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Abstract

We develop a gradient based optimization approach for the equations of compressible, La-
grangian hydrodynamics and demonstrate how it can be employed to automatically uncover strate-
gies to control hydrodynamic instabilities arising from shock acceleration of density interfaces.
Strategies for controlling the Richtmyer-Meshkov instability (RMI) are of great benefit for inertial
confinement fusion (ICF) where shock interactions with many small imperfections in the density
interface lead to instabilities which rapidly grow over time. These instabilities lead to mixing which,
in the case of laser driven ICF, quenches the runaway fusion process ruining the potential for positive
energy return. We demonstrate that control of these instabilities can be achieved by optimization
of initial conditions with (> 100) parameters. Optimizing over a large parameter space like this is
not possible with gradient-free optimization strategies. This requires computation of the gradient
of the outputs of a numerical solution to the equations of Lagrangian hydrodynamics with respect
to the inputs. We show that the efficient computation of these gradients is made possible via a ju-
dicious application of (i) adjoint methods, the exact formal representation of sensitivities involving
partial differential equations, and (ii) automatic differentiation (AD), the algorithmic calculation
of derivatives of functions. Careful regularization of multiple operators including artificial viscosity
and timestep control is required. We perform design optimization of > 100 parameter energy field
driving the Richtmyer Meshkov instability showing significant suppression while simultaneously
enhancing the acceleration of the interface relative to a nominal baseline case.



1 Introduction

Shock hydrodynamics describe the behavior of some of the most complex phenomena in science
and technology. Examples abound including supernovae in astrophysics and inertial or magnetic
confinement fusion in the laboratory. The physical processes that may occur are manifold; however,
much of the complexity may be thought of as arising from dynamical instabilities. By way of
example, the Richtmyer-Meshkov instability (RMI) occurs when a shock wave – a discontinuous
jump in the thermodynamic state of the material – impinges on an interface between two materials of
differing densities [29,37]. The resulting dynamics are famously unconditionally unstable resulting
in jetting which rips up the interface and mixes the materials together. For a comprehensive review
of RMI, see [41, 42] and the references therein. RMI has held a critical role in both scientific
and technological applications including astrophysics [44], mining [8], many applications of fluid
transport [43] including scramjets [44], and laser driven inertial confinement fusion (ICF) [23, 28]
such as is pursued at the National Ignition Facility (NIF). Control over RMI induced jetting is thus
a grand challenge.

Significant recent effort has gone into optimization involving hydrodynamic control over jetting
including gas gun driven experiments [33], and explosively driven linear shaped charges [21, 35].
These strategies typically proceed by identifying a small number of parameters describing a physical
system of interest, performing a large suite of calculations, fitting a machine-learned model to predict
certain interesting quantities from a simulation, and then using the resulting model to optimize or
otherwise interrogate the behavior of the system [20,34]. It is even possible to develop an analytic
solution [32] to a reduced and simplified version of this problem. A closely related class of problems is
the inference of material parameters from complex extreme pressure materials science experiments
such as those conducted on pulsed power [30, 31] or laser [15] platforms. These techniques are
powerful but they are currently limited to a small number of design variables; however, the general
case – i.e. control over an arbitrary interface with potentially > 100 degrees of freedom remains
unsolved. The fundamental reason for this has to do with basic characteristics of optimization
theory; optimization is very expensive for large numbers of variables in the absence of gradient
information and the computation of the objective function gradients in these problems rely on
the derivative of the hydrocode outputs with respect to their inputs. Computing this gradient in the
context of Lagrangian Shock Hydrodynamics is a challenging task and is one of the key contributions
of this paper.

The subject of gradient based optimization involving partial differential equations has seen
extensive study. For instance, topology optimization is a field of engineering and mathematics
which deals with optimizing the material layout within a given design space to achieve the best
performance under specified conditions and has been applied to studying many different problems [2,
3, 7]. Basic adjoint calculations can be found in a variety of texts (see, for instance, [2, 27]). This
has seen significant recent development by some of the authors [36] for nonlinear problems in solid
mechanics. Recently, a number of authors have begun applying these techniques to challenging
problems in high energy physics [11].

The remainder of this article will be organized as follows: (i) gradient based optimization of
time dependent problems (Section 2), (ii) discretization by finite elements of Lagrangian shock
hydrodynamics (Section 3), and (iii) the application of this technique to the suppression of RMI
suggesting a tantalizing pathway to stable shock acceleration of density interfaces (Section 4).
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2 Gradient based optimization of time dependent problems

In this section, we introduce several concepts that are necessary for our ultimate goal of computing
gradients of a Lagrangian hydrodynamics discretization. First, we discuss the two main strategies
used to develop adjoints of time dependent problems: discretize the differentiation and differen-
tiate the discretization. We argue for the latter case. Next we discuss methods for verifying the
computation of gradients by checking the error order of convergence. We then introduce automatic
differentiation (AD), quantities of interest (QOIs) and check-pointing for time dependent problems.
Finally, we consider a simple example involving multi-particle systems to illustrate the combination
of these components.

2.1 Discretizing the Differentiation

One method of conducting an adjoint calculation is to discretize the differentiation [27]. We
find a system of equations which can be solved to find the derivative, then we discretize the system
in time in order to do calculations. Due to the fact that no discretization was necessary in order
to describe both the forward and adjoint problems mathematically, it presents itself nicely for
theoretical work in the subject. This makes it ideal for studying properties of solutions using
analytical methods. Unfortunately, the vast majority of problems are not analytically integrable in
time, so, in order to represent the solution, we must choose time integrators for both the forward
and reverse problems. A problem arises because, in principle, if the forward and backward time
integrators are not chosen specifically to be exact adjoints, a small error will be present at every
adjoint solve. This error will then accrue as we propagate the adjoint and become non-negligible
in the final derivative.

Consider a dynamical system given by

ẏ = f(y) (1)

where y ∈ RN , f : RN → RN , and (̇) indicates a time derivative.
We define a generic optimization problem as

O[y0] =

∫ T

0

o(y(t), t)dt

y(0) = y0

ẏ = f(y) ,

where o is a time dependent objective function, which is a measure of quality of the solution, and
y0 is the solution at the initial time step. We would like to minimize the objective function with
respect to the initial state y0. The difficulty here arises from the fact that the integrated solution
must satisfy the dynamics. In other words, the quantity

∂y

∂y0
(t) (2)

is not trivial to calculate. As a result, the adjoint method was developed. The first step is to define
an augmented objective function of the form

Õ[y0, λ] =

∫ T

0

o(y(t), t)− λ(t) · (ẏ(t)− f(y(t)))dt (3)
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where λ(t) is known as the adjoint variable. Now, if we perturb our objective with respect to the
variables of interest, we have

δÕ(y0, λ) =

∫ T

0

(
∂o

∂y
·
(

∂y

∂y0
· δy0

)
− λ(t) ·

(
d

dt

(
dy

dy0
δy0

)
− ∂f

∂y

∂y

∂y0
δy0

))
dt . (4)

For simplicity of notation, we write
∂y

∂y0
· δy0 = yy0

. Rearranging and applying integration by

parts on the time derivative, we have

δÕ(y0, λ) =

∫ T

0

(
∂o

∂y
+ λ̇+ λ · ∂f

∂y

)
· yy0

dt−
(
λ(t) · ∂y

∂y0
δy0

)T=T

T=0

.

