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Abstract

Cooperative geolocation has attracted significant rekdaterests in recent years. A large number
of localization algorithms rely on the availability of gitical knowledge of measurement errors, which
is often difficult to obtain in practice. Compared with thatsttical knowledge of measurement errors,
it can often be easier to obtain the measurement error bolimd. work investigates a localization
problem assuming unknown measurement error distributime@ for a bound on the error. We first
formulate this localization problem as an optimizationlgeon to minimize the worst-case estimation
error, which is shown to be a non-convex optimization probl&@hen, relaxation is applied to transform
it into a convex one. Furthermore, we propose a distributgdrithm to solve the problem, which will
converge in a few iterations. Simulation results show tln&t proposed algorithms are more robust
to large measurement errors than existing algorithms inlitteature. Geometrical analysis providing

additional insights is also provided.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Wireless sensor networks (WSNs) play an important role inyraoplications([1]+[6], such as
environmental monitoring, target tracking, energy hatings etc. Most of these applications are
location-dependent, which require knowledge of the meamsant locations, and consequently
make localization one of the most important technologie$\i8Ns. In the last decade, wire-
less localization technologies have undergone significeavielopments. Existing localization
techniques can be divided into many categories dependinfjemeasurement techniques and
the localization algorithms being used. Range-based il@atain, which uses inter-node range
measurements for location estimation, is one of the mosehyidsed localization approaches.
The range measurements can be estimated from received siggragth (RSS)[7],[[8], time of
arrival(TOA) [9], time difference of arrival (TDOA) [7],.1Q], and so on[[7]. One can also use
RSS, TOA, etc. measurements to directly estimate the s€nsusitions without first converting
these measurements into range measurements [11], [12].

For range-based sensor network localization, the lodaizgroblem is usually formulated as
an optimization problem to determine sensors’ positionshghat they are consistent with the
inter-node range measurements and known anchors’ pasiti@arious localization algorithms
are developed to optimize some given objectives. One of thst widely used algorithms is
maximum likelihood estimator (MLE), which maximizes thkdiihood function of the unknown
sensors’ positions_[13]/ [14]. MLE relies on statisticalokriedge of the measurement error.
Another widely used algorithm is least squares estimat&®) ([L5], [16], which minimizes the
squared error between range measurements and range estibifdoes not need the knowledge
of measurement error distribution. When the measuremeot &llows a zero-mean Gaussian
distribution, MLE and LS become the same. Both MLE and LS ame-Bayesian estimators,
there are also some Bayesian estimators, e.g., minimum stpared error (MMSE) estimator
and maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator, which treat sesisposition vector as a random
variable with a priori distribution, but the posterior dibution of the position vector is usually
very hard to describé [17].

Many position estimators, e.g., MLE, are based on the assamfhat measurement error



follows a specific distribution and its probability densitynction is known. In practice, the
measurement error may deviate from the assumed distribatiol vary according to the mea-
surement environment, measurement technique and measirelevice. And we often do not
have statistical knowledge of measurement error. The paence of these algorithms becomes
vulnerable to an inaccurate statistical knowledge of memasant error. For those algorithms
that do not need the statistical knowledge of measuremeot, &.g. LS based algorithm, they
may perform well when measurement error is small; howeveir tperformance can degrade
significantly when the error becomes very large! [18]. Theoretsound is another and less
demanding way to describe the property of measurement &terbounded error assumption has
been widely applied in many areas, e.g., set-theoretimastn in system and control aréa [19]—
[21], wireless localization [22]] [23], etc. Moreover, cpared with the statistical distribution of
measurement error, it is much easier to obtain the measatezn®r bound in many situations
[24]. Furthermore, there are already techniques to estirtfte measurement error bound with
small sets of datal [23][_[24], e.g., using support vectgoathm to find the smallest sphere
that the data live on.

Motivated by the above observations, in this paper, we deaidocalization algorithm that
is robust against large measurement errors and does not theesdtatistical knowledge of
measurement error; instead, only a measurement error hsuwaduired. The main contributions
of our work are summarized as follows:

1) We first design a centralized robust localization aldonitto minimize the worst-case
estimation error, which only uses the measurement errandhduising geometrical analysis,
we show that the algorithm has bounded localization error.

2) A distributed and iterative localization algorithm igther developed. The convergence of
the iterative estimation algorithm is proved. The commatién cost and computational
complexity of the proposed algorithm are analyzed.

3) Extensive simulations show that the proposed algorithragobust against large measure-
ment errors, and the distributed counterpart can convergefew iterations.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sediantroduces the related work.

Section[l] gives the problem formulation. Sectibon] IV pretsethe proposed centralized local-

ization algorithm. Section V illustrates a geometricaknpiretation of our problem and analyzes



the error bound of our algorithm. Section] VI proposes a ithisted algorithm. Simulation results
are presented in Sectign VII. Conclusions are drawn in Sed¥lll]

Notations Throughout the paper, matrices and vectors are denotedppgrboldface and
lower boldface letters, respectively; the operdtof denotes the transposition;(Ty denotes the

matrix trace;|| - || stands for thé, norm; | N | denotes the cardinality oV

Il. RELATED WORK

Range-based sensor network localization seeks to estithatenknown sensors’ positions
that are consistent with the inter-node range measurenagritshe known anchors’ positions
[25]-[30]. As one of the most widely used localization aparioes, range-based localization has
attracted substantial research interests.

In practice, the range measurements are usually not eger-ff the statistical knowledge of
the measurement error is availalalgriori, MLE is statistically optimal since it maximizes the
likelihood function of sensors’ positions. However, theiopzation problem based on MLE is
often non-convex. Many existing methods, e.g., the gradhesed descent method for tackling
an MLE problem, require good initialization to reach thelgboptimum; otherwise, they will
fall into a local optimum. One alternative method that deailh the non-convexity of MLE is
semidefinite relaxation (SDR), which relaxes the non-crrimization problem into a convex
optimization problem[26],127]. In [26], an MLE with SDR ig@posed for network localization
with Gaussian distributed noise. Simonetto and Léus [2Tijveé convex relaxation for MLE
under different measurement error models.

