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Abstract: Validation is often defined as the process of determinirggdégree to which a model is an
accurate representation of the real world from the peraeof its intended uses. Validation is crucial as
industries and governments depend increasingly on predscby computer models to justify their deci-
sions. We propose to formulate the validation of a given rhadean iterative construction process that
mimics the often implicit process occurring in the minds @éstists. We offer a formal representation of
the progressive build-up of trust in the model. We thus mplstatic claims on the impossibility of vali-
dating a given model by a dynamic process of constructiveajapation. This approach is better adapted

to the fuzzy, coarse-grained nature of validation. Our pdoece factors in the degree of redundancy ver-

sus novelty of the experiments used for validation as wethasdegree to which the model predicts the

observations. We illustrate the new methodology first wlih inaturation of Quantum Mechanics as the

arguably best established physics theory and then withralegencrete examples drawn from some of
our primary scientific interests: a cellular automaton mddeearthquakes, a multifractal random walk
model for financial time series, an anomalous diffusion rhéatesolar radiation transport in the cloudy
atmosphere, and a computational fluid dynamics code for itigRyer-Meshkov instability.
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Introduction: Model Construction and Validation

At the heart of the scientific endeavor, model building imesl a slow and arduous selection process,
which can be roughly represented as proceeding accorditing timllowing steps: (1) start from observa-
tions and/or experiments; (2) classify them according tulaities that they may exhibit: the presence
of patterns, of some order, also sometimes referred to astgstes or symmetries, is begging for “expla-
nations” and is thus the nucleation point of modeling; (3 usluctive reasoning, intuition, analogies,
and so on, to build hypotheses from which a model [1] is coestd; (4) test the model obtained in step
3 with available observations, and then extract predistibrat are tested against new observations or by
developing dedicated experiments. The model is then egjent refined by an iterative process, a loop
going from (1) to (4). A given model is progressively valigatby the accumulated confirmations of its
predictions by repeated experimental and/or observdtients.

Using a model requires a language, i.e., a vocabulary andvsyto express it. The language can
be English or French to obtain predicates specifying thpgnaes of and/or relation with the subject(s).
It can be mathematics which is arguably the best languagertaalize the relation between quantities,
structures, space and change. It can be a computer languiagiglément a set of relations and instructions
logically linked in a computer code to obtain quantativeposs in the form of string of numbers. In this
later version, validation must be distinguished from vesiion: whereaserificationdeals with whether
the simulation code correctly solves the model equativabcation carries an additional degree of trust
in the value of the model vis-a-vis experiment and, theefmay convince one to use its predictions to
explore beyond known territories [2].

The validation of models is becoming a major issue as humanmereasingly faced with decisions
involving complex tradeoffs in problems with large unceti@s, as for instance in attempts to control
the growing anthropogenic burden on the planet [3] withirsk-cost framework [4] based on predictions
of models. For policy decisions, federal, state, and loc&egnments increasingly depend on computer
models that are scrutinized by scientific agencies to atibetteir legitimacy and reliability. Cognizance
of this trend and its scientific implications is not lost or ingineering [5] and physics [6] communities.

How does one validate a model when it makes predictions actbfhat are not fully replicated in the
laboratory, either in the range of variables, of parameateisf scales? Indeed, a potentially far-reaching
conseqguence of validation is to give the “green light” fotragolating a body of knowledge, which is
firmly established only in some limited ranges of variabpEgameters and scales. Predictive capability is
what enables us to go beyond this clearly defined domain imore fuzzy area of unknown conditions
and outcomes. This problem has repeatedly appeared imetiiffguises in practically all scientific fields.
A notable domain of application is risk assessment: sesitance the classic paper on risks [7], and the
instructive history of quantitative risk analysis in US u&gory practice [8], especially in the U.S. nuclear
power industry [9, 10, 11, 12].

An accute question in risk assessment deals with the questiquantifying the potential for a catas-
trophic event (earthquake, tornado, hurricane, flood, lsodgr mass ejection, large bolide, industrial plant
explosion, ecological disaster, financial crash, econauilapse, etc.) of amplitude never yet sampled
from the knowledge of past history and present understgndihis is crucial, for example, in the problem
of scaling the physics of material and rock rupture testethénlaboratory to the scale of earthquakes.
This is necessary for scaling the knowledge of hydrodynahpeocesses quantified in the laboratory to
the length and time scales relevant to the atmospheriaigreaeather and climate, not to mention astro-
physical systems. Perhaps surprisingly, the same probtemsan the evaluation of electronic circuits
[13]: “The problem is that there is no systematic way to daiee the range of applicability of the models
provided within circuit simulator component libraries.h& example of validation of electronic circuits is
particularly interesting because it identifies the oridithe difficulties inherent in validation: the fact that
the dynamics are strongly nonlinear and complex with ttolkesbffects, that it does not allow for a simple-
minded analytic approach consisting in testing a circuihponent by component. This same difficulty is
found in validating general circulation models of the Earttimate or end-to-end computer simulations



of complex engineering systems such as an aircraft or a aualeapon. The problem is fundamentally
due to its systemic nature.

The theory of systems, sometimes referred to as the theagnoplex systems, is characterized by the
occurrence of surprises. The biggest one may be the phemonudériemergence” in which qualitatively
new processes or structures appear in the collective tmhabithe system, while they can rarely be
derived or guessed from the behavior of each element. Theophenon of “emergence” is similar to the
philosophical law on the “transfer of the quantity into theatity.” A full control of the validation process
requires to account for this emergence phenomenon, beitawigg contribute to the epistemic uncertainty
(the uncertainty attributable to incomplete knowledgewtlagphenomenon that affects our ability to model
it) associated with so-called “unknown unknowns.”

Impossibility Statements

For these reasons, the possibility to validate numericaletsoof natural phenomena, often endorsed either
implicitly or identified as reachable goals by natural stigta in their daily work, has been challenged;
quoting Oreskes et al. [14]: “Verification and validationmafmerical models of natural systems is impos-
sible. This is because natural systems are never closedegadde model results are always non-unique.”
According to this view, the impossibility of “verifying” ofvalidating” models is not limited to computer
models and codes but to all theories that rely necessarilynperfectly measured data and auxiliary hy-
potheses, as Sterman et al. [15] put it: “Any theory is unelenanined and thus unverifiable, whether it
is embodied in a large-scale computer model or consistseo$itnplest equations.” Accordingly, many
uncertainties undermine the predictive reliability of angdel of a complex natural system in advance of
its actual use.

Such “impossibility” statements are reminiscent of othiardossibility theorems.” Consider the math-
ematics of algorithmic complexity [16], which provides capproach to the study of complex systems.
Following reasoning related to that underpinning Godel®mpleteness theorem, most complex systems
have been proved to be computationally irreducible, ite,dnly way to predict their evolution is to ac-
tually let them evolve in time. Accordingly, the future tinsgolution of most complex systems appears
inherently unpredictable. Such sweeping statements tutrioohave basically no practical value. This
is because, in physics and other related sciences, one apnadictingcoarse-grainedoroperties. Only
by ignoring most of molecular detail, for example, did reshars ever develop the laws of thermody-
namics, fluid dynamics and chemistry. Physics works andtifampered by computational irreducibility
because we only ask for approximate answers at some coaised) level [17]. By developing exact
coarse-grained procedures on computationally irredeia@bllular automata, Israeli and Goldenfeld [18]
have demonstrated that prediction may simply depend omfinttie right level for describing the system.
More generally, we argue that only coarse-grained scake®fainterest in practice but their description
requires effective laws which are in general based on fireescIn other words, real understanding must
be rooted in the ability to predict coarser scales from firsades, i.e., a real understanding solves the
universal micro-macro challenge. Similarly, we proposat thalidation is possible, to some degree, as
explained below.

Validation and Hypothesis Testing

We start by recognizing that validation is closely relatedhypothesis testing and statistical significance
tests of mathematical statistics [19], a point made presholy several others authors [20, 21, 22, 23, 24].
In hypothesis testing, a nully is compared with an alternative hypothe&ls, in their ability to explain
and fit data. The result of the test is either to “rejékt in favor of H,” or “not reject Hy.” One never
concludes “reject,” or even “accept or H;.” If one concludes “do not rejedt,” this does not neces-
sarily mean that the null hypothesis is true, it only sugg#sat there is not sufficient evidence agaifgst

in favor of Hy; rejecting the null hypothesis may suggest but does noteaifeat the alternative hypothesis



is true, only that it is better given the data. Thus, one caremprove that an hypothesis is true, only that
it is less effective in explaining the data than another ltlypsis. One can also conclude that an hypothesis
H, is not necessary and the other more parsimonious hypothigsshould be favored. The alternative
hypothesist; is not rejected, strictly speaking, but can be found unrssrgor redundant with respect to
Hy. This is the situation when there are two (or several) adtiva hypothesedl, and Hy, which can be
composite, nested, or non-nested (the technical diffesiltif hypothesis testing depends on these struc-
tures of the competing hypotheses [25]). This illuminakesstatus of code comparison in verification and
validation [26]. Viewed in this way, it is clear why code coanj{zon alone, i.e., independent of compari-
son to observations/experiments, is not sufficient fordedion since validation requires comparison with
experiments and several other steps described below. Tdieggnwith hypothesis testing makes clear
that code comparison allows the selection of one code anmregal codes but does not help to conclude
about the validity of a given code or model when considered agmique entity independently of other
codes or models. We should stress that the Sandia reporpf2égnts an even more negative view of
code comparisons because it addresses the common pradtescomputer community that turns to code
comparisons rather than real verification or validatiortheiit any independent referents. Here, using the
analogy with hypothesis testing, we have taken a more pesitew of “Code 1 versus referent compared
with Code 2 versus reference,” leading to an inference awbith code is better based on the compara-
tive performance with the data. While some will consides #$ real validation, this procedure does not
address the challenges raised earlier, which justifiesljfogitom delineated in following sections.

