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Abstract

In this article we consider the development of an unbiased estimator for the ensemble Kalman—
Bucy filter (EnKBF). The EnKBF is a continuous-time filtering methodology which can be viewed as
a continuous-time analogue of the famous discrete-time ensemble Kalman filter. Our unbiased esti-
mators will be motivated from recent work [Rhee & Glynn 2010, [31]] which introduces randomization
as a means to produce unbiased and finite variance estimators. The randomization enters through
both the level of discretization, and through the number of samples at each level. Our estimator
will be specific to linear and Gaussian settings, where we know that the EnKBF is consistent, in the
particle limit N — oo, with the KBF. We highlight this for two particular variants of the EnKBF, i.e.
the deterministic and vanilla variants, and demonstrate this on a linear Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process.
We compare this with the EnKBF and the multilevel (MLEnKBF), for experiments with varying
dimension size. We also provide a proof of the multilevel deterministic EnKBF, which provides a
guideline for some of the unbiased methods.
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1 Introduction

Let (2, F,P) denote a probability space, such that P is a probability measure defined on the space
(©, F). For this article we consider two stochastic processes {Y;}:>0 and {X;}i>0 defined on P, which
are specified through the following stochastic differential equations.

dY; = h(X,)dt + dV, (1.1)
dXt = f(Xt)dt + O'(Xt)th, (12)

with & : R% — R% and f : R% — R denoting potentially nonlinear functions, o : R% — R%=Xdz de-
noting the diffusion coefficient and {V; }+>0, {W}+>0 are independent d,— and d, —dimensional Brownian
motions. Our motivation from this setup is in the filtering problem [1, 10, 27|, which is concerned with
the recursive estimation of the hidden signal process {X;}¢>o through the use of noisy observed process
{Y:}1>0. The filtering problem is of particular interest, which is demonstrated through its application in
numerous fields. Most notably they include, but not limited to, atmospheric sciences, numerical weather
prediction, mathematical finance and more recently machine learning [11, 20, 28, 29]. Mathematically
the aim of the filtering problem is to compute conditional expectation E[p(X;)|.%], where ¢ : R% — R
is an appropriately integrable function and {%;};>¢ is the filtration generated by the observed process
(1.1). To solve the filtering problem analytically it is often challenging and intractable, therefore instead
one must compute approximate solutions, which are done through filtering methods. Commonly filtering
methods can be split into two categories, the first being particle filters, or sequential Monte Carlo [8, 12],
which use resampling strategies and importance sampling. The later which will be the focus of this work
are Kalman-based methods.

Kalman filtering dates back to the original work of Rudolph Kalman, who proposed a way to perform
filtering in a linear and Gaussian setting. The proposed methodology was the Kalman filter (KF) which



updates a state assumed to be Gaussian, based on updating the mean and covariance. The filter is
significant as it is the optimal filter in the linear and Gaussian setting, i.e. it minimizes the mean
square error of the approximation to exact solution. Since its formulation it has seen significant gains
in new methodologies and applications, in particular the ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF) [15, 16]. The
EnKF is a Monte Carlo version of the KF which updates an ensemble of particles based on the sample
mean and covariance. As a result of this modification, the EnKF is less computationally costly than
the KF, as one does not require the update of the full covariance matrix at every iteration. Another
direction has been the understanding of these methods in the continuous-time setting. For the KF
its continuous analogue is the Kalman—Bucy filter (KBF) [4, 27], and similarly for the EnKF it is the
ensemble Kalman-Bucy filter (EnKBF). Both continuous-time algorithms are challenging to work with,
both to derive and analysis and practically. However there has been a growing interest in the EnKBF for
both theory and applications. In particular the work of Del Moral and coauthors have aimed to analyze
various theoretical properties [3, 13, 14|, while other directions have been on applications to non-linear
filtering and uncertainty quantification [6, 9, 32, 35, 36].

With filtering methodologies, for both discrete and continuous-time problems, one must require a
time-discretization in order to solve the problem. Such a discretization, as in the context of our work,
induces a discretization bias. Therefore it is of interest to introduce debiased or unbiased estimators of
the conditional expectation E[p(X;)|-%;]. A recent and popular methodology for unbiased estimation is
that of Rhee and Glynn [19, 31]. The underlying idea behind their methodology is that to attain unbiased
estimation they randomize over the time-discretizations. This involves placing a probability distribution
over the level of time-discretization, and then to sample from that particular level. For filtering this has
been considered in the contexts of different works related to partially observed diffusions, discretized
models and gradient estimates [5, 21, 22, 25, 34]. However as of yet these techniques have not been
applied to Kalman-based filtering, which thus acts as the motivation for this article.

In particular we aim to developed an unbiased estimator for the EnKBF, based on the works of
[19, 31]. This will be done for two of the unbiased estimators introduced in [31] which are the single-
term estimator and the coupled sum estimator. In order to assess the performance of the unbiased
estimator, we compare this with the multilevel EnKBF (MLEnKBF) [6, 32]. The multilevel approach
[17, 18] is a variance reduction approach for Monte Carlo which has seen particular interest in the
filtering community [23, 26]. By applying MLMC one can reduce the error-to-cost rates of the mean
square error. We will use these same plots in order to compare both. This will be tested on a linear
Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process, where we compare our unbiased estimators of the EnKBF to two particular
variants of the MLEnKBF. To complement this work, we also derive MLMC rates, for the deterministic
EnKBF, which is an extension of the work of [6], whose results were specific to the vanilla version. We
will conduct this on two different dimensional examples, i.e. d, = dy, = 2 and d, = dy = 500. From our
results we will demonstrate in order to attain an MSE of order O(e?) we require a computational cost of
O(e 21og(e)**P), for B > 0 compared to O(e 2log(e)?) of the MLEnKBF. We emphasis with this work
our focus is not on proving our estimator is unbiased, with finite variance, as it beyond the scope of this
paper, which we leave for future work.

The outline of this paper is as follows: in Section 2 we begin with a review on the KBF and EnKBF.
We then discuss the MLMC and its application to the EnKBF, resulting in the MLEnKBF. Section 3 will
introduce the unbiased estimator of the EnKBF. Our numerical experiments are conducted in Section 4
comparing our two unbiased estimators to that of the MLEnKBFs. We conclude our work with final
remarks, and future directions of work in Section 5. The proof of our main result will be provided in the
Appendix.

2 Model and Background

In this section we review the key concepts behind stochastic filtering, while introducing the necessary
material on the Kalman—Bucy filters and various ensemble Kalman—Bucy filters (EnKBF). We will also
provide an overview on the underlying idea of multilevel Monte Carlo, before discussing and introducing



the multilevel EnNKBF. Finally we state our main result from the paper, related to the complexity analysis
of the deterministic multilevel EnKBF.

2.1 Kalman—Bucy Filters
Our motivation from this work is related to the linear filtering problem,

dY; = CX,dt + RY*dV;, (2.1)
dX, = AX,dt + R\/*dW,, (2.2)

where (Y, X;) € R% x R, (V;,W;) is a (dy + d,)—dimensional standard Brownian motion, A is a

square d, X d, matrix, C' is a d,, X d, matrix, Yy = 0, Xo ~ Ny, (Mo, Po) (dy—dimensional Gaussian

distribution, mean My, covariance matrix Pp) and R}/ 2, Ré/ % are square (of the appropriate dimension),

symmetric and invertible matrices. It is well-known that, letting { %, },>0 be the filtration generated by
the observations, the conditional probability of X; given %, is a Gaussian distribution with mean and
covariance matrix

M, = E[Xy| %], Pr:i= E([Xt — E(X¢|-9)][ Xt — E(XA?Q]T),
given by the Kalman-Bucy and Ricatti equations [13]
dM, = AM,dt + P,CT Ry (dYt - CX’tdt), (2.3)
0¢P; = Rice(Py), (2.4)
where the Riccati drift is defined as
Rice(Q) = AQ + QAT —QSQ+ R, with R=R;, and S:=C'R;'C.

