arXiv:2304.12727v3 [math.NA] 14 Aug 2023

ON FORWARD-BACKWARD SDE APPROACHES TO CONTINUOUS-TIME MINIMUM VARIANCE ESTIMATION

JIN WON KIM AND SEBASTIAN REICH

Abstract. The work of Kalman and Bucy has established a duality between filtering and optimal estimation in the context of time-continuous linear systems. This duality has recently been extended to time-continuous nonlinear systems in terms of an optimization problem constrained by a backward stochastic partial differential equation. Here we revisit this problem from the perspective of appropriate forward-backward stochastic differential equations. This approach sheds new light on the estimation problem and provides a unifying perspective. It is also demonstrated that certain formulations of the estimation problem lead to deterministic formulations similar to the linear Gaussian case as originally investigated by Kalman and Bucy. Finally, optimal control of partially observed diffusion processes is discussed as an application of the proposed estimators.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we revisit the problem of estimation in the context of continuous time filtering problems [11, 1]. Our interest has been triggered by recent progress on the topic [14, 15, 16], which has extending the dual optimal control perspective for linear problems, as originally exposed by [12, 13, 11], to nonlinear filtering problems. The key idea is to consider an estimator in the form of

(1) S_T [f] = μ[Y_0] − ∫_T 0 U^T_t dZ_t,

where f(x) is the function which the conditional expectation value is to be estimated of. Furthermore, μ is the density of states at initial time t = 0 and Z_{0:T} is the observation path, which are both given. The function Y_0(x) and the control U_{0:T} are to be determined such that π_T [f] = S_T [f]. Here π_T denotes the filtering distribution at final time t = T . As proposed in the work of [14, 15, 16], the function Y_t(x), and the control U_t, t ∈ [0, T ], satisfy the backward stochastic partial differential equation (BSPDE)

(2) −dY_t = L^x Y_tdt − V^T_t dZ_t + (U_t + V_t)^Th dt, Y_T = f. The minimum variance property of the estimator is then expressed in terms of an appropriate cost function which determined the optimal U_{0:T} uniquely. Here L^x denotes the generator of the underlying signal process and h(x) is the forward map in the observation process.

We address the same estimation problem from the perspective of forward-backward stochastic differential equations (FBSDEs) instead [7]. Our approach allows for a unified perspective on the following four scenarios:

Date: October 11, 2023. 1

(i) estimating π_T [f] using an estimator of the form (1), (ii) estimating σ_T [f] using an estimator of the form (1), where σ_t denotes the nonnormalized filtering distribution satisfying the Zakai equation [11, 1], (iii) estimating π_T [f] using the innovation

(3) I_t = Z_t − ∫_t 0 π_s[h]ds in the estimator (1) instead of the observations Z_t, (iv) estimating σ_T [f] using the induced observation error

(4) W_t = Z_t − ∫_t 0 h(X_s)ds instead of the observations Z_t directly.

Our FBSDE approach allows for a transparent definition of minimum variance estimation in all four cases. It is found that (ii)-(iv) lead to deterministic backward Kolmogorov equations [20, 7] in the unknown Y_t(x) instead of the BSPDE formulation (2), which arises from (i). Furthermore, while (ii) and (iii) lead to the standard backward Kolmogorov equation, (iv) introduces an additional drift term in the spirit of Feynman–Kac formulations [7]. By strictly following a FBSDE approach, a numerical treatment also becomes feasible following established computational methods for FBSDEs [8]. This aspect will be explored in a future publication.

We emphasize that we assume throughout this paper that the observable f(x) is a deterministic function independent of the data Z_{0:T} . On the contrary, applications of estimators of the form (1) to the problem of filter stability have been discussed in [14, 17]. In this context, the terminal condition in (2) becomes data dependent and the analysis of the resulting FBSDEs becomes more involved. Such an extension is left to future work. Another possible extension concerns estimators for more general conditional expectation values such as

(5) V_T := ∫_T 0 π_t[c_t]dt + π_T [f]

with given functions c_t(x), t ∈ [0, T ], and f(x). In this paper, we briefly discuss an application of (5) in the context of optimal control of partially observed diffusion processes [3, 5].

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides the necessary background on time-continuous nonlinear filtering and introduces two sets of forward SDEs (FSDEs), which will be play an essential role in deriving the optimal estimators for scenarios (i)-(iv). The estimators for the conditional expectation values are discussed for all four scenarios separately in Section 3. Emphasis is put on a unified framework using appropriate FBSDEs. It is demonstrated that the FBSDE become equivalent to a backward Kolmogorov equation under scenarios (ii) and (iii). The FBSDE perspective also leads to novel formulations of the stochastic optimal estimation problem (i) while scenario (iv) results in a backward PDE formulation in the spirit of Feynman–Kac. Section 4 provides an application of (5) to problems from optimal control of partially observed diffusion processes [3, 5]. Our paper ends with some conclusions.

2. The continuous time filtering problem The joint measure over paths (X_{0:T} , Z_{0:T} ) in state variable x and observed variable z is determined by the FSDE dX_t = b(X_t)dt + σdB_t, X_0 ∼ μ,

(6a) dZ_t = h(X_t)dt + dW_t, Z_0 = 0,

(6b) for time t ∈ [0, T ]. Here (B_t, W_t) are independent Brownian motions. We denote the induced path measure by P and the expectation value of a function g(x, z) by E [g(X_t , Z_t)]. We are interested in the conditional path measure X_t|Z_{0:t} and denotes its density at time t, by π_t, t ∈ [0, T ] [11, 1]. Recall that the filtering distribution π_t satisfies the Kushner– Stratonovitch (KS) equation of nonlinear filtering [11, 1].

It is also well-known that the innovation process (3) behaves like Brownian motion independent of B_t under the path measure P and we introduce the FSDE dX_t = b(X_t)dt + σdB_t, X_0 ∼ μ,

(7a) dD_t = D_t (h(X_t) − π_t[h])^TdI_t, D_0 = 1,

(7b) which are driven by the independent Brownian processes (B_t, I_t). We denote the path measure induced by the FSDE (7) by P^∗ and its expectation operator by E^∗ . It holds that (8) π_t[f] = E^∗ [D_tf(X_t)|I_{0:t}]. We also introduce the shorthand notation (9) E^∗_I [g(X_t, D_t)] = E^∗ [g(X_t, D_t)|I_{0:t}], for any suitable function g(x, d).

