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Abstract

Bayesian filtering serves as the mainstream framework of state estimation in dynamic systems. Its standard version utilizes
total probability rule and Bayes’ law alternatively, where how to define and compute conditional probability is critical to state
distribution inference. Previously, the conditional probability is assumed to be exactly known, which represents a measure of
the occurrence probability of one event, given the second event. In this paper, we find that by adding an additional event that
stipulates an inequality condition, we can transform the conditional probability into a special integration that is analogous to
convolution. Based on this transformation, we show that both transition probability and output probability can be generalized
to convolutional forms, resulting in a more general filtering framework that we call convolutional Bayesian filtering. This new
framework encompasses standard Bayesian filtering as a special case when the distance metric of the inequality condition is
selected as Dirac delta function. It also allows for a more nuanced consideration of model mismatch by choosing different types
of inequality conditions. For instance, when the distance metric is defined in a distributional sense, the transition probability
and output probability can be approximated by simply rescaling them into fractional powers. Under this framework, a robust
version of Kalman filter can be constructed by only altering the noise covariance matrix, while maintaining the conjugate nature
of Gaussian distributions. Finally, we exemplify the effectiveness of our approach by reshaping classic filtering algorithms into
convolutional versions, including Kalman filter, extended Kalman filter, unscented Kalman filter and particle filter.
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1 Introduction

Accurately estimating the state value of dynamic sys-
tems is a crucial task in science and engineering, such
as robotics, power systems, aerospace engineering, and
manufacturing. Since the 1960s, Bayesian filtering has
become a principled framework for optimal state estima-
tion. The essence of this framework is to find a balance
between uncertain system model and noisy state mea-
surement. Its associated algorithm iteratively updates
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the probability density function of system state using
the prior from the last step and the likelihood of the new
observation. Afterward, typical estimation criteria like
minimum mean-square error and maximum a posteriori
are utilized to acquire the optimal point estimate.

In mathematics, Bayesian filtering relies on two condi-
tional probabilities: transition probability and output
probability. The transition probability describes how the
system state evolves over time, and the output probabil-
ity depicts the relationship between noisy measurement
and ground truth state. To incorporate the information
of those two probabilities, each iteration of Bayes filter
is composed of two steps [11,25]: prediction and update.
The prediction step employs total probability rule to inte-
grate the product of transition probability and the state
distribution of previous time to obtain the prior distri-
bution. The update step employs Bayes’ law to calcu-
late the posterior distribution by adding information of
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the current measurement, where the output probabil-
ity is used as a likelihood term. Since being proposed,
Bayesian filtering has become the foundation of optimal
filtering algorithms, including the well-known Kalman
filter family, particle filter, and variational Bayesian fil-
ter.

The origin of optimal filtering theory can be traced back
to the early 1940s, marked by the groundbreaking con-
tribution of Norbert Wiener [37] and Kolmogorov [21].
This field reached a significantmilestone in 1960 with the
invention of discrete-time Kalman filter [18], followed by
its continuous-time version published one year later [19].
Unlike Wiener’s work, which deals with stationary pro-
cesses in the frequency domain, Kalman filter addresses
dynamic processes in the time domain. The Kalman fil-
ter is a direct consequence of applying Bayesian filter-
ing to linear Gaussian systems. In its prediction step,
the conditional probability, i.e., transition probability
of system model, is Gaussian. Due to the closure prop-
erty of Gaussian distributions in linear transformation,
the resulting expectation after applying total probabil-
ity rule is also Gaussian, which is referred to as the prior
distribution. In the update step, the conditional proba-
bility, i.e., output probability of measurement model, is
naturally Gaussian. Owing to the conjugacy property of
Gaussian distributions, the resulting posterior of Bayes’
law keeps Gaussian. Since both the prior and posterior
are proven to be Gaussian, Kalman filter can be solved
analytically by solely computing the mean and variance
of Gaussian distribution using closed-form formulas.

When facing nonlinear systems, one big issue of Bayesian
filtering is that the closure and conjugacy properties no
longer hold. As a result, the calculation of total proba-
bility rule and Bayes’ law in almost all nonlinear systems
has no analytical solution. So far, several approximation
methods have been proposed to replace the accurate cal-
culation of the two rules. A notable early advancement in
this area was extended Kalman filter (EKF), pioneered
by NASA for spacecraft navigation [33]. This extended
filter employs the Taylor series expansion to linearize
nonlinear dynamics around the current state. Its state
estimation can achieve the so-called first-order accuracy,
i.e., EKF is perfect if the dynamics is linear with re-
spect to the state. In contrast, unscented Kalman filter
(UKF) employs the unscented transform, a determinis-
tic sampling technique, to achieve a third-order accu-
racy in approximating nonlinear dynamics for symmet-
ric noise distributions [17]. This technique acquires the
transformed distribution by generating a set of sigma
points around the mean state estimate and then propa-
gating them through the known nonlinear function, of-
fering the advantage of preserving second-moment in-
formation compared to EKF. Obviously, both EKF and
UKF implicitly calculate the solution of total probability
rule and Bayes’ law using Gaussian distributions. Due
to the adoption of approximation techniques, neither of
them can offer formal guarantees on the estimation ac-

curacy in highly nonlinear systems.

Instead of approximate prior and posterior as Gaussian
distributions, particle filter (PF) represents them with
a group of particles by the Monte Carlo method [26].
In the prediction step, particles are propagated accord-
ing to the transition probability of system model to pre-
dict the distribution of next state. The resulting parti-
cles constitute a discrete approximation of the prior. In
the update step, each particle receives a weight related
to the output probability of observed data. All the par-
ticles are resampled according to their weights, which
builds a discrete approximation of the posterior. It has
been proven that these kinds of discrete distributions
can converge to real distributions as the number of par-
ticles becomes sufficiently large. Nevertheless, PF often
requires substantial computational resources due to the
use of Monte carlo sampling, which limits its application
in many real-time scenarios.

The variational Bayesian filter addresses the intensive
computation associated with particles by adopting vari-
ational inference as an alternative approximation tech-
nique [22,31]. The prior of its prediction step is assumed
to be in a Gaussian form. This assumption is achieved
by computing the expectation of a conditional probabil-
ity using the closure of Gaussian distribution, which is
identical to Kalman filter. The update step avoids cal-
culating the computationally intensive integral in the
Bayes’ law. Instead, it seeks to numerically minimize the
Kullback-Leibler divergence between the proposal distri-
bution and the real posterior. The proposal distribution
is often chosen as a parameterized function to obtain an
approximate solution of the minimization problem. The
real posterior is represented as the product of the prior
distribution and the output probability. In general, vari-
ational Bayesian filter is computationally beneficial in
high-dimensional estimation problems and it has been
widely adopted in adaptive filtering applications.

