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Sigma-Point Filtering and Smoothing Based
Parameter Estimation in Nonlinear Dynamic
Systems

Juho Kokkala, Arno Solin, and Simo Séarkka

Abstract—We consider approximate maximum likelihood pa- vector. Typically, one is interested in computing the paete
rameter estimation in nonlinear state-space models. We disiss distribution of the statex;, given measurements up to time
both direct optimization of the likelihood and expectation- k, p(xc | ¥1,....y%), known as the filtering problem, or

maximization (EM). For EM, we also give closed-form ex- ting th terior distributi f the state ai I
pressions for the maximization step in a class of models that COMPULNG the posterior distribution of the staig given a

are linear in parameters and have additive noise. To obtain measurementq;;_(xk | ¥1,....y7), wherek < T, known _
approximations to the filtering and smoothing distributions as the smoothing problem. In the general case, analytical

needed in the likelihood-maximization methods, we focus on expressions do not exist and we have to resort to approxienati
using Gaussian filtering and smoothing algorithms that empby algorithms such as the sigma-point methods. See, for exampl

sigma-points to approximate the required integrals. We disuss . . e .
different sigma-point schemes based on the third, fifth, senth, [2] for a general overview of Bayesian filtering and smooghin

and ninth order unscented transforms and the Gauss—Hermite ~ VWhile many fiIt.ering anq smoothing a}lgorithms are formu-
quadrature rule. We compare the performance of the methods lated assuming fixed static parametérsin practice optimal

in two simulated experiments: a univariate nonlinear growh values for these parameters are generally unknown. Threrefo
model as well as tracking of a maneuvering target. In the methods for estimating the parameters from the data are

experiments, we also compare against approximate likelitom desired. In thi trat . likekih
estimates obtained by particle filtering and extended Kalma esired. In this paper, we concentrate on maximum-ii o

filtering based methods. The experiments suggest that thedtier- Methods, where the parameters are selected by maximizing
order unscented transforms may in some cases provide more the marginal likelihood, or equivalently the logarithm diet

accurate estimates. marginal likelihood, that is
O\, = arg maxg log p(y1.7 | 0). (2)

. INTRODUCTION , _ . . . .

: . _ In linear systems with additive Gaussian noise, the likeli-

HIS Paperis an extended version of our article [1] whey od can be evaluated using the Kalman filter/ |3, 4]. Many
we considered parameter estimation in state-space mo timization algorithms utilize also the gradient of theydo

using expectation-maximization (EM) algonthms based 9ikelihood. The gradient can be evaluated by so-calledisens
sigma-point and particle smoothers. In this paper, we Wtefi\/ity equations, a recursion that is obtained by diffefatinig
our interest from EM algorithms to so called direct maximu '

likelihood based i timati thod heredn tr{he Kalman filter recursion_[5]. Alternatively, due to Fislse
'kelinood based parameter esimation methods, whereans identity, the gradient may be evaluated by differentiating

of using the_ EM algorithm, the margin_al Iikelihood (_)_f theauxiliary function that can be computed during the smoathin
parameters is directly approximated using nonlinear iilter

thods. 1 ticul ¢ int 1o si .Eass [6,17]. Instead of directly optimizing the likelihodtie
methods. In particular, we tocus our interest 1o Slgm"""poiﬁpectation—maximization (EM) algorithml [8] can be used to

filters which use hlgh-orQer unscented _Kalman f||_ters_, a¥htimize parameters. The EM algorithm consists of itegatin
Gauss—Hermite Kalman filters to approximate the likeliho e expectation (E) step where a bound of the log-likelihood
surface. . . is computed using the current parameter estimates, and the
We consider state-space models of the following form: maximization (M) step where the bound is maximized with

xk = f(xk-1,0) + qi—1, respect to the parameters. The evaluation of the bound in the

yi = h(xy, 0) + 1, @) E-step is obtained by solving the smoothing problem. See [9]
for a discussion of applying the EM algorithm in state-space
Fodels. Note that in the linear-Gaussian case both gradient
evaluation methods as well as the EM algorithm in principle
converge to the same solution, namely, the parameter value
that maximizes the log-likelihood.

In this paper, our interest lies in estimating the static
The authors are with Aalto University, Espoo, Finland. HmaiParameters by maximum-likelihood estimation in the case of
juho.kokkala@aalto.fi, arno.solin@aalto.fi, simo.sa@kealto fi. nonlinear state-space models with additive Gaussian nhoise
This work was supported by grants from the Academy of Finlg@&6940, that is model [(). Formally, the marginal likelihood can be

273475) and by the Emil Aaltonen foundation. L. L
The authors declare no conflict-of-interest. computed by marginalizing out the states from the jointrdist
Manuscript received March 31, 2015. Revised August 31, 2015 bution of the measurements and states using nonlineairfgter

wherex; € R™ is the discrete-time state sequence with
initial distribution xg ~ N(xo | mo(8),Po(0)), yr € R? is

the measurement sequengg,~ N(0, Q(0)) is the Gaussian
process noise sequenas, ~ N(0,R(0)) is the Gaussian
measurement error sequence, 8nd R™ is a static parameter
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equations and the prediction error decomposition (seg, as well as meansy ;41 and covariance®, ., such that
[2,110]), leading to similar methods as in the linear-Gaassi
case. queyer, since the state variabtesannot in general Pkt | Y1) & N(Xpp1 | Mpgprr, Prjpr)- (4)
be marginalized out analytically, one needs to employ appro
imative methods. In the so called direct likelihood method

the ll.'ke“hCﬁS IS apprczﬁlrgated dlrectly2 usilgg Spprox(ljm_c:u consist of aprediction stepand anupdate stepln the predic-
nonlinear filtering methods (se.g, [2, l10+138]) and its tion step, we compute the state mean and covariance of the

e e et gsriutionyx. | 1.1 Using he Gassian approximatir
expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm can be employed, (%61 | y1e_1). The resulting equations are

but the E-step cannot be solved exactly. Instead, the Eistep
approximated with nonlinear smoothing algorithms (&g,

The filtering equations of the resulting Gaussian filter [A@),

[1, 14-+17)). my,,—1 = E[f (xk-1)],
The aim of this paper is to extend the results of our paper [1] P11 = E[(f(xk-1) — mypp—1) (5)
by showing how high-ordei.€., third, fifth, seventh, and ninth x (F(xp_1) — mk\kﬂ)T] +Q,

order) unscented transforms and Gauss—Hermite integratio

based sigma-point methods can be used for approximatd difgfiere the expectations are taken with respect to the distrib
likelihood and EM-based parameter estimation in nonlineggn x, | ~ N(my 151, Pr_1jk_1)-

state-space models. For EM, we also give closed-form ex-, e corresponding update step, we assume a Gaussian
pressions for the maximization step in a class of models tr@énsity p(xi | yix1) = N(xp | myp_1,Pyp_y) and

are linear in parameters and have additive noise. We COMPg{GR, 5 te the state mean and covariance for the distribution
the unscented transform and Gauss—Hermite based agw&-k | y1.x). The resulting equations are

point methods to linearization-based extended Kalmarr filte '
algorithms and Monte Carlo based patrticle filtering aldonis.

