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Abstract

This article presents results on the concentration properties of the smoothing and
filtering distributions of some partially observed chaotic dynamical systems. We show
that, rather surprisingly, for the geometric model of the Lorenz equations, as well as
some other chaotic dynamical systems, the smoothing and filtering distributions do
not concentrate around the true position of the signal, as the number of observations
tends to infinity. Instead, under various assumptions on the observation noise, we show
that the expected value of the diameter of the support of the smoothing and filtering
distributions remains lower bounded by a constant times the standard deviation of the
noise, independently of the number of observations. Conversely, under rather general
conditions, the diameter of the support of the smoothing and filtering distributions are
upper bounded by a constant times the standard deviation of the noise. Our results
appear to be the first of their kind in the literature. To some extent, applications to
the three dimensional Lorenz 63’ model and to the Lorenz 96’ model of arbitrarily large
dimension are considered.
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1 Introduction

The filtering and smoothing problems are ubiquitous in many areas, such as statistics,
engineering, econometrics and meteorology; see for instance [4] and the references therein.
Such problems are concerned with inference ob the current (filtering) or past (smoothing)
positions of a partially observed dynamical system conditional upon sequentially observed
data. Perhaps the most well-studied class of filtering and smoothing problems are those

for which, in discrete time, the observations at the current time are, conditional upon the
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signal at the current time, independent of all other random variables and that the unobserved
signal follows a Markov chain. This is the so-called state-space or hidden Markov model;
see for instance [2] for a book length introduction. For the aforementioned models, a wealth
of results on long-time behaviour and concentration of the system exist; see for instance
[2, 5, 20]. Potentially less studied in the literature are such results for the case for which the
unobserved system is deterministic, with unknown initial condition (see [11] for examples
of this type of models). Such models have a wide class of applications, for instance, in
weather prediction (especially when the dynamics are chaotic), but there are few results on
the concentration of the smoother and filter on the true position; other results and studies
do exist [3, 16]. The concentration properties of the smoother and the filter are important
particularly when assessing the ability to fit such models to data.

In this paper we investigate the behaviour of the smoothing and filtering distributions

of partially observed deterministic dynamical systems of the general form

du
E:—Au—B(u,u)—i—f, (1.1)

where u : RT — H is a dynamical system in a Hilbert space H, A is a linear operator on H,
f € H is a constant vector, and B(u, u) is a bilinear form corresponding to the nonlinearity.

In this paper we will work with finite dimensional systems, thus we assume that
H :=R? for some d € Z, . (1.2)

This is required due to the fact that in general it is not easy to obtain precise distributional
information about an infinite dimensional system based on finite dimensional observations
(unless only a finite dimensional part of the system is important, and the rest is negligible).

For t > 0, let v(t) denote the solution of (1.1) started from some v € R%. This can
be shown to exist locally, but in order to ensure the existence of a global solution to the

equation (1.1) for every t > 0, we assume that there is a constant R > 0 such that
dv d ..
V)< 0 for every v € R® with |v|| = R, (1.3)

where ||v|| denotes the L? (Euclidean) norm of v. We call this the trapping ball assumption.

Let Br := {v € R? : |jv|| < R} be the ball of radius R. Using the fact that (%2, v) =

14 ly||2, one can show that the solution to (1.1) exists for every initial point v € Bg, and
satisfies that v(t) € Bg for every ¢t > 0.
The equation (1.1) was shown in [16] and [12] to be applicable to three chaotic dynamical

systems, the Lorenz 63’ model, the Lorenz 96’ model, and the Navier-Stokes equations on



the torus; such models have many applications. We note that instead of the trapping ball
assumption, they consider different assumptions on A and B(v,v). As we shall explain in
Section 1.1, their assumptions imply (1.3), and thus the trapping ball assumption is more
general.

This article will consider results associated to the concentration properties of the smoother
and filter. In particular, for the geometric model of the Lorenz equations, as well as some
other chaotic dynamical systems the following is established. In case of uniform observation
noise, the diameter of the smoother and the filter are random variables depending on the
observations. We show that their expected value remains lower bounded by a constant times
the standard deviation of the noise, independently of the number of observations. In the
case of Gaussian observation noise, we show similar results for the diameter of the region of
points whose likelihood is no smaller than a constant times likelihood at the true position.
In addition, for the geometric model, under uniform noise assumption, we show that asymp-
totically in time, the smoother concentrates around a small line segment whose length is
proportional to the standard deviation of the noise. Due to the substantial complexity of
the dynamics of chaotic systems, such as the Lorenz 63’ model, even the simple property of
the sensitivity to the initial conditions have been only recently established by Tucker in [19].
In this work a complex computer assisted proof was developed. We have only rigorously
verified our assumptions required for the lower bounds for the geometric model of the Lorenz
63’ equations. However, in order to show the practical relevance of our work, we include
some numerical illustrations of the assumptions that are adopted, that seem to justify them
in case of the Lorenz 63’ and 96’ models. It is stressed that establishing the conditions in
such scenarios seems to require a concerted effort, which is beyond the scope of the current
work.

We also consider upper bounds. For bounded noise distributions, under rather general
conditions on the dynamics, the observation operator and the number of observations, the
diameter of the support of the smoothing and filtering distributions are upper bounded by a
constant times the standard deviation of the noise. This is generalised to noise distributions
with unbounded support, where it is shown that the mean square error of some appropriate
estimators for the initial position are of the same order as the variance of the observation
noise. The assumptions required by these results are rigorously checked for the Lorenz 63’
and Lorenz 96’ models. We also check them for the case of randomly chosen coefficients.

The lower bounds essentially tell us what is the best possible theoretical precision achiev-



able by filtering/smoothing methods. They suggest that for such deterministic chaotic dy-
namical systems, noisy observations that are far in the future (or far in the past) typically
do not contain much information that is useable for more accurate estimation of the initial
position (or the current position, respectively). These novel results are, to the best of our
knowledge, the first in this area. They are also perhaps quite surprising, given the struc-
ture of the dynamical system. The upper bounds imply that high precision filtering and
smoothing is theoretically possible in many cases of partially observed deterministic dynam-
ical systems, even when the synchronisation-type assumptions used for justifying nonlinear
observers (such as the 3DVAR) do not hold (see [16]).

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 1.1, we will give some preliminary
results about dynamical systems of the form (1.1). Section 2 introduces the Lorenz 63’
equations, and their corresponding geometric model. Our lower bounds for the geometric
model are also presented in this section. Section 3 generalises the results to a larger class
of dynamical systems. We state results for both uniform and Gaussian additive observation
errors. In Section 4, we give upper bounds for the smoothing and filtering distributions for
partially observed dynamical systems of the form (1.1). The Appendix contains the proofs
of a few technical lemmas for the geometric model and the proofs of some lower bounds

based on assumptions on the return map to a plane.

1.1 Preliminaries

We now give some notations and basic properties of systems of the form (1.1) for use in the
later sections.

The one parameter solution semigroup will be denoted by W,, thus for a starting point
u € RY, the solution of (1.1) will be denoted by ¥, (u), or equivalently, w(¢). The coordinates
of the solution of (1.1) will be denoted by ¥} (u), ..., ¥¥(u), or equivalently, wuy (t), ..., uq(t).

[16] and [12] have assumed that the nonlinearity is energy conserving, i.e. (B(v,v),v) =
0 for every v € R?. They also assume that the linear operator A is positive definite, i.e.
there is a Aa > 0 such that (Av,v) > \a (v,v) for every v € R, As explained on page 50
of [12], (1.1) together with these assumptions above implies that for every v € R4,
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From (1.4) one can show that set Br is an absorbing set for any R > —|LQ| (thus all paths
enter into this set, and they cannot escape from it once they have reached it). This in turn

implies the existence of a global attractor (see e.g. [18], or Chapter 2 of [17]). Moreover,



the trapping ball assumption (1.3) holds. In the two applications considered in this paper
(the Lorenz 63’ and 96’ models), the energy conserving property of B and the positive
definiteness of A were checked in [10] and [9], respectively.
For a differentiable function g : R? — R? with components g(v) = (g1(v), ..., ga(v)),
we define its Jacobian for every v € R?, denoted by Jg(v) or equivalently J,(g), as a d x d
9gi(v)

matrix with elements ( S0 ) .
Vi /1<, j<d

Based on (1.1), we have that for any two points v, w € Bg, any ¢t > 0,

and therefore by Gronwall’s inequality, we have that for any ¢ > 0,

exp(=Gt)[lv — w| < [lv(t) — w(t)]| < exp(Gt)|v — wl], (1.5)
for a constant
G := [|All +2||B| R, (1.6)
where || A denotes the L? norm of A, and | B|| := sup, yera. o)1, juw|=1 | B(v, w)|.

Let Wy, (Br) := {4, (v) : v € Br}, then from inequality (1.5), it follows that ¥y, :
Br — U, (Bg) is a one-to-one mapping, which has an inverse that we are going to denote
as ¥_y, : Uy (Br) — Bg.

We are going to describe next how do we obtain information from the system via noisy
observations. The system is observed at time points ¢; = jh for j = 0,1,..., with obser-
vations Y; := Hu(t;) + Z;, where H : R — R% is a linear operator, and (Z;);>o are
i.i.d. centered random vectors taking values in R% describing the noise. We assume that
these vectors have distribution 7 that is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure. We assume a prior ¢ on the initial condition, that is absolutely continuous with
respect to the Lebesgue measure, and zero outside the ball Br (where the value of R is
determined by the trapping ball assumption (1.3)).

The main quantities of interest of this paper are the smoothing and filtering distributions
corresponding to the conditional distribution of wu(tg) and w(ty), respectively, given the ob-

servations Yy, . .., Yi. The densities of these distributions will be denoted by ™ (v|Yp, . .., Yi)



and pf(v|Yy,...,Ys), and they can be expressed as

k

W (v|Yo,. .., Y) = [Hn (Y, — HYy, ('v))l -q(v)/Z™ for v € Br,and (1.7)
i=0

W (v|Yo,...,Yr) =0 for v ¢ Bg
wi(w|Yy,..., Yz) (1.8)
k
= lHn (Y — HUy, 4, (v))] ~det(JT_y, (v)) - q(U_y, (v))/Z for v € U, (Bg), and
i=0

pi(v|Yo,...,Y;) =0 for v ¢ U, (Bg),

where det stands for determinant, and Z;™, Z}j are normalising constants independent of v.
Since the determinant of the inverse of a matrix is the inverse of its determinant, we have

the equivalent formulation
-1
det(JU_,, (v)) = (det(J\I,ftk(v)\Iltk)) . (1.9)

For ¢ > 0, let v(¢) denote the solution of (1.1) started from some v € R%. Using (1.1) and

(1.3), we have that

dv(t

o |G )H < Vmax = ||A|R + | B|R? + | ], and (1.10)
vweBg,t>0| dt
dv

sup ||Jo | = ) || < amax == ||A]| + 2||B||R. (1.11)
vEBR dt

By induction, we can show that for any i > 2, and any v € R?, we have

d'v d-lv  ZL/i-1 div d— v
it —‘A'W‘Z( j )B(ﬁr) (112)

=0

From this, it follows that for any i > 0, v € Br we have

d ‘
‘ Yl < 0yCi, - il, and (1.13)
dt’
d'v i
‘ T <dti ) H =con e

where Cy := R + %, Caer := ||A|| + || B||R + %Hf”, and Cy := 2C4e. To see this, it
suffices to first verify (1.13) and (1.14) for ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1, and then use induction and
the recursion formula (1.12) for ¢ > 2. Tt is possible to prove the existence and finiteness of
JV,, (v) for any v € Bg, t}, > 0 based on (1.14) and the Taylor expansion (it t; < C ', then
the Taylor expansion converges, while if ¢;, > C’;l, then we can write it asty = a1+ ...+ aq

for some 0 < ay,...,a; < C5', and use the chain rule in computing JW,, (... ¥y, (v)...)).



