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THE SPECTRUM OF THE GEOID FROM ALTIMETER DATA
C. A. Wagner
Geodynamics Branch, Goddard Space
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Md. 20771
ABSTRACT
A variety of sources of detailed information has been analyzed to arrive
at a geoid power spectrum from global altimeter data. Using the equivalent

of only two revolutions of data (mostly from GEOS-3) from all the major oceans,

the high frequency geoid power (rms) is estimated (most simply) to be
80.7n"1-47 meters,

where n is in cycles/global revolutions. This law is valid for all frequencies
above 19 cycles but includes sea state. The (simple) law has more power than
predicted by Kaula's rule for the geopotential. Howéver, the data shows signifi~
cantly less power for frequencies below 100 cycles. A cléser approximation to
the altimetry accumulates 2.18m (rss) for all frequencies higher than 19 cycles/
rev. (including sea state), somewhat less power than predicted by the rule. The-
data permits up to 1 ’1’/4 (rms) non~gravitational departures from the high fre-

quency marine geoid.



THE SPECTRUM OF THE GEOID FROM ALTIMETER DATA

INTRODUCTION

The earth and ocean dynamics application program of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration has as its ultimate goal, knowing ocean topo-
graphy at the 10 cm level (with 50 km horizontal scale). With this understanding
ocean currents can be detected and calculated as departures from the mean
sea surface. The shape of this mean surface i due mainly to the Earth's
gravity field (the geoid) but includes contributions on a very large scale (> 1000
km) from luni-solar and atmospheric tides as well as any stable ocean current
and wind systems. On a smaller scale there may also be stable non gravitational
surface features which will be difficult to distinguish from the gravity field.
But thése smali scale features may vary in time (meander) and be detectable
by repetitive satellite altimetry. In any case the major contribution of the geoid
to high frequency sea surface undulations (scale < 1000 km) should be known in
order to judge the importance of small scale departures and their possibility of
measurement.

With the advent of the satellite altimeter it is now possible to measure the -

spectrum of the ocean's surface to very high frequency and begin to assess these




departures from the global marine geoid. Unfortunately while the spectral analysis
of the sea surface from altimetry has been relatively straightforward, the inter-
pretation of that spectrum as the reflection of a marine geoid has been am~
biguous. Ihave chosen to work out the interpretation in terms of the spherical
harmonies of the geopotential for which much information is known. But with~
out special restrictions, an infinite series of these will diverge on a surface
interior to the sphere on which the harmonics are defined. However, it is al-
ready known that the spherical harmonics of gravity (defined on the bounding
sphere) must decline at least as fast as 42 [Jeffreys, 1959; Cholshevnikof,
1965]. (Here 4 is the harmonic degree.) This restriction follows from the
mass integral representation of spherical harmonics and the (reasonable) exist-
ence of maximum bounds on density contrasts within the earth. Indeed, Morrison
(1971), proposed (from intuition) that the harmonics decline as at (@ < 1) without
specific justification. |
Results from satellite tracking over the past decade have confirmed the
‘earlier gravimetric results that oy = [pA-c)% (o/%mis the variance of a fully
normalized geopotential harmonic of degree 4 and order m.) The constanfs
areb~ 10~° andc ~ 2 consivsteh't“"With the theoretical expectation. The satéle
lite results are global but exténd only‘kto .aboznt' degree 20 [e.g. Gaposchkin,
1974]. The gravimetric statistics are far from global but are sensitive to
degree 180 [e.g. Kaulé, 19597, Thé gravimep;ic data, however, have not been

corrected for the depression of the geoid below the boundihg sphere. Thus the



comparison with spherical harmonics must ke severly distorted at degrees
above 100. Of course the effects of 100 degree terms are small (~1mgal of
anomalous gravity) and only a 30% change in these small anomalies of degree 100
would be expected from pole to equator. This change would be difficult to detect
from the current distribution and quality of surface gravimetry. Nevertheless
Morrison's suggestion seems essential to the interpretation (with bounding
spherical harmonics) of all data on the geoid. Without an exponential decline
attached to the conventional power law for bounding spherical harmonics, infinite
gravity anomalies and geoid undulations would result on the earth's surface.

At any rate I have interpreted the high frequency geoid data two ways:

1. Conventionally, as though the geoid were referenced‘to the sphere and

2. Differently, cqntinuing the geopotential on the bounding sphere down to

the ellipsoid.

It turns out that with either approach the data analysed here is probably
dominated by non gravitational geoid departures below a scale of about 600 km
(60 cycles/global reVolution). Before thé data was analysed I had hoped it would
have been able to discriminate between thé two approaches and extend the knqwn
degree variances of the gravity field to very small wavelengths. But the uh-

expectedly large departure power has precluded this.

It should be émphasized'that what I am after in this study is a glbba‘l geoid

power law., Thus the departures found here may be a reflection of the limited



altimeter data analyzed. While all the major oceans have been covered, there
is no more than a few passes in each. Strong ocean dynamics or rough gravi-
tational features may have been emphasized. Nevertheless even this preliminary

look at the sea's surface from satellite altimetry has profound implication for

oceanography.

DATA ANALYSED
Eleven arcs of altimetry from Skylab and Geos 3 have been examined

(Figure 1). They are all more than 10 minutes (4500 km) long. For Skylab, the
83-minute 'round the-world' pass of 31 Jariuary 1974 was used (McGoogan,
Leiteo and Wells, 1975). However, since it was broken by 20 one minute opera-
tion pauses and a long pass over the United States, only 50 minutes of it repre-
sents éctual sea—surféce altimeter data. I have linearly interpolated for the data
in the gaps. Whﬂé this probably resoluts in excessive smoothness for the results,
the major gap-over the U. S. is known to have small geoidal undulations from
gravimetry (Marsh & Vincent, 1974).

. The Geos 3 altimetry: (William Wells, private communications, 1976), as
well as that for Skylab, was in the form of strip charts of sea surface height
calculated from the high speed (>10 records/sec) data (e.g. Figure 2). Here
the sea surface height was calculated from the orbit as the difference of the
satellite's height above the ellipsoid énd the measured altimeter height. lelusb
- sea ys“u‘i"faée dynémics ,(é.g. tjdes & cgrrents) ’a}s well as possible very long wave

length orbit errors remain in this 'measurement’.



At the outset, I did not expect ocean dynamics to distort severly the gravity
signal I sought from the altimetry. At low frequencies (<20 cycles/global rev.)
the altimeter spectrum should be dominated by the geopotential (the geoid) and
orbit errors. At intermediate frequencies (20 to 600 cycles/rev.; 150 to 5 second
wavelengths of altimetry record) the geoid should still dominate with an unknown
(but probably small) amount of ocean dynamics. At greater frequencies, the noise
of the instrument should begin to dominate.

Figure 2 shows a typiéal 20 second record of high speed (measured sea
surface height) data from GEOS 3 over the North Atlantic. This record
is from the 'global' (low intensity) mode of altimeter oﬁeration which aver-
ages the (weak) return pulse over a 'footprint' on the ecean of 8 km (~1
second). It is noted that a strong sinusoidal oscillation (~1m rms) of about this
period indeed exists in this data. It is probably due to the correlation of noisy
return pulses overlapping (in successive records) frofn the same points on the
ocean.

In this analysis I have (hand) drawn a smooth line through the mean of these
'highest' frequency oscillations. I have also tried tc; avoid (in the 'mean’' line)
too rapid fluctuation (> 5 m) over a 5 second interval which is probably due to
sea state effects on the return signal. The result (sampled every 10 seconds
for Skylab, 5 seconds for the fnoisiest' GEOS 3 arcs and 2-1/2 seconds for the

quietest) is a smoothed sea surfacie’height record to the nearest 0.5 m (1m for

~Skylab). The dominating noise in the 'smoothed' record is this strip chart



reading error. Extensive harmonic analysis has shown this residual error to
be actually as low as 0.12 m (rms), about the same as in analysis of major frame
average (2-3 second) data processed entirely by machine [see Harmonic Analysis
of Altimeter Residuals; this report]. Brown, Masters & Kahn (personal com-
munications, 1976) report similar residual noise figures for machine processed
high speed data. There is also a good expectation for this low level of 'read
error' (see Appendix C).

The smoothed altimeter derived sea surface heights were then compared
to the GEM 7 geoid [Wagner, 1976 ], removing the effects of very low frequency
orbit errors (mainly) at the same time. Residuals from that comparison, for
the 11 altimeter arcs, are shown in Figure 3: the statistics are summarized in
Table 1. Also analysed, for high frequency geopotential behaviour, was a profile
along the 270° meridian of the Marsh and Vincent detailed gravimetric geoid
(personal communication, 1975). This arc (also in Figure 3 & Table 1) was
chosen to verify the method for the altimeter data iknasmuch as the 1° x 1°
gravimeter data (which this geoid reflects) is compatible with geopotential
variances which are somewhat smaller than (1075 /42)? at all degrees (f) [see,
e.g. Rapp (1972)]. This gravimetric arc is felt to be the longest (> 60°)
most representative of the surface datzi. (The Marsh-Vincent geoid actually
uses data from a much smoother (30, 30) satellite-surface geopotential to inter-

polate where no 1° X 1° gravimetric measurements are available.)



The Gem 7 residuals (in Figure 2) for the altimetry arcs show significant
fluctuations across the mid ocean ridges, trenches and near island rises. Gener-
ally the ridges, plateaus ahd rises show positive residuals and the trenches and
deep plains negative, being geoidal reflections of the obvious mass excess or
deficit directly beneath the sea surface. But there are some notable exceptions:
the Cocos Ridge off Central America (Figuré 3a) shows as a negative geoid
anomally perhaps becausek it is in an active zone carrying light material up from
the mantle. On the other hand the Mid Atlantic Ridge off Iceland (Figure 3a)
shows as a positive anomaly.

