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Abstract

We consider Bayesian inverse problems arising in data assimilation for dynamical sys-
tems governed by partial and stochastic partial differential equations. The space–time
dependent field is inferred jointly with static parameters of the prior and likelihood
densities. Particular emphasis is placed on the hyperparameter controlling the prior
smoothness and regularity, which is critical in ensuring well-posedness, shaping posterior
structure, and determining predictive uncertainty. Commonly it is assumed to be known
and fixed a priori; however in this paper we will adopt a hierarchical Bayesian framework
in which smoothness and other hyperparameters are treated as unknown and assigned
hyperpriors. Posterior inference is performed using Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampling
suitable to high dimensions, for which hyperparameter estimation involves little com-
putational overhead. The methodology is demonstrated on inverse problems for the
Navier–Stokes equations and the stochastic advection–diffusion equation, under sparse
and dense observation regimes, using Gaussian priors with different covariance structure.
Numerical results show that jointly estimating the smoothness substantially reduces the
errors in uncertainty quantification and parameter estimation induced by smoothness
misspecification, by achieving performance comparable to scenarios in which the true
smoothness is known.

1 Introduction

In meteorology, oceanography and atmospheric sciences, hydrology, geophysics, various dy-
namical space-time dependent quantities need to be estimated and used for prediction; see
[6, 20, 5, 4] for an overview. They are typically modelled with physical models from fluid
dynamics formulated as partial differential equations (PDEs) and more recently stochastic
PDEs (SPDEs), describing the evolution of the atmospheric quantities such as velocity, tem-
perature, pressure, turbulence of wind or ocean currents, salinity and many others [62, 3, 35].
In the last few decades, increasingly larger space–time data sets are obtained from remote
sensing satellites or in situ sensors for example [24]. Satellites produce high-resolution im-
ages of geophysical variables, such as stratospheric ozone, sea surface height winds, that
are used for many tasks ranging from the estimation of seasonal cycles to the identifica-
tion of long-term trends [54, 53]. Data assimilation provides a framework to combine this
observational data with dynamical models to estimate and predict accurately those states.
Forecasting, one of the core aims of numerical weather prediction, can be achieved using an
inferred initial condition of the state by propagating its governing dynamics forward. As
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these model trajectories quickly deviate from their true state, we incorporate observations
to correct this drift, see [46, 4, 6] for more details. In addition to states, referred to as
dynamical variables, there are static parameters that determine the model equations and
properties such as smoothness, noise amplitude, rotation angles among others. These also
need to be estimated from data and in this paper we will consider joint Bayesian inference
for dynamic and static variables [1, 7].

Data assimilation problems are naturally phrased as Bayesian inverse problems: this
has been common notably in the fields of meteorology, atmospheric and oceanic sciences,
see [6, 20] for examples. Motivated by these applications, we adopt a Bayesian perspective
to infer from noisy observations a vector field v = (v(t, x); t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ X ) in a suitable
separable vector space (V, ∥ · ∥V ). Bayesian inverse problems have grown significantly in
popularity over the last decade, driven by the availability of simulation-based algorithms
and large computational power [25]. Within this framework, we aim to learn a posterior
distribution µ given data y via the abstract Bayes rule:

dµ

dµθ0
(v) = l(y, v, ϕ). (1)

Here θ, ϕ denote sets of various constants used to specify the prior µ0 and the likelihood
l respectively. An estimate of v is given by samples of this posterior. The prior acts as
regulariser and imposes certain smoothness and regularity conditions on v so that µ is well
posed [17, 9, 30, 55]. Different regularisers can be chosen depending on the approach used,
for example Gaussian priors correspond to a Tikhonov regulariser [23] or a Total Variation
prior can be used to preserve edges [31]. Here we will use Gaussian priors as in [29] but our
methodology is generic for other priors and regularisers, see [17] for an overview of different
options.

θ is usually a concatenation of several parameters: variance amplitude, spatial range,
correlation length or order of a differential operator for example. In this paper we will pay
particular attention to determining the smoothness/roughness of v, denoting the relevant
parameter as α. One requirement for the a priori spatial smoothness α is to ensure posterior
well-posedness of the inverse problem itself. Beyond this α is crucial in setting various spatial
properties of the posterior and subsequent predictions. In many cases in data assimilation
estimation of α is omitted and is assumed to be fixed and known [16, 26, 45, 48, 52]. Similar
challenges in setting these regularisation parameters also appear in image processing prob-
lems, see [60, 37]. In this paper we propose to estimate α and demonstrate the benefits of the
added model flexibility brought by the hyperpriors. The remaining parameters of θ and the
ones of ϕ will also need to be estimated. While in some cases these may be known a priori via
some offline calibration methods, especially for ϕ, they often require joint estimation with v,
particularly when not physically measurable [1, 11].

To that end, we will adopt a hierarchical modeling approach [1, 7, 19, 27, 43, 44],
treating (θ, ϕ) as variables also to be inferred and assigned with hyper-prior π(ϕ, θ). This
allows for a flexible and expressive way to specify priors and models. The resulting joint prior
distribution on v, θ, ϕ is chosen to lead to a well-posed posterior distribution by conditioning
on the observed data [55]. It is common in hierarchical inverse problems for v to employ
ensemble Kalman techniques [27, 49]. Whilst fast and cheap to implement, the latter are
not theoretically justified and are biased. They have performed well in providing point
estimates like the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator, however they do not capture
the uncertainty around these estimates [2]. This motivates our choice to use Monte Carlo
methods for parameter estimation and in particular Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) as
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in [7, 8, 9, 10, 32, 34, 40, 55]. To estimate ϕ, θ along with v, we will use Metropolis-within-
Gibbs (MwG) sampling. For v, we will use appropriate MCMC algorithms that are efficient
and robust to the high dimensionality of v, namely the preconditioned Crank–Nicolson (pCN)
[10, 22, 32]. These are computationally intensive methods especially when used for numerical
discretisations of v and the relevant (S)PDEs, but they are theoretically justified and robust
under mesh refinement [22].