A derivation of (2.3) - (2.4) can be found in [27].
The Kalman-Bucy diffusion is a conditional McKean-Vlasov diffusion process (e.g. [12]), where for
this article we work with two different processes of the form

dX, = AX,dt + RY/*dW, + P,,CT Ry (dYt - [cytdt +RY det} ) (2.5)

_ _ _ 1
dX, = AX, dt + R)/* dW, + P,,C R;" [dYt - (20 X+ ni(e)] dtﬂ , (2.6)

where (V;, Wy, X;) are independent copies of (V;, Wy, Xo) and covariance
Po = me(le=mi@)lle—m(e)]7), = Law(X| %),

such that 7 is the conditional law of X; given .%; and e(x) = z. We will explain the difference of each
diffusion process (2.5) - (2.6) in succeeding subsections. It is important to note that the nonlinearity in
(2.5)-(2.6) does not depend on the distribution of the state Law(X;) but on the conditional distribution
n¢, and P, alone does not depend on %;. It is known that the conditional expectations of the random
states X; and their conditional covariance matrices P,,, w.r.t. %, satisfy the Kalman-Bucy and the
Riccati equations. In addition, for any t € RT

0y = Law(X¢|.F;) = Law (X¢|.Z).

As a result, an alternative to recursively computing (2.3) - (2.4), is to generate N i.i.d. samples from the
Kalman—Bucy diffusions and apply a Monte Carlo approximation.



2.2 Ensemble Kalman—Bucy Filter

Exact simulation from (2.5) is typically not possible, as one cannot compute P, exactly. The ensemble
Kalman-Bucy filter (EnKBF) can be used to deal with this issue. The EnKBF coincides with the mean-
field particle interpretation of the diffusion (2.5). The EnKBF is an N —particle system that is simulated
as follows, for the i*" —particle, i € {1,..., N}:

dei = Agidt + RY2dW, + PNCT Ry! (dYt [cgtdt + R4V, D (2.7)
—i 1 .
d¢i=A ¢ dt + RY? dW,+PNCTR;! [dy; ~ (20 & +m])] dtﬂ , (2.8)
such that
1 X )
PN = ﬁZ(fg —m{ (& — méV)T,
i=1
N
N __
my - N Z‘fu

=1

where &} RV Na, (Mo, Pp). It is remarked that when C' = 0, (2.7) reduces to N independent copies of
an Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process.

Above we have two particular variants of the EnKBF, which we will use throughout the article and
test numerically. The first variant (2.7) is commonly referred to as the vanilla EnKBF (VEnKBF) which
is the most widely used variant in practice, and also regarding theory derived. What makes it unique is
that it contains perturbed observations. This is different to the other variant (2.10) which we refer to
as the deterministic ENKBF (DEnKBF). This is because there are no perturbed observations, therefore
the only difference arises in the innovation function, i.e. the discrepancy between the data and solution
evaluated in the operator A € R%*% Related to this, there exists another popular variant known as
the deterministic transport EnKBF (DTEnKBF). However we omit such introducing it, as evidentially
from [32], the numerics suggest the behavior of the DTEnKBF is different.

In practice, one will not have access to an entire trajectory of observations. Thus numerically, one
often works with a time discretization, such as the Euler method. Let A; = 27! then we will generate
the system for (4,k) € {1,...,N} x Ny = NU {0} as

i i i 1/2 5 —i
Errnya, = Ska, + Aga, A1+ Rl/ W ksna, = Wia,l (2.9)
— i 1/2 51 =1
+ PO CT R (Wiksna, — Yial = [C6a, A1+ By * Visina, ~ Viall]),

Ehrna, = Eha, +AGa, A+ Ry {W (k1) — Wia, 1+ (2.10)
in, +mpy,
PéVALCTRgl Yv(kJrl)Al _YkAl -C gkA’ kA A,
2

such that

N
1 i i
PlgvAl = N_1 Z(f/ml - m{g\fm)(gkm - m{gVAl)Ty

i=1

mkAl - ngAl7



and & e Ny, (Mo, Py). For | € Ny given. Denote by "' as the N —empirical probability measure of
the particles (£},...,&N), where t € {0,4;,24;,...}. For ¢ : R% — R% we will use the notation

77t : NZ@ §t (2.11)

The EnKBF has seen recent progression in research, both methodologically and theoretically. For
the former it has seen connections to particle filters, which have demonstrated overcoming the curse
of dimensionality known as the feedback particle filter [33]. Furthermore localization techniques have
been applied for nonlinear problems [35, 36]. For the later, there has been significant gains in deriving
analysis, such as continuous-time limits, stability bounds and propagation of chaos results [3, 13, 14].
For a consise review on topics related to the EnKBF, we refer the reader to the work of Bishop et al.

[2].

2.3 Multilevel Monte Carlo

To help facilitate our main contribution, we seek to compare our methodology of the unbiased EnKBF
to its multilevel counterpart. Before discussing the MLEnKBF, we begin with a short and concise
introduction into multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC). The idea of MLMC was proposed and popularized
by Giles and Hendrich [17, 18], with initial applications to diffusion processes arising in mathematical
finance, which has since seen applications to filtering, uncertainty quantification and others.

Let m be a probability on a measurable space (X, 2Z") and for m—integrable ¢ : X — R consider
the problem of estimating m(¢) = E,[p(X)]. We assume that we only have access to a sequence of
approximations of 7, {m }en,, also each defined on (X, Z") and we are now interested in estimating
mi(p), such that lim;_, |[m; — 7](¢)] = 0. Note that it is assumed that (for instance) the cost of
simulation from 7; increases with [, but, the approximation error between 7 and 7; is also falling as [
grows. Then one can consider the telescoping sum

L
mL(p) (@) + Y [m —ma]
=1

Then the idea of the algorithm is as follows:

1. Approximate mo(p) by using i.i.d. sampling from .

2. Independently for each I € {1,...,L} and the sampling in 1. approximate [m — m_1](p) by
i.i.d. sampling from a coupling of (7, m—1).

The key point is to construct a coupling in 2. so that the mean square error (MSE) can be reduced
relative to i.i.d. sampling from 7;. This latter construction often relies on the specific properties of
(ﬂ-la 71—171)‘

Denoting Ny € N i.i.d. samples from 7y as (X*0,..., XNo:0) and for [ € {1,...,L}, N; € N samples
from a coupling of (7, m_1) as (X!, XBE1), . (X Nok X Nui=1)) “one has the MLMC approximation
of Er,, [p(X)]

7TL . NOZQOXlO _"_Z Z{@X” le 1)}

The MSE is then
E[(r2""(¢) = 7(9))?] = Var[r7 " ()] + [r1 — 7] (),

where Var[-] denotes the variance (which we assume exists). One has

ar 10 L arp 1,0 1,01—1
Var[ ML((p)]: <V [ X +ZV X ) (X )])

=1 Ny




Thus if Var[p(X ) — (X 11 falls sufficiently fast with [, and given an appropriate characterization
of the bias [r;, — 7](¢), and the cost as a function of [ it is possible to choose N; and L to improve upon

the i.i.d. estimator
1 & .
N Z QO(XZ’L)a
i=1
where X%~ are i.i.d. from 7.