All the state estimation algorithms discussed above ad-
here strictly to the Bayesian filtering framework. In this
framework, the mathematical form of conditional prob-
abilities, including transition probability and output
probability, plays an important rule in computing total
probability rule and Bayes’ law. The standard definition
of conditional probability is a measure of the occur-
rence probability of one event, given the second event.
Moreover, its distribution in the whole space is often
assumed to be exactly known in Bayes filter design. In
this paper, we find that by conditioning on an additional
event, which stipulates a distance metric between two
observed variables within a specified threshold, one can
transform the conditional probability to a special inte-
gral form that is similar to convolution operation. This
definition relaxes the necessity of information complete-
ness, which allows us to design a more general filter. We
define this new probability as convolutional conditional
probability.
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Based on this definition, the transition probability can
be extended to a convolutional form by conditioning on
the event that the real state and its virtual state satisfy
an inequality condition. The same extension can be ap-
plied to the output probability. Collectively, these two
extensions forge a generalized filtering framework, which
we refer to as convolutional Bayesian filtering. This new
framework encompasses standard Bayesian filtering as a
special case when the distance metric is set as the Dirac
delta function. One of its natural benefit is the capabil-
ity to explicitly handle mismatches between mathemat-
ical model and the real system by tailoring the distance
metric properly.

Under this new framework, we can reformulate nearly
all Bayesian filtering algorithms into a more generalized
type. Particularly, convolutional Bayes filter possesses
analytical forms of convolution operation in systems
with Gaussian noises, which allows to design a robust
Kalman filter family. For non-Gaussian systems, con-
volution operation usually has no analytical forms but
can be efficiently approximated by a newly proposed
exponential density rescaling technique. This technique
enables to rescale transition probability and output
probability into their fractional powers when the dis-
tance metric is defined in a distributional sense. We
further establish the theoretical connection between
this approximation technique and information bottle-
neck theory. It is proven that the fractional power from
density rescaling is related to Lagrange multiplier of
an optimization problem whose objective is to modu-
late the balance between preserving information about
measurement model and squeezing representation of
measurement data.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Sec-
tion 2 introduces the definition of convolutional condi-
tional probability. Section 3 discusses the framework of
convolutional Bayesian filtering. Section 4 introduces an
approximation technique for non-Gaussian systems. Sec-
tion 5 shows the simulation results. Section 6 concludes
this paper.

2 Convolutional Conditional Probability

As discussed before, Bayesian filtering is built upon two
pillars: total probability rule (1a) and Bayes’ law (1b).
Both of them rely on how to handle the conditional prob-
ability p(y|x), which is a measure of the occurrence prob-
ability of the event {y = y}, given the event {x = x}.
This can also be interpreted as the ratio of the proba-
bility of both events happening to the probability of the
original event. According to this interpretation, the to-
tal probability rule is

p(y) =

∫
p(y|x)p(x) dx, (1a)

𝒙

𝒚

𝒛

?

𝑝 𝑧|𝑥

𝑑 𝒚, 𝒛 ≤ 𝒓

𝒙 𝒚 = 𝒛
𝑝 𝑦|𝑥 = 𝑝(𝑧|𝑥)

(a)

𝒙

𝒚

𝒛

?

𝑝 𝑧|𝑥

𝑑 𝒚, 𝒛 ≤ 𝒓

𝒙 𝒚 = 𝒛
𝑝 𝑦|𝑥 = 𝑝(𝑧|𝑥)

(b)

Fig. 1. (a) y and z are identical (y = z). (b) The distance
between y and z is bounded (d(y, z) ≤ r).

and the Bayes’ law is

p(x|y) = p(x)p(y|x)∫
p(x)p(y|x) dx

. (1b)

Note that we use boldface to denote a random variable,
such as x, and normal font to denote the realization of
this variable, such as x. Previously, the explicit form
of the conditional probability p(y|x) is assumed known
directly in Bayes filter design. One may be interested in
what will happen if the conditional probability p(y|x)
is unknown. This question helps us to conceive a new
definition of conditional probability, i.e., convolutional
conditional probability.

Given three random variables x, y, and z, where the
information of p(z|x) is known and certain constraints
exist between y and z, our objective is to compute p(y|x)
by leveraging these constraints. In the case that y and z
are equal, i.e., y = z, we have p(y|x) = p(z|x), as shown
in Fig. 1a. Conversely, if y is not equal to z and their
difference is bounded by an inequality function, we can
define a convolutional version of conditional probability,
as shown in Fig. 1b.

Definition 1 (Convolutional Conditional Probability)
Given p(z|x), if y and z are conditionally independent
given x, then convolutional conditional probability is
defined as

pc(y|x) := p(y|x, d(y, z) ≤ r).

Here, d(y, z) ≤ r is the inequality condition, where r is a
threshold random variable with known cumulative dis-
tribution function F (r), and d(·, ·) is the distance metric
for two random variables. The calculation of convolu-
tional conditional probability pc(y|x) is summarized in
the subsequent proposition:

Proposition 1 The convolutional conditional probabil-
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ity satisfies

pc(y|x) =
∫
z
(1− F (d(y, z))) p(z|x) dz∫

y

∫
z
(1− F (d(y, z))) p(z|x) dz dy

∝
∫
z

(1− F (d(y, z))) p(z|x) dz.
(2)

Proof. According to Bayes’ law, we have

pc(y|x) =
P (d(y, z) ≤ r|x, y)ppri(y|x)∫

y
P (d(y, z) ≤ r|x, y)ppri(y|x) dy

. (3)

In (3), ppri(y|x) is the prior of p(y|x). It is chosen as an
uninformative probability since we have no knowledge
of p(y|x) [13]:

ppri(y|x) = C, C > 0. (4)

The likelihood term P (d(y, z) ≤ r|x, y) in (3) is simpli-
fied as

P (d(y, z) ≤ r|x, y)
=P (d(y, z) ≤ r|x, y)

=

∫
z

(1− F (d(y, z))) p(z|x, y) dz

=

∫
z

(1− F (d(y, z))) p(z|x) dz.

(5)

Substituting (4) and (5) into (3), we have (2). Note that
the final equation of (5) holds due to the conditional
independence of y and z, given x. □

Remark 1 The calculation of convolutional conditional
probability pc(y|x) resembles convolution operation.
In the convolution operation, a kernel is applied over
an input space to generate a modified output. Here,
1 − F (d(y, z)) serves as the kernel function, which is
a weighting coefficient of p(z|x) based on the distance
between y and z .

