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Abstract

Data assimilation refers to a set of algorithms designed to compute the optimal
estimate of a system’s state by refining the prior prediction (known as background
states) using observed data. Variational assimilation methods rely on the maximum
likelihood approach to formulate a variational cost, with the optimal state estimate
derived by minimizing this cost. Although traditional variational methods have
achieved great success and have been widely used in many numerical weather
prediction centers, they generally assume Gaussian errors in the background states,
which limits the accuracy of these algorithms due to the inherent inaccuracies of
this assumption. In this paper, we introduce VAE-Var, a novel variational algorithm
that leverages a variational autoencoder (VAE) to model a non-Gaussian estimate
of the background error distribution. We theoretically derive the variational cost
under the VAE estimation and present the general formulation of VAE-Var; we
implement VAE-Var on low-dimensional chaotic systems and demonstrate through
experimental results that VAE-Var consistently outperforms traditional variational
assimilation methods in terms of accuracy across various observational settings.

1 Introduction

Data assimilation is a statistical technique used to produce accurate estimate (known as the analysis
states) of a physical system’s states by blending prior predictions (known as the background states)
with observational data. This process is crucial for deriving initial states in many fields, particularly
in numerical weather forecasting [1–3].

For over two decades, the variational assimilation algorithm has been the mainstay of data assimi-
lation in numerical weather prediction centers [4, 5]. Variational assimilation stands for a group of
algorithms, in which a posterior likelihood of the physical states to be solved is calculated according
to Bayes’ theorem, and the negative logarithm of the posterior likelihood is known as the variational
cost. The analysis states are obtained by minimizing the variational cost via gradient descent [6–8].

The primary challenge of the variational assimilation lies in accurately approximating the background
error distribution, which directly governs how the observational data should be utilized to refine the
system’s states [9]. Consequently, significant efforts in data assimilation algorithm development are
directed towards enhancing background error distribution estimation. For instance, in the WRF-DA
system, the background error covariance is decomposed into horizontal, vertical, and cross-variable
correlations to effectively represent various aspects of background error structures [10]; ECMWF
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utilizes the EDA (Ensembles of Data Assimilations) method to better capture variations in the back-
ground error distribution [11]; additionally, in FengWu-4DVar, spherical harmonic transformations
are employed to accurately represent horizontal correlations on the sphere [12].

Despite the success of current progress in background error estimation, almost all works rely on the
assumption that the error distribution of the background state is Gaussian [13, 14, 9, 15]. However,
since the background state is obtained by integrating the numerical model, and the non-linearity of the
numerical model is strong [16], this usually results in a non-Gaussian distribution of the background
states. Therefore, the Gaussian distribution assumption potentially hinders the accuracy of Bayesian
estimates of the analysis state distribution and further limits the final assimilation accuracy.

Generative neural networks, known for their capability to learn complex distributions, have seen
rapid advancements in various fields [17–21]. Nevertheless, to the best of our knowledge, no work
has leveraged these networks to capture the non-Gaussian characteristics of background error for
improving variational assimilation algorithms. While learning the background error distribution with
these powerful neural network tools is generally feasible, the challenge lies in integrating neural
network-based distribution formulations into the variational cost and simplifying this cost, which
may include complex integrals, to make it optimizable. In this work, we address this challenge by
(1) utilizing a variational autoencoder (VAE), which offers a more concise distribution formulation
than diffusion models, to provide a parametric estimate of the background error and (2) introducing
several reasonable assumptions about the VAE to formulate an optimizable variational cost.

Contribution We propose a novel variational assimilation algorithm, named VAE-Var. This
algorithm leverages VAE [20] to obtain a non-Gaussian parametric estimate of the background error
distribution, offering a more accurate and reliable estimate compared to the Gaussian assumption.
We outline the general formulation of the VAE-Var variational cost and provide an implementation
strategy on low-dimensional dynamic systems. The experimental results on two classical chaotic
systems demonstrate that our proposed algorithm consistently outperforms traditional variational
assimilation in terms of assimilation accuracy across different settings, including both 3DVar and
4DVar observation scenarios with linear or nonlinear observation operators.

2 Preliminaries

Variational Assimilation Variational assimilation seeks to determine the probability density func-
tion p(x|y) of the physical state’s distribution at a specific time, given known observational conditions
y, and calculate the optimal estimate of the physical state (referred to as the analysis state xa) by
maximizing this probability density function, that is, xa = argmaxx p(x|y).
According to the Bayes’ Theorem,

argmax
x

p(x|y) = argmax
x

p(y|x)p(x)
p(y)

= argmax
x

p(y|x)p(x). (1)

We define the variational cost as:

L(x) = − log p(y|x)p(x) = − log p(y|x)− log p(x). (2)

Maximizing the probability density function is equivalent to minimizing the variational cost. This
cost comprises two terms: an observation term, Lo(x,y) = − log p(y|x) and a prior term, Lp(x) =
− log p(x). The prior term is also referred to as the background term, denoted as Lb(x,xb). In
the context of data assimilation, the background term captures the discrepancy between the current
physical state x and the predicted state from a previous time step, known as the background state xb.