In the theory of hypothesis testing, there is a second classsts, called “tests of significance,” in
which one considers a unique hypothesis(model), and the alternative is “all the rest,” i.e., all bylpeses
that differ from Hy. In that case, the conclusion of a test can be the followinbis“data sample does
not contradict the hypothesiHy,” which is of course not the same as “the hypothdsisis true.” In
other words, a test of significance cannot “accept” an hygsifly it can only fail to reject it because the
hypothesis is found sufficient at some confidence level fpianing the available data. Multiplying the
tests will not help in acceptingl,.

Since validation must at least contain hypothesis testhig,shows that statements like “verification
and validation of numerical models of natural systems isassfble” [14] are best rephrased in the lan-
guage of mathematical statistics [19]: the theory of diatiEhypothesis testing has taught mathematical
and applied statisticians for decades that one can nevee o hypothesis or a model to be true. One
can only develop an increasing trust in it by subjecting intore and more tests which “do not reject it.”
We attempt to formalize below how such trust can be built uleaaol to validation viewed as an evolving
process.

Validation as a Constructive Iterative Process
In a standard exercise of model validation, one performsxgerament and, in parallel, runs the cal-
culations with the available model. Then, a comparison betwthe measurements of the experiment
and the outputs of the model calculations is performed. Tbmparison uses some metrics controlled
by experimental feasibility, i.e., what can actually be swgad. One then iterates by refining the model
until (admittedly subjective) satisfactory agreementlisamed. Then, another set of measurements is
performed, which is compared with the corresponding ptextis of the model. If the agreement is still
satisfactory without modifying the model, this is consgtéprogress in the validation of the model. It-
erating with experiments testing different features ofrtimel corresponds to mimicking the process of
construction of a theory in physics [27]. As the model is esqmbto increasing scrutiny and testing, the
testers develop a better understanding of the reliabidityd(limitations) of the model in predicting the
outcome of new experimental and/or observational set-Uipss implies that “validation activity should
be organized like a project, with goals and requirementsam, pesources, a schedule, and a documented
record” [6].

Extending previous proposals [20, 21, 22, 23, 24], we thap@se to formulate the validation problem
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of a given model as an iterative construction that embotiestten implicit process occurring in the minds
of scientists:

1. One starts with an a priori trust quantified by the valyg,, in the potential value of the model. This
quantity captures the accumulated evidence thus far. intheel is new or the validation process is
just starting, také/,,.ior = 1. As we will soon see, the absolute valuelf;,, is unimportant but its
relative change is important.

2. An experiment is performed, the model is set-up to catewghat should be the outcome of the
experiment, and the comparison between these predictimthdh@ actual measurements is made
either in model space or in observation space. The compariires a choice of metrics.

3. ldeally, the quality of the comparison between predittiand observations is formulated as a sta-
tistical test of significance in which an hypothesis (the eipi tested against the alternative, which
is “all the rest.” Then, the formulation of the comparisorilwe either “the model is rejected” (it
is not compatible with the data) or “the model is compatibléhvhe data.” In order to implement
this statistical test, one needs to attribute a likelihpOdl/ |y,1,s) or, more generally, a metric-based
“grade” that quantifies the quality of the comparison betwie predictions of the modéll and
observationg,,s. This grade is compared with the reference likelihgax “all the rest.” Examples
of implementations include the sign test and the tolerantazval methods [28]. In many cases, one
does not have the luxury of a likelihood; one has then to teeanore empirical notations of how
well the model explains crucial observations. In the moshglex cases, these notations can be
binary (accepted or rejected).

4. The posterior value of the model is obtained accordingfarraula of the type

Vpostcrior/vprior =F [p(M|yobs)a q; Cnovel] . (l)

In this expression},,esterior 1S the posterior potential, or coefficient, of trust in thdueaof the
model after the comparison between the prediction of theahadd the new observations have
been performed. By the action &f(- - -), Vposterior CaN be either larger or smaller th&@,io,: in
the former case, the experimental test has increased aifrirthe validity of the model; in the
later case, the experimental test has signaled problenhstigtmodel. One could call,i., and
Voosterior the evolving “potential value of our trust” in the model arpbely paraphrasing the theory
of decision making in economics, the “utility” of the modal].

The transformation from the potential vallig,;,, of the model before the experimental testitQerior
after the test is embodied into the multipli€r which can be either larger than(towards validation) or
smaller thanl (towards invalidation). We postulate thBtdepends on the gragg M |y..,s), to be inter-
preted as proportional to the probability of the modé£lgiven the datay,. It is natural to compare this
probability with the reference likelihooglthat one or more of all other conceivable models is compatibl
with the same data.

The multiplier F’ depends also on a parameigs,.; that quantifies the importance of the test. In other
words, chovel IS @ measure of the impact of the experiment or of the obdenyathat is, how well the
new observation explores novel “dimensions” of the paramahd variable spaces of both the process
and the model that can reveal potential flaws. A fundameti@lenge is that the determination @,
requires, in some sense, a pre-existing understandingeopltlgsical processes so that the value of a
new experiment can be fully appreciated. In concrete sitnst one has only a limited understanding of
the physical processes and the value of a new observatiomyisassessed after a long learning phase,
after comparison with other observations and experimegsyell as after comparison with the model
makingc,ovel POSSibly self-referencing. Thus, we considgy,. is basically a judgment-based weighting



of experimental referents, in which judgment (for examplea subject matter expert) is dominant in its
determination. The fundamental problem is to quantify #lewance of a new experimental referent for
validation to a given decision-making problem, given theg &xperimental domain of the test does not
overlap with the application domain of the decision. Asgeignt ofc,,... requires the judgment of subject
matter experts, whose opinions will likely vary. This véildy must be acknowledge (if not accounted for
however naively) in assigning,..... Thus, providing an a priori value fat,...1, as required in expression
(1), remains a difficult and key step in the validation pracebhis difficulty is similar to specifying the
utility function in decision making [31].

Repeating an experiment twice is a special degenerate iceseitsamounts ideally to increasing the
statistical size of the sample. In such a situation, one ldhaggregate the two experiments 1 and 2
(yielding the relative likelihoodg; /q andps/q respectively) graded with the samg,.| into an effective
single test with the samg,., and likelihood(p:/q)(p2/q). This is the ideal situation, as there are cases
where repeating an experiment may wildly increase the poesef epistemic uncertainty (or demonstrate
uncontrolled variability or other kinds of problems). Whirs occurs, this means that the assumption that
there is no surprise, no novelty, in repeating the experinsancorrect. Then, the two experiments should
be treated so as to contribute two multiplidrs, because they reveal different kinds of uncertainty that
can be generated by ensembles of experiments.

One experimental test corresponds to a entire [bep4 transforming a giveVjyior t0 @ Vposterior
according to (1). Thid/,sterior DECOMES the new,,;, for the next test, which will transform it into
anotherV,qsterior @nd so on, according to the following iteration process:

vO Ly @ @ p®

prior posterior — prlor posterior — prlor posterior * (2)

After n validation loops, we end up with a posterior trust in the magileen by

Vp(gstcrlor/vp(ior =F [ M (M’y(l ) obs> q( ); 1(110)\/61:| o F [p(n)(M‘y(()zg)aq(n);cflrg/el} ’ (3)

where the product is time-ordered since the sequence odwdtuc) depend on preceding tests. Vali-

novel

dation can be said to be asymptotically satisfied when thebeuiwf steps: and the final valué/’p(os)te]rlor
are sufficiently high. How high is high enough is subjectivel smay depend on both the application and
programmatic constraints. The concrete examples disdussdew offer some insight on this issue. This

construction makes clear that there is no absolute vatidatinly a process of corroborating or disproving
steps competing in a global valuation of the model undertisgtu The product (3) expresses the as-
sumption that successive observations give independeltiphaus. This assumption keeps the procedure
simple because determining the dependence between diffests with respect to validation would be

highly undetermined. We propose that it is more convenentéasure the dependence through the single
parameteb( 7) qguantifying the novelty of thgth test with respect to those preceding it. In full geneyalit

each neV\FnFT\]”lejlﬂlp”el’ should be a function of all previous tests.