We will demonstrate the merit of our approach in two case studies. First, we will con-
sider an inverse problem using the Navier-Stokes equations, similar to [8, 9, 26, 55]. Secondly
we consider the stochastic advection-diffusion equation, popular for environmental monitor-
ing, for example in [54, 63, 52, 14, 36, 65]. For µ0, we will use the popular Gaussian process
prior used in many data assimilation settings [55, 25, 29, 42, 26]. For the Navier-Stokes case,
the covariance of µ0 will be set as β2A−α, where α and β characterise the smoothness and
scaling respectively and A is the Stokes operator. In the stochastic advection-diffusion case
we consider as prior the Whittle-Matérn covariance [61], widely used in spatial statistics
[38, 52]. In both cases the posterior is highly sensitive to choices of its hyperparameters
[40, 41] and in particular α.

1.1 Relations with existing literature

From a theoretical standpoint a fixed α may yield sub-optimal contraction rates, unless the
prior captures the fine properties of the truth like its regularity [29]. As this is rarely known,
determining the regularity/smoothness of v systematically is necessary for accurate infer-
ence of v. Alternatively to Hierarchical Bayesian methods, one could use empirical Bayes
to estimate θ, including α from the data, typically by maximizing the marginal likelihood
of θ prior to posterior inference [58, 28]. Whilst computationally cheaper, this is not a fully
Bayesian method and it ignores the parameters’ uncertainty, potentially underestimating our
posterior uncertainty. Hierarchical Bayesian methods considering smoothness were studied
theoretically for the linear diagonalizable inverse problems in [28], obtaining adaptive op-
timal convergence rates, under mild assumptions on α’s hyper-prior. The specific form of
the parameterisation for θ can affect the mixing of MwG [1, 43, 64]. Non-centered parame-
terisations of the latent space and hyperparameters allow for faster mixing in MwG, and a
non-centered parameterisation was also used for pCN algorithms, with [1] showing that it is
robust to discretisation. We note that to the best of our knowledge, there are no case studies
related to nonlinear inverse problems prior to this work investigating and demonstrating the
efficiency of this approach when also estimating the smoothness parameter α.

We will be using the MwG algorithm along with pCN as in [7]. Parameter learning for
the Matern prior using MwG is studied in [48] but α := 3−d/2 was fixed. For linear models
the MAP estimate has been well studied theoretically in [28, 15], but there is a lack of case
studies on inverse problems with PDEs/SPDEs, especially when learning the smoothness
parameter. Our paper addresses this gap and is intended to illustrate that one can recreate
similar performance to knowing α. In parallel work, [41] provides a case study with a point
estimate (MAP) for fixed hyperparameters, without considering likelihood parameters ϕ. We
will also demonstrate how learning α leads to better uncertainty quantification. Finally our
case studies include different models and observation regimes.

1.2 Contributions

• We propose an efficient MwG algorithm for inverse problems of PDEs and SPDEs.
We use pCN for the state and Gibbs sampling or Gibbs MCMC kernels for the hy-
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perparameters, as in [7]. We remark that the computational overhead of considering
hyperparameters is minimal.

• We pay particular attention to the effect of the smoothness parameter on the state’s
inference and prediction, often overlooked in the literature as mentioned earlier. To
that end, we demonstrate its improvements in uncertainty quantification both in es-
timation and prediction compared to standard methods relying on fixed smoothness
assumptions. We also look into the smoothness’ influence on the rest of the parameters’
estimation.

1.3 Organisation

The structure of this paper is as follows: in section 2 we present the problem formulation,
our notation along with the two different problems to be studied. Section 3 describes the
Metropolis-within-Gibbs algorithm we are considering in the high-dimensional setting and
its implementation for each case study. Subsequently, section 4 contains numerical results.
Finally, in section 5 we will conclude and discuss future work. The Appendix contains
supplementary material and additional numerical experiments.

2 Problem Formulation

Adopting a Bayesian perspective, we will estimate v from y by sampling from its posterior
distribution, introduced in (1). To do so, we first specify a prior for v conditional on param-
eter θ, where α ∈ θ controls the spatial regularity of the prior realizations. We will model
the observations y as noisy measurements of the latent field v at fixed locations and discrete
intervals for the observation times. As a result, the likelihood function will depend on the
dynamics of v and the observation process. For simplicity we will only consider an Eule-
rian observation setting with a regularly spaced grid for the observation locations and use
Gaussian additive noise, but we point out that our methodology straightforwardly extends
to more general non-linear non Gaussian observation schemes and irregular grids as we are
using MCMC.

Recall that ϕ, θ are the parameters of the likelihood and prior respectively. As men-
tioned above, inference for θ and ϕ is performed jointly with v. Typically, the parameters θ, ϕ
are low dimensional whilst the dimension of v is high, so the latter dictates the algorithm’s
computational cost. Below we will introduce the observation equation and two different dy-
namical models we will consider in our numerical study: the 2D Navier-Stokes equation and
the stochastic advection-diffusion equation.

2.1 Observations

We model the data as noisy measurements of the velocity field v on a fixed grid of points:
x1, ..., xΥ, for Υ ≥ 1. We assume that the observation noise is Gaussian and its standard
deviation τ is known. These are obtained regularly at intervals δ time units apart.

yn,υ = v(xυ, nδ) + τζn,υ, ζn,υ
iid∼ N (0, 1), 1 ≤ υ ≤ Υ, 1 ≤ n ≤ T.

So the likelihood of this data conditioned on the initial condition v0 takes the form:

l(y; v) =
1

(2πτ2)
T ·Υ
2

T∏
n=1

Υ∏
υ=1

exp

(
− 1

2τ2
(yn,υ − v(xυ, nδ))

2

)
. (2)
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2.2 Case study 1: Inferring the initial condition of deterministic Navier-
Stokes equations

The domain we consider is a 2D Torus T = [0, 2π]2 with initial flow v0 ∈ V and let v :
T × [0,∞) → R2, v(x, t) = (v1(x, t), v2(x, t))

T . One can write the incompressible Navier-
Stokes PDE as lifted in a suitable Hilbert space (see section A in the Appendix for details)

dv

dt
+ ηAv +B(v, v) = P (f), v(0, ·) = v0, (3)

where η > 0 is a known viscosity parameter, A is the Stokes operator, B is the symmetric
bilinear form and P (f) is the forcing term. Let Ψ(·, t) : V → V t≥0 denote the semigroup of
solution operators for the ODE (3) through t time units. Due to the nature of the obser-

vations we are interested in the discrete-time semigroup where v(·, nδ) = G
(n)
δ (·) = Ψ(·, nδ)

corresponding to time instances t = nδ, of lag δ > 0 and n = 0, ..., T , with conventions

G
(0)
δ = I, G

(1)
δ = Gδ, G

(n)
δ = Gδ ∗G

(n−1)
δ . For simplicity we will assume ϕ = {η, P (f), τ} to

be known. Notice then that in this problem the Navier-Stokes dynamics enter in the poste-
rior only in the likelihood function, formulated above in (2). Also all the information for v is

captured in v0 as v(xυ, nδ) = G
(n)
δ (v0)(xυ) so we will consider this as an inference problem

for v0. To clarify, since the dynamics are deterministic, forecasting can be performed by
propagating them from samples of v0 to the desired future time.

