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Abstract

The abundance of observed data in recent years has increased the number of statistical augmenta-
tions to complex models across science and engineering. By augmentation we mean coherent statistical
methods that incorporate measurements upon arrival and adjust the model accordingly. However, in
this research area methodological developments tend to be central, with important assessments of model
fidelity often taking second place. Recently, the statistical finite element method (statFEM) has been
posited as a potential solution to the problem of model misspecification when the data are believed to be
generated from an underlying partial differential equation system. Bayes nonlinear filtering permits data
driven finite element discretised solutions that are updated to give a posterior distribution which quan-
tifies the uncertainty over model solutions. The statFEM has shown great promise in systems subject
to mild misspecification but its ability to handle scenarios of severe model misspecification has not yet
been presented. In this paper we fill this gap, studying statFEM in the context of shallow water equa-
tions chosen for their oceanographic relevance. By deliberately misspecifying the governing equations,
via linearisation, viscosity, and bathymetry, we systematically analyse misspecification through studying
how the resultant approximate posterior distribution is affected, under additional regimes of decreas-
ing spatiotemporal observational frequency. Results show that statFEM performs well with reasonable
accuracy, as measured by theoretically sound proper scoring rules.

Keywords: data assimilation, Bayesian filtering, finite element methods, uncertainty quantification, model

misspecification.

1 Introduction

In a crude sense every physical model is misspec-
ified (Box, 1979). Approximations and intentional
omission of processes are necessary in order to build
tractable mathematical representations of reality,
however this leads to model discrepancies when com-
parisons to observations are drawn (Oreskes et al.,
1994; Judd and Smith, 2004). Thus the phenomenon

of model misspecification, whereby the data show in-
consistencies with the model employed, is ubiquitous
througout engineering and the physical sciences.

Bayesian statistical approaches, where imple-
mentable, provide an optimal solution to rectify this
mismatch with data (Berger and Smith, 2019). In
such an approach, the posterior probability distribu-
tion over any unknown quantities-of-interest is esti-
mated. When the quantity-of-interest is the model
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state, this estimation is typically the data assimi-
lation problem with relevant posterior distributions
being the filtering or smoothing distributions (Wikle
and Berliner, 2007). In such an aproach, model
uncertainties are typically assumed to be extrusive
to the physical model. Solving the inverse prob-
lem allows for a similar estimation however uncer-
tainty in such models are taken inside the physical
model, such as model parameters, initial conditions,
or boundary conditions. See Stuart (2010) for a sum-
mary in the infinite-dimensional setting.

The combination of intrusive model parameter
estimation and extrusive additive model error was
formalised as Bayesian calibration in the seminal
work of Kennedy and O’Hagan (2001) (for a review
of recent works see also Xie and Xu (2021)). This
additive error was modelled via a Gaussian process
(GP), a common and flexible tool which allows for
uncertainty over functions to be modelled in an in-
terpretable fashion (Williams and Rasmussen, 2006).

Adjacent to these works is the recently proposed
statistical finite element method (statFEM) (Giro-
lami et al., 2021); a statistically coherent Bayesian
procedure which updates finite element discretised
partial differential equation (PDE) solution fields
with observed data. Different to previous works,
model errors are intrusive, with GP priors placed on
model components which are potentially unknown,
for example external forcing processes or diffusiv-
ity. This uncertainty is then leveraged to update
PDE solutions in an online fashion, to compute an
approximate Gaussian posterior measure using clas-
sical nonlinear filtering algorithms (see, e.g., Law
et al., 2015). Previous work (Duffin et al., 2021,
2022) has focused on applying the ensemble Kalman
filter (EnKF) or extended Kalman filter (ExKF),
demonstrating the methodology on canonical sys-
tems. Results show that this approach can correct
for model mismatch with sparse observations, al-
lowing the reconstruction of these phenomena using
an interpretable and statistically coherent physical-
statistical model. An interpretation of the method-
ology is that it provides a physics-based interpolator
which can be applied to models where assumptions of
stationarity may not necessarily hold. This enables
the application of simpler physical models, correct-
ing for their behaviour with observed data.

However, as yet there has been no system-
atic analysis of statFEM under varying degrees of
model misspecification. Work so far has been lim-

ited to situations where the posited dynamics well-
approximates the data generating process with ei-
ther model parameters or initial conditions having
minor perturbations from the truth. In this work we
fill this gap through studying statFEM in regimes of
increasing model misspecification. Using the shallow
water equations (SWE) as the example system, we
deliberately misspecify model parameters from the
known values which are used to generate the data (in
this case, the model viscosity and bathymetry) to see
how the method performs in these various regimes.

We detail a suite of simulation studies to analyse
how mismatch a priori can be corrected for, a pos-
teriori . We also study how linearising the governing
equations and reducing the observation frequency af-
fects inference. Our results show that

1. increasing the observational frequency, in both
space and time, results in reduced model error,
with notable improvements as more spatial lo-
cations are observed

2. misspecifying bathymetry tends to result in
less model error than viscosity

3. linearising the model may ameliorate some de-
gree of model in error if parameters are poorly
specified.

We acknowledge that the SWEmay not include more
highly nonlinear behaviour that one would expect to
see in real-life settings. However as we investigate
joint parameter and linearisation misspecification a
desideratum was such that linear dynamics would
approximate the true dynamics.