The overall comparisons of the altimetry with low frequency geopotential
models are also revealing (Table 1). Gem 7 [ Wagner, et. al., 1977] is a 400
coefficient satellite model complete to (16, 16) in spherical harmonics. Gem 8
(with 650 coefficients) combines the satellite data in Gem 7 with worldwidé
5° X 5° surface gravimetry Strongly weighted in continental areas. It is com-
plete to (25, 25). Surprisingly, the overall fit to altimetry is poorer with Gem>8’
than with Gem 7. On the other hand, when the truncation effect_ (abové 25th
.dégree) is acgounted for in the 5° data (downweighting the,b_est continéntal |
andmal-ies). a soiution far more favorable to ocean altimetry is acﬁiéved. This |
is the Gem SN solution in Table 1. | |

-Sﬁmmarizing the residual statistics for Gem 7, the rms rgs?.dual for the

12 long arcs here is 3.2m. 2.3m of this is estimated to be due to commission

error in the Gem 7 coefficients, taken from the error geoid map in Wagner, 1976.
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The omission error (for geopotential terms of degree > 20 and geoid departures)
must theréfoi'e be about (3.2% - 2.32)1/2= 2.2 m (rms). This is in excellent
agreement with the harmonic analysis of these residuals (see 'Power Law Esti~
mates', also Table 1: this report).

Recall that Chovitz (1973) showed that 64/{ estimates the worldwide Geoid
power (in meters) of all geopotential terms higher than degree 4. This fraction
is based on Kauia's (1966) rule for geopotential decline (o £ =+10"° /4 2). Thus
the 2.2 m omission error figure appears to imply a decline considerably faster
than Kaula's Rule. However the 2.2 m residual is not for a global arc but one
which averages about 1/6 revolution. The power in these short arcs is expected
to be less than in the global arc because some long wave power is absorbed.in
the bias & tilt terms used to adjust the data for 'orbit error'. The estimation.
of those effects is made in Appendix B. I will return to these overall statistics
in the section on 'Power Law Estimates’.

The residuals in Figure 3 were then subjected to an harmonic analysis in

order to estimate the global power spectrum for altimeter data.

TECHNIQUE OF HARMONIC ANALYSIS
It might be supposed that the simplerpQWeir spectrum of each sub orbital
arc of geoid heights is a good estimate of the glObal spectrum with the freciuencies

scaled up by (N) the number of arc lengths in one revolution. A little thought

. will show that the power has to be scaled down for a propér global estimate.
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Clearly, in the sub orbital arc (of a function nearly periodic in one revolul:ion),
the harmonic analysis will involve only 1/N of the global harmonics. But if the
total power in the sub arc is to be a good estimate of the total global power,
then the power in each sub arc frequency must absorb roughly N times the global
power at the equivalent global frequency. In this paper I define power as the
root mean square amplihide of an harmonic. Thus as a rule the global power
(rms) at a given frequency is f}’_I\_I times the power in the 1/N-th sub arc at
the equivalent frequency. |

In Appendix C I have analysed the estimation problem for pieces of periodic
data. Both the theoretical expectation and the results of analysis of simulated
data confirm the rule. In the simulations however the edge effects in the short
arcs were controlled by analysing only the deviations of the data from a line
fitting the end points. This creates a pseudo periodic (residual) data set with
remarkable ability to estimate the power in the global arc on average. [It is

analogous to using a tapered window function for computing the Fouier transform

of segments of time series] .

The-‘simulations (-in-Appendix C)~-:a1_so included more realistic cases of short
alt‘imetg?-arc‘:«s -from random geopotential fields'to (100, 100). These arcs (on a
rofating :é:arth) were analysed in the same way as those ff;jm sarﬁplés of strigrtilby }
‘periodic fl revolution) geoid proﬁlés. [Some periodicprogfiles were éltiinei‘er

‘samples on a non rotating earth (great circles). Others were of artificial

functions]. The more realistic cases showed greater variance from the expected
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altimeter power due to the given geopotential. But the power averages for the

sub arcs were again remarkably close to the global expectation. Greater variance

still was encountered when pseudo random noise waé added to the observations.
The major lesson learned from the simulations was that considerable

averaging of the power (in the short arcs) over many frequencies is necessary

to reduce the power fluctuations caused by both limited geopotential sampling

and 'altimeter noise'. Limited geopotential sampling causes wide variances

from expectations at low frequencies (<60 cycles/rev.). Altimeter noise at the

GEOS 3 level of about 1/4 meter (after 2-5 second smoothing) causes difficulties

in estimating geoid frequencies higher than about 250 cycles/rew}.

These difficulties were compounded by even wider variability when the

actual data was examined. Nevertheless the methods of averaging and noise

£
fop

estimation developed from the simulations gave reasonably smooth average
power spectra for the individual arcs of the altimeter geoid. The averages
showed evidence of geoid signals down to the sub centimeter level even in the

presence of decimeter noise.

- HARMONIC ANALYSIS OF ALTIMETER DATA

A convential Fourier analysis was applied to the equally spaced residual
height data for all the arcsk. A linear trend was further applied to match the

end points and reduce remaining spurious 'edge effects'. The major difficulty

with 'edge effects! had already been eliminated by‘ the removal of trend and

O B a3 inat o LROR LA R340 S KBS
»

 offset fit to the Gem 7 geOid). For Skylab and Geo_s 3, ares 197, 301, 319,324,
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362, 416, 429, 538, 1962 and 1993, strip charts of altimeter derived sea-surface
heights were the basic measurements.

In the Geos 3 arc 528, 2 second computer-averaged altimeter data (from
high speed records) was used. This kind of data served as a check against the
hand processed operation in the other arcs.

The power spectra of the residual geoid height data are the root mean square

variation in each harmonic of the Fourier analysis

n(max)
AH(t) = Acq + Z (Ac cosnx + As_ sinnx),

n='l

where x = 27t/T, t being the time in the arc from the start and T the total arc

time-length. Using a finite data set, n(max) is limited to half the number of
data points. =
From this definition the power spectrum is:
P (AH) = [(Ac? +08s2)/21"2,

where

Aco = {(AH)

5 T cos 2mnt /T,
(Bc,, Os ) = T J AH(t) { rdt
T Jy

sin 27nt/T

With the finite (sampled) data set 'I'h‘avé replaced the integrals with Simple

sums, Using.AT as the time spacing:
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n(max) COS 277nt/T,
(e, 88, =2 Z AH(E) AT
n=1 sin 2mnt/T

The raw power spectra (so determined) for all the arcs are shown in Figure 4.
Instead of the arc frequencies, n in Figure 4 are the equivalent global frequencies
n(globaly = n(arc) N, where, as before, N is the number of arc segments in a
revolution. (For the Skylab round the world pass, N = 1,12, while for the Geos 3
arcs, N ranged from 3 to 10.)

The noise in each altimeter arcl was estimated as the simple lower limit
of the averaged power spectrum (leaving a small amount of signal). The aver-
aging varied from 20 to 80 cycles/rev., the ’amou‘nt depending on the requirement
for a smooth power 'tail' at high frequencies. In arc 429 (Figure 4g) the high
estimated noise level (.32m) probably means that the 'smooth' geoid profile
has inadvertantly picked up significant instrument noise as well as 'read error’'.
At any rate the use of the higher data‘ rate in arcs 319 & 324 (as well as the 2
second computer-averaged data in 528) appears to give significant geoid informa-‘
tion to a frequency of over 1000 cycles/rev. (<20 km scale for a half wavel'ength). '

Also shown in Figure 4 is the expected power law for the arcs due to a

. geopotential with degree variances following Kaula's rule. This law was

.ca}liculated (in Appendix D) under the assumption that the altiirietér data is

given on the bounding earth sphere where the external geopotential is defined

(e.g. Kaula, 1966, p. 31). The bounding sphére is chosen to ensure
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convergence of the spherical harmonics for the potential (e.g. Hotine, 1969,
pp. 159, 160) but other conventions and interpretations are possible (see Appen-
dix D). However Lelgemann (1976, p. 6) asserts that to a level of 10 cm (fre~
quencies as high as about 100 cycles/rev.) data on the geoid can be continued
upward to the bounding sphere and only a small long wavelength correction needs
to be made affecting low degree harmonics (mainly). If true to all levels than
the simple expectations in Figure 3 (almost linear in log-log coordinates) cal-
culated for the bounding sphere are also true to all frequencies on the lower
geoid,

After the noise level was estimated for each arc a reduced signal was esti-
mated for the power averages by subtracting the noise:

P_(reduced) = [(P? (measured)d— P2 (noise)] vz,

under the assumption that the noise is white or constant for all frequencies.
(This assumption is valid for pseudo random noise averaged over a sufficient
number of freqp.encies). The original and reduced averages are both shown in
Figure 4. |

The reduced averages were then converted to glqbal power estimatesv [Pn
(global) =P (aré) X N-1/2] and replofted in Figure 5. vAlso in Figure 5 I have

shown the scatter in power averages from similar harmonic analysis of simulated

~data. Six 1/6 revolution arcs were analysed heré.from six different pkeriodic

(1 rév.) profiles generated from 600 pseudo-random harmonics -according to

the (global) power law:



i
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P = 70n~1-5 meters,

with n in cycles/rev. This law is close to the expectation for Kaula's rule.

The scatter lines in Figure 4 represent a 'random' sample of short arcs totaling

1 revolution in length. The actual data shows greater scatter but the short arcs

total somewhat more than two revolutions. Mére interesting than the large

scatter of the actual data are the systematic trends for almost all the arcs.

