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Abstract

Particle flow filters solve Bayesian inference problems by smoothly transforming
a set of particles into samples from the posterior distribution. Particles move in
state space under the flow of an McKean-Vlasov-Itô process. This work intro-
duces the Variational Fokker-Planck (VFP) framework for data assimilation, a
general approach that includes previously known particle flow filters as special
cases. The McKean-Vlasov-Itô process that transforms particles is defined via
an optimal drift that depends on the selected diffusion term. It is established
that the underlying probability density - sampled by the ensemble of particles
- converges to the Bayesian posterior probability density. For a finite number
of particles the optimal drift contains a regularization term that nudges parti-
cles toward becoming independent random variables. Based on this analysis,
we derive computationally-feasible approximate regularization approaches that
penalize the mutual information between pairs of particles, and avoid particle
collapse. Moreover, the diffusion plays a role akin to a particle rejuvenation
approach that aims to alleviate particle collapse. The VFP framework is very
flexible. Different assumptions on prior and intermediate probability distribu-
tions can be used to implement the optimal drift, and localization and covari-
ance shrinkage can be applied to alleviate the curse of dimensionality. A robust
implicit-explicit method is discussed for the efficient integration of stiff McKean-
Vlasov-Itô processes. The effectiveness of the VFP framework is demonstrated
on three progressively more challenging test problems, namely the Lorenz ’63,
Lorenz ’96 and the quasi-geostrophic equations.

Keywords: Bayesian Inference, Data Assimilation, Particle Filters, Particle
Flow
2000 MSC: 65C05, 93E11, 62F15, 86A22

∗Corresponding author
Email addresses: amitns@vt.edu (Amit N. Subrahmanya), apopov.vt.edu (Andrey A.

Popov), asandu7@vt.edu (Adrian Sandu)

Preprint submitted to Journal of Computational Physics January 22, 2024



1. Introduction

Data assimilation (DA) [1, 2] seeks to estimate the state of a physical sys-
tem by optimally combining sparse and noisy observations of reality with back-
ground information obtained from a computational model of the system. As
exact Bayesian inference for this state estimation problem is computationally
intractable, statistical sampling methods are frequently used to perform approx-
imate inference.

State-of-the-art statistical methods for data assimilation include the Ensem-
ble Kalman Filter (EnKF) [3–5], and its variants such as the Ensemble Trans-
form Kalman Filter [6], the Ensemble Kalman Smoother (EnKS) [7], all of which
make Gaussian assumptions on the distribution of the samples. One issue with
the aforementioned methods is particle collapse – when the samples in an ensem-
ble become similar to each other, the ensemble covariance becomes small, and
the filter trusts the model while discarding the observations, which leads to the
divergence of the analysis trajectory from the truth. Popular heuristics to pre-
vent divergence include covariance inflation [8], and particle rejuvenation [9, 10].
Another issue with these methods is the curse of dimensionality [11] – statisti-
cal estimates of the covariance are low rank and inaccurate due to a dearth of
samples in high dimensions, requiring heuristic corrections such as covariance
localization [12] and covariance shrinkage [13].

Particle filters [14, 15] make little to no assumptions about any of the un-
derlying distributions; distributions are represented empirically by an ensemble
of particles, each with a certain weight quantifying its likelihood. The inference
step updates the weights rather than updating the particle states. Particle fil-
ters suffer from degeneracy – when the weights of a small subset of particles are
large, and the weights of the remaining particles are close to zero, the effective
number of samples is small and the accuracy of the filter is degraded. Particles
must be resampled periodically to avoid degeneracy. While attractive due to
their generality, traditional particle filters are impractical for usage in high di-
mensional problems as they require exceedingly large numbers of particles. More
robust approaches to particle filtering have been recently developed based on
probability transport maps, and include the Ensemble Transport Particle Filter
(ETPF) [16], the second-order Ensemble Transport Particle Filter(ETPF2) [17],
a coupling-based ensemble filter [18] and the Marginal Adjusted Rank Histogram
Filter (MARHF) [19].

Particle flow filtering, where particles move continuously in the state space
toward samples from a posterior distribution, has attracted considerable atten-
tion recently as a general methodology for Bayesian inference. The particle
motion is governed by the flow of a differential equation. To define this flow,
the Stein variational gradient descent method [20] uses the equality between the
Stein discrepancy and the gradient of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [21]
between the current and posterior distributions. The aim is to progressively min-
imize the KL divergence between the posterior distribution and the sequence
of intermediate particle distributions and the posterior distribution. A closed
form solution to the flow is defined by embedding the particles into a reproduc-
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ing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS), whose kernel must be meticulously chosen.
The mapping particle filter (MPF) [22] employs the Stein variational gradient
descent approach to perform data assimilation. Scalability of MPF to higher
dimensions is challenging, as MPF is biased for a small ensemble spread due to
a finite number of samples. The particle flow filter (PFF) [23] reduces this bias
by employing different localized kernel functions for each state variable, but the
problem does not disappear.

While the previously discussed approaches [20, 22, 23] view the particle flow
problem through the lens of optimization, other works [24, 25] take a dynamical
system point of view where a McKean-Vlasov-Itô process evolves particles from
sampling a prior distribution toward sampling a target (or posterior) distribu-
tion. Reich and Weissmann [25] consider the dynamics of an interacting system
of particles, and the evolution of the corresponding probability distributions via
the Fokker Planck equation. They discuss sufficient conditions that lead to the
convergence of the evolving distribution of samples to the posterior distribution,
which allows to perform Bayesian inference with a wide variety of interacting
particle approximations. A major drawback of this approach is that the evo-
lution of the interactive particle system is highly stiff, and requires expensive
numerical integration approaches. A related approach proposed by Garbuno-
Inigo et. al. [26] uses interacting Langevin diffusions to define particle flows.
The Fokker-Planck equation associated with the stochastic process has an ex-
ploitable gradient structure built on the Wasserstein metric and the covariance
of the diffusion, which ensures convergence to the desired posterior distribution.
A derivative-free implementation of the dynamics is proposed, which allows to
extend Ensemble Kalman Inversion [27] to compute samples from a Bayesian
posterior.

This work introduces a generalized variational Fokker-Planck (VFP) ap-
proach to data assimilation. Much of the theory for stochastic processes moving
a probability density to a desired target via Fokker-Planck dynamics has been
discussed by Jordan et al [28]. We show that previously described methods
such as the MPF, the PFF, and (first-order, overdamped) Langevin-based fil-
ters are in fact, particular formulations in the VFP framework. Specifically,
the deterministic formulations of MPF and PFF can be obtained by embedding
the particle dynamics in a reproducing kernel Hilbert space(RKHS), with no
diffusion. The VFP framework also extends Fokker-Planck [25] and Langevin
dynamics [26] filters, and offers wider flexibility in defining particle flows.

The key contributions of this paper are: (i) a generalized formulation of the
variational Fokker-Planck framework that subsumes multiple previously pro-
posed ensemble variational data assimilation methods, (ii) derivation of the
optimal drift of a McKean-Vlasov-Itô process – that depends on the selected
diffusion term – to push particles towards the posterior distributions, (iii) a
general implementation of VFP via combinations of parameterized distributions,
(iv) derivation of regularization terms to ensure particle diversity by nudging
particles toward becoming independent random variables, (v) an extension of
the formalism to solve smoothing problems in both strong-constraint (perfect
model) and for weak-constraint (model with errors) cases, (vi) inclusion of lo-
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calization and covariance shrinkage in the VFP approach for high dimensional
problems, (vii) discussion of a partitioned linearly-implicit-explicit stochastic
time integration method to evolve stiff McKean-Vlasov-Itô processes.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The general discrete
time data assimilation problem is reviewed in Section 2 along with a description
of notation. Section 3 develops the proposed variational Fokker-Planck frame-
work, including the derivation of the optimal drift and regularization terms,
options to parametrize the intermediate distributions, and implementation as-
pects. Examples of particular VFP filters and smoothers are shown in Section 4.
The importance of regularization and diffusion is illustrated with the help of
an example in Section 5.Application of localization and covariance shrinkage
in the VFP framework are discussed in Section 6. Numerical experiments to
validate the methodology using Lorenz ’63 [29, 30], Lorenz ’96 [31, 32] and quasi-
geostrophic equations [33, 34] are reported in Section 7. Concluding remarks
are drawn in Section 8.

2. Background

Science seeks to simulate and forecast natural processes that evolve in time,
with dynamics that are too complex to be fully known. Let xtrue

k ∈ RNstate

denote the true state of a dynamical system at time tk, representing (a finite
dimensional projection of) the state of the natural process. Due to our lack
of knowledge, our simulation represents only an estimate of the truth. The
background (prior) estimate of the state is represented by a random variable
xb
k ∼ Pb

k whose distribution quantifies the prior uncertainty in our knowledge.
Here, P represents a probability density. State estimates are evolved in time
by the computational model Mk,k+1 : RNstate → R

Nstate which does not fully
capture the dynamics of the natural process, therefore the simulation results
will slowly diverge from reality. To prevent this, our computed estimate must
be combined with observations of the true state. An observation is defined as

yk = Hk(x
true
k ) + εobsk , yk ∈ RNstate , k ≥ 0, (1)

where Hk : RNstate → R
Nobs is a non-linear observation operator. It is assumed

that the observation is corrupted by observation errors from a known error
distribution εobsk ∼ Pobs

k , and that observation errors at different times are
independent random variables. In most operational problems, observations are
spatially sparse i.e. Nobs ≪ Nstate as they are expensive to acquire.

Our goal is to perform Bayesian inference using these two sources of infor-
mation – the background and observation – to decrease uncertainty and obtain
an improved estimate of the true state. This improved estimate is another ran-
dom variable xa

k ∼ Pa
k , called the analysis (posterior), that represents our total

knowledge about the state at time tk. The posterior distribution given by Bayes’
rule [35] is

Pa
k(xk) = Pb

k (xk|yk) =
Pobs
k (yk|xk)Pb

k (xk)

Pk(yk)
. (2)
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By propagating the analysis in time from tk to tk+1 through the model operator:

xb
k+1 = Mk,k+1(x

a
k) + ηk+1, k ≥ 0, (3)

a new prior is obtained at time tk+1, and the cycle can begin anew. In this
paper the model error term ηk+1 ∼ PM

k+1(η) is taken to be zero, i.e., we assume
a perfect model (also referred to as a strong constraint in certain variational
applications[36, 37]).

Consider the data assimilation window [t0, tK ]. The filtering approach to
the Bayesian inference problem eq. (2) incorporates only the observation at the
current time, and sequentially produces analyses xa

k conditioned by all past
observations y0:k for 0 ≤ k ≤ K:

xa
k ∼ P(xk |y0:k) =

Pobs
k (yk |xk)

Pk(yk)
Pk(xk |y0:k−1)

ηi=0
=

[
k∏

i=0

Pobs
i (yi |xi)

Pi(yi)

]
Pb
0 (x0).

(4)
In contrast, the strong constraint smoothing approach incorporates all present
and future observations within the assimilation window [t0, tK ] into the current
analysis starting from t0 as,

xa
0 ∼ P(x0 |y0:K)

ηi=0
=

[
K∏
i=0

Pobs
i (yi |xi)

Pi(yi)

]
Pb
0 (x0) (5)

Additionally, the weak constraint [36] smoothing approach considers the (non-
zero) model error distributions over the assimilation window as,

xa
0 ∼ P(x0 |y0:K) =

[
K∏
i=1

Pobs
i (yi |xi)PM

i (ηi)

Pi(yi)

](
Pobs
0 (y0 |x0)

P0(y0)
Pb
0 (x0)

)
(6)

In practice, performing exact Bayesian inference as in eqs. (4) to (6) is compu-
tationally infeasible. Most tractable methods work via Monte-Carlo approaches
that represent the probability densities used in inference eq. (2) by their empir-
ical counterparts. To this end, we denote an ensemble of Nens realizations (or
samples) of the random state variable x ∼ P as

X :=
[
x[1],x[2], · · · ,x[Nens]

]
∈ RNstate×Nens . (7)

In the ensemble limit of Nens → ∞, the empirical measure distribution of the
ensemble,

P̃(x) =
1

Nens

Nens∑
i=1

δx[i](x), (8)

converges weakly, almost surely to the distribution of the random variable P(x).
When the random variable x describes the state of a dynamical system, each
ensemble member x[e] is also called a particle to hint at its propagation in time.
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Particles are used to estimate statistics of the probability distribution P. For
example, the empirical mean x, anomalies A, and covariance P are defined as

x =
1

Nens
X1Nens

, A =
1√

Nens − 1
(X− x1TNens

), P = AAT, (9)

respectively, where 1p represents a p-dimensional vector of ones. The back-

ground ensemble of particles Xb
k =

[
x
b[1]
k , · · · ,xb[Nens]

k

]
represents the back-

ground probability density as x
b[e]
k ∼ Pb

k (x). The data assimilation problem now

is to produce an analysis ensemble Xa
k =

[
x
a[1]
k , · · · ,xa[Nens]

k

]
with x

a[e]
k ∼ Pa

k(x)

that represents the analysis probability density. For the remainder of this paper
we ignore the physical time subscripts: xb ≡ xb

k, Pb ≡ Pb
k , x

a ≡ xa
k, Pa ≡ Pa

k ,
unless necessary.

