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Abstract

State-space smoothing has found many applications inceiemd engineering. Under linear and Gaussian assumpgioesthed estimates
can be obtained using efficient recursions, for example Rawng-Striebel and Mayne-Fraser algorithms. Such scheane equivalent
to linear algebraic techniques that minimize a convex cataobjective function with structure induced by the dymamodel.

These classical formulations fall short in many importaintwmstances. For instance, smoothers obtained usingafi@agenalties can
fail when outliers are present in the data, and cannot traglulsive inputs and abrupt state changes. Motivated byetehertcomings,
generalized Kalman smoothing formulations have been mexgbdn the last few years, replacing quadratic models withensoitable,
often nonsmooth, convex functions. In contrast to classitadels, these general estimators require use of iterdgeditams, and these
have received increased attention from control, signatgssing, machine learning, and optimization communities.

In this survey we show that the optimization viewpoint po®s the control and signal processing community great dmeeth the
development of novel modeling and inference frameworksdigmamical systems. We discuss general statistical modelsiyinamic
systems, making full use of nonsmooth convex penalties andtraints, and providing links to important models in sigorocessing and
machine learning. We also survey optimization techniquesttfese formulations, paying close attention to dynamablam structure.
Modeling concepts and algorithms are illustrated with nrica¢ examples.

1 Introduction cations areas are numerous, including navigation, trggkin
healthcare and finance, to name a few.
The linear state space model )
For a system mode}; € R™ andu; € RP are, respectively,
_ the output and input evaluated at the time instanthe
X1 = A+ Bl + v (1) dimensiongn and p may depend oh, but we treat them as
B=0CGx+e (1b) fixed to simplify the exposition. In signal models, the input
. . o U may be absent. The state vecters R" are the variables
is the bread and butter for analysis and design in discreteof interest;A encodes the process transition, to the extent
time systems, control and signal processing [62,63]. Appli that it is known to the modeleg; is the observation model,
andB; describes the effect of the input on the transition. The
1 Corresponding author Gianluigi Pillonetto Ph. +390498&277 process disturbance models stochastic deviations from the
This research was supported in part by the National Science linear modelA;, while & model measurement errorsiVe
Foundation grant no. DMS-1514559, by the Washington Rekear ~ consider thestate estimation problenwhere the goal is to
Foundation Data Science Professorship, by the MIUR FIRRepto infer the values of from the input-output measurements.
RBFR12M3AC-Learning meets time: a new computational ap- Given measurements
proach to learning in dynamic systems, by the Progetto di Ate
neo CPDA147754/14-New statistical learning approach foltim
agents adaptive estimation and coverage control as wely dseb
Linnaeus Center CADICS, funded by the Swedish Research-Coun
cil, and the ERC advanced grant LEARN, no 287381, funded by We are interested in obtaining an estimglteof x. If N >t
the European Research Council. this is called assmoothingproblem, ifN =t it is a filtering

N .
Zy :={Uo,y1,U1,Y2,...,YN,UN},

Preprint submitted to Automatica 3 January 2022


http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.06369v2

problem, and ifN < t it is a predictionproblem. measurement sequen{:ys;}tN:l is

How well the state estimate fits the true state depends upon p({x}{n}) = P () p X))

the choice of models for the stochastic tegmerror term pP({n})

&, and possibly on the initial distribution of. While u P Oo) MRS P (% %) MiYet P (%1 %)

is usually a known deterministic sequence, the obsenmtion = p (v} (4)
y; and statesg are stocpg‘astic processes. We gtan} consider N N_1

using several estimatorss' of the state sequendet} (all _ _ .
functions of ZN): Up (Xo)tl:!pa Yyt —Gx) tEL Pv (X1 — Ak — Brur)

where we us@q andpy, to denote the densities correspond-

E(x|23') conditional mean (2a)  ing to & andw. Under Gaussian assumptions (3), and ig-
maxp(xt\,%'\‘) maximuma posteriori(MAP) noring the normalizing constant, the posterior is given by
%
(2b)

minE(||x —%/|%) minimum expected
Xt

2 N-1 1| ~—1/2 2
mean square error (MSE) (2c) e 2N 200wl rL o 3@ P00 An B |
min  E([[% — %/|?) minimum linear expected MSE t= 5
. min y ,
Kespar( 29) ef%HR{I/Z(y“Cm)H
(2d) xu

Whena, v and the initial stateq are jointly Gaussian, all Note that state increments and measurement residualsrappea

the four estimators coincide. In the general setting, the es €xplicitly in (5). Maximizing (5) is equivalent to minimiag
timators (2a) and (2c) are the same. Indeed, the conditionalitS negative log:

mean represents the minimum variance estimate. In the gen-

eral (non-Gaussian) case, computing (2a) may be difficult, _ 12 2 N 12 2
while the MAP (2b) estimator can be computed efficiently xOmIQN Hn (X0 — H)H + Z"R{ (Wt —CtXt)H
using optimization techniques for a range of disturbanck an t=
error distributions.

+N71HQt71/2(Xt — A — Btut)H2 v
IZO 41 -

Most models assume known means and variances far,

andXxp. In the classic settings, these distributions are Gaus-

sian: More general cases of correlated noise and singular covari-
ance matrices are discussed in the Appendix. This result is
also shown in e.g. [17] and [100, Sec. 3.5, 10.6] using a

a~.4(0R) least squares argument. The solution can be derived using

Vi ~ A(0,Q), all variables are mutually independent. various structure-exploiting linear recursions. For ansie,

Xo ~ A (,TT) the Rauch—Tung—StrjebeI (RTS) scheme derived in [92] com-
3) putes the state estimates by forward-backward recursions,

Under this assumption, all tyeandx; become jointly Gaus- (see also [3] for a simpl_e derivation through projections®on
sian stochastic processes, which implies that the comditio ~ SPaces spanned by suitable random variables.) The Mayne-

mean (2a) becomes a linear function of the dagy. This Fraser (MF) algorithm uses a two-filter formula to compute
is a general property of Gaussian variables. Many explicit the smoothed estimate as a linear combination of forward

expressions and recursions for this linear filter have beend and backward Kalman filtering estimates [77,46]. A third
rived in the literature, some of which are discussed in thisa Scheme based on reverse recursion appears in [77] under
ticle. We also consider a far more general setting, where thethe name of Algorithm A. The relationships between these
distributions in (3) can be selected from a range of derssitie schemes, and their derivations from different perspestive

and discuss applications and general inference techniques are studied in [72,8]. Computational details for RTS and MF
are presented in Section 2.

We now make explicit the connection betwesanditional Themaximum a posterio(MAP) viewpoint (6) easily gen-
mean(2a) andmaximum likelihood2b) in the Gaussian eralizes to new settings. Assume, for example, that thesois
case. By Bayes’ theorem and the independence assumptions; andv; are non-Gaussian, but rather have continuous prob-
(3), the posterior of the state sequerfoe} , given the ability densities defined by functiong(-) andJ(-) as fol-



lows

pa(e) Dexp(~\ (RT%€) ), pu(v) Dexp( -2 (@ %) ).
(7)

From (4), we obtain that the analogous MAP estimation

problem for (6) replaces all least squaﬂaﬁl/z(yt —Cix)|?

and ||Q Y2 (x.1 — A — Byw)||2 with more general terms
Ve (RY2r—Co)) and 3 (Q M2 (x1— Aok — Brur)),

leading to

X05-++XN

min — logp(xo) + i\/t (Rfl/z(yt _Ctxt))
- = (8)
+ t; X (Q(l/z(xtﬂ — Axe — Btut)) :

The initial distribution forxy can be non-Gaussian, and is
specified byp(xg). An algorithm to solve (8) is then required.

In this paper, we will discuss general modeling of error
distributiongpg andpy, in (7), as well as tractable algorithms

for the solutions of these formulations.

ClassicKalmanfilters, predictors and smoothers have been
enormously successful, and the literature detailing their
properties and applications is rich and pervasive. Even if
Gaussian assumptions (3) are violated, butthe are still
white with covariance®; andR;, problem (6) gives the best
linear estimate, i.e. among all linear functions of the data
2}, the Kalman smoother residual has the smallest vari-

ance. However, this does not ensure successful performance

giving strong motivation to consider extensions to the Gaus
sian framework! For instance, impulsive disturbancesrofte
occur in process models, including target tracking, where

of the motor shaft, see also pp. 95-97 in [71]. The state
comprises angular velocity and angle of the motor shaft, and
with system parameters and discretization as in Section 8 of
[85], we have the following discrete-time model:

07 0O
X1 = (0.084 1) X + ( ) (Ut +ch) ©)

v=(01)x+a

1181
0.62

whered; denotes a disturbance process while the measure-
mentsy; are noisy samples of the angle of the motor shaft.

Impulsive inputs: In the DC system design, the disturbance
torque acting on the motor shaft plays an important role
and an accurate reconstruction &f can greatly improve
model robustness with respect to load variations. Since the
non observable input is often impulsive, we model dhas
independent random variables such that

o — 0 with probability 1— o
A4(0,1) with probability o
According to (1), this corresponds to a zero-mean (non-
Gaussian) noise, with covarianc€} = a (101521) (11.81,0.62).

We consider the problem of reconstructidgfrom noisy
output samples generated under the assumptions

0
x0_<0>,u1_0, a =001 @&~ .4(00.12).

one has to deal with force disturbances describing maneu-An instance of the problem is shown in Fig. 1. The left

vers for the tracked object, fault detection/isolation eneh

impulses model additive faults, and load disturbances. Un-

fortunately, smoothers that use the quadratic penalty en th
state increments are not able to follow fast jumps in thestat
dynamics [85]. This problem is also relevant in the context

which can be subject to abrupt changes [86,83]. In addition,

constraints on the states arise naturally in many settings,
and estimation can be improved by taking these constraints

into account. Finally, estimates corresponding to quédrat
losses applied to data misfit residuals are vulnerable to out
liers, i.e. to unexpected deviations of the noise errormfro

Gaussian assumptions. In these cases, a Gaussian model f
e gives poor estimates. Two examples are described below,
the first focusing on impulsive disturbances, and second on

measurement outliers.

1.1 DC motor example

panel displays the noiseless output (solid line) and the-mea
surements-{). The right panel displays the& (solid line)
and their estimates (dashed line) obtained by the Kalman
smoothdf] and given byd] = (1/11.81 0) (R, — AR ).

This estimator, denotedstopt, uses only information on

'fhe means and covariances of the noises. It solves problem

(2d) and, hence, corresponds to the best linear estimator.
However, it is apparent that the disturbance reconstmctio
is not satisfactory. The smoother estimates of the impulses
are poor, and the largest peak, centered-all61, is highly
underestimated.

cZSutIiers corrupting output data: Consider now a situation

where the disturbanak can be well modeled as a Gaussian

1 Note that the covariance matric€ are singular. In this case,
the smoothed estimates have been computed using the RTiesche
[92], as e.g. described in Section 2.C of [65], where inbdity

of the transition covariance matrices are not requireds $bheme

A DC motor can be modeled as a dynamic system, where provides the solution of the generalized Kalman smoothinjgm

the input is applied torque while the output is the angle

tive (47), and is explained in the Appendix.
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Fig. 1. DC motor and impulsive disturbances Left: noiseless output (solid line), measurement$ &nd output reconstruction by the
optimal linear smoother 4-opt (dashed line)Right: impulsive disturbance and reconstruction bydpt (dashed line).
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Fig. 2. DC motor with Gaussian disturbances and outliers in output neasurementsNoiseless output (solid line), measurement3 (
and outliers §). Left: Kalman estimates (dashed line) with assumed nominal memsunt error variance (0.01Right: Kalman estimates
(dashed line) from the optimal linear smoother which usescitrrect measurement error variance (10.009).

process. So, there is no impulsive noise entering the sys-Thus, outliers occur with probability.D, and are generated
tem. In particular, we sek ~ .4 (0, 0.12), so thatv is now from a distribution with standard deviation 100 times geeat
Gaussian with covariance than that of the nominal. We consider the problem of recon-
structing the angle of the motor shaft (the second state com-
ponent which corresponds to the noiseless output) setting

0
Xo = <O>v k=0, g% =0.1%

“An instance of the problem is shown in Fig. 2. The two
panels display the noiseless output (solid line), the ateur
measurements affected by the noise with hominal variance
(denoted by+) and the outliers (denoted bywith values
outside the ranget6 displayed on the boundaries of the
a~ (1-a).#(0,0%) +a.#(0,(1000)3). panel). The left panel displays the estimate (dashed line)

