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Abstract

The performance of disturbance observers is strongly influenced by the level of prior knowledge about the disturbance model.
The simultaneous input and state estimation (SISE) algorithm is widely recognized for providing unbiased minimum-variance
estimates under arbitrary disturbance models. In contrast, the Kalman filter-based disturbance observer (KF-DOB) achieves
minimum mean-square error estimation when the disturbance model is fully specified. However, practical scenarios often
fall between these extremes, where only partial knowledge of the disturbance model is available. This paper investigates the
inherent bias-variance trade-off in KF-DOB when the disturbance model is incomplete. We further show that SISE can be
interpreted as a special case of KF-DOB, where the disturbance noise covariance tends to infinity. To address this trade-off,
we propose two novel estimators: the multi-kernel correntropy Kalman filter-based disturbance observer (MKCKF-DOB) and
the interacting multiple models Kalman filter-based disturbance observer (IMMKF-DOB). Simulations verify the effectiveness
of the proposed methods.

Key words: simultaneous input and state estimator, Kalman filter-based disturbance observer, multi-kernel correntropy,
interacting multiple models

1 Introduction

Disturbances are pervasive across various domains,
including cyber-physical systems (Yu et al., 2024),
robotics (Yan et al., 2023; Kim and Chung, 2015; Chen
et al., 2015a), and physiological systems (De Nicolao
et al., 1997). In control systems, disturbances degrade
system performance and can even lead to instabil-
ity (Chen et al., 2015b). In estimation systems, distur-
bances diminish estimation accuracy and may cause
filter divergence (Perea et al., 2007). Therefore, accu-
rately estimating the disturbance is crucial for a wide
range of applications.

A promising approach to estimate disturbance is dis-
turbance observers (DOBs). DOBs can be roughly
divided into two categories: frequency domain-based
methods and time domain-based methods. The fre-
quency domain-based approach was initially developed
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by Ohishi et al. (1987) where the inverse of the nomi-
nal model G(s) accompanied by a low-pass filter Q(s)
was utilized to estimate the disturbance. To improve
the convergence rate with periodic disturbances, Elka-
yam et al. (2018) enhanced the conventional frequency-
domain disturbance observer by mixing it with a se-
ries of multi-resonant terms. The time domain-based
DOBs are much more pervasive than the frequency-
based approaches, e.g., nonlinear disturbance observer
(NDOB) (Chen et al., 2000), higher-order NDOB (Kim
et al., 2010), extended state-observer (ESO) (Han,
2009), unknown input observer (UIO) (Johnson, 1970),
simultaneous input and state estimation (SISE) (Yong
et al., 2016; Gillijns and De Moor, 2007), Kalman filter-
based disturbance observer (KF-DOB) (Phuong et al.,
2018), to name only a few. Chen et al. (2000) designed
an NDOB to offset the friction torque in manipulators
with guaranteed stability. Kim et al. (2010) proposed a
generalized form of NDOB by considering higher-order
disturbances. Different from NDOB, Han (2009) de-
signed ESO by utilizing the relative degree of the system
information and estimating the lumped disturbance
and state simultaneously. This method is widely used in
active disturbance rejection control (ADRC). Opposite
to the above estimators that do not require an explicit
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disturbance model, UIO assumes that the disturbance
is generated by an exogenous system with a known
differential equation. Then, the state and disturbance
can be jointly estimated (Johnson, 1970). It is worth
mentioning that NDOB, ESO, and UIO do not consider
measurement and process noise explicitly. However, in
some applications, the noise cannot be ignored. In such
a scenario, KF and its variants are preferable.

The state estimation of linear systems with unknown
disturbance (or input) and stochastic measurements
has attracted many research efforts since its incep-
tion. Initially, Kitanidis (1987) formulated an unbiased
minimum-variance estimator for robust state estimation
under arbitrary disturbances. Afterward, Darouach and
Zasadzinski (1997) developed an alternative unbiased
minimum variance estimator and provided the corre-
sponding convergence analysis. Subsequently, Gillijns
and De Moor (2007) refined the results of Kitanidis
(1987) and constructed the SISE estimator which pro-
vided an unbiased minimum-variance estimation for
both the state and disturbance. Recently, Bitmead et al.
(2019) interpreted SISE as a special KF with a specific
disturbance model and Song and Zheng (2024) further
extended this result to the direct feedthrough case. It
is worth noting that although the above estimators are
theoretically attractive due to the unbiased minimum
variance property, they are rarely utilized in practical
control engineering since their outputs usually contain a
high uncertainty (in other words, the outputs are noisy).
The noisy estimate is destructive to robots’ control sta-
bility and energy consumption. On the contrary, the re-
sult of KF-DOB is much more smooth (although it may
be biased) and is favored by many engineers (Phuong
et al., 2018; Li et al., 2020, 2015).

Intuitively, the disturbance estimation is idealistic if the
result is both unbiased and smooth. However, in the pres-
ence of incomplete disturbance models and stochastic
measurements, achieving these two objectives is inher-
ently conflicting.We refer to this effect as disturbance es-
timation bias-variance dilemma. This phenomenon has
been frequently observed by many researchers. For in-
stance, in KF-DOB, reducing the disturbance noise co-
varianceQd results in smoother output but compromises
tracking speed. Although the trade-off between tracking
speed and estimation smoothness is well understood em-
pirically, an in-depth analysis of this trade-off within the
KF framework, along with effective countermeasures, re-
mains unexplored, which motivates this work.

This paper uncovers the inherent bias-variance trade-off
in KF-DOB and proposes corresponding solutions. First,
we demonstrate the existence of this trade-off in KF-
DOB under inaccurate disturbance models and stochas-
tic noise. We then establish the equivalence between
SISE and KF-DOB when the disturbance noise covari-
ance is infinite, highlighting the critical role of distur-
bance noise covariance in balancing the bias-variance ef-

fect. Note that the primary connection between SISE
and KF was built in Bitmead et al. (2019). In this work,
we extend the result of Bitmead et al. (2019) to the sce-
nario of knowing nominal disturbance models, which are
extensively utilized in the robotic community (Phuong
et al., 2018; Li et al., 2020, 2015). On this basis, we pro-
pose two remedies to mitigate the bias-variance dilemma
inKF-DOB, i.e.,MKCKF-DOB and IMMKF-DOB. The
main contributions of this work are outlined as follows.

• We establish the existence of a bias-variance trade-
off in KF-DOB, as formalized in Theorem 3. Addi-
tionally, we prove that KF-DOB is equivalent to SISE
when the disturbance noise covariance tends to infin-
ity, as demonstrated inTheorem 5 andCorollary 3.

• We develop two remedies to alleviate the bias-
variance trade-off in KF-DOB, i.e., MKCKF-DOB
and IMMKF-DOB in Algorithms 1 and 2 .

• The bias-variance effects of different estimator are vi-
sualized in simulations. The results confirm that the
proposed methods offer superior performance com-
pared to existing estimators.

The remainder of this paper is arranged as follows. In
Section II, we provide some preliminaries. In Section III,
we demonstrate the intrinsic trade-off in KF-DOB. In
Section IV, we prove that KF-DOB is identical to SISE
when applying infinite disturbance noise covariance and
develop two remedies. In Section V, we give some simu-
lations to validate the proposed approaches. In Section
VI, we draw a conclusion.

Notations: The transpose of a matrix A is denoted by
AT . The symbol X ≻ 0 (X ≽ 0) denotes X is a positive
definite (semi-positive definite) matrix. The Gaussian
distribution with mean µ and covariance Σ is denoted
by N (µ,Σ). The expectation of a random variable X is
denoted by E(X). The notation A → ∞ denotes that
all eigenvalues of A tend to infinity, which implies that
A−1 → 0. The symbol ∥x∥2A denotes xTAx.

2 Preliminaries

We begin by revisiting the SISE estimator and KF-
DOB. Next, we present the multi-kernel correntropy
Kalman filter (MKCKF) and the interacting multiple
model Kalman filter (IMMKF). Finally, we summa-
rize the distinct characteristics of each estimator and
provide a problem description

2.1 SISE Algorithm

We consider the following linear system:

xk = Fkxk−1 +Gkdk−1 + wk

yk = Hkxk + vk
(1)

where xk ∈ Rn is the state, yk ∈ Rm is the measure-
ments, dk ∈ Rp is the unknown input, wk ∼ N (0, Qk),
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and vk ∼ N (0, Rk). The SISE algorithm (Gillijns and
De Moor, 2007) is summarized as follows:

1) time update

xk|k−1 = Fkxk−1|k−1

Pk|k−1 = FkPk−1|k−1F
T
k +Qk.