From a statistical perspective, we are interested
in how robust statFEM is to model misspecifica-
tion. As such our study follows the statistical de-
scription where our parameters ΛDGP, which gen-
erate the data y, are not the same as those used
to compute the posterior over the model state u,
p(u | y,Λ). Our likelihood is thus misspecified as
p(y | Λ) ̸= p(y | ΛDGP) (see, e.g., White, 1982, and
the references therein). We study misspecification
in this setting as, in reality, our models will be mis-
specified and inference will never be performed in
the so-called “perfect model scenario” (Judd and
Smith, 2001). Parameters and topography are in
reality never known and approximations will need
to be made. Furthermore, linear approximations are
often employed (see, e.g., Cvitanović et al., 2016)
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and their use with statFEM is desirable as the resul-
tant posterior distributions can be computed exactly
(using the Kalman filter) without the need for lin-
earising the prediction step. Our results are thus
relevant for many contexts in which linear approxi-
mate models are employed. Synthetic data provides
the appropriate setting as we can control the severity
of misspecification, without the obfuscation from ad-
ditional model approximations involved when mod-
elling experimental or in situ measurements.

Assimilation of data into 1D shallow water equa-
tions has so far focussed on bathymetry inver-
sion (Gessese et al., 2011; Khan and Kevlahan,
2021, 2022), analysis of error covariance parame-
terisations (Stewart et al., 2013), and, the conver-
gence of schemes with sparse surface height observa-
tions (Kevlahan et al., 2019). Previous work on stat-
FEM (Girolami et al., 2021; Duffin et al., 2021, 2022)
has demonstrated that under cases of mild misspec-
ification, solutions to nonlinear and time-dependent
PDEs can be corrected for with data, to give an in-
terpretable posterior distribution. In these previ-
ous works, misspecification was due to either delib-
erately incorrect parameters, initial conditions, or
missing physics. However these studies were neces-
sarily focussed on methodological developments, and
did not include comprehensive analyses of statFEM
model misspecification.

This systematic analysis is the focus of this pa-
per. Using the SWE as the example system, we
demonstrate our results using similar experimental
designs as the SWE data assimilation works detailed
above (such as Gessese et al., 2011; Stewart et al.,
2013; Kevlahan et al., 2019). We study how misspec-
ification effects the filtering posterior distribution
across a variety of parameter values and observa-
tion patterns, and also provide comparisons between
linear approximations and fully nonlinear models.
Different to the previous statFEM works we study
the performance as the degree of model misspecifi-
cation is varied from mild to severe; model perfor-
mance is assessed through the log-likelihood and the
root mean square error scoring rules (Gneiting and
Raftery, 2007).

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2
we cover an overview of the SWEmodel and the stat-
FEM methodology we employ to condition on data.
This includes the numerical scheme employed and
the chosen GP priors over unknown model compo-
nents. In Section 3 we outline the general procedure

of the experiments. We detail how the data are
generated, how much noise is added, what the GP
hyperparameters are set to, and for which viscosity
and bathymetry parameters the linear and nonlinear
models are run with. In Section 4 we detail the re-
sults across four subsections. In Section 4.1 we look
at four posterior distributions, computed for cases
of mild misspecification and spatiotemporal obser-
vation frequencies, to provide some intuition for how
the models are performing. In Section 4.2 we look at
how varying spatiotemporal observation frequency
affects the estimated posterior distribution. Similar
analyses of physical parameter misspecification and
linearisation are included in Sections 4.3 and 4.4,
respectively. The results are discussed and the pa-
per is concluded in Section 5. For quick reference
the paper structure is given in Table 1. Addition-
ally, we include an online repository containing all
code used to generate the results in this paper; see
https://github.com/connor-duffin/sswe.

Section Contents

2 Physical model, GP priors, discretisa-
tion, algorithms.

3 Data generation, noise level, hyperpa-
rameters, prior distribution.

4.1 Posterior distribution: introductory ex-
amples RMSE.

4.2 Posterior distribution: analysis of spa-
tiotemporal observation frequency.

4.3 Posterior distribution: bathymetry and
viscosity misspecification.

4.4 Posterior distribution: linear model re-
sults with bathymetry and viscosity
misspecification.

5 Discussion and conclusion.

Code https://github.com/connor-duffin/
sswe

Table 1: Quick-reference paper structure.

2 Physical-statistical model

For our example system we use the one-dimensional
SWE. The SWE are derived from the two-
dimensional incompressible Navier-Stokes equa-
tions through integrating over the vertical direc-
tion (Cushman-Roisin and Beckers, 2011). In this
work we also assume that the single-layer flow is
irrotational. What results is a coupled PDE sys-
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tem consisting of state variables (u, η) ∈ R2, with
u := u(x, t), the velocity field, and η := η(x, t), the
surface height, for spatial variable x and time vari-
able t. Our model is that of an idealised, tidally
forced flow into an inlet with a spatial domain of
length 10 km. The model employed is thus:

ut + uux − νuxx + gηx = 0, x ∈ [0, 10000],

ηt + ((H + η)u)x = 0, x ∈ [0, 10000],

u(10000, t) = 0, η(0, t) = τ(t).

(1)
The tidal forcing is

τ(t) := 2

(
1 + cos

(
4πt

86400

))
. (2)

The mean surface height, H(x) implies the topog-
raphy b(x) of the solution domain. In our setting
therefore we set H(x) = H̄ − b(x), with H̄ = 30.
The topography b(x) is a gradual sloping shore with
a horizontal displacement parameter s:

b(x) = 5

(
1 + tanh

(
x− s
2000

))
. (3)

The fluid starts at rest, u(x, 0) ≡ 0, η(x, 0) = 0, and
the model is run up to time t = 12 h. An illustration
of these functions is shown in Figure 1.

b(x)

H̄

η(x, t)H(x)

xobs

ηDGP(xobs, t)

Figure 1: Illustration of the bathymetry b(x), mean
fluid depthH(x), surface height perturbation η(x, t),
and the observation system.