The outputs, are instead contaminated by outliers, i.e. un-
expected measurements noise model deviations. In particu
lar, output data are corrupted by a mixture of two normals
with a fraction of outliers contamination equal édo= 0.1;

ie.,



obtained by the classical Kalman smoother, calleehbm, as in (8). In particular, new smoothing schemes deal with
with the variance noise set . sparse dynamic models [2], methods for tracking abrupt
changes [85], robust formulations [44,4], inequality con-
Note that this estimator does not match any of the criteria straints on the state [20], and sum of norms [85], many
(2a-2d). In fact, this example represents a situation whereof which can be modeled using the general class called
the contamination is totally unexpected and the smoother piecewise linear quadratic (PLQ) penalties [11,96]. All
is expected to work under nominal conditions. One can seeof these approaches are based on an underlying body of
that the reconstructed profile is very sensitive to outliers theory and methodological tools developed in statistias, m
The right panel shows the estimate (dashed line) returned bychine learning, kernel methods [24,56,97,31], and convex
the optimal linear estimatorztopt (2d), obtained by setting  optimization [26]. Advances in sparse tracking [64,2,85]
the noise variance tal — a)o?+ a(1000)2. are based on LASSO (group LASSO) or elastic net tech-
niques [101,43,115,119], which in turn use coordinate
In this case, the smoother is aware of the true variance of descent, see e.g. [23,47,39]. Robust methods [4,44,1],32,
the signal; nonetheless, the reconstruction is still nossa  rely on Huber [57] or Vapnik losses, leading to support vec-
factory, since it cannot track the true output profile given tor regression [41,50,55] for state space models, and thke a
the high measurement variance; the best linear estimate esvantage of interior point optimization methods [67,81]113
sentially averages the signal. Manipulating noise steiss Domain constraints are important for most applications,
clearly not enough; to improve the estimator performance, including camera tracking, fault diagnosis, chemical pro-
we must change our model for the underlying distribution cesses, vision-based systems, target tracking, bioniedica

of the errorsa. systems, robotics, and navigation [53,98]. Modeling these
constraints allows priori information to be encoded into
1.2 Scope of the survey dynamic inference formulations, and the resulting opti-

mization problems can also be solved using interior point
In light of this discussion and examples, it is natural toxtur methods [21].
to the optimization (MAP) interpretation (6) to design for-
mulations and estimators that perform well in alternativé a  Taking these developments into consideration, the aims of
more general situations. The connection between numericalthis survey are as follows. First, our goal is to firmly estab-
analysis and optimization and various kinds of smoothess ha lish the connection between classical algorithms, inclgdi
been growing stronger over the years [72,88,18,8]. It is now the RTS and MF smoothers, to the optimization perspective
clear that many popular algorithms in the engineering-liter in the least squares case. This allows the community to view
ature, including Rauch-Tung-Striebel (RTS) smoother and existing efficient algorithms as modular subroutines that ¢
the Mayne-Fraser (MF) smoother, can be viewed as specificbe exploited in new formulations. Second, we will survey
linear algebraic technigques to solve an optimization objec modern regression approaches from statistics and machine
tive whose structure is closely tied to dynamic inference. learning, based on new convex losses and penalties, high-
Indeed, recently, Kalman smoothing has seen a remarkabldighting their usefulness in the context of dynamic inferen
renewal in terms of modern techniques and extended formu-These techniques are effective both in designing models for
lations based on emerging practical needs. This resurgencgrocess disturbances as well as robust statistical models
has been coupled with the development of new computa-for measurement errors. Our final goal is two-fold: we
tional techniques and the intense progress in convex opti-want to survey algorithms for generalized smoothing for-
mization in the last two decades has led to a vast literature mulations, but also to understand the theoretical underpin
on finding good state estimates in these more general casesiings for the design and analysis of such algorithms. To this
Many novel contributions to theory and algorithms related end, we include a self-contained tutorial of convex analy-
to Kalman smoothing, and to dynamic system inference in sis, developing concepts of duality and optimality corafi
general, have come from statistics, engineering, and numer from fundamental principles, and focused on the general
ical analysis/optimization communities. However, whilet  Kalman smoothing context. With this foundation, we review
statistical and engineering viewpoints are pervasive & th optimization techniques to solve all general formulatiohs
literature, the optimization viewpoint and its accompaigyi  Kalman smoothers, including both first-order spilitting et
modeling and computational power is less familiar to the ods, and second order (interior point) methods.
control community. Nonetheless, the optimization perspec
tive has been the source of a wide range of astonishing re-In many applications, process and measurement models may
cent advances across the board in signal processing, tontro be nonlinear. These cases fall outside the scope of the cur-
machine learning, and large-scale data analysis. In tiis su rent survey, since they require solving a nonconvex prob-
vey, we will show how the optimization viewpoint allows lem. In these cases, particle filters [13] and unscented-meth
the control and signal processing community great freedom ods [109] are very popular. An alternative is to exploit the
in the development of novel modeling and inference frame- composite structure of these problems, and apply a gener-
works for dynamical systems. alized Gauss-Newton method [28]. For detailed examples,

see [9] and [12].
Recent approaches in dynamic systems inference replace
guadratic terms, as in (6), with suitable convex functions, Roadmap of the paper In section 2, we show the explicit



connection between RTS and MF smoothers and the leastwhereA € R"N+1Dxn(N+1) gndC e RM*N(IN+1) " Using def-

squares formulation. This builds the foundation for effitie

general methods that exploit underlying state space struc-

ture of dynamic inference. In section 3, we present a gen-
eral modeling framework where error distributions (3) can
come from a large class of log-concave densities, and discus
important applications to impulsive disturbances and sbbu
smoothing. We also show how to incorporate state-space
constraints. In section 5, we present empirical resultghfer
examples in the paper, showing the practical effect of the

proposed methods. All examples are implemented using an

open source software package IPs@lvé few concluding

remarks end the paper. Two appendices are provided. The

initions (10) and (11), problem (6) can be efficiently stated
as

(12)

]Frl/z(y—0><)H2+HQ*l/Z(z—Ax)H2

min
X

The solution to (12) can be obtained by solving the linear
system

(C'TRIC+ATQ tAX=Tr (13)
where
r:=C'Rly+A'Q'z.

first discusses smoothing under correlated noise and singu-

lar covariance matrices, and the second a brief tutorighen t
tools from convex analysis that are useful to understand the
algorithms presented in section 4 and applied in section 5.

2 Kalman smoothing, block tridiagonal systems and
classical schemes

To build an explicit correspondence between least squares
problems and classical smoothing schemes, we first intro-
duce data structures that explicity embed the entire state

sequence, measurement sequence, covariance matrices, and

initial conditions into a simple form. Given a sequence of
column vector v} and matrice{ Ty} let

Vi T, 0 - 0]
. 0T
ved{w}) i= ,diag{T}) = | °
0
VN _0 . 0 TN_

We make the following definitions:

R:=diag{Ry,Ry,...,Rn}) € RMN<MN
Q = diaQ{rLQlea e 7QN71}) € Rn(N+l)Xn(N+l)

The linear operator in (13) is a positive definite symmetric
block tridiagonal (SBT) system. Direct computation gives

'Ry GJ 0 0 |
Go F1 G]
C'R'IC+A'Q'A=|: g ° ,
0o --- GLA
|0 -+ 0 Gno1 A |

a symmetric positive definite block tridiagonal system in
RMN+D>xn(N+D) S with R € R™" and G; € R™" defined as
follows:

Fo:=N"1+A;Qy A

R=Q4+AQA+C'RC, t=1,..,
G :=-Q!A, t=0,..,N-1

N

using the conventioAy Qy Ay = 0.

We now present two popular smoothing schemes, the RTS
and MF. In our algebraic framework, both of them return
the solution of the Kalman smoothing problem (12) by effi-

X = ved {Xo, X1, Xz, ..., Xn }) € RNN+L)x1 (10) ciently solving the block tridiagonal system (13), whictmca
x be rewritten as
yi=ved{ysyz,....w}) € R™N !
o n(N+1)x1
z:=ved{u,Boup,...,Bn-1Un-1}) €R R Gy O 0 %o o
] Go F GI X1 r
an .
G, = . (14)
I 0 0C, O 0 0 ... Gl , XN_1 N1
A —Ay | c o 00CGC ™ 0 -~ 0 Gy.1 Fn XN 'n
0 0 , . .
In particular, the RTS scheme coincides with the forward
—An-1 | 00 0Cy backward algorithm as described in [19, algorithm 4] while
(12) the MF scheme can be seen as a block tridiagonal solver

2 https://github.com/saravkin/IPsolve

exploiting two filters running in parallel. Full analysis of
these algorithms, as well as others, are presented in [8].



Algorithm 1 Rauch Tung Striebel (Forward Block Tridiag-
onal scheme)
The inputs to this algorithm aréG}[ ', {R}N,, and
{rt }{\‘:0 where, for each, G; ¢ R™" R € R™" andr; € R™M.
The outputis the sequeng@N 1N ; that solves equation (14),
with eachx € R".

(1) Setd(f) =k andgf) =Tro.

Fort=1toN:
o Setd! =R —G1(df )16/ ;.
o Sets' =1~ Gra(d ) s 1.
(2) Setx! = (df)) *sw.
Fort=N—-1to0:
o Setd = (¢) X —GI&Y,).

Algorithm 2 Mayne Fraser (Two Filter Block Tridiagonal
scheme)
The inputs to this algorithm aréG}[ ', {R}N,, and
{rt }tN:O where, for each, G; ¢ R™", R € R™", andry € R™.
The outputis the sequen¢gN 1, that solves equation (14),
with eachx € R".
(1) Setdé =k ands(f) =Tro.
Fort=1toN:
o Setd, =R —Gri(d ;) 1G[ ;.
o Sets' =1 —G1(d ;) 15 1.
(2) Setdf = Fy ands} = ry.

Fort=N-1,...,0,
o Setd’ =R -G (d;) 'Gr.

o Sets =1 — G/ (d,;) 's:1.
(3) Fort=1,...,.N
o Setxd = (d +dP—by) " 2(s +L —ry).

3 General formulations: convex losses and penalties,
and statistical properties of the resulting estimators

In the previous section, we showed that Gaussian assump
tions on process disturbances and measurement errors
& lead to least squares formulations (6) or (12). One can
then view classic smoothing algorithms as numerical sub-
routines for solving these least squares problems. In &uis s
tion, we generalize the Kalman smoothing model to allow
log-concave distributions fow; and & in model (3). This
allows more generalonvexdisturbance and error measure-
ment models, and the log-likelihood (MAP) problem (12)
becomes a more gene@nvexinference problem.

In particular, we consider the following general convex for
mulation:

minV
xeZ

(R’l/z(y— cX)) +yd (Q*l/z(z— Ax)) . (15)

where x € 2~ specifies a feasible domain for the state,

V :R™ — R measures the discrepancy between observed

and predicted data (due to noise and outliers), white

and observed state transitions, due to the net effect of fac-
tors outside the process model; we can think of these dis-
crepancies as ‘process noise’. The structure of this prob-
lem is related to Tikhonov regularization and inverse prob-
lems [103,22,42]. In this contexy,is called theregulariza-

tion parameterand has a link to the (typically unknown)
scaling of the pdfs o& andv; in (7). The choice of/ con-
trols the tradeoff between bias and variance, and it has to
be tuned from data. Popular tuning methods include cross-
validation or generalized cross-validation [93,49,52].

Problem (15) is overly general. In practice we restkict
and J to be functions following the block structure of

their arguments, i.e. sums of term’s(R{l/z(yt—Cm))

and J (Q{l/z(xtH — Axe — B[ut)), leading to the objec-
tive already reported in (8). The tern: R™ — R and

J : R" — R can then be linked to the MAP interpretation of
the state estimate (7)-(8), so thatis a version of-logpg
and J is a version of—logpy,. Possible choices for such
terms are depicted in Fig. 4a-4f and Fig. 5.

Domain constraintg € 2" provide a disciplined framework

for incorporating prior information into the inference pro
lem, which improves performance for a wide range of appli-
cations. Analogously, generdlandV allow the modeler to
incorporate information abouwtncertainty both in the pro-
cess and measurements. This freedom in designing (15) has
numerous benefits. The modeler can chabgereflect prior
knowledge on the structure of the process noise; important
examples include sparsity (see Fig. 1) and smoothness. In
addition, she can robustify the formulation in the presence
of outliers or non-gaussian errors (see Fig. 2), by selgctin
penaltied/ that perform well in spite of data contamination.
To illustrate, we present specific choices for the functdns
andJ and explain how they can be used in a range of model-
ing scenarios; we also highlight the potential for consedi

formulations.