(2)

2) unknown input estimation

R̃k = HkPk|k−1H
T
k +Rk

M∗
k =

(
GT

kH
T
k R̃

−1
k HkGk

)−1

GT
kH

T
k R̃

−1
k

dk−1 = M∗
k

(
yk −Hkxk|k−1

)
.

(3)

3) measurement update

x∗
k|k =xk|k−1 +Gkdk−1

K∗
k =Pk|k−1H

T
k R̃−1

k

x̂k|k =x∗
k|k +K∗

k

(
yk −Hkx

∗
k|k

)
Pk|k =(I −K∗

kHk)
[
(I −GkMkHk)Pk|k−1 (I −GkMkHk)

T

+GkMkRkM
T
k GT

k

]
+K∗

kRkM
T
k GT

k

P dd
k|k =

(
GT

k HT
k R̃−1

k HkGk

)−1

(4)

Lemma 1 (Gillijns and DeMoor, 2007)M∗
kHkGk = Ip

where Ip is an identity matrix of dimension p.

Lemma 2 (Gillijns andDeMoor, 2007) SISE algorithm
is an unbiased minimum variance estimator under arbi-
trary disturbance signals.

2.2 Kalman Filter-Based Disturbance Observer

In many practical applications, one can augment the
disturbance as a new state and construct the KF-DOB
as follows:

xk = Φkxk−1 +wk

yk = Hkxk + vk
(5)

where

xk =

[
dk

xk

]
,Φk =

[
I 0

Gk Fk

]
,Hk =

[
0 Hk

]
, yk = yk.

Moreover, the augmented process noise is assumed to
follow wk ≜ [wT

d,k, w
T
x,k]

T ∼ N (0,Qk) and vk ≜ vk ∼
N (0,Rk). Correspondingly, the KF-DOB can be exe-
cuted as
x̂k|k−1 = Φkx̂k−1|k−1

x̂k|k = x̂k|k−1 +Kk(yk −Hkxk|k−1)

= (I−KkHk)Φkx̂k−1|k−1 +Kkyk

Pk|k−1 = ΦkPk−1|k−1Φ
T
k +Qk

Kk = Pk|k−1H
T
k (HkPk|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Pk|k = (I−KkHk)Pk|k−1(I−KkHk)
T +KkRkK

T
k .
(6)

The information form posterior error covariance up-
date (Zhao and Huang, 2020) has

P−1
k|k = P−1

k|k−1 +HT
kR

−1
k Hk. (7)

Note that the difference between the SISE and KF-DOB
is that a nominal dynamic model dk = dk−1 + wd,k is
utilized in KF-DOB, but is avoided in SISE. It is worth
mentioning that although we use the constant distur-
bance model in this paper for ease of analysis, it can be
replaced by other models that reflect our prior knowl-
edge of the disturbance.

2.3 Multi-kernel Correntropy Kalman filter

The MKC (Li et al., 2021, 2023) is a similarity measure
of two random vectors X ,Y ∈ Rl:

V (X ,Y ) =

l∑
i=1

σ2
iE[κσi

(Xi,Yi)] (8)

where E[κσi(Xi,Yi)] =
∫
κσi(xi, yi)dFXiYi(xi, yi),

κσi(xi, yi) = Gσi(xi, yi) = exp(− e2i
2σ2

i

), σi is the kernel

bandwidth, ei = xi − yi is the realization error, and
FXiYi

(·, ·) is the joint distribution. In some applica-
tions, only finite samples xk and yk can be obtained.
Then, MKC can be estimated as

V̂ (X ,Y ) =

l∑
i=1

σ2
i V̂i(Xi,Yi) (9)

where V̂i(Xi,Yi) =
1
N

∑N
k=1 Gσi

(
xi,k, yi,k

)
and xi,k and

yi,k denote i-th elements of xk and yk. The MKC loss
(MKCL) is defined as

JMKCL =

l∑
i=1

σ2
i (1− V̂i) =

1

N

N∑
k=1

l∑
i=1

σ2
i

(
1−Gσi

(ei,k)
)

(10)
where ek = [e1,k, e2,k, . . . , el,k]

T and ei,k = xi,k − yi,k.
By replacing the MSE loss with MKCL, one can derive
the MKCKF which is robust to heavy-tailed process or
measurement noises. Readers can refer to (Li et al., 2021,
2023) for details.

2.4 Interacting Multiple Models Kalman Filter

We consider a state estimation problem with q Markov
jump linear models. For model j (j = 1, 2, . . . , q), we
have

xk = Ajxk−1 + wj,k

yk = Cjxk + vj,k
(11)

where xk ∈ Rn is the state, yk ∈ Rm is the measure-
ment, and wj,k and vj,k are Gaussian noises for j-th
model with covariance matricesQj and Rj , respectively.
The Markov transition probability matrix has P = [Pi,j ]
where Pi,j is the transition probability from model i to
model j. Then, the IMM-KF can be summarized as fol-
lows (Fan et al., 2021):
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Table 1
Characteristics of different estimators.

Estimators Noise assumption Features

SISE Gaussian unbiased minimum variance estimator under arbitrary disturbance models

KF-DOB Gaussian optimal under accurate disturbance models

MKCKF heavy-tailed robust to heavy-tailed noise

IMMKF Gaussian capable of handling Markov jump systems

1) Input interaction: obtain the transition probability
from model i to model j at time step k − 1:

µij,k−1|k−1 = Pijµi,k−1/c̄j (12)

where µi,k−1 is the probability for model i obtained
at time step k − 1 and c̄j =

∑q
i=1 Pijµi,k−1.

2) Obtain the initial state and covariance estimate of
model j:

x̂init
j,k−1|k−1 =

q∑
i=1

x̂i,k−1|k−1µij,k−1|k−1

P init
j,k−1|k−1 =

q∑
i=1

µij,k−1|k−1

(
Pi,k−1|k−1 +

(
x̂i,k−1|k−1

− x̂init
i,k−1|k−1

)(
x̂i,k−1|k−1 − x̂init

i,k−1|k−1

)T)
.

(13)
3) State and covariance estimation for model j:

x̂j,k|k = x̂j,k|k−1 +Kj,kej,k

Pj,k|k =
(
I −Kj,kCj

)
Pj,k|k−1

(14)

with 

x̂j,k|k−1 = Aj x̂
init
j,k−1|k−1

Pj,k|k−1 = AjP
init
j,k−1|k−1A

T
j +Qj

ej,k = yk −Aj x̂k|k−1

Sj,k = CjPj,k|k−1C
T
j +Rj

Kj,k = Pj,k|k−1C
T
j S

−1
j,k

. (15)

4) Update the model probability for model j:

µj,k =
Λj,k c̄j

c
(16)

where Λj,k = 1√
2π|Sj,k|

exp
(
− 1

2e
T
j,kS

−1
j,k ej,k

)
and c =∑q

j=1 Λj,k c̄j .

5) State and error covariance interaction:

x̂k|k =

q∑
j=1

µj,kx̂j,k|k

Pk|k =

q∑
j=1

µj,k

(
Pj,k|k +

(
x̂j,k|k − x̂k|k

)(
x̂j,k|k − x̂k|k

)T)
.

(17)

2.5 Problem Description

We summarize the characteristics of the above four es-
timators in Table 1. We find that SISE is unbiased un-
der arbitrary disturbance models and KF-DOB is opti-

mal under accurate disturbance models. In many practi-
cal applications, we only have an inaccurate disturbance
model. In such cases, SISE is under-confident since it
ignores the disturbance model, and KF-DOB is over-
confident since it regards the disturbancemodel as an ac-
curate one. Since unmodeled disturbance dynamics can
be regarded as heavy-tailed noise (Li et al., 2023) and
a linear combination of multiple models can better ap-
proximate inaccurate disturbance models, MKCKF and
IMMKF have the potential of outperforming SISE and
KF-DOB in terms of disturbance estimation.

