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Abstract

The filtering distribution captures the statistics of the state of a dynamical system from partial and
noisy observations. Classical particle filters provably approximate this distribution in quite general set-
tings; however they behave poorly for high dimensional problems, suffering weight collapse. This issue is
circumvented by the ensemble Kalman filter which is an equal-weight interacting particle system. How-
ever, this finite particle system is only proven to approximate the true filter in the linear Gaussian case.
In practice, however, it is applied in much broader settings; as a result, establishing its approximation
properties more generally is important. There has been recent progress in the theoretical analysis of the
algorithm, establishing stability and error estimates in non-Gaussian settings, but the assumptions on
the dynamics and observation models rule out the unbounded vector fields that arise in practice and the
analysis applies only to the mean field limit of the ensemble Kalman filter. The present work establishes
error bounds between the filtering distribution and the finite particle ensemble Kalman filter when the

model exhibits linear growth.
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1 Introduction
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1.1 Literature Review, Contributions and Outline

Algorithms for filtering employ noisy observations arising from a possibly random dynamical system to es-
timate the distribution of the state of the dynamical system conditional on the observations. The Kalman
filter [15] determines the filtering distribution exactly for linear Gaussian dynamics and observations. The
extended Kalman filter was developed as an extension of the Kalman filtering technique to nonlinear prob-
lems and is based on a linearization approximation; see [14] and [2]. The linearization approximation leads
to an inexact distribution for nonlinear problems, and furthermore requires evaluation of covariance matrices,
making the methodology impractical for large-scale geophysical applications [13]. Particle filters or sequential
Monte Carlo methods [10, 9] offer an alternative methodology for nonlinear filtering problems, allowing recov-
ery of the exact filtering distribution in the large particle limit. However, this class of methods scales poorly
with dimension, and in particular suffer weight collapse, making their application to geophysical problems

prohibitive; see for example [21, 5, 19, 1].
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The ensemble Kalman filter was introduced in the seminal paper [11]. Its success stems from the low-
rank approximation of large covariances, cheaply computed using an ensemble of particles and allowing it
to be deployed in geophysical applications. However analysis of its accuracy, in relation to the true filtering
distribution, remains in its infancy. The papers [17, 18] studied this issue in the linear Gaussian setting
where the mean field limit of the Kalman filter is exact; they demonstrate that the ensemble Kalman filter
may be viewed as an interacting particle system approximation of the mean field limit, and establish Monte
Carlo type error bounds. The recent article [7] overviews the formulation of ensemble Kalman methods using
mean field dynamical systems and provides a platform from which the analyses of [17, 18] may be generalized
beyond the linear Gaussian setting. In the recent paper [8] the authors establish stability properties of the
mean field ensemble Kalman filter and use them to prove accuracy of the filter in a near-Gaussian setting.
However the paper does not consider finite particle approximations of the mean field, and the conditions on
the dynamics-observation model require boundedness of the vector fields arising. In this paper we address
both these issues, establishing error bounds between the finite particle ensemble Kalman filter and the true
filtering distribution in settings where the dynamics and observation vector fields grow linearly. We make the

following contributions.

1. Theorem 2.1 is a stability result for the mean field ensemble Kalman filter in the setting of dynamical

models and Lipschitz obervation operators that grow at most linearly at infinity.

2. Theorem 2.3 quantifies the error between the mean field ensemble Kalman filter and the true filter in

the setting of dynamical models and Lipschitz observation operators that are near-linear.

3. Theorem 2.4 quantifies the error between the finite particle ensemble Kalman filter (found as an inter-
acting particle system approximation of the mean field) and the true filter in the setting of near-linear,

Lipschitz dynamical models and linear observation operators.

In going beyond the work in [8], the current paper simultaneously addresses a more applicable problem
class, by allowing linear growth in the dynamics and observations operators, and confronts the substantial
technical challenges which arise from doing so. Bounds on moments of the filtering distribution and mean
field ensemble Kalman filter must be established; these bounds grow in the number of iterations which is in
contrast to [8] where the L>° bounds on model and observation operator ensure a uniform bound on moments.
A further challenge is presented by the need to establish stability bounds for the conditioning map, giving
rise to the true filter, and the transport map giving rise to the ensemble Kalman filter. These results exhibit
dependence on moments in the stability constants and require control of the growth given by the dynamics;
this is again in contrast to [8] where the L° bounds allow for a uniform control.

After discussing notation that will be used throughout the paper in Subsection 1.2, we introduce the
filtering problem in Subsection 1.3. In Section 2 we outline the main results of the paper concerning the
ensemble Kalman filter. In Subsection 2.1 we formulate the ensemble Kalman filter that we consider in this
paper along with the relevant assumptions we will use in the analysis. We state a stability theorem for the
mean field formulation of the ensemble Kalman filter in Subsection 2.2, hence Contribution 1. We leverage this
result in Subsection 2.3 to derive a theorem quantifying the error between the mean field ensemble Kalman
filter and the true filter, Contribution 2. Finally, in Subsection 2.4, we make use of the results of the previous
subsections to state a theorem quantifying the error between the (finite particle) ensemble Kalman filter itself
and the true filter, yielding Contribution 3. Various technical results, used in the proof of our three main

theorems, may be found in the appendices. We conclude with closing remarks in Section 3.

1.2 Notation

The Euclidean norm on R™ is denoted by ||, and the induced operator norm on matrices is denoted by |||

For a symmetric positive definite matrix S € R™*™, the notation |e|g refers to the weighted norm |S~1/2s|.



Given an L* function f: R™ — R and r > 0, we let B (f,r) denote the L> ball of radius r centered at f.
Similarly, for (f,g) € L>®(R") x L=(R?) and r > 0, we denote by Br~((f,g),r) the L> ball of radius r
centered at (f,g), on the product space, i.e. the set of all (f,g) € L(R™) x L>(R?) satisfying

If = flloe@ny <7y g — gHLDO(]Rd) <

We let |#|co.1 denote the C%! semi-norm, namely the Lipschitz constant.

We use symbol L to denote independence of two random variables. The notation A(m,C), for m € R”
and C' € R™™ " denotes the Gaussian distribution with mean m and covariance C. The notation P(R™)
denotes the set of probability measures over R”, while G(R™) denotes the set of Gaussian probability measures
over R”. Throughout this paper all probability measures have a Lebesgue density, because of our assumptions
concerning the noise structure in the dynamics model and the data acquisition model. Thus we abuse notation
by using the same symbols for probability measures and their densities. For u € P(R™), the notation pu(z)
for z € R™ refers to the Lebesgue density of u evaluated at z, whereas p[f] for a function f: R" — R is a
short-hand notation for [g,, fdp.

For a probability measure p € P(R"), the notation M,(u) denotes the gth polynomial moment under the

measure u, defined as

My() = [ falnd). (1.1)

The notations M(p) and C(u) denote respectively the mean and covariance under pu:

M(p) = pla],  C(p) = u{(w — M(n) @ (z - M(u))]

The notation Pr(R™) for R > 1 refers to the subset of P(R™) of probability measures whose mean and

covariance satisfy the bound
1

R?

Here I,, denotes the identity matrix in R™*" and < is the partial ordering defined by the convex cone

M| < R, I < C(n) < R, (1.2)

of positive semi-definite matrices. Similarly, Gr(R™) is the subset of G(R™) of probability measures satis-
fying (1.2). We also introduce the set P2, (R%*4v) of probability measures m with finite second moment
satisfying C¥¥(m) > 0.

For a probability measure 7 € P(R% x R%) associated with random variable (u,y) € R% x R% we use
the notation M"(7), M¥(r) for the means of the marginal distributions, and the notation C*“(rw), C*¥ ()

and C¥¥(rr) for the blocks of the covariance matrix C(7). That is to say,
M(r) = (™)) | Cln) = (“)T (™)) | (1.3)
MY () CW(m)" CY¥¥(m)
For h: R% — R% we also define C""(7) to be the covariance of vector h(u), for u distributed according to
the marginal of 7 on u, and C**(7) to be the covariance between u and h(u).
We also introduce the Gaussian projection operator G: P(R"™) — G(R™) given by Gu = N (M (u),C(p)).
We refer to G as a projection because Gy is the Gaussian distribution closest to p with respect to KL(u||#) [6],
where KL(u/||v) is the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence of p from v. Note that G defines a nonlinear mapping.

Throughout this work, we employ the following weighted total variation distance, shown to be useful in the

analysis of ensemble Kalman methods in [8]:

Definition 1.1. Let g: R® — [1,00) denote g(v) := 1+ |v|?. We define the weighted total variation met-
ric dg: P(R™) x P(R") = R

dg(p1, p2) = sup |pa[f] — p2lf]],
[fI<g

where the supremum is over all functions f: R™ — R which are bounded from above by g pointwise and in



absolute value.
Remark 1.2. The following remarks concern the distance dg:

o If p1, o have Lebesgue densities p1, p2, then
dy(unsn) = [ 90)lpr(0) = palo)] do.

e Unlike the usual total variation distance, the weighted metric in Definition 1.1 enables control of the
differences |M(p1) — M(p2)| and ||C(p1) — C(p2)||. This is the content of Lemma B.6, proved in the

appendiz, which is used in the proof of a key auziliary result (Lemma B.2).

1.3 Filtering Distribution

We consider the following stochastic dynamics and data model

Uj+1 = \I](UJ) + €ja Ej ~ N(Oa E)a (148‘)
Yi+1 = h(ujt1) +nj41,  mj+1 ~N(O,T). (1.4b)

Here {u;}eo,7 is the unknown state, evolving in R4 and {y;} je[1,7] are the observations, evolving in R,
We assume that the initial state is distributed according to a Gaussian distribution ug ~ N (mg, Cp) and that

the following independence assumption is satisfied:
up L& Lo L&y L Lo Loy (1.5)

The filtering distribution g is the conditional distribution of the state u; given a realization lef = {yI, cey y;}
of the data process up to step j. Data YjT may be thought of as arising from a realization of (1.4); but the
case of model misspecification, where YjT does not necessarily arise from (1.4), is also of interest.