If the statistical properties of the measurement error aenawn, the localization problem
is usually formulated as an optimization problem minimgzisome global cost function. To
solve such a problem, a number of available algorithms haen lproposed. Some of these
algorithms are implemented in a centralized way. The sefmitk2 programming (SDP) based
approach in[[31] is one of the most widely used algorithmsl &rseeks to minimize the error
between the squared range measurements and the squarecstintates. Such an optimization
problem is however non-convex. In order to obtain a solytibis common to transform this
problem into an SDP problem through SDR. To improve the cdatmn efficiency of SDP in
large networks, edge-based SDP (ESDP) and second-ordepcogramming (SOCP) relaxation
approach were further proposed respectivelylin [29] and. [B@other widely used approach



is to use a multidimensional scaling (MDS) algorithmI[28],which, the localization problem
is posed as an LS problem. Subject to use of a good initisdizag gradient-based method
[32] is also a quick way for sensor position estimation. Theve mentioned algorithms also
have distributed versions, e.g., distributed SDP [26]frithisted SOCP[[33],[[34], distributed
MDS [35], [36], and distributed gradient based methdds ,[48P], [35]. These algorithms
are essentially minimizing the discrepancy between th@g@ameasurements and the range
estimates. There are also some other distributed algasitieng., [37], [[38]. Kharet al. [37]
proposed a distributed iterative localization algorithaséd on the use of barycentric coordinates,
which requires all the unknown sensors lie in the convex bfithe anchors. Dia@t al. [38]
proposed a more general algorithm, which does not requilk sensor to lie inside the convex
hull of its neighbors and can guarantee global convergeNoge though that none of these
algorithms directly minimizes the position estimationogrrMeanwhile, theoretical analysis
establishing the mathematical relationship between tbgeabbjective functions and the position
estimation error is still lacking. Moreover, although teedgorithms typically perform well when
the measurement error is small, when the error becomes, ldrge performance cannot be
guaranteed.

Regarding the direct minimization of estimation error, &let al. [20] investigated a minimax
estimator, which minimizes the worst-case estimationrgfoo parameter estimation in a classical
linear regression model. In the problem bf[20], the measerg model is linear with bounded
error and the true parameter vector is assumed to lie in thesiction of some known ellipsoids.
Furthermore, simulations in_[20] show the advantage of ttep@sed minimax estimator over
the constrained least squares (CLS), which minimizes the eéaor. Different from the linear
regression problem in_[20], in the localization probleme tange measurements are nonlinear
functions of sensors’ positions and the feasible set of thatijpns is not convex, which makes
the localization problem more challenging. Inspired by Wk in [20], we design a position

estimator that minimizes the worst-case position estmmagirror for robust localization.

[1l. PROBLEM FORMULATION
We consider a static network in two-dimensional space, iwbansists of» sensors, denoted
by V. = {1,---,n}, andm anchors, denoted by, = {n+ 1,--- ,n + m}. The true position

of sensori is X; = [z;,vy:],7 € V,, which is unknown and needs to be estimated. The position



of anchork is known asa, = [ak,,ak,], k € V,. Due to the communication limitation, a pair
of nodes can acquire the range measurement between therwbelythey are within a certain
sensing range. Let/, and N, respectively denote the set of sensor-sensor links andethef s
sensor-anchor links, from which we can obtain range measemts. All the node¥ = {V,, V,}
and the inter-node link§ = {N,, N,} constitute an undirected gragh = (), ). We assume
this graph is connected. Furthermore, to guarantee th#tealensors can be uniquely localized,
we assume this graph is globally rigid, and there exist astlélaree non-collinear anchors
in the areal[18],[[39]. (This requirement is relevant to a-tlimensional ambient space. Four
noncoplanar anchors are required for a three-dimensionbieat space.) Henceforth, we restrict
attention to the two-dimensional case.

The sensor-sensor range measurement is
zij = dij +vig, (4,]) € N, (1)

whered;; = || x; — X; || is the true distance between sensandj, and|v;;| < ~ is the unknown

and bounded measurement error. Correspondingly, the rsansbor range measurement is
Zie = dig + Vi, (i,k) €N, (2

whered;, = || x; — & || is the true distance between sensand anchoi, and|v;,| < v is the
unknown and bounded measurement error. We assume the etnod# is knowna priori and
the measurement errors are independent of each other.

From the constraints on the range measurements, we canataetisor lies in the following

closed feasible set
Ci={xi+ diy <[l xi =x; < dyj, V(i) €N, (3)
di, <|| % — g [|< di, V(i k) € N} (4)
whered,; = z; — 7, dij = zij + 7, dir, = zir, — v anddy, = 2y, + 7. It is possible thatl;; or dy,
becomes negative if is large or very loose. In such case, we égt= 0, d;; = 0.
Since the true positions of the sensors are unknown, we taminanize the position estima-

tion error directly. Therefore, welinimize the worst-case estimation error over all the felgsi

positions Sincex; is unknown and fixed, to avoid misunderstanding below, wedhice a new



variabley;, which denotes an arbitrary point in the feasible sex;olLet X; denote the position

estimate of sensar, the worst-case estimation error would be
max Y |y, % |
=1
st dig <y, —Y; IS dijs V(i) €N, (52)
dir <||Y; — @ | < di, V(i k) € N, (5b)
We must choos&; to minimize this worst-case error. Therefore, we seek twesol
. S 2
min max - —X;
pinmax 3y, — % |

s.t. (22)(5D) (6)

To facilitate the notation and analysis, we wrifé (6) in a pact matrix form. Letx =
X1, Xz, + ,%,]T € R?" be the true position vector, which is unknown and fixed. Wep als
introduce a new position vectgr= [y,,V,, -+ ,Y,]7 € R?", which denotes an arbitrary possible
value ofx in the feasible set. Clearly € C below. Letx = [X;, Xy, - - - ,%,]T € R*" denote the

estimate ofx. Then our localization problem can be expressed as

minmax Tr((y —X)(y — 9)") (7)
C={y:d,>< fly) <dy, V(i.j) €N,
du? < faly) <du’, V(i k) € N} 8)

where

fij(y) = e{Qi—l)(2j—1)nye(2i71)(2j71) + e{gi)(gj)nye(m)@j)

fin(y) = axal — 2ar.y €1 — 2a,y €2 + €5, 1yy e +ELyyT ey

wheree; € R*" is a column vector withl at theith position and O elsewherej;;, € R*"
is a column vector withl at theith position,—1 at the jth position, and O elsewhere. Three
noncollinear anchors are needed to resolve translationratadion ambiguities, but a single

anchor is sufficient for establishing the boundedness of set



IV. THE RELAXED ESTIMATION

Geometrically, the probleni](7) is the formulation for cortipg the Chebyshev center of
setC. The geometrical interpretation and analysis will be giuemext section. Problem (7) is
a non-convex optimization problem, for which, the convetirajzation techniques cannot be
directly used. In this section, we will propose a relaxednegtion algorithm. The main idea of

our proposed algorithm is as follows:

1) Relax the non-convex optimization problep (7) into a @neptimization problem;
2) Change the order of optimization, which will further silifiypthe optimization problem;

3) Solve the corresponding Lagrangian dual problem of thepkfied problem.