The SDE (7b) is of mean-field type, which becomes more transparent when rewritten in the form (10) dD_t = D_t (h(X_t) − E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)])^TdI_t. Hence, alternatively, we consider the change of measure

(11) dP̃ dP (X_t) = D̃^{−1}_t , where (12) dD̃_t = D̃_t h(X_t)^TdZ_t, D̃_0 = 1.

We recall that this change of measure arises from an application of Girsanov’s theorem [20] and that Z_t behaves like Brownian motion independent of B_t under the new path measure P̃ [1]. We, hence, introduce a second pair of FSDEs dX_t = b(X_t)dt + σdB_t, X_0 ∼ μ,

(13a) dD̃_t = D̃_t h(X_t)^TdZ_t, D̃_0 = 1,

(13b) which are now driven by the independent Brownian processes (B_t, Z_t). The induced path measure is denoted by P̃^∗ and its associated expectation operator by Ẽ^∗ .

Furthermore, one can introduce the non-normalized filtering density σ_t, which satisfies (14) σ_t[f] = Ẽ^∗ [D̃_tf(X_t)|Z_{0:t}] for fixed observation process Z_{0:t}. Again we introduce the shorthand notation (15) Ẽ^∗_Z [g(X_t, D̃_t)] = Ẽ^∗ [g(X_t, D̃_t)|Z_{0:t}].

Recall that σ_t satisfies the Zakai equation of nonlinear filtering [11, 1] and that

(16) π_t[f] = σ_t[f] σ_t[1] .

3. FBSDE estimators for conditional expectation values We wish to construct estimators for the conditional expectation values π_T [f] and σ_T [f], respectively, of the following form:

S^σ_T [f] := Ỹ_0 − ∫_T 0 Ũ^T_t dZ_t, (17a)

S^π_T [f] := Y̆_0 − ∫_T 0 Ŭ^T_t dI_t, (17b)

Ŝ^π_T [f] := Ŷ_0 − ∫_T 0 Û^T_t dZ_t, (17c)

S̄^σ_T [f] := Ȳ_0 − ∫_T 0 Ū^T_t dW_t.

(17d)

The required random variables Ỹ_0, Y̆_0, Ŷ_0, Ȳ_t and controls Ũ_{0:T} , Ŭ_{0:T} , Û_{0:T} , Ū_t, respectively, are chosen such that Ẽ^∗_Z [S^σ_T [f]] = σ_T [f], (18a) E^∗_I [S^π_T [f]] = π_T [f],

(18b) E^∗_I [Ŝ^π_T [f]] = π_T [f],

(18c) Ẽ^∗_Z [S̄^σ_t [f]] = σ_T [f] (18d) for any suitable observable f(x).

We derive appropriate FBSDE formulations for each of the four estimators in the following subsections. See [7, 4] for an introduction to BSDEs and FBSDEs.

3.1. Observation-based estimator I. We start with the estimator (17a) and introduce the BSDE (19) dỸ_t = Q̃^T_t dB_t + Ṽ^T_t dZ_t, Ỹ_T = D̃_T f(X_T ), where (X_T , D̃_T ) is defined by the FSDE (13).

We note that Ẽ^∗_Z [( D̃_T f(X_T ) − S^σ_T [f]

)_2] = Ẽ^∗_Z [( D̃_T f(X_T ) − Ỹ_0 + ∫_T 0 Ũ^T_t dZ_t

)_2] (20a)

= Ẽ^∗_Z [(∫_T 0 Q̃^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (Ũ_t + Ṽ_t)^TdZ_t

)_2] (20b)

= Ẽ^∗_Z [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̃_t‖^2 + ‖Ũ_t + Ṽ_t‖^2 ) dt ] + M̃_T ,

(20c)

where M̃_T is a martingale term which vanishes under expectations with respect to observations Z_{0:T} . The desired control Ũ_{0:T} and its associated estimator (17a) are therefore chosen to minimize the cost functional

(21) J̃_T (Ũ_{0:T} ) := Ẽ^∗ [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̃_t‖^2 + ‖Ũ_t + Ṽ_t‖^2 ) dt ] . The cost functional (21) is minimized for

(22) Ũ_t = −Ṽ_t.

This control leads to an estimator (17a) of minimum variance as expressed by J̃_T . Furthermore, we immediately obtain from (19) and (17a) that the mean estimation error satisfies

(23) σ_T [f] − Ẽ^∗_Z [S^σ_T [f]] = Ẽ^∗_Z [∫_T 0 (Ũ_t + Ṽ_t)^TdZ_t ] . Using (22), this implies (18a) for the estimator (17a) as desired.

In order to gain a better insight into the solution structure of the FBSDEs (13) and (19) and to find an explicit explicit expression for the optimal control Ũ_{0:T} , we introduce the notations Ỹ^{t,x,d}_s , Ṽ^{t,x,d}_s , Q̃^{t,x,d}_s , and Ũ^{t,x,d}_s for solutions of the FBSDE considered over the restricted time interval s ∈ [t, T ] with initial condition X_t = x and D̃_t = d. Equation (19) now implies (24) Ỹ^{t,x,d}_t = Ẽ^∗ [ Ỹ^{t,x,d}_{t+τ} ]

for τ ∈ (0, T − t], where X^{t,x}_s denotes solutions of the forward SDE (13a) with X_t = x for s ≥ t and similarly for D̃^{t,x,d}_s . Here Ẽ^∗ denotes now expectation with respect to the Brownian noise B_{t:t+τ} in (13a) and the observations Z_{t:t+τ} in (13b) under the path measure P̃^∗ for fixed initial conditions X_t = x and D̃_t = d. In particular, we can set t + τ = T and use Ỹ^{t,x,d}_T = D̃^{t,x,d}_T f(X^{t,x}_T ). Furthermore, let us denote the generator of the FSDEs (13) by L̃, which acts on functions g(x, d), that is,

(25) L̃ g(x, d) = b(x)^T∇_xg(x, d) + σ^2 2 ∇^2_xg(x, d) + d^2 2 h(x)^Th(x) ∂^2_d g(x, d). Then, under appropriate smoothness assumptions, the deterministic function (26) ỹ_t(x, d) := Ỹ^{t,x,d}_t satisfies the backward Kolmogorov equation (27) −∂_tỹ_t(x, d) = L̃ ỹ_t(x, d), ỹ_T (x, d) = d f(x), since

dỹ_t(X_t, D̃_t) = (∂_tỹ_t(X_t, D̃_t) + L̃ỹ_t(X_t, D̃_t))dt

(28a) + σ∇_xỹ_t(X_t, D̃_t)dB_t + ∂_dỹ_t(X_t, D̃_t)D̃_th(X_t)^TdZ_t

(28b) = dỸ_t = Q̃^T_t dB_t + Ṽ^T_t dZ_t.

