ay®) = — F(y(*=1)
4: y(k) = y(kfl) + Ay(k)

5; Xj+1 = y(k)




A small potential optimization that can be made is computing J (x;) before-
hand, and using this instead of J(y*~1) (the chord method). This will make it
such that Newton’s method does not converge quadratically, but saves the time
of computing the Jacobian matrix multiple times.

Instead of solving with this large sparse matrix J (y(k_l)) in every Newton
iteration, we instead propose to solve with a smaller matrix obtained from a
Galerkin type projection VT J (x;)V, where V consists of an orthogonal basis
of the most important directions that are used by the stochastic perturbation.
These vectors are given by the empirical orthogonal functions (EOFs), or more
precisely by the eigenvectors belonging to the largest eigenvalues of the covariance
matrix. After linearization around the steady state X 4, the covariance matrix C'4
may be obtained by solving a generalized Lyapunov equation of the form

J(XA)CAMT—FMCAJ(}ZA)T—FBABZ;:0, (14)

where B4 € R™™ is the matrix describing the noise [17]. Instead of computing
the full covariance matrix, a low-rank approximation of the form Cy ~ VYV,
which only contains the eigenvectors belonging to the largest eigenvalues, may
be computed instead [2]. Here V4 € R™ "™ and Yy € R"*"4 with ny < n.
The cost of computing such a low-rank approximation of the covariance matrix
is negligible compared to the cost of computing transition probabilities.

We can now compute an orthogonal basis V' of the form

V = orth ([Xa, Va, Ba,Xp, Vg, Bgl), (15)

where x4 and Xpg are the two stable steady states, V4 is the basis of the low-rank
Lyapunov solution at X4, and Vg is the basis of the low-rank Lyapunov solution
at xg, and B4 and Bp are the noise matrices at X4, and Xg. The basis may
be expanded further with information from around the saddle-node bifurcation
if available. Note that we can not compute Vi in the same way as V4 and Vp
because the steady state X¢ is unstable.

We can now replace the Newton iteration with

y© = VTx;

C A=VTJ(x;)V

: for k£ =1,2,... until convergence do
solve AAy® = —VT[(Vyk-1)
y®) = yk=1) 4 Ay (k)

Xj+1 = Vy®

S TR
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If we apply this in TAMS, we see that between two consecutive time steps,
we always apply VI Vy®) . Now since V is orthogonal, this means that we might
as well apply TAMS itself to y*®) directly. Doing this actually solves the most
significant problem we observe when applying TAMS to high-dimensional sys-
tems, which is the storage of the trajectories, since we now only have to store
the trajectories restricted to the space spanned by V. Say we have a system of
size 10000 and V consisting of 100 vectors, which is a realistic scenario, then this
reduces the required storage by a factor 100.

3 Application to AMOC model

In order to study the sensitivity of the AMOC to freshwater anomalies, we use
the spatially quasi two-dimensional model as described in den Toom et al. [12].
In the model, there are two active tracers: temperature 7" and salinity S, which
are related to the density p by a linear equation of state

p=po(l—ar(T—T)+as(S—5)), (16)

where ar and ag are the thermal expansion and haline contraction coefficients,
respectively, and pg, Tp, and Sy are reference quantities.

3.1 Model formulation

In order to eliminate longitudinal dependence from the problem, we consider
a purely buoyancy-driven flow on a non-rotating Earth [12]. We furthermore
assume that inertia can be neglected in the meridional momentum equation.
The mixing of momentum and tracers due to eddies is parameterized by simple
anisotropic diffusion. In this case, the zonal velocity as well as the longitudi-
nal derivatives are zero and the equations for the meridional velocity v, vertical
velocity w, pressure p, and the tracers T" and S are given by

1(9pA(92v AH(l 8( ov

——— —_— —_— 2 =
p—le COSQae) + (1 — tan®0) v) 0, (17a)

o008 Vo2 T
10

—%a—i +g(arT —agS) =0, (17b)

1 O(vcost) Ow 0, (17¢)

rocos 00 + 0z

o7 vdT oT Ku 0 T 2T

or 4 wor or _ 9 (o502l 4 kv 2L 4 cA(T

ot T 00 Yoz T 2cos600 (Coseae)+ vz T OAD),
(17d)

oS voS aS  Ku 0 oS 025

FT R i e F (COS%) Ky gz T OAS).
(17e)
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Here t is time, 0 latitude, z the vertical coordinate, ry the radius of Earth, g the
acceleration due to gravity, Ay (Ay) the horizontal (vertical) eddy viscosity, and
Ky (Ky) the horizontal (vertical) eddy diffusivity. The terms with CA represent
convective adjustment contributions.