Observation Term The physical states of a dynamical system can be observed through instruments,
where the conversion function from the physical state to the observation is denoted byH. Also, since
instrument measurements introduce Gaussian errors, we can assume that y|x ∼ N (H(x),R), where
R corresponds to the covariance of the observation error. The observation term of the variational cost
can be formulated as follows for three-dimensional variational assimilation (3DVar):

Lo(x,y) =
1

2
(y −H(x))TR−1(y −H(x)). (3)

In operational weather forecasting systems, both current and subsequent time observations are
utilized to assimilate the physical state at the current moment, known as four-dimensional variational

2



assimilation (4DVar). Let {yi}N−1
i=0 represent the observations at times t0, ..., tN−1 and M0→n

denote the forecasting model from time t0 to tn. The observation term of 4DVar can be expressed as:

Lo(x,y0, ...,yN−1) =
1

2

N−1∑
n=0

(y −H(M0→n(x)))
TR−1(y −H(M0→n(x))). (4)

Additional details about 4DVar are provided in Appendix C.

Background Term As previously mentioned, the background state xb is derived by integrating a
numerical model from a previous state. In most cases, the numerical model typically cannot perfectly
capture all dynamical information and is subject to inherent errors. Traditional variational assimilation
algorithms assume these errors follow a Gaussian distribution x− xb ∼ N (0,B), where B is the
background error covariance matrix estimated from historical error samples using methods like the
National Meteorological Center (NMC) technique [9], which will be discussed in the subsequent
section. The background term of the variational cost can thus be formulated as a quadratic function:

Ltrad
b (x,xb) =

1

2
(x− xb)

TB−1(x− xb). (5)

To avoid calculating the inverse of B in the traditional variational assimilation, a linear variable
transformation x = Uz + xb is commonly used, where U satisfies B = UTU. The background
term can then be expressed as:

L̃trad
b (z) = Ltrad

b (Uz+ xb,xb) =
1

2
zTz. (6)

Similarly, the observation term can also be expressed as a function of z. As for 3DVar, L̃trad
o (z) =

Lo(Uz+ xb,y); for 4DVar, L̃trad
o (z) = Lo(Uz+ xb,y0, ...,yN−1). The calculation of the back-

ground term, the observation term and the variational cost
(
L̃trad(z) = L̃trad

o (z) + L̃trad
b (z)

)
in

the traditional 3DVar algorithm is visualized in the upper part of Figure 1. By minimizing the total
variational cost z⋆ = argminz L̃trad(z), we obtain the optimal analysis state as xa = Uz⋆ + xb.

3 VAE-Var

3.1 Background Error Estimation Based on VAE

While assuming a Gaussian distribution for the background state error can simplify problem-solving,
this assumption is often unrealistic or at least inaccurate. In data assimilation, the background
error mostly arises from model inaccuracies. Let M represent the numerical integration model
used for prediction and Mgt denote the ground truth integration model. The distribution of the
error in xb can be estimated by constructing samples fromMgt(x)−M(x), where x is randomly
sampled from physical states. Due to the complex relationship betweenM andMgt, these samples
Mgt(x)−M(x) generally do not follow a Gaussian distribution.

We use the Lorenz 63 system to provide an illustrative example. This system involves three parameters:
σ, ρ, β, as shown in Equation 13. We create dynamical models using two different sets of parameter
values: σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 (for ground truth modelMgt) and σ = 10, ρ = 29, β = 8
3 (for

prediction modelM). By numerically integrating these models from randomly-chosen identical
initial states and calculating the difference between their outputs, we generate a set of error samples,
as depicted with the purple dots in Figure 1. The error distribution is observed to be distinctly
non-Gaussian and exhibits a non-convex structure.

In our work, we aim to model the non-Gaussian feature of the background error δ = x− xb with the
help of variational autoencoder (VAE), which is a powerful tool for learning parametric distributions
from data sets. According to the theory of variational Bayesian inference, we assume that the
distribution of δ can be modeled by a conditional distribution pδ|z(δ|z), where z is a latent variable
with a prior distribution pz(z) that follows a standard normal distribution. That is,

pδ(δ) =

∫
z

pδ|z(δ|z)pz(z) dz. (7)
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Figure 1: Comparison between the traditional 3DVar algorithm (upper part) and our proposed VAE-
3DVar algorithm (lower part). The blue dots correspond to the distribution of the background state (in
both the latent space and the physical space); the green dots correspond to the observation distribution;
the purple dots correspond to the training samples generated with the NMC method.

By training a variational autoencoder, pδ|z(δ|z) can be estimated. Specifically, denote D the decoder
of the VAE, then δ|z ∼ N (D(z), σ2

0In), where σ0 corresponds to the hyper-parameter during the
training of VAE and n corresponds to the dimension of the dynamical system.

The background term can be according expressed as

Lvae
b (x,xb) = − log

∫
z

pδ|z(x− xb|z)pz(z) dz

=− log

∫
z

σ−n
0 exp

(
−(x− xb −D(z))T(x− xb −D(z))/(2σ2

0)
)
exp

(
−zTz/2

)
dz+ Constant.

(8)

The total variational cost would be too complicated to optimize if this background term is directly
adopted, but we can make the following three assumptions to make the problem tractable.

The first is assumption that we assume σ0 to be close to zero (σ0 → 0). This parameter acts as
a regularization term to manage sample errors during the training of a VAE; during the inference
process, σ0 is essentially set to zero, meaning that no additional noise is introduced after decoding
the hidden state. This assumption is consistent with the inference process of a VAE.