We also consider the linearised version of (1),
which ignores second-order terms and assumes that
η ≪ H. This gives

ut − νuxx + gηx = 0, x ∈ [0, 10000],

ηt + (Hu)x = 0, x ∈ [0, 10000],

u(10000, t) = 0, η(0, t) = τ(t).

(4)

Initial conditions, bathymetry, and tidal forcing are
the same as those for the fully nonlinear system.

To reconcile the model with observed data we
begin by introducing uncertainty into the governing
equations (i.e., (1) or (4)) through additive GP forc-
ing, following statFEM. This derives a prior distribu-
tion which forms the reference measure for posterior
inference. For the nonlinear case this is

ut + uux − νuxx + gηx = ξu, x ∈ [0, 10000],

ηt + ((H + η)u)x = ξη, x ∈ [0, 10000],

u(10000, t) = 0, η(0, t) = τ(t).

(5)
The linear case follows similarly and is detailed in
Appendix B. The a priori uncorrelated GP forcing
terms ξu and ξη are given by(

ξu
ξη

)
∼ GP

((
0
0

)
, δ(t− t′)

[
ku(·, ·) 0

0 kη(·, ·)

])
.

The kernels ku(·, ·) and kη(·, ·) have hyperparameters
Θ which in this work are fixed and known. Estima-
tion methods are available (see, e.g., Williams and
Rasmussen, 2006), but we choose to fix parameters
for consistency across comparisons, as, in this work,
we are interested only in the posterior statFEM fil-
tering inference — not in joint filtering and hyperpa-
rameter inference. We use the squared-exponential
kernel, given by k(x,x′) = ρ2 exp(−∥x−x′∥2/(2ℓ2)),
which we notationally subscript to represent the in-
dividual component kernels ku(·, ·) and kη(·, ·), with
hyperparameters Θ = {Θu,Θη} = {ρu, ℓu, ρη, ℓη}.

Discretisation of this system now proceeds via
the finite element method (FEM) to give a finite-
dimensional approximation to the prior. To do
so we use the discretisation of Jacobs and Piggott
(2015). We use a uniform mesh Dh ⊆ D with
vertices {xj}nv

j=1; the subinterval length is h. We
use the P2-P1 element pair to discretise the state,
giving the basis function expansions of u(x, t) ≈
uh(x, t) =

∑nu
i=1 ui(t)ϕi(x), η(x, t) ≈ ηh(x, t) =∑nη

i=1 ηi(t)ψi(x). The span of the basis functions
{ϕi}nu

i=1 and {ψi}
nη

i=1 defines the FEM trial and test
spaces for the velocity and surface height perturba-
tions, respectively. The weak form of (5) is given
by multiplying by testing functions (vu, vη) and in-
tegrating over the spatial domain D

⟨ut, vu⟩+ ⟨uux⟩+ ν⟨ux, vu,x⟩+ g⟨ηx, vu⟩ = ⟨ξu, vu⟩,
⟨ηt, vη⟩+ ⟨((H + η)u)x , vη⟩ = ⟨ξη, vη⟩,
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where ⟨f, g⟩ =
∫
D fg dx. Substituting the finite-

dimensional FEM approximations to both the trial
and test functions gives differential equations over
the FEM coefficients u = (u1, . . . , unu), η =
(η1, . . . , ηnη):

Mu
∂u

∂t
+ Fu(u) + νAu+ gBη = ξu,

Mη
∂η

∂t
+ Fη(u,η) = ξη,

where Mu,ji = ⟨ϕi, ϕj⟩, Aji = ⟨ϕi,x, ϕj,x⟩, Bji =
⟨ψi,x, ϕj⟩, and Fu(·), Fη(·, ·) are functions which re-
sult from discretising the nonlinear operators.

The FEM discretised GP forcing terms, ξu
and ξη, are given by the approximation ξ ∼
N (0,MKM⊤), where Kij = k(xi, xj), for nodal
xi, xj (Duffin et al., 2021) (note omitted subscripts
are for readability). This approximation uses differ-
ent mass matrices M across components due to the
components u and η using different basis functions
for the FEM approximation. Thus we have, jointly,
(ξu, ξη) ∼ GP(0, δ(t− t′)G), where G has the block-
diagonal structure:

G =

[
MuKuM

⊤
u 0

0 MηKηM
⊤
η

]
.

A low-rank approximation is required, in order to
run our filtering methodology (Duffin et al., 2022).
To get a low-rank approximation of this covariance
matrix we make use of the block structure. Using
the factorisation G = G1/2G⊤/2, we approximate

G1/2 ≈

[
MuK

1/2
u 0

0 MηK
1/2
η

]
,

where K
1/2
u ∈ Rnu×qu and K

1/2
η ∈ Rnη×qη , for

qu ≪ nu, qη ≪ nη. The block-structured low-
rank approximation gives (ξu, ξη)

⊤ ∼ GP(0, δ(t −
t′)G1/2G⊤/2), where G1/2 ∈ R(nu+nη)×(qu+qη). Ap-
proximations can be computed through e.g., GPU
computing (Charlier et al., 2021) or Nyström ap-
proximation (Williams and Seeger, 2001), but in this
work we use the Hilbert-GP approach of Solin and
Särkkä (2020). This enforces that the additive GPs
should be zero on the boundaries. It was found em-
pirically that our GP approximations needed to re-
spect zero boundary conditions or otherwise the pos-
terior covariance would be overly uncertain on the
edges of the domain, leading to poor numerical ap-
proximation of the covariance.