2 The Lorenz equations, and their geometric model

In this section we study the behaviour of the smoothing and filtering distributions for the
geometric model associated to the Lorenz equations. We introduce the model in Section 2.1.
This is followed by lower bounds on the diameter of the support of the smoother and filter,
assuming bounded observation noise, deduced in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. Finally, we analyse
the limit of the support of the smoothing distribution as the number of observations tends

to infinity in Section 2.4.

2.1 Introduction to the model

Lorenz has introduced the following system of equations in [13],

du
d_tl = a(uz —uy), (2.1)
du
d—t2 = ru] — Us — UL U3, (2.2)
du
d_t3 = —bug + uius. (23)

Lorenz has set the values of the parameters as a = 27, b = %, and » = 10. For these choice of
parameters, it was observed that these equations have bounded solutions, but surprisingly,
they are very sensitive to the choice of initial conditions. For almost every two starting
points u and v, the solutions u(t) and v(¢) are eventually further apart than some absolute
constant & > 0 for some ¢ > 0. This chaotic behaviour was quite different from the behaviour
of previously studied dynamical systems. Since then, considerable effort has been spent on
understanding such systems, in particular due to the application of such models to weather
forecasting. Rigorously justifying the chaotic behaviour for the original Lorenz equations
nevertheless has proven to be a challenging problem, which was only settled rather recently
by Tucker, who has given a computer assisted proof [19]. One key difficulty is the fact
that the equations cannot be solved analytically. Another is that the solution might spend
arbitrarily long time near the origin (which is a stationary point).

Since the chaotic behaviour of the Lorenz equations was difficult to analyse directly, [8]
and [1] have independently proposed the so-called geometric model associated to the Lorenz
equations. This is still a 3 dimensional dynamical system which can be described by time
independent differential equations, and it was conjectured that it shares many features of
the original equations. Due to its particular form, it is analytically solvable, and in [8] it

was shown that it has sensitive dependence to initial conditions.



In this section we define the geometric model and describe some of its properties. The
description is based on [8] and [7]. Although this is a rather simple analytically solvable
model, we believe that its behaviour is similar to many other more complex chaotic systems
(and, as we shall see in Section 3, we generalise some of the results obtained for this model
to some other chaotic dynamical systems).

The geometric model of the Lorenz equations consists of two parts. In the first part, the
flow is going downwards from a square S to one of two cusps ©1 or £~ (see Figure 1a). In
the second part, the flow is going upwards from these two cusps back to the square S (see
Figure 1b). Note that this flow is only defined for points inside a bounded set (consisting
of the union of paths started from S until they first return to S). In the following few
paragraphs, we give a precise definition of the flow and explain how is it related to the
Lorenz 63’ equations.

One particular feature of the Lorenz equations is that near the origin, through conjuga-

tion they can be shown to be equivalent to a linear system of the form

(du1 dUQ dU3

E, E, E) = ()\1’(1,1, —)\Q’U,Q, —)\3’(1,3), with 0 < A3 < A1 < Ao

The solution of these equations is given by
wlhin(y) = (uleht, uze_kzt,u?,e_)‘g‘t) . (2.4)

This particular form means that nearby points can take arbitrarily long time to escape from
the neighbourhood of the origin.

Let us denote the so called return square by
S = {(ul,u2,1) : |U1| S 1/2, |’U,2| S 1/2}

This square is in transverse direction to flow (2.4), which is going downwards in direction

us when passing through it. Let

ST = {(ul,ug, 1) eS:u < 0},S+ = {(ul,u2, 1) eS:u > O},S* =5"U S+,
[:={(ur,ue,1) € S:uy =0}, 3 := {(u1,us,us) : lu1| = 1}.
In the geometric model, the points started from S start according to equations (2.4) until

they reach ¥ (the points on I'" will converge to the origin and never reach X).

Based on (2.4), we can see that the time it takes for a path started from a point u € S*
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Figure 1: Illustration of the geometric model of the Lorenz 63’ equations

to reach ¥ is ms(u) := % log(1/]u1]). The location of the exit point will be

\Ijlin (’LL) = (Sgn(u1)7 UQeAZTE (u)a e)\STE (u))

s (u)
A2 A3
= (sgn(ul),u2|u1| 1 ug | ™ ) .

Leta::i—fandﬂ::i—f,then0<a<1<ﬁ,and

L(w) == W (w) = (sgn(u), uslur |, Jug|®). (2.5)

s (u)
As we can see on Figure la, the function L maps the two half squares S~ and ST into cusps
(triangles with curved edges). We denote these cusps by X~ and 3T, respectively.

The vertices of these cusps are given by

¥ = (1,0,0), X7 :=(-1,0,0),
(()7G)) == (1 0)6)):
(@) 070

Once the paths have reached cusp 1 (or ¥7), they move back to the return square S

b))

w

b))

wi

via a linear transformation which is a composition of a rotation around the line (1, u2, 1) (or
(—=1,us2,1)) by 37”, an expansion in the u; direction by a factor €, and translation by —% in
the u; direction and by —% in the uy direction (or by % in the u; direction and by % in the
ug direction, respectively, for 37).

This means that a point v € ¥ will be mapped to the point on .S defined as

(Bvs — 5,02 — §,1) forveXT,

\112%5('0) = { (26)

(—Ovs+ 1, 05+11) forvex .
In order for the construction to be consistent (that is, none of the paths started at different
points of S intersect until their first return), we make the following assumptions on the

eigenvalues A1, A2, A3 and the parameter 6.



Assumption 2.1. Suppose that

1. the coefficient o = A—j satisfies that % <a<l,

2. the coefficient 8 = 22 satisfies that 8 > % -1,

1

. . 2% a
3. the coefficient 0 satisfies that Tia < 0 < 2%,

This process is illustrated on Figure 1b.

[7] has defined the three transformations (rotation, expansion, and translation) precisely.
These specify Us_,s(v), however, the exact time evolution of the process from ¥ to S was
not given because this was not needed for the purpose of showing the sensitivity of the
model with respect to initial conditions (except that they have assumed that we reach S
from any point on ¥ in a bounded amount of time). For the sake of completeness, here
we make a specific choice of this evolution. Any point on X (or X7) will take 37” time to
reach the return square S (the time parameter ¢ expresses the angle of the rotation). For

the evolution of the points of ¥, we will use the polar coordinate system
(u1,uz,uz) = (14 rsin(p), us, 1 —rcos(p)).

In this coordinate system, ¢ represents the angle of rotation we have done along the line
(1,ug,1), r represents the distance from the line (1,u9,1), and finally us represents the
us-coordinate.

The evolution of the angle ¢ can be chosen linearly in time, that is, ¢(s) = s for
0 < s < (3/2)m. The transformation of the coordinate us from wus to us — % can be defined

to happen linearly in time too, that is,

1 s
=Uy— — . 2.7
Finally, due to (2.6), the evolution of r(s) has to satisfy the conditions that 7(0) = 1 — ug

and r (%w) = % — Busz. These are satisfied by the linear interpolation

r(s):=1—us+ (% —(0— 1)u3> . ﬁ for 0 <s< gw. (2.8)

Thus the flow from 37 to S for time 0 < s < (3/2) is given by the equations

Yot () = <1 + r(s)sin(s), ug — i : ﬁ, 1—r(s) cos(s)) foru € 7. (2.9)

Similarly, using the same definition of r(s), we can write the flow from ¥~ to S for time
0<s<(3/2)r as

Yot (y) = (—1 —r(s)sin(s), us + % . ﬁ, 1—r(s) cos(s)> foru € ¥7. (2.10)

10



It is not difficult to see that these two flows do not intersect at any time point 0 < s < (3/2)7.
Firstly, for 0 < s < m, we have u(s) > 1 for the flow started from ¥, and uy(s) < —1

for the flow started from X~. For the flow started at 31, we have uy < (l)Hﬂ

5 , so for
)1+ﬁ

T < s < (3/2)m, we have up(s) < (3

5 : % < 0 by Assumption 2.1. It can be shown

1
1
similarly that us(s) > 0 for m < s < (3/2)7 for the flow started from X ~. Therefore the two
flows started at ST and S, respectively cannot intersect until their return to S.

By the definition of the model, the return times from u € S* to S are given by

() = (w) + o = ~log(1/]ur]) + gw. (2.11)

2 A1

The semigroup of the dynamics of the geometric model, W$°°(u), consists of repeated com-
positions of the semigroup U from S* to ¥ and ¥™* from X back to S.

The state space where W$°°(u) is defined is denoted by A&°°, which consists of the union
of the points of all of the paths started from S and evolved according to the geometric model
until their first return to S (the paths started from points on I' do not return to S, but the
points on them are included in A8°° nevertheless).

The dynamics ¥£°°(u) defines a return map P(u) from S* to S. An important property
of the return map P(w) is that two points that were equal in u; coordinate stay equal in
up coordinate even after their return. Thus the u; coordinate of P(u) only depends on wq,

and thus we can write
Pu) = (f(w1), g(u1, u2)), (2.12)
where f:[—1/2,1/2]\ {0} — [-1/2,1/2] is defined as
Olur|*— 5 ifug >0,
f(u) = (2.13)
—Olur|*+ % ifu <O,
and g : ([-1/2,1/2]\ {0}) x [-1/2,1/2] — [-1/2,1/2] is defined as

’U,2|’U,1|6 —
s

U2|U1|ﬂ +

if up >0,
(2.14)

N

if uy < 0.

Figure 1c displays f. Based on Assumption 2.1, one can see that this function satisfies
|f'(u1)| > V2 on [~1/2,1/2] \ {0}. This means that the dynamics are expanding in the
direction w; and this causes the high sensitivity to initial conditions. The following result

summarises some important statistical properties of the map f.

Proposition 2.1 (Proposition 2.2 of [7]). The one-dimensional map f admits a unique

invariant probability distribution p; on [—1/2,1/2] that is absolutely continuous with respect

11



to the Lebesgue measure m on the interval, it is ergodic and so in particular it is a physical

measure for the map. Moreover, % is of bounded variation, in particular, it is bounded.

Now we are going to state two more useful properties of the geometric model. Firstly,
. . d
based on equations (2.4) and (2.9), one can show that the speed of the dynamics || || at

any u € A% is bounded by

Unax = 4+ A1+ A2 + As. (2.15)
For s > 0, we let
W2 = {we A*° :w; € [-1,1],wy € [-1,1],w3 € [1 — 5,1 + 5]}, (2.16)

this is the region of points in A8® not further away than s from the plane S. Based on
equations (2.4) and (2.9), it is possible to show that for any u € W', N A8, the dynamics

of the geometric model satisfies that

d 1
U5 < 0B for 5% .= min (1,0.9)\3> . (2.17)

dt — ~ “min min

2.2 Lower bounds for the smoother of the geometric model

In this section, we give some lower bounds for the smoothing distribution of the geometric
model of the Lorenz equations. First, we show the existence of the so-called leaf sets, a

rather surprising property of the dynamics of the geometric model.

Theorem 2.1. For Lebesgue almost every point u € A8, there exists a continuous curve
U(u) C A8 called a leaf set such that {||[v — ulls : v € U(u)} = [0, dmax(u)] for some

constant dmax(uw) > 0, and for any v € U(u), any t > 0,
[v(t) = u(t)]|oo < Cyllv — ulloc exp(=Ag - 1), (2.18)

where Cy > 0 and Ay > 0 are constants only depending on the parameters of the model.

Moreover, we can choose

1 1
Uu) == {v € AS%° 1 vy = uy,v3 = us, |vg — ug| < 3~ 2_6} (2.19)

Thus the leaf set U(u) satisfies that for any v € U(u), the distance between the paths
u(t) and v(t) decreases rapidly in ¢. This is a rather unusual property since in general two
paths started from nearby points diverge quickly. Using this, we obtain our lower bound for

the smoother.

