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Abstract

We consider a robust state space filtering problem in the case that the transition probability density is unknown
and possibly degenerate. The resulting robust filter has a Kalman-like structure and solves a minimax game: the
nature selects the least favorable model in a prescribed ambiguity set which also contains non-Gaussian probability
densities, while the other player designs the optimum filter for the least favorable model. It turns out that the resulting
robust filter is characterized by a Riccati-like iteration evolving on the cone of the positive semidefinite matrices.
Moreover, we study the convergence of such iteration in the case that the nominal model is with constant parameters
on the basis of the contraction analysis in the same spirit of Bougerol. Finally, some numerical examples show that

the proposed filter outperforms the standard Kalman filter.

Index Terms
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I. INTRODUCTION

As a classic estimation algorithm, the standard Kalman filter is extensively used. However, it may perform poorly
in the case that the actual model does not coincide with the nominal one. For such a reason, manifold robust versions
of the Kalman filter have been considered, see for instance [1]-[5].

In particular, risk sensitive Kalman filters [6]-[10] have been proposed in order to address model uncertainty. The
latter consider an exponential quadratic loss function rather than the standard quadratic loss function. This means
that large errors are severely penalized according to the so called risk sensitivity parameter. Hereafter, these robust
Kalman filters have been proved to be equivalent to solve a minimax problem, [11]-[14]. More precisely, there are

two players. One player, say nature, selects the least favorable model in a prescribed ambiguity set which is a ball
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about the nominal model and whose radius reflects the amount of uncertainty in respect to the nominal model. The
other player designs the optimum filter according to the least favorable model.

Recently, instead of concentrating the entire model uncertainty in a single relative entropy constraint, a new
paradigm of risk sensitive filters has been proposed in [15]-[20]. The latter characterizes the uncertainty using
separate constraints to each time increment of the model. In other words, the ambiguity set is specified at each time
step by forming a ball, in the Kullback-Leibler (KL) topology, about the nominal model, [15], [21]. It is worth noting
this ball can be defined by using also the Tau-divergence family, [22], [23]. These filters, however, are well defined
only in the case that the nominal and the actual transition probability density functions are non-degenerate. This
guarantees that the corresponding distorted Riccati iteration evolves on the cone of the positive definite matrices.

Unfortunately, in many practical applications, like weather forecasting and oceanography, the standard Kalman
filter fails to work. More precisely, the Riccati iteration produces numerical covariance matrices which are indefinite
because of their large dimension. This issue is typically addressed by resorting to a low-rank Kalman algorithm
[24].

The contribution of this paper is to extend the robust paradigm in [15] to the case in which the transition probability
density is possibly degenerate. Some preliminary results can be found in [25]. Within our framework, degenerate
Gaussian probability densities could be also involved in the dynamic game. Accordingly, the resulting robust Kalman
filter corresponds to a low-rank risk sensitive Riccati iteration. Although low-rank and distorted Riccati iterations
have been widely studied in the literature, e.g. [26]-[30], our iteration appears to be new. Then, we also derive the
least favorable model over a finite simulation horizon. Last but not least, we study the convergence of the distorted
Riccati iteration in the case that the nominal model has constant parameters by means of the contraction analysis,
[31]. It turns out that the convergence is guaranteed if the nominal model is stabilizable, the reachable subspace is
observable and the ambiguity set is “small”.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section II discusses the low-rank robust static estimation problem where
the ambiguity set is characterized by a relative entropy constraint and possibly contains degenerate densities. The
robust Kalman filtering problem is presented in Section III. The latter is then reformulated as a static minimax game
in Section IV. In Section V, we derive the corresponding least favorable model. Section VI regards the convergence
of the proposed low-rank robust Kalman filter in the case of constant parameters. In Section VII some numerical
examples are provided. Finally, we draw the conclusions in Section VIIL

Notation: The image, the kernel and the trace of matrix K are denoted by Im(K), ker(K) and tr(K), respectively.
Given a symmetric matrix K: K > 0 (K > 0) means that K is positive (semi)definite; o, (K) is the maximum
eigenvalue of K; K+ and det™ (/) denote the pseudo inverse and the pseudo determinant of I, respectively. The
Kronecker product between two matrices K and V' is denoted by K @ V. x ~ N (m, K) means that x is a Gaussian
random variable with mean m and covariance matrix K. Q" is the vector space of symmetric matrices of dimension
n; Q7 denotes the cone of positive definite symmetric matrices of dimension n, while Qi’}r denotes its closure.
The diagonal matrix whose elements in the main diagonal are aq,as,...,a, is denoted by diag(ay,as,...ay);

Tp(Ay, As, ..., Ay) denotes the block upper triangular Toeplitz matrix whose first block row is [A; Ay ... A, ].
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II. LOW-RANK ROBUST STATIC ESTIMATION

Consider the problem to estimate a random vector x € R™ from an observation vector y € RP. We assume
that the nominal probability density function of z := [2" 3T ] is f(2) ~ N (m., K.) where the mean vector

m, € R™P and the covariance matrix K, € Qiﬂ’ are such that

m K, K
m, = ¢ ; K, = ¢ Y
My Kyz Ky
Moreover, we assume that K, is possibly a singular matrix and such that rank(K,) = r 4+ p with » < n and

K, > 0. Therefore, f(z) is possibly a degenerate density whose support is the r + p-dimensional affine subspace
A={m,+v, velm(K,)}
and
f(2) = [(2m)* det™ (i)
X exp [—;(z—mz)TKj (z—mz)} . .
Let f(z) ~ N (., K,) denote the actual probability density function of z and we assume that rank(K) = 7+ p.

Accordingly,

f(z) = [(277)7"+p det™ (Kz):| —-1/2

L 2)
X exp [—2 (z—m.) Kf(z— mz)]

with support A = {7, + v, v € Im(K.)}. We use the KL-divergence to measure the deviation between the
nominal probability density function f(z) and the actual one f (z). Since the KL-divergence is not able to measure
the “deterministic” deviations, we have to assume that the two probability density functions have the same support,

ie. A= A. In other words, we have to impose that:
Im (K.) = Im(K.), Am, € Im (K.) (3)

where Am, = 1, — m.. Hence, under assumption (3), the KL-divergence between f(z) and f(z) is defined as

D(f,f)= / In (f (2) ) f(z)dz. (@)

A \f(z)

Then, if we substitute (1) and (2) in (4), we obtain
1

D(f,f) =3 [AmZTKjAmZ +1Indet™ (K.)
~Indet™(K.) + tr (Kjf{z> —(r +p)] .

