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Abstract

We review an algorithm developed for parameter estimation within
the Continuous Data Assimilation (CDA) approach. We present an
alternative derivation for the algorithm presented in a paper by Carl-
son, Hudson, and Larios (CHL) [21]. This derivation relies on the
same assumptions as the previous derivation but frames the problem
as a finite dimensional root-finding problem. Within the approach we
develop, the algorithm developed in [21] is simply a realization of New-
ton’s method. We then consider implementing other derivative based
optimization algorithms; we show that the Levenberg Maqrquardt al-
gorithm has similar performance to the CHL algorithm in the single
parameter estimation case and generalizes much better to fitting mul-
tiple parameters. We then implement these methods in three example
systems: the Lorenz ’63 model, the two-layer Lorenz ’96 model, and
the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation.

1 Introduction

Fully data driven methods such as deep neural networks have recently ad-
vanced simulation methods for physical models (see [10] for example). How-
ever even modified versions of these methods that incorporate the physical
equations of motion into the requisite loss function [80] can be difficult to
interpret. At the same time, traditional physical models that are derived
from first principles frequently do not match the observable data well, due
to a mismatch between the parameters of the model and their physically re-
alizable values. Alternative hybrid approaches have been developed that use
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existing data to identify the form of the governing equations for a given sys-
tem (see [16] for example), or use incoming data to augment the form of an
existing model (see [26, 74, 49, 53]), and other studies have investigated the
sensitivity and utility of parameters in existing models using observable data
to identify the ‘true’ or at least optimal parameter that best fits the data and
underlying physics simultaneously (see [17, 54, 82, 79, 70]). Most of these ap-
proaches rely on statistical arguments that require ensembles of simulations
which quickly become computationally prohibitive. In addition the equation
discovery and/or parameter estimation/update is performed posteriori, i.e.
after the data has been collected and processed.

In this article we present a new framework for algorithms that estimate
unknown parameters in a dynamical system using partial observations of the
state, which circumvent both of these issues: 1) only a single real-time simu-
lation is required, and 2) the parameters of the model are updated as the data
is recorded/observed. The framework developed here is built on the contin-
uous data assimilation setting first introduced in [7] and further explored in
several resources including [48, 9, 39, 3, 41, 42, 43, 44, 14, 56, 58, 1, 15, 38, 75,
24, 55, 31, 37, 52, 11, 19, 18, 45, 23, 57, 60, 61, 12, 35, 62, 84, 20]. Recently
this setting has been modified to develop algorithms that identify unknown
parameters in the dynamical system [30, 21, 22, 67, 68, 13, 2, 29, 40, 65, 69].
We demonstrate that under some reasonable assumptions, the algorithm de-
veloped in [21] reduces to Newton’s method for rootfinding acting on a loss
function defined as the L2 norm of the observable error in the state. Using the
general optimization framework we develop here, we additionally show that
by applying the Gauss Newton method for optimization we can identify a
parameter estimation scheme which better generalizes to a multi-dimensional
parameter space and un-parameterized model error. The key result is that
because the optimal relaxation parameter µ specified first in [7] is very large,
it allows us to do perturbation theory on the sensitivity equations giving a
simple, on-line approximation of the gradient of the underlying loss function.

2 Error Function and Sensitivity Equations

2.1 Problem Statement

We begin by considering a modification of the continuous data assimilation
(CDA) approach where the model is no longer exactly known. We make the
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modification that the simulated system has some model error which takes
the form of a finite number of unknown parameters. To denote this, write
F (u; γ) : H × Rn → H where in this article H = RN for some N ̸= n, but
in general H may be an appropriate functional space. The CDA motivated
system we consider is given by

u̇+ F (u; γ) = 0 (1)

v̇ + F (v; c) + µIh(v − u) = 0, (2)

where γ = (γi) ∈ Rn is some vector of “true” parameters which are assumed
unknown, and c = (ci) ∈ Rn is a vector of approximate parameters. We use
the notation u̇ = du

dt
. The “true” state of the system is u(t) and the data

assimilated state is v(t). When c = γ, i.e. the model is fully known to the
user, [7] demonstrate that under suitable restrictions on the system and the
observation operator Ih (denoting the portion of the state that is available
to the user at any given time t), v(t) → u(t) as t → ∞, in appropriate
norms. The problem when c ̸= γ was originally considered in [37] and more
particularly in [21] with further extensions in [78] and [69]. In the following
we will develop a general parameter identification/estimation approach for
which [21] is a special case.