3.1 General functions J for modeling process noise

As mentioned in the introduction, a widely used assumption
for the process noise is that it is Gaussian. This yields the
quadratic losg|Q~?(z— Ax)||2. However, in many appli-
cations prior knowledge on the process disturbance dgtate
alternative loss functions. A simple example is the DC mo-
tor in Section 1.1. We assumed that the process disturbance
vt is impulsive. One therefore expects that the disturbance
V¢ should be zero most of the time, while taking non-zero
values at a few unknown time points. If eaghis scalar, a
natural way to regulate the number of non-zero components
in vec({w}) is to use they norm forJ in (15):

J(z— A% Q) = |Q Y2(z— AX) |0,

R"N+1D) _ R measures the discrepancies between predictedwhere||z||o counts the number of nonzero elements.of



Elastic net penaltySuppose we need a penalty that is nons-

: mooth at the origin, but has quadratic growth in the tails. Fo
example, taking with these properties is useful in the con-
text of our model for impulsive disturbances, if we believed
them to be sparse, and also considered large disturbances un
likely. The elastic netshown in Fig. 4f has these properties

1 — it is a weighted sunw|| - [|l14 (1—a)| - || The elastic
L L net penalty has been widely used for sparse regularization
-5 -1 -05 0 05 1 15 15 -1 -05 0 05 1 15 with correlated predictors [120,119,69,37]. Using an €las
tic net constraint has grouping effec{120]. Specifically,

1 4 -1k

Fig. 3. When minimizing|Ax— b|| subject to &1-norm constraint ] 5. . . :
(left panel), the solution tends to land on a corner, wher@ayma when mlnlmlzmngAx— b[|“ with an elastic net constraint,

coordinates are 0: in 2D the cartoon, theoordinate is zero. An  the distance between estimatesandx; is proportional to

/>-norm constraint (right panel) does not have this effect. v/1—Kij, wherek;; is the correlation between the corre-
sponding columns o4. In our context, in case of nearly per-

Sparsity promotion via/; norm. The ¢o norm, however, fectly correlated impuls_ive disturba_nces (either aI_I pres

is non-convex, and solving optimization problems involv- Or all absent), the elastic net can discover the entire group

ing the ¢o norm is NP-hard (combinatorial). Tractable ap- While the £y norm alone usually picks a single member of

proaches can be designed by replacing&haorm with a the group.

convex relaxation, thé; norm,||x||1 = S |x|. The ¢, norm

is nonsmooth and encourages sparsity, see Fig. 4b. The us&roup sparsity.If the process disturbance is known to be

of the #1 norm in lieu of the/g norm is now common prac-  grouped (e.g. a disturbance vector is always present or ab-

tice, especially in compressed sensing [29,40] and statist ~ sent for each time point)J(-) can be set to the mixed

learning, see e.g. [52]. The reader can gain some intuition 21 norm, where the; norm is applied to each block of

by considering the intersection of a general hyperplanie wit 71/2(Zt — Ax), yielding the following Kalman smoothing

the/y ball and/; ball in Fig. 3. The intersection is likely to  formulation:

land on a corner, which means that addiné; aorm con-

straint (or penalty) tends to select solutions with manyzer N

elements. min||[R"Y2(y—Cx)||?+y Z HQfl/z(Zt - Ath)‘

For the case of scalar-valued process disturbanage can X t=

setJ to be thel; norm and obtain the problem

@

wherey is again a penalty parameter controlling the tradeoff
1 between measurement fit and number of non-zero compo-
minZ||RY2(y—Cx)|?+ v|Q Y2(z— AX)|j1,  (16) nents in process disturbance. Note that the objectivelis sti
x 2 of the type (8) with a penalty term that now corresponds to
the sparsity inducing; norm applied to groups of process
disturbances;, where thef, norm used as the intra-group
Spenalty. This group penalty has been widely used in statis-
tical learning where it is referred to as the “group-LASSO”
penalty. Its purpose is to select important factors, eaph re
resented by a group of derived variables, for joint model se-
lection and estimation in regression. In the state estonati
context, the estimator (17) was proposed in [85] and will
be used later on in Section 5.2 to solve the impulsive inputs
problem described in section 1.1. The grofyy penalty

wherey is a penalty parameter controlling the tradeoff be-
tween measurement fit and number of non-zero component
in process disturbance — larggimplies a larger number

of zero process disturbance elements, at the cost of increas
ing the bias of the estimator.

Note that the vector norms in (16) translate to term-wise
norms of the time components as in (8). Problem (16) is
analogous to the LASSO problem [102], originally pro-
posed in the context of linear regression. Indeed, the LASSO

proc?lgmthn;iénimizeslt the Stﬁm of squared re;i_d_ual;s r?gltjtlwar- was originally proposed in the context of linear regression
lzed by f 1 penalty or;] EArg%rce)sts]mnt;:oe |c;]en S. N h € in [116]. General 1 regularized least squares formulations
context of regression, the as been shown to ave(with g > 2) were subsequently studied in [104,117,116,60]

sj[r(t)ng stafggcal gua_lr?ntees,fl?rcl:ludmg preidlctlotmem[t)gl-_ and shown to have strong statistical guarantees, including
sistency [105], consistency of the parameter estimatés in convergence rates if»-norm [74,14]) as well as model se-
or some other norm [105,79], as well as variable selection lection consistency [84,80]

consistency [78,108,118]. However, this connection is lim
ited in the dynamic context: if we think of Kalman smooth- _
ing as linear regression, note from (16) that the measure-3.2 General functions V to model measurement errors
ment vectory is asingleobservation of the parameter (state

sequencey, so asymptotic consistency results are not rel- Gaussian assumption on model deviation is not valid in many
evant. More important is the general idea of using e cases. Indeed, heavy tailed errors are frequently obsérved
norm to promote sparsity of the right object, in this case, th applications such glint noise [54], air turbulence [45]dan
residualQ*l/Z(z—Ax), which corresponds to our model of asset returns [91] among others. The resulting state estima
impulsive disturbances. tion problems can be addressed by adopting the penalties



(a) quadratic (b) ¢1 norm (c) Huber,k =1

(d) Vapnik,e =05 (e) Huber ins. loss (f) elastic net

Fig. 4. Important penalties for errors and process models.

J introduced above. But, in addition, corrupted measure- wherer is the (scalar) residual. Theinsensitive loss was
ments might occur due to equipment malfunction, secondary originally considered in support vector regression [41],
sources of noise or other anomalies. The quadratic loss iswhere the ‘deadzone’ helps identify active support vectors
not robust with respect to the presence of outliers in the i.e. data elements that determine the solution. This pgnalt
data [59,4,44,48], as seen in Fig. 2, leading to undesirablehas a Bayesian interpretation, as a mixture of Gaussians
behavior of resulting estimators. This calls for the desijn  that may have nonzero means [90]. In particular, its use
new lossey . yields smoothers that are robust to minor fluctuations below
a noise floor (as well as to large outliers). Note that the
One way to derive a robust approach is to assume that thefadius of the deadzoreedefines a noise floor beyond which
noise comes from a probability density with tail probabili- One cannot resolve the signal. This penalty can also be
ties larger (heavier) than those of the Gaussian, and censid ‘huberized’, yielding a penalty called ‘smooth insensitiv
the maximum a posteriori (MAP) problem derived from the 10ss’[33,68,38], see Fig. 4e.
corresponding negative log likelihood function. For imste
the Laplace distributiooexp(—||x||1) corresponds to thé The process of choosing penalties based on behavior in the
loss function by this approach, see Fig 4b. Thi prob- tail, near the origin, or at other specific regions of their
abilities P(|x| > t) of the standard Laplace distribution are subdomains makes it possible to customize the formulation
greater than that of the Gaussian; so larger observatiens ar of (15) to address a range of situations. We can then as-
more likely under this error model. Note, however, that the Sociate statistical densities to all the penalties in Figs.
/1 loss also has a nonsmooth feature at the origin (which is 4f, and use this perspective to incorporate prior knowledge
exactly why we considered it as a choice fin the pre- about mean and variance of the residuals and process distur-
vious section). In the current context, when applied to the bances [11, Section 3]. This allows one to incorporate vari-
measurement residulix— z, the approach will sparsify the ~ ance information on process components; as e.g. available
residual, i.e. fit a portion of the data exactly. Exact fitting in the example of Fig. 2.
of some of the data may be reasonable in some contexts,
but undesirable in many others, where we mainly care aboutAsymmetric extensionéll of the PLQ losses in Figs. 4a-

guarding against outliers, and so only taé behavioris of 4f have asymmetric analogues. For example, the asymmet-
interest. In such settings, the Huber Loss [58] (see Figsic) i fic 1-norm [66] and asymmetric Huber [7] have been used
a more suitable model, as it combines thdoss for small for analysis of heterogeneous datasets, especially indiigh

errors with the absolute loss for larger errors. Huber [58] mensional inference.
showed that this loss is optimal over a particular class of
errors Beyond convex approachesl of the penalty options fod

(1—&) N +ed, andV presented so far areonvex Convex losses make it
possible to provide strong guarantees — for example, if both
J andV are convex in (15), then any stationary point is a
global minimum. In addition, il has compact level sets (i.e.
. o o N there are no directions where it stays bounded), then &t leas
Another important loss function is the Vaprekinsensitive  one global minimizer exists. From a modeling perspective,
loss [41], sometimes known as the ‘deadzone’ penalty, seenhowever, it may be beneficial to choose a non-convex penalty

where /" is Gaussian, and# is unknown; the levek is
then related to the Huber parameker

Fig. 4d, defined as in order to strengthen a particular feature. In the contéxt o
residuals, the need for non-convex loss is motivated by con-
Ve(r) :=maxXo,|r| — €}, sidering theinfluence functionThis function measures the



Fig. 5. Gaussian (black dashed), Laplace (red solid), andest's
t (blue solid) Densities, Corresponding Negative Log Litkebds,
and Influence Functions.

derivative of the loss with respect to the residual, qugimtif

the effect of the size of a residual on the loss. For noncon-
stant convex losses, linear growth is the limiting case, and
this gives each residual constant influence. Ideally tha-infl
ence function should redescend towards zero for large-resid
uals, so that these are basically ignored. But redescendin
influence corresponds to sublinear growth, which exclude
convex loss functions. We refer the reader to [51] for a re-
view of influence-function approaches to robust statistics
including redescending influence functions. An illuswati

is presented in Figure 5, contrasting the density, negative

log-likelihood, and influence function of the heavy-tailed
student’s t penalty with those of gaussian (least squarek) a
laplace (1) densities and penalties. More formally, consider
any scalar density arising from a symmetric convex co-
ercive and differentiable penalfy via p(x) = exp(—p(X)),
and take any poimtg with p’(xg) = ap > 0.

Then, for allx, > X1 > Xg it is shown in [6] that the condi-
tional tail distribution induced bp(x) satisfies

Pr(ly| > %2 [ |y] > X1) < exp(—ao[x2 —x1]) . (18)
Whenx; is large, the conditiofy| > x; indicates that we are
looking at an outlier. However, as shown by (18hy log-
concave statistical model treats the outlier conservstive
dismissing the chance thpf could be significantly bigger
than x;. Contrast this behavior with that of the Student’s
t-distribution. With one degree of freedom, the Student’s t
distribution is simply the Cauchy distribution, with a déps
proportional to ¥(1+y?). Then we have that

m_

arctari2x
im 2 23

~ xow J—arctarfx)

lim Pr(ly| > 2x] |y| > x) =5

See [12] for a more detailed discussion of non-convex ro-

distribution.

Non-convex functiond have also been frequently applied to
modeling process noise. In particular, see [111,110,1dr2] f

a link between penalized regression problems like LASSO
and Bayesian methods. One classical approach is ARD [75],
which exploits hierarchical hyperpriors with ‘hyperparam
eters’ estimated via maximizing the marginal likelihood,
following the Empirical Bayes paradigm [76]. In addition,
see [73,5] for statistical results in the nonconvex case. Al
though the nonconvex setting is essential in this contéext, i
is important to point out that solution methodologies in the
above examples are based on iterative convex approxima-
tions, which is our main focus.