(28c) Hence one also obtains Q̃^{t,x,d}_t = σ∇_xỹ_t(x, d), (29a) Ṽ^{t,x,d}_t = d ∂_dỹ_t(x, d) h(x), (29b) and we can define the deterministic control function (30) ũ_t(x, d) := −d ∂_dỹ_t(x, d) h(x) and minimum variance control Ũ_t = ũ_t(X_t, D̃_t).

To simplify further, we make the ansatz ỹ_t(x, d) = d y_t(x) and find that this assumption implies (31) L̃ ỹ_t(x, d) = d L^x y_t(x), where L^x denotes the generator of (7a). Hence y_t(x) has to satisfy the backward Kolmogorov equation (32) −∂_ty_t(x) = L^xy_t(x), y_T (x) = f(x). Furthermore, (33) u_t(x, d) = −d y_t(x) h(x) and (17a) becomes

(34) S^σ_T [f] = y_0(X_0) + ∫_T 0 D̃_t y_t(X_t) h(X_t)^TdZ_t.

A closely related estimator can be found in [14] (Section 2.3.3), where it has been used to derive Zakai’s equation. The difference is that [14] considers directly the averaged estimator (40) not relying on a FBSDE formulation.

Furthermore, one can derive a BSDE representation for y_t(x) directly. Upon introducing Y_t such that Ỹ_t = D̃_tY_t and utilizing (13b), (6b), and (19), one obtains the BSDE (35) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t + V^T_t dW_t, Y_T = f(X_T ), along the FSDEs (6). Please be aware that (Q_t, V_t) are not the same as in the BSDE (19). In fact, since dỸ_t = D̃_tdY_t + Y_tD̃_th(X_t)^TdZ_t + D̃_th(X_t)^TV_tdt

(36a) = D̃_tQ^T_t dB_t + D̃_t (V_t + Y_th(X_t))^T dZ_t,

(36b) one finds that Q̃_t = D̃_tQ_t and Ṽ_t = D̃_tV_t + D̃_tY_th(X_t). Furthermore, since Y_t does not depend on Z_{t:T} , V_t ≡ 0 and we obtain (37) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t in line with the backward Kolmogorov equation (32). Let us summarize our findings in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. The estimator (17a) becomes unbiased for Ỹ_0 = Y_0 with Y_t, t ∈ [0, T ], defined by the FBSDEs dX_t = b(X_t)dt + σdB_t, X_0 ∼ μ,

(38a) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t, Y_T = f(X_T ).

(38b) The control Ũ_t, t ∈ [0, T ], is provided by (39) Ũ_t = −D̃_tY_th(X_t).

We end this section with a brief discussion related to the problem of filter stability. Let us introduce the abbreviation

(40) S^σ_T [f] := Ẽ^∗_Z [S^σ_T [f]] = μ[Y_0] − ∫_T 0 Ẽ^∗_Z [Ũ_t]dZ_t

The optimal choice Ũ_t = −Ṽ_t leads to

(41) Ỹ_T − S^σ_T [f] = Ỹ_0 − μ[Ỹ_0] + ∫_T 0 Q̃^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (Ṽ_t − Ẽ^∗_Z [Ṽ_t])dZ_t

from which we can recover (42) S^σ_T [f] = Ẽ^∗_Z [Ỹ_T ] = σ_T [f] (unbiasedness) as well as Ẽ^∗ [( Ỹ_T − σ_T [f]

)_2] = μ [( Ỹ_0 − μ[Ỹ_0]

)_2] (43a)

+ Ẽ^∗ [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̃_t‖^2 + ‖Ṽ_t − Ẽ^∗_Z [Ṽ_t]‖^2 ) dt ] (43b)

(variance propagation). The last identity gives rise to the differential equation

(44) d dt Ẽ^∗ [( Ỹ_t − σ_t[f]

)_2] = Ẽ^∗ [ ‖Q̃_t‖^2 + ‖Ṽ_t − Ẽ^∗_Z [Ṽ_t]‖^2 ]

and the variance of Ỹ_t is non-increasing as time goes backward from t = T to t = 0. The expression on the right hand side of (44) can be viewed as a (non-stationary) Dirichlet form and carré du champ operator [2], respectively, associated with the FSDE (13). Furthermore, under an assumed Poincaré-type inequality

(45) c Ẽ^∗ [( Ỹ_t − σ_t[f]

)_2] ≤ Ẽ^∗ [ ‖Q̃_t‖^2 + ‖Ṽ_t − Ẽ^∗_Z [Ṽ_t]‖^2 ] , c > 0, the decay becomes exponential. We note that (46) ‖Q̃_t‖^2 + ‖Ṽ_t − Ẽ^∗_Z [Ṽ_t]‖^2 = σ^2‖D̃_t∇_xy_t(X_t)‖^2 + ‖D̃_ty_t(X_t)h(X_t) − σ_t[y_th]‖^2, which provides an explicit expression for the decay of variance via (44). It would be of interest to relate these considerations to the problem of filter stability. See the closely related work [17]. An obvious observation is that an exponential decay in the variance of Y_t implies an exponential decay of variance in Ỹ_t.

