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STABLE APPROXIMATION SCHEMES FOR OPTIMAL FILTERS*

DAN CRISANT, ALBERTO LOPEZ-YELA}, AND JOAQUIN MIGUEZS

Abstract. A stable filter has the property that it asymptotically ‘forgets’ initial perturbations.
As a result of this property, it is possible to construct approximations of such filters whose errors
remain small in time, in other words approximations that are wuniformly convergent in the time
variable. As uniform approximations are ideal from a practical perspective, finding criteria for filter
stability has been the subject of many papers. In this paper we seek to construct approximate filters
that stay close to a given (possibly) unstable filter. Such filters are obtained through a general
truncation scheme and, under certain constraints, are stable. The construction enables us to give a
characterization of the topological properties of the set of optimal filters. In particular, we introduce
a natural topology on this set, under which the subset of stable filters is dense.
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1. Introduction.

1.1. State space models and optimal filters. In this manuscript we are
concerned with partially observed stochastic dynamical systems that evolve in discrete
time ¢t = 0,1,2,... . Such systems consist of two stochastic processes: a state
or signal process X = {X;, t > 0} and an observation or measurement process
Y ={Y,;, t> 0}. The states X; cannot be observed directly and the so-called optimal
filtering problem [1] consists in computing, at every time instant ¢, the probability
distribution of the state X; conditional on the observations Y7,Y5,...,Y;.

The signal process X is assumed to be Markovian and the observations Y;, ¢ =
1,2, ... are assumed conditionally independent given the signal. Such systems can be
fully characterised by the probability distribution of the state at time ¢ = 0, denoted
by mg, the Markov transition kernel that determines the probabilistic dynamics of
the state X;, denoted by x:, and a bounded potential function g; that relates the
observation Y; with the state X;. The potential function g; coincides (up to a
proportionality constant) with the probability density function (pdf) of ¥; conditional
on X;. If Kk = {Kki}+>1 is the sequence of Markov kernels and g = {g¢}:>1 for the
sequence of bounded potentials then we can succinctly denote the system of interest
as § = {mo, k, g} and we refer to S as a state space model.

For a fixed sequence of observations, Y1 = v1,...,Y; = %¢,..., the model S
yields a deterministic sequence of probability measures {m}:>1, where m; denotes
the probability distribution of X; conditional on the (fixed) observations {Y; =
yi;1 = 1,...,t} (and the state space model S itself). Some features of the sequence
{m }1>1 are explicitly described in Section 1.2 below. If the sequence of observations
Y1,...,Y,, ... is not fixed, but random, then the sequence {m;};>1 generated by S is
random as well. In both cases, {m;}+>1 is the solution to the filtering problem is the
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probability measure 7;, often referred to as the optimal filter at time ¢, see e.g. [1].

Optimal filtering algorithms are procedures for the recursive computation, either
exact or approximate, of the sequence {m;};>1. Well known examples include the
Kalman filter [18] and its many variants [1, 11, 17], or particle filters [2, 5, 10, 13].
Such algorithms have found practical applications in a multitude of scientific and
engineering problems, including navigation and tracking [14, 24], geophysics [20],
biomedical engineering [23] and many others.

1.2. Stability of the optimal filter. The sequence of optimal filters {m;};>1
is constructed recursively by using the Markov kernels x; and the bounded potential
functions g; starting with the a priori distribution my. For a given model § = {mg, x, g}
and a given sequence of observations, we associate a filtering operator that maps the
prior 7 to the optimal filter [5, 6]. Let us denote this operator as @y, so that
7y = ®y)0(mo) is the optimal filter at time ¢ when the initial distribution is 7. Assume
next that we apply this operator not to the original prior distribution 7y but to another
distribution denoted by 7o and let 71; = ®y(70) be the image of 7y. Heuristically,
we interpret 7; as being the optimal filter with the “wrong” initialisation® 7o # .
The optimal filter is stable when, for some properly defined metric function? D(-, "),
we have

tli)rgo D(me, 7)) = tli)rgloD (‘I)t\o(ﬂo)a (I)t\O(WO)) =0.

Let us note that stability is actually a property of the map @, i.e., a property of
the combination of the kernels x; with the potential functions g, and the observations
Y1, ..,y Therefore, it would be more accurate to refer to the stability of the filtering
operator ®;|o rather than the stability of the filter itself.

Stability is important both as a fundamental property of the system dynamics
and for practical reasons: stable filters can, in principle, be approximated numerically
with error rates that hold uniformly over time for a fixed computational effort [6, 16],
while unstable filters demand that the computational complexity of the numerical
approximation be increased over time in order to prevent the approximation error
from growing. Heuristically, stable filters forget their initial conditions and their
numerical implementations inherit this property and also progressively forget past
errors, preventing their accumulation.

The analysis of the stability of a filtering operator is not an easy task. Quoting [3]
“stability of the nonlinear filter stems from a delicate interplay of the signal ergodic
properties and the observations ‘quality’. If one of these ingredients is removed, the
other should be strengthened in order to keep the filter stable”. The authors of [3] use
martingale convergence results to prove almost sure stability for sequences of integrals
| fdm, where f is a test function of a particular class whose definition involves both
the bounded potentials g; and the kernels x; in the model [3]. Other authors resort
to the analysis of the total variation distance between optimal filters obtained from
different initial distributions [19, 9, 15] and relate stability to other properties of the
dynamical system, often connected to the ergodicity of the state process [19, 9] or
its observability and controllability (see [15] for the analysis of the continuous-time
optimal filter). A recent analysis that builds upon [9, 19] but employs a different
metric (which enables the inspection of integrals [ fdm, for f unbounded) can be
found in [12].

LOf course, one can also ask the question of what would happen if also the other two components
r and g that complete the triple S = {7, K, g} were “wrong”. We do not discuss this question here
as this is the subject of separate work.

2Most often the total variation distance, see, e.g., [6, 3].
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The main issue with the methods in [3, 19, 9, 15, 12] is that stability is related
to sets of conditions which are often hard to verify from the standard construction
of the filtering operator in terms of the kernels x; and the potentials g;. In contrast,
the authors of [16] provide a set of relatively simple-to-verify sufficient conditions for
the stability of ®;o. However, their analysis reduces to a relatively narrow class of
state space models (with additive noise and exponential-family pdf’s). A more general
study can be found in [6, 5], where Dobrushin contraction coefficients [7, 8] are used
as the key tool to obtain conditions on «; and g; which are sufficient for stability.

To the best of our knowledge, there has been no attempt to obtain a topological
characterisation of stable filters. Rather natural questions, such as whether stable
filters are “many” or “few” for a given class of state space models have not been
investigated to-date.

1.3. Contributions. Let S be a state space model with an associated sequence
of filtering operators ®;o. For a given prior 7o, the latter operators yield the sequence
of optimal filters m; = ®;o(mo). In this paper we investigate truncation methods
to construct approximate state space models and operators, denoted S™ and @;“0,
respectively, such that the resulting approximate filters n}* = (I)?\O(WO)

(a) can be guaranteed to be stable and

(b) converge to the optimal filters, i.e., 7} — m; as n — oo.

We tackle this two-fold problem in several steps. First, we impose a topology D
on the space of state space Markov models. Convergence of a sequence of models in
this topology, i.e., lim, -, S™ = §, implies convergence of the associated filters, i.e.,
lim,, 00 M = . While other approaches may be feasible, we focus on sequences of
truncated models. For a given integer n, choose a sequence of subsets of the state
space {Cf'};>1. The truncated version of a model & = {mo,k,g} is obtained by
truncating the (bounded) potentials (i.e., by constructing new functions g;* such that
g7 (z) = g1(z) if x € CP and ¢ (x) = 0 otherwise). The truncated model denoted by
S" = {no, K, g"}, where g" = {g}' }+>1 but the Markov kernels x are left unaltered. For
this construction it is straightforward to verify that S™ converges to S in a topology
D described below and, therefore, 7" — m when n — oo as well.