The equations are solved on an equatorially symmetric, flat-bottomed domain.
The basin is bounded by latitudes § = —0y and § = 6y = 60° and has depth
D. Free-slip conditions apply at the lateral walls and at the bottom. Rigid
lid conditions are assumed at the surface and atmospheric pressure is neglected.
The wind stress is zero everywhere, and “mixed” boundary conditions apply for
temperature and salinity,

VZ_Z = % (T(Q) - T) ) (18a)
KV% = SoFs(0). (18b)

This formulation implies that temperatures in the upper model layer (of depth
H,,) are relaxed to a prescribed temperature profile T' at a rate 7!, while salinity
is forced by a net freshwater flux Fj, which is converted to an equivalent virtual
salinity flux by multiplication with Sy. The specification of the CA terms is given
in den Toom et al. [12]. The numerical values of the fixed model parameters are
summarized in Table 1.

D = 4.0-10° m H, = 25-102) m

ro = 6.371-10° m T, = 15.0 °C

g = 98 ms 2| Sy = 350 psu
Ay = 22102 m2%'| ap = 1.0-1074 K-!
Ay = 1.0-100% m? ' | ag = 7.6-107* psu!
Ky = 10-10° m2%'| py = 1.0-10° kgm™
Ky = 10-107% m?%! T = 750 days

Table 1: Fixed model parameters of the two-dimensional ocean model, following
van der Mheen et al. [43].

3.2 Bifurcation diagram

For the deterministic model, we take the surface forcing similar to what was used
in van der Mheen et al. [43] as

T(6) = 10.0cos (76/0x), (19a)
cos(mh/0N)

Fs(e) :Fs(e) :MFO OS(@)

+ BFyE,(0), (19b)
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where ;1 = 0.3 is the strength of the mean freshwater forcing, Fy = 0.1 m yr—!

is a reference freshwater flux, § is the strength of an anomalous freshwater flux
pattern F,, which is —1 in the area [45°N,60°N|, and 0 elsewhere.

The equations are a subset of those of a more general ocean model [11], where
also the longitude dimension is taken into account. These more general equations
are discretized on a longitude-latitude-depth equidistant n, x n, x n, grid using
a second-order conservative central difference scheme. An integral condition ex-
pressing the overall conservation of salt is also imposed, as the salinity equation
is only determined up to an additive constant. The total number of degrees of
freedom is n = 6ny,nyn., as there are six unknowns per point. The standard spa-
tial resolution used is n, = 4,n, = 32,n, = 16 and the solutions of the de Niet
et al. [11] model are uniform in the zonal direction, with the zonal velocity u = 0
and hence satisfy (17a).

The bifurcation diagram of the deterministic model for parameters as in Table
1 was already calculated in van der Mheen et al. [43] and is shown in Figure 2a.
On the y-axis, the sum of the maximum (V") and minimum (V™) values of the
meridional overturning streamfunction ¥ is plotted, where ¥ is defined through

ov 1 o

EIUCOSH, —m%—w (20)

For the calculation of the volume transports (in Sv, where 1 Sv = 105 m3s™!),
the basin is assumed to have a zonal width of 64°. The value of ¥+ + ¥~ is zero
when the AMOC is symmetric with respect to the equator.

We are interested in transitions from the top branch to the bottom branch
of the bifurcation diagram. We will investigate transitions at parameter values
between [, = 0.190 and [, = 0.220. The stochastic transitions will be from
points between a and b to points between ¢’ and b with the same parameter
values. The pattern of the asymmetric meridional overturning streamfunction at
location a with sinking in the northern part of the basin, which represents the
current state of the AMOC [13], is shown in Figure 2b, as well as the meridional
overturning streamfunction at location a’ with sinking in the southern part of the
basin. The saddle-node bifurcations are located at 5 = 0.2320 and § = —0.3371.