An appropriate orthonormal basis for V is comprised of

ψk(x) =
k⊥

2π|k|
exp(ik · x), k ∈ Z2 \ {0}, where k⊥ = (−k2, k1)T .

Using this basis we obtain the Fourier decomposition where v0(x) =
∑

k∈Z2\{0}
ukψk(x) with

uk = ⟨v0, ψk⟩. Since v0 is real valued, uk = −u−k so we only need to consider half the Fourier
coefficients. We split the domain by defining:

Z2
↑ = {k = (k1, k2) ∈ Z2 \ {0} : k1 + k2 > 0} ∪ {k ∈ Z2 \ {0} : k1 + k2 = 0, k1 > 0} ,

and imposing uk = −u−k for k ∈ {Z2 \ {0}} \ Z2
↑ . We represent the initial vector field v0 by

its Fourier coefficients, and equivalently: v0 ↔ {uk}k∈Z2
↑
. v0 will denote the concatenated

vector of the real and imaginary part of its Fourier coefficients.
Since we are only inferring v0, we set the prior on v0 to be µ0 = N (0, β2A−α) with

hyperparameters θ := (α > 1/2, β > 0) as earlier. This prior, a Gaussian distribution on this
Hilbert space, is a convenient and flexible prior, see for details [13]. In the Fourier domain
we have:

v0 ∼ µ0 ⇐⇒ Re(uk), Im(uk)
iid∼ N (0,

1

2
β2|k|−2α), k ∈ Z2

↑ .

The prior admits a Karhunen–Loève expansion:

µθ0 = Law

 ∑
k∈Z2\{0}

β√
2
|k|−αξkψk

 , (4)

with θ = (α, β2) , Re(ξk), Im(ξk)
iid∼ N (0, 1), k ∈ Z2

↑; ξk = −ξ−k, k ∈ {Z2 \ {0}} \ Z2
↑,

providing the Non-Centered Parameterisation (θ, {ξk}k∈Z2
↑
).

We choose a zero-mean prior for simplicity; results will still hold for any mean function
in the Cameron-Martin space of µ0 [8, 9, 55]. Under this prior, uk are initially assumed
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independent normally distributed, with a particular rate of decay for their variances as |k|
increases so that the prior is trace class i.e.∑

k∈Z2\{0}

β√
2
|k|−α <∞.

This variance decay is particularly relevant for the Navier-Stokes model, for which the dissi-
pation will transfer energy from high to low frequencies until v0 enters the PDE’s attractor
[47]. For appropriate forcing and initialisation, the spectrum of v0 tends to concentrate at
low frequencies. This means higher frequencies will be less informative in the posterior. Here
the role of the smoothness parameter α is crucial: higher values would correspond to lower
number of Fourier modes capturing most of the prior and posterior and since the viscosity
constant η is fixed and known, α sets the effective dimension.

Since ϕ is known, we use the following joint posterior probability measure µ on V :

µ(v0, α, β
2) =

1

Z(y)
l(y; v0)µ

α,β2

0 (v0)π(α)π(β
2), (5)

where the superscript in µα,β
2

0 denotes conditioning with α, β2 and π(α), π(β2) are indepen-
dent hyper-priors. The well-posedness of µ is covered by the results in [8, 9, 55], which deal
with the infinite dimensional variable v0, and has been established with the requirement that
α > 1/2 or equivalently A−α be a trace-class operator. As long as the hyper-prior π(α) does
not violate this requirement and Z(y) is finite, the posterior will be well posed. For this
reason we will use an inverse Gamma distribution for β2 and an appropriate uniform for α.

2.3 Case study 2: Data assimilation with the Stochastic Advection Diffu-
sion equation

We now study a model whereby the state’s dynamics follow a linear SPDE on V := T2.

dv(t) = (−µT∇vt +∇ · Σ∇vt − ζvt)dt+ dϵt,

where µT∇vt models transport effects, advection in weather applications, with drift µ, ∇ ·
Σ∇vt is a diffusion term that can incorporate anisotropy and −ζvt, ζ > 0 is a damping term.
The stochastic noise ϵt is a temporally white and spatially correlated Gaussian process, with
Whittle-Matérn covariance.

Σ−1 =
1

ρ21

[
cos(ψ) sin(ψ)

−γ sin(ψ) γ cos(ψ)

]T [
cos(ψ) sin(ψ)

−γ sin(ψ) γ cos(ψ)

]
where ρ1 > 0, γ > 0 and ψ ∈ [0, π/2]. Here, ρ1 acts as a range parameter and controls
the amount of diffusion. γ and ψ control the amount and the direction of anisotropy; with
γ = 1, isotropic diffusion is obtained. For this problem: ϕ = (ζ, ρ1, γ, ψ, µ1, µ2, τ). Contrary
to the previous setting, the noise in the dynamics means we cannot easily recover vt directly
from v0. To do this we need to simulate the whole path of vt. As a result, this is an inverse
problem on the whole path {vt}t∈[0,T ]. Forecasting beyond the time of the last observation T

is possible after inferring {vt}Tt≥0 given observations defined as in section 2.1. This filtering

setting and the prior are defined on the path space {vt}Tt≥0. So we let our prior include the
initial condition and the noise increments in the dynamics, which will depend on θ. We set

v0
P
:= ϵ0 and describe in detail the distribution of ϵ below.
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2.3.1 Whittle-Matérn prior

The Matérn covariance between locations u, v is

r(u, v) =
σ2

Γ(ν)2ν−1
(ρ0∥v − u∥)νKν(ρ0∥v − u∥),

where Kν is the modified Bessel function of second kind and order ν > 0, ρ0 > 0 is a
scaling parameter and σ2 is the marginal variance. Using a Gaussian field with Whittle-
Matérn covariance, the noise {ϵt}Tt=0 is quite a common choice in practice and applications
[38, 52, 54, 36].

