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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the mathematical analysis of continuous time Ensemble
Kalman Filters (EnKBFs) and their mean field limit in an infinite dimensional setting. The
signal is determined by a nonlinear Stochastic Partial Differential Equation (SPDE), which
is posed in the standard variational setting. Assuming global one-sided Lipschitz conditions
and finite dimensional observations we first prove the well posedness of both the EnKBF and
its corresponding mean field version. We then investigate the quantitative convergence of
the EnKBF towards its mean field limit, recovering the rates suggested by the law of large
numbers for bounded observation functions. The main tool hereby are exponential moment
estimates for the empirical covariance of the EnKBF, which may be of independent interest.
In the appendix of the paper we investigate the connection of the mean field EnKBF and the
Stochastic Filtering Problem. In particular we derive the Feedback Particle Filter for infinite
dimensional signals and show that the mean field EnKBF can viewed as its constant gain
approximation.
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1 Introduction

In recent years data driven methods have become increasingly relevant in scientific computing. In
particular data assimilation, that is the (optimal) integration of real world data into mathematical
models, has become a popular research topic for practitioners and mathematicians alike. As it
shares similar objectives to stochastic filtering, which is essentially the discipline of Bayesian esti-
mation of dynamic processes from noisy, potentially incomplete data, many algorithms originating
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1 INTRODUCTION 2

in filtering are used for data assimilation tasks. Vice versa, algorithms for data assimilation of
dynamical processes can be viewed through the lens of filtering, the mathematical model is then
referred to as the signal and the available data as the observations.

One such algorithm is the Ensemble Kalman Filter (EnKF), which was introduced by Geir Evensen
in 94 [23] and employs an ensemble of interacting particles to estimate the state of a dynamical
system. Since its inception many different variants of the EnKF have been introduced. For an
overview and historical context we refer to [13], [24] or [47]. The EnKF has by now become one
of the most widely used techniques for data assimilation in high dimensional settings, particularly
popular amongst practitioners in the geosciences and numerical weather forecasting. Besides its
usage for state estimation in dynamical systems, the EnKF and related algorithms have also been
applied to parameter estimation in inverse problems [35],[43].

While the original EnKF is a discrete time recursion, continuous time counterparts referred to as
Ensemble Kalman–Bucy Filters (EnKBFs), were first formulated in various works by Bergemann
and Reich [5], and have by now been firmly established in the literature. In many cases they can
also be shown to be the limit of their discrete time counterparts for vanishing step size, see e.g.
[31] and the references found therein. In this paper we will only consider the basic continuous time
framework in an infinite dimensional setting. The signal u shall be determined by a Stochastic
Partial Differential Equation (SPDE)

dut = A(ut)dt+ B(ut)dWt with initial condition u0, (S)

posed in the standard variational framework found in e.g. [37],[39]. Hereby the noise W is assumed
to be some (infinite dimensional) Wiener process and the drift term A is a (differential) operator
satisfying some global one-sided Lipschitz property, such as e.g.

• the Laplacian A(v) := ∆v, in this case (S) is a stochastic heat equation.

• the p-Laplacian A(v) := ∆
(
v|v|p−1

)
for any p > 1, in this case (S) is a stochastic porous

medium equation.

• a semilinear reaction-advection-diffusion operator of the formA(v) := div (a∇v)+div (b v)+
f(v) + g(v), where f is globally Lipschitz continuous and g is a monotone decreasing func-
tion. In particular stochastic reaction-diffusion equations with double-well potentials such
as Allen–Cahn equations are covered by our theory.

The observation data Y shall be a continuous time process and is assumed to depend on the signal
in the following way

dYt = H(ut)dt+ ΓtdVt, Y0 = 0. (O)

We only consider finite dimensional observations taking values in Rdy for some dy ∈ N. This is
the more practically relevant case and also avoids discussions of the regularity/degeneracy of the
observation noise V , which is assumed to be white, i.e. some finite dimensional standard Brownian
motion. A more thorough discussion of the setting we consider, and the assumptions we have to
make, is found in section 2.

The EnKBF we consider in this paper is the following system of interacting SPDEs

dui
t = A(ui

t)dt+ B(ui
t)dW

i
t

+
1

N

N∑

j=1

uj
t

(

H(uj
t )−

1

N

N∑

k=1

H(uk
t )

)′

R−1
t

(

dYt −
H(ui

t) +
1
N

∑N
k=1 H(uk

t )

2
dt

)

(1)

for i = 1, · · · , N , where (W i)i=1,··· ,N are independent copies of the Wiener process W̄ . The EnKBF
combines the signal SPDE (S) with measurement data Y in order to improve the predictive ca-

pabilities of the model. This is done by projecting the discrepancy dYt − H(ui
t)+

1
N

∑
N
k=1 H(uk

t )

2 dt
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between the actual measured observation increment and the predicted increment onto the inter-
acting ensemble

(
ui
)

i=1,··· ,N
. This creates a reaction term that is added onto the signal SPDE

and nudges it to better fit the observation data.

Remark 1. The system (1) is often referred to as the deterministic EnKBF [7], which is the
continuous time counterpart of the Ensemble Square Root Filter [32]/deterministic EnKF by Sakov
and Oke [40]. Our main results can be generalized to other types of EnKBFs, in particular the
more classical version which involves randomness in the innovation term.

In this paper we investigate the mean field theory of the EnKBF (1) in the variational SPDE
setting. The mean field perspective for Ensemble Kalman Filters has become a popular research
topic in recent years as it provides a simplified framework for the derivation and mathematical
analysis of such algorithms [13]. In particular the mean field limit of the EnKBF,

dut = A(ut)dt+ B(ut)dWt

+ Cov

[

ut, H(ut)

∣
∣
∣
∣
Ys, s ≤ t

]

R−1
t

(

dYt −
H(ui

t) + E
[
H(ut)

∣
∣ Ys, s ≤ t

]

2
dt

)

,
(2)

which is McKean–Vlasov equation that is henceforth just referred to as the mean field EnKBF,
gives a connection to solutions of the filtering problem through what is known as the constant
gain approximation [44] of the Feedback Particle Filter (FPF). First quantitative mean field lim-
its of Ensemble Kalman Filters were obtained in the time discrete setting by [27] and [34]. For
the continuous time equations a first quantitative propagation of chaos result was proven in the
seminal work [19] in a finite dimensional linear Gaussian setting, i.e. when both the signal (S) is
an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process and the observation function H is assumed to be linear. In this
linear Gaussian setting the mean field limit plays a special role as it coincides with the optimal
filter described by the classical Kalman–Bucy equations. Several works have expanded on the re-
sults of [19], proving time uniform propagation of chaos even in cases of unstable signal dynamics.
For an overview of the theory of the EnKBF in the linear Gaussian setting we refer the reader to [7].

In nonlinear (continuous time) settings only a few convergence results for finite dimensional signals
seem to have been obtained so far. The paper [32] proved a propagation of chaos result with a
combination of synchronous coupling and stopping arguments. However they were not able to
quantify the convergence rates and had to assume the existence and uniqueness of the mean field
limit. The well posedness of of the McKean–Vlasov equation describing the mean field limit of
the EnKBF was shown in [16] and [22]. Both papers also showed propagation of chaos for the
EnKBF. [22] proved a non quantitative convergence result, similar to the aforementioned [32]. On
the other hand [16] were even able to prove a mean field limit with logarithmic rates. However
they required bounded signal and observation functions, and assumed that the observation data
was smoothed (Lipschitz continuous in time). Even though logarithmic convergence is far slower
than the desired rates corresponding to the law of large numbers, the result of [16] seem to be
the best estimate existing so far for nonlinear signals. For related sampling algorithms such as
the Ensemble Kalman Sampler, Ensemble Kalman Inversion and mean field Langevin Dynamics
various works [6][20][21][46]1 have shown quantitative propagation of chaos. While such systems
are related to the Ensemble Kalman methodology, the structural differences to the EnKBF seems
to not let us simply carry over the employed techniques to prove convergence.

In the infinite dimensional continuous time setting the mean field theory seems to have not been
covered by the existing literature, the mathematical analysis, which was initiated in [30], so far
seems to have focussed only on the interacting particle system (1). The aim of this paper therefore
is to bridge this gap and provide a rather complete mean field theory for EnKBFs in the case of
SPDE signals. Throughout this work we shall assume that both the signal coefficients and the

1The preprints [6] and [46] actually were uploaded only shortly after the first version of this paper.
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observation function satisfy some global Lipschitz conditions described in detail in section 2. In
this setting our main contributions are the following:

• In section 3 we first show the well posedness of the EnKBF (1). While [30, Theorem 6.2]
considered well posedness of EnKBFs, even without global Lipschitz conditions, they as-
sumed the existence and uniqueness of solutions and showed a priori estimates, preventing
blowups. Furthermore the EnKBF (1) falls outside the standard variational SPDE theory,
as found e.g. in [33], due to missing growth conditions. We prove well posedness in Theorem
12. The main tool hereby are a priori estimates of the empirical variance akin to the law
of total variance of conditional expectations. By also controlling the quadratic variation of
the empirical variance we are able to prove some exponential moment bounds in Proposition
(14). These bounds are crucial later on for quantitative propagation of chaos, but may also
be of independent interest.

• Next, in section 4, we prove the well posedness of the McKean–Vlasov equation describing
the mean field limit of the EnKBF in Theorem 17. Due to possible non-equivalence of norms
in infinite dimensional spaces, we can not simply adapt the existing proofs of the finite
dimensional setting, such as e.g. found in [22], and instead make a fixed point argument
with respect to the observation function H .

• Finally, in section 5, we the convergence of the EnKBF towards the mean field limit. First,
in Theorem 21, we extend the stopping arguments of [32] to our infinite dimensional setting
to prove convergence with implicit rates. The main result of this paper is found in Theorem
24, where we use the exponential moment bounds of subsection 3.2 to prove convergence
rates in accordance to the law of large numbers under the additional assumption of bounded
observation functions. Even for finite dimensional signals this significantly improves on the
at best logarithmic rates shown so far in the literature and actually does so under far less
restricting assumptions regarding the signal coefficients and the observation process.

Furthermore we include an appendix which details the connections of the (mean field) EnKBF to
the classical stochastic filtering problem. Therefore in section A we briefly recall the Kushner–
Stratonovich equation, describing the posterior distribution (η)t≥0, which for continuous time
stochastic filtering problems is given by

ηt := P ( ut ∈ · | Ys, s ≤ t ) , for t ≥ 0. (P)

We also briefly recall the law of total variance in Bayesian statistics, which bounds the posterior
variance by variance of the prior. Interestingly, even though generally the (time-)marginal dis-
tributions of the (mean field) EnKBF do not coincide with the posterior, except for the linear
Gaussian case, it still satisfies similar variance bounds, which actually are the main tool we use
for its analysis. Next, in section B, we derive the Feedback Particle Filter (FPF)[48][49][17], a
McKean–Vlasov representation of the Kushner–Stratonovich equation and thus also the posterior,
in our infinite dimensional setting. The method hereby is similar to what was done in [38] for finite
dimensional signals dimensions. We then show that the mean field EnKBF is the constant gain
approximation of the FPF, which was first noted in finite dimensions by [44]. This connection to
the stochastic filtering problem is a strong motivation for the mean field perspective on Ensemble
Kalman Filters, as it provides a path to compare them with the optimal Bayesian estimator. In-
deed only recently such investigations were started by [14], estimating the statistical accuracy of
discrete time mean field Ensemble Kalman Filters. Most of the results/methods of the appendix,
in particular section B, are just simple generalisations of established results in finite dimensional
settings. Nevertheless it provides a clear motivation for the importance of the mean field theory
of EnKBFs discussed in the main part and shows how such equations can be derived from the
Stochastic Filtering Problem.
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2 Problem setting, assumptions and notations

For the signal (S) we consider SPDEs in a variational setting as they are found in e.g. [36],[39].
To fix notation and for the convenience of the reader we repeat some key concepts and results
of this field in this section. For a more detailed introduction to this topic we refer the reader to [39].