12



Theorem 2.2. Suppose that we observe the geometric model started at w at time points
t; = ih for v = 0,1,... with observation matric H, and that the observation errors are
uniformly distributed on [—¢,€]%. Suppose that the prior q satisfies that q(v) > 0 for every
v € A8°. Then for Lebesgue almost every initial point w € A, for - h sufficiently small, the

smoothing distribution given the observations up to time ti for any k € N satisfies that the

expected diameter of its support is at least IICEIHM for some constant cs, > 0 only depending

on the parameters of the model.

Remark 2.1. To make the argument transparent, we only consider the uniform case here,
but the result could be easily generalised to other observation error distributions with bounded

support.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let U(u) be as in (2.19). Then v € U(u) and u can only differ in
the second coordinate. Using the condition that vy — usg| < % - 2%, it follows that it cannot
happen that v is an element of the flow from Y to S while u is an element of the flow from
Y_ to S, or vice-versa (since the two flows are at least % — 2% away in the second coordinate
in the region above S). Using this fact, and the definition of the dynamics, we can see that
the second coordinate does not influence the evolution of the first and third coordinates,
thus v1(t) = uy(t) and v3(t) = us(t) for every t > 0. Now from (2.4), it follows that the
difference in the second coordinate decreases at a rate e~*2* during the flow from S to X.
Moreover, the time it takes to get from S* to X is at least A% log(2). After this period of
contraction, we can see that the dynamics keeps ||u(t) — v(t)||co constant during the phase

from ¥ back to S, which takes %ﬂ' time. By combining these facts, the result follows with

constants )\g = Aoy - % and Cg = exp (%ﬂ'/\g) O

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Suppose that we observe a point £ € R? with observation error

do and obtain an observation Y. Then for any z € R% with

that is uniform in [—¢,¢]
|z — x| < €, we have

dollz — x| oo

P(lz = Yoo > &) <Pl = Yoo > = |2 = 2[o0) < e

(2.20)

Outside of this event, z is still within the support of the posterior distribution. Based on this
observation, and inequality (2.18), we can see that the probability that a point v € U(u) is
not in the support of the smoothing distribution with observations taken into account until

time t is bounded by

J .
do||v — ul|oc exp(=Ayih) doCy || H ||
ooC < — ot T
S I C, = <o -l - 250
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Thus the probability that a point v € U(u) is in the support of the smoothing distribution

. Co . Agh
given any amount of observations is at least 1 if |[v — ullw < 757

< T Let m(u) :=

SUPycp(u) [V — Ulloo. Then m(u) > 0 for Lebesgue almost every u € A, and assuming that

ch)y

< ___=-""'g
ch < LTHTC,

. Since wu is in

M, there is a v* € U(u) such that ||[v* — u|le =
P

the support of the smoother, and v* is included with probability at least %, therefore the

. . A
expected diameter of the smoother is at least lf;;‘ah , where cq, 1= - O
olyg

[

2.3 Lower bounds for the filter of the geometric model

Our first theorem in this section shows the existence of the so-called anti-leaf sets. For any
v € A8°° we define

O(v) = (01(v),02(v),03(v)) € S (2.21)

as the origin of v on S, that is, the point from which the path of the geometric model crosses
v before returning to S. The time taken to reach v from O(v) is denoted by 7o (v). For
any u,v € A8, ¢t > 0, we let u(t) := U5 (u) and v(t) := U (v) (it is evolved according

to the geometric model for time ¢).

Theorem 2.3. Then there is an absolute constant hpyin > 0 such that for h < hyin, for
wp-almost every x € [—1/2,1/2] (uy was defined in Proposition 2.1), for every u € A8 with
O1(u) = z, for every k € N, there exists a sequence of continuous curves U(u,k) C A&

(called anti-leaf sets) and constants dmax(u, k) > 0, Cg(u, k) < oo such that
1. {|Jv(tr) — w(te)|loo : v € U(u, k)} = [0, dmax (u, k)],
2. 3 lv(t) = ults) oo < Cp(u, k)[[o(tr) — (i), and

3. there is an infinite sequence of indices i1(u),iz2(w),... such that for any j > 1,
Cp(u,i;(u)) < Cp(u) and dmax(w,1j(w)) > diax(w), where dmax(u) > 0 and C(u) <

oo are some constants that are independent of j.

The anti-leaf sets behave the opposite way to the leaf set considered in the previous
section, because for v € U(u, k), the distance ||v(t) — u(t)|~ increases rapidly in t for
0 <t < t. This is the typical behaviour of paths of a chaotic system started from nearby
points, so their existence is not surprising. Nevertheless, the proof of Theorem 2.3 is quite
technical, so we have included it in Section A.1 of the Appendix. The key idea is that we
can exploit the expansion property of the one dimensional map f by looking at the time

evolution of a small line segment parallel to the axis u; passing through O(u).
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Based on the existence of anti-leaf sets, the following theorem shows lower bounds for

the diameter of the filtering distribution for the geometric model.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that we observe the geometric model started at position u € A°,
with observation matrix H , at time points t; = ih for i = 0,1, ..., with observation errors
that are uniform on [—¢,€]%, and h < hyin (defined as in Theorem 2.3). Suppose that the
prior q satisfies that q(v) > 0 for every v € A®°. Then for pp-almost every x € [—1/2,1/2],
every u € A8 with Oy (u) = x, for every j > 1, any 0 < & < d,Cp (w)dmax(w) | H ||, the

expected diameter of the support of the filter after observations up to time t;; () is larger

than or equal to €/(2d,Cg(uw) |H|| )-

Thus the theorem states that for infinitely observation times #;, (x),%i,(u), - -, the ex-
pected diameter of the support of the filter is lower bounded by a constant times the stan-
dard deviation of the noise, and thus it does not tend to a Dirac-§ around the current
position. Note that this result is weaker than our lower bound for the smoother (Theorem
2.2) in the sense that it only holds at some specific time points and not for every t;. Indeed,
for the geometric model, the path w(t) can approach the origin (0, 0,0) infinitely often, and
its speed ||%u(t)|| can get arbitrarily slow in the neighbourhood of the origin. At such
positions, the filtering distribution can get highly concentrated, since we have many inde-
pendent observations about positions that are very close to the current position. Therefore

one cannot expect a time uniform lower bound of the same form as for the smoother.
Proof of Theorem 2.4. Using the condition that ¢ < d,Cy (1) dynax (w) |H||,, based on The-
orem 2.3, for any j > 1, there is a point v € U(u,i;(u)) satisfying that

g
b)) — (ki w))lloo = 55—
[0t () — w(ts; ) d,Cp (w) | H|

For this v, by Theorem 2.3, we have

ij(u)
3
1) —u(ti)]c < Cp 129 —u(t;; oo S -
; [v(ti) — u(ti)llso < Cp(w)||v(ti; () — wlti;w)ll a THI L

Using (2.20) and the union bound, the probability that v(#;,(4)) is included in the support
of the filter given observations up to time t; () is at least 1 — |[H|| - g—g : m =1, and

since u(tij(u)) is included in the support, the stated result follows. [l
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2.4 Characterisation of the support of the smoother of the geomet-

ric model as time tends to infinity

In Section 2.2 we have shown that for the geometric model, in the case of uniform observation
errors in the interval [—¢, ], the expected value of the diameter of the support of smoothing
distribution does not go to zero, but instead stays above c¢(u)he for some constant c(u) only

depending on the model parameters and the initial point u. Let
Uu,e) :={v e R®: vy = uy,v3 = us, |va — us| < 2}, (2.22)

which we will call the 2e-cropped leaf set of w, a small line segment in the us direction
centered at w. Our main result in this section characterises the support of the smoothing
distribution by showing that it concentrates around the leaf set as the number of observations

tends to infinity.

Theorem 2.5 (Characterisation of the limit of the support of the smoother). Suppose
that the observation matric H = I;xq (the identity matriz). Let Sy be the support of
the smoothing distribution of the geometric model based on the observations Yy, Y1, ..., Y.
Then there are some positive constants hyax and emax such that for any 0 < € < €max,

0 < h < hpyax, for Lebesgue almost every u € A8,

sup d(v,U(u,e)) = 0 as k — oo almost surely in the observations, (2.23)
veS)

where d(v,U(u,€)) = infyep(u,e) [|[v — w].

Remark 2.2. In Lemma 3.1 of Section 3, we prove a more precise formulation of the
probability that a point v is included in the support of the smoother. Using that formulation,
it is possible to show that every point in the 2e-cropped leaf set U(u,e) have a positive

probability of being included in the support of the smoother of the geometric model.

The proof of this theorem is based on a few preliminary definitions and results. Since
the support of smoother, S, are compact sets, if we let S := NZZ; Sk, then one can show

that the statement of Theorem 2.5 is equivalent to showing that
Soo C U(u, ) almost surely, (2.24)

where U(u,e) denotes the closure of the 2e-cropped leaf set U(u, ). Indeed, the fact that
(2.23) implies (2.24) is immediate. In the other direction, suppose that (2.24) holds but

(2.23) does not hold, then there is sequence of indices i; < iz < ..., a sequence of points
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v) €8, v €8, ..., and a positive constant ¢ > 0 such that d(v(%) U(u,e) > ¢
for every 57 > 1. Due to the fact that Sj are compact sets, and Sy C S for [ < k, we can see
that the sequence v(%) has at least one limiting point v*, which is in S, and by continuity
of the distance function, satisfies that d(v*, U(u,¢)) > ¢, contradicting (2.24).

The next lemma establishes a useful expansion property of the return map f.
Lemma 2.1. For every a,b € [—1/2,1/2] with |a —b| < 0.1, we have
|f(a) = £(b)| > V2]a —b.

Proof. If both a and b have the same sign, then this follows from the fact that f’(z) > /2
for every x € [-1/2,1/2]\ 0. If they have different sign, then by (2.13) and Assumption 2.1,
|f(a) = F(B)] > 1—=20-(0.1)* >1—4-(0.1)"/V2 > 0.1/2, so the stated result holds. O

In order to fully exploit this expansion property, we will need to assume that the path

u(t) := U8 (u) from the initial point u crosses S infinitely many times, that is,
u(t) € S for infinitely many ¢ > 0. (2.25)

Based on the definition of the model, it is not difficult to show that this assumption is
satisfied for Lebesgue-almost every u € A2°°. So for the purpose of proving Theorem 2.5,
for the rest of this section, we are going to assume that (2.25) holds.

Let BS2(u) := {v € A% : ||[v — t]|co < 26}, tmax = % (see (2.15)), and define the

time-shifted 2e-cropped leaf set of u as

W (u, &, tmax) := {v € B32(u) for which there is a w € U(u,¢) and t € [—tmax, tmax)

such that either ¢ > 0 and w(t) = v or ¢t < 0 and v(—t) = w}. (2.26)

Based on the expansion property of the return map f, the following lemma shows that only

the points in the time-shifted 2e-cropped leaf set W (u, &, tmax) can be included in Sy.

g g
Lemma 2.2. Let hpax = %@é‘ﬁ and Emax = 8—101)gm‘%§;, then for any 0 < ¢ < emax,

0 < h < hmax, we have Soo C W(u, €, timax)-

Proof. First note that since the maximum speed of the dynamics is bounded by v8° (see

(2.15)), we have that
v ¢ Seo if [[U(t) — w(t)|loo > 2e + 2h0ES, for some ¢t > 0, (2.27)

since otherwise there would certainly exist some k € N such that ||v(tg) — w(tr)|lc > 2¢.
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Since Soo C B3 (u), we only need to check the points v € BS2(u) \ W(u, €, tmax). Note
that since we have assumed in (2.25) that w(t) crosses S infinitely often, we can also assume
without loss of generality that v(t) crosses S infinitely often, otherwise v ¢ S by (2.27).

Suppose first that u,v € W', with ug > 1 and v3 < 1 (thus u is above S and v is below
S on Figure 1a) . Then define u’ as the first intersection of w(t) and S for ¢t > 0, and let
v’ := O(v) (the origin of v on S, see (2.21)).