A Gaussian field x(u) with Matérn covariance is a solution to

(ρ20 −∆)α/2x(u) = σW(u), u ∈ Rd, α = ν + d/2, ρ0 > 0, ν > 0

where the innovation process W is a spatial Gaussian white noise [33]. As in [52] we will
infer σ2, however in our case we will also infer α ([52] has it set with ν = 1). (ρ20 −∆)α/2 is
a pseudo-differential operator with Fourier transform:

{F(ρ20 −∆)α/2Λ}(k) = (ρ20 + ∥k∥2)
α
2 (FΛ)(k) (6)

where Λ is a function on Rd for which the right-hand side of (6) has a well-defined inverse
Fourier transform. ρ controls the spatial correlation, a defining feature of the Matérn field.
Here θ = (α, σ2, ρ0), so (ρ20 + ∥k∥2)

α
2 cannot be precomputed, and we consider independent

hyperpriors for θ. As a result in this case every model parameter is being estimated. So the
joint posterior we sample from corresponds to:

µ(v, ϕ, θ) =
1

Z(y)
lϕ(y; v)µθ0(v)π(θ)π(ϕ). (7)

3 Monte Carlo Methods for filtering and inverse problems

3.1 Markov Chain Monte Carlo

MCMC is an iterative procedure simulating a long run of an ergodic time-homogeneous µ-
invariant Markov chain to sample from the target distribution µ. After a burn-in period the
samples of the chain form an empirical approximation of µ. Several Markov chain methods
are available to sample from a given target posterior distribution µ, such as the Gibbs sampler
or the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm; see [59] for an overview.

Our setting requires sampling from distributions defined on a Hilbert space and the pos-
teriors lie in an infinite-dimensional state-space. For inverse problems on v, one cannot easily
use conditional dependence to develop Gibbs-type samplers to update blocks of coefficients
and improve efficiency. In practice we use a high-dimensional discretisation, but our method
still needs to be robust to mesh refinement. Sampling directly from the full conditional of
v given ϕ, θ, y is impossible so we use a MCMC suited to high dimensions. Random-Walk
Metropolis algorithms are not a valid option for targets with Gaussian priors as their spec-
tral gaps will provably collapse with increasing dimensions [22]. Autoregressive proposals
that are invariant to the prior have been proposed in [59]. These were recently renamed
as preconditioned Crank–Nicolson (pCN) and introduced for inference of high-dimensional
inverse problems in [10, 55]. [22] establishes that in contrast to Random walk methods, the
spectral gap of pCN and hence the mixing of the method does not collapse as the dimension
grows and overcomes some of the slow mixing issues encountered by standard MCMCs in
high dimensions. We fix ϕ, θ to the current estimates and run iterations of pCN on the full
conditional of v. The pseudo-code is presented in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 pCN KpCN (v0, · ): µ-invariant MCMC for High Dimensional Inverse Prob-
lems
Inputs:

• Prior µ0

• step-size ρ close to 1 (∼ 1− 1/(number of variables to estimate)2)

• Data y, likelihood and its parameters ϕ conditioned on initial condition v0: l(y, v0, ϕ)

• Number of iterations T with burn-in period burn in

Initialize: v0(0) ∼ µ0. For t = 1, . . . , T :

1. Propose:
µ̃ = ρ · v0(t− 1) +

√
1− ρ2 · ξ, ξ ∼ µ0

2. Accept v0(t) = ṽ0 with probability:

1 ∧ l(y, ṽ0, ϕ)

l(y, v0(t− 1), ϕ)

otherwise v0(t) = v0(t− 1).

Output: (v0(t))
T
t=burn in form estimates of v0 as samples from KpCN (v0(0)).

3.2 Metropolis-within-Gibbs

Given the hierarchical structure of the model, we will use Metropolis-within-Gibbs (MwG).
Gibbs sampling alternates sampling from the full conditional distributions of each v, θ, ϕ,
conditional on the current values of the remaining variables and y. Independent hyperpriors
for θ and ϕ will be used so that updates of v, ϕ, θ will be simulating in sequence from the
following densities:

π(v|y, θ, ϕ) ∝ l(y|v, ϕ) π(v|θ) (8)

π(ϕ|y, v, θ) ∝ l(y|v, ϕ) π(v|θ) π(ϕ) (9)

π(θ|v) ∝ π(v|θ) π(θ) (10)

One could use either direct sampling from each conditional above or if this is not possible a
small number of Metropolis iterations targeting each of the above densities.1 The latter is
referred to as MwG. Sampling directly using conjugate relationships is recommended when
available to accelerate sampling.

We now discuss the particular case of estimating the hyperparameters θ in the prior.
Unlike v and ϕ, θ is not informed by the data, only by the estimate of v. So in its Gibbs
update of π(v, θ, ϕ|v) the costly likelihood does not need to be computed.

3.3 Sampling for Case study 1

We proceed with the Navier-Stokes inverse problem from section 2.2 and the observations in
section 2.1. For the hyperparameters, θ = (α, β2) and the joint prior is π(v|α, β2)π(α)π(β2).

1One may even go further and implement MwG for each coordinate or blocks of coordinates of the variables
in (v, θ, ϕ).
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Algorithm 2 Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampler KMwG(v0, α, β
2, · ) for Case study 1

Additional inputs to Algorithm 1:

• Parameter hyper-priors: Pβ = Inv-Gamma(a, b), Uα

• proportion of steps per parameter: pv0 , pβ2 , pα (= 1− pv0 − pβ2)

• additional learning rate: ρα

Initialize: v0(0) ∼ µ0, β
2(0) ∼ Pβ, α(0) ∼ Uα. For t = 1, . . . , T :

1. Sample p ∼ U([0, 1]).

2. IF p < pu, v0(t) ∼ KpCN (v0(t− 1), · |α(t− 1), β2(t− 1)),

ELSE IF p < pu + pβ2 , β2(t) ∼ Inv-Gamma(a+ n2

2 , b+
v0(t−1)Aαv0(t−1)

2 ),

ELSE propose α̂ = ρα · α(t − 1) +
√

1− ρ2α · u where u ∼ Uα, and accept α(t) = α̂
with probability A, or reject and set α(t) = α(t− 1).