Our goal is to find the ideal parameter values that minimize the error
functional

E(c) =
1

2
∥Ih(v(c)− u)∥2H

∣∣∣∣
t=T>>1

. (3)

The derivation below is not particular to the choice of norm in defining the
error functional E(c); in fact an almost identical derivation will apply to
other cost functionals so long as they satisfy some basic assumptions such
as convexity and Fréchet differentiability. The approach outlined below is
also applicable when the actual form of the “true” system is unknown that
is when not only are the parameters γ unknown, but the functional form of
F (u; γ) is unknown as well. This is demonstrated in Section 4.3.3.

2.2 Assumptions

We make several key assumptions in the following derivation which are out-
lined here. These same assumptions generally underlie many similar param-
eter estimation approaches such as [22]. These assumptions were originally
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Figure 1: Time independence of long time error for the Lorenz ’63 system
while varying across an approximate parameter c1, where ϵ = ∆c1

c1
. We see

that the nudging converges up to some long term error proportional to the
parameter error.

motivated by numerical experimentation, but have been justified more rigor-
ously in several cases [67, 21]. The key idea is that given these assumptions,
the problem reduces to a finite dimensional nonlinear optimization problem.

2.2.1 Assumption 1: Time independence of long time error

Consistent with observations first noted in [37] and [21] we anticipate that
when c ̸= γ then v(t) will converge close to u(t) up to an error term that
is proportional to the parameter error. This is illustrated for the Lorenz ’63
system as shown in Figure 1, and motivates our assumption that for some
T ≫ 1 we have

∂

∂t
E(c)

∣∣∣∣
t=T

≈ 0. (4)
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This assumes that the system has been nudged for sufficient time such that
the error has settled to a steady state value. This motivates the choice of
notation E(c), which we assume is time-independent for sufficiently large
times. In practice the system will tend to relax and then fluctuate around a
set value, i.e. the time-independence assumption may not be always realized
in practice (see Figure 1 for example). A more robust modification of the fol-
lowing that accounts for these fluctuations would include time integrals that
average away such fluctuations. Such a modification of parameter estimation
algorithms is mentioned in [21, 67].

2.2.2 Assumption 2: Independence from initial conditions

We make the key assumption that E(c) is independent of the initial condition.
While not entirely true for any given t = T , the large time behavior (t →
∞) of the error is independent of the initial conditions taken within the
absorbing ball, whether or not the parameters are correct (see, e.g., [37, 21,
13, 2, 69]. Thus, for any initial condition within the absorbing ball, the
methods employed here will converge, as we demonstrate computationally
for the Lorenz ’63 system in Figure 2

2.2.3 Assumption 3: Derivatives of E(c) are continuous

Our goal is to implement gradient based optimization and root finding meth-
ods on E(c). This requires estimating the derivatives of E(c). Hence we
will assume that E(c) is continuously differentiable in the parameters c. In
addition, to make the differentiation more practical we assume that the ob-
servation operator Ih is a linear projection operator and independent of the
unknown parameters c. We make this assumption mainly for convenience,
though this approach could be generalized to the case where observation
function is nonlinear.

2.3 Sensitivity equations

For a specific parameter ci we write out the derivative of E with respect to
ci as function of wi :=

∂v
∂ci

,

∂E

∂ci
=

1

2

∂

∂ci
∥Ih(v − u)∥2H

∣∣∣∣
t=T

= ⟨v − u, Ihwi⟩H
∣∣∣∣
t=T

. (5)
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Figure 2: Error between the true state and the assimilated state for 50 ran-
domly chosen initial conditions for the assimilated state when the parameter
error is ϵ = 0.5 for the Lorenz ’63 model. Note that despite the differences in
the initial conditions, after a sufficiently long time (approximately 1.0 here)
the error collapses to a value dictated by the parameter/model error.
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We find the time evolution of wi by implicitly taking the derivative of (2)
with respect to ci. From assumption 3 above, we have implicitly assumed
differentiability of F in both v and c. If our space of solutions H is infinite
dimensional then a rigorous analysis would be necessary to justify Fréchet
differentiability of F with respect to the solution v. We move forward assum-
ing that the formal manipulations performed here are justified. This leads
us to the sensitivity equations (see [34]) for the nudged system (2),

ẇi +DF (v; c)wi + Fci(v; c) + µIhwi = 0. (6)

Here, DF is the Jacobian of F in v, and Fci is the partial derivative of F with
respect to ci with v held constant. We will assume by default that the initial
conditions do not depend on the parameters c so that the initial condition is
given by:

wi|t=0 = 0. (7)

Note that (6) is linear in the wi, although coupled to the (likely nonlin-
ear) (2) through the nudged state v(t). The sensitivity equations are also
greatly simplified by having a zero initial condition. In addition, note that µ
incorporates a decay term into the sensitivity equations, which doesn’t allow
the solution of (6) to grow in time, i.e. the sensitivities of the solution v(t) to
the parameters c can be controlled by the size of µ, at least for large times.