We also provide an algorithm for computing the gradients re- pi = E[h(xr)],

quired by the gradient-based optimization methods. Algfiou Sk = E[(h(xx) — px) (h(xx) — i) "] + R,

we focus on maximum likelihood estimation, the provided Cr, = E[(x), — my,_1) (h(xx) — p) "],
algorithms can be easily extended to computation of maximum K, = C,S ! (6)
a posterioriestimates by including a prior distribution to the ko

objective function. my = mye—1 + Ki (v — pi),

Pip =Pt — Ki Se K|,
Il. SIGMA-POINT FILTERING AND SMOOTHING

Under our interpretation, sigma-point filtering and smeotiwhere the expectations are taken with respect to the distrib
ing is derived by assuming Gaussian approximations for ten xx ~ N(myx—1, Pgjp—1)-
state distributions, which enables the use of a Kalman filter The smoothing distributions(xy, | y1.7) are obtained from
like filtering recursion and a Rauch—Tung-Striebel backiaa backward pass, that is, starting frotm= 7" and iterating
pass for the smoothing distributions. The Gaussian filieridbackwards in time. On each step, the smoothing density of
and smoothing equations contain expectations over Gaussta.; is assumed to be Gaussiarnixy11 | y1.7) = N(xk11 |
distributions which cannot be generally evaluated in doseny_ |7, Pyq7). The mean and covariance fp(x | y1.7)
form. The sigma-points arise from approximating these Gawme then computed from the previous Gaussian smoothing
sian integrals by weighted sums determined by some cubatdemsity and the Gaussian filtering densities using the Rauch
(multi-dimensional quadrature) formula. Hence, we intetp Tung—Striebel backward pass [21] 22] as follows [19]:
the different sigma-point methods as incarnations of chffie
integral approximations. my 1, = E[f(xk)],

In _the _follpwmg, we first present the assumed Gauss_lan Pt = E[(F(xx) — My p)
density filtering and smoothing framework. Then, we dis-

-
cuss various different cubature rules for approximating th x (£(er) —mppp) ]+ Q,

Gaussian integrals. Finally, we show how the cubature rules D1 = E[(xx — my) (f(xx) — mk+1|k)T], @)
are applied to the assumed Gaussian density filtering and Gy, = Dii1 [Pk+1|k]_la

smoothing framework to obtain the filtering and smoothing

equations explicitly in the sigma-point form. M7 = M+ G (Mgajr = Mpsajp),

Pyr =Py + Ge (Priyyr — Pry1j) Gi,

A. General Gaussian Filtering and Smoothing ) ) o
wgere the expectations are taken with respect to the distri-

ution x; ~ N(my, Py). The pairwise joint smoothing
distributions p(xx,xx—1 | y1.7) are also of interest since
they are used in the expectation—maximization algorithee (s
Sectior 1I-B). Gaussian approximations for these disititms
p(xk | yi:x) = N(xp | ), Prj) (3) are obtained as a by-product of the smoothing backward pass

Assumed density Gaussian filtering (see [2,18, 19]) is ba
on assuming that the filtering distributions are approxetyat
Gaussian, that is, assuming meang;, and covariancePy;,
such that
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results as follows (see.g, [2, p. 189]).

p(Xk,Xk,1 | yl:T) ~
NIE my, Pyr
Xk—1 my_q7) \Gr-1Pyr

B. Approximating the Gaussian Integrals

PleGll)) )
Pr_qr

(8)

As we saw in the previous section, during the evaluation
of the prediction and update steps of the Gaussian filter and
smoother, we need to solve a set of Gaussian integrals on each

step. These integrals are of the following form:

Blg0) = [ NG |mP)dx ()

where) = a?(n+ k) —n anda, 3, andx are parameters
of the method.

Symmetric, 3¢ order. A widely applicable sigma-point

scheme is constructed by setting the unscented transform
parameters tav = +1, 8 = 0, andx = 0 [2Q]. This is

also known as th&" order symmetric spherical-radial
cubature method (CKF|_[26]; see [27] for the explicit
connection). This method utilizes a scaled and rotated set
of 2n points, which are selected to be at the intersections
of ann-sphere and the coordinate axes:

é'* \/ﬁei, i:1,2,...,n,

Tl —vnei—n, i=n+1,...,2n.
The weights are defined a®; = 1/(2n) for i =
1,2,...,2n. The number of evaluation points is a lin-

ear function of the state dimension. The corresponding
sigma-point filter is referred to as UKF 3.

whereg : R* — R is the integrand and the weighting func-symmetric, 5" order. Building upon the work of McNamee

tion N(x | m, P) is a multi-dimensional Gaussian density with

meanm and covariance matriR. In this paper, these integrals

are computed by using multi-dimensional generalizatiohs o

Gaussian quadratures—also referred to as Gaussiaatures
[23]. They give approximations of the form

Elg(x)] ~ Zwig(xi)a (10)

where the weights,; and sigma-pointg; are functions of the
meanm and covarianc® of the Gaussian weighting function.
The sigma-points are positioned as follows:

Xi:m+L£ia

where &; are method specific unit sigma-points, ahdis
a matrix square-root factor such thRt = LLT (e.g, the

and Stenger|[28], it is possible to find explicit fully
symmetric integration formulas of higher order than
three. These integration schemes are exact for symmetric
polynomials up to a given ordes. For orderp = 5,

the number of required sigma-points 22 + 1. The
corresponding sigma-point filter is referred to as UKF 5.

Symmetric, 7" order. For orderp = 7, the number of

required sigma-points ig(4n® + 8n + 3), meaning that
they scale cubicly with the number of state dimensions.
The corresponding sigma-point filter is referred to as
UKF 7.

(11) Symmetric, 9" order. For orderp = 9, the number of

required sigma-points i§(2n* —4n®+22n?—8n+3). The
corresponding sigma-point filter is referred to as UKF 9.
If required, even higher order methods can be constructed

Cholesky decomposition @). The differences in the methods in the spirit of [28].

come from different choices of weights and unit sigma-pointGauss—Hermite. The n-dimensional Gauss—Hermite quadra-
In the following we briefly introduce a number of schemes ture method forms the sigma-points as a Cartesian

for choosing the weights and sigma-points. The difference product of the one-dimensional Gauss—Hermite quadra-

between these schemes stems from a trade-off between the tures, and the weights are simply products of the one-

number of sigma-points (required function evaluationsyus dimensional weights [18, 20, 23]. The disadvantage of

precision in the approximation. The degree of approxinmatio  this method is that with ath order GH approximation

is quantified by the highest polynomial ordgy,for which the (exact for polynomials up to ordep), the required

method is exact. number of evaluation points ig", the number growing

Unscented transform. The unscented transforn{UT, [24, exponentially with state dimension The corresponding
25]) uses a set ofn + 1 cubature points located in the filter is referred to as GHKF.
center and on the surface of arsphere. The radius and The exact formulas for the higher-order methods become
the weights can be controlled using a set of parametel@ngthy and have been omitted here for brevity (see,|[20, 28,
The cubature points are given by: 29], for implementation details and discussion). Figureveg

a pictorial example of how the points and weights are placed

=0, in two dimensions f = 2) for each of the methods. Note
€ — { VA+ne, i=1,...,n, that even though the'5and 9" order methods do not have
’ —VA+nei,, i=n+1,...,2n, negative weights when = 2, they have negative weights in

wheree; denotes a unit vector to the direction of coor9ther dlmensmns. . . .
dinate axisi, and the weights are defined as follows: O higher state dimensions, Figuié 2 shows how the
number of required points scale in each of the schemes. The
w©® — { ﬁ, for mean terms exponentially growing number of evaluation points for Gaus
Syt (1= a? + B), for covariance terms Hermite is apparent in Figufé 2. In the UKFs, the number of
1 ) evaluation points grow polynomially. McNamee and Stenger

w? = 2+ A i=1...,2n, provide the following bound for the number of evaluation
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(a) Symmetric (order 3) (b) Symmetric (order 5) (c) Symmetric (order 7) (d) Symmetric (order 9) (e) Gauss—Hermite