Let H be a Hilbert space and V be a Banach space that form a Gelfand triple [39, Section 4.1]
V →֒ H →֒ V ′. We denote by

V
′〈·, ·〉V the natural pairing of the Banach space V and its dual

space V ′. Similarly 〈·, ·〉
H

denotes the inner product of the Hilbert space H . As usual the
corresponding norms on V ,H and V ′ are denoted by ‖·‖

V
, ‖·‖

H
and ‖·‖

V ′ . The absolute value
as well as the standard Euclidian norm on finite dimensional spaces are both denoted denoted
by | · |. Furthermore we assume that that there exists an orthonormal basis of H , denoted by
(νk)k∈N

⊂ H such that νk ∈ V for all k ∈ N.

Let U be some given separable real Hilbert space and let (Ft)t≥0 be some given filtration on a
probability space (Ω,F∞,P). We consider the U -valued and F-adapted Q-Wiener process (Wt)t≥0

with finite trace. To this end assume that Q is a self-adjoint, positive semidefinite linear operator
on U , with finite trace trU Q < +∞ and Eigenvalues (qk)k∈N

with corresponding orthonormal

Eigenbasis (ek)k∈N
. Then there are exist independent F−adapted Brownian motions (wk)k∈N,

such that

Wt =
∑

k∈N

√
qkekw

k
t for all times t ≥ 0.

Definition 2. We will always identify the Hilbert spaces H ,U with their duals H ′,U ′. For
any operator B acting on Hilbert spaces we denote its adjoint by B′. The adjoint of an element
u ∈ H is just it’s image under the Riesz embedding, i.e. u′ := 〈u, ·〉

H
. This notation is consistent

with finite dimensional settings. We note that therefore uu′ ∈ L (H ;H ) defines a bounded linear
operator on H .

To rigorously formulate the signal (S) as a variational SPDE on the Gelfand triple (V ,H ,V ′),
we make the following standard assumptions [39, page 56] that shall hold throughout this paper.

Assumption 3 (Signal assumptions). Denote by L2 (U ;H ) the space of Hilbert–Schmidt opera-
tors. That is the space of all linear operators B : U → H , such that their Hilbert–Schmidt norm
‖B‖2L2(U ;H ) :=

∑

k∈N
‖Bek‖2H is finite.

We assume that A : V → V ′ and B : V → L2 (U ;H ) satisfy the following conditions:

1. Hemicontinuity: For all u, v, w ∈ V the mapping

r →
V

′〈A(v + ru), w〉
V

is continuous.

2. Weak monotonicity/one-sided Lipschitz: There exists λ > 0 such that for all u, v ∈ V

2
V

′〈A(u)−A(v), u − v〉
V
+
∥
∥
∥(B(u)− B(v))

√
Q
∥
∥
∥

2

L2(U ;H )
≤ λ ‖u− v‖2

H
. (3)

3. Coercivity: There exist constants αV > 0, αH , α0 ∈ R and αp ∈ (1,+∞), such that u ∈ V

2
V

′〈A(u), u〉
V
+
∥
∥
∥B(u)

√
Q
∥
∥
∥

2

L2(U ;H )
≤ −αV ‖u‖αp

V
+ αH ‖u‖2

H
+ α0. (4)

4. Boundedness: There exists a constant cA > 0 such that

‖A(u)‖
V ′ ≤ cA (1 + ‖u‖

V
) ∀u ∈ V .
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Next let us briefly discuss which (S)PDEs can be treated in this variational framework.

Remark 4 (Possible Signals). As mentioned in the introduction a classical example of a differ-
ential operator that satisfies Assumptions 3 is the p-Laplacian

A(v) := ∆
(
v|v|p−1

)
(5)

for any p ∈ [1,+∞) on a given bounded domain Λ with Dirichlet boundary conditions. In this case
V := W1,p

0 (Λ) is the classical p-integrable, first order Sobolev space of functions that vanish on the
boundary. The Hilbert space is then set to H := L(Λ). Neumann, or mixed boundary conditions
can be treated as well. Thus we can allow for signals that are given by a (noisy) heat or porous
media equation. Another differential operator satisfying our assumptions is given by

A(v) := −∆v − av3 + bv + c,

where a ≥ 0, b, c ∈ R, for Dirichlet, Neumann or mixed boundary conditions on suitable domains.
Therefore we can treat signals evolving by a stochastic reaction diffusion equation with a double
well potential. In particular Allen–Cahn equations can be treated. For a more detailed discussion
we refer to [39, Section 4.1].

Under Assumption 3 it can be shown [39, Theorem 4.2.4] that for a given (random) initial condition

u0 ∈ H , measurable w.r.t. F0 and square-integrable E

[

‖u0‖2H
]

< +∞, the signal SPDE (S) has

a unique strong solution (ut)t≥0, meaning that

• u is adapted to the filtration F.

• for any T < +∞ it holds that

u ∈ L2 ([0, T ]× Ω;H ) ∩ Lαp ([0, T ]× Ω;V )

• for any t ≥ 0 and any v ∈ V , it holds that

〈ut, v〉H = 〈ut, v〉H +

∫ t

0
V

′〈A(us), v〉V ds+

〈∫ t

0

B(us)dWs, v

〉

H

P − a.s..

This unique strong solution u will henceforth be referred to as the signal. In particular one can
show that it is an H -Markov process [39, Proposition 4.3.5] satisfying the following pathwise

moment estimate E

[

supt≤T ‖ut‖2H
]

< +∞ holds for all T > 0.

An important tool to our analysis is Itô’s lemma for variational SPDEs [36, page 136], first derived
in [37]. For later reference let us specify here for which functions one can use Itô’s lemma.

Definition 5. Any function φ : H → R is said to be an Itô function, if

1. φ is twice Fréchet differentiable, with the first two derivatives denoted by D1
H

φ and D2
H

φ.

2. All of φ, D1
H

φ and D2
H

φ are locally bounded.

3. For any operator Q : H → H that is of trace class, the functional v 7→ trH
[
QD2

H
φ(v)

]
is

continuous on H .

4. For any v ∈ V it holds that D1
H

φ(v) ∈ V and the map D1
H

φ
∣
∣
V

: V → V is continuous when
the domain is equipped with the strong and the image is equipped with the weak topology.

5. There exists a constant C > 0 such that
∥
∥D1

H
v
∥
∥

V
≤ C (1 + ‖v‖

V
) for all v ∈ V .
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If an Itô function φ is twice continuously Fréchet differentiable with compact support, we refer to
it as an Itô testfunction.

One important example of an Itô function is the squared norm ‖.‖2
H

. Furthermore one can use
Itô’s lemma to show the following basic identities characterizing the distribution of the signal u.

• The signal mean mt := E [ut] satisfies the differential equation

∂tmt = E [A(ut)] . (6)

• The signal covariance operator Pt := Cov [ut] := E
[
(ut −mt) (ut −mt)

′]
satisfies

∂t 〈v,Cov [ut]w〉H = E
[
〈v, ut −mt〉H V

′〈A(ut)−A(mt), w〉V
]

+ E
[
〈w, ut −mt〉H V

′〈A(ut)−A(mt), v〉V
]

+

〈

v,E

[

B(ut)
√
Q
(

B(ut)
√
Q
)′
]

w

〉

H

(7)

for all v, w ∈ V .

• The generator of the signal, denoted by L, is given by

Lφ =
V

′

〈
A(·),D1

H φ
〉

V
+

1

2
trH

[
(
D2

H φ
)
B(·)

√
Q
(

B(·)
√
Q
)′
]

(8)

for every Itô testfunction φ as per Definition 5.

Let us address the observations next. As stated in the introduction we consider continuous, dy-
dimensional observations given by the differential equation (O). We make the following standard
assumptions for the coefficients H and Γ.

Assumption 6 (Observation assumptions). The observation function H : H → Rdy is as-
sumed to be globally Lipschitz continuous and Γ ∈ C0

(
[0,+∞),Rdy×dv

)
. Furthermore V is a

dv-dimensional, F-adapted standard Brownian motion, independent of the signal u and its driving
noise W . As usual we set Rt := ΓtΓ

T
t and assume that Rt is invertible for all times t ≥ 0, in

particular supt≤T

∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣ < +∞ for all T < +∞.

In the following, variance bounds for both the posterior (P) and the law of the EnKBF will play a
crucial role in our analysis. This is why, besides the standard assumptions for the signal 3 and the
observations 6, we make the following additional assumption, which will give us a priori bounds
for the signal variance.

Assumption 7 (Bounded signal diffusion). There exists a constant β < +∞ such that

sup
v∈V

trH

[

B(v)
√
Q
(

B(v)
√
Q
)′
]

≤ β.

Note that for constant B, i.e. for additive noise in the signal (S), this assumption is fulfilled, as
by the Parseval lemma

trH

[

B
√
Q
(

B
√
Q
)′
]

=
∑

k∈N

〈νkBQB′νk〉H =
∑

k∈N

∑

l∈N

ql 〈el,B′νk〉2H =
∑

l∈N

ql ‖Bel‖2H

≤ sup
l∈N

ql ‖B‖2L2(U ;H ) ≤ tr [Q] ‖B‖2L2(U ;H ) < +∞.

Finally, to keep formulas short, let us make the following notational convention for conditional
expectations that shall hold throughout this paper.
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Definition 8. For any point in time t ≥ 0 and any (sufficiently integrable) F-adapted, H -valued
process (vs)s≥0 we denote by

EY [vt] := E

[

vt

∣
∣
∣ Ys, s ≤ t

]

its conditional expectation w.r.t. past observations.

3 Analysis of the EnKBF

For the sake of brevity in formulas we make the following definitions.

Definition 9. For any v = (v1, · · · , vN ) ∈ H N , N ∈ N we set

E
N [v] :=

1

N

N∑

i=1

vi, E
N
H [v] :=

1

N

N∑

i=1

H(vi)

C
N
H [v] :=

1

N

N∑

i=1

(
vi − E

N [v]
) (

H(vi)− E
N
H [v]

)′
.

(9)

We use the normalization by 1/N for the empirical covariance instead of the usual unbiased nor-
malization by 1/(N − 1) just for notational convenience in the calculations that are to follow.

The EnKBF (1) can then be rewritten more compactly into

dui
t = A(ui

t)dt+ B(ui
t)dW̄

i
t

+ C
N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t

(

dYt −
H(ui

t) + EN
H

[
uNt

]

2
dt

)

, for i = 1, · · · , N
(10)

where (W̄ i)i=1,··· ,N are independent copies of the Wiener process W , driving the signal (S). The
initial conditions ui

0 are independent copies of u0 and we denote uNt := (u1
t , · · · , uN

t ) ∈ H N .

While (10) is just a system of interacting ordinary SPDEs for which local one-sided Lipschitz
conditions are enough to derive well posedness [33], it does not seem to satisfy the usual growth
conditions for unbounded observation functions H . In [32] the well posedness was proven for
the finite dimensional setting by showing that blow ups do not occur in finite times. This is of
course not sufficient to conclude well posedness in infinite dimensions. Instead we employ a partial
stopping argument. A priori bounds for the empirical ensemble variance will play a key role in
our proof, and so, to keep formulas simple, we make the following definitions¡.