2.4 Multilevel Ensemble Kalman—Bucy Filter

As we have introduced the underlying concepts of MLMC, we now combine this with the EnKBF to
result in the MLEnKBF. The discussion here was first presented in [6]. As we are considering a ML
setting for the EnKBF we require two couplings, therefore we run the coupled particle systems of firstly,
what we refer to as the multilevel VEnKBF (MLVEnKBF)

gé}clH)Al = &a, T AGA A+ R}/Q[Wék+1)Az - WZAJ + Uk, ([ (k+1)a, — Yia,]
- [O&ZJA,AI + R2/2[Vék+l)Al - ViAl]D
585;11)&,_1 = f;clA,ll +A5mll Arg+ R [W (h+1)Ar_1 Wﬁm,,l] + Uml L ([Y(k+1)Al = Yiea, ]
[Cflzclml A1+ R2/ [V(k+1)A,_1 - VkAl_l]D7

(F1)

(2.12)
and the multilevel DEnKBF (MLDEnKBF)

f(k+1)Al = 51%1 + AgA RAVES Ry [W(k+1) ka] + Um ([ (k1A — Yea]
Legh,ac emEal),
Cohar, =G T AGKY A+ RV s, — Wia )+ UK (DMena, s — Yiar]
{0522,1 Ay + Cmg 711A171D>

(F2)

(2.13)

where U,iVA’S = P,iVA’S CTR; lse {l — 1,1}, and our sample covariances and means are defined as
s s

N
1 . .
N, il N, gl NINT
PkAl T N_-1 Z(fml - mkAl>(§kAl mml) )
i=1
1N
N, il
mA, = 7 2 S
i=1
T
Ni-1 _ =1 NJ=1yeil-1 o NI-1
PkAz—l TN — Z( Iz‘?Al—l = Mg, 1)(£IZ€AL—1 —Mpa, 1) ’
X
Ni-1 _ il—1
mkAz 1 7NZ ZAVE
i=1
and 5” - Na, (Mo, Po), §é’l_1 = é’l. Then, one has the approximation of [} — 1/~ '](¢), t € Ny,
¢ :R% — R, given by
LN
N, N,i—1 il il—1
i =" ) = 5 D_le(€) — el (2.14)

=1



Note that estimation of the filter at any time ¢ € {A;_1,2A;_1,...} can easily be done in the same
way as above. Then from this we are interested in estimating the following

L
) N J—
() =m0 (@) + Y I = T (). (2.15)
-1
A concrete description of the MLEnKBF is presented in Algorithm 1.

2.5 FError-to-cost rate of MLEnKBF

The work of Chada et al. [6] presents a ML analysis for the vanilla variant (F1), with a slight

modification. The theory derived is presented for a simpler ideal i.i.d. coupled particle system for
(Z,k) € {1,,N} x Np:

il 1/2 578 5
Canya, = = Cin, + AGA, AL+ Ry Wrva, — Wea + Uka, ([Y(k+1)Az = Yia,] (2.16)
i, 2 =51 -1
- [OCklA A+ R2/ V k+1)a, — VkAl]Dv
i i - —
C(zk-i-ll)Alfl = C’ZCAL 11 + AgkAz 11Al 1+ Rl/ [W(k"rl)Al 1 WkAz 1] (217)

_ il 2 =1 —1
+Uiar_, ([Y(kH)Alfl = Yia, ] - [CCkAll Ay + RY? Ve, — V’“Al—l]D’

where Uiy, = Pia, C’TRgl, s € {l— 1,1}, and also &' = €171 = ¢3! = ¢H171 R A (Mo, Py), with

C(k+1)AL|J(k+1)Al < "N, (m Mkt1ya,0 P(lk+1)Al)7 where

Mgr1)a, = Mea, + Amga, A+ Uga, ([Y(k+1)Al = Yin,] = kaAlAl), (2.18)
Pyi1ya, = Pea, + Rice(Pra,)Ar + (A — Pea, S)Pea, (AT — SPia,) A7, (2.19)

and similarly for level [ — 1. Then from this i.i.d. coupled system, we set the measure of interest as, with
a slight change of notation

L
W) = () + I = ), (2:20)
-1

where [0 — N () = + Zf\il[@(gl) — (¢H1)]. The motivation behind doing so, was that the
ii.d. coupled system is simpler to work with, and through a limit analysis one can show that the 7
coincides with 1, as N — oco. In particular it has been shown they coincide with high probability. We
leave out these technicalities for this work as it is not required, but refer to the reader to [6]. Now

provided this new ML estimator, we recall the main theorem from [6] which is an error-to-cost rate of
the MSE w.r.t. to the MLEnKBF.

Theorem 2.1. For any T € N fized and t € [0,T — 1] there exists a C < +oo such that for any
(L7 NO:L) e N x {2, 3,... }L+1,

> LA &G & AA
R ! 1
Elln i@l <c X+ X T Al
N; NN,
1=0 I=1 g=1,q#1
Proof. The proof of the above theorem for (F1) can be found in [6]. O

The above theorem can be understood as that, in order to attain an MSE of order O(e?), the cost
associated to this is of order O(e~21log(€)?). So by considering the MLEnKBF this provides a reduction



Algorithm 1 (MLEnKBF) Multilevel Estimation of the Ensemble Kalman-Bucy Filter

1. Input: Target level L € N, start level [, € N such that [, < L, the number of particles on each level
{N:}{—,_, the time parameter T’ € N and initial independent ensembles {{éél }5\21 R o ] }

2. Initialize: Set | = I.. For (i, k) € {1,--- ,N;} x{0,--- —1}, set {¢X AN = {613 N Then
: Nyl
using (2.11), return 7" ().

3. Tterate: Forle{l +1,---,L} and (i,k) € {1,--- ,N;} x {0,--- ,TA;Y — 1}, set {¢'""1N =
{eb }l L= {& }1 (the one which corresponds to the case used in Step 2.). Then using (2.11),
Npi-1
return 7y (p )&:nT Hp).

4. Output: Return the multilevel estimation of the EnKBF:

(o) = mp Z () — (o)) (2.21)

I=l,+1

in cost compared to the EnKBF which, to attain an MSE of the same magnitude, the associated cost is
more expensive, i.e. O(e~3). This is relevant to mention because, as we will see in the numerics, we will
use this error-to-cost rate to compare our unbiased estimators and the MLEnKBF.

We emphasis that the result from Theorem 2.1 is specific to the vanilla variant of the MLEnKBF,
i.e. (F1). However in this work we aim to establish such a theorem for (F2). Therefore we provide a
similar analysis, which can be found in the Appendix. We note that we attain the exact same rates as
in Theorem 2.1 for the MLDEnKBF, which is for the following modified ideal i.i.d. coupled system

i, i, i, 1/2 57t Tt
Ciliya, = Cin + AGA A+ R W ii1ya, — Wia ) (2.22)
Ir i
+ Upa, ([Y<k+1>Al —Yea] -5 {CCkJAZAl—l + CmiAZAl} )7
1,1 7,0 Tl it
C(k+11)Al L= fmlll + ACkml A1+ Ry [W(kﬂ)A,_l ~Wia, ] (2.23)

_ 17 i _
+Uia,, ([Y(k+1>mfl —Yiaa]l -3 [CCk’AliAl—l + Omf’cAll,lAl—l} )

It is important to remember that Theorem 2.1 is based on both the ideal i.i.d. coupled systems. For
(F2) the new coupled system is given by the equations (2.22) - (2.23).