Our second assumption is that the decoder D : Rn → Ω ⊂ RN is bijective. This requires the
encoder to learn perfect dimension reduction operations from high-dimensional manifolds. While it’s
challenging to fully validate this assumption in real-world scenarios, we can generally expect that
this bijective property holds within local regions if a VAE is well-trained.
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Thirdly, we additionally require that the decoder satisfy certain non-singularity properties.
Specifically, we demand the existence of a positive number C such that for any z ∈ Rn,

det

((
∂D(z)
∂z

)T (
∂D(z)
∂z

))
> C holds.

Based on the assumptions above, we can transform the objective function for the physical state x into
an objective function for the latent state z using the transformation function x = D(z) + xb. The
background term with regard to the latent state can be formulated as:

L̃vae
b (z) = Lvae

b (x,xb) =
1

2
zTz+

1

2
log det

((
∂D(z)
∂z

)T(
∂D(z)
∂z

))
, (9)

where ∂D(z)
∂z corresponds to the Jacobian matrix of D and det(·) corresponds to the determinant.

The detailed derivation is provided in Appendix B for reference. Equation 9 has very clear physical
meanings: the first term 1

2z
Tz corresponds to the background term (also called the regularization

term) of the latent states z in the latent space, denoted as Lreg; the second term represents the scaling
determinant that converts the regularization term in the latent space into physical space, denoted as
Ldet. The formulation of VAE-Var closely resembles that of the traditional variational algorithm, with
an extra addition of a scaling determinant term. This term is essential because VAE-Var introduces a
nonlinear relationship between the latent space and the original physical space, whereas in traditional
3DVar, this relationship is linear and the scaling factor is actually constant, as depicted in Figure 1.
Detailed discussion is provided in Appendix E.

3.2 General Formulation of VAE-Var

Our VAE-Var framework for data assimilation comprises two phases: training and assimilation. In
the training phase (detailed in Algorithm 1), we follow the traditional NMC (National Meteorological
Center) method to generate historical error samples and then use them to train a VAE. We note it here
that although in real-world scenarios,Mgt in Algorithm 1 is generally not available, the reanalysis
data can be utilized to approximateMgt

0→τ (x0). Once the VAE is trained, we employ the decoder of
the VAE for implementing the VAE-Var assimilation algorithm (outlined in Algorithm 2).

Algorithm 1 Training Set Construction
Require: : Ground truth modelMgt, pre-

diction model M, sample number N ,
time gap τ
for i from 1 to N do

Randomly generate x0

x1 ←Mτ→2τ ◦Mgt
0→τ (x0)

x2 ←Mτ→2τ ◦M0→τ (x0)
Add x1 − x2 to the training set

end for

Algorithm 2 VAE-Var Assimilation
Require: : Trained decoder D, background state xb,

observation y
z← 0

L̃vae
b (z)← 1

2z
Tz+ 1

2 log det
(

∂D(z)
∂z

)T (
∂D(z)
∂z

)
L̃vae
o (z)← Lvae

o (D(z) + xb,y)

Minimize L̃vae(z) = L̃vae
b (z) + L̃vae

o (z) with L-
BFGS [22, 23] and get the minimum point z⋆
xa = D(z⋆) + xb

It is important to highlight that our algorithm enhances the background term of variational assimilation
methods, making it suitable not only for 3DVar but also for 4DVar. If we use Equation 3 to calculate
L̃o(z), it corresponds to a 3D version of VAE-Var, which we refer to as VAE-3DVar. Similarly,
if Equation 4 is used instead, the resulting algorithm is named VAE-4DVar. The visualization of
implementing VAE-3DVar is also demonstrated in the lower part of Figure 1.

3.3 Implementing VAE-Var on Low-Dimensional Systems

While our proposed VAE-Var framework theoretically applies to any dynamical system, this paper
primarily focuses on its implementation in low-dimensional systems.

Calculation of the Jacobian Determinant Computing the Jacobian determinant for an arbitrary
neural networkD is challenging. Given our focus on low-dimensional dynamical systems, multi-layer
perceptrons (MLPs) are adequate for constructing VAEs to learn their background error distributions.
Take the three-layer perceptron as an example. The neural network D can be expressed as

D(z) = A3α2 (A2α1 (A1z+ b1) + b2) + b3, (10)
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where A1,A2,A3,b1,b2,b3 correspond to the weights and biases of three linear layers and α1(·),
α2(·) correspond to the activation functions. The Jacobian can then be explicitly calculated as follows:

∂D(z)
∂z

= A3diag (α
′
2 (A2α1(A1z+ b1) + b2))A2diag (α

′
1 (A1z+ b1))A1. (11)

The determinant det
(

∂D(z)
∂z

)T (
∂D(z)
∂z

)
can then be calculated using the PyTorch package [24].

Stabilizing the Determinant Due to the high non-linearity of the neural networkD, the determinant

function det
(

∂D(z)
∂z

)T (
∂D(z)
∂z

)
can become unstable and difficult to optimize. To stabilize the

optimization process, we incorporate a diagonal matrix as a regularization term into the Jacobian
before computing the determinant. This results in the modified background term:

L̃vae
b (z) =

1

2
zTz+

1

2
log det

((
∂D(z)
∂z

)T(
∂D(z)
∂z

)
+ ϵI

)
, (12)

where I is the identity matrix and ϵ is a small positive number.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Experimental Design Our experiments are conducted on low-dimensional chaotic systems with
simulated observations and background states. First, we generate N random physical states from the
standard normal distribution and divide them into two parts N = Ntrain +Nval. The first Ntrain

samples are used for generating the training set according to Algorithm 1. The last Nval samples are
reserved for evaluating the assimilation algorithm. For each of these Nval samples, we integrate from
it using the ground truth model for τ steps to do a warm-up. Then, we integrate using the prediction
model and the ground truth model for τ (in Algorithm 1) steps to obtain the background state xb, and
the ground truth state xgt, respectively. After that, in the 3DVar case, we simulate the observations
by specifying a linear or nonlinear observation operator H and introducing Gaussian noise ϵnoise,
that is y = H(xgt) + ϵnoise. The 4DVar case is very similar and the difference is that we need to
generate a time sequence of observations (detailed in Appendix C). By applying Algorithm 2, we
perform a VAE-Var assimilation to calculate the analysis state xa using the background state xb and
the observations y. In all our experiments, Ntrain = 4000 and Nval = 1000.