To discretise the dynamics in time we use the
θ-method (Hairer et al., 1993) for stability. Let-
ting un := u(n∆t) and ηn := η(n∆t), the time-
discretised stochastic dynamics are

Mu
un − un−1

∆t
+ Fu(u

n−θ)

+ νAun−θ + gBηn−θ =
1√
∆t

ξn−1
u ,

Mη
ηn − ηn−1

∆t
+ Fη(u,η

n−θ) =
1√
∆t

ξn−1
η ,

where un−θ := θun+(1−θ)un−1 (similarly for η), for
θ ∈ [0, 1]. The initial conditions (u0,η0) are known
so we begin by solving for (u1,η1). Running the
scheme gives the entire set of states {(un,ηn)}Nn=0

so that N∆t = T .
Observations may also be arriving at particular

timepoints, and we want to condition on these obser-
vations to get an a posteriori estimate of the state.
We assume that the time between observations is
k∆t, for some integer k ≥ 1, giving the observa-
tions as ym := y(mk∆t), and the total set of obser-
vations {ym}Mm=1 — the initial state (un,ηn) is al-
ways assumed known. This ensures {mk∆t}Mm=1 ⊂
{n∆t}Nn=0 and thus M ≤ N .

The joint dynamics and observation model is to
take k model steps, thus for n = (m − 1)k, . . . ,mk
we predict using the model:

Mu
un − un−1

∆t
+ Fu(u

n−θ)

+νAun−θ + gBηn−θ =
1√
∆t

ξn−1
u ,

Mη
ηn − ηn−1

∆t
+ Fη(u,η

n−θ) =
1√
∆t

ξn−1
η .

(6)
We abbreviate this by writing the l.h.s. of (6) as
M : R(nu+nη)×2 → Rnu+nη , with Jacobian matrix
Jn.

At the observation timepoint mk∆t we condition
on the data

ym = H(um,ηm) + rm,

where (um,ηm) = (umk,ηmk) and rm ∼ N (0,R).
The linear observation operator H : Rnu+nη →
Rny is known a priori . In this work, it is given
by the FEM polynomial interpolants. To condi-
tion on the observations we use the low-rank ex-
tended Kalman filter (LR-ExKF) — a recursive two-
step scheme consisting of prediction and update
steps. At timesteps which are not observed only the
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model prediction steps are completed. This com-
putes the approximation p(um,ηm | y1:m,Θ, ν, c) ∼
N (µm,LmL⊤

m), a multivariate Gaussian over the
concatenation of (um,ηm), an nu + nη dimensional
object. For a rank-q approximation to the covariance
matrix we thus have Lm ∈ R(nu+nη)×q. For a single
prediction-update cycle, the algorithm is shown in
Algorithm 1.

3 Experimental setup

To generate the synthetic dataset, {ym}Mm=1, we use
the FEM discretisation of the fully nonlinear SWE
(of Equation (1)) as detailed above for the stat-
FEM model. That is, we use the same P2-P1 basis
function pairs to give the FEM discretised approx-
imations (uDGP

h (x, t), ηDGP
h (x, t)). These are com-

puted using a uniform mesh with nv = 500 elements
(h = 20 m), and timesteps of size ∆t = 1 s. We set
θ = 0.6. Observations are given by

ym = ηobs
m + rm,

ηobs
m :=

(
ηDGP
h (xobs1 ,mk∆t), . . . , η

DGP
h (xobsny

,mk∆t)
)⊤

,

where the i.i.d. noise is rm ∼ N (0, σ2I), with
σ = 5 × 10−2. This data is generated with ν = 1,
and the shore position is s = 2000. We take ny ob-
servations per observed time point, the locations of
which are uniformly spaced between in the interval
[1000, 2000] m. Note that when ny = 1 this corre-
sponds to observing at xobs = 1000 m.

Our experiments compare results a priori
with results a posteriori under different model
configurations to those used to generate the
data. The posterior distribution is given by
p(um,ηm |y1:m,Θ, σ, ν, c), which we compute an ap-
proximation to using the LR-ExKF. The posterior
(uh, ηh) is computed using the same numerical set-
tings as for the data. The observation operator H is
defined via

H(um,ηm) :=(
ηh(x

obs
1 ,mk∆t), . . . , ηh(x

obs
ny
,mk∆t)

)⊤
,

and we assume that the noise level σ is known,
simulating the scenario of known measurement de-
vice error. We compute the posterior distribution
across a Cartesian product of the different input
parameters, with k ∈ {1, 30, 60, 120, 180}, ny ∈

{1, 2, 5}, s ∈ {2000, 3500, 5000, 6500, 8000}, and ν ∈
{5, 500, 1000, 10000, 50000}. Across the nonlinear
and linear models this gives 750 different configu-
rations. Note that we do not estimate the statFEM
posterior for ν = 1 due to numerical instabilities
when computing the posterior covariance, however
results were similar to that with ν = 5, which is re-
ported here. For the stochastic GP forcing, we set
ℓu = ℓη = 1000, ρu = 0, and ρη = 2 × 10−3. The
magnitudes of ρu and ρη are chosen to balance be-
tween accurate UQ when estimating a well-specified
model, and adequate uncertainty when estimating a
poorly specified model.

