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Abstract. Large-scale optimization problems are ubiquitous in the physical sciences; yet, high-
fidelity models can often be complex and computationally prohibitive for optimization. A practical
alternative is to use a low-fidelity model to facilitate optimization. However, the discrepancy between
the high- and low-fidelity models can lead to suboptimal solutions. To address this, we build on recent
work in Hyper-Differential Sensitivity Analysis [24] to leverage limited high-fidelity simulations to
update the optimization solution. Our contributions in this article include: (i) incorporating pseudo-
time continuation techniques to efficiently compute higher-accuracy optimal solution updates, and
(ii) proposing a Bayesian framework for sequential data acquisition that strategically guides high-
fidelity evaluations and reduces uncertainty in the model discrepancy estimation. Numerical results
demonstrate that our framework delivers significant improvements to optimization solutions with
only a few high-fidelity evaluations.
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1. Introduction. Optimization of large-scale problems is crucial to numerous
domains in science and engineering, where accurate modeling and efficient decision-
making are paramount. High-fidelity computational models play a critical role in
these efforts, enabling detailed representations of complex systems by capturing intri-
cate physical phenomena and multi-scale interactions. However, their computational
demands often render them impractical for direct use in optimization tasks, due to
the necessity of repeated evaluations and derivative information. Simpler models are
therefore constructed through omission of physical processes, projection into lower di-
mensions, or data-driven model approximations. We will refer to these as low-fidelity
models. An optimal solution obtained using a low-fidelity model can however be
grossly suboptimal for the high-fidelity model due to model discrepancy—the differ-
ence between the high- and low-fidelity models.

Hyper-differential sensitivity analysis with respect to model discrepancy (HDSA-
MD), introduced in [23, 24], tackles this challenge by first estimating the model dis-
crepancy using a few high-fidelity evaluations and then approximating the perturbed
optimal solution via post-optimality sensitivity analysis. This approach utilizes a
Bayesian framework to quantify uncertainty and assess solution quality. However,
there are a few remaining challenges present in this framework that need to be ad-
dressed, notably, the mitigation of linearization error stemming from post-optimality
sensitivities and the efficient acquisition of high-fidelity evaluations. The present work
builds on the HDSA-MD framework by addressing these limitations. Specifically, we
utilize pseudo-time continuation methods [5,22] to improve the quality of the learned
optimal solution and develop a novel sequential uncertainty-driven approach for guid-
ing high-fidelity model evaluations.

The HDSA-MD framework is related to work on multi-fidelity modeling and multi-
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fidelity optimization [2, 6, 14, 34, 36]. Specifically, this framework shares the goal of
using both low- and high-fidelity models to perform optimization and uncertainty
quantification (UQ) more efficiently. Unlike traditional multi-fidelity optimization
methods, HDSA-MD does not need access to derivatives of the high-fidelity model and
allows for offline high-fidelity model evaluations. Our approach is also related to work
on Bayesian calibration of model discrepancy, as pioneered by Kennedy and O’Hagan
in the seminal work [31] and subsequently advanced by recent works [9, 13, 27, 32,
35]. Although conceptually similar, HDSA-MD focuses on deterministic optimization
problems and considers discrepancy as the difference between high- and low-fidelity
models, rather than the traditional calibration context of model discrepancy studies.
Moreover, we assume high-fidelity models can be evaluated at different user-specified
optimization variable inputs.

At its core, HDSA-MD utilizes post-optimality sensitivity analysis [12,25] to ap-
proximate the mapping from the model discrepancy to the optimization solution.
While previous works [23,24] considered a linear approximation of this mapping, lin-
earization may not be sufficient when the model discrepancy is large or when the
mapping is highly nonlinear. To address limitations arising from linearization, we
consider continuation and path-following methods [7,8,21,33,40]. Notably, the recent
works [5,22] introduce a computationally efficient pseudo-time continuation approach
for parameterized PDE-constrained optimization problems. In the present work, we
utilize this continuation approach to efficiently compute the model discrepancy to
optimization solution mapping.

Optimal experimental design (OED) has been well-studied in literature, with a
rich body of theoretical and methodological work spanning several decades [10, 37].
In particular, the Bayesian approach to OED [3,29] specifies experimental settings in
order to minimize uncertainty (or maximize expected information). We draw on this
approach to guide data collection for HDSA-MD. Specifically, we adopt a goal-oriented
OED approach [11,44] to strategically guide the high-fidelity data acquisition. Note,
however, that experimental data in the present context refers to high-fidelity evalu-
ations and not necessarily physical measurements. We utilize a sequential approach
to optimal data collection, drawing parallels with techniques for data acquisition in
Bayesian Optimization (BO) [39, 43]. However, our approach is set in the context of
a high-dimensional optimization problem where there is access to a low-fidelity model
but limited access to the high-fidelity model, rendering it infeasible for traditional
BO methods. Our approach also shares some similarities with literature on sequential
optimal experimental design [18, 19, 28, 42] yet differs considerably as our strategy
involves acquiring data to update a low-fidelity optimization solution.

The key contributions of this article are:
• The application of pseudo-time continuation techniques to enable efficient
and accurate post-optimal solution updates.

• The development of a sequential uncertainty-driven approach for optimal data
acquisition to enable computationally efficient and effective model discrep-
ancy calibration with limited evaluations.

• Illustrative numerical experiments that showcase the potential of the proposed
approach.

The article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the HDSA-MD frame-
work and highlight its limitations that we improve upon in this article. Our contribu-
tions are given in the subsequent three sections. First, the pseudo-time continuation
method for optimal solution updates is presented in Section 3. Second, the proposed
framework for optimal design of experiments in the context of model-discrepancy cal-
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ibration is developed in Section 4. Third, numerical tests are performed in Section 5,
demonstrating the effectiveness of the approaches in the context of diffusion-reaction
and fluid flow model problems. Section 6 presents concluding remarks and highlights
potential directions for future work.

2. Background. Consider an optimization problem of the form,

(2.1) min
z∈Z

J(S(z), z),

where z belongs to a Hilbert space Z. The map S : Z → U is the solution operator for
a differential equation with state variable u in an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space
U , and the objective function is J : U × Z → R, which we seek to minimize. In
many situations, solving (2.1) directly may be infeasible due to the complexity of the
high-fidelity solution operator S. Therefore, we instead solve,

(2.2) min
z∈Z

J(S̃(z), z),

where S̃ : Z → U is the solution operator corresponding to a low-fidelity model.
The goal of HDSA-MD is to use a few high-fidelity model evaluations to update the
minimizer of (2.2).

Notation. The state space U is infinite-dimensional, and the optimization variable
space Z may be finite- or infinite-dimensional. To discretize, we define the bases
{ηi}nu

i=1 spanning a subspace Uh ⊂ U and {φj}nz
j=1 spanning a subspace Zh ⊂ Z. Note

that if Z is finite-dimensional, we simply let Zh = Z. This allows for the finite-
dimensional coordinate representation of u ∈ U as u ∈ Rnu and z ∈ Z as z ∈ Rnz ,
where the discretized dimensions nu and nz are typically large. We define the mass
matrices, Mu ∈ Rnu×nu and Mz ∈ Rnz×nz , whose (i, j)th elements are defined by
the Hilbert space inner products, ⟨ηi, ηj⟩ and ⟨φi, φj⟩, respectively. We henceforth
adopt this discretized finite-dimensional setting, with the objective function J : Rnu ×
Rnz → R and solution operators S : Rnz → Rnu and S̃ : Rnz → Rnu . We use ∇u

and ∇z to denote the gradient of a scalar-valued function (or Jacobian of a vector-
valued function) with respect to u and z, and ∇u,z and ∇z,z to denote second-order
derivative matrices with respect to (u, z) and (z,z), respectively.