Evaluation We assess our VAE-Var framework by calculating the rooted-mean-squared error
(RMSE) between the analysis state xa and the ground truth state xgt and averaging them over all
Nval samples. Our framework is compared with the traditional variational assimilation algorithm. We
also design another metric, Imp, to evaluate the accuracy gain of the proposed VAE-Var algorithm.
Denote Rbg , Rvae, Rtrad the RMSE of (1) the background state, (2) the analysis state calculated by
VAE-Var, and (3) the analysis state calculated by the traditional algorithm, respectively. Then, Imp

is defined as Imp =
Rbg−Rvae

Rbg−Rtrad
− 1, where Rbg −Rtrad and Rbg −Rvar measure the assimilation

gain of the traditional algorithm and our algorithm, respectively. If Imp is larger than zero, that is,
Rbg −Rvar > Rbg −Rtrad, it means that VAE-Var outperforms the traditional algorithm.

Dynamical Systems Two dynamical systems are chosen: Lorenz 63 [25] and Lorenz 96 [26]. These
two systems have been widely used for the evaluation of various data assimilation algorithms, owing
to their chaotic properties and similarities with meteorological systems, especially in data-driven
and machine learning case studies [27–30]. The Lorenz 63 and Lorenz 96 systems are governed by
ordinary differential equations (ODEs) formulated in Equation 13 and Equation 14, respectively.

dX

dt
= σ(Y −X)

dY

dt
= X(ρ− Z)− Y

dZ

dt
= XY − βZ

(13)
dXi

dt
= (Xi+1 −Xi−2)Xi−1 −Xi + F

(1 ≤ i ≤ d,X−1 = Xd−1, X0 = Xd)
(14)
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4.2 3DVar Results

4.2.1 Lorenz 63 System

Parameter values σ = 10, ρ = 28, and β = 8
3 are used to define the ground truth model Mgt.

Integration is performed with a step size of 0.01 over τ = 10 steps to generate the training set
and background states. In this section, we perturb the parameter σ from 10 to 11 to construct the
prediction model (Please refer to Appendix F for parameter selection explanation.). A three-layer
perceptron is used for constructing VAE’s encoder and decoder. Parameters of network structures and
training details are provided in Appendix D. The positive constant ϵ in Equation 12 is set to 0.01.

Linear Observation Operator In this experiment, we construct the observations by selectively
observing certain variables and masking others, resulting in linear observation operators. For example,
setting H(x) = ( 1 0 0

0 1 0 )x indicates that variables "X" and "Y " are observed with an "identity"
function. The variance of the Gaussian noise ϵnoise is set to σ2

noiseI, where σnoise ranges from 0.1
to 0.5 in steps of 0.01. We select three observation mask scenarios and present the experimental
results in the first and the second rows of Figure 2, with additional results for other observation
mask cases included in Appendix F. Additionally, we conduct an ablation study by removing the
scaling term, both the scaling term and the regularization term, and report the results in the same
panel. By comparing the RMSE of the traditional 3DVar (blue line) and VAE-3DVar (purple line), our
proposed method consistently outperforms the traditional algorithm across all observational settings.
Particularly, as observation noise increases, the accuracy improvement of our method becomes
more pronounced. This underscores the importance of leveraging the non-Gaussian structure of
background information for effective assimilation when observations are less accurate. The ablation
study (represented by the orange line, green line, and purple line) demonstrates that all three terms
in the variational cost contribute to enhancing assimilation accuracy. Utilizing only the observation
term (orange line) can result in notably poor performance, potentially even worse than the "Naive
Substitute" method. Introducing the regularization term (green line) leads to a significant improvement
in performance, and further enhancement is achieved by introducing the scaling term (purple line).

Non-linear Observation Operator To evaluate the behaviour of VAE-Var under non-linear obser-
vation operators, we conduct experiments with an absolute function operator, that is,H(x) = |Hx|.
The experimental results are demonstrated in the third and the last rows of Figure 2. Please refer to
Appendix F for results with other observation masks. It can be found that the results under non-linear
observational settings are consistent with our findings in the linear settings.

4.2.2 Lorenz 96 System

In Equation 14, the dimension d of the Lorenz 96 system is set to 20 in our experiments. With regard
to the ground truth model, F is set to 8; as for the prediction model, we change F in the first equation
from 8 to 13 and keep other equations unchanged. A three-layer perceptron is also used for building
the VAE, the details of which are provided in Appendix D.