3. Set the remaining parameters to their previous value e.g. α(t) = α(t− 1)

Output: (v0, α, β
2)Tt=burn in form estimates of (v0, α, β

2) as samples from
KMwG(v0(0), α(0), β

2(0), · ).

In Alg. 2 we present a random scan MwG where with probability pv, pβ2 , pα, we choose
one of the conditionals (or when appropriate the MCMC kernels targeting them) in (8)-(10)
to iterate the corresponding variable, see step 2 in Algorithm 2.

For updating v, the full conditional is as follows:

π(v0|y, α, β2) ∝ l(y|v0) π(v0|α, β2)

∝ 1

(2πτ2)
T ·Υ
2

T∏
n=1

Υ∏
υ=1

exp

(
− 1

2τ2
(yn,υ −G

(n)
δ (v0)(xυ))

2

)
× 1

√
2π

d/2|β|d|A−α|
1
2

exp(− 1

2β2
v0A

αv0) ,

so given α, β2 we will target this density using Alg. 1, where we adjust ρ for an average
acceptance probability (∼ 0.2 − 0.3). Each iteration requires running a PDE solver until
the time of the latest observation to compute l(y|v, ϕ), which is the most computationally
expensive step in our algorithm.

We will set the hyperprior π(β2) := IG(a, b) (Inverse Gamma distribution with shape
parameter a and scale parameter b) to get a conjugate full conditional:

π(β2|y, α, v0) ∝ π(v0|α, β2)π(β2) = IG(â, b̂)

with â = a + d
2 , b̂ = b + 1

2v0A
αv0, where d corresponds to the dimension of the mesh for v.

This is equal to the number of random variables we are evaluating: d = n(n−1)
2 because of

the restrictions ∇ · v = 0 and uk = −u−k. Derivations for this expression can be found in
the Appendix in section B.
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For α we will use a uniform prior Uα on compact domain and sample from pCN type
MCMC kernel targeting the following full conditional:

π(α|y, β2, v0) ∝ π(v0|α, β2)π(α).

The proposal will be α̂ = ραα + (1 − ρα)P where P ∼ Uα and hence is invariant to the
uniform prior. As a result, the acceptance ratio A for this MCMC kernel is given by:

A = 1 ∧ π(v0|α̂, β2)
π(v0|α, β2)

Q(α̂, α)

Q(α, α̂)
=
µ0(v0|α̂, β2)
µ0(v0|α, β2)

=
|A−α|

1
2

|A−α̂|
1
2

exp

(
1

2β2
(v0A

αv0 − v0A
α̂v0)

)

3.4 Sampling for Case study 2

We now look to the problem in section 2.3. The underlying dynamics are linear and the noise
is Gaussian, so Kalman filtering provides efficient and quick estimates of vt given (yn)nδ≤t

and ϕ, θ. However estimating the system’s parameters (ϕ, θ) is a challenging problem. This
study extends the work in [52] by also inferring α and hence redesigning the hyperpriors.
Compared to the previous case study, the use of a SPDE in the modelling means that after
discretising in time one has a higher dimensional Gaussian prior on {ϵt}Tt≥0. We will follow
[51] for sampling p(v|y, ϕ, θ) using the forward filtering backward sampling (FFBS) algorithm
[18]. Whilst this is not the pCN algorithm, it uses Kalman filtering recursions and achieves
sufficiently fast mixing.

In [51] smoothness was deterministically fixed to α = 2 and was known. Also improper
priors were used, which would cause unidentifiability issues for varying α. Redesigning this
requires the prior parameters for the remaining θ to be rescaled according to values of α. So
we will set these priors instead to: ρ0 ∼ U [0.01, 5 · (α− d/2)−2], σ2 ∼ InvGamma(1, 1), γ ∼
InvGamma(5, 5), ζ ∼ InvGamma(1, 1), τ2 ∼ U [0, 100]. We focused our efforts on the
noise parameters since they are the most sensitive to changes in α. The boundaries on
the uniform prior of ρ0 were chosen so that ρ0 would be identifiable from its corresponding
Matérn field. As for σ2 we chose an Inverse Gamma hyperprior as it could be used in a
conjugate relationship to sample directly from it. We also chose Inverse Gamma hyperpriors
for γ and ζ to allow the whole state space to be explored whilst penalising large moves. The
rest are as in [52]: µx, µy ∼ U [−0.5, 0.5], ψ ∼ U [0, π/2], ρ1 ∼ U [0, 100]. We choose again a
weakly informative prior on α to highlight the advantages of estimating it in a challenging
case: U [1, 4].

4 Numerical results2

4.1 Case study 1: inverse problem for Navier-Stokes

We are interested in comparing MwG where α is fixed and estimated for similar experiments
to [26], where α is assumed to be known and set to either 2 or 2.2. We produce figures in
the study to compare the performance in initial condition v0 and parameter β2 estimation of
the MwG assuming correct and incorrect values of α and estimating α. For the PDE solver,
we will use a spectral Galerkin method. We consider the finite dimensional projection onto
the Hilbert space spanned by {ψk}k∈Ln where n ∈ N \ {0} and Ln = {(k1, k2) ∈ Z2 \ {0} :
max(|k1|, |k2|) < n/2}. We refer to the size of the implied mesh, du, as the dimensionality
of u. We observe that A is diagonalized in U with eigenvalues {λk}k∈Z2\{0}, where λk =

2The code for the experiments can be found in https://github.com/bs519/Hyperpar_est.

10

https://github.com/bs519/Hyperpar_est


|k|2. Periodic boundary conditions allow the use of spectral Galerkin methods when solving
the Navier-Stokes PDE numerically with Fast Fourier Transforms (FFTs). When facing
different boundary conditions or forcing, we would use Finite Elements techniques or other
methods [21]. Convolutions arising from products in the nonlinear term are computed via
FFTs on our mesh with additional antialiasing using double-sized zero padding. In addition,
exponential time differencing is used as in [12] to deal with the resulting stiff system, whereby
an analytical integration is used for the linear part, together with an explicit numerical Euler
integration scheme for the nonlinear part.