It is well-known [16, 20] that the true filtering distribution evolves according to

ti+1 = LiPp;. (1.6)

where P and L; are maps on probability measures, referred to respectively as the prediction and analysis steps
in the data assimilation community [3]. The prediction operator P is linear and defined by the Markov kernel
associated with the stochastic dynamics (1.4a). Its action on a probability measure with Lebesgue density u
reads

Pyu(u) (-3l YR ) ute) o (1.7)

1 / .
= X
vV (2m)dw det X Jrau P

The operator L; is a nonlinear map which formalizes the incorporation of the new datum y;f 41 using Bayes’

theorem. Its action reads
1 1 2
exp *5‘%‘4-1 - h’(u)|1" p(w)

1 2
/Rd exp <§!yj-+1 - h(U)\F> u(U)dU

L) = (1.8)

The operator L; effects a reweighting of the measure to which it applies, with more weight assigned to the state
values that are consistent with the observation. It is convenient in this work to decompose the analysis map L;
into the composition B;Q, where the operators Q: P(R%) — P(R% x R%) and B;: P(R% x R%) — P(R%)
are defined by

(1.9)

1 1 2
Qu(u,y) = \/W exp (§|y - h(u)‘r‘) p(w).



and ;
pi(u, yj+1)

Bju(u) = 5 :
/ (U, yj+1) au
Ru

The operator Q maps a probability measure with density p into the density associated with the joint random

(1.10)

variable (U, h(U) + 77), where U ~ p is independent of n ~ N(0,T'). The operator B; performs conditioning

on the data y; 4+1- Map Q is linear whilst B; is nonlinear. We may thus write (1.6) in the form

fj+1 = B;QPp;. (1.11)

2 The Ensemble Kalman Filter

In Subsection 2.1 we define the specific version of the mean field ensemble Kalman filter that we analyze
here; other versions may be found in [7] and will be amenable to similar analyses. In Subsection 2.2 we
prove our main stability theorem, showing that the error between the true filter and its Gaussian projection,
on the joint space of state and observations, may be used to control the error between the true filter and
the mean field ensemble Kalman filter. In Subsection 2.3 we prove a corollary to this theorem, establishing
that the mean field ensemble Kalman filter accurately approximates the true filter for a specific class of
non-Gaussian problems. In Subsection 2.4 we deploy the results of the two preceding subsections to state a
theorem quantifying the error between the finite particle ensemble Kalman filter itself and the true filtering
distribution. All of the theorems allow for linear growth of the vector fields defining the dynamics and the

observation processes.

2.1 The Algorithm

The ensemble Kalman filter may be derived as a particle approximation of various mean field dynamics [7].

The specific mean field ensemble Kalman filter that we study in this paper reads

i1 = W(uz) + &5, & ~N(0,%), (2.1a)

Ujr1 = h(Wjs1) + 1541, Ni+1 ~ N(0,T), (2.1b)
. wy (~ _EK \—1 .

jpr = Gj +C (@) € @) (U1 — Tin), (2.1c)

where T8 = Law(@;41,7;+1) and independence of the noise terms (1.5) is still assumed to hold, as in (1.5).
See Subsection 1.2 for the definition of the covariance matrices that appear in (2.1¢c). We denote by /L;DK the
law of u;. In order to rewrite the evolution of M?K in terms of maps on probability measures we introduce,
for a given y}H, the map T;: P2, (R% x Rdv) — P(R9) defined by

Tim= T (e, ;ﬂ,y;_i_l)wr. (2.2)
Here the subscript 4 denotes the pushforward and, for given m € P(R% x Rv), z € Ry,

y( ) ;W,Z)ZRd“dey %Rd”;
() = u+ C () (1) 7 (2 — y). (2.3)

Evolution of the probability measure u}EK may then be written as [7]

i = T;QPusX. (2.4)



We now discuss the preceding map in relation to (1.11). The specific affine map .7 used in (2.1c¢) is determined
by measure 7T] +1 (here equal to QP,u K) and data y; +1- The following observations explain why the law of u;

in (2.1) evolves according to (2.4):
o if u; ~ ,u}EK, then Ujpq ~ P,u}EK, by definition of P;
e random vector (U;+1,y;+1) is distributed according to 7rj+1 = QPM
e equation (2.1c) then implies that w1 ~ T;QPu;™.

As we show in Lemma B.7, operator T; coincides with conditioning operator B; over the Gaussians G(R% x
Ré) C P(R% x R%). In the particular case where pg is Gaussian, which is a standing assumption in this
paper, and the operators ¥ and h are linear, the mean field ensemble Kalman filter (2.4) thus reproduces the
exact filtering distribution (1.11), given by the Kalman filter itself. The aim of this paper is to analyze the
accuracy of ensemble Kalman methods when ¥ and h are not assumed to be linear.

The ensemble Kalman filter as implemented in practice may be derived as a particle approximation of
the mean field dynamics as defined by sample paths in (2.1) or as an evolution on measures in (2.4). For
any 7 in the range of Q, C¥¥(w) = C"(7) + T and C%¥(rr) = C*"(x), using the notation introduced in, and
following, (1.3). This is since the noise in the observation component defining 7 is then independent of the

state component defining 7. Using this the particle approximation of (2.1) takes the form

@\, = w(u) + €, ¢~ N(0,3), (2.5a)
y(Z)l = h( §+)1) +n\ )y~ N(0,T), (2.5b)
~1
i uh (~EK,N ~EK,N ~(i
§+1 = 1 +cvh ( Tj+1 ) (Chh( i1 ) + F) (y;-l,-l y](+1) (2.5¢)
where wj}ale is the empirical measure

N
~EK.N _
= ¥ )
and f;-i) ~ N(0,X) i.i.d. in both 7 and j and 77§21 ~ N(0,T') i.i.d. in both ¢ and j; furthermore, the set of {5]@}
are independent from the set of {77521} Choosing to express the particle approximation of the covariance
in observation space through C** and T' ensures invertibility, provided I is invertible. From the particles

evolving according to the dynamics in (2.5) we define the empirical measure

EKN
Hjp1 = 25 @ (2.6)

whose evolution describes the ensemble Kalman filter.

Our theorems in Subsections 2.2 and 2.3 concern relationships between the true filter (1.11) and the mean
field ensemble Kalman filter (2.4). We study the setting in which ¥ and h are not assumed to be linear,
so that the true filter is not Gaussian, in Subsection 2.2; and then we study small perturbations away from
the Gaussian setting that arise when the vector fields ¥ and h are close to affine in Subsection 2.3. The
theorem in Subsection 2.4 concerns the relationship between the true filter (1.11) and the ensemble Kalman
filter (2.6). In this subsection, we combine existing analysis on the convergence of the ensemble Kalman filter
to the mean field ensemble Kalman filter with the results from the previous subsections to state and prove an
error estimate between the ensemble Kalman filter and the true filter in the non-linear setting. Specifically,
we study the case of a vector field ¥ that is a bounded perturbation away from affine and an affine vector

field h. To state our theorems we will use the following set of assumptions:

Assumption H. There exists positive constants ky, kw, Kn,€n, 0 and v such that the data {y;}, the wvector
fields (U, h) and the covariances (X,T) satisfy:



H1) data YT = yT J_. lies in set B, C REY defined by
JjJi=1 Y

B, =Y e RE/; I < ;
oA SRS

(H2) function ¥: R% — R satisfies |U(u)| < ry (1 + [u]) for all u € R¥;

(H3) function h: R% — R% satisfies |h(u)| < k(1 + ul) for all u € R%;

(H4) function h: R% — R% satisfies |h|cor < £, < 00;

(H5) covariance matrices ¥ and I' are positive definite: ¥ %= olg, and I' = v1g, for positive o and .
Assumption V. The vector fields (U, h) are affine, i.e. they satisfy the following

(V1) The function ¥: R% — R satisfies U(u) == Mu + b, for some M € R%*du gnd b € R,

(V2) The function h: R% — R% satisfies h(u) == Hu + w, for some H € R%W*% gnd w € R%.

2.2 Stability Theorem: Mean Field Ensemble Kalman Filter

Roughly speaking, our stability theorem states that if the true filtering distributions (y45);efo,7—1] are close
to Gaussian, after appropriate lifting to the state/data space, then the distribution u}EK given by the mean
field ensemble Kalman filter (2.4) is close to the true filtering distribution u; given by (1.11) for all j € [0, J].

Theorem 2.1 (Stability: Mean Field Ensemble Kalman Filter). Assume that the probability mea-
sures (f15)jefo,s) and (H?K)jeﬂo,‘]ﬂ are obtained respectively from the dynamical systems (1.11) and (2.4),

initialized at the same Gaussian probability measure o = usc € G(RY). That is,
v = BiQPuy, i = T;QPuSE.
If Assumption H holds, then there exists C' = C(Mmax{3+du14+dy}(,uo), Ky, K0, Khy Cny 2, T, J) such that

do(uf" 17) < C | _max  dy(QPuj, GQPy;).

Proof of Theorem 2.1 below relies on the following auxiliary results, all proved in Appendix B.

1. For any probability measure p with finite first and second order polynomial moments M (u) and Mo (p),
the means of the probability measures Py and QPp are bounded from above, and their covariances are
bounded both from above and from below. The constants in these bounds depend only on the parameters
Kw, kn, 2,1 and on M (p) and Ma(p). See Lemmas B.1 and B.2.

2. Let (1) e, p and (,u?K) jeq,J denote the probability measures obtained respectively from the dynam-
ical systems (1.11) and (2.4), initialized at the same Gaussian measure pig = pu&% € G(R%). Then for
any ¢ € N, there exist constants M, M;EK < oo depending on Mg(po), ky, Ko, kn, 5, I, J so that

ax M )< M, and ax M, (pPR) < MPK,
Gy Malug) < My and e, o(57) < Mg

See Lemmas B.3 and B.5. This will facilitate use of the stability results from items 6 and 7.
3. For any Gaussian measure y € G(R% x R%), it holds that B;u = T;u. See Lemma B.7 and also [7].

4. The map P is Lipschitz on P(R%) for the metric d,, with a Lipschitz constant Lp depending on the

parameters Ky and X. See Lemma B.8.



5. The map Q is Lipschitz on P(R%) for the metric d,, with a Lipschitz constant Lq depending on the

parameters xp and I'. See Lemma B.9.

6. The map B; satisfies, for any 7 € {QPu : u € P(R%)and Ms(p) < oo} C P(R% x R%), the bound
Vj e [0, J], dg(B;Gm,B,m) < Crdy(Gm, ),

where Cg = Cpg (MQ(M),I{y,H\p,Hh,E,F). This statement concerns the stability of the B; operator

between a measure and its Gaussian approximation. See Lemma B.10.