3. The Variational Fokker-Planck approach to data assimilation

Variational particle filters use a dynamical system approach to transform a
set of Monte Carlo samples xb[e] from the prior distribution into samples xa[e]

from the posterior distribution [25, 26, 28, 38–40]. Here, the particles move in
state space, according to a differential equation in artificial time τ , such that
the underlying probability distributions evolve from the prior to the posterior.
Two approaches to moving the particles have been proposed. One approach
formulates a flow over a finite time interval τ ∈ [0, 1], starts with the prior
distribution at τ = 0, and reaches the posterior distribution at τ = 1 [41]. A
second approach formulates a flow over an interval τ ∈ [0,∞), and maps any
initial distribution to the posterior distribution asymptotically when τ → ∞.
Examples of such filters include the Stein variational gradient descent [20, 42],
the mapping particle filter [22, 23], interacting Langevin diffusions [26], and
Fokker-Planck particle systems [25]. In this work, we generalize the second
approach and propose the Variational Fokker-Planck (VFP) framework for data
assimilation.

The main idea of the VFP approach is as follows. The initial configuration
of the system is a set of particles eq. (7) drawn from the prior distribution
xb[e] ∼ Pb. The particles move under the flow of a McKean-Vlasov-Itô process,
and their underlying distribution evolves according to the corresponding Fokker-
Planck equation [21]. This McKean-Vlasov-Itô process is defined such as to push
the particles towards becoming samples of the posterior distribution xa[e] ∼ Pa.
This ensemble Xτ , evolving in synthetic time τ , is referred to as the current
(or intermediate) ensemble; each particle from this ensemble is a sample of the

current (or intermediate) distribution, i.e. x
[e]
τ ∼ qτ . This idea is illustrated in

fig. 1. The prior/background particles are depicted by the circles whose density
is shown by the dashed line. These particles flow towards the observation under
an optimal McKean-Vlasov-Itô process depicted by colored lines. The final
positions of the particles are marked by diamonds, with the dash-dotted line
around the analysis particles representing the posterior distribution.
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Observation
Prior
Posterior

Figure 1: Particles sampled from a prior distribution move toward samples from the posterior
distribution under the flow of a stochastic differential equation.

3.1. Derivation of the optimal drift

We focus on the case where the posterior probability is absolutely continuous
with respect to the Lebesgue measure, and the following assumption hold.

Assumption 1. Let Ω = RNstate . Consider the set of smooth probability den-
sities [26] :

Π =
{
q ∈ C∞(Ω) : q(x) > 0 a.e.,

∫
Ω

q(x)dx = 1,

∫
Ω

∥x∥2q(x)dx < ∞
}
.

(10)

We make the following assumptions.

• q0,Pa ∈ Π.

• The solutions of the Fokker-Planck equation, as in eq. (13), are smooth,
qτ ∈ C1

(
[0,∞),Π

)
.

Consider an initial value McKean-Vlasov-Itô process [43–45] that acts on a
random variable xτ ∈ RNstate evolving in artificial-time τ :

dxτ = F(τ,xτ , qτ ) dτ + σ(τ,xτ , qτ ) dWτ , τ ≥ 0, x0 ∼ q0, (11)

where F : R+ × RNstate × Π → R
Nstate is a smooth drift term, σ : R+ ×

R
Nstate × Π → R

Nstate×M is a smooth diffusion matrix, qτ ∈ Π, and Wτ ∈ RM

is an M -dimensional standard Wiener process. We make the assumption that
σ(t,x, q) is a functional of q, i.e., σ depends on the state x only via the second
argument. The random variable evolved by eq. (11) in artificial-time has a
probability density xτ ∼ qτ , which is the solution of the corresponding Fokker-
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Planck-Vlasov equation [45]:

∂qτ (x)

∂τ
= −

Nstate∑
i=1

∂

∂xi

(
qτ (x)Fi(τ,x, qτ )

)
+

Nstate∑
i=1

Nstate∑
j=1

∂2

∂xi∂xj

(
qτ (x)Di,j(τ,x, qτ )

)
, q|τ=0(x) = q0(x).

(12)

Equation (12) is rewritten vectorially as

∂qτ (x)

∂τ
= −div

(
qτ (x)

[
F(τ,x, qτ )−D(τ,x, qτ )∇x log qτ (x)− d(τ,x, qτ )

])
,

q|τ=0(x) = q0(x), x ∈ Ω ⊆ RNstate ,

(13)

where D(τ,x, q) := (1/2)σ(τ,x, q)σT(τ,x, q) ∈ RNstate×Nstate is the diffusion

tensor, div = ∇T
x is the divergence operator, and d(τ,x, q) =

(
divD(τ,x, q)

)T ∈
R

Nstate .

Remark 1. It is shown in [45] that eq. (13) has solutions in the sense of distri-
butions, and under general assumptions, q0 ∈ L1(Ω) implies qτ ∈ C0

(
[0,∞), L1(Ω)

)
.

Existence of smooth solutions under more restrictive assumptions is discussed
in [46–48]. In Assumption 1 we make stronger smoothness assumptions on qτ .

We seek to build particle flows (11) such that the stationary distribution
of the corresponding Fokker-Planck-Vlasov equation (13) is the posterior, i.e.
q∞(x) = Pa(x). Specifically, the KL divergence [49] between qτ (x) and the
target distribution Pa(x) is defined as

DKL(qτ ∥Pa) =

∫
Ω

qτ (x) log
qτ (x)

Pa(x)
dx, (14)

where support(qτ ) ⊆ support(Pa) := Ω. Our aim is to find drift F and dif-
fusion σ terms such that the family of intermediate probability densities (13),
initialized with q0(x) := Pb(x), converges in KL-divergence to the posterior:

lim
τ→∞

DKL (qτ ∥Pa) = 0. (15)

The process (11) provides an indexed family of intermediate random variables
{xτ}0≤τ<∞ that represents the dynamics of particles moving toward a sample
of the target distribution.

We now present two theorems that help to define the KL divergence minimiz-
ing drift for eq. (11). Consider a smooth functional A : Ω× Π → R

Nstate×Nstate

that maps each point in the domain and probability distribution to a symmet-
ric positive definite matrix Aτ := A(x, qτ ), uniformly non-degenerate for any q.
Consider also the space of functions of finite second order scaled moments with
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respect to the probability density q(·) over Ω, and define the following inner
product:

L2,q,A−1(Ω) :=
{
f : Ω → R

Nstate |
∫
Ω

q(x)
∥∥A−1/2(x, q) f(x)

∥∥2 dx < ∞
}
,(16a)

⟨f, g⟩q,A−1 :=

∫
Ω

q(x) fT(x)A−1(x, q) g(x) dx, f, g ∈ L2,q,A(Ω). (16b)

Thus, the drift is optimal in the sense that it is the direction of the largest
decrease of the KL divergence between qτ and Pa in the inner product space
defined by ⟨·, ·⟩qτ ,A−1

τ
.

Theorem 1. Consider the process eq. (11), and (τ,x, q) 7→ Aτ ∈ RNstate×Nstate ,
a smooth functional that maps synthetic time, state, and probability densities to
symmetric positive definite matrices. The instantaneous optimal drift F that
minimizes the KL-divergence (14) of the family of distributions governed by the
Fokker-Planck equation eq. (13) with respect to the dot-product ⟨·, ·⟩qτ ,A−1

τ
in

eq. (16) is:

F(τ,x, qτ ) = −Aτ (x, qτ )∇x log
qτ (x)

Pa(x)
+D(τ,x, qτ )∇x log qτ (x) + d(τ,x, qτ ).

(17)

The optimal drift eq. (17) depends on the current probability density qτ , as well
as on diffusion term σ via D and d.

The Fokker-Planck equation eq. (13) under the optimal drift eq. (17) is:

∂qτ (x)

∂τ
= div

(
qτ (x)Aτ (x, qτ )∇x log

qτ (x)

Pa(x)

)
. (18)

Proof. We omit all explicit arguments of the probability distributions and
functions for brevity. The time derivative of the KL-divergence eq. (14) is:

dDKL

dτ
=

∫
Ω

∂qτ

∂τ

(
log

qτ

Pa
+ 1
)
dx,

and applying the Fokker-Planck equation eq. (13) leads to:

dDKL

dτ
=

∫
Ω

−div
(
qτ
(
F−D∇x log qτ − d

))(
log

qτ

Pa
+ 1
)
dx.

Since qτ |∂Ω = 0 by Assumption 1, integrating by parts, and using eq. (16) leads
to:

dDKL

dτ
=
〈
F−D∇x log qτ − d, Aτ∇x

(
log

qτ

Pa

)〉
qτ ,A−1

τ

.

Consequently the optimal drift F that maximizes the rate of decrease of the
KL-divergence with respect to the dot product eq. (16) with scaling Aτ is given
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by:

F−D∇x log qτ − d = −Aτ∇x

(
log

qτ

Pa

)
.

Theorem 2. The Fokker-Planck-Vlasov equation eq. (18) evolves the probabil-
ity distribution qτ (x) toward the unique steady-state q∞(x) = Pa(x) a.e. (w.r.t.
the Lebesgue measure), regardless of the initial condition q0(x).

Proof. The proof follows [26]. Consider the following modified Wasserstein
distance between µ0, µ1 ∈ Π [50]:

W 2(µ0, µ1) =
{
inf
vζ

∫ 1

0

∫
Ω

(vTζ A−1
ζ vζ) qζ(x) dx dζ = inf

vζ

∫ 1

0

⟨vζ , vζ⟩qζ ,A−1
ζ

dζ

s.t. ∂ζqζ = −div (qζ vζ) , q0 = µ0, q1 = µ1

}
.

(19)

Define the following Riemannian metric tensor on the tangent space TqτΠ at qτ :

gqτ (s1, s2) =

∫
Ω

(vT1 A−1
τ v2) qτ (x) dx where si = − div (qτ vi) ∈ TqτΠ, i = 1, 2,

(20)
where vi = ∇xϕi, and ϕi are the unique solutions of the linear elliptic PDEs

− div(qτ∇xϕi) = si, x ∈ Ω; ϕi

∣∣
x∈∂Ω

= 0,

and are vectors in the cotangent space, ϕi ∈ T ∗
qτΠ. (Note that

∫
Ω
sidx = 0.)

The Riemannian gradient of the KL divergence F(qτ ) := DKL (qτ ∥Pa), seen as
a functional on Π, is defined as [26]:

gqτ (∇qτF , s) =

∫
Ω

δF
δqτ

(x) s(x) dx =

∫
Ω

(
log

qτ

Pa
(x) + 1

)
s(x) dx

= −
∫
Ω

(
log

qτ

Pa
(x) + 1

)
div (qτ v) dx

=

∫
Ω

(
Aτ ∇x log

qτ

Pa
(x)
)T

A−1
τ v(x) qτ (x) dx.

(21)

Comparing with the definition in eq. (20) of the Riemannian metric we obtain
that

∇qτ DKL (qτ ∥Pa) = div
(
qτ Aτ ∇x log

qτ

Pa
(x)
)
,

and that the FPE trajectory eq. (18) under the optimal drift eq. (17) is a
gradient flow for the KL divergence with respect to the modified Wasserstein
distance eq. (19):

∂qτ (x)

∂τ
= −∇qτ DKL (qτ ∥Pa) . (22)

Since DKL (qτ ∥Pa) ≥ 0 and it decreases monotonically along the FPE trajectory
we conclude that eq. (22) converges to a steady state distribution q∞(x).
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A stationary distribution of the Fokker-Planck eq. (18) satisfies:div

(
q∞(x)A∞ ∇x log

q∞(x)

Pa(x)

)
= div

(
Pa(x)A∞ ∇x

q∞(x)

Pa(x)

)
= 0, x ∈ Ω,

q∞(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω.

(23)
Since A∞ > 0 by assumption, and Pa(x) > 0 for x ∈ Ω, eq. (23) implies
that q∞(x)/Pa(x) = const a.e. (w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure). Using the
connectivity of Ω, and since both distributions need to integrate to one, we
conclude that q∞(x) = Pa(x) a.e.

