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Abstract. The operation of machine tools often demands a highly accurate
knowledge of the tool center point’s (TCP) position. The displacement of the
TCP over time can be inferred from thermal models, which comprise a set
of geometrically coupled heat equations. Each of these equations represents
the temperature in part of the machine, and they are often formulated on
complicated geometries.

The accuracy of the TCP prediction depends highly on the accuracy of
the model parameters, such as heat exchange parameters, and the initial tem-
perature. Thus it is of utmost interest to determine the influence of these
parameters on the TCP displacement prediction. In turn, the accuracy of the
parameter estimate is essentially determined by the measurement accuracy
and the sensor placement.

Determining the accuracy of a given sensor configuration is a key prereq-
uisite of optimal sensor placement. We develop here a thermal model for a
particular machine tool. On top of this model we propose two numerical algo-
rithms to evaluate any given thermal sensor configuration with respect to its
accuracy. We compute the posterior variances from the posterior covariance
matrix with respect to an uncertain initial temperature field. The full matrix
is dense and potentially very large, depending on the model size. Thus, we
apply a low-rank method to approximate relevant entries, i. e. the variances on
its diagonal. We first present a straightforward way to compute this approxi-
mation which requires computation of the model sensitivities with with respect
to the initial values. Additionally, we present a low-rank tensor method which
exploits the underlying system structure. We compare the efficiency of both
algorithms with respect to runtime and memory requirements and discuss their
respective advantages with regard to optimal sensor placement problems.

1. Introduction

Thermal models are nowadays indispensible in the development and operation
of the majority of high-precision machinery, for instance, machine tools. According
to Mayr et al., 2012, the thermal error accounts for 75% of the total manufacturing
error in the final product. Although in this paper we focus on applications in the
operation of machine tools, the methodology developed can be applied likewise to
other classes of transient thermal models. These models typically contain a large
number of uncertain parameters, describing material, process and environmental
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conditions, such as the heat transfer coefficients between different machine compo-
nents, ambient temperatures, or the exact heat loss of the engines. In addition, the
initial state, particularly the initial temperature distribution in the machine under
consideration, e. g., from its previous operation, are often not known with sufficient
accuracy in order to make reliable predictions.

The majority of the unknowns mentioned above cannot be measured directly
but must be inferred from measurements and the underlying thermal model. The
link between the parameters to be estimated during the machine’s operation and
the available measurements is established via a data assimilation problem Law,
Stuart, Zygalakis, 2015; Peet, 2019. In our case, the model under consideration is a
system of partial differential equations (PDEs) on thermally coupled, complicated
geometries. These models have to be discretized in space, which lead to large-scale
and also stiff state space systems.

In addition to the estimation of the unknown model parameters itself, it is of ut-
most interest to quantify the impact missing or inexact data has on the estimated
parameters and thus on the outcome of the subsequent time-dependent simula-
tion. Clearly, carefully positioned measurement devices, collectively referred to
as sensors, can help mitigate the effect of inexactness in the measurements. From
personal communication with practitioners, we find that sensors are often placed in-
tuitively, based on an inspection of simulated temperature fields, and in the vicinity
of points of interest; see for instance Thiem, Kauschinger, Ihlenfeldt, 2018; Kumar
et al., 2021. We propose here to follow a systematic approach to assess the impact
of measurement errors on the estimation accuracy in dependence on the position
of the respective sensor. To this end, we assume a statistical model with normally
distributed, zero-mean measurement errors so that the accuracy is encoded in the
estimator’s covariance; see, e. g., Calvetti, Somersalo, 2007. To assess the impact
on simulation results then requires us to pass this covariance through the forward
simulation.

The estimation of these covariances by traditional means involves the setup of
large and dense matrices computed from a large number of PDE solutions. It
therefore requires tremendous computational and memory resources Flath et al.,
2011; Bui-Thanh et al., 2013. When this is not feasible, a technique to reduce the
storage requirements is essential to solve the related posterior covariance problem.
Therefore, we apply a low-rank approximation method to approximate the data
misfit Hessian, which can then be used to efficiently compute the posterior variances
as proposed in Bui-Thanh et al., 2013. With this we can greatly reduce storage
and computational requirements. We use tensor train computations to additionally
reduce storage requirements during this approximation step.

With regard to the optimal positioning of sensors, we point out that the set
of possible sensor locations is typically large. The evaluation of the respective
sensitivity derivatives for an optimal placement strategy is thus computationally
expensive and benefits directly from the low-rank approximation as well.

The above considerations apply to any set of unknown parameters. In this work
we consider specifically the quantification of the accuracy of the initial temperature,
inferred from solving an estimation problem. The unknown parameter thus is the
infinite-dimensional initial temperature field. After discretization, the number of
parameters agrees with the number of degrees of freedom for the state variable,
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which is usually quite large. In turn, the size of the covariance matrix is large as
well, which makes the computation even of the variance an expensive task.

For the purpose of this paper, we consider a number of sensors with given loca-
tions. In order to quantify the uncertainty in the parameter estimation problem,
the evaluation of sensitivities is required. Due to the typically moderate number
of available sensors, a direct approximation of the required sensitivities is feasible
and fast. However the storage requirements increase with the number of sensors.
Therefore, in preparation for future work on optimal sensor placement for the prob-
lem at hand, we additionally consider a low-rank tensor-train approximation for the
solution of the sensitivity equations, making use of the tensor product structure of
the underlying system. This significantly reduces the storage requirements. Hav-
ing both the direct and the low-rank tensor-train approaches at hand allows us to
compare them with respect to computational costs and accuracy.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the PDE system
of heat equations to describe the evolution of the temperature fields in a machine
tool. This section also derives the corresponding state space system by discretiza-
tion in space, which forms the basis for the direct covariance estimation. Statistical
background material, particularly concerning the posterior and prior covariance, is
collected in Section 3. In Section 4 we apply the low-rank tensor-train approxima-
tion method to the posterior covariance estimation problem. This method makes
use of the tensor structure of the parameter-to-observable map and does not re-
quire storage of the sensitivities with respect to all parameters. Finally we show
in Section 5 some numerical results with an emphasis on the comparison of both
approaches with regard to time and storage.

