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Abstract

Data assimilation (DA) provides more accurate, physically consistent analysis
fields and is used for estimating initial conditions in numerical weather forecast-
ing. Traditional DA methods derive statistically optimal analyses in model space
based on Bayesian theory. However, their effectiveness is limited by the difficulty
of accurately estimating the background error covariances matrix B, which repre-
sents the intricate interdependencies among atmospheric variables, as well as the
standard linearity assumptions required during the assimilation step. To address
these limitations, we propose Latent Data Assimilation (LDA) for a multi-variable
global atmosphere, performing non-linear Machine-Learning based Bayesian DA
on an atmospheric latent representation learned by an autoencoder. The feasi-
bility of LDA is supported by the near-linear relationship between increments
in latent space (within the typical magnitude range for DA) and their corre-
sponding impacts in model space, ensuring that the optimal analysis obtained
in latent space approximates the optimal analysis in model space. Due to the

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
2.

02
88

4v
1 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
ao

-p
h]

  5
 F

eb
 2

02
5



relationships among the atmospheric variables encoded in the latent space, LDA
can physically propagate observation information across unobserved regions and
atmospheric variables, even with a fully diagonal B in latent space. We perform
idealized experiments with simulated observations and demonstrate the superi-
ority of LDA over traditional DA methods in model space, while the experiments
assimilating real observations highlight its potential application for operational
reanalysis and weather forecasting systems.

Keywords: Data assimilation, Latent space, Deep learning, Weather forecasting

1 Introduction

Data assimilation (DA) estimates the best state (or parameters) of dynamical systems
by statistically combining diverse observations with numerical forecasts (also known
as background fields)[1, 2], leveraging their respective uncertainties in a Bayesian for-
mulation. In atmospheric science, DA plays a crucial role by providing physically
consistent atmospheric analyses for initializing numerical weather predictions (NWP),
advancing climate and weather research [3]. Over the past two decades, the analysis
quality of atmospheric fields has steadily improved due to the increasing availability
of observations, leading to the so-called quite revolution of weather forecasting [4].
Yet, the DA methodologies have mostly remained similar [3, 5]. State-of-the-art DA
methods, including four-dimensional variational (4DVar) [6] scheme and the Ensemble
Kalman Filter (EnKF) [7, 8], emerged before this century and have been predom-
inant in the field ever since. Their sustained success can be attributed to the fact
that both approaches are fundamentally grounded in Bayesian theory, making them
mathematically rigorous with clear uncertainty quantification.

Despite considerable advances, current Bayesian DA methods could be enhanced
by proper handling of non-linearity—given that most methods rely on near-linear
assumptions—and by accurate estimation of the background error covariance matrix
B [1, 5, 9, 10], which represents the prior correlated uncertainties among variables.
The B-matrix plays a crucial role as it not only weights the relative importance of
the background field against observations, but also spreads information to unobserved
variables and grid points while imposing balance [5, 9]. There are three main methods
available for estimating the B matrix: the NMC method (named after the National
Meteorological Center) [11], the ensemble method [8, 12], and a hybrid approach com-
bining both [13, 14]. The NMC method leverages extensive historical simulations to
produce a B-matrix that effectively represents inter-variable error correlations. How-
ever, this B-matrix is typically static, despite the fact that the background error in
reality evolves with the atmospheric state [5]. In contrast, the ensemble method can
yield a flow-dependent B-matrix based on real-time ensemble forecast estimates [7, 8].
Nevertheless, due to the limited number of ensemble members, this matrix often suf-
fers from serious rank deficiency, resulting in inadequately balanced DA analyses [15].
Therefore, a major challenge lies in obtaining a physically balanced, flow-dependent
B-matrix within a non-linear system, which theoretically requires extensive real-time
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simulations. As a trade-off between the NMC and ensemble methods, the hybrid
method can partially alleviate this limitation but cannot fully resolve it, since it
inherently provides no extra information about the model state correlation. Moreover,
existing methodologies often rely on auxiliary assumptions to mitigate the computa-
tional and storage burden of B-matrix, as it scales exponentially with the number of
model variables [9]. Consequently, despite significant efforts, existing methods yield
B-matrix that might be not be physically consistent.