Fig. 1. Unit sigma-points in two dimensions for each of thethods. The absolute value of the weights are indicated byptiet size, positive weights
being black, negative weights white. (a) The symmetric tudgarule of orderp = 3 with 4 points. (b) The symmetric cubature rule of orgee= 5 with

9 points. (c) The symmetric cubature rule of orger 7 with 17 points. (d) The symmetric cubature rule of orges 9 with 25 points. (€) For comparison,
the Gauss—Hermite (order= 9) sigma-points (81 points, many of which with very small weg) are also shown.

10° ] ‘ ] and the update step is
——— Symmetric (p = 3) 7
Symmetric (p = 5) ] Bi = Z w; h (myp_1 + Lyjp_1 &)
107 || —— Symmetric (p = 7) e - - i
Symmetric (p = 9) R . Z ) N
- - - Gauss—Hermite Lol -7 Sk = - Wi (h (mklk_l + Lklk_l éz) 'uk)
3

10° X (h (mk‘k,1 +Lk\k71 Sz) _luk)T} +R’

Cr=>_ {wz Lyji—1 & (13)

3

102

Number of sigma-points

x (h (myp—1 + Lyjp—1 &) — Hk)T }’
K, =CiS; ",
5 I G 8 my, ;= myp—1 + K (yr — px),
State dimension, n P = Prjo—1 — Ki S KI

Fig. 2. Scaling of the number of sigma-points for each of tymmetric The Rauch—Tung-Striebel smoother equations are
methods (solid lines). The required number of sigma-poiatsthe Gauss—

Hermite cubature of corresponding ordeis visualized by the dashed lines. my ), = Z {wl f (mk‘k + Lk|k 51)}

10t

)

K2

points for the fully symmetric integration formulas of arhary

degreep = 2k + 1 in n-space:O((2n)* /k!). Note that while Pr+1k = > {wi (F (i + Ligji &) — megaje)
in this paper we focus on the higher-order methods based on ‘

McNamee and Stenger, alternative cubature rules have also X (£ (my, + Ly &) — mk+1|k)T } +Q,

been suggested (see [30| 31]). Dyt — Z {wz L€, (f (mkw . Lk\k&) B mk+1|k)},

C. Sigma-Point Filtering and Smoothing G =Dy [Pryap]

The following sigma-point filtering and smoothing equa- ™7 = M|k + Gy, (M7 — Mppap),
tions are obtained by selecting a cubature rule, for example Py = Py + Gi (Pig1j7 — Prgjr) GZ.
one of the rules discussed in Section 11-B and substituting (24)
it in plgce of the_ expectations in the Gaussian filtering and 14 oyaluate expectations with respect to the pairwise
smoothing equations (SeC. TFA, EGS[5-7). _ smoothing distributions (Eq 8), the required-dimensional

In the following equations, we denote the lower trianguladigma-points need to be generated separately as they are not
matrix square-root (Cholesky) factor of a covariance matri,sed in the smoother pass. The sigma-points used for the

P by L so that for exampleP,—; = Lyjk—1Lfj_,- The pairwise smoothing distributions are of the form
prediction step is

(3) (2) T
X, ) Myr Py r PurGr_1\ .@n)
myp—1 = sz'f (my_qjp—1 + Le—1je—1 &) <X1(ci)1> - <m,(:1|1T>+\/<Gk1PkT PI,C_HT > S
' (15)
Prr—1 = Z {wz (f (mk71|k71 + Lg—1jk—1 Ei) - mk\k—l) where‘sl@") are the2n-dimensional unit sigma-points. Then,
i expectation a functiofi(x, x;—1) is approximated as

.
X (f (my—1jp—1 + Lp—1jp—1 &) — mypp_1) } 7;1(@;) E(f(xk, xp1) | y1r) = Zw§2n) (=@ x0 ) (16)
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where w§2"> are the corresponding weights of thn- that is, integrating the measurement moglgl;. | x, 8) over
dimensional sigma-point scheme. the predicted state distribution(xy | yi1..—1,0) which is
computed during the Bayesian filtering recursion. In asglme
I1l. PARAMETER ESTIMATION density Gaussian filtering is used, we get the approximation
In this section, we consider methods for estimating the p(yk | Yik—1,0) =~ N(yi | ux,Si), (21)

static parameter@ of the state-space modél (1). All methods . o _ _
discussed target the maximum likelihood solution, thahigy Whence the marginal log-likelihood expression in Equa-
to maximizep(y.r | 8), or equivalently the log-likelihood: tion (19) evaluates to

Onir, = argmaxg log p(y 1.1 | 0). 17)

N =

T
Lr(6) =logp(yrr | 0)~ — Zlog |27 S|
k=1

Since the state variables). cannot in general be marginal-

ized in closed-form, approximative numeric methods are L
needed. . . -3 vk — ) S (e — ). (22)
Here, we focus on three approaches where sigma-point k=1

filtering and smoothing is used to approximate the likeli-

. . i Rl where the quantitieg:;, and S, are evaluated during the
hood. First, we cons@eraso _calleq direct “ke“hOOdwh’ filtering recursion, in the case of sigma-point methods by
where the sigma-point algorithm is used to directly apprO)l(::quation (I3)

imate the log-likelihood and its gradient, which are then T bl f dient-based optimizati lqorith
used in numeric optimization algorithms such as conjugate- 0 enable use of gradient-based optimization aigorithms,

gradient optimization. Second, the expectation—-maxitiuna we a!so need_ a-method f-or.evaluating the gradients .Of the
(EM) algorithm which is based on a lower bound for th arginal log-likelihood. This is based on the so-calledssen

log-likelihood and iterating optimization of parameterghw !V'ty equations [2, 32] that are obtained by differentigtithe

respect to the lower bound and updating the lower bound WHHerlng equations. Namely, the gradient of the log-likelod

new parameters. The third approach is a modification of thseobtamed by the recursion

direct-likelihood optimization where Fisher’s identity used OLL(0) OLr_1(0) 1 1 OSk(0)

to express the gr:_;tdient of the Iog-.likelihood using the same 90, = 90, o' Sy, (0) 90,

lower bound function that appears in the EM algorithm. Note 9

that the third approach is otherwise similar to the first, but - v, (0)S,°(0) 50,

since it is based on the EM lower bound, we present the 1 BSZ 9)

methods in this order. Each of these three approaches may 4 5\;{(0) S.'(0) 8k9(- S (8)vi(0), (23)

be used in combination with any of the sigma-point rules
ISk (

discussed in Sectidn I[iB. wherevy =y, — pi. The derivatives 89_0) and a‘g“e(_e) are