The arcs tend to have high or low power consistently for all frequencies.

There is also noticeably less power (compared to that expected from Kaula's

rule) at low frequencies (< 80 cycles) and greater power for higher frequencies. -
The reduced-global power estimates from all the arcs were then aggregated

in 21 frequency groups spanning 14 to 1200 cycles/rev. The lowest group aver-

aged all arc averages over 30 cycles from 10 to 40 cycles/rev. The next 14

groups aggregated averages over 40 cycles from 40 to 600 cycles/rev. The

last groups considered only the 3 arcs with high data rates (319, 324 and 528)

and the averages varied, being over approximately 100 cycles.

The data in each frequency group is independent except at the highest fre-

- quencies where data was used twice to achieve reasonably smooth statistics.

*The aggregate averages (with errors of the mean estimated from the sample

variance) are listed in Table 2. They were then scaled down to 'point power!
estimates accounting forvthe averaging spans. This sca?zing was based on the

average power law P_ = 70n-1-5 for which (rms) average power (over various
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spans) was compared to mid point values (see Appendix D). The scaled down

aggregates (and their likely deviations) are also listed in Table 2 and displayed

in Figure 6.

GLOBAL POWER LAW ESTIMATES

Three power laws were calculated from the power averages in Table 2:

they were all of the simple form.
P=AnSB

which seems sufficient to explain the nearly linear (log~log) decline of the data.
(When more data is analysed and the variances are reduced, a more complicated
law may be justified).

First, coefficients were estimated covering all the data. Then two laws
were calculated, one for the data to 220 cycles and the other for the very high
frequency averages. These two together gave a far more satisfactory repfe-
sentation of the total power in the residuals.

The power law An-B is non linear in the unknown coefficient B. Thus, the

linear model, fit to the data was:

“InP=1nA-BntA(InP). o

But Alnp =AP/P, the weig'ht_of_ each observation of In P and n.
‘The least squares solution of (1) for best fitting values of In A avnd'B 6vej:

the full set of obs ei'vations in Table 2 was:
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P
in1) _[4.3910.230
B '1.471+0.038 ) °
~ N\ s
with a correlation coefficient of ~0.9927. Defining A = e!n A, from whichA A =

Al (lﬂ) 3

<§>=<80.72i19 > 2
B 1.471£0.038

The wide fluctuation of A reflects the fact that it is best determined at n = 1,
far from the data. The power expressed by (2) is shown as the full solid line
in Figure 6. There is an obvious trend with the data to less power for n < 100.
Nevertheless only 3 of the (21) power averages in Figure 6 are (slightly) more
than 2o away from the law expressed by (2).

More damaging to solution (2) is that it overestimates the total residual
power in the data by allowing (essentially) equal weight at all frequencies. ,But
the total power is dominated by the low frequencies. For example, the total
global (rms) from 20 cycles is: |

0 1/2

TP = Z (AnB)2|
n=20 [2(2B—1)]1/2

A

[19-(2B-1) ; 20-(2B-1)]%/2  (3)

In (3) I have approximated the sum by the average of the two covering integrals

around the lower limit. Using solution (2):

TP = 3.24m
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But we know from the comparisons with Gem 7 (see Data Analysed) that the
omission error (due to departures and terms 4 3 20) in these arcs must be
about 2.2m. Furthermore some of this error goes into frequencies less than
20 cycles/rev. The error that goes into frequencies 0 - 6 is mostly absorbed
in the offset and tilt for each arc. But from Figure Bl of Appendix B 21l geo-
potential terms of £ > 20 contribute about (.49) (14)!/? = 1.83 m to terms from
n =6~ 20 leaving only (2.22 - 1.82)1/2 =1.3 m for frequencies above n = 20.
Of course I have assumed Kaula's (1966, p. 98) rule for geopotential effects and
have allowed 10 ocean dynamics or departures. It is true that for the low degree
geopotential Kaula's rule contains too much power. Nevertheless, even if all
the omission error goes into frequencies above 20 this still leaves [3.22 - 2.22]Y/?
= 2.3 m wholly unexplained. Indeed the harmonic analysis of the residuals them-
selves (see Table 1) gives the total power in the frequencies above n = 20 as
2.20 m (rms over all arcs). I conclude thét the simble power law is probably
too powerful andb there is good reason to analyse the .low end of the spectrum
sepai‘ateiy;

To this end the data in Table 2 was divided infd two groﬁps; the 6 averages
to_2_20. éycles/ rev. and those above that frequehcy. .The i‘east squaresvsolution
of (1) with the first six averages is [assuming A =exp(ln A)]: |

A 17.22+9 ) s | o
{%}:{1?14%0.105} N P wr W

20 = 220 cycles
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with a correlation coefficient of -0.9923. The total power in this (low frequency)
law over its range of validity is [using the integral approximation expressed in

@)]:

TP . 17.22 [19—1.298+20—-1-298_2X220_1‘298]1/2:2'15m'

20-'200_ [2x1.298]1/2

cycles

The corresponding high frequency solution is:

K} _[262.43+ 128
B 1.659 £ 0.078

with a correlation coefficient of ~0.9927. The total power in this (high frequency)

, (5)

} 2601100 cycles

law from 220 cycles (where it makes a good closure with the low frequency law)

to infinity is:

262.43

2 [219-2:318 990~2.318]11/2 _ g 33,
220 cycles™® [2x 2,6 318]1/2 '

TP

[ Note the small high frequency power compared to the low].

Usmg the separate power laws [(4) & (5)] the total power from 20 cycles
to mfl[mty is [2.152 + .332]1/ 2 =2.18m (rms), considerably reduced from the
single (sim[;le) law for all frequencies (3.24m). In fact it is now in agreement
with the measured residual power above 19 cycles (2.20 m). This agfeement
is an excellent check on the inﬁny averaging procedures and the fitting technique

used to derive the 'global' law.
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In Figure 6 the three power laws are drawn against the aggregate data.
The low power law fits especially well but the wide data variances allow for
significant changes. These will be crucial to the separation of the gravitational

geoid from sea state departures.

THE GEOID SPECTRUM FOR ALTIMETER DATA

The 'global' altimeter power spectrum in Figure 6 gains in significance
when compared to values expected from the geopotential and other disturbing
influences on the sea. The (time) frequencies of the tidal spectrum are well
known buat their amplitudes & phases in the open ocean are not [Apel, 1976,
p. 618]. However values at island stations and theory give an upper bound of
about 1-1/2 m for these with most of the power at low (spatial) frequencies
(n < 10 cycles/rev.). Quasi-static geoid departures due to semi-permanent
temperature-density anomalies also appear to have a similar (spatial) spectrum
with (perhaps) more of its power at higher frequencies [Apel, 1976, p. 617].
The spectrum of dynamic topography from ocean currents, meanders & eddies
is largely unknown though again, Im is the estimated upper limit over short
distanées (aqrosé .a few strong currents -~ 200 km horizont.allj./.)‘ tKaulg, .1'97 0].

The gravitational spectrum alone seems most accessible to estimation since its

high degree variances were first estimated by Kaula (1959) from gravimeter

data.
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The use of altimetry, of course, offers the prospect of a much denser and
uniform data set for this purpose if the departures can be separated from the
gravity 'signal’'. The power spectrum of altimetry can serve to estimate the
geopotential degree variances if in addition the gravitational spectrum can be
estimated (for the altimeter geoid) in terms of its variances.

Rapp (1972b) first proposed as a rough rule that all the power of geo-
potential harmonics of degree £ goes into undulations of (spatial) frequency
n = 4 cycles/ rev. If each normalized coefficient o causes undulations of
lo| R (rms - worldwide), the geoidal undulation power cf all harmonics of
degree 4 is:

4 1/2

P,{’,: Zolg’m R, (rms) (6)

m=0

where R is the mean radius of the earth. Equation (6) assumes the geoidal un-
dulations are on the bounding earth sphere where the geopotential coefficients
are defined. (It is then a simple application of Bruns formula [Heiskanen &
Moritz, 1967, p. 85] to compute this undulation from the disturbing potential.

I will return later to the question of computing the undulation on the lower

geoid). Accepting (6) and defining o 2 as the meari square normalized geo-

4

potential coefficient of degree 4 [the geopotential degree variance]:

P£:R(2/ﬂ+ 1)1/2%. |
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Using Rapp's (1972b) proposal and Kaula's degree variances o = +10~5/42),

the high frequency geoid power law is:
P 290.2n-15 meters (rms) (7)

However, even with the spherical approximation for the geoidal undulations,
the detailed spectrum that the altimeter 'sees' is vastly more complicated than
Rapp's proposal. Wagner (1976, Appendix B) showed that, approximating the
altimeter track as a great Circle, each harmonic £ has geoidal power at every
frequency n <4 cycles/rev. of like parity. Summarizing that situdy, the expected

power at each frequency (n > 0) was found to be:

® n parity /f,
E(P) =[E®P?)]¥2=R 2 2 2 1/2 @
(Fx) o) /f; U%Z(; [Ffﬁ,m, (’ﬂ—n)/2(1>+F’£.m(’E+n)/2 (I>] , )

where %2 is the expected degree variance of the geopotential coefficients (cross
correlations are assumed to be zero) and the F(I) are fully normalized inclination

functions. They are defined from Kaula's (1966) unnormalized inclination func-

tions as: FEy (norm) =Eg (unnorm)Nyp .,

m)! (28 + 1) (2- S,m)} 1/2

,. _ : ] ({”
where: ; N/ﬂm_" ~ («E+m)!
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The inclination functions arise from the representation of a function of spher-
ical harmonics rotated (transformed) from an equatorial system to a base plane

of any inclination [Jeffreys, 1965]. Thus I had erpected the power functions:

1
p2 - Z 2 2
'ﬁ,n [F’ﬂ,m,(’ﬂ—n)/Z(I) ¥ F’ﬁ.m, (’£+n)/2 (I)]

m=0
to vary as widely with inclination as the individual inclination functions [see
e.g. Allan, 1973].