Currently, Deep Learning (DL) is widely recognized as a promising approach to
revolutionize traditional DA methods, yet actual improvement over standard meth-
ods still needs to be demonstrated at scale [16–18]. Several studies have successfully
improved Bayesian DAmethods using DL, focusing on optimizing observations [19, 20],
simplifying computations [21–24], and correcting analysis errors [25, 26]. However,
substantial improvements to the standard DA still need to be demonstrated. Recently,
novel DA schemes differing from traditional Bayesian approaches have emerged, lever-
aging Generative AI, e.g. diffusion-based, [27–30] and end-to-end methods [31–34]
demonstrating notable potential. Diffusion-based DA methods generate a physically
consistent atmospheric analysis through a denoising process, with the guidance of the
observations. However, these approaches still lack a rigorous mathematical framework
(e.g., Bayesian with proper uncertainty quantification) to generate a statistically opti-
mal analysis by optimally integrating both observations and the background field. The
end-to-end scheme learns the projection from observations and background fields onto
the reanalysis data. This implicit DA scheme enables efficient and direct assimilation
[31], demonstrating significant robustness on observational errors [33]. Despite these
advantages, these end-to-end DA methods heavily rely on high-fidelity reanalysis data
for training and can hardly surpass the accuracy of their training reanalyses, even with
additional observations assimilated. Moreover, end-to-end schemes are highly sensitive
to any distribution shift of its input [33]. The performance can degrade substantially if
the observations and background fields used during the application differ significantly
from those used during training.

To revolutionize current DA methods, it is essential to synergistically combine
the strengths of DL for non-linear feature extraction of high-dimensional data with
the established Bayesian DA framework. Recently, Latent Data Assimilation (LDA)
has emerged as a promising approach to achieve this [35–40]. This scheme employs
autoencoders (AEs) [41] or variational autoencoders (VAEs) [42] to extract non-linear
low-dimensional latent representations of high-dimensional atmospheric states, sub-
sequently performing DA within this compact latent space. Since the dimensionality
reduction inherently encodes the spatial correlations of atmospheric variables within
the latent states, LDA may reduce reliance on the B-matrix for physically consis-
tent analysis. Thus, LDA has the potential to outperform traditional DA methods
in the assimilation step [35]. Previous studies have demonstrated the feasibility of
LDA, but three main challenges remain. Firstly, the theoretical foundation of LDA is
unclear, as it lacks a precise understanding of the relationship between the optimal
solution in the latent space and the model space. Second, the application of LDA to
the atmosphere is currently limited to univariate or simplified models [21, 38–40], thus
its ability to capture large-scale atmospheric problems remains unproven. Finally, the
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operational feasibility of LDA in real-world atmospheric assimilation and forecasting
remains unverified.

In response to these challenges, we propose an LDA method for the high-
dimensional, multivariate global atmosphere. This study enhances the LDA framework
by demonstrating a near-linear relationship between the latent increment and its
impact on model space, indicating that the Bayesian analysis in latent space closely
approximates the optimal analysis in model space. Furthermore, it is also found that
when background errors are projected into the latent space, the elements of the corre-
sponding latent state are almost independent. Therefore, even with a fully decoupled
B-matrix, LDA can yield a physically constrained and flow-dependent analysis. Based
on a medium-range AI weather model (FengWu) [43], we demonstrate the advantages
of LDA over traditional DA in model space and its potential for cycling assimila-
tion and forecasting, as validated through Observing System Simulation Experiments
(OSSEs) [44–46] and real atmospheric observations.