Remark 2.1. As conducted in [6, 32/, the numerical experiments were tested using the originally stated
ensemble Kalman—Bucy filters, while the theory was derived for the i.i.d. couple particle systems. As
stated in those previous works, our reasons for this is that the recursion of the MLEnKBF make it
difficult to derive exact multilevel rates, so instead one can consider a simpler system, and use a limiting
argument, which is to say as N — oo these systems behave similarly and coincide. This can be found in

[ Prop. 2.1., [6]].

3 Unbiased Estimation

In this section we provide our highlighting contribution, which is the introduction of an unbiased esti-
mator for the EnKBF. Our methodology will be based on the debiasing schemes of Rhee and Glynn [31],
where we will introduce two unbiased estimators in the filtering context of the EnKBF. We will review
their ideas before providing an algorithm of the unbiased estimation for the EnKBF.



3.1 General problem

Let us begin this section with a brief review of the underlying concept of the unbiased estimation of
Monte Carlo [30, 31]. Let us recall n is the measure of interest and that one can only attain bias
estimates, such as through appropriate time-discretizations. Given a step size is A;, one can assume
that, for ¢ : R% — R,

lim 7' () = n(),

l—o0

from this we are interested in producing unbiased estimates of the measure 7(p) as well as finite variance.
One can achieve this through introducing randomization, as discussed in detail in [31, 34]. Let us further
assume that one can attain a sequence of independent random variables (Z;);cz+ such that

E[E] =71'(¢) —n' " (e),

which can be viewed as some form of a coupling between different levels | € Z* of discretization.
Furthermore let P;, denote a probability mass function on Z%, where we can sample L from. Now
consider the estimate

=L

77(30)1 = ]P)L(L).

(3.1)

By Theorem 3. [34], 17/(;)1 is an unbiased and finite variance estimator of 7(¢) if the following holds

Z PL <+oo

lez+

We highlight that once we can obtain (3.1), we can construct i.i.d. samples in parallel. This is done so,
by computing L; independently of Py, for i € {1,..., N}. Therefore from this one is able to construct
unbiased estimator with MSE of order O(N~1) as

—_
—
=1

gL

3.2 Strategy

We now introduce our strategy to compute (Z;);cz+ using unbiased estimates of both n? () and [yl —
7t (). Let (Np)pen, for N, € Z* be an increasing sequence of positive integers were lim,, o, N, = 0o.

By consistency we have that, almost surely,

lim 0" () = nl(e). T " =m0} = [~ 0 ().

p—r0o0

where ntN”’l(cp) is defined as in (2.14). Furthermore let ﬁév’”o(cp) be a Monte Carlo estimate of 1Y () of

N, samples, and similarly [ﬁiv pl_ f]tN » ]( ) of [nt — nt71(p). We will introduce the specific estimator
in the next pages.
Let us suppose that we have the random variables

_N,,0 »=1,0 .
= [, 7 — 1 J(9), ifi=0 (3.2)
ST A ) — =i ), otherwise, |
where ﬁfv‘l’l(go) = 0 by convention. Now let us set =; = =; p where P is sampled according to Pp(p).

Again from [34] the expected value



2] e ifl=0
= oot = {ﬁi(@)ﬁi‘l(so) otherwise. (33)

Then finally for each [ € Z*, the random variable 5y ( P) has finite variance, provided that

leree

furthermore, the random variable =, p(Pp(P)P.(L))~! has finite variance if the following condition
holds

E

= > Pr(p)E [|E1,l5] < +oo. (3.4)

p>0

=7
—

. H%(P)

] > Pee) B E [[El3] < +oc. (3.5)

1>0 p>0
We must consider how one can compute the quantities ﬁiv »%(¢) and [ﬁiv ! ﬁtN ”’lil](
discuss below.

Let us first consider 77?(¢). To form our approximation with Ny samples we run the EnKBF with N
samples. For the approximation, regarding N; samples, we run the EnKBF independently of the first
EnKBF with N7 — Ny samples, and continue this process (Ny — N1, ..., N, — N,_; samples.) for any
p > 2. We now define the following notation

©), which we

a=0 P
Nyg=Ng—1,0 1 all
—Ng—1, _ 4,0
! @) =5—xn > @&,
A it
q—1
where 2}, ..., 2% are generated from the first EnKBF aNot 0 N0 gecondly and so on.

Now we finally consider approximating [n!, — 7\~ ](go), which can be achieved by running two in-
dependently generated coupled EnKBFs, and using the same procedure as described above. We now
introduce the notation, for s € {I,] — 1}

q=0 p
N,
N¢—Ng4_1,s 1 . 9,8
un (SO) = N. — N 1 Z (gt )
q q i=Ngz_1+1

We provide a detailed structure of our unbiased estimator through Algorithm 2. As we will discuss
in our numerics, we will introduce two unbiased estimators for the EnKBF. From our methodology we
implement a double randomization scheme, similar to [31], where we randomize over firstly the level and
secondly to obtain unbiased estimates of the increments. These will be referred to as the single-term
(ST) estimate and coupled sum (CS) estimators. We have given a description of how the implementation
changes with these in Algorithm 2. Related to our unbiased estimators, is the important question of
how one chooses the probability mass functions. This will be discussed in the following subsection.

Remark 3.1. With the above discussion on the unbiased estimator, we note that we do not prove that our
estimator is unbiased and has a finite variance. This is for two reasons, firstly because of the difficulty,
and secondly the multilevel analysis only derived in [6] holds only the i.i.d. filter not the EnKBF described
n (2.7). Therefore we leave this for future work.

10



3.3 Discussion on Costs

Double randomization schemes have already been applied in [25] to the particle filter. In the current
work we apply an analogous setting cost-wise. In fact, provided that the probability distributions Py,
and Pp satisfy condition (3.5), the error-to-cost rates are obtained in the same way as in [25]. If we
sett Ny = No2P, Ay = 271, Pp(p) o< Ny H(p + 1) logy(p + 2)? and P (1) oc Ay(l 4 1) logy(l 4 2)?, and we
choose M = O(e72) (with ¢ > 0) so that the variance is O(¢?) then the cost to obtain M samples is
O(e72|1og(g)[**9) for any § > 0 (|25] page 14). Which can be compared to the error to cost rate of the
MLEnKBEF (in [6]), that has a cost of O(¢72|log(¢)|?) to attain a MSE of O(&?).

In Section 4 we use assumptions that bound the second moment of (3.2), such that condition (3.5)
holds for the previously specified probability measures.

Algorithm 2 Unbiased Estimate of the Ensemble Kalman—-Bucy Filter

1: Input: Two positive probability mass functions Py, and Pp on Ny. For ¢ = 1,--- , M, run Step 2.
independently:
2: Iterate: Sample (I;,p;) € N from P, @ Pp.