Now we compare the first coordinates uj and v]. If uf = v}, and v € S, then from
the definition of the process, we can see that there must exist a point w € U(u) and a

constant s > 0 such that w(s) = v. Moreover, from (2.17) it follows that s < 2Smax <t ...
.

min

so therefore v must be in W (u, €, timax), which we do not need to check.

Alternatively, if v} # v}, then by Lemma 2.1, after sufficient amount of returns, the first
coordinates will satisfy that |f®) (u}) — f®) (v})] > 0.1 (here f*)(x) denotes the k times
composition of f with itself). However, if |[v(t) — w(t)|oo < 26 4+ 2h08%°, for every t > 0,

then by (2.17) and (2.15) we know that the return points on S cannot be further away than

(2 + 2hvee,)

o) g0 ()],

(25 + 2hufes) + =

Thus [|[v(t) — w(t)|lec < 2e + 2hvE0, cannot hold for every ¢ > 0, and by (2.27), v ¢ Sec.
In the case when u,v € Wy, with uz < 1 and v3 > 1, we define u’ := O(u) and v’
as the first intersection of v(¢) and S for ¢ > 0. Finally, in every other situation we define

u' := O(u) and v’ := O(v). The rest of the argument is the same as in the case we have

considered above. O
Now we are ready to prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Based on (2.24) and Lemma 2.2, it suffices to check points v in the
2e-cropped time-shifted leaf set W (u, €, tmax) (see (2.26)). For such points, let A(v) denote
the value of ¢ in the definition (2.26), this is the time shift of v, satisfying that |A(v)] < tmax-

For 0 < s < tyax, let us define the restrictions of the time-shifted leaf set as
Wil(u,e,8):={v € W(u,e,tmax) : A(v) > s}, and
W_(u,e,s) :={v € W(u,&, tmax) : A(v) < —s}.

For h < hmax (defined as in Lemma 2.2), one can see that there are going to be an infinite

sequence of observation times ;,,t;,, ... such that w(t;;) € W5 (see (2.16)). At these time

points, using (2.17), for 0 < s < tyax, we have

inf vs(ti;) > us(ti;) + sviy and sup  ws(ti;) < ug(ti,) — svi.

veEWy (u,z,s) vEW_(u,z,s)
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Let Zf’j denote the third component of the observation noise at time ¢;;, then if Zf’j <

geo
min’

—e+sv then none of the points in the restriction of the 2e-cropped time-shifted leaf set

geo
min

Wi (u, e, ) are in the limiting set S,.. This event has probability sv=% /2e > 0, and since

there are infinitely many such indices i;, and (Zf] )j>1 are independent, therefore W, (u, ¢, s)

and W_(u, e, s) are almost surely disjoint with S.,. Since we can write W (u, &, tmax) \U (u, €)

as a countable union
W(u, e, tmax) \ U(u,e) = Ui>1 (Wi (u, €, tmax/1) UW_(u, &, tmax/1)) ,

therefore almost surely only the points v in U(u,€) can be included in the limiting set Soo,

and thus (2.23) follows via (2.24). O

3 Lower bounds for a class of chaotic dynamical systems

In Section 2.2, we have given lower bounds for the smoother and the filter of the geometric
model. In this section, we will extend such results to a class of chaotic dynamical systems
satisfying some appropriate assumptions. We treat the cases of both uniform and Gaussian
error distributions. Our results are organised into four subsections. In Section 3.1, we
consider lower bounds on the diameter of the support of the smoother and the filter under
uniform error distributions. This is followed by Section 3.2, where we consider bounds
for Gaussian error distributions. Finally, Section 3.3 gives some numerical simulations that
seem to indicate the validity of the assumptions of the previous three sections for the Lorenz

63’ and Lorenz 96’ models.

3.1 Lower bounds for uniform noise

In this section, we will first consider the support of the smoothing and filtering distributions
((1.7) and (1.8)) when we have observation matrix H, and the noise variables (Z;);>o are

do The L; norm of a vector v € R? is defined as

ii.d., uniformly distributed in [—¢,¢]
|lvllx = Z'Z:l |v;|. For a matrix M € R%*92 we let its L; norm be the induced norm

[M||1 := sup,epaz o), <1 [Mv][l1. The following lemma is a key tool in this section.

ollv

Lemma 3.1 (Bounding the probability that a point is in the support). Let Y; = Hu(t;)+ Z;
be the noisy observations at time points 0 < t; < t obtained from (1.1) started at some
initial point uw € Br. Suppose that observation errors are uniformly distributed in [—¢,]%.

Suppose that v € Br is a fized point, and the prior q satisfies that q(v) > 0 and g(u) > 0. Let
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Sk denote the support of the smoothing distribution p*™(-|Yy,...,Yy). Then the probability

that v is included in the support of the smoothing distribution is given as

k do N ot )
+

il 2e

=0 j=1
Let DY (w,v) == S0 lw(t) — w(ts)|r, and My(u,v) := maxo<i<k |[Hv(t:) — Hu(t;)||so-
Then the probability of the inclusion can be lower bounded as

D (u,v)| H||x

P(v € Sk|u) > exp <— .

) for e > Mi(u,v). (3.2)

Moreover, if d, = d and H is not singular, then we have the upper bound

DM (u,v)

]P)('U S Sk|u) S exp <—m

) for any € > 0. (3.3)

Proof. Let w € R, and W be uniformly distributed in w — €, w + €. Then the probability

that another point r € R is less than € away from W is

_ Qe—lr—why

|r — w]
Pllr =Wl <eg)=2 "1 VT _(1_— )
(Ir <€) 2e ( 2e n

Using this and the independence of the components of the noise vectors (Z;)o<i<k, we have

P(v € Silu) =P (||lv(ti) — Yilloo <& for 0 <i < klu)

k
=E (H L[[Hv(t:) — (Hu(t:) + Zi) || < €] |U>
=0

kE d
B 7 |(Hu(t;)); — (Hv(t:));)]
O

i=0j=1

The upper bound (3.3) follows by taking the logarithm of both sides and using the inequality
log((1 — z)4+) < —x for > 0. The lower bound (3.2) follows from the fact that 1 —a >

exp(—2z) for 0 <z < 1. O

A consequence of this lemma is that if sup,cy D,(cl)(u,v) = 00, and H is not singular,
then the probability that v is in the support of the smoother tends to 0 as £k — oco. Con-
versely, if supey D,(Cl) (u,v) < oo, then for ¢ sufficiently large (larger than sup,cy My (u, v)),
the probability that v is included in the support of the smoother is lower bounded by
exp (—% SUPpen D,(cl)(u7 v)), independently of k. Due to this property, we have found that
the following assumption is useful for establishing lower bounds on the diameter of the

smoothing distribution.
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Assumption 3.1. Suppose that there is a set of points U(u) C Bg, called the leaf set of
u, such that {|Jv —u|1 : v € U(u)} = [0, dmax(w)] for some dpax(w) > 0, and that there is

a finite constant C[(Jl)(u) such that for every v € U(u),

2u§ D,(cl)(u, v) < C[(]l)(u)H'v —ully. (3.4)
€

The assumption essentially means that there exists a curve U(u) containing u such that
for every point v € U(u), the distance between u(t) and v(¢) tends to 0 as ¢ tends to infinity
(at a sufficiently quick rate). This concept of leaf set is similar to the concept of a leaf of
a foliation used in [19], see also [21]. Note that in this assumption, h is fixed and does not
tends to zero (and the constant C[(Jl) (u) depends on h). In the case of the geometric model,
Theorem 2.1 has shown the existence of a leaf set in U(u), and based on (2.18), one can see
that the condition (3.4) of the above assumption is satisfied for any h > 0.

The following theorem gives a lower bound for the smoother based on the above as-
sumption. Section 3.3 includes numerical tests of this assumption for the Lorenz 63’ and

96’ models.

Theorem 3.1 (Lower bound on the diameter of the support of the smoother). Suppose
that Assumption 3.1 holds, we have observation matrix H , and that the observation noise is
uniformly distributed in [—e,]%. Suppose that the prior q satisfies that q(v) > 0 for every
v € U(u). Then for ¢ < dmax(u) - C[(]l)(u) [ H |1, we have

E(diamysuppu™ (-|Yo, ..., Yi)|u) > - ———— (3.5)

) (u) - | H|h

where diamysupp denotes diameter of the support with respect to the Ly norm.

1 €
e

Proof. Let v € U(u), then based on Lemma 3.1 and Assumption 3.1, we have that for

€2 Mk(ua 'U),

. ) C(l) w)||H|1||lv—u
E(diamysuppu™ (-|Yo, ..., Yi)|u) > exp (— v (Wl EHlH [H o —ulfr.

Using the fact that ¢ < dmax(u)C[(Jl)(u)HHHl, we can choose v € U(u) such that ||v—ul/; =

—o————. For this choice of v, we have
Cy’ (w) | Hlx
1 1
e = |HLWCY @)llo — ully > [|HIL D (u,v) > Mi(u,v),
so the result follows by the above inequality. O

After the smoother, now we show some lower bounds for the filter that are analogous to
those we have obtained for the geometric model (see Theorem 2.4). We use the following

assumption.
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Assumption 3.2. Suppose that for the initial position u € R?, there are sets 0(u, k) C RY,
called anti-leaf sets, such that {||v(t;) — w(ty)|1 : v € U(u,k)} = [0, dmax(u, k)], and for

every point v € U(u, k), we have
Dy (w,0) < C s k) - [Jo(t) = ute)], (3.6)

for some constants Cg(u, k) and czmax(u,k). Moreover, suppose that there are infinitely

many indices i1 < iz < ... such that for every i;, we have
Cp(u,ij) < Cp(u), and  dpax(t,i;) > dmax(w), (3.7)
for some constants Cg(w) < 00 and dax(u) > 0.

This assumption essentially means that there are anti-leaf sets U (u, k), which are curves
containing w such that for points v € U(u, k), ||u(t) — v(t)| is typically growing in ¢ up to
time point t5. They behave in the exact opposite way when compared to leaf sets, hence the
name anti-leaf set. This is a rather natural assumption if the system behaves chaotically,
and the path of almost every two nearby points get far away eventually. In the case of
the geometric model, Theorem 2.3 has established the existence of anti-leaf sets, which
also satisfy conditions (3.6) and (3.7) of the above assumption. A numerical test of this

assumption for the Lorenz 63’ model is included in Section 3.3.

Theorem 3.2 (Lower bound on the diameter of the support of the filter). Under Assump-
tion 3.2, if we have observation matrix H, the observation moise is uniformly distributed
in [—e,€]%, and the prior satisfies that q(v) > 0 for every v € UpenU(u, k), then for any
e < cimax(u)cﬁ(u)HHHl, and any j > 1, we have

E [diamlsupp,uﬁ(-|Y0, LY |u] > L S
e Cp(u)|Hl
Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 3.1. We choose v € U (u,;) such
that [|[v(t;;) —w(ti;)|1 = I THT: (by the assumption on €, this is possible), and the result

follows from inequality (3.2) of Lemma 3.1. O

For the geometric model, we have been able to explicitly characterise the limit of the
support of the smoother as the number of observations tends to infinity (see Theorem 2.5).
It is possible to generalise this result to other chaotic dynamical systems satisfying the

following assumptions.
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Assumption 3.3. For anye >0, s > 0, let

Ulu, ) := {v €Br: Z [[v(t: ti)]loo < 00 Supll’v( i) = u(ti)]loo < 25} (3.8)

W(u,e,s):={v € Br: ||u—v|x <2, and there is some w € U(u,e) and t € [—s, s]

such that either t > 0 and w(t) = v ort <0 and v(t) = w}. (3.9)

We call U(u,e) as the 2e-cropped leaf set of w, and W (u,¢,s) the time shifted 2e-cropped

leaf set of w. Suppose that there is some constant vmin(w) > 0 such that

iu t
dt

Suppose that there is sequence of reals (p;(u,€))ien such that limy_ o pr = 0, and for any

NI > vmin(w) for infinitely many i € N. (3.10)

v € U(u,e), we have

Z [o(t: ti)lloo < pr(u,e). (3.11)

Suppose that there is a constant tymax(u, €) € (0, %) such that for any v ¢ W (u, e, tmax(u, €)),

we have

[lv(t;) — w(ti)||eo > 2¢ for some i > 0. (3.12)

In the above assumption, vymax and amax are defined according to (1.10) and (1.11). This
assumption contains the essential properties of the dynamics that were used in the proof
of Theorem 2.5 for the geometric model. In that case, the 2e-cropped leaf set U(u, ) was
defined in equation (2.22), condition (3.10) was implied by (2.17), and the condition (3.12)
was proven in Lemma 2.2.

