arXiv:1606.09321v2 [math.PR] 25 May 2017

Performance of Ensemble Kalman filters in large
dimensions

Andrew J. Majda *! and Xin T. Tong 2

ICourant Institute of Mathematical Sciences, New York University
2Department of Mathematics, National University of Singapore

May 26, 2017

Abstract

Contemporary data assimilation often involves more than a million prediction vari-
ables. Ensemble Kalman filters (EnKF) have been developed by geoscientists. They are
successful indispensable tools in science and engineering, because they allow for com-
putationally cheap low ensemble state approximation for extremely large dimensional
turbulent dynamical systems. The practical finite ensemble filter like EnKF necessarily
involve modifications such as covariance inflation and localization, and it is a genuine
mystery why they perform so well with small ensemble sizes in large dimensions. This
paper provides the first rigorous stochastic analysis of the accuracy and covariance fi-
delity of EnKF in the practical regime where the ensemble size is much smaller than
the large ambient dimension for EnKFs with random coefficients. A challenging issue
overcome here is that EnKF in huge dimensions introduces unavoidable bias and model
errors which need to be controlled and estimated.
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1 Introduction

With the growing importance of accurate predictions and the expanding availability of data
in geoscience and engineering, data assimilation for high dimensional dynamical systems has
never been more crucial. The ensemble Kalman filters (EnKF) [1, 2, 3, 4] are ensemble based
algorithms well designed for this purpose. They quantify the uncertainty of an underlying
system using the sample information of an ensemble {X,Sk)}szl. In most applications, the
ensemble size K ~ 10% is much smaller than the ambient space dimension d ~ 10°, thereby
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significantly reduces the computational cost. The simplicity of EnKF and its close to accurate
performance has fueled wide applications in various fields of geophysical science |5, 6].

However, why does EnKF work well with a small ensemble has remained a complete
mystery. The existing theoretical EnKF performance literature focuses mostly on the im-
practical scenario where the ensemble size goes to infinity [7, 8]. When the ensemble size
is finite, the only known recent results are wellposedness, nonlinear stability, and geometric
ergodicity [9, 10, 11, 12]. For continuous EnKF analogues, similar results and filter error
bounds are obtained when the forecast model admits uniform contraction [13, 14, 15]. These
theories are inadequate to explain EnKF performance in practice. On the other hand, the
practitioners often attribute the EnKF success to the existence of a low effective filtering
dimension. This means most of the filtering uncertainty is contained in p ~ 10 directions,
so the ensemble size is still comparatively large. But the definition of the effective filtering
dimension has remained elusive, as its associated subspace often evolves with the dynamics.
How the filter ensemble is attracted to this subspace is even more puzzling.

Another layer of complexity that shrouds the study of EnKF is its practical variants. The
sampling formulation of EnKF leaves it many structural flaws. Meteorologists and engineers
have invented various methods to remedy these problems, including square root formulations,
covariance inflation, and localization [16, 17, 18, 19|. The derivations of these methods rely
purely on physical or statistical intuition, where the filter ensemble is often assumed to be
Gaussian distributed. How these methods contribute to the bias and model error introduced
by EnKF formulation in practical scenarios lacks rigorous explanation.

As a consequence of these two theoretical gaps, there are no existing theoretical guidelines
on how to choose the ensemble size, or which and how augmentation should be implemented.
This paper intends to fill these gaps by developing a rigorous error analysis framework for a
properly augmented EnKF. We study these issues here in the challenging context of Kalman
filter with random coefficients [20] in large dimensions [21]. Although this setting is less
difficult than the fully nonlinear case [10, 12], it is much richer than the deterministic case
with applications to stochastic turbulence models [5, 21].

The remainder of this introduction outlines the objective, strategy, and main results that
are proved in detail in the remainder of the paper. We note that [21] provides a simple
rigorous treatment of the same issues without the effect of finite ensemble.

1.1 Intrinsic performance criteria

Consider the following signal-observation system with random coefficients

Xn+1 = Aan + Bn + €n+17 £n+1 ~ N<07 En)a
Yn+1 == HanJrl + CnJrla CnJrl ~ N(O, [q)

We assume the signal variable X,, is of dimension d, the observation variable Y,, is of di-
mension ¢ < d. The realizations of the dynamical coefficients (A,,, By, ¥, ), the observation
matrix H,, as long as Y,, are assumed to be available, and the objective is to estimate X,,.
The random coefficients setting allows us to model internal dynamical intermittencies, where
the effective low dimensional subspace may evolve non-trivially.

The optimal filter for system (1.1) is the Kalman filter |20, 22|, assuming (X, Yp) is
Gaussian distributed. It estimates X,, with a Gaussian distribution N (m,, R,), where the

(1.1)
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mean and covariance follow a well known recursion:

Forecast: m,.1 = A,m, + By, }A%nH = AR, AL+ %,
Assimilation: Mnpt1 = mn—i—l + gn(én—kl)(yn—‘rl - Hnmn+1)> Rn+1 = }Cn(ﬁn—&-l)a (12)
G.(C)=CH,(I,+ H,CH™, K,(C)=C-G,(C)H,C.

Unfortunately, the Kalman filter (1.2) is not applicable for high dimensional problems, as
it has a computational complexity of O(d?q). Nevertheless, its optimality indicates that R,
directly describes how well system (1.1) can be filtered. Moreover, the classical Kalman
filter analysis [20] indicates that R, converges to a stationary solution R, of (1.2), which
is independent of filter initializations. In other words, conditions on the stationary solution
R,, can be viewed as intrinsic filtering criteria for system (1.1). Moreover, as R, can be
estimated or computed in many scenarios, these criteria can be used as filtering guidelines.
There is abundant literature on various notions of stability of Kalman filters and Riccati
equations [23, 24, 25, 26, 27|.

In particular for our interest, an augmented Kalman filter stationary solution R, can be
used to define the effective dimension. As mentioned earlier, it is conjectured that EnKF
performs well with small ensemble size, because there are only p < K dimensions of signifi-
cant uncertainty during the filtering. Throughout this paper, a threshold p > 0 is assumed
to separate the significant dimensions from the others. So one way to formulate the low
effective dimension requirement would be

ﬁn has at most p eigenvalues above p.

The details of the Kalman filter augmentation, along with the additional low dimension
requirements of the unstable directions of A,, and ¥, will be given in the formal Assumption
3.1.

1.2 EnKF with small ensemble sizes

In essence, EnKF is a Monte-Carlo simulation of the optimal filter (1.2). It utilizes an
ensemble { X"} to describe the filtering uncertainty, and uses the ensemble mean X,, as the
estimator for X,,. In the forecast step, an forecast ensemble {Xffi)l} is generated from the

posterior ensemble {X}Lk)} simulating the forecast model in (1.1). In the assimilation step, the
Kalman update rule of (1.2) applies, while the mean and covariance are replaced by ensemble
versions. This effectively bring down the computation cost. But the small sample formulation
brings up four structural issues. Fortunately, there are existing practical variants of EnKF
that can alleviate these problems. By incorporating these augmentations, our theoretical
results in return provide rigorous justifications for their improvement in practice.

The first problem is the covariance rank deficiency. The sample covariance of an en-
semble of size K can only be of rank at most K — 1, so uncertainties on the d — K + 1
complementary directions are ignored. The observation operator may accumulate all these
underestimated uncertainties, and create a huge bias in the assimilation step. In practice,
this problem is usually remedied by adding a constant inflation to the forecast covariance.
In our effective dimension formulation, the directions of significant uncertainty in principle



should be captured by the ensemble, while the other directions are under represented. Then
with an ensemble covariance matrix C, it is intuitive to add pl; to it in order to capture the
uncertainty in the ambient space, making the effective covariance estimator C* := C' + pl,.

The second problem comes from the instability of the dynamics. In many realistic models,
intermittent instability comes from the unstable directions of the forecast operator A, or
genuine large surges in >,,. This may not be captured by the ensemble at previous step, and
it is necessary to include it in the forecast step. Evidently, in order for the effective filtering
dimension to be p, the dimension of such instability must be below p as well.

The third problem is the covariance decay from sampling effect. The standard EnKF
forecast step intends to recover the covariance forecast of (1.2), so EC’HH Rn—l—l; assuming
C, = R,. However, the Kalman covariance update operator I, is a concave operator,
see Lemma A.1. The Jensen’s inequality indicates that the average posterior covariance
EK,,(Cp41) is below the target covariance K, (Ry41), see Lemma 5.3 for details. The practical
remedy is a multiplicative inflation, so the average forecast covariance is E@LH = rﬁnﬂ with
ar > 1. The effect of such inflation has been rigorously studies in [28| but only for d = 1.

Lastly, small samples may create spurious correlation in high dimensions. As an easy
example, let X*) be K i.i.d. N(0, ;) random vectors. Then by the Bai-Yin’s law [29], the
spectral norm of the sample covariance is roughly 1+ +/d/K, instead of the true value 1. In
our small sample K < d setting, the sampling error is simply horrible. In order to remove
such correlation, practical remedies often involve localization procedures. Here we simplify
this operation by projecting the sample covariance matrix to its p leading eigenvectors.
Mathematically speaking, this ensures the forecast sample covariance can concentrate on the
right value. Ideally, if the effective dimension is lower than p, such spectral projection will
not change much of the covariance matrix.

Section 2 will give the explicit formulation of the prescribed EnKF, where Algorithms 1
summarizes the procedures.

1.3 Covariance fidelity and Mahalanobis error

Practical filter performance analysis requires concrete estimates of the filter error e, =
X, — X,,. This appears to be very difficult for EnKF, because the covariance relations in
(1.2) no longer hold deterministically. To make matters worse, the random sampling error
propagates through a nonlinear update rules as in (1.2). So it is nearly impossible to trace
the exact distribution of e,, while it is clearly not Gaussian.

The existing analysis of EnKF focus mostly on its difference with the optimal filter
(1.2) |28, 7, 30, 8, 14, 15, 13]. These results often require either the ensemble to be Gaussian
distributed at each step, or only consider the case where the ensemble size K reaches infinity.
Unfortunately, such assumptions are unlikely to hold in practice, since there is computational
advantage for EnKF only when K < d.

A more pragmatic strategy would be looking for intrinsic error statistical relations. In
particular, it is important to check whether the reduced covariance estimators dominate the
real error covariance, as underestimating error covariance often causes severe filter divergence.
The Mahalanobis norm is a natural choice for this purpose. Given a d x d positive definite



(PD) matrix C, it generates a Mahalanobis norm on R%:
|v||Z = vT[C] . (1.3)

This norm is central in many Bayesian inverse problems. For example, given the prior
distribution of X as N(b,C), and a linear observation Y = HX + ¢ with Gaussian noise
& ~ N(0,X), the optimal estimate is the minimizer of ||z —b||% + ||Y — Hz||%. In our context,
it is natural to look at the non-dimensionalized Mahalanobis error %l||en||%£. According

to the EnKF formulation described above, the true state is estimated by N(X,,C?). If
the hypothesis holds, éHenHzcz should roughly be of constant value. And by showing the
Mahalanobis error is bounded, we also show the error covariance estimate C? more or less
captures the real error covariance, which is known as the covariance fidelity.