3.3 Stochastic freshwater forcing

For the stochastic model, the freshwater forcing is chosen as

cos(m0/6,)
os(0)

where ((0, t) represents zero-mean white noise with a unit standard deviation, i.e.,
with E[C(8, )] = 0, B[C(6,)C(0, )] = 6(8,t — ), EIC(0,£)C(n, £)] = 5(0— 7, ) and

Fy(0,t) = (1 +0¢(0,t)) pnFy + BF,(0), (21)
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Figure 2: (a) Bifurcation diagram of the deterministic 2D AMOC model, with
the forcing as in (19). (b) Meridional Overturning Streamfunction patterns at a,
which represents the current state of the AMOC and «’, in which the circulation
is reversed, respectively, with contours in Sv.

d(0,t) being the Dirac delta function. The constant o is the standard deviation
of the noise which we set to ¢ = 0.1. The noise is additive and is only active in
the freshwater component, only present at the surface, meridionally uncorrelated,
and has magnitude o of 10% of the background freshwater forcing amplitude at
each latitude 6 (see (21)).

3.4 Reaction coordinate

Since the pressure p is determined up to a constant, and therefore does not
have a unique solution, computing the reaction coordinate by using the norm of
the state vector as was done in (6) is not possible. We instead want to define
the reaction coordinate in such a way that the distance between the meridional
streamfunctions goes to zero, and therefore we decided to define a norm on the
v-part of the state. This gives us a reaction coordinate of the form

d(x) =1 — e S 4 (1 —n)e ™%, (22)

where, if || - ||, denotes the 2-norm on only the v-velocities, da = ||x—Xa|»/||Xa —
Xg|l» is the normalized difference between x and x4, and dp = ||x — Xg|»/||Xa —
X 5|y is the normalized difference between x and X, and n = [|X¢ — Xal|,/||X5 —
X4||v is the normalized difference between the unstable steady state X and the
stable steady state X4. We assume that a trajectory has reached B if ¢(x) >
Zmax = 0.75, since at that point circulation has reversed and we are closer to Xg
as we are to the unstable steady state X¢, as can be seen in Figure 2a.
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3.5 Results

In this section we report on the transition probabilities and compare the results
from TAMS with the results from its projected variant. All optimizations as dis-
cussed in Section 2.2 were applied, with exception of the checkpointing strategy
and the parallel computation of trajectories. The ocean model itself, however,
does use a parallel domain decomposition. Computations are performed on Pere-
grine, the HPC cluster of the University of Groningen. Peregrine has nodes with
2 Intel Xeon E5 2680v3 CPUs (24 cores at 2.5GHz) and each node has 128 GB of
memory. For every instance of TAMS, four cores were used to allow for efficient
parallelization. Due to the problem size and the way the convective adjustment
is implemented, it did not make sense to use more than four cores per instance.

For our numerical experiments, we investigated the probability of a transition
to a reversed circulation within 2000 years and ran TAMS 100 times with 300
trajectories. The stochastic theta method (12) was used with theta equals 0.5
and a time step of 2 years. Note that a (semi-)implicit method is required due to
both the algebraic constraints and the large time step. The transition probability,
relative error and compensated variance are shown in Figure 3.

— 100 - 10° : =
g Relative error J s
~ — . ~ 10 P
= 3 Ve g
= ” VIog (/i) E
= = 9 P g
S 107 | o 1071 103
e 2 e S 5rF
o - v [}
5] K . @2
Z 2 /// g
1%} .7 jon
g g
<
~ o
= 10—14 | | J 10-1 & : © 0 ‘ ‘ ‘
0.19 0.2 0.21 0.22 10~1 10=6 10— 0.19 0.2 0.21
B Transition probability (pa) B

(a) (b) ()

Figure 3: Transition probability, relative error and compensated variance on
the interval [f,, 8] for Thax = 2000 yr with the shaded area representing the
standard deviation. To obtain the results we used 100 TAMS experiments with
300 trajectories each.

We first observe from Figure 3a that the transition probability decreases
rapidly when moving away from the bifurcation, and that the relative error in-
creases as the transition probability gets smaller. We also see in Figure 3b,
however, that the relative error shows much better behavior than the /1/a be-
havior we would get from a standard Monte Carlo method, as expected. From
Figure 3¢ we can conclude that the reaction coordinate can be further improved,
since it gets further away from 1 as the transition probability decreases. The
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value of the compensated variance remains close to 1, however, in the region of
interest where the probability of a transition within the next 2000 years is not
negligible.