The following result shows that under Assumption 3.3, as the number of observations
tends to infinity, the support of the smoother gets concentrated around the 2e-cropped leaf

set U(u,e).

Theorem 3.3 (Characterisation of the limit of the support of the smoother). Suppose that
Assumption 3.3 holds, and that g(v) > 0 for every v € U(u,e). Suppose that the observation
matric H = I;.q and the observation errors are uniformly distributed on [—E,E]d. Then
sup d(v,U(u,e)) = 0 as k — oo almost surely in the observations, (3.13)
vesupp 4™ (+|Yo,...,Y%)
where d(v,U(u,€)) = infy,cpu,e ||v —wl|. Moreover, for every point v € U(u,¢), we have

inf P(v € supp 1 (-|Yo, ..., Yi)|u) > 0.

The proof of this theorem is similar to the proof of Theorem 2.5. It is included in Section

A.2 of the Appendix.
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3.2 Lower bounds for Gaussian noise

In this section we generalise the results of the previous section to Gaussian noise. In this
case, the quantity of interest will be the diameter of the support of the set of points whose
likelihood is no less that 1/e times the likelihood of the true position. The following lemma

is a key tool in this section.

Lemma 3.2 (Bounding the probability that a point has large likelihood). LetY; = Hu(t;)+
Z; be the noisy observations at time points 0 < t; <t obtained from (1.1) started at some
initial point w € Br. Suppose that observation errors satisfy that Z;/e has d, dimensional

standard Gaussian distribution for every 0 < i < k. Let
k
= Z H\Ijtw (’U) - \Ijti (’LL)”%, and (314)
DY (u, v, H) Z |H Y, (v) = HY, (u)])3 < [H[3DP (wv).  (3.15)

Suppose that g(u) > 0, then for any v € Br, we have

sm (2)
P IUJ (’U|}/O)"'7Yk) > q('U) - exp _Dk (’LL,;},H)
™ (u]Yy, ..., Ye) T q(u) 2

. pi(u(t) Yo, ..., Yi) (v) det(J¥y, (u)) o _Dl(f)(u,v,H)
pi(uw(te)|Yo, ..., Ye) = qlu) det(JWy, (v))

Proof. By the definition of the smoothing distribution p*™, we have

1 (v|Yo, ..., V) q(v) o - ol 2 Hw) - VP
e (ulYo, V) g(u) p( ; (I v(t:) = Yill" — || Hu(t:) - Yi] ))

k
= aw) exp <—% . Z ([Hv(t;) — Hu(t;)||> + 2 (Ho(t;) — Hu(t;), Zl>)>

q(u) =
_M. <—L-<D(2)( H)+2i<H (t:;) — Hul(t;) Z>>>
= g(a) exp 522 L (W, v, o Ut ulli), £ )

and (3.16) follows from the fact that Zf:o (Ho(t;) — Hu(t;), Z;) is a Gaussian random

variable with mean 0. The proof of (3.17) is similar. O

Assumption 3.4. Suppose that there is a set of points U(u) C Br called the leaf set of u
such that {||lv —ul2: v € U(u)} = [O,dggx(u)] for some d,(ﬁ?ix(u) > 0, and that there is a

finite constant C'[(J2) (u) such that for every v € U(u),

sup DY (u,v) < C (w)|v — ulf3. (3.18)
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Similarly to Assumption 3.1, this assumption essentially means that there exists a leaf set
U(wu), which is a curve containing u such that for every point v € U(u), ||u(t) —v(¢)|| — 0
as t — oo (at a sufficiently quick rate). In the case of the geometric model, based on (2.18),
one can see that the leaf set U(u) defined in Theorem 2.1 satisfies the condition (3.18) of
the above assumption for any A > 0. A numerical test of this assumption is included for the
Lorenz 63’ and 96’ models in Section 3.3. The following theorem lower bounds the diameter
of the set of points whose likelihood is not much smaller than the likelihood of the true

initial position.

Theorem 3.4 (Lower bound on the diameter of the set of high likelihood for the smoother).
Suppose that Assumption 3.4 holds, and that the density of the prior q is continuous at the
point uw, and q(v) > 0 for every v € U(u). Then for e sufficiently small,

(oY, Vi) 1

1
>
sm(u|Yp,...,Y] e}‘u}_
e (ul¥o, ., Ye) 2| H 2/ C? (w)

E {diamg supp {v eR?: e, (3.19)

where diams supp denotes diameter of the support with respect to the Fuclidean distance.

Proof. We choose v € U(u) such that ||u — v|s = ————— - ¢, this is possible if
1B/ O ()

e < dgix(u)HHHQ C,(f)(u). By the continuity of ¢, we have % > % for e sufficiently
small, and the result follows from Lemma 3.2. O

We end this section by stating a similar result for the filtering distribution. We are going

to use the following assumption.

Assumption 3.5. Let u be the initial position, and for any k € N, define the sets
Sy(u, k) :={v € R : det(J Uy, (v)) = det(JUy, (u))},

where JUy, (v) is the d x d Jacobian matriz (defined in Section 1.1).
Suppose that for the initial position u € R?, there are sets U(u, k) C Sy(u,k), called
anti-leaf sets, such that {||v(ty) — w(ty)|2 : v € U(u,k)} = [O,Jgix(u,k)], and for every

point v € U(u, k), we have

D (u,v) < C& (u, k) - [[o(te) — ulte)]3,

for some constants C((}z) (u, k) and Jg;x(u,k) Moreover, suppose that there are infinitely

many indices i1 < iz < ... such that for every i;, we have

(2 ) () 7(2)
Cy(u,t;,) <Cp'(u), and d

max

(u7 tij) > Jgix (u)v

for some constants CP(u) < 00 and dfﬁgx u) > 0.
U
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This assumption is similar to Assumption 3.2 that we had in the uniform case. However,
it also includes the restriction that U(wu,k) C Sy(u,k), i.e. the anti-leaf sets should be
included in the level set of the determinant of the Jacobian. This is necessary because
the determinant of the Jacobian can have a large influence on the likelihood of the filter.
Note that in general the set Sy(u,k) is a d — 1 dimensional manifold which satisfies that
its surface is perpendicular to the gradient Vdet(J ¥, (v)) at each point v. The following

theorem shows a lower bound for the filter under this assumption.

Theorem 3.5 (Lower bound on the diameter of the set of high likelihood for the filter).
Suppose that Assumption 3.5 holds, and that the density of the prior q is continuous at the
point w, and q(v) > 0 for every v € UkeNU(u,k). Then for e sufficiently small, for any

7 >1, we have

E

fiv|Yy,..., Y. 1
diamgsupp{veRd: W%, Y,) }

- > -
Wt Yo, Ys) e

J

u] z;-a, (3.20)
2
2| H |2/ c?) ()

where diams supp denotes diameter of the support with respect to the Fuclidean distance.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 3.4. We choose v € U (u,;) such

that [|[v(ts;) — w(ti;)||2 = (this is possible when & < az,(ﬁ?ix(u)HHHg Cg) (u)),

e
IHl2\/CS (w)
and the result follows from (3.17) of Lemma 3.2 and the fact that ¢ is continuous in w. O

3.3 Numerical illustration for the Lorenz 63’ and Lorenz 96’ models

In this section, we present some numerical evidence that supports the assumptions we have
made in Sections 3.1-3.2. First, we will treat the assumptions related to the smoother, and

then the assumptions related to the filter.

3.3.1 Assumptions for the smoother

In the following figures, we will provide numerical evidence about the existence of the leaf
set U(u) with properties required by Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4, for the Lorenz 63’ and the 5
dimensional Lorenz 96’ models.

In the case of the Lorenz 63’ model with classical parameter values ((2.1)-(2.3)), for
starting point u = (1,2, 3), an approximation of the leaf set U(u) is constructed as follows.
We first simulate w(t) for time 0 < ¢ < 5. After this, we sample 100 points from the small
neighourhood {v : ||[v —u(5)||s < 10731}, and run them backwards in time until time point

0. The points we have obtained this way are the small black circles shown on Figure 2a. We
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repeat this procedure by simulating w(¢) up to time 10, sampling 100 points from the small
neigbourhood {v : ||[v — u(10)||s < 107%?}, and running them backwards in time until time
point 0. These points are shown with grey circles on Figure 2a. Finally, the initial point
is denoted by a big black circle. As we can see, the grey and black points seem to be part
of the same curve, arguably an approximation of the leaf set U(w). For points v that are
on this curve, ||v(t) — u(t)||; decreases very quickly in ¢ ( typically at exponential rate).

As h — 0, and kh — ¢t for some ¢ > 0, the sums D,(cl)(u7 v) and D,(f) (u,v) satisfy that
t t
hD,(cl)(u,v) — / [lv(s) —u(s)|l1ds, and hD,(f) (u,v) = / lv(s) — u(s)||3ds.
s=0 s=0

Figures 2b and 2c¢ plot these integrals up to time ¢ = 5 started from points v on our
approximation of U(u), as a function of ||v —u|; and ||v —u||3, respectively. As we can see,
these plots are approximately linear, suggesting that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4 are reasonable.
This is not a rigorous proof of Assumptions 3.1 and 3.4 for v = (1,2, 3), since they concern
the supremum for k£ € N, and we only look at w(t) for 0 < ¢ < 5. However, by rigorous
computations this argument can be extended to imply that the lower bounds of Theorems
3.1 and 3.4 hold for u = (1,2,3) and 0 < ¢, <5.

We repeat this same procedure for the 5 dimensional Lorenz 96’ model, started from
u = (1,2,3,4,5). First we simulate w(t) up to time 5, and 100 points sampled from {v :
lv—u(5)]|oo < 10732} are ran backwards until time 0, and then we simulate w(t) up to time
10, and 100 points sampled from {v : ||[v—u(10)||oc < 2:1075} are ran backwards until time
0. The first 3 coordinates of these are illustrated by black, and grey points, respectively,
on Figure 2d. These again seem to be on the same curve (and we obtain similar results
if we choose different coordinates), which is an approximation of U(u). Figures 2e and 2f
illustrate the integrals fst:o lv(s) — u(s)|[1ds, and f;zo |lv(s) — u(s)|3ds up to time t = 5.
As we can see, these are again approximately linear, in good accordance with Assumptions

3.1 and 3.4.

3.3.2 Assumptions for the filter

We will now look at Assumption 3.2 for the filter, in the case of the Lorenz 63’ equations.

We construct a possible choice of the anti-leaf sets U (u, k) as follows. For ¢ fixed, we find

llo(te) —u(te)|l

o=l is maximal, for v — w infinitesimally small (this

the direction of v — u where
can be done by computing the Jacobian matrix, and finding its eigenvector corresponding
to its maximal eigenvalue). After this, we choose U(u, k) as a small line segment started

from wu along this direction. We choose 20 points on this segment (of equal distance between
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neighbouring points), and run the Lorenz 63’ equations up to time ¢, started at these points,
and evaluate the differences fstio [lv(s) — u(s)|l1ds (approximating hD,(Cl)(u,v) when h is
small). In the case of t;, = 9.2, for starting point u = (1,2, 3), the value of these integrals is
plotted as a function of ||v(tx) — w(tx)| on Figure 4a. As we can see, this is approximately
linear up to a certain distance, and thus (3.6) holds with Cy(u, k) being close to the slope
of the linear part. We have repeated this experiment again for ¢, € {0.2,0.4,...,10}, and
plotted the approximate values of Cp(u, k) on Figure 4b. In each time point, the constant
Jmax (u, k) can be chosen to be greater than 1. As we can see from this figure, the constant

Cp (u, k) oscillates and does not seem to tend to infinity as k tends to infinity, in accordance

with Assumption 3.2.