Lemma 1. Let f(z) ~ N (m.,K.) and f(z) ~ N (1., K.) be Gaussian and possibly degenerate probability

density functions with the same r + p-dimensional support A. Let
U= {m, e R"P st m, —m, € Im(K,)}

V={K.ec Q"7 st Im(K,) =Im(K.)}.
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Then, D(f, f) is strictly convex with respect to m, € U and K.eVvn Qiﬂj, Moreover, D(f, f) > 0 and equality
holds if and only if f = f

Proof: Let U, be a matrix whose columns form an orthonormal basis for Im(K). Moreover, we define
K =U.K.U] and K! = U.K,U,. Since f(z) and f(z) have the same support, then K, and 7, are such that
Im(K,) = Im(K.) and Am, € Tm(K). Thus, D(f, f) is strictly convex in K, € VN Qn+p if and only if it is

strictly convex in K re Q’:rp . Then, it is not difficult to see that
~ 1 .
D(f. f) =5 [AmIUT (KD ™' Uelm, + (K ' K)
~ Indet((K5) 1K) — (r+p)

which is strictly convex in K} € Qiﬂo , see [32]. Hence, we proved the strict convexity of D( f ,f) in K. €
20 Qiﬂ’ . Using similar reasonings, we can conclude that D( 1, f) is strictly convex in m. € U. Finally, the
unique minimum of D( 1, f) with respect to fis given by the stationary conditions m, = m, and K. =K., ie.

f = f. Since D(f, f) = 0, we conclude that D(f, f) > 0 and equality holds if and only if f = f. O

In what follows, we assume that f is known while f is not and both have the same support. Then, we assume

that f belongs to the ambiguity set, i.e. a “ball”:

B={f~N(.,K.) st D(f, f) < c}

where ¢ > 0, hereafter called tolerance, represents the radius of this ball. It is worth noting that f is usually
estimated from measured data. More precisely, we fix a parametric and Gaussian model class M, then we select
f € M according to the maximum likelihood principle. Thus, when the length of the data is sufficiently large, we
have
f ~ argmin D(f, f)
fem

under standard hypotheses. Therefore, the uncertainty on f is naturally defined by B, i.e. the actual model f satisfies
the constraint f € B with ¢ = D( . f ). Finally, an estimate of ¢ is given by ¢ = D(f, f) where f is estimated from
measured data using a model class M sufficiently “large”, i.e. it contains many candidate models having diverse
features.

In view of Lemma 1, B is a convex set. We consider the robust estimator # = ¢%(y) solving the following
minimax problem

(f%9°) = argmmr}rgggJ(f, 9) 5

where

T(F.9) = 57 [l — 9|

/||x— W2 F(2)dz.

G is the set of estimators for which E [llz — g(y)||?] is bounded with respect to all the Gaussian densities in 8.

August 26, 2021 DRAFT



Theorem 1. Let f be a Gaussian (possibly degenerate) density defined as in (1) with K, > 0. Then, the least

favorable Gaussian density 0 is with mean vector and covariance matrix

My Ky. Ky

so that, only the covariance of x is perturbed. Then, the Bayesian estimator

9°(y) = Go (y — my) + ma,
with Go = Ky K/ L, solves the robust estimation problem. The nominal posterior covariance matrix of x given ¥y
is given by
P:=K, — Koy K, ' Ky,. 9]
while the least favorable one is:
P= (Pt = X\'HTH)*
where H' € R™ " is a matrix whose columns form an orthonormal basis for Tm(P). Moreover; there exists a

unique Lagrange multiplier \ > 0 paz(P) > 0 such that ¢ = D(f°, f).

Proof: The saddle point of J must satisfy the conditions

J(f.9") < I(f% %) < I(f9) (8)

for all f € B and g € G. The second inequality in (8) is based on the fact that the Bayesian estimator ¢g° minimizes
J( 1o, -). Therefore, it remains to prove the first inequality in (8).

Notice that the minimizer of J(f,-) is

where

Moreover, J(f,g*) = 1/2tr(P) where P := K, — szkglkyz Since Im(K,) = Im(K.), then Im(P) =
Im(P) =Im(H"). Let H" € R"*(»~") be a matrix whose columns form an orthonormal basis for the orthogonal
complement of Im(P) in R™. Then, H" H 4+ H" H = I,,. Therefore,

1 ORI 1 -
J(f9") =5 tr(P(H'H+H"H)) = 3 tr(PH " H)

1
2

Ef [ H(z — g(y))I°]-

This means that the maximization problem can be formulated by reducing the dimension of the random vector z,
i.e. we take
T H 0
T -
Y 0 I
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and z = U, z,. The nominal and actual reduced densities are, respectively, f. ~ N (m:, Kt) and fo ~ N'(m, Kt)
where mt = Uy, mt = Ugn., K = UK, UJ, K} = U.JK.U.. Accordingly, the maximization of .J(-, g°) is
equivalent to the maximization J( fe, g°) = Ef [lze—g% (y)]|?] where fe € B, := {fe ~ N(m%, KY) s.t. D(fe, fo) <
c}, ¢¥ .= Hg" and

D(fer f0) =3 [(AmS)T (K™ Amé + (KD~ K)

—Indet((K%)1KY) — (r + p)}

where Am} = m} —m}. Since K} > 0 and f(; > 0, by Theorem 1 in [15], [21] (see also [25]), we have that the

maximizer f0 has mean m?! and covariance matrix

ae_ | KEOKG,
: K;m Ky

where Kt = P* + K} K 'K}, with

Pr=((P)" =)
P*:= HPHT" >0 and A > 0,,4,(PF) > 0 is the unique solution to
%{m det P* — Indet P* + tr((P)'P* — I,)} = c. )
We conclude that the least favorable density fo (z) has mean and covariance matrix as in (6). Moreover,

K,=H'K.H=H'PH+H K} K, 'K} H
=P =Koy
and

P=HT(P) ' = \'I)'H=(Pt - X\'H "H)*".
Finally, Equation (9) can be written in terms of P and P:

1 - .

5{n det"P —Indet™ P+ tr(PtP - I,)} = ¢

where A\ > pnae(HPH ) = 0as (P).

Remark 1. If P > 0 then f is a non-degenerate density. In such a case, Theorem 1 still holds and: the pseudo
inverse is replaced by the inverse; moreover, H T H becomes the identity matrix. Therefore, we recover the robust

static estimation problem proposed in [21].