In this paper, we answer the following questions:What is
the role of the disturbance model in simultaneous state
and disturbance estimation? Can we build a connec-
tion between KF-DOB and SISE? How can we provide
a better estimator when the disturbance model is inac-
curate? The answers would facilitate our understanding
of state estimation with inaccurate disturbance models
and guide the practical usage of disturbance observers.

3 Bias-Variance Trade-off in KF-DOB

This section investigates the fundamental trade-off be-
tween the disturbance tracking speed and estimation
variance in KF-DOB.

3.1 Bias-Variance Trade-off with Incorrect Initializa-
tion in KF

Directly investigating the bias-variance effect in KF-
DOB is difficult. To simplify the problem, we initially
investigate the effects of the process covariance selection
with an improper initial guess in KF, which would pave
the way for the subsequent analysis.

3.1.1 Effects of ∆Q on Convergence Speed

We consider the linear time-invariant system as shown
in (5). By denoting the used process covariance Qu

k as

Qu
k = Qk +∆Q (18)

where Qk denotes the real process noise covariance and
∆Q is the covariance mismatch. Subsequently, we insti-
gate the effects of ∆Q on the convergence speed and es-
timation accuracy with incorrect initial guess in KF.

By aggregating the state and measurement from time
step 1 to k as X1,k = [xT1 , x

T
2 , · · · , xTk ]T and Y1,k =
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[yT1 , y
T
2 , · · · , yTk ]T , the extended state-space model of (5)

has
X1,k = Φ1,kx0 +G1,kW1,k

Y1,k = H1,kx0 +D1,kW1,k +V1,k
(19)

where x0 denotes the initial state,W1,k = [wT
1 , . . . ,w

T
k ]

T ,
V1,k = [vT1 , . . . , v

T
k ]

T , and

Φ1,k = [ΦT
1 , (Φ2Φ1)

T , . . . , (ϕ1
k−1)

T , (ϕ1
k)

T ]T

G1,k =



I 0 · · · 0 0

Φ2 I · · · 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

ϕ2
k−1 ϕ3

k−1 . . . I 0

ϕ2
k ϕ3

k . . . Φk I


H1,k = H̄1,kΦ1,k

where ϕi
j = ΦiΦi+1 . . .Φj with i < j, H̄1,k =

diag(H1,H2, . . . ,Hk), and D1,k = H̄1,kG1,k. According
to (19), we can specify xk as the last row vector X1,k:

xk = ϕ1
kx0 +Grk

1,kW1,k (20)

where Grk
1,k denote k-th row of G1,k.

Given the initial value x0 and the measurement set Y1,k,
the batch Kalman estimate appears in the convolution-
based form (Barfoot, 2024) at time step k as

x̂k = Hh
1,kY1,k +Hs

1,kx0 (21)

where gainsHh
1,k andHs

1,k minimize the MSE for inputs
Y1,k and x0. According to the unbiasedness constraint
and orthogonality principle between the state estimate
and the measurement set, one obtains

x̂k = x̂hk + x̂sk = Hh
1,kY1,k + (ϕ1

k −Hh
1,kH1,k)x0 (22)

where

Hh
1,k = Grk

1,kQ1,kD
T
1,k(D1,kQ1,kD

T
1,k +R1,k)

−1. (23)

The detailed derivation is in Appendix 7.1. Since both
(21) and the KF in (6) are optimal in the minimummean
squared error sense, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3 (Zhao and Huang, 2020) Given system dy-
namics as shown in (5) with exactly known initial value
x0 (i.e., the uncertainty about x0 is zero), the optimal
state estimate xk at time instant k can be obtained either
by recursively running conventional KF with x̂0 = x0 and
P0 = 0 given in (6), or by the batch estimator specified
in (22).

According to (22), one can decompose x̂k as response to
measurement x̂hk and response to initial value x̂sk. Con-
sidering Lemma 3, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 1 The response to measurements x̂hk has

x̂hk = (I−KkHk)Φkx̂
h
k−1 +Kkyk (24)

with initial value x̂h0 = 0 and P0 = 0, and Kk is the
Kalman gain. Furthermore, the response to initial value

x̂sk has
x̂sk = (I−KkHk)Φkx̂

s
k−1 (25)

starting from x̂s0 = x0.

The proof is available in Appendix 7.2.

Corollary 1 Denote Φ̄k ≜ (I − KkHk)Φk which is in-
ferred as the one-step predictor. If KF is stable, all eigen-
values of Φ̄k are strictly within the unit circle. Conse-
quently,

lim
k→∞

x̂sk = 0 (26)

meaning that the response of the Kalman estimates to x0
decreases to zero gradually where the convergence speed
is governed by Φ̄k.

We then consider a much more general case, i.e., x0 is not
exactly known but follows N (x̄0, P̄0). In this scenario,
the batch estimator (21) is modified as

x̂k = H̄h
1,kY1,k + H̄s

1,kx̄0 (27)

where H̄h
1,k and H̄s

1,k are gains to be determined. Ac-
cording to the unbiasedness constraint and orthogonal
principle, by analogy with the obtainment of (22), one
has

x̂k = x̂h̄k + x̂s̄k = H̄h
1,kY1,k + (ϕ1

k − H̄h
1,kH1,k)x̄0 (28)

where

H̄h
1,k =(ϕ1

kP0H
T
1,k +Grk

1,kQ1,kD
T
1,k)(H1,kP0H

T
1,k+

D1,kQ1,kD
T
1,k +R1,k)

−1.
(29)

The derivation is available in Appendix 7.3.

Lemma 4 (Zhao and Huang, 2020) Given a linear
Gaussian state-space model (5) with known initial distri-
bution N (x̄0,P0), the optimal state estimate xk at time
instant k can be obtained either by recursively running
conventional KF with x̂0 = x̄0 and P0|0 = P0 as shown
in (6), or through the batch estimator specified in (28).

Proposition 2 The response to measurements x̂h̄k has

x̂h̄k = (I−KkHk)Φkx̂
h̄
k−1 +Kkyk (30)

with initial value x̂h̄0 = 0 and P0|0 = P0. The symbol Kk

is the Kalman gain. The response to initial value x̂s̄k has

x̂s̄k = (I−KkHk)Φkx̂
s̄
k−1 (31)

starting from x̂s0 = x̄0.

The proof of this proposition is similar to that of Propo-
sition 1 and hence is omitted.

Corollary 2 If KF is stable, one has

lim
k→∞

x̂s̄k =

k∏
i=1

Φ̄kx̄
s̄
0 = 0 (32)

where Φ̄k = (I−KkHk)Φk and x̄s̄0 = x̄0.
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In the case that an incorrect initial mean x̄u0 is used (
with correct P0), according to (31), the corresponding
response to initial value has x̂s̄uk = Φ̄kx̂

s̄u
k−1 with x̂s̄u0 =

x̄u0 . Subsequently, the estimation bias can be quantified
by

x̂bk = Φ̄kx̂
b
k−1. (33)

where x̂bk = x̂s̄k − x̂s̄uk and x̄b0 = x̄0 − x̄u0 .

Remark 1 Proposition 2 allows us to investigate the es-
timation bias and estimation uncertainty (i.e., variance)
by analyzing (33) and (30) separately. It is worth men-
tioning the incorrect initial value can be generalized to
the state estimation with sudden state jumps, which can
be found in many applications, e.g., target tracking with
impulsive disturbances, position tracking of robots with
suddenly added loads, etc.

Lemma 5 For the Kalman filter shown in (6), by de-
noting Mk = I−KkHk, one has

Mk =
(
I + Pk|k−1H

T
kR

−1
k Hk

)−1
. (34)

The proof of this lemma is available in Appendix 7.4.

We formulate the following convergence performance
measure

Cγ,k = ∥x̂bk∥22 = (x̂bk−1)
T Φ̄T

k Φ̄kx̂
b
k−1

= (x̂bk−1)
TΦT

kM
T
kMkΦkx̂

b
k−1.

(35)

To investigate effects of ∆Q on Cγ,k, we denote C
o
γ,k and

Cu
γ,k as the results of applying Qk and Qu

k . Furthermore,
we denote

Po
k|k−1 = ΦkP

o
k−1|k−1Φ

T
k +Qk

Pu
k|k−1 = ΦkP

u
k−1|k−1Φ

T
k +Qu

k

and define

Xk ≜ I + Po
k|k−1H

T
kR

−1
k Hk,

Yk ≜
(
Pu
k|k−1 − Po

k|k−1)H
T
kR

−1
k Hk.