Linear Observation Operator Similar to the experiments in the Lorenz 63 system, we construct
the linear observation operator by observing only part of the variables. The variance of the Gaussian
noise ϵnoise is set to σ2

noiseI, with σnoise ranging from 0.1 to 0.5 in steps of 0.01. We choose
three different observation mask scenarios and present the experimental results in the first and
the second rows of Figure 3. The results demonstrate that VAE-3DVar generally outperforms the
traditional 3DVar in most cases. In the rare instances where the observation noise is small and the
traditional 3DVar performs better than VAE-Var, the difference is only marginal. Additionally, the
incorporation of the regularization term and the scaling determinant term significantly contributes to
the enhancement of the VAE-3DVar algorithm in the Lorenz 96 system.

Non-linear Observation Operator In the Lorenz 96 system, we introduce a saturated function
f(x) = x

1+|x| to build the non-linear observation operator and demonstrate the results in Figure 3. The
comparison highlights a substantial improvement in accuracy with VAE-3DVar over the traditional
3DVar. This notable gain can be attributed to the nature of the saturated operator, which reduces the
magnitude of observations and introduces increased noise, thereby emphasizing the critical need for
more precise estimation of the background error.
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Figure 2: Results on the Lorenz 63 system with both linear (the first and the second rows) and
nonlinear (the third and the last rows) observation operators under 3DVar observational settings.
Different panels correspond to different observational settings. For example, the title "obs var=X,Y
(i.d.) / (abs.)" means that variables X and Y are observed with an "identity" or "absolute" function.
The x-axis represents the standard deviation of the observation noise ϵnoise; the y-axis corresponds to
two evaluation metrics: RMSE and Imp. Imp is evaluated between the VAE-3DVar (Lo+Lreg+Ldet)
and the traditional 3DVar. The experiments are repeated 10 times using different random noise, and
we report the one-sigma error bars. The label "Naive Substitute" corresponds to the algorithm where
the observed variables of the background state are replaced with their observed values.

4.3 4DVar Results

We have also conducted experiments under the 4DVar observational setting. The "assimilation
window" length, corresponding to n in Equation 4, is set to two and the interval between ti and ti+1

is set to two integration steps. We utilize a linear observation operator and compare VAE-4DVar with
traditional 4DVar, with the results depicted in Figure 4. This comparison also reveals an apparent
improvement of VAE-4DVar over traditional 4DVar, with Imp ranging from 7% to 40%.

5 Related Work

The application of machine learning techniques to enhance traditional data assimilation algorithms
has become a prominent and active research topic in recent years. Most of these works can be divided
into two categories: latent-space assimilation and diffusion-based assimilation.

Latent-space Assimilation [31] is the first to propose using an autoencoder for dimension reduction
and conducting assimilation in a low-dimensional latent space. They prove the equivalence of such an
algorithm with the traditional 3DVar when the autoencoder is linear. This research primarily focuses
on reducing the computational cost of traditional algorithms, with assimilation accuracy generally not
showing improvement. In [32] and [33], recurrent neural networks and variational autoencoders are
employed to learn the latent space mapping. Although experimental results validate the effectiveness
of these methods, they are not compared with traditional methods, and a rigorous mathematical
formulation is also lacking. In contrast, our work not only theoretically explains the superiority of
our method over traditional methods but also validates our theory through experiments.
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Figure 3: Results on the Lorenz 96 system with both linear (the first and the second rows) and
nonlinear (the last row) observation operators under 3DVar observational settings. In the title, "sat." is
abbreviated for the saturated observation operator. The Imp metric is not demonstrated for nonlinear
settings because Rbg −Rtrad can be very small, making the value of Imp larger than 104.
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Figure 4: Results on the Lorenz 63 (the first column) and the Lorenz 96 (the second and the third
columns) systems with linear observation operators under 4DVar observational setting. Imp is
evaluated between VAE-4DVar (Lo + Lreg + Ldet) and traditional 4DVar.

Diffusion-based Assimilation In [34] and [35], a diffusion model (SDA) is introduced for learning
dynamical information, where observational data is incorporated using the diffusion posterior sam-
pling method during inference. However, a drawback of this approach is that it does not accommodate
the inclusion of background information. Following this work, [36] presents the DiffDA method,
which extends the diffusion model to learn non-Gaussian background error information. Despite this
advancement, DiffDA is limited in its applicability to 4DVar and nonlinear observational settings.
Moreover, both SDA and DiffDA are designed to sample from the distribution of the analysis state
and cannot obtain the optimal estimate of the analysis state directly. By comparison, VAE-Var is
specifically targeted at calculating the optimal state rather than sampling from its distribution.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we address the limitation of traditional variational algorithms, which assume that
background state errors follow a Gaussian distribution, and propose a novel data assimilation method
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named VAE-Var, which leverages VAE to learn the non-Gaussian characteristics of background
error. We derive the rigorous expression for the variational cost and provide formulas for computing
determinants in low-dimensional systems. Experimental results on two classical chaotic dynamical
systems validate the effectiveness of our proposed method.

Limitation The major limitation of our work relates to dimensionality. Learning from high-
dimensional systems requires neural networks with a large number of parameters, which can render
the computation of Jacobian determinants infeasible. Additionally, employing more complex neu-
ral network architectures beyond MLPs may pose challenges in obtaining closed-form Jacobian
determinants, which we plan to address in future research.
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A Broader Impact Statement

This paper presents our work aimed at extending the traditional data assimilation theorem with
artificial intelligence to develop novel, more accurate assimilation algorithms. The development of a
fundamental data assimilation theorem has significant societal implications across several key areas:

Improved data assimilation enhances the accuracy of climate predictions and weather forecasts,
aiding in the prediction of extreme weather events and informing climate change mitigation strategies.
This enables policymakers to make informed decisions to address global environmental challenges
effectively.