2. Coupled Thermal Models

In this section we describe a class of coupled thermal models which are typ-
ical for the description of the temperature state of machine tools. Each model
component is a transient heat equation, i. e., a time-dependent partial differential
equation (PDE). The coupling originates in the heat exchange between different
parts of the machine. This set of PDEs contain material parameters as well as con-
ditions depending on the manufacturing process and the machine’s environment.
Each equation has to be discretized in space and time to be solved on a computer.
For concreteness, we now illustrate this on a representative and challenging model
problem.
PDE Model of the Auerbach Column. The “Auerbach ACW 630” machine is one
of the demonstrator objects studied in the collaborative research center “Thermo-
energetic design of machine tools” (SFB/Transregio 96). The model comprises the
machine column, the machine bed and the main spindle; see for instance Naumann,
Glänzel, Putz, 2020.

The machine is displayed in Figure 2.1. Its three parts, the machine column, the
bed and the sledge including the spindle, consist of different materials with different
densities ρ, thermal capacities Cp and heat conduction parameters λ. We therefore
model each part separately and couple the components by thermal interface condi-
tions. The volume occupied by part i is denoted by Ω(i). On Ω(i), the evolution of
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(a) The parts and thermal surfaces of
the Auerbach machine. The surface con-
sists of three different parts: Γc (red) are
coupling surface between machine parts,
Γenv (blue) is the surface in contact with
the environment and Γsrc (violet) de-
scribes the location of heat sources.

(b) In total there are 17 temperature
measurement points, representing the
outputs y of the model. Five of them
are mounted on the machine bed, eight
on the machine column, and four on the
spindle sledge. Note that not all of them
are visible.

Figure 2.1. Machine geometry showing the different parts of the
boundary (left figure), and the measurement points (right figure).

the temperature field is described by the heat equation

ρ(i) Cp
(i)∂tT

(i) − div(λ(i)∇T (i)) = 0 in Ω(i),(2.1a)

n · λ(i)∇T (i) = qc on Γc,(2.1b)

n · λ(i)∇T (i) = qenv on Γenv,(2.1c)

n · λ(i)∇T (i) = Qsrc(t) on Γsrc.(2.1d)

The first equation (2.1a) models the temperature evolution inside each machine
component. Equation (2.1b) describes the heat exchange with neighboring machine
parts at the internal interface Γc. The heat flux into the environment on the
boundary Γenv is modeled according to (2.1c). The symbol n denotes the outer
normal vector as seen from domain Ω(i). Finally, Γsrc is the part of the boundary
where the model experiences an inflow of thermal energy due to time-dependent
external sources Qsrc(t).

The heat flux qc from machine component i into component j is given by

(2.2) qc = α(i,j) (T (j) − T (i))

with a constant exchange coefficient satisfying α(i,j) = α(j,i). The heat flux into
the environment on Γenv is modeled through the term

(2.3) qenv = αenv(T
(j) − Tenv)

with heat exchange coefficient αenv and constant environmental temperature Tenv.
At the front part of the machine, colored in purple in Figure 2.1a, a heat source
is located, which takes into account thermal energy produced by the respective
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machining process. The corresponding part of the boundary, Γsrc, also acts as the
tool’s point of interest (TCP). In Figure 2.1b we show the location of 17 temperature
sensors across the machine’s surface. These sensors are modeled to measure the
surface temperature at the point where they are located.
Derivation of the Parameter-to-Observable Map. The PDE system (2.1) has to be
discretized in space. We use a standard discretization of the temperature field
by linear finite elements Zienkiewicz, Taylor, 2000, Chapter 8. The set of basis
functions

{
φ
(i)
k

}
k

serves as the basis for the spatial discretization of the temperature
field in machine part Ω(i) and, at the same time, for the discretization of the
unknown initial temperature in that part. Hence it is natural to define the mass
matrices

(2.4) M
(i)
kl =

∫
Ω(i)

φ
(i)
k φ

(i)
l dx and M(i)

kl = ρ(i) Cp
(i)M

(i)
kl .

The matrix M (i) serves as the inner product for the parameter space Rn(i)
x

M(i) on
machine part Ω(i); see Bui-Thanh et al., 2013. The total parameter space Rnx

M is

the product space Rn(1)
x

M(1) × Rn(2)
x

M(2) . . . with total dimension nx =
∑

i n
(i)
x and the

block-diagonal mass matrix M , which is comprised of the mass matrices M (i) of
all subspaces. We remark that the mass matrix represents the L2-inner product
in the discrete temperature space. This is one out of several viable choices, and
we anticipate that the inner product carries over to the probability densities and
covariance matrices, as will be shown in Section 3.

The discretization of the system (2.1) in space, jointly for all three parts of the
machine, leads to the affine block input-output ODE system

Mẋ(t) = −Kx(t) +Nu(t),(2.5a)
y(t) = Cx(t),(2.5b)
x(0) = x0,(2.5c)

with nx spatial degrees of freedom collected in the vector-valued function x(t), an
m-dimensional input function u(t) combining the heat flux into the system from
process sources Qsrc and due to the environmental temperature Tenv, and a p-
dimensional output function y(t). As usual, ẋ(t) denotes the time derivative of
x(t). The arising matrices are derived from the finite element discretization of
(2.1). The symmetric matrices M and K ∈ Rnx×nx represent the block-diagonal
heat capacity and diffusion matrices including the coupling boundary conditions
(2.1b). The matrix N ∈ Rnx×m describes how each input acts as a distributed
heat source. Finally, the rectangular matrix C ∈ Rny×nx transforms the thermal
degrees of freedom into the output quantities of interest, i. e., the temperature
measurements at the ny = 17 sensor locations.