The loop1 — 4 together with expression (1) are offered as an attempt tatdudhe progression of
the validation process, so that eventually, when sevembapmately independent tests exploring different
features of the model and of the process have been perfoifpge.i.. has grown to a level at which most
experts will be satisfied and will believe in the validity déetmodel. This formulation has the advantage
of viewing the validation process as a convergence or dararg built on a succession of steps, mimicking
the construction of a theory of reality [32]. Expression é&)bodies the progressive build-up of trust in
a model or theory. This formulation provides a formal settior discussing the difficulties that underlay
the so-called impossibilities [14, 15] in validating a givenodel. Here, these difficulties are not only

partitioned but quantified:

¢ in the definition of “new” non-redundant experiments (pagéanc, ovel ),



¢ in choosing the metrics and the corresponding statistesdb tquantifying the comparison between
the model and the measurements of this experiment (leaditigetlikelihood ratig/q), and

e in iterating the procedure so that the product of the gass/factorsl},osterior/ Vprior Obtained after
each test eventually leads to a clear-cut conclusion aftearal tests.

This formulation makes clear why and how one is never fullpvioced that validation has been obtained:
it is a matter of degree, of confidence level, of decision mgkas in statistical testing. But, this formula-
tion helps in quantifying what new confidence (or distrustyained in a given model. It emphasizes that
validation is an ongoing process, similar to the never+ggdionstruction of a theory of reality.

The general formulation proposed here in terms of iteratdidiation loops is intimately linked with
decision theory based on limited knowledge: the decisidigéoahead” and use the model is fundamen-
tally a decision problem based on the accumulated confidemd®died inV,osterior-  The “go/no-go”
decision must take into account conflicting requirements @mpromise between different objectives.
Decision theory, created by the statistician Abraham Walithé late forties, is based ultimately on game
theory [31, 33]. Wald [34] used the terlmss function which is the standard terminology used in mathe-
matical statistics. In mathematical economics, the oppadithe loss (or cost) function gives the concept
of the utility function, which quantifies (in a specific functional form) what is coesed important and
robust in the fit of the model to the data. We Uggierior iN @an even more general sense than “util-
ity,” as a decision and information-based valuation thaipsuts risk-informed decision-making based on
“satisficing” [35] (see the concrete examples discusseaiel

While expression (1) is reminiscent of a Bayesian analysines not deal with probabilities. In the
Bayesian methodology of validation [29, 30], only compamivetween models can be performed due to
the need to remove the unknown probability of the data in Bayrmula. In contrast, our approach
provides a value for each single model independently of thers. In addition, it emphasizes the impor-
tance of quantifying the novelty of each test and takes a meneral view on how to use the information
provided from the goodness-of-fit. The valuation (1) of a elagses probabilities as partial inputs, not as
the qualifying criteria for model validation. This does imaéan however that there are not uncertainties in
these quantities or in the terng ¢ or c,,ve; and that aleatory and systemic uncertainties [36] are amor
as discussed below.

Properties of the Multiplier of the Validation Step
The multiplier F' [p(M|yobs ), ¢; cnovel] Should have the following properties:

1. If the statistical test(s) performed on the given obd@na is (are) passed at the reference lgvel
then the posterior potential value is larger than the prateptial value:F’ > 1 (resp. F' < 1) for
p > q (resp.p < q), which can be written succinctly &s 7'/ In(p/q) > 0.

2. The larger the statistical significance of the passedttestarger the posterior value. Hence

oF
— 4
for a givenq. There could be a saturation of the growthoffor large p/q, which can be either
that F < co asp/q — oo or of the form of a concavity requiremet F/dp? < 0 for largep/q:
obtaining a quality of fit beyond a certain level should noatiempted.

3. The larger the statistical level at which the test(s)qrened on the given observations is (are) passed,
the larger the impact of a “novel” experiment on the mulépknhancing the prior into the posterior
potential value of the model F'/dcyovel > 0 (resp.< 0), for p > ¢ (resp.p < q).



The simplest form obeying these properties (not includiggaturation of the growth df) is

Cnovel
F [p(M’yobs)a q; Cnovol] = (g) . (5)

This form provides an intuitive interpretation of the meanof the experiment impact parametgge.

A bland evaluation of the novelty of a test would &g, = 1, thusF' = p/q and the chain (3) reduces
to a product of normalized likelihoods, as in standard stiatil tests. A value, ... > 1 (resp.< 1) for a
given experiment describes a nonlinear rapid (resp. slpaating of our trust” as a function of the grade
p/q of the model with respect to the observations. In partici#darge value o, corresponds to the
case of “critical” tests. A famous example is the Michelddarley experiment for the Theory of Special
Relativity. For the Theory of General Relativity, it was thigservation during the 1919 solar eclipse of the
bending of light rays from distant stars by the Sun’s massthe@dnomalous precession of the perihelion
of Mercury’s orbit.

Note that the parameterization (5) should account for theredesed novelty noted above occurring
when the same experiment is repeated two or more times. The bc,.«1 Should be reduced for each
repetition of the same test; moreover, the value,gf.; should approach unity as the number of repetitions
increases.

The alternative multiplier,

(6)

tanh (% + anvcl)] !

F [p(M’yobs), q; Cnovol] =
tanh (1 + 1 )

Cnovel

is plotted in Fig. 1 as a function @f/q andc,ove1- It emphasizes that' saturates as a function pfq and
Cnovel @S €ither one or both of them grow large. A completely new et corresponds 1@,ovel — o

S0 thatl /cuovel = 0 and thusF tends toftanh(p/q)/ tanh(1)]*, i.e., Viosterior/ Vprior iS Only determined
by the quality of the “fit” of the data by the model quantified pyg. A finite ¢, implies that one
already takes a restrained view on the usefulness of theime@ since one limits the amplitude of the
gain = Vposterior/ Vprior, Whatever the quality of the fit of the data by the model. Theogrent4 in (6)
has been chosen so that the maximum confidencefgarequal tol /(tanh(1))* ~ 3 in the best possible
situation of a completely new experiment, .., = oo) and perfect fit /¢ — o0). In contrast, the
multiplier £’ can be arbitrarily small gg/q — 0 even if the novelty of the test is high, (. — o0). For

a finite noveltyc,ove1, a test that fails the model miserably/¢ =~ 0) does not necessarily reject the model
completely: unlike with the expression in (5, remains greater than zero. Indeed, if the noveliy .

is small, the worst-case multiplier (attained fofy = 0) is [tanh (1/cpove) / tanh (1 + (1/cpover))]* ~

1 — 6.9 2/covel which is only slightly less than unity #,,..; < 1. In short, this formulation does not
heavily weight unimportant tests.

In the framework of decision theory, expression (1) with oh¢he specific expressions in (5) or (6)
provides a parametric form for the utility or decision “fuion” of the decision maker. It is clear that many
other forms of the utility function can be used, howeverhwtite constraint of keeping the salient features
of expression (1) with (5) or (6), in terms of the impact of artest given past tests, and the quality of the
comparison between the model predictions and the data.

Finally, we remark that the proposed form for the multipl{) contains an important asymmetry
between gains and losses: the failure to a single test withgthovelty and significance (as, e.g., for the
localized seismicity on faults in the case of the OFC modél fan the leverage effect in the case of the
MRW model discussed below) cannot be compensated by thessiof all the other tests combined. In
other words, a single test is enough to reject a model. Thisoeies the common lore that reputation
gain is a slow process requiring constancy and tenacitygvitsiloss can occur suddenly with one single
failure and is difficult to re-establish. We believe that s#aene applies to the build-up of trust in and, thus,
validation of a model.



Practical Guidelinesfor Determining p/q and cyovel

These two crucial elements of a validation step are conditioby four basic problems, over which one
can exert at least partial control. In particular, they addrthe two sources of uncertainty: systemic
(lack of knowledge, important missing mechanisms) andtatgd36] (due to variability inherent in the
phenomenon under consideration). In a nutshell, as becolea®r below, the comparison betweeand

g is more concerned with the aleatory uncertainty whjlg.; deals in part with the systemic uncertainty.
In the following, as in the two examples (5) and (6), we coasttiatp andg enter only in the form of their
ratiop/q. This should not be generally the case but, given the mangrtainties, this restriction seems to
simplifly the analysis by removing a degree of freedom.

1. How to model? This addresses model construction and involves the steuctiithe elementary
contributions, their hierarchical organization, and ieggidealing with uncertainties and fuzziness.
This concerns the epistemic uncertainty.