In the following sections, we provide a brief overview of the HDSA-MD approach.
Namely, the HDSA-MD framework is composed of two fundamental steps: (i) cal-
ibrating a representation of the discrepancy between the models, S(z) − S̃(z), and
(ii) updating the optimization problem solution. To quantify the sensitivity of the
optimal solution to model discrepancy, we employ a post-optimality sensitivity ap-
proach, as outlined in Subsection 2.1. This analysis allows for updating the optimizer
upon calibration. This is followed by an overview of the model calibration process in
Subsection 2.2. We finally discuss the limitations of the current HDSA-MD approach
in Subsection 2.3, which sets the stage for the developments in this article.

2.1. Post-optimality sensitivity analysis. To incorporate model discrepancy
into optimization, consider the parameterized optimization problem [24],

min
z∈Rnz

J (z,θ) := J(S̃(z) + δ(z,θ),z),(2.3)

where δ : Rnz ×Rnθ → Rnu is a mapping that approximates the discrepancy between
the high-fidelity and low-fidelity solution operators. This mapping, which we will
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define in Subsection 2.2, is parameterized by a high-dimensional vector θ ∈ Rnθ and
calibrated so that δ(z,θ) ≈ S(z) − S̃(z). Assume that δ is parameterized such that
δ(z,0) = 0 for all z, that is, J (z,0) is the low-fidelity optimization objective. To
facilitate subsequent derivations, assume that J (z,θ) is twice continuously differen-
tiable with respect to (z,θ). Let z̃ ∈ Rnz denote a local minimizer of the low-fidelity
problem, satisfying the first-order and second-order optimality conditions:

(2.4) ∇zJ (z̃,0) = 0,

and ∇z,zJ (z̃,0) is positive-definite, respectively. Applying the Implicit Function
Theorem to (2.4) yields the existence of an operator F : N (0) → Rnz , defined on a
neighborhood N (0) of 0 ∈ Rnθ , such that

∇zJ (F (θ),θ) = 0.

If the Hessian ∇z,zJ (F (θ),θ) is positive-definite for all θ ∈ N (0), then the operator
F can be interpreted as a local mapping from a given calibration estimate θ ∈ N (0)
to the solution of (2.3). Moreover, the Jacobian of F with respect to θ, evaluated at
θ = 0, is given by

∇θF (0) = −H−1B ∈ Rnz×nθ ,(2.5)

where H = ∇z,zJ (z̃,0) ∈ Rnz×nz is the Hessian of J and B = ∇z,θJ (z̃,0) ∈
Rnz×nθ is the Jacobian of ∇zJ with respect to θ, both evaluated at the low-fidelity
optimizer [16, 25]. The post-optimality sensitivity operator, ∇θF (0), represents the
local sensitivity of the optimal solution with respect to the model discrepancy.

Hessian Projection. Our goal is to utilize the post-optimality sensitivity operator,
∇θF (0) = −H−1B, to update the optimal solution z̃. However, in many applica-
tions, the objective function only exhibits sensitivity in a low-dimensional subspace.
In particular, observe that near the local optimizer z̃, the objective function has the
greatest sensitivity in directions that align with the largest eigenvectors of the Hes-
sian. Conversely, perturbations that occur in directions of the small eigenvalues of
H have little meaningful impact on the optimization objective. However, these di-
rections correspond to the largest eigenvalues of H−1, and hence direction of large
post-optimality sensitivity. Thus, perturbations of the parameter θ in directions in
which Bθ aligns with the small eigenvalues of H will yield large optimal solution
updates but small changes in the objective function value. Furthermore, since θ will
be calibrated using limited data, we may have noisy estimates of θ such that Bθ
aligns with the small eigenvalues, thus leading to high sensitivity to noise.

To avoid this, we implicitly regularize the optimal solution update by projecting
it onto a subspace of high objective function sensitivity. This also has the benefit
of reducing computational complexity by reducing dimensionality of the optimization
space. To define the projector, we compute the eigenvectors ofH in theWz weighted
inner product:

Hvj = ρjWzvj , j = 1, 2, . . . , r,(2.6)

where r is the truncation rank (the eigenpairs are ordered with ρ1 ≥ ρ2 ≥ · · · ). The
weighting matrix Wz ∈ Rnz×nz , which will be specified in Subsection 2.2, imposes
prior information arising from our Bayesian discrepancy calibration formulation. In
practice, the eigenpairs are estimated with iterative or randomized methods [20,38].
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Let V =
(
v1 v2 · · ·vr

)
∈ Rnz×r be an orthogonal matrix in the Wz weighted

inner product and define the projector as P = V V ⊤Wz. We may thus approximate
the optimal solution update using a linearization of the form,

(2.7) F (θ) ≈ F (0) + P ∇θF (0)θ = z̃ − PH−1Bθ.

2.2. Bayesian model discrepancy calibration.
Representation of model discrepancy. We seek to calibrate θ so that δ(z,θ) ≈

S(z) − S̃(z). Since the high-fidelity model can only be evaluated a small number of
times, we follow [23] and consider a model discrepancy representation that is an affine
function of z:

(2.8) δ(z,θ) = I(θ) +K(θ)Mzz,

where I(θ) ∈ Rnu extracts the first nu elements of θ, and K(θ) ∈ Rnu×nz is a row-
wise reshaping of the remaining elements of θ; the mass matrix Mz ensures that the
representation is discretization-invariant. The representation in Equation (2.8) can
be succinctly expressed in terms of the Kronecker product with the identity matrix,
Inu

∈ Rnu×nu , as

(2.9) δ(z,θ) =
(
Inu

Inu
⊗ z⊤Mz

)
θ,

where the parameter dimension is nθ = nu(nz+1). This Kronecker product represen-
tation is key to enabling efficient computations with the discrepancy parameterization,
reducing computations in Rnθ to those in Rnu and Rnz . While the affine model (2.8)
provides a simple and useful characterization of local discrepancy sufficient for most
data-sparse applications, we mention that other representations that are linear in θ
can also be considered in place of (2.9) with appropriate modifications (see Section 6).

The goal of calibration is to utilize discrepancy evaluations to estimate θ. How-
ever, limitations on the number of high-fidelity evaluations leads to a highly underde-
termined calibration problem where there are infinitely θ’s such that δ(z,θ) exactly
fits the model discrepancy data. Therefore, we turn to a Bayesian framework, in which
we utilize a prior distribution for the unknown parameter θ, to obtain an informative
posterior distribution for θ. The prior guides the calibration of model discrepancy in
directions that are not well-informed by the data and hence is crucial in data-limited
settings.

Defining the prior distribution. To build on existing theory and enable closed-
form expressions for the posterior, we specify a mean-zero Gaussian prior for θ with
covariance W−1

θ ∈ Rnθ×nθ . Specifically, we aim to construct the precision matrix
Wθ in a manner that reflects prior belief on the discrepancy operator. To this end,
let W−1

u ∈ Rnu×nu be a state space covariance matrix whose inverse induces a norm
suitable for measuring elements in the discrepancy range, i.e., the mean-zero Gaussian
measure with covariance W−1

u models the discrepancy range space. Similarly, let
W−1

z ∈ Rnz×nz be an optimization variable space covariance matrix such that a
mean-zero Gaussian distribution with covariance W−1

z assigns high probability to
physically plausible perturbations of the optimization solution. These matrices may
be determined by physical properties of the underlying models. In our numerical
experiments (Section 5), we define these covariances as inverses of a Laplacian-like
differential operator, as is common in Bayesian inverse problem literature [15,30,41].
We refer to [26] for additional guidance on prior operators.