7. The map T; satisfies the following bound: for all R > 1, it holds for all probability measures 7 &
Pr(R% x R%) and p € {QPpu : p € P(R™) and Mypax(34d, 4td,} (1) < 00} C P(R% x R%) that

v.] € [[07 ‘]]]7 dg(TjTra T]p) < LT dg(ﬂ-ap)v

for a constant Lt = Lt (R, Mimax{3+du,4+d,} (1); Kys v, Kh, E,F). This statement may be viewed as a
local Lipschitz continuity result in the case where the second argument of d is restricted to the range
of QP. See Lemma B.11.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. In what follows we refer to the preceding itemized list to clarify the proof. For no-
tational simplicity it is helpful to define the following measure of the difference between the true filtering

distribution and its Gaussian projection:

= dy(QPy1;, GQP1;). 2.7
ei=  max  dg(QPp;, GQP;) (2.7)

Assume throughout the following that j € [0,J — 1]. The proof rests on the following use of the triangle

inequality:

dg(ﬂ_?flhujJrl) = dg (TJQPM_I]EKv BJQP,LLJ)
<dy (T;QPES, T;QPuy) + dg (T;QPp;, TjGQP;) + dg (BjGQP;, BjQPuy) . (2.8a)

We have used the fact that T;GQPp; = B;GQPpu; by Item 3 (Lemma B.7). Item 2 (Lemmas B.3 and B.5)
shows that, for any ¢ € N, there exist constants M, MEK < oo depending on My(p0), Ky, K, kh, 2, T, J s0
that

max M,(u;) < M, and max M, (%) < MPK.
i€l0.J] alks) < My i€l0.J] o(1;") e

Therefore by Item 1 (Lemma B.2), there is a constant R > 1, depending on the covariance matrices X, T', the
bounds sy and ryp, from Assumption H, and the moment bounds M and M¥¥ | such that for any j € [0, J—1]
it holds that QPMJ',QPM?K € Pr(R¥% x R%). By Items 4, 5 and 7 (Lemmas B.8, B.9 and B.11), the first

term in (2.8a) satisfies
dg (T;QPu;™, TjQPu;) < L1 (R, Minax(s+d, 4+4,}) LaLedg (15", 115) | (2.9)

where, for conciseness, we omitted the dependence of the constants on ky, kv, kp, 2, T
Since it holds that GQPu; € Gr(R% x R%) by definition of R, the second term in (2.8a) may be bounded
using Item 7 (Lemma B.11) and the definition in (2.7) of :

dy (T;QPpu;, T;GQPp;) < L1 (R, Myax{3+da, a+d,})dg (QPj, GQPL;) < L (R, Myax(34d, 4+d,} )E-
Finally, the third term in (2.8a) can be bounded using item 6 (Lemma B.10) and the definition in (2.7) of e:

dg (BjGQPu;, BjQPu;) < Cedy (GQPu;, QPp;) < Cge.



Therefore, letting ¢ = Lt (R, Mmax{3+du74+dy})LQLP, we have shown that

dg(uisS s i) < g™, ) + (L1 (R, Minax(s+d,.4+4,}) + Cs)e

and the conclusion follows from the discrete Gronwall lemma, using the fact that uf® = pg. O

2.3 Error Estimate: Mean Field Ensemble Kalman Filter

Theorem 2.1 shows that the mean field ensemble Kalman filter error can be made arbitrarily small if the true
filter is arbitrarily close to its Gaussian projection, in state-observation space. This “closeness to Gaussian”
assumption can be satisfied in our setting of unbounded vector fields by considering small perturbations of
affine vector fields, stated and proved in Proposition 2.2. Combining Proposition 2.2 with Theorem 2.1 gives

an error estimate for the mean field ensemble Kalman filter, yielding Theorem 2.3.

Proposition 2.2 (Approximation Result). Suppose that the data Y1 = {y; }7_1 and the matrices (¥,T)
satisfy Assumptions (H1) and (H5). Fiz ky,kn > 0 and assume that ¥o: R% — R% and hy: R%& —
R are affine functions and hence satisfy Assumptions (V1) and (V2), respectively, while also satisfy-
ing Assumptions (H2) and (H3) with ky,kp. Let (pj)jeqo,s denote the true filtering distribution asso-
ciated with functions (¥, h), initialized at the Gaussian probability measure py = N(mg,Co) € G(R%).
Then, for any J € Z7T, there is C = C(mg,Co, ky, kw,kn, S, I, JJ) > 0 such that for all e € [0,1] and
all (U, h) € B ((\IIO, ho),s), it holds that

d,(GQPu;, QPu;) < Ce. 2.10
jemmax | dg(GQPu;, QPp;) < Ce (2.10)
Proof. In what follows (,u?) jefo,s7 and (p5)jeo,s7 denote the true filtering distributions associated with func-
tions (Wo, ho) and (¥, h), respectively, initialized at the same Gaussian measure N (mg, Cp). Furthermore, we
let Py and Qo denote the kernel integral operators (1.7) and (1.9) defined by the specific vector fields (Ug, ho).

By Lemma B.3, the filtering distributions have bounded second moments. Let

2
R = max (‘y;Jrl ,1+M2(u2),1+/\42(uj)).

jelo,7-1]

Throughout this proof, C' denotes a constant whose value is irrelevant in the context, depends only on the
constants mq, Co, Ky, Kw, kn, 3, I, j (in particular, it does not depend on &, ¥, h), and may change from line
to line. Fix j € [0,J — 1]. Note that the filtering distribution defined by (Wq, ho) is Gaussian. Then, using
the triangle inequality and Gaussianity of QoPg ,u? we obtain

dg(GQPu;, QPpj) < dg(GQPu;, GQoPof) + dyg(GQoPopf, QP ;)
= dy(GQPu;, GQoPop) + dy(QuPos), QP ;).

We note that since the filters have bounded first and second order polynomial moments, by Lemmas B.1
and B.2 we may deduce that there exists R > 1 such that

vj € [0,J — 1], Pou, € Pr(R™), QP , QoPoud € Pr(R™ x R%). (2.11)

The second part of this display allows direct application of Lemma C.1, which concerns the local Lipschitz

continuity result for the Gaussian projection operator G, to obtain

dg(GQPu;, QPp;) < Cdy(QoPopf, QP ;)

<
< Cdy(QoPop, QPop]) + Cdy(QPop}, QP ;).



Using (C.2) from Lemma C.2, noting that since Pou® € Pr(R%) by (2.11) it holds that Ma(Poud) < duR,
and using the Lipschitz continuity of Q (Lemma B.9) we deduce that

dg(GQPu;j, QPp;) < Ce(1 + duR) + Cdg(Poul, Ppy)
< Ce(1+dyR) + C’dg(Poug, PM?) + Cdg(Pug, Puj)
<C

e(1+ dyR) + CeR + Cdg (13, j15),

where the second inequality follows by the triangle inequality and the third inequality follows from bound-
ing dg(Poug-), Pu;) using (C.1) from Lemma C.2 and from the Lipschitz continuity of P (Lemma B.9). The

statement then follows from Lemma C.3. O

Theorem 2.3 (Error Estimate: Mean Field Ensemble Kalman Filter). Assume that the probability
measures (fi5);c]o,J] and (M?K)jeﬂo,.]]] are obtained respectively from the dynamical systems (1.11) and (2.4)

initialized at the same Gaussian probability measure o = uy™ € G (R9+). That is,
pi+1 =BjQPus, i = T;QPu.

Suppose that the data YT = {y;}'j]:1 and the matrices (3,T") satisfy Assumptions (H1) and (H5). Fiz kw, fin, bn >
0 and let the wvector fields Wy, ho be affine functions satisfying Assumptions (V1) and (V2), respectively,
while also satisfying Assumptions (H2) and (H3) with ky,kn. Then for all ¢ € [0,1], there exists a con-
stant C = C(Mq(uo),ﬁy,m\p,/ﬁh,fh,il,l", J), where q == max{3 +dy,4 + dy}, such that for any (V,h) €
B ((\Ilo,ho),s) with h satisfying Assumption (H/), it holds that

dg (W55, puy) < Ce.

Proof. Since Assumption H is satisfied, it is possible to apply the result of Theorem 2.1 to deduce that there
exists C' = C(Mmax{3+du14+dy}(uo), J, Kyy K, En, Ly 2, 1") such that

dy(p5", py) <C  max dg(QPp;, GQPp;).
j€[0,J—-1]

Additionally, since (¥, h) € Bp~ ((\IJO, ho), 5) for Wy, hg satisfying Assumptions (V1) and (V2), and moreover
Assumptions (H2) and (H3), we may apply Proposition 2.2 to deduce the result. O

2.4 Error Estimate: Finite Particle Ensemble Kalman Filter

In this subsection, we combine the results from the work in [17] with stability Theorem 2.1, together with
approximation Theorem 2.3, to derive a quantitative error estimate between the finite particle ensemble
Kalman filter and the true filter in the non-linear setting. In order to define an appropriate metric we

introduce the following class of vector fields.

Assumption P1. The vector field ¢ : R*™ — R satisfies for any u,v € R% the condition
|¢(u) — ¢(v)] < Lolu —v](1+ [ul® + [v]*),

for some ¢ > 0 and for some Ly > 0. We note that for any such ¢, there exists Ry > 0 which depends on Lg
so that |¢(u)] < Ry (1 + [ul*T!) for any u € R,

We will prove various technical lemmas under the Assumption P1; these may be useful beyond the confines
of this paper. However for our theorems we use the more specific Assumption P2 which enables the control

of first and second moments.
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Assumption P2. The vector field ¢ : R% — R satisfies for any u,v € R% the condition
|(u) — ¢(v)] < Lolu — v|(1+ |u] + |v]),

for some Ly > 0. Note that for any such ¢, there exists Ry > 0 depending on Ly so that |p(u)| < Rg (14 |ul?)
for any u € R,

Theorem 2.4 (Error Estimate: Finite Particle Ensemble Kalman Filter). Assume that the prob-
ability measures (1) eqo,57 and (,u;:K’N)jE[[QJH are obtained respectively from the dynamical systems (1.11)
and (2.6), initialized at the Gaussian probability measure po € G(R%) and at the empirical measure ,uOEK’N =

% vazl 5u(i) for ugi) ~ po t.1.d. samples, respectively. That is,
0

N

o =B Y = 30
where u§21 evolve according to the iteration in (2.5). Suppose that the data YT = {y;}jzl and the matri-
ces (X, T) satisfy Assumptions (H1) and (H5). Assume that the vector field h is linear, and let kp,, £}, be positive
constants such that Assumptions (H3) and (H}) are satisfied. Furthermore, let the vector field Uy be an affine
function satisfying Assumption (V1) as well as Assumption (H2) with ky > 0. Additionally, let £y > 0 be a
constant. Then, for all € € [0, 1], it holds that for any ¥ € By, (\IIO, 5) satisfying |¥|cor < by < 00, there ex-
ists a constant C = C'(Mg(po), Ry, Le, by, 6w, ki, bny b, 8,1, J ), where q = max{3 + dy,,4 + d,,16 - 3’71},
such that

EK,N 2\ /2 1
(& [0t ) <o(5+e)
for any ¢ satisfying Assumption P2.
The proof presented hereafter relies on the following elements.