2.4 Asymptotics

Making use of the sensitivity equations in a gradient based optimization
routine to identify a minimum of E(c) is practical for systems of ordinary
differential equations (ODE) such as the Lorenz ’63 system, but for partial
differential equations (PDE) where a single simulation of (2) is computa-
tionally prohibitive, the added cost of the sensitivity equations, makes such
a parameter estimation algorithm implausible. The number of sensitivity
equations grows with the number of parameters, and so this makes direct
simulation computationally prohibitive in systems with a large number of
parameters. This problem could be reduced by using an adjoint method, but
we will not explore this here. Directly simulating the sensitivity equation for
parameter learning has been done in systems biology [81, 46], however not
concurrently with the CDA approach as done here.
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Remarkably, relatively simple asymptotic approximations of the sensi-
tivity equations yield approximate gradients that imitate the true gradient
extremely well. In order to keep the derivation general, the calculation in
this section is largely formal. For finite dimensional systems, making these
asymptotic approximations is a straightforward application of some stan-
dard techniques, whereas in the infinite dimensional, i.e. partial differential
equation (PDE), case the analysis will be significantly more involved.

Since the convergence theory requires that µ is sufficiently large to theo-
retically guarantee convergence, we consider the asymptotics for the limit as
µ → ∞. We will approach this by first rescaling the time variable as τ = µt.
Thus we write

wi(t) = Wi(τ). (8)

By the chain rule we see that we have

ẇi = µẆ . (9)

Plugging this into the sensitivity equations, we get

µẆi +DFWi + µIhWi = −Fci . (10)

If we let W = W 0 + µ−1W 1 + µ−2W 2 + ... and follow standard perturbation
theory, we find that IhW

0
i = 0, and the next term W 1

i satisfies:

Ẇ 1
i + Ih(W

1
i ) = −Fci(v),

W 1
i (0) = 0. (11)

The solution, in the Ih (observable) subspace, is given by,

IhW
1
i (τ) = −

∫ τ

0

IhFci (v (τ
′/µ)) eτ

′−τdτ ′. (12)

This gives us the following first order asymptotic approximation for wi:

Ihwi(t) ∼ − 1

µ

∫ µt

0

IhFci(v(τ
′/µ))eτ

′−µtdτ ′. (13)

If we make the change of variables s = −τ ′/µ+t, and directly apply Watson’s
Lemma [71] then we can identify the leading order approximation:

Ihwi(t) ∼ − 1

µ
IhFci(v(t)). (14)
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We have also considered the second derivative sensitivity equations which
yield higher order optimization methods, however we do not include these
results here as such methods do not seem to lead to noticeable improvements
upon the leading order approximation.

3 Parameter estimation

When there is a unique exact parameter γ for the system (1) then E(c) =
1
2
∥Ih(v(c)−u)∥2

∣∣
t=T≫1

as a function of c has a unique root and global minima
at c = γ. Hence, taking advantage of the asymptotics from the previous
section, we can use any gradient based root-finding or optimization routine
to develop a parameter update algorithm seeking to find the root and/or
minimize E(c). We follow the “relax then punch” approach where we allow
the error to relax between parameter update steps [21, 22, 67, 40, 69]. We
require a gap between parameter updates so that Assumptions 1 and 2 are
adequately satisfied. This amounts to the assumption that ∆t = tk+1 − tk
is “large” (where tk is our parameter update time). In practice, the system
usually relaxes very quickly, so the interval between parameter updates does
not need to be especially large. In fact, we note from prior work on CDA that
∥v − u∥ ∼ e−µt so that a characteristic relaxation time scale is 1

µ
. Thus we

choose ∆tmuch larger than this characteristic time scale. In practice because
systems tend to fluctuate around a minimum rather than completely relax,
there seems to be a sweet spot for the value of ∆t where the error between
the systems has just relaxed but not started to fluctuate. A good rule of
thumb seems to be choosing ∆t > 10

µ
.

As a technical note, because the initial conditions for each simulation
depend on the final conditions of the previous run, the initial conditions for
the sensitivities will not in general be zero and will be hard to estimate a priori
(They can be computed numerically of course). This isn’t as problematic as
it first appears, as we could restart after each parameter update with random
initial conditions and (assuming the validity of assumption 2) the parameter
update algorithm will still work. This is observed numerically in all three
of the systems considered in this paper (not shown). Moreover because the
sensitivity equations are linear (taking v as given) if we have initial conditions
wi(0) for the sensitivities we write,

wi = wi,1 + wi,2 (15)
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where,

ẇi,1 +DF (v)wi,1 + µIhwi,1 = 0 and wi,1(0) = wi(0) (16)

ẇi,2 +DF (v)wi,2 + µIhwi,2 = −Fci(v) and wi,2(0) = 0 (17)

So long as the Jacobian DF is bounded in time and µ is sufficiently large,
Ihwi,1 exponentially decays in time, and hence because of the large time
assumption the initial sensitivity dependent terms can be ignored.