The initial value problem (IVP) (2.5) describes the evolution of the temperature
state x, and in turn of the output temperatures y over time, starting from the initial
temperature field x0. As mentioned previously, x0 is the uncertain parameter vec-
tor. In order to emphasize the dependence of y on x0, we use the notation y(t;x0).

We refer to the outputs y of the model (2.5) as the observables. The main
object of interest for the uncertainty quantification is the parameter-to-observable
map f , mapping the initial values x0 to the outputs y(ts) at certain equidistant
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measurement times ts, i. e.

(2.6) f : Rnx

M → R(nt+1)·ny , f(x0) =


y(t0;x0)
y(t1;x0)

...
y(tnt

;x0)

 =

nt∑
s=0

es ⊗ y(ts;x0),

where es is the s-th standard unit vector in Rnt+1. The symbol ⊗ denotes the
Kronecker product. In the setting at hand, the parameter-to-observable map is
affine-linear. We denote its linear part, which is obtained when setting u ≡ 0 in
(2.5), by F : Rnx

M → R(nt+1)·ny . The (Hilbert space) adjoint of F in the parameter
and observation spaces Rnx

M and R(nt+1)·ny can be expressed as

(2.7) F ♮ = M−1FT.

At this point, we have established the basis to quantify the uncertainty in the
initial values on the outputs. We emphasize that the evaluation of the sensitivities F
of the parameter-to-observable map f for many points in time and a large number
of outputs ny ≈ nx is not viable in terms of storage.

3. Posterior Covariance Matrix

We recall that it is our goal to infer the initial temperature x0 from observations
of the output y(ts) at certain measurement times ts for the machine tool and its
model (2.5) described in Section 2; see Figure 2.1. Moreover, we seek to quantify
the uncertainty in this estimate. To this end, we use a Bayesian approach. In
this setting, our prior belief in the probability distribution of the initial state gets
informed by measurements to yield a posterior probability distribution.

Our derivation of the background is standard and more details can be found,
for instance, in Bui-Thanh et al., 2013; Alexanderian, 2020. We temporarily set
aside the concrete setting of Section 2 and adopt a general notation. In this general
setting, we have parameters P of dimension np, combined model and observation
errors E and observed outputs Y of dimension ny. All of these are continuous,
vector-valued random variables. As is customary, their realizations are denoted by
lower-case letters. The above are coupled by a (generally nonlinear) forward model

(3.1) Y = g(P,E).

We define the following probability density functions (pdfs):
• πnoise : Rny → R, representing the model error and observation noise,
• πprior : R

np

M → R, describing the prior information about the model param-
eters P ,

and the likelihood function π(y|p), describing the probability of the observable y,
given the model parameters p. Note that the parameter space Rnp

M is equipped with
an inner product (u, v)M = uTM v represented by a symmetric, positive definite
matrix M , as is the case for our model; see (2.4).

Exploiting Bayes’ theorem, we can combine the prior probability density and
the likelihood function to form the posterior probability density πpost : R

np

M → R as
follows,

(3.2) πpost(p) = π(p|y) = πprior(p)π(y|p)
π(y)

∝ πprior(p)π(y|p).
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We can further simplify this by assuming additive noise, in which case (3.1) is
replaced by

(3.3) Y = f(P ) + E

with the noise-free parameter-to-observable map f . We can then write πnoise(e) =
πnoise(y − f(p)) and with this we get

(3.4) πpost(p) ∝ πprior(p)πnoise(y − f(p)).

As is often the case, we assume that both the prior and noise probability densities
are Gaussian, i. e.,

πprior(p) ∝ exp
(
−1

2
∥p− p̄∥2

Γ−1
prior

)
,(3.5)

πnoise(e) ∝ exp
(
−1

2
∥e− ē∥2

Γ−1
noise

)
.(3.6)

Here, p̄prior ∈ Rnp

M denotes the mean of the model parameter’s prior pdf and ē ∈ Rny

is the mean of the noise pdf. Moreover, Γprior ∈ Rnp×np is the prior covariance,
which is positive definite and symmetric. Moreover, Γnoise ∈ Rny×ny is the sym-
metric positive definite covariance matrix of the noise.

With the Gaussian densities (3.5) and (3.6) we can write the posterior probability
density (3.4) as

πpost(p) ∝ exp

(
−1

2

[
∥p− p̄prior∥2Γ−1

prior
+ ∥e− ē∥2

Γ−1
noise

])
= C exp

(
−1

2

[
∥p− p̄prior∥2Γ−1

prior
+ ∥y − f(p)− ē∥2

Γ−1
noise

])
with a normalization constant C which is independent of p. That said, the posterior
probability density πpost(p) is not necessarily Gaussian as the function f(p) may
be nonlinear. Recall that in our setting (2.5)–(2.6), however, we have an affine
map of the form f(p) = F p + f0, which takes the initial state x0 to the observed
outputs. In this case we obtain that πpost(p) is Gaussian with mean p̄post given by
the maximum a posteriori probability (MAP) point

p̄post = argmax
p∈Rnp

M

πpost(p)

= argmin
p∈Rnp

M

1

2

[
∥p− p̄prior∥2Γ−1

prior
+ ∥y − Fp− f0 − ē∥2

Γ−1
noise

]
.(3.7)

The quantity we are primarily interested in is the covariance of the posterior pdf,
Γpost. It is given by the inverse of the Hessian of the negative logarithm of πpost,
i. e.,

(3.8) Γpost =
(
FTΓ−1

noiseF + Γ−1
prior

)−1

.