3.3 Incorporating Constraints

Constraints can be important for improving estimation. In
state estimation problems, constraints arise naturakyia-
riety of ways. When estimating biological quantities such
as concentration, or physical quantities such height above
ground level, we know these to ben-negativePrior infor-
mation can induce other constraints; for example, if max-
imum velocity or acceleration is known, this givbsund
constraints Some problems also offer up other interesting

%onstraints: in the absence of maintenance, physical sys-
Stems degrade (rather than improve), givimgpnotonicity

constraintg99]. Both unimodality and monotonicity can be
formulated using linear inequality constraints [10].

All of these examples motivate the constraimt 2" in (15).
Since we focus only on the convex case, we require fat
should be convex. In this paper, we focus on two types of
convex sets:

(1) & is polyhedral, i.e. given by?” = {x: D"x < d}.
(2) 2 has a simple projection operator psej where

- . . 1 2
Proj,-(y) := arg minz||x—yl|2.

The cases are not mutually exclusive, for example box con-
straints are polyhedral and easy to project onto. The set
By := {x: ||x||2 < 1} is not polyhedral, but has an easy pro-
jection operator:

it flyll2>1
else

prOjBZ(y) _ {y/|y||2
y

In general, we le® denote a closed unit ball for a given

norm, and for the/p norms, this unit ball is denoted by

Bp. These approaches extend to the nonconvex setting. A

class of nonconvex Kalman smoothing problems, wh#re

is given by functional inequalities, is studied in [20]. We

bust approaches to Kalman smoothing using the Student’s trestrict ourselves to the convex case, however.
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4 Efficient algorithms for Kalman smoothing The convex sets of greatest interest to us are the convex
polyhedra,

In this section, we present an overview of smooth and nons- -

mooth methods for convex problems, and tailor them specifi- # = {x|H'™x<h} for someH € R™™andhe R,

cally to the Kalman smoothing case. The section is organized

as follows. We begin with a few basic facts about convex while the convex functions of greatest interest are theepiec
sets and functions, and review gradient descent and NewtorWvise linear-quadratic (PLQ) penalties, shown in Figs. #a-4
methods for smooth convex problems. Next, extensions toAs discussed in Section 3, these penalties allow us to model
nonsmooth convex functions are discussed beginning with impulsive disturbancesin the process (see Figs. 4b anth4f),
a brief exposition of sub-gradient descent and its assetiat develop robust distributions for measurements (see Fig. 4c
(slow) convergence rate. We conclude by showing how first- and implement support vector regression (SVR) in the con-
and second-order methods can be extended to develop effitext of dynamic systems (see fig. 4d).

cient algorithms for the nonsmooth case using the proximity

operator, splitting techniques, and interior point method 4.2 Smooth case: first- and second-order methods

4.1 Convex sets and functions Consider the problem
A subset? of R" is said to be convex if it contains every mxmf(x),

line segment whose endpoints aredhi.e., _ ) _ ) )
together with an iterative procedure indexed ibythat is

. g . 1 . 1 . .
1-2 A Aelol h . initialized atx*. When f is aC*-smooth function with3-
( Jx+Ayed VA <01 wheneverxye® Lipschitz continuous gradient, i.8-smooth

10F00 — Ot (y)ll < BlIx=yl, (20)

f admits the upper bounding quadratic model

For example, the unit ball for any norm is a convex set.

A function f : R" — RU {0} is said to be convex if the
secant line between any two points on the graph afivays
lies above the graph of the function, i¥\ € [0,1]:
f(L=A)x+AY) < (1-A)F(X)+AT(y), VXxyeR" (21)
If we minimizemy (x) to obtainx**2, this gives the iteration

f(X) < my(x) := F(X) 4+ (OF (X)), x — x¥) +g||x—x“||2.

These ideas are related by the epigrapli:of YKL gk EDf(XK%

epi(f) = {(x, f(x)<u}cR"xR.
PiC) = {0 i) [1(x) < 1} or steepest descent. The upper bound (21) shows we have

A functiong: R" — RU{e} is convex if and only if epig) strict descent:

is a convex set. A functior is calledclosedif epi(f) is B
a closed set, or equivalently, ff is lower semicontinuous  f(x¥*1) < f(x¥) — (Of (x), B~ 10f (X)) + EHB*lDf(x“)H2

Isc).
e _ fpey - IDFOOI?,
Facts about convex sets can be translated into facts about 2B
convex functions. The reverse is also true with the aid of the N ) o )
convex indicator functions: If, in addition, f is convex, and a minimizex* exists, we
obtain
0 if xe¥®
6= { 19) 101 ()12 0 )2
else (X)) — T —— L < P (OF (X)X =X - —— L
e () = g < 1+ (DX —xX) = T
Examples of convex sets include subspaces and their trans- = f*+ B (JIx* — X2 — ||} — x*||2) ,
lates (affine sets) as well as the lower level sets of convex 2
functions:

leve (1) = {x | f(x) <T}. wheref* = f(x*) is the same at any minimizer by convexity.

Just as with closed sets, the intersection of an arbitrdry co Adding up, we get a® (l) convergence rate on function
lection of convex sets is also convex. For this reason we de-yg|yes: “

fine the convex hull of a sef to be the the intersection of « . BIxt—x|?
all convex sets that contain it, denoted by cOfiy. f(x) =17 < T ox

11



For the least squares Kalman smoothing problem (12), weIf G is aC'-smooth function withB-Lipschitz JacobiaflG

also know thatf is a-strongly convexi.e. f(x) — ||x||* is
convex witha > 0. Strong convexity can be used to obtain
a much better rate for steepest descent:

B

F(X) = 1 < S (1= a/B) " —x|1%

Note that 0< % <1.

When minimizing a strongly convex function, the minimizer
X* is unique, and we can also obtain a rate on the square
distance betweexr andx*:

X =12 < (1 a/B)*||x! = x|

that is locally invertible for alk near a poink* with G(x*) =
0, then neax* the Newton iterates (22) satisfy

* B — *
X = < 5 106(x) X =12

Once we areclose enouglto a solution, Newton’s method
gives aquadraticrate of convergence. Consequently, locally
the number of correct digits double for each iteration. Al-

dthough the solution may not be obtained in one step (as in

the quadratic case), only a few iterations are requirede co
verge to machine precision.

In the remainder of the section, we generalize steepest de-
scent and Newton's methods to nonsmooth problems of

These rates can be further improved by considering type (15). In Section 4.3, we describe theb-gradientle-

accelerated-gradiennethods (see e.g. [82]) which achieve

the much faster ratél — \/a /B).

Each iteration of steepest descent in the classic leastegjua
formulation (12) of the Kalman smoothing problem gives
a fractional reduction in both function value and distance
to optimal solution. In this case, computing the gradient re
quires only matrix-vector products, which requiZgNn?)
arithmetic operations. Thus, either gradient descent of co

scent method, and show that it converges very slowly. In Sec-
tion 4.4, we describe the proximity operator and proximal-
gradient methods, which are applicable when working with
separable nonsmooth terms in (15). In Section 4.5, we show
how to solve more general nonsmooth problems (15) using
splitting techniques, including ADMM and Chambolle-Pock
iterations. Finally, in Section 4.6, we show how secondeord
interior point methods can be brought to bear on all prob-
lems of interest of type (15).

jugate gradient (which has the same rate as accelerated gra-
dient methods in the least squares case) is a reasonable opg 3 Nonsmooth case: subgradient descent

tion if nis very large.

The solution to (12) can also be obtained by solving a lin-
ear system usin@(Nn®) arithmetic operations, since (13)
is block-tridiagonal positive definite. This complexity is
tractable for moderate state-space dimensiorThe ap-
proach is equivalent to a single iteration on the full quéidra
model of the Newton’s method, discussed below.

Consider the problem of minimizing@-smooth function
f. Finding a critical poink of f can be recast as the problem
of solving the nonlinear equatidiif(x) = 0. For a smooth
functionG: R" — R", Newton’s method is designed to locate
solutions to the equatidB(x) = 0. Given a current iterate,
Newton’s method linearizeG atx* and solves the equation
G(xf) + 0G(x*) (y—x¥) = 0 fory. Provided that1G(x¥) is
invertible, the Newton iterate is given by
XKL= XK _ [OG(x¥)] ~1G(xK). (22)
WhenG ;= [Of, the Newton iterate (22) is the unique critical
point of the best quadratic approximationfofitx“, namely

QU3y) 1= 1(X) + (D (X)y X
£ SOy X,y — X5,

provided that the Hessian? f (x¥) is invertible.

12

Given a convex functiorf, a vectorv is asubgradienof f
at a pointx if

f(y) = f(X)+{vy—x) Wy. (23)
The set of all subgradients atis called thesubdifferential
and is denoted by f (x). Subgradients generalize the notion
of gradient; in particulag f (x) = {v} <= v=0Of(x) [95].
A more comprehensive discussion of the subdifferential is
presented in Appendix A2.

Consider the absolute value function shown in Figure 4b.
It is differentiable at all points except for= 0, and so the
subdifferential is precisely the gradient for alk£ 0. The
subgradients at= 0 are the slopes of lines passing through
the origin and lying below the graph of the absolute value
function. Thereforeg| - |(0) = [-1,1].

Consider the following simple algorithm for minimizing a
Lipschitz continuous (but nonsmooth) convexGiven an
oracle that delivers somé € 9 f (x), set

K _ K

KL — XK — V¥,

X X (24)
for a judiciously chosen stepsizg . Suppose we are min-
imizing |x| and start atx = 0, the global minimum. The

oracle could return any valuee [—1,1], and so we will



move away from 0 when using (24)! In general, the func-

a global upper bound for the sum:

tion value need not decrease at each iteration, and we see

that a, must decrease to O for any hope of convergence.

On the other hand, if x ax = R < «, we can never reach
x* if ||xt —x*|| > R, wherex! is the initial point andk* the
minimizer. Therefore, we also must hayg ax = .

Setting I, = f(X) + (V*,x* —xX), by (23) we have
[ < F(x*) < f(XK) for ve df(x¥). The subgradient method
closes the gap betwedp and f (x¥). The Liptschitz conti-
nuity of f implies that||v*|| <L, and so, by (23),

O < [IXH |2 = X=X | 2 20 (v X —X€) - o[V 2
K

+L25 a?
)+L? 21

K

))+L2_Ziai2.

K . .
<P+ 206 (VXX
2

1124 < i
=[x =X+ 20(li—f(x
2

Rewriting this inequality gives

) K o .
0 in (f(x)—1) < KI UGBl
S Q)< 2 5 g (16O =1 (25)
_ =X |2 L25E
- 2510 .

In particular, if {ax} are square summable but not

summable, convergence _of1 mifif (X) — 1;} to 0 is guar-
i=1,..., K

anteed. But there is a fundamental limitation of the subgra-
dient method. In fact, suppose that we knitset — x*||, and
want to choose stepsg to minimize the gap in iterations.

By minimizing the right hand side of (25), we find that the
optimal step sizes (with respect to the error bound) are

[Ixt— x|

LVk

Plugging these backin, and definifj, o= mini—;
we have

[xt —x*]|L

VK

flgest_ fr <

FO) +9(x) < Mk (x)
f

My (X) := f(X*) + (OF (xX*),x—x*) + %||x—x'<|\2+g(x).

We immediately see that setting

K

X<1:=arg minmy () (26)

ensures descent fdr+ g, since
FOEH) + (X ) < me(X ) < mie(x€) = £(x) +g(x9).

One can check thaty (xK+1) = m,(x¥) if and only if X¥ is
a global minimum off 4 g. Rewriting (26) as

1L = argming g0 + 51X ¢ - 5OT(¢)

B
and define thg@roximity operator forng [15] by

. 1
proxq(y) :=argminng(x) + s[x—yl%  (27)

We see that (26) is precisely the proximal gradient method:

Xt = proxz-1, (x“ - %Df(x")) . (28)

The proximal gradient iteration (28) converges with thesam
rate as gradient descent, in particular with r@tgl/k) for
convex functions an® ((1— a/B)¥) for a-strongly con-
vex functions. These rates are in a completely differersscla
than theO (1/1/k) rate obtained by the subgradient method,
since they exploit the additive structure 6f+g. Proxi-

mal gradient algorithms can also be accelerated, achieving

rates ofO (1/k?) andO ((1— \/a/B)K) respectively, us-
ing techniques from [82].