Remark 2. The optimal drift (17) consists of two terms, i.e., two forces acting
on the particles. The term

Aτ

(
∇x logPa(x)−∇x log qτ (x)

)
(24)

is the scaled difference between the gradient-log-densities of the posterior and
the intermediate distribution, and ensures that the intermediate distribution is
pushed toward the posterior one. The term

D(τ,x, qτ )∇x log qτ (x) + divD(τ,x, qτ ), (25)

is an anti-diffusion term “compensating” for the stochastic term σ(τ,x)dWτ of
eq. (11), and ensuring that the perturbations to any one realization of intermedi-
ate variables still move towards being a realization of the analysis. Deterministic
dynamics are obtained by setting the diffusion to zero, σ = 0. In this case the
anti-diffusive force eq. (25) is zero, and the optimal drift is given by the first
term eq. (24) only. The deterministic choice does not change the optimal FPE
eq. (18).

Remark 3. The KL-divergence eq. (14) is not the only way to quantify close-
ness to the posterior distribution. Consider a general smooth finite functional
on the space of smooth pdfs F : Π → R and a smooth transform g : R→ R:

F(π) := g

(∫
Ω

L(x, π,∇xπ) dx

)
, F(π) ≥ 0 ∀π,

δF(π)

δπ
(x) = g′

(∫
Ω

L(x, π,∇xπ) dx

)
·

·
(
Lπ

(
x, π(x),∇xπ(x)

)
− divL∇xπ

(
x, π(x),∇xπ(x)

))
,

δF(π)

δπ

∣∣∣
π=q

(x) = const w.r.t. x ⇒ q(x) = Pa(x).

The optimal drift for decreasing F [25] is:

F(τ,x, qτ ) = −Aτ ∇x

(
δF(qτ )

δqτ
(x)

)
+D(τ,x, qτ )∇x log qτ (x) + d(τ,x, qτ ).
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For example, consider the Renyi divergence functional with α > 0, α ̸= 1:

F(qτ ) = Dα(qτ∥Pa) =
1

α− 1
log

∫
Ω

qτ (x)
α Pa(x)1−α dx,

F(τ,x, qτ ) = −cAτ ∇x

(
qτ (x)

Pa(x)

)α−1

+D(τ,x, qτ )∇x log qτ (x) + d(τ,x, qτ ),

c =
α

α− 1

(∫
Ω

qτ (x)
α Pa(x)1−α dx

)−1

3.2. Selection of the metric Aτ

The optimal drift in eq. (17) depends on the choice of Aτ , i.e., depends on
the metric in which the minimum KL-divergence tendency is measured. Several
special choices of Aτ are discussed next.

1. The trivial choice, used in this paper, is Aτ = INstate , giving

F(τ,x, qτ ) = ∇x logPa(x)+(D(τ,x, qτ )−INstate
)∇x log qτ (x)+d(τ,x, qτ ).

(26)
The space eq. (16) are functions with finite second order moments.

2. In Stein variational gradient descent [20, 42] one choosesAτ = qτ (x) INstate

and σ = 0, giving

F(τ,x, qτ ) = qτ (x)∇x logPa(x)− qτ (x)∇x log qτ (x). (27)

The space eq. (16) is L2(Ω), the space of square integrable functions with
respect to Lebesgue measure. Equation eq. (27) can be seen as a scaling of
the gradients obtained in eq. (26) without stochastic noise. Embedding the
optimal drift eq. (27) in a RKHS with kernel K(·, ·) recovers the original
formulation [20, 42]:

F(τ,x, qτ )
∣∣
rkhs

=

∫
Ω

K(x, z)F(τ, z) dz

eq. (27)
= Ez∼qτ [K(x, z)∇z logPa(z) +∇zK(x, z)] .

(28)

3. The choice Aτ = D(τ,x, qτ ) leads to first-order, overdamped Langevin
dynamics [26, 51]:

F(τ,x, qτ ) = D(τ,x, qτ )∇x logPa(x) + d(τ,x, qτ ), (29)

and this drift is optimal under the assumption that D(τ,x, qτ ) has full
rank. If M = Nstate and the drift matrix σ in eq. (11) is non-singular, then
the space eq. (16) consists of functions f for which σ−1f has finite second
order moments. In the Langevin choice the optimal drift eq. (29) does
not depend on the current probability density qτ (x), and therefore can
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be computed very efficiently. The particles spread is ensured by diffusion
only.

4. An intuitive choice is the sample covariance of the current distribution,
i.e., Aτ = Cov [qτ ] [26]; in the context of Langevin dynamics eq. (29) this
choice leads to an affine-invariant flow [51].

5. Tapering Aτ can be used to perform localization in a VFP context. The
optimal drift acting on a certain state variable is restricted to depend only
on gradient-log-density entries corresponding to “nearby” state variables.

3.3. Discretization and parameterization of the optimal drift in the VFP filter

Mixture

P(x;Θ1:m(x)) ∝
∑m

i=1 wi Pi(x;Θi(x)),

∇x logP(x;Θ1:m(x)) =
∑m

i=1 wi

(
∂
∂xPi(x;Θi(x))+

∂
∂Θi

Pi(x;Θi(x))
∂Θi
∂x

)
∑m

i=1 wiPi(x;Θi(x))
,

Simplifying assumption: ∂Θi/∂x = 0, ∀i.

Kernel (K)

P(x) ∝ 1
Nens

∑Nens

i=1 K(x− xi),

∇x logP(x) =
∑Nens

i=1 ∇xK(x−xi)∑Nens
i=1 K(x−xi)

,

K is a positive definite kernel function.

Gaussian (G)
P(x) ∝ exp(−1

2
(x− x)TP−1 (x− x)),

∇x logP(x) = −P−1 (x− x).

Laplace (L)

P(x) ∝ (θν)Kν(θ) ,

∇x logP(x) = − 2
θ
Kν−1(θ)
Kν(θ)

P−1 (x− x),

θ =
√

2(x− x)TP−1 (x− x), ν = 1−Nstate/2,

Kν is the modified Bessel function of the second kind [52, 53].

Huber (H) ∇x logP(x) =

{
−δ1

2
θ
Kν−1(θ)
Kν(θ)

P−1 (x− x) δ1
2
θ
Kν−1(θ)
Kν(θ)

< δ2,

−δ2 P
−1 (x− x) otherwise.

Cauchy (C)
P(x) ∝

∏n
i=1

[
πγi

(
1 +

(
xi−x̄i

γi

)2)]−1

[∇x logP(x)]i = −2 xi−x̄i

γ2
i +(xi−x̄i)

2 , for i = 1, . . . , n

Table 1: A collection of several parametrized probability distributions considered in this
work, and the corresponding gradient-log-densities. The letters in the parentheses represent
abbreviations of the distributions used to name the various families of VFP methods. For most
of the distributions listed, the parameters are a semblance of centering x ∈ RNstate (which may,
but does not necessarily stand for the mean), and a semblance of spread P ∈ RNstate×Nstate

(which may, but does not necessarily stand for covariance).
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We now formulate the particle flow method discussed in Section 3.1 using
a finite ensemble of particles. Consider the ensemble Xτ ∈ RNstate×Nens (7)

consisting of Nens particles x
[e]
τ ∼ qτ (·). We refer to Xτ as the intermediate or

current ensemble, and to qτ as the intermediate or current distribution. The
McKean-Vlasov-Itô process eq. (11) acting on the ensemble is defined for each
particle in artificial time as follows:

dx[e]
τ = F(τ,x[e]

τ , qτ ) dτ + σ(τ,x[e]
τ , qτ ) dWτ , e = 1, . . . ,Nens. (30)

The optimal drift eq. (26) defined in Theorem 1 acting on each particle eq. (30)
is:

F(τ,x[e]
τ , qτ ) = Aτ∇x logPa(x[e]

τ ) + (D(τ,x[e]
τ )−Aτ )∇x log qτ (x

[e]
τ ) + d(τ,x[e]

τ ),
(31)

and depends both on the (continuous) analysis distribution Pa and on the (con-
tinuous) intermediate distributions qτ , evaluated at the current particle state.
Under the action of the flow, Xτ evolves toward an ensemble X∞ = Xa of
samples from the posterior distribution Pa given by eq. (2) or eq. (5).

The drift term eq. (31), requiring the gradient-log-likelihoods of the interme-
diate qτ (x) and the posterior Pa(x) probability densities, can be estimated in
two ways. The first approach, proposed by Maoutsa et al. [54], expresses each
analytical gradient-log-density −∇x log qτ (x) and −∇x logPa(x) as the solution
of a minimization problem. The second approach, employed in this paper,
first reconstructs the continuous probability densities qτ (x) and Pa(x) using
information from the ensembles Xτ and Xb, respectively, under appropriate
assumptions. The corresponding gradient-log-densities are then evaluated on
each particle. Powerful kernelized dynamics can be obtained by embedding the
drift F in an RKHS similar to [22, 23], but without eliminating qτ .

The VFP filter computes the optimal drift in eq. (31) as follows:

1. Assume the form of the prior distribution Pb(x), and fit the parameters
of this distribution using the background ensemble Xb. Compute the
corresponding negative gradient-log-likelihood function −∇x logPb(x).

2. By Bayes’ rule eq. (2) the analysis gradient-log-likelihood is the sum of
the gradient-log-likelihoods of the prior distribution and of the (known)
observation error distribution:

−∇x logPa(x) = −∇x logPb(x)−∇x logPobs(x). (32)

3. Assume the form of the intermediate probability density qτ (x), and fit the
parameters of this distribution using the current ensemble data Xτ . Com-
pute the corresponding negative gradient-log-likelihood function−∇x log qτ (x).

4. Compute the optimal drift via formula eq. (31) by evaluating the above
gradients at particle states.
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The assumptions on the form of the prior distribution Pb and of the inter-
mediate distribution qτ can differ from each other. These choices dictate the
parameterization of the VFP method. We use the abbreviations in table 1 to dis-
tinguish between them. For instance, we use the notation VFP(GH) to indicate
a Gaussian assumption on the prior distribution and a Huber assumption on the
intermediate distribution. VFPLn(G) is used to denote the Langevin variant of
the Fokker-Planck dynamics with a Gaussian assumption on the prior. Table 1
provides a non-exhaustive list of parameterized families of distributions:

• A general approach to parametrized distributions involves mixture model-
ing with an arbitrary set of parameters estimated from the corresponding
ensemble. Though not implemented in this work, it is of high research
interest.

• The multivariate Gaussian distribution is an assumption similar to that
made in ensemble Kalman filter methods.

• The multivariate Laplace and the multivariate Huber distributions from
the field of robust statistics [55, 56].

• In the VFP framework, the mapping particle filter [22] and the high-
dimensional flow filter [23] can be derived by embedding the optimal drift
with Aτ = qτ in an RKHS, eliminating qτ , and making kernel and Gaus-
sian parameterizations on Pb(x).

Remark 4. The assumptions on Pb(x) and Pobs(y |x) directly impact the ap-
proximation of Pa, toward which particles converge in the limit. The assump-
tions and parameterizations made for qτ change the way particles move towards
the posterior, but not the limit of the process.

Remark 5. It is possible that the choices of parameterized families lead to
intermediate distributions that do not converge in KL-divergence to the anal-
ysis eq. (14). For example, if Pa is the product of a Gaussian (Pobs) and
Laplace (Pb) distributions, then neither a pure Gaussian nor a pure Laplace is
a good assumption on qτ . Thus, the KL divergence between qτ and Pa can then
never be zero. If we consider the parameterized family of intermediate distribu-
tions Q, then, instead of seeking a distribution such that the KL-divergence is
zero eq. (15), we instead aim to find the optimal analysis from the intermediate
family that simply minimizes the KL-divergence:

lim
τ→∞

DKL (qτ ∥Pa) = min
q∈Q

DKL (q ∥Pa) .

3.4. Optimal drift in the VFP smoother

Consider the “strong-constraint” smoothing posterior eq. (5) for a perfect
model eq. (3) with ηi = 0 where xi = M0,i(x0) for any time ti. Since model tra-
jectories are fully determined by the initial conditions, the “strong-constraint”
data assimilation [37] is performed in the space of initial conditions. The en-
semble of particles Xτ ∈ RNstate×Nens eq. (7) consists of Nens initial conditions
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x
[e]
0,τ ∼ qτ (x0) that completely determine the Nens trajectories. (Here 0 is the

initial physical time, and τ is the synthetic time corresponding to changing
particles/initial conditions.) The analysis probability density eq. (5) has the
following gradient-log-likelihood:

∇x0
logPa(x0; y0:K) = ∇x0

logPb(x0)

+

K∑
i=0

M∗
0,i(x0)∇xi

logPobs
i

(
yi |xi

)∣∣
xi=M0,i(x0)

,
(33)

where M∗
0,i(x0) :=

(
dM0,i(x0)/dx0

)T
is the adjoint model operator [57, 58].