This quantity gives us a measure for the posterior covariance in terms of the
noise and prior covariances and depending on the linear part of the parameter-
to-observable map, which in turn depends on the outputs we choose.

The noise covariance Γnoise will be specified along with the numerical examples
in Section 5. For the prior, we employ a Laplacian-like covariance structure which
is in accordance with the infinite-dimensional nature of the initial state. It will be
discussed in more detail in Section 3.2.
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The posterior covariance (3.8) itself is usually infeasible to work with, as, in our
setting, it is a large and dense matrix of dimension Γpost ∈ Rnx×nx . Even though
our particular interest lies only with the posterior variances, i. e., the diagonal
entries of Γpost given by

(3.9) vark = eTkΓpost ek

with unit vectors ek ∈ Rnx , a storage reduction in the evaluation of Γpost is crucial.
Fortunately, a low-rank approximation method has emerged, which delivers reliable
results while significantly reducing the computational requirements. We describe it
in the following subsection.

3.1. Low-Rank Approximation Method for Γpost. The posterior covariance
(3.8) can be approximated efficiently as explained in the following. For convenience,
we rewrite (3.8) as

(3.10) Γpost =
(
ΓpriorF

TΓ−1
noiseF + id

)−1
Γprior,

where Hmisfit := FTΓ−1
noiseF is the Hessian of the model part in (3.7). In addition

we call ΓpriorHmisfit the preconditioned misfit Hessian. We aim for a low-rank
approximation based on the spectral decomposition of the preconditioned misfit
Hessian of the form

(3.11) ΓpriorHmisfit = V ΛV † ≈ VrΛrV
†
r .

The columns of V contain the eigenvectors, V † = VTΓ−1
prior is the Hilbert-space

adjoint of V , and the diagonal matrix Λ contains the corresponding eigenvalues of
the eigenvalue problem

ΓpriorHmisfit v = λ v,

which is equivalent to the generalized eigenvalue problem

(3.12) Hmisfit v = λΓ−1
priorv.

The misfit Hessian is symmetric and the prior covariance is symmetric and positive
definite, and thus the eigenvectors v are orthogonal with respect to (·, ·)Γ−1

prior
, i. e.,

VTΓ−1
priorV = id, and thus we also have V VTΓ−1

prior = V V † = id. The low-rank
approximation of rank r is built using the leading eigenpairs. We can compute
an approximate generalized spectral decomposition (3.12) of Hmisfit, e. g., via the
Arnoldi method with respect to the Γ−1

prior-inner product. The rank r can be ad-
justed depending on the available computing time and memory resources.

Using this low-rank decomposition, we can calculate an approximate inverse of
ΓpriorHmisfit + id using the orthogonality V V † = id, which yields

(3.13)
(
ΓpriorHmisfit + id

)−1
= id − V Λ̃V † ≈ id − VrΛ̃rV

†
r ,

with Λ̃ = diag
(

λ1

λ1+1 , . . . ,
λ(nt+1)ny

λ(nt+1)ny+1

)
. Finally, the posterior covariance matrix

Γpost and its diagonal entries can be evaluated according to

(3.14) eTkΓpost ek ≈ eTk
(
id − VrΛ̃rV

†
r

)
Γprior ek = eTkΓprior ek − eTkVrΛ̃rV

T
r ek.

Let us relate (3.12)–(3.14) to the representation given in Bui-Thanh et al., 2013,
Sections 3.7, 5.2 and 5.3. Their prior Γ̂prior is related to ours by Γprior = Γ̂priorM

−1.
From the appearance of the inner product M in the parameter space, it becomes
apparent that they represent the prior as an endormorphism in the parameter space
Rnp

M , while we represent the same as a linear map from the dual space (Rnp

M )∗ into the
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parameter space. Consequently, while our prior representation is positive definite
and self-adjoint, theirs is positive definite and Hilbert space self-adjoint, i. e.

M−1Γ̂T
prior = Γ̂priorM

−1.

The authors in Bui-Thanh et al., 2013 further assumed that the square root, Γ̂1/2
prior,

is accessible, i. e., we have

(3.15) Γ̂prior = Γ̂
1/2
priorΓ̂

1/2
prior,

where Γ̂1/2
prior is likewise positive definite and Hilbert space self-adjoint, i. e. M−1Γ̂

T/2
prior =

Γ̂
1/2
priorM

−1 holds.
We proceed to provide an alternative expression for the generalized eigenvalue

problem (3.12) and thus for the representation (3.14). We begin with (3.8), which
we now write as

Γpost =
(
M−1Hmisfit + Γ̂−1

prior

)−1

M−1

= Γ̂
1/2
prior

(
Γ̂
1/2
priorM

−1HmisfitΓ̂
1/2
prior + id

)−1

Γ̂
1/2
priorM

−1

= Γ̂
1/2
prior

(
M−1Γ̂

T/2
priorHmisfitΓ̂

1/2
prior + id

)−1

Γ̂
1/2
priorM

−1,

where we applied the Hilbert space self-adjointness of Γ̂1/2
prior in the last step. From

here we repeat the steps leading from Equation (3.11) to Equation (3.14). This
time, we obtain the generalized eigenvalue problem

(3.16) Γ̂
T/2
priorHmisfitΓ̂

1/2
priorv̂ = λ̂M v̂

and spectral decomposition

(3.17) M−1Γ̂
T/2
priorHmisfitΓ̂

1/2
prior = V̂ ΛV̂ #.