We want to emphasize that p(y|x), as used in (1a) and
(1b), can become any form of conditional probabilities.
Actually, pc(y|x) represents a specific form of condi-
tional probability, which measures the probability of the
event {y = y}, conditioned on two events {x = x}
and {d(y, z) ≤ r}. Compared to standard definition,
convolutonal conditional probability has the third event
which describes the upper bound between two random
variables. Under this new definition, one can substitute
p(y|x) with pc(y|x) in (1a) and (1b) to construct two
new rules:

p(y) =

∫
x

pc(y|x)p(x) dx, (6a)

p(x|y) = p(x)pc(y|x)∫
x
p(x)pc(y|x) dx

. (6b)

Here, (6a) can be regarded as a generalized total prob-
ability rule and (6b) can be regarded as a generalized
Bayes’ law. Note that p(y) and p(x|y) in (6) are distinct
from those notations in (1) because they implicitly con-
dition on the third event {d(y, z) ≤ r}, while this event
in (1) is reduced to {y = z}. That is to say, an equiv-
alence event is implicitly conditioned in standard defi-
nition (1). It can be proven that total probability rule
(1a) and Bayes’ law (1b) are the special cases of (6a)
and (6b), as described in Proposition 2.

Proposition 2 (Limiting Property) Choose r as the
exponential distribution, i.e., r ∼ Exp(λ) and d(y, z) =
∥y − z∥2/σ2, where λ > 0 is exponential parameter, and
σ > 0 is scale parameter. As σ → 0, pc(y|x) reduces
to p(y|x), (6a) reduces to total probability rule (1a), and
(6b) reduces to Bayes’ law (1b).

Proof. To simplify the derivation, let us define

η := −λ∥y − z∥2

σ2
, γ :=

λ
n
2

(πσ2)
n
2
,

where n is the dimension of y or z. From Proposition 1,
we have

pc(y|x) =
∫
z
eηp(z|x) dz∫

y

∫
z
eηp(z|x) dz dy

=
γ
∫
z
eηp(z|x) dz∫

y
γ
∫
z
eηp(z|x) dz dy

.

As σ → 0, γeη becomes the Dirac function of z centered
at y. Thus, we have

lim
σ→0

pc(y|x) = lim
σ→0

∫
z
p(z|x)δ(z − y) dz∫

y

∫
z
p(z|x)δ(z − y) dz dy

=p(y|x).
(7)

As a result, pc(y|x) converges to p(y|x) as σ approaches
0, and accordingly, (6a) and (6b) converge to (1a) and
(1b), respectively. □

Proposition 2 elucidates that the kernel function con-
verges to a Dirac delta function at y as the scale param-
eter tends to zero. As a result, the convolutional con-
ditional probability reduces to its standard version. For
finite values of scale parameter, this new definition con-
siders a controllable amount of uncertainty governed by
the scale parameter, offering an extension to the previ-
ous one.

3 Convolutional Bayesian Filtering

In this section, we demonstrate how model mismatches
in the filtering problem can be explicitly addressed using
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convolutional conditional probability. This is achieved
by conditioning on an additional event representing the
error bound between the system model and the real sys-
tem. Further, by substituting the total probability rule
and Bayes’ law with (6a) and (6b) in the Bayes filter,
we can establish a more generalized filtering framework
called convolutional Bayesian filtering.

3.1 Uncertain Hidden Markov Model with Model Mis-
match

The essence of Bayesian filtering is to find a balance
between the stoasticities of state transition and state
observation. The stochasticity of the former comes from
inherent randomness in the environment dynamics while
that of the latter comes from sensor noises. These two
stochastic processes are typically represented by hidden
Markov model (HMM):

x0 ∼ p0(x0),

xt ∼ p(xt|xt−1),

yt ∼ p(yt|xt).

(8)

Here, xt ∈ Rn is the system state and yt ∈ Rm is the cor-
responding measurement. Besides, p0 denotes the prob-
ability distribution of the initial state x0, p(xt|xt−1) rep-
resents the transition probability, and p(yt|xt) is the out-
put probability.

The standard HMM implicitly assumes that the real sys-
tem is perfectly modelled, i.e., (8) is an exact description
of system dynamics and measurement sensors. However,
perfect information about transition or output probabil-
ities is often unattainable due to parametric variation,
unmodeled dynamics or external disturbances. In other
words, there must be some model errors in engineer-
ing practice. This error can lead to significant accuracy
degradation in state estimation if not properly consid-
ered. To build an HMM with model mismatch, we have
to distinguish two kinds of states: the real state and the
virtual state. The former is an accurate yet unattainable
description of the system. The latter is an artificial con-
struct generated by nominal models and does not exist
in the physical world. We use x̄t to represent the virtual
state and xt to represent the real state. Likewise, the real
measurement is denoted as yt, and its virtual counter-
part, which is generated by the nominal output proba-
bility, is denoted as ȳt. The HMM with model mismatch
is depicted in Fig. 2 and outlined in (9) as follows:

x0 ∼ p0(x0),

x̄t ∼ p(x̄t|xt−1),

ȳt ∼ p(ȳt|xt), (9a)

d(xt, x̄t) ≤ rx,

d(yt, ȳt) ≤ ry. (9b)

Here, p(x̄t|xt−1) and p(ȳt|xt) denote the nominal transi-

𝒙𝑡−1

ഥ𝒙𝑡

𝒓𝑥

𝒙𝑡

𝑝 ҧ𝑥𝑡|𝑥𝑡−1

Uncertainty

𝑑𝑥 𝒙𝑡, ഥ𝒙𝑡 ≤ 𝒓𝑥

𝑝𝑐 𝑥𝑡|𝑥𝑡−1 𝒙𝑡

ഥ𝒚𝑡

𝒓𝑦

𝒚𝑡

𝑝 ത𝑦𝑡|𝑥𝑡

Uncertainty

𝑑𝑦 𝒚𝑡, ഥ𝒚𝑡 ≤ 𝒓𝑦

𝑝𝑐 𝑦𝑡|𝑥𝑡

Fig. 2. Illustration of uncertain HMM with model mismatch.
The nominal transition probability in HMM projects the real
state in the previous time, denoted as xt−1, to a model-pre-
dicted virtual state x̄t. However, due to model mismatch,
xt−1 transitions to the real state xt in the physical world.
The transition from x̄t to xt is inaccessible; instead, their
distance d(xt, x̄t) are bounded by a threshold random vari-
able rx, i.e., d(xt, x̄t) ≤ rx. Analogously, d(yt, ȳt) ≤ ry re-
flects the measurement model mismatch.

tion probability and nominal output probability respec-
tively; rx and ry are the threshold random variables de-
picting the upper bound of model mismatch, with their
distributions characterized by the cumulative distribu-
tion functions Fx and Fy, respectively. Importantly, rx
is assumed to be independent of both xt and x̄t, and a
similar independence assumption is made for ry relative
to yt and ȳt. This new form in (9) is called uncertain
hidden Markov model.