Remark 2. In Problem (5) we could add the constraint rank(G) < ¢, with ¢ < r, i.e. the estimator g(y) represents
a layered linear feedforward neural network with one low-dimensional hidden layer. Following the reasonings in
[33], it is possible to characterize ¢° in terms of f however, it is not possible to characterize fo in terms of g°.
In plain words, the introduction of such a constraint does not allow to characterize the saddle point for Problem
(5). Most importantly, this constraint destroys the convexity of the set G, so that the saddle point approach to the

minimax problem is not applicable.
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IITI. LOW-RANK ROBUST KALMAN FILTER
We consider a nominal Gauss-Markov state space model of the form

Ter1 =  Apxy + Brvg (10)
yr = Cixy + Dyvy

where z; € R” is the state vector, y; € RP is the measurement vector, A, € R"*", B, € R"*(m+p) (C, ¢ RP*",
Dy € RPX(m+p) 4, ¢ R™*P is normalized WGN and 7; + p := rank([B, D/ ]") < n + p. Without loss of
generality we can assume that [ B,” D] |7 € R("+P)x("+P) and it is a full column rank matrix and v; € R7++P,
Indeed, if this is not the case there always exists a lower dimensional equivalent representation of v, for which
the previous hypothesis holds. Finally, we make the standard assumption that D; D, is positive definite. We define
z = (21 y! |7, Let fo(xo) and ¢y(z|z;) denote the probability density of xy and z, conditioned on
respectively. An equivalent representation of model (10) in the finite interval 0 < ¢ < T is given by the nominal

joint probability density

T
[ (Xri1,Y7) = fo (2o H (z¢|z)

where ) ) ) }
Zo Yo
X141 = x4 Yr=1 y

L ZT+1 | L YT |

It is worth noting that ¢;(z¢|x;) is a degenerate conditional probability density in the case that r, < n. Let 4; denote
the support of ¢,. Notice that .4; depends on x;. We assume that the actual model over the interval 0 < ¢ < T is

described by the joint probability
} T
F (X741, Yr) = fo (2o H CAEDE

Moreover, we assume that the support of ¢ (z|z;) is A. In this way f(Xp,1,Y7) and f(Xp 1, Yr) have the

same support, say A. Accordingly, we can measure their mismatch through the KL divergence

D(fv f) = /Afln <§> dXT+1dYT.

Following reasonings similar to the ones in [15], it is not difficult to see that

T
D(f.f) = D(fo. fo) +Y_ D(¢r. 1) (11)

@

= /~ ft(xt)ﬁf)t(zt\xt)ln <¢ ) dzedxy,
Ay A ¢

where

D(éta ¢t) =
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and ft(xt) denotes the actual marginal density of x; whose support is denoted by A
Assume to know the nominal model (10), and thus f(X7.y1,Yr), while the actual one does not. In view of the

decomposition in (11) and given Y;_;, we can assume that bt belongs to the following convex ambiguity set:

B; == {Qgt s.t. E [In (m) < Ct}

= ét (2t|$t)
oo (S bl

= /A " Qgt (Zt|xt) ft (zt|Yt_1) hl (m) dthIEt

and A; denotes the support of ft(:ct|Y},1). In plain words, the ambiguity set is expressed incrementally by forming

Yi1

where

a ball, in the KL topology, about the nominal model and placing an upper bound c; on its radius. Then, we consider

the robust estimator of x;y; given Y; solving the following dynamic minimax game:

#y41 = argmin max Jy (¢, g;) (12)
gt€G: P+EB:

where 1
JGes90) = 5B [llwes = ge () P [Yeon

2
1 ) -
=3 [ b = a0 G
Ay J A
X fy (24| Y1) dzeday;

G, denotes the class of estimators with finite second-order moments with respect to all the densities QNSt (zt|zr) ft (2¢]Yi—1)

such that ét € B;. Note that &t must satisfy the constraint:
Ii(ds) 2 / bt (zelze) fi (2e|Yio1) dzeday = 1. (13)
At .At

Lemma 2. For a fixed estimator g, € Gy, the density d;t (z¢|zt) € By having support A, that maximizes the objective
function

Ji(i,9) =E [Hﬂﬁtﬂ - gt(yt)||2 |Yt71}

under the constraint D((]Et, @¢) < ¢ is given by

1

~ 1
¢(t) = m exXp (2)% lze+1 — ge(ye) 2) Pt (14)

Moreover, My () is the normalizing constant such that (13) holds. Finally, for ¢; > 0 sufficiently small, there exists

a unique N, > 0 such that D(¢), ¢;) = ¢;.
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Proof: For a given g;, the Lagrangian for the constrained optimization problem takes the form:
Lt(qztv )\tv ,ut)
=Ji(be, 9¢) + Aelce — Dy, d1)) + pe(1 — L))

1 - -
:5 / / |41 —gt(yt)H2¢tft (w¢]Y3—1) dzeday
At At

+ N\ <ct _/A i <;~Stft (2¢]Yi—1) In (i) dztdxt)

+ [t <1 - / b1 fi (x¢|Yi—1) dth$t>
Ay J A

where \; > 0. In order to maximize Lt(qgt, At, f4¢) with respect to <Z~5t, we need to prove it is concave in q~5t. The

first and second variation of L; with respect to ¢~>t along the direction 5¢~>t are, respectively,
6Lt(d~)t7 Aty bt 5@)

1 S
=§/v / lzer1 — ge (o)1 664 fi (x4|Yi1) dzeday
Ay J AL

+ A\ (— /A i 6q~5tft (2¢]Y;—1)In (ii) dzydx

_/v fe (ﬂfth—l)(ngtdztdxt)
M / 5 f (2¢|Yi—1) dzedxy
+ J A
5L2(q3t7)\t,ut;5<5t2)

27 1
M / , / 607 fi (wa[Yi1) —dzda.
A J A o8

Notice that 5q§t(~|xt) is a function whose support is A;. Then, under the assumption that ¢; > 0 in A; and \; > 0,
we have that the second variation is negative for any 8¢ # 0. So Ly is strictly concave in ®¢. This implies that
the point of maximum is given by imposing the stationarity condition 5L(<5t, Ats [t (5(;3,5) = 0 for all functions d¢;

(having support 4,) which implies

[; |2+ — g¢ (ye)||> — AeIn < ) — A= ]

X fi (x| Yi_1)

Accordingly, for any z; € A;, the maximum ¢ is such that

In (ii) = 21\7& |zt — ge(ye)|* — In My ()

where
e
t

In Mt()\t) = 14+

Thus,

~ 1
0 __ 2
¢ = i = (g o = 00 )17 o
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10

and My ();) must satisfy condition (13):

/ L exp (| oIl
IR B
N Mt()\t) P 2N t+1 — 9t \Yt

X¢t.ft (It‘Yt—l) dthIt =1

1
My () Z/V / exp (2)\ lzer1 — g¢ (%)2) o}
A J A, ¢
X ]Et (.’L’t|Y;5,1)dth$t.

so that

In order to find the unique Lagrange multiplier \; > 0 satisfying the inequality constraint, we consider
0 9
&y ft (¢]Yi—1)In g dzidzxy

t

A J A

-[ ] (35 hovss = a0 I = 2 ) )

X &?ﬁ (2¢]Y;—1) dzeday

D@.o) = [

1 -
=5 (¢?,gt) “ M, (A).