Surprisingly, I found them (numerically) thé same for all inclinations.
These power functicus of spherical harmonics are evidently invariant under
rotation though no proof exists as far as I know.

Thus it is only necessary to evaluate the spectrum at the equator where
the associated legendre polynomials are well known. For example, starting

with Jahnke & Emde's (1945, p. 110) formula I find:

PE(O) =0,4-m odd

- ('_1)“6'“‘)’2 C1.3.5...(24-1)
S A=mY@-m=2) .. .2 (r€+m+_1__)(f5+m+3).._. -(24-1)

i I S AT ey
T () (am—2) (Bemed) . (Bems2) T EVER
} Jahnke & Emde giire: :

Pﬁ(0)=.1.3.5;'..(2&_1)=£2_’f:)_’ RO a0

2™ m!
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The I?E‘ 's are unnormalized associated legendre polynomials of degree 4

and order m. Since, on the equator, the spherical harmonics are merely

n cosm\
P/ﬁ (O)( >

sinmA

where A\ is the longitude, the unnormalized power functions for 'equatorial
tracks' are merely the square of equations (9) or (10) with n substituting for m.
Introducing normalized legendre polynomials (on multiplying (9) & (10) by

N/ﬂ m) and identifying m with n, I find (after considerable manipulation):

’ @, n parity | 1/2 9 ! 1 9. o2
{( n)![2n+1)/(2-5_)]c> a

E(R)=R| " Py | =R

£=n 22“(n!)2

. mlnzpfrity (2—8n>(2/ﬁ+1) [(*ﬁ+n)‘]2 U;g ”("ﬂ+n)(ff,+n—2) o (,ﬂ__n+2) ] ok
n2(t4n) {[(4+n)/2] 1} \.(fﬂ+n—1)('ﬂ+n—3)...(/ﬁ——n+1’)

'ﬁ=n+2

From Equation (11) I can show.that (assuming o2 = 1):
‘ 1. The first term on the right gées to infinity only as fast as n'/2 and
= 2. For any finite n, the second term has a‘n asymptote at 8/ as £ -
[ the terms of the infinite sei'ies themselves probably go to infinity as n— ®© but
slower than n'’? (see Figure’ 73]. Thus the convergence of (il) is assured as
long és o;g declines at least as fast as (&“5/ 4 )2 [ to dominate the n infiknite séries ,

g giving the total power over all frequencies]. But this is a relatively mild restric-

tion compared to the requirement that U/E decline faster than (£7%° to avoid

infinite point gravity anomalies [Rapp, 1972a].
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To show the asymptotic behaviour of the first term of (11) I use Stirling's

approximation for large factorials [for a proof, see Hyslop, 1959, pp. 51-54]:

X! = (2m)l/2 xX+1/2 ox [1 + o(%ﬂ

Thus the first term of (11) for large n is:

p2 - g2 (277)1/2(2n2n+1/2)(2n+1)(2_8n)e—2n _
n,n

220 [(271)1/2 nn+1/2 g-n]2
-

[in/2 +——1—J [2- b j!oz
h1/2 n!%n

3
771/2

ENS)

which behaves as n1/2 an2 as n- o,

éimilarly, for finite n the asymptotic behavior of the other terms is (using
Stirling's approximation):
k /2 ¢4 Adins1/2 ;(’ﬁ+n) 2
) (2-87) 2(20 +1) {(2m) V2 (L+n) @ }

L R2
B =R

92(L+n) {(277) 1/2 [(,g'+n)/2](’ﬁ+n)/2 +1/2 e-(/hr.)/z} 4

S (R I s
(255 (g ) (1- 23]

The n products in the numerator and denominator of (12) all approach 1

(12)

4 as 4 goes to infinity wh11e the other factors reduce to:
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=R207(2-8)3 , 4~w

The behaviour of the ensemble of terms in (11) is shown in Figure 7 fdr o;g =1
and R = 1. The dominant power function (for each frequency) is always P'E, 2
where the geopotential is strongest also. But at all degrees a substantial amount
of power goes into frequencies lower than the degree. The proportion that does
grows with higher degree as more and more (lower) frequencies become avail-
able to share the power. This is in spite of the fact that the dominant power
functions also grow with the gebpotential degree. Using Kaulav's rule, the ex-

pected altimeter geoid spectrum by degree is shown in Figure 8. The botai

-power at each degree agrees with the worldwide average undulation (rms).

To arrive at an expected power for each (high) frequency, the power series
[Equation (11) ] must be summed to very high degree since the geopotential
decline is slow. Full power spectra for two degree-variance laws have already

been shown in Figure 6. Théy were calculated by summing equation (11) to

 degree 500 and using the integral approximation for the remaining power [e.g.

e'quation (3)]. For example, Kaula's rule results in a power law P =.70.8n‘1-"5'2,."

considerably less power af each fréquenéy. than from Rapp's simple proposal

' Lequation (7)].
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How important are the two critical assumptions made in arriving at these
spectra ?
1. Are equipotential undulations on the bounding earth sphere essentially
the same as those on the lower geoid? |
2. Does the fact that altimeter tracks are not great circles alter the inter-
pretation of the spectrum significantly ?
The second question is easier to answer but harder to explain in detail.
The answer is no, the average spectrum does not change significantly. Some
- of the details are given in Appendix E. Essentially, the rotation of the Earth
splits the power into many more frequencies than n = 1, 2, 3, ... cycles/rev,
and the expected power in each depends on the inclination. But for the high
frequency altimeter geoid the short period terms (ignoring the Earth's rotation)
still dominate the spectrum.
| The first question has been answered by Lelgemann (1976) in theaffirmatiir'e.
He claims the undulations on the geoid (to a levei of 10 cfn) are essentially the
same as those on the bounding Eéyrth sphere. But his result depends on ignoring ,
| contributions from the higher order terms (infﬁ) which may cause divergence
of the botential series in its continuation dowh from tht;, bounding éphere. o
Consider the Earth's geopotential function at P outside the bounding sphere
(Figure 9): |
v v S

Yp :.%!d.' 1+ Z Z (%) 5:6“ (sin @) [C{m cosm\ + §/ﬁm sin ma] -, (13)

’ﬁ—.:Z m=0
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where GM is the mass () of the Earth, ¢ is the latitude, the P} are fully nor-
malized associated legendre pelynomials and the Cy_ & §p_ are fully normalized
coefficients. The role of the radius R is somewhat arbitrary in equation (13). The
Earth's external potential satisfies .Laplaces .equation as do all the spherical
harmonics of (13). Thus the only mathematical requirement on R (other than to
make the arbitrary coefficients dimensionless) is that the resulting series con-
verge everywhere outside the‘ Earth. Traditionally (e.g. Hotine, 1969, pp. 159~
160), (:he scale R has be'eh ‘;chesen as tile maximum (i.e. the equatorial) radius
of the Earth to insure the convergence (and the validity) of the mass integral
representation for the spherical harmonics. Unfortunately it leaves the possi-
bility of divergence of the series almost everywhere on the ellipsoid. Of course
the mass integral representation of the harmonic coefficients can be given up
by using R’ (the polar radius) as the scale and insuring the convergence of (13)
everywhere on the ellipsoid. But ‘(‘silort of abandoning spherical harmonics)
convergence on the ellipsoid with R scale for the potential can also be insured
by reguiring an exponential decline for the harmonic coefficients. While this |
downwai;d continuation converges it still does not represent the true potential
on the geoid which,requii‘es an additional harmonic series in r'F’. However
Cook (1967) shows the error to be negligible.

The traditional potential [equatioh (13)] - downward continued at the pole

has a radiai factor
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1

__R_. = - "'ﬁ_ -'F/
[R_A] (1-8/R)Y™=(1-1/298.255)

= .996647-7.

If a counter factor of .996647C (close to 1 for low degree, decreasing rapidly for
4 >> 100) controls the high degree coefficients the series would converge every-
where. For example the degree variances of the geopotential (defined on the

outer sphere) might be close to:
2
0'/52 = {( 10-5/42) (. 996647)'{7’} : (14)

| [e.g. Morrison, 1971] .

Applying this rule to the geopotential [ Equation (13)] continued down to
the geoid results inv high frei;uency undulations (and gravity anomalies) always
less than that expected for Kaula's rule (away from the poles) and considerably
less for lower latitudes and higher degrees (see Table 3).

Referring to Table 3 the values at tlie equatbr (¢ = 0°) reflect the geopoten-
tial variances which are known to be from 90% to 80% leés than Kaula's rule
from degree 5 to 25. The rule of equation (14) is a bit high in this range but
(as Figure 6 implies) are probably too low in the range 25 < {4 < 100 tor ex-
plain the altimeter spectrum, It probably élso has low gravity ‘anc;maly vériances

in this range compared to surface data (e.g. Rapp, 1972a, p. 7).
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The second rule in Table 3 attempts to remedy these discrepancies by pro-
viding less power in the range 5 < { < 25 but more for 25 < 4 < 100. However
point gravity anomalies in the vicinity of the poles will be infinite with this role.
(The undulations, on the other hand, still converge). TFigure 10 shows how the
measured high frequency altimeter-sea surface power (20 < n < 220) compares
to that calculated for the geoid by these two rules continued to the ellipsoid at
30° latitude (the average for the data examined). The power for two other simple
variance laws are also shown assuming that the undulations are on the bounding
sphere. The first is from Kaula's rule, the second from a modification of it
which seems to fit satellite geopotential data and surface gravimetry quite well.
None can accommodate the measurements, especially the slope of power spec-
trum. Probably the best overall match is obtained with a model due to Rapp
(1972a, Model 6) which has slightly more power than 10-5 /42 above 30 cycles
and slightly less belbw.