For the mesh n = 32, the number of observations is set to T = 5 and for the observation
grid Υ = 16. We have set f(x) = ∇⊥ cos((5, 5)′ · x), τ2 = 0.2. We consider N = 8 · 105
iterations and have found the optimal learning rate to be around 0.999 and 0.998 in a
stationary (η = 0.1, δ = 1) and ”chaotic” regime (η = 0.02, δ = 0.02) respectively. For the
true initial condition and observations, we use a similar synthetic dataset, generated from a
random sample of the prior with α = 2.2, β2 = 1.2. We use π(β2) = IG(1.5, 2.5).

Stationary regime

Figure 1: (Stationary regime) Trace (left) and density (right) plots of prior parameters.
The trace plots show the MCMC estimates (blue) captures the true value (green) in its
distribution, with its cumulative average (red) converging to a value close to the truth.
Similarly the density plots display the posterior’s estimate (blue) peaking around the true
value (red) of both parameters. The prior corresponds to the black dashed line. For both
parameters, the true value lies in the support of the densities of the estimates.

The diagnostics plots for the different MwGs are in the Appendix in section C.1. PCN
and MwG run times are shown in Table C.2. We remark that as expected the runtimes are
close to that of Algorithm 1, with α, β2 known. In Fig. 1 we plot the trace plots and densities
of our parameter estimation and the results prove the success of the parameter estimation
even with uninformative priors. We now study the algorithm’s uncertainty quantification
of the initial condition. In Fig. 2 we plot the vorticity of the initial condition’s estimates
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Figure 2: (Stationary regime) Heat map of the vorticity (top) of the initial condition v0
with the truth (far left) and MCMC estimates: knowing the true α = 2.2 value (centre
left), underestimating with α = 1.5 (centre), overestimating with α = 3 (centre right) and
estimating α (far right). The crosses and circles indicate the positions where the vector
field is observed. Heat map of the variance of each estimate (bottom). Note the scale of
the variance being inversely proportional to α. The algorithms knowing the true α and
estimating it via MwG exhibit similar behaviour.

against the true value. We observe similar estimates from the algorithms knowing the correct
α and estimating it. The estimates recover the true initial condition relatively accurately,
albeit giving a smoother estimate.

We now focus on the variance of the estimates’ vorticity to fully evaluate the algorithm’s
uncertainty quantification. We see from the scales that the variance is highly impacted by the
choice of α. We recover the order of variance when the true α is known only by estimating α.
When α is over and underestimated the uncertainty is under and over estimated, respectfully.
Practitioners often choose to sacrifice uncertainty quantification for improved point estimates
and vice-versa. This could be used within our framework by adjusting the priors of α. Note
however we will use a high viscosity and this lowers the system’s energy, and in doing so,
this stationary regime renders our variance estimation less crucial and the predictive power
of all the algorithms similar after a few timesteps. We repeat this experiment below for
the ”chaotic” regime with lower viscosity and more frequent and informative observations to
investigate the differences.

Chaotic regime

We obtain similarly good results in parameter estimation as in the stationary case, see Fig.
8. This is also the case for the vorticity point estimates shown in Fig. 10. Fig. 9 illustrates
that when α is misspecified, the estimate of β2 will compensate in order to recover the correct
variance, leading to poor parameter estimation. These plots can be found in the Appendix
in section C.2. In Fig. 3 we present the results similarly to Fig. 2 previously. The scale of
the variance of the vorticity estimates is as before at unobserved locations, however there
is spatial correlation introduced by the observations. The likelihood is peaky around the
informative observation locations, which reduces the variance of the posterior of the velocity
at these locations, as well as the posterior’s dependence on the prior. For higher values of α
this spatial correlation is more pronounced as the corresponding prior variance is smoothed.
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Figure 3: (Chaotic regime) Heat map of the variance of the velocity squared of v0 vs α (top),
as previously arranged, with: α = 2.2 value (far left), α = 1.5 (centre left), α = 3 (centre
right) and estimating α (far right). The white circles in the top panels indicate the positions
where the vector field is observed. We also plot the trajectory of the velocity squared of those
estimates at observed (middle) and unobserved (bottom) locations. The vertical dashed line
indicates the time of the last observation. Note the scale of the variance of the prediction
estimates being inversely proportional to α.
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Figure 4: Trace (left) and density (right) plot of smoothness parameter estimates in case
study 2. The dashed line corresponds to the median estimate ≈ 1.1, close the true value
generating the data α = ν + 1 = 2.

So a higher α leads to a less informative prior variance, additionally increasing the posterior’s
dependence on the likelihood. This is why the variance is impacted by α as it was in the
stationary setting only at unobserved locations. This can be additionally seen in the plots
of the trajectories of the velocity’s estimates at observed times. Due to the chaotic regime
having high energy, the trajectory plots show that the difference in variances does not vanish
in time and in turn impacts the estimate’s predictive power. α = 3 leads to an underestimated
variance at unobserved locations: the confidence interval does not capture the true value
after very few time steps past the observations. At observed locations the forecast performs
well, meaning the likelihood is enough to correct the misspecified prior. As for α = 1.5, the
variance is overestimated leading to poor uncertainty quantification at all times. At observed
locations its forecast performs well until the last observation, its predictive power degrades
quickly as the variance explodes. Then MwG with α = 1.5 performs poorly at uncertainty
quantification, particularly for unobserved states and prediction. This shows that even where
the likelihood is most influential, the prior still influences the algorithm’s predictive power.
Finally the MwG estimating α reproduces similar performance to the algorithm assuming
its correct value and performs similarly well even in prediction.