The Mahalanobis error also has surprisingly good dynamical properties in large dimen-
sions [21]. In short, [le, |7, is a dissipative (also called exponentially stable) sequence. This
is actually carried by an intrinsic inequality induced by the Kalman update mechanism. In
the optimal filter, it is formulated as

AZ(I - gn(ﬁn-Fl)Hn)TRr:—il—l(] - gn(ﬁn-i—l)Hn)An = Azﬁg—il-lAn = Rgl' (14)

This was exploited by previous works in the literature [20, 31| to show robustness of Kalman
filters and extended Kalman filters in a fixed finite dimension. See for example, the first
displayed inequality in the proof of Theorem 2.6 of [20]. One of the major results of this
paper can be informally formulated as follows

Theorem 1.1. When applying the EnKF described in Section 1.2 to system (1.1) with an
effective filtering dimension p and proper inflation parameters r > 1,p > 0, there is a
constant D such that if K > Dp, the nondimenionalized Mahalanobis filter error Ex||e, || e
converges to a constant independent of d and the filter initialization.

The detailed conditions and statements are given by Section 3 and Theorem 3.4. This
result rigorously explains the effectiveness of EnKF in practice. It is also important to note
that the condition requires the ensemble size to grow linearly with the effective dimension,
instead of exponentially as in the case of particle filters [32, 33]. This makes the EnKF an
promising tool for system with medium size d, even if there is no low effective dimensionality
assumption.

There are two useful corollaries from Theorem 1.1. First, its proof indicates the EnKF is
exponentially stable for initial ensemble shift, see Corollary 3.5 below. In other words, if two
ensembles start with the same ensemble spread, but different means, the difference in their
mean will decay exponentially fast. Second, when the system noises are of scale epsilon,
the EnKF filter error is also of scale epsilon. This is called the filter accuracy of EnKF,
and evidently is very useful when the system (1.1) is observed frequently. See Corollary 3.6
below.

1.4 Framework of the proof: random matrix concentration and Lya-
punov functions

In order to adapt the Mahalanobis error dissipation (1.4) for EnKF, it is essential to recover
AZR;}AAn =< R;! with R, replaced by the random ensemble forecast matrix C, ;. Such
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problem has rarely been discussed by the random matrix theory (RMT) community, as it
involves matrix inversion and non-central ensembles. Fortunately, standard RMT arguments
like Gaussian concentration and e-net covering can be applied, and roughly speaking we can
show C,, 1, < R, ;. Both covariance inflation techniques and the effective dimensionality are
the keys to make this possible. The additive inflation keep the matrix inversion nonsingular,
and the multiplicative inflation creates enough room for a spectral concentration to occur at
the effective dimensions.

A RMT result, Theorem 6.1, guarantees that the Mahalanobis error dissipates like (1.4)
with high probability. But the rare sampling concurrence may decrease the sample covari-
ance and creates underestimation. Such intermittency genuinely exists in various stochastic
problems, and the general strategy is to find a Lyapunov function. In this paper, our Lya-
punov function exploits the concavity of the Kalman covariance update operator I, and the
boundeness of filter covariance from an observability condition.

1.5 Preliminaries

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates an EnKF with
specified augmentations, which is summarized by Algorithm 1. Section 3 formulates the low
effective dimension Assumption 3.1 and uniform observability Assumption 3.2. Theorem
3.4 shows that these assumptions guarantee the Mahalanobis error of EnKF decays to a
constant geometrically fast. Important Corollaries 3.5 and 3.6 about exponential stability
and accuracy follow immediately. Before diving into the proofs, a simple application of our
framework to a stochastic turbulence model is given in Section 4. The main proof components
are illustrated in Section 5. The noncentral RMT result is located in Section 6.

Before we start the discussion, here are a few standard notations we will use in the
following. ||C|| denotes the Iy operator norm of a matrix C', and |z| is the {? norm of a vector
x. We use 7 ® z to denote the rank 1 matrix 2”7 generated by a column vector z. We
use C' € PD(PSD) or simply C is PD (PSD) to indicate a symmetric matrix C' is positive
definite (semidefinite). [C],x denotes the (4, k)-th coordinate of a matrix C, and [C]2 is the
sub-matrix with both indices in a set /. And A < B indicates that B — A € PSD. [a] is
the smallest integer above a real number a.

Given an ensemble of vectors (M, ..., ) we use 7 = + S #® to denote its ensemble
average. Ax®) = 2(*) — 7 to denote the deviation of each ensemble. Some times, it is easier
to describe an ensemble in terms of its mean Z, and spread matrix S = [Az™M, ... Az()].

We assume the distribution of filter initializations is known. Generally speaking, there are
no specific requirements for their values. But some results implicitly rely on the invertibility
of the covariance matrices.

Following [20], we say a random sequence Zy, Z1,... is stationary, if (Zy, Zy,...) and
(Zk, Zks1, - - .) have the same distribution. We say such sequence is ergodic, if there is only
one invariant measure for the shifting map (Zy, Z1,...) — (21, Zs, .. .).



2  EnKF with low effective dimensions

EnKF utilizes an ensemble {Xﬁk)}k:h”, x to describe the underlying uncertainty. Such for-
mulation effectively brings down the computation cost of each filtering iteration, and have
shown good filtering skills through numerous numerical evidences.

2.1 Forecast Step with instability representation

The forecast step propagates the underlying uncertainty of time n to time n + 1. Since
the effective posterior distribution is N'(X,, C?), the target forecast distribution should be
N(A, X, + B, A, CLAT + pA, AT + %), In order to remedy the covariance decay due to
sampling, we also multiply the target covariance with a ratio r > 1.

In the ensemble formulation, the posterior ensemble is propagated to the forecast ensem-
ble, )?T(Llfgl = A, X" + B, + ffﬁzl. The noise f,(fgl is Gaussian distributed with mean zero,
it intends to capture the instantaneous instability of the system. Its covariance X will be
specified soon. Denote the inflated forecast ensemble spread \/FAnSmL\/F[Af&)l, e Aﬁfﬁ)l]

as §n+1, where S, is the ensemble spread matrix at step n:
S, =[AXM ... AXE AXE = xB) X
The corresponding forecast covariance is given by

Qo .ar

Cpir = —S’;lf S E,Cpi1 = rA,Co AT + ¥, (2.1)
Here E,, denotes expectation conditioned on system and ensemble realization up to time n.
Since C), 41 is an ensemble covariance, it under-represents the ambient space uncertainty.
This can be remedied by adding a constant covariance p7l,;. Here 7 > 0 is a parameter that
increases our framework flexibility. Its value depends on the model setting, see an example
in Section 4. Our framework is valid independent of 7, and in the first reading, 7 can be
seen as 1. In order to preserve covariance fidelity, intuitively we want

Enégil =1 A Co AT + 58 + o711y = (A, Ch AL + pA, AL+ 5,). (2.2)

For this purpose, let f’n be the projection to the eigen-subspace of pA, AT + %, — pr/rly
with positive eigenvalues. If we let X7 be the positive part of the prescribed matrix,

A~

St =P (pA AT + %, — pr/rl)P,,
it is straightforward to check that (2.2) holds. X captures the instantaneous instability
of system (1.1). It essentially includes the unstable directions of A, with singular value
above a spectral gap /7/r, and the directions of ¥, with eigenvalue above p7/r. Its low
dimensionality will be another crucial component of the low effective dimension Assumption
3.1.



2.2 Assimilation step with spectral projection

Once the forecast covariance is computed, the Kalman gain matrix can be obtained through
Gri1 = Gu(Crty) = Co8 HY (I, + H, Gl HY) 7

We update the mean from X, = =5 )A(,(li)l to

ym-l Xn+1 + G [Yo1 — HXn+1]

Based on the classical Kalman formulation, the target posterior covariance should be /C, (Cn ")
with the Kalman covariance update operator

K.(C):=C~-CH!I,+ H,CH) 'H,C
= (I = Gu(C)H,)C(I = Gu(C)H,)" + Gu(C)Gn(C)T. (2.3)

Unfortunately, K, (Cn ”1) cannot be directly obtained as a posterior ensemble covariance
matrix, since it may have rank d instead of K — 1. Moreover, the forecast sample covariance
matrix may have spurious correlation due to lower than dimension sampling size. Due to
this reason, we project IC,,(C}% ) to its eigenspace associated with the largest p eigenvalues.
The posterior ensemble should have an effective covariance C?, | matching it. If we denote
the projection as P, 1, let QDQ” be the eigenvalue decomposition of Pn+1(lCn(@TLi1) -
pI)P,.1, and WADT be the SVD decomposition of §n+1. We can update the posterior
spread S, through an ensemble adjustment Kalman filter (EAKF) type of update, S, 11 =

QDY2ATUTS, |, then

Sn+15T
Copr = 2= = Pyt (Ka(C78) = p)Pyia. (2.4)
Notice that the directions with eigenvalues of lcn(égil) below the threshold p are filtered
out on the right hand side. Moreover, it is straight forward to verify that

Kn (C )+ ply = Copr +plg = G, (C h1)- (2.5)

n n

In case one does not have a low effective dimension, so p = d, the spectral projection is
trivial P11 = 1.

Before we move on and analyze EnKF performance, let us briefly discuss the compu-
tational complexity involved in the analysis step, assuming d > K 2> p and standard
numerical procedures [34]. It is important to notice that Cn+1 == Sn+15 41 1s of rank K.
Moreover the following Woodbury matrix identity holds,

(I, + H,Cof HD) ™ = Qp — Qu(Ix + STHTH,S,) " Qn,

where Ik + STHTH S is K x K, and Q, = (I, + TpH,HT)™" is usually easy to compute,
because H,, is often a simple projection. This makes vector products with the matrix

Kn(Ch21) = Cgt + 7pla — (Crgr + 7pLa) HE (I + Ho G\ HY ) ™ Hy(Crogt + 7p10)

n
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of complexity O(Kd) instead of O(d?). Consequencely the finding of p largest eigenvalues and
associated eigenvectors is of complexity O(pKd) through, for example, the power method.
Since the SVD decomposition is identical to standard EAKF, it takes complexity of O(K?d)
[4]. In conclusion, this version of EAKF does not require an additional order of complexity.
We comment that simpler operations may exist with other EAKF formulations. For example
35] suggested used letting S,41 = (I — 1Gpi1 H, )Sn—l-l

2.3 Summary of the algorithm

The mathematical formulation of our EnKF can be summarized by Algorithm 1

Algorithm 1 EnKF with covariance inflations and spectral projections

Initialization: K: ensemble size, p: effective dimension, r: multiplicative inflation, p un-
certainty significance threshold, 7 : flexibility parameter, X(()k) : initial ensemble.
1: forn+0toT —1do
Yt < The positive part of pA, AT + %, — pr/rl;.

Generate ¢k Y1~ N(0, E*) k=1,...,K.

2
3:
4. Xn+1 <— A X + B + = K Ek 1£n+17 An+l < \/_(A S + [Agr(l,l-i)-b < A£n+1])
5 CnJrl <— Sn+1sn+1, Gn+1 — CTilHT( -+ H CTp HT)

n

7n+1 — Xn+1 + Gpp1 (Yo — H, Xn+1)
P,.1 < Projection to the largest p eigenvectors of K, (C’n ")
8: Sni1 — AnS, by an EAKF type of update, so that

Sn 15T -~
el — Pn—i—l(ICn(CnJrl) p]d)Pn-‘rl'

K-1

9: return State estimation: N(X,, 1,

3 Main results: EnKF performance

3.1 Effective low dimensionality

As explained in Section 1.1, Kalman filters will be employed to formulate the effective di-
mensionality. Since our EnKF implements covariance inflation techniques, the associated
signal-observation system is also augmented with a stronger inflation [21]:

X, .1 =1rAX, +B,+&, .4,
Vi =HX, 0+ G (3.1)

&~ N0, =2 +r?rply), ¢y~ N(0,1,).