Clearly the data analysed so far is not compatible with any simple degree
variance rule for the geopoténtial. Of course, more complicated rules can be
devised which provide the extra power above 20 cycles at the required rate.
For example Bruce Marsh (pfivate ‘converSation, 1977) suggests that even fhe
(seemingly -.,s-iyll_nﬁle)' Variapces below degree 25 may actually be the result of thei

superposition of power laws from density anomalies in more than a few layers

within the Earth. [Alian, 1972, had shown how the geopotentiai variances can

be interpreted as reflecting density anomalies in one or more layers]. Thus
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the initial slow decline of power in the high frequency altimeter geoid spectrum
may reflect unusually large density anomalies in or just below the crust. A
horizontal scale for these of a few hundred kilometers suggests tectonic plate
fragments but the altimeter data is far too sparse to speculate further. In fact,
sea state and ocean dynamics may well account for a large part of the extra

power.

THE SPECTRUM OF GEOID DEPARTURES

The horizontal spectrum of all the departures from the geoid has never
studied in detail, but much is known about the individual components [e.g. Rapp,
1975, and Apel, 1976]. For example, Hendershott, (1972) haé given a simplified
global solution for the principal lunar tide with maximum amplitudes of 1 meter
requiring surface harmonics only up to (12, 12). Higher surface harmonics for
the full tidal function seem to have significantly smaller amplitudes [e.g. Musen
and Estes, personal communication, 19771 . Significant geoid departures with
shorf wavelengths (n > 20 cycles/rev.) seem to De associated with ocean current
systems. Theée would include effects from salinity and dehsity differences
(along vertical profiles) as well as from the movement of the currents them-~
selves. Figure '1i 1s a horizontal departure profile (alohg the track of (Geos 3,
Révolution 197) for the average sea surface topogi‘aphy in the North Atlantic
estimated from density measurements [by Défant, 1961; shown in Apel, 1976].

The rise over the warm (light) waters of the Gulf Stream is clearly seen. The
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high frequency spectrum for this track (after subtracting an end-matching trend)
is shown in Figure 12. The estimated effects are a full order of magnitude
below the power from Kaula's rule for the geoid. However these departures

are long term averages and may underestimate the profile at the time of the
altimeter pass. Furthermore, this underestimate is more likely at higher fre-
quencies (n > 40 cycles) which must be considerably smoothed using 'average’
sea-density data. |

ESTIMATE OF DEPARTURE SPECTRUM FROM GLOBAL ALTIMETRY

The extra power (above 25 cycles) in the measured altimeter (sea surface)
spectrum, above that predicted for the geoid, can be interpreted as departure
power. In doing so I recognize:

1. The measured 'global' spectrum is still subject to consfderable un~
certainty from sparse coverage (just the 'formal' error bounds of the 'law' are
shown in Figure 10).

2. The theoretical spectrum for the geoid is perhaps even more uncertain.
Not only ére the high frequency degree variances of gravity unkn'own (over the
oceans) but'fh:e spectral interpretation (on the geoid) is controversial.

Nevertheless thé calculation is interesting and a fairisr' feasonable result
is achieved.ﬂ When considerably mbre data is analysed this calculation may

serve to estimate the geopotential degree variances on removal of 'known' sea

state effects.
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In estimating the departure power I take for the geopotential variances
0:62 = [0.95 x 10~5/42°°12, This rule gives a good fit to recent geopotential's
from satellite data and smoothed (5° mean) surface gravimetry. It is also fairly
representative of the high frequency surface data to degree 75 [Chovitz et. al.,
1972]. Figure 13 shows the agreement. In addition this rule gives a reasonable
point value for gravity anomalies [ evaluated on the bounding sphere] of [1250]!/2
mgals (rms), while a (1/4%?) rule has infinite 'point power' for anomalies. I
assume (with Lelgemann, 1976) that the high frequency geoid undulations are
essentially the same as those calculated for the bounding sphere. (There is
certainly no significant decline in actual power after 100 cycles as predicted
by downward continuation, especially at low latitudes, with a uniform rule for
geopotential variances).

With these assumptions the expected power on the geoid is given [from

equation (11)] as:

P=66.8n"158, (15)

(see Figure 6). The départure power is given by [P2(sea-surface) - P?
(geoid)] 172 As Figure 6 shows, the departures are significant even at 25 cycles.
They reach a peak [16 cm {rms)] at 35 cycles but (while declining) actually
dominate the sea-surface topography at higher frequencies. |

It should be emphasized however that this judgement is very sensitive to

both the sea surface measurements and the assumptions, in estimating geoid



R

34

undulations. It is interesting though that the global estimate of sea surface
power begins (at 25 cycles) almost at the geoid estimate using the best geo-
potential variances known (from satellite & gravimetry data). The measured
sea sﬁrface power thus confirms the earlier results that the low frequency
variances of gravity are significantly smaller than Kaula's rule. At highef
frequencies however the surface gravimetry shows a strong tendency to move
back closei' to the rule (see Figure 13 and Rapp, 1972a, Figure 1). But it is
not yet clear when this movement back begins. The altimetry suggests the
geopotential variances may start back at 25th degree though the best evidence
from gravimetry is that this movement is delayed till at least 50th degree.
Thus the geoid departure estimate in Figure 6 may be too high. On the other
hand Rapp (personal communication, 1977) has shown that 1° mean-gravity
anomalies in ocean areas are signifidantly less than over the continents (re-
duced by the greater distance to the 'bottom' topography). No significant
statistics a‘re yet available for larger block means. The power of the ocean
geoid 'thérefore remains an open question. It is likely to remain so until the

departures are much better known.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Preliminary estimates of the global spectrum of the sea-surface and geoid
has been made using altimeter data from the Geos 3 and Skylab spacecraft. An

'altimetry' pass "ov_e.r a detailed gravimetric geoid has also been used. In all,
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the equivalent of 3 revolutions of data has served for the 'global’ estimates.
The total power in the sea surface topography at and above 20 cycles/revolution
(< 1000 km half wavelength) is 2.18 m (rms). The power above 220 cycles

(< 91 km half wavelength) is "0.33 m (rms). The sea surface power departs
noticeably above the best estimate of the geoid power at all frequencies higher
than 25 cycles. Some of this departure is probably due to an underestimate of
the geoid power at higher degrees. Some may be due to the sparsity of the data
analysed. Accepting the data and the estimate of the geoid power, the total
departure power above 20 cycles is [2.18% (sea surface) - 1.842 (geoid)] 12 2
1.17 m (rms). The peak power is 0.16 m at 35 cycles.

The geoid power above 20 cycles from Kaula's rule is 2.38m (rms). Thus
the altimeter residuals overall, are compatible with geopotential variances
somewhat less than (10-5/£2) . Above 200 c":‘y‘#les (< 100 km have wavelength)
the sea surface topography seems certain to be dominated by sea state depar-
tures. This preliminary measurement places the cross over (where the depar-
tures begin to dominate the spectrum) at n = 50 cycles corresponding (roughly)
to 50th degree geopotential harmonics.

This interpretation of the measured sea surface power spectrum is based
on a uniform (simple) rule for geopotential variances. It also assumes the
geoid undulations are (essentially) the same as potential variations on the bound-
ing sphere. One or both assumptions can be criticized. If the geoid undulations

can be represented by downward continuation of the spherical disturbing potential
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(inside its sphere of convergence) thar at some point that potential (on the
sphere) must have an exponentially deciini'ng factor. This factor (if applied
uniformly) would cause a rapid decline in geoid undulation power at frequencies
igher than 100 cycles and for low latitudes. With the present data, this be-
haviour is not evident, but the latitude sampling is small and the sea state seems
to dominate above 100 cycles. On the other hand detailed surface gravimetry
shows that the geopotential variances may move from a decline faster than 1/42
below degree 20 towards 1/4% above. An empirical rule is not yet available