In all of the methods demonstrated below, we require the computation or
at least approximation of the sensitivities wi. To make a robust comparison,
we will include some calculations where we have directly simulated (DS)
the sensitivity equations (6), and other cases where we have approximated
the sensitivities via the first order asymptotic representation in (14) which
we refer to as “on the fly” (OTF) methods. As we demonstrate below,
the OTF method has similar performance to DS method at a much lower
computational cost.

3.1 Root finding methods, and the re-derivation of the
algorithm proposed in [21]

The accelerated Newton’s method for finding a root of order m of the scalar
valued function E(c) is given in [47]:

c(k+1) = c(k) −m
E(c(k))

E ′(c(k))
. (18)

Because E(c) ≥ 0 then any existing root will also be a minimum imply-
ing that the multiplicity of the root is at least 2, leading to the following
parameter estimation algorithm for a single parameter c:

c(k+1) = c(k) − ∥Ih[v − u]∥2H
⟨Ih[v − u], w⟩H

∣∣∣∣
tk

. (19)

If we consider a more specific system of the form,

u̇+ γLu+ F (u) = 0

v̇ + cLv + F (v) + µIh(v − u) = 0, (20)
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and use the asymptotic approximation (14) for the sensitivity w, then the
parameter update is given by

c(k+1) = c(k) + µ
∥Ih(v − u)∥2H

⟨Ih(v − u), Lv⟩H

∣∣∣∣
tk

, (21)

which is precisely the algorithm proposed in [21] and further justified in
[67, 13] for the 2D Navier-Stokes equations.

When the set of unknown parameters c is higher dimensional then the
direct extension of (19) is modified to become:

c
(k+1)
i = c

(k)
i − ∥Ih(v − u)∥2H

∥⟨Ih(v − u),w⟩H∥2Rn

· ⟨Ih(v − u), wi⟩H
∣∣∣∣
tk

. (22)

We can estimate the sensitivity wi either by direct computation or by using
the perturbative approximation (14). Note that rootfinding for functions
f : Rn → R will not always have a unique solution. The local linearized
system will be underdetermined. In (22) we are using steepest descent to
determine the direction in the parameter space. More sophisticated root-
finding approaches are possible however we shall not discuss them here, as
we instead show that a more general way to approach the problem is as an
optimization problem rather than a root-finding one.

3.2 Optimization methods

We would like to make use of the Newton-Raphson method [8]

c(k+1) = c(k) − (D2E)−1∇E(c), (23)

which requires the Hessian or matrix of second order derivatives, i.e.

(D2E)ij = ⟨wi, Ihwj⟩H
∣∣∣∣
T

+

〈
Ih(v − u),

∂2

∂ci∂cj
v

〉
H

(24)

Implementing this as a parameter estimation algorithm requires knowledge
of all of the second derivatives with respect to the approximate parameters.
However, if we make the assumption that either v−u or ∂2

∂ci∂cj
v is small, then

we have the approximation of the Hessian,

(D2E)ij ≈ ⟨wi, Ihwj⟩H
∣∣∣∣
T

(25)

11



This leads to Gauss Newton [50] algorithm, which in our case is given by

c
(k+1)
i = c

(k)
i −

∑
j

(⟨Ihwi, Ihwj⟩H)−1 ⟨v − u, Ihwj⟩H
∣∣∣∣
tk

. (26)

The Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm is a modification of the Gauss-Newton
algorithm. It is generally more robust than the Gauss-Newton algorithm
[66]; for many cases, it will converge to the correct answer even when the
initial guess is far off. It may also help in points where the matrix ⟨wi, wj⟩
is not invertible. It is given by the following:

c
(k+1)
i = c

(k)
i −

∑
j

(⟨Ihwi, Ihwj⟩H + λδij)
−1 ⟨v − u, Ihwj⟩H

∣∣∣∣
tk

. (27)

The inverse given above will always be defined so long as −λ is not an
eigenvalue of ⟨Ihwi, Ihwj⟩H . The matrix ⟨Ihwi, Ihwj⟩H will be positive semi-
definite and so this algorithm will always be defined. We can estimate the
sensitivity wi either by direct computation or by using the perturbative ap-
proximation (14).