In the following, we will introduce each step in detail.

A. Relaxation

Let A = yy”; then [T) can be rewritten as

min max Tr(A — 2%y’ + xx") 9)
X (y,A)eG

wheregd is the constraint set:

G={(y.A): dij* < g(A) <dy", ¥(i,j) €N,

%2 S gm(y; A) S ik V(Z,]C) S Na

A=yy"} (10)
and

9ij (A) = €l _1y(2j-1)A€@i—1)(2j-1) T €2 (2j) D821 (27)
gir(y, A) = araf — 2ar.y €1 — 2ary € + €, | Alyi 1 + €Al

The equality constrainA = yy” in (I0) is not affine, which make$ a non-convex set [40]. The
optimization problem cannot be directly solved by convekrojzation methods. As commonly
done in the field[[31],[]41], we make the following relaxation

A = yy" (11)



where the notation means thAt-yy? is a positive semidefinite matrix. To distinguish the rethxe
A from the original one, we usA, to denote the relaxed. Then the relaxed constraint set,

which is now convex, becomes

Q={(y.A) : dif? < gis(A,) <y, V(i j) € Na (12a)
di < gy, A) < dy, V(i k) €N, (12b)
A, - yy'} (12¢)

Geometrically,[(I12a) and (IPb) constitute a convex polgtaphich is a closed and bounded set.
Moreover, the inequalityd, > yy”, which is equivalent to[ ﬁ;‘ ﬁ] = 0 [42], defines a positive
semidefinite cone (closed but unbounded set) [40].&Bet the intersection of a convex polytope
and a positive semidefinite cone. Therefogejs a closed and bounded set.

The relaxed problem becomes a convex optimization problem

i Tr(A, — 2%y’ + xx* 13
R g T 20 )

B. Change of Optimization Order

In (I3), the outer minimization part is an unconstrainedirojgiation problem, which is
straightforward, while the inner maximization part is a stwained optimization problem over
(y,A,). In an effort to simplify the problem, we consider whether @@ change the order of
these two parts.

In our problem [(IB), the objective function is continuousjtéi, and convex irx. Since the
objective function is linear witty and A,, it is concave in(y, A,). Both the feasible sets of
x and (y, A,) are closed. Moreover, s& is bounded. Consequently, according to Corollary
37.3.2 in [43], we can interchange the order of minimizatmo maximization. The equivalent

optimization problem to[{13) becomes

inTr(A, — 2xy” + xx* 14
max  min ( y ) (14)

It is straightforward that the optimal solution of the inmainimization problem in[(14) is

X(y) =y. Hence, the equivalent optimization problem [fol (14) become

Tr(A, —yy" 15
g ( yy') (15)
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In our problem formulation, the problem of minimizing the msbcase error is formulated
as a min-max problem. That is, first assuming a given locagstimate, since any point in the
feasible region can be the true location of the sensor, wetli@gboint in the feasible region that
maximizes the difference between the location estimatetlamtbcation of that point (which can
be the potential true location). This represents the wasé ¢ocation estimation error. Secondly,
we find the location estimate that minimizes such worst cas®.éAlternatively, the min-max
problem can also be formulated as a max-min problem. Thasisuming the “true” location
is fixed (which can be any point in the feasible region), wet fired the location estimate that
minimizes the difference between the location estimatethadtrue” location, i.e., the minimum
location estimation error assuming the “true” location x®@fl. We recognize that when the true
location of the sensor is at a different point of the feasielgion, the corresponding minimum
location estimation error will be different and some pointghe feasible region may deliver more
accurate location estimates than some other points. Thect® the fact that other things being
equal, some geometric points may be more accurately l@chtllan some other points. Secondly,
we find the true location within the feasible region thatd=is the worst case minimum location
estimation error. It can be shown analytically that the miax and the max-min problem are
equivalent. The maximization problem [n_{15) correspordthe last step: i.e., finding the “true”

sensor location that delivers the worst case minimum lopnagistimation error.

C. Dual Problem

Since [(15) is a convex optimization problem and strictlysfbke, strong duality holds [40].
Problem [[(Ib) can be solved through its dual problem. The dragjan dual function of(15) is

LY, Ar, i, Bij, wik, @ik A) = T((lon + A) (A, —yy" )+ Y (gij(AT) - @2)

(i,9)EN
+ 3 By (CeAN+ T )+ Y wa (galy, Ar) — du?)
(i,§) ENx (i,k)ENG
+ Y e (ContnA) + @) (16)

(i,k)EN,
wherel,, denotes &@n x 2n identity matrix, and the dual variables arg; € R, 3;; € R,

wir € R, g € R and X € R**2" which obey the constraintsy;; > 0, 5;; > 0, wix > 0,
v > 0 and X = 0. The dual problem is

min sup L(y, Am Qs 52]7 Wik, Piks )‘) (17)
(i Big wiksPiksA) (y, A
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To simplify the notation, letL denoteL(y, A,, cvj, Bij, wik, @i, A). The inner maximization

problem can be solved by letting the derivativelofvith respect toy and A, equal to0, i.e.,

OL oL
~_0 =0 18
oy 0A, (18)
From [18), the optimal value of satisfies
y=—(a + )\)_1 Z (Wi — Qik) (Ar€2i—1 + Qry€2;) (19)
(i,k)ENG
and
Loy + A= — Z (au; — Bij)Eij — Z (wir — i )E; (20)
(i,1)EN: (i,k)EN,
where

Eij = €i-1@i-1€ai1e5-1) T 820 €20 (@)
E =6y 16, + e,
By substituting [(IP) and_(20) int¢ (1L6), the dual functiomdze obtained as
g(ij, Bij, Wik, i) = fT(|2n + A)_lf + h(auj, Bij, Wik, Pik) (21)

where

f= Z (Wi — Qir) (a2 1 + ky€2:)
(i,k)ENa

——2
h(aij, Bijrwin, o) =— > aigdis® + > Bijd

(,4)EN= (4,4)EN=
——2
+ Y wa@al —da’)+ D pu(dn —aa))
i,k EN (k) EN

The dual optimization problem becomes

min (1, + X) 7+ h(cuj, Bij, Wiks ik) (22a)
@ij,Bij Wik Pik, A

st i, Bij, Wik, ik > 0, A =0, (22b)

V(i,7) € N, V(i, k) € N, (22c)

Assume that is a scalar such thdf (15, + X)~'f < ¢. From the property of Schur complement,
we have

[|2n+A f )

¢
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Problem [[22a) can be transformed into an SDP problem

min t + h(auj, Bij, Wik, Pik)

Qij,Bij Wik sPik A
st (23)(22h)(22k) (24)

The above SDP can be numerically and efficiently solved to atrary accuracy by many
existing SDP solvers and toolboxes, e.g., SeDUMI [44], CX]] [45].