3.2. Innovation-based estimator. We now turn to the estimator (17b). The required BSDE for Y̆_t is given by (47) dY̆_t = Q̆^T_t dB_t + V̆^T_t dI_t, Y̆_T = D_T f(X_T ), along solutions of the FSDE (7). We note again that E^∗_I [ (D_T f(X_T ) − S^π_T [f])^2 ] = E^∗_I [( D_T f(X_T ) − Y̆_0 + ∫_T 0 Ŭ^T_t dI_t

)_2] (48a)

= E^∗_I [(∫_T 0 Q̆^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (Ŭ_t + V̆_t)^TdI_t

)_2] (48b)

= E^∗_I [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̆_t‖^2 + ‖Ŭ_t + V̆_t‖^2 ) dt ] + M̆_T ,

(48c)

where M̆_T is a martingale term which vanishes under expectation with respect to I_{0:T} . The control Ŭ_t in (17b) is chosen to minimize the cost functional

(49) J_T (Ŭ_{0:T} ) := E^∗ [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̆_t‖^2 + ‖Ŭ_t + V̆_t‖^2 ) dt ] , which is again minimized by Ŭ_t = −V̆_t and the associated estimator (17b) is of minimum variance.

The time-dependent generator L_t associated with the FSDE (7) is provided by

(50) L_t g = b^T∇_xg + σ^2 2 ∇^2_xg + d^2 2 ‖h − π_t[h]‖^2 ∂^2_d g. Let the function y̆_t(x, d) satisfy the associated BSPDE

(51) −d_ty̆_t = L_ty̆_t dt − V̆^T_t dI_t, y̆_T (x, d) = d f(x),

where the V̆_t term is needed to make y̆_t(x, d) adapted to the forward process. However, as shown below, ∂^2_dy̆_t = 0 and we may conclude that V̆_t ≡ 0. Then Itô’s formula implies dy̆_t(X_t, D_t) = (d_ty̆_t(X_t, D_t) + L_ty̆_t(X_t, D_t)dt)

(52a) + σ∇_xy̆_t(X_t, D_t)dB_t + D_t∂_dy̆_t(X_t, D_t)(h(X_t) − π_t[h])^TdI_t

(52b) = Q̆^T_t dB_t + V̆^T_t dI_t = dY̆_t.

(52c) Hence, we find that q̆_t(x, d) = σ∇_xy̆_t(x, d) as well as (53) v̆_t(x, d) = d ∂_dy̆_t(x, d) (h(x) − π_t[h]).

Again, we make the ansatz y̆_t(x, d) = d y_t(x) and find that y_t(x) has to satisfy the previously stated backward Kolmogorov equation (32). Therefore, we also find that

Q̆_t = q̆_t(X_t, D_t) with q̆_t(x, d) := d σ ∇_xy_t(x) as well as V̆_t = v̆_t(X_t, D_t) with v̆_t(x, d) = d v_t(x) where (54) v_t(x) = y_t(x) (h(x) − π_t[h]). The optimal control is given by (55) Ŭ_t = −D_t y_t(X_t) (h(X_t) − E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)]) and (17b) becomes

(56) S^π_T [f] = y_0(X_0) + ∫_T 0 D_t y_t(X_t) (h(X_t) − E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)])^TdI_t.

Alternatively, using the ansatz Y̆_t = D_tY_t, one can reformulate the BSDE (47) as a BSDE (35) along the FSDE (6) in the new variable Y_t. The two BSDEs are now related via Q̆_t = D_tQ_t as well as (57) V̆_t = D_tV_t + D_tY_t (h(X_t) − E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)]) and one finds again that V_t ≡ 0. Hence the BSDE (35) reduces to (37), which corresponds to the backward Kolmogorov equation (32). Let us summarize our findings in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. The estimator (17b) becomes unbiased for Y̆_0 = Y_0 with Y_t, t ∈ [0, T ], defined by the FBSDEs (38) and the control Ŭ_t, t ∈ [0, T ], is provided by (58) Ŭ_t = −D_tY_t(h(X_t) − E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)]).

The considerations on filter stability, as put forward in Section 3.1, extend naturally to the innovation-based estimator (17b). In particular, (44) becomes d dt E^∗ [( Y̆_t − π_t[f]

)_2] (59a) = E^∗ [ σ^2‖D_t∇_xy_t(X_t)‖^2 + ‖D_ty_t(X_t)(h(X_t) − π_t[h]) − π_t[y_t(h − π_t[h])]‖^2 ] (59b) with Y̆_t = D_t y_t(X_t) and an appropriate Poincaré inequality would again establish an exponential decay of variance.

Example 3.1. The linear-Gaussian case is a special case of the model (6) where b(x) = A^Tx, h(x) = H^Tx for some A ∈ ℜ^{n×n} and H ∈ ℜ^{n×m}, and μ is Gaussian with mean m_0 and covariance matrix Σ_0. Fix f̄ ∈ ℜ^n and consider a linear function f(x) = f̄^Tx. In this case, the solution to the backward Kolmogorov equation is also a linear function y_t(x) = ȳ^T_t x with (60) − dȳ_t dt = Aȳ_t, ȳ_T = f̄. Upon introducing the filtered state covariance matrix (61) Σ_t := E^∗_I [D_tX_tX^T_t ] − E^∗_I [D_tX_t] E^∗_I [D_tX_t]^T, the optimal control (55) takes the form (62) E^∗_I [U_t] = −H^TΣ_tȳ_t and the estimator (56) becomes S^π_T [f] := E^∗_I [S^π_T [f]]

(63a) = ȳ^T_0 m_0 + ∫_T 0 ȳ^T_t Σ_tHdI_t

(63b) = f̄^Te^{T AT} m_0 + ∫_T 0 f̄^Te^{(T −t)AT} Σ_tHdI_t (63c) Define the filtered mean (64) m_t := e^{tAT} m_0 + ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)AT} Σ_sHdI_s, and observe that S^π_T [f] = f̄^Tm_T . The Kalman–Bucy filter is obtained by differentiate (64) with respect to t:

(65) dm_t = A^Tm_tdt + Σ_tHdI_t.