6 M. MADHAVAN, J. HART, AND B. VAN BLOEMEN WAANDERS

Since the discrepancy representation δ(z,θ) is an affine function of z, it can
be characterized by a point evaluation and its Jacobian. Since the post-optimality
sensitivity analysis is centered at z̃, we define the precision matrix Wθ such that it
regularizes the discrepancy representation as,

θ⊤Wθθ = ||δ(z̃,θ)||2Wu
+ ||∇zδ(·,θ)||2L(MzW

−1
z Mz,Wu)

where the norm on∇zδ(·,θ) is a Schatten 2-norm with the domain and range weighted
byMzW

−1
z Mz andWu, respectively. The inner product choice is chosen to facilitate

mesh refinement properties and adequate smoothness in prior discrepancy [26]. This
choice results in the precision matrix

Wθ =

(
Wu Wu ⊗ z̃⊤Mz

Wu ⊗Mzz̃ Wu ⊗Wz +Mzz̃z̃
⊤Mz

)
∈ Rnθ×nθ .(2.10)

Fitting discrepancy data. We wish to estimate θ using N discrepancy evaluations.
Accordingly, let {zℓ}Nℓ=1 ⊂ Rnz be a set of vectors, which, to facilitate subsequent
derivations, we assume to be linearly independent. We acquire discrepancy data
dℓ := S(zℓ)−S̃(zℓ) at each of the data points zℓ and aim to fit θ such that δ(zℓ,θ) ≈ dℓ
for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , N . We formulate this more precisely as follows. Let

Aℓ =
(
Inu

Inu
⊗ z⊤ℓ Mz

)
∈ Rnu×nθ , ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , N,(2.11)

so that δ(zℓ,θ) = Aℓθ, and consider the concatenation of these matrices

A =


A1

A2

...
AN

 ∈ RnuN×nθ .

This way, Aθ ∈ RnuN corresponds to the evaluation of δ(z,θ) for all of the input
data. In an analogous fashion, let d ∈ RnuN be defined by stacking dℓ, ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , N ,
into a vector. We ultimately seek θ such that Aθ ≈ d.

Defining the noise model. In Bayesian inference, data often arises from physical
observations or measurements, which are inherently prone to measurement error or
limited precision. In such cases, observation noise is modeled using physical insights
or heuristics. However, in the present context, data pertains to the simulation of the
model discrepancy at different inputs. Although this type of data may not contain
experimental error, there is error due to fitting an affine operator δ(z,θ) to approx-
imate a potentially nonlinear operator, S(z)− S̃(z). Therefore, we specify the noise
model in a way that reflects our belief about how well the affine map should fit the
data. To enable a closed-form expression for the posterior, we consider an additive
mean-zero Gaussian noise model. Based on our interpretation of noise as linearization
error, we define the noise covariance matrix as W−1

d = αd(IN ⊗M−1
u ), so that the

noise precision matrix defines a norm scaled by α−1
d > 0 to control the magnitude

of the misfit error. Note that this formulation considers the linearization error at
different evaluations to be independent.

Thanks to the linear dependence of δ(z,θ) on θ and Gaussian characterization of
noise and prior models, the posterior distribution of θ is Gaussian with its mean and
covariance given by

(2.12) θ̄ = ΣθA
⊤Wd d, and Σθ =

(
Wθ +A⊤WdA

)−1
,
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respectively. The maximum-a-posteriori point (MAP) estimate θ̄ provides a best-
guess estimate of θ based on prior belief and discrepancy data, while Σθ enables the
quantification of uncertainty in θ. The Kronecker structure of the prior operators and
A allows for the efficient representation of the posterior covariance and enables fast
sampling from the posterior distribution; see Appendix A.1 and [24] for details.

2.3. Limitations with existing methods. The HDSA-MD framework out-
lined in Subsections 2.1 and 2.2 enables efficient updates of optimal solutions using
limited evaluations of the high-fidelity model. Nevertheless, there are key limitations
with the existing framework that restrict its potential.

One of the major shortcomings is that the mapping used to update the optimal
solution from the model discrepancy parameterization is approximated by a linear
operator, namely the post-optimality sensitivity operator at the low-fidelity optimal
solution. However, the optimal solution depends nonlinearly on θ. Therefore, the
linear approximation (2.7) may be inaccurate for large discrepancies. Second, the
effectiveness of the model calibration and optimal solution update hinges on the avail-
ability of high-quality data near the high-fidelity optimizer. However, the high-fidelity
discrepancy data available is often very scarce (e.g., N < 5). Therefore, it is crucial
that the data is collected strategically, in a way that is tailored to the HDSA-MD
framework, in order to gain the most from the limited evaluations. The goal of this
paper is to address these two limitations. Section 3 aims to mitigate the lineariza-
tion error in a post-optimality sensitivity update through pseudo-time continuation,
and Section 4 introduces a sequential OED framework for the optimal acquisition of
discrepancy data.

3. Psuedo-time continuation. In this section, we mitigate the linearization
error occurring in the post-optimality update by utilizing a pseudo-time continuation
approach [5,22]. Recall the projected optimal solution update (2.7) and observe that
it may be viewed as an approximation to the solution of a projected optimization
problem. In particular, since we are primarily interested in directions that the objec-
tive function J is sensitive to, we focus on obtaining a solution to (2.3) that lies in
directions defined by the range of the projector P . This transforms the problem of
optimizing (2.3) over z ∈ Rnz to

(3.1) min
β∈Rr

J (zβ,θ) := J(S̃(zβ) + δ(zβ,θ),zβ), zβ := z̃ + V β.

Performing post-optimality sensitivity analysis to obtain the local sensitivity of the
optimal β to θ in (3.1) yields the same update as in (2.7). However, by utilizing
pseudo-time continuation on (3.1), we mitigate the effect of linearization error and
hence improve the optimization solution update.

Recall the parameter estimate θ̄ (2.12) obtained through the discrepancy calibra-
tion and form a line segment from 0 to θ̄,

θ(t) = tθ̄, t ∈ [0, 1].

Let β∗(t) denote the minimizer of (3.1) for θ = θ(t). Note that for a non-convex
optimization problem, the minimizer may not be unique. However, if the Hessian
is positive definite for all t ∈ [0, 1], β∗(t) is uniquely defined by restricting to a
neighborhood of the minimizers from times 0 ≤ s < t. For each value of t, using the
Implicit Function Theorem and an analogous argument to that in Subsection 2.1, we
obtain the post-optimality sensitivity of β∗ with respect to θ, centered at θ(t). Using
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the chain rule, and through abuse of notation writing J as a function of β rather
than z, we can express

dβ∗

dt
=

∂β∗

∂θ
· dθ
dt

= −∇β,βJ (β∗(t),θ(t))−1 ∇β,θJ (β∗(t),θ(t))θ̄.

Therefore, we may obtain β∗(t) for t ∈ (0, 1] by solving the ordinary differential
equation (ODE),

dβ∗

dt
= −∇β,βJ (β∗(t),θ(t))−1 ∇β,θJ (β∗(t),θ(t)) θ̄,(3.2)

β∗(0) = 0.