4.2 Case study 2: advection-diffusion SPDE

We reuse the code and example provided in [51] using the R package ’spate’. The dis-
cretisation grid is of size n2 with n = 32. We set T = 20 observations, generated from
the whole grid (Υ = n2) with Gaussian noise τ2 = 0.01. ξ is generated from parameters
ρ0 = 0.1, σ2 = 0.2, ζ = 0.5, ρ1 = 0.1, γ = 2, α = π/4, µ1 = 0.2, µ2 = −0.2. We pick
N = 106 with 10% burn-in and 5000 to be both the burn-in period and the minimal number
of MCMC samples after this burn-in to estimate the proposal matrix. We pick as starting
values ρ0 = 0.2, σ2 = 0.1, ζ = 0.25, ρ1 = 0.2, γ = 1, α = 0.3, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, τ2 = 0.005 and
initiate α correctly. As before we compare the performance of the algorithm additionally
estimating the smoothness to the standard algorithm assuming correct and incorrect values
of α. Results on α and the remaining parameters are shown in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 respec-
tively. The estimation of α as 2.1 is close to the true value 2 and the parameter space is
well explored. Assuming the wrong value of α leads to very poor parameter estimation with
parameter samples for σ2, ζ, ρ1, γ, µx, µy, τ in non-representative values. However estimating
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(a) α = 2 (b) Estimated α

(c) α = 1.5 (d) α = 2.5

Figure 5: Histogram of the parameters estimated when the algorithm knows the true α = 2
value (top left), underestimates α = 1.5 (bottom left), overestimates α = 2.5 (bottom right)
and estimates α (top right). The dashed line indicates the true value and the full line
represents the median of the samples. Assuming the wrong value of α leads to very poor
parameter estimation with parameter samples for σ2, ζ, ρ1, γ, µx, µy, τ in non-representative
values. Samples for µx, µy are still distributed according to their prior meaning no informa-
tion was gained from the data for µ. However estimating α and knowing the correct α allows
for similar accurate parameter estimation results, as the distributions of their estimates are
centered around or capture well the true value.
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α allows for parameter estimation results very close to the accurate performance of the stan-
dard algorithm knowing the correct α, as the distributions of their estimates are centered or
capture well the true value. This is additionally supported by the parameters’ trace plots in
Fig. 11 in section D in the Appendix.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we consider two case studies that share common characteristics with operational
data assimilation problems. In both cases, we have illustrated the merits of estimating
the smoothness parameter together with other parameters of the prior and likelihood as
well as noticed performance similar to knowing the true value of α. At the same time, we
showed how misspecifying α can lead to poor uncertainty quantification or estimation of other
parameters in ϕ, θ. Our case studies covered different Gaussian priors (Matern/Laplacian),
different dynamics (linear, nonlinear stationary or chaotic), observation regimes (dense or
sparse observation grids). So we believe using hierarchical modelling for ϕ, θ together with
MwG can be very helpful in practice. Even when little is known about the smoothness
of the state, it can be inferred and by exploring the parameter space it adds flexibility
to the model. We have also established that in certain cases practitioners may choose to
sacrifice uncertainty quantification for improved point estimates and vice-versa. In real
NWP operational problems the state dimension may reach O(107 − 109), whereas our proof
of concept looks at O(103). Still we highlight that the overhead of estimating α as well as
the rest of θ and ϕ can be minimal. Finally, this approach could be generalized/extended
to more elaborate priors: e.g. Matern with Cauchy noise [56] or the more general α-stable
distributions [57], with Student’s t priors as in [50] or sparsity-promoting priors as in [16, 39].
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the Parametrization of Hierarchical Models, Statistical Science, 22 (2007), pp. 59–73.

[45] F. Pons Llopis, N. Kantas, A. Beskos, and A. Jasra, Particle Filtering for
Stochastic Navier–Stokes Signal Observed with Linear Additive Noise, SIAM Journal on
Scientific Computing, 40 (2018), pp. A1544–A1565.

[46] S. Reich and C. Cotter, Probabilistic Forecasting and Bayesian Data Assimilation,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2015.

19



[47] J. C. Robinson, Infinite-Dimensional Dynamical Systems: An Introduction to Dissi-
pative Parabolic PDEs and the Theory of Global Attractors. Cambridge Texts in Applied
Mathematics, Applied Mechanics Reviews, 56 (2003), pp. B54–B55.

[48] L. Roininen, M. Girolami, S. Lasanen, and M. Markkanen, Hyperpriors for
Matérn fields with applications in Bayesian inversion, Inverse Problems and Imaging,
13 (2018), pp. 1–29.

[49] D. Sanz-Alonso and N. Waniorek, Hierarchical Bayesian inverse problems: A high-
dimensional statistics viewpoint, SIAM Review, 67 (2025), pp. 543–575.

[50] A. Senchukova, F. Uribe, and L. Roininen, Bayesian inversion with Student’st
priors based on Gaussian scale mixtures, Inverse Problems, 40 (2024), p. 105013.
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A The Navier Stokes equation

We introduce here the Navier-Stokes equation for incompressible flow. Let v(x, t) denote
the velocity vector field at point x and time t. The domain we consider is a 2D Torus
T = [0, 2π]2 with initial flow v0 ∈ T and let v : T× [0,∞) → R2, v(x, t) = (v1(x, t), v2(x, t))

T .
The dynamics for v are as follows:

∂tv − η∆v + (v · ∇)v = f −∇p, v(x, 0) = v0(x) (11)

∇ · v = 0,

∫
T
vj(x, ·)dx = 0, j = 1, 2, (12)

where η > 0 is the viscosity parameter, p : T × [0,∞) → R is the pressure function, and
f : T → R2 is an exogenous time-homogeneous forcing. For simplicity we consider the mean
flow to be 0 and assume periodic boundary conditions: vj(·, 0, t) = vj(·, 2π, t), vj(0, ·, t) =
vj(2π, ·, t), j = 1, 2 ∀t ≥ 0. Here v0 is the initial velocity field to be estimated. We now define
its domain as the following Hilbert space V with closure V with respect to L2(T)2 norm:

V :=

{
2π-periodic trigonometric polynomials u : T → R2| ∇ · u = 0,

∫
T
u(x)dx = 0

}
.

Let P : (L2(T))2 → V denote the Leray–Helmholtz orthogonal projector. P projects f
onto the space of incompressible functions. In our context this means the pressure term in
(11) is removed. We obtain the equation as in (3), repeated below for convenience:

dv

dt
+ ηAv +B(v, v) = P (f), v(0) = v0, (13)

where B(v, ṽ) = 1
2P ((v · ∇)ṽ) + 1

2P ((ṽ · ∇)v) and A = −P∆ is the Stokes operator. If this
set of equations is projected on a finite dimensional subspace, then it is an ODE.