Definition 10. For any N ∈ N and any ensemble v = (v1, · · · , vN ) ∈ H
N of N elements of H ,

we define the empirical variance σN [v] by

σN [v] :=
1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥vis − E

N [v]
∥
∥
2

H
.

And similarly we define the empirical observed variance by

σN,H [v] :=
1

N

N∑

i=1

∣
∣H(vis)− E

N
H [v]

∣
∣
2
.
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3.1 Well posedness

Furthermore we make the following definition, which we will use to switch of parts of the dynamics
of the (mean field) EnKBF.

Definition 11. For any k ∈ N we denote by 1̃k a smoothed version of the indicator function 1[0,k],

such that 1[0,k] ≤ 1̃k ≤ 1[0,k+1].

We are now in the position to formulate and prove the following well posedness result.

Theorem 12. If the conditions in Assumption 3 and 7 are satisfied, there exists a unique (strong)
solution uN =

(
u1, · · · , uN

)
to the nonlinear EnKBF (10). I.e. uN is an F-adapted, H

N -valued
process, such that for any T > 0 and any i = 1, · · · , N

ui ∈ L2 ([0, T ]× Ω;H ) ∩ Lαp ([0, T ]× Ω;V )

and for any v ∈ V

〈
ui
T , v
〉

H
=
〈
ui
0, v
〉

H
+

∫ T

0
V

′

〈
A(ui

t), v
〉

V
dt+

〈
∫ T

0

B(ui
t)dW̄

i
t , v

〉

H

+

〈
∫ T

0

1̃k

(∥
∥C

N
H

[
uNt
]∥
∥
2

L(Rdy ,H )

)

C
N
H

[
uNt
]
R−1

t

(

dYt −
H(ui

t) + EN
H

[
uNt

]

2
dt

)

, v

〉

H

.

Proof. First we note that for any fixed k ∈ N, the system

dui
t = A(ui

t)dt+ B(ui
t)dW̄

i
t

+ 1̃k

(∥
∥C

N
H

[
uNt

]∥
∥
2

L(Rdy ,H )

)

C
N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t

(

dYt −
H(ui

t) + E
N
H

[
uNt

]

2
dt

)

,
(11)

for i = 1, · · · , N , satisfies the standard local one-sided Lipschitz and growth conditions and
thus has a unique solution, see [33]. To keep formulas simple we will omit the argument of

1̃k

(∥
∥CN

H

[
uNt

]∥
∥
2

H
dy

)

and instead simply write 1̃k in the rest of this proof.

We note that the ensemble mean E
N
[
uNt

]
satisfies

dE
N
[
uNt

]
=

1

N

N∑

j=1

A(uj
t )dt+

1

N

N∑

j=1

B(uj
t)dW̄

j
t + 1̃k C

N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t

(
dYt − E

N
H

[
uNt

]
dt
)
. (12)

This gives us the evolution equation for the centered particles

d
(
ui
t − E

N
[
uNt

])
=



A(ui
t)−

1

N

N∑

j=1

A(uj
t )



dt+



B(ui
t)dW̄

i
t −

1

N

N∑

j=1

B(uj
t)dW̄

j
t





− 1̃k C
N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t

H(ui
t)− E

N
H

[
uNt

]

2
dt.

Note that by Parseval one easily verifies that

1

N

N∑

i=1

〈
ui
t − E

N
[
uNt
]
,CN

H

[
uNt
]
R−1

t

(
H(ui

t)− E
N
H

[
uNt
])〉

H

=
1

N

N∑

i=1

∑

k∈N

〈
νk, u

i
t − E

N
[
uNt

]〉

H

〈
νk,C

N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t

(
H(ui

t)− E
N
H

[
uNt

])〉

H

= trH

[

C
N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t C
N
H

[
uNt

]T
]

.
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Therefore, by Itô’s formula, we derive the following equation for the average deviation from the
ensemble mean

dσN [uNt ] =
2

N

N∑

i=1
V

′

〈

A(ui
t)−

1

N

N∑

j=1

A(uj
t )



 , ui
t − E

N
[
uNt

]

〉

V

dt+ dmN
t

− 1̃k trH

[

C
N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t C
N
H

[
uNt

]′
]

dt

+
1

N

N∑

i=1

trH

[

B(ui
t)
√
Q
(

B(ui
t)
√
Q
)′
]

dt

+
1

N3

N∑

i=1

∑

j 6=i

trH

[

B(uj
t)
√
Q
(

B(uj
t)
√
Q
)′
]

dt,

(13)

where mN denotes the local martingale given by

dmN
t :=

2

N

N∑

i=1

〈

ui
t − E

N
[
u
N
t

]
,



B(ui
t)dW̄

i
t −

1

N

N∑

j=1

B(uj
t)dW̄

j
t





〉

H

=
2

N

N∑

i=1

〈
ui
t − E

N
[
uNt

]
,B(ui

t)dW̄
i
t

〉

H
, with mN

0 = 0.

(14)

We note that in (13) we can replace 1
N

∑N
j=1 A(uj

t ) by A
(
EN
[
uNt

])
. Thus by using the one-sided

Lipschitz condition (3) and Assumption (7) as well as the positivity of the trace

trH

[

C
N
H

[
uNt

]
R−1

t C
N
H

[
uNt

]′
]

, we derive the inequality

dσN [uNt ] ≤
(
2λ σN [uNt ] + β

)
dt+ dmN

t . (15)

Since mN is a real valued local martingale we can deduce by the stochastic Grönwall Lemma [41,
Theorem 4] that

E



sup
t≤T

√
√
√
√ 1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥ui

t −mN
t

∥
∥
2

H



 = E

[

sup
t≤T

√

σN [uNt ]

]

≤ (π + 1)
√

βeλT . (16)

Due to the Lipschitz continuity of H , this also gives a uniform bound for
∥
∥CN

H

[
uNt

]∥
∥
2

H
dy
. Since

(11) coincide with (10) on
{∥
∥CN

H

[
uNt

]∥
∥
2

H
dy

≤ k
}

we have thus derived the well posedness of (10).

Remark 13 (Literature). As already mentioned, in finite dimensions well posedness of the parti-
cle system (10) was proven in [32]. An extension of this proof to the correlated noise framework,
which requires the control of singular terms can be found in [22].
In discrete time, EnKFs evolving in infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces were analysed in [15] and
in the thesis [29].
Finally we mention that the seminal paper [30] considered the well posedness and accuracy of both
discrete and continuous time EnKFs for a class of possibly infinite dimensional signals, which in-
cluded the 2D Navier-Stokes equation. Existence of strong solutions to the continuous time EnKF
(10) with complete observations (H = idH ) was assumed and it was shown that solutions do not
blow up.
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3.2 Exponential moment bounds for the gain term

The key identity in the proof of Theorem 12 was (15), which gave a priori bounds for the empirical
covariance operator. Later on we will show that the (conditional) covariance of its mean field limit
satisfies a similar differential inequality that does not include the random fluctuations caused by
the martingale mN . If the EnKBF (10) is to be a good approximation of its mean field limit
(19), one would expect these fluctations to become small as the number of particles is increased
sufficiently. This is indeed the case, as due to Assumption 7, we derive

d
[
mN
]

t
=

2

N2

N∑

i=1

〈
ui
t − E

N
[
uNt

]
,B(ui

t)QB(ui
t)

′(ui
t − E

N
[
uNt

]
)
〉

H
dt

≤ 2β

N

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥ui

t − E
N
[
uNt

]∥
∥
2

H
dt =

2β

N
σN [uNt ]dt.

(17)

The last inequality is a consequence of the fact that the trace is invariant under the change
of the orthonormal basis and that for every nonzero vector one can find an orthonormal basis
that contains this vector. Since we were able to bound σN [uNt ] uniformly in time, the quadratic
variation of mN will decrease to zero for N → ∞. For our convergence proof in section 5 we
will need exponential moment bounds of the empirical variance σN [uNt ]. Such bounds are a
delicate matter as the ensemble uN will likely show some Gaussian (tail) behaviour and thus
E
[
supt≤T exp

(
rσN [uNt ]

)]
might not be finite for all values of r ≥ 0. However, as N → ∞ one

would expect σN to become deterministic and as such any exponential moment should exist for N
sufficiently large. We prove this fact in the following lemma by employing a Grönwall argument.

Proposition 14. Let q ≥ 0 be arbitrary. Then for any N ∈ N such that N > 2βq e(2λ+1)T we
have

E

[

sup
t≤T

exp
(
q σN

[
uNt
])
]

≤ (π + 1) exp

(

q
(
e(2λ+1)T − 1

)

2(2λ+ 1)

)

E

[

exp
(

2qe(2λ+1)TσN
[
uN0
])]

. (18)

In particular the q-th exponential moment of the path of σN [uN ] exists up to time T , if the
(
2qe(2λ+1)T

)
-th exponential moment of the initial empirical variance σN [uN ] exists.

Proof. Let a := 2λ+1 (see Assumption 3) and b := qeaT . We define the process st := 2b e−atσN [uNt ].
Then, using inequality (15), we derive the inequality

dst = 2be−atdσN [uNt ]− 2abe−atσN [uNt ]dt ≤ (2λ− a)2be−aσN
[
uNt

]
dt+ 2bβe−adt+ 2be−atdmt

= (2λ− a)stdt+ 2bβe−adt+ 2be−atdmt.

Furthermore we derive from (13) the form of the quadratic variation of s, and from (17) the
estimate

d [s]t = (2b)2e−2atd
[
mN
]

t
≤ (2b)2e−2at 2β

N
σN [uNt ]dt = 2

2βbe−at

N
stdt.

These inequalities, together with Itô’s formula, give us the following inequality

d exp(st) = exp(st)dst + exp(st)
1

2
d [s]t

≤ (2λ− a)st exp(st)dt+ 2bβe−at exp(st)dt+ 2be−at exp(st)dmt +
2βbe−2at

N
st exp(st)dt

=

(

2λ− a+
2βbe−at

N

)

st exp(st)dt+ 2bβe−at exp(st)dt+ 2be−at exp(st)dmt.

Due to our assumptions we have a > 2λ+ 2βbe−at

N and thus derive the stochastic inequality

d exp(st) ≤ 2bβe−at exp(st)dt+ 2be−at exp(st)dmt.
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Since 2be−at exp(st)dmt defines a local martingale, the stochastic Grönwall inequality [41] gives
us

E

[

sup
t≤T

exp
(
q σN

[
uNt

])
]

≤ E

[

sup
t≤T

√

exp (st)

]

≤ (π + 1) exp

(

q/2eaT
∫ T

0

e−asds

)

E [exp (s0/2)]

≤ (π + 1) exp

(

q
(
e(2λ+1)T − 1

)

2(2λ+ 1)

)

E

[

exp
(

2qe(2λ+1)TσN
[
u
N
0

])]

,

which concludes the proof.

Remark 15. In the proof of Proposition 14 we used a standard testfunction for our Grönwall
argument. Since we have good controls for the quadratic variation of m, we also could have just used
the standard Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality in combination with a deterministic Grönwall
Lemma. The usage of the stochastic Grönwall inequality is not necessary in our setting, however in
[28] a similar testfunction and a novel stochastic Grönwall–Lyapunov inequality were used to derive
uniform exponential moment bounds for SDEs satisfying an appropriate Lyapunov condition.