1. We apply the triangle inequality in order to employ two distinct results concerning the mean field
ensemble Kalman filter. The proof thus involves quantifying the error between finite particle ensemble
Kalman filter and the mean field ensemble Kalman filter, as discussed in Item 2, and the error between

the mean field ensemble Kalman filter and the true filter, as discussed in Item 3.

2. The work in [17] establishes a Monte Carlo error estimate, with rate of 1/v/N, between the empirical mea-

EK.N “representing the particle ensemble Kalman filter, and the measure u*¥ describing the evolu-

sure p
tion of the mean field ensemble Kalman filter. In particular, this holds under Assumptions (H1) and (H5)
on the data and covariances of the noise processes, the linearity of the vector field h and Assumption (H2)
on ¥ with the additional assumption that |¥|co.: < £y < 0o. In Lemma D.1 we mimic the proof of [17,
Proposition 4.4] and [17, Theorem 5.2] to gain insight into the dependence of the constant prefactor

multiplying 1/v/ N on the parameters of the Gaussian initial condition and the number of steps J.

3. We assume that the data YT = {y;f}'j]:1 and the matrices (3,T") satisfy Assumptions (H1) and (H5),
and assume that h satisfies Assumption (V2). Furthermore, we assume ¥ satisfies Assumption (H2)
and U € Br«(Ug,e) with ¥q satisfying Assumption (V1). These assumptions allow us to apply the the

result from Theorem 2.3.

Proof. Recall that M?K is the mean field ensemble Kalman filter, here initialized at the same Gaussian pg as

the true filter. We fix a function ¢ satisfying Assumption P2 and apply the triangle inequality to deduce that

1/2

(2 e -wot]) < (5o -a) (2ot} o)
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Since u]}DK and py are deterministic probability measures, it holds that

o\ 1/2
(E H50] = 1ol ) = |u5¥1¢] = nalol]

Since ¢ satisfies Assumption P2, it follows that

‘u?K [¢] — m[qﬁ]‘ < sup

g — MJ[¢]‘ =Ry - dg (15", 11s).
|| <Ry (1+]ul?)

We note that Assumption H holds as h is assumed to be affine; since we additionally assume that ¥ €

B (\IJO, 5), where ¥ is an affine function, we may apply the result of Theorem 2.3 to deduce that
dg (:U’].?KaMJ) < Ce, (2'13)

where C'is a constant depending on Mnax(std, a+d,} (10); s Ky, K, K, €n, B, T
The fact that h is assumed to be linear and the additional assumption that |¥|co:r < fg < oo allows us

to apply the result of Lemma D.1, so that

<IE ‘u?K’N[sb] - M?K[fb]r)m < \/% (2.14)

where C' is a constant depending on Myg.37-1(it0), J, R, Lg, £y, Kw, ki, 5, I In view of (2.12), combin-
ing (2.13) and (2.14) yields the desired result. O

3 Discussion and Future Directions

In this paper we have presented the first analysis, in the setting of a filtering problem defined by nonlinear
state space dynamics, quantifying the error between the empirical measure obtained by the ensemble Kalman
filter and the true filtering distribution. The analysis for the EnKF outlined is based on the proof methodology
developed for particle filters in [19]. This work extends the initial results of [8] to a setting of practical interest,
for which dynamical models and observation operators are allowed to be unbounded and nonlinear. The work
opens a new avenue for analysis in the quantitative understanding of the performance of the ensemble Kalman

methodology applied to nonlinear problems. To this end, we identify the following avenues for further work.

1. Assurveyed in [7], the ensemble Kalman filtering methodology may be used for solving inverse problems
and for sampling; it is of interest to extend this analysis to the ensemble Kalman based inversion

algorithms outlined in that paper.

2. There is a substantial body of literature studying the continuous time limits of ensemble Kalman meth-
ods; see [7] for a review. Performing analysis analogous to that presented here, but in the continuous

time setting, would be of interest.

3. For large scale applications, there has been recent wide interest in replacing the dynamical model ¥,
representing the solution operator obtained via a high fidelity numerical solver, with a cheap to evaluate
surrogate. Multifidelity ensemble methods [4] allow the use of a small number of particles evolved
according to the high fidelity solver and a large number evolved according to the surrogate. Extending

our error analysis to incorporate the effect of model error would be of interest in this context.
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A Auxiliary Results

We first state and prove a standard result that will be used throughout the paper.

Lemma A.1. Let X be a random variable taking values in R% with finite second moment, and let m := E[X].
Then it holds that

E[(X —m)(X — m)T} —E[XXT] = mmT (A1)
and

Va € R%, E[(X —a)(X — a)T} - E[(X —m)(X — m)T} . (A.2)

Proof. Tt holds that

E[(X = a)(X = )| =E[((X = m) + (m — @)) (X = m) + (m — )"

= IE[(X —m)(X —m)T} + (m—a)(m—a)T.

Setting a = 0, we obtain (A.1). The inequality (A.2) follows by noting that the second term in the last

expression is positive semidefinite. [l

Lemma A.2. Denote by g(e;m,S) the Lebesque density of N'(m,S) and by S? the set of symmetric n X n

matrices M satisfying
1
-1, < M < al,. (A.3)
Q@
Then for alln € Nt and o > 1, there exists Ly, o > 0 such that for all parameters (c1,m1,S1) € R x R" x 8"
and (c2,ma,S2) € R x R™ x 8%,

|h]lse < Ln,allh1, h(y) = c1g(y; m1, S1) — cag(y; ma, Sa2). (A4)

Proof. The lemma as stated may be found in [8, Lemma 14], where a complete proof is given. O

Lemma A.3. Let P and Q denote the operators on probability measures given respectively in (1.7) and (1.9).
Let Assumptions (H2) to (H5) be satisfied and suppose that u € P(R%) satisfies, for some q > 0, the moment

bound

MG = [ Jol" n(da) < . (A.5)

Then there is L = L(My (), kw, kn, lh, 3, T) > 0 such that for all (u,uz,y) € R%* xR x R the probability
density of p = QPu satisfies

1 1 1
u1,y) — p(uz,y)| < L|luy — ug| min < max , , . A6
i) = )] < o = st {s{ o o b e (A0

Proof. Throughout this proof, C' denotes a constant whose value is irrelevant in the context, depends only
on M, (u), kw, kn, €n, X, T, and may change from line to line. Sometimes we write the dependence explicitly

to indicate which parameters are involved.
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Step 1. Bounding the density of Pu. We first rewrite

1+ ul?
1+ vl

1+ uPut) =€) [ exp (- 5lu - w0)) (1+ ol u(do).

We note that
1+ |ul?

T+ fos =77

1
S(E, ky) = sup exp <§|u — \Il(v)|22>

(u,v)ER%u X Rdu
this may be seen observing that

1 1+ |ul|? 1 14 297y — U(v)]9) + 297 T (v) |9
o (~3lu - W) THAE < oxp (~gju - v ) L2 PO R EWOR )

The first term on the righthand side of (A.7) may be bounded by noting that 1 + 20-1e=" 14 ig uniformly
bounded in = € R; on the other hand the second term may be bounded by applying Assumption (H2). Now,

using (A.5), we obtain that
C(Ev Ry, MQ(M))

P <
p(u) T

(A.8)

Step 2. Establishing Lipschitz continuity of u — Pu(u). Since g(z) = e~ has derivative 2ze~%

and |ze™®"| < e~ forall € R, it holds for some £ between |a| and |b| that

V(a,b) € R x R, ’e*f et

= lb—allg'©)| <2lb—al (=% +e7%). (A.9)

Using this inequality with a? = 1|u; — U (v)|3, and b? = Tlug — ¥ (v)]3,, the triangle inequality, and equivalence

of norms, we deduce that, for all (u1,us,v) € R x R x Rdu,

exp (—%ml - q/(v)é) — exp (—%Iw - ‘P(v)lé)‘
< Clug — <exp <%|u1 - \Il(v)|22> + exp <ilu2 - W(U)Ié))

for constant C' = C(X). Integrating out the v variable with respect to p we obtain that

1
Pu(ur) = Pu(uz)] < Clus —uag| |~ exp (Zlm - ‘I’(U)@;) p(dv)
Rdu

1
+Clur = ual [ exp (~fhua = ¥ ) la)
Rdu

The integrals on the right-hand side can be bounded as in the first step, which leads to the inequality

1 1
R% x R P -P < - . Al
V(ug,uz) € X ) |Pu(ur) m(u2)| < Clur — uz| max { 14 |ug]?’ 1+ |ug|? } (A.10)

Step 3. Obtaining a coarse estimate. In view of the elementary inequality (A.9) and the assumed
Lipschitz continuity of h, it holds that, for constant C' = C(T, ¢},)

A (A1), T) () = N (). T) )

1 1
< Clur = walexp (=l = b)) + Clur = walexp (=l — hu)?). (A1)
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Using the decomposition

pus,y) = pluz, y) = Ppa(un) N (A1), T) (y) = Puuz) N (h(u2), T) (9)
= (Pu(ur) = Ppu(uz)) N (h(u1),T) (y)
o+ Puuz) (A (R(w1), T) () = N ((u2), T) ().

and employing (A.8), (A.10) and (A.11), we deduce that

1 1
u1,y) — pug, y)| < Cluy — us| max ,
|p( 1 y) p( 2 y)| =X | 1 2| {1+|U1|q 1+|’LL2|q}

o {exp (4l = h() ) oxw (~3ly -t . (412

Note that, for the function h(u) = w, the quantity multiplying |u; — uz| on the right-hand does not tend
to 0 along the sequence (u&"),ug"),y(”)) = (0,n,n). For our purposes in this work, we need the finer

estimate (A.6); establishing this bound is the aim of the next two steps.