Our goal is to obtain the optimal solution at θ̄, that is, obtain β∗(1). Equation (2.7)
corresponds to an approximation of the solution to (3.2) via a single forward Euler
time step with step size ∆t = 1. To improve the solution, we deploy a time integration
scheme with ∆t < 1 to solve the ODE (3.2). However, we observe that (3.2) possesses
additional structure due to the first-order optimality condition, ∇βJ (β∗(t),θ(t)) = 0
for all t. This motivates the use of specialized predictor-corrector time integra-
tion schemes. We leverage the Euler-Newton method that predicts with a forward
Euler time step and corrects with a Newton optimization step that seeks to enforce
∇βJ (β∗(t),θ(t)) = 0.

Let Nc denote the number of continuation steps (or time steps from the ODE
perspective). For n = 0, 1, . . . , Nc, define tn = n∆t, θn = tnθ̄, let βn denote the
numerical approximation of β∗(tn), and β0 = 0. The optimal solution β∗ at tn+1 is
approximated by βn+1, via the predictor-corrector scheme1

(3.3)


βpred
n+1 = βn −∆t (∇β,βJ (βn,θn))

−1 ∇β,θJ (βn,θn)θ̄,

βn+1 = βpred
n+1 −

(
∇β,βJ (βpred

n+1 ,θn+1)
)−1

∇βJ (βpred
n+1 ,θn+1).

Iterating (3.3) through n = 0, 1, . . . , Nc−1, we obtain β̄ := βNc
and the corresponding

optimal solution update, z̄ = z̃+V β̄. While the original linearization-based approach
is adequate when the discrepancy lies within a certain local neighborhood, it strug-
gles to perform well when further away. The continuation algorithm addresses this
by instead sequentially performing linearization with a smaller step, ∆tθ̄, to obtain
the next iterate. Moreover, the corrector at each iterate enhances the quality of so-
lutions and reduces the accumulation of error over iterates. In addition to accurately
estimating the solution of (3.1), the continuation approach (3.3) enjoys additional
computational benefits. Although the sequence of iterations (3.3) has a similar form
to Newton steps in an optimization algorithm, they can be executed more efficiently.
If the solution of the ODE system (3.2) also satisfies the second-order optimality con-
dition, which is frequently true in practice, then specialized Hessian preconditioners
can be leveraged to accelerate the inverse Hessian computations [22]. We also point
out that the continuation techniques presented in this section can be modified to ob-
tain (pushforward) posterior samples of the optimal solution update, which can be
useful for uncertainty quantification. Specifically, using the procedure above with θ
replaced by a posterior sample θ† will render an optimal solution posterior sample.

1If Nc is too small, then the predictor-corrector scheme may leave the Newton basin of attraction
and the iteration will not converge. In such cases, increasing Nc sufficiently will remedy the issue.
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4. Optimal Experimental Design. Given that evaluations of the high-fidelity
model are limited, it is crucial that the high-fidelity evaluations are run with inputs
{z1, z2, . . . ,zN} that provide the most valuable information to enhance the opti-
mization problem solution update. We focus on (i) sequential approaches—using
the inference from the discrepancy data evaluations at {z1, z2, . . . ,zk} to determine
a single input zk+1, and (ii) batch sequential approaches—using the inference from
the discrepancy data evaluations at {z1, z2, . . . ,zk} to determine a batch of inputs
{zk+1, zk+2, . . . ,zk+p}. Batch sequential approaches are sometimes favored if multi-
ple high-fidelity simulations can be run in parallel.

The simplest approach, which we refer to as optimal solution update tracing, is to
sequentially collect data at the optimal solution update itself. Specifically, initializing
z1 = z̃, we select zk+1 as the predicted optimization solution attained by HDSA-
MD using the data {z1, z2, . . . ,zk}, k = 1, 2, . . . . However, there are a few potential
downsides to this approach. One key issue is that such an approach does not con-
sider the uncertainty present in calibration. In other words, there could be relatively
low uncertainty in the discrepancy at zk+1, but high uncertainty in whether zk+1

approximates the optimization solution. In such cases, collecting data at the optimal
solution update could be rather uninformative.

As a simple illustrative example, suppose that the discrepancy operator, which in
general satisfies S(z)−S̃(z) ̸= 0, has a root at z̃, i.e., S(z̃)−S̃(z̃) = d1 = 0. Then, the
MAP point will default to the zero prior mean (θ̄ = 0), and thus the optimal solution
update remains at z̄1 = z̃. If the optimal solution update tracing approach is used for
data collection, the algorithm will select zk+1 = z̃ for all k, leading to no meaningful
improvement. Although this particular scenario may not occur, similar situations
(e.g., cases where discrepancy magnitude varies significantly throughout the domain)
may arise in practice, causing stagnation in performance due to the lack of variation
in data. Such examples point to the need for data collection approaches that balance
exploration—collecting data in new locations—and exploitation—utilizing existing
knowledge to constrain the exploration. The optimal solution update tracing relies
too heavily on exploitation without having an option to increase exploration.

In this article, we utilize an uncertainty-reduction approach to select the next
model inputs for discrepancy evaluation. We sequentially acquire data, perform
model discrepancy calibration, update the optimal solution, and use this informa-
tion to determine the next model inputs for discrepancy evaluation. However, our
approach differs from the optimal solution update tracing approach in that we lever-
age a Bayesian framework to trade off exploration and exploitation, in addition to
enabling batch sequential designs.

4.1. Design Setup. Assume that the first input is chosen at the low-fidelity
optimization solution z̃. Although this assumption is not essential, taking z1 = z̃
has both practical and theoretical benefits. Our approach to select the subsequent
inputs is formulated inductively as follows. Suppose we have collected the first k data
points {zℓ,dℓ}kℓ=1, performed model calibration to obtain the posterior distribution,
θ ∼ N

(
θ̄k,Σθ,k

)
, and computed the optimal solution update, z̄k. Our goal is to

collect the next p data points such that uncertainty in δ(z,θ) near z̄k is reduced.
This can be formulated as an optimization problem of the form

(4.1) min
zk+1,zk+2,...,zk+p

Ψk(z1, z2, . . . ,zk+p),

where Ψk is a design criterion measuring uncertainty given high-fidelity model eval-
uations at the inputs z1, z2, . . . ,zk+p. As a first step, we constrain the data points
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{z1, z2, . . . ,zk+p} to the range of the projector P since all updates are constrained
to this subspace. Consider data points

(4.2) zℓ = z̃ +

r∑
j=1

ηℓjvj ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , k + p.

Since we only need to optimize over designs {zk+1, zk+2, . . . ,zk+p}, we have a total
of pr degrees of freedom to determine a design. Therefore, it suffices to optimize (4.1)
over the design parameters

{
ηℓj
}r
j=1

where ℓ = k + 1, k + 2, . . . , k + p.

4.2. OED criterion. We aim to formulate a criterion for optimal experimental
design that is tailored for the model discrepancy calibration problem at hand. The
Bayesian framework allows us to quantify posterior uncertainty in θ. Due to the
linear nature of the inverse problem and Gaussian prior and noise assumptions, the
covariance of θ depends only on {zℓ}k+p

ℓ=1 (where discrepancy data is collected) and

is independent of the discrepancy data {dℓ}k+p
ℓ=1 . Therefore, we may strategically

acquire data such that uncertainty is minimized in quantities of interest. In particular,
we are most interested in reducing uncertainty of the discrepancy near the best-
guess solution z̄k. To this end, we utilize a type of goal-oriented A-optimal criterion
tailored to quantify uncertainty near the optimal solution update. This yields a useful
statistical interpretation [4, 17] and facilitates efficient closed-form expressions of the
OED criterion. We point out that other classical criteria (e.g., D-optimality) may
also be analogously adapted in this context. We define the criterion Ψk as follows.