In principle, 7% can be replaced with any ratio above r and our analysis below still holds.
We use 72 just for notational simplicity. The optimal filter for (3.1) is a Kalman filter. The



associated covariance solves follows recursion
;L+1 = T2AnR;Ag + E;w ;z+1 = K ( ;1+1>- (3.2)
Given the value of I, the value of I at a later time k > j can be computed by the recursion
above. So there is a F measurable mapping R such that Rj = R;x(R)).

Our low dimensionality reference can be formulated through one solution Ry, = RM(EJ-):

Assumption 3.1. The signal observation system has intrinsic dimension p, if for a (sta-
tionary) solution R, = Ry n(Ry) of (3.2):

o The system instability matriz X7 has rank not exceeding p < A, AT + 3, /p has at
most p eigenvaleus above T/r.

e R, has at most p eigenvalues above p.

Although our framework works for an arbitrary solution of (3.2), in most cases any
solution will converge to a unique PD stationary sequence, assuming stationarity, ergod-
icity, weak observability and controllability of the system coefficients, see [20]. It is also
straightforward to verify that, if the original system (1.1) satisfies the weak observability
and controllability condition of [20], then so does the augmented system (3.1). A proof of
a similar claim is in the appendix of [21]. Then it makes more sense to impose Assumption
3.1 on this stationary solution, and by doing so, the assumption is independent of the initial
conditions. This is why we put stationary in bracket, the readers should choose the proper
variant in application.

In order to focus on the more interesting EnKF sampling effect, this paper considers a
relative simple system setting, so (1.1) is observable through a fixed time interval m:

Assumption 3.2. Suppose there are constants D s, Dy, Dg such that
AL 1Al < Day 120l < Ds, IRl IR < Dr.

Also suppose there is a constant step size m, a constant c,,, such that the observability
Gramian defined below satisfies O,, = ¢ly,

Om =Y AL H{H A, Agj=rFTA - A
k=1

Assumption 3.2 will simplify the control of a solution of (3.2) a lot, for example Lemma
5.5 shows that Ry g1m(C) will always be bounded and uses [20].

Remark 3.3. It is worth noticing that the direct requirement on system (1.1), Assumption
3.2, is quite weak, given that (A, Bn, Hy, X)) can be any random sequence. However, As-
sumption 3.1 is another implicit condition imposed on system (1.1), since the R, is generated
through (3.2). The dependence of R, on (A, By, Hp, %) is in general very involved, even
in the deterministic, time homogenous case. Section 4 will further discuss how to verify
Assumption 3.1, and demonstrate with an example. More examples for Kalman filters with
random coefficients can be found in [21] and its references. On the other hand, Assump-
tion 3.1 is required in theory, simply because it can be verified offline and before executing
the algorithm. In practice, it suffices to check on the fly whether the posterior covariance
IC.(C ) indeed has less than p eigenvalues above p. If yes, the projection error is zero, the
proof in Section 5.2 holds as well with x,+1 = 1, so the same results would hold.
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3.2 Covariance fidelity and filter performance

As discussed in Section 1.3, Mahalanobis error is a natural statistics for covariance fidelity
quantification. By proving a stronger but more technical result, Theorem 5.10, we can
show that the Mahalanobis error decays to a constant geometrically fast. With stronger
conditions, a similar proof should lead to a similar bound for Elle,||¢, with s > 1. But we
only demonstrate the case with s = 1 for exposition simplicity.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose system (1.1) satisfies the uniform observability Assumption 3.2, and
has an intrinsic filtering dimension p as described in Assumption 3.1. For any c > 0, there
exist a function F : PSD — R, a constant D, and a sequence M,,, such that when K > Dp,

Ellenllcg < 7 SEF(Co),/lleoliZy +2m + My Vd,
Elen| <7 6+/Dg + pEF(Cp),/ ||eo||205 +2m + +/(Dg + p)dM,,.

The function F' and the sequence satisfy the following bounds with a constant Dp:

1
F(X) < Dpexp(Drlog® || X||), limsup M, < ;Cm
6

n—00 T 1=
Moreover, the ensemble covariance C,, is bounded by ﬁn most of the time:

limsup Emax{1, |C, B; '™} < 1 +c. (3.3)

n—oo

3.3 Exponential stability

Another useful property implied by the previous analysis is that EnKF is exponentially
stable. Let {X(’)(k)} = {Xék) + A} be a shift of the original initial ensemble. If both EnKF
generate the same realization for &(Lk) and assimilate the same observation sequence Y,,, then
it is straight forward to check their ensemble spread matrices remain the same, and the
difference in their mean estimates is given by

n—1

== !

(771 - Xn) — Un,O(yo - yO)a Un,m = H (] - Gk+1Hk)Alc~

k=m

So if ||Un || converges to zero exponentially fast, then so does the mean difference. In [20],
this is called exponential stability.

Corollary 3.5. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.4, suppose EF(Cy) < oo and K > Dp,
the EnKF is exponentially stable

n—1
1 1
limsup — logE H(I — G Hp) Ag|| < —=logr.
n—oo N =0 6

The proof is located after the proof of Theorem 5.10.
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3.4 Filter accuracy

When system (1.1) is observed frequently, the system noises are of close to zero scale. In-
tuitively, the filter error should be close to zero as well. Such property has recently been
investigated by [36] for other observers, and called filter accuracy. While filter accuracy may
come easily for the Kalman filter (1.2), it is highly nontrivial for EnKF. Our framework re-
veals that filter accuracy of EnKF can be obtained by filter accuracy of the reference Kalman
filter.

Corollary 3.6. Under the same conditions of Theorem 3.4, there exists a constant C', such
that when K > Dp, for any € > 0 there is an EnKF filter with ensemble size K for the
following system
Xn+1 = Aan + Bn + Efn+1
Yn—i—l - Han—H + ECn—&—ly

such that with the same function and sequence in Theorem 3.4:

Elen| < er~6+/Dg + pEF (e 2C) /HeonCg +2m + e/ (Dg + p)dM,,.

Proof. This is a straightforward from Theorem 3.4, since if En is a reference Kalman filter
covariance for system (1.1), then €2 R,, is a reference Kalman filter covariance for system (3.4),
which has spectral norm bounded by ¢2Dg. So if one applies Algorithm 1 with rescaled
parameters (K, p,r,e2p,7), one can check both Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 hold. The 2
appears before Cj, because in fact F(Cy) = f (||C’0§5 ') for some function f, which will be
clear in Theorem 5.10. O

(3.4)

4 A simple application and example

When applying our results to a concrete problem in the form of (1.1), we need to compute
the stationary filter covariance En, as it plays a vital role in the low effective dimension
Assumption 3.1, and it controls the ensemble covariance C”. In practice, this requires non-
trivial numerical computation. One the other hand, there is a huge literature on Kalman
filters, so there are various ways to simplify the computations. [21] has discussed a few such
strategies, including unfiltered covariance, benchmark principle, and comparison principle.
We will not reiterate these strategies in this paper, but instead apply some of them to a
concrete simple turbulence problem [5, 21].

4.1 Linearized stochastic turbulence in Fourier domain
Consider the following stochastic partial differential equation [37, 5]
Owu(z, t) = Q) u(x, t) — v(0,)u(x, t) + F(x,t) + dW (z,t). (4.1)

For the simplicity of discussion, the underlying space is assumed to be an one dimensional
torus T = [0, 27], while generalization to higher dimensions is quite straight forward. The
terms in (4.1) have the following physical interpretations:
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1) Qis an odd polynomial of 9,. This term usually arises from the Coriolis effect from earth’s
rotation, or the advection by another turbulent flow. Suppose Q(9,)e*® = iw el

2) v is a positive and even polynomial of 0,. This term models the general diffusion and
ikx ikx

damping of turbulences. Suppose 7(9,)e’™ = e
3) F(xz,t) is a deterministic forcing and W (z,t) is a stochastic forcing.

One way to discretize (4.1) in both time and space, is to consider the Galerkin truncation
of u at time nh with a fixed interval h > 0. Let X,, be a 2J 4+ 1 dimensional vector, with its
k-th component being the k-th Fourier component of u( -, nh), in other words,

u(z,nh) nlo + Z nlkcos(kx) + 2[X,,] g sin(kz).

1<k<J

Suppose both the deterministic and the stochastic forcing admit a Fourier decomposition:

F(z,t) =2 Y frcos(kx)+fopsin(kr), W(w,t)=2 Y  op(Wi(t) cos(ka)+W_y(t) sin(kz)).

1<k<J 1<k<J

Here W(t) are standard Wiener processes.

A time discretization of (4.1) in the Fourier domain yields the system coefficients for the
system vector X,,. The details are in [21], and the results are presented as follows. A, = A
is diagonal with 2 x 2 sub-blocks, and >, = ¥ is diagonal. Their entries with B,, are:

cos(wrh)  sin(wgh)

[A]{k,_k}g = exp(—xh) l_ sin(wph) cos(wih) [Blx = fr(nh)h,

(4.2)

(0’?)2 (n+1)h 1
Xlkr = T/ exp(—2vxs)ds = §E’?<1 — exp(—27;h)).
nh

Ey = ﬁ(a%? stands for the stochastic energy of the k-th Fourier mode, and also the sum
of stochastic energy of [X,]; and [X,] .

In practice, the damping often grows and the energy decays like polynomials of the
wavenumber |k|

e =7 + vk, Ef=Elkl™", a>0,8>0. (4.3)
To show that our framework is directly computable, we will also consider the following

specific set of physical parameters with a Kolmogorov energy spectrum used in [38|:

)
a =2, 625, r=11, 7=06, h=05 ~=v=001, Ey=1. (4.4)

4.2 Reference spectral projection

In order to verify Assumption 3.1, we need to estimate the stationary Kalman covariance
R,,. The unfiltered equilibrium covariance V| of X! is a crude upper bound for R, as the
Kalman filter has the minimum error covariance, while V is the error covariance made by
estimating X, using its equilibrium mean. Although this is a crude estimate, it works for
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any choice of observation, and it is easy to compute, since V!, = r?4,V/ Al + 3! . If the
system is time homogeneous, V! will be a constant V'. V' is an upper bound of R,. [21] also
applies this idea for reduced filtering error analysis.

In particular for (4.2), A,AL + %, is a diagonal matrix with entries

[0ALAT + Snlkk = pexp(—=2y,h) + $E (1 — exp(—27y,h)).

If [pA, AT + %, |y > Tp/r, this mode should be included by the instability covariance ¥
For the other Fourier modes, one can verify that V' is a constant diagonal matrix with entries

r*(Eles +7p)
1 —r2exp(—2y:h)

v, = 12 exp(=2vh)v} + 2 [X]er + 730 = v =

Since R, < V/, by Lidskii’s theorem 6.10 of [39], it suffices to show V'’ has at most p
eigenvalues above p. In summary, the following must hold
72 [S]k k rp

r
— —2vih -2 4.5
1 =127 —r2exp(—2vh) 7 exp(—2h) + 2[ ]kk} (4.5)

pZmaX{

except for at most p different k. The quantity is easily computable, for example with the
physical parameters (4.4), p can be set as 15, or 30 if the negative wavenumbers are also
considered, and p = 0.04. Such small p makes K ~ 100 comparatively large, and it is
independent of the Galerkin truncation range .J.