To get a feel for model performance a priori —
and hence the severity of model misspecification —
we estimate the prior distribution for the nonlinear
model, p(um,ηm | ν, s,Θ) ∼ N (µm,LmL⊤

m), across
the grid of s and ν values. This is done through run-
ning the filter with the prediction steps only, for all
timesteps. To compare with the data we compute
the root-mean-square error (RMSE). The RMSE is

RMSEm =
∥ym −Hµm∥2√

ny
, (7)

where ∥·∥2 is the Euclidean l2 norm. Results are
shown in Figure 2. For ν = 5 there is a clear strat-
ification between the well-specified s = 2000 model
and the others which are misspecified. The errors in
these models appear to lack the consistent periodic-
ity that models with larger ν see. In these cases we
see that there is a consistently large error across each
model with no synchronicity across the systems. The
stratification between these models becomes less ap-
parent as ν increases up to 5 × 104, a result of the
dissipative effects dominating the dynamics. This
leads to models with different s performing similarly
as the wave profiles dissipate the energy input from
the tidal forcing.

There emerges a periodicity across the solutions
as ν increases, thought to be due to the tidal forcing.
We see that there is a sharp increase in early times,
then a similar increase approximately in the middle
of the time domain. This increase is thought to be
due to the cycle of the forcing starting to “swing
down” into the lower cycle of the tidal forcing. We
note also that there are similar timescales in the er-
ror dynamics and no models appear to dissipate to
equilibrium — again due to the oscillatory forcing.

6



Algorithm 1 Prediction-update cycle of the LR-ExKF algorithm (rank q).

Require: µm−1, Lm−1, such that (um−1,ηm−1 |Θ, ν, c) ∼ N (µm−1,Lm−1L
⊤
m−1).

Let µn ≡ µm−1, L
n ≡ Lm−1.

for (m− 1)k < n ≤ mk do
SolveM(µn,µn−1) = 0, for µn.
L̃n =

[
J−1
n Jn−1Ln−1, J

−1
n G1/2

]
.

Eigendecomposition: VnΣnV
⊤
n = (L̃n)⊤L̃n.

Ln = L̃n[V]:,1:q.
end for
µn ← µn + Ln(HLn)⊤(HLn(HLn)⊤ + σ2I)−1(ym −Hµn).
Cholesky decomposition: RnR

⊤
n = I− (HLn)⊤(HLn(HLn)⊤ + σ2I)−1HLn.

Ln ← LnRn.
return µm ≡ µn, Lm ≡ Ln.

0 6 12
t (h)

0

2

4

RM
SE

= 5.0

0 6 12
t (h)

= 5.0 × 102

0 6 12
t (h)

= 103

0 6 12
t (h)

= 104

0 6 12
t (h)

= 5.0 × 104
s
8000.0
6500.0
5000.0
3500.0
2000.0

Figure 2: Prior statFEM RMSE: computed for models with s ∈ {2000, 3500, 5000, 6500, 8000} and
ν ∈ {5, 500, 103, 104, 5× 104}, every 30 s.

4 Results

In this section we analyse the posterior results. First,
we conduct a preliminary analysis of the model pos-
teriors, to give intuition on how our chosen metrics
relate to the posterior distribution. Next, we analyse
how the observation frequencies k and ny effect the
posterior distribution in the face of misspecification.
We then study the case of joint viscosity-bathymetry
misspecification, and then conclude with the analy-
sis of the linearised model, also under joint viscosity-
bathymetry misspecification.

4.1 Preliminary analysis of posterior dis-
tributions

To get a feel for the posterior results we now describe
the results for four models. Each have observations
arriving every k = 30 timesteps (every 30 s). We
run the nonlinear model with s ∈ {2000, 3500} and
ν ∈ {5, 104}.

At time t = 11.67 h we have plotted the pos-
terior means and variances in Figure 3a. The well
specified model captures the more complex dynam-

ical behaviour well with a notable improvement in
the estimation of the velocity fields, in comparison
to the other models. The more damped models, with
ν = 104, appear unsurprisingly to underestimate the
data at this observation point. Due to the right-
shifted bathymetry an increase in velocity is seen to
the right of the observation location when s = 3500,
ν = 5. The velocity fields are all underestimated,
with a notably poor-performing case with s = 3500
m and ν = 104. In this case the data (observed
only on the surface height perturbation) can only
correct for so much, and the dynamics must also
be appropriately specified in order for the model to
be accurate. We also see that the uncertainty on η
has given rise to uncertainty in u following intuition;
a posteriori it is seen that the unobserved velocity
components have increased uncertainty.

As introduced above, to quantitatively compare
performance we use the RMSE. For the models in-
troduced above the average values of these, across all
time, are shown within the second row in Figure 3a.
Across the variations in RMSE there is a qualita-
tive stratification which is especially apparent on the
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Figure 3: Posterior means and variances (a), and posterior RMSE values (b) for the nonlinear models with
s ∈ {2000, 3500} m, ν ∈ {5, 104} m2/s.

unobserved velocity components. The RMSEs are
plotted across time in Figure 3b; similar stratifica-
tion is seen to that in Figure 3a. Variation is seen
across the models as data is conditioned on; this
is most clearly observed with the poorly perform-
ing high-viscosity models. The low-viscosity model
with ν = 5 performs well. The mildly-misspecified
{ν = 5, s = 3500} performs moderately well and
improves upon the prior (see Figure 2).