(36)

Assumption 1 We assume that XkY
T
k + YkX

T
k +

YkY
T
k ⪰ 0 for any ∆Q ⪰ Qϵ+ ⪰ 0 where Qϵ+ is a

certain positive semi-definite (PSD) matrix . Moreover,
XkY

T
k + YkX

T
k + YkY

T
k ⪯ 0 for any ∆Q ≺ Qϵ− ≺ 0

where Qϵ− is a certain negative semi-definite (NSD)
matrix.

Note that certain Qϵ+ and Qϵ− always exist of fulfilling
Assumption 1. Then, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1 Under Assumption 1, if ∆Q ⪰ Qϵ+,
Co

γ,k ≥ Cu
γ,k. Otherwise if ∆Q ⪯ Qϵ−, C

o
γ,k ≤ Cu

γ,k.

The proof is available in Appendix 7.5.

Remark 2 Theorem 1 indicates that the convergence of
improper initial guess would be accelerated when applying

∆Q ⪰ Qϵ+ and decelerated when applying ∆Q ⪯ Qϵ−
(under the premise that KF is stable).

To tighten the bounds Qϵ+ and Qϵ−, we make the fol-
lowing assumption.

Assumption 2 The terms Xk and Yk in (36) are sym-
metric.

Remark 3 Note that this assumption is not very restric-
tive since in many applications, e.g., target tracking (Zhu
et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2017), Xk and Yk are approxi-
mately symmetric.

Proposition 3 Under Assumption 2, Qϵ+ and Qϵ− in
Theorem 1 will degenerate to zero matrices, i.e., Qϵ+ =
Qϵ− = 0. In this scenario, if ∆Q ⪰ 0, Co

γ,k ≥ Cu
γ,k.

Otherwise if ∆Q ⪯ 0, Co
γ,k ≤ Cu

γ,k.

The proof is available at Appendix 7.6.

Proposition 4 (Infinite Convergence Rate) In the
case that the eigenvalues of ∆Q tends to infinity, i.e.,
∆Q → ∞ and HT

kR
−1
k Hk is a positive definite (PD) ma-

trix, x̂bk converges to zero with infinite convergence rate,
i.e., x̂b1 = 0 for arbitrary x̄b

0 .

The proof is available in Appendix 7.7.

3.1.2 Effects of ∆Q on Steady-state Error Covariance

we investigate effects of ∆Q on the steady-state error
covariance in KF by analyzing the relations of the fol-
lowing three performance indices: ideal error covariance

Pk|k, filter calculated error covariance Pf
k|k, and true er-

ror covariance Pt
k|k. Note that Pf

k|k does not provide a

true measure of estimation accuracy when ∆Q ̸= 0.

Assumption 3 Weassume thatPk−1|k−1 = Pf
k−1|k−1 =

Pt
k−1|k−1 at time step k − 1.

The above assumption follows Ge et al. (2016). Accord-
ingly, Pk|k can be obtained by the ideal KF as shown in

(6). Under Assumption 3, Pf
k|k can be calculated by

x̂fk|k = x̂fk|k−1 +Kf
k(yk −Hkx̂

f
k|k−1)

Pf
k|k = (I−KkHk)P

f
k|k−1(I−KkHk)

T +Kf
kRk(K

f
k)

T

x̂fk|k−1 = Φkx̂k−1|k−1

Pf
k|k−1 = ΦkPk−1|k−1Φ

T
k +Qu

k

Kf
k = Pf

k|k−1H
T
k (HkP

f
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1.

(37)

The information form of Pf
k|k has

(Pf
k|k)

−1 = (Pf
k|k−1)

−1 +HT
kR

−1
k Hk. (38)
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Note that Pf
k|k does not provide a true measure of the

estimation accuracy at time step k. Since

x̃fk|k = xk − x̂fk|k

= (I−Kf
kHk)Φkx̃k−1|k−1 + (I−Kf

kHk)wk −Kf
kvk,

it follows that the true error covariance Pt
k|k = cov(x̃fk|k)

has

Pt
k|k = (I−Kf

kHk)Pk|k−1(I−Kf
kHk)

T +Kf
kRkK

T
k . (39)

Then, we have the following theorem.

Lemma 6 (Ge et al., 2016) Under Assumption 3, if

∆Q ⪰ 0,Pf
k|k ⪰ Pt

k|k ⪰ Pk|k. Otherwise, if −Qk ⪯
∆Q ⪯ 0,Pt

k|k ⪰ Pk|k ⪰ Pf
k|k.

Remark 4 Lemma 6 reveals that the true error covari-
ance is always bigger than the ideal error covariance Pk|k
as long as ∆Q ̸= 0.

Theorem 2 Under Assumption 3, if 0 ⪯ ∆Q1 ⪯ ∆Q2,

one has Pk|k ⪯ Pf1
k|k ⪯ Pf2

k|k and Pk|k ⪯ Pt1
k|k ⪯ Pt2

k|k
where superscripts 1 and 2 denote corresponding results
of applying ∆Q1 and ∆Q2. On the contrary, if 0 ⪰
∆Q1 ⪰ ∆Q2 ⪰ −Qk, one has Pk|k ⪰ Pf1

k|k ⪰ Pf2
k|k and

Pk|k ⪯ Pt1
k|k ⪯ Pt2

k|k.

The proof is available in Appendix 7.8.

Remark 5 According to Theorems 1 and 2, one observes
that the two targets, bias convergence rate and ground
truth error covariance, are conflicting. A bigger process
covariance would lead to a faster bias convergence speed,
at the cost of enlarged steady-state error covariance.

3.2 Bias-Variance Trade-off in KF-DOB

As indicated in Remark 1, the incorrect initial guess in
KF can be generalized to intermittent state jump in KF-
DOB under step-like disturbance (note that the distur-
bance itself is a state in KF-DOB). Before proceeding,
we give the following assumptions.

Assumption 4 The disturbance in (5) is the summa-
tion of a step signal plus a white noise term, i.e.,

dk = 1

n∑
i=0

αiχAi
(k) + wd,k (40)

where 1 denotes a vector with elements 1 of proper di-
mension, wd,k ∼ N (0, Qd), αi are real numbers, Ai are
intervals with Ai ∩Aj = ∅ and ∪n

i=0Ai = R, χAi
(k) is a

indicator function of k:

χAi(k) =

{
1, if k ∈ Ai

0, if k /∈ Ai
.

Assumption 5 The KF-DOB convergences to its
steady state before the next disturbance jump comes.

Remark 6 As one can see, the problem KF-DOB with
step-like disturbance is identical to the problem of KF
with incorrect initial mean, except for the state jump hap-
pening intermittently in KF-DOB but only happening at
k = 0 for KF with improper initial mean.

We assume that there is no cross-correlation between
the state and disturbance, i.e., Qk = diag(Qd,Qx) for
(5). Since the state jump only occurs on the disturbance
part, we use the following process covariance

Qu
k =

[
Qd +∆Qd 0

0 Qx

]
. (41)

Subsequently, we investigate the influence of ∆Qd on
the bias-variance effects of KF-DOB. To simplify the
analysis, we assume that the disturbance switched from
1α1 to 1α2 at time step j+1, i.e., dj = 1α1+wdj

while
dj+1 = 1α2+wdj+1 . Correspondingly, at time step j+1,
the “initialization error” becomes

x̄b,dobj = [(db,dobj )T , (xb,dob
j )T ]

= [(α2 − α1)1
T ,0T ]T .

(42)

This error would converges to zero as j → ∞ if KF-DOB
is stable. Consequently, we denote the true steady-state
error covariance as Pt,dob

∞ .

Theorem 3 There is an intrinsic bias-variance trade-
off in KF-DOB regarding ∆Qd ⪰ 0. Under assumption
2, when using ∆Qd = 0, Pt,dob

∞ is minimized and equal to

the ideal error covariance, but the bias x̄b,dob
j converges to

zero at the slowest speed. On the contrary, when applying

∆Qd → ∞, x̄b,dob
j converges to zero at its quickest speed,

but its steady-state covariance Pt,dob
∞ is maximized.

The proof of this theorem is available in Appendix 7.9.