4 Analysis of the mean field EnKBF

Using the notational convention for conditional expectations of Definition 8, the mean field EnKBF
(2) can be written more compactly as

dūt = A(ūt)dt+ B(ūt)dW̄t + CovY [ūt, H(ūt)]R
−1
t

(

dYt −
H(ūt) + EY [H(ūt)]

2
dt

)

. (19)

When taking the (formal) mean field limit N → ∞ for the EnKBF (10), one would expect it to
converge in an appropriate sense to (19). Before we show this convergence rigorously in the next
section 5, let us first investigate the well posedness of the McKean–Vlasov equation (19).

Remark 16 (Literature). The mean field EnKBF (19) does not seem to fit the standard well
posedness theory for McKean–Vlasov equations, as found e.g. in [2], due to only locally Lipschitz
coefficients and missing growth conditions. In a finite dimensional setting well posedness of the
mean field EnKBF (19) was shown in [16] for bounded signal dynamics and observation func-
tions. For linear observation functions [22] showed well posedness of finite dimensional mean-field
EnKBFs that may also include singular correction terms in the presence of correlated noise. This
was done by a combination of a fixed point and a stopping argument with respect to the covariance
CovY [ūt, H(ūt)]. The main tool were a priori variance bounds, that were made robust with respect
to the fixed point argument via stopping times.
In the infinite dimensional setting this argument does not work due to missing equivalence of
norms. While using a Galerkin argument would thus seem tempting, it would also not imply the
desired uniqueness of solutions, which is a property that is difficult to show, and sometimes does
not even hold for McKean–Vlasov equations under local Lipschitz conditions [41].
So instead we use an adapted fixed point argument, that makes use of variance inequalities, similar
to those used in the proof of Theorem 12.

First we investigate the covariance structure in (19). We do this however in a more general form.
Let (ht)t≥0 be a given Rdy -valued, F-adapted stochastic process with finite second moments.
Furthermore assume that ξY is an R

dy -valued semimartingale that is adapted to the natural
filtration generated by Y , and thus also to F. Then for a ũ satisfying

dũt = A(ũt)dt+ B(ũt)dW̄t + CovY [ũt, ht]R
−1
t

(

dξYt − ht + EY [ht]

2
dt

)

(20)
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one can easily use Itô’s formula to show that

∂t 〈v,CovY [ũt]w〉H
= EY

[
〈v, ũt − m̃t〉H V

′〈w,A(ũt)−A(m̃t)〉V + 〈w, ũt − m̃t〉H V
′〈v,A(ũt)−A(m̃t)〉V

]
dt

+ EY

[〈

v,B(ũt)
√
Q
(

B(ũt)
√
Q
)′

w

〉

H

]

−
〈
v,CovY [ũt, ht]R

−1
t CovY [ht, ũt]w

〉

H
.

for every v, w ∈ V . Thus by the positivity of
〈
v,CovY [ũt, ht]R

−1
t CovY [ht, ũt] v

〉

H
for every v ∈ V

we immediately derive

∂ttrH CovY [ũt] ≤ λ trH CovY [ũt] + β, (21)

and therefore

EY

[

‖ũt − EY [ũt]‖2H
]

= trH CovY [ũt] ≤ βeλt. (22)

Thus the EnKBF satisfies the variance bound that is implied by the Bayesian filtering problem
(see Appendix A), it does so even in a stronger sense, as taking the expectation is not required.
As implied by the law of total variance for the optimal filter, this bound is robust with respect to
perturbations of both the modelled observation function H and the actual observation data Y .

Next we show that the robust variance bound (22) can be used to show well posedness of the
EnKBF via a Picard argument.

Theorem 17. If the conditions in Assumption 3 and 7 are satisfied, there exists a unique strong
solution to the nonlinear mean-field EnKBF (19)2.

Proof. For proving well posedness it is enough to restrict ourselves to a small time frame [0, T ]
with T chosen later on. The extension to arbitrary time frames can then be easily achieved by
standard glueing arguments

The proof is separated into two steps. First we introduce partially stopped dynamics and show
their well posedness via a fixed point argument. Next we show that these stopped dynamics must
always coincide with solutions to the EnKBF on events that cover the whole probability space
almost surely.

In the following we will make use of the semimartingale decomposition of the observation process
Y . For highlighting that the true signal process u, given by (S), plays the role of a parameter
to the EnKBF and to easily distinguish it from other processes encountered in the proof we will
denote it by uref . The observation process Y is thus given by

dYt = H(uref
t )dt+ ΓtdVt. (23)

Step 1: Well posedness for partially stopped dynamics.

Define for k, l ∈ N and any H -valued random variable v the stopped observation function Hk by

Hk(v) := 1̃k (|EY [H(v)]|)H(v),

where 1̃k is the smoothed indicator function of Definition 11. Furthermore define the stopped
observation process Y l by

dY l
t := 1̃l

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

t )
∣
∣
2
])

dYt.

2Hereby the notion of strong solution is defined just as for the particle system (10) in Theorem 12.
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In this step we show that there exists a unique solution ūk of the (partially) stopped dynamics

dūk
t = A(ūk

t )dt+ B(ūk
t )dW̄t

+ CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t

(

dY k
t − Hk

(
ūk
t

)
+ EY

[
Hk
(
ūk
t

)]

2
dt

)

,
(24)

via a fixed point argument with respect to the stopped modelled observations
(
H(ūk

t )
)

t∈[0,T ]
.

To this end we consider for a given process h, which is assumed to be an F-adapted, square
integrable semimartingale, the unique solution ũ of

dũt = A(ũt)dt+ B(ũt)dW̄t

+ 1̃k (|EY [ht]|)CovY [ũt, ht]R
−1
t

(

dY l
t − 1̃k (|EY [ht]|)

ht + EY [ht]

2
dt

)

.
(25)

Well posedness of (25) is assured by the standard (global) Lipschitz and growth conditions, which
assure that a unique solution can be found by standard Picard fixed point arguments as found for
example in [2] for finite dimensional McKean–Vlasov equations3. We define the map Ξ by

Ξ(h) := H(ũ).

Since H(ũ) is an F-adapted, square integrable semimartingale, the existence and uniqueness of
solutions to (24) corresponds to the existence and uniqueness of fixed points of Ξ. We prove
this via a Banach fixed point argument and thus have to show the contractivity of Ξ. Due to
the Lipschitz continuity of H , this further reduces to the problem of showing that the solution
map h 7→ ũ defined by the equation (20) is Lipschitz, with constant strictly smaller than 1/Lip(H).

Since (25) is of the form (20), the process ũ must also satisfy the uniform variance bound (22)
corresponding to the law of total variance. Therefore, by the Lipschitz continuity of H , we can
assume that any potential fixed point h satisfies

VarY [ht] = tr
R
dy CovY [ht] ≤ Lip(H )βeλt. (26)

To show the contractivity of Ξ, let hi, i = 1, 2 be two given processes and denote by ũi, i = 1, 2 the
corresponding solutions to (25). Using the uniform variance bounds (26), as well as the Lipschitz
continuity of 1̃k and its boundedness 0 ≤ 1̃k ≤ 1, we derive the following bound for the gain
difference

∥
∥1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
t

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
t , h

1
t

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
t

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
t , h

2
t

]∥
∥
L(Rdy ,H )

≤
∣
∣1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
t

]∣
∣
)
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
t

]∣
∣
)∣
∣
∥
∥CovY

[
ũ1
t , h

1
t

]∥
∥
L(Rdy ,H )

+

√

EY

[

‖ũ1
s − ũ2

s‖2H
]
√

EY

[

‖h1
s − EY [h1

s]‖2Rdy

]

+

√

EY

[

‖ũ2
t − EY [ũ2

t ]‖
2
H

]
√

EY

[

‖h1
t − h2

t‖
2
R
dy

]

≤
((

Lip(1̃k) + 1
)√

Lip(H) + 1
)

βeλt

(√

EY

[

‖ũ1
s − ũ2

s‖2H
]

+

√

EY

[

‖h1
s − h2

s‖2Rdy

]
)

.

(27)

3One can also use the approach of [26], which showed well posedness of McKean–Vlasov SPDEs, but only
consider deterministic coefficients.
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Using Itô’s formula for the squared norm, we derive

∥
∥ũ1

t − ũ2
t

∥
∥
2

H
= 2

∫ t

0
V

′

〈
A(ũ1

s)−A(ũ2
s), ũ

1
s − ũ2

s

〉

V
ds

+ 2

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
t

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
t

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])
R−1

s dY k
s

〉

H

− 2

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])

R−1
s 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
) h1

s + EY

[
h1
s

]

2

〉

H

ds

− 2

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s, 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

]
R−1

s

1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
) (

h1
s + EY

[
h1
s

])
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
) (

h2
s + EY

[
h2
s

])

2

〉

H

ds

+ 2

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
B(ũ1

s)− B(ũ2
s)
)
dWs

〉

H

+
∑

k∈N

∫ t

0

〈
νk,
(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])〉

H
R−1

s

〈
νk,
(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])〉T

H
ds

+
∑

k∈N

∑

n∈N

∫ t

0

qn
〈
νk, (B(ũ1

s)− B(ũ2
s))en

〉2

H
ds.

Now we note that by Parseval and the onesided Lipschitz condition (3) we have

∑

k∈N

∑

n∈N

qn
〈
νk, (B(ũ1

s)− B(ũ2
s))en

〉2

H
=
∥
∥
∥(B(u)− B(v)) ◦

√
Q
∥
∥
∥

2

L2(U ;H )
≤ λ

∥
∥ũ1

s − ũ2
s

∥
∥
2

H
, (28)

as well as
∑

k∈N

〈
νk,
(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])〉

H
R−1

s

〈
νk,
(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])〉T

H

=
∥
∥
∥

(
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])
R−1/2

s

∥
∥
∥

2

L(Rdy ,H )

≤
((

Lip(1̃k) + 1
)√

Lip(H) + 1
)2

β2e
2λt
∣
∣
∣R−1/2

s

∣
∣
∣

2 (

EY

[∥
∥ũ1

s − ũ2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ EY

[∥
∥h1

s − h2
s

∥
∥
2

R
dy

])

.

(29)

Furthermore we note that

1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
EY

[∣
∣1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
h1
s − 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
h2
s

∣
∣
2
]

≤ 21̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
EY

[∣
∣h1

s − h2
s

∣
∣
2
]

+ 21̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)
EY

[∣
∣h2

s

∣
∣
2
] ∣
∣1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
− 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
)∣
∣
2

≤ 2EY

[∣
∣h1

s − h2
s

∣
∣
2
]

+ 21̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
) (∣
∣EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
2
+ EY

[∣
∣h2

s − EY

[
h2
s

]∣
∣
2
])

Lip
(
1̃k

) ∣
∣EY

[
h1
s − h2

s

]∣
∣
2

≤ 2
(
1 +

(
(k + 1)2 + Lip(H)βeλt

)
Lip

(
1̃k

))
EY

[∣
∣h1

s − h2
s

∣
∣
2
]

,
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where we used that 1̃k ≤ 1[0,k+1] and the variance bound (26) to derive the last inequality.