2. What to measure?This relates to the nature of...;: ideally, following Palmer et al. [37], one
should target adaptively the observations to “sensitivar'tgof the system. Targeting observations
could be directed by the desire to access the most “relevafiormation as well as to get information
that is the most reliable, i.e., which is contaminated bysimallest errors. This is also the stance
of Oberkampf and Trucano [38]: “A validation experiment @énducted for the primary purpose
of determining the validity, or predictive accuracy, of argmtational modeling and simulation
capability. In other words, a validation experiment is dasid, executed, and analyzed for the
purpose of quantitatively determining the ability of a neattatical model and its embodiment in
a computer code to simulate a well-characterized physicagss.” In practiceg, ... IS chosen
to represent the best guess-estimate of the importancesaidv observation and the degree of
“surprise” it brings to the validation step [39]. The episie uncertainty alluded to above is partially
addressed in the choice of the empirical data and its rating; (see the examples of application
discussed below).

3. How to measure?For given measurements or experiments, the problem is totlimdoptimal”
metric or cost function (involved in the quality-of-fit mems p) for the intended use of the model.
The notion of optimality needs to be defined. It could capatucempromise between fitting best the
“important” features of the data (what is “important” maydecided on the basis of previous studies
and understanding or other processes, or programmatienm)¢ and minimizing the extraction of
spurious information from noise. This requires one to hageeaise idea of the statistical properties
of the noise. If such knowledge is not available, the costtion should be chosen accordingly. The
choice of the “cost function” involves the choice of how tokoat the data. For instance, one may
want to expand the measurements at multiple scales usingletalecompositions and compare the
prediction and observations scale by scale, or in terms diifragtal spectra of the physical fields
estimated from these wavelet decompositions [40] or fronewoinethods. The general idea here is
that, given complex observation fields, it is appropriatentold the data on a variety of “metrics,”
which can then be used in the comparison between obsersai@hmodel predictions: the question
is then how well is the model able to reproduce the salientismale and multifractal properties
derived from the observations? The physics of turbulendgiahd of complex systems have offered
many such new tools with which to unfold complex fields acoaydo different statistics. Each
of these statistics offers a metric to compare observatatismodel predictions and is associated
with a cost function focusing on a particular feature of thecpss. Since these metrics are derived
from the understanding that turbulent fields can be analysaty these metrics that reveal strong
constraints in their organization, these metrics canfjabty be called “physics-based.” In practice,
p, and eventually/q, has to be inferred as an estimate of the degree of matchingee the model
output and the observation. This can be done following thecept of fuzzy logic in which one
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replaces the yes/no pass test by a more gradual quantificatimatching [41]. We thus concur
with Ref. [42], while our general methodology goes beyondte\that this discussion relates to the
aleatory uncertainty [36].

4. How to interpret the resultsThis question relates to defining the test and the refereratmpility
level ¢ that any other model (than the one under scrutiny) can exfiia data. The interpretation of
the results should aim at detecting the “dimensions” thet@issing, mispecified or erroneous in the
model (systemic uncertainty). What tests can be used tayo#ie existence of hidden degrees of
freedom and/or dimensions? This is the hardest problenanisometimes find an elegant solution
when a given model is embedded in a more general one. Thelimiteion of the “smaller” model
becomes clear from the vantage of the more general model.

We now illustrate our algorithmic approach to model valiolatusing the historical development of quan-
tum mechanics and four examples based on the authors’ cesaaivities. In these examples, we will use
the form (6) and consider three finite valueg;,.; = 1 (marginally useful new test}, ... = 10 (substan-
tially new test), and,.v.; = 100 (important new test). When a likelihood test is not avasgale propose

to use three possible marks/q = 0.1 (poor fit), p/q = 1 (marginally good fit), angh/q = 10 (good fit).
Extreme valuesd,v. Or p/q are 0 oroco) have already been discussed. Due to limited experiende wit
this approach, we propose these ad hoc values in the folipgtamples of its application.

Quantum M echanics

Quantum mechanics (QM) offer a vivid incarnation of how a elazhn turn progressively into a theory
held “true” by almost all physicists. Since its birth, QM Haeen tested again and again because it presents
a view of “reality” that is shockingly different from the dsical view experienced at the macroscopic scale.
QM prescriptions and predictions often go against clakgitaition. Nevertheless, we can state that, by a
long and thorough process of verified predictions of QM inegkpents, fueled by the imaginative set-up of
paradoxes, QM has been validated as a correct descriptimatufe. It is fair to say that the overwhelming
majority of physicists have developed a strong trust in thiedity of QM. That is, if someone comes up
with a new test based on a new paradox, for instance, mosigmtgswould bet that QM will come up
with the right answer with a very high probability. It is thiog the on-going testing and the compatibility
of the prediction of QM with the observations that QM has bealidated. As a consequence, one can use
it with strong confidence to make predictions in novel digats. This is ideally the situation one would
like to attain for the problem of validation of models dissed below. We now give a very partial list of
selected tests that established the trust of physicistaian@m Mechanics.

1. Pauli’'s exclusion principle states that no two identiestnions (particles with non-integer values
of spin) may occupy the same quantum state simultaneou8ly [#is one of the most important
principles in physics, primarily because the three typepavficle from which ordinary matter is
made, electrons, protons, and neutrons, are all subjactwéth c,,,..; = 100 and perfect agreement
in numerous experimentp (¢ = oo), this leads ta(") = 2.9.

2. The EPR paradox [44] was a thought experiment designedote ghat quantum mechanics was
hopelessly flawed: according to QM, a measurement perfoomeshe part of a quantum system can
have an instantaneous effect on the result of a measuremdatrped on another part, regardless of
the distance separating the two parts. Bell's theorem [W&jved that quantum mechanics predicted
stronger statistical correlations between entangledgestthan the so-called local realistic theory
with hidden variables. The importance of this predictioguieesc,.v.; = 100 at the very minimum.
The QM prediction turned out to be correct, winning over tlddan-variables theories [46, 47]
(p/q = ), leading again t&(?) = 2.9,
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3. The Aharonov-Bohm effect predicts that a magnetic field icdluence an electron that, strictly
speaking, is located completely beyond the field’s rangeinagn impossibility according to non-
quantum theoriesc{,.; = 100). The Aharonov-Bohm oscillations were observed in ordin(ae.,
nonsuperconducting) metallic rings, showing that elesrcan maintain quantum mechanical phase
coherence in ordinary materials [48]. This yiejgs = co and thusF'®) = 2.9 yet again.

4. The Josephson effect provides a macroscopic incarnafigunantum effects in which two super-
conductors are predicted to preserve their long-range exess an insulating barrier, for instance,
leading to rapid alternating currents when a steady voliagapplied accross the superconduc-
tors. The novelty of this effect again warrantg,.; = 100 and the numerous verifications and
applications (for instance in SQUIDs: Superconducting @uUi Interference Devices) argues for
p/q = oo and thusF® = 2.9, as usual.

5. The prediction of possible collapse of a gas of atoms atéomperature into a single quantum state is
known as Bose-Einstein (BE) condensation, again so mudhsigdassical intuitiond,,v.; = 100).
Atoms are indeed bosons (particles with integer valuesia) sphich arenot subjected to the Pauli
exclusion principle evoked in the above test #1 of QM. The fi;eh BE condensate was produced
using a gas of rubidium atoms cooled & - 10~7 K [49] (p/q = o0), leading once more to
FW =209,

6. There have been several attempts to develop a paradoxidrdinear QM theory, in the hope of
eliminating Schrodinger’s cat paradox, among other enalsaments. The nonlinear QM predictions
diverge from those of orthodox quantum physics, albeitlguBor instance, if a neutron impinges
on two slits, an interference pattern appears, which shdwdever, disappear if the measurement
is made far enough away, (.., = 100). Experiment tests of the neutron prediction rejected the
nonlinear version in favor of the standard QM [59) ¢ = o), leading toF(®) = 2.9.

7. In addition, measurements at the National Bureau of ataisdn Boulder, CO, on frequency stan-
dards have been shown to set limits of ordér?! on the fraction of the energy of the rf transi-
tion in ?Be ions that could be due to nonlinear corrections to quamhg&ohanics [51]. We assign
Cnovel = 10, With p/q = 10), to this result, leading t&"(") = 2.4. Although less thar#('=9) this is
still meant to be an impressive score.

Combining the multipliers according to (3) leads fs)terior Vp(rlilr ~ 1400, which is of course only a
lower limit given the many other validation tests not menéd here.

Tests of QM are ongoing [52]. But given the presumably hugewarof trust physicists have in
QM which we tried to quantify, why do physicists still feektimeed to put QM to the “validation test?”
This raises the question whether we can ever establish a séssifficiency for validation. Our position
is that this reflects the quixotic quest for the absolutehtrahd also the taste for surprises. Perhaps, by
continuing to test QM, humans will uncover a new insight omanmaly which may help progress in the

understanding of reality.