It is crucial to differentiate between the concepts of sys-
tem stochasticity (see (9a)) and model mismatch (see
(9b)). The distinction hinges on the presence of known
mathematical forms. System stochasticity can be accu-
rately modeled using explicit distributions with associ-
ated parameters. In contrast, model mismatch refers to
the inherent limitations and uncertainties in a model’s
ability to represent the real system. Typically, this can
only be quantified by an upper bound that reflects the
extent to which the model deviates from reality. If we
can only acquire the bound of system stochasticity, it
inherently becomes a special case of model mismatch.
Conversely, if the distribution of model mismatch is de-
termined, it then becomes part of the system’s stochas-
ticity. This distinction is pivotal in understanding and
building uncertain HMM.

Remark 2 When the real system is perfectly modelled,
i.e., xt = x̄t, yt = ȳt, we have p(x̄t|xt−1) = p(xt|xt−1)
and p(ȳt|xt) = p(yt|xt). In this case, the uncertain HMM
(9) reduces to the standard HMM (8).

Remark 3 The two nominal probabilities p(x̄t|xt−1)
and p(ȳt|xt) can be written to state space model (SSM):

x̄t+1 = f̄(xt, ξ̄t),

ȳt = ḡ(xt, ζ̄t).
(10)

Here, f̄ is nominal transition model, ḡ is nominal mea-
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surement model, ξ̄t is virtual process noise, and ζ̄t is vir-
tual measurement noise.

In essence, HHM and SSM are just different represen-
tations of the same system model, and they can be
converted into each other [8, 24]. For example, con-
sider the HMM’s nominal transition probability ex-
pressed as p(x̄t|xt−1) = N (x̄t;Axt−1, Q). This can
be equivalently represented in the SSM format as
x̄t = Axt−1 + ξ̄t−1, where ξ̄t−1 ∼ N (ξ̄t−1; 0, Q) with
Q denoting the covariance matrix of the virtual pro-
cess noise. Similarly, an HMM with a nominal tran-
sition probability defined by a Laplace distribution,
p(x̄t|xt−1) = Laplace(x̄t;Axt−1, Q), can be represented
in SSM format as x̄t = Axt−1+ ξ̄t−1, with ξ̄t−1 following
the Laplace distribution Laplace(ξ̄t−1; 0, Q).

3.2 Filtering Algorithm

When the system is perfectly modelled as in (8),
Bayesian filtering serves as an ideal framework to cal-
culate the posterior of system state by iteratively per-
forming (11a) and (11b):

p(xt|y1:t−1) =

∫
p(xt|xt−1)p(xt−1|y1:t−1) dxt−1,

(11a)

p(xt|y1:t) =
p(xt|y1:t−1)p(yt|xt)∫
p(xt|y1:t−1)p(yt|xt) dxt

. (11b)

Here, p(xt|y1:t) is the posterior, p(xt|y1:t−1) is the prior.
As a tradition, (11a) is called prediction and (11b) is
called update. These two equations originate from total
probability rule and Bayes’ law respectively. In fact, al-
most all existing Bayesian filtering algorithms adhere to
this framework, with their differences lying in how these
two equations are calculated.

When considering the HMM with model mismatch (9),
we need to shift the mathematical foundation to convo-
lutional rules, as demonstrated in (6). First, let us re-
define some core probability distributions in Bayesian
filtering, including posterior distribution, prior distribu-
tion, transition probability, and output probability. The
redefinition relies on the uncertain HMM:

pc(xt|y1:t) : = p(xt|y1:t, dx(xi, x̄i) ≤ rx, dy(yi, ȳi) ≤ ry),

pc(xt|y1:t−1) : = p(xt|y1:t−1, dx(xi, x̄i) ≤ rx, dy(yj , ȳj) ≤ ry),

pc(xt|xt−1) : = p(xt|xt−1, dx(xt, x̄t) ≤ rx),

pc(yt|xt) : = p(yt|xt, dy(yt, ȳt) ≤ ry),

i = 1, 2, ..., t, j = 1, 2, ..., t− 1.
(12)

Here, pc(xt|y1:t), pc(xt|y1:t−1), pc(xt|xt−1) and pc(yt|xt)
are convolutional distributions, each corresponding to
their respective physical meanings. Then, we will illus-
trate how to use these definitions in (12) to derive a new
Bayesian filtering framework to handle model mismatch.

We begin with the assumption of conditional indepen-
dence:

Assumption 1 (Conditional Independence) xt

and x̄t are conditionally independent given xt−1, i.e.,

p(x̄t|xt, xt−1) = p(x̄t|xt−1).

Besides, yt and ȳt are conditionally independent given
xt.

This assumption suggests that the virtual state can be
inferred directly from the past state, without additional
information from the current state. Also, the virtual
measurement can be inferred directly from the state,
without additional information from the real measure-
ment. This assumption originates from the philosophi-
cal belief that the physical world and the modeling of
a system are mutually exclusive at any given moment;
that is, the act of modeling does not affect the system
in the physical world, nor does the physical system in-
fluence its nominal model. This principle is crucial for
estimating the transition and output probabilities using
their nominal models. Under the assumption of condi-
tionally independence, we can obtain the main result of
the paper:

Theorem 1 (Convolutional Bayesian filtering)
Under Assumption 1, the convolutional Bayesian filter-
ing is calculated recursively by (13a) and (13b):

pc(xt|y1:t−1) =

∫
pc(xt|xt−1)pc(xt−1|y1:t−1) dxt−1,

(13a)

pc(xt|y1:t) =
pc(xt|y1:t−1)pc(yt|xt)∫
pc(xt|y1:t−1)pc(yt|xt) dxt

. (13b)

Here, the convolutional transition probability is

pc(xt|xt−1) =

∫
x̄t

(1− Fx(dx(xt, x̄t))) p(x̄t|xt−1) dx̄t∫
xt

∫
x̄t

(1− Fx(dx(xt, x̄t))) p(x̄t|xt−1) dx̄t dxt
,

(14a)

and the convolutional output probability is

pc(yt|xt) =

∫
ȳt
(1− Fy(dy(yt, ȳt))) p(ȳt|xt) dȳt∫

yt

∫
ȳt
(1− Fy(dy(yt, ȳt))) p(ȳt|xt) dȳt dyt

.

(14b)

Proof. The transition and output probabilities in (8)
are standard conditional probabilities. By leveraging
the definition of convolutional conditional probability,
we can derive the convolutional forms of (8) as in (14).
Consequently, their convolutional counterparts are re-
ferred to as the convolutional transition probability
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(14a) and the convolutional output probability (14b),
respectively. Then by utilizing (6), we can deduce con-
volutional Bayesian filtering (13). □

Remark 4 In the iterative process, (13a) and (13b) re-
semble the prediction and update steps of Bayesian filter-
ing, respectively. The only difference is that all the prob-
ability distributions are transformed into their convolu-
tional counterparts. Therefore, we refer to this iterative
process as convolutional Bayesian filtering.