The variance bounds (22) and (26) also imply that

∥
∥CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

]∥
∥
L(Rdx ,H )

≤
√

Lip(H)βeλt. (30)

If we now take the supremum on the time interval [0, T ] and the conditional expectation EY , stan-
dard Cauchy–Schwarz inequalities, together with (28), (29) and the one-sided Lipschitz condition
(3), we derive that there exists a constant κ1(T ), that only depends on the timeframe T , such that

EY

[

sup
t≤T

∥
∥ũ1

t − ũ2
t

∥
∥
2

H

]

≤ κ1(T )

∫ T

0

EY

[∥
∥ũ1

s − ũ2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ EY

[∥
∥h1

s − h2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

ds

+ κ1(T )

∫ t

0

(

EY

[∥
∥ũ1

s − ũ2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ EY

[∥
∥h1

s − h2
s

∥
∥
2

H

])

1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
EY

[∥
∥h1

s + EY

[
h1
s

]∥
∥
2

H

]

ds

+ 2EY

[

sup
t≤T

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])
R−1

s dYs

〉

H

∣
∣
∣
∣

]

+ 2EY

[

sup
t≤T

∣
∣
∣
∣

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
B(ũ1

s)−B(ũ2
s)
)
dWs

〉

H

∣
∣
∣
∣

]

.

(31)

Note that due to (26) we get

1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
)
EY

[∥
∥h1

s + EY

[
h1
s

]∥
∥
2

H

]

≤ 2EY

[∥
∥h1

s − EY

[
h1
s

]∥
∥
2

H

]

+ 81̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
h1
s

]∣
∣
) ∥
∥EY

[
h1
s

]∥
∥
2

H

≤ 2Lip(H)βeλt + 8(k + 1)2

Thus if we now use the specific form of the observations (23) and take the full expectation in (31)
we derive

E

[

sup
t≤T

∥
∥ũ1

t − ũ2
t

∥
∥
2

H

]

≤ κ2(T, k)

∫ T

0

E

[∥
∥ũ1

s − ũ2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ E

[∥
∥h1

s − h2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

ds

+ 2E

[
∫ T

0

EY

[∣
∣
∣

〈

ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])
R−1

s 1̃l

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

s )
∣
∣
2
])

H(uref
s )
〉

H

∣
∣
∣

]
]

+ 2E

[

sup
t≤T

∫ t

0

〈

ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
CovY

[
ũ1
s, h

1
s

]
− CovY

[
ũ2
s, h

2
s

])
R−1

s 1̃l

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

s )
∣
∣
2
])

ΓsdVs

〉

H

]

+ 2E

[

sup
t≤T

∫ t

0

〈
ũ1
s − ũ2

s,
(
B(ũ1

s)− B(ũ2
s)
)
dWs

〉

H

]

,

for some constant κ2(T, k), where we of course used that E [ EY [·]] = E [·].

To dominate the second term on the right hand side of the inequality we use (27) together with

the fact that 1̃k

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

s )
∣
∣
2
])

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

s )
∣
∣
2
]

≤ (k + 1). For the other two terms we use

the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality together with (28) and (29) to derive that there exists a
constant κ3 (T, k, l) > 0 we have

E

[

sup
t≤T

∥
∥ũ1

t − ũ2
t

∥
∥
2

H

]

≤ κ3 (T, k, l)

∫ T

0

E

[∥
∥ũ1

s − ũ2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ E

[∥
∥h1

s − h2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

ds,
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which by the (deterministic) Grönwall Lemma implies

E

[

sup
t≤T

∥
∥ũ1

t − ũ2
t

∥
∥
2

H

]

≤ κ3 (T, k, l) exp (T κ3 (T, ‖H‖∞))

∫ T

0

E

[∥
∥h1

s − h2
s

∥
∥
2

H

]

ds,

and thus for T small enough we indeed have the desired contraction property.

Step 2: The stopping argument.

First we define the stopping times which we use for our argument by

τk := inf
{

t ≥ 0 :
∣
∣EY

[
H(uk

t )
]∣
∣
2
> k

}

τ lref := inf
{

t ≥ 0 : EY

[∣
∣H(uref

t )
∣
∣
2
]

> l
}

,
(32)

and note that both are stopping times with respect to the filtration generated by Y . This implies
that for any stochastic process (zt)t≥0 and any (suitably integrable) functions f, g, the identities

g
(
EY

[
f(zmin{τk,t})

])
= g (EY [f(zs)])|s=min{τk,t}

g
(

EY

[

f(zmin{τ l
ref

,t})
])

= g (EY [f(zs)])|s=min{τ l
ref

,t}

hold and therefore ūk is a solution to the EnKBF (19) on the random time interval [0,min{τk, τ lref}].
By the uniqueness of (25), ūk and ūk+1 must even coincide on [0,min{τk, τ lref}]. Thus we can
construct a solution to (19) using the solutions to (25). In order to conclude existence and
uniqueness of the EnKBF, we just have to show that

⋃

k,l∈N

{
τk > T

}
∩
{
τ lref > T

}

defines a covering of the sample space almost surely.

To this end we first note that

d
∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H
= 2

V
′

〈
A(ūk

t ), ū
k
t

〉

V
dt+

〈
ūk
t ,B(ūk

t )dW̄t

〉

H
+ trH

[

B(ūk
t )
√
Q
(

B(ūk
t )
√
Q
)′
]

dt

+ 2

〈

ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t

(

dY l
t − Hk

(
ūk
t

)
+ EY

[
Hk
(
ūk
t

)]

2
dt

)〉

H

+ trH
[
CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t CovY

[
Hk
(
ūk
t

)
, ūk

t

]]
.

Taking the conditional expectation thus gives us

dEY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

= 2EY

[

V
′

〈
A(ūk

t ), ū
k
t

〉

V

]

dt+ EY

[

trH

[

B(ūk
t )
√
Q
(

B(ūk
t )
√
Q
)′
]]

dt

+ 2EY

[〈

ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t

(

dY l
t − Hk

(
ūk
t

)
+ EY

[
Hk
(
ūk
t

)]

2
dt

)〉

H

]

+ 1̃l

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

t )
∣
∣
2
])2

trH
[
CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t CovY

[
Hk
(
ūk
t

)
, ūk

t

]]
dt.

(33)

The first two terms on the right hand side can be bounded using the growth condition (4) and
the diffusivity bound (7). The last term is just the squared shadow 2-norm of the operator
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CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R

−1/2
t , which we can estimate using Parseval and the robust variance bound

(22) as

trH
[
CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t CovY

[
Hk
(
ūk
t

)
, ūk

t

]]
≤ trH

[
CovY

[
ūk
t , H

(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t CovY

[
H
(
ūk
t

)
, ūk

t

]]

≤
∑

j∈N

CovY

[〈
νj , ū

k
t

〉

H
, H
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t CovY

[
H
(
ūk
t

)
,
〈
νj , ū

k
t

〉

H

]

≤
∑

j∈N

EY

[〈
νj , ū

k
t − EY

[
ūk
t

]〉2

H

] ∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣EY

[∣
∣H(ūk

t )− EY

[
H(ūk

t )
]∣
∣
2
]

≤ EY

[∥
∥ūk

t − EY

[
ūk
t

]∥
∥
2

H

] ∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣EY

[∣
∣H(ūk

t )− EY

[
H(ūk

t )
]∣
∣
2
]2

≤ Lip(H)
∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣β2e2λt.

Thus we can bound (33) by

dEY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

=
(

2αHEY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ 2α0 + β + Lip(H)
∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣ β2e2λt

)

dt

+ 2EY

[〈
ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]]
R−1

t dY l
t

〉

H

− 2EY

[〈

ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t

Hk(ūk
t ) + EY

[
Hk(ūk

t )
]

2

〉

H

]

dt.

(34)

We use (30) and 1̃k ≤ 1 to derive that

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
EY

[〈

ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]
R−1

t

Hk(ūk
t ) + EY

[
Hk(ūk

t )
]

2

〉

H

]∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ 2EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ 1̃k

(∣
∣EY

[
H(ūk

t )
]∣
∣
)2 ∥
∥CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]∥
∥
2

L(Rdx ;H )

∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣EY

[
|H(ūk

t )|2
]

≤
(
2 + Lip(H)3β2e2λt

∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣
)
EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ Lip(H)β2e2λt
∣
∣R−1

t

∣
∣ |H(0)|2 .

Thus, we note that there exist constants κ4(T ) and κ5(T ), only depending on the timeframe T ,
such that

dEY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

=
(

κ4(T )EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ κ5(T )
)

dt

+ 2EY

[〈
ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]]
R−1

t dY l
t

〉

H
,

which by using the explicit form of the observations Y can be rewritten as

dEY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

=
(

κ4(T )EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

+ κ5(T )
)

dt

+ 2EY

[〈
ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]]
R−1

t 1̃l

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

t )
∣
∣
2
])

H(uref
t )
〉

H

dt

+ 2EY

[〈
ūk
t ,CovY

[
ūk
t , H

k
(
ūk
t

)]]
R−1

t 1̃l

(

EY

[∣
∣H(uref

t )
∣
∣
2
])

ΓtdVt

〉

H

.

(35)

Again using (30) and the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality we derive that there exist constants
κ6(T ), depending solely on T , and κ7(T, l), depending on T and l, such that

E

[

sup
t≤T

EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]]

= κ6(T )

∫ T

0

EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

dt+ EY

[

‖u0‖2H
]

+ Tκ7(T, l). (36)

Thus, by the Grönwall Lemma, we derive that for fixed l and T

E

[

sup
t≤T

EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]]

≤ exp (Tκ6(T ))
(

EY

[

‖u0‖2H
]

+ Tκ7(T, l)
)

, (37)
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which, implies that almost surely there exists a k such that supt≤T EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

≤ k. By the

Lipschitz continuity of H and the inequality
∣
∣EY

[
H(ūk

t )
]∣
∣ ≤ |H(0)|+ Lip(H)

√

EY

[∥
∥ūk

t

∥
∥
2

H

]

this

then in turn implies that

⋃

k∈N

{
τk > T

}
∩
{
τ lref > T

}
=
{
τ lref > T

}
almost surely.

Since supt≤T EY

[∣
∣H(uref

t )
∣
∣
2
]

is finite almost surely, we can thus indeed conclude that there exists

a solution to the EnKBF (19), defined on every event
{
τk > T

}
∩
{
τ lref > T

}
by the sequence of ūk.

Uniqueness follows from uniqueness of the stopped dynamics (24).

Remark 18. Note that even though in the proof above we used the specific form of the observations
Y , it actually does not matter that the true observation function and the modelled observation
function coincide, i.e. if dYt = C(X̄t)dt + ΓtdVt with C 6= H, then the proof would still hold,
as long as C is assumed to be Lipschitz. Therefore, as an immediate corollary of our chosen
fixed point argument, one derives the continuity of the EnKBF with respect to perturbations of
the modelled observations H. The continuous dependence on the signal parameters A, B and the
initial condition u0 can be shown as well. Only the robustness with respect to the observation
stream Y is a delicate matter due to the discontinuity of the Itô–Lyons map.

5 Quantitative propagation of chaos

Next we show propagation of chaos, i.e. that the system of interacting SPDEs (10) indeed con-
verges (in an appropriate sense) to the McKean–Vlasov SPDE (19). For this we use a standard
synchronous coupling approach, i.e. we compare (10) to a tensorized version of (19) defined on
the same probability space. To this end we define conditionally4 independent copies ūi, i ∈ N of
the mean field process (19) to be the solutions of

dūi
t = A(ūi

t)dt+ B(ūi
t)dW̄

i
t

+ CovY

[
ūi
t, H(ūi

t)
]
R−1

t

(

dYt −
H(ūi

t) + EY

[
H(ūi

t)
]

2
dt

)

, i = 1, · · · , N,

where W̄ i, i ∈ N are the same Wiener processes that also drive the particle system (10). Further-
more we set ūN :=

(
ū1, · · · , ūN

)
∈ H

N and make the following definition.