Consequently, the best provable subgradient descent thetho |, order to implement (28), we must be able to efficiently

is extremely slow. This rate can be significantly improved
by exploiting the structure of the nonsmoothness$.in

4.4 Proximal gradient methods and accelerations

For many convex functions, and in particular for a range
of general smoothing formulations (15), we can design al-
gorithms that are much faster th@{1/1/k). Suppose we
want to minimize the sum

fO)+9(0),

wheref is convex ang3-smooth (20), whiley is any convex
function. Using the bounding model (21) fér we can get
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compute the proximity operator fapg. For many nons-
mooth functiongy, this operator can be computed @{n)

or O(nlogn) time. An important example is theonvex in-
dicator function (19). In this case, the prox-operator is the
projection operator:

o1
ProX, 5, (x (¥) = O¢ (x)+|”rl(|n§||x—y|\2
min !
Xe? 2

X —y||> = proj,(y).

In particular, when minimizingf over a convex se¥, it-
eration (28) recovers thprojected gradientmethod if we
chooseg(x) = &y (X).



Many examples and identities useful for computing proximal

Algorithm 3 Proximal Gradient for Kalman Smoothing,

operators are collected in [34]. One important example is andV Huber or quadratic

the Moreau identity (see e.g. [96]):
prox; (y) +proxs« (y) =y . (30)
Here, f* denotes theonvex conjugatef f:

fF(w) == S;JP(W, w) — f(y)), (31)

whose properties are explained in Appendix A2, in the con-

text of convex duality. Identity (30) shows that the prox of
f can be used to compute the proxfdf and vice versa.

Example: proximity operator for the ¢;-norm. Consider
the exampleg(x) = ||x||1, often used in applications to in-
duce sparsity ok. The proximity operator of this function

is can be computed by reducing to the 1-dimensional set-
ting and considering cases. Here, we show how to compute

it using (30):
ProX .1, (¥) =Y = ProX - (¥)-
The convex conjugate of the scaled 1-norm is given by

0 if ||wlle<n
o otherwise

)

<nnwlr<w>_sgqxa»_nnml__{

(32)
which is precisely the indicator function gfB., the scaled
co-norm unit ball. As previously observed, the proximity op-
erator for and indicator function is the projection. Conse-
quently, the identity (30) simplifies to

prOXﬂH'Hl(y) =Y—Projg,, (y)
whoseith element is given by

Yi—yi=0 if
ProXy ., ()i = {yi —nsignty;) if

which corresponds tcsoft-thresholding Computing the
proximal operator for the 1-norm and projection onto the
co-norm ball both requiré(n) operations. Projection onto
the 1-norm ballB; can be implemented using a sort, and so
takesO(nlog(n)) operations, see e.g. [106].

lvi| <n
lvil >n 33)

To illustrate the method in the context of Kalman smoothing,
consider taking the general formulation (15) withand J
both smoothy =1, andx € B any norm-ball for which we

(1) Initialize x* = 0, computed! = Of(x!). Let g =
ICTR iC+ATQ A
(2) While [[prox,(x —d“)[| > €
e Setk =k +1.
e updatex = proxg_1,(x* "1 — g~ 1d 1),
e Computed® = Of(x¥).
(3) OutputxX.

Algorithm 4 FISTA for Kalman Smoothing] andV Huber
or quadratic
(1) Initialize x* = 0, 5 = 1, computed! = Of(x!). Let
B =||CTRIC+ATQ *A||..
(2) While [[prox,(w* —d")|| > &
e Setk =k +1.
o updatex = proxs-1(* "t —ad ).

1+, /14482
o setg = —L5 =

o setwX =xK+ SK*Tl’l(xK —Xk—1)-
e ComputegX = Of(x¥).
(3) OutputwX.

The gradient for the system is given by

Of(x) =CTR Y20V (R Y2(Cx—Yy))
+ATQY203(QY2Ax—2)).

WhenV andJ are quadratic or Huber penalties, the Lips-
chitz constan{3 of Of is bounded by the largest singular
value of CTR'C + ATQ A, which we can obtain using
power iterations. This system is block tridiagonal, so imatr
vector multiplications are far more efficient than for gen-
eral systems. Specifically, for Kalman smoothing, the sys-
temsC, Q, R are block diagonal, whilé is block bidiagonal.

As a result, products with, AT,C,Q Y2 R"Y/2 can all be
computed using(Nr?) arithmetic operations, rather than
O(N?n?) operations as for a general system of the same size.
A simple proximal gradient method is given by Algorithm 3.
Note that soft thresholding for Kalman smoothing has com-
plexity O(nN), while e.g. projecting onto the 1-norm ball
has complexityO(nNlog(nN)). Therefore theD(n’N) cost

of computing the gradient f (x¥) is dominant.

Algorithm 3 has at worsO(Kfl) rate of convergence. If

is taken to be a quadratid, is strongly convex, in which
case we achieve the much faster ratg1— a/3)%).

Algorithm 4 illustrates the FISTA scheme [16] applied
to Kalman smoothing. This acceleration uses two pre-
vious iterates rather than just one, and achieves a worst

have a fast projection (common cases are 2-norm, 1-norm,case rate ofO(k~2). This can be further improved to

or co-norm):

minV(R™Y2(y—Cx)) + J(Q Y?3(z— AX)).

XeTB
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O((l—«/a/ﬁ)") when J is a convex quadratic using

techniques in [82], or periodic restarts of the step-size
sequencey.



4.5 Splitting methods Algorithm 5 ADMM algorithm for (35)

(1) Inputxt, w® # w'. Inputt > 0, €.
Not all smoothing formulations (15) are the sum of a smooth  (2) While ||Kyx¥ 4 Kow® —¢|| > € and

function and a separable nonsmooth function. In many cases, | TKT Ko (! T — )| > &
the composition of a nonsmooth penalty with a general linear e Setk ‘=K +1.
operator can preclude the approach of the previous section; e update
for example, theobustKalman smoothing problem in [9]:
) 1 K\T
min| R Y2y~ Cx) 1+ 51Q Y2z~ AP (34) L argmind |0 T
X + 5[IKix+ Kaw" —q|?

Replacing the quadratic penalty with the 1-norm allows the

development of a robust smoother when a portion of (iso- e update
lated) measurements are contaminated by outliers. The com-

position of the nonsmooth 1-norm with a general linear form

O . ! : T
makes it impractical to use the proximal gradient method o aramin 9(w) + (U) Ko
since the evaluation of the prox operator =angn + %Hle”lJerw*CHz
o1
ProX, jy—c(, (Y) = arg min ly=xX[2+n|ly—Cx1 e updateu 1 := Uk + T(KixX*t1 + Ko 1 —c)

(3) Output(x¥, w’).

requires an iterative solution scheme for gen&aHow- i i
ever, it is possible to design a primal-dual method using a Algorithm 6 ADMM algorithm for (36)

range of strategies known as splitting methods. Convex du- (1) Inputx!, w® # w?. Inputt > 0, €.

ality theory and related concepts are explained in Appendix (2) while [|e* + RY/2Cx¢ — R"Y/2y| > € and

A2. ”TCTR—T/Z(wKJrl_ wK)” > €

e Setk .=k + 1.
e update

A well-known splitting method, popularized by [25], is

the Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM),

which is equivalent to Douglas-Rachford splitting on an kil . 11 2 T ok

appropriate dual problem [70]. The ADMM scheme is X = argming QT (z— AT+ xu

applicable to general problems of type +£|\R*1/2(foy)+w'<|\2
2

inf 1 K Kow = c. 35
Ttlp ) +o(w) s Xt Row=C (35) e update

A fast way to derive the approach is to consider the Aug-
; e . ; . . B 2
Inr;le(:r;tSe)d Lagrangian [94] dualizing the equality constraint wKJrl::argrg)lnHle_i_é Hw+uK/T+R 1/2(Cxx+1_y)H

L% w,u,T):=f(X)+g(w)+u" (Kyx+Kaw—c) e update
T
+5 | Kix+Kaw—c||?, W = U 4 T(RY2CKH 4 of 1 Ry

wheret > 0. The ADMM method proceeds by using al- (3) OutputxX.

ternating minimization ofZ in x and w with appropriate

dual updates (which is equivalent to the Douglas-Rachford ADMM specialized to (36) is given by Algorithm 6.

method on the dual of (35). The iterations are explainegt full

in Algorithm 5. We make two observations. First, note that epdate re-
quires solving a least squares problem, in particular taver

ADMM has convergence rat®(1/k), but can be acceler-  ing ATQ-'A+CTR™IC. Fortunately, in problem (36) this

ated under sufficient regularity conditions (see e.g. [36]) system does not change between iterations, and can be fac-

For the Laplacé; smoother (34), the transformation to tem-  torized once inO(n3N) arithmetic operations and stored.

plate (35) is given by Each iteration of thec-update can be obtained @(n’N)
L arithmetic operations which has the same complexity as a
; Sno-1/2(5_ 2 ~1/2~y _ R-1/2 matrix-vector product. Splitting schemes that avoid facto
TLH‘{'MHZHQ (2= Ao+ RTFCx =Ry ¢ izations are described below. However, avoiding facteriza
(36) tions is not always the best strategy since the choice df spli
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ting scheme can have a dramatic effect on the performanceat bestO(1/k?) convergence rate for general nonsmooth
Performance differences between various splitting are ex-Kalman formulations. Faster rates require much stronger

plored in the numerical section. Second, theipdate has a

convenient closed form representation in terms of the prox-

imity operator (27):
W<t = prox (UK /T+ RV CX —y)).
The overall complexity of each iteration of the ADME4-

Kalman smoother i©(n?N), after the initialO(n°N) invest-
ment to factorizeA"Q 1A+ CTR1C.

assumptions, e.g. smoothness of the primal or dual prob-
lems [30]. When these conditions are present, the methods
can be remarkably efficient.

4.6 Formulations Using Piecewise Linear Quadratic
(PLQ) Penalties [96]

When the state siza is moderate, so thad(n®N) is an
acceptable cost to pay, we can obtain very general and

o ] . fast methods for Kalman smoothing systems. We recover
There are several types of splitting schemes, including second-order behavicand fast local convergence rates by
Forward-Backward [89], Peaceman-Rachford [70], and oth- geveloping interior point methods for the entire class (15)
ers. A survey of these algorithms is beyond the scope of These methods can be developed for any piecewise linear
this paper. See [15,36] for a discussion of splitting method quadraticv and J, and allow the inclusion of polyhedral
and the relationships between them. See also [35], for aconstraints that link adjacent time points. This can be ac-
detailed analysis of convergence rates of several sgittin complished usingd(n3N) arithmetic operations, the same

schemes under regularity assumptions. _ complexity as solving the least squares Kalman smoother.
We are not aware of a detailed study or comparison of these

techniques for general Kalman smoothing problems, and
future work in this direction can have a significant impact

in the community. To give an illustration of the numerical

behavior and variety of splitting algorithms, we present
the algorithm of Chambolle-Pock (CP) [30], for convex

problems of type

To see how to develop second-order interior point methods
for these PLQ smoothers, we first define the general PLQ
family and consider its conjugate representation and opti-
mality conditions.

Definition 1 (PLQ functions and penalties) A piece-
wise linear quadratic (PLQ) function is any function

mx|nf(KX) +9(x), p(c,C,b,B,M;-) : R" — RU{e} admitting representation

(37)

wheref andg are convex functions with computable prox-
imity operators, whileL is the largest singular value .
The CP iteration is specified in Algorithm 7.

p(c,C,b,B,M;x) := sup{(v,b+Bx) — 1(v,Mv)}

vey

(38)
= (3113 +3, () (b+Bx),

Algorithm 7 Chambolle-Pock algorithm for (37)
(1) Inputx® # xt, w® # w'. Input T, s.t.ToL? < 1. Input

where ¥ is the polyhedral set specified by €HRK! and
e he R’ as follows
(2) While (J|o**1 — || + |IX<+1 —xK|| > ¢)
o Setk =k +1.
o updatew* 1 = prox; . (WX + oK (2xK — xk~1))
e updatex ™ = prox,q(x¥ — TKT w 1)
(3) OutputxX.

¥ ={v:HTv<h},

M e Yﬁ the set of real symmetric positive semidefinite ma-
trices, b+ Bx is an injective affine transformation in x, with

B € RN, so, in particular, n< k and nul(B) = {0}. If

0 € 7, then the PLQ is necessarily non-negative and hence
represents a penalty.

Algorithm 7 requires only the proximal operators fidrand

g to be implementable. Like ADMM, it has a convergence
rate of O(1/k), and can be accelerated @(1/k?) under
specific regularity assumptions. Whgiis strongly convex,
one such acceleration is presented in [30].