3.3 Analytical Form in Gaussian Cases

A major challenge in convolutional Bayesian filtering is
the difficulty in computing the integrals in (14a) and
(14b), as their analytical solutions generally do not exist.
However, an exceptional case arises when distance met-
rics are represented as quadratic forms, threshold dis-
tributions are chosen as exponential distributions, and
virtual noises are characterized as additive Gaussian. In
this specific case, it is possible to derive an analytical
version of convolutional Bayesian filtering.

Corollary 1 Consider the following nominal system
model

p(x̄t|xt−1) = N (x̄t; f(xt−1), Q),

p(ȳt|xt) = N (ȳt; g(xt), R).
(15)

If dx(x, x̄) = ∥x−x̄∥2, dy(y, ȳ) = ∥y−ȳ∥2, rx ∼ Exp(α)
and ry ∼ Exp(β) with α, β > 0 being exponential coeffi-
cients, we have

pc(xt|xt−1) = N (xt; f(xt−1), Q+ 1/(2α) · In×n),
(16a)

pc(yt|xt) = N (yt; g(xt), R+ 1/(2β) · Im×m). (16b)

Proof. The proof is provided only for the first part,
namely, proving the analytical form of pc(xt|xt−1) in
(16a). The second part (16b) can be proved in a similar
manner. According to (14a), we have

pc(xt|xt−1)

∝
∫
x̄t

(1− Fx(dx(xt, x̄t))) p(x̄t|xt−1) dx̄t,

=

∫
x̄t

e−α∥xt−x̄t∥2

e
− 1

2∥x̄t−f(xt−1)∥2

Q−1 dx̄t.

By completing the square, we have

α∥xt − x̄t∥2 +
1

2
(x̄t − f(xt−1))

⊤
Q−1 (x̄t − f(xt−1))

=
1

2

(
x̄⊤
t (2αIn×n +Q−1)x̄t

− 2x̄⊤
t (2αIn×nxt +Q−1f(xt−1)) + C

)
=
1

2

(
∥x̄t − (2αIn×n

+Q−1)−1(2αxt +Q−1f(xt−1))∥22αIn×n+Q−1 + C
)
.

(17)
where C indicates terms that do not depend on x̄t. The
integral of (17) over x̄t is proportional to

e−
1
2 (xt−f(xt−1))

⊤(1/(2α)·In×n+Q)−1(xt−f(xt−1)),

where 1/(2α) · In×n +Q is the covariance matrix of the
convolutional transition probability and f(xt−1) is its
mean. This results in an analytical form of the convolu-
tional transition probability:

pc(xt|xt−1) = N (xt; f(xt−1), Q+ 1/(2α) · In×n).

□

This corollary shows that by using quadratic distance
metrics and choosing exponential threshold variables,
the covariance matrix of the convolutional transition
probability for system (15) essentially becomes the nom-
inal covariance matrix plus a constant matrix related
to the exponential coefficient. As the exponential coef-
ficient increases, the exponential distribution becomes
more concentrated, with its mean and variance tending
towards zero. This implies that the uncertain HMM be-
comes increasingly deterministic. When the exponential
coefficient becomes infinity, the effect of model mismatch
diminishes, and the convolutional transition probability
pc(xt|xt−1) reduces to the nominal transition probabil-
ity p(xt|xt−1). This analysis is equally applicable to con-
volutional output probability and nominal output prob-
ability.

For linear Gaussian case, where the system in (15)
satisfies f(xt−1) = Axt−1 and g(xt) = Cxt, standard
Bayesian filtering simplifies to the canonical Kalman
filter. By using Corollary 1, the canonical Kalman filter
can be transformed into its convolutional version by
only replacing the covariance matrix of process noise Q
with Q+1/(2α), and the covariance matrix of measure-
ment noise R with R+ 1/(2β).

Remark 5 The resulting method is an outlier-robust
Kalman filter (KF), which we name as convolutional KF
(ConvKF). Unlike the robust regression KF that employs
Huber loss [14] or correntropy loss [9, 34, 35], and the
student-t KF [2,30] designed for handling non-Gaussian
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heavy-tailed distributions, ConKF offers several bene-
fits: First, it quantitatively considers the impact of model
mismatch with a clear probabilistic meaning; second,
it preserves the original structure of KF, maintaining
the conjugate nature of Gaussian distributions without
increasing the computational burden; third, our method
is in alignment with the well-established results for en-
gineering practice of the KF, as discussed in Chapter
6.1 of [4] and Theorem 7.6 of [15]: if the modeling of
noise covariance is imprecise, it is common practice to
opt for a larger covariance in the KF. This treatment is
proven to preserve stability, albeit resulting in a more
conservative filter.

4 Approximation via Exponential Density
Rescaling

Except for the Gaussian case addressed in Corollary 1,
the convolutional conditional probabilities in Bayesian
filtering typically lack analytical forms. In this section,
we introduce an approximation technique for computing
the convolutional conditional probability, namely the ex-
ponential density rescaling technique. Moreover, we of-
fer a theoretical explanation for this technique using the
theory of information bottleneck.

4.1 Exponential Density Rescaling

When the distance metric is defined in terms of relative
entropy, the transition probability and output probabil-
ity can be approximated by simply reformulating them
into exponential forms with fractional powers. Specifi-
cally, we have the following theorem:

Theorem 2 (Exponential Approximation) When
the distance metrics dx and dy are chosen as

dx(xt, x̄t) = DKL(p̂xt ||p̂x̄t), dy(yt, ȳt) = DKL(p̂yt ||p̂ȳt),

with p̂xt
(x) = δ(x − xt) and p̂yt

(y) = δ(y − yt) rep-
resenting the empirical distribution, and rx ∼ Exp(α),
ry ∼ Exp(β) with α, β > 0, the convolutional transi-
tion probability and convolutional output probability can
be approximated as

pc(xt|xt−1) ≈
p(xt|xt−1)

α
α+1∫

p(xt|xt−1)
α

α+1 dxt

:= pe(xt|xt−1),

pc(yt|xt) ≈
p(yt|xt)

β
β+1∫

p(yt|xt)
β

β+1 dyt
:= pe(yt|xt).

Proof.We prove the theorem only for the convolutional
output probability, because the proof logic for the con-
volutional transition probability is analogous and thus
omitted. Besides, the proof is confined to cases where

the sample space is finite. Supposing the sample space
has k elements, we define the set of all the probability
distributions as

∆k =

{
p ∈ Rk : p = [p1, p2, . . . , pk],

∑
i

pi = 1, pi > 0,∀i

}
.

By Proposition 1, we have

pc(yt|xt) ∝ P (dy(yt, ȳt) ≤ ry|yt, xt).

According to (5), we have

P (dy(yt, ȳt) ≤ ry|yt, xt)

=

∫
ȳt

(1− Fy(dy(yt, ȳt))) p(ȳt|xt) dȳt

=

∫
ȳt

e−β(DKL(p̂yt ||p̂ȳt ))p(ȳt|xt) dȳt

=Eȳt∼p(ȳt|xt)

{
e−β(DKL(p̂yt ||p̂ȳt ))

}
.