One of the main contributions of this paper is to identify a broad class of state
space models, denoted R, and a procedure for the construction of the sets {C}'}¢>1,
which guarantees that, for every S € R and every integer n, the truncated model S™
yields a stable sequence of filters 7w}’ = @ﬁo(wo). We also show, by way of an example,
that the class of models R contains unstable filters and illustrate in detail how the
proposed technique can be put to work in order to obtain stable approximations of
these unstable filters.

In the last part of the paper we investigate more elaborate approximation schemes
that involve not only the truncation of the potentials g; but also the modification
of the Markov kernels k, according to the sequence of sets {C]'};>1. Let the new
approximation of S be denoted 8™. We prove that

(i) S™ converges to S in the topology D and, therefore, the resulting filters 77
converge to m; as well;

(i) if the sets {C}'} contain a sufficiently large probability mass, then
lim,, o0 sUp; Dy (7}, ) = 0, in other words 7}* converges to m; uniformly
over time. Here D;, denotes the total variation distance.

Finally, we provide explicit conditions on the potentials g and the Markov kernels x
to guarantee that the posterior probability measure of the sets {C}'}+>1 can be made
large enough to ensure the uniform convergence over time of the approximate filters.
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1.4. Organisation of the paper. We complete the introduction with a brief
summary of the notation used through the manuscript, incorporated in Section 1.5.
Section 2 covers the description of the optimal filtering problem for state space Markov
models and a formal definition of the notion of stability for sequences of optimal filters.
In Section 3 we introduce the proposed truncation method and in Section 4 we provide
regularity constraints sufficient to guarantee the stability of the resulting approximate
filters. Section 5 contains an example of an unstable filter that can be obtained as the
limit of a sequence of stable filters. In Section 6 we introduced the enhanced truncation
scheme and show that it can yield approximate filters that converge uniformly over
time. Finally, in Section 7 we make some brief concluding remarks.

1.5. Notation. We summarise the notation used throughout the manuscript,
roughly organised by topics.
e Sets, measures and integrals:
— B(S) is the o-algebra of Borel subsets of S C R%.
— P(S) == {p : B(S) — [0,1] and u(S) =1} is the set of probability
measures over 5(.9).
- (f,n) = J fdp is the integral of a Borel measurable function f : S — R
with respect to the measure u € P(S5).
— The indicator function on a set S is denoted 1g(z). Given a measure p
and a set S we equivalently denote u(S) := (1s, p).
— Let A be a subset of a reference space X C R%. The complement of A
with respect to X is denoted A := X'\ A.
e Functions and sequences:
— B(5) is the set of bounded Borel measurable real functions over S. Given
a sequence { f; € B(S)}i>1, we denote

[felloo :=sup[f(s)] and | f]lec := sup || filloo-
ses t>1

— We use a subscript notation for finite subsequences, namely zy,.;, =
{Itl,.. .,CCt2}.
e Random variables:
— E[] denotes expectation with respect to the underlying probability
measure P when working on the probability space {2, F,P}.
— Random variables are denoted by capital letters (e.g., Z :  — R?) and
their realisations by lower case letters (e.g., Z(w) = z or, simply, Z = z).
— If Z is a r.v. taking values in S C R? with probability distribution

w € P(S), then the L, norm of Z is given by ||Z]|, = E[|Z|p]% =
1
(J z[Pu(dz))?, p > 1.
2. State space models and optimal filters.

2.1. Markov state-space models in discrete time. Let {Q, F,P} be a
probability space, where € is the sample space, F is a o-algebra and P is a probability
measure on which we consider two stochastic processes:

e the signal or state process X = {X;};>0, with values in the space X C R%
e the observation process Y = {Y;}1>1, with values in the space Y C R4y,

We assume that the state process evolves over time according to the family of

Markov kernels

Iit(A|It,1) =P (Xt S A|Xt,1 = Itfl),
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where A € B(X) and 241 € X. The observation process is described by the
conditional distribution of the observation Y; given the state X;. Specifically, we
assume that Y; has a conditional pdf g:(y:|z:) w.r.t. a reference measure A (usually,
but not necessarily, the Lebesgue measure), given the state X; = x;. The observations
are assumed to be conditionally independent given the states.

If the sequence {Y; = yi}1>1 is fixed, then we write gi(x¢) := gi(ye|ay) for
conciseness and to emphasise that g; is a function of the state x, i.e., we use g;(x)
as the potential of x € X given the observation y;. When the observation sequence is
random, we write g;*(z) = g+(Y;|x) for the potential of z € X. Note that, for fixed
T EX, gt (x)is arv. itself.

The state process X; (with prior probability law mo(dxg) and Markov transition
kernels x¢(dx¢|zs—1)) and the observation process Y; (related to X; by means of the
pdf’s g:(y:|x:)) yield the typical formulation of a state space Markov model. In this
paper, we use the term state space model to refer to the triple S = {m, s, g}, where
k = {Ki}4>1 is the family of Markov kernels for the process X; and g = {g¢(y¢|-) }i>1
is the family of potentials generated by the observations {Y; = y:}+>1. This is a
slight abuse of the usual terminology. However, as will be shown in Section 2.2 below,
the triple S contains all the necessary ingredients needed to specify the conditional
probability law of the state X; given the observations Yi.; = y1.¢, for every t > 1.
These conditional probability distributions are the main object of this paper, and
hence we assimilate S to the state space model itself.

2.2. The optimal filter. The filtering problem consists in the computation of
the posterior probability measure of the state X; given a sequence of observations up
to time t. Specifically, we aim at the sequence of probability measures

i (A) =P (Xy € AlY1e = y1), t2>1,

where A € B(X). The measure 7; is commonly called the optimal filter at time t.
m is computed from 7;_; in two steps. First, we obtain the predictive probability
measure

§i(A) =P(X; € AYit1 = Y1:0-1)
and then we compute 7; from &;. To be precise, we write {; = x;m;_1, meaning that?

(fs &) = (f, keme—1) = ((f, K5e), Te—1),

and m; = g4 - &, which is defined as

) L (fgt7§t>
(21) (fvgt gt) T (gt,gt) .

The definitions above are given for a fixed (but arbitrary, unless otherwise
stated) sequence of observations Y7.oo = ¥1.00- In this case, the state space model
S = {mo, k, g} yields deterministic sequences {m; };>1 and {& };>1. If the observations
are random, then the model S = {7, s, g¥ }, where g¥ := {g;* };>1, yields sequences
of random measures 7, and &' £ > 1.

3Here and in all subsequent formulae f : X — R is a bounded measurable function.



6 D. CRISAN, A. LOPEZ-YELA, J. MIGUEZ

2.3. The prediction-update operator. The transformation of the filter m,_;
into 7; can be represented by the composition of two operators Wy, T¢ : P(X) — P(X)
which can be defined as follows:

e the prediction (P) operator Wy (u) := Ky, where u € P(X), yields

(f7 \Ijt(ﬂ)) (fv Kt ((fv ’it) )

)=
e and the update (U) operator yields Y (p) := , le.
(

fgta )
(gesp)

3

(f; Tel)) =

By composing the maps ¥; and T; we obtain the prediction-update (PU) operator
D (1) := (Y40 Uy)(u) such that

(2.2) (F®u(1)) = (/2 T4 (W4 () = %—(ﬁgt-w),

which obviously implies 7 = ®;(m;—1). If we additionally denote the composition of
PU operators as
Qt‘k = (bt o} (bt,1 O---0 ¢k+1

then we can compactly represent the evolution of the filter over ¢ — k consecutive
steps, namely m; = @4 (7x). Note that the map ®; depends on the Markov kernel x;
and the likelihood g; alone (and not on the prior measure 7).

2.4. A topological structure on the set of state space Markov models.
Let 90t be the set of state space Markov models of the form § = {mo, k, g} for which
the sequence of filters {m};>1 is well defined. In particular, we assume that the
normalisation constant (g;,&;) in Eq. (2.1) is strictly positive? for all ¢+ > 1, in order
to guarantee that m; € P(X) and, therefore, |(f, 7;)| < oo whenever f € B(X).