To determine how well the projected method performs, we look at accuracy at
three different values of 5: 0.190, 0.205 and 0.220, and with increasing sizes of the
basis V. The basis is computed by the approximate solution of the generalized
Lyapunov equation (14) where the relative residual ||R||2/||BBT|s with R =
JX)WYVIMT + MVYVTJ(x)T + BBT is decreased to obtain a larger basis.
The results are shown in Figure 4. We see that for all values of 3, the results are
very close to the results obtained with the unprojected method when using a basis
of rank 400 or larger, at the cost of a slightly larger error. This is remarkable,
because it means that even for small probabilities (i.e. 5 = 0.190), we do not
need a larger basis.

— 1071

3

3 10_9 | 1070.5 -

§ AN

9 10-4

o, 10712 -

g |

= —— TAMS —— TAMS —— TAMS

§ Projected TAMS Projected TAMS Projected TAMS

H 10715 T T T T 1077 T T T | T T T |
300 400 500 600 300 400 500 600 300 400 500 600

rank(V) rank(V) rank(V)

(a) B = 0.190. (b) B = 0.205. (c) B = 0.220.

Figure 4: Transition probability at different values of 5 and with increasing
size of the basis V. The shaded area represents the standard deviation and
Timax = 2000 yr. To obtain the results we used 100 TAMS experiments with 300
trajectories each.

A common a priori method of determining how large the basis should be is
by looking at the leading eigenvalues of the corresponding matrices. In our case
these are the covariance matrices at two branches. As can be seen in Figure 5,
we never observe a sudden decrease of the eigenvalues, which would indicate that
a sufficient amount has been determined. Indeed, we found that we are able to
use the same basis size for all probabilities that we compute. This motivates to
investigate whether, for a larger application, we would be able to determine the
proper basis size once by looking at a figure such as Figure 4c, and then use
that basis size for all further experiments. However, this is outside the scope
of this paper. Note that computing Figure 4c is still relatively cheap when the
probability is large.

In Table 2 we show the computational cost of the unprojected method com-
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Figure 5: Leading eigenvalues of the covariance matrix at the top (solid) and

bottom (dashed) branch as determined by the Lyapunov solver RAILS [2] with

a relative residual tolerance of 1071,

pared to the projected method for different ranks of the basis V. The values
we show were determined at § = 0.220, but these are actually independent of
the value of 8. Here we observe that for a basis of rank 400, which we deemed
sufficient, the projected method is twice as fast and uses 97% less memory.

rank(V) | t(s) Mem (kB)
— 0.32  96.00 kB
252 0.12 1.97 kB
297 0.13 2.32kB
351 0.14 274 kB
405 0.17 3.16 kB
466 0.19 3.64 kB
519 0.22 4.05 kB
559 0.24 4.37kB
608 0.26 4.75 kB

Table 2: Computational time per time step and memory cost per state vector of
the unprojected method (first row) and the projected method at increasing sizes
of V.

4 Summary and Discussion

The Adaptive Multilevel Splitting (AMS) method and its Trajectory variant
(TAMS) are very promising numerical techniques to study rare events and in
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particular transitions between different equilibria of stochastic dynamical sys-
tems. However, in their original form they cannot be applied to high-dimensional
dynamical systems, i.e. as derived from three-dimensional ocean models. There-
fore, we implemented a projected time-stepping method, which can be applied to
any of the methods in the Generalized Adaptive Multilevel Splitting framework
[6]. This approach solves the problem in a reduced space, which is obtained from
a Galerkin-like projection with the low-rank solution of a generalized Lyapunov
equation. The results obtained with the projected time-stepping approach are
very similar to the ones obtained with standard TAMS. The main benefit of the
projected time-stepping method is the reduced computational cost, especially in
terms of memory usage, where only 3% of the amount of memory that is re-
quired for standard TAMS is used. Since memory is the limiting factor in many
applications, this reduction, along with all other optimizations such as the check-
pointing strategy we mentioned, will allow a larger application potential, without
necessarily negatively impacting the computational time.