Let éy;, Bij, Gir, Pir, A denote the solution of (24); then the estimatexd$

Xest = —(lop + 3\)_1 Z (Wit — Qik) (Ar2®2i—1 + Qiy©2;) (25)
(i,k)ENG

In the above SDP, there aB&\, | + 2|\, | + n(2n + 1) + 1 scalar variables to be optimized,
and the number of scalar equality/inequality constraigt3 N, | + 2|\, |, the number of linear
matrix inequality (LMI) constraints i, and the size of the LMl is at mo$2n + 1) x (2n+1).
In (28), the computational complexity of SDP @(n°) [40] and the computational complexity
of the matrix inverse operation i©(n?). We can conclude that the computational complexity

of our estimation algorithm i€ (n°).

V. GEOMETRICAL INTERPRETATION

In this section, we will give a geometric interpretation afr @roblem. Firstly, we will show
that the original problenf{7) is a standard one, of finding Gmebyshev center af [20], [46],
[47]. Secondly, in section IV, we make a relaxation of theyoral problem, the solution of which
may be thought of as a relaxed Chebyshev center. The detatkgbretations are presented in

the following subsections.

A. Chebyshev Center
Geometrically, our objective is to find the Chebyshev cemiel, i.e., the center of the
minimum ball enclosing’ [20]. The equivalent problem t¢](7) is
min {R,: |y —x || < R, vy € C} (26)
X

In our problem, set, the feasible set of the position vectpris non-convex. This means that
the Chebyshev center ¢f may not lie inC. We take a single sensor localization problem as

an example to illustrate that. As shown in Higl.dl, a, andaz are anchors. From their range
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Fig. 1. Chebyshev center of a non-convex set, which is trergattion of three feasible sets of a single sensor.

measurements with bounded errors, we can determine a mwexcdeasible set for the target
sensor, which is the region surrounded by the solid boldeuffie minimum circle enclosing
the feasible set is the smallest solid circle, and its cefther triangle) is the Chebyshev center
Xcney- IN Fig.[1(@),Xcneny lies in the feasible set, but in Fig. Ib), it is obvious tkat,.,, does
not lie in the feasible set. Even though we cannot be surehehgt;.;, lies in the feasible set,
if we takeXcner, as the position estimate, we will get the minimum worst-castémation error.
In practice, sometimes a feasible estimate is preferred aweestimate with the minimum
estimation error bound when the latter is outside the féasbt. If the Chebyshev center is
infeasible, as shown in Fi§. 1{b), one general way to proége¢d take the projection afcper,
onto the feasible set as the estimate. The following prajeoscompares the estimation error

bound obtained with the Chebyshev center and that obtaintbdte/ projection onto the feasible
set.

Proposition 1

] Suppos& C R?" is a closed set, letcy.,, € R*" be the Chebyshev center©fand suppose
Xcheby ¢ C. LetX, = Pe(Xcheby) = arg 15161(1:1 | Xchewy — Y ||, WherePc(-) denotes the projection
operator onto sét [40]. LetR. = max | Xchevy — Y || @ndR,, = max | X, — y||. Then

R.< R, < 2R, (27)
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Proof: From the definition of Chebyshev center, we can easily obtain
2 2 . S 2 2 2
Re = max|| Xcnery =y |I” = minmax || X —y | < max||x, —y " = R, (28)
Apparently, R. < R,. We also note that
ma || X, —y || = max || X, —Xoneny +Xoneny —Y |

< I{/leaéX(H Xp — Xcheby || + || Xchesy — Y [|)

< Xp — XCheby | +r§1§CX | XCheby — Y | (29)

Sincexp € C, then || Xp — XCheby ||§ macx || XCheby — Y || Thus we have
ye

X, — <2 X -
max | %, =y || < 2max | Xcns, — | (30)

Equivalently, R, < 2R.. The proof is complete. [ |
From Propositiof]1, we can see thatis feasible, but the upper bound of the estimation error
of x,, is larger than that okcy.;,. IN practice, we cannot just say one estimate is definitetiebe
than another; such a statement depends on the metric usedltate localization performance.
If we need a feasible estimate with a small estimation eroami, x,, would be a good choice.
Nevertheless, if we need an estimate with the minimum estimeerror bound,Xcpey, 1S
obviously a better choice. In this paper, we only take themedion error bound as the metric

evaluating localization performance, which makeg.;, the best choice.

B. Relaxed Chebyshev Center

Finding the Chebyshev center is an NP-hard problem excepbiime special cases [46]. In
our problem, because the constraint set is not convex, itfisudt to obtain Xcy,ep,. In (23),
X.s: 1S @ relaxed estimate of the Chebyshev center. It is stfaighdrd that the estimation error

bound ofx. is no less than that faxcyes,y,

max || Xcnery — Y | = min max || X —y 1> < mae | Xes: =y [ (31)
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Even though we cannot be sure whethkgy lies in the feasible set, when we minimize the

worst-case estimation error over a relaxed constrainttlsetestimation error satisfies
2 2
| Xest =X || < max || Xest — Y ||
yeC
T T
= max TrHA — 2X.sY" + XestXoy;)
(y,A)eg

S max Tr<Ar - 2XestyT + XeStXZ;t)
(y,Ar)EQ

= mi Tr(A, — 2xy” + xx 32
R g T~ B ) .

Then we can say the estimation error is upper bounded by ttimalpvalue of [(18).