Definition 19. We define the empirical observed accuracy

RN
H(uNs ) :=

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥
∥
∥
H(uref

s )− H(ui
s) + EN

H [us]

2

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

H

.

We also define the corresponding hitting times for any k ∈ N

τkσ := inf
{
t ≥ 0 : σN [uNt ] > k

}
, τkσ̄ := inf

{
t ≥ 0 : σN,H [ūNt ] > k

}
,

τkR := inf
{
t ≥ 0 : RN

H(uNt ) > k
}
.

Definition 20. Furthermore we define the error of the law of large numbers by

LLNN
H(T ) :=

∫ T

0

∥
∥C

N
H

[
ūNs
]
− CovY [ūs, H(ūs)]

∥
∥
2

H
dy +

∣
∣E

N
H

[
ūNs
]
− EY [H(ūs)]

∣
∣
2
ds.

4Conditioned on Y .
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Now we are able prove convergence of the particle system with implicit rates.

Theorem 21. Assume that the conditions in Assumption 3 and 7 are satisfied, and let τk :=
min

{
τkσ , τ

k
σ̄ , τ

k
R

}
. Then for any p ∈ (0, 1) there exists a constant κ(T, k, p), such that

E

[

sup
t≤min{T,τk}

(

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥
∥rimin{t,τk}

∥
∥
∥

2

H

)p]

≤ κ(T, k, p) E

[(
LLNN

H(min{T, τk})
)p
]

Proof. We note that since ui and ūi share the same initial conditions we have for any t ≥ 0, i =
1, · · · , N that

rit = ui
t − ūi

t =

∫ t

0

d
(
ui
s − ūi

s

)

=

∫ t

0

A(ui
s)−A(ūi

s) ds+

∫ t

0

B(ui
s)− B(ūi

s) dW̄
i
s

+

∫ t

0

(
C
N
H

[
uNs
]
− CovY

[
ūi
s, H(ūi

s)
])

R−1
s

(

dYt −
H(ui

s) + EN
H

[
uNs

]

2
ds

)

− 1

2

∫ t

0

CovY

[
ūi
s, H(ūi

s)
]
R−1

s

(
H(ui

s)−H(ūi
s) + E

N
H [uNs ]− EY

[
H(ūi

s)
])

ds.

Therefore by using the concrete form of the observation process dYt = H(uref
t )dt+ΓtdVt we derive

from Itô’s Lemma

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H
= 2

∫ t

0
V

′

〈
A(ui

s)−A(ūi
s), u

i
s − ūi

s

〉

V
ds+ 2

∫ t

0

〈
ui
s − ūi

s,
(
B(ui

s)− B(ūi
s)
)
dW̄ i

s

〉

H

+

∫ t

0

∥
∥
∥(B(ui

s)− B(ūi
s)) ◦

√
Q
∥
∥
∥

2

L2(U ;H )
ds

+ 2

∫ t

0

〈
ui
s − ūi

s,
(
C
N
H

[
uNs
]
− CovY

[
ūi
s, H(ūi

s)
])

R−1
s ΓsdVs

〉

H

+ 2

∫ t

0

〈

ui
s − ūi

s,
(
C
N
H

[
uNs

]
− CovY

[
ūi
s, H(ūi

s)
])

R−1
s

(

H(uref
s )− H(ui

s) + E
N
H

[
uNs

]

2

)〉

H

ds

+

∫ t

0

∣
∣
∣

〈
ui
s − ūi

s,
(
C
N
H

[
uNs

]
− CovY

[
ūi
s, H(ūi

s)
])〉

H
R−1/2

s

∣
∣
∣

2

ds

−
∫ t

0

〈
ui
s − ūi

s,CovY

[
ūi
s, H(ūi

s)
]
R−1

s

(
H(ui

s)−H(ūi
s) + E

N
H [uNs ]− EY

[
H(ūi

s)
])〉

H
ds.

Thus by forming the average and using the Lipschitz assumptions (3), as well as elementary
Cauchy–Schwarz inequalities, we derive that there exists a constant κ1(T ) > 0, only depending on
time, such that

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i
t

∥

∥

∥

2

H

≤ κ1(T )

∫ t

0

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i
s

∥

∥

∥

2

H

ds+ lmt

+

∫ t

0

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

u
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]∥

∥

∥

2

H
dy

(∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

H(uref

s )−
H(ui

s) + E
N
H

[

u
N
s

]

2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

H

+ 2|R−1

s |

)

ds

+ 2

∫ t

0

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]∥

∥

∥

2

H
dy

(

∣

∣

∣
H(ui

s)−H(ūi
s)
∣

∣

∣

2

+
∣

∣

∣
E
N
H [uNs ]− EY

[

H(ūi
s)
]∣

∣

∣

2
)

ds,

(38)
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where

dlmt :=
2

N

N
∑

i=1

〈

u
i
s − ū

i
s,

(

B(ui
s)− B(ūi

s)
)

dW̄ i
s

〉

H

+
2

N

N
∑

i=1

〈

u
i
s − ū

i
s,

(

C
N
H

[

u
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
])

R
−1

s ΓsdVs

〉

H

is a local martingale. Its concrete form will not matter to our further calculations as we intend to use the
stochastic Grönwall Lemma [41].

First we note that the (conditional) covariance operator CovY

[

ūi
s,H(ūi

s)
]

= CovY [ūs,H(ūs)] is indepen-
dent of i = 1, · · · , N and that it can be uniformly bounded on any finite time interval [0, T ] due to the
variance bound (22), which helps us ignore the quadratic covariation of lm and is thus especially suited
for the one-sided Lipschitz conditions we encounter.

Next we note that

∣

∣

∣
E
N
H [uNs ]− EY

[

H(ūi
s)
]∣

∣

∣

2

≤ 2Lip(H)2
1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i
s

∥

∥

∥

2

H

+ 2
∣

∣

∣
E
N
H

[

ū
N
s

]

− EY [H (ūs)]
∣

∣

∣

2

.

Finally we note that
∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

u
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]
∥

∥

∥

H
dy

≤
∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

u
N
s

]

− C
N
H

[

ū
N
s

]∥

∥

∥

H
dy

+
∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

ū
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]∥

∥

∥

H
dy

≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

i=1

(ui
s − E

N [uNs ])
(

H(ui
s)−H(ūi

s)
)′

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

H
dy

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

N

N
∑

i=1

(ui
s − ū

i
s)
(

H(ūi
s)− E

N
H [ūNs ]

)′

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

H
dy

+
∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

ū
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]∥

∥

∥

H
dy

≤





√

√

√

√

Lip(H)

N

N
∑

i=1

‖ui
s − EN [uNs ]‖2

H
+

√

√

√

√

1

N

N
∑

i=1

|H(ūi
s)− EN

H [ūNs ]|
2





√

√

√

√

1

N

N
∑

i=1

‖ris‖
2

H

+
∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

ū
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]∥

∥

∥

H
dy

.

Using the notation of Definition 19 this allows us to further estimate inequality (38). Thus there exists a
constant κ2(T ) > 0 such that

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i
t

∥

∥

∥

2

H

≤ κ2(T )

∫ t

0

(

1 +
(

σ
N [uNs ] + σ

N,H [ūNs ]
)

RN
H(uNs )

) 1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i
s

∥

∥

∥

2

H

ds

+ κ2(T )

∫ t

0

RN
H(uNs )

∥

∥

∥
C

N
H

[

ū
N
s

]

− CovY

[

ū
i
s,H(ūi

s)
]
∥

∥

∥

2

H
dy

ds

+ κ2(T )

∫ t

0

∣

∣

∣
E
N
H

[

ū
N
s

]

− EY [H(ūs)]
∣

∣

∣

2

ds+ lmt.

(39)

Using the stopping time τk we thus derive that there exists a constant κ3(T, k) only depending on time-
frame T and the stopping level k such that

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i

min{t,τk}

∥

∥

∥

2

H

≤ κ3(T, k)

∫

min{t,τk}

0

1

N

N
∑

i=1

∥

∥

∥
r
i
s

∥

∥

∥

2

H

ds

+ κ3(T, k) LLN
N
H(min{t, τk}) + lmmin{t,τk}.

Then by the stochastic Grönwall Lemma [41, Theorem 4, equation (4)], the claim of this lemma follows
immediately.
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From this theorem one can also deduce the convergence in probability [32].

We say the convergence rates derived in Theorem 21 are implicit, as they require the processes to
be stopped and the stopping times depend on the converging particle system itself. However on
the stopped time intervals the rates are optimal in the sense that they correspond to the rates of
convergence given by the law of large numbers. This is certainly far from the convergence result
one would ultimately desire, but, for general signals and observation functions, nevertheless seems
to be the current state of the art, even in the finite dimensional setting, where the same coupling
method was used by [32] to obtain similar results for Lipschitz signals and linear observation func-
tions. For bounded signal and observation functions, as well as observation data Y that is given
by a Lipschitz continuous (w.r.t. time) rough path5, [16] were able to prove explicit convergence
rates. They used a similar stopping argument as above, together with tail bounds for higher order
empirical moments of the interacting ensemble. With this they were able to derive a logarithmic
decay O

(
log(N)−1

)
of the error w.r.t. ensemble size N without stopping, which is still far from

the desired convergence rates corresponding to the law of large numbers.

Also assuming the boundedness of the observation function H , we are able to prove the asymptot-
ically, (almost) optimal convergence rate based on our exponential moment bounds in Proposition
14 and the following additional assumption on the initial distribution.

Assumption 22. We assume that for any q > 0 there exists an N0(q) ∈ N such that

sup
N≥N0(q)

E
[
exp

(
q σN [uN0 ]

)]
< +∞.

Remark 23. This assumption is always satisfied for deterministic initial conditions, as for u0 ∼
δv0 for some v0 ∈ H one has σN [uN0 ] = 0 for all N ∈ N. For Gaussian initial conditions this
relates to the domain of the moment generating function of χ2-distributions and for general random
variables to large deviations of the empirical covariance matrix.

We will not investigate further when this assumption is satisfied and just assume it holds. Then
we are able to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 24. Besides the conditions in Assumption 3 and 7, we assume that H is bounded and
that Assumption 22 hold. Then for any T < +∞, p ∈ (0, 1) and any ν ∈ (1, 1/p) there exists an
N0 (T, p, ν) ∈ N and a κ (T, p, ν) < +∞, such that for all N ≥ N0 (T, p, ν) we have

E

[

sup
t≤T

(

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H

)p]

≤ κ (T, p, ν)E

[(
LLNN

H(T )
)pν
]1/ν

. (40)

As a consequence we have for κ(T, p) := infν∈(1,1/p) κ(T, p, ν)

E

[

sup
t≤T

(

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H

)p]

≤ κ (T, p)E
[
LLNN

H(T )
]p

, (41)

which in turn implies that for some constant C (T, p, ‖H‖∞) > 0 that

E

[

sup
t≤T

(

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H

)p]

≤ C (T, p, ‖H‖∞)N−p. (42)

5Thus excluding Brownian observation noise that we treat here.
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Proof. First we note that inequality (39), which was derived in the proof of Theorem 21, can
be further simplified when the observation function H is assumed to be bounded, as then both
σN,H [ūNs ] and RN

H(uNs ) are uniformly bounded and thus there exists a constant κ4(T ), such that

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H
≤ κ4(T )

∫ t

0

(
1 + σN [uNs ]

) 1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥ris
∥
∥
2

H
ds+ κ4(T ) LLN

N
H(t) + lmt.