It is easy to see that the eigenvalues are the same as in (3.12) and the eigenvec-
tors are related through v̂ = Γ̂

−1/2
prior v. Moreover, we have V̂ # = V̂TM , and the

eigenvectors v̂ are orthogonal with respect to M . As above, we can use the leading
r eigenpairs to obtain the approximation(

M−1Γ̂
T/2
priorHmisfitΓ̂

1/2
prior + id

)−1

≈ id − V̂rΛ̃rV̂
#
r .

Thus the expression for the variance, analogous to (3.14), reads

(3.18) eTkΓpostek ≈ eTkΓpriorek − eTk Γ̂
1/2
priorV̂rΛ̃V̂

T
r Γ̂

T/2
priorek.

We thus conclude that both representations of the approximate posterior variance
differ only w.r.t. the formulation of the respective generalized eigenvalue prob-
lems. However, both formulations eventually lead to the same approximation of
the posterior variance.

3.2. Construction of the Prior Covariance. The Bayesian approach requires
the user to specify their prior knowledge on the unknown parameter. This is specifi-
cally expressed through the prior covariance operator or matrix Γprior for the initial
temperature. Our approach is analogous to Bui-Thanh et al., 2013. Using the sta-
tionary variant of (2.1) as a model, we assume a covariance operator for the initial
temperature based on the square of an inverse Laplace operator A = b− a∆ with
parameters a, b > 0.
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Next we motivate our choice for these parameters by considering a Dirac-type
initial state T (0, ·) = δx. In the absence of heat sources, an implicit Euler step

(ρCp id − τ λ∆)T (τ, ·) = ρCpT (0, ·)

gives us an estimate of the temperature profile after a short time τ . In simple
geometries, the ratio β = b

a controls the decay of the solution away from the
location of the Dirac pulse; see, e. g., Polyanin, 2002, section 8.3.2. With ρ, Cp and
λ given material parameters, we prescribe the time constant τ = 30min and thus
we have a computable constant

β =
b

a
=

ρCp

τ λ
.

Moreover, we choose a so that the average prior variance over the finite element
mesh nodes is prescribed and is equal to 3K2. To this end, we discretize A = b−a∆
with linear finite elements on the mesh, i. e., we have

(3.19)
[
Ah

]
kℓ

=

∫
Ω

a∇φk · ∇φℓ + b φk φℓ dx = aK + bM.

Here K and M are the stiffness and mass matrices similar to those in (2.5) but
with unit coefficients. The prior is related to Ah as follows,

(3.20) Γprior = A−1
h MA−1

h .

The variance in each finite element node is equal to a diagonal entry of Γprior, and
depends on the unknown a and the chosen constant β according to

Ah = a (K + βM)

We then choose a such that the average prior variance over the finite element mesh
nodes is equal to 3K2. The coefficient b = β a then follows as well.

In our application example concerning the machine tool from Section 2, which
consists of three parts, we apply this reasoning individually on each part separately
and thus obtain parameters a(i) and b(i). We refer the reader to Section 5, Figure 5.1
for a visualization of the prior’s pointwise variance as well as for a comparison of
the prior and posterior variance fields.

Remark. The above made construction ensures that the matrix square root (3.15)
of Γ̂prior is explicitly available, namely we have

Γ̂
1/2
prior = A−1

h M.

This allows us to use the alternative representation (3.16).

4. Efficient Evaluation of the Linearized
Parameter-to-Observable-Map

We recall that it is our goal to evaluate the posterior nodal variances (3.14) of the
initial temperature field according to (3.14). We also recall that this requires the
determination of the r leading eigenpairs of the prior-preconditioned misfit Hessian
ΓpriorF

TΓ−1
noiseF ; see (3.11). This is achieved via an Arnoldi iteration in the Γ−1

prior-
inner product, which requires the repeated evaluation of matrix-vector products
with FTΓ−1

noiseF . This routine is implemented in ARPACK , see Lehoucq, Sorensen,
Yang, 1998. Recall that F is the linear part of the parameter-to-observable map;
see the text following (2.6).
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In this work we present two approaches to evaluate these matrix-vector prod-
ucts. In the first, straightforward approach, we pre-compute the dense matrix F ∈
R(nt+1)ny×nx . This is only feasible when both the mesh size nx and the number of
outputs ny and time steps nt are moderate. We refer the reader to Section 4.1 for
this direct approach.

An alternative is to replace matrix-vector products with F and with FT using
a tensor-train approximation. This is feasible even for large-scale problems where
the direct approach would fail. We discuss the tensor-train approach in Section 4.2.

4.1. Direct Approximation. For the application at hand, the linear part F ∈
R(nt+1)ny×nx of the parameter-to-observable map is typically a matrix with only a
small number of rows, while the column dimension represents the discretization of
the initial value and is large. Therefore, we use an adjoint approach to evaluate F .
For this approach we derive a backwards-in-time adjoint system, where each time
step pertains to one block-row of dimension ny = 17 in F . Notice that since the
forward problem (2.5) is affine, the linearization F does not depend on the state
itself.

In view of (2.5), the continuous adjoint problem to be solved is the matrix-valued
final value problem (FVP)

MTṠ(t) = KS(t)(4.1a)

MTS(T ) = −CT(4.1b)

for the sensitivity factors S(t) ∈ Rnx×ny . With S known, the sensitivity of the
outputs with respect to the initial values are given by

(4.2)
dy(ts)
dx0

= −S(T − ts)
TM.