In Euclidean space, every closed convex bounded set hasgaeuiihebyshev centre [47].
However, our original constraint sétis not convex, and the Chebyshev centes.,, may not be
unique. Through relaxation, the relaxed sebecomes a closed convex bounded set. Therefore,

we can obtain a unique Chebyshev cemtgr of the relaxed seD.

VI. DISTRIBUTED ESTIMATION

In practice, the network scale is often very large, inclgdimndreds, even thousands of sensors
and sometimes only a small number of anchors. If the netwsl&dalized in a centralized way,
it may result in an extremely high communication burden aohgutational complexity at the
central processor. Therefore, in this section, we considemplementation of the above relaxed
estimation method in a distributed way. In the distributegbathm, each sensor will first make
an initial guess about its position, which is denotedxby),i = 1,2, --- ,n. Then, each sensor

takes its neighbor nodes as ‘anchors’, and iterativelyreggs its position.

A. Initial Estimation

1) Sensor-Anchor Distance Estimatioince the sensing range of each sensor is limited,
not all the sensors have direct connections with anchorsma&e an initial estimation on
each sensor’s position, we first estimate the Euclideaarnlist between each sensor and anchor
through information exchange between neighboring nodes.

Similarly to the DV-hop localization algorithm [48], eachahor broadcasts its position with
a hop-counter initialized to one through the network. kgt denote the hop-count value from

anchork to sensori. Sensor; would compute the lower and the upper boundd| of — a;
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and broadcast these bounds along veittandn,, to its neighbors. The procedure of computing
the lower and the upper bounds is explained in next paragigth receiving sensor will select
the information along the shortest path, measured by thebeuwf hops, to compute the bound

of distance between this sensor and anchor

If (i,k) € N,, i.e., sensor has a direct connection with anchér i.e., n;. = 1, the true
distance betweenand anchot: satisfies[(). If(i, k) ¢ N,, i.e., sensoi does not have a direct
connection with anchok, sensor: will estimate d;;, and d,;, through the information received
from its neighborsV;. Forj € N, if j = arg {161/1&1 ni,, sensor would use the information from

sensorj to estimated;;, andd;,. The true distance betweeérand j satisfies[(B). Obviously,

i =% ||+ 11 % — & [|[< dij + dji
X =X [| = || x5 — @ > dij — dj
1% —an || = 1| xi = %; [[> djx — dij
since || %, — %, | — 1% —a ||| <l %~ %+, — & <l % %, || + | %, — a |, we have

i = max{dij — djk, dj — dij, 0}, dip. = dij + djp, @ndng, = njp + 1.

By recursion, it can be shown that, the distance bounds leetwensoi and anchot: are

ik 70 ) .’k < Na
doe — max{ zjx V_ } B (i, k) (33)
2k maX{@_dﬂm%_dij’O}’ ('l,k) ¢Na

- Zi + s i, ]{5 - Na
7 S (34)

dij + djy, (i, k) ¢ Na,
wherej = arg 5161}\? Nig-
Remark 1
If the network is very large, the initial estimates of seraochor distance bounds are obtained
through am-hop path, where,, might be very large. Consequently, the estimation perfor-
mance will be degraded. In this case, some approximatiatesies can be applied to reduce
n; by dividing such large-scale network into smaller subneksoMany existing techniques

are available for network division, e.g., the approach igoah [26], clustering in[[49], clique

extraction in[[50], etc.
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2) Initial Position Estimation: After we have obtained the distance bounds between each
sensor-anchor pair, the initial estimate of sen&position is obtained by solving the following

optimization problem

minmax || y; - %, ||
X

% 7

st da’ <|y;, - |P<du, VhkeV, (35)
Let A; = y,y!; an equivalent problem td (B5) is

min  max {A; — 2y,X] + XX}
XZ (yz ) gl

G ={(y,, At du> < A — 2y,a,T +aval < dy, Yk €V,
=yy! '} (36)

The constraint seg; is non-convex, as before, we relax;, = y,y? into A; > y,y7. Let A,,

denote the relaxed\;; then problem[(36) becomes a convex optimization problem

min  max {A;, —2y,X 4+ %%}
)A(i ( L7)6QL

Qi = {(ymAu‘) : %2 S Air - 2yzakT + akaz S d_ikzu Vk € Va
A >y Yl ) (37)
Similarly to the centralized estimation, we change the oaleoptimization and the solution

of the minimization part i; = y,. Problem [(3F) is simplified as

AV VAV 38
w%ﬁg{ y.yi} (38)

Its Lagrangian dual problem is also an SDP problem:

——2
min ¢ + Z Wi akak — %2) + Z or(dy — akaf)

CEEE eV, keVa
—k% (Wr—r) 12 ki\; (wi—r)al
cVa €Va
s.t. > (wr—pr)ay t =0
kEVq
Y (=) 21
kEV,

Wk, Pk 2 07 ke Va (39)
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wherew;, and ¢, are the dual variables. By setting the derivative of the hagran function
with respect toy; equal to0, the estimate oy, becomes a function @b, andy,, whose optimal

valuesw, and g, are obtained by solving (89). Then, the initial positionreste of sensof is

> (Op — &r)ay

~ ke,

Xi O frnd @ — — (40)

0=~
keVa
From (32),
| X; —%;(0) |’<min  max {A; —2yX’ + %X} = R%(0) (41)
)A<i (yz7AL7)€QZ

Since strong duality holds, the value 8f(0) equals to the optimal value df(39).

B. Iterative Estimation

After initial estimation, in the following iterative estation algorithm, each sensor takes
its neighbor nodes as ‘anchors’, and iteratively estimatiegosition utilizing its neighbor
nodes’ position estimates and the corresponding rangeureasnts. Suppose sensgrposition
estimate at the-th iteration isx;(7), and || x; — X;(7) ||*< R;(7)?. Then the updated position
at the (7 + 1)-th iteration can be obtained by solving the following optiation problem

min max |y; — % I” (42)

wherey, denotes the feasible value ®f in C;(7) and
Ci(r) = {y; : ||y = Xi(7) [IP< Ri(7)?
di? <Ily, = %,(7) IP< @57, V5 € AR} (43)
Let A; = y,y?; problem [42) can be rewritten as

. T o oT
min  max A — 2y X + XX
%; (yz-,Anegi(T){ WK

Gi(r) = {(ys, ) 2| ¥i = %(7) |°< Ri(7)? (44)
d? < g,(r) <dy Vi e N, (45)
A =yyT) (46)

whereg,; (1) = A; — 2y, %; (1) + %;(7)%;(7)7.
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Through a similar process to that used in equatién$ (37)(@9, i.e., relaxation, change
of optimization order, and dual problem transformatiore gosition update of sensorat the