The benefit in terms of memory usage is present even if an explicit time step-
ping method is used. Downsides of using the projection in combination with an
explicit method, however, are a higher computational cost due to the projection
that has to be performed in every time step and the requirement of having access
to the Jacobian matrix to be able to compute the low-rank approximation of the
covariance matrix. In case of implicit time stepping, however, the Jacobian ma-
trix is usually already available, and solving the projected system is often cheaper
than solving with the full Jacobian matrix.

As an application, we computed transition probabilities for a quasi two-
dimensional model of the Atlantic Meridional Overturning Circulation (AMOC).
The model consists of a system of stochastic partial differential equations, rep-
resenting the equations for mass, momentum, temperature and salinity in the
oceanic basin, resulting (when discretized) in a dynamical system with a total
of 12288 degrees of freedom. While this is a highly idealized model, it captures
the essential feedback (the salt-advection feedback) which is responsible for the
sensitivity of the AMOC to freshwater perturbations. Although we investigated
only a few cases, the transition probability of the AMOC in the two-dimensional
model decreases drastically when moving away from the saddle-node bifurcation.
This indicates that, in this model, a stochastic transition is not very likely to
occur unless the AMOC is close to critical conditions.

It would be interesting to see if the methodology can be extended to three-
dimensional ocean models for which one can calculate bifurcation diagrams. In
Baars et al. [2], we found for a primitive three-dimensional example where the
noise is fully uncorrelated (worst case), that the size of the space that comes
from the generalized Lyapunov equation increases with O(n). Therefore it is
possible that for three-dimensional ocean models the cost of solving with the
projected Jacobian matrix becomes dominant, and eventually more expensive
than computations with the original Jacobian matrix, but the memory cost will
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still be at most 3% of the original TAMS. Whether we can suffice with predicting
the required size of the basis from simulations with a high transition probability
is still an open question.

Additionally, more sophisticated noise models may be used, such as correlated
additive and multiplicative (CAM) noise, which is commonly used in climate sci-
ence. The methodology from this paper can also be used for multiplicative types
of noise, but in that case the generalized Lyapunov equations have to be extended
with a bilinear term. We refer to the resulting equations as extended generalized
Lyapunov equations. These may be solved by combining the methodology from
Shank et al. [40] and Baars et al. [2].

Something that still needs further investigation is the reaction coordinate. In
this paper, we just chose a reaction coordinate that works reasonably well for
the AMOC application, but the fact that the compensated variance moves away
from 1 as the transition probability becomes smaller suggests that it is possible to
find more efficient reaction coordinates. It has also been shown theoretically for
systems with a few degrees of freedom that paths that go through X should be
favored as they more closely represent the committor [31]. Further incorporating
terms of the form ||z — z¢|| may help with this [36, 37]. It would be favorable if
it were possible to find a reaction coordinate that works well for a wide variety
of high-dimensional dynamical systems, and work on this is in progress.

Acknowledgments

The authors would like to thank Jeroen Wouters and Daan Crommelin for the
useful discussions. We would also like to thank the reviewers for their very helpful
and constructive comments, which greatly improved the paper. This work is
part of the Mathematics of Planet Earth research program with project number
657.014.007, which is financed by the Netherlands Organization for Scientific
Research (NWO) (SB and FW), the SMCM project of the Netherlands eScience
Center (NLeSC) with project number 027.017.G02 (SB, FW and HD) and the
European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program for the ITN
CRITICS under Grant Agreement Number 643073 (DC and HD).

References

[1] S. Baars. Numerical methods for studying transition probabilities in stochas-
tic ocean-climate models. PhD thesis, University of Groningen, Jun 2019.

[2] S. Baars, J. P. Viebahn, T. E. Mulder, C. Kuehn, F. W. Wubs, and H. A.
Dijkstra. Continuation of probability density functions using a generalized
Lyapunov approach. Journal of Computational Physics, 336:627-643, May
2017. ISSN 0021-9991. doi: 10.1016/].jcp.2017.02.021.

19


https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2017.02.021

3]

[10]

[11]

[12]

F. Bouchet and J. Reygner. Generalisation of the Eyring-Kramers tran-
sition rate formula to irreversible diffusion processes. Annales Henri
Poincaré, 17(12):3499-3532, Jun 2016. ISSN 1424-0661. doi:  10.1007/
s00023-016-0507-4.