I. If [, = 0. For s € {0,...,p;}, independently generate an EnKBF with N; — N;_; samples where
0=N_1 <Ny <--- <N, are given (e.g. N,, = N 2P, Ny € N fixed). Return

Zop = g (17 (0) i 00)) = pm B
P PL(0)PR(p) \ ¢ PL(0)Pp(p;) "

II. Otherwise for s € {0,...,p;}, independently generate coupled EnKBFs with Ny — Ns_; samples
where 0 = N_; < Ny < --- < N,, are given (e.g. N, = No2Pi, Ny € N fixed). Return

= _ 1 {(~Npi,li N li—1 )7(~Np,i,1,li _ Npki—1 )}
Str = o Poi W (¢) =1 () My (¢) — 1 ()

li,pi

Pr(L)Pp(pi)’

such that 7 Npioki 1as been computed by using an equally weighted empirical measure of all IV,
simulated samples as in Step I. For the coupled sum estimator we return

Bl Zz —p ()PP(){(W“[ () =) = () =i ) )

qu SPL( Pp(q)’

3: Output: Return the unbiased estimator

11



4 Numerical Results

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments related to our unbiased estimators. A brief discussion
of the algorithm’s choice of parameters is also presented. We test our method on a linear Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck (OU) process with varying dimension sizes. Specifically we compute the estimator with
dimension size of d;, = d, = 2 and a higher dimensional example of d, = d, = 500. We also conduct
our experiments with the two variants of the EnKBF, which are the VEnKBF and the DEnKBF. For
each experiment, we compare our unbiased estimators to that of the MLEnKBF and its corresponding
variants. The specific form of the OU process is

dX, = AX,dt + R dw,,

which represents the signal process. For the parameter choices in our experiments, the drift terms and
diffusion coefficients A, C, R1, Ry are randomly generated in order to gain generality, with some regularity
conditions. The initial condition is normally distributed with an initial distribution of Xo ~ Ny, (6,15 ).
Our observation process takes the same form as (2.1), it is not necessary to take it as random, as
instead, one can choose fixed values. As mentioned we will have two dimensional examples, specified as
d, =d, =2 and d, = d, = 500. We choose different final times of T' = {30, 80} for the two dimensional
example and T = 80 for the d, = d, = 500 dimensional example. Recall the cost associated to the
MLEnKBEF is given as ZZL:() NlAfl, as in subsection 3.3, the time discretization and its the number of
particles in terms of its respective levels are A; = 27! and N, = No2P.

We present an assumption on the second moment of the random variable Z;, p, where the mechanism

that yields the telescoping property hints over E {(EM,)Q} = O (AN, ) for (I,p) € Nj, which leaves
(3.5) as

2
L

<CY > Pp(p)'PLO) AN,

1>0 p>0

It is easy to see that the measures considered in subsection 3.3 or the couple of measures Pp(p) o< N, ¢,
Pr(l) o< A with oo < 1 leave the variance is finite. In Figure 1 we present two curves that show the
behavior of the second moment when varying either the level [ or p, where M represents the slope between
the logarithms of the levels and the logarithm of the second moment, indicating a direct proportionality
relation as in the assumption.

Number of particles levels. M=-1.07
10-2 4 ® Time discretization levels. M=-1.03

103 4

Second moment

104 4

Levels

Figure 1: Sampled second moments depending on the time discretization level [ (green, Ny = 25, p = 1)
and on the number of particles level p (blue, [ = 2).

The cost of computing the unbiased estimator is an unbounded random variable related to both
measures Py, and Pp. In most practical cases (see, for example, [25, 31]), measures that produce finite

12



variance and finite expected cost are difficult or impossible to obtain. In such cases, it is opted to set
a measure that leaves the variance finite, sometimes meaning that the expected cost is infinity, but an
error-to-cost can be established, even in these cases.

An upper bound for the maximum cost and memory of computing and storing the unbiased estimator
is desired, this leads to the truncation of the level measures Py, and Pp in practical implementations of
the unbiased estimators. The truncation introduces a bias. Since the maximum level of the truncation
can control the bias, the natural choice is to pick measures that yield virtually unbiased estimators, i.e.,
the choice of the truncation level is such that the bias is comparably small with respect to the target
MSE. This way, we keep the primary motivation of the method, obtaining estimators which MSE is
given by the variance.

The bias of the estimator can be divided into two sources

N, N,l
|E (¥ (e) = m(@)]| =& (n () = m(e)) +mi(e) = mete)||
< nkte) = ()], + [ (&) = ni(@)) |
We assume each one of them to be bounded by the following relations

[n:(e) = me(e)]|, < O(A),
HE (njv,l(e) _ ng(e)) H2 <O,

which we tested numerically as seen in Figure 2. In this plot we can observe the relation of the bias
depending on the number of levels for both time discretization and the number of particles.

—21 —— Reference curve L*Log(1/2) N e Regression
a3l g 0 Regression _5 —— Reference curve
m  Numerical bias ®  Numerical bias
= —41 =
< L -6
E 51 'T:
1
S =7
w w
N ~
> _74 o
§ 7 g g4
—8
—9 4
—9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 5 6 7 8 9
L Log2(Np)

Figure 2: Numerical estimation of the bias depending on the time discretization (left) and on the number
of particles (right). We can observe how the numerical bias fits the reference curves, which have slope 1.

Let (Pmaeslmaz) € No x No be the truncation level, Pp(p) : {i}i=bmes — (0,1), and PL(I) :
{i}i=kmas 5 (0,1) be the truncated probability measures. The (truncated) unbiased estimator is defined

as 2 = B p» with L ~ Py, and P ~ Pp. Its computation follows exactly Algorithm 2 replacing the
measures Pp(p) and P.(I) by Pp(p) and P (1), respectively. For the level of discretization, we will use
levels | = {3,4,5,6,7}. For the number of particles levels we use p = {0,1,2,3,4,5} with Ny = 50
for the VEnKBF, and Ny = 25 for the DEnKBF. As stated in [6] our reason for not choosing smaller
levels is that low levels of discretization of the EnKBF can result in potential blow-ups or unstable
solutions. Therefore to avoid this, we use higher levels. For these same reasons, we use ten dimension
block matrices. It is known that the unbiased estimators and MLMC schemes are closely related [34].
This similarity is more recognizable in the truncated setting, given that we control the bias and the
variance. This similitude influences the choice of the measures. For the numerical experiments below,
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we use geometrical probability measures Pp(p) oc N, for p € Ny, and Pr(l) oc A for I € Ny with
a < 1 that leave the variance finite.

Our primary results are presented in Figure 3 - Figure 5. Within each of these figures, DCS denotes
deterministic coupled sum, DST as deterministic single term, CS denotes coupled sum and ST denotes
single term. As we firstly observe from Figure 3, the MSE-to-cost rates attained for the unbiased schemes
match that of both MLEnKBF variants. As one would expect, the cost to attain the same MSE is lower
for the MLEnKBF. Extending this to Figure 4, with a slight difference of T' = 80, we notice no significant
change with rates and costs roughly the same. Finally, moving onto Figure 5 we modify the dimension
of our problem to d, = d, = 500, where we notice that the cost to attain similar order of MSEs, as in
the previous examples, requires more computational effort, hence the lower MSEs. However, in terms of
the rates, they are similar to what is attained in the previous examples, which should be between —1.04
and —1.3.

108 4
107 4

106 4
105 4

k) )
o o
o i~ o
B 10% 4
——- eZogle)?  TTS~o_ —-—- £72log(g)? -~
® CS.Slope=-1.14 - ~so_ 1024 = DCS.Slope=-1.14  ~~=<_
101 ST. sl 1.04 T DST. sl 1.22 T
+ . Slope=-1. Sso + - Slope=-1.22  Tso_
MLENKBF. Slope=-1.13 \\~\ DMLENKBF. Slope=-1.29 S~eo
T T T T T T
1073 1072 107! 1073 1072 1071
g2 g2

Figure 3: Error (MSE=&?) vs cost plots for (F1) (left) and (F2) (right), for the various unbiased
estimators, and MLEnKBF. Tested for dimension problem of d, = dy, =2 and 7' = 30.