Theorem 4 Consider a more general process mismatch

covariance ∆Q =

[
∆Qd 0

0 ∆Qx

]
(i.e., existing both ∆Qd

and ∆Qx). In this scenario, KF-DOB is an unbiased
minimum variance estimator if and only if ∆Qd → ∞
and Qx = 0.

The proof of this theorem is available at Appendix 7.10.

4 Remedies

In this section, we build a connection between SISE and
conventional KF-DOB. We prove that these estimators
are identical when selecting infinite disturbance noise
covariance. Moreover, we demonstrate that KF-DOB is
insufficient for complex disturbance scenarios. To handle
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this issue, we provide two remedies, i.e., MKCKF-DOB
and IMMKF-DOB.

4.1 Native Kalman Filter-based Disturbance Observer

We consider the following NKF-DOB as follows:[
dk−1

xk

]
=

[
0 0

Gk Fk

][
dk−1

xk−1

]
+

[
wd,k−1

wx,k

]

yk =
[
0 Hk

] [dk−1

xk

]
+ vk.

(43)

where wd,k−1 ∼ N (0, Dk). The cross covariance has
E[(xk − E(xk))(dk−1 − E(dk−1))

T ] = E[(Gkdk−1 +
Fkxk−1 +wx,k − x̄k)(wd,k−1 − d̄k−1)] = GkDk. Analog-
icaly, one obtains

E(

[
wd,k−1

wx,k

][
wd,k−1

wx,k

]T

) =

[
Dk DkG

T
k

GkDk Qk

]
.

Assumption 6 The initial state x0 is independent of
wx,k and wd,k−1 with a known mean x0|0 and covariance
matrix P x

0|0. Moreover, rankHkGk = rank Gk = p where

p is the dimension of dk.

Under Assumption 6 and applying standard Gaussian
conditional density formula, one arrives (Bitmead et al.,
2019)

Pk|k−1 = GkDkG
T
k + FkPk−1|k−1F

T
k +Qk

Kk = Pk|k−1H
T
k (HkPk|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Mk = DkG
T
kH

T
k (HkPk|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Pk|k = cov(xk|{yk}) = (I −KkHk)Pk|k−1

P d
k−1|k = cov(dk−1|{yk}) = (I −MkHkGk)Dk

xk|k = Fkxk−1|k−1 +Kk(yk −HkFkxk−1|k−1)

dk−1|k = Mk(yk −HkFkxk−1|k−1)

(44)

where dk−1|k denotes the estimate of dk−1 at time step
k.

Lemma 7 (Bitmead et al., 2019) The NKFDOB in (44)
is identical to SISE as shown in (2)-(4) when Dk → ∞.

Lemma 8 (Identify 9 of Bitmead et al. (2019)) Mk →
M∗

k andKk → GkM
∗
k +K∗

k(I−HkGkM
∗
k ) asDk → ∞.

4.2 Kalman filter-based Disturbance Observer

We consider the KFDOB as shown in (5). The distur-
bance noise is assumed to follow wd,k−1 ∼ N (0, Dk).
Note that the only different between (43) and (5) is that
a nominal model dk = dk−1 is used in (5) but ignored in

(43). Denote Pk−1|k−1 =

[
P dd P dx

P xd P xx

]
, Q̃k =

[
Dk 0

0 Qk

]
,

and applying standard KF, one has

P dd
k|k−1 =P dd +Dk, P dx

k|k−1 = P ddGT
k + P dxFT

k

Pxx
k|k−1 =GkP

ddGT
k + FkP

xdGT
k +GkP

dxFT
k + FkP

xxFT
k +Qk

Kx
k =Pxx

k|k−1H
T
k (HkP

xx
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Md
k =P dx

k|k−1H
T
k (HkP

xx
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Pxx
k|k =cov(xk|{yk}) = (I −KkHk)P

xx
k|k−1

P dd
k|k =cov(dk−1|{yk}) = P dd

k|k−1 − P dx
k|k−1H

T
k

× (HkP
xx
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1HkP
xd
k|k−1

P dx
k|k =P dx

k|k−1 − P dx
k|k−1H

T (HkP
xx
k|k−1H

T
k +R)−1HkP

xx
k|k−1

xk|k =Fkxk−1|k−1 +Gkdk−1|k−1 +Kx
k (yk

−HkFkxk−1|k−1 −HkGkdk−1|k−1)

dk|k =dk−1|k−1 +Mk(yk −HkFkxk−1|k−1 −HkGkdk−1|k−1)

(45)

Theorem 5 The KFDOB in (45) is identical to NKF-
DOB in (44) as Dk → ∞.

The proof of this theorem is available at Appendix 7.11.

Corollary 3 According to Lemma 7 and Theorem 5,
KFDOB is identical to the SISE estimator as Dk → ∞.

Remark 7 Corollary 3 coincides with Theorem 4 which
states that KF-DOB becomes an unbiased minimum vari-
ance estimator as Dk → ∞ under arbitrary disturbance
models.

According to Corollary 3, as Dk → ∞, NKF-DOB, KF-
DOB, and SISE coincide. As pointed out by (Gillijns
and De Moor, 2007), SISE is an unbiased minimum vari-
ance estimator under an arbitrary disturbance model.
Meanwhile, KF-DOB is an optimal estimator when the
disturbance model is exactly known. In many practi-
cal applications, the disturbance model is complex and
cannot be modeled accurately. In this case, based on
Theorem 3, there is an intrinsic bias-variance trade-off
in KF-DOB. To alleviate this issue, we give two reme-
dies: MKCKF-DOB and IMMKF-DOB. The former al-
leviates this trade-off through a robust loss, i.e., MKCL,
while the latter uses a switching disturbance covariance
to balance the disturbance tracking speed and tracking
uncertainty.

4.3 Multi-Kernel Correntropy Kalman Filter-Based
Disturbance Observer

One can rewrite (5) as

Tk = Wkxk +B−1
k νk (46)

where

Tk = B−1
k

[
x̂k|k−1

yk

]
, Wk = B−1

k

[
I

Hk

]
, νk =

[
x̂k|k−1 − xk

vk

]
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Algorithm 1 MKMCKF-DOB

1: Step 1: Initialization
2: Choose the bandwidth vector σd and a threshold ε.
3: Step 2: State Prediction
4: x̂k|k−1 = Φkx̂k−1|k−1

5: Pk|k−1 = ΦkPk−1|k−1Φk
T +Qk

6: Obtain Bp and Br by Cholesky decomposition.
7: Step 3: State Update
8: x̂k|k,0 = x̂k|k−1

9: while
∥x̂k|k,t−x̂k|k,t−1∥

∥x̂k|k,t∥ > ε do

10: x̂k|k,t = x̂k|k−1 + K̃k,t(yk −Hkx̂k|k−1)

11: K̃k,t = P̃k|k−1H
T
k (HkP̃k|k−1H

T
k + R̃k)

−1

12: P̃k|k−1 = BpM̃
−1
p BT

p , R̃k = BrM̃
−1
r BT

r

13: M̃p = diag(Gσp(ep,k)), M̃r = diag(Gσr (er,k))

14: ep,k = B−1
p x̂k|k−1 − B−1

p x̂k|k,t−1

15: er,k = B−1
r yk − B−1

r Hx̂k|k,t−1

16: t = t+ 1
17: end while
18: Pk|k = (I− K̃kHk)Pk|k−1(I− K̃kHk)

T + K̃kRkK̃
T
k

and Bk is obtained by Cholesky decomposition with

E(νkν
T
k ) =

[
Pk|k−1 0

0 Rk

]
=

[
BpB

T
p 0

0 BrB
T
r

]
= BkB

T
k .

MKCKF is obtained by minimizing the following
MKCL (Li et al., 2023):

min
xk

JMKCKF =

l∑
i=1

σ2
i

(
1−Gσi(ei,k)

)
(47)

where l denotes the dimensions of Tk, ei,k denotes the
i-th element of ek with ek = [eTp,k, e

T
r,k]

T = Tk −Wkxk,
and σi are kernel bandwidths.

As a comparison, the KF can be derived by the following
objective function (Simon, 2006):

min
xk

JKF =
1

2
∥yk −Hkxk∥2R−1

k

+
1

2
∥xk −Φkxk−1∥2P−1

k|k−1

.

