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Abstract

This paper investigates the distributionally robust filtering of signals generated by
state-space models driven by exogenous disturbances with noisy observations in
finite and infinite horizon scenarios. The exact joint probability distribution of the
disturbances and noise is unknown but assumed to reside within a Wasserstein-2
ambiguity ball centered around a given nominal distribution. We aim to derive
a causal estimator that minimizes the worst-case mean squared estimation error
among all possible distributions within this ambiguity set. We remove the iid
restriction in prior works by permitting arbitrarily time-correlated disturbances
and noises. In the finite horizon setting, we reduce this problem to a semi-definite
program (SDP), with computational complexity scaling with the time horizon.
For infinite horizon settings, we characterize the optimal estimator using Karush-
Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions. Although the optimal estimator lacks a rational
form, i.e., a finite-dimensional state-space realization, it can be fully described
by a finite-dimensional parameter. Leveraging this parametrization, we propose
efficient algorithms that compute the optimal estimator with arbitrary fidelity in
the frequency domain. Moreover, given any finite degree, we provide an efficient
convex optimization algorithm that finds the finite-dimensional state-space esti-
mator that best approximates the optimal non-rational filter in H∞ norm. This
facilitates the practical implementation of the infinite horizon filter without having
to grapple with the ill-scaled SDP from finite time. Finally, numerical simulations
demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach in practical scenarios.

1 Introduction

The Kalman filter (KF), introduced by Rudolf Kalman in 1960 [1], is a fundamental tool for estimating
dynamic signals generated by state-space models from noisy measurements. It has become indis-
pensable across various fields, such as tracking [2, 3], navigation [4, 5], robotics [6–8], autonomous
vehicles [9, 10], aerospace [11–13], earth sciences [14–17], biomedicine [18–20], economics and
finance [21–23]. Its efficacy hinges heavily on accurately modeling state-space parameters and noise
statistics, which often deviate from the actual model due to statistical and approximation errors,
inherent environmental uncertainties, and non-stationarities. These deviations can severely degrade
performance [24–26], posing severe risks in safety-critical applications such as aircraft navigation and
autonomous vehicles. Therefore, enhancing the robustness of the Kalman filter against inaccuracies
and uncertainties is crucial for ensuring safe and reliable operation.
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Traditionally, robustness in the Kalman filter has been addressed by treating uncertainties as adver-
sarial, deterministic perturbations. In this context, the H∞-filter [27–33] has garnered extensive
research, driven by significant advances in robust control theory [33–36]. The H∞-filter enhances
robustness by minimizing the worst-case mean-squared estimation error (MSE) attainable among all
bounded energy (or power) disturbances. Although these uncertainties are presumed to arise from
exogenous disturbances, the optimal H∞-filter also ensures robustness against small modeling errors
in state-space parameters [37]. More recently, regret-optimal filtering [38, 39] has been introduced to
balance performance and robustness. Unlike the H∞-filter, it minimizes the worst-case regret, defined
as the excess error a causal estimator suffers compared to a clairvoyant estimator, among all bounded
energy disturbances. While effective against large uncertainties, these filters neglect distributional
information and may become overly conservative when faced with stochastic disturbances [40].

Distributionally robust (DR) estimation and filtering offers an alternative framework that addresses
the limitations of traditional robust filtering. Pioneered by Kassam and Poor [41, 42] in the context
of Wiener filtering [43], this approach enhances robustness against uncertainties through the use
of ambiguity sets of plausible statistical models. The behavior of the resulting robust filter is
intricately tied to the topology of the ambiguity set, which is often constructed as a ball induced
by a statistical distance or divergence. Examples include the total variation (TV) distance [44, 45],
the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [46–49], and the Wasserstein-2 (W2) distance [50–56]. The
filters derived from KL-ambiguity sets have been linked [46, 47, 57, 58] to risk-sensitive filters
[59–62, 32], which minimize the exponentiated squared estimation error. A significant drawback
of KL-ambiguity is its limited expressivity, as it only includes distributions whose support matches
the nominal distribution [63]. Due to its geometric interpretability as the optimal transportation
metric [64], the W2-distance has recently seen widespread adoption across various fields, including
machine learning [65], computer vision [66, 67], control [68–73], data compression [74–76], and
robust optimization [77–83]. W2-ambiguity sets offer richer expressivity, encompassing distributions
with both discrete and continuous support. The W2-distance also renders computationally tractable
formulations for problems involving quadratic objectives, such as least mean-squared estimation [84],
and linear-quadratic control [68].

1.1 Related Works

Recognizing these advantages, Shafieezadeh Abadeh et al. [50] introduced a distributionally robust
Kalman filter based on W2-ambiguity sets confined to Gaussian distributions only. They derive
state estimates at local time instances by minimizing the mean-squared error for the least favorable
joint posterior distribution of the state-measurement vector, given past measurements. This iterative
procedure, assuming iid Gaussian disturbances, incorporates the worst-case covariance of the previous
state estimate into the nominal model for the subsequent time step. However, while this method
inherently addresses state-space parameter mismatches, it lacks a global robustness guarantee over
the entire time horizon and against non-iid or non-Gaussian disturbances. Similar temporally local
approaches have also been studied in [51–53]. More recently, Lotidis et al. [55] took a different
approach by imposing distributional uncertainty on the measurement noise process over the entire
time horizon, assuming known iid process noise with known covariance. While the resulting filter
demonstrates global robustness over the entire time horizon, the adversarial measurement noise is
constrained by martingale conditions to prevent clairvoyance and dependence on future process noise
realizations. Moreover, the assumption of known iid process noise is restrictive and does not provide
robustness to modeling errors of the dynamics and the process noise.

1.2 Contributions

In this work, we consider the Wasserstein-2 distributionally robust Kalman filtering (W2-DR-KF)
of linear state-space models for both finite and infinite horizons. The probability distribution of the
disturbances over the entire time horizon is assumed to lie in a W2-ball of a specified radius centered
at a given nominal distribution. We seek the optimal causal linear estimator of a target signal that
minimizes the worst-case MSE within the W2-ball. We cast this as a min-max optimization problem
(Problem 2.3, Problem 2.6). Our approach differs drastically from the prior works [50–53, 55] and
possesses several advantages which can be listed as follows:

1. Global robustness to non-iid disturbances: In contrast to focusing on the worst-case MSE at
local time instances under unknown iid disturbances [50–53], our approach minimizes the cumulative
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MSE under the worst-case disturbance trajectory, thereby achieving global robustness for the entire
horizon. Moreover, unlike [55], we impose no restrictions on the dependencies of the disturbances,
accommodating arbitrarily correlated process and measurement noise sequences.

2. Bounded steady-state error: We derive the first infinite-horizon (aka steady-state) W2-DR-KF,
analogous to the steady-state Kalman and H∞-filters [85, 33]. We show that the estimation error
converges to a steady state (Corollary 3.9) with bounded covariance.

3. Efficient real-time implementation: The finite-horizon W2-DR-KF requires solving an ill-scaled
SDP (Theorem 3.4), rendering it impractical for real-time implementation over long time horizons.
However, our infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF can be implemented efficiently, thanks to our novel rational
approximation, thereby overcoming the scalability issues of SDP formulation.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

1. Tractable convex formulation: We derive an SDP (Theorem 3.4) formulation for the finite-
horizon problem, and a concave-convex max-min optimization problem over positive-definite Toeplitz
operators (Theorem 3.8) for the infinite horizon one.

2. Optimality of linear estimators for Gaussian nominal: We focus on linear estimators while
allowing the distributions in the ambiguity set to be non-Gaussian. For Gaussian nominal distributions,
we show the optimality of linear estimators (Theorem 3.1).

3. Characterization of the infinite-horizon DR-KF: We derive the infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF via
KKT conditions (Theorem 3.8) and show that the transfer function of the infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF
is non-rational, and thereby lacks a finite-order state-space realization. However, we also show that it
can be uniquely characterized through a nonlinear finite-dimensional parametrization (Lemma 4.1).

4. An efficient algorithm to compute the optimal filter: Using frequency-domain techniques,
we introduce an efficient algorithm, based on the Frank-Wolfe method, to compute the optimal
infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF (Algorithm 1). We construct the best rational approximation, in the
H∞-norm, of any given degree, for the non-rational optimal W2-DR-KF via a novel convex program
(Theorem 4.6).

Notations: Bare calligraphic letters (K,M, etc.) are reserved for operators, with the subscripted
ones (KT , MT , etc.) being finite-dimensional. I is the identity operator with a suitable block
size. AsteriskM∗ denotes the adjoint ofM. ≻ is the usual positive-definite ordering. tr(·) is the
trace. ∥·∥ is the usual Euclidean norm. ∥·∥∞ and ∥·∥2 are the H∞ (operator) and H2 (Frobenius)
norms, respectively. {M}+ and {M}− denote the causal and strictly anti-causal parts.

√
M is the

positive-definite symmetric square root. Sn+ is the set of psd matrices. |z| is the magnitude and z∗

is the conjugate of a complex number z ∈C. The complex unit circle is denoted by T. P denotes
a probability distribution and Pp is the set of distributions with finite pth moment. E denotes the
expectation. The Wasserstein-2 distance between distributions P1,P2∈Rn is denoted by W2(P1,P2)
such that

W2(P1,P2) ≜
(
inf E

[
∥w1−w2∥2

])1/2
, (1)

where the infimum is over all joint distributions of (w1,w2) with marginals w1∼P1 and w2∼P2.

2 Problem Setup

In this section, we formulate the distributionally robust filtering problem for both finite and infinite
horizon settings. To this end, consider the following state-space model:

xt+1 = Axt +Bwt,

yt = Cyxt + vt,

st = Csxt,

(2)

At time t∈N, let xt∈Rdx denote the unobserved latent state, yt∈Rdy the measurement, st∈Rds the
unobserved target signal to be estimated, wt∈Rdw the process noise, and vt∈Rdv the measurement
noise. The combined process-measurement noise sequence constitutes the exogenous disturbance.
The setup presented above is quite general and widely adopted in the estimation and filtering literature
[33, 85]. The usual state estimation problem is a specific instance of this setup with Cs=I . Moreover,
we assume that (A,Cy) and (A,Cs) are detectable and (A,B) is controllable.
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We take a global view of the dynamics (2) by treating the entire signal trajectories over a fixed
time horizon T > 0 as large column vectors. Concretely, we define the measurements vector
yT :=[y0; y1; . . . ; yT−1]∈RTdy , the target signal vector sT :=[s0; s1; . . . ; sT−1]∈RTds , the process
noise vector wT := [x0;w0; . . . ;wT−2] ∈ Rdx+(T−1)dw , and the measurement noise vector vT :=
[v0; v1; . . . ; vT−1]∈RTdv . Notice that the initial state x0 is considered unknown and included in the
vector of process noise, wT , for convenience. With the prevailing notation, the state-space dynamics
can be represented compactly as a causal linear measurement model:

yT = HTwT + vT ,

sT = LTwT ,
(3)

where HT and LT are both block causal (i.e., block lower-triangular) matrices. These matrices
can be constructed easily from the state-space parameters (A,B,Cy, Cu) (see Appendix B.1). This
representation is quite general and can be extended immediately for time-varying state-space models
with appropriately constructed matricesHT and LT .