for this behaviour. |

In any case the use of altimeter data for geopotential determination beyond

degree 50 will demand a greater knowledge of sea state than is now available.
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Figure 7. Power Functions for the Altimeter Geoid*
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Table 1
Statistics of Altimeter Data and Ares Used
n 2 20 Cy/Global Rms Sea Surface Ht. Comment
Arc Length Rev, - From Residual (] Max Residuall) (ALl GEOS 3 arcs exceptas noted
. (Rev. #) | Min.) | Harmonic Analysis (m) GEM| are reduced withbias & tilt orbit
of Residuals GEM 7 GEM 8 8N | error removed)
416 11.2 4:G0 4.87 (17.8) | 6.68 (24.4) | 5.40 | Japan — Celebes, over deep
west pacific trenches
197 29.1 1.88 2.96 (9.2) | 3.61 (9.3) 3.04 | Norway = Equador over
1 Puerto Rico trench
1962 24.8 0.79 7.37 (3.5) | 1.85 (4.6) 1.56 | California — New Zeland
1993 22.2 3.11 3.32 (13.1) | 4.72 (12.8) 3.55 | Alaska ~ New Guinea
429 15.6 2.48 2.58 (8.7) 4.96 (14.6) | 3.44 | North Pacific — New Guinea
|
i 362 14.4 1.47 2.12 (4.2) | 1.91 (5.9) | 2.10 | Kenya — Cape of Good Hope
(Indian Ocean)
i Gravimetric 20.3 2.38 4,07 (9.9) | 3.21 (9.0) 3.26 | Canada — Equador
: (from detailed geoid, 1975)
! : 538 15.1 2,55 3.09 (10.8) | 3.12 3.03 | Nova Scotia -~ Equador
528 16.1 0.68 3.18 (8.1) 2.92 (6.9) South Atlantic — Antartic
over Mid Atlantic and Antartic
; Ridges
‘ T Skylab 83.3 1.80 3.24 (9.8) | 4.7 (10.5) 3.8 'Round the World!, South
g (Round-the- Atlantic - Indian Ocean -
: World) Pacific Trenches - Caribbean
- 324 19.9 1.81 3.22 (1.7) | 2.59 6.7) | 2.06 | North Atlantic: Norway-
i ’ i : Venezuela
i 319 18.2 0.98 3.07 (8.7) | 2.79 (6.6) 1.69 | West Coast of North America -
i s : : Mexico - Siberia
5 Totals 290.2 2.20 3.20 3.84 3.18
‘ (rms) .
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Aggregate Sea Surface—Geo'iIc‘lag:wzer Estimates from Altimetry
Number Estimated Point Power
fg;‘l/u;:‘?; Co(:'i:x‘:ll;s:ing PRaw Mean lggdlrxlz.dlf:rm;f:g‘faezf
(All from owel;n(rms) Frequencies - See
Mid Point Range Table 1) Appendix D]
m
25 10-40 12 .63 £ .15 403 = .096
60 40-80 13 .181 % .030 161 + .027
100 80-120 15 .095 = ,015 091 + ,014
140 120-160 14 057 + ,007 056 + .007
180 160-200 13 .045 + ,0073 .0444 + ,0072
220 200-240 13 .0351 £ .0046 .0350 + .0046
260 240-280 13 .0234 + .0028 L0233 + .0028
300 280-320 10 0215 + .,0019 .0215 + .0019
340 320-360 11 0180 = .0024 .0180 + .0024
380 360-400 11 0148 + ,0019 0148 + ,0019
420 400-440 10 0108 + .0012 .0108 + ,0012
460 440-480 10 0134 + ,0021 .0134 + ,0021
500 480-520 10 .0070 + .0008 .0070 = .0008
540 520-560 10 0102  .0012 0102 + .0012
580 560-600 11 0073 + ,0009 .0073 + .0009
647 600-700 3 ’ .00456 % ,00045 .00456 + ,00045
740 700-800 3 .00436 = .00030 .00436 + .00030
822 775-875 3 .00314 + ,00091 .00314 + ,00091
912 - 875-975 3 1.00256 = .00043 .00256 + ,00043
1005 950-1050 3 .00313 + .00093 .00313 + ,00093
1120 1050-117’5 5 00371 +-.00063 .00371 +.00063




Table 3
Characteristics of Potential (or Undulation)
Variances* on the Geoid
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2

O-/f,:
(1 - b x 10-5 /2% a@ -t x10-5/410
$=90° | ¢=45° | $=0° | $=90° | ¢=45° | ¢ =0°
5 1 992 .983 822 816 899
10 1 .983 967 881 867 852
25 1 .958 919 .966 .926 .888
100 1 .845 715 1.109 .938 793
200 1 715 511 1.189 .850 .608
300 1 .604 365 1.238 748 452
500 1 432 .187 1.303 564 244
1000 1 .186 035 1.397 .260 049

*In Units of the value for cr/% = [10-5 /4212,

**f = 1/298,255 = ,996647
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APPENDIX A |
EXPECTATION OF 'READ ERROR' FROM
ALTIMETER STRIP CHARTS

A major source of error in "t;he data reduction scheme was the height esti-
mation read from the 'smoothed' sea sﬁrface line on the sirip charts [e.g.
Figure 1] . These heights could only be read to the nearest 0.5m (1m for Skylab).
While this may seem to sacrifice the excellent quality of the 'sea surface' line,
the standard error of this truncating process is actually considerably smaller
than the discrimination intervali.

Referring to Figure Al, let ¢ be the maximum read error. Assume it is
equally probable for the correct sea height to fall within the discrimination
interval. That interval will be 2¢ and the probability distribution will be rec-

i .

tangular (gray area). The constant p‘ro’bability (a) is 1/2¢ since

e -
f adé = 1.
-

The variance of the error with this distribution is:

€. 1 &3 3 2
VAR(S ) = f $2p(5)ds = = [% + .’;_}53_
. -€

Thus, for Skylab the minimum standard “read error' should be (1/2)/ V3= 0.28%5m,
surprisingly small for a discrimination interval of 1m. For GEOS 3 the

corresponding minimum error is 0.144m.

P PCELING PAGE BLANK NOT FIILT
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The actual noise estimate for the Skylab record was 0.4m (Figure 4-1) but a
few GEOS arcs appear to approach the minimum figure (e.g. Figure 4c). How-
ever there is a generrl tendency to underestimate the noise since it is always
taken as the lower bound of all the averaged data. (This tendency can be mini-
mized with sufficient averaging. But then the resoiution of the 'signal' is com-
promised.) In fact a good number of GEOS 3 noise estimates are 2 to 3 times
this minimum. These do not seem to reflect actual sighal. In none of these
high noise spectra do the averages continue to decline significantly at the highest
frequencies.

The high noise arcs probably contain more than a few 'points' read with an
error greater than €. It is very unlikely (in this circumstance) that an error
greater than 2¢ can be made. This would involve reading more than one inter-
val 'off'., [Such gross blunders will be discussed shortly ]. However, errors
between |¢| and |2¢| should happen occasionally. I simplify the likely distribu-
tion of errors as inclﬁding the dashed 'tails' in Figure Al. The analysis of this
(more realistic) 'small blunders' distribution is straightforward. The standard

error is given as:
STD ERROR = € [5/612.

For Skylab the result is 0.456m. For GEOS 3 this maximum reasonable (standard) -

error shouid be 0.228 m. The fact that a fair number of spectra exceed this figure
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(and even more would with sufficient averaging) indicates that a few gross
blunders ( e | > 0.5m) were probably made in reading the strip charts.

What would be the effects of a few gross blunders (say ¢ = 1m for the GEOS
arcs) ? The spectrum of an impulse function is flat. This can be seen most

simply for discrete sampling where
N
(c,rs,) 5-71; Z f,A{cos[n(id)], sin[n(id)]}. - (A1)
i=1

In equation (A1) N (equally spaced) points of f are sampled at intervals of A,

But A =27/N, so that (A1) becomes:

N
(s S.) :‘—l% Z f. {cos(27in/N), sin(27in/N)}. (A2)

i=1

If the 'impulse' (f =h) occurs at iA = T, only one term of the right side of (A2)

remains (f = 0 everywhere else) and:

(CRET E—— .?Nb (cosTn, sinTn). (A3)

Thus the power is constant and independent of T:
P = 12 h/N. Ay

For example, a typical GEOS 3 arc has 150 residual 'points' sc that with h = 1m,
P, (blunder) = .01m/ freq. Thi's" level could be a significant contribution to the

'noise' figures for all the GEOS arcs (see Figures 4).
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APPENDIX B
ESTIMATION OF TRUNCATION ERROR IN THE
ALTIMETER GEOID SPECTRUM

It is a common misconception that low frequency gffects in altimeter data
arise solely from correspondingly low degree geopo.te!ntial terms. As equation
(11 é;hoWs there is power at each frequency n from all terms 42 n of like
parity. This power arises from the order (m) of the spherical harmonic which
is always less than (or equal to) the degree. In Figure 8 it is seen that for
degrees past 20 the major part of the power in the harmonics of degree 4 radi-
ates to frequencies (n') less than 4. The result is that the truncation error of
geopotential solutions using altimeter data becomes more serious as the degree
at truncation rises (see also Figure B1 - continued). Thus the aliasing in the
high degree terms of the solution can be expected to rise proportionately.
Wagner (1976) showed that all the terms above degree 16 could be expected to
éccumulate errors of about 0.5 m even in the bias (n = 0) and other very low
frequency altimeter effects. - -

In the;prlesent sﬁdy (Appendix E) I used sixﬁulations of a high degree field
to confirm the interpret#tion of ka':‘esults of _ha?mpnic analysis Of va‘ctl’lal altimeter
data. Sincel an_alyjs ed residual 'a‘lltimet’er sea surface heights with respectr to a
low degree field,‘ I began these simulations at degree 13. The 'random' fields

used stopped at degree 100. . An estimate of truncation effect at both ends was
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necessary to compute the more-complicated (expected) power spectrum for
such fields. Evaluations of equation (11) using Kaula's rule (with the geoid
interpreted on the bounding sphere) are displayed in Figures Bl and B2, showing
the truncation effect two ways. In Figure B1 the effect on the frequencies is given
from all terms less than (or equal to) a given degree. Here the truncation
effects are well discriminated for terms 4 near the frequency n. In Figure B2
the effects are shown of all terms greater than a certain degree. When the
truncation is far from the frequency the discrimination of this Figure is superior.
The rather complicated spectrum of the random field [o,én = normal (0,
10'5/’52) for all terms 13 <4 < 100 derived from this truncation data, is shown
in Figure C8. (It has been scaled up by V6 in this figure to compare to the
specti;a in fhe six simulated 1/6 revolution arcs.) The jagged structure for n < 13
is due to the lack of harmonics of degree less than 13, the (low) even frequencies
Suffering more because they are further from their nearest contributor (4 = 14)

than the odd frequencies (from{ = 13).



i
3
i

H
H
|
i
i
i
i

g
1
[
i

POWER (RMS): METERS

| I ] I 1 T I
#* EXPECTED POWER IN FREQUENCIES, n, FOR ALL
GEOPOTENTIAL TERMS OF DEGREE ~ ¢ [ASSUM:-
ING KAULA'S RULE, of, | = (105/¢2)2, AND DATA —|
INTERPRETED CN THE BOUNDING SPHERE}

n=20

o _

n=30

GEOPOTENTIAL DEGREE ¢

POWER {RMS): METERS

n=2
24 |~ —
22— —
20— -
18 — —
16 '—[ n=3 —
14— -—
n=3
12-—-/ —
n=0
10—-/ . —
f— n=4
8 b— —
n=5
sl 77 ]
4 —
2 b — ne10}
U NS T R T Y N |
0 5 10 15 20 254 30 35 40 45 50

GEOPOTENTIAL NEGREE ¢

- Figure Bl. Accumulation Power Spectrum* of the Altimeter Geoid

g8



Mo

POWER {RMS): METERS )

FRACTION OF POWER FROM LEADING TERM
AS A FUNCTION OF FREQUENCY

05— 1.0

~ B
04— Pon 61—

Pn
\\ A
.QS P 2=
| 1 | 1 l L1 i 1
i 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
02— GLOBAL FREQUENCY, n, CY/REV.
01—
0 L | |
70 80 aq 100

GEOPOTENTIAL DEGREE; \

Fig\ire Bl (Continued).