F. Bouchet, J. Laurie, and O. Zaboronski. Langevin dynamics, large devi-
ations and instantons for the quasi-geostrophic model and two-dimensional
Euler equations. Journal of Statistical Physics, 156(6):1066-1092, Jul 2014.
ISSN 1572-9613. doi: 10.1007/s10955-014-1052-5.

F. Bouchet, J. Rolland, and E. Simonnet. Rare event algorithm links transi-

tions in turbulent flows with activated nucleations. Physical Review Letters,
122(7), Feb 2019. ISSN 1079-7114. doi: 10.1103/physreviett.122.074502.

C.-E. Bréhier, M. Gazeau, L. Goudenege, T. Lelievre, and M. Rousset. Un-
biasedness of some generalized adaptive multilevel splitting algorithms. The
Annals of Applied Probability, 26(6):3559-3601, Dec 2016. ISSN 1050-5164.
doi: 10.1214/16-aap1185.

D. Castellana, S. Baars, F. W. Wubs, and H. A. Dijkstra. Transition
probabilities of noise-induced transitions of the atlantic ocean circulation.
Scientific Reports, 9(1), Dec 2019. ISSN 2045-2322. doi: 10.1038/
s41598-019-56435-6.

W. Cazemier, R. W. C. P. Verstappen, and A. E. P. Veldman. Proper
orthogonal decomposition and low-dimensional models for driven cavity
flows. Physics of Fluids, 10(7):1685-1699, Jul 1998. ISSN 1089-7666. doi:
10.1063/1.869686.

F. Cérou and A. Guyader. Adaptive multilevel splitting for rare event anal-
ysis. Stochastic Analysis and Applications, 25(2):417-443, Feb 2007. ISSN
1532-9356. doi: 10.1080/07362990601139628.

F. Cérou, A. Guyader, T. Lelievre, and D. Pommier. A multiple replica
approach to simulate reactive trajectories. The Journal of Chemical Physics,
134(5):054108, Feb 2011. ISSN 1089-7690. doi: 10.1063/1.3518708.

A. de Niet, F. Wubs, A. T. van Scheltinga, and H. A. Dijkstra. A tai-
lored solver for bifurcation analysis of ocean-climate models. Journal of
Computational Physics, 227(1):654-679, Nov 2007. ISSN 0021-9991. doi:
10.1016//j.jcp.2007.08.006.

M. den Toom, H. A. Dijkstra, and F. W. Wubs. Spurious multiple equilibria
introduced by convective adjustment. Ocean Modelling, 38(1-2):126-137,
Jan 2011. ISSN 1463-5003. doi: 10.1016/j.0cemod.2011.02.009.

20


https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00023-016-0507-4
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00023-016-0507-4
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10955-014-1052-5
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.122.074502
https://dx.doi.org/10.1214/16-aap1185
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-56435-6
https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-56435-6
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.869686
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07362990601139628
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3518708
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2007.08.006
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocemod.2011.02.009

[13]

[14]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

H. A. Dijkstra. Nonlinear Physical Oceanography. Springer Netherlands,
2005. ISBN 9781402022623. doi: 10.1007/1-4020-2263-8.

W. E, W. Ren, and E. Vanden-Eijnden. Minimum action method for the
study of rare events. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics,
57(5):637-656, 2004. ISSN 1097-0312. doi:  10.1002/cpa.20005.

H. Eyring. The activated complex in chemical reactions. The Journal of
Chemical Physics, 3(2):107-115, 1935. doi:  10.1063/1.1749604.

M. I. Freidlin and A. D. Wentzell. Random Perturbations. Springer US,
1984. ISBN 9781468401769. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4684-0176-9 2.

C. W. Gardiner. Handbook of Stochastic Methods for Physics, Chem-
istry and the Natural Sciences. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1985. ISBN
9783662024522. doi: 10.1007/978-3-662-02452-2.

T. Gratke, T. Schafer, and E. Vanden-Eijnden. Long term effects of small
random perturbations on dynamical systems: Theoretical and computational
tools. Recent Progress and Modern Challenges in Applied Mathematics, Mod-
eling and Computational Science, pages 17-55, 2017. ISSN 2194-1564. doi:
10.1007/978-1-4939-6969-2 2.