Please note that, contrary to (60), the BSPDE formulations (2) leads to the controlled backward Kolmogorov equation (66) − dȳ_t dt = Aȳ_t + Hū_t, ȳ_T = f̄ instead [16]. We explore this connection further in the following subsection. □ 3.3. Observation-based estimator II. We now state a BSDE required to define the estimator (17c). The key observation is again that the backward process Ŷ_t is chosen such that (67) D_T f(X_T ) − Ŝ^π_T [f] = Ŷ_T − Ŷ_0 + ∫_T 0 Û^T_t dZ_t

becomes independent of the innovation process I_{0:T} under an optimal choice of the control Û_{0:T} . These considerations lead immediately to the BSDE (68) dŶ_t = Q̂^T_t dB_t + V̂^T_t dI_t − Û^T_t E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)]dt, Ŷ_T = D_T f(X_T ), along the FSDE (7) since then (69) D_T f(X_T ) − Ŝ^π_T [f] = ∫_T 0 Q̂^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (Û_t + V̂_t)^TdI_t

and the desired control is provided by Û_t = −V̂_t. The same conclusion can be drawn from the associated cost function (70) Ĵ_T (Û_{0:T} ) := E^∗ [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̂_t‖^2 + ‖Û_t + V̂_t‖^2 ) dt ] , which arises from E^∗_I [( D_T f(X_T ) − Ŝ^π_T [f]

)_2] = E^∗_I [( D_T f(X_T ) − Y_0 + ∫_T 0 Û^T_t dI_t

)_2] (71a)

= E^∗_I [(∫_T 0 Q̂^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (Û_t + V̂_t)^TdI_t

)_2] (71b)

= E^∗_I [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̂_t‖^2 + ‖Û_t + V̂_t‖^2 ) dt ] + M̂_T (71c)

and we have again demonstrated the minimum variance property of the estimator (17c) up to the martingale term M̂_T .

However, contrary to the previous two estimators, the BSDE (68) does no longer lead to a standard backward Kolmogorov-type PDE. This is due to the appearance of the

(72) Û^T_t E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)] = −V̂^T_t E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)]

drift term in (68). Let us summarize our findings in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. The estimator (17c) becomes unbiased for Ŷ_0 defined by the FBSDEs

dX_t = b(X_t)dt + σdB_t, X_0 ∼ μ,

(73a) dD_t = D_t (h(X_t) − E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)])^TdI_t, D_0 = 1,

(73b) dŶ_t = Q̂^T_t dB_t + V̂^T_t (dI_t + E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)]dt), Ŷ_T = D_T f(X_T ).

(73c)

The control Û_t, t ∈ [0, T ], is provided by Û_t = −V̂_t.

Let us again discuss some implications of the proposed estimator and introduce the abbreviation

(74) Ŝ^π_T [f] := E^∗_I [Ŝ^π_T [f]] = μ[Ŷ_0] − ∫_T 0 E^∗_I [Û_t]^TdZ_t,

which implies

Ŷ_T − Ŝ^π_T [f] = Ŷ_0 − μ[Ŷ_0] + ∫_T 0 Q̂^T_t dB_t (75a) + ∫_T 0 (V̂_t + E^∗_I [Û_t])^TdI_t + ∫_T 0 (Û_t − E^∗_I [Û_t])^Tπ_t[h]dt

(75b)

The choice Û_t = −V̂_t leads to

(76) Ŝ^π_T [f] = E^∗_I [Ŷ_T ] = π_T [f] as well as E^∗ [( Ŷ_T − Ŝ^π_T [f]

)_2] = μ [( Ŷ_0 − μ[Ŷ_0]

)_2] (77a)

+ E^∗ [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q̂_t‖^2 + ‖V̂_t − E^∗_I [V̂_t]‖^2 ) dt ] (77b)

+ E^∗ [(∫_T 0 (V̂_t − E^∗_I [V̂_t])^Tπ_t[h]dt

)_2] . (77c)

Furthermore, if one applies the averaged control (78) Û_t = −E^∗_I [V̂_t] in the BSDE (68) directly, then (75) turns into

(79) Ŷ_T − Ŝ^π_T [f] = Ŷ_0 − μ[Ŷ_0] + ∫_T 0 Q̂^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (V̂_t − E^∗_I [V̂_t])^TdI_t.

Hence the integral term (77c) vanishes and the resulting (77) reveals the more common minimum variance/optimal control aspect of the averaged control (78). We also note that the resulting estimator (17c) remains unbiased under the averaged control (78).

Let us finally connect the discussion so far to the work of [14, 16], which is based on the estimator (1) and the BSPDE (2). We note that Z_t is not Brownian motion with respect to the path measure P generated by the FSDEs (6a)-(6b). Hence we first reformulate (2) into the BSDE (80) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t + V^T_t dW_t − U^T_t h(X_t) dt, Y_T = f(X_T ). along the FSDE (6). In a next step, we obtain

(81) Y_T − S_T = Y_0 − μ[Y_0] + ∫_T 0 Q^T_t dB_t + ∫_T 0 (V_t + U_t)^TdW_t and (82) E [ (Y_T − S_T )^2 ] = E [ (Y_0 − μ[Y_0])^2 ] + E [∫_T 0 ( ‖Q_t‖^2 + ‖V_t + U_t‖^2 ) dt ] . Please note that the optimal control is not provided by U_t = −E[V_t |Z_{0:t}]. In fact, we introduce (83) Y̌_t := D_tY_t and, using (7) and (80), obtain the BSDE (84) dY̌_t = Q̌^T_t dB_t + V̌^T_t dI_t − D_t U^T_t h(X_t)dt, Y̌_T = D_T f(X_T ), with V̌_t and Q̌_t satisfying (85) V̌_t = D_t {V_t + Y_t(h(X_t) − π_t[h])} and Q̌_t = D_tQ_t, respectively. Note that the BSDE (84) implies

(86) π_T [f] = μ[Y̌_0] + ∫_T 0 E^∗_I [V̌_t]^TdI_t − ∫_T 0 U^T_t π_t[h]dt and we can characterize the dependence of the estimation error on U_t:

(87) S_T − π_T [f] = − ∫_T 0 ( U_t + E^∗_I [ˇ V_t ])_T dI_t. The error becomes zero (unbiased estimator) for (88) U_t = −E^∗_I [V̌_t] = −E^∗_I [D_tV_t + D_tY_t(h(X_t) − π_t[h])], which also provides the minimizer of (82) (minimum variance estimator) in agreement with the results from [16].