Notice that due to the autonomous structure of the forward system governing F , it
is enough to solve only a single adjoint system (as opposed to one adjoint system per
observation time). We refer the reader for instance to Herzog, Riedel, Uciński, 2018,
Sect. 2 for a similar approach in the context of thermo-elastic problems. In analogy
to the definition of the parameter-to-observable-map, we stack the sensitivities (4.2)
to obtain

(4.3) F = −

S(T − 0)TM
...

S(T − T )TM

 = −
nt∑
s=0

es ⊗ [S(T − ts)
TM],

where es is the s-th standard unit vector in Rnt+1. In our numerical implementa-
tion, we solve (4.1) using the implicit Euler method with nt equidistant time steps
of length τ identical to the measurement times. This amounts to

(4.4)
MTS(ts)−MTS(ts−1)

τ
= −KS(ts−1), for s = nt, . . . , 1

with ts = s τ , s = 0, . . . , nt, and terminal values S(T ) = −CT.

4.2. Tensor Train Approximation. The tensor-train approximation requires us
to take a closer look at the structure of the affine forward system (2.5). Also here we
use an implicit Euler scheme for the time discretization with nt equidistant time
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steps of length τ to discretize the time interval t ∈ [0, T ] into steps ts = s τ for
s = 0, . . . , nt. With this we obtain the fully discrete system

Mxs −Mxs−1

τ
= −Kxs +Nus, for i = 1, . . . , nt(4.5a)

ys = Cxs,(4.5b)

with initial values x0. Here, xs, ys and us are the discrete values of the functions
x(t), y(t) and u(t) at time ts. We denote the matrix collecting these vectors at all
time steps by

x =


x0

x1

...
xnt

 ∈ Rnx(nt+1)

and similarly for y and u.
In order to motivate a low-rank tensor approximation scheme for (4.5), we for-

mally write this system as one large linear system of equations,
τK +M
−M τK +M

. . . . . .
−M τK +M


︸ ︷︷ ︸

K


x0

x1

...
xnt



=

N . . .
N


︸ ︷︷ ︸

N


0
u1

...
unt

+


τK +M

0
. . .

0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

M0


x0

0
...
0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

x0

,(4.6a)

 y0
...

ynt

 =

C . . .
C


︸ ︷︷ ︸

C

 x0

...
xnt

 .(4.6b)

Using this formulation we can denote the parameter-to-observable map x0 7→ y
concisely as

(4.7) y = CK−1 (Nu+M0x0) .

The matrices involved can be expressed as the following Kronecker products,

(4.8)
C = idnt

⊗ C, N = idnt
⊗N,

K = τ idnt ⊗K +B ⊗M, M0 = id0 ⊗ (τK +M),

where idnt
is the identity matrix of dimension (nt +1)× (nt +1), B is a bidiagonal

matrix with 1 on the diagonal and −1 on its first subdiagonal and id0 is an almost
all-zero matrix with its (1, 1) entry equal to 1.

While the system matrix K is prohibitively large, it is full of structure that we
will now show can be used to develop efficient numerical schemes. Also, C and M0

have a Kronecker product structure that can more readily be exploited, given that
they do not consist of a sum of components. All-at-once systems, such as the one
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contained in K, have also been discussed in Stoll, Breiten, 2015; Herzog, Pearson,
Stoll, 2019; Pearson, Stoll, Wathen, 2012; Benzi, Haber, Taralli, 2011. We recall
that we require matrix-vector products with FTΓ−1

noiseF in order to compute an
approximate spectral decomposition as in (3.11). Notice that F is given by (4.7)
with u = 0, i. e.,

F = CK−1M0.

In contrast to the direct approach in Section 4.1 we now exploit the Kronecker
product structure (4.8). We follow Benner, Qiu, Stoll, 2018 where the authors pro-
pose using the tensor-train (TT) format Oseledets, 2011; Oseledets, Tyrtyshnikov,
2009 to perform these calculations efficiently. The TT format is especially conve-
nient for our purpose as the underlying Kronecker product structure (4.8) of the
parameter-to-observable map (4.7) can be interpreted as a low-rank tensor-train
representation.

We proceed to describe our approach to form approximate matrix-vector prod-
ucts Fv. The case for FT is then similar. Owing to the Kronecker structure of C
and M0, products with these matrices involve only matrix-vector products of size
nx × nx, as they do not contain any sum of terms and no system with them needs
to be solved.

We do require matrix-vector products with K−1, which we view as the solutions
of Kx = b. We now briefly discuss how such systems can be solved within a general
tensor framework. The unknown x will be represented in tensor-train format, which
allows it to be represented with adjustable rank. This format permits an efficient
iterative solution of Kx = b, using only tensor contractions in place of matrix-
vector products.

In our setting, we use a two-dimensional tensor-train format, distinguishing the
temporal from the spatial directions but additional structure such as Kronecker
structures in mass and stiffness matrices can easily be incorporated (Bünger, Dol-
gov, Stoll, 2020). In our case, x will be represented in tensor-train format as

(4.9) x =

r∑
α=1

x(1)
α ⊗ x(2)

α

with the cores x
(1)
α ∈ Rnt+1 and x

(2)
α ∈ Rnx , and r is a suitably chosen low-rank

parameter. Such a format is particularly attractive for a large number of time steps
and/or large number of output points due to the considerable reduction in storage
cost for moderate rank r.