C. Hartmann. Balanced model reduction of partially observed langevin
equations: an averaging principle. Mathematical and Computer Modelling
of Dynamical Systems, 17(5):463-490, Oct 2011. ISSN 1744-5051. doi:
10.1080/13873954.2011.576517.

C. Hartmann and C. Schiitte. A constrained hybrid monte-carlo algorithm
and the problem of calculating the free energy in several variables. ZAMM,
85(10):700-710, Oct 2005. ISSN 1521-4001. doi: 10.1002/zamm.200410218.

C. Hartmann, C. Schiitte, and W. Zhang. Model reduction algorithms for
optimal control and importance sampling of diffusions. Nonlinearity, 29(8):
2298-2326, Jun 2016. ISSN 1361-6544. doi: 10.1088/0951-7715/29/8/2298.

C. X. Hernandez, H. K. Wayment-Steele, M. M. Sultan, B. E. Husic, and
V. S. Pande. Variational encoding of complex dynamics. Physical Review FE,
97(6), Jun 2018. ISSN 2470-0053. doi: 10.1103/physreve.97.062412.

H. Kahn and T. E. Harris. Estimation of particle transmission by random
sampling. National Bureau of Standards applied mathematics series, 12:27—
30, 1951.

H. B. Keller. Numerical solution of bifurcation and nonlinear eigenvalue
problems. In P. H. Rabinowitz, editor, Applications of Bifurcation Theory,
pages 359-384. Academic Press, New York, U.S.A., 1977.

21


https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-2263-8
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cpa.20005
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1749604
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-0176-9_2
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-02452-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-6969-2_2
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13873954.2011.576517
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/zamm.200410218
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0951-7715/29/8/2298
https://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physreve.97.062412

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[36]

P. E. Kloeden and E. Platen. Numerical Solution of Stochastic Differential
Fquations. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1992. ISBN 9783662126165. doi:
10.1007/978-3-662-12616-5.

H. A. Kramers. Brownian motion in a field of force and the diffusion model
of chemical reactions. Physica, 7(4):284-304, Apr 1940. ISSN 0031-8914.
doi: 'l().’1()’16/5()()31—é’f)’l4(4(])9()()98—2.

J. Laurie and F. Bouchet. Computation of rare transitions in the barotropic
quasi-geostrophic equations. New Journal of Physics, 17(1):015009, Jan
2015. ISSN 1367-2630. doi: 10.1088/1367-2630/17/1/015009.

T. Lestang, F. Ragone, C.-E. Bréhier, C. Herbert, and F. Bouchet. Com-
puting return times or return periods with rare event algorithms. Journal of
Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2018(4):043213, Apr 2018.
ISSN 1742-5468. doi: 10.1088/1742-5468 /aab856.

M. Loeve. Probability Theory: Foundations, Random Sequences. van Nos-
trand, 1955.

J. L. Lumley. The structure of inhomogeneous turbulent flows. Atmospheric
turbulence and wave propagation, pages 166178, 1967.

P. Metzner, C. Schiitte, and E. Vanden-Eijnden. Illustration of transition
path theory on a collection of simple examples. The Journal of Chemical
Physics, 125(8):084110, Aug 2006. ISSN 1089-7690. doi: 10.1063/1.2335447.

M. A. Mohamad, W. Cousins, and T. P. Sapsis. =~ A probabilistic
decomposition-synthesis method for the quantification of rare events due to
internal instabilities. Journal of Computational Physics, 322:288-308, Oct
2016. ISSN 0021-9991. doi: 10.1016/].jcp.2016.06.047.

P. D. Moral. Mean Field Simulation for Monte Carlo Integration. Chapman
and Hall/CRC, May 2013. ISBN 9781466504172. doi: 10.1201/b14924.

P. D. Moral and J. Garnier. Genealogical particle analysis of rare events. The
Annals of Applied Probability, 15(4):2496-2534, Nov 2005. ISSN 1050-5164.
doi: 10.1214/105051605000000566.

D. Mukhin, D. Kondrashov, E. Loskutov, A. Gavrilov, A. Feigin, and
M. Ghil. Predicting critical transitions in ENSO models. part II: spatially
dependent models. Journal of Climate, 28(5):1962-1976, Feb 2015. ISSN
1520-0442. doi: 10.1175/jcli-d-14-00240.1.