For any o ∈ Rk, we define o′ := (o1, o2, . . . , ok−1) ∈ Rk−1

and C(o) ∈ Rk×k satisfying [C(o)](i,j) = oi1(i=j)−oioj .
Under the assumption of finite sample space, we denote
q̂ = p̂ȳt ∈ ∆k and p = p̂yt ∈ ∆k. Thus, we have

E
{
e−β(DKL(p̂yt ||p̂ȳt ))

}
= E

{
e−β(DKL(p||q̂))

}
.

The chi-squared distance is a second-order Taylor ap-
proximation of the relative entropy [12]. That is to say,
for any p, q ∈ ∆k, we have

DKL(p||q) =
1

2
χ2(p, q) +O(∥p− q∥2), (18)

where DKL(p||q) :=
∑

i pi log(pi/qi) and χ2(p, q) :=∑
i(pi−qi)2/qi. Besides, for all p, q ∈ ∆k, the chi-squared

distance χ2(p, q) equals

χ2(p, q) = (p′ − q′)⊤C−1(q′)(p′ − q′), (19)

where p′ := (p1, p2, . . . , pk−1) ∈ Rk−1 [12]. According to
the central limit theorem [23], the empirical distribution
can be approximated by a Gaussian distribution q̂ ∼
N (q̂; q, C(q)) [28] with q = p(ȳt|xt) being the nominal
distribution. Defining C = C(q′), by (18) and (19), we
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have

E
{
e−β(DKL(p||q̂))

}
≈E

{
e−

β
2 (p′−q̂′)⊤C−1(p′−q̂′)

}
=(2π)

k−1
2 |C/β| 12

∫
N (p′; q̂′, C/β)N (q̂′; q′, C) dq̂′

=(2π)
k−1
2 |C/β| 12N (p′; q′, (

1

β
+ 1)C)

=(
1

1 + β
)

k−1
2 e−

1
2 (

1
β+1)−1(p′−q′)⊤C−1(p′−q′)

≈( 1

1 + β
)

k−1
2 e−

β
β+1DKL(p||q)

=(
1

1 + β
)

k−1
2 e−

β
β+1DKL(p̂yt ||p(ȳt|xt))

∝p(yt|xt)
β

β+1 .

Thus, we finally achieve pc(yt|xt) ∝ p(yt|xt)
β

β+1 . □

Based on the second order approximation of the rela-
tive entropy, this theorem provides an effective way of
performing convolutional Bayesian filtering by simply
transforming transition probability and output proba-
bility using their fractional orders.

Remark 6 In linear Gaussian systems, the proposed ap-
proximation alters the covariances for both transition and
measurement noises. Consider, for example, the nomi-
nal transition probability p(x̄t|xt−1) = N (x̄t;Axt−1, Q);
this becomes pe(xt|xt−1) = N (x̄t;Axt−1, (α+ 1)/α ·Q),
thereby changing the covariance of the transition noise
from Q to (α+1)/α ·Q. Such a modification aligns with
the guidelines of Corollary 1. However, it is crucial to
emphasize that while Corollary 1 is confined to Gaussian
distributions, Theorem 2 broadens the scope to include
any type of distribution. The extensive applicability of
this approach is also reflected in the convolutional parti-
cle filter algorithm (see Algorithm 1), which is formulated
without being limited to any specific distribution type.

4.2 Connection with Information Bottleneck Theory

Previously, we have proved that convolutional Bayesian
filtering can be approximated by exponential density
rescaling technique. This section will provide a theoret-
ical view of this technique using the information bottle-
neck theory.

Given the measurement data yt, the state xt can be
regarded as its compressed representation. Leveraging
the information bottleneck theory [6,36], we can express
the information bottleneck objective as

qinfo(xt|yt) = argmin
q(xt|yt)

{−I(xt, ȳt)}],

s.t. I (xt,yt) ≤ I0,
(20)

Algorithm 1 Convolutional Particle Filter with Expo-
nential Density Rescaling

Require: Sequence of measurements y1:t, nominal
transition probability p(xt|xt−1), nominal output
probability p(yt|xt), number of particles N .

1: for t = 0 to T do
2: Prediction:
3: for i = 1 to N do
4: x

(i)
t ∼ pe(xt|x(i)

t−1)
5: end for
6: Update:
7: for i = 1 to N do
8: wi = pe(yt|x(i)

t )
9: end for

10: Normalize weights: w ← w/
∑

(w)
11: Resampling:
12: Select N particles based on weights w for new set
13: Replace current particles with the new set
14: end for
Ensure: Final set of particles: x(1:N)

where I(x,y) = DKL (p(x, y)∥p(x)p(y)) is defined as the
mutual information between random variables x and y.
Here, the mutual information I(xt,yt) and I(xt, ȳt) are
defined by two joint probability distributions p(xt, yt)
and p(xt, ȳt), which can be decomposed as

p(xt, yt) = q(xt|yt)p(yt) = q(yt|xt)p(xt),

p(xt, ȳt) = p(xt|ȳt)p(ȳt).

The goal of (20) is to maximize the mutual information
between the virtual measurement and its compression,
the system state, while ensuring that the mutual infor-
mation between the state and the actual measurement
does not exceed I0. The concept of the “information bot-
tleneck” emerges from the limitation that I(xt,yt) must
not exceed I0, which requires compressing the informa-
tion in yt through a bottleneck, as depicted in Fig. 3a.

The constrained optimization problem in (20) can be
transformed into an unconstrained optimization prob-
lem by using the Lagrange multiplier 1− γ:

qinfo(xt|yt) = argmin
q(xt|yt)

{−I(xt, ȳt) + (1− γ)I(xt,yt)} .

(21)
By leveraging the Markov property (see Fig. 3b) [3,20],
(21) can further be rewritten as

qinfo(xt|yt) = argmin
q(xt|yt)

{I(xt,yt|ȳt)− γ · I(xt,yt)} .

(22)
We can find an approximate upper bound of (22). For
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Fig. 3. (a) Illustration of information bottleneck. (b) Markov
chain of the information bottleneck. Note that G represents
the data generator for yt and ȳt.

the first term, we have:

I(xt,yt|ȳt)

=Ep(yt,ȳt)

{
Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)p(yt|ȳt)

p(xt|ȳt)p(yt|ȳt)

)}}
=Ep(yt,ȳt)

{
Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

p(xt|ȳt)

)}}
=Ep(yt)

{
Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1)

)}}
− Ep(ȳt)

{
Ep(xt|ȳt)

{
log

(
p(xt|ȳt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1)

)}}
=Ep(yt)

{
Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1)

)}}
− Ep(ȳt) {DKL(p(xt|ȳt)∥pc(xt|y1:t−1))} .