Please also compare the BSDE formulations (68) to the BSDE formulation (84), which are both along the FSDE (7). In particular, Q̂_t corresponds formally to Q̌_t and V̂_t to V̌_t, respectively. There remains a difference in the use of either Û^T_t E^∗_I [D_th(X_t)] or U^T_t (D_th(X_t)), respectively, as the additional drift term. However, since the representation of an unbiased estimator is unique (Proposition 2.31 in [1]), the resulting estimators are equivalent, that is, Ŝ^π_T [f] = S_T [f].

Example 3.2. In the linear Gaussian case, V_t ≡ 0 in (80) and the BSDE gives rise to the controlled backward Kolmogorov equation (66). Furthermore, the control (88) reduces to (89) ū_t = −H^TΣ_tȳ_t, where ȳ_t now satisfies the closed loop backward equation (90) − dȳ_t dt = Aȳ_t − HH^TΣ_tȳ_t, ȳ_T = f̄ in line with the dual optimal control perspective of [12, 13, 14]. □ 3.4. Observation error based estimator. We finally discuss the rather unconventional estimator (17d) with the observation error defined by (4). We again employ the FSDE (13) and introduce the associated BSDE (91) dȲ_t = Q̄^T_t dB_t + V̄^T_t dZ_t + Ū^T_t h(X_t)dt, Ȳ_T = D̃_T f(X_T ). Hence (92) Ȳ_T − S̄^σ_T [f] = ∫_T 0 Q̄^T_t dB + ∫_T 0 (V̄_t + Ū_t)^TdZ_t from which we conclude that (93) Ẽ^∗_Z [S̄^σ_T [f]] = Ẽ^∗_Z [Ȳ_T ] = σ_T [f] provided that Ū_t = −V̄_t.

Let us introduce a second BSDE for Y_t defined by Ȳ_t = D̃_tY_t. The BSDE is given by (94) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t + V^T_t dW_t + U^T_t h(X_t)dt, Y_T = f(X_T ), and the following identities hold:

(95) Q̄_t = D̃_tQ_t, V̄_t = D̃_t(V_t + Y_th(X_t)), Ū_t = D̃_tU_t. Using the optimal control Ū_t = −V̄_t, we obtain the closed FBSDE system consisting of the FSDE (6) and the BSDE (96) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t + V^T_t dW_t − (V_t + Y_th(X_t))^Th(X_t)dt, Y_T = f(X_T ).

It holds that V_t ≡ 0 and one obtains the Feynman-Kac type BSDE [20, 7] (97) dY_t = Q^T_t dB_t − Y_th(X_t)^Th(X_t)dt, Y_T = f(X_T ) along the FSDE (6a) with associated backward PDE (98) −∂_ty_t = L^xy_t − ‖h‖^2y_t, y_T = f. Let us summarize our findings in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4. The estimator (17d) becomes unbiased for Ȳ_0 defined by Ȳ_0 = y_0(X_0), where y_t satisfies the backward PDE (98) and the control Ū_t, t ∈ [0, T ], is provided by (99) Ū_t = −D̃_ty_t(X_t)h(X_t).

4. Application: Optimal control of partially observed diffusion In this section, we discuss an application of the estimator (17b) to partially observed stochastic optimal control problems [3, 5]. More specifically, consider the controlled diffusion process (100) dX_t = b(X_t, α_t)dt + σdB_t subject to minimising the cost function

(101) V_T (α_{0:T} ) = E [∫_T 0 c_t(X_t, α_t)dt + f(X_T ) ]

for given c_t(x, α) over all admissible controls α_{0:T} . Since we wish to condition the control on the available data, we introduce the separated cost function

(102) V_T (α_{0:T} |I_{0:T} ) = E^∗_I [∫_T 0 D_tc_t(X_t, α_t)dt + D_T f(X_T ) ] . Note that (102) corresponds to the conditional expectation value (5) for fixed control. Example 4.1. A standard example is provided by adding an additive control, that is, (103) b(x, α) = b̃(x) + Gα, where G denotes an appropriate matrix and b̃ a control independent drift, and applying a quadratic cost function c_t(x, α) =^1_2 ‖α‖^2. □ Upon extending the techniques developed in Section 3.2, we construct an estimator of the form (104) V_T (α_{0:T} |I_{0:T} ) = μ[Y̆_0] + ∫_T 0 E^∗_I [V̆_t]^TdI_t,

where (Y̆_t, V̆_t) satisfy an appropriate generalization of the BSDE (47), that is, (105) dY̆_t = Q̆^T_t dB_t + V̆^T_t dI_t − D_tc_t(X_t, α_t)dt, Y̆_T = D_T f(X_T ), along the FSDE (7) with the drift term in (7a) now being given by b(X_t, α_t). Note that μ[Y̆_0] = V_T (α_{0:T} ).

Following the weak formulation of stochastic optimal control [4, 7], we introduce

(106) B̄_t = B_t + σ^{−1} ∫_t 0 b(X_s, α_s)ds and recall that B̄_t is Brownian motion under a modified probability measure P̄^∗ according to Girsanov’s theorem [20]. Hence the FSDEs (7a)-(7b) become

dX̄_t = σdB̄_t, X̄_0 ∼ μ,

(107a)

dD̄_t = D̄_t (h(X̄_t) − π_t[h])^TdI_t + σ^{−1}D̄_t b(X̄_t, α_t)^TdB̄_t, D̄_0 = 1.

(107b)

The associated BSDE is provide by

(108) dȲ_t = Q̄^T_t dB̄_t + V̄^T_t dI_t − D̄_tc_t(X̄_t, α_t)dt, Ȳ_T = D̄_T f(X̄_T ).