4 Examples

To demonstrate the utility of the OTF parameter estimation algorithm we
will consider several examples of varying complexity. Each of these examples
will compare the OTF approach where the asymptotic approximation is uti-
lized, with the DS approach where the sensitivity equations themselves are
simulated. In addition, we report on the influence and effect of several other
hyper-parameters that arise in the selected algorithm.

4.1 Lorenz ’63 System

We first consider the Lorenz ’63 system originally proposed in [63], here
rewritten to match the notation established in this article as:

u̇1 = −γ1(u1 − u2)

u̇2 = u1(γ2 − u3)− u2

u̇3 = u1u2 − γ3u3. (28)
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Classical representations of this system have the following notational sub-
stitutions: u1 → x, u2 → y, u3 → z, γ1 → σ, γ2 → ρ, and γ3 → β. The
corresponding nudged system is

v̇1 = −c1(v1 − v2)− µ(v1 − u1)

v̇2 = v1(c2 − v3)− v2 − µ(v2 − u2)

v̇3 = v1v2 − c3v3 − µ(v3 − u3). (29)

As noted in [22], the parameter update appears to converge only if the
number of parameters being estimated is less than or equal to the rank of
the observation operator.

In practice, this means that if we want to estimate all three parameters in
the Lorenz system, we have to nudge all of the variables. To focus on the pa-
rameter estimation rather than the convergence properties of the CDA algo-
rithm for this system, we suppose that the entire state is observed. Nudging
with some subset of the state was thoroughly explored in [15, 36, 22]Indeed,
[22] looked at parameter estimation using a version of the algorithm proposed
in [21] to do parameter estimation on various subsets of the full parameters.

The sensitivity equations for the Lorenz system are given by the system
of 9 differential equations for wij =

∂vi
∂cj

, i.e.

ẇ1j = −δ1j(v1 − v2)− c1(w1j − w2j)− µ1w1j,

ẇ2j = w1j(c2 − v3) + v1(δ2j − w3j)− w2j − µ2w2j,

ẇ3j = w1jv2 + v1w2j − δ3jv3 − c3w3j − µ3w3j. (30)

Note that because we have the same number of variables as parameters we
can represent wij as a square matrix, W = [wij]. In this case we get that the
gradient of the error E(c) = 1

2
∥v − u∥2R3

∣∣
t=T

is

∇E = W T (v − u)
∣∣
t=T

. (31)

In each of the optimization routines discussed below, we take the relax-
ation parameter to be µ = 100 unless otherwise specified, and the time be-
tween parameter updates as ∆t = 0.5. We take the true parameter values as
the canonical γ = (10, 28, 8/3), and start with initial conditions u = (0, 1,−1)
and v = 0. We start with initial parameter values c = 1

2
γ.

• The gradient descent algorithm in this setting is given by

ck+1 = ck − rW T (v − u)
∣∣
t=tk

, (32)

13



where the learning rate r is selected to provide the optimal rate of
convergence. Adjusting the learning rate r leads to different rates of
convergence up to r ≈ 40 whereuponv no longer converges to u. For
the Lorenz ’63 model considered here, we set r = 30.

• Newton’s method for the Lorenz ’63 system gives the following update:

c(k+1) = c(k) − ∥v − u∥2

∥W T (v − u)∥2
W T (v − u). (33)

• The Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm is given by

c(k+1) = c(k) − (W TW + λI)−1W T (v − u). (34)

We select λ = 10−6 for this system.

For the Lorenz ’63 system, the asymptotics in Section 2.4 lead to the
following approximation to the parameter sensitivities:

WOTF =

− 1
µ1
(v1 − v2) 0 0

0 1
µ2
v1 0

0 0 − 1
µ3
v3

 . (35)

Replacing W → W̃ in (32), (33), or (34) produces the OTF version of each
of these algorithms. In Figure 3, we can see how each of these methods
compares (with the same default learning rate r and smoothing parameter λ
as given above). Note that there is little noticeable difference in the conver-
gence rate or final achieved error for OTF versus DS, despite the significant
computational savings in the OTF method.

As the OTF method is an asymptotic approximation as µ → ∞, we
anticipate that the two methods will agree for larger values of µ. In Figure 4
we compare the convergence of the parameter error for Levenberg-Marquadt
DS versus OTF at different values of the nudging parameter µ (all other
parameters are the same as in Figure 3). Note that even for moderate values
of µ, the OTF method achieves the same level of accuracy nearly as quickly
as DS. In fact, even for µ = 20, OTF still achieves the same level of accuracy,
the convergence rate is just significantly slower.