Now, we make a careful choice of λ, such that it satisfies

λ̇ = −λ · ∂f
∂y
− ∂o

∂y
(5)

λ(T ) = 0 . (6)

Then, Equation (4) simplifies to

δÕ(y0, λ) = λ(0) · δy0 → ∂Õ

∂y0
= λ(0) . (7)

2.2 Differentiating the Discretization

In this work, we argue its best to differentiate the discretization for the case of non-linear partial
differential equations representing temporal evolution of conserved physical quantities. Compared
to the method presented in the previous section, nothing changes about the forward problem.
The same discretization errors that exist in that context exist in this. The real benefit comes
in that there is no choice in the integrator for the reverse pass. The solution is given by the
adjoint of the time integrator used by the forward problem. Because we are directly differentiating
the time stepping algorithm used for the forward problem, we are technically differentiating the
computational graph directly. We will refer to this process as the graph network approach, because
we operate on the computational graph rather than the continuous dynamics. For the case of
Lagrangian hydrodynamics, there are important aspects of the forward time integration process
which need to be preserved like exact conservation of total energy. A possible interpretation of this
is that the graph network approach calculates the optimal backwards time stepping scheme. The
main drawback of this approach is that it is harder to do rigorous proofs of convergence about the
continuous problem because we operate on the discretized domain.

The graph network approach builds off of the time discretized system. We take the dynamical
system given by Equation (1). Then, composing the time derivative equation with an update rule
gives a discrete time update operator of the form

yi+1 = G(yi, dt) , (8)

whereG denotes a particular form of time integrator such as Euler timestepping or energy conserving
two-stage Runge-Kutta. Now, when we formulate the optimization problem, we can take a much
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more direct approach. We now write the time integral as a discrete sum over each time step as

O[y0] =

Nt−1∑
k=0

o(yk, tk)∆tk

Now, we take the derivative with respect to the initial configuration y0 as

∂O

∂y0
=

Nt−1∑
k=0

∂o

∂yk
(yk, tk) ·

∂yk
∂y0

∆tk .

There are a few properties that we can note from looking at this equation. First of all, if we start
from the right most quantities and apply the operations iteratively, we end up with a problem of
poorly controlled growth of computational cost. Many discrete dynamical systems represent these
operations as matrices (particularly those in finite elements) which have a sparse structure arising
from locality of shape functions used for the discretization. This property is something we would
like to take advantage of when finding solutions. When multiplying sparse matrices together, the
resultant matrix is often less sparse than either of the two original matrices. After a few iterations
of sparse matrix compositions, we will then have a dense matrix which we would not like to store
in memory. Many implementations of finite element systems also prefer to be matrix free (matrices
only exist in their action on an applied vector). The sums, however, show a very self-similar
structure which can be manipulated to make the above calculation both fast and efficient. Note
that we can rearrange the sum as

∂O

∂y0
=

∂o

∂yNt−1
· ∂yNt−1

∂yNt−2
· ∂yNt−2

∂yNt−3
· · · ∂y2

∂y1
· ∂y1
∂y0

∆tNt−1

+
∂o

∂yNt−2
· ∂yNt−2

∂yNt−3
· · · ∂y2

∂y1
· ∂y1
∂y0

∆tNt−2

+
...

+
∂o

∂y2
· ∂y2
∂y1
· ∂y1
∂y0

∆t2

+
∂o

∂y1
· ∂y1
∂y0

∆t1

+
∂o

∂y0
∆t0

From here, we see we can construct the iteration

λNt−1
=

∂o

∂yNt−1
∆tNt−1 (9)

λk = λk+1 ·
∂yk+1

∂yk
+

∂o

∂yk
∆tk (10)

This method works from the final time step and, much like the traditional adjoint method described
in Section (2.1), we accumulate the derivative by stepping backwards in time. Additionally, by
propagating the solution backwards in time, we only need to consider matrix-vector products,
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storing vectors, leading to fast and efficient calculations. A caveat is that every state of the system
throughout the time series must be stored and accessible after the forward solve. We address this
issue by using a checkpointing algorithm to optimally reconstruct states. The methods used will
be described in Section 2.7. What remains is the ability to calculate the quantity

λ · ∂yk+1

∂yk
.

A particular subset of problems of interest is when the objective function is only a function of
the final timestep, written as

O = O(yf ) .

As a result, the adjoint structure also simplifies as

λNt−1
=

∂O

∂yNt−1

,

λk = λk+1 ·
∂yk+1

∂yk

Note that this can be done by utilizing the previous framework and setting

o(yk, tk) = δk,Nt−1

O(yk)

∆tk

Which type of objective function to use (or a combination of both) will depend on the nature of
the problem to be solved.

y0 y1 y2 yNt−1

o0
o1

o2 oyNt−1

...

O

(a)

y0 y1 y2 yNt−1
...

O

(b)

Figure 1: Graph networks for the forward solve of the time dependent objective (a) and the final
timestep objective (b).

2.3 Assessment of gradient behavior

Our metric for what we consider to be a “good” gradient vs a “bad” one is whether it satisfies the
famous Taylor remainder convergence test. Assume we are given a function f and another function
df which is claimed to be the derivative of f . We can verify this claim by Taylor expanding it and
checking the convergence.

f(x+ hδx) = f(x) + hdf(x) · δx+O(h2) , (11)
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if we choose δx to be normalized and h ∈ R to be small. This can also be written as

T (x, h, δx) = ∥f(x+ hδx)− f(x)− hdf(x) · δx∥ = O(h2) . (12)

Therefore, in order to verify whether the given function df is the derivative of the function f , we
verify not only that the error goes to zero, but that we have quadratic convergence of the left hand
side of Equation 12. Additionally, we verify that the direct error in the gradient (hT (x, h, δx)) also
goes to zero.

To demonstrate, consider a nonlinear spring with dynamics given by ÿ(t)+ky(t)+αy(t)3+bẏ(t) =
0. The parameters k, α, and β are the spring constant, hardening, and viscosity parameters,
respectively. For simplicity, we set k = α = b = 1. To integrate the system in time, we use
a forward Euler integration scheme. For the backwards solve of the traditional adjoint, we use
a backwards Euler scheme which uses the forward step. We integrate this system with initial
conditions of y(0) = 1.1, ẏ(0) = 5.0 and integrate until T = 10, define a scalar objective function
O(yf ) = y(T ) + ẏ(T ), and conduct the above Taylor test and plot both the gradient error and the
Taylor error in Figure 2.

10 6 10 5 10 4 10 3 10 2 10 1 100

h

10 14

10 12

10 10

10 8

10 6

10 4

10 2

Er
ro

r

Traditional Gradient Error
Traditional Taylor Error
Graph Network Gradient Error
Graph Network Taylor Error
Quadratic Slope

Figure 2: Error for the Taylor test for various perturbation magnitudes h. The black lines are
the Taylor Error while the red are for the gradient error. The blue indicates expected scaling
(quadratic) for the Taylor Error to confirm correct derivatives.