(48)

Lemma 9 (Li et al., 2023) The loss function (48) is
identical to (47) when σi → ∞ for i = 1, 2, . . . , l.

We denote the process kernel bandwidth vector as σp =
[σT

d ,σ
T
x ]

T where σd and σx are bandwidth vectors for
the disturbance and state. Furthermore, we denote σr as
the kernel bandwidth vector for the measurement. Since
the nominal disturbance model dk = dk−1 may deviate
from the ground truth disturbance model in MKCKF-
DOB, we apply σx → ∞ and σr → ∞ vectors with
infinite kernel bandwidth, and useσd as a positive vector
with relatively small values according to (Li et al., 2023).
Then, the MKCKF-DOB is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Remark 8 Since Gaussian kernel function Gσ(ek) ≤ 1

always holds, one has P̃k|k−1 ⪰ Pk|k−1 and R̃k ⪰ Rk

Algorithm 2 IMMKF-DOB

1: Step 1: Initialization
2: Select disturbance noise covariance Qdj,k for model j
3: Step 2: Mixing
4: Obtain initial conditions of model j through (12)

and (13)
5: Step 2: Filtering
6: Obtain the estimate of model j through (14)
7: Step 3: Mode update
8: Update the model probability for model j through

(16)
9: Step 4: Output

10: Calculate posterior state and error covariance
through (17)

in Algorithm 1. In MKCKF-DOB, we apply σx → ∞
and σr → ∞, which indicate that R̃k = Rk and only
the submatrix of Pk|k−1 associated with the disturbance
is inflated where the inflation level is determined by the
process error ep,k. This mechanism can be understood as
applying an “adaptive” disturbance process covariance
matrix so that it matches the practical process error under
certain information metrics. Benefiting from the fixed-
point iteration in Line 9-17 of Algorithm 1, MKCKF-
DOB alleviates the bias-variance dilemma compared with
the conventional KF-DOB.

4.4 Interacting Multiple Model Kalman Filter-based
Disturbance Observer

As demonstrated in Theorem 3, there is an intrinsic bias-
variance trade-off in KF-DOB regarding the disturbance
noise covariance selection. This dilemma can be miti-
gated by designing a switching disturbance process co-
variance mechanism so that the disturbance tracking is
timely and smooth. To achieve this purpose, we design
an IMMKF-DOB that has a similar structure to the con-
ventional IMMKF summarized in Section 2.4, whereas a
unified dynamic model accompanied with different pro-
cess covariance is utilized in IMMKF-DOB. Specifically,
in IMMKF-DOB, model j has

xk = Φkxk−1 +wj,k

yk = Hkxk + vk
(49)

where wj,k ∼ N
(
0,

[
Qdj,k 0

0 Qx,k

])
and Qdj,k is the

disturbance noise covariance for model j. By select-
ing multiple Qdj,k, IMMKF-DOB can achieve a timely
and smoothing disturbance tracking through the fusion
of multiple models (i.e., multiple disturbance covari-
ances). The detailed IMMKF-DOB algorithm is similar
to IMMKF shown in equations (12) to (17) and is
summarized in Algorithm 2.
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5 Simulations

We consider the following tracking problem:

xk = Fkxk−1 +Gkdk−1 + wk

yk = Hkxk + vk
(50)

where Fk =

[
1 T

0 1

]
, Gk =

[
T 2

2

T

]
, Hk =

[
1 0

0 1

]
, xk =

[pk, vk]
T which contains the position and velocity, T =

0.1s is the sampling time, and dk is step-like disturbance
as shown in (40).

5.1 Trade-off Property

We denote the nominal disturbance covariance as D∗.
Then, we compare the performance of NKF-DOB and
KF-DOB with D = ηD∗ where η ranging from exp(0)
to exp(20). The results are shown in Fig. 1. One can
observe that when η is finite and the disturbance is a
step-like function, NKF-DOB and KF-DOB are biased
but their estimate is relatively smooth. On the contrary,
when η tends to infinity, the estimators are unbiased at
the price of a non-smooth estimate.
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Fig. 1. The performances of different estimators. (a) The
disturbance estimate of NKF-DOB with different η. (b) The
state estimate error of NKF-DOB with different η. (c) The
disturbance estimate of KF-DOB with different η. (d) The
state estimate error of KF-DOB with different η.

To highlight the bias-variance trade-off in KF-DOB,

we conduct 100 Monte Carlo runs to compare the bias
and standard deviation of the disturbance estimate at
each time step with different η. It is worth mention-
ing that the average disturbance bias is obtained by

bd,k = 1
K

∑K
i=1(dk − d̂k) and the standard deviation is

obtained by σd,k =
√

1
K

∑K
i=1(dk − d̂k − bd,k)2, where

dk is the ground truth disturbance, d̂k is the estimated
disturbance, and K is the Monte Carlo counts. The re-
sults are shown in Fig. 2(a). We observe that the 3σd,k

region of η = exp(0) is substantially tighter than that
of η = exp(20), at the cost of increased bias when a
step-like disturbance comes. Meanwhile, when η is suf-
ficiently large, the 3σd,k region becomes wider but the
bias effects disappear gradually. We further summarize
the average square of bias b̄2d = 1

m2−m1+1

∑m2

k=m1
bd,k

and average variance σ̄2 = 1
m2−m1+1

∑m2

k=m1
σ2
k within

the time interval t = [126, 132] (i.e., m1 = 1260 and
m2 = 1320. This region contains both the constant
disturbance region and disturbance jump region). The
corresponding result is shown in Fig. 2(b), where one
can observe an obvious bias-variance trade-off with the
increment of η (i.e., the disturbance noise covariance).
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Fig. 2. The visualization of bias-variance trade-off in KF–
DOB with different η.

5.2 Identity Property

We apply a sufficiently large D (e.g., D = exp(20)D∗)
for NKF-DOB and KF-DOB, and compare them with
the SISE estimator. The results are shown in Fig. 3. One
can observe that these estimators are identical which
coincides with Theorem 5 and Corollary 3.

5.3 Two Remedies

In MKCKF-DOB, we use σp = [ςd, 10
8, 108]T and σr =

[108, 108] with ςd = 3 according to Remark 8. More-
over, we apply D = D∗ which is the same with the KF-
DOB setting. As for IMMKF-DOB, we use D1 = D∗ for
Model 1 and D2 = exp(5)D∗ for Model 2. The Markov
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Table 2
Root-mean-square-error and and Time Consumption of Different Estimators.

Algorithm d− d̂ (mean± std ) x1 − x̂1 (mean± std ) x2 − x̂2 (mean± std ) time cost (mean± std )

KF-DOB η = exp(1) 2.2274 ±0.0125 0.0674± 0.004537 0.1743 ±0.0024 0.0078 ±0.0019

KF-DOB η = exp(1) 1.7857± 0.0137 0.0673± 0.004548 0.1434± 0.0022 0.0076 ±0.0010

KF-DOB η = exp(2) 1.5008 ±0.0158 0.0672 ±0.004552 0.1327 ±0.0019 0.0076± 0.0017

KF-DOB η = exp(3) 1.4497 ±0.0190 0.0672 ±0.004552 0.1325 ± 0.0017 0.0076 ±0.0017

KF-DOB η = exp(20) 2.0025 ±0.0311 0.0672 ±0.0045493 0.1417 ±0.0016 0.0077 ±0.0016

MKCKF-DOB 0.7500 ± 0.0105 0.0672 ± 0.004560 0.1102 ±0.0016 0.0188 ±0.0039

IMMKF-DOB 0.9412 ±0.0183 0.0671 ±0.004556 0.1176 ±0.0016 0.0296 ±0.0027
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Fig. 3. Identity property of SISE, NKF-DOB, and KF-DOB.
(a) The disturbance estimate of different estimators. (d) Er-
ror covariance of different estimators.

transition matrix has P =

[
0.98 0.02

0.5 0.5

]
. The correspond-

ing disturbance error performances of SISE, KF-DOB,
MKCKF-DOB, and IMMKF-DOB are shown in Fig. 4.
One can observe that MKCKF-DOB and IMMKF-DOB
have a smaller bias at the disturbance jump moments
compared with the KF-DOB, but have a similar perfor-
mance with the KF-DOB at the constant disturbance
moments, which indicates that these two remedies have
a better bias-variance trade-off compared with conven-
tional KF-DOB.
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Fig. 4. The disturbance estimate of SISE, KF-DOB, MKCK-
F-DOB, and IMMKF-DOB.