Definition 4.1. For a fixed z ∈ Rnz , let Σδ(z) ∈ Rnu×nu denote the covari-
ance matrix of δ(z,θ), the pushforward of the posterior distribution of θ through the
discrepancy representation δ(z, ·). Define the criterion,

(4.3) Ψk(z1, z2, . . . ,zk+p) = Ez∼µk
{Tr(Σδ(z)Mu)} ,

where µk denotes a Gaussian measure N (z̄k, αkW
−1
z ) with αk > 0, and Tr(·) denotes

the standard Euclidean trace.

The criterion (4.3) quantifies posterior uncertainty in the estimated discrepancy
in a local neighborhood of the optimal solution update, z̄k. Therefore, acquiring
data that minimizes Ψk enables targeted and optimal uncertainty reduction. We also
highlight that the trace in (4.3) is weighted withMu to ensure adequate mesh scaling.
The criterion can be also expressed in an information-theoretic sense as the expected
Bayes risk, as seen in Theorem 4.2.

Theorem 4.2. Let k and p be positive integers. The data acquisition criterion
from Definition 4.1 satisfies,

Ψk = Ez∼µk

{
Eµpr

{
Ed|θ

{
∥δ(z, θ̄k+p)− δ(z,θ)∥2Mu

}}}
,

where µpr = N
(
0,W−1

θ

)
denotes the prior distribution of θ, θ̄k+p denotes the poste-

rior mean given data inputs {z1, z2, . . . ,zk+p} and corresponding discrepancy data d.

Proof. The proof of this result mostly follows from [11, Proposition 3.1]. Namely,
we express δ(z,θ) = A(z)θ, where A(z) is a matrix with full row-rank, and express

Tr(Σδ(z)Mu) = Eµpr

{
Ed|θ

{
∥δ(z, θ̄k+p)− δ(z,θ)∥2Mu

}}
.

Taking expectation over z ∼ µk yields the desired result.
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Theorem 4.2 indicates that the OED criterion is expressible as the expected
squared deviation of the discrepancy calibration in a neighborhood of the best-guess
optimal solution. Therefore, minimizing the criterion amounts to ensuring the discrep-
ancy calibration is accurate near z̄k, on average. Utilizing the Bayesian framework,
our approach is also able to design batches of informative inputs simultaneously with
p > 1.

Selection of αk. The choice of the scalar hyperparameter αk > 0 gives control over
the trade-off between exploration (larger αk) and exploitation (smaller αk). However,
in many cases, it can be difficult to determine αk in advance due to limited information
on the optimization landscape. Nevertheless, we provide a heuristic approach to
determine a suitable choice of the parameter. We adaptively select αk in accordance
to the distance between subsequent optimal solution updates, i.e., such that

(4.4) Ez∼µk
∥z − z̄k∥2Mz

= ∥z̄k − z̄k−p∥2Mz
.

Simplifying the expectation in (4.4) and solving for αk, we define the hyperparameter2

for k ≥ p as

(4.5) αk =
∥z̄k − z̄k−p∥2Mz

Tr(W−1
z Mz)

.

Observe that this choice of αk is proportional to the distance between subsequent op-
timal solution updates. In other words, the criterion prioritizes uncertainty reduction
of the discrepancy in a smaller neighborhood of z̄k as the distance between optimal so-
lution updates becomes smaller, which serves an indicator of some convergence. This
approach incentivizes exploration when optimal solution updates are distant and ex-
ploitation when optimal solution updates are close. Although (4.5) serves as a general
heuristic, in applications where there is additional information on the variability of
the model discrepancy, one can select αk in a more informative way; e.g., a larger αk

can be supplied to motivate exploration if the discrepancy does not vary much in µk.
When minimizing the OED criterion, we also enforce that data remains within one

Mahalanobis unit of z̄k. Specifically, we augment (4.1) with the additional constraint:

(4.6) ∥zℓ − z̄k∥2Wz
≤ αk, for ℓ = k + 1, k + 2, . . . , k + p.

In other words, new data point(s) are acquired no further from z̄k than ∥z̄k − z̄k−1∥.
This ensures that the resulting data remains in a reasonable range. With this con-
straint, observe that the optimal solution update tracing approach corresponds to
taking p = 1 and letting αk → 0, and hence is a special case of our approach.

We discuss the efficient computation of the OED criterion and its gradient in
Appendix A.2. Specifically, we leverage the Kronecker product structure of the model
discrepancy representation and prior covariance matrix to express posterior quantities
in terms of Kronecker products in the state and optimization variable spaces. With
appropriate offline computations, we show that the OED criterion and its gradient
can be evaluated with a leading cost of O((k + p)nu) floating point operations.

2Note that z̄0 = z̃, z1 = z̃, and z̄1 is the predicted optimal solution using the data {z1, S(z1)−
S̃(z1)}, so α1 can be initialized using (4.5). Manual specification of αk is not typically required.
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5. Numerical results. In this section, we apply the HDSA-MD framework to
two different illustrative applications. First, we consider a control problem for a non-
linear diffusion-reaction PDE. This application, covered in Subsection 5.1, serves as
a sandbox to analyze and gain insight into various aspects of our proposed frame-
work. This is followed by a contaminant source identification problem involving a
fluid flow model, detailed in Subsection 5.2. This example serves a numerical applica-
tion and highlights the potential of HDSA-MD equipped with OED and continuation
for complex nonlinear models.

5.1. Diffusion-Reaction Problem. Consider the optimal control problem,

min
z

J(S(z), z) :=
1

2

∫ 1

0

(S(z)(x)− T (x))2dx+
γ

2

∫ 1

0

z(x)2dx(5.1)

where z : [0, 1] → R is the control variable, and T (x) = 20(x + .5)(1.3 − x) is a
target state. The high-fidelity model S(z) is defined as the solution operator to the
diffusion-reaction model,

(5.2)
−κ

∂2u

∂x2
+R(u) = z on (0, 1)

κ
∂u

∂x
= 0 on {0, 1}

where κ > 0 is the diffusion coefficient and R(u) = (1 + .7 sin(2πx))u2 is a spatially
heterogeneous reaction function. We consider a low-fidelity model S̃(z) which simpli-
fies physics by using a spatially homogeneous reaction function R̃(u) = u2 in place
of R(u). Note that this model problem enables computation of both the low-fidelity
solution z̃ and the high-fidelity solution z⋆, and thus provides a useful testbed for
numerical experiments.

5.1.1. Experiments on Continuation. In this section, we analyze the effect of
pseudo-time continuation for optimal solution updates (see Section 3). To isolate the
role of continuation within the HDSA-MD framework, we fix (rather than estimate
from data) the discrepancy parameter to a nominal value θ = θnom obtained by
linearizing the discrepancy S(z) − S̃(z) at the true high-fidelity optimal solution.
We then perform continuation to obtain the optimal solution update z̄ as described
in Section 3. We compare the high-fidelity objective J (z̄,θnom), where a collection
of z̄’s are computed by varying the number of continuation steps. Figure 1 (left)
displays the error in the objective function evaluated at the optimal solution updates.
We measure error relative to the optimal value minβ∈Rr J (zβ,θnom). This eliminates
any approximation error due to the quality of the projector.

In Figure 1 (left), observe that the relative error in the objective function consis-
tently decreases with the number of continuation steps. It is notable that the error
reduction due to additional continuation steps is significant initially, as the continua-
tion approach begins to capture the nonlinearity in the optimization update trajectory.
However, after a sufficient number of continuation steps, other sources of numerical
error, such as those arising from linear solves, begin to dominate the optimization
error, leading to minimal improvement with more refined continuation. For problems
that we have considered, a moderate number of continuation steps (e.g., 3−4) usually
suffices.