Letting the stacked column vector ξT := [wT ;vT ]∈ΞT denote the combined disturbances where
ΞT :=Rdx+(T−1)dw+Tdv , the disturbances ξT are distributed according to an unknown distribution
PT ∈P2(ΞT ). Note that the disturbances can be arbitrarily correlated in general. Wlog, we will
assume ξT to be zero-mean for convenience. Our main assumption for PT is as follows:
Assumption 2.1. The true distribution PT of disturbances ξT resides in a W2-ball,

WT (P◦
T , ρT ) := {PT ∈P2(ΞT ) |W2(PT , P◦,T ) ≤ ρT } , (4)

where ρT >0 is a specified radius and P◦
T ∈P2(ΞT ) is a given nominal disturbance distribution.

Remark 2.2. Although the state-space parameters (A,B,Cy, Cs) are assumed to be known perfectly,
uncertainty in them can be incorporated into the disturbances without loss of generality.

2.1 The Finite-Horizon Distributionally Robust Filtering

A filtering policy πT := {πt | t=0, . . . , T−1} is a sequence of mappings that generate estimates ŝt
of st from the past and present measurement as ŝt = πt(yt, yt−1, . . . , y0). In particular, we focus on
linear filtering policies KT : yT 7→ ŝT such that ŝT = KTyT where ŝT := [ŝ0; ŝ1; . . . ; ŝT−1] is the
the column vector of estimates. We denote the class of all such policies by KT , defined as

KT ≜
{
KT ∈ RTds×Tdy | KT is block lower-triangular

}
. (5)

The restriction to linear filters is a common strategy in estimation literature, as general nonlinear
estimators can be challenging to compute [85]. Additionally, linear filters are optimal for Gaussian
processes. In Theorem 3.1, we establish the optimality of linear filters when the nominal is Gaussian.

For a filtering policy KT , let eT (ξT ,KT ) ≜ ŝT − sT = TKT
ξT be the estimation error where

TKT
: ξT 7→ eT is the error transfer operator defined as

TKT
≜ [KTHT − LT KT ] . (6)

Given that the true distribution of disturbances is unknown, we focus on minimizing the worst-case
mean-squared error (MSE) across all distributions within the ambiguity set WT (P◦

T , ρT ), namely,

ET (KT , ρT ) ≜ sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT ,KT )∥2

]
. (7)

where EPT
denotes the expectation under the distribution PT . We state the distributionally robust

Kalman filtering problem for the finite-horizon setting as follows:
Problem 2.3 (W2-DR-KF over a finite-horizon). For a given time-horizon T >0 and a radius ρT >0,
find a casual filtering policy, KT ∈KT , that minimizes the worst-case MSE defined in (7), i.e.,

inf
KT∈KT

ET (KT , ρT ) = inf
KT∈KT

sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT ,KT )∥2

]
. (8)

Remark 2.4. The causality constraint on the estimates ŝT is crucial for filtering. Without causality
enforced, Problem 2.3 essentially reduces to a standard estimation problem as the nominal non-causal
estimator is optimal for any ρT >0 (Lemma 3.3).
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2.2 The Infinite-Horizon Distributionally Robust Filtering

Designing optimal filters for extended horizons can generally be impractical extended time horizons.
To mitigate this, time-invariant steady-state filters are usually deployed for practical purposes. These
filters can be characterized by their Markov parameters {K̂t}, allowing the estimates {ŝt} to be
computed as a convolution sum: ŝt=

∑t
s=0 K̂t−sys. This can be expressed compactly as ŝ = Ky,

where K is a bounded, causal, and doubly-infinite block Toeplitz operator constructed from the
Markov parameters K̂t. We denote the class of all such filtering policies by K .

Here, y and ŝ are the doubly infinite column vectors of measurements and estimates, respectively.
Furthermore, letting by ξ = [w;v], and s be doubly-infinite disturbance and target signal vectors,
respectively, the state-space dynamics (2) over an infinite-horizon can then be described as follows:

y = Hw + v,

s = Lw,
(9)

whereH and L are strictly causal, doubly-infinite, block Toeplitz operators, completely described by
the state-space parameters (A,B,Cy, Cs). The error transfer operator TK : ξ 7→ e := ŝ−s under
a stationary causal filtering policy K ∈ K is defined similarly as TK := [KH−L K]. Note that
these Toeplitz operators are equivalently identified by transfer function formalism. In particular, we
haveH ↔ H(z) :=Cy(zI −A)−1B and L ↔ L(z) :=Cs(zI −A)−1B for z ∈ T.

Instead of focusing on a fixed horizon, we consider the time-averaged steady-state worst-case MSE
as the horizon approaches infinity, i.e.,

E(K, ρ) ≜ lim sup
T→∞

1

T
ET (K, ρT ) = lim sup

T→∞

1

T
sup

PT∈WT (P◦
T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT ,K)∥2

]
. (10)

The limit above may generally be infinite without further specification of the asymptotics of the
ambiguity set. To ensure the finiteness of the steady-state MSE, we make the following assumptions:
Assumption 2.5. The nominal disturbances {(w◦

t , v
◦
t )} form a zero-mean weakly stationary random

process, i.e., the cross covariance between (w◦
t , v

◦
t ) and (w◦

t , v
◦
t ) only depends on the difference t−s.

Furthermore, the size of the ambiguity set for horizon T >0 scales as ρT ∼ ρ
√
T for a ρ>0.

The assumption on the radius ρT for varying T is justified, as the total energy of a random vector of
length T from a weakly stationary process scales linearly with T . We state the distributionally robust
filtering problem for the infinite horizon as follows:
Problem 2.6 (W2-DR-KF over infinite-horizon). Find a casual and time-invariant filter, K∈K , that
minimizes the steady-state worst-case MSE defined in (10), i.e.,

inf
K∈K

E(K, ρ) = inf
K∈K

lim sup
T→∞

1

T
sup

PT∈WT (P◦
T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT ,K)∥2

]
. (11)

3 Tractable Convex Formulations

In this section, we provide tractable formulations for the finite and infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF
problems. In Theorem 3.4, we present an SDP formulation for the finite-horizon problem 2.3. In
Theorem 3.8, we reduce the infinite-horizon problem 2.6 to a tractable convex program via duality.
We also characterize the optimal estimator and the worst-case distribution for both settings. The
proofs of the theorems presented in this section are deferred to the Appendix.

Before proceeding with the main theorems, we present a minimax theorem establishing the optimality
of linear filtering policies for Gaussian nominal distributions.
Theorem 3.1 (Minimax duality). Let T > 0 be a fixed horizon and ΠT be the class of non-linear
causal estimators. Suppose that the nominal P◦

T is Gaussian. Then, the following holds:
inf

πT∈ΠT

sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
= sup

PT∈WT (P◦
T ,ρT )

inf
πT∈ΠT

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
, (12)

Moreover, (12) admits a saddle point (π⋆
T ,P

⋆
T ) such that the worst-case distribution P⋆

T is Gaussian
and the optimal causal filter π⋆

T is linear, i.e., π⋆
T ∈ KT .

For simplicity and clarity, we make the following assumption for the remainder of this paper.
Assumption 3.2. The nominal disturbances are uncorrelated, i.e., EP◦

T
[ξT ξ

∗
T ] = IT for any T >0.
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3.1 An SDP for the Finite-Horizon Filtering

In this section, we state the SDP formulation of Problem 2.3 for a fixed horizon T >0. To this end,
we first state the following lemma identifying the optimal non-causal estimator.

Lemma 3.3. Under the Assumption 3.2, K◦
T ≜ LTH∗

T (IT +HTH∗
T )

−1 is the unique, optimal,
non-causal estimator minimizing the worst-case MSE in (7) for any ρT ≥0.

This result highlights the triviality of non-causal estimation as opposed to causal estimation. In
Theorem 3.4, we demonstrate that the finite-horizon W2-DR-KF problem 2.3 reduces to an SDP.
Theorem 3.4 (An SDP formulation for finite-horizon W2-DR-KF). Let the horizon T >0 be fixed
and denote TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
:=LT (IT+H∗

THT )
−1L∗

T . Then, the Problem 2.3 reduces to the following SDP

inf
KT∈KT ,

γ≥0,XT∈ST ds
+

γ(ρ2T−Tr(IT ))+Tr(XT ) s.t.

XT γIT 0
γIT γIT−TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
KT−K◦

T

0 (KT−K◦
T )

∗ (IT +HTH∗
T )

−1

≽0.

Moreover, the worst-case disturbance ξ⋆T can be identified from the nominal disturbances ξ◦T as

ξ⋆T = (IT − γ−1⋆ T ∗
K⋆

T
TK⋆

T
)−1ξ◦T , (13)

where γ⋆>0 and K⋆
T are the optimal solutions.

Remark 3.5. As ρT →∞, the ambiguity set covers all bounded energy disturbances, and the optimal
W2-DR-KF policy, K⋆

T , recovers the H∞-filter. Conversely, as ρT → 0, the ambiguity set reduces
to the singleton P◦

T , and K⋆
T recovers the Kalman filter. Thus, adjusting ρT allows the DR filter to

interpolate between the conservative H∞-filter and the nominal Kalman filter.

Notice that the variable dimension of the SDP in Theorem 3.4 scales with the horizon T , which can
be prohibitive for practical implementation for longer horizons.
Corollary 3.6. The time complexity of interior-point method for solving the SDP in Theorem 3.4
with accuracy ϵ > 0 is Õ(max(dy, ds)

6 T 6 log(1/ϵ)).

3.2 A Concave-Convex Optimization for the Infinite-Horizon Filtering

The scaling of the SDP in Theorem 3.4 with the time horizon is prohibitive for many time-critical
real-world applications. Therefore, we shift our focus to the infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF problem 2.6
to derive the optimal steady-state filtering policy.