10°
108 {
107 4
106 4
L, 105 4 »
S 3
o - S
S~ 4 ] ~-an
04 TTeea Sl I
--- e%ogle)?  TSsal_ —-- £72log(e)? -
| = csisiope=-133 TTSel 102/ ® DCS.Slope=-127 TSl |
10%7 4+ ST.Slope=-1.33 TSl + DST.Slope=-121 ==l
MLENKBF. Slope=-1.13 RN DMLENKBF. Slope=-1.18 Sl
1073 10-2 107! 1073 1072 107!
&2 £2

Figure 4: Error vs cost plots for (F1) (left) and (F2) (right), for the various unbiased estimators, and
MLEnKBF. Tested for dimension problem of d, = d, = 2 and 7" = 80.
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10° 4

108 4

7 4
107 1 === €7%log(e)? 10 -=- £720g(e)?

+ ST. Slope=-1.045 + DST. Slope=-1.12
1061 = CS. Slope=-1.041 10°y & DCS. Slope=-1.11
MLENKBF. Slope=-1.15 DMLENKBF. Slope=-1.09
10° 5 10° 4

Cost

104 4

T T T 10° T T T
107t 10° 10! 107t 10° 10t

Figure 5: Error vs cost plots for (F1) (left) and (F2) (right), for the various unbiased estimators, and
MLEnKBF. Tested for dimension problem of d, = d, = 500 and T" = 80.

5 Conclusion

The development of unbiased estimators is of high relevance for mathematical & statistical fields, which
require the computation of high-dimensional equations. In this work we considered such that, aimed
at data assimilation for the ensemble Kalman-Bucy filter, which is known to perform well for high-
dimensional problems. We proposed two new unbiased estimators, based on the work of Rhee et al.
[19, 31] which exploits the use of randomization to produce unbiasedness. We tested our estimators on a
relatively high-dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process where we compared it to the multilevel EnKBF.
As our results suggest, the complexity rate of the MSE-to-error matches what was proved in [6], and
also this work. For future work, as mentioned earlier, it would be of interest to see if one could attain
theoretical justifications for the unbiased estimators, related to proving unbiasedness and finite variance.
Another direction is to see how such rates can be applied for nonlinear problems, which is a challenge in
itself, and would also be required for the MLEnKBF presented. One could also aim to exploit techniques
such as localization or variance inflation [36]. These techniques are known to aid, for systems with low
ensemble sizes, and thus could be implemented in conjunction with the multilevel and unbiased EnKBFs.
A final potential direction is the inclusion of such unbiased techniques for the EnKF applied to inverse
problems, which can improve the MSE-to-cost as this avenue has not been explored [7, 24].
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A  Proofs

In this Appendix we extend the results of [6] to the setting of the MLDEnKBF, where the modification
arises from (F2). Much of the analysis follows almost directly, however some the results require careful
modifications. Here we present the results which are required. Our first result which is required is are
the mean and covariance recursion formulas, which is presented in the following proposition.

Proposition A.1. For any (k,I,N) € Ny x Ny x {2,3,...} we have:

(i) Mean Recursion:

Zy,

mé\lfc+1)Al - mchAl = (A - PéVA,S) Almfchl + UlivAl Yirna, — Yeal) + Oéfchl
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or alternatively
mh, = BNy min, + UM [V -Y ]——C NOA) +aly e (A.2)
(k+1)A; = PkaMEA, ko \ L (k+1)A, kAT 5 A S kA, N :

where Zj, = % ZN Lwi, independently of all other random variables for each (i,k) € {1,...,N} x Ny
Wi "X NG (0,1) and oy, = RN

(ii) Covariance Recursion:

P(J,j A, — PlA, = Rice(PPy,)A; + SRice(PL), ) A (A.3)
N
+ofa, (w7 Dok — @)k — @) T~ 1)aflh,
=1

M=

+ 2Sym (alleAl (ﬁ (wj, — @k)(fim - mgmf) (BIJcVAl)T)a

=1

where @y = + Ziil wi and SRice(P) = (A— £2)P(AT — 2E).

Proof. Using the notation of the statement of the result, for the d-EnKF, the recursion (2.9) becomes,
forie{1,...,N}:

. . C ,
Ertnya, = BIJcVAlflchl + UéVAl ([Y(k+1)AL - YkAz]*gmkNAle + aﬁlAlwi- (A.4)

To establish (A.1), we have by using (A.4) that

mé\llc-i-l)Al - mkNAl = N {§fk+1)Al - 5/@Al}
1
N

M= I\Mz

C .
*mfchl Al) + ai\]Alwz}

{(Bljchl = D&n, +UlA, ([Y(k-',-l)Al — Yin,)— 3

=1

N N

1 . C 1 )

= (Bfa, — I)N > &ia, + Uk, ([Y(kﬂ)m - YkAz]_EmIICVALAl) + o, N > wi
i=1 i=1

PN, S PN CTRy'C Z,
= (A - 2l - : B )AlmgAl + Ul?[Al [Y(k+1)Az =Y, ] + O‘I]«YAZW
Zy,
(A PkAlS> Almml + UkAl Yirya, — Yea,] + akA, N
For (A.3) we have
1 .
P(]Z+1)Al —Pi, = N_1 Z(§Ek+1)Al)(€Ek+1)Al)T — Pl (A.5)
i=1
where we have used ég,m)m = fékH)Al - mf\llcﬂ)Az' Expanding this, and using (A.2) and (A.4), we
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have

§Ek+1)Al = §2k+1)A, - mé\{c+1)Al

i c i
= Bljchlkal + UlivAl ([Y(k+1)Az - YkAz]*gmgAlAl) + OéivA,wk

Z;
1 N
= BIJCVAL (Eka, — mkNAL) + akNAl (Wi: N Zwlzc)' (A.6)
i=1

1 N

Then by defining @], = wj, — % >_;_; w}, and substituting (A.6) in (A.5), we have

N
1 i i 5 ~i
P(]I\c[+l)Al - P/ﬁvA, “N_1 Z(Bljchlg(k)Al + agAlwk)(Bl]@VAlg(k)Al + agAlwk)T - P/ﬁvA,
i=1
1 al ~ ~ ~
“N_1 Z (BliVAlf;cAl (&a) T (Bea) " + Bia,&ia, (apa,) T (@) " (A7)
i=1
+ o, @ (Ea) T (BT + s, Gk (@) T (afa,)T) - P4,
For the the first and last term of (A.7) we can express it as

B/JitVAlPk]:VAl (B/]ﬁ‘VAl)T - PkJIVAl

PN, SPN. A SPN A
(s - amg - PRSI (1 s, - Sy

PN S SPN,
— P\ ATA - PSP A+ AP A+ 07 (4 - o )P%, (AT - %)

)i, (47 - 5P o (A8

Pl S

= Rice(Py,)A; + A (A -

where we know that (ag,,)? = (R1/2A3/2)2. Thus substituting (A.8) in (A.7) results in (A.3), concluding
the proof. O

Our next results is an L? bound on the DEnKBF, which is presented in the following lemma.

Lemma A.1. For any (q,k,l) € (0,00) x N2 there exists a C < +oo such that for any N > 2 and
ie{l,...,N}:

E[|¢A, ()] < C.