It would be tempting to impose a topological structure based on the convergence
of the fixed-dimensional marginal distributions m; = ®4.o(mg), t > 1. This structure,
however, would be misleading because there is no one-to-one correspondence between
elements of M and their corresponding probability distributions {®.0(m9)}i>1. In
particular, for every state space model & € 9 one can construct a related model
S’ € M, with PU operators @}, such that <I>t|0( 0) = ®4jo(mo) and fIJQ‘O is stable, while

Dy is not®. For this reason, we impose a topology D directly on the components of
the state space models. To be specific:
e We endow P(X) with the metrisable topology given by the total variation
distance

Dyy(a, B) := sgp |a(A) — B(A)|, a,p € P(X),
where the supremum is taken over all measurable sets.

4 This is ensured, for example, if the two conditions below are satisfied:
(i) There exists S C X such that g¢(x) > 0 (strictly positive) for every @ € S and Leb(S) > 0,
i.e., the subset S has positive Lebesgue measure.
(ii) The transition kernel x; puts positive probability mass on all subsets with positive Lebesgue
measure, i.e., for every x € X and every S’ C X such that Leb(S’) > 0, we have
k¢ (S'|z) > 0.

5For example, consider the models S = {mo, x,g} and S’ = {mo,x’, g}, where x}(dz¢|zi—1) =
fX ke (dwe|Ty—1)me—1(dZTe—1) = &e(day). It is apparent that 7, = g¢ - Ky, = gt - & = 7t
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e The sequence of Markov kernels k™ = {k}'}+>1 converges to x = {k¢}+>1 when

(2.3) nl;ngo Dyy(ky (- x), ke (+,2)) =0, for every t > 1 and any = € X,
and we denote lim,, o K" = K.

e We impose the topology of bounded convergence on the set of (non-negative)
bounded potential functions. More precisely, we say that the sequence
g" = {g7}t>1 is uniformly bounded when there exists G < oo such that
sup,, ;>1 |91 lc < G. Then, a uniformly bounded sequence g™ converges to
g = {g:}+>1 when

(2.4) lim ¢g7'(z) = gi(x), for everyt >0 and any xz € X,
n—oo
and we write lim, . g" = g.
e Finally, a sequence of state space models 8" = {n{/,K", g™} converges to
the model § = {mo, Kk, g} in the topology D when lim,,_,cc Diy(7d, m) = 0,
lim, o £" = k and lim,, . g" = g. We denote lim, ., 8" = S.

Remark 2.1. A complete description of the topology D described above can be
outlined as follows. A generator of open sets for the first component of the topology
is given by the open balls

B(mg,r) = {m € P(X) : Dyy(mw,m) <r}, form e P(X)and r > 0.

The topology on the second component is defined to be the smallest topology such
that all functions fy ¢ : M — P(X), x € X, defined as fy ({70, k,g}) = k:(:|z) are
continuous. The topology on the third component is the smallest topology such that
all functions hy: : M — R, x € X, defined as hy ({70, K, 9}) = g:() are continuous
when restricted to Mg = {{mo, K, g} € M : sup,> ||g¢]lo0 < G} for any 0 < G < oc.
This topology is not metrisable: while convergence for sequences 7y € P(X’) can be
expressed in terms of the total variation distance, neither the convergence of k™ nor
the convergence of g™ can be recast in terms of proper metrics. Recall that « is a
family of kernels and g is a family of potentials, both indexed by (x,t) € X x ZT.

Remark 2.2. If we restrict 97 to the set of state space models for which the initial
probability measure and corresponding kernels are absolutely continuous with respect
to a fixed reference measure \, then then we can relax the limits in (2.3) and (2.4) to
hold A-almost surely.

Remark 2.3. By imposing uniform convergence (over the time and the state
variables) on the set of kernels and the space of potential functions we can introduce
a slightly stronger topology D’ on 9t that has the advantage of being metrisable. To
be specific, we define the distance between two state space models S = {m, &, g} and
S ={n{,k,q'} as
(2.5)

Don(S,S’) := Diw(mo, ) + sup sup Dy, (k¢ (-|2), sy (-|2)) 4 sup sup [g¢ (x) — gi ().
t>1 zeX t>1 zeX

The topology D has the property that convergence of the sequence of models 8™,
n > 0, to S implies convergence of the marginal probability measures 7" (generated
by the models §™) towards the optimal filter 7; generated by model S. This result is
made rigorous by the following lemma.
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LEMMA 2.4. Let " = {n{,k",g"}, n >0, and S = {mo, K, g} be elements of M
with corresponding PU operators ®F and ®, respectively. If limy,_,o, S™ = S, then
limy 00 (7)) = Pyjo(mo)-

Proof. We proceed with a standard induction argument. The case ¢ = 0 holds
trivially, since lim,_,.c 8™ = & implies that lim,_, D (75, m0) = 0. For the
induction step, assume that lim, o Dy, (Bn,8) = 0 for any ¢ > 1, where 8, =
P} 4 o(mg) and B = @;_1)0(mo). As we apply the prediction operator W (a) = £f'c, a
straightforward triangle inequality yields

[(f, 03 (8™) = (f, e (B)] = |(f, 97 (B")) — (f, 97 (B)) + (f, ¥y (B) — (f, e (B))]
< |((f,6™), 8" = B) + [((f, (" = &)), B)|
< | flloeDew (B, B) + [((f, (k" = &), B)I,
(2.6)

where the last inequality follows from the definition of total variation distance. The

first term on the right hand side of (2.6) converges to zero by the induction hypothesis,

while the second term converges to zero by the bounded convergence theorem [25].
Next, we write the PU operator ®} in terms of the P operator ¥} to obtain

(.7 (57) - (.2 )| = [LLZE ) o ()
R AL A H )]
orm e~ an)

+'(fg?,\11?(ﬂn)) (fgt,q’t(ﬁ)‘

)
(96, V¢ (8)) (96,9 (8))
< Iflloc ICgr', W3 (6™)) — (g6, ¥ (B))]

B (96, ¥ (B))
n pn n\) _ U
. 5P () o0 00(A)
However, inequality (2.6) implies that both terms on the right hand side of (2.7)
converge to 0, hence the proof is complete. ad

Remark 2.5. Although the topology D’ is stronger than the topology D, it does
not imply the uniform convergence (over time) of the corresponding PU-operators. In
particular, Lemma 2.4 ensures that for any € > 0 and any ¢ < oo there exists n.; > 0
such that Dtv(fbﬁo(m),fbt‘o(m)) < € whenever n > n.,. However, the lemma does
not guarantee that sup,>, Dtv(q)?IO (m0), ®4j0(m0)) < € for any finite value of n.

2.5. Stability of the optimal filter. The sequence of optimal filters {m;};>1
generated by a state space Markov model S = {m, k, g} is stable when the dependence
of 7; on the prior measure 7y vanishes over time. Formal definitions are provided next.

DEFINITION 2.6. Let {®:}i>1 be a sequence of PU operators defined on P(X).
The sequence of optimal filters {m}1>1 generated by {®¢}1>1 is stable when
tliglo Dy (@y10(m0), Prjo(70)) = 0

for any pair of prior probability measures w79 € P(X).

Very often stability is defined in a weaker form, by considering only prior measures
mo and 7y which are absolutely continuous w.r.t. each other. In this paper we refer
to this property as weak stability.
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The usual expression “stability of the optimal filter” may be misleading: As it
is apparent from Definition 2.6, stability is a property of the operators @, i.e., a
property of the pair {,g}. As such, within this paper we often refer to the stability
of the operators {®,},>1 rather than the stability of the filters {m;};>1.

3. Truncated filters.

3.1. Truncation of state space models. For an arbitrary but fixed sequence
of observations Y1.co(w) = y1.00, let S = {m, K, g} be a state space Markov model
yielding the sequence of filters 7, = ®;_1(m—1) = g¢-kemi—1. We construct a truncated
version of the model (and a sequence of filters for the truncated model) by

(i) choosing a sequence of subsets of the state space X, denoted ¢ := {C;}¢>1,

where C; C X fort > 1
(ii) and defining the truncated potentials

(3.1) 9:(z) := Le, () g (),

where 1¢,(z) is the indicator function, i.e., gf(z) = ¢i(z) for x € C; and
g5 (z) = 0 otherwise.
The truncated model is 8¢ = {mg, x, g%}, where g := {gf}+>1, and it yields the
sequence of filters
T = Pf(me—1) =gy - Kemi_y

and the sequence of predictive measures
Cc __ C P C
& = Vi(m—1) := Kemy_q,

with 75 = my and composition operators denoted @;lo = Pfo--- 0P and \Ifg‘o =
P¢o-..o0WS, respectively.