To visualize the bias-variance effects of the above two
remedies, we conduct 100Monte Carlo runs and visualize
the corresponding results in Fig. 5(a). We observe that
3σd,k region of the MKCKF and IMMKF are similar to
that of the KF-DOB, but the bias effect is significantly
mitigated. Furthermore, by denoting performance loss
as the summation of the square of bias and variance, i.e.,
b̄2d+σ̄2, within the time interval t ∈ [126, 132], we give the
corresponding performance loss of different estimators
in Fig. 5(b). The results verify the effectiveness of the
proposed remedies.
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Fig. 5. (a) The bias-variance visualization of KF-DOB,
MKCKF-DOB, and IMMKF-DOB with 100 Monte Carlo
runs. (b) Performance loss of different estimators with differ-
ent η. Note that in MKCKF-DOB, the kernel bandwidth for
the disturbance channel is set as ςd = 3+ log(η). In IMMK-
F-DOB, we use D1 = D∗ and D2 = exp(η)D∗.

We summarize the root-mean-square-error performance
of different estimators by conducting 100 Monte Carlo
simulations in Table 2. The program is executed inMAT-
LAB on a laptop (Core(TM) i7-1360P, 2.2-GHz CPU,
16-GB RAM) and the time consumption of different al-
gorithms is shown in the last column of Table 2. We
observe that the overall performances of MKCKF-DOB
and IMMKF-DOB are better than KF-DOB.We also see
that the algorithm complexities of MKCKF-DOB and
IMMKF-DOB are slightly higher than KF-DOB but are
acceptable.
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6 Conclusion

In the paper, we systematically investigate the bias-
variance effects in KF-DOB and reveal that it is identical
to the SISE estimator when applying infinite disturbance
covariance. To meet the requirement of both timely and
smooth disturbance estimates in many practical appli-
cations, we propose two remedies: MKCKF-DOB and
IMMKF-DOB. The superiority of the proposed meth-
ods is explained from the perspective of “adaptive”
or “switched” disturbance covariance and is verified
in extensive simulations and experiments. It is worth
noting that although MKCKF-DOB and IMMKF-DOB
have better performances compared with the existing
approaches, MKCKF-DOB needs to tune the kernel
bandwidths and IMMKF-DOB needs to empirically de-
sign the Markov transition probability matrix. In the
future, we will devote ourselves to developing adaptive
mechanisms to avoid these time-consuming procedures.

7 Appendix

7.1 Derivation of Equation (22)

Based on the unbiasedness constraint, one has

E(x̂k) = E(xk). (51)

Applying (20) and (21) into (51) with Y1,k specified in
(19), on arrives

Hs
1,k = ϕ1

k −Hh
1,kH1,k. (52)

According to orthogonality principle, the estimator is
optimal if ek ≜ xk− x̂k is orthogonal to Y1,k and x0, i.e.,

E
(
(xk −Hh

1,kY1,k −Hs
1,kx0)Y

T
1,k

)
= 0. (53)

Substituting the expression of Y1,k as shown (19) and
concerning that x0, W1,k, and V1,k are mutually inde-
pendent, (53) can be rewritten as

B1,kP̄0H
T
1,k +W1,kQ1,kD

T
1,k + V1,kR1,k = 0 (54)

where

B1,k = ϕ1
k −Hh

1,kH1,k −Hs
1,k

W1,k = Grk
1,k −Hh

1,kD1,k, V1,k = Hh
1,k

(55)

and P̄0 = E(x0x
T
0 ), Q1,k = E(W1,kW

T
1,k), R1,k =

E(V1,kV
T
1,k). Since x0 is known, the expectation opera-

tor in P̄0 can be removed, i.e., P̄0 = E(x0x
T
0 ) = 0. By

collecting the terms in (54), one obtains the expression
of Hh

1,k as shown in (23). Finally, according to (21) and

(52), one arrives (22).

7.2 Proof of Proposition 1

One can regard the results of x̂ as the superposition of
two components: one part is x0 = 0 with normal yk and
another part is x0 ̸= 0 but yk = 0 for all k. For the first
part, (22) degenerates to x̂k = x̂hk . According to Lemma

3, batch estimator (22) is identical to recursive estimator
(6). It follows that x̂hk can be written as (24) with initial
value x̂h0 = 0 and P0 = 0. For the second part, according
to Lemma 3, one can derive (25) starting from x̂s0 = x0.
By superimposing (24) and (25), one can recover the
KF as shown in (6) with known x0, which completes the
proof.

7.3 Derivation of Equation (28)

According to the unbiasedness condition E(xk) = E(x̂k)
where x̂k is shown in (27) and xk is shown in (20) with
Y1,k specified in (19), one obtains

H̄s
1,k = ϕ1

k − H̄h
1,kH1,k. (56)

According to the orthogonality principle, one has
E[(xk − x̂k)Y

T
1,k] = 0. In a similar manner with the

obtainment of (23), one can obtain (29). Finally, sub-
stituting the expression of (56) into (28) completes the
proof.

7.4 Proof of Lemma 5

According to the posterior error covariance update equa-
tion and its corresponding information form update for-
mula as shown in (7), one has

Pk|k = (I−KkHk)Pk|k−1

=
(
P−1
k|k−1 +HT

kR
−1
k Hk

)−1

=
(
P−1
k|k−1 + P−1

k|k−1Pk|k−1H
T
kR

−1
k Hk

)−1

=
(
P−1
k|k−1

(
I + Pk|k−1H

T
kR

−1
k Hk

))−1

=
(
I + Pk|k−1H

T
kR

−1
k Hk

)−1
Pk|k−1

(57)

Then, according to the first and final line of (57), one
obtains (34). This completes the proof.

7.5 Proof of Theorem 1

Denote the discrete-time algebraic Riccati equation as

g(X) = ΦkXΦT
k+Qk−ΦkXHT

k (HkXHT
k+Rk)

−1HkXΦT
k .

It follows that Pk+1|k = g(Pk|k−1). According to Bit-

mead et al. (1985), g(X) ⪰ g(Y ) ifX ⪰ Y andQX
k ⪰ QY

k

where QX
k and QY

k are the corresponding process covari-
ance matrices. At time step k = 1, Po

1|0 = Φ1P0|0Φ
T
1 +Q1

and Pu
1|0 = Φ1P0|0Φ

T
1 +Qu

1 , which indicate that Po
1|0 ⪯

Pu
1|0 if ∆Q ⪰ 0 and Po

1|0 ⪰ Pu
1|0 if ∆Q ⪯ 0 (note that

∆Q = Qu
k − Qk). Accordingly, it follows that Po

k|k−1 ⪯
Pu
k|k−1 for ∆Q ⪰ 0 and Po

k|k−1 ⪰ Pu
k|k−1 for ∆Q ⪯ 0 for

k ≥ 1. Based on Lemma 5, it follows that

Mo
k =

(
I + Po

k|k−1H
T
kR

−1
k Hk

)−1

Mu
k =

(
I + Pu

k|k−1H
T
kR

−1
k Hk

)−1
(58)
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Based on (36), one has(
(Mu

k)
TMu

k

)−1

= (Xk +Yk)(Xk +Yk)
T

=
(
(Mo

k)
TMo

k

)−1

+XkY
T
k +YkX

T
k +YkY

T
k

(59)

According to Assumption 1, it follows that (Mu
k)

TMu
k ⪯

(Mo
k)

TMo
k if ∆Q ⪰ Qϵ+ and (Mu

k)
TMu

k ⪰ (Mo
k)

TMo
k if

∆Q ⪯ Qϵ−. Subsequently, by denoting z ≜ Φkx̂
b
k−1, it

follows that Co
γ,k = zT (Mo

k)
TMo

kz ≥ zT (Mu
k)

TMu
kz =

Cu
γ,k if ∆Q ⪰ Qϵ+ and Co

γ,k = zT (Mo
k)

TMo
kz ≤

zT (Mu
k)

TMu
kz = Cu

γ,k if ∆Q ⪯ Qϵ−. This completes the
proof.