Notice that d
di)\t hl M t ()\t)

. / / exp (| ()|
= xp | —— ||rer1 —
2)\% M, ()\t) 4, p I t+1 — gt \Yt

X ¢efe (2|Yeor) oot — ge (ye)||? dzdey

1 - -

! / / lzess — gt I Fi (2e]Yior) drdzeday
208 J 4, Ja,

1

= )\*%Jt (&?,gt(yt))
so that
Kt ()\t) £ D (Q;?, ¢t) = _)\tdiAt In Mt ()\t) —In (Mt ()\t)) .

Then, the derivative of x; (\;) is given by:

driy &2 d
P N mM, -2 mm,
d, v T,

1[d [,d 1 d -
(el ) =2 (0
A [dAt (At o tﬂ Ny (‘bt’gt)

1 -
—wﬂ‘: [(lzee1 — ge(we) 1P

~ 2
& e — sl 1)) i <o

Therefore, x; (A;) is a monotone decreasing function. Notice that when \; — oo, we have QNS? — ¢4, so that
kt(00) = 0. Accordingly, if ¢; is sufficiently small, then ¢; is in the range of ;. Therefore, there exists a unique

A¢ > 0 such that Kft()\t) = C¢. O]
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11

Once we get the function q@?, the estimator g; € G; minimizing the objective function Jt(c/;?, g+) is given by
Bre1 =97 (y) = E[zi41]Yi]

=/ €Ct+1ft+1 ($t+1|Yt)d$t+1
A

*
t

15)

where

f (xe41|Y2) = fAt gg(t) (Zt|xt)ft(zt‘yt—1)dxt
t+1 t+1]4¢ fAt fAf** a)g (Zt|$t) f~t (xt‘Yt—l) dxt+1d$t7

A is the support of f,(2,41|Y;) and A}* is defined as follows: 2,4, € A** if and only if there exists at least one

y; for which [z, v/ |T € A,

IV. LOW-RANK ROBUST KALMAN FILTER AS A STATIC GAME

In view of (15), the optimal estimator Z;4; depends on the least favorable density é? (z¢|x¢) while from (14),
the least favorable density (;;g (2¢|z¢) depends on the optimal estimator #;,1. In order to break this endless loop,
we assume at time ¢ the a priori conditional density of x; given Y;_; is

ft (mt‘Y}fl)NN(ﬁ?taPt) (16)
and let rank(I:’t) = r;. In addition, we know the nominal conditional transition probability density function of
model (10) is ¢y (2¢|z1) ~ N (M0, , Kz, |z, ) With

Ay BB B.D]
May|z, = T, Kzt\act =
Cy DB D.DJ
As we already noticed, the latter could be degenerate and thus K, |, could be singular. We define the Gaussian

pseudo nominal density

£ (Vi) = /A 61 (zolz2) F, (1] Vi )dar.

Since both ¢ (z|x¢) and f; (2;]Y;_1) are Gaussian, we obtain f; (z|Yi_1) ~ N (m.,, K.,) with

m,, = Ay &, K., = Kztﬂ Kwtﬂyt
Ct Kyt,%url Kyt
where the parametric form of K, is given by
Ay | -
K. = Bl ar o |+ | BT Dy . a7)
Cy D,

Then, we have

K,, = C;P,C] + D;D, > D;D/] > 0.
Next, we define the actual density

Jo GolYio) = /A be (zele) o (@dlYoor)dary.
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12

which has the same support of f;(z:|Y;—1), which is denoted by A;. Moreover, on the basis of Equation (14), it is

easy to show that if ¢;(z¢|x;) is Gaussian, the least favorable density
7 (el Yien)

B Mz)\t) oxXp (21)% [Zt+1 — g (yt)||2> fi (z]Yi 1)

is also Gaussian. Furthermore, it is not difficult to see that D(¢?,¢;) = D(f?, f,). Hence, the least favorable

density of z; conditioned on Y;_; belongs to the following ambiguity set

B = {ft NN(mz“kzt) s.t. D(fhft) < Ct}'
Accordingly, the dynamic minimax game in (12) is equivalent to the following static minimax game
Z441 = argmin max jt(ft,gt) (18)
9t€G: ft€B:
where the least favorable model is now characterized by the conditional density ft(zt|Yt,1) and

Ti(foge) = / lzees — g0 I Fr (2l Yion) dae.

t

It is worth noting that the minimizer of J;(f;,-) is the Bayesian estimator and the state prediction error 24,1 — g¢(v¢)

is Gaussian distributed with zero mean and covariance matrix

Pt-‘rl = Krf,+1 - Kmt+17ytKg;1Kytymt+l (19)
which could be singular. In such a case,
H, Hy(ze11 — 9:(ye)) = 241 — 9¢ () (20)

where H,' is a matrix whose columns form an orthonormal basis for Im(P;,1). On the other hand, the prediction
error under the least favorable model is Gaussian with zero mean and covariance matrix ]5t+1 such that Im(]5t+1) =

Im(P;41) because Im(K,,) = Im(K,). Therefore, condition (20) still holds and the least favorable probability

density of z; given x; can be written as

5 -

1 1
M; (M) exp (2)% | Hi (2141 — g (Z/t))|2> &y 21

Remark 3. Condition (16) means that, using the terminology coined by Hansen and Sargent [34], the maximizer
in (18) is operating under commitment, i.e. the maximizer is required to commit all the least favorable model

components at early stages with the estimating player.

At this point the solution to (18) is given by Theorem 1: substituting f, f , g, H with f, ft, gi, Hy, respectively,

it is not difficult to see that all the assumptions are satisfied. Then, the least favorable density is f0(z|Y; 1) ~

N(m.,, K.,) where

_ K K

K _ Tt41 Tt41,Yt
z

K K

Yt ,Tt41 Yt
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The nominal posterior covariance of z,,; given Y, has been defined in (19). Accordingly, the least favorable

posterior covariance of x;y; given Y; is

P =K

Tt41

- K K 'K

Tt41,Yt Yt Yt Tt41°

Moreover, in view of Equation (9), we have

- _ +
Py = (Pl — A4 H, Hy) (22)

where A\; > 042 (Pi41) and the Lagrange multiplier ); is selected by the following equation

1 -
WPy he) =3 {mdeﬁ(Pm) ~ Indet™ (P11
) 23)
+tr {Pt—g-lpt-‘rl - I”'t+1:|} = C¢.