The truncated state space models constructed in this way have a simple but key
feature: if one chooses a family of sets ¢ = {CJ'};>1 such that O C C' and
lim,, o Cff = & for every ¢ (meaning that lim, .o Lop(x) = 1 when x € &, and
0 otherwise), then the sequence of truncated models S“™ converges to the original
model S in the topology D as n — oo. This is made formal below.

LEMMA 3.1. Let S = {mo,k,g} be a state space model, let ¢ = {C}'}i>1
be a family of subsets of X such that lim, oo C;' = X for every t, and denote
g = Lopge. The sequence of truncated state space models S = {mo, K, g™},
where g™ = {g;" }1>1, converges to S in the topology D. Moreover, if

(3.2) lim sup sup g¢:(z) =0,

N0 t>1 gelp

then lim,, o, Don(S©™, S) = 0.

Proof. Convergence in D is trivial, since the prior my and the kernel x; is the same
for all n > 0 and, clearly, lim, 00 g7 = limy, 00 gt Lep =gt under the assumption
lim,, oo C* = X. The definition of the metric Doy in (2.5) together with assumption
(3.2) readily yields lim,, o, Dop(S™,S) = 0. 0

3.2. Stability of truncated PU operators. Lemmas 2.4 and 3.1 together
provide the means for the approximation of an arbitrary sequence of optimal filters
7, generated by PU operators ®;, by another sequence, 7§, generated by truncated
PU operators ®¢. Unfortunately, truncation by itself does not guarantee that the new
sequence of filters is stable. Below, we provide a stability theorem for sequences of
truncated filters.
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THEOREM 3.2. Let c = {Cy C X}i~0 be a sequence of subsets of the state space X
and let ®¢(m) := gf - ke be the truncated PU operator, where k; is a Markov kernel,
95 = g+1lc, s a truncated potential and g; is positive and bounded. If the Markov
kernels k¢ have positive pdf’s ki w.r.t. a reference probability measure A,

drg(-|xe—
ke(-|zy_1) = %7

such that

i inf(xt,l,xt)ect,lxct kt($t|$t—1) .
i—1 SUP(z,_1,2,)€Ct_1xCy ke(@e|ze—1)

C

then the operator <I>t|

o 1s stable, i.e.,

Jim Dus (50(m). & (rt)) =0

for every my, m, € P(X) .
Proof. See Lemma 3.1 in [4]. The result is an extension of an original result in
[6] with methods introduced in [22]. O

We are interested in truncated state space models 8¢ = {mg, k, g} that induce PU
operators ®¢ which can be proved to be stable. This is possible if the kernel x;(dz|z")
has a density k;(z|z’) > 0 that satisfies the sufficient condition in Theorem 3.2, i.e.,
> o2, e = 00, where

inf(ztflqzt)ectfl x Cy kt(xt|xt_1)

SUD (5, w0)eCry xCy Kt (Tt|Te—1)

Et =

In the next section we investigate a class of state space models and conditions on the
choice of the subsets {C}};>1 for which the stability condition of Theorem 3.2 can be
guaranteed to hold.

Remark 3.3. An alternative to truncation for the construction of stable
approximate filters is the iteration, at each time step, of a Markov kernel My, ; that
leaves the filter m;_1 = ®;_y|o(mo) invariant. To be specific, we can approximate
the model S = {m, k, g} by another model & = {m, %, g}, where & = {#;};>1 and
ke = “tM;O,t for some integer r > 1. The PU operators for this model are denoted <i>t.
If the Dobrushin coefficient [6] of the kernel My, , is some 3, < 1, then, by choosing r
large enough, one can ensure that the contraction due to the Markov kernel M7, is
sufficient to make the operator ‘i)t\o stable. Unfortunately, the kernel My, ; depends
on k, g and the prior 7y in a non-trivial manner and it is hard to compute it for most
systems of interest.

4. Stable approximate filters.

4.1. A regular class of state space models. In the sequel we study the class
of state space models of the form S = {7, k, g} that satisfy the following regularity
assumptions (recall that the potentials g; are positive and bounded real functions,
ie, 0< gt < ||gt]leo < 00 for every t > 1).

Assumption 4.1. The conditional mean functions

ay(x) := /:c'nt(d:c/kc), t>1,
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are uniformly Lipschitz over time. To be specific, there exists L, < 0o such that

sup |as(x) — at(2")| < Lollz — 2’| for any x,2’ € X.
t>1
Assumption 4.2. The conditional probability measures rki(dx|z") are absolutely
continuous w.r.t. some probability measure A(dx) with full support on X, hence
ki(dx|z') = ke(z|z")A(dx), where k¢(x|z') is a conditional pdf. Moreover, there are
strictly decreasing functions s; : [0,00) — (0,00), t > 1, such that

ke(z|z") > se(|lz — ar(2')|)) >0 and ILm si(r) = 0.

Assumption 4.3. The conditional pdf’s ki(z|x') are uniformly upper bounded over
time. Specifically, there exists Cy < oo such that

sup sup k¢(z]z') < Co.
t>1 x,x’eX
4.2. Stable approximation via compact balls. In this section we show how
it is possible to construct stable truncated approximations for state space models
that satisfy Assumptions 4.1-4.3. The specification of a truncated model relies on the
choice of a sequence of subsets of the state space. Let us choose ¢ = {C}'};>1, where
n is a positive integer and

CP:=B({ly,nr) ={z e X:|lz—-04] <nr}, t>1,

is the closed ball with centre ¢, € X and radius nr; > 0. The sequence {r:}1>1 is
selected to be positive and strictly increasing and satisfy the identity
-1
s
(4.1) lim s () _ 0,
t—o0 T¢
for the functions s; in Assumption 4.2 and some strictly decreasing positive sequence
{vt}+>1 such that

(4.2) thi =00

i>1

for any sequence {t;};>1 such that liminfp_, HELM > 0.

Remark 4.4. As we shall see below, condition (4.2) is the natural condition to
impose in order to make the arguments work. In particular, if there exists a constant
c such that v, > = for all n > 1 the condition (4.2) is satisfied. See [21] for a proof
of this result.

Intuitively, the time-dependent part of the radii, r;, increases at a sufficiently slow
rate compared to the sequence s; * (v(t)).
The sequence of centres {¢;};>1 is selected to satisfy the inequality

(43) Hétl — G, (étifl)H < nLTti

for some constant L < oo and some sequence {t;};>1 such that

.. HieN:t; <T}
(4.4) 11}2)102f T > 0.
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Given the family of sets ¢ = {CJ'}4>1 described above, we construct the
truncated state space models 8" = {m,k,9“"}. The truncated PU operator is
®y"(m) = gy - ke and our aim is to prove that @7 is stable for any integer n. Note
that Lemma 3.1 ensures that lim, ,.,, S = S in the topology D and, therefore,
lim,, 00 ‘I):ig(ﬂ'o) = ®yo(mo) = m; (via Lemma 2.4).

The key result is stated and proved below. It yields a lower bound on the
transition pdf between consecutive balls C}' | and C}!, where {t¢;};>1 is infinite
sequence of time instants in the definition of the centres ¢; above (see Egs. (4.3)
and (4.4)).

LEMMA 4.5. Choose any positive integer n < oo and let {t;}i>1 be the infinite
sequence in Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4). If Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold, then there exists
iy, < 00 such that

inf ke, (z|z") > vy, for every i > i,.
(z,@")eCy, xCp

Proof. From Assumption 4.2 we have,
(4.5) ke(z|z") > si(||lz — ar(2)]]), Va2’ € X.