Accumulation Power Spectrum* of the Altimeter Geoid

98



POWER {RMS): METERS

.01

87

Ijlllll | I R ! |

\ DATA 1S ALTIMETER GEO!D POWER IN
FREQUENCIES, n, AT AND ABOVE DEGREE 1

\ FOR(Cy,,, 5} = NIO, 10 54?) REFERENCED TO THE

BOUNDING SPHERE

0
== TOTAL POWER —
FROM ALL TERM)
(=n) ATn=2
| I (R A R O 1| { I N
10

REOPOTENTIAL DEGREE: {

Figure B2. Altimeter Geoid Truncation Power Spectra
by Geopotential Degree 4




89

APPENDIX C

ESTIMATE OF GLOBAL POWER FROM NON GLOBAL DATA

The original intention of this study was to derive the high degree (£ > 20)
geopotential variances from altimeter sea surface height measurements.
Broadly speaking this could be accomplished if high frequency sea state depar-
tures were negligible and the data was global. Ironically the (unknownj sea state
did not worry me initially (but see 'Summary and Conclusions'). The inherent
non global nature of satellite altimetry was an immediate problem. Even the
celebrated round-the~world Skylab altimetry pass (Figure 1) contained 'geoid’
data for only 2/3 revolution due to operation breaks and over-land flight., The |
GEOS 3 altimetry has been even more episodic due to power limitations in the
ATS-GEOS 3 link and the lack of an on-board storage de.vic’e. No GEOS 3 arc has
been found which is more than 1/4 rev. and very few more thar 10 minutes,

In fact early simulations of truly global (1 revolution) altimetry data showed
Widé fluctuations of (low frequency) power from worldwide expectations. Figure
C1 shows the results of harmonic’analysis of 4 great circle profiles of the geoid
height calculated from Goddard Earth Model 8 [Wagner et.al., 1977]. The
results confirm What is known; that GEM 8 has geopotential variances génerally
smaller than Kaula's rule [Wagner, 1976, p. 196]. But the variability of the

spectra is large, even for these global profiles. Harmonic analysis of shorter

NG PAGE BLANK NoT prpars,
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arcs might be expected to show even greater variations. Furthermore I did not
know the exact relation between the expected power in the short (non periodic)
data arcs and the global ones.

It might be thought that a satistactory solution could be found for global

power in short arcs by forcing the data to fit the (known and non-orthogonal)

global frequencies. However this process (e.g. using least squares estimation)
introduced severe correlation between the determined power at close frequencies
(even for the 2/3-complete Skylab round-the-world pass). In fact the solution
was essentially singular for more than 30 global frequencies. It is true this
defect might be overcome by assigning appriori constraints to the power (accord-
ing to their global expectations). But this procedure can be criticized as both
introducing an arbitrary amount of smoothing and prejudging the answer. On

the other hand least squares estimation with appriori constraints is a well known
process that provides error estimates for the power. These estizuites can be

viewed as showing the 'improvement' of the solution from the apriori assump-

tion of variability. But the formation and solution of full (correlated) 'power'

matrices is far more time consuming than simple harmonic analysis of the short
arcs. Furthérmore, as will be seen, there is justification for a simple inter-
pretation of the short arc harmonic power in terms of global power.

Consider a periodic function h(x) defined between 0 and 27 with the natural

frequencies (in cycles/rev.) given in Figure C2.
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The harmonic analysis of h(x) yields:

[e+]

h(x)=h, + Z c,cos nx + Z: s, &ir: nx (C1)

n=1 n=1

‘ The same analysis of the 1/Nth segment of the same function gives:

«© «©
"
h' (x"') =h! + E c, cos n'x'+ E s, sin n' x', (C2)
n'=1 n'=z1

where x' = Nx and h(x') = h(x),0 £ x £ 27/N.

What is the relation between the (c_,s ) and the (c .,s () or their expecta-

tions ? The harmonics of h(x') are:

2m
(Cpqrr S4) = -71? J h(x’) (cos n'x’, sin n’x’) dx’
0

i N 2m/N
| == f h(x) (cos n’ nx, sin n'Nx) dx (C3)
Yo ,

Substituting the right side of (C1) for h(x) in (C3) and integrating, the harmonics

of the 1/Nth segment are:

3

) ; N i{ncnsin 2m/N  ns_(1-cos 27mn/N)
\ +

fepy sk =3 2 2 2
=1 Ln?-@N) n? - (n'N)

n‘Ne _(cos 27mn/N-1) n’Ns sin 27n/N
Cn( )+ i (C4)
n? - (n'N)? n? - (n'N)?
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The constant term is:

hy =h, +§N;Z [c,sin27n/N+s_(1-cos 27n/N)] (C5)

n=1

Since the (b, c _,s ) for a geoid profile arise as linear combinations of
the geopotential harmonics, their expected value (over all global profiles)
are zero. But their variances are not zero. Assume that the global profile
harmonics (,, c_,s )are uncorrelated with zero mean and variances croz, o n2 R

orn2. Then the expectation of the squares of the right sides of (C4) & (C5) yields:

2 [s4]
E(hlo )2 :UO2+ (%) Z2O‘n2 (1 - cos 27n/N)

n=1

02(Pn') = E[_;' (C:I + Sil )jt

= ﬁ)z g o2 (1 =cos 2m/N) [n? + (n'N)?]
<7T Z n [n?2 - (n,vN)2J2

(C6)

n=1

where o? is also equal to o2P , the variance of global power. Equation (C6)
is singular when n = n'N. But it is easy to show from the integrals in (C3) that
for this term (n = n'N) the right side of (C4) is simply (c_,s_ ). Thus equation

(C6) is ammended:
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o2 (Pn’ ) = cf‘2Pn=n'N +<—7T—

@(n£n'N) o 2 2
2 o?P (1 - cos 2mn/N) [n? + (n*N)?]
N) L € ) (n*N) )

b [n2 - (n'N)212

I have not examined all the implications of equation (C7) but it appears to

have (or at least approximate) the important normative property that

nf(max)>> 1 Nn?(max}
-
o?P , = E P .,
n n
n =1 n=

Referring to Figure C2, there are N times as many global harmonics (n) con-
tributing power to any part of the segment as segmental harmonics (n'). Thus,
in order that the expected total power in the segment be the same as that ex-
pected in the segment from the global harmonics, the segmental harmonics
must (on average) accumulate the power of N global harmonics.

For example, in the case n' =6, N =6, cr?Pn =1 the right side of (C7) is
5.42 for 30 < n £ 42 and does approach 6.00 as 1 £ n <®, The behaviour of
(CT7) for various values of n' is shown in Figure C3. Note that the expected
power transfer to the segment is almost independent of the segment frequency.
Also note that more than 70% of the power in the N global harmonics nearest
to the equivalent segment harmonic (n' = nN) is transferred to that equivalent
harmonic.

Thus the approximate transfer function 2P, = 6o 2P used in the actual
data reduction seems to be justified. Indeed, extensive simulations have con-

firmed this 'scaling' of the segment power spectra.
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Figure C4 shows a typical simulation of GEOS 3 (short arc) altimeter data
from a random (profile) harmonic field generated from the power law P, = 70n~!'5
meters (with 0.25 random noise added). Six such short (1/6 rev.) arcs were used
from six different (full revolution) profiles. Results of harmonic analyses of the
short arcs (withends matching) are shown in Figure C5 (arc 5 is the data in Figure C4).
Here, only the averages (rms) of 6 arc frequencies are shown (36 global frequencies)

“andthe general agreement with the (scaled_) power law is unmistakeable. At low
frequencies (n < 50) the average is sigﬁificantly greéter than the point estimates
while at high frequencies (n > 250) the noise dominates the power.

The arc power averagés (from Figure C5) were reduced of their noise
estimates and replotted in Figure C6. Also shown in Figure C6 are aggregate
averages (means (fms) and éétimated errOrs‘ of the means) for all frequency
groups n > 50, In spité of the jpoor noise discrimination all group spectral
averages are consistently good predictors of the power law that generated the
data. As a set this data represents only one revolution of altimetry.

Comparing with the low frequency results using GEM 8 (Figure C1), it
appears that high f;‘equeﬁcy geoid information is much less variable from pass
to pass. But the simulated data used (in*Fi'gurevCG) was pufel&‘ harmonié (not
| geoidal) and did no£ direcv,tlyiE test the ability to reco;ér geopotential variances.