The last equation in (38) is seen immediately using (31). In
what follows we reserve the symbpl for a PLQ penalty
often writing p(x) and suppressing the litany of parameters
that precisely define the function. When detailed knowledge
of these parameters is required, they will be specified.

There are mu|t|p|e ways to app|y the CP scheme to a given BelOW we show how the six loss functions illustrated in
Kalman smoothing formulation. Some schemes allow CP Figure 4a-4f can be represented as members of the PLQ
to solve large-scale smoothing problems (15) using only _class. In each case, the ver|f|cat|or_1 of the representation
matrix-vector products, avoiding large-scale matrix eslv IS straightforward. These dual (conjugate) representatio
entirely. However, this may not be the best approach, as wefacilitate the general optimization approach.

show in our numerical study in the following section. Gen-

eral splitting schemes such as Chambolle-Pock can achieveExamples of scalar PLQ
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(1) quadratic (¢2) penalty, Fig. 4a:

sup{vx— }vz}
veR 2
(2) absolute value(¢;) penalty, Fig. 4b:

sup {vx}
ve[-11]

{vx— %VZ}

(4) Vapnik penalty, Fig 4d:

W)

(5) Huber insensitive loss, Fig. 4e:
X—& 1+
N)—ZV'V

(6) Elastic net, Fig 4f:
1,100
—Zv v

(R

Note that the set” is shown explicitly, and in each case can
be easily represented &:= {v : D"v<d}. In addition,
H andM are very sparse in all examples.

(3) Huber penalty, Fig. 4c:

sup
VE[—K K]

sup
ve[0,1)2

sup
ve[0,1]2

sup
ve[0,1]xR

Consider now optimizing a PLQ penalty subject to inequality
constraints:

mXin p(X)
st. D'x<d

Using the techniques of convex duality theory developed in
Appendix A2, the Lagrangian for (39) is given by

(39)

Z(xV,w) = (w,D"x—d)— Oz (@) + (v, b+Bx)
— 3V'Mv—4;m (CTv—c),

wheren; andn; are dimensions af andc. The dual problem
associated to this Lagrangian is

min  (d, w) + v Mv— (b, V)
(Vo)

(40)
st. B'v+Dw=0, Clv<c,

0<w.
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The optimality conditions for this primal-dual pair are

w,w>0

Dw+B'v=0

Mv+Cw=Bx+b

C'v<c (41)
D'x<d

w(D™x—d); =0, j=1,...,m
wj(C'v—0c);=0, j=1,...,m.

The final two conditions in (41) are callemplementary
slacknessonditions. If (X,v,,W)) satisfy all of the con-
ditions in (41), therx solves the primal problem (39) and
(v, @) solves the dual problem (40). The optimality criteria
(41) are known as the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condi-
tions for (39) and are used in the interior point method de-
scribed in the next section.

4.7 Interior point (second-order) methods for PLQ func-

tions

Interior point methods directly target the KKT system (41).
In essence, they apply a damped Newton’s method to a re-
laxed KKT system [67,81,113], recovering second-order be-
havior (i.e. superlinear convergence rates) for nonsmooth
problems.

To develop an interior point method for the previous segtion
we first introduce slack variables

s:==d—-D"x>0 and r:=c—C'v>0.

Complementarity slackness conditions (41) can now be
stated as
QS=0 and WR=0,

where Q,SW,R are diagonal matrices with diagonals
w,s,w,r, respectively. Lefl denote the vector of all ones of
the appropriate dimension. Given> 0, we apply damped
Newton iterations to theelaxedKKT system

Dw+BTv
Mv+Cw—Bx—b
D'x—d+s
C'lv—c+r
Qs—pul
Wr—pul

Fu(X,v,s,1,w,w) :=

wherew,s,w,r > 0 is enforced by the line search.

Interior point methods apply damped Newton iterations to
find a solution td=, = 0 (with w,s,w,r nonnegative) ag is
drivento 0, so that cluster points are necessarily KKT moint



of the original problem. Damped Newton iterations take the where the model covariance matrix wfis
following form. Let& := [x",v" s, rT, ", w']T. Then the
iterations are given b

given by A A2)2

At2/2 At3/3|

EKJrl i EK _ V(Fl.(li-))ilFIJKa

with y chosen so thab®+1, wi+1 s+1 1K1 0 is satisfied, The goal is to reconstruct the signal function from direct

and some merit function (oftejfF,, (§¥*1)|)) is decreased. noisy measurementg, given by

The homotopy parametely is decreased at each iteration

in a manner that preserves a measure of centrality within the v =Cx+a, G= [0 1} )
feasible region.

While interior point methods have a long history (see We solve the following constrained modification of (34):

e.g. [81,113]), using them in this manner to solve any PLQ 1

problem in a uniform way was proposed in [11] to which o R-1/2(y Li10-Y2(5_ 2

we refer the reader for further implementation details. In rxTe"QHR y=Cxlla+ ZHQ (2= A9l (42)
particular, the Kalman smoothing case is fully developed

in [11, Section 6]. Each iteration of the resulting conjegat  wherez is constructed as in (10). For the sine wa¥@js
PLQ Interior point method can be |mplemented with a com- a Simp|e bounding box, forcing each Component to be in

plexity of O(N(n® +m?)), which scales linearly in witiN, [—1,1]. Our goal is to compare three algorithms discussed
just as for the classic smoother. The local convergence ratejn Section 4:

for IP methods is superlinear or quadratic in many circum-
stances [114], which in practice means that few iterations

are required. (1) Projected subgradient method. We use the step size

Oy = % and apply projected subgradient:
. , : . _ 1
5 Numerical experiments and illustrations XK1= proj, <XK _ _VK> :

We now present a few numerical results to illustrate the for-

mulations and algorithms discussed above. In Section 5.1, wherev € df(x*) is any element in the subgradient.
we consider a nonsmooth Kalman formulation and compare (2) Chambolle-Pock (two variants described below).
the subgradient method, Chambolle-Pock, and interiortpoin  (3) Interior point formulation for (39).

methods. In Section 5.2, we show how nonsmooth formula-

tions can be used to address the motivating examples in theyyltiple splitting methods can be applied, including ADMM

introduction. Finally, in Section 5.3, we show how to con- (customized to deal with two nonsmooth terms), or the three-

struct general piecewise linear quadratic Kalman smosther term splitting algorithm of [36]. We focus instead on a sim-

(with constraints) using the open-source package IPsolve. ple comparison of two variants of Chambolle-Pock with ex-
tremely different behaviors.

5.1 Algorithms and convergence rates i , L
To apply Chambolle-Pock, we first write the optimization

) ) . . ] ) problem (42) using the template
In this section, we consider a particular signal trackinmjypr

lem, where the underlying smooth signal is a sine wave, and minf (Kx— 1)+ g(x)
a portion of the measurements are outliers. X 9.

The synthetic ground truth function is given byt) = The Chambolle-Pock iterations (see Algorithm 7) are given
sin(—t). We reconstruct it from direct noisy samples taken by

at instants multiple ofAt. We track this smooth signal by

modeling it as an integrated Brownian motion which is KL 1 0roxe. (X 4 oK (2xK — xK—1) _ ¢
equivalent to using cubic smoothing splines [107]. Theestat i ' +_p Xf(’f ( T+ K+1( )=n)

space model (sampled at instants where data are collected) X 1= projeg (X — K w0 ),

is given by [61,87,20]

w

wheret and o are stepsizes that must satigfyL < 1, and

L is the squared operator normkf Choices folK give rise
+V to different CP algorithms, and we two variants CP-V1 and

CP-V2 below.

10
At 1

X
X

X1
Xe+1
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CP-V1. One way to make the assignment is as follows: CP-V1, but still very simple and efficient:

1. -
f(wn, wp) = |lanll1+ §||w||2, g(x) = ¢ (X) y1‘|> | ProXgg: (y1)

PrOXo(f; (x1)+ 5 (x2)) ([

1

£*(M1.12) = 8., (1) + 5112 Yo [ PrO%gr; (v2)
R1/2C R 12y _ l projs,, (¥1) 1
QA T Qv ProXs., (y2)

The conjugate of| - ||1 is computed in (32), and it is easy The proximity operator foo|| - ||; is derived in (33).
to see that the functiog | - [|2 is its own conjugate using

definition 31. o . )
The results are shown in Fig. 6. The subgradient method is

disastrously slow, and difficult to use. Given a simple step
size schedule, e.gix = % it may waste tens of thousands
of iterations before the objective starts to decrease. én th
. left panel of Fig. 6, it took over 10,000 iterations before
PIOXs (3 (x1)+f5 (%)) il Pro% (ya) _ |Prok., (y2) . any noticeable impact. Moreover, as the step sizes become
LRI Yo proxys:(Y2) 1%0_ ) small, it can stagnate, and while in theory it should corginu
2 to slowly improve the objective, in practice it stalls on the
o o o . example problem.
in (29), and the proximity operator fof| - || is left as an  not impressive. Even though the algorithm requires only
exercise for the reader. Thestep requires a projection onto  matrix-vector products, it is adversely impacted by the-con
the set¢’, which is the unit box for the sine example. ditioning of the problem. In particular, the ODE term for
the Kalman smoothing problem (i.e. th¢ can be poorly
conditioned, and in the CP-V1 scheme, it sits indideAs
a result, we see very slow convergence. Interestingly, the
rate itself looks linear, but the constants are terriblejtso
requires 50,000 iterations to fully solve the problem.
1 In contrast, CP-V2 performs extremely well. The algo-
_ ) — I10-Y2(Ax_ 712 rithm treats the quadratic ODE term as a unit, and the
Flen, ) = @1+ ¢ (@2), 90 ZHQ (Ax=2)l ill-conditioning of A does not impact the convergence rate.
f*(n1,n2) = dB,, (N1) + ||N2]]1- The price we pay is having to solve a linear system at
each iteration. However, since the system does not change,

To understand they-step, observe that

CP-V2. Here we treat}|Q Y/?(Ax—2)||2 as a unit, and
assign in tog. As a result, the behavior & plays no role
in the convergence rate of the algorithm.

Rfl/ZC R71/2y t - 3
K= , r= . we factorize it once, at a cost @(n°N), and then use
I 0 back-substitution to implement prgat each iteration. The

resulting empirical convergence rate is also linear, bt wi

a significant improvement in the constant: CP-V2 needs

only 300 iterations to reach 16° accuracy (gap to the
The proximity operator fog is obtained by solving a linear  minimum objective value), see the right plot of Fig. 6.
system: Finally, IPsolve has asuper-linearrate, and finishes in

27 iterations. It is not possible to pre-factorize any linea

systems, so the complexity ©®(n°N) for each iteration.

— (+ATO-1 -1 TA-1
proxgg(y) = (TA'Q"A+1) " (y+TA'Q""2). For moderate problem sizes (specifically, smaligr this
approach is fast and generalizes to any PLQ lossesd

The linear systenTATQ A +1 is block tridiagonal posi-  J @and any constraints. For large problem sizes, CP-V2 will

tive definite, and its eigenvalues are bounded away from 0. WIn: however, it is very specific to the current problem. In
Since it does not change between iterations, we compute itsParticular, if we changd in (15) from the quadratic to the
Cholesky factorization once and use it to implement the in- 1-norm or Huber, we would need to develop a different
version at each iteration. This requires a single facttigea ~ SPlitting approach. The more general CP-V1 approach is
using O(n3N) arithmetic operations, followed by multiple ~far less effective.

O(n?N) iterations (same cost as matrix-vector products with

a block tridiagonal system). The following sections focus on modeling and the resulting

behavior of the estimates. Section 5.2 presents the results
The w-step for CP-V2 is also different from th®-step in for the motivating examples in the introduction.
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10 T 10 T T

Subgradient Cambolle-Pock (V2)
Cambolle-Pock (V1) IPsolve
Chambolle-Pock (V2) 10* il
IPsolve

10710

-15 L L L L L -12 L
1 1
0 0 0 0

Fig. 6. Convergence rate comparisonsThe y-axis showsf (x) — f(x*), while x-axis shows the iteration couriteft: Convergence rates
for subgradient, CP-V1, CP-V2, and Interior Point methafter 50,000 iterationRight: Comparison for CP-V2 and IPsolve, after 300
iterations. Note that the methods have different complxitsubgradient and CP-V1 use only matrix vector produ€B:V2 requires a
single factorization and then back-substitution at eaefaiton, and IPsolve solves linear systems at each iteratio

LASSO-CV: output data and estimate LASSO-CV: input estimate
3 ‘ 1
—True e —e True

2.5(| - - -Estimate ; o8ll"~ Estimate S ]

0.6- J

50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200

-15
0

Fig. 7. DC motor and impulsive disturbances Left: noiseless output (solid line), measurement$ &nd output reconstruction by the
LASSO smoother (dashed lindRight: impulsive disturbance and reconstruction by the LASSO shevadashed line).