The stochastic Grönwall inequality [41] thus tells us that for any p ∈ (0, 1) and µ, ν > 1 with
1
µ + 1

ν = 1 and such that pν < 1 we have

E

[

sup
t≤T

(

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H

)p]

≤ (cpν + 1)1/ν E

[

exp

(

pµ κ4(T )

∫ T

0

(
1 + σN [uNs ]

)
ds

)]

κ4(T ) E

[(
LLNN

H(t)
)pν
]1/ν

,

(43)

where

cpν := min {4, 1/(pν)} πpν

sin(πpν)

ν→1/p−−−−→ +∞.

Now we first note that µ = ν
ν−1 . Due to the exponential moment bounds in Proposition 14 we

have that for q := pν
ν−1κ4(T )T

E

[

exp

(

pµκ4(T )

∫ T

0

σN [uNt ]

)]

≤ (π + 1) exp

(

q
(
e(2λ+1)T − 1

)

2(2λ+ 1)

)

E

[

exp
(

2qe(2λ+1)TσN [uN0 ]
)]

and by Assumption 22 there exists an

N0(T, p, ν) := N0(q) = N0

(

2qe(2λ+1)T )
)

= N0

(

2
pν

ν − 1
κ4(T )Te

(2λ+1)T )

)

such that

κ5(T, pµ) := sup
N≥N0(T,p,ν)

E

[

exp

(

2
pν

ν − 1
κ4(T )Te

(2λ+1)TσN [uN0 ]

)]

< +∞

and therefore for any N ≥ N0 (T, p, ν) we have

E

[

sup
t≤T

(

1

N

N∑

i=1

∥
∥rit
∥
∥
2

H

)p]

≤ (cpν + 1)
1/ν

e(
pν

ν−1
κ4(T )T) κ5

(

T,
pν

ν − 1

)

κ4(T )

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=κ5(T,p,ν)

E

[(
LLNN

H(t)
)pν
]1/ν

,

which proves our first claim. From this one can directly deduce (41) via the Hölder inequality and
using the fact that for ν → 1 both N (T, p, ν) and κ(T, p, ν) blow up, i.e.

N (T, p, ν), κ(T, p, ν)
ν→1−−−→ +∞,

as well the blow up κ(T, p, ν)
ν→1/p−−−−→ +∞, which in turn implies that the minimizer of κ(T, p, ν)

for every fixed T and P must lie inside the interval (1, 1/p) and therefore (41) is proven. Finally
we are left to show (42). By Definition 20 the term LLNN

H(T ) consists of an error of the empirical
mean and an error of the empirical covariance. First we estimate the error of the empirical mean.
Using the conditional independence of

(
ūi
)

i=1,··· ,N
and the law of total variance we derive

∫ T

0

E

[∣
∣E

N
H

[
ūNs

]
− EY [H(ūs)]

∣
∣
2
]

ds = E





∫ T

0

EY





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

N

N∑

i=1

H
(
ūi
s

)
− EY [H(ūs)]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

2


ds





= E

[
∫ T

0

VarY [H (ūs)]

N
ds

]

≤
∫ T

0

Lip (H)2 βeλs

N
ds =

Lip (H)
2
β
(
eλT − 1

)

λ N
.

(44)
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Next we aim to dominate the error of the covariance. To this end we first note that

EY

[∥
∥C

N
H

[
ū
N
s

]
− CovY [ūs, H(ūs)]

∥
∥
2

H
dy

]

≤ 2EY





∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

1

N

N∑

i=1

ūi
sH
(
ūi
s

)′ − EY [ūsH (ūs)]

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

H
dy





+ 2EY

[∥
∥E

N
[
ūNs

]
E
N
H

[
ūNs

]
− EY [ūs]EY [H (ūs)]

′∥∥
2

H
dy

]

.

Again we use the conditional independence of
(
ūi
)

i=1,··· ,N
to deduce

E





∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

1

N

N∑

i=1

ūi
sH
(
ūi
s

)′ − EY

[
ūsH (ūs)

′]

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

H
dy



 =
E

[

EY

[∥
∥ūsH (ūs)

′ − EY

[
ūsH (ūs)

′]∥∥
2

H
dy

]]

N

≤
E

[

EY

[∥
∥ūsH (ūs)

′∥∥
2

H
dy

]]

N
≤

‖H‖∞ E

[

‖ūs‖2H
]

N

By using the bound (37) with k, l ≥ ‖H‖∞ that was derived in the proof of Theorem 17 for the
second absolute moments of ū, we can show that there exists a constant C1 (T, ‖H‖∞) > 0 such
that

∫ T

0

E





∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

1

N

N∑

i=1

ūi
sH
(
ūi
s

)′ − EY

[
ūsH (ūs)

′]

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

H
dy



ds ≤ C1 (T, ‖H‖∞)

N
(45)

Finally we note that similar to (44) one can easily deduce

EY

[∥
∥E

N
[
ūNs
]
E
N
H

[
ūNs
]
− EY [ūs]EY [H (ūs)]

′∥∥
2

H
dy

]

≤ 2EY

[∥
∥E

N
[
ū
N
s

]
− EY [ūs]

∥
∥
2

H
dy

∣
∣E

N
H

[
ū
N
s

]∣
∣
2
]

+ 2 ‖EY [ūs]‖2H dy EY

[∣
∣E

N
H

[
ū
N
s

]
− EY [H (ūs)]

∣
∣
2
]

≤ ‖H‖2∞ βeλs

N
+ ‖EY [ūs]‖2H dy

Lip (H)
2
βeλs

N
.

Finally we can thus derive by the boundedness (37) of the second absolute moment of ū, that
there exists a constant C2 (T, ‖H‖∞) > 0 such that

∫ T

0

E

[∥
∥E

N
[
ūNs

]
E
N
H

[
ūNs

]
− EY [ūs]EY [H (ūs)]

′∥∥
2

H
dy

]

ds ≤ C2 (T, ‖H‖∞)

N
(46)

By the definition of LLNN
H (in Definition 20), combining the inequalities (44),(45),(46) with (41)

concludes our proof.

Remark 25. Since the constant κ(T, p, ν) blows up for ν → 1 or ν → 1/p, we can not simply take
the limit p → 1 in (41). As p < 1, the p-th power is concave and thus we can not deduce that (41)
would also hold if the power on the left-hand-side of the inequality would be written outside! We
thus say that (41) gives almost optimal rates in the sense that this inequality holds for all p < 1,
but not for the optimal value p = 1, where the the expectations on both sides are indeed of the
same nature. In a similar sense the stronger inequality (40) shows almost optimal rates, in the
sense that it holds for all ν > 1 but not for ν = 1, the case where the moments on both sides are
of the same order.

Besides blowing up when p → 1, the constant κ(T, p) also grows hyperexponentially in T ! While
Theorem 24 thus provides us with (almost) optimal convergence rates, the constants involved are
far too large to give useful a priori error estimates even on moderate time intervals.
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Remark 26 (Literature). In the finite dimensional and linear Gaussian setting this problem has
been tackled by a large number of papers. In this setting a first propagation of chaos result was
achieved by [19], even showing uniform in time convergence for stable signals. This result has by
now been followed up by several works [8],[9],[10] treating unstable signals by making use of the
Riccati equation that appears in this setting. An alternative extension of the EnKBF to nonlinear
signals using a Taylor-inspired linearization around the mean, similar to the extended Kalman–
Bucy filter, was considered in [18]. The linearization there also allowed for the use of a decoupled
Riccati equation. While an extension of these uniform in time results to our nonlinear setting is
certainly highly desirable, we do not investigate it in this paper.
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Inst. H. Poincaré Probab. Statist. 57(2): 603-626 (May 2021). DOI: 10.1214/20-AIHP1064
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Appendices

A The Kushner-Stratonovich equation and the law of total

variance

In this section we recall the Kushner–Stratonovich equation (KSE), which describes the evloution
of the posterior distribution (P), and the law of total variance.

For the sake of brevity let us denote the (Bochner-)integral of a testfunction φ : H → R w.r.t.
the posterior ηt, t ≥ 0 by

ηt [φ] :=

∫

H

φ(v) ηt(dv).

With this notation in mind one can show that the posterior η satisfies the Kushner–Stratonovich
equation (KSE)

dηt[φ] = ηt[Lφ]dt + (ηt[φH ]− ηt[φ]ηt[H ])R−1
t (dYt − ηt[H ]dt) , (47)

where L is the generator of u defined in (8) and φ is an arbitrary Itô testfunction (see Definition
5).

Remark 27. In finite dimensional settings this is the weak form of the KSE, also referred to as the
Fujisaki-–Kallianpur-–Kunita equation. The strong form of the KSE is a nonlinear and nonlocal
Fokker–Planck equation describing the evolution of the posterior density. However in our infinite
dimensional setting the density (w.r.t. the Lebesgue-measure) does not exist and thus one has to
work with the weak formulation (47). The derivation of such equations for infinite dimensional
filtering problems is a classical subject in stochastic analysis, studied in e.g. [1],[11], [25], [50].
However, due to the observations being finite dimensional in our case, the derivation of the KSE
can also be done with classical approaches for the finite dimensional setting such as the Innovation
Process Approach [3].

A key tool in our analysis of the EnKBF and its mean field limit were upper variance bounds. These
upper bounds only depended on the coefficients of the signal and in particular were independent
of the observation function H and the actual observation data Y . This is a property that is shared
by the posterior distribution (P), as the projection properties of the conditional expectation imply,
for Covηt

[idH ] denoting the covariance operator of the posterior, the inequality

E

[

ηt(‖·‖2H )− ‖ηt(idH )‖2
H

]

= E [ trH Covηt
[idH ] ] ≤ trH Cov [ut] . (48)

Now we note that by the covariance dynamics (7) and Parseval6 we obtain

∂ttrH Cov [ut] = 2
∑

k∈N

E
[
〈νk, ut −mt〉H V

′〈A(ut)−A(mt), νk〉V
]

+
∑

k∈N

〈

νk,E

[

B(ut)
√
Q
(

B(ut)
√
Q
)′
]

νk

〉

H

= E
[
2

V
′〈A(ut)−A(mt), ut −mt〉V

]
+ E

[

trH

[

B(ut)
√
Q
(

B(ut)
√
Q
)′
]]

To estimate the first term we use the one-sided Lipschitz condition (3) and for the second term
we use Assumption 7. This gives us

∂ttrH Cov [ut] ≤ λ trH Cov [ut] + β.

6One could have also directly looked at the dynamics of E

[

‖ut −mt‖
2

H

]

and proved this via the well known

Itô formula for the norm.
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Which, by Grönwall, implies trH Cov [ut] ≤ βeλt. Together with the variance bound for the
posterior this gives us

E

[

ηt(‖·‖2H )− ‖ηt(idH )‖2
H

]

= E [ trH Covηt
[idH ] ] ≤ βeλt, (49)

which is the same bound that was shown for the empirical variance of the EnKBF in (16) and for
the (conditional) variance of the mean field EnKBF (22). Note in particular that this bound is
independent of, and thus robust in, both the observation data Y and the observation function H .
In probability theory the identity

E [Var [X |Y ]] + Var [E [X |Y ]] = Var [X ]

for any two random variables X,Y , which implies inequality (48), is often referred to as the law of
total variance. As we have seen, inequality (49) is a direct consequence of this identity and thus
the EnKBF (and its mean field limit) also satisfies a form of law of total variance.