4.2 Investigating observation frequency

In the second simulation study we study the model
performance as we vary the observation frequency
in space and time, taking ny ∈ {1, 2, 5} and k ∈
{1, 30, 60, 120, 180}, whilst also varying the topogra-
phy and viscosity.

First, we look at the case of a well-specified vis-
cosity (ν = 5), with misspecified bathymetry, with
s ∈ {2000, 3500, 5000, 6500, 8000}. In Figure 4a we
plot the RMSE values over all the observed time-
points, for each model. Increasing ny decreases the
model error across all models. Similar reductions
in the RMSE are not seen with the increase of k.
Whilst there are improvements, especially for all
k = 1, and ny = 1, it is seen otherwise that the ob-
servation frequency k does not have the same drastic
effect.

We next look at the case of a well-specified s =
2000 and a variable viscosity ν ∈ {5, 500, 103, 104, 5×

104}. Results when varying ν are shown in Fig-
ure 4b. For ν ≤ 103 we see that the models perform
relatively well; conditioning on data ensures that the
misspecification induced through the viscosity is cor-
rected for. As ν increases we see the regular increase
in error, through the middle of simulation time (at
t ≈ 6 h). Whilst the RMSE values vary magnitude-
wise, this regular quasi-periodic structure emerges
across each of the models. This approximately corre-
sponds to the tidal forcing τ(t) hitting its minimum
through the simulation (Figure 5). Errors decrease
as this forcing begins to increase once again.

Increasing the observation density in space again
results in a marked improvement in model discrep-
ancy. As previous with k = 1 this results in the
most notable improvement in the RMSE, with mild
improvements for k ≥ 30. As ν ≥ 104, there is no
visual distinction between the models with such high
viscosities. Error due to the topography appears to
result in a greater degree of stratification between
each of the models. This is unsurprising as whilst
misspecifying the viscosity leads to mismatch, be-
yond ν = 104 the viscous effects dominate the flow,
resulting in similar behaviour.

For a single instance of “mild misspecification”
with s = 3500 and ν = 5, the empirical means
and standard deviations (computed across time) of
their RMSEs are shown in Table 2. As more spa-
tial locations are observed, the frequency of obser-
vations in time has less of an effect on the accuracy
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1 30 60 120 180

1 0.0543 (0.080) 0.1222 (0.123) 0.1447 (0.128) 0.1792 (0.153) 0.1944 (0.177)
2 0.0417 (0.048) 0.0720 (0.073) 0.0857 (0.072) 0.1019 (0.080) 0.1127 (0.079)
5 0.0266 (0.026) 0.0356 (0.040) 0.0389 (0.042) 0.0438 (0.045) 0.0452 (0.027)

Table 2: Mean RMSE values and standard deviations (in parentheses) for the nonlinear statFEM SWE
model, as the observation frequency is changed, with mild misspecification: s = 3500 and ν = 5.

of the model. When observing ny = 5 locations,
small increases in the RMSE are seen with less fre-
quent observations in time. These increases are no-
tably larger when taking ny = 1. An interesting
result is that increasing ny from 1 to 5 results in
improved performance, even when observing every
180 s. The inclusion of additional spatial measure-
ment locations results in a dramatic improvement in
the performance of the model. This is thought to
be due to the fact that the flow in this case has a
long wavelength — incorporating data over a larger
spatial domain therefore has a more corrective ef-
fect on the model as it is now observed over a set of
spatiotemporal locations.

0
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RM
SE

= 5 × 104, ny = 1
k
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30
60
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180

0 6 12
t (h)

0.0

2.5(t)

Figure 5: RMSE and tidal forcing τ(t) with ν =
5 × 104 and ny = 1. Errors increase when the forc-
ing is at its minimum.

4.3 Investigating parametric misspecifi-
cation

Following these results, we now investi-
gate joint parametric misspecification of
s ∈ {2000, 3500, 5000, 6500, 8000} and ν ∈
{5, 500, 103, 104, 5×104}. We set ny = 1, and k = 30
(1 spatial location observed every 30 s). In Figure 6

(top) the RMSE is shown for the estimated pos-
terior distributions p(um,ηm | y1:m, ν, s,Θ, σ). As
previous we see that the models with small ν are
more accurate. Additionally, as s is increasingly
misspecified there is a stratification of model perfor-
mance, with, unsurprisingly, the correctly specified
s = 2000 quite noticeably out-performing the mis-
specified models. With larger ν values we see that
there is a mild increase in the RMSE through con-
ditioning on data. Less stratification appears to be
present as ν is increased; damping dominates the
misspecified bathymetry in terms of mismatch.

For additional model comparison, we use the log-
likelihood. Due to the structure of this problem we
can write this via factorisation

log p(y1:M | ν, s,Θ, σ) =
log p(y1 | ν, s,Θ, σ)

+
M∑

m=2

log p(ym | y1:m−1, ν, s,Θ, σ).

This can be approximated when running the LR-
ExKF, due to the Gaussian approximation. The in-
dividual likelihoods are of the form

p(ym | y1:m−1, ν, s,Θ, σ) =

= N (Hµ̂m, (HL̂m)(HL̂m)⊤ + σ2I),

where p(um | y1:m−1, ν, s,Θ, σ) = N (µ̂m, L̂mL̂⊤
m).

This is a strictly proper scoring rule with respect to
Gaussian measure (Gneiting and Raftery, 2007). In-
tuitively, this is an uncertainty-weighted scoring rule
that punishes models which are more certain about
inaccurate predictions of the data, at each observa-
tion time.