5.2 DC motor: robust solutions usinfg losses and penal-  Sinceu; = 0, this corresponds to the optimization problem
ties

We now solve the problems described in subsection 1.1 using N

two different smoothing formulations based on theorm. leiQN Zi(yt_szt)z
&
Impulsive inputs: Let E; = (1 0) , BEo= (O 1).Tore- v NE (1 —AX)| B2 (Xe1—AX) |
construct the disturbance torqakeacting on the motor shaft, +§ Z} 1181 0.625
we use the LASSO-type estimator proposed in [85]: =
subject to Er (i1 —Ax) _ Ba(i1—AX)
N Eox)2 N-1 " 1181 0.625
min -
Xl-,----,XNt;(yt 2Xt) + yt; | | (43)
subject to the dynamic®) The regularization parametgris tuned using 5-fold cross
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validation on a grid consisting of 20 values, logarithmi-
cally spaced between 0.1 and 10. The resulting smoother is
dubbed LASSO-CV.

The right panel of Fig. 7 shows the estimatedpbbtained

by LASSO-CV starting from the noisy outputs in the left
panel. Note that we recover the impulsive disturbance, and
that the LASSO smoother outperforms the optimal linear
smoother k-opt, shown in Fig. 1. To further exam the im-
proved performance of the LASSO smoother in this setting,
we performed a Monte Carlo study of 200 runs, comparing

the fit measure
100 (1 — ) ,

whered = [d; ... doo] is the true signal and is the estimate
returned by L-opt or by LASSO-CV. Fig. 8 shows Matlab
boxplots of the 200 fits obtained by these estimators. The
rectangle contains the inter-quartile range {265% per-
centiles) of the fits, with median shown by the red line. The
“whiskers” outside the rectangle display the upper and towe
bounds of all the numbers, not counting what are deemed
outliers, plotted separately as “+”. The effectivenesshef t
LASSO smoother is clearly supported by this study.

ld—d|
df

Presence of outliers:To reconstruct the angle velocity, we
use the following smoother based on thdoss:

(44)

subject to the dynam|c(59)

Recall thatd; ~ /(0,0.12), S0 now there is no impulsive
input. The/s loss used in (44) is shown in Fig. 4b. It can
also be viewed as a limiting case of Huber (Fig. 4c) and
Vapnik (Fig. 4d) losses, respectively, when their breakisoi

K ande are set to zero.

Over the state space domain, problem (44) is equivalent to

Ny — Eox|

| |
N t;yt o

.....

1 N—-1 E _ 2 _ 2
L= (E1(t+1 — AXx)) " (E2(t+1 — AXx))
012 Z) 1181 0.625

: E1 (%41 — AIXI) Ex (X+1—AX)
subject to——727 0625

Note that thel; loss uses the nominal standard deviation
o = 0.1 as weight for the residuals, so that we call this es-
timator L;-nom.

The left panel of Fig. 9 displays the estimate of the angle
returned by L-nom. The profile is very close to truth, re-
vealing the robustness of the smoother to the outliers. Here
we have also performed a Monte Carlo study of 200 runs,
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L2-opt LASSO-CV

Fig. 8. DC motor and impulsive disturbances Boxplot of the

fits returned by optimal linear smoother (left) and by the IS5

smoother (right).

using the fit measure
1YVl

10o(1- 521 ).

wherey = [y; ...y20d is the true value whilg are the esti-
mates returned by4-nom, Ly-opt or Ly-nom. The boxplots

in the right panel of Fig. 9 compare the fits of the three es-
timators, and illustrate the robustness gfiom.

Finally, we repeated the same Monte Carlo study setting

0, generating no outliers in the output measurements. Under
these assumptionszinom and L-opt coincide and repre-
sent the best estimator among all the possible smoothers.
Fig. 10 shows Matlab boxplots of the 200 fits obtained by
L>-nom and l3-nom. Remarkably, the robust smoother has
nearly identical performance to the optimal smoother, so
there is little loss of performance under nominal condgion

5.3 Modeling with PLQ using IPsolve

In this section, we include several modeling examples that
combine robust penalties with constraints. Each example is
implemented using IPsolve. The solver and examples are
available online alttps://github.com/saravkin/IPsolve,
seein pal’ticu'a’ﬁlob/master/515Examples/KalmanDemo .m
inside the folderrpsolve.

In all examples, the ground truth function of interest is
given byx(t) = exp(sin(4t)), and we reconstruct it from di-
rect and noisy samples taken at instants multiplAtofThe
function x(t) is smooth and periodic, but the exponential
accelerates the transitions around the maximum and mini-
mum values. The process and measurement models are the
same as in Section 5.1. Four smoothers (15) are compared
in this example using IPsolve. The Ismoother uses the
guadratic penalty for botkl andJ, and no constraints. The
cL, smoother uses least squares penalties with constraints
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Fig. 9.DC motor and outliers in the output measurements Left: noiseless output (solid line), measurementy, Qutliers ¢) and output

reconstruction by the robust smoother equipped with/thioss (dashed)Right: boxplot of the output fits returned by the nominal and

optimal linear smoothers and by the robust smoother (bgtrandL1-nom use the nominal standard deviatior= 0.1 as weight for the

residuals).
Fits on output (no outliers) quadratic penalties. Combining constraints and robustnes
100F : in cHuber gives the best fit since the inclusion of constgaint
_ eliminates the constraint violations of Huber at 3 and 6
| s . .
99r ‘ : 1 seconds in the left plot of Fig. 11.
98 1
97 ! 1 The calls to IPsolve are given below:
96/ | : :
: | (l) Lo:
95+ [EE : 8 params.K = Gmat; params.k = w;
+ : L2 = run_example ( Hmat, meas, ’12’, 127, ...
94r * R ) [1, params ) ;
| * s | (2) Huber:
93 N ' params.K = Gmat; params.k = w;
92+ | Huber = run_example ( Hmat, meas, 'huber’, ...
"huber’, [], params );
91+ * 1 The only difference required to run the HH smoother is toaeel
the names of the PLQ penalties in the calling sequence.
L2—-opt L1-nom (3) cly:
params.K = Gmat; params.k = w;
Fig. 10.DC motor and output reconstruction without outliers params.constraints = 1; conA = [0 1; 0 -11;
corrupting the measurements Boxplot of the output fits returned cona = [exp(1l); —exp(-1)];

by the optimal linear smoother and by the robust smoother.

including the information that eXp-1) < x(t) < exp(1) Vt.

The Huber smoother uses Huber penalties=(1) for both

V and J, without constraints, while cHuber uses Huber
penalties K = 1) together with constraints. The results are ()
shown in Fig. 11. 90% of the measurement errors are gener-
ated from a Gaussian with nominal standard deviati®®0

while 10% of the data are large outliers generated using a
Gaussian with standard deviation 10. The smoother is given

the nominal standard deviation.

The least squares smoothes without constraints does a
very poor job. The Huber smoother obtains a much better
fit. Interestingly, clp is much better than 4, indicating

that domain constraints can help a lot, even when using Above, one can see that the names of PLQ measurements
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params.A = kron (speye (N), conA)’;

params.a = kron (ones (N,1), cona);

clL2 = run_example ( Hmat, meas, ’12', 7127,...
[1, params );

For constraints, we need to create the constraint matrix sl

pass it in using thearams structure.

cHuber:

params.K = Gmat; params.k = w;

params.constraints =1; conA= [0 1; 0 -1];

cona = [exp(l); —exp(-1)1;

params.A = kron (speye (N), conA)’;

params.a = kron (ones (N,1), cona);

cHuber = run_example ( Hmat, meas, 'huber’, ...
"huber’, [], params ) ;

The constrained Huber call sequence requires only namegehan

for the PLQ penalties.
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351 35

Fig. 11.Results of four smoothers Left: Ground truth (solid red) and unconstrained results for lasted blue) and Huber (densely dashed
black). Right: Ground truth (solid red) and constrained results for cLXl@a blue) and cHuber (densely dashed black). Constraints ¢
be very helpful in dealing with contamination. Best resalts obtained when we use both robust penalties and coristoairthe domain.

are arguments to the fileun_example, which builds the cross-covariance denoted 8y Fort =1,... N, this implies
combined PLQ model object that it passes to the interior that the last assumption in (3) can be replaced by
point method. The measurement matrix and observations

vector are also passed directly to the solver. The process

terms are passed through the auxiliaiyrams structure. E(QVST) = {
Full details for constructing the matrices are providedia t

online demaokalmanDemo already cited above.

S ift=s
0 otherwise,

while vg is assumed independent o, vi }Y ;.
We now reformulate the objective (6) under this more gen-

6 Concluding remarks eral model. Define the procegs= vy and

Various aspects of the state estimation problem in the lin- % =vw—E(wla)=v—SRla, t>1

ear system (1) have been treated over many years in a very

exten;ive literature. One reason _for the rich_ngss _Of the lit which, by basic properties of Gaussian estimation, is inde-
ature Is th_e need to handle a variety of r_eallstlc situations pendent o and consists of white noise with covariance
characterize the signalsande in (1). This has led to de-
viations from the classical situation with Gaussian signal x _
where the estimation problem is a linear-quadratic opt@miz QA=Q&-SR lStT’ t=1
tion problem. This survey attempts to give a comprehensive
and systematic treatment of the main issues in this large lit
erature. The key has been to start with a general formulation
(15) that contains the various situations as special cases o
the functions/ andJ. An important feature is that (15) still - ) .
is a convex optimization problem under mild and natural as- Xe+1 = Ak + B + SR+ (45a)
sumptions. This opens the huge area of convex optimization Ve =Cx% +& (45b)
as a fruitful arena for state estimation. In a way, this ates

the topic from the original playground of Gaussian estima- where we defindgx + SoRal)’o = AgXo While

tion techniques and linear algebraic solutions. The survey

can therefore also be read as a tutorial on convex optimiza- X _1

tion techniques being applied to state estimation. A=A-SRG, =1

Sincev is correlated only withe, we have that all thgv; }
and{e } form a set of mutually independent Gaussian noises.
Also, sinceg = y; —Ci %, model (1) can be reformulated as

Note that (45) has the same form as the original system (1)

Appendix except for the presence of an additional input given by the
output injectionS R 1y.
A1. Optimization viewpoint on Kalman smoothingunder ~ Assuming also the initial conditior, independent of the
correlated noise and singular covariances noises, the joint density dfv; },{e} andx, turns out
In some applications, the noisé¢a, v}, are correlated A e
) sVt ft=1 . , , \7 — N \,./, ’
Assume thak andv; are still jointly Gaussian, but with a PO {@}, {%}) p(Xo)tElpa (@) tl:!) Pi (%)
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where we us@q andpy, to denote the densities correspond- between convex sets and functions was presented in Sec-
ing to g andv. Since{xt}t'\‘:O and{yt}t’\‘:1 are a linear trans-  tion 4.1.
formation of {w }}L,, {&}L, andxo, the joint posterior of
states and outputs is proportional to Fundamental objects in convex analysis
N N-1 . _ ) )
P (Xo) |‘l|oet (yt —Cix) rL P (Xr1—Ax — SRy —Bi).  We begin by developing a duality theory for the general ob-
t= t= jective (15). This is key for both algorithm design and sen-
sitivity analysis. Duality is a consequence of the sepanati
Consequently, maximizing the posterior of the states given theory for convex sets.
the output measurements is equivalent to solving

Separation:We say that a hyperplane (i.e. an affine set of co-

N dimension 1) separates two sets if they lie on opposite sides
; -1/2 2 1/2 2
XOT_'QNHH P(xo— w2+ ZlHRi (% —Cod)| of the hyperplane. To make this idea precise, we introduce
o N1 = the notion ofrelative interior. The affine hull of a set’,
— 1&R-1/2 ~ - denoted aff£’), is the intersection of all affine sets that
+ 20 ”Qt / (XtJrl_AIXI _SRt 1yt _B[u[)Hz containé&. f( )
t=
(46)

Next consider the case where some of the covariance ma-Given& C R" the relative interior of8’ is

trices are singular. If some of the matrid®sor R are not

invertible, problems (46) and (6) are not well-defined. In (&) :={xe&|3e>0st(x+eB)naff(&) c &}.
this case, one can proceed as follows. FivstQ) and A

can be defined in the same way whiye* is replaced by its o example, {(2,X) [-1<x< 1} ={(2,x) |-1<x< 1}.
pseudoinvers@f. The objective can then be reformulated

by replacingQ; * andR;* by @ andR, respectively. Lin-  Let cl(#) denote the closure of set, and intr(&) denote
ear constraints can_be added to prevent the state evolutionhe interior. Then the boundary éfis given by bdry &) :=
in the null space of)x andR. By letting g andlr be the  ¢|(&)\intr(&£), and the relative boundary rbdt¥) is given
sets with the time instants associated with sing@aand by cl(€)\ri(¥).