2 Results

LDA performs Bayesian DA on a dimensionally reduced representation of atmospheric
states, learned through an encoder-decoder neural network. The encoder compresses
the background atmospheric field into a latent state for observation assimilation, after
which the decoder reconstructs the same atmospheric state analysis. We trained the
AE using ERA5 global reanalysis [47] at 1.41° resolution, encompassing 69 atmospheric
variables: 4 surface variables (msl, t2m, u10, and v10) and 5 upper-air variables (Z,
T, U, V, Q) across 13 vertical levels. This model compresses the high-dimensional
atmospheric model state (69 × 256 × 128) into a lower-dimensional latent space
(69 × 64 × 32), preserving the original structure of variables, meridional, and zonal
dimensions in a compressed representation. In this study we focus on variational DA
methods rather than ensemble methods in latent space as DL-based weather forecast
models exhibit limitations in propagating initial perturbations [48, 49].

2.1 Validity of applying Bayesian DA in latent space

The implementation of Bayesian DA methods requires the background error to follow
a Gaussian distribution [3, 5]. To verify this assumption in the latent space, we ana-
lyzed a large sample of background errors generated using the NMC method (Fig. S1).
It reveals that the background errors, when projected onto the latent space, follow an
unimodal distribution that is approximately Gaussian. Therefore, LDA can theoret-
ically achieve a statistically optimal analysis within the latent space. However, since
the latent states need a non-linear AE decoder to be projected back to the model
space, statistically optimal analysis in the latent space does not guarantee that its
reconstruction constitutes the optimal analysis in the model space.

To address this, we investigate the sensitivity of the AE decoding outcomes
to latent perturbations that align with the typical DA ranges. To this end, we
construct these perturbations by leveraging the latent space differences between ran-
domly selected ERA5 samples. Extensive experiments reveal a near-linear relationship
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Fig. 1 Illustration of LDA method and the near-linear relationship between latent-space
perturbations and their corresponding effects in model space. a, The architecture of the
AE model for compressing the global atmospheric state and the workflow of LDA method. b, The
impact of different latent increments ∆Z on varing latent state Z. The impact of ∆Z on the latent
background state Z in model space is defined as FZ(∆Z) = D(Z +∆Z)−D(Z), where D(·) denotes
the AE decoder. Here, Z1, Z2, and Z3 represent the latent state for ERA5 reanalysis at 0000 UTC on
January 1, June 1, and December 1, 2017, respectively. ∆Z1 represents the latent difference between
the ERA5 reanalysis at 0000 UTC on January 1, 2017 and March 1, 2017, while ∆Z2 represents the
latent difference between the ERA5 reanalysis at 0000 UTC on June 1, 2017 and September 1, 2017.
The subscript i denotes a non-zero value only in the ith latent variable.

between the latent increments and their impact on their decoding results. As pre-
sented in Fig. 1b, identical latent increments yield similar model increments across
various background fields, with the magnitude of the model increment being approx-
imately proportional to the latent increment. These results also demonstrate the
near-equivalence between the superposition of latent increments and the superposition
of their corresponding model increments. Supplementary Fig. S2 supports this find-
ing with additional samples and an extended analysis over 10,000 samples of latent
increments derived from pairs randomly sampled within the ERA5 test dataset. This
near-linear relationship suggests a near-linear isomorphism between the model state
and latent space within the typical range of increments for DA, implying that the
statistically optimal analysis in latent space approximates the optimal model space
solution for DA.
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2.2 Simplification of B-matrix in latent space

Bayesian DA methods rely on B-matrix to achieve physically consistent analysis [3, 5,
9]. This presents a significant challenge as the storage and computation of B-matrix
grows exponentially with the model variables [9]. Traditional Bayesian assimilation
often employs empirical control variable methods to simplify B or assimilates in the
ensemble space to avoid directly computing B. For LDA, although background fields
can be encoded into latent spaces of reduced order, the burden of B-matrix storage
and inversion still remains.