Remark 6 (Traditional 4D-Var). Traditional 4D-Var computes a maximum
aposteriori estimate xa

0 of the initial condition; the argument that maximizes the
posterior probability density can be obtained by evolving the initial condition in
synthetic time along the gradient-log-density (33):

d

dτ
x0,τ = ∇x0

logPa(x0,τ ; y0:K), x0,τ |τ=0 = xb
0 , x0,τ

τ→∞−−−−→ xa
0. (34)

Evaluation of the posterior gradient-log-density values ∇x0
logPa requires one

forward model run, followed by one adjoint model run.

Remark 7 (Ensemble of 4D-Vars). The “ensemble of 4D-Vars” approach
[59] performs Nens independent minimizations (34) of negative log posterior
densities corresponding to different samples of background states and perturbed
observations y[e]:

d

dτ
x
[e]
0,τ = ∇x0 logPa(x

[e]
0,τ ; y

[e]
0:K),

x
[e]
0,τ |τ=0 = x

b[e]
0 , x

[e]
0,τ

τ→∞−−−−→ x
a[e]
0 , e = 1, . . . ,Nens.

(35)

The Nens evolution equations (35) are independent of each other (and possibly

solved in parallel). The result is an ensemble of analysis initial conditions x
a[e]
0 ,

which samples the posterior exactly only when the posterior is Gaussian.

To apply the variational smoother, we compute the optimal drift at each syn-
thetic time τ according to the formula eq. (31), where, to simplify the discussion
we consider here Aτ = I, and remove the explicit dependency on τ . Each ini-
tial condition is then evolved in synthetic time using the stochastic differential
equation (30):

dx
[e]
0,τ = ∇x0 logPa(x

[e]
0,τ ; y0:K) dτ

+ (D(x
[e]
0,τ )− I)∇x0 log qτ (x

[e]
0,τ ) dτ + d(x

[e]
0,τ ) dτ

+ σ(τ,x[e]
τ , qτ ) dWτ , e = 1, . . . ,Nens.

(36)

We use the name VFPS to refer to the “strong-constraint” VFP smoother
(36). The computations of gradient-log-density values are repeated for each
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synthetic time τ , i.e., for each iteration of the underlying gradient-based min-
imization of the KL divergence eq. (15). Evaluation of the posterior gradient-

log-density values ∇x0
logPa(x

[e]
0 ) requires Nens forward model runs, followed

by Nens adjoint model runs, each started from a different initial condition x
[e]
0,τ

(and all computed independently). A parametric approximation of qτ (x0) is
constructed as in the filtering case, and the corresponding gradient-log-density

values ∇x0 log qτ (x
[e]
0,τ ) are calculated; this term uses all Nens initial conditions,

but does not require additional model runs.

Remark 8 (VFPS). We compare the “strong-constraint VFPS” algorithm (36)
with the ensemble of 4D-Vars approach (35).

• The ensemble of 4D-Vars approach (35) runs Nens independent strong-
constraint 4D-Var solutions [37].

• In contrast, for deterministic dynamics (σ = 0) the “strong-constraint
VFPS” algorithm (36) runs an ensemble of Nens coupled strong-constraint
4D-Var solutions:

d

dτ
x
[e]
0,τ = ∇x0 logPa(x

[e]
0,τ ; y0:K)−∇x0 log qτ (x

[e]
0,τ ), e = 1, . . . ,Nens.

The coupling is realized by the reconstructed current density qτ (x
[e]
0,τ ),

which uses all Nens particles. The VFPS solutions are stochastic for gen-
eral σ ̸= 0.

VFPS rigorously computes a sample from the posterior distribution. The cou-
pling between particles makes VFPS different, and more rigorous (even for
Gaussian posteriors ), than the “ensemble of 4D-Vars” sampling approach. A
complete analysis of the differences between the two approaches is outside the
scope of this work.

In case of an imperfect model eq. (3) with model errors ηi ∼ PM
i (η), with

the posterior eq. (6) the “weak-constraint” data assimilation [37] is performed
in the space of model trajectories. The ensemble of particles Xτ ∈ RNstate×Nens

eq. (7) consists of Nens trajectories x
[e]
0:K,τ ∼ qτ (x0:K). Assuming that model

errors at different times are independent of each other, and of observation errors,
the analysis gradient-log-likelihood eq. (5) is:

∇xi
logPa(x0:K) = ∇xi

logPb(xi) +∇xi
logPobs

i

(
yi |xi

)
+∇η logPM

i−1

(
xi −Mi−1,i(xi−1)

)
−M∗

i,i+1(xi)∇η logPM
i

(
xi+1 −Mi,i+1(xi)

)
.

(37)

To compute the optimal drift (31), parametric approximations of the distribu-
tion qτ (x0:K) are needed. Under the approximation that current state probabil-

ity densities at different physical times are independent, qτ (x0:K) ≈
∏K

i=0 qτ (xi),
one constructs parametric approximations of qτ (xi) for each physical time, and
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computes ∇xi
log qτ (x

[e]
i ) as in the filtering case. Evaluation of the posterior

gradient-log-density values ∇xi
logPa(x

[e]
0:K) for each physical time i = 0, . . . ,K

requires computing solution differences xi+1−Mi,i+1(xi), and applying adjoint

operators M∗
i,i+1(xi). The state x

[e]
i,τ of each particle e at each physical time i

moves under the flow of a different McKean-Vlasov-Itô process eq. (30), which
makes the entire computation highly parallelizable. As in remark 7, the ensem-
ble of “weak-constraint” 4D-Var analyses with perturbed observations is exact
only when the posterior is Gaussian.

3.5. Selection of the diffusion term

To complete the description of the stochastic dynamics eq. (30) one needs to
select the diffusion term σ(τ,x). Recall that the optimal drift eq. (17) depends
on the diffusion term, however the resulting Fokker-Planck equation eq. (18)
does not. Nevertheless, the choice of σ(τ,x) does impact the implementation of
the algorithm, as well as its practical performance, given the finite number of
particles and the different approximations made when reconstructing probability
densities. The trivial choice σ(τ,x) ≡ 0 can be made to ensure deterministic
particle dynamics. Using the optimal drift eq. (17) the process eq. (30) becomes:

d

dτ
x[e]
τ = −Aτ ∇x log

qτ (x
[e]
τ )

Pa(x
[e]
τ )

, x
[e]
0 = xb[e], e = 1, . . . ,Nens. (38)

Our experience with running the experiments indicate that, during the first data
assimilation cycles, the deterministic VFP method (38) successfully transforms
particles from background samples into analysis samples. However, after mul-
tiple assimilation cycles, the performance of the filter deteriorates considerably
due to the phenomenon of particle collapse. While deterministic dynamics are
exact for an infinite number of particles, they lead to biased analysis for finite
sizes, and ultimately lead to particle collapse. Using stochastic dynamics, i.e., a
non-zero diffusion σ(τ,x), is akin to performing rejuvenation in particle filters
[10, 16, 17], and presents a natural approach to alleviate this problem. In our
view, stochastic dynamics alleviates, to a large extent, the bias issue inherent
with a finite number of particles.

Since particles are physical model states, the choice of the diffusion term
should ensure that the stochastic perturbations σ(τ,x)dWτ do not push the
particle states outside physical regimes. These perturbations should respect the
scaling of different components, correlations between variables, and the quasi-
equilibria of the system. To this end, a reasonable choice is to use a scaled
square root of the forecast particle covariance (σ(τ,x) = α (Pb)1/2), or of the

current particle covariance (σ(τ,x) = α Cov [Xτ ]
1/2

) [26], or of a climatological

covariance (σ(τ,x) = αB1/2), where the climatological covariance B is a data
driven estimate of the covariance, typically the autocovariance, and α is a scaling
parameter. An approximation to the square root of the forecast covariance is
given by the scaled ensemble anomalies ((Pb)1/2 = (Nens−1)−1/2(Xb−xb)), in
which case the stochastic perturbations are similar to the rejuvenation done in
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ETPF [51]. A similar approximation can be employed for the square root of the
current particle covariance. Note that choosing the diffusion matrix σ(τ,x, q)
to be independent of the states, makes d = divD = 0, and simplifies the drift
computation.

3.6. Regularization of the particle flow
With a finite number of particles in a large state space, particle and ensem-

ble filters may suffer from ensemble collapse. As discussed in Section 3.5, the
stochastic diffusion in VFP plays a role similar to that of particle rejuvenation
in traditional particle filters. However, since the diffusion is dependent on many
parameters, there is no guaranteed prevention of ensemble collapse. For this,
we consider a regularization of the particle flow, which adds an additional drift
term to the dynamics in eq. (11), that favors particle spread in the state space.
Thus, the resulting drift has one component that pushes the particles toward
a sample of the posterior, by minimizing the KL divergence in eq. (14), and a
regularization component that pushes the particles apart.

3.6.1. General considerations and particle interaction

We now ask the question: what is the effect of a finite number of particles
on the optimal dynamics (17)? Assuming that qτ is known exactly, the op-
timal drift (17) applied to each particle (drifts differ due to different particle
states xτ ) ensures that the marginal distribution of each particle approaches
the posterior, q∞ = Pa. But what is the joint distribution of all particles? Are

converged particle states {x[e]
∞}1≤e≤Nens

independent samples from the posterior
distribution, as desired? When qτ is not known but is approximated from all

available particle states {x[e]
τ }1≤e≤Nens

, the dynamics of each particle depends
on all other particles, and therefore the particle states are correlated random
variables.

In order to answer this question, motivated by [25], we consider an ensemble
of particles X ∈ RNstate×Nens eq. (7) as one large system of interacting particles.
Formally, we define one large state vector that stacks all particles as follows:

X :=
[
x[1]T,x[2]T, · · · ,x[Nens]T

]T
∈ RNensNstate×1, X[e] := x[e] (39)

where 1 ≤ e ≤ Nens. The current and the background vectors (39) of interacting
particles are denoted by Xτ and Xb, respectively.

Remark 9. The methodology discussed in section 3.3 and section 3.4 uses the
finite number of particles to build build parametric approximations of Pa and
qτ . With some abuse of notation, let Pa(x,Xb), and qτ (x,Xτ ) also denote
these reconstructed probabilities, where their dependency on the ensembles used

to fit parameters is made explicit. The general drift F(τ,x
[e]
τ , qτ ) and diffusion

σ(τ,x
[e]
τ , qτ ) terms that act on particle e are represented in parametric form as

F(τ,x
[e]
τ ,Xτ ) and σ(τ,x

[e]
τ ,Xτ ), respectively. Consequently, the evolution of e-

th particle depends on the states of all particles, which results in a coupling of
particle dynamics.
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To perform variational filtering using Nens particles, we evolve Xτ through
the following stochastic dynamics:

dXτ = F(τ,Xτ ) dτ +S(τ,Xτ ) dWτ , (40)

where F : R+ × RNstateNens → R
NstateNens is the optimal drift, S : R+ ×

R
NstateNens → R

NstateNens×MNens is the diffusion, and Wτ ∈ RMNens is a Wiener
process. A sequence of random variables whose joint distribution is invariant
under any reordering is called exchangeable [60]. This concept is weaker than
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d) as all i.i.d sequences are trivially
exchangeable, while the vice versa is not true. Let Qτ (X) be the joint probabil-
ity density of Xτ on RNensNstate evolving under the process eq. (40). Assuming
particle exchangeability, the joint probability distribution Q is independent of
the particle stacking order in eq. (39). Therefore, as the marginal probability
densities of all particles are equal to each other (qτ ), we can define the joint
density as

Qτ (X) := rτ (X)

Nens∏
e=1

qτ (x
[e],Xτ ), (41)

where rτ couples the marginal densities of individual particles. As the goal is to
push particles toward i.i.d. samples from the posterior, the target probability
density on RNensNstate is Pa(X) =

∏Nens

e=1 Pa(x[e],Xb). The optimal drift eq. (17)
for the system given in eq. (40) is

F(τ,X,Qτ ) = −Aτ (X,Qτ )∇X log
Qτ (X)

Pa(X)

+D(τ,X,Qτ )∇X logQτ (X) + d(τ,X,Qτ ),
(42)

whereD = SST

2 , and d = ∇T
XD (similar to definitions ofD and d in section 3.1).