R:, problem (46) can be rewritten as

Theorem 2 (Separation)Let ¥ C R" be nonempty and

. _ N convex, and supposef ri (¢'). Then there exist # 0 such
min [[172(x0 — p) |+ ZI\(RT)l/Z(yt—Qm)I\Z that
t=

X0,---sXN .

N-1 (zy)>(zy) Vyeri(?).

3 QM2 11— Ax — SR — Buun) |2
tf Support Function: Apply Theorem 2 to a poinix €

subject toR" (i —Cix) =0 fort € Ig and rbdry(%’) to obtain a nonzero vectarfor which

L o . IV _
G (%1 — A~ SRy —Bu) = Ofort < g (%) = 0y (2) 1= SUp{(2X) [XEE} > INf{(z,X) |XEFY.

47 (48)

N - it ) The functionoy is called thesupport functiorfor ¢, and

whereR- =1 - RR andQ{" = | — QQ/ provide the pro-  the nonzero vectaris said to be a support vector  at .
jections onto the null-space & and(Q, respectively. When¥ is polyhedral g, is an example of a PLQ function,

with (48) a special case of (38) witii = 0.
A2. Convex analysis and optimization _ . .
Example: dual norms. Given a norml|-|| on R" with unit

. : .. ball B, the dual is gi b
Some of the background in convex analysis and optimiza- a © dualhorm Is given by

tion used in the previous sections is briefly reviewed in this i

section. In particular, the fundamentals used in the develo Izl := H;‘u<p1<z, X) =03 (2).
ment and analysis of algorithms for (15) is reviewed. -

Many members of the broader class of penalties (15) do no
yield least squares objectives since they include nondmoot
penalties and constraints; however, they are convex. Con-
vexity is a fundamental notion in optimization theory and . S
practice and gives access to globally optimal solutions as This definition implies thalX|| = op-(x), where
well as extremely efficient and reliable numerical solution

techniques that scale to high dimensions. The relationship B°:={z|(z,x) <1VxeB}.

t . .
For example, the 2-norm is self dual, while the dual norm
for || {1 is [| - [l
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The setB° is the closed unit ball for the dual north||,. an element of the subdifferential. Returning to the absolut
This kind of relationship between the unit ball of a norm value function orR, note that the zero slope hyperplane sup-
and that of its dual generalizes polars of sets and cones.  ports the epigraph at zero and zero is the global minimizer
of |-].
Polars of sets and conedFor any sef¢ in R", the set
Theorem 3 (Convex Optimality) Let f: R" — RU{+o}
¢° ={z|(zx) <1VxeE} be a closed proper convex function. Then the following con-

ditions are equivalent;
is called thepolar of ¢, and we havés°)° = cl (conv(¢ U {0})).

Hence, if ¢’ is a closed convex set containing the origin, (i) x is a global solution to the problemin f.

then (¢°)° = ¢. If # CR" is a convex cone§  is a (i) X is a local solution to the problemmin, f.
convex andA z” C . for all A > 0), then, by rescaling, (i) 0eaf(x).
H°={z|(z x) <0Vxe '} and (4°)” =cl(X). Convex conjugate: Again consider the support functions

defined in (48). By constructiorz,€ df(x) if and only if

((z=1), (%, (X)) =0epi) (2 1))=Slyip(<2, y)—fy)=1(2),

In particular, this implies thatr, = § -.

Subdifferential: For nonsmooth convex functions, the no-
tion of derivative can be captured by examining support vec-

tors to their epigraph. Define the domain of the functfon  or equivalently,f(x) + f*(z) = (z x). When f is a proper
to be the set dorff) := {x | f(x) < }. Using the fact that  convex function, the conjugate functidh (defined in (31)),
o ) is a closed, proper, convex function, since it is the poiséwi
ri(epi(f)) = {(x,u) |xeri(dom(f)) and f(x) <p}, supremum of the affine functiorzs— (z, y) — f (y) over the
. ) index set dongf). Consequently we have
Theorem 2 tells us that, for everye ri (dom(f)), there is
a support vector to epf) at (X, f(x)) of the form(z,—-1), af(x) = {z| f)+ @) <z X }.
which separates the points in the epigraph from the points -

in a half space below the epigraph: Due to the symmetry of this expression for the subdifferen-

tial, it can be shown thatf*)* = f anddf* = (af) ! (i.e.

ze 0f(x) <= x e df*(2)) wheneverf is a closed proper
convex function. These relationships guide us to focus on
the class of functions

(z=1), % (X)) = ((z—-1), (% f(x))) Vxedom(f),
or equivalently,

FX) +{zx=x) < f(x) vxedom(f). (49) M:={f :R"— RU{ew} | f is closed proper and convéx
This is called thesubgradient inequalityThe vectorg sat-

isfying (49) are said to be subgradientsfaditX, and the set ) N

of all such subgradients is called thebdifferentiabf f atx, For example, if¢’ C R" is a nonempty closed convex set,
denoted? f (x). This derivation shows thatf () # 0 forall ~ thends € n, wheredy is defined in (19). It is easily seen
X € ri (dom(f)) whenf is proper, i.e. dom(f) is nonempty,  thatd; = 0% and, forx e ¢,

with f(x) > —co. In addition, it can be shown thatf (%) is

a singleton if and only iff is differentiable ax with the 96 (X) ={z|(zy—x) <0Vye €} =IN(X|?¢),
gradient equal to the unique subgradient. _
For example, the absolute value function Rris not dif- whereN (x| ¢") is called the normal cone t& at x.

ferentiable at zero so there is no tangent line to its graph at

zero; however, every line passing through the origin having Calculus for PLQ: Just as in the smooth case, subdiffer-

slope betweenr-1 and 1 defines a support vector to the epi- entials and conjugates become useful in practice by devel-

graph at the origin. In this case, we can replace the notionoping a calculus for their ready computation. Here we fo-

of derivative by the set of slopes of hyperplanes at the ori- cus on calculus rules for PLQ functiopsdefined in (38)

gin. Each of these slopes is a subgradient, and the set of alwhich are well established in [96]. In particular, if we set

these is thesubdifferentialof | - | at the origin. q(v) := VT Mv+ 8y (v), then, by [96, Corollary 11.33], ei-
therp = or

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Optimality: An

immediate consequence of the subgradient inequality ts tha 5+ (y) — BiTrny[Q(V) —(b,v)] and dp(z) =B"dq*(Bz+b),

0cdf(x) ifandonlyif Xe argminf. (50)

which can be reformulated as

That is, a first-order necessary and sufficient condition for

optimality in convex optimization is that the zero vectoris  dp(z) = {BTV|V €7 and Bz—Qv+beN(v[¥)}.
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In addition, we have from [11, Theorem 3] that The definition of the conjugate immediately tells us that the
primal objective is given by maximizing the Lagrangian over
dom(p*)=B"¥ and don{p) =B~ ([#»*NNul(M)]°—b), the dual variables:

(51)
where ¥* is the horizon coneof #. As the name sug- f(KX) +g(x) = supZ(x,w,v).
gests,¥” is a closed cone, and, whe# is nonempty wy

convex, it is a nonempty closed convex cone satisfying o L i
¥® = {w|? +wcC 7 }. In particular,” is bounded if and ~ Dual objective: Conversely, the dual objective is is obtained

only if #* = {0}. by minimizing the Lagrangian over the primal variables:

domain of each scalar PLQ R. This is also immediate —o00, KTw+v#£0.
from (51). Four of the six penalties have bounded %é&tso

that"* = {0}, the polar is the range &, and so the result  The corresponding dual optimization problem is
follows immediately. The quadratic penalty h#s° = R,

but Nul(M) = {0}. We leave the elastic net as an exercise. maxd(w,v) = max —f*(w) —g*(v).

More importantly, (50) gives explicit expressions for dari Wy KTw-v=0

tives and subgradients of PLQ functions in terms.dfon-

sider the Huber function, fig. 4c. From (50), we have One can eliminate from the dual problem and reverse sign
to obtain a simplified version of the dual problem:

. . . - o e T —
The reader can verify by inspection of figs. 4a-4f that the d(w,v)::ir;(ff(x,vmv):{ f*(w)—g*(v), K'w+v=0,

0p(z) ={v|ivek[-1,1] and z—ve N(v|k[-1,1])}. .
D mind(w) = f*(w) +g*(-K"w).  (53)
From this description, we immediately haw&p(z) = "
Op(2) = zfor |2 < k, andk sgn(z) for |z| > K. Three examples of primal-dual problems pairs are given in
Table 1.
Convex duality
Weak and strong duality: By definition, max(w,v) <
There are many approaches for convex duality theory [96]. minp(x), or equivalently, 0< (mind(w)) + (minp(x)). This
For our purposes, we choose one based on the convexinequality is calledveak duality If equality holds, we say
composite Lagrangian [27]. the duality gap is zero. If solutions to bofh and® exist
with zero duality gap, then we sajrong dualityholds. In
Primal objective: Let f € 'y, g € My, andK € R™" and general, a zero duality gap and strong duality require addi-

consider the primal convex optimization problem tional hypotheses callembnstraint qualificationsConstraint
qualifications for the problemB are given as conditions (a)
P mXinp(x) = f(Kx)+g(x), (52) and (b) in the following theorem.

Theorem 4 (Fenchel-Rockafellar Duality Theorem)
[95, Corollary 31.2.1] Let fe 'y, g € 'y, and Ke R™".
dif either

where we calb(x) the primal objective.

The structure of the problem (52) is the same as that use
to develop the celebrated Fenchel-Rockafellar Duality-The
orem [95, Section 31] (Theorem 4 below). It is sufficiently
general to allow an easy translation to several formulation
of the problem (15) depending on how one wishes to con- _ . o )

struct an algorithmic framework. This variability in formu  hold, thenminp + mind = 0 with finite optimal values. Un-
lation is briefly alluded to in Section 4.5. In this sectiore w ~ der condition (a),argmind is nonempty, while under (b),
focus on general duality results for (52) leaving the discus argminp is nonempty. In particular, if both (a) and (b) hold,

sion of specific reformulation of (15) to the discussion of then strong duality betweef§ and® holds in the sense
algorithms. that minp + mind = 0 with finite optimal values that are

attained in both3 and ©. In this case, optimal solutions
We now construct thdualto the convex optimization prob- ~ are characterized by

lem . In general, the dual is a concave optimization prob- B
lem, but, as we show, it is often beneficial to represent it as { X SOWeSﬁ} { We df(K)‘()}
—

(a) there exists x ri (dom(g)) with Kx € ri (dom(f)), or
(b) there exists v ri (dom( f*)) with —KTw € ri (dom(g*)),

a convex optimization problem. W solves® T
. o~ —K'we dg(x)
. . . . minp + mind =0
Lagrangian: First, define thd_agrangian.Z : R" x R™ x
n o X
R" — RU{—oo} for 3 by setting {)_(6 0g*(—KT_)}

Z(xW,V) = (W, Kx) — £*(w) + (v, X) — g*(v). Kx e of* (W)
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f f*
g g B D
Basis OB, (- =) | T2+ (ws) | min [x]; min 7 [[wl|;+ (w, s)
Pursuit [106] (BIA 3, (+) stKx—sl, <t st |[KTw|, <1
2 2 | i 2 - 2
LASSO =815 | ¢.9+315 | mind|Kx—s|3 min [[w][5 + & ||KTw]|,, + (w, s)
s, () K [|lloo s.t. X[y <«
R 2 2 . 2 . 2 2
Lagrangian | 3[|-=slz | (-9 +3[l5 | min3[Kx—sl3+A[xly | ming|w+s|j3 - 3|Is]3
Al g, () st [[KTw], <A

Table 1

We show three common variants of sparsity promoting fortruia, and compute the

between (52) and (53). Strong duality holds for all threengxias.
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