To simplify the background error covariance matrix in latent space (denoted as
Bz), we analyze its properties using background error fields generated by the NMC
method (see ‘Methods’). Fig. 2a,b reveal a near-diagonal structure of Bz, evident in
both variable and horizontal spatial dimensions. This indicates weak interdependen-
cies between elements of the background errors in latent space, suggesting a fully
decoupled Bz-matrix within the LDA framework. Therefore, the Bz-matrix can be
efficiently represented as a vector containing the background error variance of each
latent element. In this way, the dimensionality of Bz should exhibit sub-linear growth
with the size of model state, as the dimensionality reduction inherent in AE allows
for a more compact latent representation compared to the model space. This property
is essential for Bayesian DA methods, particularly given the increasing resolution of
NWP models.

However, this diagonalization of Bz may raise concerns, as traditional model-
space Bayesian DA relies on the covariance structure of B-matrix to impose physical
constraints [9]. To this end, we conduct single-observation DA experiments with
three-dimensional variation method (3DVar) [50] in latent space (see ‘Methods’) to
demonstrate the validity of fully decoupling Bz. Fig. 2c depicts the impact of a 500
m2/s2 geopotential height increment at 500 hPa in China (the first column) and Aus-
tralia (the second column), respectively. The experiments utilize the ERA5 reanalysis
at 0000 UTC on 1 December 2017 as the background field and a statistic Bz-matrix
generated by NMC method [11] (see ‘Methods’). It shows that the analysis incre-
ment of geopotential height exhibits a radial decrease from the observation location,
inducing an anticyclone wind increment. Notably, the wind increment exhibits oppo-
site directions in the Northern and Southern Hemispheres, strongly consistent with
the geostrophic balance at 500 hPa [1]. The bottom column of Fig 2c illustrates
the temperature increment, which closely aligns with the background wind. These
results demonstrate that, even with a decoupled static Bz, LDA can yield a physically
consistent analysis field that depend on the flow.

To preliminary explain why LDA obviates the need for the covariance of Bz to
impose physical constraints, we analyze the impacts of different channels of the latent
state (latent variables) on atmospheric variables in model space. The results presented
in Fig. S3 demonstrate that identical latent variables consistently influence specific
atmospheric variables to varying degrees. This indicates that the variable dimension of
the latent space encodes the interdependencies among atmospheric variables, thereby
ensuring the physical consistency of the LDA analyses. Moreover, Fig. S3b shows that
the information encoded in different latent variables is approximately orthogonal. This
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Fig. 2 The latent background error covariance matrix Bz generated by NMC method
and the single-observation experiments with totally decoupled Bz. a, The horizontal spatial
background error covariance averaged for each latent variable. b, Background error covariance between
latent variables. c, Analysis increments resulting from a 500 m2/s2 perturbation applied to Z500
over China (left column) and Australia (right column), using the ERA5 reanalysis at 0000 UTC on 1
December 2017 as the background. The top row illustrates the 500 hPa geopotential height and wind
increments, while the bottom row shows the 500 hPa temperature increment and background wind
field. The perturbation location is indicated by the blue triangle.

is expected, as the increased orthogonality of the encoded information allows the AE
to achieve optimal compression with a more compact latent representation.

2.3 Superiority of LDA revealed by the OSSEs

To further demonstrate the superiority of LDA, we conducted OSSEs [44–46] in 2017
comparing both 3DVar [50] and 4DVar [6] in model space and latent space. For clarity,
we denote the variational DA methods as ‘3DVar’ and ‘4DVar’ when applied in model
space, and as ‘L3DVar’ and ‘L4DVar’ when implemented in latent space. ERA5 reanal-
ysis serves as the ground truth for verification and observation sampling. Observations
were simulated based on the location of GDAS (Global Data Assimilation System)
surface and radiosonde observations at 0000 UTC on January 1, 2017, incorporat-
ing normally distributed random errors with zero mean and a variance equivalent to
1% of the climatological variance. A DL-based medium-range weather forecast model,
FengWu [43], with a 1.41° resolution, was adopted as the NWP forecast model. The
background field for the assimilation was provided by a 54-hour FengWu forecast ini-
tialized from ERA5 reanalysis. Each experiment assimilated observations at four time
steps with six-hour intervals, followed by a ten-day forecast.