In addition to verifying the accuracy of continuation in isolation, we may observe
the impact and role of continuation in conjunction with the rest of the framework. To
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Figure 1. Optimization objective over continuation steps (left) and number of data points (right).

this end, we perform model discrepancy calibration using a varying number of data
points, obtain the optimal solution updates (with and without using continuation),
and compare the resulting high-fidelity optimization objectives. Note that for this ex-
periment, data is acquired upfront using the sequential OED approach equipped with
continuation. This allows us to compare continuation with post-optimal linearization
(2.7) when both approaches use the same data; we investigate optimal data acquisition
in the context of this application further in Subsection 5.1.2. In Figure 1 (right), we
notice that with standard post-optimality linearization, there is conspicuous stagna-
tion occurring due to the linearization error in the optimal solution updates, such that
the optimal solution does not improve despite additional high-fidelity data. On the
other hand, using continuation, even with a modest Nc = 3 steps, offers a meaningful
improvement in the quality of optimal solution. With just two or three high-fidelity
evaluations, we obtain updated solutions that are 90% closer to the best attainable
optimization objective compared to the low-fidelity solution. Therefore, continua-
tion allows for a substantially more accurate optimal solution update with a modest
amount of additional computation.

5.1.2. Experiments on Optimal Data Acquisition. In this section, we fix
the continuation scheme with Nc = 3 and turn to analyzing the effect of optimal data
acquisition in uncertainty reduction and improvement in the quality of the optimal
solution. Recall that optimal data acquisition is performed sequentially by minimizing
the OED criterion Ψk at each step, as outlined in Section 4. To analyze the effective-
ness of this approach, we compare this approach with random data points sampled
from the distribution, N

(
z̄k, αk PW

−1
z P⊤). The choice of distribution mimics the

search region for the optimal design, ensuring that data is sampled in a neighborhood
of the optimal solution update along directions relevant to the optimization problem
(in the subspace spanned by V ).

In Figure 2 (left), we compare the proposed optimal data acquisition method
with random data acquisition. We sweep over a range of N ’s (the number of high-
fidelity evaluations used in the calibration) and compute the high-fidelity objective
value at the updated optimal solution. Note that to ensure a fair comparison, the
data points {z1, . . . ,zk} are obtained through OED when comparing the approaches
at k+1. As observed in Figure 2 (left), the proposed optimal data collection approach
yields a better optimal solution update (i.e., a lower objective) compared to random
data points on average (dashed line). This aligns with our theoretical observations in
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Subsection 4.2. We do however point out that the quality of optimal solution updates
cannot be solely used as a metric for the quality of data collection, as the former is
also dependent on the profile of the underlying model discrepancy which is unknown
a priori.
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Figure 2. Comparison of objective (left) and OED criteria (right) with random data points.

Therefore, to assess the effect of the optimal data acquisition in an isolated man-
ner, we additionally analyze the uncertainty in the discrepancy near the high-fidelity
optimal solution z⋆. We quantify this uncertainty in an analogous way to Ψk as the
average variance in the discrepancy, Ez∼µk

[Tr(Σδ(z)Mu)], over the neighborhood
z ∼ N (z⋆, αkW

−1
z ). In Figure 2 (right), we compare the OED criterion and high-

fidelity uncertainty measures for the third high-fidelity model evaluation z3. Specifi-
cally, we compare these metrics at the optimal data point obtained via OED as well
as random data points. Since our computational methods ignore design-independent
components of the uncertainty measures, we plot relative uncertainty reductions for
interpretability. That is, the uncertainty measures are shifted and normalized by the
uncertainty in the discrepancy if the (k + 1)-th data point, zk+1, is placed again at
the k-th data point, zk.

We observe in Figure 2 (right) that the optimal data acquisition results in a no-
ticeable uncertainty reduction in the model discrepancy near z̄k compared to random
data points. Note that the figure indicates a strong correlation between the uncer-
tainty near z̄k and z⋆. This provides validation to the sequential OED approach
which uses uncertainty near z̄k as a surrogate to perform uncertainty reduction in a
neighborhood of z∗; although, the strength of this correlation depends on multiple
factors including the distance between z̄k and z⋆ and the magnitude of αk. Never-
theless, the optimal data point obtained by the minimization of Ψk achieves more
uncertainty reduction near z⋆ compared to nearly all random data points.

Lastly, we compare the performance of sequential model discrepancy calibration
and data acquisition over the batch size p, in Figure 3. We observe that data acqui-
sition with larger batch sizes typically yields optimal solution updates with inferior
quality. This is expected since sequential data acquisition exploits past discrepancy
evaluations to better refine data acquisition in future steps; with larger batch sizes,
this capacity becomes limited. Note that in this case, two strategic high-fidelity
evaluations collected sequentially results in a better optimal solution update than
six high-fidelity evaluations collected in parallel upfront. Nevertheless, given enough
rounds of batches (N ≥ 2p), a modest batch size can perform almost as well as a
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fully sequential approach. For example, this can be critical in applications where run-
ning high-fidelity model simulations consume hours or days in runtime, in which case
parallel execution with a modest batch size can provide immense benefit. Therefore,
the batch sequential OED approach (p > 1) can benefit from the added performance,
resource utilization, and efficiency of computational routines in cases where parallel
data collection is preferred.
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Figure 3. Performance of batch sequential OED with p = 1, 2, 3, and 6.

5.2. Application to Contaminant Source Identification. In this section,
we apply our HDSA-MD approach to a fluid flow application involving contaminant
source identification. Unlike the diffusion-reaction example, which served to provide
insight into specific aspects of HDSA-MD, this example involves intricate couplings
and serves to highlight the potential of our framework to more complex domains. We
consider a contaminant with concentration c(x, t) that evolves in a one-dimensional
fluid domain Ω = [0, 1] over the time interval 0 ≤ t ≤ T . The goal of the inverse
problem is to recover the unknown initial concentration z(x) := c(x, 0) from the ter-
minal concentration c̄(x) := c(x, T ). We pose the reconstruction as the optimization
problem,

(5.3) min
z

J(S(z), z) :=
1

2

∫ 1

0

(S(z)(x)− c̄(x))2dx+
γr
2

∫ 1

0

z(x)2dx,

where S(z) is the high-fidelity mapping from the initial concentration to the terminal
concentration and γr = 10−6 is a regularization coefficient. The high-fidelity fluid
flow model is governed by the 1D transient inviscid flow equations:

∂ρ

∂t
+ u

∂ρ

∂x
+ ρ

∂u

∂x
= 0(5.4a)

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
+

1

ρ

∂p

∂x
= 0(5.4b)

∂e

∂t
+ u

∂e

∂x
+

p

ρ

∂u

∂x
=

k

ρcv

∂2e

∂x2
+

ν

ρ
f(c)(5.4c)

p =

(
R

cv

)
ρe(5.4d)
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Here, the velocity field u, the pressure field p, the density ρ, and the specific internal
energy e are scalar-valued functions of space and time. Moreover, k,R, ν, and cv de-
note the thermal diffusivity constant, specific gas constant, the energy yield coefficient,
and specific heat constant of the fluid, respectively. The contaminant concentration
c(x, t) satisfies the advection-diffusion-reaction PDE,

(5.4e)
∂c

∂t
+ u

∂c

∂x
+ c

∂u

∂x
= γd

∂2c

∂x2
− f(c)

where γd > 0 is a diffusivity constant of the contaminant. The reaction term f(c)
represents a chemical reaction resulting in the conversion of the contaminant into
energy in (5.4c). The initial and boundary conditions used for the coupled flow–
transport model are summarized in Table 1.