14



Figure 3: Comparison of DS and OTF methods for the Lorenz ’63 model.
Gradient descent is implemented with a learning rate of r = 30, and the
smoothing parameter in Levenberg-Marquardt is λ = 10−6 for both the OTF
and DS methods. The default value of µ = 100 is also used for both, with
parameter updates occurring at every ∆t = 0.5 time units.
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Figure 4: DS vs. OTF Levenberg-Marquardt method for various values of
µ. All other parameters are the same as those in Figure 3. Note the similar
behavior for larger values of µ in agreement with perturbative results.
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4.2 Two Layer Lorenz ’96 Model

We next consider the two layer Lorenz ’96 model originally derived to model
atmospheric quantities along a single circle of latitude [64], and modified to
include multiple scales in [27, 28]. The original Lorenz ’96 model has been
used as a testbed for various data assimilation techniques since its inception
(see [4, 77, 83, 5] for example) including modern machine learning techniques
(see [25] for one example). More recently, a modification of the parameter
estimation algorithm originally proposed in [78] was applied to the two-layer
system in [69] to indicate the utility of parameter recovery/estimation when
a large number of parameters were to be estimated.

The Lorenz ’96 system provides a high, yet finite dimensional dynamical
system with two different scales that are coupled together. ul captures the
large scale behavior of the system, with k ∈ {1, .., I} indexing the position
along the latitude circle. Each ul

k is coupled to J small scale variables us,
which represent the small scale behavior not accounted for by the coarse
grained (ul only) system.

u̇l
k = ul

k+1(u
l
k−1 − ul

k+2) + γ1

J∑
j=1

us
kju

l
k − γ2u

l
k + F

u̇s
kj, = −dju

s
kj − γ1(u

l
k)

2. (36)

This is coupled to the data assimilated system:

v̇lk = vlk+1(v
l
k−1 − vlk+2) + c1

J∑
j=1

vskjv
l
k − c2v

l
k + F − µ(vlk − ul

k),

v̇skj = −djv
s
kj − c1(v

l
k)

2. (37)

We will take the large scale variables, i.e. the ul as the observable states
of the system so that the observation operator is a projection from the
entire state (ul, us) onto ul only. Since the parameters dj only appear in
the small scale equations, they only directly interact with the unobserv-
able variables, and hence we can not anticipate recovering their true value
with these relevant observations. Following [28], we take these parameters
fixed as (dj) = (0.2, 0.5, 1, 2, 5). We take the other true parameter values
as γ = (0.01, 0.5), with starting approximate parameters as c = 1

2
γ. We

also select J = 5 small scale variables for each large scale variable, and and
I = 40 large scale variables in total. For this problem we will use a nudging
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parameter of µ = 50 which is sufficient for the system with correct parame-
ters to converge within about 175 time units. Our initial conditions for u are
randomly drawn from a normal distribution, and we take 0 initial conditions
for v.

The sensitivity equations for Lorenz ’96 are given by:

ẇl
k,i = wl

k+1,i(v
l
k−1 − vlk+2) + vlk+1(w

l
k−1,i − wl

k+2,i) + δ1i

J∑
j=1

vskjv
l
k,

+ c1

J∑
j=1

ws
kj,iv

l
k + c1

J∑
j=1

vskjw
l
k,i − δ2iv

l
k − c2w

l
k,i − µwl

k,i

ẇs
kj,i = −djw

s
kj,i − δ1,i(v

l
k)

2 − 2c1v
l
kw

l
k,i. (38)

For this model, we consider only the implementation of Newton’s method and
the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm. Following the asymptotics developed
above, we identify the following approximations for the sensitivities as µ →
∞:

wl,OTF
k,1 =

1

µ

J∑
j=1

vskjv
l
k,

wl,OTF
k,2 = − 1

µ
vlk. (39)

This is compared to the DS method in Figure 5 where the default values
of µ = 50, δt = 0.5 and λ = 10−6 in Levenberg-Marquadt are used. In-
terestingly for the Lorenz ’96 model, these parameter estimation algorithms
occasionally will fail to converge to the true value, and instead converge to
(c1, c2) = (−γ1, γ2) which appears to be an underlying feature of the symme-
tries inherent to the system itself. This can of course be avoided with careful
selection of the hyper-parameters (µ and/or ∆t) or the initial guess for c1
and c2, but also illustrates the ill-posedness of the underlying problem.

4.3 Kuramoto-Sivashinsky Equation

Having shown the applicability of the OTF approach to two finite dimensional
systems, we now turn to the infinite dimensional case to study how these
methods can be applied to partial differential equations as well. We consider
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Figure 5: Comparison between the DS and OTF methods for the Lorenz ’96
model. Note that in this case the asymptotic approximation utilized in the
OTF model appears to outperforming the DS approach.
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the one (spatial) dimensional Kuramoto-Sivashinsky Equation (KSE)

u̇+ γ1u
′′e+ γ2uu

′ + γ3u
(4) = 0 (40)

here we have u′ = ∂u
∂x
, and the higher order derivatives are defined similarly.