The log-likelihoods are shown, across time, in
Figure 6. The models stratify across s more obvi-
ously for the well-specified models, with less stratifi-
cation as ν is increased. All models show a gradual
decrease in the log-likelihood values over time; con-
ditioning on data results in more accurate models.
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Note also that similar to the RMSE values (see also
Figure 5) we see that there is the same quasi-periodic
behaviour as the tidal forcing begins to approach 0,
resulting in decreases in the likelihood.

For visual comparison, the average RMSE values
and the log-likelihoods are shown in Figure 7. As
previous, we see that with ν ≥ 104 there is a clear
increase in the RMSE marking a qualitative change
in the dynamics. Similar model stratification is seen
for the RMSE as is for the log-likelihood; in these
examples they perform similarly as model compari-
son metrics. These log-likelihoods are tabulated in
Table 3. Models with ν = 5 are preferred across each
bathymetry.

Following the computations of the log-
likelihoods, we can perform model comparison via
Bayes factors (Kass and Raftery, 1995). The Bayes
factor is given by the ratio of the probabilities of the

data given the different assumed models:

log BF10 = log p(y1:M | ν1, s1,Θ, σ)
− log p(y1:M | ν0, s0,Θ, σ). (8)

We see that there is strong evidence in favour of
the well-specified model in comparison to the oth-
ers (smallest log BF10 ≈ 105). In each case it is
clear that increasing the degree of misspecification,
by either shifting the topography, or, increasing the
misspecification, results in less performant models.
Models with smaller ν are preferred over those which
have a larger ν. Interestingly, there is very strong
evidence against the model with {ν = 5 × 104, s =
2000}, in comparison with that of {ν = 5, s = 8000}
(log BF10 ≈ 107). We notice that the trend misspec-
ification due to s tends to be less severe than that
due to ν (see also Figure 7).
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2000.0 3500.0 5000.0 6500.0 8000.0

5 −1.541× 105 −3.453× 106 −8.174× 106 −1.180× 107 −1.406× 107

500 −8.184× 105 −3.599× 106 −9.216× 106 −1.346× 107 −1.582× 107

1000 −1.795× 106 −4.249× 106 −9.866× 106 −1.441× 107 −1.701× 107

10000 −1.736× 107 −1.855× 107 −2.091× 107 −2.284× 107 −2.403× 107

50000 −2.409× 107 −2.541× 107 −2.562× 107 −2.564× 107 −2.564× 107

Table 3: Table of log-likelihoods as ν and s are varied. Minimums for each column are highlighted in bold.
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Figure 8: RMSE across time for the linear model, as ν and s are varied.

4.4 Linearisation

Finally we investigate joint viscosity-bathymetry
misspecification as in the previous subsection, with
the addition of model linearisation. As previous,
we vary s ∈ {2000, 3500, 5000, 6500, 8000} and ν ∈
{5, 500, 103, 104, 5 × 104}, whilst fixing k = 30 and
ny = 1 to compute the posterior estimates. We plot
the RMSE values across time for these linearised
model approximations in Figure 8. The RMSE val-
ues, in comparison to those of the nonlinear models,
are slightly larger with notable increases in the cases
of well-specified bathymetry.

This disparity in model performance is further
realised in the log-likelihoods (seen in Table 4) be-
ing larger for the well-specified models in compari-
son to those of the poorly specified models. We see
the unsurprising results that small-ν models perform
better than the others. In comparing Tables 3 and 4
it is seen that when the severity of model misspeci-
fication is larger (approximately s ≥ 5000, ν ≥ 104)
the linear model outperforms the nonlinear model.
For s ≥ 5000 we posit this is due to the ignor-
ing of the resultant interactions between the mis-
specified bathymetry and velocity. When damping
is very highly misspecified, even for a well-specified
bathymetry the linear model is preferred. Again this
is thought to be due to the addition of nonlinearity
not really contributing to the dynamics — in this
regime the dynamics are dominated by the linear
dissipative behaviour, in any case.

5 Discussion and conclusion

In this work we studied the efficacy of statFEM as
applied to the 1D SWE, to see how the methodol-
ogy responds to scenarios of increasing model mis-
specification. Previous work has necessarily included
smaller studies of milder cases of model misspecifi-
cation; this work provides the first systematic anal-
ysis of the approach under gradually increased mis-
specification severity. Misspecification was induced
via linearisation, viscosity, and bottom-topography
(bathymetry), in regimes of reduced spatiotempo-
ral observational frequency. The RMSE and log-
likelihood were used for model comparison.

The methodology is able to appropriately deal
with model misspecification with notably large im-
provements in model error as the number of observa-
tion locations is increased; the method performs well
in recovering misspecified dynamics. This is thought
to be due to spatial variation being more informative
to the model error than increasing the frequency of
observations. The changes in observation frequency
are small in comparison to the timescale of the flow
and thus the differences in the observations, arriving
at different times are not large enough to warrant
drastic reductions in model error (though there is
still a reduction). However, as wavelengths are rel-
atively long the additional information included via
spatial variation, through additional observation lo-
cations, does indeed result in marked reductions in
model error. Note also that our model error term,
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2000.0 3500.0 5000.0 6500.0 8000.0

5 −7.778× 106 −6.234× 106 −6.235× 106 −7.137× 106 −9.580× 106

500 −8.476× 106 −6.901× 106 −7.221× 106 −8.630× 106 −1.075× 107

1000 −9.182× 106 −7.653× 106 −8.136× 106 −9.662× 106 −1.166× 107

10000 −1.790× 107 −1.734× 107 −1.781× 107 −1.856× 107 −1.914× 107

50000 −2.219× 107 −2.337× 107 −2.361× 107 −2.360× 107 −2.357× 107

Table 4: Linear misspecification: table of log-likelihoods, as ν and s are varied, for fixed spatiotemporal
observation frequencies.

the GP ξ, induces spatial correlations over compo-
nents of model error. Therefore including additional
observation locations, which make use of this error
structure is again thought to be helpful. We note
that whilst we did not include temporal correlation
in ξ, a priori , the additional study and comparison
of model error structures being correlated in both
space and time is of interest.