Furthermore, the robust estimator is

Tpp1 = Ay + Gy (ye — Cry)

where G; = K,

T2yt Ky_tl. Then, in view of Equation (17), we know G, and P, take the parametric form

G, = (APC] +B.D])(C.PC] +D,D])!

P = APA - Gy(CPC] + D.DG] + BB/

Algorithm 1 Low-rank robust Kalman filter at time ¢

Require: y;, T4, ]5,5, ¢
1 Gy = (A P.C] + B.D))(C,P,C] +D.D/]) !
2 Bpp1 = A + Gy (ye — CiZy)
3 Py = ABAT — Gy (ctﬁtcj + DtDtT) Gl + BB/
4: Select H," H; as projection matrix with image Tm(P; ;)
5: Find A" st y(Py1, M) = ¢

ﬁt+1 = (Pfti-l - )‘t_lHtTHt)+

=

Algorithm 1 is the summary of the resulting low-rank robust Kalman filter. Note that steps 3-6 correspond to a
distorted Riccati iteration involving covariance matrices which are possibly singular. In addition, 6; := A\, ! is the
time-varying risk sensitivity parameter. It is worth noticing that when ¢; = 0 the actual model coincides with the
nominal one, so that 8; = 0, and thus P, = 15t. Then, step 3 in Algorithm 1 becomes the usual Riccati equation

which means we obtain the standard Kalman filter.

Remark 4. The computational complexity of Algorithm 1 is now discussed. Steps 1-3 have the same complexity of

the standard Kalman filter, that is
O(n®) + O(n(r + p)p) + O(P*(r + p)) + O(n*(r + p)).

Step 4 and Step 6 have complexity O(n?). In regard to Step 5, the computation of \;* € (0, 0pmaz(Piy1) ") is

accomplished by a bisection method, see Algorithm 2 in [20]. The complexity to evaluate ~y(Piy1,\¢) is O(n?),
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thus the complexity of Step 5 is O(logz(M)ns) where € > 0 is the selected accuracy, i.e. the solution
found satisfies the condition |y(Pi11, M) — ct| < €. We conclude that the computational complexity of Algorithm 1
is

O(n®)+0(n(r + p)p) + O(p*(r + p)) + O(n*(r + p))

max P -1
+O(logz(%)n3).

Low-rank risk-sensitive filtering: The minimax problem in (18) can be relaxed by imposing the constraint fre B,
through a penalty term:

Tpp1 = argnéin Je(frs9¢) — 0D (fr. f2) 24)
gt€Ge

where 6 > 0 represents the risk sensitivity parameter and it can be understood as a regularization parameter. It is

not difficult to see that the solution to (24) is the one in Algorithm 1 where Steps 5-6 are replaced by

Py = (P, —0HH,)" .

Such an estimator represents the extension to the singular case of the well known risk sensitive filtering problem,

(6], [11].

V. THE LEAST FAVORABLE MODEL

In this section, we characterize the least favorable model corresponding to (12). Let ;41 = 441 — 441 denote

the state prediction error. By (10), we have
€t41 = (At — GtCt) €t =+ (Bt — GtDt) V¢. (25)

It is worth noticing that the driving noise v, is independent from e; under the nominal model. In view of (21), we

obtain the least favorable density

0 1 L 5
3 = 1oy o (g el ) 20

The latter is not a normalized density, which means that the hostile player could have the opportunity to change
retroactively the least favorable density of x;.
Accordingly, it is possible to find the least favorable density with respect to the driving noise v;. From model

(10), it is not difficult to see that

V¢ = Z¢ — Tt. (27)

where z; belongs to the affine space

S={[4/ ¢/ |Ta; +w, w, € Im(Ty)}
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and I'y :=[B, D/ ]T is full column rank. Accordingly, there is a one-to-one correspondence between v; € R™*P

and z; € S through the isomorphism
R"tP S

Ay
UVt (FZFt)71F: Zt — Tt
Cy

Therefore, instead of characterizing the least favorable density &?(zﬂxt) directly, we characterize it in terms of

v¢. The nominal density is denoted by v, (v;) and

i (ve) ~ exp (= [lur]* /2)

where ~ means that the two terms are the same up to constant scale factors. Then, we make the guess that least
favorable density of v, depends on the state prediction error. Hence, the least favorable density is denoted by
Uy (ve|es). We define it over the interval [t + 1,T]. Then,
|Hiesia |
H exp ( . Vs (vs)
s=t+1 S
et HQ T
t+1
~ €xXp 9 H ws (Us|€s)

s=t+1
where the term exp(]|e;41 H?ﬁ ) indicates the cumulative error at time ¢ + 1. Note that Q" "1 could be singular.

t+1

Decreasing the time index ¢ by 1 we obtain:

H;e 2
exp ( ;;:1” )% (ve)

2
lealhs = levraliZe\
2

~ exp ¢ (veler) .

Hence, we have

2 2 2
letrilliw,,, —lledlgr — llvell )

Ut (veley) ~ exp ( 5
where Wi1 = Qf + A 'H,7 H,. Then, substituting (25) we obtain

~ 1
Ut (veler) ~ exp <2 I(As = GiCh)es + (B: — GiDo)velliy, .,
(28)

1 2
~5leclaz = lul®))
Accordingly, the least favorable density is

Ui (viler) ~ N (Frer, Ky,) (29)
where

-1

Ky, = (I, — (By — G¢Dy) "Wii1 (B — Gy Dy))

t

Ft = Kvt (Bt - GtDt)TWt+1(At - GtCt).
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Then, in view of (28) and (29), it is not difficult to see that Qj satisfies the backward recursion:
Qf = (A — GiCy) " Wip1 (A — GiCy) + F, KU F,.
where Q;H =0.
In view of (29), the least favorable noise admits the following decomposition:
vy = Fiey + Lieg
where L; is a square root matrix of K, and ¢; is normalized WGN. Therefore, taking the state space vector

Tt
ft é )

€t

we obtain the corresponding least favorable model as:
i1 = Ay + Biey

Yt = étﬁf, + Dtﬁt

where
. A B F,
A, = t tL't
0 A;—GiCi+ (B — GiDy) Fy
- By
B = Ly
Bt - GtDt

ét = |: Ct DtFt :| 5 Dt = DtLt.
It is worth noting that the least favorable model is generated by a backward recursion implementation.
Finally, it remains to evaluate the performance of the proposed robust Kalman filter and the standard Kalman

filter under the least favorable model. Let G} be the gain of an arbitrary filter of the form
Ty = Ay + Gy (ye — Cry) -
Then, we define the corresponding prediction error e; = x; — Z}. It is not difficult to see that
e = (A= GiCi) e

+ (Bt — G;Dt) Ftet + (Bt - G;D) Ltet.