Solving Problem 2.6 involves two major challenges. The first one is transforming the steady-state
worst-case MSE for a fixed filtering policy K ∈K , as defined in (10), to an equivalent convex
optimization problem. We address this by leveraging the asymptotic convergence properties of
Toeplitz matrices [73]. The second challenge is addressing the causality constraint on the estimator.
To illustrate the triviality of non-causal estimation in the infinite-horizon setting, we present an
analogous result as shown below:
Lemma 3.7. Under the Assumptions 2.5 and 3.2, K◦ := LH∗(I+HH∗)−1 is the unique, optimal,
non-causal estimator minimizing the steady-state worst-case MSE in (10) for any ρ > 0.

We address the causality constraint by reformulating Problem 2.6 as a max-min optimization, where
the inner minimization over the causal filtering policies is performed using the Wiener-Hopf technique
[86, 85] (see Lemma D.2). To this end, we introduce the canonical spectral factorization1

∆∆∗ = I+HH∗,

where both ∆ and its inverse ∆−1 are causal operators. We state the equivalent formulation for the
infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF as follows.
Theorem 3.8 (Convex formulation of infinite-horizon W2-DR-KF). Under the Assumptions 2.5
and 3.2, the Problem 2.6 is equivalent to the following feasible max-min problem:

sup
M≻0

inf
K∈K

Tr(TKT ∗
KM) s.t. Tr(M− 2

√
M+ I) ≤ ρ2. (14)

1Essentially Cholesky factorization for Toeplitz operators.
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Defining KH2
:= {K◦∆}+∆−1, the unique saddle point (K⋆,M⋆) of (14) satisfies the following:

K⋆ = KH2
+ U−1

⋆ {U⋆{K◦∆}−}+ ∆−1, (15a)

M⋆ = (I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆
T ∗
K⋆

)−2, (15b)

where U∗
⋆U⋆ =M⋆ is the canonical spectral factorization with causal U⋆ and U−1

⋆ , and γ⋆ > 0 is
the unique value satisfying the constraint with equality, i.e.,

Tr
[(
(I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆

T ∗
K⋆

)−1 − I
)2]

= ρ2. (16)

The optimal linear filter K⋆, comprises the nominal Kalman (aka H2 ) filter, KH2
and an additive

correction term that accounts for the correlations within the disturbance process. The correction term
is derived directly from the optimal solutionM⋆ of (14) through spectral factorization.

As a result of devising infinite-horizon filters achieving finite optimal value in (14), we can deduce
the boundedness of the steady-state error covariance.

Corollary 3.9. The steady-state error has bounded covariance under the optimal K⋆ in (15).

4 An Efficient Algorithm

While the standard Kalman and H∞-filters allow for finite-order spate-space realizations derived
via algebraic methods, the optimal K⋆ lacks such a realization since its transfer function K⋆(z)
is non-rational (Corollary 4.2) despite admitting a non-linear finite-dimensional parametrization
(Lemma 4.1). Thus, we adopt a novel twofold approach to develop practical DR filters:

1. We introduce an efficient algorithm to compute the optimal positive-definite operatorM⋆ from
(14). To address the challanges posed by its infinite-dimensional nature, we use the frequency-
domain representation ofM⋆ as the power spectral density M⋆(z)≻0.

2. We develop a novel method to approximate the non-rational power spectral density M⋆(z) in H∞-
norm using positive rational functions through convex optimization. This rational approximation
is then used to derive an approximate rational filter with state-space realization via (15).

To this end, we adopt the transfer-function formalism for the rest of this paper with the correspon-
dences: M↔ M(z), U ↔ U(z), K ↔ K(z), and TK ↔ TK(z) for z ∈ T. The following lemma
characterizes the optimal M⋆(z), implying finite-dimensional parametrization.

Lemma 4.1. Let f : (γ,Γ) 7→ M return the unique solution of the implicit equation over M(z),

M(z) = γ2[γI−U(z)−1Γ(I−zA)−1BB
∗
(I−zA)−∗Γ∗U(z)−∗+TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗]−2,∀z∈T (17)

where U(z)∗U(z) =M(z) is the unique spectral factorization and (A,B,C) are obtained from
state-space parameters (see Appendix E.2 and (113)). We have thatM⋆=f(γ⋆,Γ⋆) where

Γ⋆ =
1

2π

∫ π

−π

U⋆(e
jω)C(I − ejωA)−1dω, (18)

and γ⋆>0 is such that Tr(M⋆ − 2
√
M⋆ + I) = ρ2,

As a consequence of Lemma 4.1, we deduce the non-rationally of the optimal W2-DR-KF.

Corollary 4.2. The spectral density M⋆(z) and the transfer function K⋆(z) are non-rational.

4.1 Iterative Optimization Methods in the Frequency-Domain

Despite being a concave program, the infinite-dimensional nature of (14) hinders the direct application
of standard optimization tools. To address this, we leverage frequency-domain analysis via transfer
functions, enabling the use of standard tools with appropriate modifications. Specifically, we employ
the modification of a Frank-Wolfe method [87, 88]. Our framework is versatile and can be extended
to alternative approaches, including projected gradient descent [89], and the fixed-point iteration
method used in [73]. A detailed pseudocode Algorithm 1 is provided in Appendix E.1.
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Frank-Wolfe: We define the following function and its (Gateaux) gradient [90]:

Φ(M) ≜ inf
K∈K

Tr (TKT ∗
KM) , and ∇Φ(M)=U−1 {UK◦∆}− {UK◦∆}∗− U

−∗+TK◦T ∗
K◦

. (19)

where U∗U =M is the spectral factorization. Rather than solving the optimization in (14) directly,
the Frank-Wolfe method solves a linearized subproblem in consecutive steps. Namely, given the kth

iterateMk, the next iterateMk+1 is obtained via

M̃k = argmax
M≽I

Tr (∇Φ(Mk)M) s.t. Tr(M− 2
√
M+ I) ≤ ρ2, (20a)

Mk+1 = (1− ηk)Mk + ηkM̃k, (20b)

where ηk ∈ [0, 1] is a step-size, commonly set as ηk = 2
k+2 [88]. Letting Gk :=∇Φ(Mk) be the

gradient as in (19), Frank-Wolfe updates can be expressed equivalently using spectral densities as:

M̃k(z)=(I−γ−1k Gk(z))
−2 and Mk+1(z)=(1−ηk)Mk(z)+ηkM̃k(z), ∀z ∈ T (21)

where γk>0 solves Tr
[
((I−γ−1k Gk)−1−I)2

]
=ρ2. See Appendix E.4 for a closed-form Gk(z).

Discretization: Instead of the continuous domain unit circle T, we consider its uniform discretization
by N points, TN := {ej2πn/N | n=0,. . ., N−1}. While the gradient update Gk(z) for frequency
z is applied to the next iterate Mk+1(z) at that frequency, calculating Gk(z) requires Mk(z

′) at all
other frequencies z′ ∈T due to spectral factorization involved. Thus, the full update for Mk+1(z)
needs Mk(z

′) across the entire unit circle. This is overcome by finer discretization.

Spectral Factorization: Since the iterates Mk(z) are non-rational spectral densities, the spectral
factorization can only be performed approximately [91]. Specifically, we employ the algorithm
proposed in [92] that uses discrete Fourier transform (DFT) and is based on Kolmogorov’s method of
factorization [93]. This method, tailored for scalar spectral densities (i.e., for scalar target signals
ds=1), proves efficient as the associated error term, featuring a multiplicative phase factor, rapidly
diminishes with finer discretization N . Matrix-valued spectral densities can also be tackled by various
other algorithms [94, 95]. See Appendix E.5 for a pseudocode and details.

Bisection: We use bisection method to find the γk>0 that solves Tr
[
((I−γ−1k Gk)−1−I)2

]
=ρ2 in

the Frank-Wolfe update (21). See Appendix E.6 for a pseudocode and further details.
Remark 4.3. The gradient Gk(z) requires computation of the finite-dimensional parameter via (18),
which can be performed using N -point trapezoidal integration. See Appendix E.4 for details.

We conclude this section with the following convergence result due to [88, 96].

Theorem 4.4 (Convergence ofMk). There exists constants δN >0, depending on discretization N ,
and κ>0, depending only on state-space parameters (2) and ρ, such that the iterates in (20) satisfy

Φ(M⋆)− Φ(Mk) ≤
2κ

k + 2
(1 + δN ). (22)

4.2 Rational Approximation using H∞-norm

In the preceding section, we introduced a method to compute the optimal M⋆(z) approximately on
the unit circle. However, the resulting filtering policy is non-rational and cannot be realized as a state-
space filter. In this section, we introduce a novel technique for obtaining approximate rational filtering
policies. Instead of directly approximating the filter itself, our method involves an initial step of
approximating the power spectrum M⋆(z) by a ratio of positive fixed order polynomials, P (z)/Q(z),
to minimize the H∞-norm of the approximation error. After finding a rational approximation
P (z)/Q(z) of M⋆(z), we compute a state-space controller according to Eq. (15). For simplicity, we
focus on scalar target signals, namely, ds=1.

Concretely, P (z)=
∑m

k=−m pkz
−k and Q(z)=

∑m
k=−m qkz

−k are Laurent polynomials of degree
m∈N with symmetric coefficients pk=p−k∈R and qk=q−k∈R. In other words, the polynomials
P (z) and Q(z) are uniquely identified by m + 1 real coefficients, (p0, . . . , pm) and (q0, . . . , qm).
Given a positive spectral density M(z)>0 for z∈T, we seek positive polynomials P (z), Q(z)>0
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for z∈T of order at most m∈N that minimize the H∞-norm of the rational approximation error, i.e.,

min
p0,...pm∈R,
q0,...qm∈R,

ε≥0

ε s.t.

i) P (z), Q(z) > 0 for all z ∈ T,
ii) q0 = 1,

iii) max
z∈T

∣∣∣∣P (z)

Q(z)
−M(z)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε,

(23)

where ε≥0 denotes an upper bound on the approximation error. The constraint q0=1 eliminates
redundancy in the problem since the fraction P (z)/Q(z) is scale invariant. Unfortunately, the
problem (23) is not convex in all the variables. Instead, Lemma 4.5 shows convexity for fixed ε≥0.
Lemma 4.5. For a fixed ε≥0, the constraints (i-iii) define a jointly convex set for the coefficients.