Four Further Examples Drawn from the Authors Research Activities

The Olami-Feder-Christensen (OFC) sand-pile model offeprakes.This is perhaps the simplest sand-
pile model of self-organized criticality, which exhibitgpaenomenology resembling real seismicity [53].
Figure 2 shows a “stress” map generated by the OFC model imatebdafter a large avalanche (main
shock) at two magnifications, to illustrate the rich orgatian of almost synchronized regions [54]. To
validate the OFC model, we examine the properties and giediof the model that can be compared with
real seismicity, together with our assessment of thgjif.; and quality-of-fit. We are careful to state these
properties in an ordered way, as specified in the above segsi€R)—(3).
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1. The statistical physics community recognized the diegpef the OFC model as an important step
in the development of a theory of earthquakes: without a emasion law (which was thought
before to be an essential condition), it nevertheless @shebpower law distribution of avalanche
sizes resembling the Gutenberg-Richter (GR) law [53]. Gndther hand, many other models
with different mechanisms can explain observed power lastridutions [55]. We thus attribute
only chovel = 10 to this evidence. Because the power law distribution obthimy the model is of
excellent quality for a certain parameter valae£ 0.2), we formally takep/q = oo (perfect fit).
Expression (6) then give8(!) = 2.4.

2. Prediction of the OFC model concerning foreshocks aretsfocks, and their exponents for the
inverse and direct Omori laws. These predictions are twidtab]: (i) the finding of foreshocks and
aftershocks with similar qualitative properties, andttigir inverse and direct Omori rates. The first
aspect, deserves a largg,... = 100 as the observation of foreshocks and aftershocks came as a
rather big surprise in such sand-pile models [57]. The ehusg in time and space of the foreshocks
and aftershocks are qualitatively similar to real seistyif86], which warrante/q = 10, and thus
F(2) = 29 The second aspect is secondary compared with the firstegne (= 1). Since the
exponents are only qualitatively reproduced (but with nonfal likelihood test available), we take
p/q = 0.1. This leads taF'(??) = 0.47.

3. Scaling of the number of aftershocks with the main shozi @roductivity law) [56]:chover = 10
as this observation is rather new but not completely indégenof the Omori law. The fit is good
so we grant a grade/q = 10 leading toF®) = 2.4,

4. Power law increase of the number of foreshocks with theshaick size [56]: this is not observed in
real seismicity, probably because this property is absgmtidaps due to a lack of quality data. This
test is therefore not very selective, (.., = 1) and the large uncertainties suggest a grade= 1
(to reflect the different viewpoints on the absence of efieceal data) leading t&"(¥ = 1 (neutral
test).

5. Most aftershocks are found to nucleate at “asperitiesatled on the mainshock rupture plane or
on the boundary of the avalanche, in agreement with obsengaf56]: c,ovel = 10 andp/q = 10
leading toF'®) = 2.4.

6. Earthquakes cluster on spatially localized geometstralctures, known as faults. This property is
arguably central to the physics of seismicity, . = 100), but absolutely not reproduced by the
OFC model /q = 0.1). This leads taF(®) = 4. 1074

Combining the multipliers according to (3) up to test #5 teamvrfﬁgterior Vp(rli)Or = 18.8, suggesting
that the OFC model is validated as a useful model of the statigroperties of seismic catalogs, at least
with respect to the properties which have been examinedeisetffirst five tests. Adding the crucial last

test strongly fails the model sindqugmior/vlfrlilr = 0.0075. The model can not be used as a realistic

predictor of seismicity. It can nevertheless be usefulltssitate certain statistical properties and to help
formulate new questions and hypotheses.

The multifractal random walk (MRW) as a model of financiaures We now consider the MRW model
introduced as a random walk with stochastic “volatility"demved with exact multifractal properties [58],
which has been proposed as a model of financial time seriesngmime documented facts about financial
time series, we have the absence of correlation betweeadaggurns, the long-range correlation of lagged
volatilities, and the observed multifractality. These cabe taken as validation tests of the model since
they are the observations that motivated the introductidheMRW. These observations thus constitute
references or benchmarks against which new tests must bgacedh The new properties and prediction
of the MRW model that can be compared with real financial retime series are the following.
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1. The probability density distributions (PDF) of returrtsdiferent time scales (see Figure 3): the
MRW exhibits the remarkable property of accounting quatitiely for the transition from fatter-
than-exponential PDFs at small time scales to approxim&eaussian PDFs at large time scales.
But, because the MRW is intrinsically a model developed asdintinuous limit of a cascade
across scales, this is perhaps not very surprising. We #taghe novelty of this observation with
cnovel = 10. In absence of formal likelihood tests on the PDFs, we fgke = 10 to reflect the
apparent excellent fits of the data at multiple scales, teptti (1) = 2.4.

2. Different response functions of the price volatility &nde external shocks compared with endoge-
neous shocks, which are well-confirmed quantitatively bgeplations on a hierarchy of volatility
shocks [59]. This prediction has been verified to hold witimaekable accuracy without any ad-
justable parameters (i.e., the parameters were adjusésibpsly and fixed before the new test).
We thus rate the novelty of this test with a high.., = 100 and the agreement is quantified by
p/q = 10, leading toF(?) = 2.9.

3. The sharp-peak/flat-trough pattern of price peaks [60jelt as accelerated speculative bubbles
preceding crashes [61] is not captured by the MRW. In viewhef debated importance of such
patterns, we rate these observations wjth.; = 1 andp/q = 0.1, leading toF®) = 0.47.

4. The leverage effect and volatility dependence on pastility and returns (see [62] and references
therein). These features are not captured by the MRW at adl.radéc, ... = 10 and the lack of
agreement is quantified by/q = 0.1, leading toF') = 0.0037.

Combining the multipliers according to (3) leads = 0.012, rejecting the model. But

ostorlor/ prlor
if we stop the validation steps Q’E(os)mnor/vpfrlllr 7, we obtain a clear validation signal. The two
additional tests fail the MRW because the observed effegtdvie mechanisms that are absent in it. Here,
we should conclude that the MRW is a useful model that is a#did with respect to certain properties
on the memory of volatility but is not validated for a fullyitlaful description of the stock market returns.
These mechanisms can be actually incorporated into egtenef the MRW, corresponding to the addition
of new dimensions lacking in the MRW. If we had used the loagge correlation of lagged volatilities
and the observed multifractality (each with parametgrs, = 10 andp/q = 10) as tests # 1 and #@,
would have gained a factar4? = 5.9, changingvp(os)tcrlor /Vp(rllz)r = 0.012 into Vp((fsmmr /v pmr = 0.07,

still far from sufficient to validate the model.

An anomalous diffusion model for solar photons in cloudycspheres.To properly model climate dy-
namics, it is important to reduce the significant uncerja@tssociated with clouds. In particular, estimation
of the radiation budget in the presence of clouds needs tmpeoived since current operational models
for the most part ignore all variability below the scale of itlimate model’s grid (a few 100 km). So a
considerable effort has been expended to derive moretieatiean-field radiative transfer models [63],
mostly by considering only the one-point variability of glts (that is, irrespective of their actual struc-
ture). However, it has been widely recognized that the Eadbudiness is fractal over a wide range of
scales [64]. This is the motivation for modeling the pathsadér photons at non-absorbing wavelengths in
the cloudy atmosphere as convoluted Lévy walks [55], whighcharacterized by frequent small steps (in-
side clouds) and occasional large jumps (typically betwaends) as represented schematically in Fig. 4.
These paths start downward at the top of the highest cloutigrath in escape to space or in absorption at
the surface. In sharp contrast with most other mean-fieldetsddr solar radiative transfer, this diffusion
model with anomalous scaling can be subjected to a battevpsdrvational tests.

1. The original goal of this phenomenological model, whichaunts for the clustering of cloud water
droplets into broken and/or multi-layered cloudiness, wagpredict the increase in steady-state
flux transmitted to the surface compared to what would filkeough that same amount of water
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Thus,

in a single unbroken cloud layer [65]. This property is conmmo all mean-field photon transport
models that do anything at all about unresolved variabj68]. Thus, we assign only, v, = 10
to this test and, given that all models in this class are ssfak we have to take/q = 1, hence
F() = 1. The outcome of this first test is neutral.

. The first real test for this model occurred when it becanssibte to accurately estimate the mean

total path of solar photons that reach the surface. Thiskbtiezugh was enabled by access to
spectroscopy at medium (high) resolution of oxygen baridsg) [66, 67]. Along with simultaneous
estimation of cloud optical depth (basically, column-graed water [kg/if] times the average
scattering cross-section per kg), the observed trends exglained only by the new model in spite
of the relatively large instrumental error bars. So we assgig,.; = 100 to this highly discriminating
test andp/q = 10 (even though other models were generally not in a positiarotopete), hence
F® =209,

. Another test was proposed using time-dependent phoamsgort with a source near the surface

(cloud-to-ground lightning) and a detector in space (thRTE satellite) [68]. The quantity of
interest is the observed delay of the light pulse (due toipialscattering in the cloud system) with
respect to the radio-frequency pulse (which travels in @giik line). There was no simultaneous
estimate of cloud optical depth, so assumptions had to besrfiafbrmed by the fact that storm
clouds are at once thick and dense). Because of this lackiotiapendent measurement, we assign
only chovel = 10 to the observation ang/q = 1 to the model performance since this is only about
the finite horizontal extent of the cloud (one could excludé aniform “plane-parallel” clouds).
So, again we obtaifr® = 1 for an interesting but presently neutral test that neede tefined.