As can be seen, the Graph Network approach has both smaller gradient error, and the proper
convergence compared to the Traditional method. Additionally, the Traditional method gradient
doesn’t properly converge in the correct sense. This can present many problems in higher order
optimization schemes, as accurate gradients are necessary.

Note that the discrepancy came in the choice of backwards integrator for the reverse problem
in the Traditional method. While choosing the “correct” integrator when using a forward Euler
method can easily be remedied, when using more complex time integrators, namely higher order
Runge-Kutta schemes, the choice is not as obvious. The graph network approach, consequently,
presents a significant advantage over the traditional approach in that the choice of integrator for
the reverse pass is exactly specified.

2.4 Automatic Differentiation

Automatic differentiation (also known as “auto-diff”, “auto-grad”, or simply “AD”) is a computa-
tional technique used to efficiently and accurately evaluate derivatives of mathematical functions.
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It plays a crucial role in various fields such as machine learning, optimization, physics, simulations,
and scientific computing. The most popular AD libraries are PyTorch [26], TensorFlow [1], and
Jax [9], specifically due to their integrations into popular machine learning libraries.

The basic idea behind AD is to decompose functions into a sequence of elementary operations
(such as addition, multiplication, exponentiation, etc.), for which the derivatives are well known.
Then by applying the chain rule iteratively to these operations, AD can compute the derivative of
the entire function with respect to its input variables. This technology enables rapid prototyping
of tools involving differentiation, and can readily differentiate complex functions.

AD is extremely useful when developing analytical tools. Consider the case where AD is cur-
rently being used extensively: machine learning. Without AD tools, users of ML packages such
as PyTorch and Tensorflow would have to manually specify gradients of their loss functions with
respect to the neural network architecture. While this is not an impossible task, it would put severe
limitations on who can use these tools, how quickly different models can be tested, and introduce
many avenues for error. Arguably, the integration of automatic differentiation is the impetus which
allowed the field to thrive as it has today.

AD is also important in expanding the scope of problems we can study. In many cases, especially
problems with iteration, composition, recursion, branches, and complex algebras, taking derivatives
by hand is not feasible and, as with the previous point, extremely prone to error. A much more
convenient approach is to define computational methods which can handle the complexity and
accurately traverse the computational graphs.

Automatic differentiation, however, is not without its faults and drawbacks. Often, naive im-
plementations of AD can lead to inefficient run times and massive memory usages. This is because,
unless otherwise specified, the tool must hold the entire computational graph, including sensitivities,
in memory all at once. In large scale problems, particularly those involving dynamic simulations
of hydrodynamic systems, this is cost prohibitive. As a result, we must control how we apply au-
tomatic differentiation and carefully consider various aspects such as memory allocation and code
structure.

For the following work, we use the automatic differentiation library Enzyme ( [24, 25]). This
framework presents a few benefits. First, LLVM compilers allow us to use various programming
languages in conjunction with this tool, opening up opportunities such as Julia and C++. Next,
compile time optimization creates fast and reliable tools which are essential to generate code which
can run at large scales on HPC.

For the work in section 3, we use the MFEM library ( [5]) due to its excellent scaling to HCP as
well as various features such as partial assembly, sum factorization, native support for arbitrarily
high order elements. Additionally, it is written in C++, which allows us to use Clang compilers
(https://llvm.org/) to link with the Enzyme library for automatic differentiation.

2.5 Automatic Differentiation at Different Scales (Defining Custom Vector-
Jacobian Products)

As mentioned previously, naive implementations of automatic differentiation can lead to inefficient
solution processes or even be infeasible due to poor scaling and differences in hardware architectures.
Recall the time stepping update given in Equation (8). The solution method is broken up into two
main components, 1) the dynamical equation and 2) the form of time step update. In order to
improve efficiency, we can break up the automatic differentiation into the same two distinct steps.
We demonstrate this using a simple example.

7
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Consider Forward Euler time stepping. The update equation is given by

yk+1 = yk +∆tkf(yk) .

Taking the derivative with respect to yk and taking the inner product with a vector λ, we have

λ · ∂yk+1

∂yk
= λ+∆tkλ ·

∂f

∂yk

Note that the derivative of the time stepping update depends on the derivative of the dynamics

through the quantity λ · ∂f
∂y

, but it does not depend on the exact form of this function directly.

As a result, we can formulate modules for derivatives of time stepping operators with a separate

function call to calculations which return λ · ∂f
∂y

. In other words, changing the functional form of

the physics does not change the structure of the derivative of the time stepping update, so that
structure can be taken advantage of to improve efficiency. New time stepping formulations can also
be implemented rapidly by using AD tools to take derivatives. There are additional reasons as to
why this separation is beneficial when designing code for different hardware (HPC/GPU) that will
become clear when discussing the specific case of Lagrangian hydrodynamics in Section (4).

Depending on the problem, there may be other levels at which scale separation can benefit code
efficiency and modularity. This effect will be seen when discussing finite elements in Section (3).

2.6 Static Quantities of Interest

Not every variable of interest in topology optimization is the initial state y0. In many cases, we
want to study the sensitivity of our QOI with respect to some parameters which are global in scope.
The graph structure of this system can be seen in Figure 3a.

β

y0
y1 y2 yNt−1

o0
o1

o2 oyNt−1

...

O

(a)

y0

β0

ỹ0 ỹ1 ỹ2 ỹNt−1

o0
o1

o2 oyNt−1

...

O

(b)

Figure 3: Graph diagrams for dynamical processes with static quantities of interest when (a) the
variable is treated as global and affects every node in the graph and (b) the variable is treated
pseudo-dynamically.

This optimization problem can be written as

O[y0, β] =

Nt−1∑
k=0

o(yk, β, tk)∆tk
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Taking the derivative of this expression, can lead to complicated cross terms as every state of
the solution yk is dependent on the parameter β. One method to simplify the calculations is to
instead treat β as a time dependent parameter with a time derivative of β̇ = 0. As a result, we
have the modified system of equations

O[y0, β0] =

Nt−1∑
k=0

o(yk, βk, tk)∆tk ,

ẏ = f(y, β, t) ,

β̇ = 0 .

While this change seems cursory at first, it allows us to define the adjoints in a much more
straight-forward way. For example, we have

[
ξy
ξβ

]
·


∂yk+1

∂yk

∂yk+1

∂βk
∂βk+1

∂yk

∂βk+1

∂βk

 =

[
ξy
ξβ

]
·

∂yk+1

∂yk

∂yk+1

∂βk

0 1



=

 ξTy ·
∂yk+1

∂yk

ξTy ·
∂yk+1

∂βk
+ ξβ


From this, we see that we can utilize the same framework from previous sections. The only

addition, other than keeping track of adjoints with respect to β, is the calculation of
∂yk+1

∂βk
. By

accumulating the gradient through the time series, we now have the additional gradient information

associated with
∂O

∂β0
.