In order to find the desired optimal control, we make the ansatz Ȳ_t = D̄_tY_t, which turns the BSDE (108) into the BSDE

(109) dY_t = Q^T_t dB̄_t + V^T_t dW_t − { c_t(X̄_t, α_t) + σ^{−1}Q^T_t b(X̄_t, α_t) } dt, Y_T = f(X̄_T ),

along the FSDEs (107a) and

dD̄_t = D̄_t { (h(X̄_t) − π_t[h])^TdW_t + ‖h(X̄_t) − π_t[h]||^2dt + σ^{−1}b(X̄_t, α_t)^TdB̄_t } . (110)

Compare the previously derived BSDE (35) and the discussion from Section 3.2. Recall that μ[Y̆_0] = μ[Ȳ_0] = μ[Y_0], Q̄_t = D̄_tQ_t, and V̄_t = D̄_t(V_t + Y_t(h(X_t) − π_t[h]).

Let us now consider the case of optimal Markov policies/state controls of the form α_t = a_t(X̄_t) for suitable functions a_t(x). Upon applying the comparison theorem [7] to (109) and using the fact that X̄_t is independent of the chosen control, we obtain

(111) α_t = arg min_α { c_t(X̄_t, α) + σ^{−1}Q^T_t b(X̄_t, α) } . Example 4.2. Following the setting from Example 4.1, we obtain the optimal control

(112) α_t = −σ^{−1}G^TQ_t.

The final step is to determine Q_t as a function of X̄_t. □

We note that the optimal α_t does not depend on D̄_t and, hence, V_t ≡ 0 in (109) implying that the FSDE (110) can be dropped when considering the BSDE (109). Hence, the desired state control is of the form α_t = a_t(X̄_t) with a_t(x) an appropriate deterministic function defined in terms of Q_t = σ∇_xy_t(X̄_t), where y_t(x) satisfies the well-known Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation [5, 3, 7]

(113) −∂_ty_t(x) = L^{x,αt} y_t(x) + c_t(x, a_t(x)), y_T (x) = f(x).

Here L^{x,αt} denotes now the generator of the SDE (100) with feedback control α_t = a_t(x). It holds that μ[Y_0] = μ[y_0].

Lemma 4.1. The optimal state control law, which yields the optimal (102) along given data Z_{0:T} , is provided by

(114) a_t(x) = arg min_α { c_t(x, α) + (∇_xy_t(x))^Tb(x, α) } , where y_t(x) satisfies the HJB equation (113).

In other words, the stochastic optimal control problem with cost (101) has been reduced to a data-independent PDE/FBSDE formulation discussed in detail in [7]. Once the optimal state control α_t = a_t(X_t) has been found, it can be used in (100) and the associated filtering problem can be solved using, for example, the feedback particle filter

[24, 6, 21]. In summary, it has been demonstrated that the problem of finding the optimal data-dependent state control is separable [23].

We emphasize that the optimal state control problem discussed so far is different from the one usually considered for partially observed Markov processes where the control α_t should depend on the previously observed data Z_{0:t} only [5, 3]. Following the certainty equivalence principle [22, 23], a data-dependent control is provided by (115) α_t = π_t[a_t], where a_t(x) is given by the optimal state-dependent control (114). The thus defined control is optimal for linear Gaussian processes [22, 3].

More generally, optimality requires to replace (111) by a direct minimization of (104) over all admissible controls α_{0:T} . It is then to be expected that V_t ≠ 0 in the BSDE (109), in general, and the backward PDE (113) gets replaced by the BSPDE (116) −dY_t = L^{x,αt} Y_tdt + c_t(·, α_t)dt − V^T_t dW_t, Y_T = f. This SPDE formulation leads to a dual optimal control problem [23] with the forward SPDE provided by the KS equation (117) dπ_t = (L^{x,αt} )^†π_tdt + π_t(h − π_t[h])^TdI_t [11, 1]. Here (L^{x,αt} )^† denotes the adjoint of L^{x,αt} . Upon calculating dπ_t[Y_t], it is easy to verify that

(118) V_T (α_{0:T} |I_{0:T} ) = μ[Y_0] + ∫_T 0 π_t [V_t + Y_t(h − π_t[h])]^T dI_t,

which corresponds to (104). See Eq. 8.2.40 in [3] for a related BSPDE formulation associated with Zakai’s evolution equation for the unnormalized filtering distribution σ_t. Lemma 4.2. The control in the KS equation (117) and the BSPDE (116) has to satisfy (119) α_t = arg min_α π_t [L^{x,α}Y_t + c_t(·, α)]

in order to minimize V_T (α_{0:T} ) = μ[Y_0].

Proof. See Theorem 8.2.1. in [3] for the related optimality criterion in terms of Zakai’s equation and its adjoint BSPDE formulation. A formal argument can be stated as follows. Let α^{(0)}_{0:T} denote some control and π^{(0)}_{0:T} , Y^{(0)}_{0:T} the associated solutions of the KS equation (117) and the BSPDE (116), respectively. Assume that the control does not satisfy (119). Then determine a new Y^{(1)}_{0:T} by solving (116) subject to a new control law α^{(1)}_{0:T} determined by (119) with π_{0:T} = π^{(0)}_{0:T} . It holds by the comparison theorem that μ[Y^{(1)}_0 ] < μ[Y^{(0)}_0 ]. Next determine π^{(1)}_{0:T} by solving (117) with the new control law α^{(1)}_{0:T} . This procedure is to be repeated until a control α^∗_{0:T} has been found which cannot be improved upon further. □ Example 4.3. Let us return to Example 4.1. The optimal control satisfies (120) α_t = −G^Tπ_t[∇_xY_t].

The function Y_{0:T} and the filtering distribution π_{0:T} have to be determined self consistently using the BSPDE (118) and the KS equation (117), respectively.

The SPDE pair (117) and (116) can be replaced by the FSDEs (107a) and (110) together with the BSDE (109). The optimility condition (119) turns then into

(121) α_t = arg min_α Ē^∗_I {¯ D_tc_t(X̄_t, α) + σ^{−1}D̄_tQ^T_t b(X̄_t, α) ] . In other words, the derivations of state- and data-dependent optimal controls differ only in the choice of the minimizing control, that is, by obeying either (111) or (121) along the same set of FBSDEs. It will be of interest to explore numerical approximations along the lines of [8, 9, 10].

Remark 4.1. We close this section by highlighting a link to the observation-based estimator (1) and its derivation in Section 3.3. Let us formally introduce the following partially observed stochastic control problem. We set b(x, α) = b(x) in (100) and introduce the running cost

(122) c_t(x, α) = h(x)^Tα.