Note that all the algorithms presented in this section afgmnted along the filtering pass by the equations shown in
easily extended to maximura_posteriori estimation since fig,rery

maximizing the posterior density is equivalent to maximgdgi
the (unnormalized) log-posterior. That is, the sum of log-
likelihood and log-prior: B. Expectation—Maximization Based Parameter Estimation

Oriap = argmaxg [log p(yi1.r | 0) + logp(0)] . (18) Expecta?ion—m{;\ximi.zation (E_M), propqsepl by ngpster
et al. [8] is an iterative algorithm for finding maximum
Since the log-prior is known, approximations of the unndrmajikelihood parameter estimates in settings with some unob-
ized log-posterior as well as its gradient and lower bounmes aerved variables, such as the state variales the state-
immediately obtained from the corresponding approxinmtiospace context. The motivation is that the so-called fulkda

for the log-likelihood. likelihood of the observed and unobserved variables iseeasi
to compute, and a lower bound for the marginal likelihood
A. Direct Likelihood Based Parameter Estimation of the observed variables may be obtained based on expected

. . , full-data log-likelihood. In the following, we present tit&vi
The ma_rglnal log-likelihood function can be formulated &3Igorithm following the formulation by Neal and Hinton [33]
the following sum and the notation of Schoet al. [17].

T The EM algorithm is based on the following lower bound
Lr(0) = logp(yk | y1:r-1,0). (19) of the log-likelihood:
k=1
r.yur | 0
Furthermore, the terms of the sum on the right hand side maylog p(y1.7 | 6) > /Q(XO:T) log w dxo.r,
in principle be evaluated by xor (24)

whereq is an arbitrary probability density over the statgsy.
pyk | y1e-1,0) = /P(Yk | Xk, 0) p(Xk [ y1:6-1,0) A%k, The idea is to iteratively maximize this lower bound with
(20) respect tog (holding @ fixed) and with respect t@ (holding
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omy g
TQ‘- => {wj {Fx (my_qjp—1 + Lg_1x-145, 6)
g J
Omyp_ 11 OLg_1jk—1
(T )

of
+ 9, (mp_1p—1 + Le—1&;, 0) } },

0Py k-1
61‘9 => {wj [Fx (mp_1 +Ly_1§;,0)
¢ j
o Omy_q1,_1 3Lk 1)k— Le.
90, 90, J
8f 8mk k—1
80 (my— k-1 +Lp_1jk—1&;, )_879‘}
T
X [f (my_1jk—1 + Lg_1p—1 &, 6) — myp_1]
+ [f (mp_qjp—1 + Le_1jp—1£5,0) — my_q]
{ (mp_q +Lg_1&;,0)
8mk 1\k 1 3Lk 1k— Le.
6 J
8 omy 117 9Q
(mk k-1 +Lg_16-1£;,0) — 20, } +89i}7
0
a‘;k = Z {wj {Hx (myp—1+ Lgp—1&5, 0)
¢ J
oh
+ 20 (myp—1 + Lgjk—1 &5, 0) } },
Ovi _ Opy
a0, —  90;°
oS
891-6 = Z{wj [Hx (mpp—1 + Lgjp—1&5, 6)
¢ J
(amk\k—l 8Lk\k—1)
00; 00,
oh O
+ 90, (myp—1 + Lgjk—1 &5, 0) — 665]
9T
X {h (myp—1 + Lgjk—1 &5, 0) — p
+ {h (myp—1 + Lgjk—1 &5, 0) — p
X {Hx (mpk_1 +Lyp_1 &5, 0)
oh auk'T} oR
et . L. . &) =22k it
+ 20, (mpyp—1 + Lgje—1 ;) 26, | + ;"

aC;,
99;

aLk\k 1

-3 [

+Lgk-1&; |:Hx (mye—1 + Lyjk—1 &5, 6)

.
& ( (myp—1 + Lygjk—1£5,0) — “k)

Omy ;1 OLg_1
&
00; 00,
oh Oy, T”
_— _ L — j s 0 - k]
+ 20, (myp—1 + Lgk—1 &5, 0) 20, }
aKk 8Ck 1 ask 1
= —C S S
90;  00; * FoR THe;
omy, omy| )
klk klk—1 , 0Ky vi + Ky 8vk’
00; 00, 00; 00;
0Py OPpip—1 0Ky T 9S8y, oK
= —-—8S. K, — K —K;S
90, 90, 90; "R TR 5, FER o0,

Fig. 3. Recursion for computing the derivatives of the preédin and update
stepsFx is the Jacobian df(x, 8) as a function ok andHy is the Jacobian

of h(x, 8) as a function ofx. Algorithms for computing the derivatives of

the Cholesky factord, such thatP = L LT are omitted here (se&l[2]).

¢ fixed). Furthermore, whefl = 8(" is fixed, the maximum
with respect tog is obtained by

q(x0:7) = p(x0:7 | y1:7,0™). (25)
By substituting this into Equatiof (P4), the bound becomes

p(xo.7,y1.7 | 0)
p(xo.r | y1.7,0)

dxo. 7

/P(XO:T | yi.7,0™) 1o
= /p(XO:T | y1.7,0™) log p(x0.7, y1.7 | 0) dxo.7
- /p(XO:T | yi.7,0™) log p(xo.1 | y1.7,0™) dxo.7.

The latter term is independent 8fand may thus be omitted
when maximizing the lower bound with respect&oThe first
term is the conditional expectation ddg p(y1.7,%0.7 | 0)
conditional on@™ andy;.7. Thus, the step of maximizing
the lower bound (Ed._24) may be replaced by computing the
following function:

Q0(0,6) =E

log p(xo.7, yi:7 | @) | y1.7,0™].  (26)

The EM algorithm in its general form thus consists of in#ial
izing the parameters t8(°) and forn = 0,1, ... iterating the
following two steps:

o E-step: compute(0,6(™),

o M-step:0"+t1) < argmax, Q(6,0™).
In state-space models, thg-function can be decomposed by
employing the Markov property of the state sequence and the
conditional independence of the measurements:

Q(0,0™) =1,(0,0M) +1,(0,0"™) +15(0,0™), (27)

where the terms are

1,(0,0") = Ellog p(xo | 0) | yr.7,6")], (28)
T

15(0,0") = "Ellog p(x | xx-1,0) | y1.r,0™], (29)
k=1
T

13(0,6™) = > Eflogp(yx | xx,0) | yrr,0™].  (30)

~
Il

1

To evaluate this expression, one needs the smoothinghdistri
tions p(x; | y1.7, ™) and the joint smoothing distributions
of consecutive statep(xy,Xi+1 | y1:T70(")). Sigma-point
approximations to the EM algorithm are then obtained by
replacing the expectations over the smoothing distrilmgtio
by their sigma-point smoother approximations. The Gaussia
smoother approximation fo® is