In particular, for any 2’ € C;y = B({4—1,nr,—1) and any z € C}' = B({;,nry),
expression (4.5) together with a simple triangular inequality yields

(4.6) ke(zlz') > se(lz — Lel| + 16 — ae(be—1) || + lae(be—1) — as(2)])),
where ||@ — ¢;]] < nry (since z € C7'), and
lai(bi—1) — ar(2")|| < Lo|lli—1 — &'|| < Lonry—1,

with L, < oo independent of ¢, as a result of the Lipschitz Assumption 4.1 and the
fact that ' € CJ* ;. Moreover, the choice of centres {¢;};>1 in (4.3) ensures that
14, — ar, (€r,—1)|] < nLr,, for the infinite sequence {¢;};>1 in (4.4).

Therefore, (4.6) implies

inf ke, (z|2") > s¢, (nry, + nlry, + Lanry, 1)
(m,w’)EC,Z ><Cgirl

(4.7) > s, (n(1+ L+ La)ry,)

where the inequality (4.7) holds because, by construction, ry, > r,_1 and s, is strictly
decreasing.

However, the sequence {r:}+>0 is chosen to increase “slowly enough” relative to
the sequence s; *(v;). Specifically, from the identity (4.1) we deduce that there exists
i, < 00 such that

(4.8) s;.'(vt,) > n(L+ L+ Lo)ry,, for every i > iy,

no matter the constants L, L, < co. The inequalities (4.7) and (4.8) together imply
that

inf ke, (x|2') > vy, Vi > g,
(z,2")eCP xCP

XYt —1

which is obtained by applying the decreasing function s;, on both sides of (4.8). O
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The stability of the truncated PU operators ®;" is a straightforward consequence
of Lemma 4.5.
THEOREM 4.6. If Assumptions 4.1-4.3 hold then the PU operators ®7" are stable,
i.e.,
Jim Dy, (@55 (mo), @55 (xh) ) = 0
for any n < oo and any pair of probability measures o, 7, € P(X).

Proof. Lemma 4.5 guarantees that there is some i, < oo such that, for every
i > 1,, we obtain

inf ke, (z]z") > vy,
(x,x’)GC,’; xCn

ti—1

Moreover, the latter inequality and Assumption 4.3 imply that, for all ¢ > i,

inf(wtfl,wt)e()t,l xCy ki (It |517t71)

Uti
€, > ——, Where g;:=

G SUD (4, )€y yx O, Kt (Tt 1)
However, Eq. (4.4) implies that ) ;. ; v;, = oo which, together with Eq. (4.2), yields
YDUED SFIES S
t>1 i>in i>in

c,n

The inequality above ensures, via Theorem 3.2, that the operator ® #lo is stable for
any n. a

Remark 4.7. Let R C 9t be the family of state space models that satisfy the
regularity Assumptions 4.1-4.3. Theorem 4.6 implies that for any model S € R
it is possible to construct a sequence of truncated approximations S<™, where the
subsets in ¢ = {C]'} are closed balls of increasing radius, such that the associated PU
operators ®;" are stable for every integer n.

Moreover, Lemma 3.1 ensures that lim, .., S = & in the topology D. In
particular, convergence in D implies (via Lemma 2.4) that lim,, o, @5 (m9) = ®¢(m0)
for every t. Since ;" = ®7"(mp) is the filter at time ¢ generated by the truncated
model 8™, it follows that, for any finite time horizon T < oo,

lim max Dy, (7", m) =0,
n—00 te[0,T]

c,n

while guaranteeing that the sequence 7y’ = & o

(7o) remains stable.
5. Example: stable approximation of an unstable filter.

5.1. State space model. Let us consider the 1-dimensional, nonlinear state
space model described by a prior mp € P(R) and the pair of equations

(5.1) Xt = s(X¢-1)Us,
(5.2) Y, = | Xo| + Vi,

where s(z) is the sign function®, {U;}:>1 is a sequence of truncated normal r.v.’s,
namely Uy ~ TN (|X¢—1],02,[0,+00)), and {V;};>1 is an i.i.d. sequence of normal
r.v.’s, namely V; ~ N(0,02).

6We define s(z) := 1 for > 0 and s(x) = —1 otherwise.
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Let Fy(x) and fy(x) denote the cumulative distribution function (cdf) and the
pdf, respectively, of the standard normal distribution, N'(0,1). The Markov kernel
kt(dx|z’) for this model has a pdf w.r.t. Lebesgue measure that can be explicitly
written as

1 "2 / /
exp{ =57 (z — 2’) L—oo,002(,2")) + 10,0002 (2, 2)
(5.3) ke(2]a) = { 202 }( ( / 0) (0,00) )
Fy (%) \/2mo2

and the mean function can be shown to yield

(5.4) ay(x') = /:vkt(x|x’)d:v’ =1a' + s(a )MUU
N

As the observation noise V; is Gaussian, the potential function has the form

1 1
gt(11) = ——= exp {——2 (ye — |17t|)2} .
\/2mo? 207

A key feature of model (5.1)-(5.2) is that X, X;_1 > 0 for every ¢, i.e., the sequence
of states X1.00 = Z1.00 is either all-positive or all-negative. Given this property, it is
natural to decompose the prior measure my into positive and negative parts, namely

(5'5) To = To ((0,00)) T‘—ar + 7o ((_0070)) o
where we define the probability measures 7r3L and 7, as

+ . To (Aﬁ (0,00)) ) (Aﬁ (—O0,0))
Ty (A) = ———— :

70 ((0,00)) mo (00, 0))
respectively, for any Borel subset A C R. This decomposition can be “propagated”

to time ¢ > 0 as stated in Proposition 5.1 below. In order to state this result, let us
denote

and m, (A4) :=

(5.6) 68:770 =7 ((0,00)) and £ o = TO ((—0,0))

and let ®;(«) = g¢ - ke be the PU operator generated by model (5.1)—(5.2).

ProrosiTION 5.1. If 7T5r and m, are both non-null, then the optimal filter at time
t can be decomposed as

(5.7) T = o™+ lm e

where w7 = <I>t|0(ﬂ'8') and ; = ®yo(my ) are probability measures, and the linear

combination coefficients £} o and £y . are constructed recursively as

(9¢, 5t ®—1)0(7]))

(58) b =, ,
! = (9 Ht‘bt—l\o(ﬂo))

o _
(5.9) Cime = Cme o, e a1y )
(9t 51Py—_1)0(m0))

fort>1.
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Proof. See Appendix A. d

The PU operator ®; for model (5.1)—(5.2) can be unstable. To see, this, let
<I>2/t (o) = g,?/t - ktao be the random PU operator induced by the r.v. Y:. We can now
introduce the set

A, = {w eN: {@z/t(w)}tzl is unstable} ,

which describes all possible realisations of the observations process Y that yield an
unstable sequence of filters. Proposition 5.2 below states that the probability of this
set, is positive.

PROPOSITION 5.2. The set A, corresponding to the state space model described
by the equations (5.1)—(5.2) is non-negligible, i.e., P(A,) > 0.
Proof. See Appendix B. |

5.2. Stable truncated approximation. The model (5.1)—(5.2) can yield
unstable PU operators ®;. However, we can still construct a stable approximation by
truncation of the positive and negative parts of m;. In particular, from Eq. (5.3) we
readily obtain the conditional pdf’s

1 (z —a')?
ki (z]2') = - exp {—7 10,0002 (2, 2")
Fy (\:u\) /2m02 202
1 (x —a)?
k; (z]2) = , exp§ ————5— ¢ L—oo,0)2(2,2")
t Fy (\;u\) /2r02 202

g () = —= exp{—M}, o (2) = —= exp{—M}

2
202

in such a way that
T =0 (1) = Pyo(my) and m =@y (my) = Byo(my),

where ®; (o) = g; - k" @ and ®, (@) = g; - Ky o It is apparent that
e both g/ and g; are positive and bounded, hence they satisfy Assumption
4.1,
e both kj (z|z') and k; (x|2') are uniformly upper bounded and so satisfy
Assumption 4.3.
The mean functions for the kernels ki and k;” both have the form in (5.4), i.e.,
a (#) = ay(z)1(0,00)(2) and a; (z) = as(2)1(_s00)(x). Both functions are Lipschitz
and, therefore, satisfy Assumption 4.1. To see this, let us consider the case of a; ().
Since x > 0, the derivative w.r.t. & can be calculated exactly and it yields

fi () P () = 1 () 75 (2)
(7 (£))

where fj, = % and Fj, = %. However,

+
da;

dx () =1+

, forxz >0,
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e both fy and Fiy are Lipschitz, hence there exist Cy < oo and Cr < oo such
that | fj| < Cy and |Fy| < Cp, respectively, and
e Fy(z) > 4 for z > 0.