Fig. 3 shows the percentage error reduction in analyses and forecasts from different
DA schemes in OSSEs, relative to a control run without assimilation. The variational
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DA methods demonstrate greater efficacy in the latent space than in the model space,
for both analyses and forecasts. This advantage is particularly pronounced with latent
L4DVar, which demonstrates substantially improved 10-day forecasts compared to
4DVar. Notably, the LDA analysis exhibits no rapid error growth during the initial
forecast phase, suggesting successful preservation of physical constraints. This stabil-
ity in forecasting also indicates that the information loss incurred by dimensionality
reduction is acceptable for the forecasting model.

Fig. 3 Comparison of Variational DA methods in model space and latent space using
OSSEs. The dark shaded area represents the assimilation stage, during which four observation sets,
simulated from the same conventional observation mask of GDAS at 0000 UTC, January 1, 2017,
were assimilated at six-hour intervals. The lightly shaded area represents the forecast stage with a
lead time of 10 days. Results shown are averaged across daily OSSEs throughout 2017, each using a
56-hour FengWu forecast (initialized from the ERA5 reanalysis) at 0000 UTC as the background field.

2.4 Performance of LDA on real-world observations

Beyond idealized OSSEs, we then evaluate LDA with real radiosonde and surface
observations from GDAS in 2017. The employed observations were interpolated to
model state grid points, comprising over 400 upper-air and 3000 surface observations
with a 12-hour interval (details in ‘Methods’). Fig. 4a demonstrates the ability of LDA
to provide reanalysis, validated by the most reliable observations withheld from assim-
ilation at each DA step. Compared to the ERA5 reanalysis, the L4DVar reanalysis
demonstrates a remarkably small increase in RMSEs (root mean square errors). Aver-
aged across all vertical levels, the difference is only 17 m2/s2 for geopotential height
and 0.09 K for temperature. This minor discrepancy is expected and acceptable, given
that ERA5 reanalysis has assimilated a considerably larger observational dataset than
L4DVar, even including those reserved for validation. Furthermore, it is worth noting
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that the error trend of the L4DVar reanalysis diverges from that of ERA5, indicat-
ing that, unlike end-to-end DA approaches [31–33], LDA methods do not prioritize
approximating the precision of its training data. Consequently, Fig. 4a shows that
L4DVar has the potential to outperform ERA5 for certain variables and periods, such
as 500 hPa geopotential height during the first quarter, as well as 10-meter zonal wind
for nearly the entire year.

Apart from analysis quality, forecast accuracy is another critical metric for evaluat-
ing DA methods. Here, we evaluate 10-day forecasts initialized from L4DVar analyses
with all conventional observations. The DA stage incorporated observations from four
time instances and the background field is provided by 54-hour FengWu forecasts ini-
tialized from ERA5 reanalysis. Fig. 4b demonstrates that L4DVar can significantly
improve forecast accuracy, the potential of LDA for application in operational systems.
However, it also reveals an intriguing phenomenon: the analyses of some variables,
while initially accurate, deteriorate rapidly upon forecast initiation. Since this phe-
nomenon is not observed in OSSEs, a plausible explanation is that the LDA analyses
derived from real-world observations are inconsistent with the ERA5 data for training
FengWu. This discrepancy of input may require adjustments for DL-based weather
forecasting model, thus causing the rapid initial increase in forecast error, particularly
during the first few forecast steps. It is worth noting that the simplified FengWu model
used in this study has a considerably larger forecast error than its original 0.25-degree
resolution version. Consequently, the potential performance of L4DVar with original
FengWu is likely higher than that shown in Fig. 4.