2.7 Data Storage/Checkpointing

When calculating adjoints for dynamic problems it is necessary to access the state data of every
timestep from the forward solve during the reverse pass. This presents an issue in complex problems
with many time steps and fine discretizations, as memory (RAM) can quickly become a limitation.
For example, a typical hydrodynamic problem can involve solving for a system with a few million
parameters. This system will may require O(1M) time steps to fully resolve. Assuming we are
storing each parameter in double precision,

(
8 bytes

parameter

)(
106 parameters

) (
106 time steps

)
≈ 8 terabytes .

This, unfortunately, is already exceeding the memory resources of current compute systems, and
the problem becomes worse with more complex multiphysics and long duration simulations.

One option for addressing this issue is to selectively store data to disk and load it into RAM
when needed. This process is often inefficient in practice due to the relatively low bandwidth and
high latency of disk reads and writes, leading to bad performance of both the forward and reverse
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solves. Another option is the use a checkpointing scheme. The strategy here is to only save a
relatively small number of simulation states in (relatively higher bandwidth) RAM. On the reverse
pass, the data for each state going back in time is required for the adjoint calculation. When a state
is reached that is not currently stored in RAM, the most recently saved checkpoint is fetched from
RAM and the subsequent data states are recomputed by integrating forward in time again until the
desired state is available. Algorithms for constructing an optimal schedule for checkpointing and
fetching to minimize the required number of recompute steps have been developed in: [16], which
provides an optimal method when the number of time steps is known up front; [39], which has good
performance even when the number of steps is initially unknown (e.g., when the stable timestep
evolves as the simulation progresses); and [18] (and other references within), where different levels
of available memory with varying costs and resources are considered. Here we use the dynamic
checkpointing algorithm from [39] to eventually allow for the possibility of varying timesteps, and
we are currently only checkpointing to a single level of memory, namely, RAM. The tradeoff between
memory and compute time in our framework can be seen in Figure 4. In all cases shown, by storing
only 1.5% of the total data in an optimal manner, we incur an additional cost of about 1 forward
solve for recomputing the required states. The additional cost decays roughly linearly to zero in
the limit where 100% of the data is stored.

0.50% 1.00% 1.50% 2.00% 2.50%
Proportion of Data Stored

0

2

4

6

8

10

Ad
di

tio
na

l F
or

wa
rd

 S
ol

ve
 C

os
t 10000

50000
100000

Figure 4: Amount of additional compute time added (measured in terms of the time of the forward
solve) added given a memory budget written as a percentage of the total number of states from the
forward solve. The different lines are for different numbers of total states from the forward solve.

2.8 What to do with gradients

The above methods allow us to calculate the derivative of some objective function with respect to
the initial (generalized) state. Access to this gradient, coupled with a gradient descent algorithm,
allows us to minimize (or maximize) the given objective function.

For example, given an initial state y0, we can calculate the forward solve to evaluate O(y0), then

the adjoint solve to evaluate
∂O

∂y0
. We then update the initial state with

y0 ← y0 − α
∂O

∂y0
.

An outline of this problem structure can be seen in Figure (5).
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Initial Guess

y0 y1 y2 yNt−1

Filters

...

ξ0 ξ1 ξ2 ξNt−1

...

O

Forward Solve

Adjoint Solve

Figure 5: Graph outline of the optimization cycle starting with an initial guess y0. The solution
is propagated from y0 to O. If the objective is not sufficiently converged, then the bottom path
is taken to calculate the gradient. Then, the filters can be applied then the initial guess can be
updated. This process can be iterated until convergence.

Many of these optimization problems follow a similar structure (i) problem setup which defines
physics and initial conditions, (ii) forward pass which advances time-stepping algorithm, (iii) ob-
jective function which maps final state(s) to a scalar value which we wish to minimize, and (iv)
adjoint calculation via reverse pass where the gradient is accumulated.

2.9 Example: Optimizing Multi-Particle Systems

For an introductory example, we introduce a system of interacting particles with two-body inter-
actions. We label particles with degrees of freedom

Position− x

Velocity− v

Charge− q

Each particle is being acted upon by Coulomb and gravitational forces of the form

Fi =
∑
j ̸=i

qiqjrij
∥rij∥3

− ge2 ,

where the subscripts i and j indicate individual particles, rij = xi − xj , g is the gravitational
constant, and e2 is the direction of the gravitational force. The dynamics of the system are given
by

ẋi = vi

v̇i = Fi

q̇i = 0

Particles are initialized at random (non-overlapping) locations with zero initial velocity and
uniform charge qi = 1.0. The forward trajectory can be found by composing the physics with a
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time integration scheme. We choose a 4th order Runge-Kutta scheme summarized by

yk+1 = yk +
∆t

6
(k1 + 2k2 + 2k3 + k4) ,

k1 = f(tk, yk) ,

k2 = f

(
tk +

∆t

2
, yk +

∆t

2
k1

)
,

k3 = f

(
tk +

∆t

2
, yk +

∆t

2
k2

)
,

k4 = f (tk +∆t, yk +∆tk3) .

(13)

As an illustrative objective function, let’s define a quantity of interest of the form

O =
1

2

Np−1∑
i=0

∥xf
i − x∗

i ∥2

where xf
i is the final position of the particle, x∗

i = R(cos
(

2πi
Np

)
e1 − sin

(
2πi
Np

)
e2) and R is the

radius of the circle we wish to target. The goal is to minimize the above function with respect
to the initial state variables. We will specifically consider the case where we are only allowed to
control the initial velocity of each particle and not the position or charge. The initial derivative
of the objective function can be found either through manual calculation or by using automatic
differentiation.

The adjoint of this integration scheme can be summarized as

m = ξ · yk+1

m̄ = 1

ȳk+1 = m̄ξ

k̄4 =
∆t

6
ȳk+1

k̄3 = ∆tk̄4 ·
∂f

∂y
(tk +∆t, yk +∆tk3) +

∆t

3
ȳk+1

k̄2 =
∆t

2
k̄3 ·

∂f

∂y

(
tk +

∆t

2
, yk +

∆t

2
k2

)
+

∆t

3
ȳk+1

k̄1 =
∆t

2
k̄2 ·

∂f

∂y

(
tk +

∆t

2
, yk +

∆t

2
k1

)
+

∆t

6
ȳk+1

ȳk = ȳk+1 + k̄4 ·
∂f

∂y
(tk +∆t, yk +∆tk3) + k̄3 ·

∂f

∂y

(
tk +

∆t

2
, yk +

∆t

2
k2

)
+ k̄2 ·

∂f

∂y

(
tk +

∆t

2
, yk +

∆t

2
k1

)
+ k̄1 ·

∂f

∂y
(tk, yk) .