J. Rolland and E. Simonnet. Statistical behaviour of adaptive multilevel
splitting algorithms in simple models. Journal of Computational Physics,
283:541-558, Feb 2015. ISSN 0021-9991. doi: 10.1016/j.jcp.2014.12.009.

22


https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-12616-5
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0031-8914(40)90098-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/17/1/015009
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/aab856
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2335447
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2016.06.047
https://dx.doi.org/10.1201/b14924
https://dx.doi.org/10.1214/105051605000000566
https://dx.doi.org/10.1175/jcli-d-14-00240.1
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2014.12.009

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

J. Rolland, F. Bouchet, and E. Simonnet. Computing transition rates for the
1-D stochastic Ginzburg-Landau—Allen—Cahn equation for finite-amplitude
noise with a rare event algorithm. Journal of Statistical Physics, 162(2):
277-311, Nov 2015. ISSN 1572-9613. doi: 10.1007/s10955-015-1417-4.

M. N. Rosenbluth and A. W. Rosenbluth. Monte Carlo calculation of the
average extension of molecular chains. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 23
(2):356-359, Feb 1955. ISSN 1089-7690. doi: 10.1063/1.1741967.

G. Rubino and B. Tuffin. Rare Event Simulation using Monte Carlo Methods.
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, Mar 2009. ISBN 9780470772690. doi: 10.1002/
9780470745403.

S. D. Shank, V. Simoncini, and D. B. Szyld. Efficient low-rank solution of
generalized lyapunov equations. Numerische Mathematik, 134(2):327-342,
Nov 2015. ISSN 0945-3245. doi:  10.1007/s00211-015-0777-7.

E. Simonnet. Combinatorial analysis of the adaptive last particle method.
Statistics and Computing, 26(1-2):211-230, Jul 2014. ISSN 1573-1375. doi:
10.1007 /s11222-014-9489-6.

H. Stommel. Thermohaline convection with two stable regimes of flow. Tellus
B, 13(2), May 1961. ISSN 0280-6509. doi: 10.3402/tellush.v13i2.12985.

M. van der Mheen, H. A. Dijkstra, A. Gozolchiani, M. den Toom, Q. Feng,
J. Kurths, and E. Hernandez-Garcia. Interaction network based early warn-
ing indicators for the Atlantic MOC collapse. Geophysical Research Letters,
40(11):2714-2719, Jun 2013. ISSN 0094-8276. doi: 10.1002/grl.50515.

E. Vanden-Eijnden and M. Heymann. The geometric minimum action
method for computing minimum energy paths. The Journal of Chemical
Physics, 128(6):061103, Feb 2008. ISSN 1089-7690. doi: 10.1063/1.2833040.

J. Wouters and F. Bouchet. Rare event computation in deterministic chaotic
systems using genealogical particle analysis. Journal of Physics A: Math-
ematical and Theoretical, 49(37):374002, Aug 2016. ISSN 1751-8121. doi:
10.1088/1751-8113/49/37/374002.

R. Yvinec, M. R. D’Orsogna, and T. Chou. First passage times in homoge-
neous nucleation and self-assembly. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 137
(24):244107, Dec 2012. ISSN 1089-7690. doi: 10.1063/1.4772598.

X. Zhou, W. Ren, and W. E. Adaptive minimum action method for the
study of rare events. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 128(10):104111, Mar
2008. ISSN 1089-7690. doi: 10.1063/1.2830717.

23


https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10955-015-1417-4
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1741967
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470745403
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470745403
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00211-015-0777-7
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11222-014-9489-6
https://dx.doi.org/10.3402/tellusb.v13i2.12985
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/grl.50515
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2833040
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1751-8113/49/37/374002
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4772598
https://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2830717

	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Trajectory-Adaptive Multilevel Sampling
	2.2 Optimizations
	2.3 Accuracy of the method
	2.4 Projected time-stepping in TAMS

	3 Application to AMOC model
	3.1 Model formulation
	3.2 Bifurcation diagram
	3.3 Stochastic freshwater forcing
	3.4 Reaction coordinate
	3.5 Results

	4 Summary and Discussion