Step 4. Bounding the density p(u,y). Recall that p(u,y) = Pu(u)N (h(u),T)(y). We prove in this step
the inequality

1 1
< i .
p(uay)\cmln{1+|u|qa1+|y|q}5 (A 13)

or equivalently

sup pu,y) max {1+ |u|9, 1+ |y|?} < co.
(u,y) ERdu x Ry

To this end, note that

p(u,y) max {|ul?, [y|?} = Pp(u) N (h(u), T) (y) max {[u|?, |y|*}
< Pu(w) N (h(u), T) (y)ul? + Pu(w) N (h(w),T) (y)lyl".
The first term is bounded uniformly by Step 1, estimate (A.8). For the second term, we use that
lyl” <27 A" + 207y - k()] (A-14)

to obtain

Pa(u) N (h(w), T) )ly1* < CPu(w) A (), T) () (1) + |y = h(w)|?).

The first term on the right-hand side is bounded uniformly, again by Step 1, estimate (A.8), and us-
ing Assumption (H3). The second term is also bounded uniformly because the function z — N(0,T)(x)|x|4

is uniformly bounded in z, by a value depending only on I' and gq.

Step 5. Obtaining the estimate (A.6). The claimed inequality is equivalent to

[p(u1,y) — plus,y)|

w1, uz,y |u1 — g

max{min{l + ur]?, 1+ Jua|?}, 1+ |y|q} < 09,

where the supremum is over R% x R% x R%. By (A.12), it holds that

Ui, - Uz, .
sup ’p( 1,Y) — p(u2 y)‘ min {1+ |u1]7, 1 + |ug|?} < oo,
ur 2y |1 — ug
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so it remains to show that
Uy, - U2,
sup p(u1,y) — plus y)‘|y|q<oo.
u1,uz,y lur — us|

By (A.13), it is clear that the supremum is uniformly bounded if restricted to the set |u; — u2| > 1, so it

suffices to show that

Ip(u,y) — plu+6,y)|
sup

ly|* < oo,
(u,6,y)ER%u x B(0,1) xR?v |6|

where B(0, 1) is the open ball of radius 1 centered radius at the origin in R%. We use again (A.14) in order
to bound

U —plu+9 u —plutd
[p(u,y) |§|( + ’y)||y|Q<c|p( . Y) |§|( + ,y)}|h(u)|q
JrC’P(U,y) _p(u+6’y)’ |y7 h(u)|q

9]

The first term is bounded uniformly by (A.12) and the assumption that |h(u)| < n(1 + |ul). To conclude

the proof, it remains to show that

s c Ip(u,y) — plu+ 6,y)|

(u,6,y)€ER%u x B(0,1) xR?v 6]

ly = h(u)|* < oo. (A.15)

By (A.12) it holds that

Ip(u,y) — p(u+6,y)|
Clé] 1 5 1 5
S T3 max {exp (—Z|y — h(u)|F) , eXp (—Z|y — h(u+9)|p )
Cld]
S1 o+ |ule

exp <%|y ~ h)2 + ﬂh(u) Ch(u+ 5)‘?) .

In the last line we used the inequality |a+b|? > $|a|*> — [b|?, which follows from Young’s inequality. Since the
function z — e~ % +C 29 is bounded uniformly in € R and by Assumption (H4), the bound (A.15) easily

follows, concluding the proof. O

B Technical Results for Theorem 2.1

We show moment bounds in Appendix B.1, we recall that on Gaussian measures the action of the condi-
tioning map and the Kalman transport map are equivalent in Appendix B.2, and we prove stability results

in Appendix B.3.

B.1 Moment Bounds

Lemma B.1 (Moment Bounds). Let u be a probability measure on R% with bounded first and second
order polynomial moments M1(u), Ma(pn) < co. Under Assumption H, it holds that

(MP)| < ke (1+Mi(n), T <C(Pu) < B+ 265 (1 + Ma(p))1a,- (B.1)
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Proof. Using the definition of P in (1.7), it holds that

2

M(Pu):/]RduuPu(u)du: W/R /Rduuexp (—%’u—‘l’(v)‘z) (o) du

= [ v utav).

where application of Fubini’s theorem yields the last equality. The first inequality in (B.1) then follows
from Assumption (H2). For the second inequality in (B.1), we first note that for any a,v € R% it holds that

/Rdu (u—a)®(u—a) eXp(*%m - \Il(v)|22) du

> /]R (u— V() ® (u—T(v)) eXp(_%m - \II(U)|22) du; (B.2)

this follows from Lemma A.1 by noting that ¥(v) is the mean under the Gaussian probability measure N (¥ (v), ).

Letting now a be the mean under the measure Pu, we observe that, by conditioning on v and using (B.2),
C(Py) = [ u=a)® (u-a) Pu(u)du
Rdu

_ \/ﬁ /]R (/R (u—a) @ (u—a) exp(—%|u ~w)) du) (dv)

1 1 2
N s /R (/R (u = ¥(0) ® (u— ¥(v)) exp( g u— W(w)]2) du) u(dv)
_ /]R S p(dv) = %,

hence C(Pu) = X. On the other hand, using Lemma A.1 again and noting that, by the Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality, ww" < (w'w)ly, for any vector w € R we deduce that

C(Pu)#/ u @ uPpu(u)du
Riu

_ \/ﬁ /R /R @ uexp (%m - \Il(v)|2z> j(dv) du
= /Rdu (¥(v) @ ¥(v) + %) p(dv)

<Y+ (/Rd |\Il(v)|2u(dv)> Lo, < 24263 (1 4+ Ma(p)) I, , (B.3)

which yields the desired result. O

Lemma B.2. Let i be a probability measure on R* with bounded first and second order polynomial moments
Mi(p), Ma(p) < oo. Under Assumption H, it holds that

[MU(QPp)| < rw (1 + M (1), (B.4a)

|MY(QPp)| < nh\/Q(l + (%) + 263 (1 + Mz(u))). (B.4b)
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Furthermore, it holds that

4k% (1 Iy, +2% 0
c@py) < (MU 2 duxds . (B
0d, xd., 4"%(1 + tr(X) +2I€\I,(1 +M2(M)))Idy +T
- min{QU, v+ 4K3 (1 + tr(8) + 263, (1 + ./\/12(#))) }
C(QPM) = Idqudy- (B5b)
29+ 83 (1+ t2(5) + 263, (1 + Ma(p)) )
Proof. The inequalities (B.4a) and (B.4b) follow from Assumption H and the fact that
M(Pp)
M(QPp) = . (8.6)
Pulh]

Indeed, from Lemma B.1 we know that |[M(Pu)| < ke (1 + My(p)), which leads by Jensen’s inequality
to (B.4a). To deduce (B.4b), we note that

Puln]|® < / () Pu(du)
< 2K7 4 255 /Rdu [u|? Ppu(du) (B.7a)
= 22 + 252 /}R (|\Il(v)|2 + tr(Z)) pu(dv), (B.7b)

where (B.7a) follows by applying Assumption (H3) and Young’s inequality and (B.7b) follows by applying
the properties of the Gaussian transition density. The result then follows by applying Assumption (H2).
We now turn our attention to establishing inequality (B.5a). To this end, let ¢: R% — R%:*9s define the

map ¢(u) = (u, h(u)), and let ¢4 denote the associated pushforward map on measures. We note that

04, xd, Od,xd C""(pyPu) C"(¢4Pp)
Pu) = C(:P v = : :
CLQPK) = CloPu ”(odyxdu r ) <Cy“(¢uPu) ny(¢upu)+F> ()

It holds for any (a,b) € R% x R that

aa’  0g4,xa a a a a
2 AT AP AN i, . |
(()dyxdu bbT b b -} b (du+dy)X(du—+dy)

Hence, it follows that
T
a ® a <9 aa Od,, xd, ,
b b 0a, xd,, bb"
which enables to deduce, using Lemmas A.1 and B.1 and Assumption H, that

C(o:Pp) < /R . <h?u)> ® (h(“u)> Pys(u) du

.
< 2/ uu OduxdyT Ppu(u) du

Riu \Oa,xd, h(u)h(u)
. <z + 263, (1 + Mo () L, O, xd, )

0d, xd., 2/-@,%(1 +tr(X) + 2,,;‘21](1 + MQ(,U)))Id (B.9)

where we used (B.3) and the calculation resulting in (B.7a) in the last inequality. Noting this inequality in
combination with (B.8) yields the upper bound (B.5a). To establish the lower bound (B.5b), we first note
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that by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for any 7 € P(R% x R%) and all (a,b) € R% x R% it holds that

laTC"(m)b| = /

[ (T M) (5 - M) Yty

< \/aTC““(ﬂ')a \/bTCW(ﬂ)b.

Hence, by Young’s inequality, we deduce that for all £ € (0, 1) and for all (a,b) € R% x R% it holds that

.
(Z) C(dsPp) (Z) > (1—¢e)a"C*™(psPp)a — (% - 1) bTCYY (pyPp)b

> (1-¢)a"Sa— (% - 1) Pul|nl?],

where we applied (B.1) and the bound C¥¥(¢:Pp) < Pu[|h|?] 14, in the last inequality. We then use (B.8) to

deduce that

(Z)TC(QPM) (Z) >(1—¢)a"Sa— (% — 1> Puf|h|?] +b'Th
> (= polof + (7= (2= 1) PullaP) ) 17

Pullh|?
M, so that the coefficient of |b|? is Z, we obtain
7+2Pu[\hlz]

Taking € = 2

T
a a o 2, V2 . o Y 2 2
C(QP > ————a|*+ <b* >min] ——, = al® +1b|7) .

Since this is true for any (a,b) € R% x R it follows that

min {20,y + 2Ppu|[|r[?] }
27y + 4Puf|h|?]

C(QPp) =~ du+d,-
In order to finally obtain (B.5b), we use (B.7b) to deduce that
Pullh?] < 2m,%(1 +tr(X) + 265, (1 + M2(M))),

which concludes the proof.