We view F ∈ R(nt+1)ny×nx as a tensor approximated in the tensor-train format.
Obviously, we are only interested in the efficient evaluation of Fv where F and v
are represented in the tensor-train format. Within this process the solution with
K to obtain x via the system Kx = b is the most challenging part and we discuss
this in some detail now. We review the state-of-the-art solver in general form and
point to the literature for detailed descriptions. This can be done efficiently with an
energy function minimization such as the alternating linear scheme (ALS) Holtz,
Rohwedder, Schneider, 2012. This approach constructs low-dimensional systems of
linear equations for each core which can then be solved with standard numerical
methods. Here, we derive the method for symmetric K. Solving Kx = b then
corresponds to the minimization of the energy function,

(4.10) min
x

J(x) = ∥x∗ − x∥2K = (x,Kx)− 2(x,b) + const,
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with the exact solution x∗ = K−1b. We will now compute the solution to our
problem x in the form (4.9). To find a solution for (4.10) we select an initial guess
x0 and cycle over its TT-cores where we solve a reduced version of (4.10) to improve
the current guess. The alternating solver proceeds by updating the solution with
respect to one of the dimensions freezing the other cores in the process. For this
we rely on the linearity of the tensor-train format, i. e.,

(4.11) x = x ̸=kx=k,

with x=k a vectorization of core x(k) and x̸=k the tensor-train where x(k) is replaced
by a placeholder identity of appropriate size. We use this notation to construct
reduced problems to sequentially update the cores individually. With this, the
energy function for the reduced problem for the k-th core becomes

(4.12)
J(x) = (Kx ̸=kx=k,x ̸=kx=k)− 2(b, x̸=kx=k)

= (x∗
̸=kKx̸=kx=k, x=k)− 2(x∗

̸=kb, x=k).

The gradient of (4.12) with respect to x=k is zero when

(4.13) (x∗
̸=kKx ̸=k)x=k = x∗

̸=kb.

The problem size of this reduced problem is small and we can use standard nu-
merical methods such as a direct solver to solve this subproblem efficiently. For
the general ALS approach the resulting TT-ranks — and therefore the maximum
accuracy — are fixed by the ranks set in the initial guess. But with some exten-
sion we can adapt the TT-ranks of the solution dynamically. For the purpose of
calculating a low-rank approximation, we chose the so-called Alternating Minimal
Energy (AMEn) method Dolgov, Savostyanov, 2014.

The AMEn method proved to be robust and has a fast convergence rate. For a
detailed analysis and more information we refer the reader to Dolgov, Savostyanov,
2014. Note that we can also use this method to compute a matrix-matrix multipli-
cation and it is especially efficient when using a large number of time steps and/or
large number of output points as the memory reduction gets more significant in
these cases.

Based on this discussion, matrix-vector products with the prior-preconditioned
misfit Hessian ΓpriorHmisfit or its equivalent analog (3.16)

Γ̂
T/2
priorHmisfitΓ̂

1/2
prior = Γ̂

T/2
prior(M0K

−TCT)Γ−1
noise(CK−1M0)Γ̂

1/2
prior

can be fully performed within the tensor-train format. Notice that the action of
Γ̂
1/2
prior and its transpose are available as Γ̂

1/2
prior = A−1

h M . The numerical imple-
mentation uses this alternative formulation of the generalized eigenvalue problem
(3.16).

5. Numerical Results

This section is devoted to the presentation of numerical results and demonstra-
tion of efficiency of the tensor train approximation of the posterior covariance. All
experiments are based on the machine described in Section 2 with the physical
and numerical parameters as in Table 5.1. We provide the data and the code in a
container image Naumann, Bünger, 2023.

In both approaches the inverse of Ah in the prior was approximated with a
(single) sparse LU decomposition, based on UMFPACK Davis, 2004. For the
computation of the sensitivity matrix F (4.3) in the direct approach, we also use a
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parameter value description
nT 120 number of time steps
T 120 s final time
a(i) (0.0619,0.2500,0.1305,0.2574,0.1402) parameters for prior variance
b(i) (1.9351,7.8211,4.0837,8.0539,4.3866) parameters for prior variance
τ 1800 parameters for prior variance
σnoise 0.1K measurement standard deviation
r 50 rank of the posterior approximation

Table 5.1. Setup for the numerical experiments. For the con-
struction of the prior variance, see Section 3.2. For the posterior
approximation, see Section 3.1.

single sparse LU decomposition using UMFPACK of the constant system matrix in
(4.4). In the direct approach we used SciPy (Virtanen et al., 2020) for the solution
of the generalized eigenvalue problem (3.12) and the subsequent evaluation of the
approximate posterior variance (3.14). The tensor train approach was implemented
in Matlab, using the TT toolbox (https://github.com/oseledets/TT-Toolbox).

We begin with the presentation of the prior variance field in Figure 5.1. The color
scale ranges from 0.01K2 to 12K2 in steps of 1.50K2. This color scale is chosen
based on the values of the posterior variance discussed below. The largest values of
the prior variance occur near the machine’s edges. These maximal values reach up to
35K2, which corresponds to a standard deviation of around 5.9K. On the surface,
far away from the edges, the prior variance is between the average prior variance
3K2 and 9K2. The minimal value of the prior variance is about 1.7K2. Since
the point values of the prior variance are sufficiently larger than the measurement
variance σ2

noise, we can expect the information gained by the measurements to be
significant and the posterior variance to be notably different from the prior variance.
Notice that Figure 5.1 also shows the location of the 17 temperature sensors which
were already shown in Figure 2.1b.

In Figure 5.2 we depict the leading r = 50 spectral values of the eigenvalue
problems (3.11) and (3.16) related to the data misfit Hessian, once using the direct
approximation approach of Section 4.1, and once using the tensor train approxi-
mation of Section 4.2. Both approaches are in excellent agreement over a span of
8 orders of magnitude, down to a value of at least 1× 10−5.