(23)

Note that we have q(xt|yt, ȳt) = q(xt|yt) due to the
Markov property [3, 20]. Because the KL divergence is
always positive, (23) can be upper bounded by

I(xt,yt|ȳt)

≤Ep(yt)

{
Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1)

)}}
=Eq(xt|yt)

{
Ep(yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1)

)}}
≈Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1)

)}
=DKL (q(xt|yt)∥pc(xt|y1:t−1)) .

The approximate equality in the penultimate line is due
to the substitution of expected values with sample val-
ues. Besides, the second term I (xt,yt) is approximately

lower bounded by

I (xt,yt)

=H (yt) + Eq(xt|yt)

{
Ep(yt) {log q(yt|xt)}

}
=H (yt) + Eq(xt|yt)

{
Ep(yt) {log p(yt|xt)}

}
+ Ep(yt)

{
Eq(xt|yt) {log q(yt|xt)} − Eq(xt|yt) {log p(yt|xt)}

}
=H (yt) + Eq(xt|yt)

{
Ep(yt) {log p(yt|xt)}

}
+ Ep(xt) {DKL(q(yt|xt)∥p(yt|xt))}

≥H (yt) + Eq(xt|yt)

{
Ep(yt) {log p(yt|xt)}

}
≈H (yt) + Eq(xt|yt) {log p(yt|xt)} .

(24)
Here, p(yt|xt) is not real output probability. Instead, it
is the value of the nominal output probability p(ȳt|xt) at
the real measurement data yt. Combining (23) and (24),
we can transform the unconstrained optimization prob-
lem in (22) into minimizing its variational lower bound.

qinfo(xt|yt)

= argmin
q(xt|yt)

{
− γEq(xt|yt) {log p(yt|xt)}

+DKL (q(xt|yt)∥pc(xt|y1:t−1))
}

=argmin
q(xt|yt)

{
Eq(xt|yt)

{
log

(
q(xt|yt)

pc(xt|y1:t−1) · p(yt|xt))γ

)}}
=

pc(xt|y1:t−1)p(yt|xt)
γ∫

pc(xt|y1:t−1)p(yt|xt)γ dxt
.

(25)
Here, the entropy of the measurement H(yt) is omitted
because it is a constant term regarding the optimization
objective (22). From (25), it can be seen that by setting
γ = β/(β + 1), the solution to the information bottle-
neck problem coincides with the update step of convolu-
tional Bayesian filtering approximated by the exponen-
tial density rescaling technique. This relationship offers
a new perspective for understanding our framework. In
more details, the variable γ serves as a Lagrange multi-
plier that balances the trade-off between reconstructing
information about measurement model and compressing
representation of measurement data. As β increases, the
compression bottleneck becomes less restrictive. When
β → ∞, convolutional Bayesian filtering simplifies to
standard Bayesian filtering, and γ → 1, indicating that
information is constructed without bottleneck.

5 Simulations

In this section, we evaluate our proposed framework
across three benchmark systems to demonstrate its ap-
plicability to classic filtering algorithms in addressing
model mismatches. We conduct N = 100 Monte Carlo
experiments with M = 40 time steps for each simula-
tion. In each experiment, the chosen evaluation metric is
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(a) Case A: Transition model mismatch
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(b) Case B: Measurement model mismatch

Fig. 4. Box plot of RMSE for KF, HuberKF and ConvKF.
The black square “ ■ ” represents the average RMSE.

the root mean square error (RMSE), which is defined as

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

M

M∑
i=1

∥xi − x̂i∥2.

Here, xi, x̂i stand for the real and estimated state at the
i-th step. This metric is averaged with 100 experiments
for fair performance evaluation in our simulations.

5.1 Linear Wiener Velocity Model

The Wiener velocity model is a well-known standard
environment in the field of target tracking, where the
velocity is modeled as the Wiener process [42]. The state

x =
[
px, py, vx, vy

]⊤
consists of system positions px, py

and system velocities vx, vy. The Wiener velocity model
is described by

x̄t+1 =


1 0 0.1 0

0 1 0 0.1

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1

xt + ξ̄t,

ȳt =

[
1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

]
xt + ζ̄t.

Here, the virtual process noise ξ̄t is modelled by
ξ̄t ∼ N (0, Q) with covariance Q = I4×4, and vir-
tual measurement noise satisfies ζ̄t ∼ N (0, R) with
R = I2×2. Additionally, the initial state x0 satisfies

x0 ∼ N
([

0 0 1 1
]⊤

, I4×4

)
.

To evaluate the effectiveness of our designed filter, we
consider two different cases for model mismatch, which
is a common setting in existing works [14,30]:

• Case A: Transition Model Mismatch: In the real
system, the process noise is a mixture of Gaussian
noises, while the measurement noise is Gaussian:

ξt ∼ 0.9 · N (0, Q) + 0.1 · N (0, 100Q),

ζt ∼ N (0, R).

• Case B: Measurement Model Mismatch: The
process noise is Gaussian, while the measurement
noise is a mixture of Gaussian noises:

ξt ∼ N (0, Q),

ζt ∼ 0.9 · N (0, R) + 0.1 · N (0, 1000R).

Our proposed convolutional Bayesian filtering frame-
work is applied to the KF through the application of
Corollary 1, which we have named the ConvKF.We con-
duct comparisons of ConvKF using various values for
parameters defined in Corollary 1, with the standard KF
and the Huber KF. Note that Huber KF is a widely-used
robust method that replaces the quadratic loss in the op-
timization formulation of KF with the Huber loss [14]. In
Fig. 4, a box plot of the RMSE demonstrates that Con-
vKF outperforms the standard KF across a broad range
of parameters in both cases A and B. Specifically, in case
A, altering the exponential coefficient α from 0.005 to
0.05 results in an almost unchanged RMSE for ConvKF.
In contrast, for case B, adjusting the exponential coef-
ficient β from 0.005 to 0.05 leads to a slight increase in
the RMSE for ConvKF.

5.2 Sequence Forecasting System

In this subsection, we consider a popular nonlinear sys-
tem used for sequence forecasting [35]. The state space
model is given by

x̄t+1 = xt + κ1 ·

[
−1 0

0.1 −1

]
xt + κ2 · cos(xt) + ξ̄t,

ȳt = xt + sin(xt) + ζ̄t,

where x0 ∼ N (0, I2×2). Both the constants κ1 and κ2

are set to 0.1. We assume Q = R = I2×2 for virtual pro-
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Fig. 5. Box plot of RMSE for UKF, EKF, HuberUKF, IEKF, ConvEKF and ConvUKF.

cess noise ξ̄t ∼ N (0, Q) and virtual measurement noise
ζ̄t ∼ N (0, R), respectively. We construct convolutional
approaches for EKF and UKF by considering quadratic
form distance metrics and an exponential distribution
threshold variable, similar to Corollary 1. These ap-
proaches are named the Convolutional EKF (ConvEKF)
and Convolutional UKF (ConvUKF), respectively. Sim-
ilar to the discussion in Subsection 5.1, we compare our
methods with the standard UKF [16], standard EKF
[33], Huber UKF [7], and Iterated EKF (IEKF) [5]. The
IEKF is a variant of the EKF that enhances linear ap-
proximation to nonlinear systems through iterative up-
dates, thereby improving filter performance. The Huber
UKF is a robust version of the UKF, which replaces the
quadratic loss in the optimization of the update step
with Huber loss. Our comparisons consider the following
two cases:

• Case A: Transition Model Mismatch: In the real
system, the process noise is a mixture of Gaussian
noises, while the measurement noise is Gaussian.