Consider the optimal drift for the system of particles in eq. (42) along with

simplifying assumptions such as S(τ,Xτ ) := blkdiage=1...Nens

{
σ(τ,x

[e]
τ , qτ )

}
,

and Aτ (X,Qτ ) := blkdiage=1...Nens
{Aτ (x, qτ )}; the drift component acting on

each particle e is:

F̂(τ,x[e]
τ ,Xτ ) = Aτ∇x

[e]
τ

logPa(x[e]
τ ,Xb) + d(τ,x[e]

τ ,Xτ )

+ (D(τ,x[e]
τ ,Xτ )−Aτ )

(
∇

x
[e]
τ

log
(
qτ (x

[e]
τ ,Xτ )rτ (Xτ )

))
,

= F(τ,x[e]
τ ,Xτ ) +

(
D(τ,x[e]

τ ,Xτ )−Aτ

) (
∇

X
[e]
τ

log rτ (Xτ )
)

+
(
D(τ,x[e]

τ ,Xτ )−Aτ

)(
∇

X
[e]
τ

log qτ (x
[e]
τ ,Xτ )

)
.

(43)

The optimal drift for the interactive particle system eq. (43) consists of the
optimal drift for an individual particle eq. (31), and an additional term —
the gradient-log of the probability coupling term eq. (41) ∇

x
[e]
τ

log rτ (Xτ ) and

the gradient-log of intermediate density with respect to the parametrization
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∇
X

[e]
τ

log qτ (x
[e]
τ ,Xτ ) — that “correct” for the finite number of particles. Thus,

we show the existence of gradient-log coupling term that is missing in the en-
semble of particle of framework as in eq. (31).

Remark 10. For these simplified assumptions, Langevin dynamics will remain
unbiased as D = Aτ .

For a more general case, without any simplifying assumptions on S(τ,Xτ ), and
Aτ (X,Qτ ), we have additional terms as

F̂(τ,x[e]
τ ,Xτ ) = F(τ,x[e]

τ ,Xτ ) +

Nens∑
i=1
i̸=e

A[e,i]
τ ∇

x
[i]
τ
logPa(x[i]

τ ,Xb)

+

Nens∑
i=1
i ̸=e

div
x
[i]
τ

(
D[e,i](τ,Xτ )

)

+

Nens∑
i=1
i ̸=e

(
D[e,i](τ,Xτ )−A[e,i]

τ

) (
∇

x
[i]
τ
log qτ (x

[i]
τ ,Xτ )

)

+

Nens∑
i=1

(
D[e,i](τ,Xτ )−A[e,i]

τ

) (
∇

X
[i]
τ
log rτ (Xτ )

)
+

Nens∑
i=1

(
D[e,i](τ,Xτ )−A[e,i]

τ

)(
∇

X
[i]
τ
log qτ (x

[i]
τ ,Xτ )

)
,

(44)

where D[e,i](τ,Xτ ) is the (e, i)-th block (in Rn×n) of D(τ,Xτ ), and A[e,i]
τ is the

(e, i)-th block (in Rn×n) of Aτ (X,Qτ ).

Example 1. Consider the case of first-order, overdamped Langevin dynamics
where Aτ = D(τ,Xτ ) is the empirical covariance of the current ensemble. We
have (see also [51]):

D(τ,Xτ ) =
1

Nens − 1

Nens∑
i=1

(
x[i]
τ −

∑Nens

j=1 x
[j]
τ /Nens

) (
x[i]
τ −

∑Nens

j=1 x
[j]
τ /Nens

)T
,

∇T

x
[e]
τ
D(τ,Xτ ) =

1

2(Nens − 1)

(
x[e]
τ −

∑Nens

j=1 x
[j]
τ /Nens

)
,

F̂(τ,x[e]
τ ,Xτ ) = F(τ,x[e]

τ ,Xτ ) +
1

2(Nens − 1)

(
x[e]
τ −

∑Nens

j=1 x
[j]
τ /Nens

)
.

Example 2. Consider the case of a multivariate Gaussian probability density
with known statistics (no empirical statistics are used for parameterization, and
therefore the corresponding derivatives with respect to parametrization ensembles
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are zero):

Qτ (X) = N

X | X̄τ ,

Pτ · · · P̂τ

...
. . .

...

P̂τ · · · Pτ


 , X̄τ =

xτ

...
xτ

 . (45)

All particle means xτ , covariances Pτ , and cross-covariances P̂τ are equal due
to exchangeability. Marginalizing eq. (45) leads to the density of each particle:

qτ (x) = N
(
x |xτ ,Pτ

)
.

The coupling term eq. (41) reads:

rτ (X) ∝ exp
(
−1

2

(
X− X̄τ

)T
Cτ (X− X̄τ )

)
(46)

where the precision matrix Cτ is given by

Cτ =

Cτ · · · Ĉτ

...
. . .

...

Ĉτ · · · Cτ

 =


Pτ · · · P̂τ

...
. . .

...

P̂τ · · · Pτ


−1

−

Pτ · · · 0
...

. . .
...

0 · · · Pτ


−1
 , (47)

with elements

C̃τ := P−1
τ P̂τ

(
1

Nens − 1
Pτ +

Nens − 2

Nens − 1
P̂τ − P̂τP

−1
τ P̂τ

)−1

,

Cτ = P−1
τ P̂τ C̃τ , Ĉτ = − 1

Nens − 1
C̃τ .

If the particles are independent, i.e., P̂τ = 0 in eq. (45), then log rτ ≡ 0 eq. (46).
Simplifying eq. (46) leads to

log rτ (X) = −1

2

Nens∑
e=1

(x[e]
τ − xτ )

TCτ (x
[e]
τ − xτ ) +

Nens∑
i=1
i ̸=e

(x[e]
τ − xτ )

TĈτ (x
[i]
τ − xτ )

+c.

The log gradient of the coupling term eq. (46) for each particle is given by

∇
x
[e]
τ

log rτ (X) = −Cτ (x
[e]
τ − xτ )−

1

2
Ĉτ

Nens∑
i=1
i ̸=e

(x[i]
τ − xτ )

= −
(
Cτ − 1

2
Ĉτ

)
(x[e]

τ − xτ ) +
Nens

2(Nens − 1)
C̃τ

(∑Nens

i=1 x
[i]
τ /Nens − xτ

)
.

The first term is a force that pushes the particle away from the ensemble mean,
therefore favoring ensemble spread. The second term, applied equally to all
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particles, is the random sampling error for particle mean, scaled by a factor that
remains bounded for Nens > 1 (note that C̃τ is bounded for Nens > 1).

The term ∇
x
[e]
τ

log rτ (Xτ ) in eq. (43) that corrects for a finite number of

particles while maintaining the ensemble spread is difficult to estimate. For
this reason, we consider modeling the interaction between particles via an in-
teraction potential, and modifying the optimal drift such as to ensure particle
independence and hence, maintain its spread.

3.6.2. Modeling the particle interaction and regularization

Let κ : RNstate×Nstate → R be a smooth potential function that models
the interaction between particles (specifically, κ(x, x̂) represents the interaction
potential between x and x̂ that are assumed non-independent). We add to the
KL divergence functional a regularization term given by the average potential:

D̂KL(qτ ∥Pa) = DKL(qτ ∥Pa) + βτ Iτ , Iτ = Ex,x̂∼qτ [κ(x, x̂)] , (48)

where the parameter βτ is a pseudo-time dependent scalar that determines
the strength of the regularization term. Minimization of eq. (48) decreases
DKL(qτ ∥Pa), therefore pushes particles toward the posterior, but also decreases
the interaction between particles.

Example 3 (Mutual information). Mutual information, a non-negative real
number, seeks to measure the independence of two random variables with zero
indicating independence and any other value indicating the degree of depen-
dence. We assume that the coupling eq. (41) of Nens exchangeable random vari-
ables is well described by a smooth coupling between pairs of random variables
rτ (x

[j],x[e]) with j ̸= e. Let two distinct particles with joint probability Qτ (·, ·),
marginals qτ (·), and coupling term rτ (·, ·) eq. (41). The mutual information [61]
between the two distinct particles (random variables) is given by

Iτ = −
∫
Ω

∫
Ω

Qτ (x, x̂) log

(
Qτ (x, x̂)

qτ (x)qτ (x̂)

)
dx dx̂ = Ex,x̂∼qτ [κ(x, x̂)] ,

κ(x, x̂) = −rτ (x, x̂) log rτ (x, x̂).

Minimizing the regularized KL divergence eq. (48) pushes particles toward the
posterior, but also nudges particles toward independence.

Following the same reasoning as in Theorem 1, the optimal drift F̂ that
minimizes the regularized KL divergence eq. (48) is given by

F̂(τ,x, qτ ) = F(τ,x, qτ )− βτ Aτ Ex̂∼qτ [∇xκτ (x, x̂)] , (49)

where F(τ,x, qτ ) is the optimal drift without regularization eq. (17).

Remark 11. Discretization of eq. (49) using Nens particles leads to the follow-
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ing drift acting on each particle e = 1, . . . ,Nens:

F̂(τ,x[e]
τ ,Xτ ) = F(τ,x[e]

τ ,Xτ )−
βτ

Nens
Aτ

Nens∑
i=1
i ̸=e

∇
x
[e]
τ
κτ (x

[e]
τ ,x[i]

τ ). (50)

The negative gradient −∇
x
[e]
τ
κ(x

[e]
τ ,x

[i]
τ ) in eq. (50) can be viewed as the cor-

responding repelling regularization force between particles e and i, exerted on
particle e; we do not include a repelling force of a particle on itself. This also
holds true in the Gaussian case, as seen in eq. (46).

The Fokker-Planck-Vlasov equation under the regularized drift eq. (49) is:

∂qτ (x)

∂τ
= −div

(
qτ (x)Aτ ∇x

(
log

Pa(x)

qτ (x)
− βτ Ex̂∼qτ [κτ (x, x̂)]

))
, (51)

and its stationary distributions are characterized by

log
Pa(x)

q∞(x)
− β∞ Ex̂∼q∞ [κτ (x, x̂)] = const (w.r.t. x).

A strategy we recommend to ensure that the stationary distribution is the poste-
rior is to decrease the strength of the regularization as the inference progresses,
limτ→∞ βτ = β∞ = 0. The alternative (but more difficult) strategy is to choose
the regularization potential such as to satisfy Ex̂∼Pa [κτ (x, x̂)] = const (w.r.t. x).

Remark 12. The regularized Fokker-Planck-Vlasov equation eq. (51) describes
the evolution of the probability density for particles subject to an interacting po-
tential βτ κτ (x, x̂) [62, 63]. The regularized drift eq. (49) gives the corresponding
McKean-Vlasov-Itô process eq. (11) that accounts for particle interactions. If
the interaction potential has the form κ(x, x̂) = V (x− x̂) the potential term in
eq. (51) is the convolution βτ ∇xV ∗ qτ [62, 63].

The addition of a regularizer, or equivalently an interaction potential, is a
qualitatively correct description of the particle dynamics eq. (43). Here, qual-
itatively correct means that the distribution of the unregularized analysis and
regularized analysis will be the same target posterior distribution. The selected
potential function κ models the particle interactions in eq. (43).

Example 4 (Coulomb potential). The numerical experiments in this paper
use the Coulomb potential, and the corresponding repulsive electrostatic forces:

κ(x[e]
τ ,x[i]

τ ) =
1

∥x[e]
τ − x

[i]
τ ∥2

, ∇
x
[e]
τ
κ(x[e]

τ ,x[i]
τ ) = − x

[e]
τ − x

[i]
τ

∥x[e]
τ − x

[i]
τ ∥32

. (52)

Intuitively, this can be seen as a repelling force in a system of electrons (particles
in our case), where the pairwise force increases with a decrease in the distance
between the said pairwise particles. Additionally, when xτ consists of variables
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at different scales (such as velocity, temperature, and salinity), κ must be non-
dimensionalized to obtain correct regularization. One way to achieve this non-
dimensionalization is to scale the variables by the inverse of the covariance (or
its square root).