Data assimilation also enhances agriculture by enabling precise monitoring of crop growth status
and accurate yield estimation. By integrating data from satellite imagery, soil sensors, and weather
forecasts, farmers can make real-time adjustments and informed decisions. This leads to optimal
growth conditions, improved productivity, and better resource allocation.

In public health, advanced data assimilation in epidemiological models improves the prediction and
management of disease outbreaks. During pandemics, reliable models inform public health responses
and optimize resource allocation, ultimately saving lives by enabling timely interventions.

Furthermore, accurate economic models and forecasts derived from advanced data assimilation
enhance risk management, inform fiscal policies, and support stable economic systems. This benefits
businesses, governments, and individuals by promoting economic stability and growth.

Overall, the potential social benefits of this work extend to various sectors, and continued investment
in this research is crucial for maximizing its broad impact.

B Derivation of the Background Term

As mentioned in the main paper of this manuscript, we aim to simplify the following expression:
Lvae
b (x,xb)

=− lim
σ0→0

log

∫
z

σ−n
0 exp

(
−(x− xb −D(z))T(x− xb −D(z))/(2σ2

0)
)
exp

(
−zTz/2

)
dz.

(15)

First, we do a variable transformation on the integral variable z. Since D is bijective, let z =
D−1(x − xb + σ0y), and then y becomes the new integral variable. Since we are calculating a
volume integral, it is necessary to transform the differential element of volume from dz to dy.
In Chapter 2.5.3 of [37], the conversion formula of volume elements on manifolds embedded in
Euclidean space of two different dimensions is given as

dz = σn
0 det

(
∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣T
z=D−1(x−xb+σ0y)

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb+σ0y)

)−1/2

dy. (16)

For simplicity, denote det⋆(x) =
√
detxTx. Then,

dz = σn
0

(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb+σ0y)

)−1

dy. (17)

We have

Lvae
b (x,xb) = − lim

σ0→0
log

∫
z

exp
(
−(x− xb −D(z))T(x− xb −D(z))/(2σ2

0)
)
exp

(
−zTz/2

)
dz

=− lim
σ0→0

log

∫
y

exp
(
−||y||22/2− ||D−1(x− xb + σ0y)||22/2

)(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb+σ0y)

)−1

dy.

(18)

Denote

ϕ(y;σ0) = exp
(
−||y||22/2− ||D−1(x− xb + σ0y)||22/2

)(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb+σ0y)

)−1

(19)
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and it is obvious that

lim
σ0→0

ϕ(y;σ0) = ϕ(y; 0) = exp
(
−||y||22/2− ||D−1(x− xb)||22/2

)(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb)

)−1

.

(20)

From the assumption that det
((

∂D(z)
∂z

)T (
∂D(z)
∂z

))
> C, we have

(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb+σ0y)

)−1

< C−1/2. (21)

Also, it is apparent that

exp
(
−||y||22/2− ||D−1(x− xb + σ0y)||22/2

)
< 1. (22)

Hence, ϕ(y;σ0) < C−1/2; that is, ϕ(y;σ0) is consistently bounded. According to the Lebesgue’s
dominated convergence theorem, the order of integral and limit can be exchanged. Therefore, we
have:

lim
σ0→0

∫
y

ϕ(y;σ0) dy =

∫
y

lim
σ0→0

ϕ(y;σ0) dy

=

∫
y

exp
(
−||y||22/2− ||D−1(x− xb)||22/2

)(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb)

)−1

dy

=exp
(
−||D−1(x− xb)||22/2

)(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb)

)−1

+ Constant.

(23)

This implies that the limit limσ0→0

∫
y
ϕ(y;σ0) dy exists and is larger than zero. Therefore the order

of logarithm and limit can be exchanged. That is,

Lvae
b (x,xb) = − lim

σ0→0
log

∫
y

ϕ(y;σ0) dy

= − log lim
σ0→0

∫
y

ϕ(y;σ0) dy

= − log exp
(
−||D−1(x− xb)||22/2

)(
det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb)

)−1

=
1

2
||D−1(x− xb)||22 + log det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb)

.

(24)

Let z = D−1(x− xb) and then

L̃vae
b (z) =

1

2
||D−1(x− xb)||22 + log det⋆

∂D(z)
∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=D−1(x−xb)

=
1

2
||z||22 +

1

2
log det

(
∂D(z)
∂z

)T(
∂D(z)
∂z

)
,

(25)

which concludes the proof.

C Details of 4DVar

According to the Bayes’ Theorem,

argmax
x

p(x|y0, ...yN−1) = argmax
x

p(y0, ...yN−1|x)p(x)
p(y0, ...yN−1)

= argmax
x

p(y0, ...yN−1|x)p(x).