Therefore, recalling that fy < (27r)_% and Fy <1,

da;
g(fﬂ)

<1+4 (Cf +(2m) 2 CF) < o0,

i.e., af (r) is Lipschitz. The calculations for a;, are similar.

As for Assumption 4.2, since
2
2" — ai (a")] < :
\/2mo2

we can always choose a sufficiently small constant ¢4 > 0 such that

1
kj(xlxl) > S (lx_a/j(xl”) = c4exp{_m(

xr— a;r(x’))4} , for a2’ >0,
and, similarly, k; (z|2") > s; (Jz — a; (2')]) for ,2" < 0. Therefore, Assumption 4.2
holds both for ®; and ®; .

Finally, since the PU operators ®;" and ®; correspond to state space models in R,
we can construct truncated stable approximations 7y ™ and 7™ using the method
in Section 4.2 (see Theorem 4.6). In particular, we construct the balls C* = B(ls, nry),
where ¢} = y; and r; is any increasing sequence that satisfies lim;_,o0 75 15; 1(11,5) = 00.
The choice of ¢; = y; guarantees that the inequalities (4.3) and (4.4) hold, as stated
by Proposition 5.3 below.

PROPOSITION 5.3. Consider the state space models ST = {rnf, kT, g¥"+}, where
gVt = {]1(0700)92@},21. If we let 6y = Y;, t > 1, then there exists a.s. an infinite
sequence {t;};>1 such that

(5.10) Vi, —af (Yi,—1)| < Lry and  lim

)
T—o0

(i t: < T}
A )
T >

for some constant L < cc.

Proof. A simple triangle inequality yields
Ve —af (Yie1)| < Yo = aff (Xe1)| + |af (Xim1) — af (Vi)
< Vil + La|Viea| + X — af (Xe-1)),

where the second inequality is obtained by recalling that Y; = X; + V; and L, is the
Lipschitz constant of function a;”. Moreover, since

v () 203
— 2 <+ _“7

a(z) T

we readily arrive at

(5.11) Vi — af (Yic1)| < Vil + La|Viei| + | Ze] + ¢,
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V]

where Z; := X; — X;_1 ~ TN (0,02, (—X4-1,00)) and ¢ = 2% From (5.11) we
deduce that
P (|Y: — aff (Yic1)| > 1) SP(Vi| 4 La|Vic1| + | Ze] + ¢ > 1)

<
SP(Vil+ LalVial + 2] > ),

(5.12)

where Z ~ N(c,02), and, since V; is an i.i.d. sequence and Z is independent of ¢, the
fact that lim; .., 74 = oo implies that

(5.13)  lim P (|Y: = af (Yie1)| > 1) < Jim P ([Vi| + La|Via| + 12| > 1) = 0.
The limit in (5.13) implies that for any € > 0 we can find L. < oo such that
P(|Y: — af (Yie1)| > Lery) <€

for every ¢t. Then, Lévy’s extension of the Borel-Cantelli lemmas [25] implies (5.10).
To be precise, there is an infinite sequence {¢;};>1 such that |Ytl — a;: (Y}i_l)‘ < Lery,
and limp_, o T_ll{ti}izﬂ >1—e. O

We can prove the same result for S~ = {m;, s, g¥"~} with the same argument.
Finally, since St and S~ are in the class 9, the truncated filters 70" and 75™~

are stable for every n, and it readily follows that 70" = ¢ 70™ + 4, is also

t,mo’'t
stable. Moreover, since lim,_,o 7™ = 7 and lim,, . 7™~ = 7, , we arrive at
lim 75" = ¢ lim 75" + ¢ lim 75" =45 nr +07 77 =m.
00 t t,mo =60 t t,mo 00 t t,mo 't t,mo 't

5.3. Extension to higher dimensional spaces. It is straightforward to
extend model (5.1)—(5.2) to a general class of state space models on a d,-dimensional
space X C R% . In particular, let us choose a partition

X = U A;, where A;NA; =0 wheneveri# j.
i=1

Assume that, for any subset B € B(X), ri(Blx € A4;) = 0, if NA; = 0 i.e., once
the state is contained in A;, it remains in that subset. Then, it is straightforward to
construct measures 7, ..., 78 such that 7§(A;) =1 and 7o = > _;_, £im§. Moreover,
the optimal filter at time t can be expressed as

n
_ i i
T = g ét,ﬂ'oﬂ-t?
i=1

= ¢ (gt,5:¢ P40 (7))

i _ i i
where 7} = ®yo(m5) and £ i— 1,70 (grameBr0(m0))

t,mo

6. Uniform approximation over time. In this section we explore alternative
approximations of the state space model § = {mg, k, g} where, besides truncating
the likelihoods g;, we reshape the Markov kernels k; in accordance with the sequence
of sets ¢ = {C}};>1. These modified kernels can be obtained from any given k; as
described below.
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DEFINITION 6.1. Let S = {7, K, g} be a state space model and let ¢ = {Cy}>1 be
a sequence of subsets of X. We define the “reshaped” Markov kernel k§ as

(6.1) RS :=rk1 and K§(dz|z") = ke(dz|z")m—1(Ci_1) + pe(dax)

fort > 2, where

6.2)  pe(de) == / Lo, (2 )ke(dala’)my (d2) = (mtnétfl,m,l) (dz).

We now investigate the use of reshaped kernels to build approximate state space
models and sequences of optimal filters. First we identify a class of truncated
filters that employ the reshaped Markov kernels introduced in Definition 6.1 and
establish its key properties. Then, we prove that, provided each set in the sequence
¢ = {C}+>0 contains a sufficiently large probability mass, the truncated filters can
be kept arbitrarily close to the optimal filters uniformly over time.

LEMMA 6.2. Let S = {mo,k,g} be a state space model and let ¢ = {Cy}1>1 be a
sequence of subsets of X. The truncated state space model S = {mo, &%, g}, where
RS = {R}i>1 and g° = {gf }e>1, yields sequences of predictive and filtering probability
measures (ég and 7§, respectively) such that, for any integrable f : X — R and every
t>1,

(6.3) (Le.f.&) = (L, f.65), and
(6.4) (Lo, fome) = (f, 75)me(C).
Proof. See Appendix C. d

Remark 6.3. The identity (6.4) shows that the truncated filter 7§ can be seen as
the restriction of the original filter 7; to the set C}, with the normalisation constant
m¢(Cy) needed to ensure that 7§ is a probability measure.

From Lemma 6.2 it is relatively easy to show that the approximation error
Dyy(my, 7§) can be uniformly controlled over time.

THEOREM 6.4. Let S = {mo, ki, g} be a state space model and let ¢ = {C\};>1 be
a sequence of subsets of X. Assume every Cy is large enough to ensure that

- 1
(65) Wt(ct) = (lét,wt) < 56
for some prescribed 0 < € < 1. Then, the truncated state space model S = {mo, &%, g}
yields a sequence of filters ;= @5 (o) such that supysg Dy (e, 7f) < €.