Proof. The constraints (i-ii) are affine inequalities, hence convex. Constraint (iii) is equivalent to

P (z)− (M(z) + ε)Q(z) ≤ 0, and P (z)− (M(z)− ε)Q(z) ≥ 0, for all z ∈ T, (24)

which are jointly affine inequalities in (p0, . . . pm) and (q0, . . . qm), hence convex.

This result enables us to obtain mth-order rational approximations P (z)/Q(z) of M(z) with a fixed
approximation precision ε, signifying our tolerance for deviations from M(z), by solving a convex
feasibility problem. Notice that the constraints (i) and (iii) (eqv. (24)) involve inequalities over the
entire unit circle T. Since the iterative method in Algorithm 1 only returns the values of M(z) on
the discretized unit circle TN , we can enforce these inequalities in the feasibility problem only for
TN . While being an inexact approximation for (iii), it is an exact characterization for (i) as long as
N>2m by the Nyquist-Shannon sampling theorem [97]. See Appendix E.8 for a pseudocode.

Utilizing a convex feasibility oracle, our method can be used in two operational modes:

1. Fixed order, best precision: By iteratively reducing the precision ε we can revise the ε-feasible
polynomials P (z), Q(z), effectively solving the non-convex problem (23) to obtain the best
mth-order rational approximation.

2. Fixed precision, least order: In contrast, we can seek the lowest degree rational approximation,
which achieves a fixed precision ε.

Theorem 4.6. The spectral factorization U(z)∗U(z)=P (z)/Q(z) of a degree m rational approxi-
mation P (z)/Q(z) admits a rational factor U(z). Furthermore, the filter obtained from U(z) using
(15), i.e., K(z)=KH2

(z)+U(z)−1 {U(z){K◦(z)∆(z)}−}+ ∆(z)−1 is rational and can be realized
as a state-space filter as highlighted below:

ζt+1 = F̃ ζt + G̃yt,

ŝt = H̃ζt + L̃yt,
(25)

where ζt∈Rm+dx is the filter state, and (F̃ , G̃, H̃, L̃) are determined from (A,B,Cy, Cu) and U(z).

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we compare the performance of finite and infinite horizon DR-KF filters with H2,
H∞ filters, and other DRKFs [50], [55]. Our evaluation includes both frequency domain and
time-domain analyses, highlighting the effectiveness of the rational approximation method. The
nominal distribution is assumed to be Gaussian with zero mean and identity covariance. Our results
demonstrate that our DR-KF (in the finite and ∞ horizon) provides significant advantages over
other DRKFs in terms of stability, computational speed, and error reduction. The experiments were
performed on a M1 Macbook Air with 8 GB of RAM.

5.1 Frequency Domain Evaluations

We study a typical tracking problem whose state-space model is A =

[
1 ∆t
0 1

]
, B = [0 ∆t]

T ,Cy =

[1 0], Cs = 1 where the state corresponds to the position and velocity, the process noise is the
exogenous acceleration, and ∆t is the sampling time. We plot the frequency response of our DR-KF
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using the metric |TK(ejω)|2 = σ(T ∗
K(ejω)TK(ejω)), where σ is the maximal singular value. We

compare it to the classical H2 (KF) and H∞ (robust) filters. Figure 1a shows that the DR-KF
interpolates well between the H2 (KF) and H∞ (robust) filters. Figure 1b illustrates the worst-case
expected MSE. For smaller r, the DR-KF performs similarly to theH2 (KF) filter, while for larger
r, its worst-case MSE approaches that of the robust filter. Overall, the DR-KF achieves the lowest
worst-case expected MSE for any r. We investigate the behavior of the rational approximation
across various values of the radius r. The results for degrees m = 1, 2, 3 are given in Table 1 .
Approximations of order greater than 2 achieve an expected MSE closely matching the non-rational
DR-KF for all values of r.
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(a) Frequency response for the tracking problem.
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(b) Worst-case expected MSE.

Figure 1: DR-KF versus theH2,H∞ filters and the variation of the expected MSE with r.

r=0.01 r=1 r=3 r=5

DRKF 0.7870 3.4948 14.842 34.110
RA(1) 0.7871 3.5818 15.954 38.327
RA(2) 0.7870 3.4948 14.844 34.124
RA(3) 0.7870 3.4948 14.834 34.024

Table 1: The worst-case expected MSE of the non-
rational DRKF, compared to the rational filters
RA(1), RA(2), and RA(3), obtained from degree
1, 2, and 3 rational approximations to U(ejω), for
the system in Section 5.1.

T=10 T=50 T=100 T=1000

DRMC 32.9 s NAN NAN NAN
Our DRKF (finite) 0.65 s 7.3 s 194.9 s NAN

Our DRKF (infinite) 6.6 s 6.6 s 6.6 s 6.6 s

Table 2: The running time (in seconds)
of different filters for the system in sec-
tion 5.4. The DRMC is inefficient for T>
10, our DRKF (finite) is inefficient for
T> 50 while our∞ horizon DRKF can
run for any horizon.

5.2 Time Domain Evaluations
We assess the time-domain performance of both infinite and finite horizon DR-KF filters, comparing
them with H2 and H∞ counterparts on the tracking problem introduced in Section 5.1. The average
MSE over 50 time steps, aggregated across 1000 independent trials, is plotted. In Figure 2a, under
white Gaussian noise, the H2 (KF) filter outperforms others. Figures 2b and 2c correspond to
correlated Gaussian noise and the worst-case noise for the finite horizon DRKF, respectively. In
Figures 2b and 2c, the DRKF outperforms the classical filters, and the infinite horizon DRKF matches
the finite horizon one. As we increase the time horizon, solving the finite horizon SDP becomes
computationally infeasible, underscoring the advantage of the infinite horizon DRKF.

10 20 30 40 50

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

(a) White noise
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0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

(b) Correlated Gaussian noise

10 20 30 40 50
0

1

2

3

4

(c) Worst noise for DR-KF, SDP

Figure 2: The average MSE of the different filters for the tracking problem, under (a) white noise, (b)
correlated Gaussian noise, and (c) worst-case noise for the finite horizon DR KF for the system in
Section 5.1. While the H2 filter (KF) performs best in (a), it behaves poorly in (b), (c). The DRKF
achieves the lowest error in (b) and (c), and the finite and infinite horizon achieve similar average
MSE at the end of the horizon.
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5.3 Comparison to the DRKF in [50]
We first compare against [50] which assumes the states and measurements to be in a Wasserstein
neighborhood around a nominal at each time step, robustifying immediately against model uncer-
tainties. Authors in [50] don’t consider noise correlations across time steps, their problem setup
is in the finite-horizon, and they use the Frank-Wolfe algorithm to efficiently solve the problem.

The system matrices that they consider is given by A =

[
0.9802 0.0196 + 0.099∆

0 0.9802

]
, Q =[

1.9608 0.0195
0.0195 1.9605

]
, B =

[√
Q 02×1

]
, Cy = [1 −1], Cs = I , and ∆ represents a scalar

uncertainty (taken to be 1 as in [50]). We compare the performance of our infinite-horizon DRKF to
[50] in Figure 3 under Gaussian noise. The plot shows that our DRKF outperforms [50] and has a
more stable performance, even though we are disadvantaged in two ways: 1) our filter isn’t explicitely
designed for model uncertainties, 2) since we only consider estimations of linear combination of
the state (Cs is a row vector), we get the total MSE from 2 different runs with Cs = [1 0] and
Cs = [0 1], which is suboptimal.

(a) Average MSE in dB under Gaussian noise.

Figure 3: Average MSE for the KF, our DRKF, and the DRKF from [50], for system in section 5.3.

5.4 Comparison to the DR estimator of [55]
We contrast our approach with that of [55], termed linear quadratic estimator under martingale
constraints (DRMC). Here are the key comparisons: 1) DRMC, akin to our approach, considers noise
within a Wasserstein neighborhood around a baseline, allowing for correlations between process and
measurement noise (achieved through a martingale sequence constraint). 2) DRMC assumes the
process noise is sampled from the baseline and doesn’t lie in the Wasserstein ball, a more restrictive
assumption compared to ours. 3) DRMC’s problem formulation is in the finite-horizon, claiming to
have an efficient converging method to solve it. With a horizon of T = 10, they test their approach on
a simple 1D system (A = B = Cy = Cs = 1) , which we also use for comparison. For r = 0.2

√
T

and under the worst-case noise for our finite-horizon DRKF, the average MSE for DRMC is 0.86,
closely matching our finite-horizon DRKF at 0.86 and our infinite-horizon DRKF at 0.88 at T = 10.
For the same r = under the worst-case noise of DRMC, the average MSE for DRMC is 0.78, close to
our DRKF (0.81 for the finite-horizon and 0.83 for the infinite-horizon at T = 10). This shows that
using the infinite-horizon controller for short horizons does not significantly compromise performance.
Similar results are observed for other values of r. While the performances in this simple example
are comparable, our filter is anticipated to excel for higher-diemsnional systems, due to its explicit
consideration of robustness over process noise. However, our DRKFs outshine DRMC in efficiency.
DRMC takes 32.9 seconds for T = 10, and becomes computationally infeasible beyond that. Our
finite-horizon DRKF is faster and efficient up to T = 50, and our infinite-horizon DRKF remains
unaffected by the time horizon. For details, see Table 2.

6 Conclusion

The main limitation in our work is that our H∞-rational approximation method is limited to scalar
target signals (i.e., Cs is a row vector). Future work will address this limitation.
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Appendix

A Simulation Results

A.1 Another tracking problem

We study another tracking problem, standard in the filtering community, whose state-space model is

F =

 1 0 0 0
∆t 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 ∆t 1

, G =

 ∆t 0
0.5(∆t)2 0

0 ∆t
0 0.5(∆t)2

,H =

[
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1

]
, L = [0 0 0 1],

with ∆t = 1. The results are shown in the plots below.
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Figure 4: The frequency response of different filters (H2,H∞ and DRKF) for the tracking problem in
section A. The worst-case expected MSE is 3.99 for H∞ , 3.77 for H2 and 3.47 (lowest) for DRKF.
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(b) Worst noise for DR-KF, SDP

Figure 5: The average MSE of the different filters horizon under different disturbances for the tracking
problem in section A. (a) is white noise, while (b) is the worst-case noise for the finite horizon DR
KF (SDP). While the KF performs best under gaussian noise, the DRKF achieves the lowest error
in most of other scenarios (including the more realistic case of correlated noise), and the finite and
infinite horizon achieve similar avergae MSE at the end of the horizon.
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B Additional Discussion on the Problem Setup

B.1 Explicit Form of Finite-Horizon Model in (3)

The causal linear measurement model for the finite-horizon case in (3) can be stated explicitly as
follows: 

y0
y1
y2
...
yT


︸ ︷︷ ︸

y

=


Cy 0 0 . . . 0
CyA CyB 0 . . . 0
CyA

2 CyAB CyB . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

CyA
T CyA

T−1B CyA
T−2B

. . . CyB


︸ ︷︷ ︸

HT


x0

w0

w1

...
wT−1


︸ ︷︷ ︸

w

+


v0
v0
v1
...
vT


︸ ︷︷ ︸

v

(26a)


s0
s1
s2
...
sT


︸ ︷︷ ︸

s

=


Cs 0 0 . . . 0
CsA CsB 0 . . . 0
CsA

2 CsAB CsB . . . 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

CsA
T CsA

T−1B CsA
T−2B

. . . CsB


︸ ︷︷ ︸

LT


x0

w0

w1

...
wT−1


︸ ︷︷ ︸

w

(26b)

A similar construction ofHT and LT for time-varying systems can be performed by replacing the
causal block elements of HT and LT with appropriate coefficients derived from the time-varying
dynamics.