By calculating ȳk using the above algorithm, we have the incremental adjoint. Note that the
above can be implemented manually, or calculated using an automatic differentiation package,
defining custom gradients for the adjoints of the physics. By accumulating the incremental adjoint
from the final time step to the initial time step using methods described in 2.2, we obtain the
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gradient with respect to the objective function. Using the methods described in the previous
sections, we begin with a set of initial states

xi ,vi , qi

We can simulate the forward problem by using the 4th Order Runge-Kutta described in equations 13.
In the solve, we cache all of the states in the forward solve. We then calculate the objective function
and its initial gradient (with respect to the final state). Then, apply the incremental adjoint to
march backwards in time (using the cached data) until the initial time step. At the end of this
process, we have the gradient of the objective function with respect to the initial positions, velocities,
and charges. We can then use an optimization algorithm, in our case conjugate gradient descent, to
update the initial conditions. Because we only wish to optimize with respect to the initial velocities,
we only update those quantities and zero out the perturbations of the positions and charges. This
process can be repeated until convergence.
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(b)

Original Optimized

Figure 6: (a) Plots of the unoptimized (black) and optimized solutions (blue). (b) Plot of the error
in the conjugate gradient solve demonstrating linear slope in the log-y scale.

While optimization of the positions of a system of particles seems straightforward, it actually
illuminates many features of dynamic optimization. Inspection of the numerical solution of this
particular particle system gives chaotic results in the informal sense that seemingly small changes
may yield significantly different outcomes. We have found that there is often an interesting sweet
spot in such hyperbolic systems wherein usage of gradient information is exceptionally meaning-
ful; systems which are either very chaotic or not chaotic at all are rather boring from a gradient
optimization perspective, whereas systems which are somewhat chaotic can be readily controlled
employing gradient optimization. While we have no formal proof of this behavior, we suspect that
this trend is actually quite general.

3 Finite Element Method discretization of Lagrangian Hy-
drodynamics

In this section, we apply the techniques discussed in the previous section to develop a method
for computing adjoints of the equations of Lagrangian Hydrodynamics. We focus on a particular
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high-order discretization method which is described in [14]. This requires special considerations
for features like artificial viscosity and time step estimates. We review the spatial discretization of
these equations into finite element bases, and the computation of the adjoint of each of these terms.

3.1 Summary of Equations

The equations of Lagrangian Hydrodynamics (see [14, 17] for considerably more background and
detail) describe the flow of continuous matter under the action of extreme pressures and energy
deposition. The differential forms of the equations of motion, as defined in a Lagrangian reference
frame are:

Momentum conservation : ρ
dv

dt
= ∇ · σ , (14)

Mass conservation :
1

ρ

dρ

dt
= −∇ · v , (15)

Energy conservation : ρ
de

dt
= σ : ∇v , (16)

Equation of motion :
dx

dt
= v , (17)

Stress Relation : σ = −pI + q , (18)

where v is the material velocity, e is the internal energy per unit density, ρ is the current density,
p is the pressure calculated through an equation of state (EOS), and q is an artificial viscosity.
Additionally, ∇ is the spatial differential operator with respect to the current configuration. The
artificial viscosity regularizes strong shocks which otherwise would have a thickness significantly
below the spatial resolution of the computational mesh [22]. This topic will be discussed in more
detail in Section 3.2.

In semi-discretized form, these equations take the form

Momentum conservation : Mv
dv

dt
= −F · 1 , (19)

Energy conservation : Me
de

dt
= FT · v , (20)

Equation of motion :
dx

dt
= v , (21)

where

Fij =

∫
Ω(t)

(σ : ∇ϕv
i )ϕ

e
jdx , (22)

1 is a vector representing the constant 1, Mv is the mass matrix defined on the kinematic finite
element space, and Me is the mass matrix defined on the thermodynamic finite element space. Note
that mass is conserved through the relation det(∇ξx)ρ = det(∇ξX)ρ0, where ξ are coordinates in
a canonical frame, and ρ, ρ0 are the densities in the current and reference configurations, respec-
tively. This enforces strong mass conservation point-wise and eliminates the need to explicitly solve
for Equation (15). A consequence of this relation is that the mass matrices (Mv and Me) are
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independent of time. We use a Mie-Guneisen equation of state of the form

p =
ρ0C

2
0χ

(1− sχ)2

(
1− Γ0

2
χ

)
+ ρ0Γ0e , χ = 1− ρ0

ρ

where Γ0 is the Gruneisen parameter and s is the linear Hugoniot slope coefficient.

3.2 Artificial Viscosity

As stated in the previous section, artificial viscosity is critically important when considering shock
propagation in order to prevent spurious oscillations without damping out the features of the shock.
Various works, see [10,22,40], discuss the formulations and derivations. We use the particular form
of artificial viscosity [14,40] given by

σv = 0.75ρ(γ1lc+ γ2l|∆v|)H (∆v) sym(∇v) (23)

where γi are strength parameters, l is a length scale associated with an element (l = l0 det(F )1/dim),
l0 is the initial length scale, c is the wave speed in the element, ∇v = tr(∇v)l is the velocity jump
across the element, and H is the Heaviside function. This form has been has been demonstrated
to sufficiently resolve the shock front while not overly damping the rest of the behavior; although
we note that for truly high-order dissipation, which we will not consider here. Additional limiting
is required, such as the hyperviscosity treatment shown in [6]. The choice of artificial viscosity,
however, does not change the mathematical formulation, as the automatic differentiation tools
allow for seamless transition between functional forms without having to recalculate derivatives.

One complication of this function in the context of calculating adjoints is the compression
switch. In standard methods, we use a Heaviside function which is both non-differentiable, but
also discontinuous. This is partially remedied by being multiplied by sym(∇v), which raises this to
being continuous but non-differentiable. We will discuss the issue of non-differentiability in a future
work. For now, we remedy this by replacing all non-differentiability with a suitable smoothing
function. In the case of the Heaviside function, we use a sigmoid scaled with the wave speed

H(−x)→ sigmoid
(
−x

h

)
.

Additionally, the absolute value in the quadratic term must replaced with a soft absolute value.
This is done by

|x| → softabs(x, h) = silu
(x
h

)
+ silu

(
−x
h

)
where silu is the sigmoid linear unit and h is a length scale.

In both these cases we choose h = 0.2c to properly scale the transition in the smoothed regions
to properly account for the behavior yet maintain differentiability where c is a representative wave
speed.

3.3 Finite elements

While the derivations for adjoint methods described in 2.2 are appropriate for finite element meth-
ods, additional care must be taken when passing derivatives through the forcing functions. A

15



standard dynamic finite element problem will include a forcing function, mass matrix, and time
stepping algorithm. The forcing function often takes the form

Fi =

∫
Ω

f(x, v(x),∇v(x)) · ϕi(x)dx , (24)

where Ω is the computational domain, ϕi(x) are shape functions and f is a local forcing function.
The multiplication in the final part of this integral is often done with either the shape functions ϕi

or their gradients ∇ϕi(x). By using the Galerkin formulation, our solution fields are expanded in
terms of the shape functions as

v(x) =
∑
i

viϕi(x) . (25)

The product in equation 24 is linear with respect to the data f and can be calculated in parallel.
Much work has been done in implementing this product in HPC (High Performance Computing)
and GPUs (Graphics Processing Units).

The mass matrix is often of the form

Mij =

∫
Ω

ρ(x)ϕi(x) · ϕj(x)dx , (26)

is a bilinear form where ρ is the density field. A complication is that this quantity is rarely utilized
directly; instead we compute the action of its inverse (M−1

ij vj). As a result, special care must be
taken when differentiating.