Proof. Let & = RS7S_, be the sequence of predictive probability measures
generated by the truncated model S¢. Using the relationship (2.2) and the definition
g5 = 1c, gt, the approximation error can be written as

) — )| = (fgtvgt) (f]]‘ctgt7£§) _ (f]]‘ctgt7£§)
|(f7 t) ( ’ t)| ‘ (gt,ét) + (gt,gt) (]]-Ctgt,gg)

|(f]]-Ctgt7£§) (f]]‘ctgt7§~§)

(6.6) < |(fgt7§t) B (flc,g:, )

(9¢:&) (9¢,&¢)

(9¢,&t) (L, g, )
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Let us consider the first term on the right-hand side of (6.6). From Lemma 6.2, we
have (fle,gt,&5) = (fle,gt, &) and, therefore,

(f9.&)  (fle,9e.&)| ‘(fgtvgt) (flc,gi, &)

(9t &) (9¢, &) (9¢,&t) (96, &)
=|(f,m) = (Le, fr )|
(67) = (g, £m)] < 50 fllee:

where the inequality follows from (6.5).
We can rewrite the second term on the right-hand side of (6.6) as

(f]]-ctgtugg) (f]]-ctghég) (f]]-ctgtugg) ~ (]]-Ctghég) — (gtugt)

(96.&)  (Legn &) (Lo, gi, &) (92, &)
(1g,9t,6¢)

(6.8) = I 7)) x [

where the second equality follows from the relationship 7§ = g5 ég and Lemma 6.2
and the final inequality is a consequence of (6.5).
Substituting (6.7) and (6.8) into (6.6) yields |(f,m) — (f,75)] < ||f|loc€ and,
therefore, Dy, (7, 75) = SUD{ feB(X),0<f<1} |(f,m) — (f, 75)| <e. d
For the family of sets ¢ = {C['}, let #;" be the reshaped kernel constructed
as in Definition 6.1(ii) for the set C}* and let g;™ = lgng,. The approximate

1
< §||f||0067

models S = {mg, &5™, g™}, where #%™ = {k7"};>1 and g&" = {g"}+>1, preserve
convergence in the topology D, in a way similar to the original truncated models S<™.
In particular, we have the following result.

THEOREM 6.5. Let S = {mo, K, g} be a state space model and let c™ = {C}'}i>1
be a sequence of subsets of X such that lim, .. Ci* = X. The sequence of truncated
models S™ = {my, RS™, g™} converges to S in the topology D. Moreover, if
(6.9) lim supm;(CJ') = lim sup sup g:(z) =0,

n—oo t>1 n—oo t>1 zGC‘t"

then lim, —co ng(gc*”, S)=0.

Proof. As the initial condition 7y is the same for all n > 0 and, trivially,
limy, o0 g7 = limy, o0 g:Lop = g¢ under the assumption lim, . C7* = X, it suffices
to show that

(6.10) lim Dy, (7" (-, x), ke(-, ) =0

n—r oo

for any x € X. However, from Definition 6.1 we readily obtain that

(£ 7" (@) = (For )] < (Forao) memn (CF) + ((For) Ly, oo )

<2 flloome—1(Ciy),

where limy, o0 m—1(C}_1) = 0 (since limy,_,oc Cf 1 = X), hence (6.10) is satisfied.
For the second claim, we deduce from the above that

(6.11) Dop (8™, 8) = 2supmy_1(C ) + sup sup gq(z),
t>1 t>1 gecn

which implies lim,, o Do (S9",S) = 0 as a consequence of the assumption (6.9). O
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Let & be a state space model of the class R introduced in Remark 4.7 and
construct the sets in the family ¢” = {C}’};>1 in the same way as in Section 4.2,
i.e., CI* = B({,nr). The operators é:ﬁ associated to the truncated model S&™ can
be proved to be stable for every integer n provided that inf;>q m(C}') > € > 0.

THEOREM 6.6. Let S = {mo,k,g} be a state space model of the class R and
assume that there exists € > 0 such that

. i ™) > e
(6.12) tuzlfl’ m(C}) > €
Then the PU operators i);", t > 1, are stable, i.e.,

Jim Do (855 (m). 255 () =0

for any n < oo and any pair of probability measures w,7' € P(X).

Proof. Lemma 4.5 guarantees that there is some 7, < oo such that, for every
i > in,
6.13 inf ke, (z]z") > vy,
(613) el ) > 00,
where v; is a decreasing sequence such that »,., vy = oo and {t;},> is an infinite

set of integers with positive natural density.
Moreover, since k¢(dx|z’) = ke(z|2")\(dx), Definition 6.1(ii) yields

(6.14) ki (zla’) = w1 (O] ke(zla”) + 1} (),

where r} = % and R‘;” are the pdf’s associated to the measure p; and the reshaped
kernel 73" (dx|x’), respectively. Taking (6.13) and (6.14) together yields

(6.15) oo o K™ (zl2') > v, 1 (C_y) > evy,
T,z tg t;—1

for every @ > i,, with the last inequality following from the assumption (6.12).
If we recall that »,-; vy, = 0o and the fact that Assumption 4.3 implies

sup kS (z|2') < Cp < o0,
t>1lx,x'€X
then it is straightforward to combine the inequality (6.15) with expression (6.12) in
order to to apply Theorem 3.2 and show that the PU operators ;" are stable. O

If we put together Theorem 6.6 and Theorem 6.4, it turns out the if we guarantee
SUp;>1 Mt (Cy) < €, then the operator éz‘g resulting from S&" = {mo, RO™, g™} is
stable and attains uniform approximation errors over time. The lemma below provides
a sufficient condition of the potentials ¢ and the transition pdf’s k = {k;};>1 that
entails sup,~, m(Cy) < e.

LEMMA 6.7. Assume that, for every t > 1, the potential g; is positive and
bounded and there are uniformly bounded conditional pdf’s ki(-|-) such that k(dz|a’) =
ki(z|z)dx for any z,2' € X. If

o 9 () day
(6.16) lim sup - fct

=0
n—00 y>1 inf(y, 2, yecrpxor | ke(ze|zi-1)

then we have limy, —, » Sup; > m(C) = 0.
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Proof. The posterior probability of the set C?* can be explicitly written in terms
of g; and k; as

o Jep @k we)mea (da)da
mlCF) = ffgt(xt)kt(xtaItfl)ﬂtfl(dxtfl)dxt

and hence we can compute the upper bound

[Klloo Jerp g1 (e)d:

6.17) m(CM) < = .
( ) t( t ) - inf(xt,ztfl)GCfxC{Ll kt(xt|xt—1) fcrn gt(l't)dl't (1 — Wt—l(Cgl_l))

From (6.16) we deduce that

lim sup/ g¢(z¢)dx, =0,

n—oo t>1 thn

which, in turn, ensures the existence of N > 0 such that for any n > N we have
fC? gr(xs)dzy > % for any ¢ > 0. Therefore, using (6.16) again, for any € > 0 there
exists V. such that, for every n > NV N, and any t > 1,

[[k[[ oo f@gl gi(xy)day
inf (g, 0, 1)ecpxcp fctn gi(zy)dzy

(6.18) < —

f@gl gi(w¢)dzy

0f (2, 2, yeorxor | ke(@e|zi—1)

< 2[k][ 0o+

Then, by an induction argument, if 7o(CF) < 5= then m(CP) < 15-- To see this,
simply combine (6.17) and (6.18) to obtain

(CP) < c X ! < c X ! < _°

T = )

P S 042 T 1-ma(Cpy) T (U 4e? T 15 T 1+4e

which completes the proof. a

The following statement brings together the results of this Section.

THEOREM 6.8. Let S be a model in R, let " = {C}'} be constructed as in Section
4.2 and let SS™ be the sequence of approximate models, with operators Q):"g. If (6.16)
holds, then for any constant € > 0 (independent of t) there is some ne < oo such that,
Jor everyn >mne,

(i) sup;>q Dtv(q);’g(ﬂb)a ®y0(m0)) < € and

(i) the operator i):'g is stable.