(7 + 1)-th iteration becomes
a(r + )xi(1) + 62/\:/ (gZ;j(T +1) - 1[)]-(7— +1))%;(7)

QT +1)+ X (di(r+1) —1h(r +1))

JEN;

whered(r+1), ¢;(7+1) andi;(r + 1) are the optimal values af, ¢; andy); in the following
SDP problem:
minw. fz(tw a, ¢j7 lpj, T+ 1)

ti,q, VRN

(a= 2 (dj=vi)l2 (a= 3 (dj=1;))%;(1)T
N, JEN;

JEN;
St (o 5 (65-9)%(n) " =0,
JEN;
a—>> (=) =1,
JEN;

where
filti,a, 05,105, 7 + 1) =t; + a(Ri(7)* — %:(7)%:(7)")
~ ~ -2 ~ ~
+ ) 0% = di?) + > wi(diy = %(1)%;(m)")
JEN; JEN;
and « is the dual variable associated with the inequalityl (44)hia Lagrange functionp; and
1; are the dual variables associated with the inequalitie} i(#&he Lagrange function.

Let R?(T + 1) denote the upper bound of the squared position estimation ef sensor: at
the (7 + 1)-th iteration, i.e.,

| i = %;(T + 1) |’< R} (7 + 1) (49)

whereR?(7 +1) equals to the optimal value ¢f(t;, o, ¢, ¥;, 7+1). If || R2(7+1) — R?(7) ||I<

¢, Wheree is a very small constant, we regard the position estimateeoba i as having

converged to a steady state, and mark it as ‘localized’. Hiienation of sensoi’s position will

be terminated. The network localization will be terminatéaen all the sensors are ‘localized’.
The procedures of the distributed estimation includingdiahiestimation are illustrated in

Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 : Distributed Algorithm
1: for i=1ton do

Initial distance bound estimation:
Computed,, andd,y, Vk € V,, as [3B) and{34).

Initial position estimation:

: end for

2
3
4
5. Computex;(0) using [40).
6
7: lterative position estimation:
8
9

: repeat
for all i € V, [in parallel] do
10: Update sensoi’s positionX;(7) as [4T).
11: if || R2(7 + 1) — R2(7) ||< e then
12: Mark sensori as ‘localized’.
13: end if
14:  end for

15: T=174+1

16: until All sensors are ‘localized’

C. Convergence Analysis

A key convergence property of Algorithm 1 is provided by tleldwing theorem.
Theorem 1
T Let {X(7)}>,,7 € V., be the sequence of sensd& position estimates generated by Algo-
rithm 1 and let the corresponding upper bounds of the squawsdion estimation errors be

{R?(1)}>2,. Then for everyr, we have

R2(t +1) < R¥(1) (50)

and
lim (B3(7 +1) = B(7)) = 0 (51)

and
Th_{go | X(7+1) = X(7) ||=0 (52)

Proof:
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For sensor, at the(r + 1)-th iteration, we have

R (r+1)=min max {A;—2yX +%XX } (53)
Xi (¥4,04)€Qi(T)

where
Qi(7) = {(¥i Ai) :A; = 2y%:(7)" + %(T)X (1) < Ri(7)?
di? < 9,(7) < dy Vi €N,
Ai >y}

By changing the order of optimization and solving the miraation part, in a similar way with

(38), the maximization part becomes

RIt+1)= A —vyy! 54
((T+1) . A0 (T)( yiYi) (54)

The optimal value ofy; is X;(7 + 1) in (47). Then, we have
RI(14+1) = max (A; —X(7+ D)%(7 + 1)) (55)

A;e8i(T)
where
SZ(T) = {Az . Az — 2)22(’7' + 1)XZ(T)T + )A(Z(T))A(Z(’T)T S Ri(’T)Z
di? < A= 2%(r + D35(1)T + %5(1)%(r)T < diy Vi €N

P>

Let ui(r) = Ri(7)? + 2%:(r + 1)%i(7)7 — %i(r)%:(7)T andu(7) = dyy. + 2% (7 + 1)%;(7)T —
X;(7)%;(7)7; then the value ofR?(7 + 1) is
R (1 + 1) = min{u;(7), uj(7),Vj € Ni} — X;(7 + D%i(7 + 1)T
< (1) = Xi(7 + DX (7 + 1)7
= R (1)~ || (T + 1) = %i(7) |? (56)

Straightforwardly, we can easily obtain {50). By recursiome have

Ri(r+1) < R} (r)— | S(r + 1) = Xi(7) |P< - S RF0) = Y[ %(+1) =%() [P (57)
=0

Since R?(t + 1) > 0, we have}_ || X;(I + 1) — %X;(1) ||* < R?(0), which means an infinite sum

=1
of non-negative values is bounded. Therefdre] (52) must.hol
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From (56),Vj € N, if lim u;(7) < lim w;(7),

T—00
. 2 _ - _ % e T
Tlggo Ri(t+1)= T11_>r£10§r€1}\1/1 wii (T 4+ 1) = X(1 + DX(7 + 1)
. . 2 ~ S 2

If lim w;;(7) > lim w;(7),
T—+00 T—00

lim R?(7 +1) = lim u;(7) — %(7 + DX(r + 1)"

= lim R} (r) — || (7 +1) = %(7) | (59)
Since lim x;(7+1) = lim X;(7),Vi € V,, from (&88) and[(59), we always havén R?(1+1) =
lim R?(7). Thus [51) holds. |

Remark 2
Theorem 1 shows that the upper bounds of the position estimartrors generated by Algorithm

1,ie.,{R?1)}>,, Vi € V,, are non-increasing positive sequences. When oo, R?(7) will
converge to a fixed value, not necessarily 0, &ftd) satisfieslim || x;(7)—x; ||>’< lim R?(7).

T—00 T—00
The converged value at?(t) is determined by the network configuration and measurement

errors.

D. Computational Complexity and Communication Cost

In the initial estimation, a sensor only needs to broaddssnecessary information once. The
information that sensoi broadcasts to its neighbors {g;, die, ni }, Vk € N,,. Therefore, the
communication cost for senseris 3m | N;; |. The computational cost comes from the SDP
problem in [39), in which there aren + 1 scalar variables to be optimized. The computational
complexity of initial estimation i) (m?).