4 Upper bounds

In this section we establish upper bounds for the smoother and the filter. In the case of
bounded observation errors, we will give some conditions that guarantee that the diameter
of the support of the smoother (or the filter) are upper bounded by a constant times the
size of the noise. In the case of unbounded observation errors, we show that under the
same assumptions, there is an estimator based on the observations whose mean square error
from the true position is upper bounded by a constant times the variance of the noise. We
show that the assumptions required by our results can be deduced from the fact that a
certain system of polynomial equations has a unique solution. In Sections 4.2 and 4.3, we
apply our results to the Lorenz 63" and Lorenz 96’ models. In Section 4.4, we verify our
assumptions for some 3 and 4 dimensional systems with random coefficients, when only the

first coordinate is observed.

4.1 Results
Let us define the observed part of the one parameter solution semigroup as
®y(u) := HY(u) for u € Bg,t € Ry. (4.1)

In our first result, we will assume that the observation errors satisfy that || Z;]] < e almost
surely. Given the observations Yy, Y7, ..., Yy, the support of the smoothing distribution for

e-bounded observation errors (|| Z;|| < e almost surely for every ¢ € N) is contained in

A,(:) = {'v € Br: max. IY; — @, (v)] < E} . (4.2)

0<i<
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Figure 3: Illustration of the leaf set U(u) and its properties for the Lorenz 96’ model
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Figure 4: Illustration of the properties of the anti-leaf sets U(u, k) for the Lorenz 63’ model

Alternatively, we can define the (k,¢) neighbourhood of the true initial point w as
(e) o . _ <
Q7 {'v € Br: Jmax (1D, (v) — Dy, (w)]] < E} . (4.3)

By the triangle inequality, we have Agf) C Q,(fa).
For our upper bounds we make the following assumption on the dynamics, the prior,

and the initial point w.

Assumption 4.1. Suppose that there is an index k € N and a positive constant c(u, k)

such that for any v € Bp,

a4, (u) = @, ()| = clu, k) o~ ul.

Assumption 4.1 quantifies how much the differences || @, (v) — @y, (u)|| grow as we move
away from w. This assumption seems to be rather strong at first, since they involve “global”
assumptions about ®;,, which can behave rather chaotically. However, as we shall see in
Proposition 4.1, it is possible to deduce it from “local” assumptions about the derivatives of
® at time 0. These “local” assumptions in turn can be easily checked for the Lorenz 63’ and
Lorenz 96’ models when the partial observations are chosen suitably (see Sections 4.2 and

4.3).

Theorem 4.1 (Upper bound for bounded observation errors). Under Assumption 4.1, for

any € > 0, we have
diam (Q,(:)) <c(u,k)e, and thus diam (A,(:)) < 2¢(u, k)e. (4.4)

Thus for e-bounded observation errors (|| Z;|| < e almost surely for every i € N) the support

of the smoother is bounded as

diam suppp®™ (+|Yo, . . ., Yi) < 2¢(u, k)e, (4.5)
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and the support of the filter is bounded as
diam supppl(-|Yo, ..., i) < 2¢(u, k)eC'*e, (4.6)
with the constant G defined as in (1.6).

Proof. (4.4) directly follows from Assumption 4.1. (4.5) follows from the fact that the
support of the smoother is included in the set AE:). Finally, (4.6) is implied by (1.5), and the

fact that the support of the filter is included in the set ¥, (A,(f)) = {Uy, (v):v € AE:)}. O
The following result concerns the case of unbounded observation errors.

Theorem 4.2 (Upper bound for unbounded observation errors). Suppose that Assumption
4.1 holds, and that

0’% =E(|Z;|*) < oo.

Let
Fana0[¥o, ., Yi) i= a0, (v) — Vil
and
Umin := arg min Fr.(v|Yy, ..., ). (4.7)

vEBR

If there are multiple minima, than we can define this function as any one of them. Then

the estimator wmin of the initial position u satisfies that
E (|[tmin — ul?) < D(u,k) - 03, (4.8)

for some constant D(u, k) < cc.
Moreover, the push-forward map of Umin, Vi, (Umin), s an estimator of the current

position u(ty), satisfying that
E (| W, (wmin) — u(t)|?) < D(u, k)e*“* - o7, (4.9)

with the constant G defined as in (1.6).

1Z:l
oz

Proof. Let ZI(IQX ‘= maxg<i<k , then
Emax(umin|yba ceey Yk) < Emax(un/ba ) Yk) = Zr(;gxo—Z7

and thus by the triangle inequality, we have

max |, (tmin) — P, (w)|| < 220 07.
0<i<k
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Therefore wy,i, € Q ZinaxO , and (4.8) follows by Theorem 4.1, with

D(u, k) := 4E ((ZUf) )2) Ce(u, k)2 < 4k + De(u, k).

max

Finally, (4.9) follows by (1.5). O

The next proposition shows a practical way of checking Assumption 4.1, via checking

the following assumption about the derivatives.

Assumption 4.2. Suppose that there is an index 7 € N such that the system of equations
in v defined as
d’ d’

= — <1<y .
g — D (u) s Dy (v) for every 0 < i <j (4.10)

has a unique solution v := u in Bg, and
span{V—@’g(u):Ogigj,lgkgdo} =RY, (4.11)
where V denotes the gradient of the function in w.

One can see that (4.11) is equivalent to
J_ do di /
Amin lz; ( r —dk(u (thz O (u )) )] > 0. (4.12)
Proposition 4.1 (Assumptions on derivatives imply assumptions for upper bounds). Sup-

pose that Assumption 4.2 holds. Then for sufficiently small h, Assumption 4.1 holds for

every k > j.

The proof of this proposition based on Taylor’s expansion. It is included in Section A.3

of the Appendix.

4.2 Application to the Lorenz 63 model

As shown on page 16 of [16], the Lorenz equations (2.1)-(2.3) can be transformed to the
form of (1.1) by a linear change of coordinates. In this case, the coefficients of the equation

are given by

a —a 0 0 0
A=1la 1 0|, Bwa)=| (was+usiy)/2 |, f= 0
0O 0 b —(U1ﬂ2+UQﬁ1)/2 —b/?‘—i—a
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100

We choose the observation operator as H := | ( (. This corresponds to observing

0 00
the first coordinate u; of the process.

The following proposition shows that our theory applies here.

Proposition 4.2. For j > 2, for Lebesgue almost every initial point w € Br, Assumption
4.2 holds for the process described above.

As a consequence, for e-bounded observation errors (||Z;|| < e almost surely for every
i € N), for almost every initial point u € Bg, for sufficiently small h, the diameter of the
support of the smoother ™ (v|Yo,...,Ys) and the filter ui(v|Yo,...,Ys) can be bounded
by Com(u, k)e and Cq(u, k)e, respectively, for some finite constants Cym (u, k) and Cg(u, k)
which do not depend on .

Moreover, for unbounded observation satisfying that 0% := E(||Z;||*) < oo, for almost
every nitial point w € Br, for sufficiently small h, there are some estimators based on
the observations, Usm(Yo,...,Yr) and Us(Yo,...,Ys), such that the mean square errors
E [(Usm(Yo, ..., Y) —u)?] and E [(Us(Yo, ..., Ys) — u(te))?] of the initial and current po-
sitions are bounded by Dgy (u, k)o% and Dg(u, k)o%, respectively, for some finite constants
Dgm(u, k) and Dg(u, k) which do not depend on oyz.

Proof of Proposition /.2. Due to the definition of the observation operator, we have g—;fbo (v)

j—;vl (0). Now based on the equations (1.1), we have

dO

wvl (O) = V1, (413)
d
prid (0) = —avy + avs, (4.14)
d? d d
7ok (0) = —a— 1 (0) + (IEW(O) (4.15)
= —a(—avy + avz) + a(—avy — vy — V103) (4.16)
= —2a*v; — (a® + a)vy — avyvs. (4.17)

. . 0 2
Based on this, we can express vy, v2 and v3 as a function of 45v(0), £v;(0) and 4v;(0)

as
dO
v = wvl(()), (418)
1d d°
V2 = Eavl(o) + @Ul(o)a (4-19)

42 d 2 d°

40 (0) — (@ +1) Loy (0 — )L, (0

vg = dtzvl( ) (a+ )dtd/gl( )+ ((L a)dtovl( ) if vy 7& 0. (420)
agmv1(0)
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These explicit expressions imply that the condition (4.10) holds for almost every u € Bg.
Condition (4.11) is satisfied because of the upper triangular form of the equations (4.13)-
(4.15). The claims on the smoother and the filter now directly follow from Theorems 4.1
and 4.2. O

4.3 Application to the Lorenz 96 model

The Lorenz 96 model is a d dimensional chaotic dynamical system which was introduced

in [14]. As shown on page 16 of [16], it can be written in the framework of (1.1) as
_ 1 :
A= I45q,B(u,u) = D) U1 Wit 1 + U1 U1 — Ui—2Uim1 — Ui—2Ti—q | S =[]

where the indices of u in the expression of B are understood modulo d. The observation
matrix H is defined as H; 1 = Ho 2 = H3z 3 =1, and 0 in every other element. This means
that we observe the first 3 coordinates u1, us, and usz. The following proposition shows that

our theory is applicable to this situation.

Proposition 4.3. For j > d—3, for Lebesque almost every initial point u € Br, Assumption
4.2 holds for the process described above. As a consequence, the same results hold for the

smoother and the filter as in Proposition 4.2.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Because of the definition of the observation operator, we have
g—;éo(u) = (g—;ul, g—;ug, j—;w). Now based on the equations (1.1), we have

d
— U3z = 8 — U3 + ugug — ULU2,

dt

and thus we are able to write

d
Uy = EU3—8+U3+’U,1’U2 /’UQ.

Due to the specific multi-diagonal structure of B(wu,w) (the ith column only depends on the

4

i—2,...,i+ 1th terms), by repeatedly expressing the derivatives 5

u; for j > 4 one-by-one,
we can obtain a similar deterministic expression for us, . .., ug just in terms of the derivatives
(Cz'l—;ul, ;—;U2, ;—;U3), for 0 < i < d — 3. The equations are valid almost surely, for every u
such that u; # 0 for every 1 < i < d. These explicit expressions imply that condition (4.10)
holds for almost every u € Br. Now we are going to verify condition (4.11). Suppose that

u satisfies that u; # 0 for every 1 < i < d. Let e; be a d dimensional unit vector with 1
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in coordinate ¢ and 0 elsewhere. Then Vu; = ej,...,Vus = es. From the definition of the

model, we have
dui
dt

= —Uj — Uim1Ujr1 — Ui—1Ui—2 + fi,

where the indices are meant modulo d. This implies that

d’UJi
dt

\Y

= —Cir1U;—1 — € — 8i71(uz‘+1 + Ui72) — €;—2Uj—1,

and by our assumption on u, we have

d d
span (Vul, ..., Vus, V%, cee V%) = span(eq_1,€d,€1,.-.,€4).

By adding the higher order derivatives one by one, we obtain (4.11) for every u satisfying
our assumption that u; # 0 for every 1 < i < d. The consequences about the smoother and

the filter follow the same way as in the proof of Proposition 4.2. O

4.4 Application to systems with random coefficients

If a dynamical system of the form (1.1) satisfies Assumption 4.2, then our upper bounds
are valid. In the previous two examples, we have shown that for two particular systems,
under suitably chosen partial observations, this assumption is satisfies. In order to check
how restrictive is this assumption, we have done the following experiment. We have cho-
sen the elements of A, B, f,u randomly, independently of each other, uniformly on the
set {1,2,...,10}, and checked Assumption 4.2 by a Mathematica code, which is available
on request. We have done 100 random trials for 3 dimensional systems, with the first 3
derivatives (thus j = 3), with only the first coordinate observed, and found that all of them
satisfy Assumption 4.2. We have repeated this experiment with 4 dimensional systems (with
j =4), and obtained the same result.