C Proofs of Theorems Related to Finite-Horizon Filtering

C.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Before we proceed with the proof, we first state the following useful deifnitions and results.

Definition C.1 (Bures-Wasserstein distance [98]). For any two psd matrices Σ1,Σ2 ∈ Sd+, the
Bures-Wasserstein distance between them is defined as follows:

BW(Σ1,Σ2) ≜

√
Tr

[
Σ1 +Σ2 − 2

(
Σ

1/2
1 Σ2Σ

1/2
1

)1/2]
. (27)

Definition C.2 (Gelbrich distance [99]). For any two distributions P1,P2 ∈ P(Rd) with means
µ1, µ2 ∈ Rd and covariances Σ1,Σ2 ∈ Sd+, respectively, the Gelbrich distance between them is
defined as follows:

G(P1,P2) ≜
√
∥µ1 − µ2∥2 + BW(Σ1,Σ2)2. (28)

Lemma C.3 (Gelbrich bound [99, Thm. 2.1]). Consider two distributions P1,P2 ∈ P(Rd) with
means µ1, µ2 ∈ Rd and covariances Σ1,Σ2 ∈ Sd+, respectively. The W2-distance between them
satisfies

W2(P1,P2) ≥ G(P1,P2), (29)

where equality is attained if both P1 and P2 are Gaussian distributions.

Lemma C.4 (Causal MMSE of Gaussian [85]). Suppose the disturbances are distributed as Gaussian,
i.e., ξT ∼ N (µT ,ΣT ) with mean µT ∈ ΞT and covariance ΣT . Consider causal mean-square
estimation of sT from yt, i.e.,

inf
πT∈ΠT

E
[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
. (30)

Then, there exists a causal (block lower-diagonal) matrix K⋆
T and a vector b⋆

T , such that the optimal
causal estimator π⋆

T : yT 7→ ŝT is affine with the following form:

ŝT = K⋆
Tyt + b⋆

T . (31)
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Proof of Theorem 3.1: Clearly, we have the following weak duality,

sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

inf
πT∈ΠT

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
≤ inf

πT∈ΠT

sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
. (32)

Let Σ◦
T ≻ 0 be the covariance of the nominal distribution P◦

T . We start by bounding the lhs of (32)
as follows:

sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

inf
πT∈ΠT

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

] (a)

≤ sup
G(PT ,P◦

T )≤ρT

inf
πT∈ΠT

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
, (33)

(b)

≤ sup
G(PT ,P◦

T )≤ρT

inf
KT∈KT

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT ,KT )∥2

]
, (34)

= sup
G(PT ,P◦

T )≤ρT

inf
KT∈KT

EPT

[
ξ∗TT ∗

KT
TKT

ξT
]
, (35)

(c)
= sup

G(PT ,P◦
T )≤ρT

inf
KT∈KT

Tr
(
T ∗
KT
TKT

EPT
[ξT ξ

∗
T ]
)
, (36)

(d)
= sup

BW(ΣT ,Σ◦
T )≤ρT

inf
KT∈KT

Tr
(
T ∗
KT
TKT

ΣT

)
, (37)

where (a) follows from the Gelbrich bound (Lemma C.3), (b) follows from KT ⊂ ΠT , (c) follows
from linearity of cyclic property of trace and the linearity of trace and the expectation, (d) follows
from the definition of the Gelbrich distance (Definition C.2). Note that, we can in general take the
distributions involved to be zero-mean since any non-zero mean can be incorporated as an additive
constant to the estimator, canceling the mean. Therefore, without loss of generality, we can restrict
ourselves to zero-mean disturbances and linear estimators (instead of affine).

Following a similar reasoning, we obtain the following upper bound on the rhs of (32),

inf
πT∈ΠT

sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT , πT )∥2

]
≤ inf

KT∈KT

sup
BW(ΣT ,Σ◦

T )≤ρT

Tr
(
T ∗
KT
TKT

ΣT

)
. (38)

Notice that the objective in the right-hand side of (38) is affine in ΣT (hence concave) and quadratic
in KT (hence strictly convex whenever ΣT ≻ 0). Furthermore, the constraint set KT is affine, and
the constraint BW(ΣT ,Σ

◦
T ) is convex [98]. Therefore, we have the following minimax duality.

inf
KT∈KT

sup
BW(ΣT ,Σ◦

T )≤ρT

Tr
(
T ∗
KT
TKT

ΣT

)
= sup

BW(ΣT ,Σ◦
T )≤ρT

inf
KT∈KT

Tr
(
T ∗
KT
TKT

ΣT

)
. (39)

We denote the saddle point of (39) by (K⋆
T ,Σ

⋆
T ). Notice that, when the nominal distribution is

Gaussian P◦
T := N (0,Σ◦

T ), the Gaussian distribution P⋆
T := N (0,Σ⋆

T ) and the causal estimator
π⋆
T := K⋆

T achieve the upper bound (37) with equality. Thus, from (32) and (38), we obtain the
desired result.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

Before we proceed with the proof, we state the following result, which is the backbone for both
Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.8.
Theorem C.5 (Strong Duality in the Finite Horizon). Let the horizon T >0 be fixed and KT be a
given estimator, which can be non-causal in general. Under the Assumption 3.2, the finite-horizon
worst-case MSE (7) suffered by KT , i.e.,

ET (KT , ρT ) = sup
PT∈WT (P◦

T ,ρT )

EPT

[
ξ∗TT ∗

KT
TKT

ξT
]
, (40)

attains a finite value and is equivalent to the following dual problem:

ET (KT , ρT ) = inf
γ≥0

γρ2T + γ Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1 − IT
]

s.t. γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

. (41)

Furthermore, the worst-case disturbance, ξ⋆T , can be identified from the nominal disturbance, ξ◦T , as

ξ⋆T = (IT − γ−1⋆ T ∗
KT
TKT

)−1ξ◦T , (42)

where γ⋆ is the optimal solution of (41) and solves the following equation uniquely:

Tr
[
((IT − γ−1⋆ TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1 − IT )2
]
= ρ2T . (43)
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Proof. The proof follows closely from [68, Thm. 2 & 3] (and also from [72, Thm. IV.1]) by replacing
the matrix C in Thm.2 of [68] with T ∗

KT
TKT

. In that case, we get that

ET (KT , ρT ) = inf
γ≥0

γρ2T + γ Tr
[
(IT − γ−1T ∗

KT
TKT

)−1 − IT
]

s.t. γIT ≻ T ∗
KT
TKT

, (44)

and the characterization of the optimal solution γ⋆ ≥ 0 as

Tr
[
((IT − γ−1⋆ T ∗

KT
TKT

)−1 − IT )2
]
= ρ2T . (45)

Notice that (44) and (45) involve the term T ∗
KT
TKT

whereas the desired formulations in (41) and (43)
involve the term TKT

T ∗
KT

. To obtain the desired formulations, we appeal to matrix inversion identity,
i.e.,

(IT − γ−1T ∗
KT
TKT

)−1 = IT + T ∗
KT

(γIT − TKT
T ∗
KT

)−1TKT
, (46)

= IT + γ−1T ∗
KT

(IT − γ−1TKT
T ∗
KT

)−1TKT
, (47)

where the exact block dimensions of the identity operator IT differ depending on where they appear
and should be inferred from the context. We can evaluate the trace in (44) involving T ∗

KT
TKT

as

Tr
[
(IT − γ−1T ∗

KT
TKT

)−1 − IT
]
= Tr

[
IT + γ−1T ∗

KT
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1TKT
− IT

]
, (48)

= Tr
[
γ−1T ∗

KT
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1TKT

]
, (49)

= Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1γ−1TKT
T ∗
KT

]
, (50)

where (48) is by (47), and (50) is by the cyclic property of trace. Noting that the condition γIT ≻
T ∗
KT
TKT

is equivalent to γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

, we expand (IT − γ−1TKT
T ∗
KT

)−1 in (50) by the following
Neumann series:

(IT − γ−1TKT
T ∗
KT

)−1 =

∞∑
k=0

(
γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)k
. (51)

Thus, the expression in (50) can be written equivalently as

Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1γ−1TKT
T ∗
KT

]
= Tr

[ ∞∑
k=0

(
γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)k+1

]
, (52)

= Tr

[ ∞∑
k=1

(
γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)k]
, (53)

= Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1 − IT
]
, (54)

giving the desired expression in (41). The desired expression in (43) can be obtained easily following
similar algebraic manipulations.

Proof of Lemma 3.3: Let KT be a given estimator, which can be non-causal. We have that

TKT
T ∗
KT

= [KTHT − LT KT ]

[
H∗

TK∗
T − L∗

T
K∗

T

]
, (55)

= (KTHT − LT )(KTHT − LT )
∗ +KTK∗

T , (56)
= KT (IT +HTH∗

T )K∗
T −KTHTL∗

T − LTH∗
TK∗

T + LTL∗
T , (57)

(a)
= (KT −K◦

T )(IT +HTH∗
T )(KT −K◦

T )
∗ + LTL∗

T −K◦
T (IT +HTH∗

T )(K◦
T )

∗, (58)

where K◦
T := LTH∗

T (IT +HTH∗
T )

−1 and (a) is obtained from completion of squares.

Moreover, observe that

TK◦
T
T ∗
K◦

T
= LTL∗

T −K◦
T (IT +HTH∗

T )(K◦
T )

∗, (59)

= LTL∗
T − LTH∗

T (IT +HTH∗
T )

−1HTL∗
T , (60)

= LT (IT −H∗
T (IT +HTH∗

T )
−1HT )L∗

T , (61)
(b)
= LT (IT +H∗

THT )
−1L∗

T , (62)
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where (b) follows from matrix inversion identity.