. Min et al. [69] developed an oxygen-line spectrometehwsitfficient resolution to estimate not just

the meanpath but also itsoot-mean-squaréRMS) value. They found the prediction by Davis and
Marshak [70] for normal diffusion to be an extreme (enveloade for the empirical scatter plot of
mean vs. RMS path, and this is indicative that the anomaldfissdn model will cover the bulk
of the data. Because of some overlap with a previous item,ssg@c,.; = 10 andp/q = 10
for the model performance (since the anomalous diffusiodehbad not yet made a prediction for
the RMS path, but other models have yet to make one for the patim). We therefore obtain
FW =24,

. Using similar data but a different normalization than Miral.'s, more amenable to model testing,

Scholl et al. [71] observed that the RMS-to-mean ratio féarsphoton path is essentially constant
whether the diffusion is normal or anomalous. This is a réwale empirical finding to which we
assignenpever = 100. The new mean- and RMS-path data was explained by Scholl by areating
an ad hoc hybrid between the normal diffusion theory (whicdea prediction for the RMS path)
and its anomalous counterpart (which did not). This sigarficmodification of the basic model
means that we are in principle back to validation step 1 withrtew model. However, this exercise
uncovered something quite telling about the original adomsdiffusion model, namely, that its
simple asymptotic (large optical depth) form used in all #ieve tests is not generally valid: for
typical cloud covers, the pre-asymptotic terms computadi@iy for the normal diffusion case
prove to be important irrespective of whether the diffusiomormal or not. Consequently, in its
original form (a simple scaling law for the mean path withpes to cloud thickness and optical
depth), the anomalous diffusion model fails to reproduae nbw data even for the mean path.
(This means that previous fits yielded “effective” anomadygmeters and were misleading if taken
literally.) So we assigp/q = 0.1 at best for the original model, henéd®) = 0.0004.

v

posterior

/Vp(rliz)r = 0.003, a fatal blow for the anomalous diffusion in its simple asyotic form,

even thougﬁ/’l}‘r’) /V(l) = 7.0 which would have been interpreted as close to a convincifidataon.

osterior/ " prior
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Of course, this is not the end of the story. The original mddeal already spawned Scholl et al.’'s empirical
hybrid and there is a formalism based on integral (in faceugs-differential) operators that extends
the anomalousliffusion model to pre-asymptotic regimes [72]. More recently, a nhddeanomalous
transport(i.e., where angular details matter) has been proposetitthall of the new oxygen spectroscopy
results [73].

In summary, the first and simplest incarnation of the anoasattiffusion model for solar photon trans-
port ran its course and demonstrated the power of oxygensliectroscopy as a test for the perfomance
of solar radiative transfer models required in climate ntiadefor large-scale average properties. Even-
tually, new and interesting tests will become feasible wiverobtain dedicated oxygen-line spectroscopy
from space (with NASA's Orbiting Carbon Observatory missmanned for launch in 2007). Indeed, we
already know that the asymptotic scaling for reflected phgiaths [74] is different from their transmitted
counterparts [70] in both mean and RMS.

A computational fluid dynamics (CFD) model for shock-induogxing and shock-tube testSo far, our
examples of models for complex phenomena have hailed frantqm and statistical physics. In the latter
case, they are stochastic models composed of: (1) simpée(bedce rather trivial verification procedures)
to generate realizations, and (2) analytical expressionthé ensemble-average properties (that are used
in the above validation exercises). We now turn to gas dyosraddes which have a broad range of
applications, from astrophysical and geophysical flow $atmen to the design and performance analysis of
engineering systems. Specifically, we discuss the vatidatf the “Cuervo” code developed at Los Alamos
National Laboratory [75]. This software, which generatelitions of the compressive Euler equations,
have been verified against a suite of test problems havirggdiorm solutions; as clearly pointed out by
Oberkampf and Trucano [38], however, this differs from atsb aloes not guarantee validation against
experimental data. A standard test case involves the Rigttieshkov (RM) instability [76, 77], which
arises when a density gradient in a fluid is subjected to anlsiye acceleration, e.g., due to passage of a
shock wave (see Fig. 5). Evolution of the RM instability isihioear and hydrodynamically complex and
hence defines an excellent problem-space to assess CFDerbderance.

In the series of shock-tube experiments described in [78] dgnamics are realized by preparing one
or more cylinders with approximately identical axisymn@eiBaussian concentration profiles of dense
sulfur hexaflouride (S in air. This (or these) vertical “gas cylinder(s)” is (asebjected to a weak shock
—NMach number~1.2— propagating horizontally. The ensuing dynamics argel§ governed by the
mismatch of the density gradient between the gases (witbehsity of Sk approximately five times that
of air) and the pressure gradient through the shock wavenismatch acts as the source for baroclinic
vorticity generation. The visualization of the density dié& obtained using a planar laser-induced fluo-
rescence (PLIF) technique, which provides high-resatutjpantitative concentration measurements. The
velocity field is diagnosed using particle image velociméRIV), based on correlation measurements of
small-scale particles that are lightly seeded in the ifitav field. Careful post-processing of images from
130 us to 1000us after shock passage yields planar concentration andityelaith error bars.

1. The RM flow is dominated at early times by a vortex pair (pas gylinder). Later, secondary
instabilities rapidly transition the flow to a mixed statee Vdtec, ... = 10 for the observations of
these two instabilities. The Cuervo code correctly casttinese two instabilities, best observed and
modeled with a single cylinder. At this qualitative levelewatep/q = 10 (good fit), which leads to
F) =24,

2. Older data for two-cylinder experiments acquired withog-based technique (rather than PLIF)
showed two separated spirals associated with the primatgbiity, but the Cuervo code predicted
the existence of a material bridge. This previously unolEkrconnection was experimentally
diagnosed with the improved observational technique. dJsig,.; = 10 andp/q = 10 yields
F® =24,
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3. The evolution of the total power as a function of time affanother useful metric. The numerical
simulation quantitatively accounts for the exponentiaivgh of the power with time, within the
experimental error bars. Using,w = 10 andp/q = 10 yields F®) = 2.4.

4. The concentration power spectrum as a function of wavéeunror different times provides another
way (in the Fourier domain) to present the information oftife@archy of structures already visual-
ized in physical space(,v.. = 1). The Cuervo code correctly accounts for the low wavenumbgr
of the spectrum but underestimates the high wavenumbefhmyrond the deterministic-stochastic
transition wavenumber) by a factor 2 to 5. We capture thisditirg) p/q = 0.1, which yields
FW =0.47.

Combining the multipliers according to (3) leads Ostcrlor/ pmr = 6.5, a significant gain, but still
not sufficient to compellingly validate the Cuervo code foriscid shock-induced hydrodynamic instabil-
ity simulations. Intricate experiments with three gasroyéirs have been performed [79] and others are
currently under way to further stress CFD models.

These examples illustrate the utility of representing thkdation process as a succession of steps,
each of them characterized by the two parametgss; andp/q. The determination o, ... requires
expert judgment and that @f/¢q a careful statistical analysis, which is beyond the scopthefpresent
report (see Ref. [42] for a detailed case study). The pames ideally imposed as a confidence level,
say95% or 99% as in standard statistical tests. In practice, it may dementhe experimental test and
requires a case-by-case examination.

The uncertainties of,.,. and ofp/q need to be assessed. Indeed, different statistical egtimsatr
metrics may yield differenp/q’s and different experts will likely rate differently the welty c,ov Of @

new test. As a result, the trust gd@"sfelmor Vrfrlllr aftern tests necessarily has a range of possible values
that grows geometrically witl. In certain cases, a drastic difference can be obtained thaage of
Cnovel- fOr instance, if instead of attributing,,v.; = 100 to the sixth OFC test, we put,.e; = 10 (resp.