Q(6.6™)

1 T T
~ 3 log |27 Po| — B log |27 Q| — 3 log |27 R

- % St {Q (i — £ 1)) (x5 — £k 1)) | yier]}
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T

- % ;tr {RE[(yx —h(xs))(yx —h(xx))" | yrr] }, o
B (31) = T ; Pyr + myr [mk|T]T, (35)

as follows:

where Py, Q,R and the model function$(-), h(-) depend 1 I ~

on the parameter@. The smoothing distribution means and =7 ZE[f(kal) £ (xe—1) | yr1], (36)
covariancesmy, 1, Py are obtained during the smoothing k=1

backward pass. The expectations over the smoothing distrib 1 & .

tion in the latter two terms are evaluated by using the sigma- ©== > E[h(xx)h'(xx) | y17], (37)
point approximations for Gaussian integrals as followse Th k=1

second expectation depends only on the smoothing distribut 1< -
N(x | myr, Pyr) and is computed as follows: B= T ZYkE[h (xk) | yrr], (38)
k=1
E[(yx ~ h(xx)(yx ~ h(xi)T | y1r] LSl BT
: C= T ;E[Xk f (Xk—l) | Y1:T], (39)
= Z w; (yx — h(my7) + Lyr&:) 1z
p . D= TZykyZ- (40)
X (yx —h(myr) + Lyr&) . (32) k=1

i . L .Using these values, the optimal parameters in the M-stap, th
The first expectation depends on the pairwise joint smogthi g b P o

distribution p(xy. %51 | y..r) (cf. Sec. A, Eq.CB). Thus, 18, the maximum points of th@(-, 8()-function are
. . : . . « Wheno = A, we get

to evaluate it we need to u@a-dimensional sigma-points as
discussed in Sectidn IIC, Equatibn] 15. A*=Cd L.

In ggneral, _mgxmamg@ in the M-step requires the use . When6 = H, we get
numerical optimization, for example, using the Broyden—
Fletcher—Goldfarb—Shanno (BFGS) algoritnm| [34]. However H*=BO .
using numerical optimization inside EM is quite cumberspme . Whené = Q, we get
because with the same effort we could numerically optimize '
the approximate likelihood directly. Hence the benefit of EM Q" =X-CAT-ACT+ADA".
is in the situation when the optimization can be performed in | Whend = R, we get
closed form. This kind of special case is the class of models '
where the parameters appear linearly although the moaéi its R*=D-HB'-BH' +HOH".
might be nonlinear.

In the following, we present closed-form solutions for the
special case where the model functions are linear combimsti m; = my. (41)
of the parameters where the parameters appear as coefficienf Eing|ly, the maximum with respect to the initial covari-
of the linear combinations and/or the covariances. Thatés, ancef = P, is
consider models that can be represented as follows:

o« Whenf = mg, we get

5 Pj = Por + (mg7 — myg) (mgr — my)".
xp = Af(xp—1) + q, (33)
v = Hh(xz,) + 1y, (34) C. Evaluating the Gradient Based on Fisher’s Identity

- - The expected log-likelihood that appears in the EM algo-
wheref (-) andh(-) are functions containing the nonlinearitiegjthm may also be used as a basis of an alternative approach
and the parameters are a subse{Af H, Q, R, m, Po}. for evaluating the gradient in direct optimization. Based o

For these models, the expression forcan be written as  Fisher's identity, the gradient of the marginal log-likelod

0(0 0(")) . may be expressed as
P T T OLr(9) _ 0Q(6,0™)
-5 log |27 Po| — Elog 127 Q| — 3 log |27 R| 20 20 s’ (42)
— —trd PPy + (Mg — myg) (mo — mg) T where Q is the function defined in the EM algorithm
2 { 0 { orr + (i o) (mojr 0) ” (Eq.[21). When theQ-function is approximated with sigma-
_T. {Q—l [2 _CAT_ACT+A ‘I,ATH point smoothers, we obtain an alternative approximation of
% the gradient of the marginal log-likelihood that may be uised
-3 tr {Rfl {D —~-BH'-HB" +H® HT} }, place of the approximation derived in Section IlI-A. Fordar

state-space models, this approach was suggested by Segal an
where the model parameters to be optimized are some sub¥einstein [6] and later by Olssoet al. [7] who called the
of {AH Q,Rm,, Py} andX, ®,0,B,C,D can be eval- approach the ‘easy gradient recipe’. See [2, 10] for disonss
uated based on the latest E-step sigma-point smoothetgesof the nonlinear case.
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IV. EXPERIMENTS PICO) g(n+1)

------- Likelihood

In this section, we demonstrate the different sigma-point (L‘l’f;'gfgd
schemes and different parameter estimation algorithmk wit (sigma-point)

two example models. First, we use a one-dimensional model - - - EM bound

(the univariate nonstationary growth model, UNGM,|[35,)36]

to illustrate the approximate likelihood curves obtained b
different methods. Second, we compare the performance of
different algorithms with simulated data in a problem otka

ing a maneuvering target with bearings-only measureménts.

this example, we focus on estimating the sensor varianags an )
compare the variance estimates as well as the actual tgackin /
error.

o
=
o
=
w

—15 —10 -5 0
A. Simple Nonlinear Growth Model Parameter a
We_SImUIated a realization with” = 100 data from the Fig. 4. Visualization of the one-step evolution of the EMalthm for the
following model: univariate estimation of parameter The dotted line represents the particle
filter log-likelihood estimate, while the solid line is thigsa-point filter log-

Tpy1 =axp+0b _Tk__ +c Cos(l.2k) + q, (43) likelihood approximation. The dashed lines correspondhéosigma-point EM
1 Zi bounds for iterations: andn + 1.
Yr = dTp + 7. (44)
/
with a = 0.5, b = 25, ¢ = 8, d = v/0.05, ¢ ~ N(0,10),
rr ~ N(0,0.01), zo ~ N(0,0.01). This is the univariate

nonstationary growth model [35, |136] except that we changed
the measurement model to linear as the model with the
typically used quadratic measurement model is known to be
challenging for sigma-point algorithms [37].