The KSE system is used to model a variety of physical systems. Generally,
it models systems far from equillibrium such as turbulent behavior of a sin-
gle flame, instabilities in reaction diffusion systems, and the flow of plasmas
[59, 6]. It is mathematically interesting as a model because it is an example
of a chaotic PDE (see [76, 51, 32, 72, 33] for example) with only one spatial
dimension, and as such, is relatively computationally inexpensive to simu-
late. Parameter estimation in the KSE system was studied under a similar
framework in [78], and a similar question was posed for KSE in [73] although
a very different approach to the parameter estimation problem was taken
there.

The data assimilated/nudged system for KSE is given by

v̇ + c1v
′′ + c2vv

′ + c3v
(4) + µIh(v − u) = 0. (41)

In this example we will use the observation operator Ih as a projection onto
the lowest N = 1/h Fourier modes of the solution. In all that follows, we
will use inner products defined via the L2 norm. In everything below we will
let N = 32 (the full simulations run with a resolution of 1024 grid points).
Because we have three parameters to fit, DS methods would greatly increase
the computational complexity of the algorithm, resulting in 4 PDE solves per
time step instead of a single solve for a first order DS method. We first fit
only c1 where DS methods do not greatly increase the computational cost.
This allows us to compare the DS methods with the OTF methods for a
single parameter recovery. Following this investigation into single parameter
estimation, we simulate multi-parameter estimation using only OTF methods
which greatly reduces the computational cost.

4.3.1 Single Parameter Estimation

For estimation of the single parameter c1 we need the evolution equation for
the first order sensitivity equation:

ẇ + v′′ + c1w
′′ + c2(wv)

′ + c3w
(4) + µPNw = 0, (42)
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We take the true parameter values γ = (1, 1, 1), and the hyper parameters
∆t = 0.5 and µ = 25. We take initial conditions

u|t=0 = sin(6πx/L) + 0.1 cos(πx/L)− 0.2 sin(3πx/L)

+ 0.05 cos(15πx/L) + 0.7 sin(18πx/L)− cos(13πx/L). (43)

where our domain is [0, L] = [0, 100], and we take the initial conditions of v to
be identically zero. Periodic spatial boundaries are implemented throughout
this comparison and all that follows.

Directly simulating the sensitivity equations and applying Newton’s root-
finding method and Levenberg-Marquardt in this setting works quite well as
indicated in Figure 6 (with initial guess c1 = 1

2
γ1). Note that Newton’s

root solving method marginally converges faster in this setting, although the
differences are quite slight. We also find that the optimization-based routines
such as Levenberg-Marquardt and gradient descent are more sensitive to the
initial choice of c1 then Newton’s root-finding method. In fact, with an
initial value of c1 = 4.5 the optimization based methods converge to c1 ≈ 4.25
whereas Newton’s root finding method still manages to recover the true value.

We compare the DS and OTF methods for single parameter estimation
in KSE in Figure 6. Note that even for µ = 25 as used here, OTF follows
the DS estimate at a fraction of the cost.

4.3.2 OTF Methods For Multiparameter Estimation

To perform multiparameter estimation we need the full sensitivity equations
for this system which are given by:

ẇi + δ1iv
′′ + δ2ivv

′ + δ3iv
(4) + c1w

′′
i + c2wiv

′ + c2vw
′
i + c3w

(4)
i + µPNwi = 0.

(44)

The asymptotic approximation for each of these terms is given by:wOTF
1

wOTF
2

wOTF
3

 ∼ − 1

µ

 v′′

vv′

v(4)

 . (45)

This gives the Levenberg-Marquardt approximation to the Hessian:

D2EOTF
LM =

1

µ

∥Ihv′′∥2 + λ ⟨v′′, Ih[vv′]⟩ ⟨v′′, Ih[v(4)]⟩
. ∥Ih[vv′]∥2 + λ ⟨v(4), Ih[vv′]⟩
. . ∥Ih[v(4)]∥2 + λ

 . (46)
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Figure 6: Comparison of OTF and DS methods for estimating a single pa-
rameter for KSE with a nudging parameter µ = 25 where N = 32 modes are
observed, and the parameter is updated every ∆t = 0.5 time units.
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Figure 7: Comparison of algorithms for estimating all three parameters
(c1, c2, c3) simultaneously for KSE. In this setting the initial parameter values
are double the true values, the time between updates is ∆t = 0.5, and the
nudging coefficient is µ = 25 with the observation operator Ih defined as a
projection onto the lowest 32 Fourier modes of the solution.