1) while keepingp/q = 0.1, F(©) is changed fromt - 10~% to 4 - 10~3 (resp. 0.47). The trust gain then
becomesl/p(gste]rlor [V prlor = 0.07 (resp.~ 9). For the sixth OFC test;,v; = 1 is arguably unrealistic,

given the importance of faults in seismology. The two pdesthoicesc,ovei = 100 and cyovel = 10
then give similar conclusions on the invalidation of the OfGdel. In our examplesy, (nt1)

ostorlor/ prlOI‘

provides a qualitatively robust measure of the gain in tafigr n steps; this robustness has been built-in
by imposing a coarse-grained qualityttg andc,gyer -

Summary

The validation of numerical simulations continues to beeamore important as computational power
grows and the complexity of modeled systems increases, aimtieasingly important decisions are in-
fluenced by computational models. We have proposed anivieraionstructive approach to validation
using quantitative measures and expert knowledge to asesslative state of validation of a model in-
stantiated in a computer code. In this approach, the ineféesrease in validation is mediated through a
function that incorporates the results of the model vigsathe experiment together with a measure of the
impact of that experiment on the validation process. Whilg function is not uniquely specified, it is not
arbitrary: certain asymptotic trends, consistent withrtatigally plausible behavior, must be observed. In
five fundamentally different examples, we have illustrated this approach might apply to a validation
process for physics or engineering models. We believe lieatiultiplicative decomposition of trust gains
or losses (given in Eq. 3), using a suitable functional pipton (such as Eq. 6), provides a reasoned
and principled description of the key elements —and funddaldimitations— of validation. It should be
equally applicable to biological and social sciences, @gfig since it is built upon the decision-making
processes of the latter. We believe that our procedureftrans the paralyzing criticisms in Popper’s style
that “we cannot validate, we can only invalidate” [14], esped for instance by Konikov and Bredehoeft
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in the context of groundwater models [80], into a practicaistructive algorithm which addresses specif-
ically both problems of distinguishing between competingdeis and transforming the vicious circle of
lack of suitable data into a virtuous circle quantifying gelving trust of a model based on the novelty
and relevance of new data and the quality of fits.

Acknowledgments. This work was supported by the LDRD 20030037DR project ‘$#tg-Based Anal-
ysis of Dynamic Experimentation and Simulation.” We acklemige stimulating interactions and discus-
sions with the other members of the project, including BohjBein, Mike Cannon, Karen Fisher, Andy
Fraser, Sanjay Kumar, Kathy Prestridge, Bill Rider, ChrasnKins, Peter Vorobieff, and Cindy Zoldi.
We are particularly appreciative to have Timothy G. Trucas@ur reviewer, who provided an extremely
insightful and helpful report, with many thoughtful comnemand suggestions. As authors, we count
ourselves very fortunate to have had such a strong audiersmutinize and improve our contribution.

References

[1] By model, we understand an abstract conceptual corgirupoased on axioms and logical relations
developed to extract logical propositions and predictions

[2] P.J. Roacheverification and Validation in Computational Science andjiBeering Hermosa Pub-
lishers, Albuquerque, NM (1998).

[3] Living Planet Report 2004, WWF International, Publidiie October 2004 by WWF-World Wide
Fund For Nature (formerly World Wildlife Fund), Gland, Seétland. ISBN: 2-88085-265-X, A
BANSON Production.

[4] R. Costanza, et al., NatuB87 (May 15), 253 (1997); S. Pimm, Natug87 (May 15), 23 (1997).
[5] I. Babuska and J.T. Oden, Comput. Methods Appl. Mech.rgrP3, 4057 (2004).
[6] D.E. Postand L.G. Votta, Phys. Tod&y (1), 35 (2005).
[7] S. Kaplan and B. J. Garrick, Risk Analysiq1), 11 (1981).
[8] R.P. Rechard, Reliability Engineering and System §a66(1-3), 5 (2000).
[9] R.L. Keeney and D. von Winterfeldt, IEEE Trans Eng. Magagnt38, 191 (1991).
[10] J.C. Helton, Risk Analysid4(4), 483 (1994).
[11] J.C. Helton, Computer Physics Communicati@tg, 156 (1999).

[12] J.C. Helton, D.R. Anderson, G. Basabilvazo, H.-N. Jow B. G. Marietta, Reliability Engineering
and System Safet§9, 151 (2000). 151-165.

[13] A.R. Hefner, Working Group on Model Validation, httfpay.eeel.nist.gov/modval.html

[14] N. Oreskes, K. Shrader-Frechette, and K. Belitz, Smet63, 641 (1994); N. Oreskes, Environ-
mental Health Perspective Supplemels (S6), 1453 (1998).

[15] J.D. Sterman, E.J. Rykiel Jr., N. Oreskes, K. Belitzg] & Shrader-Frechette, Scien2é4, 329
(1994).

[16] G.J. Chaitin Algorithmic Information TheoryCambridge University Press, New York, NY (1987).

17



[17] M. Buchanan, Revealing order in the chaos, New ScieB483, 26 February (2005); N. Golden-
feld, cited therein.

[18] N. Israeli and N. Goldenfeld, Phys. Rev. L&2, 074105 (2004).

[19] A.A. Borovkov, Mathematical StatistiGsA. Moullagaliev (Translator), 1st ed., Taylor & Francis,
Amsterdam, The Netherlands (1998).

[20] H.W. Coleman and F. and Stern, Journal of Fluids Engingel19, 795 (1997).

[21] R.G. Hillsand T.G. and Trucano, Statistical Validatiof Engineering and Scientific Models: Back-
ground, Sandia Report SAND99-1256, May 1999, http://wwsndia.gov.

[22] R.G. Hills and T.G. Trucano, Statistical Validation Bhgineering and Scientific Models with Ap-
plication to CTH, Sandia National Laboratories Report (20bttp://www.sandia.gov.

[23] R.G. Easterling and J.O. Berger, Statistical fouratafor the validation of computer codes, Report
of Sandia National Laboratories under Contract DE-ACO0AISB5000, http://www.sandia.gov.

[24] R.G. Easterling, Measuring the Predictive Capabilty Computational Models: Princi-
ples and Methods, Issues and lllustrations, Sandia RepdRD2001-0243 (February 2001),
http://www.sandia.gov.

[25] C. Gourieroux and A. Monfort, Testing non-nested hyyeses, Chapter 44 iandbook of Econo-
metrics, Volume IVR.F. Engle and D.L. McFadden (Eds.), Elsevier Science @.904).

[26] T.G. Trucano, M. Pilch, and W.L. Oberkamgdn the Role of Code Comparisons in Verification
and Validation SAND2003-2752, Sandia National Laboratory, Albuquerdiigl (2003).

[27] F. Dyson,Infinite in All Directions Penguin, London (1988).

[28] L. Pal and M. Makai [Remarks on statistical aspects fdtyaanalysis of complex systems, Reliab.
Engng. Sys. Safety, 80, 217 (2003)] have used the mathahstatistics of hypothesis testing as a
way to validate the correctness of a code simulating theatioer of a system with respect to a level
of confidence for safety problems. The main conclusion i$ tima testing of the input variables
separately may lead to incorrect safety related decisigtisumforeseen consequences. They have
used two statistical methods: the sign test and the toleranterval methods for testing more than
one mutually dependent output variables. We propose tohesetand similar tests delivering a
probability levelp which can then be compared with a pre-defined likelihoodl lgve

[29] R. Zhang and S. Mahadevan, Reliability Engineering &pstem Safet0(1), 95 (2003).
[30] S. Mahadevan and R. Rebba, Reliability Engineering @ystem Safet$7, 223 (2005).

[31] J. von Neumann and O. Morgensteiheory of Games and Economic Behay®rinceton Univer-
sity Press (1944).

[32] Itis conceivable that a new and radically different ehstion/experiment may arise and challenge
the built-up trustin a model; such a scenario exemplifies &imywnotion of validation “convergence”
is inherently local.

[33] S. Kotz and N. JohnsorBreakthroughs in Statistics (Foundations and Theowg). 1, Springer-
Verlag (1993).

[34] A. Wald, Statistical Decision FunctiondViley, New York, NY (1950).

18



[35] In economics, “satisficing” is a behavior which attesfii achieve at least some minimum level of
a particular variable, but which does not strive to achigsariaximum possible value. The word
satisfice was introduced by H. Simon in his theory of boundgidmality.

[36] For some in-depth discussion on aleatory versus systentertainties, see for example Review of
Recommendations for Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analy8uidance on Uncertainty and Use
of Experts, Panel on Seismic Hazard Evaluation, Committe8aismology, Commission on Geo-
sciences, Environment, and Resources, National Researatc(l; ISBN: 0-309-56207-4, 84 pages
(1997), http://lwww.nap.edu/catalog/5487.html.

[37] T.N. Palmer, R. Gelaro, J. Barkmeijer, and R. Buizz#thos. Sci.55, 633 (1998).
[38] W.L. Oberkampf and T.G. Trucano, Progress in Aerosi@aiences38 (3), 209 (2002).