Taking into account (25), we obtain

/ / /
Ctt1 3 Gi | A €t
=4 Cy
€t+1 0 €t
G/
- f -
+ Bt - t €
0
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Then, it is not difficult to see that the covariance matrix of the augmented error is given by the Lyapunov equation

el N Tels)
My = | A — Cy | IL | Ay — Cy
0 0
]
. G, | - - G, | -
+ | B — D; B; — D,
0 0

where its initial value is given by IIj = 12 ® Py and 1, is the 2 x 2 matrix whose entries are 1. Accordingly, the

least favorable covariance matrix of the estimation error is the submatrix of II; in position (1, 1).

VI. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section we study the convergence of the robust Kalman filter outlined in Algorithm 1 under the assumption
that the nominal model (10) has constant parameters, that is A, = A, B, = B, C; = C and D; = D, and the
tolerance is constant, i.e. ¢; = c. Without loss of generality we assume that BDT = 0. Otherwise, we can rewrite
the filter in Algorithm 1 with A = A — BDT(DDT)~'C, B such that BB' = B(I — D"(DDT)"'D)BT,
C = C and D = D. In this way BDT = 0. The robust filter converges if and only if the least favorable a
posteriori covariance matrix Pt of z; given Y;_; converges as t — oo. In view of (22), 15,5 converges if and only

if P, converges. Accordingly, the robust filter converges if and only if the iteration
P =rc(P), Pye Q (30)
converges. The mapping 7. is defined as follows
ro(P) = ARAT — APCT(CP,CT + R)"'CRAT +Q,
where R:= DD", Q := BB, P,;; has been defined in (22) and 6; = X\, ! is such that y(P,1,6; ') = ¢ holds.

Note that, 7.(-) is a mapping of Q.

Proposition 1. Let P, t > 0, be the sequence generated by the Riccati equation
Py = AP,AT — AP,CT(CPCT + R)"'CPAT +Q 31

with Py = P,. Then, the sequence Py, t > 0, generated by (30) is such that

Proof: We prove the first claim by induction. Clearly, condition (32) holds for ¢ = 0. We assume that Im(P;) =
Im(P;). Let P, = U;D;U,” and P, = U; D;U,” be the corresponding reduced singular value decompositions with
D;,D; > 0 and the columns of U; form an orthonormal basis of Im(P;). Substituting such decomposition of P,

on the right hand side of (31), we obtain
pt+1 = AtDtA;r — ANtDté:(étDté: + R)_létDtAN: + Q

AyD7 Y+ CTRTIC)TIA] +Q
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where A, = AU, and C;, = CU,. Since D, is positive definite, v € ker(P;,) if and only if
v € ker(Ay) and v € ker(Q). (33)
In a similar way, substituting the decomposition of P; in (30), we obtain
P = A(Dyt =01+ C/ RTIC)TTA] +Q

where we exploited the fact that H,' H; = U,U,". Since D, — 6,1 is positive definite, v € ker(P;, 1) if and only
if condition (33) holds. We conclude that Im(P; 1) = Im(P; ). O

If the pair (A, B) is stabilizable and the pair (A, C) is detectable, we have that P; converges to a unique solution,
say P.,, for any arbitrary initial condition Py, see [35]. Let U and V' be two matrices whose columns form an
orthonormal basis for Im(P,) and its orthogonal complement in R™, respectively; from now on we assume both

U and V are fixed. By Proposition 1 it follows that there exists £ € N such that
PR.=U"RU >0, Vt>t (34)

Moreover, if PE converges and V' T P,V — 0 then P; converges. Accordingly, in what follows we prove that the

sequence P converges and VT P,V — 0 for any arbitrary initial condition.

Lemma 3. Let P, t > 0, be the sequence generated by (30). We assume that (A, B) and (A, C) are stabilizable
and detectable, respectively. If Py is such that Im(Py) C Im(U), then Im(P;) C Im(U) for any t > 0. Moreover,
the subsystem (UT AU, UT B,CU, D) is reachable.

Proof: In view of Proposition 1, we can prove the claim using P,. Let (4, B, C, D) be the reachability standard
form of (A, B,C,D) with A = TAT™', B =TB, C = CT~" and T is the transformation matrix. Hence, we

have
. A A . B
A= 11 12 ,B: 1 ’
0 Ay 0
¢=lc @) D=D (35)

and the pair (A11, B1) is reachable. Let P, := TP, T, then it is not difficult to see that P, obeys the following
recursion

Py = ABAT — ABCT(CPCT + RyICRAT +0 (36)
with R = R, Q = TQT'". In plain words, (36) is (31) in the new coordinates. Accordingly, we can prove the claim
with respect to the new coordinates. Since the system is stabilizable and detectable, the iteration in (36) converges
to a unique solution P.. which solves the corresponding algebraic equation. By direct computation it is not difficult
to see that
. PE 0
0 0
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and PZ is the solution to the algebraic Riccati equation corresponding to the system (4,1, By, Cy, D) = (UTAU,U" B,CU, D)
with U = [I; 0]" and [ is the dimension of PZ. Since this subsystem is reachable, we have that P is positive

definite and thus

5 I, 0O
Im(U) = Im(P) = Im
0 0
Finally, by direct computation it is not difficult to see that
y * 0 g * 0
P, = CIm(U) = Py = CIm(U)
0 0 0 0
which concludes the proof. O

Proposition 2. Consider the sequence generated by (30) with Tm(Py) C Im(U). Assume that (A, B) is stabilizable
and the reachable subsystem is also observable. Then, there always exists cyrax > 0 such that if 0 < ¢ < cprax

then the sequence in (34) converges to a unique point PZ.

Proof: By Lemma 3 we have that
P.=UPFUT, t>0 (37)
and by (34) we have that Im(P;) = Im(U) for ¢ > ¢. In view of (30) and (37), for t > ¢ we have
PR =UTr (P)U=U"r (UPFUTU =rF(P}) (38)
where
re(Pf) == Ar((Pf)™" = 0,1 + CRR™'Cr) ' Af + Qr
Ap=UTAU
Qr:=U"BB'U
Cr:=CU
and we exploited the fact that Im(H," ) = Im(P;) = Im(U), for ¢ > #, and thus
U'PU=U"(P"—6,H H) U
=((PH ™ —6I)"
Next, we consider the subsequence Pk{?’d = P,fN with k£ > [t/N] and N > n. Then, from (38) we have that
Py =i (P) (39)

Rd

Rd(.) is the N-fold composition of r%(-) and it is defined as follows

where r

riRd(pRdy = AN[(PED ™ + Ry 'AN 4+ Qn (40)
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where Ay € RY*! and whose precise definition (not useful here) can be found in [36], [37]; QN € Qfl+ and