(B.10)

O

Lemma B.3 (Moment Bound for the True Filtering Distribution). Assume that the probability

measures (fi;);jefo,7] are obtained from the dynamical system (1.11) initialized at the probability measure

po € P(RI) with bounded gth order polynomial moment My(uo) < oo. If Assumption H holds then there

exists C = C'(Mg(po), J, iy, kw, kn, 5, T) such that

Proof. We have pij11 = B;QPp;, for j € [0, — 1]. Equivalently, using the notation from (1.6), it holds that

i1 = LjPp; for each j € [0, J — 1]. Hence, we note that

1 2
exp <§‘y;+1 — h(u)|r) Prj(u)

[, e <§Iy§+1 - h(U))i) Pui(U) dU

Hi+1 =
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It is readily observed that

1 2
|u|? exp ——‘y;H—h(u)‘F Prj(u)du
2
Retu
1 2
[ e (=gl - n@)) Py av

/ [ul? P (u)du
Ru
1 1 2 ’
e €xXp _§|yj+1 - h(U)‘p Pﬂj(U) du

My(p1) =

< (B.12)

We first bound from above the numerator of (B.12); indeed, note that

[ pnstdu= [t ([ e (~glu- w12 ) sitan)) au
= /R </R lu|? exp <%|u — U (v) ;) du> i (dv) (B.13a)

<[ (1)) (B.13b)
Rdu

C(1+ My(ny)), (B.13¢)

where (B.13a) follows from Fubini’s theorem, the inequality (B.13b) from properties of Gaussians, and (B.13c)
from application of Assumption H. We note that in (B.13c) the constant C' depends on ¢, 3. Now, to obtain

a lower bound on the denominator of (B.12), we observe that

/Rdu exp (%‘y;rﬂ — h(u)li) Puj(u)du > exp <%/R ]y;H — h(u)‘iPuj(u)>
> Conp (<07 [ PPy (o)

> Cexp(lenhnq,”r*luf\/lg (1)) (B.14)
where the first inequality follows by application of Jensen’s inequality and (B.14) follows from the calculation

leading to (B.7b). We note that the C' in (B.14) is a constant depending on &y, kv, fn, 2, I'. Therefore, by
combining (B.14) with (B.13c), it is possible to deduce from (B.12) that

My (1) < Cexp(4rdn [0 [ Ma(y) ) (1 4+ My(ny)), (B.15)
where C' is a constant depending on kp,, Ky, Ky, 2, 1. O
Remark B.4. e In some situations, the bound (B.15) is overly pessimistic. For example, if h satis-

fies Assumption (H3) as well as the inequality |h(u) — y;+1‘ > ¢ (lu| = 1) for all u € R¥ for some
positive cg, then by [12, Proposition A.3] for all ¢ > 0 there is C = C(cy,q) such that

vae PR™),  Liu[lel?] < Cpllal?]

In this setting, better control of the moments can be achieved than in (B.15).

o In obtaining (B.15), we did not use any information on Pu; other than the moment bound (B.13c). With
this approach, the presence of an exponential in the bound (B.15) is to be expected. Indeed, consider the

case where d, =2,d, =1,T = i, y}H =0, and

%08 + (0.2 )
h(u) = Ul, u = <u1> ) /J/R = R (1;%); + 1(0’ R), TR = GRT .



Then, as R — 0o, uR [|u|2] ~ R?, while

Ljpr [Jul?] Jeo(ud + ud) exp (=2u}) pr(durdus) 2% e ™ R24+a3  , e
e Jre exp (=203) pr(durdus) 1% e 2R 1 R

Thus, for large R, the second moment of Ljjugr is approzimately equal to the exponential of the second

moment of ug.

Lemma B.5 (Moment Bound for the Approximate Filtering Distribution). Assume that the proba-
bility measures (M?K) jefo,s] are obtained from the dynamical system (2.4) initialized at the probability measure

K ¢ P(R9) with bounded qth polynomial order moment M, (,uOEK) < 0o. If Assumption H holds then there
exists C = C’(./\/lq (,LLOEK), J, Ky, K, Kh, 2, F) such that

max/\/l( )gC.

j€[0,J]

Proof. We begin by noting that M?fl = TjQPM?K, for j € [0,J — 1]. Thus

M) = [l T QP

/]Rdu xR%y
\/Rdu xR%Y

<C |ul? QP (u, y) dy du

Rdu x R%

2q
+ C(l +M2(M?K)) . (1 + /Rdudey |y|qQPM?K(u,y) dydu) , (B.16)

T (u, y; QPuy ,yﬁl)‘ QP ™ (u, y) dy du

q
u+ C" QP )CY (QPE) T (vl — v) ‘ QP (u, y) dy du

where in (B.16) the constant C' depends on ky, kw, k1, 2, I and where the dependence on the second moment
of ,u;:K in the second term is derived from (B.5a) and (B.5b). By using the definitions of Q and P and by

applying reasoning analogous to (B.13c), we deduce that

2q
My () < O (14 Ma(6F5)) - (14 My (655) ),
2q+1
1+ M, (45%) )
where C' is a constant depending on &y, kw, k, 2, I'. Iteration gives the desired result. ([l

Lemma B.6. For uy, us € P(R™) with finite second moments, it holds that

1
M (1) = M(p2)| < g (11, pi2),
I€m) ~ Cla)] < (1+ 51M00n) + M)l ) i, ),
Proof. The lemma as stated may be found in [8, Lemma 20], where a complete proof is given. O

B.2 Action of T; on Gaussians

Lemma B.7 (B;G = T;G). Fiz y}H € R% and let  be a Gaussian measure over R* x R% . Then the proba-
bility measure B;m, with B; defined in (1.10), coincides with the probability measure T;m = T (o, 0;, y;+1)ﬁ7r,
where 7 is defined in (2.3).

Proof. The lemma as stated may be found in [8, Lemma 21], where a complete proof is given. (|
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B.3 Stability Results

Lemma B.8 (Map P is Lischitz). Suppose that U and X satisfy Assumptions (H2) and (H5), respectively.
Then it holds that

Vinv) € PES) x PRS),  dy(Pu.Pv) < (14263 + () dy (11 0).
Proof. By definition of P, it holds that

exp (~4u—w()})
(2m)%u det X

Pu(du) = /}Rdu p(v,du) p(dv), where p(v,du) :=

Let g(u) = 1+ul?, as in Definition 1.1, and take any function f: R% — R such that |f| < g. Assumption (H2)
implies that

[ f(w)p(o.du)

< [ ap(edn) = 1+ ) + ()

< 14263 + 263 |02 + tr(2) < (1 + 262, + tr(E))g(v).

By Fubini’s theorem, it follows that

Pulf] — Prf =

L (L senean) (e - viao)
Rdu \JRdu
= (1 + 2K + tr(Z)) ‘u[g] - V[g]‘ < (1 + 253 + tr(E)) dg(p, V),
which concludes the proof. O

Lemma B.9 (Map Q is Lipschitz). Suppose that h and T satisfy Assumptions (H3) and (H5), respectively.
Then it holds that

V(u,v) € PRY) x PR, dy(Qu,Qu) < (1 +2k2 + tr(l"))dg(u, V). (B.17)

Proof. Take f: R% x R% — R satisfying |f| < g, where g(u,v) = 1 + |u|? + |y|?>. By Fubini’s theorem, it
holds that

Qulf] - Qulf] = /

Ru

ILf (u) (u(du) - V(du)), where TTf(u) := | f(u,y) N (h(u), T)(dy).

Ry
The function IIf: R% — R satisfies
Vue b, ] < [ ()] V(). D))
< [ Tl ) M (). T) )
=1+ul*+ |h(u)|2 +tr(T) < (1 + 267 + tr(F)) (1+ Jul?).

Therefore, we deduce that
Qulf] = QUIf| < (1 + 263 + () ) dy (1, ),

which concludes the proof. O

Lemma B.10 (Stability of Map B;). Under Assumption H, for any probability measure u € P(R¥) with

22



M (p) < oo there exists a constant Cg = Cp (./\/lg(u), Ky, K@, Kh, E,F) > 0 such that

Proof. For ease of exposition we write y© = y;f 4+1- We define the y-marginal densities

ouly) = [ GQPu(wy)du.  Gu(w)i= [ QPu(uy)du.
Rdu

Rdu

It holds that

GQPu(u,y")  QPu(u,y")

d,(B,GQPu, B,QPy1) = / (1+ uf?)
Rdu

onh) Buh) |
< a#(l ) /Rdu (L+ [ul?) |GQPu(u, y") — QPu(u, y")| du
g
+ OL(;TW‘ /]Rdu 1+ |u| )QPM(U y )d (B18)

Step 1: bounding «,(y") and B,(y") from below. The distribution «,(¢) is Gaussian with mean
MY (QPu) and covariance

C¥(QPu) =T + Pufh(e) @ h(e)] — Pu[h(e)] @ Pulh(s)], (B.19)

which by Assumption H is bounded from below by I and from above by I'+2x3 (1+tr(X)+2x3, (1+M2(n))) La, -
To deduce this we have again made use of the fact that aa’ < (a'a)I, for any vector a € R%:, by the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Therefore, noting that (B.4b) implies that |MY(QPu)| < C for a constant C' depending

only on the parameters Ma(u), kp, Kw, X, we obtain

PR ——
\/(27T)du det (ny(QPu))

exp (=4 (vl + ©)°[0']))
J@my det (U + 262 (14 t2(3) + 263, (1 + Ma())) )

—% (y — MY(QPp)) " C*(QPu) ™ (y — My(QPu)))

=

(B.20)

The function §,, can be bounded from below using similar reasoning. Indeed, by Assumption H we have that
for all y € R,

exp (=3 (y— h(w) T~ (y — h(w)))

) - . Pu(u)d
Bu(y) /Rdu QPu(u, y) du /Rdu (2m)%v det(T) pl)
C o Ffl 2 _ 1—‘*1 2 du, 2P d
 Cop( I — . P (B.210)
(2m)%v det(T)
> CeXp(_HF_1|||y|2)a (B.21b)

where we applied Jensen’s inequality in (B.21a) and the constant in (B.21b) depends on Ma(u), kp, kv, 3, T

Step 2: bounding the first term in (B.18). We begin by noting that for fixed u € R%:, the functions
y — QPu(u,y) and y — GQPu(u,y) are Gaussians up to constant factors. The covariance matrix of the

former is I'; it is possible to deduce that the covariance of the latter is given by

CY¥(QPu) — C¥(QPu)C*™ (QPu) ~'C"(QPp), (B.22)
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where we have used the formula for the covariance of the conditional distribution of a Gaussian. We note
that CY“(QPu)C**“(QPu)~1C" (QPu) is positive semi-definite, hence by (B.19) and its upper bound it follows
that the matrix (B.22) is bounded from above by 2x2 (1 + tr(X) + 2x% (1 + Ma(u)))Ia, + I'. With the same
notation as in (B.8), we find that

CY(QPy) — C**(QPE)C™(QPy) ' C"(QPp) (B.23)
=T+ (C(65Pu) = €V (85Pp)C™" (65Pu) ' C*(65Pp) ) = T (B.24)

here, to deduce that the term in brackets is positive semi-definite, we observe that the term is the Schur com-
plement of the block C**(¢¢Pp) of the matrix C(¢3Pu). Hence, (B.22) is bounded from below by I'. Therefore
the integral in the first term of (B.18) may be bounded from above by applying the result of Lemma A.2
in Appendix A with parameter o = OZ(MQ(M), Kh, K@, 2, F), yielding

[ 1+ 1) 16QPu(u. 1) — QP(u. )]
< C/ / (1+ [ul?) [GQPu(u, y) — QPu(u,y)| dudy
Ry JRAu

C/]Rd /]Rd (1 + |u|2 + |y|2) |GQPu(u,y) — QPM(u,y)‘ dudy

= Cdy(GQPu, QPw), (B.25)
where C' depends on Ma(u), kp, kv, 2, T

Step 3: bounding the second term in (B.18). By (B.25), it holds that

au(s) = )] =| [ 6QPu(u,1) - QPu(ucy) du

< [ (4 ) |6QPACu.y) ~ QPa(u, )| du < Cd, (GQPH, QPy)

Now, since y — QP,u(u Yy / P,u( ) is a Gaussian density with covariance I', which is bounded uniformly from
above by ( 4y det(T") ) , we also have that

[ () QPutw )y du= 5,0 + [ luPQPa(up)du

P
Riu +/(27)% det(T)
tr(C(Pu)) + IM(Pp)|”
(2m)%v det(T)

We proceed by noting the result of Lemma B.1, which gives that the first and second moments of Py are

< ﬂu(y) =+

= ﬂu(y) +

bounded from above by a constant which depends on Ma(u), kg, 2.