Left Boundary (inflow) Right Boundary (outflow) Initial Condition

u(0, t) = 1 — u(x, 0) = 1− x/2

— p(1, t) = 2 —

ρ(0, t) = 1 — ρ(x, 0) = 1

∂e
∂x (0, t) = 0 ∂e

∂x (1, t) = 0 e(x, 0) = 1 + x

∂c
∂x (0, t) = 0 ∂c

∂x (1, t) = 0 c(x, 0) = z(x)

Table 1
Initial and boundary conditions for fluid flow (0 ≤ t ≤ T = 0.1).

We utilize (nondimensionalized) coefficients γd = 0.05, cv = 1, k = 30, R = 1,
ν = 105, and reaction function f(c) = c for this test application. Notice that (5.4d)
fully couples energy, velocity, and the contaminant concentration: the contaminant
concentration affects the internal energy of the fluid, which changes its velocity, which
in turn affects the evolution of the contaminant. Hence, the mapping S is highly
nonlinear and solving the optimization problem (5.3) is nontrivial.

We observe, however, that the nonlinearity of the inverse problem hinges on the
effects of the contaminant on the velocity field. Alternatively, one can approximate the
contaminant concentration by fixing the spatiotemporal velocity profile at a nominal
setting and only solving (5.4e) to predict the contaminant transport. This approxi-
mation, which we denote as S̃, is advantageous in the sense that it significantly lessens
the complexity of the governing model and facilitates optimization: the low-fidelity
solution operator depends linearly on z and the optimization objective is a quadratic
function of z. However, such an approximation ignores the effect of concentration on
the velocity field and thus induces model error.

The HDSA-MD framework, incorporated with post-optimal continuation and op-
timal data acquisition, enables an update of the initial condition estimate with only
a few (≤ 5) queries of the high-fidelity forward model. We apply this framework to
the contaminant source identification problem and visualize the results in Figure 4.
In particular, Figure 4 (left) displays the high-fidelity optimization objective, eval-
uated at the updated optimal solution, as we vary over the number of high-fidelity
evaluations N (using p = 1). We observe that even under this complex setting,
HDSA-MD manages to reduce the high-fidelity optimization objective by two orders
of magnitude compared to the low-fidelity optimizer. Moreover, there is consistent im-
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provement with additional data points. Although it is not easily seen in Figure 4 due
to the axis scaling, the objective function continues to decrease with each additional
data point, with an average of 42% improvement in optimization objective with each
step. Figure 4 (right) showcases the high-fidelity solution, low-fidelity solution, and
learned optimal solution z̄5; a significant improvement over the low-fidelity solution
is observed.
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Figure 4. High-fidelity objective over the number of high-fidelity model evaluations (left), and
the optimization solutions (right).

6. Conclusion. The HDSA-MD framework is a promising approach to learn so-
lutions of large-scale optimization problems, enabling improved optimization solutions
through limited high-fidelity model evaluations and Bayesian uncertainty quantifica-
tion. In this work, we have extended this framework by addressing key limitations
associated with efficient data acquisition and linearization errors in optimal solution
updates. Guiding the acquisition of high-fidelity model evaluations is especially chal-
lenging for model discrepancy calibration due to limited a priori information on the
high-fidelity model. Our proposed sequential approach for optimal data acquisition
enables targeted uncertainty reduction in discrepancy calibration and improves the
expected quality of optimization solutions. Moreover, the utilization of pseudo-time
continuation is shown to offer highly-accurate post-optimal propagation of model dis-
crepancy, avoiding the need to resolve PDE-constrained optimization problems when
learning optimal solution updates. Our numerical results further demonstrate the ef-
ficacy of our approach in a diffusion-reaction problem and coupled contaminant-fluid
flow evolution model. The proposed approaches for model calibration is suitable for
many other areas in science and engineering where model discrepancy and nonlinearity
is prevalent, such as additive manufacturing and fusion energy.

There are several promising directions for further investigation. Our proposed
approach depends on a heuristic to specify αk, the exploration/exploitation trade-
off hyperparameter. Further work should explore richer theoretical insights to guide
adaptation αk. Additionally, our proposed approach restricts the experimental design
and optimal solution update to a subspace defined by the low-fidelity objective func-
tion Hessian at the low-fidelity solution. Other approaches based on sample average
of Hessians or subspace adaptation in the sequential algorithm may be advantageous.
A key limitation with HDSA-MD is that an affine model could be inadequate for suf-
ficient discrepancy calibration in certain applications. One possible approach in this
direction involves utilizing heteroscedastic noise models to ingrain the discrepancy cal-
ibration with a sense of locality. This would incentivize the model calibration to place
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heavier emphasis on discrepancy data collected near the optimal solution updates.
Not only would this approach better represent nonlinear model discrepancy, it would
also enable more robust optimal data acquisition methods, e.g., reducing the need
for explicit constraints limiting the design space. Similarly, piece-wise affine models,
radial basis functions, and sequential updates to the prior that enforce locality can be
considered in a similar vein, although such approaches may pose additional theoretical
and computational complexities that need to be addressed. Advancements in efficient
posterior uncertainty quantification of optimal solution updates using continuation
could also better facilitate a posteriori assessment of solution quality.
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Appendix A. Scalable computational methods for OED. This section
details the theoretical results and methods necessary for scalable implementation of
optimal experimental design. In Subsection A.1, we derive the necessary theoretical
constructs that provide scalable representations of the posterior covariance matrix
of θ. This is followed by Subsection A.2, in which we briefly describe the efficient
optimization of OED criterion presented in Subsection 4.2.

A.1. Expressions for posterior computations. Recall that the posterior co-
variance matrix (2.12) is an nθ×nθ operator for which explicit computation is typically
infeasible. Nevertheless, owing to the Kronecker structure representation of the prior
covariance matrix, noise covariance matrix, and forward operator, we may efficiently
express and compute with the posterior covariance, Σθ. This involves three key steps:
(i) factorizing the prior covariance matrix, (ii) factorizing A, and (iii) factorizing and
inverting the posterior covariance matrix. The derivations presented in this section
are similar to those found in [24, Appendix B]; however, a key distinction is that we
utilize a different formulation of the prior precision matrixWθ. Scalable applications
of the posterior covariance matrix are necessary for efficient posterior sampling and
uncertainty quantification. In particular, the fast computation of the OED criterion
in Subsection 4.2 fundamentally relies on the derivations presented in this section.

Factorizing Wu and Wθ. Let (xj , λj) denote the generalized eigenvalues and
eigenvectors ofWu in theMu weighted inner product. Let X =

(
x1 x2 · · · xnu

)
and Λ be the diagonal matrix with entries λ1, λ2, . . . , λnu

, so that the generalized
eigenvalue decomposition is Wu =MuXΛX⊤Mu. Then we may decompose Wθ =
LL⊤ where

L =

(
MuXΛ

1
2 0

MuXΛ
1
2 ⊗Mzz̃ MuXΛ

1
2 ⊗W

1
2
z

)
.(A.1)

Furthermore, thanks to its block lower triangular structure, the inverse of L is

L−1 =

(
Λ− 1

2X⊤ 0

Λ− 1
2X⊤ ⊗

(
−W− 1

2
z Mzz̃

)
Λ− 1

2X⊤ ⊗W− 1
2

z

)
(A.2)

and the inverse of Wθ may be computed as W−1
θ = L−TL−1.