3 Discussion

As a pioneering work, this study proposes an LDA scheme for global, multivariate
atmospheric systems, demonstrating the advantages of Bayesian assimilation in the
latent space over the model space. We demonstrate the validity of applying Bayesian
DA methods in latent space by analyzing the properties of background errors in latent
space and the impact of latent increments on model space. Specifically, the increment
in latent space exhibits a near-linear relationship with that in model space, consistent
with previous studies [38, 40], enabling statistically optimal analysis in the latent space
to approximate the optimal analysis in the model space effectively.

More importantly, LDA is a useful DA method with easy implementation. Firstly,
the B-matrix in latent space can be simplified by diagonalization as the latent space
has already encoded the correlations between model variables. Consequently, LDA
can yield physically balanced analysis with flow-dependency. We emphasize that the
quasi-diagonal property of Bz is not ensured by AE, warranting further theoretical
investigation. Furthermore, since LDA employs a self-supervised AE model, distribu-
tional consistency with the true atmospheric state is theoretically more important than
the absolute accuracy of the training data. This suggests that using AEs trained on
forecasts is a potential option for LDA, which is particularly advantageous for meso-
scale models where access to high-quality reanalysis data may be limited [51]. This
property has been preliminarily proved in our prior research [39]. Finally, it is impor-
tant to highlight that the 3D LDA methods are theoretically suitable for any NWP
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Fig. 4 Evaluation of LDA with conventional observations. a, Smoothed reanalysis error of
L4DVar in 2017, verified against 16 radiosonde and 300 surface observations withheld from assim-
ilation. b, The averaged analysis error and forecast error of L4DVar for experiments initialized at
0000 UTC each day in 2017, all radiosonde and surface observations from GDAS. Observations were
assimilated at 12-hour intervals. The withheld observations selected in (a) possess optimal quality
control metrics and are closest to the DA times. The dark shaded area in (b) represents the assimi-
lation stage, while the lightly shaded area represents the forecast stage.

model. On the other hand, the 4D LDA method is currently restricted to DL-based
forecast models, as LDA relies on a backpropagation algorithm within DL platforms
to optimize the cost function.

DL has recently emerged as a pivotal technology for overcoming bottlenecks in
NWP and DA [52–55]. However, many existing DL-based NWP and DA studies, par-
ticularly end-to-end NWP+DA approaches, treat reanalysis data as their ground truth
[31, 56]. This strategy inherently limits their potential to outperform the reanalysis
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itself. Although computational efficiency remains critical for operational systems, the
primary objective is to improve the accuracy and physical consistency of analyses and
forecasts [1]. LDAmethod has demonstrated its valuable potential to overcome the lim-
itations imposed by training data accuracy as well as surpass traditional DA methods.
Future research on DL-augmented NWP/DA should prioritize exceeding the perfor-
mance of current operational systems, rather than solely focusing on approximating
reanalysis data and its performance.

4 Methods

4.1 Reanalysis dataset and real-world observations

The multivariate global atmospheric dataset employed an AE for LDA derived from
the ERA5 reanalysis [47], with a spatial resolution of 1.4° latitude/longitude encom-
passing a global grid of 128 × 256 points. This dataset comprises 69 variables: four
surface variables and five upper-air atmospheric variables across 13 pressure levels (50,
100, 150, 200, 250, 300, 400, 500, 600, 700, 850, 925, and 1000 hPa). The surface vari-
ables included 2-meter air temperature (t2m), 10-meter wind (u10, v10), and mean
sea-level pressure (msl), while the upper-air variables included geopotential height (Z),
temperature (T), zonal wind (U), meridional wind (V), and specific humidity (Q).
The ERA5 dataset spanning 1979 to 2015 was used for training the AE, with 2016 for
validation, and 2017 for testing, consistent with FengWu [43]. Note that the temporal
resolution of the ERA5 dataset is hourly for AE training and 6-hourly for the FengWu
model.