In the iterative estimation, at each iteration, for sensdahe computational cost comes from
the SDP problem in((48), in which there atg\V;| + 2 scalar variables to be optimized, and the
number of scalar inequality constraint2isV;| +2, the number of LMI constraints is, the size
of the LMI is at most3 x 3. Therefore, the computational complexity 6f(48)as|N;|?) [40].
The communication cost at each iteration for sensoomes from the information exchange.
Senori needs to send its position estimate at each iteration toeighbor nodes. For 2-D

localization, the communication cost for sensas proportional to2|\;|.
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VIlI. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we conduct extensive simulations to itatst the performance of the relaxed
estimation in Sectiof IV, denoted by MinMax-SDP, and theritigted algorithm in Section VI,
denoted by Dis-MinMax.

A. Performance of Centralized Algorithm

To investigate the performance of our proposed central@gdrithm, we first compare our
algorithm with three centralized algorithms when the measent errors follow two well-known
distributions, i.e., uniform distribution and Gaussiastdbution [27]; second, we consider a
mixture error model with Gaussian distributed errors agialand uniformly distributed errors
as outliers; third, we test the performance of our proposgarithm using the experimental data
provided by Patwaret al. in [13].

Our simulations are conducted in a unit square area. In tieg, 80 sensors with unknown
positions are randomly deployed using a uniform distriinutialong with four anchors whose
positions are known a&—-0.3, —0.3), (0.3, —-0.3), (—0.3,0.3) and (0.3,0.3). To guarantee the
unique localizability of this network, we set the sensingga of each node aB = 0.5.

1) Measurement error follows uniform or Gaussian distribat In this part we compare
MinMax-SDP with three centralized algorithme) SDP in [31], which minimizes the norm of
the error between the squared range measurements and #redgange estimatels) ESDP in
[29], which involves a further relaxation of SDP, and is addecomputational complexity than
SDP;c) E-ML in [27], which is an MLE with ESDP relaxation.

In order to show the robustness to measurement error digtits, we consider two scenarios:
1) the measurement errors are uniformly distributed ; 2)ntfeasurement errors are Gaussian
distributed. That is, the actual measurement errors aegrdéted in accord with these statistics,
but our algorithm runs under the assumption that the ern@rdimited by a fixed known bound.
The bound will be related to the statistics of the actual mesment errors.

Fig.[2 shows the localization results when the measurenmeottseare uniformly distributed
in [—v,v] and~ = 0.02. We can see that the localization errors of the four algorithare
all very small. The root mean squared error (RMSE) of MinN&DP is slightly higher than
SDP, but smaller than ESDP and E-ML. However, wheincreases td).1, from Fig.[3, all
of SDP, ESDP, and E-ML collapse, because the projection gi-dimension solution onto a
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lower dimension results in points getting ‘crowded’ togatlwvhen measurement errors become
large [31]. MinMax-SDP can still work with increased loaation error. The reason behind
this phenomenon is that when the measurement errors are lang proposed algorithm can
guarantee that the estimation error is bounded as shownZn wever, SDP, ESDP and
E-ML are known to collapse when the measurement errors bedarge [18]. When we set
a larger measurement error bound, the worst-case measuremer would be larger and the
probability for getting larger measurement errors inoesag herefore, our proposed algorithm
outperforms SDP, ESDP and E-ML when the measurement errgrdobecomes large.

To compare the statistical performance of these algoritlivesconduct 50 Monte Carlo trials.
Fig. [4 shows the RMSEs of these four algorithms under differaeasurement error bounds,
from which, we can see, MinMax-SDP performs the best, andatheantage is much more
obvious when the measurement error bound becomes largen YWb measurement errors follow
Gaussian distribution, with zero-mean and variance’ashe measurement error bound utilized
in MinMax-SDP is taken ag = 30. The only information about the measurement errors for
MinMax-SDP, SDP and ESDP is the bound, while E-ML has full\lemige of the measurement
error distribution. From the RMSEs shown in Hig. 5, we canthaéthe performance of MinMax-
SDP is comparable with that of E-ML, and much better than tie&@DP and ESDP.

By comparing Figl b with Fid.14, we find that, MinMax-SDP perfe better than E-ML when
the measurement errors are uniformly distributed, whatgesforms worse than E-ML when the
measurement errors are Gaussian distributed. At the fghkt,ghis result appears to be counter-
intuitive because E-ML, which has accurate knowledge ofrttemsurement error distribution,
should deliver better performance than the proposed scirebwth cases. We offer the following
explanation for the observed result. When the measuremearseare uniformly distributed, all
positions within the feasible regio@ occur with equal probability. An ML-based estimator
cannot differentiate these positions and therefore maymeany position within this feasible
region as the position estimate. In comparison, our algarivill only deliver the best position
estimate that minimizes the worst-case estimation errerthhe one resembling the Chebyshev
center. Therefore when the measurement errors are unyfaistributed, the proposed algorithm
delivers better performance than an ML-based estimatorenMine measurement errors are
Gaussian distributed, all positions within the feasiblgioa occur with different probabilities.

In this situation, the accurate knowledge of the measureragnr distribution, which forms
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Fig. 2. Localization results under uniformly distributecdasurement errors, where the triangles denote the anctherstars

denote the true sensors’ positions and circles denote tireatded sensors’ positions. Measurement error boyre 0.02.

the basis of E-ML estimator, can be exploited to deliver dvgpierformance than the proposed
scheme, which does not rely on such knowledge.

2) Mixture measurement error modeln practice, the measurement errors may not perfectly
fit a statistical distribution, among which, usually thergsesome outliers. In the simulation, the
inliers follow a zero-mean Gaussian distribution with stard deviationr, and the outliers are
uniformly distributed in[—3c, 30]. Fig.[8 compares the performance of MinMax-SDP algorithm
with E-ML. In MinMax-SDP, the error bound = 3¢. In E-ML, the measurement errors are
taken as Gaussian distributed with zero-mean and standsidtidn o. The ratio denotes the
ratio between the number of uniformly distributed errord #me number of Gaussian distributed
errors. We can see, when number of the outliers is smallyuéio = 0.1 in our figure, E-ML is
better than MinMax-SDP whea < 0.08, but worse than MinMax-SDP when > 0.08. When
the ratio increases t0.5, we can see the performance of MinMax-SDP is slightly chdnget

the performance of E-ML is much worse than that whemio = 0.1. We can conclude that
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Fig. 4. RMSEs under uniformly distributed measurementrsrmath different bounds in 50 trials.