Step 4: concluding the proof. Putting together the above bounds, we conclude that

C(MQ(IU’)a Ry, Kh, Ea F)

O‘M(yj-l,-l)

<1+ 1T ))dg(GQPu,QPu).

u(yj+1
Applying the inequalities (B.20) and (B.21b) yields the desired result. O

Lemma B.11 (Stability of Map T;). Suppose that Assumption H is satisfied. Then, for all R > 1, it holds
that for any w € Pr(R%™ x R%) and p € {QPp : p € P(R™) and Myax(34d, 4+4,} (1) < 00} C P(R% x R%),
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there is Lt := Lt (Rvaax{3+du,4+dy}(H)7 Ky, K0,y Ky On,s E,F), such that
Vi€l J],  dg(T;m T;p) < Lrdy(m,p).

Proof. By the results of Lemma B.2, it holds that the probability measure QPu belongs to ’PE(Rd“ x R%)
for some R > 1. Define
r= maX{R, 1:13, Hy}.

We denote by 7™ and JP the affine maps corresponding to evaluation of covariance information at the
probability measures 7 and p = QPyu, respectively. Namely, letting K = C(r), S = C(p) and y' = y;fH, we

write

yw(u,y):uﬁ»Aﬂ,(nyy), A =Ky K !

vy’

TP (u,y) =u+Ap(yT —y), Ay = SuySy_y.
By a straightforward application of the triangle inequality, it holds that
dg(Tjm, Tjp) < dg(Fy" 7, T p) + dg(Fy"p, F;'p). (B.26)

Before bounding each term on the right-hand side of (B.26), we derive some inequalities that we will use in
the proof. It holds that
Azl < 1wy [, | < TEE ] < (B.27)

and similarly for A,. This can easily be seen by noting that the matrix norm (induced by the Euclidean
vector norm) of any submatrix is bounded from above by the norm of the full matrix. Using this bound again

and assuming without loss of generality that r > 1, we deduce that

14r = Apll = 1K K =SS | < Ky = S Kyl |+ 1Sy (K5 = S5
r2(||K Sunll + 155 = S31)
= 12 (I Kuy = S+ 1535 (S = K0 S5 1)
r2(||Kuy Suall + 1K 1150 = Ky 11531

2r%| K — S|| < 2r°(1 + 2r) dy(m, p), (B.28)
where the last line follows from the result in Lemma B.6.

Bounding the first term in (B.26). Let f: R% — R be a function such that |f| < g with g(u) = 1+ |u|?.

It follows from the definition of the pushforward measure that
| 7w f] = ZTplf]| = |7lf o T = plf o T7|.
For any (u,y) € R% x R% we have that

|foywuy|f’f(u+A (y fy))’ (u+A (y fy))
=1+ |ut A" — 9P <14 3Juf* + 3| Ay ? + 3] Any)?
3(1+|Ary'?) max {1, [|Ax[*} g(u,y).

Hence, by (B.27) we conclude that

dg(F"m, T"p) < 3(14+r') 18 dy(m,p). (B.29)
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Bounding the second term in (B.26). Let f: R% — R again be a function such that the inequality |f| <
g, with g(u) = 1+ |u|?, is satisfied. We note that

| 7781 = FP0lf)| = [plf 0 771 = plf 0 7]

= |plfo 7™~ fo 7]

The right-hand side may be rewritten as

plf o 77— 1o 77| =

/Rdy /]Rdu O A’T(yT -y)—f (quAp(yT -v)) p(u,y)dudy‘,

A change of variable yields

/ (f(u+A7rz) ff(quApz)) p(u,y1L —z)dudz
Ry JRAu

= / / f(v) (p(v — Anzyl —2) —plv— Apz,yt — z))dv dz. (B.30)
R4 JRdu
Since Max{3+d, a+d,} (1) < 0o by assumption, from Lemma A.3 it follows that

p(v— Arz,yt —2) —p(v — Apz,y' — 2)

1 1
< _ . .
< ClAzz — Apz| - max { 1+ |v— Aﬂ_z|max{3+du74+dy}’ 1+|v— Apz|max{3+du,4+dy} }

1
1+ |yt — z[max{3+du,d+dy}”

We apply this inequality to bound for fixed z € R% the inner integral in (B.30). Keeping only the terms that

depend on v, we obtain that

1 1
/Rdu|f(v)| max { 1+ [0 — Apz[max(Brdudtd,}’ 1 4 [y — Apz|max{3+du,4+dy}} dv

/() / |/ ()]
< d do.
/]Rdu 1+ v — Apz|max{3+du.dtdy} v+ Riw 1+ v — Apz|max{3+dudtd,} v
Since | f(v)| < 1+ |v|?, proceeding by substitution gives that this expression is bounded from above by
C(l + [Anz|* + |Apz|2) <Cr®(1+12%),

where the last inequality follows from (B.27). The remaining integral in the z variable can be bounded in a

similar way:

L+ |z
™ P 8 —
LA TP SO /R T [yt = zaxtard i,y Ar? ~ Apzl dz
< Ortt| A, — A,| < Cr'8dy(m,p), (B.31)
where the last inequality follows from (B.28). Combining (B.29) and (B.31) yields the desired result. O

C Technical Results for Approximation Result in Proposition 2.2

In Lemma C.1 we recall the local Lipschitz continuity result for the operator G established in [8]. Lemma C.3
establishes that the filtering distribution is a locally Lipschitz function of (¥, h), viewed as a mapping from
Banach space equipped with the || - ||« norm into the space of probability measures metrized using the d,
distance. This is preceded by Lemma C.2 which establishes bounds used to prove this Lipschitz property. The
two lemmas do not require ¥y and hg to be affine, but simply require that they both satisfy Assumptions (H2)
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and (H3). This is in contrast with the more specific setting of Proposition 2.2, which imposes an affine

assumption on (¥g, ho).

Lemma C.1. For all R > 1, there exists Lg = Lg(R,n) so that for any ui1, ue € Pr(R™) it holds that

dg(Gpu1,Guz) < La(R,n) - dg(p1, pi2)-

Proof. The lemma as stated may be found in [8, Lemma 28], where a complete proof is given. O

Lemma C.2. Suppose that the matrices (X,T) satisfy Assumption (H5). Fiz ky,kn > 0 and assume
that Uy: R — RY% and hg: R% — R% are functions satisfying Assumptions (H2) and (H3). Then the

following statements hold:

e There is a constant Cp, = Cp(kw, X) such that for all e € [0,1] and all (¥, h) € Bree((Yo, ho), ),

Ve PR™),  dg(Pop,Pu) < Cpe - (1+ Ma(p)) (C.1)

e There is a constant Cq = Cy(rp,T) such that for all € € [0,1] and all (¥, h) € Bre((Vo,ho),€),
Vi e PR™),  dg(Qop, Qu) < Coe - (1 + Ma(p)) (C2)

o There is Cy = Cy(kn,T) such that for all yt € R, all e € [0,1], all (V,h) € Br~ ((\Ilo,ho),a), and all
probability measures (o, 1) € P(R) x P(R),

4y (B(Qoros "), BQu,y1)) < exp(CyR) (= + dy (1o, 1)), (C:3)
where R € [1,00] is given by
_ 2
R = max {[y1[*, 1+ Ma(pio), 1+ Ma(ss)}

Here Py and Qo denote the maps associated to (Vo, ho), and P and Q are the maps associated to (¥, h).

Proof. Throughout this proof, C),, denotes a constant depending only on (ky,X), and C, is a constant that

depends only on (k4,T"). Both may change from line to line.

Proof of (C.1). It holds that

2

Pou(u) — Pu(u) = Cp /Rdu exp (—%’u - \Ilo(v)‘22> — exp (—%’u - ‘I’(’U)‘E) p(dw).
By the elementary inequality (A.9), the integrand on the right-hand side is bounded in absolute value by
1 2 1 2
2|Wo(v) — U (v)| <exp <Z|u - \Ilo(v)|z> + exp <Z|u - \P(v)‘z>) .
By Young’s inequality, it holds that |a + b|? > %]a|? — |b|?, and so this is bounded by

40 (v) — W(v)| (exp (é‘u — Wo(v) % + i|\110(v) - \Il(v)|22>) < Cpeexp (é‘u - \Ilo(v)|22> .
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It follows, by Fubini’s theorem, that

dg(Pop, Pu) < CE/ / 1+|u|)exp(——‘u—\lfo ‘ )duudv
Réu JRAu
éC’ps/ (1+|\I/0(v)| )u( v) < Cpe (1 + K3) / (14 |v]?) p(dv).
Rdu

This concludes the proof of (C.1).
Proof of (C.2). Recall that

(QOM) Q/’L

/Rdu /Rdy u,y) (exp <—|y ho(u)| )exp (%\yh(u)ﬁ)) dy p(du),

where g(u,y) = 1 + |u|? + |v|?. Using the same reasoning as above we obtain that

exp (—%|y _ ho(u)ﬁ) _exp (—%|y _ h(u)|§) ’ < Cyeexp (—%‘y _ ho(u)\i) . (C.4)

Therefore, we deduce that

Qo Q) < Cye [ (14 o)) wldw) < Coe1 ) [ (1 uf?) sl

Ritu
which proves (C.2).

Proof of (C.3).