(26)
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We define the variational cost as:
L(x) = − log p(y0, ...yN−1|x)p(x) = − log p(y0, ...yN−1|x)− log p(x). (27)

The observation term is defined as Lo(x,y0, ...yN−1) = − log p(y0, ...yN−1|x) and the background
term is defined as Lb(x,xb) = − log p(x). The background term is identical to that in 3DVar and we
only need to address the observation term. It is assumed that the observations at different time steps
are independent. Therefore, the observation term can be decomposed as:

Lo(x,y0, ...yN−1) = − log p(y0, ...yN−1|x) = −
N−1∑
n=0

log p(yn|x). (28)

Supposing that the prediction modelM has no error, the conditional distribution yn|x follows a
Gaussian distribution N (H (M0→n(x)) ,R). Therefore, we have

Lo(x,y0, ...,yN−1) =
1

2

N−1∑
n=0

(y −H(M0→n(x)))
TR−1(y −H(M0→n(x))). (29)

Simulated Observation Generation In our simulated experiments, we begin by generating a
ground truth state, xgt(0) = xgt. We then integrate this state using the ground truth modelMgt

to obtain the ground truth states at future time steps, xgt(n) =Mgt(0→n)(xgt). Next, we specify
an observation operator H and introduce Gaussian noise ϵnoise to construct the observation series
yn = H(xgt(n)) + ϵnoise.

D Experimental Details

Resources All experiments were conducted on a MacBook Pro laptop using CPUs.

Network Details For both the Lorenz 63 and Lorenz 96 systems, the network structures for con-
structing the encoder and the decoder are three-layer perceptrons, utilizing SiLU [38] as the activation
function, as illustrated in Figure 5. We train the neural network with the AdamW optimizer [39]. Dif-
ferent hyperparameters are used for learning the background errors of different ODEs with perturbed
parameters. Detailed information on these hyperparameters is provided in Table 1.

Linear 
+ SiLU

Linear 
+ SiLU

Linear

Linear
Input

mean

std

Gaussian
Noise

Linear 
+ SiLU

Linear 
+ SiLU Linear Output

Decoder Encoder 

Figure 5: Structure of the variational autoencoder.

E Formulate 3DVar as a Special Case of VAE-3DVar

In this section, we aim to demonstrate that when a full-rank linear function is used to construct the
decoder D of VAE-3DVar, the formulation of our assimilation process is equivalent to the traditional
3DVar.

Assume D(x) = Ax, where A is a full-rank matrix. The background term in Equation 9 can be
simplified as follows:

L̃vae
b (z) =

1

2
zTz+

1

2
log det

((
∂D(z)
∂z

)T(
∂D(z)
∂z

))

=
1

2
zTz+

1

2
log det

(
ATA

)
=

1

2
zTz+ log detA.

(30)

15



Table 1: Parameters of the VAE structure and training.

Dynamical system Lorenz 63 Lorenz 96

Parameters perturbed σ ρ F

h1 8 10 35
h2 8 10 35
hz 3 5 15
σ0 0.3 0.2 0.1

Learning rate 10−3 10−3 10−3

Epochs 300 300 1000
Batch size 32 32 32

ϵ 10−2 10−5 10−2

Since A is a constant, it can be ignored during the optimization of the variational cost. Thus,

argmin
z
L̃vae
b (z) = argmin

z

(
1

2
zTz+ log detA

)
= argmin

z

1

2
zTz. (31)

This background term is identical to that of the traditional 3DVar. Since the observation terms are
also the same, this suffices to prove that the formulation of VAE-Var is equivalent to the traditional
variational algorithm when the decoder is a full-rank linear function.

It is important to note that the proof above only shows that the formulations are identical; it does not
necessarily mean that the algorithms are identical. The key difference is that in our algorithm, we
build a variational autoencoder and use the back-propagation algorithm to learn the parameters of D.
In contrast, the traditional algorithm relies on expert knowledge [40] about the matrix structure for
the calculation of A.
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F Additional Results

F.1 Lorenz 63 (3DVar Settings)

F.1.1 Linear Observation Operator

In the ODE of the Lorenz 63 system, there are three parameters: σ, ρ, and β. Here, σ corresponds to
the Rayleigh number, ρ corresponds to the Prandtl number, while β does not have a clear physical
meaning. In our experiments, we perturb σ and ρ to generate different background state distributions.
There are a total of seven possible observation mask scenarios, and we iterate through all of them to
conduct the experiments.
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Figure 6: Background error distribution for the Lorenz 63 system when the ODE parameter is
changed from σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 to σ = 11, ρ = 28, β = 8
3 . The left panel shows the ground

truth background error distribution, and the right panel shows the background error distribution
reconstructed by our trained VAE decoder.
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Figure 7: Background error distribution for the Lorenz 63 system when the ODE parameter is
changed from σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 to σ = 10, ρ = 29, β = 8
3 . The left panel shows the ground

truth background error distribution, and the right panel shows the background error distribution
reconstructed by our trained VAE decoder.

Perturbing σ In this experiment, we set σ = 11, ρ = 28, β = 8
3 to define the prediction model.

Figure 6 demonstrates the background error distribution of perturbing σ, and Figure 9 shows the
comparison between different assimilation methods. It’s evident that our proposed VAE-3DVar
method outperforms the traditional 3DVar algorithm when the observed variables include "X,Y, Z",
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"X,Y ", "X,Z", "Y,Z", "X", and "Y ". In several of these scenarios, our improvement can reach as
high as 100%. However, our method does not perform well when only the variable Z is observed.
This is because when only the variable Z is observed, the possible increment of Y and Z does not
lie in a contiguous region. In Figure 6, if we were to draw a plane parallel to the X − Y plane,
the intersection of this plane with the area represented by the blue dots intuitively splits into two
separate parts: one on the left and the other on the right. Consequently, it becomes challenging for
the assimilation algorithm to determine whether the increment should be allocated to the left or the
right part. This inherent ambiguity, stemming from incomplete information, presents a difficulty for
all the assimilation methods to achieve successful assimilation and, therefore, our method does not
yield improvements in this particular case.