Proof. Lemma 6.7 ensures that inf;>q 7 (C}") > 1—¢ for sufficiently large n. Then,

Theorem 6.6 entails stability and Theorem 6.4 guarantees that the approximation
errors are uniformly bounded over time. a

7. Conclusions. We have investigated a general scheme for the stable
approximation of optimal filters generated by state space Markov models. The
approximate filters are obtained by truncating the original potential functions. The
construction enables us to investigate topological properties of families of optimal
filters. In particular, we introduce a natural topology on the set of state space models
within which the class of stable state space models form a dense set. We also show,
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by way of an example, that the class of models contains unstable filters and illustrate
in detail how the proposed technique can be put to work in order to obtain stable
approximations of these unstable filters. This is, to the best of our knowledge, the
first result regarding the topology of optimal filters. In the last part of the paper
we investigate further approximate filters that involve not only the truncation of the
original potentials, but also the modification of the corresponding Markov kernels.
For such filters we investigate their stability as well as their uniform convergence over
time to the original filter.

Appendix A. Proof of Proposition 5.1.
We apply a straightforward induction argument. At time ¢ = 0 it is
straightforward to verify that

_ o+ —
To = go,m)”o + go,m)”o )

by simple inspection of Egs. (5.5) and (5.6). Let us now assume that, at time t—1 > 0,
the optimal filter can be decomposed as

(A1) M1 = g:r—l,m”;r—l 0 -1
where 77 | = fI)t_1|0(ﬂ'5r) and 7,y = ®;_y)o(my ). Then,

(f, Wt) _ (fgtu Htﬂt—l)

(9t7 /Wthl)
o+ (fgta’{tﬂ-;il) — (fgtv'%tﬂ-tifl)
(A2) - Et—l o t—1,m0
O (gt k1) 0 (gt KtTe—1)
v (g mersy) P remy) 0 (g memy) (Fge Remy)
(A'?)) = Et—l,ﬂ'o + t—1,mo — ’
(9t Keme—1) (Qt,ﬁtﬂt—ﬂ (9t Keme—1) (gt,ﬁtﬂt_l)

where (A.2) is a consequence of (A.1). Egs. (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9) follow readily from
(A.3) if we simply note that

=@ a0(ng), T =P p0(my), me—1 = Py_qj0(m0)

and @(a) = {15, O

Appendix B. Proof of Proposition 5.2.

Choose 7y with no atoms at the origin and with support only on the positive
half-line [0, 00), then choose Ty with no atoms at the origin and support only on the
negative half-line (—00,0). Since the sequence of states X; never changes sign, it is
apparent that m = @ o(7) = Pyo(m0) = m¢ and m; = Dy0(7 ) = Pypo(70) = 7,
hence 7; has support only on the positive half-line [0, 00) and 7; has support only on
the negative half-line (—oo,0) (and no atoms at the origin). Hence, the two measures
are singular, i.e., lim;_, o Dy, (7, m) = 1 and, therefore, P(A4,,) = 1.

The operator ®; is still unstable even if we adopt the definition of weak stability
(see Section 2.5). To see that also in this case P(A,) > 0, choose my absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure (with full support) such that
m0((0,00) > & > mo((—00,0)). For example, choose my = N(1,1), i.e., a normal
distribution with mean 1 and variance 1.

Next, choose 7y to be the measure symmetric to my with respect to the origin,
ie., m(S) = mo(—S) for any Borel set S, where —S := {z € R : —x € S}. For
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example, if mg = N (1,1) then 7y = N (—1,1). Since both the state equation and the
observation equation are symmetric w.r.t. the origin, it follows that 7,(S) = m(—S5)
for any Borel set S. Let us denote by p; and p; the pdf of m; and 7, respectively,
w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure. Then pi(x) = p;(—=x) for all z € R.

If ®, is weakly stable then we have lim; oo Dy (7, 7)) = 0. This implies, in
particular, that

0= Jim 7 ((0.50)) = 7 ((0.0)) = Jim 7 ((~00.0)) = m ((0.2)).

hence 1 — 21imy—,o0 m¢ ((0,00)) = 0 and, as a consequence, lim;_, 7 ((0,00)) = 3.
Instead of choosing an arbitrary but fixed sequence of observations {Y; = y; }¢>1,

let us now assume that the observations are r.v.’s and P(A4,) = 0, ie., ®)
is weakly stable a.s. Then, lim; Dtv(ﬁzﬁi‘,wtylzt) = 0 a.s. and, therefore,
limy 00 7, 2 ((0, 00)) = 1 a.s. By the bounded convergence theorem, we deduce that

5 = Jim E [ ((0,00))] = lim E[P(X, € (0,00)[G0)] = Jim B(X, € (0,00)),
where G; is the o-algebra generated by Yi.;. However, the Markov kernel of the
process X; does not transfer mass from the positive half-line to the negative half-line
and viceversa. More precisely, if Xo(w) > 0 then X;(w) > 0 and, similarly, Xo(w) <0
implies X;(w) < 0. If follows that P(X; > 0) = P(Xo > 0) and, if P(Xo > 0) > 1
(e.g., for mg = N(1,1)) then P(X; > 0) > £ for every t > 0 (and it cannot converge
to 4). This is a contradiction, hence necessarily P(4,) > 0. O

Appendix C. Proof of Lemma 6.2. ~
We proceed with an induction argument. At time ¢t = 1 we have £ 1= R{mg =
k1mo = & and Eq. (6.3) holds. Moreover, for any integrable f : X — R we have

(]]-Clglagl) > (]]-leglugl)

(Lo fym) = (91,61) (}10191@1)
(C.1) =m(C1) x Uoi.tD) _ ™1 (C1)(f, 71),
(95, €9)

where the first identity in (C.1) follows from the definition gf = g:1¢, and the fact
that £ = &1. The last equality is straightforward and completes the proof for ¢t = 1.
For the induction step, let us assume that

(C.2) (Lo, o fymi—1) = (f, Ti—1)me-1(Ce-1)

for any integrable f : X — R. We evaluate the difference (1¢, f,&:) — (1c, f, £°) first.
We recall that § = xyme—1 and §f = Rims_,, hence,

(]]-thu gt) - (]]-Cnfv g:) = ((]]'th7 lit)ﬂrt—l) - ((]]'th7 R§)7ﬁ-1‘€:—1)
= ((Le, fom)le, o m—1) + ((lctf, Ht)]lét,l,ﬂtfl)
(C.3) —m-1(Cem1) (Lo fr60), 75 1) = (e, frpe), 1) s

where the last equality is obtained by substituting &$ = 71 (Cy—_1)k: + p:. However,
((]lctf, pt),ﬁf_l) = (1¢, f, pt), hence (C.3) becomes

(Lous6) = (1o, ,€) = (Lo fomi) Lo, smer) + (Lo f k) le, o7 )
(C.4) —71(Ce—1) (Lo, frke), 75 1) — (L, £ pr).-
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Let us now compare the first and third terms in Eq. (C.4). If we define the
function fy(z) := [1¢,(2')f(2')ki(d2’|z) then it is straightforward to see that the
first term on the r.h.s. of (C.4) can be rewritten as

(05) ((]]-th7 K/t)]]-ct,17ﬂ—t—l) = (]]-thlfhﬂ-t—l%

and we obtain the same expression for the third term, namely,

(C.6) m-1(Cim1) (Lo, foke), 75 _y) = m1(Coa) (F, 75 _) = (Le,_,fro 1)),

where the second equality follows from the induction hypothesis (C.2).
We are now left with the comparison of the second and fourth terms in (C.3). For
the second term, it is straightforward to see that

(1) ((eforle,om) = (e, fi o),

while from the definition of p:(dz) in Eq. (6.2) and f; above we obtain an identical
expression for the fourth term, i.e.,

(C.8) (e, fope) = (L, fi,mi-1).

If we substitute (C.§), (C.6), (C.7) and (C.8) into Eq. (C.4) we arrive at the equality
(]lctf, ft) = (]lctf, fg) in Eq. (6.3).

To conclude the proof, we repeat the argument of time ¢t = 1 for the filter m,
namely,

(1o, f9t,&t) _ (Lc,gt, &) » (L, fgi, &)
(9t5&t) (9t,&t) (Lc,9t,6t)

(£95.£7) c
C. = Tt Ct — = = Tt Ot s Ty
(C.9) (Ct) x (5. 25) (C)(f,77)

where (C.9) follows from (6.3) and the fact that gf = 1¢,g¢. O

(]]-thv Trt) =
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