[39] In this approach, the quantification B%sterior Of @ validation step described by the lobp- 4
in Validation as a Constructive Iterations Process is nothing more than a “projection” operation
P of the model space onto the observation space. Since parjecare idempotent, i.e., remain
identical when iterated on themselveB:.o P = P, this means that an observation “projects” the
model or code in a certain subset of all its potential domé&apgplications and tests the model/code
in that restricted subset. Hence, successive observhtasta should be performed to optimize the
validation process: the projectio®% and P, associated with two successive experiments should be
as “orthogonal” as possible. If the space of experiment&ddeeiendowed with a scalar product, the
coefficientc, o) @ssociated with a given experiment would be assigned |bésaaily. In particular,
it should increase with the inverse of the product of all acg@roducts of the normal to a new
hyperspace (which is the image by the projection oper&tof the model onto the new experiment)
and all the normals of the hyperspaces associated with thjegtion operators of all previously
performed experimental tests.

[40] J.-F. Muzy, E. Bacry, and A. Arnéodo, Int. J. of Bifutian and Chaog, 245 (1994).

[41] L.A. Zadeh, Management Scient@ (4), B141 (1970); Knowledge representation in fuzzy logic,
in An Introduction to Fuzzy Logic Applications in IntelligedystemsR.R. Yager and L.A. Zadeh
(Eds.), Kluwer Academic, Boston, Ma, pp. 2-25 (1992).

[42] W.L. Oberkampf and M.F. Baron&)easures of Agreement Between Computation and Experiment:
Validation Metrics SAND2005-4302, Sandia National Laboratory, Albuquerdui (2005).

[43] M. Massimi,Pauli’s Exclusion Principle, The Origin and Validation ofSxientific Principle Uni-
versity of Cambridge Press (2005).

[44] A. Einstein, B. Podolsky, and N. Rosen, Phys. RB&Yy.777 (1935).
[45] J. Bell, Physicd, 195 (1964).

[46] A. Aspect, C. Imbert, and G. Roger, Optics Con8#, 46 (1980).
[47] N.J. Rarity and J.P. Tapster, Phys. Rev. L&tt.2495 (1990).

[48] R. Webb, S. Washburn, C. Umbach, and R. Laibowitz, PiRev. Lett.54, 2696 (1985); B.
Schwarzschild, Phys. Tod&@ (1), 17 (1986).

[49] M.H. Anderson, J.R. Ensher, M.R. Matthews, C.E. Wiepamd E.A. Cornell, Scienc269, 198
(1995).

19



[50] R. Gahler, A.G. Klein, and A. Zeilinger Phys. Rev.28, 1611 (1981).

[51] S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. Lefi2, 485 (1989).

[52] A.J. Leggett, J. Phys. Condens. Mattdy R415 (2002).

[53] Z.Olami, H. J. S. Feder, and K. Christensen, Phys. Reit. 68, 1244 (1992).
[54] B. Drossel, Phys. Rev. Letts. 89, 238701 (2002).

[55] D. Sornette,Critical Phenomena in Natural Science®nd ed., Springer Series in Synergetics,
Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg, Germany (2004).

[56] A. Helmstetter, S. Hergarten, and D. Sornette, Phys. R&0, 046120 (2004).
[57] S. Hergarten and H.J. Neugebauer, Phys. Rev. 8&t238501 (2002).

[58] J.-F. Muzy, J. Delour, and E. Bacry, The European Playsiournal B17, 537 (2000); E. Bacry, J.
Delour, and J.-F. Muzy, Phys. Rev@, 026103 (2001).

[59] D. Sornette, Y. Malevergne, and J.-F. Muzy, Ri&R (2), 67 (2003). [e-print available at
http://arXiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0204626]

[60] B.M. Roehner and D. Sornette, Eur. Phys. 31,887 (1998).
[61] A.Johansen, D. Sornette, and O. Ledoit, J. of Risk (1999).

[62] L. Borland, J.-P. Bouchaud, J.-F. Muzy, and G. Zumbalike dynamics of financial markets —
Mandelbrot's multifractal cascades, and beyond [preprity://arXiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0501292]
(2005).

[63] H.W. Barker and A.B. Davis, Approximation methods imaispheric 3D radiative transfer, Part 2:
Unresolved variability and climate applications,3D Radiative Transfer in Cloudy Atmospheres
A. Marshak and A.B. Davis (eds.), Springer-Verlag, Heidedf pp. 343-383 (2005).

[64] S. Lovejoy, Scienc@16, 185 (1982).

[65] A. Davis and A. Marshak, Lévy kinetics in slab geomet§caling of transmission probability,
in Fractal Frontiers M.M. Novak and T.G. Dewey (Eds.), World Scientific, Singegap. 63-72
(1997)

[66] K. Pfeilsticker, J. Geophys. ReE)4, 4101 (1999).
[67] Q.-L. Min, L.C. Harrison, and E.E. Clothiaux, J. Geophires106, 7375 (2001)

[68] A.B. Davis, D.M. Suszcynski, and A. Marshak, Shortwavansport in the cloudy atmosphere
by anomalous/Lévy photon diffusion: New diagnostics gsI?ORTE lightning data, inPro-
ceedings of 10th Atmospheric Radiation Measurement (ARlidn& Team Meetind3/13-17,
2000, San Antonio (Tx), US DOE, http://www.arm.gov/doc®idments/technical/cor@003/davis-
ab.pdf (2000).

[69] Q.-L. Min, L.C. Harrison, P. Kiedron, J. Berndt, and Bséph, J. Geophys. ReH)9, D02202
(2004).

[70] A.B. Davis and A. Marshak, J. Atmos. S&b, 2714 (2002).

20



[71] T. Scholl, K. Pfeilsticker, A.B. Davis, H.K. Baltink,.£rewell, U. Lohnert, C. Simmer, J. Meywerk,
and M. Quante, J. Geophys. R&§1, D12211 (2006).

[72] S.V.Buldyrev, M. Gitterman, S. Havlin, A.Ya. Kazakdw,.G.E. da Luz, E.P. Raposo, H.E. Stanley,
and G.M. Viswanathan, Physica392, 148 (2001).

[73] A.B. Davis, Effective propagation kernels in strugidmedia with broad spatial correlations, lllus-
tration with large-scale transport of solar photons thtoatpudy atmospheres, i@omputational
Transport Theory - Granlibakken 200#&. Graziani (ed.), Springer-Verlag, New York (NY), pp.
85-140 (2006).

[74] A.B. Davis, R.F. Cahalan, J.D. Spinhirne, M.J. McGdhd S.P. Love, Phys. Chem. Earth (&)
177 (Erratum 757) (1999).

[75] W.J. Rider, J.A. Greenough, and J.R. Kamm, Int J. NumthVigluids47, 1253 (2005).
[76] R.D. Richtmyer, Commun. Pure Appl. Mai$.297 (1960).

[77] E. Meshkov, Izv. Akad. Nauk SSSR, Mekh. Zhidk. Gdz451 (1969).

[78] R.F. Benjamin, Comput. Sci. Engng}.40 (2004).

[79] S. Kumar, G. Orlicz, C. Thomkins, C. Goodenough, K. Brdge, P. Vorobieff, and R.F. Benjamin,
Phys. Fluidsl7, 1 (2005).

[80] L.F. Konikov and J.D. Bredehoeft, Advances in Water ®esesl5, 75 (1992).

21



0
log,,cC 1

Figure 1: The multiplier defined by (6) is plotted as a funetad p/q andc,over-
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Figure 2: (color online) Map of the “stress” field generatgdtie OFC model immediately after a large

avalanche (main shock) at two magnifications. The upperlswsvs the whole grid of sizé = 1024
and the lower plot represents a subset of the grid delindatéde square in the upper plot. Adapted from

[56].
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Figure 3: Continuous deformation of the PDF of incrementesscales. (a) MRW Model. Standardized
PDF’s (in logarithmic scale) of the MRW increments for 5 diffnt time scales (from top to bottom),
A = 16;128;2048; 8192; 32768. One can observe the continuous deformation and the appeacd fat
tails when going from large to fine scales. (b) S&P500 fut®tndardized PDF’s of the returns at scales
(from top to bottom)\ = 10,40, 160 min, 1 day, 1 week and one month. As in panel (a), the scale is
logarithmic and plots have been arbitrarily shifted aloegtical axis for clarity. Adapted from [58].
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Figure 4. Schematic representation of the anomalous @ffusiodel of solar photon transport at non-
absorbing wavelengths in the cloudy atmosphere. In thisaima@dlar beams follow convoluted Lévy
walks, which are characterized by frequent small step&@@rdouds) and occasional large jumps (between
clouds or between clouds and the surface). The partitiomd®i small and large jumps is controlled by the
Lévy indexa (the PDF of the jump sizekhas a tail decaying as a power lawl /¢'+® with 1 < a < 2).
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Figure 5: Schematic of the interactions between weakly lggsb¢Mach numben/ = 1.2) light gas (air)
and a column of dense gas (SF The Richtmyer-Meshkov instability occurs from the misgatiebetween

the pressure gradient (at the shock front) and the densaigignt (between the light and dense gases),
which acts as a source of baroclinic vorticity. The columderise gas “rolls up” into a double-spiral form

under the action of the evolving vorticity.
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