4.3 Regularly spaced observations

Observations can significantly decrease the Kalman filter covariance R,, so they help keeping
the intrinsic filtering dimension low. Here we consider only a simple but useful scenario where

the observations of u(x,t) are made at a regularly spaced network, x = %, k=0,...,2J,
and have an Gaussian observation error (0, 0°) at each location. [5, 21] have shown that this

2J+

o°

is equivalent to a direct observation, with H, = I5;11 . Then the reference covariance

matrix R, is a constant diagonal matrix with entries [E] kk = rp. When k is not a mode of
instability, it solves a Riccati equation

0'07%
0%+ (2J + 1)y

rE = e = 121y exp(—2h) + 72 [S)ex + TP

In summary, the following must hold
rp (A
p > max {rk, — exp(—2y,h) + ZER (1— exp(—27kh))} (4.6)
except for at most p different k. The quantity is easily computable, for example with the
physical parameters (4.4) while J = 50 and ¢° = 10, p can be set as 6 and p = 0.04.

Apparently, the existence of observations makes the effective dimension much smaller than
the one estimated by the unfiltered covariance.
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4.4 Intermittent dynamical regime

One challenge that practical filters often face is that the dynamical coefficient A,, is not
always stable with spectral norm less than 1. This is usually caused by the large scale
chaotic dynamical regime transitions. One simple way of modeling this phenomenon in
(4.2), is letting A,, be a Markov jump process [5], while maintaining the sub-block struc-
ture: [Ap)gr—r2 = [An)e[Alx,—ky2. Here A, is a Markov chain taking values in R, Then
the system random instability can be modeled as the random fluctuation of [A,]x, so that
occasionally [|[Ay]k,—ky2|| > 1 for some k.

Our framework is applicable to such scenarios in general, as we allow random system
coefficients. The main difficulty would be the computation of the R, and the verification
of Assumption 3.1, which in general require numerical methods. Our framework can also
be generalized, so instead of a constant ambient space uncertainty level p, one can uses a
stochastic sequence p,,. Section 5 of [21] discuss this generalization. In this paper, we do not
intend to generalize our framework to that level, as the analysis involved is already rather
complicated.

On the other hand, in many situations, the dynamical instability only occurs on the
a small subset I of Fourier modes. This is because when the wavenumbers are high, the
dissipation force is much stronger than the random environmental forcing. So for k£ € I¢,
[An]gk,—ky could remain of constant value like in (4.2). See chapter 4 of [5] for such an
example, where the instability occurs only at a few mode with wavenumber less than 5.
Then it suffices to include the subspace spanned by modes in [ in the instability subspace.
This can be done with a slightly larger p. Since all verification discussed above, (4.5) and
(4.6), concern only of modes outside the instability subspace, they and also our framework
still remain valid.

5 Rigorous analysis for EnKF

This section provides the main ingredients for the proof of Theorem 3.4. This is accomplished
by a RMT result for the forecast covariance matrix, a Mahalanobis dissipation mechanism,
a Kalman covariance comparison principle, and a Lyapunov function that connects the pre-
vious three. The detailed proof of the RMT result is delayed to Section 6, as it is rather
technical, long, and indirectly related to our main problem.

There will be two filterations in our discussion. The first one contains all the information
of system coefficients up to time n, and the initial covariance for the filters:

.FTCL = O'{Ak, Bk, Ek,Hk,O'k, k S n} V O'{Ro, Co,éo}.

Noticeably, the Kalman filters have their covariance inside this filteration: O’{Rk,ék, k<
n+ 1} C Ft. We will use F¢ = V50 F¢ to denote all the information regarding the system
coefficients through the entire time line.

The second filteration contains all the information of system (1.1) up to time n, F,, =
Feva{, &, Ql(k), l(k),l <n,k <K} Weuse E,Z, Er to denote the conditional expectation
of a random variable Z with respect to J,, or another fixed o-field F respectively. P,, and
P~ denote the associated conditional probability.
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5.1 Concentration of samples

The first mechanism we will rely on is that with a low effective dimension, the ensemble
forecast covariance C), 1 concentrates around its average. To describe this phenomenon,
define the following sequences:

Anp1 = inf{\ > 1,C70 | < A[rA,Co AT + 55 + rrpl]} (5.1)

finsr = inf{p > 1,[C10 7" = plrA,Co AT + 13t 4+ 7pl] 71}, (5.2)

So essentially the random matrix is sandwiched by its expected value multiplied by these
ratios:

~

M;Jlrl[TAnCnAg + TE: +7pl] = Cr:il = )‘nJrl[rAnCnAZ + TE:LF + r7pl].

Theorem 6.1 below indicates that A, and p,, are mostly of value close to one, as long as the
sample size K surpasses a constant multiple of the effective dimension p, specifically:

Corollary 5.1. Under the same conditions of Theorem 3.4, denote the following rare events
Uiy = Do 2V}, Uy = (i > V1)
There are constants c,., D, > 0, such that
Pn(u'r)z\—I—l UZ/{,Z_H) S 10g(||0n|| + 1) eXp(Drp - CT‘K)‘
The tail of \,+1 can be bounded by an exponential one,
P,( A1 > 8+1t) < exp(—c, Kt).

Inside the rare event, for any fixed M, there is a constant Dy; such that the following bound
holds with | < M

En]lu#

n+1

pna1 < D355 /ol log (| Cll + 1) exp(Dyp — ¢, K).
Recall that || - || denotes the ly operator norm of matrices.

Proof. We will apply Theorem 6.1 with

ak = VIAAXDY, &= Vel
50 Z = Chi1, ¥ =15, C = rA,CpA,, D = C +r5t. We will consider § = f(v/r—1) and
two different p-s: p)y = (r —1)p7 and p, = pr. Theorem 6.1 is applicable here, because after

the projection P, {a,...,ax} spans a subspace of dimension at most p. The union of the
rare events considered in this theorem is included by the one of Theorem 6.1, since

Uy) = {Ciy = (1+50)(D + pal)} 2 {Cpr = (1+50)(D + r7pl)},
U) = {ICo2, ™ = (1 +58)(D + p )7}
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Notice that the condition number of C + sl is ||rs™'A,C, A,|| + 1. Also notice that log(z +
1) <logz + 1 for all z > 0, so with ||A,|| < My, there is a constant D, 4, > 1

log ||s 'rA,Cr AL + 1| < log(s 'rMA||Cy|| + 1) < D, 4,(logl||Cnll + 1)

for both s = (r — 1)p7 and s = p7. Therefore according to Theorem 6.1, there are constants
Ds, cs, Dy such that

P, (U WU ) < exp(log4D, 4,+Dsp—csK)(1+log||Cull),  Pn(An > 8+t) < exp(—csKt),

Endyp, in < 155 /ol Dar exp(log 2Dy, + Dsp — s K) (L + |Call), 1< M.

Since we can always pick D, such that log4D, 4, + Dsp < D,p for all p > 1, we have our
claims. u

5.2 Covariance fidelity via Mahalanobis norm

The spectral projection is necessary for the posterior ensemble to be of rank p. The price
we need to pay is that this procedure may decreases the ensemble covariance. Let p, be the
p + 1-th eigenvalue of IC,,(C7?), and x,, = max{1l, p,/p} measures the impact of the spectral
projection step P,, over the posterior ensemble. This can be told by the following inequality

XnCl = Pu(Kn(CiP) = )Py 4 xnpl = Pr(Kn(ClF) = pI P+ pPy + po(I = P) = K (CF).

(5.3)
This inequality can be verified by checking the eigenvectors of IC,,(C7?), which are the same
as the one of C?. The verification is straightforward if one divide the eigenvectors into the
ones in the range of P,,, and the ones in the null space. The Mahalanobis error dissipation
can be formulated as below

Lemma 5.2. With our EnKF Algorithm 1, the filter error e, = X, — X,, satisfies

1

En||€n+1||?;5+1 < ;Ean+1Mn+1||6n||205 + ]En(Xn+1Mn+1 + Xn+1)d a.s..

In our formulation above, w1 describes the fluctuation from random sampling, and x,,+1
describes the possible deflation made by projection, as seen in (5.3). In the classic Kalman
filter setting [31], these sequences are simply ones.

~

Proof. The forecast estimator is X nit, its error is €,,1 = X, 41 — X,11. The difference of
the following two

)?n-l-l - Anyn + Bn7 Xn+1 - Aan + Bn + gn—l—l;

yields é,.1 = Ane, — &1 Moreover,

~

7n+1 = (I - Gn+1Hn)Xn+1 + Gn+1Yn+1 = (I - GnJrlHn))?n + GnJrlHanJrl + Gn+1<n+17
SO

Cnt+1 = ([ - Gn+1Hn)én+1 + Gn+1Cn+1 = (I - Gn+1Hn)Anen - (] - Gn—&-lHn)gn + Gn+1Cn+1-
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Because &,41 and (41 are distributed as N(0,%,,) and N (0, I), conditioned on F,,

E 6n+1[05+1]_167’b+1 = EnegAg(I - Gn+1Hn)T[C£+1]_1(I — Gp1Hy)Ave, (5-4)
+ En§n+1(] - Gn+1Hn>T[C£+1]_1(I - Gn+1H7l)€n+1 + Ean+IGZ;+1[C£+1]_1Gn+lgn+1' (55)

For the first part (5.4), we claim that
AT Tie -1 1 p1—1
n(I - Gn-i-lHn) [Cn-s-l] (I - Gn+1Hn>An = ;Xn-l-lﬂn-‘rl[cn] : (5'6)

Because of (5.3), xn+1Chii = lcn(@jil) = (I — Gp1Hy )CHH(I G, H,)T. Moreover

(I — Gu1Hy) = (I + a;ing H,)™! is clearly invertible. The inversion of the inequality
above reads
(I - Gn+1Hn>T[C£+1]71<I — Gy Hy, ) = Xn+1[Cn+l] g (5-7>

Next, recall (2.2) we have
rA,C, AL + 1St 4+ prT = 1A, CP AT, (5.8)

By the definition of ft,11, [@Tﬁl]_l =< i1 [rACLAT + rSF + prI| Tt

1
AZ(I - Gn—i—lHn)T[Cg-i-l]_l(I - Gn+1Hn)An = ;Mn-l—an-i-lAn[AnOgAZ]_lAz’

which by Lemma A.2 leads to (5.6). To deal with (5.5), we use the identity a’ Aa = tr(Aaa’)
and the conditional distributions of the system noises,

En n+1([ Gn+lH) [05-1-1] 1([_Gn+1H )€n+l+ n—l—ng—l—l[Cn—i—l] 1Gn+l<n+1
=Entr[(I — G H,)[CL) T (I — Gt Hy) TS0 + Gt GEL[CEL 7Y

Note that by (5.7) and (5.8), and C’nil =Xt +Tpl
(I = Gyt H)[CL 17 T = Gt )T = X0 [C271] 7Y = Xt [P5F + 7pI] 7,
By Lemma A.2, and X + 7pl = r3,,
a{(T — Gt H[Cfa ] = Gt ) TS0] < Dt
Also notice that
Kn(Crly) = (I = G Hy)CR (I = Grsy Hy)" + G Gl = Goin G,