We take c(0) = (2, 2, 2) as the initial guess where the true parameter values
are γ = (1, 1, 1), and the hyper parameters ∆t = 0.5 and µ = 25 with Ih being
defined as the projection onto the lowest 32 Fourier modes. The results are
summarized in Figure 7 for the Newton root-finding method and Levenberg
Marquardt (with λ = 10−6) both via the asymptotic OTF approximation.
Note that although both methods converge, Levenberg Marquradt does so
much faster, likely because root finding in high dimensions is a notoriously
difficult problem.
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4.3.3 Parameter Identification in the absence of a ‘true’ value

We now investigate the situation where the underlying model assumption is
incorrect, that is if the ansatz we propose for the underlying observed data
is incorrect, we want to consider how parameter estimation will perform.
Specifically, we will replace the ‘true’ system in (40) with the following

u̇+ γ1u
′′ + γ2uu

′ + γ3u
(4) − ϵu(6) = 0. (47)

We will let ϵ = 10−3 be fixed, which introduces a perturbation of the orig-
inal system (40). Here we will take (41) as the data assimilated version of
this system and identify the corresponding parameters (c1, c2, c3), i.e. we are
intentionally trying to assimilate data into a model that is inherently incor-
rect. In this setting, the additional sixth order term can be thought of as a
representation of some process for which the model doesn’t account, i.e. a
significant process for which the original model developer was unaware. This
term may also be a stand-in for issues related to finite numerical resolution
of the solution, i.e. if (40) is not adequately resolved, one way of represent-
ing this under-resolved solution is to consider additional dissipation such as
the higher order term introduced here. This is in line with the large eddy
simulation (or subgrid scale) models that are in use for fluid dynamics (see
[53, 49] for example)

For this setting, we will initialize the parameter ci at the ‘true’ values,
i.e. ci = γi = 1 and see how these parameters are adjusted to account for
the nonzero presence of ϵ in the generation of the observable data. We see
in Figure 8 that the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm effectively reduces the
error by a factor of 3. On the other hand, Newton’s root finding method
produces oscillating estimates of the parameters, yielding an inconsistent
estimate of both the underlying parameter and hence the state itself. This
is not unexpected, as E(c1, c2, c3) will not have a root in this case.

5 Conclusion

We have outlined an original framework for parameter estimation within
the continuous time data assimilation approach. Starting from some ba-
sic assumptions, motivated by numerical experiments, we have reduced the
problem to a finite dimensional optimization problem. Gradient based op-
timization methods applied to this setting lead to the sensitivity equations

24



Figure 8: Parameter estiimation for the modified KSE (see (47)) with
ϵ = 10−3 . The blue curve represents the effects of performing nudging
on this system without parameter updates applied. Note that although the
Newton root finding method roughly agrees with Levenberg-Marquadt, the
root finding technique employed here is far noisier both for the parameter
updates, and the state estimate.
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for the desired parameter, set in the data assimilation framework. Asymp-
totic expansion with respect to the nudging coefficient on these sensitivity
equations yields computationally efficient approximations that imitate the
full sensitivity equations which yields an on-the-fly (OTF) parameter esti-
mation algorithm. In particular, the OTF version of Newton’s root-finding
method for one parameter reproduces the algorithm originally proposed in
[22]. Using various optimization routines (rather than Newton’s root-finding
technique), we have developed a suite of parameter estimation algorithms
that accurately identify the unknown parameters both for multiple unknown
parameters and for parameters that appear in nonlinear operators in the
underlying dynamical system, thus avoiding pitfalls that were observed in
similar algorithms proposed in [78] and elsewhere. This parameter estima-
tion framework has been demonstrated to work well on 3 specific models of
increasing complexity, and has demonstrated a certain level of utility even in
the case where the full model is incorrectly specified.

Future work will establish the rigorous justification of this approach, pro-
viding rigorous estimates on the asymptotic approximation which lies at the
core of this article, justifying the discrete time updates of the parameter, and
clarifying the role that the feedback control data assimilation method plays
in this approach. Further application of this method will be to adapt it for
estimation of parameters when the observables are stochastically perturbed,
extension to more complicated settings where the parameters are unknown,
modifications for different norms when defining the optimization objective
E(c), and applications to equation discovery.
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[1] Débora AF Albanez, Maicon J Benvenutti, et al. Continuous data as-
similation algorithm for simplified Bardina model. Evol. Equ. Control

26



Theory, 7(1):33–52, 2018.
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