The global observations for assimilation experiments are sourced from GDAS in
2017. As a preliminary investigation, only surface and radiosonde observations with the
bufr codes of ‘ADPUPA’ and ‘ADPSFC’ are utilized. All observations are interpolated
onto the model state grid and the redundant observations at the same grid point are
averaged. High-elevation surface observations are treated as upper-air observations
after altitude interpolation. In real observation assimilation experiments, observations
deviating from the ERA5 and background fields by more than twice the 48-hour
forecast error are rejected. Post-processing finally yielded over 3000 surface and 400
radiosonde observations every 12 hours.

4.2 AE for compressing multivariate global atmosphere

The AE [41] consists of an encoder and a decoder (Fig. 1a). The encoder E(·) com-
presses the multivariate global atmospheric state x in model space into a latent
representation z, while the decoder D(·) reconstructs z back to the model space.
The AE is trained to minimize the mean squared error loss of the reconstruction,
∥x−D(E(x))∥2, thereby ensuring the latent representation z = E(x) retains maximal
information from x.

Our AE architecture is built upon a vision transformer with window attention
[57], following the design presented in [58] for compressing the ERA5 dataset. All
atmospheric variables were standardized and weighted equally during training. The
model was trained for 30 epochs using the AdamW optimizer [59]. A learning rate of
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2 × 10−4 was employed, incorporating a linear warm-up followed by a cosine decay
schedule.

4.3 The variational DA methods

Assuming the errors of the background field should be singular xb and observations
y are Gaussian and independent, the maximum posterior estimate of the atmospheric
state x can be obtained by minimizing the variational cost function J(x). For 3DVar
[50], the cost function is as follows:

J(x) =
1

2
(x− xb)

TB−1(x− xb) +
1

2
(y −H(x))TR−1(y −H(x)), (1)

where, B and R represent the error covariance matrix for xb and y, respectively. H(·)
denotes the observation operator, facilitating a projection from model space to the
observational space of y.

Furthermore, 4DVar incorporates a weather forecast model as a constraint within
its cost function [6]. Since we employ a DL-based forecast model in this study, for
which estimation of model error is computationally intractable, we adopt a strongly
constrained 4DVar under a perfect model assumption. The cost function is formulated
as follows:

J(x) =
1

2
(x−xb)

TB−1(x−xb)+
1

2

n∑
i=0

(yi −H(M0→i(x)))
TR−1

i (yi −H(M0→i(x))),

(2)
where the subscript i = 0, 1, . . . , n denotes sequential time points, andM0→i represents
model forecast operator from the initial time to ti.

Traditional 3DVar and 4DVar minimization employ an iterative gradient descent
approach, requiring the computation of ∇J(x). This is particularly challenging for
4DVar, necessitating programming tangent linear and adjoint models [5]. Fortunately,
DL facilitates automated minimization of J(x) via gradient descent and backpropa-
gation [60]. This process resembles neural network training but uses J(x) as the loss
function and optimizes only the model states x. We employ the L-BFGS optimizer
for 3DVar due to its efficiency. However, for 4DVar, the incorporation of a nonlinear
DL model makes its cost function non-convex, necessitating the use of a stochastic
optimizer like Adam [61].

4.4 The variational LDA methods

In the LDA, we use the output of AE encoder for xb as the latent background state,
denoted as zb. Denoting the error covariance matrix of zb as Bz and the AE decoder
as D(·), the cost function of 3DVar in latent space can be expressed as:

J(z) =
1

2
(z − zb)

TB−1
z (z − zb) +

1

2
(y −H(D(z)))TR−1(y −H(D(z))), (3)
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and for L4Dvar, it is formulated as follows:

J(z) =
1

2
(z−zb)

TB−1
z (z−zb)+

1

2

n∑
i=0

(yi−H(M0→i(D(z)))TR−1
i (yi−H(M0→i(D(z)))).

(4)
Minimizing these two functions yields the analysis in latent space, za, whose decoded
result, xa = D(za), represents the LDA’s analysis in model space. Note that the min-
imization process requires stochastic optimization techniques due to the incorporation
of the nonlinear decoder. In OSSEs, the average analysis time per assimilation step is
comparable for L3DVar and L4DVar.