Factorizing A. Let A = ΞΦΨ⊤Wθ be the generalized singular value decom-
position (GSVD) of A with a Mu-weighted inner product on its row space and a
Wθ-weighted inner product on its column space. Here, Φ is the diagonal matrix of
singular values, and Ξ and Ψ are matrices containing the singular vectors which sat-
isfy Ξ⊤MuΞ = Inu and Ψ⊤WθΨ = Inθ

. To determine the singular vectors, note
that

(IN ⊗Mu)AW
−1
θ A⊤(IN ⊗Mu) = (IN ⊗Mu)ΞΦ2Ξ⊤(IN ⊗Mu).

Hence, Ξ and Φ may be determined from the generalized eigenvalue decomposition
of (IN ⊗Mu)AW

−1
θ A⊤(IN ⊗Mu) in the (IN ⊗Mu) weighted inner product, or
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equivalently the eigenvalue decomposition of AW−1
θ A⊤(IN ⊗Mu). Using the ex-

pressions subsection 2.2 for A and (A.2) for W−1
θ = L−TL−1, we can write

AW−1
θ A⊤(IN ⊗Mu) = G⊗W−1

u Mu

where

G = ee⊤ + (Z − z̃e⊤)⊤MzW
−1
z Mz(Z − z̃e⊤) ∈ RN×N ,

Z =
(
z1 z2 . . . zN

)
is the matrix of optimization variable data, and e ∈ RN is

the vector of ones. Hence, the left singular vectors Ξ correspond to the eigenvectors
of G⊗W−1

u Mu and the squared singular values Φ2 correspond to the eigenvalues.
Let (gi, µi) denote the eigenpairs of G, and note that (xj ,

1
λj
) are the eigenpairs

of W−1
u Mu. Recalling properties of the eigenvalue decomposition of a Kronecker

product, we observe that the squared generalized singular values of A are given by µi

λj

and are associated with the left singular vectors ξi,j = gi ⊗ xj . Rewriting the GSVD
to solve for Ψ, the right singular vector associated with ξi,j is given by

ψi,j =
1√
µiλj

(
sixj

xj ⊗W−1
z Mzyi

)
, i = 1, 2, . . . , N, j = 1, 2, . . . , nu,(A.3)

where

yi = Zgi − (e⊤gi)z̃ and si = (e⊤gi)− y⊤
i MzW

−1
z Mzz̃.(A.4)

Given these decompositions, we express Σ−1
θ as

Σ−1
θ =

1

αd
LCL⊤, where C = αdI +L

⊤ΨΦ2Ψ⊤L.(A.5)

Inverting Σ−1
θ . This factorization of Σ−1

θ implies that Σθ = αdL
−TC−1L−1

and facilitates easy manipulation because C is a composition of diagonal and orthog-
onal matrices. Applying the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula to C in (A.5), we
have

C−1 =
1

αd

(
I −L⊤ΨDΨ⊤L

)
where D ∈ RnuN×nuN is a diagonal matrix whose entries are given by µi

µi+αdλj
.

Algebraic simplifications yields

Σθ =W−1
θ −ΨDΨ⊤.(A.6)

A.2. Fast computation of the OED criterion. In this section, we derive the
necessary expressions for computation of the criterion. Suppose that all data points
are chosen in the projected subspace according to (4.2). Denote the design parameters
as η = (ηk+1,ηk+2, . . . ,ηk+p) ∈ Rpr where ηℓ = (ηℓ1, η

ℓ
2, . . . , η

ℓ
r) ∈ Rr. Observe that

this notation enables us to express,

Z = z̃e⊤ + VM(η), where M(η) =
[
0 η2 · · · ηk+p

]
.

This formulation allows us to minimize the OED criterion over the lower-dimensional
space of η. To this end, recall that the posterior distribution of θ is given by θ ∼
N (θ̄,Σθ), where Σθ =W−1

θ −ΨDΨ⊤. We express

δ(z,θ) = A(z)θ, where A(z) =
(
Inu Inu ⊗ z⊤Mz

)
.(A.7)
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Therefore, for a given z, the covariance matrix of δ(z,θ) with respect to the posterior
distribution of θ can be written as Σδ(z) = A(z)ΣθA(z)⊤. By subsection A.1, we
can express

Tr(Σδ(z)Mu) = Tr(A(z)W−1
θ A(z)⊤Mu)− Tr(A(z)ΨDΨ⊤A(z)⊤Mu)

Taking expectation over z ∼ µk, we obtain

Ψk(η) = Eµk

{
Tr(A(z)W−1

θ A(z)⊤Mu)
}
− Eµk

{
Tr(A(z)ΨDΨ⊤A(z)⊤Mu)

}
.

Since W−1
θ is design-invariant, minimizing Ψk(η) is equivalent to maximizing,

Ψ̃k(η) := Eµk

{
Tr(A(z)ΨDΨ⊤A(z)⊤Mu)

}
Substituting (A.3) into the decomposition, we can expand

Tr(A(z)ΨDΨ⊤A(z)⊤Mu) =

N∑
i=1

nu∑
j=1

x⊤
j Muxj

λj (µi + αdλj)

[
si + z

⊤MzW
−1
z Mzyi

]2
.

Taking expectation with respect to the measure µk, we obtain,

Ψ̃k(η) :=

N∑
i=1

nu∑
j=1

pi
x⊤
j Muxj

λj (µi + αdλj)

=

N∑
i=1

piTr(MuW
−1
u Mu (αdWu + µiMu)

−1
),(A.8)

where

pi :=
(
si + z̄

⊤
k MzW

−1
z Mzyi

)2
+ αk y

⊤
i (MzW

−1
z Mz)W

−1
z (MzW

−1
z Mz)yi.

Note that the criterion depends on the design-dependent quantities yi, si, and µi

for 1 ≤ i ≤ N . On the other hand, x⊤
j Muxj and λj for 1 ≤ j ≤ nu are design-

independent and can be evaluated in an offline manner. Similarly, the computation of
pi can be accelerated by precomputing the application of (MzW

−1
z Mz) to V , owing

to the structure of {zℓ}Nℓ=1 as shown in (4.2).
In addition to the OED criterion, we also require fast evaluations of its gradient

to enable efficient optimization for the design. Note that the criterion specifically
depends on the eigenpairs of G, {(µi, gi)}Ni=1, as µi appears in Equation (A.8) and

yi and si depend on gi. Therefore, evaluating ∇ηΨ̃k(η) requires computation of
the derivatives of the eigenpairs of G, (µi, gi), with respect to η. For the following
expressions, we assume that the eigenvalues are simple (i.e., distinct) and use the
convention of normalized eigenvectors {gi}ni=1 with the first nonzero element positive
in each vector (to prevent sign flipping). Following [1], we have

∂µi

∂ηℓk
= g⊤i

(
∂G

∂ηℓk

)
gi and

∂gi
∂ηℓk

= (µiI −G)†
(
∂G

∂ηℓk

)
gi.

Given the expression G = ee⊤ +M(η)⊤(V ⊤MzW
−1
z MzV )M(η), we express

∂G

∂ηℓk
=

∂M

∂ηℓk
(η)⊤(V ⊤MzW

−1
z MzV )M(η) +M(η)⊤(V ⊤MzW

−1
z MzV )

∂M

∂ηℓk
(η)

where ∂M
∂ηℓ

k

(η) is the matrix with zero in every entry except (k, ℓ) which has the

entry one. Therefore, we may compute the gradient of µi and Jacobian of gi, for
i = 1, 2, . . . , N , using matrix products in dimension N .
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