Specifically, we have

ξt ∼ 0.9 · N (0, Q) + 0.1 · N (0, 100Q),

ζt ∼ N (0, R).

• Case B: Measurement Model Mismatch: The
process noise is Gaussian, while the measurement
noise is a mixture of Gaussian noises. This is repre-
sented as

ξt ∼ N (0, Q),

ζt ∼ 0.9 · N (0, R) + 0.1 · N (0, 1000R).

As demonstrated in Fig. 5, ConvEKF outperforms the
other methods in both case A and case B over a wide
range of parameters. Additionally, ConvUKF also shows
improvements over the standard UKF, particularly in
situations with measurement outliers. Notably, the Hu-
ber UKF fails in scenarios with transition model mis-
match, possibly because it is designed to enhance ro-
bustness by considering the post-prediction prior in the
update step, rather than directly incorporating robust-
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ness into the prediction step.

5.3 Isothermal Gas-phase Reactor Model

We perform simulation on a commonly used isother-
mal gas-phase reactor model for state estimation [32].
This model describes the reversible chemical reaction
2Ar ⇌ Br. Initially, the reactor is charged with certain
amounts of Ar and Br, but the exact composition of the
original mixture remains uncertain. The state x includes

the partial pressures, i.e., x =
[
PA PB

]⊤
. The discrete-

time version of the gas-phase reactor model with Euler
method is

x̄t+1 =

(
PA,t + (−2k1 · P 2

A,t + 2k2 · PB,t) · dt
PB,t + (k1 · P 2

A,t − k2 · PB,t) · dt

)
+ ξ̄t,

ȳt = PA,t + PB,t + ζ̄t,

where x0 = [0.1, 4.5]⊤, k1 = 0.16, k2 = 0.0064,
and dt = 0.1. The virtual process noise satisfies
ξ̄t ∼ Laplace (0, Q) with Q = 10−4I2×2, and the virtual
measurement noise satisfies ζ̄t ∼ Laplace (0, R) with
R = I1×1. For our subsequent verification, we will also
set up two different simulations similar to the Section
5.1:

• Case A, Transition model mismatch: The mea-
surement noise obeys Laplace distribution while the
process noise is a mixture of Laplace noise, i.e.,

ξt ∼ 0.9 · Laplace(0, Q) + 0.1 · Laplace(0, 1000Q),

ζt ∼ Laplace(0, R).

• Case B, Measurement model mismatch: The
process noise obeys Laplace distribution while the
measurement noise is a mixture of Laplace noise, i.e.,

ξt ∼ Laplace(0, Q),

ζt ∼ 0.9 · Laplace(0, R) + 0.1 · Laplace(0, 1000R).

We apply our proposed convolutional Bayesian filtering
framework to PF, approximated using exponential den-
sity rescaling, and refer to it as ConvPF, as shown in Al-
gorithm 1. Our method is compared with standard PF,
auxiliary PF (APF) [29], and student-t PF (STPF) [38].
Note that APF and STPF are two widely used robust al-
gorithms. APF introduces an auxiliary variable to select
particles based on both their weights and the likelihood
of the current observation prior to the actual resampling
step. This method focuses computational resources on
more promising particles, enhancing the filter’s perfor-
mance, particularly in scenarios with tailed observation
densities. On the other hand, STPF employs the Stu-
dent’s t distribution, which has heavier tails, making it
more capable of handling extreme values or deviations

PF APF STPF ConvPF
= 0.1

ConvPF
= 0.15

0.0
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0.6
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(a) Case A: Transition model mismatch

PF APF STPF ConvPF
= 0.1

ConvPF
= 0.15

0.01

0.02
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0.04

0.05

0.06

R
M

SE

(b) Case B: Measurement model mismatch

Fig. 6. Box plot of RMSE for PF, APF, STPF and ConvPF
under Laplace noise conditions.

from normal assumptions.

As depicted in Fig. 6, our approach yields the minimum
estimation error in scenarios involving both transition
(Case A), and measurement model mismatches (Case
B). Although PF exhibits a marginal enhancement in
RMSE over the standard PF, the improvement is not
significant. STPF shows varied performance; in Case A,
the STPF’smedianRMSE ismarginally better than that
of PF, yet its overall variance and average RMSE are
notably higher. In Case B, the STPF does offer an im-
provement compared to the PF. However, our ConvPF
method, with tuning parameters α and β, consistently
outperforms the other methods.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

This paper extends the definition of conditional proba-
bility and introduces a convolutional Bayesian filtering
framework by transforming transition and output prob-
abilities into convolutional forms, broadening the scope
of Bayesian filtering.We demonstrate that convolutional
Bayesian filtering possesses analytical forms of convo-
lution operation in systems with Gaussian noises. For
non-Gaussian cases, the transition and output proba-
bilities can be effectively approximated by scaling them
into fractional powers, when employing the relative en-
tropy as the distance measure. This leads to an enhanced
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version of the Kalman filter, which achieves robustness
through simple modifications to the noise covariancema-
trix, while still preserving the conjugate nature of Gaus-
sian distributions. The practical efficacy of convolutional
Bayesian filtering is demonstrated through its applica-
tion to various common filtering algorithms, including
the Kalman filter, extended Kalman filter, unscented
Kalman filter, and particle filter.

In this paper, our primary focus is the generalization
of Bayesian filtering theory to a convolutional form.
Bayesian filtering undeniably forms the foundation of
optimal filtering theory for discrete-time systems, high-
lighting the significance and applicability of our exten-
sion. Nevertheless, it’s also crucial to acknowledge the
distinctive aspects of filtering theory for continuous-
time systems. In these systems, the conditional density
function of states typically derives from numerical so-
lutions of Kusher’s or Duncan-Mortensen-Zakai’s equa-
tions [1,41], rather than Bayes’ law. A notable advance-
ment in this domain is the Yau-Yau method [39, 40],
which is rigorously proven to converge to a global so-
lution (a type of convergence otherwise only seen in
particle filters in discrete-time systems) and can be
pre-computed offline, facilitating real-time applica-
tions [10,27]. While we do not explore how to apply our
approach to continuous-time systems in this paper, such
an extension is a compelling future research avenue.
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