4.5 Estimation of B-matrix

The classical NMC method [11] is employed to provide the static forecast error
covariance matrix of FengWu model. The B-matrix in model space is estimated as
follows:

B ≈ 1

2

〈
(x48 − x24)(x48 − x24)T

〉
, (5)

where x24 and x48 represent the 48 h and 24 h forecasts valid at the same time, and
⟨·⟩ denotes the average over a large number of samples. To address the computational
and storage challenges posed by B matrix, we adapted the NCAR-developed GEN BE
2.0 method [62], which generates background error matrices for the WRF model.
This method decomposes B matrix into several components: B = UUT, where U =
UpSUvUh. The Up, Uv, Uh, S matrix represents the physical variable correlation,
vertical correlation, horizontal correlation, and the diagonal standard deviations of
the decomposed variables, respectively.

In contrast, computing the Bz matrix within the latent space is substantially
simplified, owing to its demonstrated diagonalizability. Specifically, we calculate each
diagonal element of Bz with the NMC method as follows:

Bz,i ≈
1

2
(E(x48)i − E(x24)i)

2, (6)

where i denotes the ith element of the latent space variable, and E(·) represents the
AE encoder.

We computed x24 and x48 at 6-hourly intervals throughout 2016, yielding 1460
paired samples, to provide B and Bz required for DA experiments in 2017. Note that
both B and Bz are derived from the same samples, ensuring a perfectly consistent
environment for comparing DA and LDA in OSSEs. The length scales of B and the
magnitude of Bz were optimized through OSSEs in 2016.

4.6 Metrics

In OSSEs, given the ground truth is available at each grid point, we utilize the latitude-
weighted root mean square error (WRMSE) to quantify the error of each atmospheric
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variable c of the model field x as follows:

WRMSE(x,xtruth, c) =

√√√√ 1

H ·W
∑
h,w

H · cos (αh,w)∑H
h′=1 cos (αh′,w)

(
xc,h,w − xc,h,w

truth

)2

, (7)

where superscript c, h, w denote the index for variables, latitude grid, and longitude
grid, respectively. αh,w is the latitude of point (h,w). H and W represent the number
of grid points in the longitudinal and latitudinal directions of the model space.

For real observation experiments, since the observation used for validation is sparse,
we assess the accuracy of x by directly calculating the root mean square error (RMSE)
of each atmospheric variable at the observation locations as follows:

RMSE(x,y, c) =

√
1

N

∑
i

(H(x)c,i − yc,i)2, (8)

where the superscript c, i denote the ith observation of variable c, and N represents
the total number of observations for that variable.
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Supplementary materials

Fig. S1 Probability distribution of the background errors in the latent space. Background
errors were first generated using the NMC method and projected onto latent states, from which
several elements were randomly sampled and presented here.
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Fig. S2 The near-linear relationship between latent-space perturbations and their cor-
responding effects in model space. Z1, Z2, and Z3 represent the latent state for ERA5 reanalysis
at 0000 UTC on January 1, March 1, and December 1, 2017, respectively. ∆Z1 and ∆Z2 represent the
difference in the latent state of the ERA5 reanalysis at 0000 UTC between January 1 and February
1, 2017, and between March 1 and April 1, 2017, respectively. The statistics from 10,000 additional
experiments, each using randomly sampled Z and ∆Z from ERA5 analysis, are presented. MPCC(·)
denotes the mean pearson correlation coefficient.

Fig. S3 The influence of latent variables on atmospheric variables. a, Statistics of pertur-
bation magnitudes in atmospheric variables resulting from a unit increment to each latent variable,
computed from 10,000 samples. b, The absolute correlation between the impact of latent variables on
atmospheric variables. The latent increments were generated were generated using randomly sampled
pairs from the ERA5 reanalysis dataset. In each case, the perturbation magnitudes were normalized
to the range [0, 1] for each atmospheric variable.
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