These results are consistent with the intuition that if all of the coordinates of the system
interact with each other, then it should be possible to interfere the position of the system by
observing only one coordinate of it with sufficiently high precision. The simulation results
suggest that the set of coefficients and initial positions A, B, f,u where Assumption 4.2
does not hold probably has Lebesgue measure 0 (however, proving this is beyond the scope

of this paper).

Acknowledgements

All authors were supported by the Singapore Ministry of Education AcRF tier 2 grant R-
155-000-161-112. The work of the third author has been partially supported by the EPSRC

35



grant EP/N023781/1.

A Appendix

A.1 Proof of the existence of anti-leaf sets for the geometric model

In this section, we are going to prove Theorem 2.3. The proof is based on the strong
expansion property of f (|f'(x)| > v/2 for every x € [~1/2,1/2]\ {0}). Using this property,
we are going to define closed intervals on [—1/2,1/2] satisfying certain requirements, and
then define the sets U(u, k) based on these intervals.

For j € N, let f() denote the composition of f with itself j times (with £ (z) := ),
and denote by Dy) the domain of f)(x). For any set W C [~1/2,1/2]\ {0}, we let
fW) := {f(z) : « € W}, and similarly, for any set W C [~1/2,1/2], we let f(=D(W) :=
{z 2 €[-1/2,1/2]\ {0}, f(z) € W}. Note that due to the particular structure of f, for
any closed interval I C [~1/2,1/2], f(=1(I) consists of one or two closed intervals. Let
f(=9) denote the composition of f(—1) with itself j times. Then the domains D}j) can be
expressed as

DEY = [-1/2,1/2\ (W23 10 (o)) (A1)

The next lemma defines the intervals Ig(gj ) and proves that they satisfy certain properties.

Lemma A.1 (Definition of the intervals ng)). For x € [-1/2,1/2], let d(x) := min(|z —
1/2],|z|, |x + 1/2|) be the distance between x and the set {—1/2,0,1/2}. For any j € N,
T € D;j), let

60) ;= min (2(j_i)/2 d(f® (x))) . (A.2)

0<i<j
For z € Dy), 0 < i < j we define a sequence of intervals Ig(gj’i) as follows. First, let
Ig(cj’j) = [f(j)(x) — @,f(j)(ac) + %} The rest of the intervals are defined iteratively,
given Iéj’i) for 1 < i < 7, we define Ig(cj’i_l) as the closed interval in the set f(’l)(fg(cj’i))
containing £V (x). Finally, let 19 = 190,
Then for any 0 < i < j, the sets f() (Ig(cj)) are closed intervals containing f (x) that do
not contain 0, and satisfy that

1)

: (A.3)

inf {Jy|:y € FOUD)} =

Proof. Since |f'(z)| > /2 for every x € D;l), it follows that the length of the interval
ng A=1) is shorter than that the length of the interval Ig(gj ?) by at least a factor of V2 for

every 1 <i < j. The stated properties of Ig(gj ) are now implied by the definition of (5:(Ej ). O
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Now we are going to define the sets U(u, k) for every k € N,u € A2°. Let T (u,k)
denote the number of time points ¢ € (0, ;] such that u(t) € S (i.e. the number of turns

taken by the geometric model started from w until time ;). Let

U*(u,k) :={vesS:v € I(O?Z’)k)),vg = O2(u)},

that is a small line segment on S in direction parallel to the axis u; containing the point
O(u). For any v,w € R3 we denote by [v,w] := {av + (1 — a)w : a € [0,1]} the line
segment between v and w. We define the anti-leaf sets by propagating this set forward by

To(u) time, and imposing an additional condition as

U(u, k) :_{w(tk +710(uw)) : w € U*(u, k) such that for every z € [O(u), w], (A4)
||Z(tk + To(u)) — u(tk)Hoo < 0.05}.

This additional condition will guarantee that if w(t) is sufficiently near S, then U8 (U*(u, k)) C
W§',, which will be useful in the following argument.

The next two lemmas bound the difference ||v(t) — w(t)| o for two points u,v € S*.

Lemma A.2 (Maximal distance between two paths by the first return). Let w and v be
two points on S* satisfying that |uy — v1| < qu—l‘ Then for 0 <t < 7(u) (the time it takes

to return to S from w), we have

lui — v1]

|1

for a constant C only depending on the parameters of the model.

lo(t) = u(t)]loo < Ci ( T lus - v2|> , (A5)

Proof of Lemma A.2. For the linear part of the dynamics, we have
UM (w) — U (v) = ((ur —v1)eM?, (ug — va)e 2", 0)

for 0 < ¢ < min[rs(u1),7s(v1)]. Thus until the time the first one of the paths reaches 3,

their distance is bounded as

sup ) — v(t) o < 201!
0<t<min|[rs (u),7s(v)] |U1|

+ |’lL2 — ’UQ|. (AG)
The difference between the time they take from S* to ¥ can be bounded as

rsfun) = ms(on)] = 3 log(on /)] < 5
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The two paths started at w and v will reach ¥ at L(w) and L(v) (see (2.5)), and the distance

of these two points can be bounded as

|L1(u) — L1(v)] = |uz|ur|® — valv1|?] < |ua — val[us|® + Joa| |[01]® = Jua|?|
1 2
S—|’U,2—’UQ|—|——|’UJ1—111|, (A8)
2 3
2a|uy — v

[ La(u) = La(v)] = [[ur|* = Jug|®| <

(A.9)

|us]
For the rotation part of the dynamics, by (2.9) and (2.10), we have for any w,z € ¥ or

w,zeE_,Ogsg%ﬁ,

U (w) — U (2) [loo < max(|wz — 22|, Olws — 23])

< |wa — 22| + 2|ws — 23],

so the distance between these paths can not grow by more than by a factor of 2 until they
reach S. Thus two paths started at points L(u) and L(v) on X will reach S at the same
time, and their distance during this time is bounded as
s B (L)~ WE (0 | <2 (lua = val 3l — a4 20
(A.10)
However, the paths started at w and v reach ¥ at different time points, so we still need to

account for the time delay. From (2.15) we know that the speed of the dynamics is bounded

geo
max’

by v so by equations (A.6), (A.10), (A.7) ands the triangular inequality, the maximal

distance between the paths can be bounded as

1 2
sup o(t) = () <2 (glua —val + s = ] +

0<t<7(u)
4 dofuy — v 208 Jup — vy
+ |t (u1) — m=(v1 UgC,OS’U,Q—’UQ + —lug — o] + max
() = (00 < i vl + glos = va] + < i
and the stated result follows with Cy 1= 2 + 4o + —21)/{%5:". O]

Lemma A.3 (Bounding the maximum distance between two paths until their Ith return).
Letl € N, andu € S* be such that u(t) crosses S at least [+1 times fort > 0, and v € S* be
such that us = ve, and vy € L(fl) (defined according to Lemma A.1). Let Ty(u), Ta(u), ... be
the subsequent return times of u(t) to S (and denote Ty(u) :=0). Then for any 0 < j <1,
te[Tj(u), Tjt1(u)], we have

I 9-(-i)/2

lu(t) = v() oo < CF D (ur) = fO(o1)] Y

- A.
2 T )] (A1)

for some constant C™* < oo only depending on the parameters of the model.
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Proof of Lemma A.3. Based on the definition of Lﬁll), it follows that v(t) also crosses S at
least I times for t > 0. For 0 < i < I, let A1(i) := |u1(Ti(w)) — v1(T3(v))] = [FD(u1) —

FO(v1)| and Ag(i) := |uz(Ty(u)) — v2(Ti(v))| be the differences between the return points
on the plane. Since the coordinate us evolves in a linear fashion during the rotation part of

the dynamics, from (A.8) we have that
Ag(i+1) < AQ()"’ Al()for()<z<l (A.12)

By the definition of L(Lll) we know that the intervals f(*) (LS?) do not cross 0 for 0 < i <,
and since |f’(x)| > /2 for every x € [~1/2,1/2]\ 0, it follows that A;(i +1) > v/2A, (i) for
every 0 < i < [. By combining this with (A.12) and using the fact that 3 \/— 5 it follows
that

Ag(i+1) < AQ()+ A1(1+1)f0r0<z<l (A.13)

From this by induction we can obtain that Aq(i) < Aq(¢) for any 0 < ¢ <[ ( by the initial
assumption on v, we have Ay(0) = 0, so this holds for ¢« = 0). Thus the difference in the
second coordinate is upper bounded by the difference in the first one.

For 1 <i <1141, let ;(u) := T;(u) — T;_1(u) and define 7;(v) analogously. Based on

(A.7), the time delay that is created between the two paths can be bounded as

() 2 |f0 D () = fD ()]
|Tz(u) Tz('v)| S Al |f(171) (u1)|
20y — Oy
< Al |f (ul) f (Ul)l |f(171)(u1)| )

thus for any 1 < j <1+ 1, we have

7l 9—@-i)/2

max |T;(u) — T;(v)| < _|fl>(u1 Jon |Z VEIon] (A.14)

1<i<y
Moreover, using Lemma A.2 and the fact that Ay(i) < Aq(4), for any 0 < j <[, we have

\f(j)(ul) _ f(j>(v1)| .2>

sup  Jlu(Tj(u) +7) = v(Tj(v) +7)[ec < Ch (

OSTST]‘+1('U/) |f(]) (ul)l
9—=34)/2
< 204|fW — 50 —_—
<20 fY(ur) = f (v1)||f(J)(ul)|
The statement of the lemma now follows by (2.15) and the triangle inequality with C** :=
max (201, > vﬁfsx) O

The following lemma lower bounds the distance of two paths at time points when they

are close to S.
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Lemma A.4 (Distance of two paths near S). Let Tj(u) be the lth return time from w to S

(i.e. the lth smallest t > 0 such that u(t) € S). Let

RS .= # and C° = ( Elci?])z ' exXp (_hs ')\2) ’
max 20?}%1@;)( 4 Ignea(,)x(vlgnea?x iﬁi) -

Then for any 1> 1, k > 1 such that ty, € [Ti(w), Ty(w)+hS,.], for any v € U(u, k), we have
() = w(ti) | = CF | 1001 (w) = £V (O1(w))]

Proof. As in the proof of (1.5), using Gronwall’s inequality, and the fact that 0 < A3 <

A1 < Ao, one can show that for any t > 0, v,w € R?,

[v = wllo - exp(=Aat) < || W3 (v) — T (w)l|oo < [0 — W]l - exp(Aat). (A.15)
Based on the definition (2.15), we can see that for any v € U(u, k), we have

[fP(01(w) = FP(O1(0))] < Ju(Ti(w) = o(Ti(w) oo + [Ti(w) = Ty(v)] - vE2.

From the definition of U(u, k) and (2.17), it follows that |Tj(u) — Tj(v)| < |lw(Ti(u)) —

v(Ti(w))| oo - vE,, thus

max?