Proof. The proof consists of deriving a recursion on k noting that the case k = 0 is trivial as 56 () L

N(MO(.?),PO(]aj))v i€ {17 sy N}
We begin with the following upper-bound, that can be derived by combining (A.4) along with the
Minkowski inequality,

3
E[|gha, ()Y <> T,
j=1
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where

dr N i BN
ZBkAlkal(Jl)H )
Ji=1

d d
€T x - . _ . . ' q 1/q
Z Z PIiVAL(J"jl)CTRQ 1(]1)]2)[1/(164*1)A1 - YkAz](]2)‘ i| )
J1=172=1
d
- NN A L
Z a;chl(]Jl)w]Z(jl)‘ } :
j1=1
dy d N .
x T .. _ . .m (jl)Al q 1/q
2 2 P’yAl(]’Jl)CTRJ(Jth)M#‘ } .

J1=1j2=1

ks
I
=

&3
I
=

T, =E

—

The terms 77 — T3 are derived in the work of [6], with the slight modification of now aiming to bound
Ty. For completeness we state these bounds below

T <C max {Ellgia, GOl A0}, (4.9)
jle{l,...,d:C}

T,<C max (B[ G0}, (A.10)
J1€{l,....dz}

1<, mox, (Elehs, GO0+ A12)). (A1)
J1€{l,....ds}

For T, by Minkowski and Cauchy-Schwarz

133

-

CT Ry (j1,j2) A\

Ty 5

IN

[P, G o) P COR s, () 2] 39,

J1=1j2
< C(Ellighs, — muad(io)léhs, — maa ()Y G
+E[\miVAl<j1>|2q]1/<2q>). (A1)

Using similar arguments as before, and applying Young’s and Jensen’s inequality results in 7y < C.
Therefore by combining all terms (A.9) - (A.12) we have

E[& iY@ < ¢ EJI£2 (7,)|4a(k+1)11/(4q(k+1)
omax (ElSa, G011V @) <€ max (B[] }

+ (ke 1)A)?),
which completes the proof. O

Given the results from Proposition A.1 and Lemma A.1, the following results follow directly as in [6].

Lemma A.2. For any (q,k,1) € (0,00) x N there exists a C < +oo such that for any (j1,j2, N) €
{1,...,d:}? x {2,3,...}:

- . . . q
EHPI?[AL(]L.D) — Pia, (.71,]2)‘ } <
Theorem A.l. For any (q,k,1) € (0,00) x N2 there exists a C < +oo such that for any N > 2 and
(4,9) e {1,...,d:} x{1,...,N}:

| 7"

&in, (4) = Cin, (9)
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A.1 Strong error

Our final result required is the strong rate for the DEnKBF. In order for us to continue to we require a
lemma from [6] presented below, which is a bound on the difference of the covariances. As there is only
a constant different the lemma still holds.

Lemma A.3. For any T € N fized and t € [0,T) there exists a C < 400 such that for any (I, j1,j2) €
NO X {1, e 7dm}2.'

[Pulis. ) = Ply(ir.ja)| < CAv.
Lemma A.4. For any T € N fized and t € [0,T — 1] there exists a C < 400 such that for any
(I,j, k1) € Nog x {1,...,d,} x {0,1,..., A7 }:

]E[(YH’“AZ () - Yi%lm(j))j < CA}.

Proof. By using the Cs—inequality four times, one has the upper-bound

E{(ywklm (4) — Yiwﬁm (j))j < CiTj,
j=1

where
t+ki1 4\ da - — 2
n-z[( [ AGXG) ~ X0 (5))ds) |-
ji=1
o da dy t+ki1 A\ N 2
Lo2[(Y 3 [ Pl - PhGanClna.) .
T i=142=1"0
da da t+k1 4 R o R — 2
T3 =E (Z / [7)5(]7]1)0(]17.]2))(6(]2)_qu—i(.]ajl)c(.]h]Q)XTi(]2)]d8) :|7
j1=1j2=1"0
dy dy tHk A Ao - 2
n=[(3> 3 / S [Pe a0 G2) + i (32)] = P i) Xy (i) + 1 (2] ds ) ]
J1=1j2=1

with C' = C'R, 2 We shall focus on upper-bounding each of the terms 77, ...,7; and summing the
bounds.
For Ty, d,—applications of the Co—inequality along with Jensen’s inequality yields

t+ki1 A - — 2
T, < C E|(X())—X ] ds. Al
< / max, E[(X.0) - Fu() Jas (A.13)

From [6] For T, using (2.1) we have the following bound
T, < CA7. (A.14)
Similarly for T3, we can also use the derived bound, which is

e [T e B[(Fa0)-Tht) Jas + 7). (A.19
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For Ty we can simplify this using the Cy—inequality

dy dy t+ki A A
D:ZEKZEQA g?Wmmxm%ﬂﬂmiwm

J1=1j2=1

+ Puls ) (2) = P gt (72)] | ds ) 2}

1
s

E[( i i /O e %[[Ps(j,jl)i(jz) - P (jajl)yi—é(jQ)]}ds)z}

J1=1j2=1

IA

+ E[(i_: i/{)t+klAl?[[Ps(jajl)ms(ﬁ)_Pig(j,j1)mi§(j2)}]ds>2}
_ n +31T—6.]2—

We can use the following identity for T5

Po(y 1) Xs(G2) = Pha(iy 1) Xt (o) = (PG ) = PLy (.0} X (G2) + (X s (2) — Xt (G2) YPL (. ),

and similarly done for Tg.
Substituting this into 7%, and using d,d, applications of the C— inequality and Jensen’s inequality, we
have

dy dy t+ki1A; A
= o o v - . . o 2
75 = E[( ([ SUPd) = PLGa0YR. ) + (Relie) = Koy G} Pl G nlds) |
Ji=1j2=1
dy dy A t+ki1A
cc 1 . . N T g
< ([ B[P0 - PLGIIT. G s
: 2 0 s
Ji=1j2=1
~ (s ! U/s 2 \12
+ E[[{Xo(2) = Xt (1)} Py (G )] ds)
do  dy A t+k1A
cc e . N T
< S max [P = Phn)| B Go)Pds
: : 2 0 ]E{l,...,dm} s
Jji=1j2=1
E[X,(ja) - Xt (ja)] Pli(j,51))%d
e, [ s(d2) = T;(Jz)} sefhax,  [Pri(: )] 3)

For the first term of 75 we can use Lemma A.3, and for the second term knowing
max;e(1,....d,} |P£Z (4,71)|? < C results in the bound as T3, i.e.

Ty < c(/OHML je{q}%x}m[(x(p -X, (j)ﬂds + A?). (A.16)

Finally for Ty, we can apply the same identity where we get an O(1)-term.
Therefore combining (A.13)-(A.16) gives the upper-bound

o B(Fenn ) - Fen ) ] <c( [ e B[(R.0) - Fy9) Jas + 7).

On applying Gronwall’s lemma, the result is concluded.
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A.2 Results for the i.i.d. Multilevel DEnBKF

In order to prove Theorem 2.1 we require the following two results.