Then by xn41Ch 4 = K, (Cnﬂ) tr(Gn1GL L [CF 171 < dxpi1. As a sum, we have shown
our claim. O
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5.3 Covariance control via comparison

The second mechanism we will exploit is the comparison principle of the Riccati equation.
The general idea is to compare the ensemble covariance C), with a solution of the Riccati
equation (3.2). This can be done in two fashions. The first one is through expectation

Lemma 5.3. For alln >0, Ez.C,, < Ron(Co) a.s.
Proof. Let R, = Ry.n(Ck). We will prove our claim by induction. Suppose that Ez.C,, <
R, a.s., then since £, is N'(0, £}) conditioned on F¢V F, and

ErClt ) = BreBreyr, Co0 ) = rAu(BrCo) AT + 1S + 7pI, < rARLAT 405 < R, .
By Lemma A.1, KC,, is concave and monotone. By Jensen’s inequality

ErCpy1 2 ExlCy (C

n

+1) j ICn(]E]'—Cé\ ) —< IC ( n+1) ;L-‘rl? a.s.
]

This result explains why covariance inflation is necessary: the random sampling under-
estimates the covariance on average. On the other hand, the a-priori estimates it provide on
C,, is rather limited. For example, Ex.||C,|| cannot be obtained solely from Lemma 5.3. In

order to do a more delicate analysis, we consider the quotient ratio between ), and En as
in Assumption 3.1. Define the following sequence

v, =inf{vr >1,C, < Vén} (5.9)

By Lidskii’s theorem 6.10 of [39], C,, =< v, R, indicates the ordered eigenvalues of C,, is
dominated by the ordered eigenvalues of VaR,. Then by Assumption 3.1, the p + 1-th
eigenvalue of C), is at most v, p. Therefore sequence v,, dominates sequence x,,. It is of this
reason, we will replace y,, with its upper bound v, in the following discussion.

As a matter of fact, we can compare our EnKF with any solution of (3.2), and find the
following recursion formula

Lemma 5.4. Fiz a time k, and a covariance sequence R, = Ry ,(R}). Let v, = inf{v >
1,C, 2 vR!}. Then
Vi < minf{l, v, A0 /7}

Moreover, I, (Cn+1) = Vn+1Rn+1

Proof. We will prove our claim by induction. Suppose that C,, < v/ R},
A1V, Rn+1 = M1V P (AR RAT 50 - 7ply) = 1A (rALCr A, + 15T +r7ply) = rC7F 1

where we used that the definition of A\,;;. Then by the concavity and monotonicity of IC,,,
Lemmas A.1 and (2.5)

Cop1 2K, (On—l—l) =Ky, n+1Rn+1) ;H—llcn(é;ﬁ—l) = V;H-l ’:1-‘1-1'
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The uniform observability condition guarantees an upper bound for our covariance.

Lemma 5.5. Under the uniform observability Assumption 3.2, given any matriz Cy,, there
is a Dr such that
IRk sx(Ci) Bl Il < Dr.

Proof. This is proved by proposition 19 of [21] (proposition 6.1 for the arXiv version). By
taking no information for forecast at time k (that is formally taking R, ' = 0), we have

k+m

T 1
Ry m+k Ck E Qk k+m j Qk k+m) ) Qk m4+k T T Ak k+m0k k+moj,m+kAj m+k*

j=k+1

Then because Oy krm = Ojmik, 50 || Oy k+moj,m+k|| < 1, and recall the bounds in Assump-
tion 3.2
1200 < 2120l + r2pllAnll* + r?7p < r*(Ds + pD3 + 7p)

HQ m+k|| < Tm”Ak: k:-i-mHHOk k+m03m+k””Ag m+k|| < Tszm-

Therefore ||Rimk(Cr)|| 2 ™ P2mDi™(Ds + pD? + 7p). Our claim follows as ||R el <
Dp. [l

5.4 A Lyapunov function

In the view of Lemma 5.2, the Mahalanobis error is not dissipating by itself, due to the
fluctuation of the sampling effect and truncation errors. Sections 5.1 and 5.3 imply these
effects are controllable. In this section, we show that they are combined under a Lyapunov
function, namely the following

d(v) = exp(Dy, log® v), )=o)l +awv). (5.10)

Dy is a large constant and a, is close to 0, their values will be fixed during our discussion.
Before we prove Theorem 3.4, we need two components. We will assume Assumptions 3.1
and 3.2 throughout our discussion in this subsection. The first component iterates Lemma
5.2 inside a time interval of size m:

Lemma 5.6. For any b, > 0, there is a constant Dy such that if K > Dyp, and n < m
Eollenllgy < (r7% + bo(1+log m))vi leollg + 2(1 + b, (1 + log vo) )y Vd.

Proof. Since v, dominates &,, we can iterate Lemma 5.2 n times, and find that

n

Eolleal|gs < (EUHVkMk/T> leollge + VdBo > (v /r+v) 1] vesw/r. (5.11)
ol =1

k=j+1

We will deal with the linear coefficient Eq [[_; vkpu/r first. Consider the following rare
events:

U, ={pe >ror Ay >Vry, k=1,...,n, (5.12)
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and U = UP_,Uy. Outside of U, A, < /7, . < /7, so by Lemma 5.4, v, < vy and

n

_n
Hl/k,uk/r <yirTe.
k=1

This indicates that

EO H Vk,uk/T S 1/617’7% -+ Eo]lu H Vi -
k=1 k=1
Note that since A\ > 1, Lemma 5.4 indicates v, < 1 H?Zl Aj a.s.. So the rare event part in
the right hand side above can be bounded as follows:

1/3

n

Eo [T A"

k=1

n 1/3
Eoﬂu Hl/kluk < VOEO]IU H)\ B H]luluk < VO ]P)O ]Eo]lu H/Li]
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1

< I/ ]PO H []EO 3nn k] H[ ]luk Sn 1/3n (513)

k=1

Because n < m, by Corollary 5.1 there are constant ¢,, D, such that Po(U) < >, Po(Us)
with
Po(Ui) = EoPr-1(Us) < exp(Dyp — ¢ K)Eg log([|Cr—1]| + 1)

To continue, by Jensen’s inequality, the concavity of log, and Lemma 5.3

Eqlog(||Cr_1|| + 1) <Eglog(tr(Cx_1) + 2) < log(trEgCr_1 + 1)
<log(tr(Rox-1(Co)) + 1) < logp + log(|Rox—1(Co)ll + 3).

Note that R x(Co) is the Kalman filter covariance of system (3.1) with X, ~ N (0, Cp).
Therefore it is dominated by the unfilter covariance

k
Rox(Co) 2 Vi = Ak,oCOA;}F,o + Z Ak,jz;AkJ-

Jj=1

By the bounds of || Ay ;|| and ||3;|| for & < m, and that Cy < voRo = Cy < || Ro||, there is
a constant D,, such that

Po(U) < m:gp(logp +10g([[Rox-1(Co)|| + 3)) < Dm(logry + 1). (5.14)

3n(n—k) < D,, for all n < m, and

By Corollary 5.1, D,,, can be properly enlarged so that EgA,
Eoly 13" < D (logvg + 1) exp(Dyp — ¢, K).

Therefore, (5.13) < v exp(3D,p — 2¢,K) Dy, (log v + 1). In summary, if

D,
K—Dyp:=K——p

T
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is large enough,

Eo H v /7 < Vg (172 4 be(1 4 log v)).
k=1

The constant terms in (5.11) can be bounded in a similar fashion. Note that outside the
rare event U, (v /1 + ;) [[i—jy1 Vette/T < 215", And inside the rare event, we can bound
it exactly like in (5.13), but with fewer terms, so

Eo(v;pi/r + vj) H v /7 < 2v5 (1 + b.(1 + log vp)).
k=j+1
Using each term in (5.11) with the corresponding upper bound above yields our claim. [

The second component shows that v, is a very stable sequence, it indicates that C, is
dominated by R,, for most of the times. But first we have a purely computational verification:

Lemma 5.7. For any fized ¢, > 0, there is a constant vy, such that for any D, there exists
a K, such that if Z has exponential distribution with parameter c,.(K — 1), then

Eexp(Dylog®(8 + Z)) < exp(Dyvp).

Proof. Denote cx = ¢.(K — 1),
Eexp(Dy log(8+2)) = / cx exp(Dy log® (8+42)) exp(—crz)dz = / exp(Dy log®(8+2/cx)—2)dz.
0 0

Let u = log(8 + z/ck) > 0, then by exp(u) > $u?,

1 s 1 1
Dy log?(8 4 z/ck) — 3% = Dyu® — §cK(eXpu —8) < (Dy — ECK)U?) + deg.
So if we let cx = 12Dy, then

oo oo 1
/ exp(Dy log®(8 + z/ck) — 2)dz < / exp(48D,, — éz)dz = 2exp(48Dy).
0 0

So clearly we can find our vy. O]
The second component is the following.

Lemma 5.8. For a sufficiently small a, € (0,1), there are constants Dy, Dy > 1 such that
with ¢(v) = exp(Dy log® v), and K — Dyp being sufficiently large,

Eoto(vm) = Eod(v)vim (1 + apvy) < (1 + 2a,)p(1p). (5.15)

Also with constant v, = exp(—%Dw log’r) <1 and any k <m +1

Eovy,¢(vm) < Y6v50(v0) + 1+ ay. (5.16)
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Proof. First, let us show (5.15) assuming v is very large. Let R) = Rox(Co), and
v, =inf{v > 1,C, 2 VR }.

Then vy = 1, and by Lemma 5.4, v, < max{1l, v \¢y1/7}. v, gives us a bound for v,
because
Um <V,

mé;}H < Dg. Since A\, > 1, we

find
log vy, <log v, +log Dp < Z log™(A\/7) +log D < Z log A\ + log Dx,
k=1 k=1

with log™ = max{log, 0}. Plug this upper bound into
10g(P (Vi )V (At + 1)) < 1og(26(vm )V Th) = Dy log® vy, + (m + 1) log vy, + log 2.

By Young’s inequality, there exists a constant D; independent of Dy, such that

Eop(vim)vi (arvm + 1) < Egexp <D¢D1 + Dy D, Z log® )\k> )

k=1

By Corollary 5.1, we can find a sequence of independent, exponential with parameter ¢, (K —
1), random variables Zj such that A\, < 8 + Z; a.s.. Then because the function above is
increasing with \; Then

Eq exp <D¢D1 + Dy D, Zlog )\k> < exp(Dy D) H (DyDy log®(8 + Zy)).

k=1

By Lemma 5.7, there is a II such that if vy > II, then for any fixed D,, for K larger than a
constant Ky,

Eo(vm) < (1 + 2a,)p(w),

which completes (5.15). As for (5.16), simply note that in the previous step we have built
an upper bound for ¢(v,, )y, while (1 + 2a,)¢(vo) < Y50 (vo)vh + 1 for a sufficiently large
IT and vy > II.
Next we do a more delicate bound with vy < II for (5.15). This time, we simply apply
Lemma 5.4 to R}, = ﬁk, SO
Un1 < max{l, v, \pi1/7}. (5.17)

Recall the rare events U = UL U, with U, given by (5.12). First, let us assume vy > /T,
then within U¢, v,,, <1y < 1y/\/T,

Dy log® Uy, + klog vy, + log(1 + a,vy,)
< Dy (log vy — 3 log 7)? 4 k(log vy — %log r) + log(1 + a,vo/\/T).
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Note that for sufficiently small a,, 1 + a,vy/+/r < max{r™? vy/\/r} for all v, > 0. So for
any fixed Dy > 1, one can verify that

D, log® vy, + klog v, < Dy, log® vy + klog vy + log Vo
Moreover for a sufficiently large Dy,
Dy log® vy, +mlog vy, +log(1 + a,vy) < Dy log® v
Else if vy < /7, then outside U, v,, = 1, which makes Dy log® v,,, + klog v,, = 0,
Dy log® v, +mlog vy, +log(1 + a,vy,) = log(1 + a,) < Dy log® 1 + log(1 + a,).
So for all vy > 1, we can show that
Eolye (V) V(1 + av) < (14 a)d(vo),  Eolyed(vm)vh, < vpo0(vo)vh + 1.