Thus, we have that

TKT
T ∗
KT

= (KT −K◦
T )(IT +HTH∗

T )(KT −K◦
T )

∗ + TK◦
T
T ∗
K◦

T
≽ TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
(63)

Now, consider Problem 2.3 without the causality constraint on the estimator. Using the strong duality
result in Theorem C.5, we can express Eq. (8) equivalently as

inf
γ≥0

inf
KT

γρ2T + γ Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1 − IT
]

s.t. γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

. (64)

Fixing γ ≥ 0, we focus on the subproblem

inf
KT

γ Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1
]

s.t. γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

. (65)

Using the identity in (63), we can rewrite (65) in terms K◦
T as follows

inf
KT

γ2 Tr
[
(γIT − (KT −K◦

T )(IT +HTH∗
T )(KT −K◦

T )
∗ − TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
)−1
]

s.t. γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

.

Since the mapping X 7→ (IT −X )−1 is operator monotone, the minimum over KT is attained by K◦
T

and the optimal value is given by the following optimization:

inf
γ≥0

γρ2T + γ Tr
[
(IT − γ−1TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
)−1 − IT

]
s.t. γIT ≻ TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
. (66)

C.3 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Proof. Using the strong duality result in Theorem C.5, we can express Eq. (8) equivalently as

inf
γ≥0

KT∈K

γ(ρ2T − Tr(IT )) + γ2 Tr
[
(γIT − TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1
]

s.t. γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

. (67)

Notice that we can express the rhs as

γ2 Tr
[
(γIT − TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1
]
= inf

XT≻0
Tr(XT ) s.t. XT ≽ γ2(γIT − TKT

T ∗
KT

)−1. (68)

Using the Schur complement, we can rewrite the constraint XT ≽ γ2(γIT − TKT
T ∗
KT

)−1 as[
XT γIT
γIT γIT − TKT

T ∗
KT

]
≽ 0, (69)

where we used the fact that γIT ≻ TKT
T ∗
KT

. Using the identity in (63), we can rewrite the matrix
inequality (69) as[

XT γIT
γIT γIT − TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T

]
−
[

0
(KT −K◦

T )

]
(IT +HTH∗

T ) [0 (KT −K◦
T )

∗] ≽ 0. (70)

As (IT +HTH∗
T ) ≻ 0, by Schur complement theorem, we can reformulate the matrix inequality

above as XT γIT 0
γIT γIT−TK◦

T
T ∗
K◦

T
KT−K◦

T

0 (KT−K◦
T )

∗ (IT +HTH∗
T )

−1

 ≽ 0. (71)

D Proofs of Theorems Related to Infinite-Horizon Filtering

D.1 Proof of Lemma 3.7

Theorem D.1 (Strong Duality in the Infinite-Horizon). LetK be a linear and time-invariant estimator
(which can be non-causal in general) with bounded H∞ norm. Under the Assumptions 2.5 and 3.2,
the infinite-horizon worst-case MSE (10) suffered by K, i.e.,

E(K, ρ) = lim sup
T→∞

1

T
sup

PT∈WT (P◦
T ,ρT )

EPT

[
∥eT (ξT ,K)∥2

]
, (72)
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attains a finite value and is equivalent to the following dual problem:

E(K, ρ) = inf
γ≥0

γρ2 + γ Tr
[
(I − γ−1TKT ∗

K)−1 − I
]

s.t. γI ≻ TKT ∗
K . (73)

Furthermore, the worst-case disturbance, ξ⋆, can be identified from the nominal disturbance, ξ◦, as

ξ⋆ = (I − γ−1⋆ T ∗
KTK)−1ξ◦, (74)

where γ⋆ is the optimal solution of (73) and solves the following equation uniquely:

Tr
[
((I − γ−1⋆ TKT ∗

K)−1 − I)2
]
= ρ2. (75)

Proof. The proof of this result closely tracks the proof of Thm. 5 in [73]. By replacing CK in the
proof of Thm. 5 in [73] with TKT ∗

K .

Proof of Lemma 3.7 : The proof follows closely from the proof of Lemma 3.3 in Appendix C.2.
Let K be linear time-invariant estimator, which can be non-causal, with bounded H∞ norm. We have
that

TKT ∗
K = (K −K◦)(I +HH∗)(K −K◦)

∗ + TK◦T ∗
K◦

≽ TK◦T ∗
K◦

(76)

where K◦ := LH∗(I +HH∗)−1 and TK◦
T
T ∗
K◦

T
= L(I +H∗H)−1L∗.

Now, consider Problem 2.6 without the causality constraint on the estimator. Using the strong duality
result in Theorem D.1, we can express Eq. (11) equivalently as

inf
γ≥0

inf
K

γρ2 + γ Tr
[
(I − γ−1TKT ∗

K)−1 − I
]

s.t. γI ≻ TKT ∗
K . (77)

Fixing γ ≥ 0, we focus on the subproblem

inf
K

γ Tr
[
(I − γ−1TKT ∗

K)−1
]

s.t. γI ≻ TKT ∗
K . (78)

Using the identity in (76), we can rewrite (78) in terms K◦ as follows

inf
K

γ2 Tr
[
(γI − (K −K◦)(I +HH∗)(K −K◦)

∗ − TK◦T ∗
K◦

)−1
]

s.t. γI ≻ TKT ∗
K .

Since the mapping X 7→ (I − X )−1 is operator monotone, the minimum over K is attained by K◦
and the optimal value is given by the following optimization:

inf
γ≥0

γρ2 + γ Tr
[
(I − γ−1TK◦T ∗

K◦
)−1 − I

]
s.t. γI ≻ TK◦T ∗

K◦
. (79)

D.2 Proofs of Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.9

Lemma D.2 (Wiener-Hopf Method [85]). For a bounded and positive definite Toeplitz operator
M≻ 0, letM 7→ Φ(M) be a mapping defined as

Φ(M) ≜ inf
K∈K

Tr (TKT ∗
KM) . (80)

Denote byM = U∗U and ∆∆∗ = I +HH∗ the canonical spectral factorizations2 where U , ∆ as
well as their inverses U−1, ∆−1 are causal operators. The following statements hold:

i. The optimal causal solution to (19) is given by

K = U−1 {UK◦∆}+ ∆−1 = KH2
+ U−1 {U{K◦∆}−}+ ∆−1, (81)

where KH2
:= {K◦∆}+ ∆−1 is the Kalman filter.

ii. The function Φ can be written in closed form as

Φ(M) = Tr
[
{UK◦∆}− {UK◦∆}∗−

]
+Tr

(
TK◦T ∗

K◦
M
)
, (82)

where TK◦T ∗
K◦

= L(I +H∗H)−1L∗.

2The canonical spectral factorization is essentially the Toeplitz operator counterpart of Cholesky decomposi-
tion of finite-dimensional matrices.
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iii. The gradient of Φ has the following closed form

∇Φ(M) = TKT ∗
K = U−1 {UK◦∆}− {UK◦∆}∗− U

−∗ + TK◦T ∗
K◦

. (83)

Proof. Using the identity (76) and the cyclic property of Tr, the objective can be written as,

inf
K∈K

Tr [(K −K◦)∆∆∗(K −K◦)
∗M] = inf

K∈K
Tr [(K∆−K◦∆)(K∆−K◦∆)∗U∗U ] (84)

= inf
K∈K

inf
K∈K

Tr [(UK∆− UK◦∆)(UK∆− UK◦∆)∗]

(85)

= inf
K∈K

∥UK∆− UK◦∆∥2H2
, (86)

where ∥ · ∥2 represents the H2 norm. Since ∆,K and U are causal, and UK◦∆ can be broken into
causal and non-causal parts, it is evident that the (causal) filter that minimises the objective is the one
that makes the term UK∆−UK◦∆ strictly anti-causal, cancelling off the causal part of ∆K◦L. This
means that the optimal filter satisfies,

UK∆ = {UK◦∆}+ . (87)

Also, since U−1 and ∆−1 are causal, the optimal causal filter is given by

K = U−1 {UK◦∆}+ ∆−1. (88)

Furthermore, using the identity K◦∆ = {K◦∆}+ + {K◦∆}−, we get

K = U−1 {U{K◦∆}+}+ ∆−1 + U−1 {U{K◦∆}−}+ ∆−1, (89)

= U−1U{K◦∆}+∆−1 + U−1 {U{K◦∆}−}+ ∆−1, (90)

= {K◦∆}+∆−1 + U−1 {U{K◦∆}−}+ ∆−1. (91)

Plugging this solution to TKT ∗
K , we get

TKT ∗
K = U−1(UK∆− UK◦∆)(UK∆− UK◦∆)∗U−∗ + TK◦T ∗

K◦
, (92)

= U−1({UK◦∆}+ − UK◦∆)({UK◦∆}+ − UK◦∆)∗U−∗ + TK◦T ∗
K◦

, (93)

= U−1 {UK◦∆}− {UK◦∆}∗− U
−∗ + TK◦T ∗

K◦
. (94)

Then, the objective becomes

Tr(TKT ∗
KM) = Tr(U−1 {UK◦∆}− {UK◦∆}∗− U

−∗M) + Tr(TK◦T ∗
K◦
M), (95)

= Tr({UK◦∆}− {UK◦∆}∗−) + Tr(TK◦T ∗
K◦
M). (96)

Finally, by Danskin theorem [90], the gradient of Φ is simply TKT ∗
K evaluated at the optimal K as

given in (94).