The final component is the time-stepping algorithm used to map the state at a particular
timestep to the state at thee next timestep. Recall from equation 8, this operation is formed from
the composition of the particular algorithm used (Euler, Runge-Kutta, etc.) and the dynamics (time
derivative terms formulated using the above two calculations). The integrator we choose largely
depends on characteristics of the dynamics we wish to satisfy; for example, energy conservation,
condition, and stability.

3.4 Adjoints of Forcing

To take the adjoint product of a force, we need to calculate

ξ · ∂F
∂vj

=
∑
i

ξi
∂Fi

∂vj

=
∑
i

ξi
∂

∂vj

(∫
Ω

f(x, v(x),∇v(x)) · ϕi(x)dx

)
=
∑
i

ξi

∫
Ω

(
∂f

∂v
· ∂v
∂vj

+
∂f

∂∇v
· ∂∇v
∂vj

)
· ϕi(x)dx

=
∑
i

ξi

∫
Ω

(
∂f

∂v
· ϕj +

∂f

∂∇v
· ∇ϕj

)
· ϕi(x)dx

=

∫
Ω

(
∂f

∂v
· ϕj(x) +

∂f

∂∇v
· ∇ϕj(x)

)
· ξ(x)dx .
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By using the Galerkin expansion, we can project the finite element discretization of the discrete
adjoint vector onto the shape functions and interpret that product as an adjoint field. Additionally,
the calculation of the adjoint load takes a similar form to the calculation of the force load and,
therefore, similar machinery can be used to calculate both.

3.5 Adjoints of Mass Matrices

The mass matrix plays an important role in a dynamical system. In some cases, we would like to
calculate the sensitivity of the objective with respect to the initial density field. This idea is similar
to the canonical problem in topology optimization of deciding where to place mass to minimize
compliance. Because of this, it is important to consider the adjoint of the density field.

Let the density be a function of the state (ρ = ρ(v(x))). Then, when calculating the derivative,
we have ∑

i

ξi
∂

∂vj

(
M−1

ik

)
= −

∑
ilm

ξiM
−1
il

Mlm

∂vj
M−1

mk

where we use that M is invertible and M−1M = I. Passing the derivative inside the integral, we
have

∂

∂vj

∫
Ω

ρ(v(x))ϕl(x) · ϕm(x)dx =

∫
Ω

∂ρ

∂v
ϕj(x)ϕl(x) · ϕm(x)dx .

Note that the above quantity is a third order tensor. While it will retain the same sparsity of
the system as a whole, we would still like to avoid constructing such a quantity. Note that this will
only appear with two contractions. Generally, we will see this as

∑
lm

ξlηm

∫
Ω

∂ρ

∂v
ϕj(x)ϕl(x) · ϕm(x)dx =

∫
Ω

∂ρ

∂v
ϕj(x)

(∑
l

ξlϕl(x)

)
·

(∑
m

ηmϕm(x)

)
dx

=

∫
Ω

∂ρ

∂v
ϕj(x) (ξ(x) · η(x)) dx

By constructing the action of the tensor rather than the full tensor itself, we can drastically
improve performance and avoid storing matrices [38]. This technique is common in matrix free
methods and is essential when studying extremely large systems.

3.6 Filters

A common difficulty when calculating adjoints in mechanics is the existence of checkerboarding
modes (rapid oscillations due to weak convergence of the gradient with respect to the mesh) [4,
7, 12]. Although this is generally discussed in the context of density based optimizations, rapid
oscillations are pervasive when calculating derivatives with respect to finite element spaces. A
common solution to this problem is to apply a filter of some sort to regularize the final adjoint
before adjusting parameters for optimization. In many cases, addressing checkerboarding can also
yield more practical and manufacturable designs for engineering requirements. In the following
sections, we will use a modified mass matrix as a filter. This was chosen for its simplicity as many
other filters could be considered.
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Let be the derivative of the adjoint be
∂o

∂y0
. To avoid propagating the checkerboarding pattern

to the update step, we calculate

∆y = M−1
1

∂o

∂y0

where M1,ij =
∫
Ω
ϕi(x)ϕj(x)dx is a mass matrix of unit density. The filtered update can be used

in place of the original gradient for the purposes of optimization.

4 Suppression of Richmyer-Meshkov Instability induced jet-
ting

As noted in the introduction, RMI plays an important role in many scientific and engineering
applications. Depending on the use case, either enhancement or suppression of the RMI jet may
be desired. In this section, we develop a computational model of RMI, multi-objective functions
to describe what we are after in terms of stable shock acceleration, the adjoint computation, some
specific discussion of tracer particles practically needed to implement our specific objective function,
and results showing RMI suppression.

4.1 Forward Pass

The domain is separated into two regions. The left is high density (ρ0 = 10) and the right is low
density (ρ0 = 1). A subset of the left domain (Ω1 ⊂ Ω s.t. X < 1) is the controllable domain and
is initialized to a higher internal energy state e(X ∈ Ω1, 0) = 0.15 with the rest e(X /∈ Ω1, 0) = 0.0.
The top, left, and bottom boundaries allow for sliding boundary conditions while the right boundary
is completely free.

A shock wave is generated due to the internal energy of the left side being higher than the rest of
the domain. This causes a high pressure region with a sharp interface against a low pressure region,
resulting in a force along the interface. As the high energy region expands, it generates a shock wave
which propagates through the high density region. Once it hits the interface, baroclynic torque is
generated due to the misalignment between the pressure gradient and the density gradient. This
torque causes the system to evolve in such a way that the interface will invert itself and continue
to grow. As before, we use the 4th order Runge-Kutta for time integration and solve until t = 7.

The goal is to design the profile of the internal energy in Ω1 to minimize the RMI jet length at
a particular time.

4.2 Objective Function

In order to minimize the jet length, we need a metric which takes the state of the system as an
input and returns a single scalar value. By minimizing said functional, we obtain better results
(i.e. reducing the jet length). Additionally, we would like to push the interface and not remove all
accelerations (i.e. we want the optimizer to avoid the trivial solution of no acceleration). As a result,
we would also like to include a term in the objective that increases the velocity of the interface
while decreasing the objective value. In order to accomplish this, we introduce Lagrangian tracer
particles. These are virtual particles which are linked to particular material points. In an HPC
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environment, there are complexities defining these in a method that allows for adjoint calculations.
This is due to the question of ownership of data and how to communicate information about tracers
across multiple threads. The exact implementation of these objects, however, is outside the scope
of this manuscript.

Density

Energy

High Density Low Density

Ω1

2

3

1

Figure 7: Domain and initial energy configuration for the RMI case study. The nodes (1, 2 ,3)
indicate where the tracer particles are placed (used in Equation 27).