First, we estimated the likelihood of parametgrholding
other parameters fixed at their ground-truth values. Llikedd 1
curves obtained by direct likelihood estimation with vaiso
sigma-point rules as well as the EM lower bounds for two ___—
iterations are shown in Figuké 4. For comparison, a likaliho
estimate obtained by particle filtering000 particles and the
optimal importance distribution) is also shown. The EMater 215 22 920 294 74 76 78 s
tions seem to converge toward the maximum of the likelihood Parameter b Parameter c
curve and the second EM bound is rather close to the particle
filter likelihood estimate. The EM lower bounds are mostly ’

below the sigma-point likelihood curve as eXpeCted' excen%.s. Log-likelihood curves for parameteraindc evaluated by five different

tha.\t thle ﬁrSt EM Iower boynd.SIightIY_e_X(?eeds the .Si_gm%Tgma-point methods. The vertical line indicates the ocabf the maximum.
point likelihood approximation in the vicinity of the inati

parameter. However, both the evaluation@fand the sigma-

point estimate of the likelihood are approximations. a more practical example. The problem is tracking a tar-
Second, to compare the different sigma-point rules, wget maneuvering according to the coordinated turn model

considered estimation of the paramétevith other parameters [19,/27,38] 39] with bearings-only sensor measurements. Th

fixed and parameterwith other parameters fixed, using a gricstate is5-dimensional:

of parameter values with close proximity to the maximum T

likelihood values. Namely, fob we used32 evenly spaced X = (561 Ty X1 T2 w) 5 (45)

points betweer21.7698 and 22.5698 and for ¢ we used32 . . o )

points betweer.376 and8.176. These are shown in Figure 5.Where (z1,z2) is the I(')ca'tlon_ of the target ig-dimensional

The estimate obtained by the Gauss—Hermite rule and fh@rtesian coordinategi,, i) is the corresponding speed, and

estimates obtained by the higher-order UKFs are ratheecld$ S the turn rate. The dynamic model is

to each other while the estimate by tHeé &der UKF is farther sin(wi At) cos(wp At)—1

— UKF 3 UKF 5 =—— UKF 7 UKF 9 —— GHKF 16

. 1 0 0

in both parameters. 01 _Cos(wgft)_l Sin(fj}: A 0
. Xpk+1 =10 0 At —si At) 0| Xk k-

B. Coordinated-Turn Model 0 0 :?j((zj: Atg Czlsr(lf::km)) 0

In this section, we compare the performance of the pa- 0 0 0 0 1

rameter estimation methods discussed in this article using (46)
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The process noise i, ~ N(0, Q), where

ge At3/3 0 ge At?)2 0 0 T T ]
0 qe At3/3 0 g A2/2 0 o
Q= |qAt?)2 0 qe At 0 0 w
0 qe At?/2 0 g At 0 Sy 0 EKF 8
0 0 0 0 Qe A(t47) g g UKF 3
The measurements are angles from the sensors with additig%
Gaussian noise: 2E 7| B
© O
yr =h(xx) + 1y, (48) %E
=1
where the measurement noiseis~ N(0, R). The covariance s UKF 7
matrix R is naturally assumed diagonal, as the measurement
errors of separate sensors should be independent. For each 107° - ‘ ‘ ]

. . . | |
sensor; at locations; the measurement is given by 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
Initial location sd per coordinate
hi(xx) = atan2(za  — S2.4, T1,k — S1.i) , (49)

. . Fig. 6. Median absolute error of the parameter estimategpaced to GHKF 7
where atan2 is the four-quadrant inverse tangent. We foCugnedian taken over th€00 simulated trajectories) as a function of the initial

on estimating the measurement noise variances while k@erj'm:ation prior standard deviation. UKF 5 is essentiallyistidguishable from
other parameters fixed. That is, the sensor locations L A
dynamic model covariance are assumed to be known and the

initial state distribution fixed. _ . comparison of median (over th&00 trajectories) absolute
The parameters of the process noise covariance were §&liation of the MLE estimates obtained by the various
0 g = 0.1, go = 0.1 and the time step 1At = fering schemes compared to the ones obtained by GHKF 7.
0.01. The grouznd-trugh measurement noise covariance WasiKr s s closest, while EKF and UKF 3 are farthest from
R = diag(0.05%, 0.1%). The two sensors were located afhe paseline. UKF 7, GHKF 3 and UKF 5 have similar
s = (~1,05) andsy = (1,1). The parameters of the performance. UKF 5 and GHKF 3 are essentially identical.
initial d|23tr|bl;t|on werem, = (2,0,0,0,0)" and Po = Tpjs js explained by the observation that in 5 dimensions,
diag(0.5% 0.5%, 0.5%, 0.5% 17). We simulatedi00 different 5y ykF 5 sigma-points are present in the GHKF 3 sigma-
trajectories with]” = 50 timesteps from this model.. _point set and the sum of the GHKF 3 weights of these points
To compare performance of the different sigma-poiR 79 The contribution of the remaining sigma-points that
schemes, we performed direct maximum likelihood estinmati¢yaye totan.21 weight apparently has a negligible contribution
of the sensor noise standard deviation of the first sensgf,jeast with this model. In addition, we also look at track
keeping the noise of the second sensor as well as otRgfimation errors using the final parameter estimates bly eac
parameters fixed at their ground truth values. The S'gmmpoéigma-point scheme. Figuf@ 7 shows the mean RMSE over
schemes used were UKF 3, UKF 5, an% UKF 7, as well §8e 100 trajectories, that is, for each simulated trajectory, we
GHKF 3, GHKF 5, and GHKF 7. The&)™ order schemes ompyted the smoother RMSE and then took the average.
were omitted since the number of sigma-points is alreadiequi To compare the two different gradient evaluation ap-
high as the state is-dimensional. In addition to the sigma-, - oo sensitivity equations (Section T1I-A) and thehBr
point methods, we also compared against maximum Iikeliho%nlentity abproach (Sectidi TITAC), we evaluated the ddivea
estimation based on the extended Kalman filter (EKF, 88, ¢ 1ha |og-likelihood with respect to the standard deviatid

[4D). L , , the error of the first sensor, using UKF 3 and UKF 5 and
The optimization was performed with gradient-based opt;

o ing th lab optimizati i h oth gradient evaluation approaches. The results are shown
mization using the Matlab optimization tooltibFurthermore, in Figure[8. With UKF 3, there is clear difference between

we investigated how the estimation performance varies a3 estimated gradients while with UKF 5 the approaches
function of uncertainty of the target’s initial locationhis was essentially agree

done by using an additional parameter for the per-cooreiinat To measure the performance as a function of computational

standard deviationof € (0’0"2])' The first two dl_agonal cost, we recorded the parameter values as well as the times
components o, were set too=. Furthermore, the first two . . L . .
used at each iteration of the optimization routines. In this

components ofn, were interpolated between the original, experiment, the initial location standard deviation peoreo

E)r(]:datitgre] cScl)r::ilsa:aen(ic?Nitt(r)] ti;]e(aegr;[:re uncertainty of the InItIaId_inate was set tc@.5. Median abso_lute error (cgmpared tp

. . . ' . . final GHKF 7 estimate, as a function of time) is shown in
Since GHKF 7 is the hlghest-ord_er sigma-point sche_n?ﬁ ures[® and_10. As one would expect, the higher-order
amongst those used in this experiment, we assume 'ts'c%emes are more computationally demanding and GHKF is

the most accurate and compare against it. Figure 6 SholWBre computationally demanding than UKF, but eventualy th
IMATLAB version R2014b, thef mi nunc function, quasi-Newton algo- higher-order GHKF schemes find better parameter estimates.
rithm, initialized with /Ry, 1 = 0.1. Figure[11 shows the evolution of EM parameter estimation
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0.11 10715 T T TTTTT] T T TTTTT] T T TTTTT] T T T TTTTTT U
2 = - B
I EKF | i
g | 1072 ¢ E
< F 1
o 5 1072 F E
S 0.09 4 % E E
g o 4l I !
o s \ N
w . 2 5 EKF E
E UKF 3 g 107° E|——UKF3 E
< GHKF 7 = F B
2 0.07 UKE 7 - B - UKF5 B
g = 106 E|——UKF7 E
2 i GHKF 3 ]
% 1 10-7F GHKF 5 y
g F | ——GHKF7 B

0.05 L L L ! ! 1078:* Ll Lol Lol Ll =

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 10—t 10° 10t 102 103

Initial location sd per coordinate Computation time (s)

Fig. 7. Mean RMSE of smoothed location (mean taken over 108 g 9 Median absolute error of the parameter as a functiczomputation
trajectories) using the MLE estimated noise variance ofitsesensor. UKF 5 o during the optimization. Median taken over 100 dataset

is essentially indistinguishable from GHKF 3.