€o
’Ug

[w(Ti(w)) = v(Ti(w))l|oo = [fP(O1(w)) = fP (O (v))] - g g (A.16)

min max

eo

Let p(u,v) == [fD (01 (u)) — fO (01 (v))] - ﬁiﬁ If v3(T)(w)) < 1 (thus v(Tj(u)) is on

S or below S), then by (A.15), for every t; € [Tj(u), Ti(u) + h,.], we have

() — 0t loo > exp (~AahSius) plas, ), (A1)
For T)(u) <t < Tj(u) + ZS};&E’), for

plu,v)
Jugt) = (o) > 222, (A18)
If ZS%;{) < h.., and v3 (Tl(u) + ZS%E,’X)) < 1, then by (A.15), for every t; € [T;(u), T;(u) +
R3], we have
u,v
) — vt e = exp (~AahS,) 242 (A19)

. ie p(u,v) (u,v) &
Finally, if 803620 < h5,., and vy (Ti(w) + 6220) > 1, then ug (¢) < 1 - p(u,v) - {2 for

Eeo <
4Umax max’

BEo geo
4dvmax 4vmax

t € [Ti(u) + 2% Ty(u) + hS,,.], and thus by (A.15), for every tx € [Ti(u), Ti(u) + A

max]7

we have
geo
) — vt e = exp (~Aohfloe) plas,v) - -2k (A.20)
max
The claim now follows from inequalities (A.17), (A.18), (A.19) and (A.20). O
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The following lemma bounds the differences Ef:o lv(t;) — w(t;)|| oo for v € U(u, k).

Lemma A.5. Let D)(z) := 22:0% for any l € N, € D() Suppose that

h < %w. Then there is a constant C°"™ < oo such that for every | > 1, every k € N such

that ty € [Ty(w), Ty(uw) + bS], every v € U(u, k), we have

Z [[v(t: ti)lloe < O, k)lJv(te) — w(tr)ll oo, (A.21)
where
Csum
ij(u, k) = A . Dl(Ol (u)) (A.22)

Proof. First note that based on the assumptions, it follows from Lemma A.4 that for every

v € U(u, k), we have

FOO1(w) ~ FOO ()] < Fgllott) — u(te) o (4.23)

From Lemma A.3, we know that for any 0 < j <1, t; € [Tj(u), Tj+1(u)], we have

. —(l—1)/2
l(ts) = v(ti)l|oe < C™| D (O1(u)) — IZ |f<1 O (A.24)
By the assumption h < %w, it is easy to see that there are at most 27%1(1‘) such indices 1.

From (2.11), and the fact that log(z) < § for 2 > 2, we can see that

YR Sy (RS S I PP . Sy —
TN BP0 0 2" T 20 27 T 20 [fD(0i(w)]|

Lot Cy = 2 . Ldmu  C

A and using (A.23), we obtain that

k ~(1-i)/2

7=0 =0

O 1)/2 1 1
<= llolt) - meZN”/@wwmﬁmmmw)

jO’LO

pe 20 1)
lo(tr) — wte)lloo - 22 e (fD(O1(u)))?

Now using the fact that 2=(=9/2. (] — j 4 3) < 4.2-(=9)/4 we obtain that

ZH e < 260 [0(t) — ult)oe - 3 2 (A.25)
v(t; o < v(ty) — w(ty)]| oo - — .

2 2 OO (w))?
thus the result follows with C*"™ := 2(1%3?)‘1) : %;t O

The next lemma characterises the set {||v(tx) — u(ty)| : v € U(u, k)}.
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Lemma A.6. For every l > 1, every k € N such that t, € [T)(u),Ty(u) + h3,.], we have
{llo(te) = u(t) oo : v € Uu, k)} = [0, duax(u, k)], with
N 4 1
yax (U, k) > = ONIE A.26
(2. %) 5 Di(O(u)) ( )

Proof. From the definition of U (u, k), it follows that it is a continuous curve in R?, and
thus {||v(ts) — w(ti)]leo : v € U(u, k)} = [0, dmax(w, k)] for some dpax(w, k) > 0. Based on

the definition of the intervals I (OlZ(u) and (A.2), we know that

FOUS) ) = [FP(O1(w)) = 85 10 /2, FD(O1(w)) + 65 /2],

thus by Lemma A.4, it follows that there must exist a point v € ﬁ(u, k) such that

(1
[v(tr) — u(tr)|loo > min 35° s

; 0 4
Since 6Ol(u) > BoT@) the result follows. O
The following proposition is a consequence of Proposition 2.1.

Proposition A.1. For pip-almost surely every initial point v € [—1/2,1/2], for any function
r:[=1/2,1/2] = R such that m(|r|) = f1/2 |r(z)|de < oo, we have

r=—1/2
n—1
nl;rrgo % ;T (f(z)(x)) = pys(r) < oo.

Proof. Since Cy—n’: is bounded, we have pf(|r|) < co. From Proposition 2.1 we know that zif

is ergodic for the map f, so the stated results follows by Birkhofl’s ergodic theorem (see,
e.g. Corollary 3.8 of [15]). O

Now we are ready to prove the existence of the anti-leaf sets.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. By the definition of D;(z), we have

1/4 zl: —(1—i)/16
1/2°

(d(fO (@)

and by summing up in /, we obtain that
l 1

1 1/4 32 1

Y D) < =

l+17,:0 l+1z:0 (d(f(z)( ))1/2

Since the function r(z) = d(z)~2 is integrable on the interval [~1/2,1/2], by Proposition
A.1, we obtain that

lim sup -—— ZD1/4 < 324 (r) < o (A.27)

l—o0

42



for pg-almost every x € [—1/2,1/2]. Therefore, for every such z, we have an infinite
sequence of indices I, 1o, . .. satisfying that for every j > 1, Dll/4(x) < 40p4(r), and thus

)
Dy, (z) < 2560000(p1f(r))*.  Set hmax = h5.. = 5o, then for every such =z, every

hS max 20vrax ’

u € A% such that Oi(u) = z, every j > 1, every there exists an index ¢; such that

tij S [T’lg (U), T’lj (’LL) + hS

max.

], and therefore the results of the theorem follow from Lemmas

A.5 and A.6 with

. 1 2560000(417(r)) O™
Ao () = == and  Cp(u) == .
(%) = 35000000 PO L (u) h

A.2 Characterisation of the limit of the support of the smoother

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Let

Soo 1= Nien supp(p™ (Yo, ..., Yx)).

Then as we have explained after equation (2.24), (3.13) is equivalent to the fact that So C
U(u, ) (the closure of U(u,¢)) almost surely in the observations.

From (3.12) of Assumption 3.3, we know that for any Soc C W(u, e, tmax(w,<)). There-
fore we only need to check that the points v € W (u, €, tmax(u,¢)) \ U(u, ) are not in Sa..
For such points, we define A(v) as the value of ¢ in (3.9). For 0 < s < tax(u, €), we define

the sets

Wi(u,e,s):={v e W(u,e,tmax(u,€)), A(v) > s}, and

W_(u,e,s) :={v € W(u,e, tmax(u,€)), A(v) < —s},

called the restrictions of the time-shifted 2e-cropped leaf sets. Let iq,1s,... be the set of

SUmin (u)
3

indices satisfying (3.10), and suppose that & is sufficiently large such that p;, (u, ) <

and t;, > tmax(u,€). Let w € U(u,¢€), then for every t € [—tmax(U, €), tmax(u,€)], using the

VUmin (u)

? 6amaxVmax

assumption that tmax(u, ) € (0 ), we have

Umin (u)
3amax

w (ti, +1t) —w(ti )| < piy (U, €) + tmax (W, €)Vmax < ) (A.28)

Let 2u;(t;,) be a component of Lu(t;, ) with the largest magnitude, then |Lu;(t;, )| >

Umin- Assume without loss of generality that %uj(tik) > 0 (the negative case can be dealt
with in the same way). Then by (1.11) and (A.28), we have Lw; (t;, +t) > Umin(u) —

Umin (®)
3amax

COmax = %vmin(u) for every w € U(u,e) and t € [—tmax(U,€), tmax(u,€)]. By
using this property, we can show that infycw, (u.c.s) vj(ts,) — wi(ti,) > SU%‘(“) This

means that if the jth component of the observation error at time ¢, , denoted by Zgik,
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is less than —e + %“(u), then none of the elements in W, (u,e,s) is included in the
limiting set S.. Since Zg% is assumed to be uniformly distributed on [—¢,¢], we have
P (thk < —e+ S”%“(")) = min (m’%‘;(u), 1) > 0. Since there are infinitely many such
indices iy where this holds, so we have W, (u, g, s) N S = 0 for any s > 0 almost surely,
and with an analogous argument, we have W_(u,e,s) N Sy = @ almost surely too. The

first statement of the theorem, (3.13) now follows by the union bound, since we can write

W (u, e, tmax(u,€)) \ U(u,e) as a countable union

W (u, e, tmax(w,€)) \ U(u, ) = Ui>1 (Wi (u, &, tmax(u, ) /i) UW_(u, €, tmax(u, €) /7)),

and therefore almost surely, none of the points in W(u, €, tmax(u,€)) \ U(u, €) are included
in the limiting set So. The final statement of the theorem follows from the definition of

U(u,e) and (3.1). O

A.3 Assumptions on derivatives imply assumptions for upper bounds

Proof of Proposition 4.1. From inequality (1.13), we can see that the Taylor expansion

oo (i ;
—-(I)O (’U) -t
_ i’
Pulv) = Z il
=0

is valid for times 0 <t < Cdjr. Based on this expansion, assuming that ¢; < C';;, the 7th
derivatives ;—;@o(v) can be approximated by a finite difference formula (see [6]) depending
on the values ®¢(v),..., P, (v), with error of O(h). This approximation will be denoted by

L IROK

o5 (v) == Zizo @ Pu(v) a]{Li Z (v), (A.29)
where al(i) are some absolute constants independent of h and wv.

-1

By Taylor’s expansion of the terms ®, (v) around time point 0, for ¢; < Cj_;, we have
o ™ h™™
(btl ('U) = 1nz:O dt—m(bo(’l}) . W, and thus
(I)O (’U) = E . a, dt—mq)o(’v) . W = E Z h bm dt—m(I)O('U),
=0 m=0 m=0
with bS,? = % . Zli:() al(i)lm. Due to the particular choice of the constants al(i), we have

bs,? =0for 0 <m < i and bs,? =1 for m = i. Based on this, we can write the difference

between the approximation (A.29) and the derivative explicitly as

d’ _ = meio1 @) A"
@éo(v)_h< > oh b dt—m%(u))

m=i+1

) (v)
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Let us denote & (v, h) 1= >2°°_ i Pt B 47 Do (v). Let @ := maxo<i<j,0<i<i |al l,

then we have |b(l)| < @it . i™. Using inequality (1.14), one can show that for any v € Bk,

1
for h < 55 We have

5 (¢ = m—i— i m E(Z + 1) = . m
20w < Y e pieym < DS o)
m=i+1 m=i+1
a(i +1)(@Cy)™ vyl
= < e
1— th] = 2@(2 + 1)(7’CJ)
Denote Ci, := maxo<i<j 2a(i + 1)(iCy)*1, then for every 0 < i < j, h < %;CJ, the
functions ®() (v, h) are Cpp, - Lipschitz in v with respect to the || - || norm. Thus for every
0<i<j,h< 2]0 , we have
80 w) - 00 w)] - [ Lo L <h-Crp - u- A.30
)~ @) | Taow) - Tagw|| <n-cupu-ol as0)
. i i !/
Let Mj(u) == Y7, ZZ":l (Vjtl o(u) - (V;tl o(u )) ), then by (4.12), we have for any

v € RY,
(v —u) Mj(u)(v — ) > Ain (M (u)) v — u]]*.
Based on this and the second order Taylor expansion, one can show that for |[v — ul|

sufficiently small, we have
>4
=0

and from the compactness of Br and the uniqueness condition (4.10), it follows that there

z dz
api 2ol

> S (M) o~ ul?, (A31)

is a constant ¢;(u) > 0 such that

>

=0

; ; 2
d d
%fbo(u) - @q)()(v) > ¢j(u)||v — u|)? for every v € Bg. (A.32)

Using this and (A.30) we obtain for h sufficiently small, we have that for every v € B,

= (i - (4 cj(u)
ggj%%m—@ymﬂzgﬁ%ﬁwu—ﬂ.

From the definition (A.29), we have

max Hi)éz)(v) - <i>((f) (U)H < l max

jaj”|
0<i<j - i - nax H(I)t ( ) (I)ti(v)”?

0<i<j,0<i<i  ht 0<i<j
and the conclusion follows. O
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