We introduce the objective

O =
1

2
λ1(x1 − xouter)

2 +
λ2

δ + |vave|
(27)

where xi are the x components of the deformation of particles i, vi are the X components of the
velocities of particles i, xouter = ave(x2, x3), vave = ave(v1, v2, v3), and λi ≥ 0 are scaling factors.
By inspection, it can be seen that this function is minimized when

xouter = x1 , Flatten the interface

vave = ±∞ , Accelerate interface

when λi > 0.
In our particular case, we would like to push vave → +∞ as opposed to the other side. This

is remedied by picking a suitable initial guess and using a local optimizer to push the solution
towards one solution as opposed to the other. If using completely random initial conditions or a
global minimizer, then a different objective function may be necessary. Also, note that Lagrangian
tracer particles use local data to construct their state, as a result, we can generally write that

xi = xi(X,x, v, e) ,

vi = vi(X,x, v, e) ,

ei = ei(X,x, v, e) ,

(28)
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where the terms on the left are features of the tracer particles and the equations on the right are
functions which project the global state vectors to the tracer data.

4.3 Adjoint Calculation

As a result of the tracer definition in (28), we can calculate the gradient of the objective as

∂O

∂X
=
∑
i

(
∂O

∂xi
· ∂xi

∂X
+

∂O

∂vi
· ∂vi

∂X
+

∂O

∂ei

∂ei
∂X

)
,

∂O

∂x
=
∑
i

(
∂O

∂xi
· ∂xi

∂x
+

∂O

∂vi
· ∂vi

∂x
+

∂O

∂ei

∂ei
∂x

)
,

∂O

∂v
=
∑
i

(
∂O

∂xi
· ∂xi

∂v
+

∂O

∂vi
· ∂vi

∂v
+

∂O

∂ei

∂ei
∂v

)
,

∂O

∂e
=
∑
i

(
∂O

∂xi
· ∂xi

∂e
+

∂O

∂vi
· ∂vi

∂e
+

∂O

∂ei

∂ei
∂e

)
.

Note that the relations above tend to be simple, but we maintain all the terms for the sake of
generality. Similar to previously discussed methods, we calculate the adjoints of the time integration
scheme and of the physics separately and compose them in order to find the incremental adjoint.
By stepping backwards in time until the initial timestep, we can accumulate the adjoint of the
objective with respect to the entire initial state X,x, v, e. From here, we mask the adjoint to only
include the components in Ω1.

An example of the forward and adjoint loops are shown in Figure 8. We plot the pressure
evolution from the forward pass; however, we cache all the data needed to recreate the state
using the checkpointing methods from Section 2.7. Then, we calculate our objective function (see
equation 27) and its gradient with respect to the final state. Performing adjoint calculations, we
step backwards in time, recreating the state as needed using the checkpoints. We visualize the
adjoint of the energy field (masked by the domain of control Ω1) as we step backward in time. At
the final time step of the adjoint solve (t = 0) we are left with the gradient of our objective with
respect to the initial state within Ω1. Visualization of the adjoint fields is extremely useful when
trying to understand the system’s sensitivities. Additionally, these fields provide vital information
which designers can use to improve designs ad hoc.

4.4 Results

Figure (9) summarizes the results of the optimization procedure described in the previous sections.
We note a few features of the solution. First, consider the bifurcation of the initial energy into

left and right “hot spots”. These regions will cause expansion in both of these locations, causing a
complex shock front. Notably, it actually splits the shock into two different features. First, it will
split the shock so it hits the bottom and top faces harder than the middle inclusion. This will temper
RMI growth to flatten the interface. Next, a second, stronger shock wave hits the (now flattened)
interface accelerating it more. This type of energy distribution is intuitive in hindsight, but we find
it remarkable that this was discovered automatically through gradient based optimization.
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Figure 8: Visualization of pressure and adjoint fields through the solve. The top plots are solutions
at time t = 0 while the bottom are the final steps at t = 7. Following the result from the top left
and working down, we integrate forward in time. Then from the bottom left to bottom right, we
calculate the objective and initial gradient. Moving up, we integrate backwards in time to solve for
the adjoint energy field to calculate the gradient. Note that the system has the density interface
seen in Figure 7.

The optimization algorithm can be seen to go through multiple stages. This is due to the
competing objectives given in Equation (27). Initially, the priority is interface flattening. Then,
when that error is sufficiently low, the interface velocity is slowly increased. This behavior can be
seen in Figure (9d) as the final interface velocity initial is lowered, then, while maintaining a flat
interface, the interface velocity is raised. Eventually, the interface velocity even surpasses that of the
initial guess. Remarkably, this demonstrates that utilizing gradient optimization, RMI suppression
is readily achievable without a decreasing the intensity of the drive. Moreover, as RMI is a general,
challenging prototype for hydrodynamic behavior, this example demonstrates the ability of this class
of optimization methods to be used in practical applications involving Lagrangian hydrodynamics.

4.5 Energy Constrained Optimization

A potential issue with the above results (with regard to the energy field) is that optimized solution
may be infeasible for multiple reasons. Two factors we consider here are (1) we want to operate
within a particular energy budget and (2) the initial energies cannot be negative locally. The first
condition follows from the fact that we do not want to produce solutions which require arbitrary
large or small amounts of energy in order to produce. In practical problems, such as laser drives,
this is represented by a maximal laser intensity allowed in the specifications.
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Figure 9: Demonstration of mitigation of RMI through the gradient descent procedure. (a) The
initial energy profile at three different stages (initial guess, 8 steps, 88 steps). (b) The deformation
profile at the final timestep for each of those same three stages. (c) The evolution of the jet length
over time for different iterations of gradient descent. (d) The average interface velocity over time
for different iterations. (e) The change in objective function for each iteration.

The second condition is a consequence of physical principals of thermodynamics. Specifically, it
is impossible to create a system with negative absolute temperature anywhere. Thus, we want all
our designs to remain in the strictly positive regime.

In mathematical terms, we have two separate conditions we would like to satisfy:∫
Ω|t=0

edΩ = C , (29)

e(X, t = 0) ≥ 0 . (30)

The first enforces that the total energy remains constant in the optimization procedure and the
second that the energy remains in the feasible regime. This is a limitation, not of the optimization
procedure, but of the formulation of the physics we are trying to model. As a result, incorporating
both of these constraints into an optimization procedure is necessary to produce both feasible and
practical results.

4.5.1 Equality constraint

Consider a constraint given by the equation

g(y) = 0 . (31)
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We require that a perturbation δy also satisfies the constraint, i.e.,

g(y + δy) = 0 .

Assuming small perturbations, we can Taylor expand the above equation to get

∂g

∂y
· δy = gy · δy = 0 . (32)

As a result, we can define a new perturbation δỹ such that

δỹ =

(
I − 1

|gy|2
gy ⊗ gy

)
δy . (33)

For the specific case where we want to keep the total internal energy constant, we have the constraint

g(e) =

∫
Ω

edΩ (34)

Taking the derivative as above, we have

∂g

∂ei
=

∫
Ω

∂e

∂ei
dΩ =

∫
Ω

ϕidΩ . (35)

Conveniently, this derivative is constant with respect to the state variables, owing to the linearity of
the energy conservation constraint. As a result, the application of the projection method described
above will satisfy the constraint exactly. For shorthand, we will refer to the constraint projection
as δê = P (δe).