Therefore

Eot)(vm) < (14 a,)(v0) + Eolytd (),  Eod(vm)vh < vo0(mo)vE + 1 + Eglyd (v )VE..

IN

It remains to bound the rare event part. Since k < m, we want to show Eqlyd(v,, vk
Eoly ) (Vm)Vm < a,. Apply the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, we find

Eolyth (V) v < Po(U)*Eotp® (v ) V2.

Since A, > 1, v, < v [y Mgy and (1 + a,v,) < 204y,

m 3 m
Eo* (v )12, < 4Egexp | 2Dy, (log v + Z log /\k> +2(m + 2)log vy + 2(m + 2) Z log \i
k=1 k=1

Recall that we can bound A; by a sequence of exponential random variables xy, so the
quantity above is bounded by

m 3 m
AEyexp | 2Dy <log vy + Z log(8 + xk)> +2(m + 2)log vy + 2(m + 2) Z log(8 + )
k=1 k=1
(5.18)
Following a similar computational result like the one of Lemma 5.7, there is a constant D{b
that bounds the right hand side for all vy < II. Therefore, by upper bounds of Py(i/) as in
(5.14), there is a Dy

IP)O(I/{)l/2 V EO¢2(Vm)V51 S exp(%Drp - %CT’K)D’Z)
When ¢, K — D,p is sufficiently large, this can be further bounded by a,. O]

Lemma 5.9. For any 1 < k < m, the following holds if K — Dyp is sufficiently large
Eotp(y) <1+ 9" ().
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Proof. The proof is the same as Lemma 5.6, starting from (5.17) to (5.18), which holds for
general vy and we replace m with k. The only difference is that (5.18) is no longer bounded
by a constant, as we no longer have 1y < II. So instead, we bound (5.18) by the following
using Hélder’s inequality (a + 0)3 < 4a® + 40°

k k
4exp (8Dy log® vy + 2(k + 2) log 1) Eexp <8Dw D log* (84 z;) +2(k +2) ) log(8 + xj)> .

j=1 j=1

The quantity above can further be bounded by 1/18(V0)D§Z for a constant Dy using computa-
tions like in Lemma 5.7. Hence

Eolyth (k) < /Po(U)Eot2 (1) < exp(3D,p — 3¢, K) D{p@/fl(Vo)'
So if K — Dyp is sufficiently large, Eqi)(vx) < (1 + a,)¢(v0) + Eolytp(vg) is further bounded
by 1+ 9¥*(1p) for a, < 1/2. O

5.5 Conclusions from previous results

Once we combine all previous arguments, we reach a stronger version of Theorem 3.4:

Theorem 5.10. Suppose system (1.1) is uniformly observable as in Assumption 3.2 and has
intrinsic dimension p as in Assumption 3.1, then for any fived a, > 0 sufficiently small and
any fized Dy, sufficiently large, there exists a D, such that if K — Dp s sufficiently large,
and

d(v) = exp(Dy log®v), ¥(v) = (v)v"™(1 + a,v), Yo = exp(—éDw log® ),

then for any k € [0,m)

<o @) + 93 (0) (leollzy +28) + MoV

IEO w(l/nm-i-k) ||6nm+k ||C’Zm+k

Eoth(Vnm4i) < 75 (0 (o) + ¢° () +

The sequence M, is given by the following with,

i (k—n)m 1+ 2a,
My =30 \/vizﬂ 4 (o) + L2
k=0

With n — oo, M, converges to a constant , | —3+2r
(1=yg)(1=r"6)2

Before we show our proof, it is not difficult to go from Theorem 5.10 to Theorem 3.4, as
F(Cy) can be chosen as

F(Co) = 6 v/$(vo) + 45 (),
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where vy is defined as in (5.9) and M, in both theorems are the same. So the bound
for Elle,|lce comes immediately from ¢ > 1. Then because ¢(v) > v, Rf < v,C? and
|RAIl < Dr+p

Elen| < v/ Dr+ pEllenllz, < v/ Dr+ pEVinllenl gy < Ev(n)llenl 7,

we have the bound of Ele,|. The dominance of C,, over R, (3.3) can be derived from the

bound of E¢)(vym+k), as in Dy can be chosen as arbitrarily large, and a, arbitrarily close to
0.

Proof of Theorem 5.10. We will pick parameters so that Lemmas 5.6-5.9 all hold. First, we
consider the case with £ = 0. By Cauchy Schwarz,

(Eov/¥(vm)llemllcs)” < Eoth (vim)Eolemllcy,
< (1+42a,)(r™% +b.(1 +log ) (I/O)HeOHQCg +2m(1 4 2a,)(1 4 b, (1 + log vp) ) vy d(1p)-

For sufficiently small a,., b,, because logrg < vy — 1

_m
3

(142a,)(r~ 2 +b,(1+logwy)) <7~ 3 (14+a1)?,  (142a,)(14+b,(1+logry)) < 2(1+a,1p)>

Then by vVa+b < v/a+ Vb,
Eo /¥ (vim)llemllcr, < 7% /(o) lleollcr + v/2ma(v).

Using Markov property, we can iterate this inequality n times using Gronwall’s inequality

_mn - _m(n—j)
Bor/¢Wam) lenmllcg,, <77 V/bwo)lleollog + Y r 5 Eoy/2map(vm( 1)
j=1

Note that by Gronwall’s inequality, the second claim of Lemma 5.8 indicates that

s ] s 1+ ar
Eod(Vimj)Vm; < a0(vo)vg + .
The bound for Ev(v,,,) comes from this, as a sum of s = m and s = m + 1. Combining
both estimates of Lemma 5.8 using Cauchy Schwarz, we find that

In summary we have our claims for k = 0.
For nonzero k < m, by Markov property, the previous results indicates that

_mn "\ meed) ; 1+ a,
B v w(’/nm+k)"€nm+k|‘czm+k STOSy w(yk)HekHcg + ZT O \/”Yéﬁb(yk) +
j=1

I —7
(5.19)
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Ert) (Vimnti) < 750 (vi) +
Then by Cauchy Schwarz, Lemma 5.9 and that v > ¢v™ > 1
(Bo/d(vi)llexllcp)* < Botb (vie)Bollex|Zp
< (144 (w)) ((1 + (1 +log o)) vgd(wo)lleollZy + 2k (1 + (1 + log Vo))V(]fcb(VO))
< (1+ 94 (10))o(v0) (1 + vo)wg (lleollzy + 2k) < 2(1 + % (o)) (o) (lleallzy + 2K).
Likewise by Lemma 5.9 we have Eqi) () < 1+ ¥*(1p), and

; 1+4+a
EO\/Véﬁb(Vk) T

Plug these bounds into (5.19) and (5.20), we have our claim. O

(5.20)

Proof of Corollary 3.5. Let U, ,, = HZ;}ZO(] — Kyi1Hy) Ay, By iterating (5.6) n times, we
find that

GO MU U < UZo[CE U = (H ukuk/r> g,
k=1
Taking spectral norm on both hand side yields ||U,ol| < Dg||[CE] v TTey vebn/7-
Recall that

(n+1)m
Eu | ¥ 0snm) T] vittn/r < /(1 @) 00V (78 + brn) < 175 \/5(0m)
k=nm+1
Therefore by iterative conditioning
(n+1)m-+k -
Ey|YWminmer) I vimi/r <r OB | @Wumin) [] vimi/r <+ < e VIO
j=1 j=1

Apply Lemma 5.9, E/9(v;) can be bounded. Then notice that ¢ > 1 yields our claim. [

6 Concentration of noncentral random matrix

Random matrix theory (RMT) is one of the fastest growing branches of probability theory in
recent years. Yet, most of the RMT results concern of the spectrum of a matrix X where each
column is i.i.d. with mean zero. For our application, each column of the forecast ensemble
spread matrix has its own non-central distribution, and we concern more of its ratio with
respect to its expectation. It is of this reason, we have to develop the following result for
EnKF. Fortunately, classic RMT arguments like e-net and Gaussian concentration are still
valid for our purpose.

The EnKF augmentations are crucial for such a result to hold. The additive inflation
makes sure the matrix inversion is non-singular. The multiplicative inflation creates an
important room so the concentration can fit in with high probability. The spectral projection
makes sure the rank of the matrices are at most p.
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Theorem 6.1. Let {a;}r<r be K vectors in R, and {& <k be K i.i.d. N(0,%) random
vectors in R?. Denote A&, = &, — K1 Zszl &, and

K

K
1 1
C’:—K_lkEZIakG@ak, D=C+1X, Z:—K_lkEZI(CLk—i-Afk)@(CLkﬂLAfk)-

Clearly EZ = D. Fized any p > 0, denote the condition number of C' + pl; as C, and
p=1inf{r >0:[Z +ply] ' L r[D+ply] '}, A=inf{r >0: 7 <r[D+ ply]},

Suppose that rank([ay, ..., ak]) < p, rank(X) < p. For any fized § > 0, there are constants
Ds and cs such that when K > Dg/csp,

o With high probability, both \ and p are close to 1: for the eventU := {\ > 1455 or p >
1+ 50},
PU) < (logC + 1) exp(Dsp — ¢s K).

e [n the complementary set, u is controllable through its moment. Suppose that p < [|¥]|,
then for any fired number n, there is a constant C,

Elypu™ < Cop " |I2]]"(log C + 1) exp(Dsp — ¢5K).
And X is controllable through its tail: when K > Dgsp, so anyt > 0

P(A > 8+1t) < exp(—csKt).

Proof. Step 1: spectral projection. In our discussion below, without lost of generality,
we assume ¢ is a small positive number, so the following simplified estimation holds
1+ 00

(14 00)(1+ad) < T <1+minf{a+b+1,2(a+0b)}6
—a

for all a,b € [0,4]. Now let

_vI(D + plg)v o vZvT

F, = Gy =
v (Z 4 ply)v v(D + ply)vT

Then clearly

pw=sup F,, A= sup G,.
veERY veERY

Next, let P be the linear sum of the column space of ¥ and the linear space spanned by
{ai,...,ax}. By our condition, P has dimension at most 2p. Denote the projection of v to
P as v/, and the residual as v, . Note that (ax,v,) =0 and (A, v,) =0 a.s.,

= > {ag, V)2 + VTSV + pl! [ + plu 2
1 2ar + A&k, v')2 + plv']2 + ploL?

o 2 Yl + A, v)?
v 1

>
e D, V)2 + 0TS 4 pu! 24 plug |2 T

F, =

Gy, a.s..
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One elementary fact is that if a, b, ¢ are nonnegative real numbers.

a+bgmax{1,[3}. (6.1)

As a consequence F, < max{l, F,y}. Since we do not concern about the part of u that is
below 1, we can focus on v € P. Moreover, because F, is invariant under renormalization,
we can focus on |v| = 1.