The effects of misspecification have different
qualitative behaviors. When ν is well-specified the
bathymetry parameter s results in immediate in-
creases in error which are of similar magnitude. On
the other hand, as noted previously (see also Fig-
ure 5) when ν is misspecified a regular quasi-periodic
pattern in the error emerges which results in nearly
visually indistinguishable error patterns. We see,
also, that due to the domination of the dissipation
these periodic-type patterns in the error are also seen
in the linear model for lower values of ν. More se-
vere mismatch is seen to result from large dissipa-
tion values rather than large shifts of the bottom-
topography. Both, however, are reduced through
observing more spatial locations. It is worth noting
that there is a clear visual decrease in the amount
of model error present when taking ny = 2 instead
of ny = 1 (see Figure 4), when the topography is
misspecified. When designing observation systems
(i.e. measurement/sensor locations) this suggests
that taking additional observation locations is valu-
able when they are of a similar lengthscale to the flow
under consideration. In cases of severe misspecifica-
tion linear approximations aid in slightly reducing
the model error, as seen via the log-likelihoods.

Whilst the RMSE and log-likelihood are useful
and theoretically sound metrics, the study of ap-
propriate additional metrics (such as, e.g., the Brier
score (Brier, 1950)) would be a useful tool for practi-
tioners when implementing and diagnosing models.
We also note that our results are conditioned on sets
of GP hyperparameters which, whilst chosen to en-

sure appropriate UQ on a well-specified model, are
not optimal with regards to the log-likelihood. Joint
investigation of hyperparameter estimation and fil-
tering is of interest and is a possible avenue of further
research.

Model error in this study appears to arrive in
similar timescales no matter which parameter is mis-
specified. In exploring alternate models before we
settled on the model used in this paper, we found
that there were intuitive interactions between the
timescales of model error and posterior updating.
When mismatch occurs in fast timescales more fre-
quent updating is preferred. For slow timescales less
frequent updating is required.

These results provide additional evidence that
the statFEM approach allows for statistically coher-
ent inference in regimes of potentially severe model
misspecification. The admission of spatially corre-
lated and physically sensible uncertainty results in
improvements in model accuracy as data is assim-
ilated. The induced uncertainty is sensible and re-
flects modelling choices: for example, boundary con-
ditions are respected and unobserved components
are less certain a posteriori . From the statistical
point-of-view, the inclusion of physical information
alongside the GP enables the use of sparse data. Re-
sults suggest that the inclusion of data, irrespective
of the amount, only aids in model proficiency when
using statFEM.

A FEM discretisation

To justify the chosen discretisation and level of mesh-
refinement, the deterministic FEM convergence re-
sults are plotted in Figure 9. We run a reference
model (urefh , ηrefh ) with nv = 3000 cells, and compute
the L2 errors against this reference model, after run-
ning the models with ∆t = 1 up to time t = 600 s
with meshes having nv ∈ {500, 600, 750, 1000, 1500}.
Errors shrink with a cubic rate (est. gradient
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3.0144).

B Notes on linear statFEM

In the linear case, we recall that the statFEM model
definition is

ut + gηx + νuxx = ξu, x ∈ D,
ηt + (Hu)x = ξη, x ∈ D,
ux = 0, η = 0, x ∈ ∂D.

(9)

As previous we model the forcing terms ξu and ξη by
a priori uncorrelated GPs. Making use of the same
P2-P1 discretisation as previous gives

Mu
un − un−1

∆t
+ νAun−θ + gBηn−θ =

1√
∆t

ξn−1
u ,

Mη
ηn − ηn−1

∆t
+B(H)un−θ =

1√
∆t

ξn−1
η ,

(10)

where we have recycled the notation for the op-
erators as in the main text. Here we also have
Bji(H) = ⟨Hϕi,x +Hx(H)ϕi, ψj⟩. The filtering pro-
cedure proceeds as previous, where now instead of
using a linearised approximation to the prediction
step, we compute this exactly (as now the Jacobian
of the r.h.s. of (10) does not depend on the state
(un,ηn)). This is because we can write the linear
updating rule for the state as

Unu
n = Un−1u

n−1 +
√
∆tξ

n−1
u ,

Vnη
n = Vn−1η

n−1 +
√
∆tξ

n−1
η ,

where U, V are defined as appropriately from (10).
For computation we employ the same low-rank ap-
proximation over the GPs ξu and ξη. Hyperparame-
ters for these are the same as those used for the non-
linear model. Inference in this scenario now proceeds
via a standard low-rank Kalman filter (Kalman,
1960) instead of the extended Kalman filter em-
ployed for the nonlinear models.

Data accessibility: All code and data used in this

work is publicly available on GitHub https://github.

com/connor-duffin/sswe.
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