Ry € Qiﬂr are defined as follows:
Qn == RNPNRY
Ry = Oy (DnDy + HaHG) ™ O + Ty Sy In
Sy = -0y + Ln(I + HL(DNDY) " HN) 1LY
Py = [l +HN(DNDy) " Hy — LyONLN]
In = OR — LaH L [DNDY + H ML ON

O i=diag (A7 ARty AT ) @

Ry = | QY AQY® ... ANT'QY? |

.
On ::[(CRAg_l)T . (CrAR)T CE}
R T
Of = (AT ... A} 1]
Dy =1y ® D

Hy = Tp(o Hl,HQ,"' ,HN—ZaHN—l)
EN = Tp(O;L1>L27"' 7LN72;LN*1)

CrAIQY?  t>1
H, = RAR R et
0 otherwise

AIQY? >
Lt = R R B
0 otherwise

where Q}{Q is a square root matrix of (Qg. Then, the parameters 5\1, l = 1...N, are defined as follows. If

PR4 = PR then these parameters are given by

’Y(PIEN-H—laxl):C, l=1...N. (41)

Since the system (Ag, }%/ 2, CRr, D) is reachable, by Lemma 3, and observable, by assumption, then [36, Proposition

5.3] guarantees that there exists cas4x > 0 such that the mapping rfd() is a strict contraction for 0 < ¢ < cprax

in the metric space (Q',,§) where §(X,Y) is the Thompson part metric, [38]-[40]:
§(X,Y) == Inmax{0pmae (Y ' X), 0pmaa (X 'Y} (42)
Thus, there exists 0 < ny < 1 such that

3(rf(X)

c

rB(X)) <nnd(X,Y), VX, Y € Q. (43)

e

It is worth noticing that Qu and Ry in (40) depend on P however, nn does not. Since this metric space is
complete, we can exploit the Banach fixed point theorem. Therefore, the iteration in (39) converges to a unique
point PR € Q! for any Py > 0 such that Im(Py) C Im(U). Moreover, since r(-) is a mapping in Q',, it follows

that (38) converges to PZ. O
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The next corollary is a consequence of Lemma 3 and Proposition 2.

Corollary 1. Consider the sequence generated by (30) with Im(Py) C Im(U). Assume that (A, B) is stabilizable
and the reachable subsystem is also observable. Then, there always exists cyrax > 0 such that if 0 < ¢ < cprax

then the sequence in (30) converges to Py, :== UPEUT,

Remark 5. The upper bound cyrax for the tolerance can be computed explicitly. Following the same reasonings

in [36], [37] we have cprax = 'y(PqR,ngR,l), ifqb&l > O’maz(PqR),' otherwise cprax = o0o. Here: qu is the q-th

element of the sequence generated by the standard Riccati iteration for the reachable subsystem (AR, }%/2, Cr,D)
with initial condition PE = 0; ¢n € (0,1/0max(Ln(I + HG(DNDL) Y HN) " 1LN)] is the maximum value for

which the matrix
OL(DNDY +HaHL) tON
+ In{=¢Nn' T+ LI+ HN(DNDY) " HN) LAY TN
is positive definite. Clearly, the user has two degrees of freedom for computing cyrax that is N and q. The larger

q is the larger cp;ax is, while no specific properties in terms of N have been found.

Proposition 2 hinges on the fact that the image of P; is fixed for ¢ > t and thus the convergence is proved in the
corresponding subspace. However, in the general case, i.e. when Im(Py) Z Im(U), the image of P; is not fixed

because V' T P,V could be different from the null matrix; thus, such a case needs to be addressed carefully.

Lemma 4. Consider the sequence generated by (30) with Py € Q. Assume that (A, B) is stabilizable and (A, C)

is detectable. Then, there always exists cyyax > 0 such that if 0 < ¢ < cprax then
VPV —0.
Proof: We prove the claim by performing the same change of basis used in (35). Let P, =TPTT, then we
have
Pii = ABAT — ARCT(CBCT + R)T'CRAT +Q
Py = (B, — 0,1 H)* (44)

where Flt =HT". We partition ]5t and Pt conformably with (35):

9 Pll,t P12,t < Pu,t P12,t
- ) o ’ - o1 ]
T T
Pioy Paoy Py, Paoy

Taking into account (44), it is not difficult to see that
Pro i1 < AgaPoy s Ad,. (45)

Notice that P, > P, and they have the same eigenvectors corresponding to the nonnull eigenvalues, thus by (23)

we have
Lo g (@B olh) (46)
2 i Ui(Pt) 0'1(Pf)
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where ai(pt) and ai(15t) denote the i-th largest nonnull eigenvalue of P, and P, respectively. Since the terms on

the left hand side of (46) are nonnegative, it follows that

(P, (P
I iGN G Y (47)
ag; (Pt) ag; (Pt)
By (47) it follows that
P, < pP; (48)
where p > 1 is the unique solution to the equation
—lnp+p—1=2c (49)

Substituting (48) in (45), we obtain
Paot < pAgaPas Az,

Accordingly, if \/p|o1(A22)| < 1 then 152% — 0 which also implies plg,t — 0 because P, > 0. Since in these
coordinates V' = [0 I,,_;]T, it follows that VTPV —o0.
The existence of cyrax > 0 such that (/po(A22)| < 1 follows form the fact that the left hand side of (49) is

monotone increasing for p > 1 and it approaches zero as p — 1. O

Theorem 2. Consider the sequence generated by (30) with Py € @i Assume that (A, B) is stabilizable and the
reachable subsystem is also observable. Then, there always exists capyax > 0 such that if 0 < ¢ < cprax then the

sequence in (34) converges to PE.

Proof: Consider the fixed point PZ of Proposition 2 and the subsequences P{ := Py and PR := P[ with
k> [t/N], N > n and t is such that (34) holds. Accordingly, P2 and P,fd, k > [t/N], are two elements of the

metric space (Q',d). Moreover, we have
d d(pd Rd Rd( pd
P =re(By), By =rl(Fy)

where 7¢(-), 754(.) are the N-fold composition of r.(-),r%(-), respectively. Since r.(-) is a continuous mapping

» e 1 e

of Q7, then also rZ(+) is a continuous mapping of Q7. By Lemma 4 we have that V' " P,V — 0 which implies

VT P3V — 0 and hence
rd(PA) = rdUUTPLUUT) 4+ My,
with Mj;, — 0. Accordingly,
Pl =U T4 PHU = U Trd(UU T PLUU U + Ny,

= rf4(PFY) + Ny
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where Ny = UT MU € Q' and || Ny| tends to zero as k — oo. Since the Thompson part metric is continuous

with respect to the arguments, and in view of (43), we have that
0P, PXY) = 0(ri (B) + Nk, PY)
= 6(rF(PEY), PE) + ¢
= 0(rJ (), r(PR)) + en
<nnO(B PE) + ey,
where €, — 0 as k — oo. Accordingly,

§(PE4, PRY < nno(PRY, PRY + &),

<% 0(PRY PEY 4vep1 Fen < ...

k

< S(PR PR+ ke
=0

= nx (P, PR) + hoxe(k)

where h * £(k) denotes the convolution in k between the sequences hj = 7% and &5 with k > 0. Accordingly,

h x e(k) can be understood as the output at time & of a stable first order filter fed by a signal which tends to zero

in the steady state. As a consequence h * (k) — 0 as k — oo. Accordingly, we conclude that

§(PEY,PEY -0

as k — oo and thus PF? — PE 1t is not difficult to see that the same conclusion holds in the case that

PR .= P,CRNH with [ = 1... N — 1. Accordingly, we have that P® — PZ as t — c.