Step 2: two e-nets. In order to parameterize v € P, let WAU? be the orthogonal decompo-
sition of 2, where W is a d X p matrix, and A is p X p with strictly positive diagonal entries. Let
O = A Y207, The set {0Tu,u € 877!} = {v € P, |v| = 1}, where 8P = {u € R, |u| = 1}
is the p — 1 dimensional sphere. With a transformation through ©, we denote the spread
matrices consist of the dynamical forecast and the system noise as follows

S =[Oay,...,0ak]", S =(STS+ (K —1)p0et)¥?
and also the random matrices
T: [@fl,...,@fK]T, T/: [@Afl,...,@AéK}TIQKT, QK:[K_K72TK®TK~

I is the K dimensional vector with all entries being 1. Note that ||Q|| < 1. One important
fact will be exploited in later estimation is that 7" is a K x p random matrix with i.i.d. N(0,1)
entries. Also note with these notations,

|S"ul? + (K — 1) |Su + T'ul?

For, = , Ggr, = ,
O T (Sulk + [Tl + (K — Dpl@Tul’ 7" [SuP+ (K = 1)

where [z]; denotes the k-th coordinate of a vector . Then Fgr, = fyu, Gory = Guu, Where

o e |S"ul? + (K — 1) - S+ T'w|?
ST SE (S + [Tl + (K — DpleTulr” 7 [Sulr+ (K - 1)

Like many other random matrix problems, f, ,, g, are easy to estimate for a fixed u, but
difficult to estimate over all u € SP~!. The general solution to such problem is finding proper
e-nets, where € is a very small positive number to be fixed later. Here we need two.

Pick a group points {w; € RP|j € J, |w;| = 1} as an e-net for the p— 1 dimensional sphere
SP~1. In other words, SP~! C U, B.(w;), where B,(z) is a ball of radius 7 around point .
By Lemma 5.2 [29] , the cardinality of this net is bounded by |J| < (1 + 2)P.

As we are dealing with another matrix S’, we need a second net {u; € RP|i € I} generated
by the norm |S' - |, so 8P~ C U; B¥(u;). Here

w € B3(u;) if |9 (u—w)| < €| Suy.
By Lemma 6.2, this set has cardinality
[I] < 4(1 + 4e HPp(logC’ + 1),

with C’ being the condition number of S’.
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Note that

F(&,..., k) < sup max{Fgr,, 1} < max sup sup  fuw, 1 p-
uesP-1 LIS | ueBS (u;) we Be(w))
To continue, we will find simpler bounds for Fgr,, Ggr, when u € B%(u;),u € B.(w;). This
discussion will be done separately for two different scenarios.
Step 3: |S'u;| < %&/K — 1. In this case, the nominator of f,,, is bounded by

(1+€)?|Su|* + (K — 1) < (K — 1)(1+ 15%).

and denominator of g, , bounded from below by K — 1. As for the denominator of f,,, and
nominator of g,.,, |7"w;|*> makes a good approximation. In specific, because |T"(w; — w)| <
€||T’|| and

1
VR — 1

|Sul < [S"u] < |5"(u —u)| + |S"u| <
By Cauchy Schwarz ,

K

D (Sulk + [T'wle)® =D ([T'wile + [T (w — wy)]x + [Sulx)?

e
Il
—
e
Il
—_

2 DTl = AT w0 = )l + [0

>|T'wj|2—2\/Z|T'wJ|k\/ S (T (w — w)) 2 + [Sul?)

> [Tu,f? — AT "ws | (e T + 5 6VE 1),

Likewise, the nominator of g, ,, is bounded by
|Su+ T'w|* < (|T"wj| + | T (w — w;)| + |Sul)®
< (|T'wy| + €||T"|| + H6VEK — 1)%

Recall that Tw; ~ N (0, Ii,), so |T'w;| = |QxTw;| =+ K — 1 by concentrations of Gaussian
variables, then the quantity above can be bounded. In particular, let us consider the events
of large deviations:

K —1
2

Then in the canonical event (DU A, ;)°,

(1—35)(K—1)§\/f(+_;$(\/K — 20V K g; ([Su)p+[T'w])* < (1+36)(K —1).
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In this canonical set, we have a good upper bound,

1+ 302 (K —1)(1+ 36)
1—30 K-1

On the other hand, because ||T7|| < ||T||, so by spectral norm estimate of the Gaussian
random matrix 7', Corollary 5.35 [29],

B(D) < pp i= exp(= (M52 VE 1= VK = vp)");

moreover, because E|Q xTw;|* = K —1, by Hansen-Wright’s inequality for Gaussian variables
[40], for some constants Dy, cs > 0,

]ID(AZ'J) S D5 exp(—q;K).

F@Tu:fu,ug <1454 Gegr, < =14 30.

A different pair of cs, Ds will make
P(D) + P(Am) S D5 exp(—qK).
While in the non canonical set D U A, ;, we can use a trivial upper bound for Fgr,

S + (K — 1)
For, <
o= pleTup?

The part for Ggr, can be achieved through a Cauchy inequality in the end.
Step 4: |S'u;| > %(%/K — 1. In this case, the nominator of f,,, is bounded

< U = p 2N+ 30)(K - 1).

(14 €)?|Sui|* + (K — 1) < (14 18)(|S"u* + (K — 1)), (6.2)
and the denominator of g, , is bounded from below by
(1 —€)?|S"u;| + (K —1) > (1 — %5)(|S’ui|2 + (K —1)). (6.3)

Next we try to bound the denominator of f,,, and the nominator of g, ,. Denote

Fiy = \/Z([Sui]k + [T"w;]k)? + (K = 1)p|0Tw;|?,  Gij = [Su; + T"wyl.
k

Then the fact that |S'(u — w;)| < €]Su;|, and that |w — w;| < ¢, the denominator of f,,, is
bounded from below by:

> ([Suli + [Tw]i)* + p(K — 1)[07uf?

>3 ([Suak + [T'w;lk)? = 2([S (ws — )]k + [T (w; — w)]k) ([Sualk + [T'w;]k)
+p(K —1)|0%u* — 2p(K — 1)|0" (u — u;)| |0 u,

> F2 - 2\/Z<[Sui1k [Tl + p(K — 1)]0T a2 x

\/2 D (S —w)]} + [T'(w = w))]7) + 2p(K — 1)|07 (u — u;)|?

2

> F7 — 2E7j\/2|5’(u —u)) [+ 2T (w — wy)|> > F7; — 2eF;5/2|S"w|> + 2||T7|]2. (6.4)
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Likewise, the nominator of g, ,, is bounded by:

1Su 4 T'w|? < (|Su; + T'w;| + [S(u — u)| + [T (w — w;)|)?
< (Giy +e(|S"w] +[T7)))*. (6.5)

In order to continue, we rewrite F; ;, GG, ; by rotating proper terms. There is a K x K rotation
matrix ®;, with its first row being

(w1 /[Swil, [Swilo/[Swil, . .., [Swi]re /[ Swi)-
Then if we consider the following K x 1 random vector

¢= (Cla cee CK)T = CDiT/wj = CDiQKij

we have
K

Sul¢r = — 3 [SudilT Z\@P ST

k=1 k=1
Moreover, because Tw; ~ N(0, Ix), ¢ ~ N(0,®,Q% 7). In particular,

K
F2 = ([Suilk + [T'w;le)? + p|©Tus?
k=1
K
= (ISui] = ¢1)* + plO"w;* + ) |Gl
k=2
K
> (|19"w] =G>+ ) 1G] (6.6)
k=2

And
K K
Gy = ISu; + T'wil” = (|1Suil — Q1> + D G < (19"w] + G + D 1G>
k=2 k=2
We consider these sets of large deviations,
0 ! 2
Aig =16l = ISl o = Z Gel" = (K = 1)| =

and D; = {||T"|| > (4¢)~10+/(K — 1) + |S’u;]2}. Then in the canonical set (D; UA; ; UB; ;)¢

1 O/ 12

1 1
Ffj > (6.6) > (1 — 55)|S’ui|2 +(1— 55)(}( 1),

and for small enough ¢,

(6.4) > F;j(Fij — 26y/2|S"u; |2 + 2[|T"]|2) > (1 — 26)(|S"w;|> + K — 1).
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1
Combine this with (6.2), f,. < 153 < 1+ 20.
4

Likewise, in the canonical set (D; U A;; U B;;)°, G?; < (1 + $)*(|S"w;|* + (K — 1)), and
by (6.3) and (6.5),

(14221 +6)*(JSw|* + (K — 1))
(1= 50)(IS"us> + (K = 1))

Juu < <1+ 56.

Next we bound the probability of large deviations. By Gaussian tail estimate, there are
constant Dy, cs > 0 such that

P(A;;) < Cexp (—c|S"u]?) .

And because ||T”|| < ||T|| and |S,u;| > 11/d(K — 1), by concentration of spectral norm of
random matrices, Corollary 5.35 [29], there is a pair of constants (D, ¢s) such that

P(D;) < Dsexp(—cs(VEK + /p — (26 2O(K — 1) + 6|S"u,[2)?).

Lastly, we can compute the mean of ZkKZQ ¢
K
E) (i =ElCf - EG = tr(W,Qi¥]) — ef Wi ¥ey,
k=2

where e; = [1,0,---,0]7. Since tr(¥;Q%¥7) = tr(Q%) = (K — 1)?/K, and
1 WiQi Vi er < [|QK[ < 1.

So Eszzg ¢¢ > K — 3. Moreover, because ¢ ~ N (0, ®,Q%7), Zszg ¢? has the same
distribution as |U¢|?, where & ~ N(0, I), and

U=V,Qr — Fi11VQk, Ei1=e Qe.

Then
IUTU|| = 1Qx Y] (I — E11)¥:Qk| < 1= Ik
Also the Hilbert-Schmidt norm is bounded by
|UTU[5s = tr(Qr U (I — By 1) W,Q% V] (I — Evy)WiQk)
= tr((I = Bra) W@k Vi (I — B11) WiQ5 ¥7)
< tr(W;Q% V] (I — B1p)¥,Q% 9))
= tr(V] QxWi(I — Ery)) < tr(Qx) < K = [[klls,

where we used that tr(AB) = tr(BA) and tr((/ — Ey1)A) < tr(A) for all PSD A. So by the
Hansen-Wright’s inequality, [40], there are constants Ds and c;

P(B,;) < Dsexp(—cs((K — 1)+ [S'w[?)).
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By the union bound, we can choose a different pair of Dy and c;
P(D; U A;; UB; ;) < Dsexp(—cs|S'u)* — csK).
Moreover, when in the rare event D; U A, ; U B; ;, we can again use the trivial upper bound

(14 €)?|S"u|? + (K — 1)

F <
o = ploTup

< Usi= p ' (L+ LO)IZN((K — 1) + |S'uf?).