3.7. Numerical time integration of particle dynamics

Consider the numerical integration of the interacting system of eq. (40):

dXτ = F(τ,Xτ ) dτ +S(τ,Xτ ) dWτ ,

F(τ,Xτ ) :=
[
F̂(τ,x[1]

τ , qτ )
T, · · · , F̂(τ,x[Nens]

τ , qτ )
T
]
T,

S(τ,Xτ ) := blkdiage=1...Nens

{
σ(τ,x[e]

τ , qτ )
}
,

(53)

where the drift term F : R+ × RNstateNens → R
NstateNens consists of the opti-

mal regularized drifts for each particle eq. (50) with electrostatic regularization
eq. (52), the diffusion term S : R+ ×RNstateNens → R

NstateNens×MNens is a block
diagonal matrix with the diffusion terms for each particle on the diagonal, and
Wτ ∈ RMNens is a Wiener process. The time integration is challenging due
to stiffness [25] and the presence of stochastic forcing. For this purpose, we
propose an implicit-explicit (IMEX) partitioning of the dynamics. Specifically,
the drift is chosen to be the stiff component evolved implicitly, and the diffu-
sion to be the non-stiff component evolved explicitly. We note that an IMEX
approach was also considered in [26] to solve the particular case of Langevin
dynamics. Since we are interested in converging to steady state, time accuracy
of the integration is not important, and so, a low order scheme will suffice.
We restrict ourselves to considering linearly implicit methods that require one
Jacobian calculation and one linear solve per step. To this end, we consider
the Rosenbrock-Euler-Maruyama (REM) scheme [64] where the stiff partition is
evolved using the Rosenbrock-Euler method and the non-stiff partition using the
Euler-Maruyama method. Particles are advanced from τ to τ +∆τ as follows:

Xτ+∆τ = Xτ +∆τ

(
INstateNens −∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )

)−1
F(τ,Xτ )+

√
∆τ S(τ,Xτ ) ξτ ,

(54)
where ξτ ∼ N (0, IMNens

).

Theorem 3. The Rosenbrock-Euler-Maruyama time discretization eq. (54) for

SDEs has strong order O(∆
1
2
τ ) under the assumption of a Lipschitz-continuous

drift F.

Proof. Firstly, the existence and uniqueness of the solution of an SDE[43] such
as eq. (53) requires the Lipschitz continuity of the drift F. Next, consider the
Rosenbrock-Euler-Maruayama discretization given by

Xτ+∆τ = Xτ +∆τ

(
I−∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )

)−1
F(τ,Xτ ) +

√
∆τ S(τ,Xτ ) ξτ . (55)
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and the Neumann series expansion of
(
I−∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )

)−1
, given by(

I−∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )
)−1

= I+∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )+∆2
τ (∇XF(τ,Xτ ))

2+O(∆3
τ ). (56)

For the Neumann series in eq. (56) to be convergent (and valid), we need
∥∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )∥ < 1 where ∥ · ∥ can be any matrix norm. Since F(τ,Xτ )
is Lipschitz continuous, there is a constant upper bound on ∥∇XF(τ,Xτ )∥ ≤ K.
Secondly, whenever ∆τ < 1

K , we have ∥∆τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )∥ < 1 making the series
in eq. (56) convergent.

Putting eq. (56) back in eq. (55), we have

Xτ+∆τ = Xτ+∆τ F(τ,Xτ )+∆2
τ ∇XF(τ,Xτ )F(τ,Xτ )+O(∆3

τ )+
√

∆τ S(τ,Xτ ) ξτ ,
(57)

which is equivalent to the standard Euler-Maruyama scheme with additional
O(∆2

τ ) terms. The standard Euler-Maruyama scheme is known to have strong

order O(∆
1
2
τ ) [43]. Hence, the Rosenbrock-Euler-Maruyama scheme also has

strong order O(∆
1
2
τ ).

The analytical computation of the Jacobian ∇XF is expensive, since each

component of the function [F]e = F̂(τ,x
[e]
τ ,Xτ ) depends on all particles via the

parameterizations of the underlying probability densities. It is reasonable to
approximate the Jacobian by a block diagonal matrix with:

∇XF(τ,Xτ ) ≈ blkdiage=1...Nens

{
∇xF̂(τ,x,Xτ )

∣∣
x=x

[e]
τ

}
, (58)

which means that a linearly implicit integration is carried out for each parti-
cle separately. Assuming the diffusion terms are non-stiff we leave out their
derivatives from the approximate Jacobian. From eq. (17), eq. (50), we have
the approximation

∇xF̂(τ,x,Xτ )
∣∣
x=x

[e]
τ

≈ Aτ∇2
x,x logPa(x[e]

τ ) + (D(τ,x[e]
τ )−Aτ )∇2

x,x log qτ (x
[e]
τ )

− β

Nens
Aτ

∑
i̸=e

∇2
x,xκτ (x,x

[i]
τ )
∣∣
x=x

[e]
τ
.

To avoid the above approximation altogether, we use a finite difference ap-
proximation of Jacobian-vector products, and solve the linear system eq. (54)
using GMRES [65]. We refer the reader to [66] for more details. This is not
only less expensive, but potentially captures the parametric interactions not
captured by the analytical derivatives above. However, these methods can be
time-consuming for large systems, and thus, while this is a step in the right di-
rection, the numerical solution of particle dynamics remains an open problem.

Remark 13. Since this is an optimization problem at heart, methods for per-
forming large scale stochastic optimization such as ADAM [67] can also be used
as an alternative, where the stiff partition is evolved with ADAM.
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In the limit of large ensemble sizes Nens → ∞, the expected value of the
state evolves deterministically, leading to the following termination condition:

∥xτ∗+∆τ − xτ∥ < ϵ∆τ . (59)

Specifically, the time integration is stopped at some finite time τ∗ when the
change in the statistical mean xτ of the particles Xτ relative to step-size ∆τ

is within a desired tolerance threshold ϵ, indicating the attainment of a steady
state. We also refer the reader to [68] for other ideas on time integration of
particle flows.

4. Examples of particular VFP filters and smoothers

As noted in Section 3.3, the drift term eq. (31) approximation in the VFP can
be completely described by the choice of parameterization of the prior and inter-
mediate distributions (see table 1), along with the distribution of the observation
errors. In this section, we discuss different choices of parametric distributions.

4.1. Gaussian assumptions

The VFP(GG) approach (see Section 3.3) uses Gaussian assumptions on the
background, Pb(x) = N (x |xb,Pb), and on the current distributions, qτ (x) =
N (x |xτ ,Pτ ). If the observation errors are Gaussian, Pobs(x) = N (x |H(x) −
y,R), where y is the observation value eq. (1), R is the observation error co-
variance, and H is the observation operator, the optimal drift eq. (26) is:

F(τ,xτ , qτ ) =− (Pb)−1 (xτ − xb)−HTR−1 (H(xτ )− y)

− (D(τ,xτ )− INstate
)(Pτ )

−1 (xτ − xτ ) + d(τ,xτ ).
(60)

HereHT is the adjoint ofH. If the observation errors have a Cauchy distribution
(see table 1), with γ the vector of scale parameters in each dimension, the
optimal drift eq. (26) is:

F(τ,xτ , qτ ) =− (Pb)−1
(
xτ − xb

)
− 2HT((H(x)− y)⊘ (γ◦2 + (H(x)− y)◦2))

− (D(τ,xτ )− INstate)(Pτ )
−1 (xτ − xτ ) + d(τ,xτ ),

(61)
where ◦ is the element-wise exponent operator and ⊘ is the element-wise division
operator.

4.2. Laplace prior assumption

The VFP(LG) filter uses a Laplace assumption on the background distri-
bution Pb, and a Gaussian assumption on the intermediate distribution qτ
(see table 1). For a Gaussian observation likelihood Pobs, the optimal drift
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term eq. (31) is:

F(τ,xτ , qτ ) =− 2

θb
Kν−1(θ

b)

Kν(θb)
(Pb)−1 (xτ − xb)−HTR−1 (H(xτ )− y)

− (D(τ,xτ )− INstate)(Pτ )
−1 (xτ − xτ ) + d(τ,xτ ),

where θb =
√
2∥x− xb∥(Pb)−1 , ν = 1−Nstate/2.

(62)

4.3. Variational particle smoothing

Following eq. (33), we compute the drift for the strong constraint VFPS(GG)
which assumes a Gaussian prior Pb and a Gaussian intermediate distribution
qτ (x). Under the assumption that the observation likelihoods are Gaussian,
Pobs
k (x) = N (x |Hk(x)− yk,Rk), the optimal drift eq. (31) is:

F(τ,x
[e]
0,τ , qτ ) = −Aτ

[
(Pb

0)
−1

(x
[e]
0,τ − xb

0) +

K∑
k=1

HT
k MT

0,k R
−1
k

(
Hk(M0,k(x

[e]
0,τ ))− yk

)]
− (D(τ,x

[e]
0,τ )−Aτ )P

−1
0,τ

(
x
[e]
0,τ − x0,τ

)
+ d(τ,x

[e]
0,τ ),

where x
[e]
0,τ is one initial condition (particle). The first two terms are the 4D-

Var gradient. The additional term P−1
0,τ (x0,τ − x0,τ ) pushes each particle away

from the intermediate ensemble mean. The method VFPS(GG) is an ensemble
of coupled 4D-Var runs that provides a sample of initial conditions from the
posterior distribution – as opposed to the standard strong-constrained 4D-Var
which provides only a mode of the posterior distribution. Langevin dynamics
with the Gaussian assumption on the prior – VFPSLn(G) – and Nens = 1 leads

exactly to 4D-Var preconditioned by Aτ = D(τ,x
[e]
0,τ ).

5. Illustration of the VFP approach with regularization and diffusion

In this section, we illustrate the effects of diffusion and regularization and dis-
tribution assumptions in the VFP for a two-dimensional problem. Specifically,
we assimilate four different observations for four different background ensembles
to showcase the methods (see table 1): VFP(GG), VFP(GL), VFP(LG), and
VFP(LL) for different combinations of diffusion and regularization. The back-
ground distribution, background ensemble, observation, and observation error
distribution (chosen to be Gaussian) are all predefined for this example. In
fig. 2a, the small symbols represent particles and the large symbols represent
observations. The shape and color of the symbols distinguish the four ensembles
and their corresponding observations.

Four experiments are performed: (i) assimilation in the absence of both
diffusion and regularization, (ii) assimilation in the presence of diffusion only,
(iii) assimilation in the presence of regularization only, (iv) and assimilation in
the presence of both diffusion and regularization. and the results are shown in
fig. 2.
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(a) Prior distribution.
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(b) No diffusion or regulariza-
tion.
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(c) Diffusion only.
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(d) Regularization only.
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(e) Diffusion and regulariza-
tion.

Figure 2: A comparison of the analysis distributions of VFP(GG), VFP(GL), VFP(LG),
and VFP(LL) using multiple diffusion and regularization strategies. The four large symbols
represent the observation corresponding to each ensemble of the same color and symbol, and
the smaller symbols represent the particles.
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Figure 2b shows the VFP analyses without diffusion or regularization. All
the methods have a good number of overlapping particles, which when assimi-
lated over multiple cycles, will result in particle collapse. We also observe that
VFP(GL) and VFP(LL) form a ring like distribution, which is explained by the
discontinuities close to the mean of the gradient of the Laplace distribution.
Figure 2c shows that with the addition of diffusion, all the analysis ensembles
have a diverse set of particles with no distinct pattern. The VFP(GG) analysis
is qualitatively slightly more diverse when compared to the case without diffu-
sion, while both VFP(LG) and VFP(LL) analyses show a much weaker ring-like
structure. With the addition of regularization in fig. 2d, ensembles tend to
have have a much more uniform spread along their support, with each method
having a unique disk-like structure. VFP(GL) and VFP(LL) still preserve a
distinct ring-like structure while each methods shows analysis that look like
non-independent sampling. Using both diffusion and regularization in fig. 2, we
obtain a analyses distributions whose particles look independent and have no
specific pattern.

These results indicate that both diffusion and regularization play important
roles in achieving optimal ensemble-based inference.

6. Applying localization and covariance shrinkage in the VFP frame-
work

As the prior and intermediate distributions are parameterized, certain as-
sumptions on the distributions require the empirical estimation of the respective
covariance matrices. In high dimensional systems, when Nens ≪ Nstate, the esti-
mated covariance is of low-rank and exhibits spurious correlations between the
states. To alleviate this effect, we use the fact that in most spatially-distributed
systems the correlations between any two random states decreases with an in-
crease in physical distance. The flexibility of the VFP formulation allows to
employ covariance localization and shrinkage to deal with inaccurate covariance
estimates.

6.1. Local formulation of the McKean-Vlasov-Itô process

If the errors in two states xτ,i and xτ,j are conditionally independent, then
the corresponding entry in the precision (inverse covariance) matrix is zero [69].
This implies that the Bayesian updates of a state xτ,i depend strongly only on
a subset of other variables; we denote by ℓi ∈ {1, . . . ,Nstate} the set of indices
of these variables. Let Xτ,{ℓi} := Xτ (ℓi, :) ∈ R|ℓi|×Nens be the local ensemble of
the subset of states that influence xτ,i and Xτ,{ℓi} = vec(Xτ,{ℓi}).