MinMax-SDP is more robust to the changes of the measurememt distributions than E-ML.
3) Experimental evaluationin this part, we use experimental data providedlin [13] ta tes
the performance of MinMax-SDP. In the experiment, there fatg devices placed near the
corners in the area and 40 devices to be localized. The nmezasats utilized for localization
are TOA measurements, of which, the measurement errorseapenzean Gaussian distributed
with standard deviatioar = 6.1ns. Since the signal transmission spee@ known, the range

measurements can be easily obtained. In MinMax-SDP, thgeraneasurement error bound
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Localization results with mixture measurement ermmdel, i.e., Gaussian distributed errors as inliers aritbunly

is 3orv. We assume that the sensing range of each devickR is 5m, and build up the

corresponding connectivity matrix. Only the measureméetsveen the connected devices are

used for localization. The localization results of MinM&BP and E-ML are shown in Fig.

[7(a) and Fig[ 7(B) respectively. Fig. 7(c) compares the CDEhe position estimation errors
of MinMax-SDP and E-ML. We can see the performance of MinN&DP, which only uses

the measurement error bound, is comparable with that of EAMiich takes advantage of the

statistical distribution of the measurement errors.
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position error
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Fig. 7. Experimental localization results under Gaussiatriduted measurement errors, where the triangles dehetanchors,

the stars denote the true positions of the sensors and ttlescitenote the estimated positions.



28

B. Performance of Distributed Algorithm
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Fig. 8. Localization performance of Dis-MinMax under Gaassdistributed measurement errors

In the simulations about the performance of Dis-MinMax, ve¢ four anchors be placed
at (—0.5,-0.5), (0.5,—0.5), (—0.5,0.5), (0.5,0.5), and the sensors with unknown positions
be randomly deployed using a uniform distribution in a umjt&e area. Three scenarios are
considereda) n = 50 and R = 0.5; b)) n = 100 and R = 0.3; ¢) n = 200 and R = 0.2.
The measurement errors follow a zero-mean Gaussian distnh with standard deviation as
o = 0.02. The error bound is set ag = 30. Fig. compares the RMSEs of the position
estimates obtained by MinMax-SDP and Dis-MinMax. We canteeeRMSESs obtained by Dis-
MinMax converge very quickly and the converged value ishdligsmaller than that obtained
by the centralized algorithm. Though MinMax-SDP and DisaMax are both minimizing the
worst-case estimation error, they are tackled in diffengays, which results in the difference
between the converged value obtained by the distributeatithgn and the RMSESs obtained by
the centralized algorithm. Fif. 8[a) also illustrates teeation process of the upper bound for the
RMSE, which is defined ag Zn%w From Fig[8(d), we can see that the upper bound for the
RMSE also quickly converges. The localization results wtiennumber of sensors increases to
100 and 200 are shown in Hig.8|(b) and Fig.B(c), from whichcese observe similar performance
with that shown in Fig[ 8(&). Therefore, Dis-MinMax is sdd&ato a larger number of nodes.

We then compare the localization performance of Dis-Minhath other exiting distributed
algorithms:a) E-ML with ADMM in [27], which is a distributed implementatioof aforemen-
tioned E-ML and can converge with a sublinear rateECHO in [38], which uses barycentric
coordinates to express the positions in a linear form andccawerge to the true positions in

error-free casey) SNLRS in [49], which divides the entire network into seveogkrlapping
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TABLE |

ANALYTICAL COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHMS

Dis-MinMax | E-ML with ADMM ECHO SNLRS

Size of convex problem| 2|A;|+2 | 7|Nj;| + 2|NVia| + 3 | not applicablg not applicable

Computational complexity O(|N;|?) O(N; ) O(INi]) O(IN:])

Communication cost 2|5 9N | 2|5 [N

subnetworks, in which the sensors are localized via SDBertively. The global coordinates of
sensor position estimates in each subnetwork are obtammedgh rigid registration. SNLRS is a
variant of distributed SDP. Tablé | compares the computaticomplexities and communication
costsper iteration of different distributed algorithms. In this table); | denotes the number of
sensori’s neighboring nodegV;;| denotes the number of sensors among seisareighboring
nodes, and\;,| denotes the number of anchors among se'soneighboring nodes. We can
find the computational complexity of ECHO is smaller thanttbf Dis-MinMax and E-ML
with ADMM. The computational complexities of Dis-MinMax drE-ML with ADMM are of
the same order. The communication costs of Dis-MinMax andHB8Gare equal and smaller
than that of E-ML with ADMM. It should be noted that in SNLRShet sensors in each
subnetwork are actually locally localized in a centralizgdy. With regard to SNLRS, table
[ only shows the computational complexities and commuigcatostsper iteration during
the position refinement using gradient-based search dfeeglobal rigid registration. Fid.]9
compares the localization results of these distributedrélgms. In Fig.[®, both Dis-MinMax
and E-ML with ADMM can converge very fast, SNLRS convergesriare than100 iterations
and ECHO converges in more thdg® iterations. Moreover, the converged value of RMSE
obtained by Dis-MinMax is much lower than those obtained theothree algorithms. We can

conclude that the performance of Dis-MinMax is the best agnibvese four algorithms.

VIIl. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we investigate a network localization probleith unknown and bounded
measurement errors. We formulate this problem as a nonegooptimization problem to min-

imize the worst-case localization error. Through relao@tiwe transform the non-convex op-
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Dis-MinMax
E-ML with ADMM

iteration

Fig. 9. Comparison of RMSEs obtained by Dis-MinMax, E-ML evDMM, ECHO and SNLRS under Gaussian distributed
measurement errors, whese= 0.02, n = 100 and R = 0.3.

timization problem into a convex optimization problem, wwbodual problem can be solved
through semidefinite programming. We give a geometricarpretation of our problem and
prove that the localization error of our proposed algoritisnupper bounded. Furthermore, we
propose a distributed algorithm, along with an initial e&ttion algorithm. The convergence of
the distributed algorithm is also proved. Extensive simiokes show that both the centralized
MinMax-SDP and Dis-MinMax can perform very well without thstatistical knowledge of
measurement errors.

In this paper, we only consider the localization problemhwibunded range measurements.
One interesting extension of this work would be studying lthealization problem with other
forms of measurements, e.g., AOA, RSS, TDOA, etc., or hybr@hsurements with unknown

and bounded measurement errors.
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