‘ 107 T T
oUKes i - - —EKF ||
50 - - - UKF 3 (Fisher) || I : . UkE3 |
\\\ UKF 5 [ " UKE 5 i
AN UKF 5 (Fisher) | | . 10“’; ! — UKFT |
= N 5 § ! |
g A |
3 g | \ 1
RN N ) g D . e e F== -
1074 k E
—50 N e B ]
‘ — 10-° Lol Ll Ll Lol Ll
0-089 0.04 0-041 1071 10° 10! 102 108 10*
Ria 1072 Computation time (s)

Fig. 8. Derivative of the log-likelihood with respect to thtandard deviation Fig. 10. Median absolute error of the parameter as a funcfi@omputation

of the error of the first sensor. Evaluated using UKF 3 and UKoth with  ime during the optimization. Median taken over 100 datasBhe solid lines
the sensitivity equation approach (SecfionTlI-A) and tighEr identity based gre gradient-based direct optimization, while the daskessIshow EM (run

approach (Sectiof TII=C). for 32 iterations) with the corresponding sigma-point sohs.

for one simulated trajectory with = 0.5. The EM algorithm . . .

. . ; aper, we focused on the differences between differentasigm
practically converges in a couple of steps with all threBaPer : -
. 4 : . paoint filters based on unscented transforms of third, fifth,
sigma-point schemes, and the final parameter estimates ‘are : .

. : seventh and ninth orders, and the Gauss—Hermite cubature
rather close to each other and to the direct MLE estlmatesIeS
Theoretically, the EM algorithm has linear convergence [éiJ d inishi der of ional lexi dth
although it is hard to say whether these convergence resultd? diminishing order of computational complexity and theo-
extend to the case where the E-step is approximated uslf gal ex.actnetss, the f'_lte”,ng methods would rank_asw:ﬂo
sigma-point smoothers. pgrncle_ f||t_er, S|gma—p0|pt f||_ter, extended Kalrr_1an f,lte&sled
direct likelihood approximation. In theory, particle filsecon-
verge to the exact filtering solution as the number of paicl
increases, while the other methods considered are based on
In this paper together with the complementing conferenessuming a Gaussian density and using the Kalman filter

article [1], we have considered various probabilistic poirequations. However, especially in high-dimensional catbes
estimation approaches for parameter estimation in naalineeomputational cost may prohibit the use of particle filtérs.
system identification. We discussed direct likelihood maxpractice, the assumed density Gaussian filtering approagh m
mization as well as the expectation—maximization (EM) algdave satisfactory performance if the nonlinearity is nai to
rithm coupled with various filtering and smoothing algonitk, high. In principle, all sigma-point filters are based on asisg
namely, sigma-point filters, particle filters, and extende@aussian density, and a higher-order cubature rule sheattl |

Kalman filters as well as the corresponding smoothers. b tho more accurate approximation of the Gaussian integrafeat

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
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due to the fact that EM requires tl#-dimensional sigma-

- : : points for the smoothing distribution. This suggests thist E
is not applicable in high-dimensional problems combinetthwi
—————————— MLE UKET| high-degree sigma-point schemes. However, when inténgret
these findings, it should be noted that we compared to the
GHKEF 7 estimate since the true maximume-likelihood estimate
was not available.
7777777777 ML e The sigma-point integration schemes are derived by assum-
L EMUKES ing exact integration results for polynomials of certaigbes.

L Thus, it should be noted that it is not guaranteed that a highe
40 60 80 100 order integration rule produces a more accurate resul& ev
EM step EM step though it is accurate for higher-order polynomials. Furthe

Fid 11, The plot on the left shows th lution of the pat@mestimate MO " it is not guaranteed that a better approximation to the
1g. . € piot on the left snows the evolution O e pa estimate . - . . .
during the first 10 EM steps using UKF 3, UKF 5, and UKF 7. Al s Gaussian filtering result produces a better approximation t

converge essentially at same speed to the same value. Therptbe right the exact maximum likelihood result. On the other hand,gher
shows the evolution of the parameter estimates after thelfr€M steps as js no reason why in general a lower-order approximation to
well as the corresponding direct MLE estimates (the dasimes)l the Gaussian filtering integrals would produce more aceurat
approximations to the exact filtering results.
. . _ _ We also compared the actual tracking performance in terms

(?OSt of higher com_putatlonal burqlen. However, typicallgtia . of the smoother root mean square errors of the target lowatio
IlteraFure (e.g.[3(_3w]) It .has.been cIa|m¢d that when the Gauss'%%ing the smoother results obtained with the maximum Hkel
density approxmatmn IS _alre.ady macpurate, more _aceur@{ood parameter estimate of each sigma-point filter. Therse wa
computation of the Gaussian integrals is not beneficial. | ;' 1aar differences between the different sigma-pointsTs

We also tested the methods in two simulated case studigsterms of the tracking error in this experiment. The tragki
In the univariate nonstationary growth model, maximum-likeror of EKF increased more rapidly as a function of the hiti
lihood estimates produced by different sigma-point sctemgcation uncertainty, which demonstrates the local lirzzdion
were similar. However, the estimates obtained by highg{zture of EKE.
order unscented schemes were closer to the Gauss—Hermitg, fiye dimensions, the UKF 5 sigma-point scheme approxi-
(order 16) baseline than the conventiofl order unscented mates the GHKF 3 scheme in the sense that all UKF 5 sigma-
transform. This suggests that the higher order methods Mayints are GHKF 3 sigma-points as well, and more than half
indeed have some utility. of total weight is contributed by these points. The target-

In the target tracking experiment, we compared the estfacking experiment demonstrated that these two schemes
mates of the noise standard deviation of one of the senspigeed produce almost equal results. However, most GHKF 3
as a function of prior uncertainty of the target's locatiogigma-points are not used in the UKF 5 scheme, and thus
using each of the sigma-point schemes. With higher prigyaluating an integral by UKF 5 requires considerably fewer
uncertainty, there were more differences amongst the rdethcfunction evaluations. These results suggest that thereois n
This is reasonable because when there is less uncertaintydfison to use GHKF 3 in five dimensions as UKF 5 produces
the model, all the methods obtain more accurate paramedesentially same results with fewer computations. It issiies
estimates. Furthermore, the nonlinearity of the model hastt similar computationally lighter close approximasaxist
stronger effect when the state variance is larger. Sincexacte for other Gauss—Hermite based sigma-point schemes as well.
maximum likelihood estimate was available, we compared|n the target-tracking experiment, we also investigateda ho
to the highest-order sigma-point scheme, namely, GHKF the performance of the EM algorithm varies with the sigma-
Compared to that, the Gauss—Hermite schemes were closéiht scheme used. As a function of EM iterations, the
than the unscented transform based schemes and higher oggelution of the parameter estimate was not affected by the
schemes were closer than lower order schemes. Thus, ¢heice of sigma-point scheme. However, the number of sigma-
results are consistent with an assumption that the highro points in the UKF 3 rule is a small fraction of the number
sigma-point methods produce better approximations to tBe sigma-points with the higher order rules. Thus, measured
Gaussian filtering result. by model function evaluations, EM with the UKF 3 rule