To perform a local update, the McKean-Vlasov-Itô process must be formu-
lated locally. Specifically, one computes the drift and diffusion terms in eq. (53)
for each variable based on probability density estimates that use only local in-
formation. Formally, for all particles e = 1, . . . ,Nens, the McKean-Vlasov-Itô
process for each state i = 1, . . . ,Nstate is:

dx
[e]
τ,i = eTi F(τ,x

[e]
τ,{ℓi},Xτ,{ℓi}) dτ + eTi σ(τ,x

[e]
τ,{ℓi},Xτ,{ℓi}) dWτ , (63)
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where ei is the i-th standard basis vector. This ensures that the i-th state is
updated using only information from a local set of states, designated by the
subset of indices {ℓi}. Equation (63) performs a local update of particle states.

6.2. Local updates with Schur-product localization

Schur-product localization [12, 70] performs an element-wise product of
the empirical covariance Pτ with a decorrelation matrix C that reduces the
cross covariance between distant states [71], to obtain a localized covariance
Ploc

τ = Pτ ◦ C. Each element Ci,j = ρ (d(i, j)/r) decreases with the phys-
ical distance d(i, j) between the corresponding state variables, where ρ(·) is
a chosen decorrelation function whose parameter r is the decorrelation ra-
dius. In our experiments, we use a combination of both local updates along
with Schur-product localization using the Gaspari-Cohn decorrelation func-
tion [71] with a compact support, leading to a small set of influence variables
ℓi = {j : ρ (d(i, j)/r) > 0}, and a sparse local decorrelation matrix Cτ,{ℓi}.
Using the corresponding local anomalies Aτ,{ℓi}, one computes a localized co-

variance Ploc
τ,{ℓi} = (Aτ,{ℓi}A

T
τ,{ℓi})◦Cτ,{ℓi}eq. (9) about state i. For a Gaussian

assumption on the intermediate distribution, a localized version of ∇x log qτ for
state i is

∇xi
log qτ (xτ ) = −eTi (Ploc

τ,{ℓi})
−1 (xτ,{ℓi} − xτ,{ℓi}). (64)

The diffusion is chosen as a scaled square root of a localized climatological co-

variance σ(τ,x
[e]
τ,{ℓi},Xτ,{ℓi}) = α (Bloc

{ℓi})
1/2. Similarly, using only the local set

of states, we estimate the regularization term. The Wiener process is differ-
ent for each state i and potentially lives in a smaller dimension. This allows
the states to be updated in parallel for both the filtering and smoothing cases.
We name localized VFP(·, ·) filters as LVFP(·, ·) and localized smoothers as
LVFPS(·, ·). However, the localization approach can quickly turn expensive due
to the sheer number of computations involved. We propose an alternate method
using covariance shrinkage for the Gaussian formulation.

6.3. Covariance shrinkage

When the analysis and intermediate distributions in the drift eq. (31) are
assumed Gaussian (see table 1), covariance shrinkage [13] can be used to alleviate
the effect of spurious covariance estimates [72]. We have specifically used the
Rao-Blackwell Ledoit-Wolf(RBLW) shrinkage estimator [13] for our formulation.
For an ensemble Xτ , the shrinkage covariance estimate is:

PRBLW
τ = (1− γ)Pτ + γΣ̂τ , γ = min

( [
Nens−2
Nens

trace(P2
τ )
]
+ trace2(Pτ )

(Nens + 2)
[
trace(P2

τ )−
trace2(Pτ )

Nstate

] , 1
)
,

where the Pτ is the covariance of intermediate particles, and Σ̂τ = µINstate
with

µ = trace(Pτ )/Nstate is a chosen target covariance(here, the trace-normalized
identity). Using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury identity to invert PRBLW

τ ,
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one can rewrite ∇x log qτ with covariance shrinkage as:

∇x log qτ (xτ ) = −(PRBLW
τ )−1 (xτ − xτ )

= − (xτ − xτ )

γµ
− 1− γ

(γµ)2
Aτ

(
INens +

1− γ

γµ
AT

τAτ

)−1 (
AT

τ (xτ − xτ )
)
.
(65)

We denote VFP methods that use shrinkage by ShrVFP(·, ·).

7. Numerical experiments

We illustrate the effectiveness of the VFP approach to data assimilation,
and compare it to other state-of-the-art methods, with the help of several nu-
merical experiments. All test problems and implementations are from the ODE
Test problems suite [73, 74]. To assess the quality of the analysis and forecast
ensemble, we consider the spatio-temporal root mean squared error (RMSE)
and the KL-divergence of a scaled ensemble rank histogram and the ideal scaled
ensemble rank histogram (i.e a uniform distribution). The RMSE is given as

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

KNstate

K∑
k=1

(xtrue
k − xk)T (xtrue

k − xk) (66)

where K is the number of assimilation steps (after, and excluding the initial
spinup), and xk is either the analysis ensemble mean xa

k (for analysis RMSE)
or the forecast ensemble mean xf

k (for forecast RMSE) at time tk. Rank
histograms[75, 76] are used to assess the quality of an ensemble (analysis or
forecast). A ”close to” uniform rank histogram is indicative of a good ensemble
prediction as this means that each particle is equally likely to be closest to the
truth. We construct rank histograms of the first state variable of the ensem-
ble(both analysis and forecast) taking the true trajectory as the reference. The
second and the third state variables follow a similar trend and so, for the sake
of brevity, their results are not reported here. To evaluate rank histograms,
we define a metric that describes the KL-divergence between a discrete uniform
distribution (of probabilities 1

Nens+1 ) and the rank histogram values called the
KLRH. This is formalized as

KLRH =
1

Nens + 1

Nens+1∑
i=1

log

(
1

Nens+1

)
ρi

, (67)

where ρi is the scaled (analysis or forecast) ensemble ranks such that
∑Nens+1

i=1 ρi =
1.

In all experiments, the observation error distributions are assumed to be
known, and observation errors sampled from these distributions are added in
eq. (1).
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Figure 3: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). Analysis rank histograms for 50 particles obtained with
different values of the diffusion parameter α and the regularization parameter β.

7.1. The Lorenz ’63 test problem

For our first round of experiments, we use the 3-variable Lorenz ’63 model [30],

dx

dt
= σ(y − x),

dy

dt
= x(ρ− z)− y,

dz

dt
= xy − βz, (68)

with the standard chaotic parameters σ = 10, ρ = 28, β = 8
3 . Observations are

assimilated every ∆t = 0.12 time units, which is equivalent to an atmospheric
time scale of 9 hours [29]. Equation (68) is evolved in time using the Dormand-
Prince 5(4) method [77], and the resulting discrete model is assumed to be
exact, i.e η = 0. Each Lorenz ’63 experiment is run for 55,000 assimilation steps
discarding the first 5000 steps as the spinup. In the first setting, we observe
all three variables with a Gaussian error coming sampled from N (0, 8 I3). In
the second setting, we observe all three variables each with an independent
Cauchy error sampled from C(0, γ = 1). To ensure accuracy and robustness, we
repeat each experiment with 12 different observation trajectories and average
the results. Here, and in the following experiments, the observation trajectories
are different noisy samples of one true model trajectory.

7.1.1. Effect of diffusion and regularization on the ensemble rank histogram

Here, we analyze the quality of the analysis ensemble for different diffusion
and regularization coefficients using rank histograms[75, 76].

We consider diffusion σ(xτ ) = αAb to be given by the background anoma-
lies eq. (9), and regularization by eq. (52) scaled by β. The assimilation scheme
used in this experiment is VFP(GG), with along with the Gaussian observation
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error setting of R = 8 I3, and an ensemble size of Nens = 50. The parame-
ters for diffusion and regularization are varied as α = {0, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1} and
β = {0, 0.01, 0.1, 1}. The average rank histogram of the 12 different observation
trajectories for each choice of diffusion and regularization is plotted in fig. 3.

We see is that without diffusion or regularization(leftmost row, topmost
column in fig. 3), the truth often tends to fall outside the ensemble as seen in
the rank histogram. As we increase the diffusion parameter α(i.e. along the
row from left to right in fig. 3), we see that the truth starts to progressively
fall more frequently inside the ensemble. This is explained by the diffusion
increasing the spread of the ensemble. At the same time, if we increase the
regularization parameter β(i.e. along the column from top to bottom in fig. 3),
we see truth is either outside the ensemble or is pushed towards the ”center”
of the ensemble. This is explained by the choice of regularization, that acts
on the ensemble. Both the parameters α and β are tuned together to obtain
the optimal uniform rank histogram. Based on fig. 3, we choose α = 0.1 and
β = 0.01 for all subsequent experiments on the Lorenz ’63 system, even if these
values may be optimal only for this particular setting.

7.1.2. Comparison of different VFP filters with traditional data assimilation
methods

We now compare different formulations of the variational Fokker-Planck fil-
ters corresponding to different assumptions about the underlying background
and intermediate distributions. We consider four different formulations of the
variational Fokker-Planck, namely, the VFP(KK), VFP(GG), VFP(GH), and
VFPLang(G) schemes (see table 1 for more details about the distributions un-
derlying these assumptions). The Huber distribution parameters are set to
δ1 = δ2 = 1, which were empirically found to provide good performance. The
VFP(KK) scheme assumes a Gaussian kernel around each particle, with the
kernel covariance being a scaled multivariate Scott’s rule of thumb [78] estimate
given as

αbw ·N
−2

Nstate+4
ens · diag (var(X)) (69)

where αbw is hand tuned parameter, and var(X) returns the ensemble variance
of each state. When we tuned αbw, we found that a smaller Nens required a larger
αbw, leading to a larger kernel covariance to compensate for the scarcity of par-
ticles. We compare the performance of VFP filters against the ETKF [6] (with
an optimal inflation for each ensemble size Nens), ETPF [16] and ETPF2 [17].
The baseline (lower-bound) method used is the sequential importance resam-
pling particle filter [14, 79] (SIR) with an ensemble size of Nens = 1000 particles,
as in the limit Nens → ∞ it performs exact Bayesian inference.

Gaussian observation errors. In this setup, the observation operator is defined
as H(x) = x and unbiased Gaussian observation error covariance R = 8 I3. We
report the analysis RMSE eq. (66) for different ensemble sizes Nens in fig. 4a.
Both VFP(GG) and ETKF approximate fully Gaussian inference, and thus, it
is not surprising that their performance is highly similar. At lower Nens such
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Figure 4: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). A comparison of analysis and forecast RMSE for
multiple VFP methods along with the ETKF, ETPF, and a baseline SIR(Nens = 1000) with
Gaussian observation error R = 8 I3.

as 5 and 10, ETKF is slightly better than VFP(GG), perhaps, purely because
of parameter tuning. Despite the different assumption on the drift, the VFP
methods show similar performance, again, due to the tuning. We also look at
the forecast RMSE in fig. 4b. All methods, with the exception of VFP(GG)
and VFP(GH) follow a similar trend as the analysis RMSE, albeit with a higher
RMSE. It seems as though VFP(GG) and VFP(GH) are more unstable with
respect to the forecast RMSE. Across both the RMSEs, it seems like VFP(KK)
and VFPLn(G) are the winners. Next, we look the KLRH (as in eq. (67)) for
both the analysis and forecast ensembles in fig. 6. A subset (Nens = 5, 15, 30
only) of the rank histograms are depicted in fig. 5 to link the rank histrograms
to the KLRH. In fig. 5, we see that the analysis and forecast rank histograms
for any method at a particular Nens look almost alike to the naked eye. The
slight difference is the increase in the rank value closer to the mean of the
ensemble and a decrease in the rank value at the two extreme ends. This
is intuitively explained as the particles being moved closer to the truth, that
increases the rank near the mean. Across the different methods, the VFP(GG)
and VFPLn(G) have lowest KLRH (both analysis and forecast) as Nens ≥ 15.
These are followed by ETKF and then VFP(GH) and VFP(KK) and finally
by ETPF and ETPF2. Again, most of these results are highly sensitive to
the tuning of hyperparameters that define inflation, rejuvenation, diffusion and
regularization.