Two further simulééioné were made to test geopotential recovery with
geoidal data bn a rotating earth. In both tests a random (100,100) gravity field =

i 'was used whose degree variances folldWed'Kaula's_ rule. In the first test 3

B

R

7

)
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complete one rev. profiles were analysed simulating GEOS~-3 geoidal data every
17 seconds. The results of harmonic analyses of these arcs are shown in Figure
C7. Again 6 arc~-frequency averages are displayed but here since the arcs are
global, the discrimination of frequencies is much better. Once again as with the
GEM 8tests, the low frequency results seem weak. (In these simulations how-
ever, a rotating earth was used, which should cause more geoidal power to go
into very low frequencies (see Appendix E). This particular (small) effect is
not seen in Figure C7).

The overall result of this global data test is quite satisfactory. Except for
a few groups the theoretical expectation is a good fit to the averages of the data
in the 3 arcs. It is interesting that the truncation of the field at £ =100 is
clearly seen in these results. But the arcs ‘here are global and without noise.

A final test was made to simulaté mdst closely the"short arc situation with

actual GEOS 3 altimetry. Since only residuals_of altimetry were analysed, this

simulation used a (random) field truncated at the low as well as the high end.

Random geopotential harmonics were generated from (13, 0) through (100, 100)
according to Kaula's rule. Again, six 1/6 rev. geoid height profiles were cal-

culated (at 5 second intervals) from the field along six separate GEOS 3 orbits.

A rotating earth was used and the distribution of arcs was global (within 3;65"

latitude). 'Random' noise was added to each height with a 0.25°m? variance. T

matched the ends of each profile and performed a standard harmonic analysis

of the departure from the ma‘tching"'tr'ehd line'. The 5 "secon'c.'l data permitted
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the solution of 100 arc frequencies for each profile which were averaged in
groups of six to reduce the influence of random fluctuations of power and noise.
The theoretical (expected) 'point' power for these 1/6 rev. arcs (derived from
the truncated geopotential variances of Kaula's rule - see Appendix B) is shown
in Figure C8. Also shown are the groups of arc averaged power which follow
the expected line except beyond n = 100 cy/global rev. where there is no 'signal'.
Evidently, though the noise dominated regime is dramatically clear in Figure
C8, 6 arc-frequency averages are not sufficient to determine a reliable (white
noise) level. The aggregate mean (rms) of the arc data in the groups (each arc
mean reduced of its noise estimate) is shown in Figure C9. There, an estimate
is also given of the error of the aggregate mean from the aic variation in each
group (as in Figure C6). The expected power in this figure i&x only calculated
for the group fréquencies. It represents the rms power irom the 'point' estimate
in Figure C8 over the nearest 36 global frequéncies centered on the group fre-
'quencies. Except for the poor determination of the noise power (n > 100) the
group‘ax.rerages agree remarkably well with the expectation from the sirﬁplified.
('ffozeh' earth) ﬁxédel.

I conclude that simple averages of harmonic power in short altimeter arcs
are sufficiént to reveal ﬁnderlying geopotential variances (in geoidal undulation :
data). The data should be global in distributioﬁ but need be no more than 1 to 2
revolutions (total) to show significant discrimination of high frequency geopoten- ‘

tial variances. Determination of data noise at very high frequencies requires
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averaging over at least 10 arc frequencies. If only a few revolutions of sea
surface data are available and only geoid effects are significant, the simple
'frozen earth' model of the geoidal power is sufficient to interpret sea surface

power results.
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Figure C8. Power Averages and Expectations from Simulated
Altimeter Geoid Residuals over a Rotating Earth
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APPENDIX D
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE TO POINT POWER FOR
THE ALTIMETER GEOID SPECTRUM
Harmonic analysis of short altimeter arcs provides an estimate of global
 geoid power over a number of frequencies. If there are N arc segments in a
revolution, more than 70% of the power at arc frequency n' can be expected to
absorb global power at the N global frequencies nearest to n = n'N (see Figure
C3). Thus the measured arc power is actually an estimate of average global
power. Furthermore, the short arc power itself fluctuates so widely (Figures
4) that it is always advantageous to consider arc averages of power over neighboring
frequencies. Butin any case, except for a constant power spectrum, the averaige
power (at the mean frequency) will differ from the 'point' power ét that fre-
duency. For a declining spectrum the (rms) average (at the mean frequency)
will always be greater than the corresponding 'point' power.

I estimated 'point' power from global averages by assuming the global
power spectrum behaved as P =7 On-1-5m. This decline is close to that pre-
dicted for Kaula's rule and somewhat faster than actually observed (Figure 6)
from altﬁnetry (n < 220 cy/ rév.). Nevert"h-g}ess it is a fair first approximation.
(A sé:“:ond iteration (ﬁsiﬁg ﬁhe solution poWer 1a§v) was indifferent to frequencies
above 60 'cycles and not significantly different for lower frequencies coﬁsidering ‘

the variability of the data.)
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I evaluated the relation between point and average power from a simple

integral approximation of the power sum:

. ny .

<P2>=——-1—— Pzé—-—l-—— 2P2‘dn
n2-n’1 n n, -n, n

n=ny Ny

_ 702 -2 _ .2y 2
“2(n, —npy (MR ®1)
where P? = (70n-1-5)2m?2,
The evaluation of [<{P2) ]2 /P, from equation (D1), where n = (n, +n,)/2
(for various averaging intervals n, ~ n,) is shown in Figure D1. Note in every
case the correction is insignificant (<7%) for mean frequencies greater than twice

the averaging interval. .
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APPENDIX E

THE ALTIMETER GEOID SPECTRUM FOR A ROTATING EARTH

The ground track for a circular orbit satellite is only approximated by a
steady progression alohg a great circle (the frozen earth model). The intro-
duction of a rotating earth greatly increases the complexity of the altimetér—
geoid spectrum. But the frozen earth model still provides a remarkably good
description for the power averages in the more realistic situation.

Kaula (1966, p. 37) gives the frequencies for a geopotential profile along

the track of a satellite as:
p=(d-2p)d+ (L-2p4q)M+m(H-0), (E1)

where 4 and m arethe degree and order of apotential harmonic, p and g are indeces
for functions describing the potential in terms of the inclination and eccentricity
of the orbit and o, M, fl, 6 are the rates for the argument of perigee, mean
anomaly, nodé and rotation of the earth; Fof a circglar orbit, @ + m = constant
(=1 the satellités true anomaly rate). fﬁrthermore the geopétential pc;wer in

frequencies where q # 0 is insignificant. Thus (E1) becomes:

J=f(h-2p) +m(Q-6), ; . (E2)

- UING PAGE BLANK NOT FiLBxiif‘ffi
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where, for each geopotential harmonic 0 < p £ 4 (i.e. there are 4 + 1 fre~
quencies). In the frozen earth model (4 = 0, Q= 0) and the frequencies (for

each harmonic) are reduced to:
n=|4-2p] cycles/rev., (E3)

(1 + 1)/2 in number for{ odd and£/2 for £ even. Thus there are roughly twice
as many frequencies in each harmonic with earth rotation. Furthermore, since
the tracks are no longer great circles the frequencies of different harmonics
do not coalesce at integer cycles per revolution with expected power independent
of inclination. Yet there are broad qlasses of frequencies around which the
line spectra clump. These classes are just those of the secular, short period,
m-daily and resonant terms in satellite perturbation theory [e.g. Kaula, 1966
Chapter 3].
As an illustration of both the complexit‘y‘a'nd regular»itiesv of the
| altimeter-geoid spectrum over a rotating earth consider f:he case where the
satellite makes almost exacszly”iﬁbr: integer revolutions in one day (for GEOS 3
“m_ = 14). For this i‘eso_t;ant orbit y =0 =1+ m, _(('2’- &) for all terms where

4-2p = 1. The general frequencies for this case are thus:

\,.l'='i‘[(/ﬂ-2p)—m/m‘,].

In terms of the frozen earth model's integer frequenbies n, the distinct modi-

fied frequencies are:

W
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n':l{(fﬁ-—Qp)-m/mrl cycles/rev. (E4a)

=n+(m/m). (E4B)

[In equation (E4B):n = |4 - 2p|].

Since a field complete through degree £ has exactly £+ 1 frequencies n
(including n = 0) this field will have m 4+ m + 1or 4 (m, +1) + 1 frequencies
n', roughly m_ times the frequencies in the frozen earth model. Actually equa-
tion (E4a) shows that of the two terms of ({,m) sharing power at n one [p =
(£+n)/2] shifts its power to a higher frequency n' =n + m/m_ while the other
[p = (L-n)/2] shifts its power to a lower frequency n' =n - m/mr. [ Equation
(E4b) does not make this distinction]. Note for m > m_ power is shifted more
than one integer frequency. If the inclination functions (F,{»,mp ) for large m domi-
nate then the whole spectrum at high frequencies may be shifted by as much as
n/m_. For e‘xample‘ in Figure E1 is shown the expected altimeter-geoid power
spectrum for all 19th degree harmonics (e.g. a field of just these harmonics) on
a rotating earth. The orbit ihclination is 50.1° (Skylab), prograde, so _that (as
expected) power is transferred.t;o lower fre_duencies (m, =16 inl tﬁis figure)._
The (average) resultis that about h_alf of the (frozen earth) power' (all at édd integer
frequencies) is tfansferred to the next lowest eveh frequency. For the rétro-
grade GEOS 3 orbif; the shift s'hould‘ be towards.higher freciuencies;_ Buf ét

=100 the maximum shift for GEOS 3 '(m, = 14) is only 7 cyc'les'/r.e\'r. affééting

perhaps half the power. This error (even if systematic) is negligible considering
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the current sparse data set. Only in the simulations of global (1 rev.) GEOS 3
data (Figure C7) is there a possibility that this small shift is seen in the high

frequency results.
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