B Conjugate prior derivation

In this section we explicitly show the conjugate relationship of the parameter β2, in Case
study 1 used in section 3.3, exploiting the conjugate prior with Inverse Gamma distribution
for the Gaussian likelihood. A similar conjugate relationship holds for σ2 in case 2.
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√
2

√
2π

d|β|d|A−α|
1
2

exp(− 1

2β2
v0A

αv0) ·
ba

Γ(a)
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(
− b

β2

)
∝ ba

Γ(a)
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d
2 exp

(
− b

β2
− 1

2β2
v0A

αv0

)
∝ ba
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2
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−
b+ 1

2v0A
αv0

β2

)

∝
(b+ 1

2v0A
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Γ(a+ d
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2
)−1 exp
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2v0A
αv0
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)
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C Case study 1: diagnostics and run times

C.1 Diagnostics

(a) Acceptance ratio (b) Velocity trace plot (c) Autocorrelation plot

Figure 6: pCN diagnostics: the cumulative average (red) of the acceptance ratio (left) is
around 0.23 as desired. The acceptance ratio (blue) does not alternate between 0 and 1
despite the blue background, it is diverse as desired. The trace plot (middle) of the real
part of the velocity in the first dimension at the point [2,0] of our grid shows the MCMC
estimate (blue) oscillates around the true value (green), with its cumulative average (red)
converging to a value close to the truth. The autocorrelation plot of this quantity shows
that the MCMC chain decorrelates after 1.5 · 105 iterations.

Figure 7: MwG estimating α diagnostics: the cumulative average of the acceptance ratio of
the initial condition and of α is around 0.23 as desired. The acceptance ratio is diverse as
desired. The trace plot of the real part of the velocity in the first dimension at various points
shows each MCMC estimate (blue) captures the true value (green) in its distribution, with
its cumulative average (red) converging to a value mostly close to the truth.
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Fig. 6 diagnostics for pCN show that N = 8 ·105 iterations are sufficient for the MCMC
to provide good estimates. In Fig. 6a we can observe that the acceptance ratio is stable
after the burn-in period of 8 · 104 and between the desired values of 0.2 and 0.3. Focusing
on the real value of a single Fourier coefficient, in Fig. 6b the MCMC estimate performs
well. Additionally its autocorrelation plot in Fig. 6c suggests that despite high decorrelation
lags, the high number of MCMC iterations will lead to a reasonable effective sample size.
For MwG, we increase the number of MCMC moves to the traditional MCMC algorithm
to take into account the Gibbs sampler’s moves on the hyperparameters: N = 1.6 · 106 for
pv0 = pβ2 = 1

3 and N = 2.4 · 106 for pv0 = pβ2 = pα = 1
3 . To fully observe the behaviour of

the parameter estimation, we use longer runs: N = 6 · 106. This is solely for our study and
would not be needed in practice. We found the optimal step-size for α to be 0.96 for both
regimes. Trace plots of the velocity estimates are shown in Fig. 7.

C.2 Chaotic regime plots

Figure 8: Trace (left) and density (right) plots of prior parameters. The trace plots show
the MCMC estimates (blue) captures the true value (green) in its distribution, with its
cumulative average (red) converging to a value close to the truth. Similarly the density
plots display the posterior’s estimate (blue) peaking around the true value (red) of both
parameters. The prior corresponds to the black dashed line. For both parameters, the true
value lies in the support of the densities of the estimates. For β, the challenging heavy-tailed
Gamma prior is shrunk around the true value to form the posterior.
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Figure 9: β2 estimates: Trace (top) and density (bottom) plots of prior parameter β2 for
MwG: knowing the true α = 2.2 value (centre), underestimating with α = 1.5 (left), overes-
timating with α = 3 (right). The trace plots show the estimates (blue), with its cumulative
average (red) and the true value (green). The density plots display the posterior’s estimate
(blue) peaking around the true value (red) of both parameters. The prior corresponds to the
black dashed line. The true value lies in the support of the density of the estimates for the
correct α. However this density when α = 1.5 underestimates β2 and conversely for α = 3.

Figure 10: Vorticity of the initial condition v0 with the truth (far left) and MCMC estimates:
knowing the true α = 2.2 value (centre left), underestimating α = 1.5 (centre), overestimat-
ing α = 3 (centre right) and estimating α (far right). The crosses indicate the positions
where the vector field is observed. We observe similar estimates from the algorithms know-
ing the correct smoothness and estimating it, albeit giving a smooth estimate.
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Run times

Algorithm Regime Model Configuration Execution time PDE count

pCN Stationary N-S N = 8 · 105 25 hours 8 · 107
MwG1 Stationary N-S N = 1.6 · 106 27.5 hours 2 · 108
MwG2 Stationary N-S N = 6 · 106 85 hours 2 · 108
pCN Chaotic N-S N = 8 · 105 12.5 hours 4 · 106
MwG1 Chaotic N-S N = 1.6 · 106 15 hours 4 · 106
MwG2 Chaotic N-S N = 6 · 106 49 hours 5 · 106
MwG N/A Stoch. AD α := 2 11 hours N/A

MwG N/A Stoch. AD U(1, 4) 12.5 hours N/A

Table 1: Run times of the MwG algorithm estimating θ, ϕ and of the pCN algorithm know-
ing θ, ϕ. In Case study 1, the MwG with pv0 = pβ2 = 1/2 and with pv0 = pβ2 = pα = 1/3,
denoted respectively as MwG1 and MwG2, are slightly slower than pCN due to additional
memory requirements for storing hyperparameter samples. Taking this into account and
looking at the number of times the PDE solver was ran, the run times highlight that estimat-
ing θ does not significantly increase the run times over the known θ case. The computational
run times are dominated by the runs of the PDE solver when evaluating the likelihood, which
was confirmed when profiling the code.
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D Case Study 2: trace plots

(a) α = 2 (b) Estimated α

(c) α = 1.5 (d) α = 2.5

Figure 11: Trace plots of the parameters estimated when the algorithm knows the true
α = 2 value (top left), underestimates α = 1.5 (bottom left), overestimates α = 2.5 (bottom
right) and estimates α (top right). The dashed line indicates the burn-in period. Assuming
the wrong value of α leads to very poor parameter estimation with σ2, ζ, ρ1, γ, µx, µy, τ in
non-representative values. Samples for µx, µy are still distributed according to their prior
indicating no information was gained from the data for µ. However estimating α and knowing
the correct α allows for similar accurate parameter estimation results, as the samples are
centered around or capture well the true value.
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