We assume for simplicity that pg and g have densities, but note that this is not required
Let vg = B(Qopo; y!) and v = B(Qu, y') and recall that

() = exp (_%’yT - ho(u)‘i) ) . fo(u) _ fo(u)
Jpa. exp (—%W - ho(U)|§) po(U) AU Jgau fo(U)dU A

and similarly

) = exp (—%’zﬂ — h(u)’i) (w) _. f(u) _. fol(u)
Jra. €D (fé |yt — h(U)\i) pO)du  Jra F(U) AU Z
Note that
dg(V07I/>:/Rdu(1+|u| ) fo( ) % du

_/ 1+|u| ’fo (u)‘du—i—’zio — ;‘/}Rdu(l—ymﬁ) fo(u) du.

In order to bound the first term, we write

fotw) = 100 = (exp (=51 = o)) = xp (315" =m0 ) ) o)

wop <zl = 1w} (1) - n(w). (€5)

Using (C.4), we obtain that

‘fo(u) - f(u)’ < Cyeexp (—é‘yT — ho(u)‘i) po(u) + exp (—%’yT _ h(u)‘i) ‘,uo(u) —
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and so

/Rdu (1+ |u|2)’fo(u) ‘du CyeR + dg (o, 1t)-

Therefore it holds that o | 7]
€
o) <R (G4 B2 4 Ly .

By (C.6) it holds that
Z0-21< [ I0() = FO)IAU < Cye + dyfios ),
Rdu

and so we obtain finally

dy(vo, v) <R(; +ﬁlz) (c &+ dy (o, ))

Furthermore Z; is bounded from below because, by Jensen’s inequality,

1 1
Zy = / exp <§\yT - ho(U)ﬁ) po(U) dU > exp <5/ |yt — ho(U)];. 10 (U) dU)
Rdu Rdu
2
> exp (—!yT!F — Cytit, /Rd (14 [ul?) o (U) dU) = exp (—C¢R).

The same bound holds for Z, and so we obtain the result. ([l

Lemma C.3. Suppose that the data YT = {y;}'jjzl and the matrices (X,T) satisfy Assumptions (H1)
and (H5). Fir ky,k, > 0 and assume that Wo: R% — R and ho: R%™ — R% are functions satisfy-
ing Assumptions (H2) and (H3), respectively. Let (ug)je{[LJH and (p5)jeq, ) denote the true filtering distri-
butions associated with functions (Vg, ho) and (¥, h), respectively, initialized at the same Gaussian probability
measure jig = N(mo,Co) € G(R). For all J € ZT there is C = C(mqg, Co, Ky, kw, kn, 5,1, J) > 0 such that
for all e € [0,1] and all (¥,h) € Br((Vo, ho),€), it holds that

dy (112, ;) < Ce. c.7
i o1, pg) < Ce (C.7)

Proof. By Lemma B.3, the filtering distributions have bounded second moments. Let

R = max (y;-u

j€lo,J-1]

L+ Mo (), 1+M2(uj)) .

Throughout this proof, C' denotes a constant whose value is irrelevant in the context, depends only on the
constants mq, Co, Ky, Kw, ki, 2, L', k (but neither on €, nor on ¥ and h) and may change from line to line.

The statement is obviously true for J = 0. Reasoning by induction, we assume that the statement is true
up to J = k and show that there is C' > 0 such that

Ve € [0,1], V(\I/,h) S BLao ((\Ifo,ho),é‘), dg(ungl,,ukJrl) < Ce.

To this end, let Py and Qo denote the maps associated to (¥, ho), fix e € [0,1], and fix (¥, h) € Bre ((¥o, ho), ).
Using (C.3), then the triangle inequality, and finally (C.1) and Lemma B.8, we have that
dg (911, trr1) = dg (BQoPosp, BkQP k)
< R (5 + dy (Pol, Puk))
< R =+ dy (Popf, Puf) + dy (Pr, Prux) )

<eR (s +CeR + Cdg(ug,uk)).

29



Using the induction hypothesis gives us the desired bound. |

D Technical Result for Theorem 2.4

In [17] machinery is established to prove Monte Carlo error estimates between the finite particle ensemble
Kalman filter and its mean field limit. We use such results as a component in proving Theorem 2.4 and, in so-
doing, explicit dependence on moments must be tracked. In this section we detail proofs of the result in [17,
Proposition 4.4] and [17, Theorem 5.2] , following the analysis closely and, in addition, tracking dependence

on moments. This leads to the following error estimate stating the desired Monte Carlo error estimate.

Lemma D.1. Assume that the probability measures (H}EK)je[[O,J]] and (;L?K’N)je[[oﬂ] are obtained, respectively,
from the dynamical systems (2.4) and (2.6), initialized at the Gaussian probability measure 5% € G(R)

EK,N __

and at the empirical measure L =% Zfil 6, for uéi) ~ p&® ii.d. samples. That is,
0

N
1
EK EK EK,N
pig1 = T;QPu;™, i1 = Zéu;i) ,

where ugil evolve according to the iteration in (2.5). Suppose that the data YT = {yj —1 and the matrices
(3,T) satisfy Assumptions (H1) and (H5). We assume that the vector field h is a linear transformation, i.e.
that Assumption (V2) is satisfied. Furthermore, if the vector field ¥ additionally satisfies |¥|co1 < by < 00,
then for all ¢ satisfying Assumption P1, there exists a constant C = C’(./\/lq(ug]K), J, Ry, Ly, Ky, kv, K, Lw, 2, F)

where q = max{16 - 37~ 8(¢ + 1)37 =1} such that

(E 1B 1g] - M?K[qﬁ]f)m <=

Proof. To prove the proposition, we apply the coupling argument used in [17]. Using similar notation to

N

the one in [17], to the interacting N-particle system {u _, evolving according to the ensemble Kalman

dynamics (2.5) , we couple N copies of the mean field dynamlcs {u(] )}N 1 evolving according to the mean
field ensemble Kalman dynamics (2.1). The mean field replicas are synchronously coupled to the interacting
particle system, in the sense that they are initialized at the same initial condition and driven by the same
noises; namely, the two particle systems are initialized at i.i.d. samples ué) (Z) ~ ug® fori=1,...,N.
For simplicity of notation, the forecast particles are denoted by the letter v, and we drop the hat notation
from the forecast and simulated observations. Furthermore, we add a bar & to all the variables related
to the synchronously coupled mean field particles, including the probability measures f;:K. We define for

7 € P(R%*dv) the Kalman gain
—1

K(r) := " (x) (chh (7) + r)

With this notation, the interacting particle system, and synchronously coupled system read as follows:

Interacting particle system Synchronous coupling
Initialization: ug) = U((f) Initialization: ﬂ((f) = uéi)
oy = w () +¢, oy = v (@) + ¢,

OO (@) —() _ (=0 @
Yir1 = h( ]+1) Jr77]-1-1’ Yjr1 = h( J+1) T M1

2 EK,N i 2 —(7 A
%11 = UJ+1 + ’C( i+l ) (y;+1 yg(+1) U )1 = ”§+1 + ’C( J+1) (y;'i‘l ygll)

Note that the synchronously coupled particles are independent and identically distributed. With this
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set-up we proceed with the proof. We first define

No @ ()
DY? = (E‘uj -

p) 1/p.

We now let ¢ satisfy Assumption P1. By applying the triangle inequality, we deduce that

1/ . N o 1/2 ) N . ) 1/2
(2 [u161 - wsial]) (E 5 g) - NZWS”)\) +<E’NZ¢(E9))@K[¢’]’> '
(D.3)

The proof of [17, Theorem 5.2] uses the law of large numbers in L? to establish the bound for the second term
of the right hand side of (D.3)

/2

N . 2\ C( Moy (15), R
(E%Zsb(ﬂ?))uﬁl‘[sb]]) < ( H;fv_ﬂ‘]) ¢); (D.4)

furthermore, in the proof of [17, Theorem 5.2], the following bound on the first term of the right hand side
of (D.3) may be deduced:

N 1/2
1 PNE
(E ‘M};K,N[qﬁ] -~ Z¢(US))‘ ) < L¢DJN4 (1 n ‘M1/4 EK)D +L¢|Dy,2(<+1)|c+1_ (D.5)

i=1

Under the assumptions of the proposition, the result of [17, Proposition 4.4] shows by induction that for any
j €N, it holds that !
DN CD g CDN 2V (pr) (D;v;?v(pr') n (M(P’u?ﬁ))w(pr )) ) (D;v;?v(pw ) n Spr )

’ ’ (D.6)

+ c(xa\z;vym)” (DY 5,

for any j € N, where C' is a constant depending on X, I', by, kv, K1, Ma (M?ﬁ) We note that the specific form
of C' may be deduced using the proof of [17, Lemma 4.1]. Furthermore, we note that

1
+==1, -+=+-=1
q T T

| =

and that F; and Z JN are defined as

S, = (=l - n(e) )"
(EDTELES
i=1

By applying the triangle inequality it is straightforward to deduce that

_ 1/t
S < (/R |yl — h(u)| PulX du)) + (Blnyl")"" < C(M(uFS), ks kn, k5, 2 T), (D)

IThe result of [17, Proposition 4.4] holds more generally for functions ¥ that are locally Lipschitz and that grow at most
polynomially at infinity [17, Assumption B]. However, to obtain (D.6) from the result of [17, Proposition 4.4] we use that ¥ is
assumed to be globally Lipschitz.
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for any ¢ € N. On the other hand, [17, Lemma 3.3] shows that

N 1/t (MQt (H?§1)7H@7 Z)
(ElZT) " < N/ a—
for any N € N and any ¢ € N. Combining the results from (D.7) and (D.8) with the one in (D.6), and choosing

for convenience q = ¢’ =2 and r =1’ =" = 3 for any j € N we obtain

(D.8)

P<epYt oDl (DY 1) (DY 1) + (D20 4 1), (D.9)

L+ ¢
VN
for a constant C' depending on My, (M?E(l),/i\p, Kh, Ky, v, 2, . Since Dév’p = 0 for any p € N, by iterating in
j the result in (D.9), we find that
C

pYi < &
J \/N
where C is a constant depending on Mg.37-1 (;LS:K), J, kw, Kh, Ky, Ly, 2, 1. Hence, by combining the results
of (D.5) and (D.4) with the decomposition (D.3), we deduce that

EK N EK[ 1|2 Yz c
where C' is a constant depending on M, (MEK),J, Ry, Ly, S, kv, Kn, Ky, Lo, 2,1 for a constant g defined as
q =max{16- 3771, 8(¢ +1)3771}. O
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