Cauchy observation errors. Here, the observation operator is, again, defined
as H(x) = x with unbiased Cauchy observation error with the parameter γ =
1 for each state. The analysis RMSE for these experiments are reported
in fig. 7a for various ensemble sizes Nens. When the observations errors are
sampled from the tail end of the Cauchy distribution, the flow filters end up
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Figure 5: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). A comparison of analysis and forecast rank histograms
for multiple VFP methods along with the ETKF, ETPF with Gaussian observation error
R = 8 I3.
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Figure 6: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). A comparison of analysis and forecast KLRH for
multiple VFP methods along with the ETKF, ETPF with Gaussian observation error R =
8 I3.
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Figure 7: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). A comparison of analysis and forecast RMSE for
multiple VFP methods along with the ETKF, ETPF, and a baseline SIR(Nens = 1000) with
Cauchy observation error γ = 1.
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Figure 8: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). A comparison of analysis and forecast rank histograms
for multiple VFP methods along with the ETKF, ETPF with Cauchy observation error γ = 1.
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Figure 9: Lorenz-63 problem eq. (68). A comparison of analysis and forecast KLRH for
multiple VFP methods along with the ETKF, ETPF with Cauchy observation error γ = 1.

moving the particles towards the observation that may not lie on the Lorenz
’63 manifold. Over time, this can build up and cause filter failure. For the
ETKF, we used with multiple choices of using an approximate R and inflation,
but the filter would ultimately diverge, and hence has not been reported in
fig. 7a. We believe that ETKF – based on Gaussian theory – cannot deal with
the pathological nature of the Cauchy distribution. For the other experiments
whose results are reported, some trials did fail and only the best set of 12 results
were considered and reported. VFP(GG), VFP(KK) and VFPLn(G) perform
reasonably well, but are worse than the ETPF and ETPF2. We believe that
ETPF and ETPF2 show better results due to the fact that i) they make no
assumptions on ensemble distributions, and ii) they optimally transport mass
towards the more likely particles (essentially, enforcing bounds on how much a
particle is moved towards the observation) making it robust to rare occurences
of highly noisy observation errors. VFP(KK) performs better than VFP(GG)
and VFPLn(G) for the same reason, it makes a kernel density estimate of the
distributions that is more accurate than a Gaussian assumption. The forecast
RMSE in fig. 7b demonstrate a similar trend. Next, we look at the KLRH in
fig. 9 and a subset of the corresponding rank histograms in fig. 8. The rank
histograms of VFP(GG) and VFP(KK) show that the methods underestimate
the true state. However, the rank histograms of ETPF, ETPF2 and VFPLn(G)
overestimate the true state. From the forecast and analysis KLRH, it looks like
VFP(GG) has the lowest values, and we believe this is mainly due to the level
of diffusion. However, all the methods have reasonably low KLRH.

7.2. The Lorenz ’96 test problem

The second experiment is performed on the medium sized 40 variable Lorenz ’96
problem [31, 32] to demonstrate localized VFP(LVFP) filters and localized
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Figure 10: A comparison of analysis RMSE for different ensemble sizes for the Lorenz ’96 and
quasi-geostrophic equations model.

strong constrained VFP smoothers(LVFPS). The dynamics of the system are
given by

dxi

dt
= (xi+1 − xi−2)xi−1 − xi + F, for i = 1, . . . , 40 and F = 8, (70)

where the states live on an integer ring modulo 40 i.e. – x−1 = x39, x0 = x40

and x41 = x1. We assimilate observations every ∆t = 0.05 time units, which is
equivalent to an atmospheric time scale of 6 hours. The system is evolved in time
using the Dormand-Prince 5(4) method [77], without any model error, i.e η = 0.
In the smoother, we use a discrete adjoint of the Runge-Kutta method [80].
The experiment is run for 2200 assimilation steps where the first 200 steps
are discarded as spinup. We observe all variables with observation operator
H(x) = x. The observation errors come from an unbiased Gaussian distribution
N (0,R = I40). The diffusion and regularization scaling parameters are set to
α = 0.1 and β = 0. We choose to have no regularization in these experiments
to reduce the time taken to compute the optimal drift. Each experiment is
repeated with 12 different observation trajectories whose results are averaged
to ensure robustness.

In fig. 10a, we compare the RMSE against Nens for three VFP methods –
namely LVFP(GG), LVFP(GK) and LVFPS(GG) – with the localized ensemble
transform Kalman filter (LETKF) [81], and the localized ensemble transform
Kalman smoother (LETKS) [1]. In the LVFP(GG) and LVFP(GK), both Schur-
localization and local update are used when evolving the intermediate ensemble.
The localization radii are fixed to be r = 2 for Nens = 5, r = 4 for Nens = 10 and
r = 5 for Nens = 15, 20, 25, 30 respectively in the Gaspari-Cohn decorrelation
function. Due to the ring-like structure of Lorenz ’96, r = 2 updates a state using
information from the 7 neighboring states on either side. Similarly, r = 4 uses 14
states and r = 5 uses 17 states from either side. Note that the localization we do
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is different from the one done in the PFF [23] manuscript. In LVFPS(GG), only
Schur-localization is performed as local updates would require a local model and
local model adjoint, which we have chosen to not implement due to its impracti-
cality for most problems of interest. In LETKS and LVFPS(GG), we assimilate
with a window size of K = 5 i.e. each forecast is assimilated with 5 sequen-
tial observations. The two filters based on Gaussian assumptions(LVFP(GG)
and LETKF) show a strong similarity in the RMSE. The same comment can
be made about LVFPS(GG) and LETKS as well. This occurs clearly because
the Gaussian assumptions in LVFP(GG) and LVFPS(GG) mimic the dynamics
of LETKF and LETKS that are derived from a Gaussian assumption on the
ensemble. However, LVFP(GK), had higher errors for this problem setup. We
believe that further tuning the kernels and localization, more loyal to PFF [23]
could result in a better performance. As a side note, we attempted to use other
assumptions such as LVFP(GH), LVFP(HH) and LVFP(KK) for the filtering
problem, whose results were unworthy to be reported.

7.3. The quasi-geostrophic equations test problem

The quasi-geostrophic equations [33, 34, 82] approximate oceanic and at-
mospheric dynamics where the Coriolis and pressure gradient forces are almost
balanced. This PDE is written as:

ωt + J(ψ,ω)−Ro−1ψx = Re−1∆ω +Ro−1F,

J(ψ,ω) ≡ ψyωx −ψxωy, F = sin (π(y − 1)), ω = −∆ψ,
(71)

where ω is the vorticity, ψ is the streamfunction, Re = 450 is the Reynolds
number, Ro = 0.0036 is the Rossby number, J is the non-linear Jacobian, and
F is the symmetric double gyre forcing term. The domain is defined to be
Ω = [0, 1] × [0, 2] which is discretized on a 63 × 127 = 8001 mesh. A constant
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition of ψ∂Ω = 0 is assumed. These
settings result in turbulent flows with a 4 gyre circulation when averaged over
time [82]. The initial condition (for the truth) is obtained by evolving a smooth
random field for some time until a physically consistent field is obtained.

We assimilate observations every ∆t = 0.0109 time units, which is equiv-
alent to an atmospheric time scale of 1 day. As before, the system is evolved
in time using the Dormand-Prince 5(4) method [77], without any model error,
i.e η = 0. The experiment is run for a total of 400 assimilation steps where
the first 50 steps are discarded as spinup. We observe 150 evenly spaced states
between 1 and 8001, which is 1.97% of Nstate. The observation errors are sam-
pled from a Gaussian distribution given by N (0,R = I150). The diffusion and
regularization scaling parameters are set to α = 0.1 and β = 0. Again, we
have no regularization in these experiments to reduce the time taken to com-
pute the optimal drift. As before, each experiment is repeated with 12 different
observation trajectories whose results are averaged. In fig. 10b, we compare
the spatio-temporal RMSE vs the ensemble size Nens. The only method that
produced a competitive result was ShrVFP(GG) which is the covariance shrink-
age based VFP(GG). LVFP(GG) was attempted, but stopped as it made very
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Figure 11: An example where the figure on the left shows the true streamfunction for a
simulation at 400 days. The figure in the center shows the analysis ensemble mean estimate of
the streamfunction at 400 days. The figure on the right shows the ananlysis ensemble variance
for the streamfunction at 400 days

slow progress. To speed up the convergence, we also use the ETKF solution
as the first intermediate ensemble. As time to solution was an issue, we tried
evolving the system via ADAM which seemed to show competitive results as
reported here. We compare our method to a shrinkage based ensemble square
root filter [1] which we call ShrEnSRF. What we see is that VFP shows very
similar performance when compared to ShrEnSRF for this problem. This is
again due to the fact that ShrEnSRF makes a Gaussian assumption similar to
ShrVFP(GG). As stated before, further research is required to make other dis-
tribution parameterizations work well in the context of VFP in high dimensional
problems.

8. Conclusions and future work

This work discusses the Variational Fokker-Planck (VFP) framework for data
assimilation, a general approach that subsumes multiple previously proposed en-
semble variational methods. The VFP framework solves the Bayesian inference
problem by smoothly transforming a set of particles into samples from the pos-
terior distribution. Particles evolve in synthetic time in state-space under the
flows of an ensemble of McKean-Vlasov-Itô processes, and the underlying prob-
ability densities evolve according to the corresponding Fokker-Planck equations.
We construct the optimal drift to define the McKean-Vlasov-Itô processes, and
show that the corresponding Fokker-Planck solutions evolve toward a unique
steady-state equal to the desired posterior probability density. This guarantees
the convergence of the VFP approach, i.e., the particles are transformed into
i.i.d. samples of the posterior in the limit of infinite synthetic time. The choice
of the diffusion terms in the McKean-Vlasov-Itô processes does not change the
evolution of the underlying probability densities toward the posterior, however
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it is important in practice as it acts as a particle rejuvenation approach that
helps alleviate particle collapse.

The analysis of the optimal McKean-Vlasov-Itô process drift for a finite
system of interacting particles leads to the conclusion that the drift contains a
regularization term that nudges particles toward becoming independent random
variables. Based on this analysis, we derive computationally-feasible approxi-
mate regularization approaches that penalize the mutual information between
pairs of particles, or semi-heuristic approximations of the information. The
VFP framework can be used for both filtering and smoothing. We show that
strong/weak-constraint VFP smoothers (discussed in section 3.4) are equivalent
to ensembles of coupled strong/weak-constraint 4D-Var calculations, respec-
tively. These smoothers rigorously sample the posterior distributions, unlike
the popular but heuristic ‘ensemble of 4D-Vars’ approach.

The VFP framework is very flexible and allows for implementations based
on various assumptions about the type of background and intermediate distri-
butions, e.g., Gaussian, Huber-Laplace, and Kernels. Moreover, localization
and covariance shrinkage can be incorporated in the VFP framework to aid
performance for high dimensional problems. We show that a semi-implicit time
stepping method to solve the McKean-Vlasov-Itô processes can significantly de-
crease the time-to-solution in VFP, and potentially in other particle flow meth-
ods, at the expense of increased computational costs. Numerical experiments
with Lorenz ’63, Lorenz ’96, and the quasi-geostrophic equations test problems
highlight the strengths of VFP, as well as potential areas that require further
research.

Further work will investigate the choice of parameterized distributions, from
the rich space of possibilities, that lead to efficient VFP implementations for
high-dimensional systems. Although the Rosenbrock-Euler-Maruyama method
allows for larger timesteps, the required solution for the linear system is time
consuming for high-dimensional problems. We will investigate more efficient
time integration methods for VFP. Localization for high dimensional problems
require different drift computations for each state variable. Further investigation
is required to implement localization efficiently., e.g., by taking advantage of the
natural parallelization possible across state variables.
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[15] P. J. van Leeuwen, H. R. Künsch, L. Nerger, R. Potthast, S. Reich,
Particle filters for high-dimensional geoscience applications: A review,
Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society 145 (723) (2019)
2335–2365. arXiv:https://rmets.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/
10.1002/qj.3551, doi:https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3551.
URL https://rmets.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/qj.

3551

[16] S. Reich, A nonparametric ensemble transform method for bayesian infer-
ence, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 35 (4) (2013) A2013–A2024.
arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1137/130907367, doi:10.1137/130907367.
URL https://doi.org/10.1137/130907367

[17] W. Acevedo, J. de Wiljes, S. Reich, Second-order accurate ensemble trans-
form particle filters, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing 39 (5) (2017)
A1834–A1850. arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1137/16M1095184, doi:10.
1137/16M1095184.
URL https://doi.org/10.1137/16M1095184

[18] A. Spantini, R. Baptista, Y. Marzouk, Coupling techniques for nonlinear
ensemble filtering, Tech. Rep. arXiv:1907.00389v1, MIT (2019).

[19] J. L. Anderson, A marginal adjustment rank histogram filter for non-
Gaussian ensemble data assimilation, Monthly Weather Review 148 (8)
(2020) 3361–3378. doi:10.1175/MWR-D-19-0307.1.

[20] Q. Liu, D. Wang, Stein variational gradient descent: A general purpose
bayesian inference algorithm, in: Proceedings of the 30th International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’16, Curran
Associates Inc., Red Hook, NY, USA, 2016, pp. 2378–2386.
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