Hence the cost functional (102) becomes

(123) V_T (α_{0:T} |I_{0:T} ) = E^∗_I [∫_T 0 D_th(X_t)α_tdt + D_T f(X_T ) ]

and its estimator is given by (104) and (118), respectively. Then (118) and (123) together imply

(124) π_T [f] = μ[Y_0] − ∫_T 0 π_t[h]^Tα_tdt + ∫_T 0 π_t [V_t + Y_t(h − π_t[h])]^T dI_t.

The definition (3) of the innovation process dictates that the estimator (1) corresponds to the choice

(125) U_t = α_t = −π_t [V_t + Y_t(h − π_t[h])] .

However, please be aware that α_{0:T} = U_{0:T} is not a minimizer of the cost functional (123) [15].

5. Conclusions

Building on the previous work [14, 15, 16] on optimal estimation for nonlinear filtering problems, we tackled the problem in this paper from a FBSDE approach, as also widely used in the context of optimal control problems [7]. Our approach sheds new light on the underlying structure of minimum variance estimation by carefully selecting the set of FBSDEs. In particular, we have strictly followed the classical FBSDE framework by only allowing for Brownian noise in the FBSDE formulations. We have also demonstrated that the two estimation formulations for σ_T [f] lead, in fact, to a deterministic control law. This fact had been previously utilized in [14] in the context of scenario (ii) for deriving Zakai’s equation; but its full implications only emerge in the context minimum variance estimation, its extension to the estimation of π_T [f], and applications to stochastic optimal control. A further application could include the study of filter stability using (98).

It will also be of interest to explore numerical approximations of the proposed estimators and control laws based, for example, on [8, 9, 10] and their relation to mean-field filtering equations [24, 6, 21]. Finally, the semi-group approach to partially observed optimal control problems, as discussed in [19], allows one to avoid the BSPDE formulations (109) and (2), respectively. The arising (deterministic) HJB equation on a Hilbert space opens the door to alternative numerical approaches worth investigating. See, for example, [18].

Acknowledgment. This work has been funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) - Project-ID 318763901 - SFB1294. The authors thank Prashant Mehta for sharing his insight into the subject of this paper. The authors would also like to thank the Isaac Newton Institute for Mathematical Sciences, Cambridge, for support and hospitality during the programme The Mathematical and Statistical Foundation of Future Data-Driven Engineering where work on this paper was undertaken. This work was supported by EPSRC grant no EP/R014604/1.

References

[1] Alan Bain and Dan Crisan. Fundamentals of Stochastic Filtering, volume 60.

Springer Science & Business Media, 2008.

[2] Dominique Bakry, Ivan Gentil, and Michel Ledoux. Analysis and Geometry of Markov Diffusion Operators. Springer Verlag, Switzerland, 2014.

[3] Alain Bensoussan. Stochastic Control of Partially Observable Systems. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1992.

[4] Alain Bensoussan. Estimation and Control of Dynamical Systems. Springer, Cham, 2018.

[5] Vivek S. Borkar. Optimal control of diffusion processes. Longman Scientific & Technical, Harlow, 1989.

[6] Edoardo Calvello, Sebastian Reich, and Andrew M. Stuart. Ensemble Kalman methods: A mean field perspective. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.11371, 2022.

[7] René Carmona. Lectures on BSDEs, Stochastic Control, and Stochastic Differential Games with Financial Applications. SIAM, Philadelphia, 2016.

[8] Jared Chessari, Reiichiro Kawai, Yuji Shinozaki, and Toshihiro Yamada. Numerical methods for backward stochastic differential equations: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.08936, 2021.

[9] Weinan E, Jiequn Han, and Arnulf Jentzen. Deep learning-based numerical methods for high-dimensional parabolic partial differential equations and backward stochastic differential equations. Communications in Mathematics and Statistics, 5:349–380, 2017.

[10] Weinan E, Jiequn Han, and Arnulf Jentzen. Algorithms for solving high-dimensional PDEs: From nonlinear Monte Carlo to machine learning. Nonlinearity, 35:278, 2021.

[11] Andrew H Jazwinski. Stochastic Processes and Filtering Theory. Courier Corporation, 2007.

[12] Rudolf E. Kalman. A new approach to linear filtering and prediction problems.

Journal of Basic Engineering, 82(1):35–45, 03 1960.

[13] Rudolf E. Kalman and Richard S. Bucy. New results in linear filtering and prediction theory. Journal of Basic Engineering, 83(1):95–108, 03 1961.

[14] Jin-Won Kim. Duality for Nonlinear Filtering. PhD thesis, University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign, 2022.

[15] Jin Won Kim and Prashant G Mehta. Duality for nonlinear filtering I: Observability.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.06586, 2022.

[16] Jin Won Kim and Prashant G Mehta. Duality for nonlinear filtering II: Optimal control. arXiv preprint arXiv:2208.06587, 2022.

[17] Jin Won Kim and Prashant G Mehta. Duality for nonlinear filtering III: Filter stability. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.12850, 2023.

[18] Prashant G. Mehta and Sean P. Meyn. A feedback particle filter-based approach to optimal control with partial observations. In 52nd IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, pages 3121–3127, 2013.

[19] Makiko Nisio. Stochastic Control Theory. Springer, Tokyo, 2nd edition, 2015. [20] Grigorios A. Pavliotis. Stochastic Processes and Applications. Springer Verlag, New York, 2016.

[21] Amirhossein Taghvaei and Prashant G. Mehta. A survey of feedback particle filter and related controlled interacting particle systems (CIPS). arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.00935, 2023.

[22] Henk van de Water and Jan C. Willems. The certainty equivalence property in stochastic control theory. IEEE Trans. Autom. Contr., AC-26:1080–1087, 1981.

[23] Börn Wittenmark. Stochastic adaptive control methods: A survey. International Journal of Control, 21:705–730, 1975.

[24] Tao Yang, Prashant G. Mehta, and Sean P. Meyn. Feedback particle filter. IEEE Trans. Automat. Control, 58(10):2465–2480, 2013.

Institut für Mathematik, Universität Potsdam, Karl-Liebknecht-Str. 24/25, 14476 Pots- dam