Figure 5.3 depicts the values of the posterior variance. Its nodal values are
evaluated using (3.18), using the leading r = 39 eigenpairs and the tensor train
approximation of the misfit Hessian. We see that the covariance is lowest next to
the measurements in the range of the measurement variance, as expected. Although
Figure 5.2 confirms that the generalized eigenvalues of the misfit Hessian agree
even beyond index 39, this is not necessarily the case also for the eigenvectors. We
therefore display in Figure 5.4 the absolute difference of the posterior variance using
both the tensor train and the direct approach. The latter also used 39 eigenpairs.
The absolute difference is below 6 × 10−5 K2 and thus well below the order of the
measurement variance σ2

noise. This confirms that from a practical point of view, the
tensor train approximation of the misfit Hessian does not contribute significantly
to the posterior uncertainty in the initial temperature.

The experiments were run on an Intel i7 CPU with 8MiB cache and 16GiB
RAM using four cores. In Table 5.2 we denote the runtime of each sub task for

https://github.com/oseledets/TT-Toolbox
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Figure 5.1. Prior
variance field using the
prior operator (3.19)
with the parameters
from Table 5.1.
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Figure 5.2. Spec-
trum (3.12) of the
generalized eigen-
value problem
(Hmisfit,Γ

−1
prior) us-

ing the direct and the
tensor train approach.

Figure 5.3. Poste-
rior variance (3.18),
approximated with
39 eigenpairs using the
tensor train approach.

Figure 5.4. Absolute
difference in the poste-
rior variance between
using the tensor train
approach (3.18) and
the direct approach
(3.14).

both approaches. The runtimes for the evaluation of the prior variance eTkΓprior ek,
i. e., the part of the posterior variance attributed to the prior, differ due to different
implementations in Python and Matlab, respectively, which also use different un-
derlying BLAS implementations. While the differences in runtime are significant,
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Python Matlab Matlab
direct (r = 50) tensor (r = 26) tensor (r = 39)

prior variance (offline phase) 682 1991 1991

sensitivity matrix 238
generalized eigenvalue problem 193 3271 6305
posterior variance 58 56 94

total 489 3327 6399

Table 5.2. Runtimes in seconds for the computation of the sen-
sitivity matrix (4.3), solution of the generalized eigenvalue prob-
lem (3.12) (direct approach) and (3.16) (tensor train approach, for
r = 26 and r = 39 leading values), and approximation of the pos-
terior variance (3.14) (direct approach) and (3.18) (tensor train
approach).

the evaluation of the prior variance can be considered an offline part of any com-
putation since it only depends on the geometry and, particular, does not depend
on sensor positions.

The direct approach spent about one half of the time for the computation of the
sensitivity matrix and the other half for the solution of the generalized eigenvalue
problem. The final evaluation of the posterior variance (3.14) is not significant
in comparison. By contrast, the evaluation of the posterior variance (3.18) using
the tensor train approach is dominated by the runtime to solve the generalized
eigenvalue problem. This can be attributed to the fact that the repeated “matrix-
vector” multiplications with Hmisfit require repeated evaluations of (4.7). Although
the latter uses tensor train approximations, it is still costly compared to the once-
and-for-all evaluation of the sensitivity matrix. Reducing the number of eigenvalues
from r = 39 to r = 26, which offers sufficient accuracy as shown in Figure 5.5,
cuts the runtime down to about half. The observed runtime thus seems to increase
slightly stronger than linear with r, which we attribute to the restart of the Arnoldi
method.

The major disadvantage of the direct approach is the memory consumption of
the sensitivity matrix F (4.3). Its dimension is nt ny (number of observation times
multiplied with the number of outputs or sensors) times nx (number of degrees
of freedom in the discretization). For the problem at hand, we recall nt = 120,
ny = 17 and nx is approximately 75 000. Even for this moderate number of out-
puts, the sensitivity matrix thus consumes approximately 1.2GiB of memory. For
applications such as optimized sensor placement, where the number of outputs ny

is in the order of nx, the memory consumption of the direct approach is prohibitive.
By contrast, the dominant storage in the tensor train approach are the coefficient
matrices K and M, which are needed in any case.

6. Conclusion and Outlook

We derived a coupled thermal finite element model for the simulation of the tem-
perature fields in a machine tool. One characteristic of this model is its large dimen-
sion of the state space versus a small number of outputs, in our case temperature
sensors. We considered the inverse problem of estimating the initial temperature
field using time series of temperature measurements.
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Figure 5.5. Relative difference of the posterior variance using the
tensor train approach between r = 26 eigenvalues relative to using
r = 39 eigenvalues.

Using a Bayesian approach, our main interest lies with the evaluation of the pos-
terior initial temperature variance (as a function of space). To make this computa-
tionally tractable, we approximate the data misfit Hessian by a low-rank approxi-
mation using its leading eigenpairs. The iterative solution of this eigenvalue prob-
lem requires the repeated evaluation of matrix-vector products with the linearized
parameter-to-observable map and its transpose. We compare two approaches to
numerically realize these matrix-vector products. In the direct approach, we set
up the linearized parameter-to-observable map as a full matrix. The major disad-
vantage of the direct approach is its memory consumption. Therefore, we consider
a tensor train approach as an alternative, which does not need significantly more
memory than that for the finite element matrices.

While the tensor train approach turned out to require more CPU time in our
implementation, the memory footprint of the direct approach quickly becomes in-
tractable as the number of outputs increases. Here, low-rank tensor formats typ-
ically alleviate these effects as they scale linearly in the number of outputs. We
will investigate this further especially when optimal sensor placement tasks are con-
sidered. Moreover, we can anticipate that for nonlinear parameter-to-observable
maps, the direct approach becomes prohihitive for even smaller problem sizes and
nonlinear space-time approach in low-rank tensor form could be applicable here
Dolgov, Stoll, 2017.
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