Lemma D.3. Let γ > infK∈K ∥TK∥2∞ be fixed. Then, we have the following duality

inf
K∈K ,

γI≻TKT ∗
K

γ Tr
[
(I−γ−1TKT ∗

K)−1−I
]
= sup

M≻0
inf

K∈K
Tr(TKT ∗

KM)−γ Tr
(
M−2

√
M+I

)
. (97)

Proof. The convex mapping X 7→TrX−1 for X ≻0 can be expressed via Fenchel duality as

sup
M≻0

−Tr(XM) + 2Tr(
√
M) =

{
Tr(X−1), if X ≻ 0

+∞, o.w.
(98)

Using the identity (98), we rewrite the original problem as,

inf
K∈K

sup
M≻0

Tr(TKT ∗
KM)− γ Tr

(
M− 2

√
M+ I

)
. (99)

Notice that, the objective above is strictly convex in K and strictly concave inM. Furthermore, the
primal and dual problems are feasible since γ > infK∈K ∥TK∥2∞. Thus, the proof follows from the
minimax theorem.
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Proof of Theorem 3.8: Consider Problem 2.6. Using the strong duality result in Theorem D.1, we
can express Eq. (11) equivalently as

inf
γ≥0

inf
K∈K

γρ2 + γ Tr
[
(I − γ−1TKT ∗

K)−1 − I
]

s.t. γI ≻ TKT ∗
K . (100)

Fixing γ ≥ 0, we focus on the subproblem

inf
K

γ Tr
[
(I − γ−1TKT ∗

K)−1 − I
]

s.t. γI ≻ TKT ∗
K . (101)

Using Lemma D.3, we can reformulate (101) as

sup
M≻0

inf
K∈K

Tr(TKT ∗
KM)−γ Tr

(
M−2

√
M+I

)
. (102)

Thus, the original formulation in (100) can be expressed as

inf
γ≥0

sup
M≻0

inf
K∈K

Tr(TKT ∗
KM) + γ

(
ρ2 − Tr(M− 2

√
M+ I)

)
. (103)

Note that the objective above is affine in γ ≥ 0 and strictly concave inM. Moreover, primal and
dual feasibility hold, enabling the exchange of infγ≥0 supM≻0 resulting in

sup
M≻0

inf
K∈K

inf
γ≥0

Tr(TKT ∗
KM) + γ

(
ρ2 − Tr(M− 2

√
M+ I)

)
, (104)

where the inner minimization over γ reduces the problem to its constrained version in Eq. (14).

Finally, the form of the optimal K⋆ follows from the Wiener-Hopf technique in Lemma D.2 and the
optimal γ⋆ andM⋆ can be obtained using the strong duality theorem in (D.1).

Proof of Corollary 3.9: This result follows immediately from the finiteness of the time-averaged
infinite-horizon MSE.

E Additional Discussion on Frequency-domain Optimization Method

E.1 Pseudocode for Frequency-domain Iterative Optimization Method Solving Eq. (14)

Algorithm 1 Frequency-domain iterative optimization method solving Eq. (14)

1: Input: Radius ρ>0, state-space model (A,B,Cy, Cs), discretization N>0, tolerance ϵ>0

2: Compute (A,B,C) from (A,B,Cy, Cs) using (113)
3: Generate frequency samples TN := {ej2πn/N | n=0, . . . , N−1}
4: Initialize M0(z)← I for z ∈ TN , and k ← 0
5: repeat
6: Set the step size ηk ← 2

k+2

7: Compute the spectral factor Uk(z)← SpectralFactor(Mk) (see Appendix E.5)

8: Compute the parameter Γk ←
1

N

∑
z∈TN

Uk(z)C(I − zA)−1 (see Appendix E.4)

9: Compute the gradient for z ∈ TN (see Appendix E.4)
Gk(z)← Uk(z)

−1Γk(I−zA)−1BB
∗
(I−zA)−∗Γ∗

kUk(z)
−∗+TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗

10: Solve the linear subproblem (20a) via bisection (see Appendix E.6)
M̃k(z)← Bisection(Gk, ρ, ϵ) for z ∈ TN .

11: Set Mk+1(z)← (1− ηk)Mk(z) + ηkM̃k(z) for z ∈ TN .
12: Increment k ← k + 1
13: until ∥Mk+1 −Mk∥/∥Mk∥ ≤ ϵ
14: Compute K(z)← RationalApproximate(Mk+1) (see Appendix E.8)
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E.2 Frequency-Domain Characterization of the Optimal Solution of Eq. (11)

We present the frequency-domain formulation of the saddle point (K⋆,M⋆) derived in Theorem 3.8
to reveal the structure of the solution. We first introduce the following useful results:
Lemma E.1 ([33, pg. 261]). Given H(z) := Cy(zI − A)−1B, consider the canonical spectral
factorization ∆(z)∆(z)∗I +H(z)H(z)∗ for z ∈ T. We have that

∆(z) = (I + Cy(zI −A)−1FP )R
1/2
e , (105)

∆(z)−1 = R−1/2
e (I − Cy(zI −AP )

−1FP ), (106)

where Re := I + CyPC∗
y , FP := (APC∗

y )R
−1
e , AP := A − FPCy, and P is the unique positive

semidefinite solution to the following discrete algebraic Riccati equation (DARE)

P = APA∗ +BB∗ − FPReF
∗
P . (107)

Denoting by M⋆(z) and TK⋆
(z) the transfer functions corresponding to the optimalM⋆ and TK⋆

,
respectively, the optimality condition in (15) takes the equivalent form:

i. M⋆(z) =
(
I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆(z)TK⋆(z)

∗)−2
, (108a)

ii. TK⋆
(z)TK⋆

(z)∗=U⋆(z)
−1 {U⋆S}−(z) {U⋆S}−(z)

∗U⋆(z)
−∗+TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗, (108b)

iii. Tr
[(
(I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆(z)TK⋆(z)

∗)−1 − I
)2]

= ρ2, (108c)

where S := {K◦∆}− is a strictly anticausal operator and U⋆(z) is the transfer function corresponding
to the causal canonical factor U⋆
The transfer function corresponding to the operator S takes a rational form as

S(z) := C(z−1I −A)−1B, (109)

where (A,B,C) are determined by the original state-space parameters (A,B,Cy, Cs). The following
lemma explicitly states this result.
Lemma E.2 ([33, pg. 261] and [38, Lem. 6]). We have that

K◦∆ = KH2
∆+ S, (110)

where KH2 is the nominal causal H2 (aka Kalman) filter and S := {K◦∆}− is strictly anti-causal.
Furthermore, the corresponding transfer functions take an explicit form as highlighted below

KH2
(z) := CsPC⋆

yR
−1
e + Cs(I − PC∗

yR
−1
e Cy)(zI −AP )

−1FP , (111)

S(z) := CsPA∗
P (z

−1I −A∗
P )

−1C∗
yR

−1/2
e , (112)

where P , Re, FP , and AP are defined as in Lemma E.1.

Thus, we have that
A ≜ A∗

P , B ≜ C⋆
yR

−1/2
e , C ≜ CsPA∗

P . (113)

Notice that for a causal U(z) and strictly anti-causal S(z), the strictly anti-causal part {U(z)S(z)}−
may not have any poles from U(z), and all of its poles must be from the strictly anti-causal S(z).
This observation is formally expressed in the following lemma.
Lemma E.3. Let U be a causal and causally invertible operator, which can be non-rational in
general. Then, the strictly anti-causal operator {US}− admits a rational transfer function, i.e.,

{US}−(z) = Γ(z−1I −A)−1B, (114)

where

Γ ≜
1

2π

∫ π

−π

U(ejω)C(I − ejωA)−1dω. (115)

Proof. Consider the z-transform expansions of U(z) and S(z):

U(z) =

∞∑
k=0

Ûkz
−k, and S(z) =

∞∑
l=0

C A
l
Bzl+1, (116)

28



where the time-domain coefficients Ûk can be derived from the Fourier series integrals as

Ûk :=
1

2π

∫ π

−π

U(ejω)ejωkdω. (117)

Multiplying U(z) and S(z) and taking the strictly anti-causal parts, i.e., terms with positive powers
of z, we get

{U(z)S(z)}− =

{( ∞∑
k=0

Ûkz
−k

)( ∞∑
l=0

C A
l
Bzl+1

)}
−

, (118)

=

( ∞∑
k=0

ÛkC A
k

)( ∞∑
l=0

A
l
Bzl+1

)
, (119)

= Γ(z−1I −A)−1B, (120)

where Γ =
∑∞

k=0 ÛkC A
k

which can be expressed as an integral

Γ =
1

2π

∫ π

−π

U(ejω)C(I − ejωA)−1dω. (121)

using Parseval’s theorem.

E.3 Proofs of Lemma 4.1 and Corollary 4.2

Proof of Lemma 4.1: Using Lemma E.3, the frequency-domain optimality equations (108) can be
reformulated explicitly as follows

i. M⋆(z) =
(
I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆(z)TK⋆(z)

∗)−2
, (122a)

ii. TK⋆
(z)TK⋆

(z)∗=U⋆(z)
−1Γ⋆(I−zA)−1BB

∗
(I−zA)−∗Γ∗

⋆U⋆(z)
−∗+TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗, (122b)

iii. Tr
[(
(I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆

(z)TK⋆
(z)∗)−1 − I

)2]
= ρ2, (122c)

where

Γ⋆ ≜
1

2π

∫ π

−π

U⋆(e
jω)C(I − ejωA)−1dω, (123)

and (A,B,C) are as in (113). This gives us the desired result.

Proof of Corollary 4.2: Define S⋆(z) := Γ⋆(I−zA)−1B for notational convenience. We rewrite
the optimality conditions in (122) as

i. (U⋆(z)
∗U⋆(z))

−1/2 = I − γ−1⋆ TK⋆(z)TK⋆(z)
∗ (124)

ii. TK⋆
(z)TK⋆

(z)∗=U⋆(z)
−1S⋆(z)S⋆(z)

∗U⋆(z)
−∗+TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗ (125)

By plugging ii. into i., we get

0 = I − (U⋆(z)
∗U⋆(z))

−1/2 − γ−1⋆
(
U⋆(z)

−1S⋆(z)S⋆(z)
∗U⋆(z)

−∗+TK◦(z)TK◦(z)
∗) = 0, (126)

Multiplying by U⋆(z) from the left and by U⋆(z)
∗ from the right, we get

0 = U⋆(z)U⋆(z)
∗−(U⋆(z)U⋆(z)

∗)1/2−γ−1⋆ (S⋆(z)S⋆(z)
∗+U⋆(z)TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗)U⋆(z)
∗,

which can be written further as

U⋆(z)U⋆(z)
∗ =

1

4

(
I +

√
I + 4γ−1 (S⋆(z)S⋆(z)∗+U⋆(z)TK◦(z)TK◦(z)

∗)U⋆(z)∗
)2

. (127)

Notice that while S⋆(z)S⋆(z)
∗ is rational, the expression above involves its positive definite square

root, which does not generally preserve rationality, implying the desired result.
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E.4 Additional Discussion on the Computation of Gradients

By the Wiener-Hopf technique discussed in Lemma D.2, the gradient Gk = ∇Φ(Mk) can be obtained
as

Gk(z) = Uk(z)
−1 {UkK◦∆}− (z) {UkK◦∆}− (z)∗U−∗

k + TK◦T
∗
K◦

, (128)

where U∗
kUk = Mk is the unique spectral factorization. Furthermore, by Lemma E.3, we can

reformulate the gradient Gk(z) more explicitly as

Gk(z) = Uk(z)
−1Γk(I−zA)−1BB

∗
(I−zA)−∗Γ∗

kU
−∗
k + TK◦T

∗
K◦

, (129)

where

Γk ≜
1

2π

∫ π

−π

Uk(e
jω)C(I − ejωA)−1dω. (130)

Here, the spectral factor Uk(z) is obtained for z ∈ TN by Appendix E.5. Similarly, the parameter Γk

can be computed numerically using the trapezoid rule over the discrete domain TN , i.e.,

Γk ←
1

N

∑
z∈TN

Uk(z)C(I − zA)−1. (131)

Noting that TK◦T
∗
K◦

is rational and depends only on the system, the gradient Gk(z) can be efficiently
computed for z ∈ TN .