7.6 Proof of Proposition 3

According to Meenakshi and Rajian (1999), the product
of two positive PSD matrices is still a PSD matrix if and
only if the product is symmetric. This implies that Xk

and Yk are PSD matrices if Xk and Yk are symmetric
and ∆Q ⪰ 0 (note that Po

k|k−1, P
u
k|k−1, and HT

kR
−1
k Hk

are PSD matrices). It follows that (Mo
k)

−1 = Xk and
(Mu

k)
−1 = Xk+Yk are PSD matrices. Subsequently, one

has Mo
k ⪰ Mu

k if ∆Q ⪰ 0. By denoting z ≜ Φkx̂
b
k−1, one

obtains Co
γ,k = zT (Mo

k)
TMo

kz ≥ zT (Mu
k)

TMu
kz = Cu

γ,k if
∆Q ⪰ 0. In a similar, one has Co

γ,k ≤ Cu
γ,k if ∆Q ⪯ 0.

This completes the proof.

7.7 Proof of Proposition 4

According to (18), it is clear that Qu
k → ∞ when ∆Q →

∞. Then, one obtains Mu
k → 0 according to (34) un-

der the premise that HT
kR

−1
k Hk is a PD matrix. Conse-

quently, one arrives

lim
∆Q→∞

Cu
γ,1 = (x̂b0)

TΦT
1 (M

u
k)

TMu
kΦ1x̂

b
0 → 0 (60)

which implies that the estimation bias x̂bk convergences
to zero after receiving a single measurement if ∆Q → ∞.

7.8 Proof of Theorem 2

According to (7) and (38), one obtains

(Pf
k|k)

−1 − (Pk|k)
−1 = (ΦkPk−1|k−1Φ

T
k +Qu

k)
−1

− (ΦkPk−1|k−1Φ
T
k +Qk)

−1.
(61)

It follows that Pk|k ⪯ Pf1
k|k ⪯ Pf2

k|k if 0 ⪯ ∆Q1 ⪯ ∆Q2

and Pk|k ⪰ Pf1
k|k ⪰ Pf2

k|k if 0 ⪰ ∆Q1 ⪰ ∆Q2 ⪰ −Qk.

Then, we compare Pt1
k|k and Pt2

k|k. According to (6) and

(39), one has

Pt
k|k − Pk|k =CkRk ×

(
Ak +AkB

−1
k Ak

)−1

×Ak

((
Ak +AkB

−1
k Ak

)−1
)T

(Rk)
T
CT

k

(62)

where

Ak = HkPk|k−1H
T
k +Rk

Bk = Hk∆QHT
k , Ck = HT

k

(
HkH

T
k

)−1
.

(63)

The above equation indicates that Pt
k|k ⪰ Pk|k always

holds due to its quadratic form. Since ∆Q only appears
in Bk, one has Pk|k ⪯ Pt1

k|k ⪯ Pt2
k|k if 0 ⪯ ∆Q1 ⪯ ∆Q2

and Pk|k ⪯ Pt1
k|k ⪯ Pt2

k|k if 0 ⪰ ∆Q1 ⪰ ∆Q2 ⪰ −Qk.

This completes the proof.

7.9 Proof of Theorem 3

Since KF is optimal at its steady state in the minimum
mean-square-error sense when applying the correct pro-
cess and measurement covariance matrices, we conclude
that Pt,dob

∞ is minimized when applying ∆Q = 0. At the
same time, according to Proposition 3, one can deduce
that ∆Q = 0 yields the slowest bias convergence with
disturbance jump under Assumption 2 for any ∆Qd ⪰ 0.
Meanwhile, according to Proposition 3 and Theorem 2,
one can conclude that the true error covariance is maxi-
mized but the bias convergence rate is fastest (i.e., infi-
nite convergence rate) by applying ∆Qd → ∞.

7.10 Proof of Theorem 4

We first show that KF-DOB is unbiased if and only if
∆Qd → ∞. According to Assumption 5, we know that
KF-DOB is unbiased at time step j before its next distur-
bance jump, i.e., E(xj) = x̂j . According to partitioned
matrix inversion lemma (Bernstein, 2009), if matrices A
and D are invertible, one has[

A B

C D

]−1

=

[
A−1 +A−1BECA−1 −A−1BE

−ECA−1 E

]
(64)

where E =
(
D − CA−1B

)−1
. Based on the bias propa-

gation equation (33) and the “initialization error” shown
in (42), one obtains

x̄b,dobj+1 = Φ̄kx̄
b,dob
j (65)

where Φ̄k = ΦkM
u
k and Mu

k =
(
I + Pu

k|k−1H
T
kR

−1
k Hk

)−1

(see Lemma 5). Denote (Mu
k)

−1 = S =

[
S11 S12

S21 S22

]
where S11 and S22 are square matrices with the same
dimension of ∆Qd and ∆Qx. As ∆Qd → ∞, ac-
cording to the error covariance prediction formula

Pu
k|k−1 = ΦkP

u
k−1|k−1Φ

T
k +Qk +

[
∆Qd 0

0 ∆Qx

]
, one has

S11 → ∞ and hence S−1
11 → 0. It follows that

Mu
k =

[
0 0

0 S−1
22

]
(66)
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according to (64). Subsequently, one has x̄b,dobj+1 = 0 by

substituting the expressions of Mu
k in (66) and x̄b,dobj

in (42) into (65). It indicates that E(xj+1) = (x̂j+1)
and KF-DOB is unbiased since the bias term is elimi-
nated. On the contrary, KF-DOB is always biased since

x̄b,dobj+1 ̸= 0 if ∆Qd ↛ ∞. These facts reveal that KF-
DOB is unbiased if and only if Qd → ∞.

We then prove that ∆Qx = 0 gives the minimum vari-
ance estimator among all unbiased estimators. Accord-
ing to Lemma 6 and Theorem 2, one can observe that
any additional perturbation on the process covariance
will inflate the true error covariance. Hence, one can in-
fer that ∆Qx = 0 gives a minimum variance estimator
among all ∆Qx. This completes the proof.

7.11 Proof of Theorem 5

To proceed, we first make the following assumptions:
P dd
k−1|k−1 → Dk and P dx

k−1|k−1 is negligible compared

with DkG
T
k as Dk → ∞. Under these assumptions, ac-

cording to the standard Kalman filter equation, it fol-
lows that
P dd
k|k−1 →2D, P dx

k|k−1 → DGT
k

Pxx
k|k−1 →GkDkG

T
k + FkP

xxFT
k +Qk

Kx
k =Pxx

k|k−1H
T
k (HkP

xx
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Md
k →DkG

T
k HT

k (HkP
xx
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

Pxx
k|k = (I −KkHk)P

xx
k|k−1

P dd
k|k → 2Dk −DkG

T
k HT

k (HkP
xx
k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)

−1

×HkGkDk → Dk

xk|k =Fkxk−1|k−1 +Gkdk−1|k−1 +Kx
k

(yk −HkFkxk−1|k−1 −HkGkdk−1|k−1)

dk|k =dk−1|k−1 +Md
k (yk −HkFkxk−1|k−1 −HkGkdk−1|k−1)

(67)

One can observe that a necessary condition for the iden-
tity of the above equation with estimator (44) is that the
following equations hold as Dk → ∞,

dk−1|k−1 −Md
kHkGkdk−1|k−1 → 0 (68a)

Gkdk−1|k−1 −Kx
kHkGkdk−1|k−1 → 0 (68b)

By observation, one obtains Md
k → Mk and Kx

k → Kk

as Dk → ∞ by comparing (67) and (44). Then, accord-
ing to Lemma 8, it follows thatMkHkGk = Md

kHkGk =
I and hence (68a) holds. Similarly, based on Lemma
8, as Dk → ∞, one obtains Kx

kHkGk = KkHkGk =
GkM

∗
kHkGk+K∗

k(HkGk−HkGkM
∗
kHkGk) = Gk, hence

(68b) holds. A remaining issue is to prove P dd
k−1|k−1 →

Dk and P dx
k−1|k−1 ≪ DkG

T as Dk → ∞. Without loss

of generality, one can set the initial covariance as P0|0 =[
Dk 0

0 P x
0|0

]
. AsDk → ∞, according to the propagation of

P dd
k−1|k−1 and P dx

k−1|k−1 as shown in (45), one can deduce

that P dd
k−1|k−1 → Dk and P dx

k−1|k−1 is negligible com-

pared with DkG
T
k for k ≥ 2. This completes the proof.
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