Step 5. Summing up. Finally, we can put all our estimates together. First, denote the
union of all large deviation set as

i%j

Based on previous discussion, outside U, Fgr,,Ggr, < 1+ 50 for all u, so \,u < 1+ 56.
While the probability of this event U is bounded by the union bound as

PU) < pp + |I||J|Dsexp(—csK) < (logC' + 1) exp(log p + Dsp — csK).

Finally notice that the condition number C” of matrix S’ is dominated by the one of C' by
Lemma A.5 since © has rank p:

C? = Cond(STS + p(K —1)06%) = Cond(6(C + pI)0T) < C*

For the control of x4 in the rare event, recall the trivial upper bounds. When |S'u;| <

3VO(E —1),
P(DUA,;)U" < Dsp™"[|E[I"(1 + 30)"(K — 1)" exp(—c5K). (6.7)
For |S'u;| > £+/6(K — 1),
P(D;UA; ;UB;;)U < Dsp™™[|Z[|" (14 30)" (K — 1)+ |S"w;|*)" exp(—cs K — ¢5|S"us|?). (6.8)

By maximizing the right hand side of (6.8) over all possible value of |Su;|, we can find a
new pair of ¢5, Ds such that

(6.7) < p " IE||" Ds exp(—csK),  (6.8) < p " ||E||" Ds exp(—csK).
As a consequence,

Ely " < > P(D U A, ;)U" + > P(D; U A; ; UB; ;) U
(1.5):15"u;| <54/ 8(K—1) (i.5):15"us| >34/ (K —1)
< [ J]p™"[|Z]" Ds exp(—c; K)
< (logC + 1)p™"||Z[|" exp(log p + log Ds + Dsp — csK),

for a different pair of c5, D5 > 0. Moreover, we can remove the log p + log Ds term by having
a larger Dy in front of p.
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The tail of A can be achieved by the following trivial bound For the \™ part, notice that
by (6.1)

1,,12 /1,12 /1|12
o AU AT
’ |Sul? 4+ (K — 1) K—-1
So by Corollary 3.53 of [29], P(||T"|| > VK — 14 /p+1t) < exp(—t?/2), because p < K — 1,
with a proper cs
P(A > 8 +1t) < exp(—csKt).

]

Lemma 6.2. Let S be any p X p nonsingular matriz, and C(S) be its conditional number.
Then for any fized ¢ € (0,1), we say U C SP~! is a S-relative e-net of SP~L, if for any
x € SP7Y there is a u € U such that |S(z — u)| < €|Su|. Then there exists a S-relative e-net
of SP71,

U| < e(1 + 2ere Pp(log C(S) + 1),

which can be further bounded by 4(1 + 4e )P (plog C(S) + 1) for simplicity. Moreover, the
linear dependence of |U| over logC(S) is sharp.

Proof. Denote m to be the minimum singular value of S, and let ¢ > 1 be a number to be
determined. For n =1,..., N, := [log(C(S))/logc], let

Dy, = {u:|ul =1,mc" " < |Su| < me"}.

Then SP~! = UM D,,, and we will construct a S-relative e-net for each D,,.

We say U C D, is a S-relative e-separated set of D,,, if for two different z,y € U,
|S(z —y)| > emax{|Sz|,|Sy|}. Then, the cardinality of any S-relative e-net of D, is upper
bounded. To see this, note that if z,y € U, B%E‘Sx‘(&v) and B%dsy‘(Sy) have no intersection:
else |Sz — Sy| < 5(]Sx| + |Sy|), which contradicts the definitions of e-separation. On the
other hand, because |Sz| < mc”, B%e|sx|<537> C B(1+%e)mcn<0)7 SO

UVOU(B e+ (S7)) < VO(Biy 1 men (0)) = U] < (142671,

emcn—1

Since S-relative e-separated sets of D,, all have finite cardinality, there is a U] among
them with the maximal cardinality. We claim this U], is a S-relative ce-net for D,,. To see
this, suppose there is a z, with |S(z — )| > ce|Sx| for all x € U], then |S(z — x)| > €|Sz]|
because both z and z are in D,,, and their S-norms are at most ¢ multiple apart. So U/ U{z}
is another S-relative e-separated sets of D,,, which contradicts that U] has the maximal
cardinality.

To summarize, we can use UY, U’ as a ce set for S~ with the total cardinality bounded
1
by (1 4 2e71)PcPN,. To show our claim, we will replace € with ¢™le and ¢ = e».

It is also easy to see the linear dependence of |U| on C(S). Let F(z) = log|Sz|, then
F(8P7Y) = [logm,logm + logC(S)], where m is the minimum eigenvalue of S. For each
ue U, if |S(z—u)| < €Sul|, then F(z) € [log(1 —¢€) +log F(u),log(1+ €) + log F'(u)], which

is an interval of fixed length log E Therefore
log C(S)
Ul 2 > 1
og 1—e
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7 Conclusion and discussion

Ensemble Kalman filters (EnKF) are indispensable data assimilation methods for high di-
mensional systems. Their surprisingly successful performance with ensemble size K much
lower than ambient space dimension d has remained a mystery for mathematicians. The
practitioners often attribute this success to the existence of a low effective dimension p, of
which the formal definition is sorely lacking. This paper closes this gap by considering a
Kalman filter with random coefficients, and uses its covariance R,, as an intrinsic filtering
performance criteria. The effective dimension then can naturally be defined as the number
of eigenvalues of R, or a system instability matrix, that are above a significance threshold p.
An EnKF with proper covariance inflation and localization techniques is constructed by Al-
gorithms 1, which exploits the low effective dimension structure. Then assuming the system
is uniformly observable, and the ensemble size exceeds a constant multiple of p, Theorem
3.4 asserts that the Mahalanobis error of EnKF decays geometrically to a constant. Use-
ful properties such as corvariance fidelity, exponential stability, and filter accuracy of EnKF
come as immediate corollaries. This framework can be directly applied to a simple stochastic
turbulence, where the effective filtering dimension along with the EnKF tuning parameters
are explicitly computable. The proof exploits the intrinsic Mahalanobis error dissipation,
shows this mechanism operates with high probability using a new noncentral random matrix
concentration result, and regulates the behavior of outlier by designing a Lyapunov function.

As the first step of studying EnKF performance, this paper looks at a relatively simple
setup. There are multiple directions this framework can be improved at. Here we list five of
them to inspire for future research:

e The random linear coefficient setting (1.1) includes a wide range of applications |20, 21].
But many geophysical applications of EnKF, the forecast models are fully nonlinear
[10, 12]. Two major challenges arise if one wants to generalize our setup to nonlinear
systems. First it will be difficult for the forecast ensemble to capture the forecast
dynamics, so the error dynamics will no longer be linear. Second, the reference Kalman
filter plays a pivotal role in this framework, it is not clear what would replace it in a
nonlinear setting.

e One important feature that this paper has not discussed is the universality of noise. The
authors believe the same proof remains valid if the noise distribution are assumed only
to be sub-Gaussian [29]. This is because the only feature we have used about Gaussian
distributions is their concentration, which also holds for sub-Gaussian distributions or
even exponential distributions. The non-Gaussian noise may be an essential ingredient
if one wants to investigate the nonlinear settings. This paper has not discussed this
universality intentionally, as it is less known for the filtering community, and may cause
confusion.

e The Mahalanobis error appears to be a natural statistic for covariance fidelity and
stability analysis. It is equivalent to the average Iy error E|e,|, but this equivalence
is not good in a high dimensional setting. For example, in Theorem 3.4, Ele,| has a
square root dependence on d. In practice one would expect the dependence should
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be /p. To reach this result, one would need to investigate the uncertainty levels in
different dimensions.

e The uniform observability Assumption 3.1 is proposed for a simpler Lyapunov function
construction. It is stronger than the general assumptions developed in the classic
Kalman filter literature such as [20]. It will be interesting if our framework can be
further generalized in this aspect.

e In recent years, many other EnKF augmentations are invented based on various intu-
ition. Whether our framework can justify their formulations require further investiga-
tion.
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Appendix

A Matrix inequalities

The following lemma has been mentioned in [28] for dimension one.

Lemma A.1. The prior-posterior Kalman covariance update mapping IC,, in (1.2), can also
be defined as
K.(C)= (I —-GH,C(I - GH,)" + GGT

where G := CH, (I + H,CHI)™! is the corresponding Kalman gain. K, is a concave mono-
tone operator from PD to itself.

Proof. The first matrix identity is straightforward to verify, and can be found in many
references of Kalman filters [5]. In order to simplify the notations, we ignore the time
indices below and let J(X) = (I + HXH")~!. Then picking any symmetric matrix A, the
perturbation in direction A is given by

d
DyJ(X) = %J(X + At)|,_, = —JHAH"J.

Therefore

DK =A-AH"JHX ~XH'JHA+XH"JHAH" JHX = (I-H" JHX)"A(I-H* JHX)
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The Hessian is
DK = —2AHT JHA+2AHT JHAHT" JHX +2XH" JHAHT JHA
—2XHY'JHAHT" JHAHT JHX
= —2(AH"J'? = XH"HAH" J'?) - (AH" J'? — XH"HAH" J'/*)T < 0.
Therefore, as long as X, X + A > 0, then the convexity holds:
K(X)+K(X + A) <2K(X + L A).
When we require A to be PSD, DK > 0 implies the monotonicity of K. O]

Lemma A.2. Suppose that A,C, D are PSD matrices, C is invertible, while A < [BC BT +
D], then
BTAB=<C™', AY?DAYV?2 <1,

Proof. From the condition, we have AY2[BC B + D]A'Y? < I,. Therefore our second claim
holds. Moreover,

(BTAB)C(BTAB) < BTAY?AV2BCB" + D|AY?AY?B < BT AB.
This leads to our first claim by the next lemma. O
Lemma A.3. Let A and B be PSD matrices, if
e A> 1, then ABA > B.

o A= 1, then ABA =X B. And for any real symmetric matriz C, CAC < C?.

Proof. 1f the null subspace of B is D and P is the projection onto the complementary
subspace D, then it suffices to show that (PAP)(PBP)(PAP) = PBP. Therefore, without
loss of generality, we can assume B is invertible, so it suffices to show

(B—I/QABI/Q)(B—I/QABI/Q)T i I

But this is equivalent to checking the singular values of B~'/2AB'/? are greater than 1, which
are the same as the eigenvalues of A.

If A and C are invertible, then the second claim follows as the direct inverse of the first
claim. Else, it suffice to show the claim on the subspace where A and C' are invertible. []

Lemma A.4. Let A and B be two PSD matrices, and A is invertible, then
|AB| = ||[AY2BAY?|| = inf{\ : B < AA~'}.

Proof. ||AB| = ||AY2BAY?|| comes as conjugacy preserves eigenvalues, and ||AY2BA'Y?|| =
inf{\: B X AA™'} is obvious. O

Lemma A.5. Let A be a d x d PSD matriz, and © is a p X d matriz with rank p. Then the
condition number of ©AOT is dominated by the one of A.

Proof. Suppose vy; and v, are the p-dimensional eigenvectors of ©AOT with the maxi-
mum and minimum eigenvalues, A\y; and \,. Then by looking at (©Tv,)T A(©Tv),) and
(©Tv,,)T A(0Tv,,) we know the maximum eigenvalue of A is above Ay, and the minimum
eigenvalue of A is below A,,. O
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