E.5 Implementation of Spectral Factorization

To perform the spectral factorization of an irrational function M(z), we use a spectral factorization
method via discrete Fourier transform, which returns samples of the spectral factor on the unit circle.
First, we compute Λ(z) for z ∈ TN , which is defined to be the logarithm of M(z), then we take the
inverse discrete Fourier transform λk for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 of Λ(z) which we use to compute the
spectral factorization as

U(zn)← exp

1

2
λ0 +

N/2−1∑
k=1

λkz
−k
n +

1

2
(−1)nλN/2


for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 where zn = ej2πn/N .

The method is efficient without requiring rational spectra, and the associated error term, featuring a
purely imaginary logarithm, rapidly diminishes with an increased number of samples. It is worth
noting that this method is explicitly designed for scalar functions.

Algorithm 2 SpectralFactor: Spectral Factorization via DFT

1: Input: Scalar positive spectrum M(z) > 0 on TN := {ej2πn/N | n=0, . . . , N−1}
2: Output: Causal spectral factor U(z) of M(z) > 0 on TN

3: Compute the cepstrum Λ(z)← log(M(z)) on z ∈ TN .
4: Compute the inverse DFT

λk ← IDFT(Λ(z)) for k = 0, . . . , N−1
5: Compute the spectral factor for zn = ej2πn/N

U(zn)← exp

1

2
λ0 +

N/2−1∑
k=1

λkz
−k
n +

1

2
(−1)nλN/2

, n = 0, . . . , N−1

E.6 Implementation of Bisection Method

To find the optimal parameter γk that solves Tr
[
((I−γ−1k Gk)−1−I)2

]
= ρ2 in the Frank-Wolfe

update (21), we use a bisection algorithm. The pseudo code for the bisection algorithm can be found
in Algorithm 3. We start off with two guesses of γ i.e.(γleft, γright) with the assumption that the
optimal γ lies between the two values (without loss of generality).
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Algorithm 3 Bisection Algorithm

1: Input: γright, γleft
2: Compute the gradient at γright: grad_γright
3: while | γright − γleft |> ϵ do
4: Calculate the midpoint γmid between γleft and γright
5: Compute the gradient at γmid

6: if the gradient at γmid is zero then
7: return γmid {Root found}
8: else if the gradient at γmid is positive then
9: Update γright to γmid

10: else
11: Update γleft to γmid

12: end if
13: end while
14: return the average of γleft and γright {Approximate root}

E.7 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Our proof of convergence follows closely from the proof technique used in [88]. In particular, since
the unit circle is discretized and the computation of the gradients Gk(z) are approximate, the linear
suboptimal problem is solved up to an approximation, δN , which depends on the problem parameters,
and the discretization level N . Namely,

Tr(∇Φ(Mk)M̃k+1) ≥ sup
M∈Ωρ

Tr(∇Φ(Mk)M)− δN (132)

where

Ωρ := {M ≻ 0 | Tr(M− 2
√
M+ I) ≤ ρ2}, (133)

Therefore, using Theorem 1 of [88], we obtain

Φ(M⋆)− Φ(Mk) ≤
2κ

k + 2
(1 + δN ). (134)

where

κ := sup
M,M̃∈Ωρ

η∈[0,1]

M′=M+η(M̃−M)

2

η2
(Tr(M′∇Φ(M))− Φ(M′)) . (135)

E.8 Implementation of Rational Approximation

We present the pseudocode of RationalApproximation.

Algorithm 4 RationalApproximation

1: Input: Scalar positive spectrum M(z) > 0 on TN := {ej2πn/N | n=0, . . . , N−1}, and a small
positive scalar ϵ

2: Output: Causal rational filter K(z) on TN

3: Get P (z), Q(z) by solving the convex optimization in (23), for fixed ϵ, given M(z)
4: Get the rational spectral factors of P (z), Q(z), which are SP (z), SQ(z) using the canonical

Factorization method in [91]
5: Get Ur(z),the rational spectral factor ofM(z), as SP (z)/SQ(z)
6: Get K(z) from the formulation in (25), (153)
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E.9 Proof of Theorem 4.6

We write the DR estimator, K(ejω), as a sum of causal functions:

K(ejω) = U−1{UK0∆}+∆−1 (136)

= U−1(U{K0∆}+ + {U{K0∆}−}+)∆−1 (137)

= {K0∆}+∆−1 + U−1{U{K0∆}−}+∆−1 (138)

where we drop the dependence of ∆,K0 and U on ejω.

Given the spectral factor U(ejω) in rational form as U(ejω) = D̃1/2(I + C̃(ejωI − Ã)−1B̃), its
inverse is given by:

U−1(ejω) = (I − C̃(ejωI − (Ã− B̃C̃))−1B̃)D̃−1/2 (139)

From the above, we have:

{K0∆}− = T (z) = CsPA∗
P (z

−1I −A∗
P )

−1C∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (140)

Multiplying the above equation with U , and taking its causal part, we get:

{U{∆K0}−}+ ={D̃1/2CsPA∗
P (z

−1I −A∗
P )

−1C∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2+

D̃1/2C̃(ejωI − Ã)−1B̃CsPA∗
P (z

−1I −A∗
P )

−1C∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2}+ (141)

Given that the term D̃1/2CsPA∗
P (z

−1I − A∗
P )

−1C∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 is strictly anticausal, and

considering the matrix Uly which solves the lyapunov equation: ÃUlyA
∗
P + B̃CsPA∗

P = Uly, we
get {U{K0∆}−}+ as:

{U{∆K0}−}+

= {D̃1/2C̃
(
(zI − Ã)−1ÃUly + UlyA

∗
P (z

−1I −A∗
P )

−1 + Uly

)
C∗

y (I + CyPC∗
y )

−∗/2}+ (142)

= D̃1/2C̃
(
(zI − Ã)−1Ã+ I

)
UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (143)

= zD̃1/2C̃(zI − Ã)−1UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (144)

Now, multiplying equation (144) by the inverse of U (139), we get:

U−1{U{K0∆}−}+ = z(I + C̃(ejωI − Ã)−1B̃)−1C̃(zI − Ã)−1UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (145)

= zC̃(I + (zI − Ã)−1B̃C̃)−1(zI − Ã)−1UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (146)

= zC̃(zI − ÃP )
−1UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (147)

= C̃(I + ÃP (zI − ÃP )
−1)UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 (148)

(149)

where ÃP = Ã− B̃C̃.

The inverse of ∆ is given by ∆−1(z) = (I+CyPC∗
y )

−1/2(I−Cy(zI−AP )
−1KP ), and we already

showed that {K0∆}+ = Cs(zI −A)−1APC∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 + CsPC∗

y (I + CyPC∗
y )

−∗/2.

Then we can get the 2 terms of equation (138):

{K0∆}+∆−1 = CsPC∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1 + Cs

(
I − PC∗

y (I + CyPC∗
y )

−1Cy

)
(zI −AP )

−1KP

(150)
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and

U−1{U{K0∆}−}+∆−1

=
(
C̃UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2 + C̃ÃP (zI − ÃP )

−1UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−∗/2

)
×
(
(I + CyPC∗

y )
−1/2 − (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1/2Cy(zI −AP )

−1KP

)
(151)

= C̃ÃP (zI − ÃP )
−1UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1
(
I − Cy(zI −AP )

−1KP )
)

− C̃UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1Cy(zI −AP )

−1KP

+ C̃UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1 (152)

Finally, summing equations (150) and (151), we get the controller K(ejω) in its rational form:

K(ejω) =
[
C̃ÃP −Cs + CsPC∗

y (I + CyPC∗
y )

−1Cy + C̃UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1Cy

]
(153)

×
(
zI −

[
ÃP UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1Cy

0 AP

])−1 [
UlyC

∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1

−KP

]
(154)

+ C̃UlyC
∗
y (I + CyPC∗

y )
−1 + CsPC∗

y (I + CyPC∗
y )

−1 (155)

which can be explicitly rewritten as in equation (25), where F̃ ,G̃,H̃ and L̃ are defined accordingly.

33


	Introduction 
	Related Works
	Contributions

	Problem Setup 
	The Finite-Horizon Distributionally Robust Filtering
	The Infinite-Horizon Distributionally Robust Filtering

	Tractable Convex Formulations
	An SDP for the Finite-Horizon Filtering
	A Concave-Convex Optimization for the Infinite-Horizon Filtering

	An Efficient Algorithm
	Iterative Optimization Methods in the Frequency-Domain 
	Rational Approximation using H inf-norm

	Numerical Experiments
	Frequency Domain Evaluations
	Time Domain Evaluations
	Comparison to the DRKF in  Shafieezadeh-Abadeh et al. 2018
	Comparison to the DR estimator of Lotidis et al. 2023

	Conclusion
	Simulation Results
	Another tracking problem

	Additional Discussion on the Problem Setup
	Explicit Form of Finite-Horizon Model in (3)

	Proofs of Theorems Related to Finite-Horizon Filtering
	Proof of Theorem 3.1
	Proof of Lemma 3.3
	Proof of Theorem 3.4

	Proofs of Theorems Related to Infinite-Horizon Filtering
	Proof of Lemma 3.7
	Proofs of Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.9

	Additional Discussion on Frequency-domain Optimization Method
	Pseudocode for Frequency-domain Iterative Optimization Method Solving Eq. (14)
	Frequency-Domain Characterization of the Optimal Solution of Eq. (11)
	Proofs of Lemma 4.1 and Corollary 4.2
	Additional Discussion on the Computation of Gradients
	Implementation of Spectral Factorization
	Implementation of Bisection Method
	Proof of Theorem 4.4
	Implementation of Rational Approximation
	Proof of Theorem 4.6 