Perturbing ρ In this experiment, we set σ = 10, ρ = 29, β = 8
3 to define the prediction model.

Figure 7 demonstrates the background error distribution of perturbing σ, and Figure 10 shows the
comparison between different assimilation methods. The results are consistent with that of perturbing
σ, with our method outperforming the traditional one when the observed variables are "X,Y, Z",
"X,Y ", "X,Z", "Y, Z", "X", or "Y ". Similarly, when only Z is observed, the issue of incomplete
observational information accounts for the unusual results.

F.1.2 Non-linear Observation Operator

In this experiment, we use the absolute function to construct the observation operator. The results for
all seven different observation masks are demonstrated in Figure 11. These results are consistent with
those obtained using the linear observation operator.

F.2 Lorenz 63 (4DVar Settings)

The results under the 4DVar observational settings with linear operators are demonstrated in Figure 12.
In this experiment, we set σ = 11, ρ = 28, and β = 8

3 to define the prediction model. It can be found
that under all seven observation masks, our models outperform the traditional one, with improvements
ranging from 7% to over 70%.

F.3 Lorenz 96 (3DVar Settings)
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Figure 8: Background error distribution of the first three variables for the Lorenz 96 system when
the ODE parameter is changed from F1 = 8 to F1 = 13. The left panel shows the ground
truth background error distribution, and the right panel shows the background error distribution
reconstructed by our trained VAE decoder.

In the ODE of the Lorenz 96 system, there are totally d equations. In each equation, there is one
parameter to be tuned. Since all of the d equations are symmetric, we only perturb the parameter of
the first equation to construct the prediction model. The background error distributions (the first three
variables) of both the ground truth and those constructed by our trained VAE are shown in Figure 8.
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F.3.1 Linear Observation Operator

We design seven different observation masks for evaluation on the Lorenz 96 system, iterating through
all the possibilities of observing the first three variables. The results are reported in Figure 13. It can
be found that in the Lorenz 96 system, VAE-3DVar almost outperforms the traditional 3DVar in all
cases, except in cases when the observation noise is so small that an accurate estimate of background
errors does not matter.

F.3.2 Non-linear Observation Operator

In this section, the saturated function is applied to construct a non-linear observation operator. As
shown in Figure 14 , we find a substantial improvement in accuracy with VAE-3DVar over traditional
3DVar. This is because the saturated operator reduces the magnitude of observations and introduces
increased noise, thereby emphasizing the critical need for more precise estimation of the background
error.

F.4 Lorenz 96 (4DVar Settings)

The 4DVar observational settings are also included for evaluation with a linear observation operator.
The results, as shown in Figure 15, are similar to that of the 3DVar setting, with a maximum
improvement of over 50%.

Table 2: List of figures for additional results.

Figure index Dynamical system Parameters perturbed 3DVar/4DVar Observation Operator

9 Lorenz 63 σ 3DVar linear
10 Lorenz 63 ρ 3DVar linear
11 Lorenz 63 σ 3DVar non-linear
12 Lorenz 63 σ 4DVar linear
13 Lorenz 96 F 3DVar linear
14 Lorenz 96 F 3DVar non-linear
15 Lorenz 96 F 4DVar linear
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Figure 9: Results on the Lorenz 63 system with linear observation operators under 3DVar obser-
vational settings. The background states are constructed by changing the ODE parameter from
σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 to σ = 11, ρ = 28, β = 8
3 . The metric Imp is set to zero if the analysis state

after assimilation is worse than the background state.
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Figure 10: Results on the Lorenz 63 system with linear observation operators under 3DVar ob-
servational settings. The background states are constructed by changing the ODE parameter from
σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 to σ = 10, ρ = 29, β = 8
3 . The metric Imp is set to zero if the analysis

state after assimilation is worse than the background state. When the variable "X" and the variables
"X,Z" are observed, Imp becomes zero if the observation noise is strong. This indicates that in these
two cases, too strong observation noise will make the traditional algorithm ineffective.
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Figure 11: Results on the Lorenz 63 system with nonlinear observation operators under 3DVar
observational settings. The observation operator is the absolute function. The background states are
constructed by changing the ODE parameter from σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 to σ = 11, ρ = 28, β = 8
3 .

The metric Imp is set to zero if the analysis state after assimilation is worse than the background
state.
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Figure 12: Results on the Lorenz 63 system with linear observation operators under 4DVar ob-
servational settings. The background states are constructed by changing the ODE parameter from
σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8

3 to σ = 11, ρ = 28, β = 8
3 .
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Figure 13: Results on the Lorenz 96 system with linear observation operators under 3DVar observa-
tional settings. The background states are constructed by changing the ODE parameter from F1 = 8
to F1 = 13. The metric Imp is set to zero if the analysis state after assimilation is worse than the
background state.
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Figure 14: Results on the Lorenz 96 system with nonlinear observation operators under 3DVar
observational settings. The observation operator is the saturated function. The background states are
constructed by changing the ODE parameter from F1 = 8 to F1 = 13.
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Figure 15: Results on the Lorenz 96 system with linear observation operators under 4DVar observa-
tional settings. The background states are constructed by changing the ODE parameter from F1 = 8
to F1 = 13. The metric Imp is set to zero if the analysis state after assimilation is worse than the
background state.
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