We also measured the performance of the discussed opaverged faster. This suggests that even when the interest
timization routines as a function of computational time. llies in obtaining as accurate parameter estimates as pmssib
direct gradient-based optimization, higher-degree d@igms a reasonable computational approach would be to first use
are more time-consuming but eventually seem to obtain b&M with a low-order sigma-point scheme, such as UKF 3, to
ter parameter estimates. The EM algorithm with low-degredbtain a ballpark estimate. Then, if accuracy is desired, th
sigma-point schemes (UKF 3, UKF 5) was initially faster thamitial estimate could be refined using a more accurate sigma
the gradient-based optimization, but eventually the gnaidi point scheme combined with a direct optimization algorithm
based optimization seems to obtain better values. The EMn this paper, we considered only discrete-time stateespac
algorithm with UKF 7 sigma-points was more computationallgnodels. Different sigma-point schemes may also be used for
demanding than the direct optimization with UKF 7. This isontinuous-discrete state-space models (seg, [40] and

Ri1
Ri1
3.99
T T
| |

3.98
T

97

3
)
[s)
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references therein). We considered only fixed deterministi ~ — A f(x;—1) x} + A f(xp_1)f(xe—1)" AT | y1.7]},
sigma-point schemes. An interesting future research topic (51)
could be to combine the recently proposed filters based on

adapting or randomizing the sigma-points![41-43] with pé’thCh due to finearity of expectation equals

rameter estimation. T 7l T .
Finally, we attempt to conclude which of the methods = — 5”{‘9 {T ZE[Xk Xi | yir]

considered here one should use in practice. Regarding the k=1

choice of sigma-point methods the higher order unscented 1

Elxg £(xc-1)" | yir]) AT

M=

transform methods turned out to be quite good in the examples ~ T (

that we considered—but if the best possible accuracy is ’“:;
desired, then Gauss—Hermite methods need to be used. The _ Al ZEH‘(X )xT | ]
EM algorithm is indeed useful in situations when the M- T ol YT

el
Il

step optimization can be done in closed form—of which !

impo_rtant special cases are the Ii.near-i.n-parameters Isiode +Ai Z (E[f(xk—l)f(xk—l)-r | y1:T]) AT}}_ (52)
considered here. However, for nonlinear in parameters fmode T =

EM might not be a good choice. For nonlinear in parameters T T

models it is thus beneficial to directly optimize the logNoting that Elxxx; | yi.r| = myrmy, + Pyr and
likelihood, and in that case we have the choice to evaluatebstituting in the notation introduced in Equatiohs] (384
the gradients either using the sensitivity equations ongusié oPtain

Fhe Fisher’s ident.ity. It turned out thaF the Fisher’s |dtynt _ Ztr{Q_l[E _CAT_ ACT+A«I>AT} } (53)
is often computationally more demanding than the sensitivi 2

equations, due to the requirement of smoothing pass, whigfmilar calculation for the last term in Equatidn{50), mofi
favors the use of sensitivity equations for this purposetteu- that E[y, yz | yir] =y YZv gives

more, the sensitivity equations give the exact gradienthef T

approximate likelihood whereas Fisher’s identity only egv — Ztr {R—l [D _BH'-HB"+HO® HT} } (54)
approximate gradients of it. However, the Fisher’s idgritds

the advantage of easy black-box implementation which c&tibstituting Equationg (53) and {54) into Equatibnl (50), we

sometimes be seen as an advantage. get
Q(0,6") =
APPENDIX 1 T T
M-STEP IN THE LINEARIN-PARAMETERS CASE = 5 log[2mPo| — —log |27 Q| — 5 log [2 R
By substituting the Iinegr-in-parameters modé{x()_ = - %tr {P51 [PO‘T + (mg)p — myg) (Mg — mO)T} }
Af(x), h(x) := Hh(x)) into the general expression for T
Q(6,6™), we obtain -G {Q*l [z ~CAT-ACT+A @AT} }
n T
Q(0,6'") —Etr{R_l{D—BHT—HBT—i—H@HT”.
1 T T
~ —5log |21 Po| — 5 log [2m Q| — 7 log |27 R To maximize this with respect to the parameters
1 . T (my, Po, A, H, Q,R) we differentiate with respect to param-
) tr {PO {POIT + (mg|r — my) (mgj7 — myo) } } eter in question and set the derivativeOtoFor Q:
T
1 . . aQ T d
_§;tr{Q E[(x) — Af(xx-1)) d—Q——Ed—Qlog|27rQ|
B - T d _
x (x5 — AF(xp )T | yrr]} -3 d—Qtr{Q 1[2 —CAT-ACT +A<I>AT”
T
1 _ - T
—5;&{}{ "E[(yx — Hh(xx)) =-5Q
N = r - T T T o-
x (yr — HR(x)T | yur]}. (50) +5Q7[B-CAT-ACT+ARAT|Q "

55
Since trace is linear, the penultimate term can be written as (59)

Setting the derivative equal @, we obtain the equation
T

T 41 ~
:—gtr{Q 1? E[(Xk—Af(kal)) §Q71:§Q71 |:2_CAT_ACT+A®AT:| Qfll
k=1
- 56
x (xk — Af(xp—1))" | y1ur]} (56)
T 1 Z 3 Multiplying from right by % Q and from left byQ gives
:—Etr{Q_lfZE[xkxz—xkf(xk—l)TAT Q=3 _ CAT _ACT L ABAT 57)
k=1 ’
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The derivations for the optimal solutions & and P, are

similar. ForA:

Since Q! is nonsingular, the derivative is zero only if thd13l

a@Q T, d 1 AT
T2l aaatean
d B . d .
_EKMQ AC)+HKMA¢AH
:—%Q*QA@—2@ (58)

last factor is zero. I is invertible, this in turn implies

The derivations for the optimal solutions &1 and m, are

A=Cad . (59)

similar.
If the paramete® is any subset of A,H, Q, R, m,, Py},

it can be optimized by these closed-form expressions.,Firgt5]

note that(A, Q), (H,R) and(m,, Py) are independent in the
sense that, for example, the optim&land Q do not depend

on the other four parameters. Furthermore, the optifndbes |1

not depend orQ. Thus,A andQ can be jointly optimized by
first solving the optimalA and then substituting that into the

expression of optimaf). Similar reasoning works fofH, R)

and (mo, Po)
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