This is not the only connection of the EnKBF to the filtering problem, as in the linear Gaussian
setting (see Definition 28 below) the law of its mean field limit (2) is a solution to the KSE and
thus coincides with the posterior (P) (assuming that solutions to the KSE are unique).

Definition 28. [Linear Gaussian Setting] When we speak of the linear Gaussian setting we mean
that

• A : V → V ′ is linear

• B ∈ L (U ;H ) is a constant linear operator, i.e. it is independent of the state u.

• H ∈ L
(
H ;Rdy

)
is a linear operator

• the initial condition (of the signal and posterior) u0 is a Gaussian on H , i.e.

u0 ∼ N (m0, P0) with m0 ∈ H and P0 ∈ L (H ;H ) is symmetric positive semidefinite.

In this linear Gaussian setting one can show (see e.g. [50]) that the solution of the KSE is a
Gaussian N (mt, Pt), with mean m and covariance P given by the famous Kalman–Bucy equation

dmt = Amtdt+ PtH
′R−1

t (dYt −Hmtdt) (50a)

dPt

dt
= APt + PtA′ − PtH

′R−1
t HPt +

(

B
√
Q
)(

B
√
Q
)′

. (50b)

In our infinite dimensional variational setting these equations (50) were first studied by Bensoussan
[4, Théorème 3.1], proving existence and uniqueness of solutions. Now note that one can easily
show that in the linear Gaussian setting of Definition 28, the mean field EnKBF (2), which we
write here again as

dūt = Aūtdt+ BdW̄t + P̄tH
′R−1

t

(

dYt −H
ūt + m̄t

2
dt

)

, (51)

defines an (infinite dimensional) Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process. As one can easily verify with Itô’s
formula, its (conditional) mean m̄ and covariance P̄ satisfy the Kalman–Bucy equations (50).
Thus by the uniqueness of (50), the (conditional) law η̄t of ūt has to coincide with the posterior
(P)!
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B The Feedback Particle Filter

In the linear Gaussian setting (Definition 28) the mean field EnKBF (51) describes a diffusion
process with the remarkable property, that its (conditional) time-marginal laws are given by the
desired posterior distribution. In the general setting this attribute is achieved by the Feedback
Particle Filter (FPF). It is given by

dût = A(ût)dt+ B(ût)dW̄t

+ K(ût, η̂t)

(

dYt −
H(ût) + EY [H(ût)]

2
dt

)

+
1

2
ξ(ût, η̂t)dt,

(52)

where η̂t denotes the conditional distribution of ût. The so called gain term K(·, η̂t) : H → H ×Rdy

is (not uniquely) determined by the weak differential equation

η̂t
[〈
D1

H φ , K(·, η̂t)
〉

H

]
= η̂t

[
φ (H − η̂t [H ])

′]
R−1

t for all Itô testfunctions φ. (53)

Just as in section 2 we denote by D1
H

φ and D2
H

φ the first and second order Fréchét derivatives
on the Hilbert space H . The correctional drift term ξ(·, η̂t) : H → H is given by

ξ(ût, η̂t) :=
(

〈K (ût, η̂t) ,∇〉
H

RtK (ût, η̂t)
′
)′

:=
∑

j∈N

∑

k∈N

〈νj , ∂νkK(ût, η̂t)〉H Rt 〈νk,K(ût, η̂t)〉TH νj ,

where ∂νk denotes the derivative in direction of the basis vector ∂νk .

In the finite dimensional setting the FPF was first derived in [48] with an optimal control ap-
proach, independently and prior to this work a similar mean-field optimal filter for smoothed
noise and finite dimensional signals has been found in [17]. In [38] various finite dimensional con-
sistent mean field filters, among them the original FPF, have been derived by matching the strong
Fokker–Planck equation of a diffusion process to the strong form of the KSE (47). Building on
this work we now extend the FPF to infinite dimensions by showing that it describes the optimal
filter, in the sense that the (conditional) law of (52) propagates in time exactly according to the
KSE (47). However, since we are working in the infinite setting, we do so by matching the weak
Fokker–Planck equation to the weak KSE (47).

Remark 29. The well posedness of the FPF (52) is an open problem, even in the much simpler
finite dimensional case, and is thus just assumed in the following.

Lemma 30. Denote by (η̂t)t≥0 the law of the FPF (ût)t≥0, given by (52). We assume that for all
times t ≥ 0 both K(·, η̂t) and ξ(·, η̂t) are well defined functions from H into H , that are integrable
with respect to η̂t.
Then η̂ satisfies the KSE (47) for all Itô testfunctions (according to Definition 5) φ : H → R,
with the following properties

• φ is integrable with respect to η̂t for all t ≥ 0.

• For all v ∈ H the Hessian D2
H

φ(v) is a self adjoint operator on H .

• The map Φ̂ : H → R
dy , defined by Φ̂(v) :=

〈
D1

H
φ(v),K(v, η̂t)

〉

H
Rt, is an Itô function

(componentwise) that is also integrable with respect to ηt for all t ≥ 0.

Proof. Let φ : H → R be arbitrary, satisfying the properties specified above. We note by Itô’s
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formula, that the Kolmogorov forward equation describing the evolution of η̂ is given by

dη̂t[φ] = η̂t [Lφ] dt+ η̂t
[〈
D1

H φ,K(·, η̂t)
〉

H

]
(dYt − η̂t[H ]dt)

+
η̂t
[〈
D1

H
φ, ξ(·, η̂t)

〉

H

]
+ η̂t

[
trH

[(
D2

H
φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RtK(·, η̂t)′

]]

2
dt

−
η̂t
[〈
D1

H
φ,K(·, η̂t)(H − η̂t(H))

〉

H

]

2
dt

(54)

Due to (53), the first line of (54) is exactly the KSE and thus, to show consistency, we only have
to prove that the second line is zero. To this end we note that by Parseval we have

〈
D1

H φ, ξ(·, η̂t)
〉

H
+ trH

[(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RtK(·, η̂t)′

]

=
∑

j∈N

〈
νj ,D

1
H φ

〉

H
〈νj , ξ(·, η̂t)〉H +

∑

k∈N

〈
νk,
(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RK(·, η̂t)′νk

〉

H

=
∑

j∈N

∑

k∈N

〈
νj ,D

1
H φ

〉

H
〈νj , ∂νkK(ût, η̂t)〉H Rt 〈νk,K(ût, η̂t)〉TH

+
∑

k∈N

〈
νk,
(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)

〉

H
Rt 〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH

Next we now that since D2
H

φ is self adjoint and by Parseval we have

〈
νk,D

2
H φK(·, η̂t)

〉

H
=
〈
D2

H φνk,K(·, η̂t)
〉

H
=
〈
∂νkD

1
H φ,K(·, η̂t)

〉

H

=
∑

j∈N

〈
νj , ∂νkD

1
H φ

〉

H
〈νj ,K(·, η̂t)〉H .

This gives us by again using Parseval

〈
D1

H φ, ξ(·, η̂t)
〉

H
+ trH

[(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RtK(·, η̂t)′

]

=
∑

k∈N

∑

j∈N

〈
νj ,D

1
H φ

〉

H
〈νj , ∂νkK(ût, η̂t)〉H Rt 〈νk,K(ût, η̂t)〉TH

+
∑

k∈N

∑

j∈N

〈
νj , ∂νkD

1
H φ

〉

H
〈νj ,K(·, η̂t)〉H Rt 〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH

=
∑

k∈N

(〈
D1

H φ, ∂νkK(·, η̂t)
〉

H
+
〈
∂νkD

1
H φ,K(·, η̂t)

〉

H

)
Rt 〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH .

Using the product formula in Hilbert spaces7, we thus derive

〈
D1

H φ, ξ(·, η̂t)
〉

H
+ trH

[(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RtK(·, η̂t)′

]

=
∑

k∈N

∂νk
〈
D1

H φ,K(·, η̂t)
〉

H
Rt 〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH .

The map Φ̂, defined in the statement of the Lemma, then allows us to again use Parseval to derive

〈
D1

H φ, ξ(·, η̂t)
〉

H
+ trH

[(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RtK(·, η̂t)′

]

=
∑

k∈N

(

∂νk Φ̂
)

〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH =
∑

k∈N

〈

νk,D
1
H Φ̂

〉

H

〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH

=

dy∑

i=1

∑

k∈N

dy∑

i=1

〈

νk,D
1
H Φ̂

〉

H

δiδ
T
i 〈νk,K(·, η̂t)〉TH =

dy∑

i=1

〈

D1
H Φ̂δi,K(·, η̂t)

〉

H

δi,

7More precisely the formula for the directional derivative of the scalar product of two differentiable functions.
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where δi, i = 1, · · · , dy denotes the canonical basis of Rdy . Thus, by the assumed regularity of Φ̂,
we derive by using (53)

η̂t
[〈
D1

H φ, ξ(·, η̂t)
〉

H

]
+ η̂t

[
trH

[(
D2

H φ
)
K(·, η̂t)RtK(·, η̂t)′

]]

=

dy∑

i=1

η̂t

[〈

D1
H Φ̂δi,K(·, η̂t)

〉

H

]

δi =

dy∑

i=1

η̂t

[

Φ̂δi (H − η̂[H ])′
]

R−1
t δi

=

dy∑

i=1

η̂t
[〈
D1

H φ,K(·, η̂t)
〉

H
Rtδi (H − η̂[H ])

′]
R−1

t δi

=

dy∑

i=1

η̂t
[〈
D1

H φ,K(·, η̂t)
〉

H
Rtδiδ

T
i R

−1
t (H − η̂[H ])

′]

= η̂t
[〈
D1

H φ,K(·, η̂t) (H − η̂[H ])
〉

H

]
,

which in turn lets us conclude that (54) coincides with the KSE (47) and thus the FPF is indeed
consistent.

The FPF is a true generalization of the EnKBF to general filtering problems and it even provides a
connection between the EnKBF and the true posterior even in inconsistent setting as the following
Lemma shows.

Lemma 31. Let again (η̂)t≥0 be the (conditional) marginal laws to the FPF (52). Assuming
integrability of K(·, η̂t), then it holds that

EY [K(ût, η̂t)] = η̂t (K(·, η̂t)) = Cη̂t
[idH , H ]R−1

t = CY [ût, H(ût)]R
−1
t . (55)

If H is linear and η̂t is Gaussian, one can even choose the gain term K such that K(·, η̂t) =
Cη̂t

[idH , H ]R−1
t . In the linear Gaussian setting the EnKBF is thus just a special case of the

FPF.

Proof. For any i ∈ N we set φi(v) := 〈νi, v〉H as a testfunction in the gain equation (53), then we
have

〈νi, η̂t (K(·, η̂t))〉H = η̂t
(〈
D1

H φi , K(·, η̂t)
〉

H

)
= η̂t

(
φi (H − η̂[H ])′

)
R−1

t

=
〈
νi,Cη̂t

[idH , H ]R−1
t

〉

H
.

Since this holds for any i ∈ N this indeed shows the validity of (55). The second claim follows
from Gaussian integration by parts as in [12].

.
Identity (55) is the reason why the mean field EnKBF is sometimes referred to as the constant
gain approximation (to the FPF) [44]. It may be of interest for the statistical analysis of the
EnKBF, as it provides a link to the Bayesian filtering problem. However such an analysis is out
of the scope of this paper and has so far only been attempted in [14] in finite and time discrete
settings under restrictive assumptions.
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