Finally, in view of the fact that V" P,V — 0 we have the following corollary.

O

Corollary 2. Assume that (A, B) is stabilizable and the reachable subsystem is also observable. Then, there always

exists cprax > 0 such that if 0 < ¢ < cprax then the sequence in (30) converges to Poo = UP£ U’ for any initial

condition Py € Qii

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

To evaluate the effectiveness of the robust Kalman filter proposed in Algorithm 1, we consider the nominal model:

Ti41 — ACL’t + BUt

yt = Cxy + Doy
where
2 01 0.1 10
A=10 08407 —-0.3482 |, B=[0 0
0 0.3482 0.8407 0 0

c=[100], p=]0 1]
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and z ~ N(0, Py) with

10 0
Pob=10 0 0
00 1

The pairs (A, B) and (A, C) are stabilizable and observable, respectively. However, it is worth noticing that the

model is not reachable.

1_P_P5_P8-eps—-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 1. Trace of P; for KF, RKF1 with ¢ = 10~!, and RKF2 with ¢ = 2- 101,

2_eig_P_P5_P8-eps-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 2. Minimum nonnull eigenvalue of P as a function of ¢ for KF, RKF1 with ¢ = 101, and RKF2 with ¢ = 2 - 1071,

In what follows, we consider the following three filters over a time interval of length 7" = 100: the standard
Kalman filter (KF), the robust Kalman filter (RKF) proposed in Algorithm 1 with tolerance c¢; = 10~! (RKF1)
and with tolerance c; = 2 - 10~ (RKF2). In Fig. 1 we show the trace of P; generated by these three filters: it

converges to a constant value in all the three cases. It is worth noting that rank(FP;) = 2 for all the algorithms.
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3_P_V5_V8-eps-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 3. Trace of If’t for KF, RKF1 with ¢ = 10~!, and RKF2 with ¢ = 2 - 10~ L. Recall that F’t = P, for KF.

4_eig_P_V5_V8-eps-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 4. Minimum nonnull eigenvalue of }5,5 as a function of ¢ for KF, RKF1 with ¢ = 10!, and RKF2 with ¢ = 2-10~1.

Fig. 2 shows the minimum nonnull eigenvalue of P, as a function of the time: as time increases, its eigenvalue
decreases exponentially which means that P; has numerical rank equal to 1 as time takes large values. Hence, the
corresponding algebraic Riccati equation converges to a unique solution with rank equal to 1, which is in line with
our expectations. It is interesting to note that the convergence rate of KF is higher than that of RKF. More precisely,
the smaller c is, the higher the convergence rate is. The trace of P, for KF, RKF1 and RKF2 is shown in Fig. 3.
Clearly P, = P, for KF. Also in this case rank(ﬁt) = 2 and its numerical rank is equal to 1 for large values of ¢
in all the algorithms, see the minimum nonnull eigenvalue of P, depicted in Fig. 4. Finally, as shown in Fig. 5, the
risk sensitivity parameter ; converges to a constant value for both RKFs. Moreover, the smaller c is, the smaller
0, is.

Fig. 6 shows the variance of the prediction error in the case that the actual model corresponds to the nominal

model. In this case, KF performs better than RKF’s. On the other hand, when the actual model is the least favorable
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5_T5_T8-eps—-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 5. Risk sensitivity parameter 0; as a function of ¢ for RKF1 with ¢ = 10~!, and RKF2 with ¢ = 2- 1071

6_n_P_V5_V8-eps-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 6. Scalar variance of the prediction error for KF, RKF1 with ¢ = 10~! and RKF2 with ¢ = 2- 107! under the assumption that the actual

model coincides with the nominal model.

model solution to the corresponding minimax problem, KF is worse than RKF’s. Fig. 7 shows the variance of
the prediction error for KF and RKF1 in the case that the actual model corresponds to the least favorable model
solution to (12) with ¢ = 10~!. A similar scenario occurs in the case that we compare KF, RKF2 and the actual
model is the least favorable one solution to (12) with ¢ = 2- 107!, see Fig. 8. The latter figure shows also the
performance of the robust Kalman filters with tolerance ¢ = 1 (RKF3) and ¢ = 1072 (RKF4). As expected, RKF3
and RKF4 are worse than RKF2, however, the former outperform KF. This means that, even though the ambiguity
set is chosen slightly large (case with RKF3) or small (case with RKF4) as compared to the actual model, RKF
still outperforms KF. Finally, it is worth noting that the least favorable model depends on tolerance c, and thus least

favorable performance of KF depends c as well, see Fig. 7 and Fig. 8.
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7_1_P_V5-eps—-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 7. Scalar variance of the prediction error for KF and RKF1 with ¢ = 10~ under the assumption that the actual model is the least favorable

model solution to the corresponding minimax problem.

8_41lins_RKF3_RKF4-eps-converted-to.pdf

Fig. 8. Scalar variance of the prediction error for KF, RKF2 with ¢ = 2 - 10~1, RKF3 with ¢ = 1 and RKF4 with ¢ = 10~2 under the

assumption that the actual model is the least favorable model solution to the minimax problem with ¢ = 2- 1071,

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have considered a robust static estimation problem in the case that the nominal density and
the actual density could be possibly degenerate. This approach is characterized by a minimax game: one player
selects the least favorable density in a prescribed ambiguity set, while the estimator is designed according to this
least favorable density. Then, we have extended this framework to the dynamic case where we have a state space
model whose transition probability density is possibly degenerate. The solution is a Kalman-like filter whose gain
is updated according to a Riccati-like iteration which evolves on the cone of the positive semidefinite matrices. We
have proved that the resulting robust filter converges in the case that the nominal state space model has constant

parameters and the ambiguity set has a radius c sufficiently small. Moreover, we have characterized the least
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favorable model over a finite horizon. Finally, some numerical experiments have been presented in order to show

the effectiveness of the proposed robust filter.
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