4.5.2 Inequality Constraint

The second constraint we want to satisfy is that the initial energy is locally non-negative. Because
we are considering functions e ∈ L2(Ω, t), we can take advantage of the property that values of e
within the element will be extremal at node values. Therefore, it is sufficient to apply the constraint
on the discretization ei. The rectification of values is not a unique process; however, we choose the
simplest as

δê = ReLU(e+ δe)− e , (36)

where ReLU(x) = max(0, x). This transformation takes a perturbation δe and energy state e
as inputs, rectifies the sum of the two, then returns the perturbation such that all values of the
resulting energy are non-negative. For shorthand, we will refer to this transformation as

δê = R(δe, e) , (37)

4.5.3 Combination

There are many ways to satisfy the above two constraints in an optimization paradigm. The
standard is to define Lagrange multipliers for both constraints, then evaluate the KKT conditions
to ensure feasibility of the perturbations. We take a different approach. Because the dimensionality
of the inequality constraint can be quite high, we choose to modify the perturbations to ensure that
the constraints remain satisfied. We use the following algorithm to enforce the constraint
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1. Solve the adjoint problem to obtain an initial δe

2. Set a tolerance value for constraint violation

3. While error is greater than tolerance

(a) Solve δe← R(δe, e)

(b) Solve δe← P (δe)

(c) Evaluate infeasibility error = E(e+ δe)

where we use an infeasibility error E(x) = max(ReLU(−x)) which is effectively a L∞ norm on the
error. Additionally, because the projection operator P is always applied second, we ensure that the
resulting perturbation exactly satisfies energy conservation.

4.5.4 Results

We repeat the optimization procedure described in Section 4.4 with the additional energy constraints
described in Section 4.5.3.
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Figure 10: Demonstration of mitigation of RMI through the gradient descent procedure. (a) The
initial energy profile at three different stages (initial guess, 8 steps, 88 steps). (b) The deformation
profile at the final timestep for each of those same three stages. (c) The evolution of the jet length
over time for different iterations of gradient descent. (d) The average interface velocity over time
for different iterations. (e) The change in objective function for each iteration.

It can be seen that the addition of energy conservation and non-negativity constraints does
indeed change the structure of the optimized solution. In particular, the solution avoids large
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amounts of energy locally above and below the hot spot in the center. Generally, designing for
experiments will often include constraints such as this in order to generate feasible designs.

5 Conclusion

Gradient based optimization is dramatically more efficient than gradient free optimization; the
former can readily handle far greater than O(100) of degrees of freedom whereas gradient free
optimization is limited to far smaller O(10 DOF) in many practical scenarios. In this article, we have
developed a computational strategy for efficiently differentiating the predicted outputs of a high-
order finite element Lagrangian hydrodynamics code with respect to its inputs via a combination
of adjoint theory and automatic differentiation; further, we have applied this to a challenging
problem of interface stability. This involved individually differentiating the time-stepping update,
the (partially-)assembled force vector, and zero-dimensional physics (quadrature point update).
Success in this involved many simultaneous developments (i) an efficient checkpointing algorithm
and (ii) efficient vector-matrix product strategy for the time updates. (iii) We needed a proper
regularization of the artificial viscosity which provides computational regularity for studying shocks
– discontinuities in the thermodynamic state of the material – which gives this area of physics
challenging character. In order to efficiently represent the derivative of the finite element force
vector, we have leveraged (iv) partial assembly to compute the action of the resulting operator;
this enables efficient computation of vector-matrix products in the time-stepping and optimization.
Finally, we have utilized an efficient implementation of automatic differentiation at the quadrature
point level to account for the extensive complexity of material function calls; this allows us to use
the extreme human-time efficiency in terms of functional complexity of AD while simultaneously
retaining computational efficiency of adjoint methods.

We have applied this efficient computation of gradients to optimization of the historically chal-
lenging problem in hydrodynamics of stable shock-acceleration of density interfaces; this application
is critically important to major scientific challenges in fusion energy experiments such as those con-
ducted at the national ignition facility. In these applications, the process of confining the fusion
fuel to ignition conditions invariably involves launching multiple shock waves via a laser energy
source which pass through density interfaces (typically diamond – DT). We show that for a pro-
totype problem of this phenomenon called RMI, the gradient based optimization rapidly tailors a
complex spatially dependent high dimensional energy drive which simultaneously suppresses the
instability and accelerates the interface to a higher velocity than the baseline case. In addition, we
apply various constraints to our solutions with the optimization procedure in order to more accu-
rately represent both physical and practical limitations of experimental methods. This simultaneous
achievement is remarkable and demonstrates the value of bringing gradient based optimization to
bear on problems involving computational hydrodynamics.

We close with some speculation on the future of this field; we advocate that there are many
important tasks to do. First, we have shown this for Lagrangian Hydrodynamics; state -of-the-art
codes utilize arbitrary Lagrangian-Eulerian (ALE) strategies to manage the computational mesh
via the introduction of a remap step which moves the materials appropriately to a new mesh. The
absence of such a strategy tends to lead to mesh tangling. A key near-term topic of research is
the differentiation of this step. This is made challenging since formally, one must differentiate the
remap, the re-mesh, and consider the multi-material case which involves discontinuous material
interfaces. Second, hydrodynamics oftentimes does not operate alone. In general, we must track
many additional state variables associated with, for instance, phase transitions, material strength, or
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other multiphysics. Tracking the dependencies in the resulting differentiation calculation in a robust
and extensible manner is challenging. Third, we believe that there are many interesting problems
in hydrodynamics that should be considered, for instance, the authors intend to eventually conduct
realistic simulations of NIF laser driven shots aiming to optimize capsule shape to account for well
known and persistent laser drive asymmetries. Finally, there is ample opportunity to apply these
techniques to machine learning and uncertainty quantification. A cheap gradient evaluation, as we
have provided in this article, can be utilized by Sobolev learning strategies [13] and Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo [19].
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Derek Murray, Chris Olah, Mike Schuster, Jonathon Shlens, Benoit Steiner, Ilya Sutskever,
Kunal Talwar, Paul Tucker, Vincent Vanhoucke, Vijay Vasudevan, Fernanda Viégas, Oriol
Vinyals, Pete Warden, Martin Wattenberg, Martin Wicke, Yuan Yu, and Xiaoqiang Zheng.
TensorFlow: Large-scale machine learning on heterogeneous systems, 2015. Software available
from tensorflow.org.

[2] Andrew Akerson. Optimal structures for failure resistance under impact. 172:105172.

[3] Andrew Akerson, Blaise Bourdin, and Kaushik Bhattacharya. Optimal design of responsive
structures. 65(4):111.
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7 Supplemental Information

7.1 Mesh Convergence

We verify the convergence with respect to the mesh by visualizing the adjoint field.

Figure 11: Solution comparison for different meshes.

7.2 Lower Energy Results

We also run the results with the initial energy initialized to e(Ω1, 0) = 0.5.
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Figure 12: Demonstration of mitigation of RMI through the gradient descent procedure. (a) The
initial energy profile at three different stages (initial guess, 8 steps, 88 steps). (b) The deformation
profile at the final timestep for each of those same three stages. (c) The evolution of the jet length
over time for different iterations of gradient descent. (d) The average interface velocity over time
for different iterations. (e) The change in objective function for each iteration.
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