Proposition A.2. For any T € N fized and t € [0,T — 1] there exists a C < 400 such that for any
(I, N k1) € No x {2,3,...} x {0,1,...,A;7'}:

|

[ﬁt]\jr;lm Mtk A ( H } < C(N +A2)

Proof. The proof follows similarly to that in [6], where we use a combination of both the Cy—inequality,
Jensen’s inequality and the strong error attained in Lemma A.4. O

Proposition A.3. For any T € N fized and t € [0,T — 1] there exists a C < 400 such that for any
(I,N, k1) e Nx {2,3,...} x{0,1,..., A7 }:

LNI—1 CAI

LN, l
E[H[”Hklm LT etk A, J( ) = Mesrya,_s 77t+k1A, 1 H }

Proof. One can use standard properties of i.i.d. empirical averages, along with the strong error attained
in Lemma A.4. O

References

[1] A. Bain and D. Crisan. Fundamentals of Stochastic Filtering. Springer, New York, 2009. 1

[2] A.N. Bishop and P. Del Moral. On the mathematical theory of ensemble (linear-gaussian) Kalman—
Bucy filtering. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.08843, 2020. 5

[3] A. N. Bishop and P. Del Moral. On the stability of Kalman-Bucy diffusion processes. SIAM J.
Control Optim., 55(6), 4015-4047, 2017. 2, 5

[4] R. S. Bucy. Nonlinear filtering theory. IEEE Trans. Automat. Control, 10, 198, 1965. 2

[6] N. K. Chada, J. Franks, A Jasra, K. J. H. Law and M. Vihola. Unbiased inference for discretely
observed hidden Markov model diffusions. STAM/ASA J. Unc. Quant., 9 (2), 763-787, 2021. 2

[6] N. K. Chada, A. Jasra and F. Yu. Multilevel ensemble Kalman—Bucy filters. STAM/ASA J. Unc.
Quant. 10(2), 584-618, 2022. 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15, 18, 19, 21

[7] N. K. Chada, A. M. Stuart, and X. T. Tong. Tikhonov regularization within ensemble Kalman
inversion. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 58(2), 1263-1294, 2020. 15

[8] N. Chopin and O. Papaspiliopoulos. An introduction to sequential Monte Carlo. Springer, Cham,
2020. 1

[9] D. Crisan, P. Del Moral, A. Jasra and H. Ruzayqat. Log-normalization constant estimation using
the ensemble Kalman-Bucy filter with application to high-dimensional models. Adv. Appl. Probab.
(to appear), 2022. 2

[10] D. Crisan and B. Rozovskii. The Ozford Handbook of Nonlinear Filtering. Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2011. 1

[11] P. Date and K. Ponomareva. Linear and nonlinear filtering in mathematical finance: a review. IMA
Journal of Management Mathematics, 22(3), 195 - 211 2010. 1

[12] P. Del Moral. Feynman-Kac Formulae. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2004. 1, 3

21



[13] P Del Moral, and J. Tugaut. On the stability and the uniform propagation of chaos properties of
ensemble Kalman—Bucy filters. Ann. Appl. Probab., 28, 790-850, 2018. 2, 3, 5

[14] P. Del Moral, A. Kurtzmann and J. Tugaut. On the stability and the uniform propagation of chaos
of a class of extended ensemble Kalman—Bucy filter. STAM J. Control Optim., 55(1), 119-155, 2017.
2,5

[15] G. Evensen. Data Assimilation: The Ensemble Kalman Filter. Springer, Berlin, 2009. 2

[16] G. Evensen Sequential data assimilation with a nonlinear quasi-geostrophic model using Monte
Carlo methods to forecast error statistics. Journal of Geophysical Research: Oceans, 99, 10143—
10162, 1994. 2

[17] M. B. Giles. Multilevel Monte Carlo path simulation. Op. Res., 56, 607-617, 2008. 2, 5
[18] M. B. Giles. Multilevel Monte Carlo methods. Acta Numerica, 24, 259-328, 2015. 2, 5

[19] P. W. Glynn and C.-H. Rhee. Exact estimation for Markov chain equilibrium expectations. J. Appl.
Probab., 51, 377-389, 2014. 2, 15

[20] D. Suleiman, A. Awajana and W. Al Etaiwia. The Use of Hidden Markov Model in Natural ARABIC
Language Processing: a survey Author links open overlay panel. Procedia Computer Science, 113,
240-247, 2017. 1

[21] J. Heng, J. Houssineau and A. Jasra. On unbiased score estimation for partially observed diffusions.
arXiv preprint arXiv: 2105:04912, 2021. 2

[22] J. Heng, A. Jasra, K. J. Law, and A. Tarakanov. On unbiased estimation for discretized models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.12230, 2021. 2

[23] H. Hoel, K. J. H. Law and R. Tempone. Multilevel ensemble Kalman filtering. SIAM J. Numer.
Anal., 54(3), 1813-1839, 2016. 2

[24] M. A. Iglesias, K. J. H. Law and A. M. Stuart. Ensemble Kalman methods for inverse problems.
Inverse Problems, 29, 045001, 2013. 15

[25] A. Jasra, K. J. H Law and F. Yu. Unbiased filtering of a class of partially observed diffusion processes.
Advances in Applied Probability, 1-27, 2022. 2, 11, 12

[26] A. Jasra, K. Kamatani, K. J. H. Law and Y. Zhou. Multilevel particle filters. SIAM J. Numer.
Anal., 55(6), 3068-3096, 2017. 2

[27] A. Jazwinski. Stochastic processes and filtering theory, vol.x 63. Academic Pr, 1970. 1, 2, 3

[28] A. Majda and X. Wang. Non-linear Dynamics and Statistical Theories for Basic Geophysical Flows,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2006. 1

[29] D. Oliver, A. C. Reynolds and N. Liu. Inverse Theory for Petroleum Reservoir Characterization
and History Matching 1st edn, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge , 2008. 1

[30] D. McLeish. A general method for debiasing a Monte Carlo estimator. Monte Carlo Methods Appl.,
17(4), 301-315, 2011 9

[31] C. H. Rhee and P. Glynn. Unbiased estimation with square root convergence for SDE models. Op.
Res. 63, 1026-1043, 2015. 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15

[32] H. Ruzayqat, N. K. Chada and A. Jasra. Multilevel estimation of normalization constants using
the ensemble Kalman—Bucy filter. Statistics and Computing 32, 38, 2022. 2, 4, 8

22



[33] S. C. Surace, A. Kutschireiter, and J.-P. Pfister. How to avoid the curse of dimensionality: scalability
of particle filters with and without importance weights. SIAM Review, 61, 79-91, 2019. 5

[34] M. Vihola. Unbiased estimators and multilevel Monte Carlo. Op. Res., 66, 448462, 2018. 2, 9, 13

[35] J. de Wiljes, S. Reich, and W. Stannat. Long-time stability and accuracy of the ensemble Kalman—
Bucy filter for fully observed processes and small measurement noise. SIAM J. Appl. Dyn. Syst.,
17(2), 1152-1181, 2018. 2, 5

[36] J. de Wiljes and X. T. Tong. Analysis of a localized nonlinear ensemble Kalman Bucy filter with
complete and accurate observations. Nonlinearity., 33(9), 47524782, 2020. 2, 5, 15

23



	1 Introduction
	2 Model and Background
	2.1 Kalman–Bucy Filters
	2.2 Ensemble Kalman–Bucy Filter
	2.3 Multilevel Monte Carlo
	2.4 Multilevel Ensemble Kalman–Bucy Filter
	2.5 Error-to-cost rate of MLEnKBF

	3 Unbiased Estimation
	3.1 General problem
	3.2 Strategy
	3.3 Discussion on Costs

	4 Numerical Results
	5 Conclusion
	A Proofs
	A.1 Strong error
	A.2 Results for the i.i.d. Multilevel DEnBKF


