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Latent Parameter Estimation in Fusion Networks
Using Separable Likelihoods
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Abstract—Multisensor state-space models underpin fusion ap-
plications in networks of sensors. Estimation of latent parameters
in these models has the potential to provide highly desirable ca-
pabilities such as network self-calibration. Conventional solutions
to the problem pose difficulties in scaling with the number of sen-
sors due to the joint multisensor filtering involved when evaluating
the parameter likelihood. In this paper, we propose a separable
pseudo-likelihood which is a more accurate approximation com-
pared to a previously proposed alternative under typical operating
conditions. In addition, we consider using separable likelihoods in
the presence of many objects and ambiguity in associating mea-
surements with objects that originated them. To this end, we use a
state-space model with a hypothesis-based parameterization, and
develop an empirical Bayesian perspective in order to evaluate
separable likelihoods on this model using local filtering. Bayesian
inference with this likelihood is carried out using belief propaga-
tion on the associated pairwise Markov random field. We specify a
particle algorithm for latent parameter estimation in a linear Gaus-
sian state-space model and demonstrate its efficacy for network
self-calibration using measurements from noncooperative targets
in comparison with alternatives.

Index Terms—Sensor networks, hidden Markov models,
Markov random fields, pseudo-likelihood, simultaneous localisa-
tion and tracking, Monte Carlo algorithms, dynamical Markov
random fields.

I. INTRODUCTION

WIDE range of sensing applications including wide area
A surveillance is underpinned by state space models which
are capable of representing a variety of dynamic phenomena
such as spatio-temporal (see, e.g., [1]) processes. In fusion (or,
object tracking [2]) networks, multi-sensor versions of stochas-
tic state space models, also known as hidden Markov models [3],
are used to estimate object trajectories in a surveillance region.

These models, however, are often specified by some latent
parameters [4] some of which are unknown in practice and
need to be estimated based on measurements from the state pro-
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cesses (or, objects). Examples of this problem setting in fusion
networks include estimation of noise parameters [5], sensor bi-
ases [6], [7] and localisation/calibration of sensors in a GPS
denying environment (e.g., in underwater sensing [8]) using
point detections from non-cooperative targets [9], [10]. Another
example is the estimation of the orientations and positions of
nodes in a camera network based on feature detections [11].

Such problems fall in the domain of parameter estimation in
state space models (see, e.g., [12] for a review). The parame-
ter likelihood of the multi-sensor problem, however, does not
scale well with the number of sensors which specifies the di-
mensionality of the unknown, or, the length of the measurement
window that will be used for estimation. In the presence of
multiple objects, the scalability issue is exacerbated by the mea-
surement origin (or, data association) uncertainties that arise.
Exact evaluation of the likelihood, in this case, has combinato-
rial complexity with the number of sensors [13], and, in general
multiple object models, it is intractable even for a single sen-
sor [14]. Estimation using a maximum likelihood (ML) or a
Bayesian approach requires repeated evaluation of this likeli-
hood (see, e.g., [12], [15], [16]) necessitating the use of efficient
approximation strategies.

Intractable or computationally prohibitive likelihoods have
motivated a number of lines of work in the statistics literature
including likelihood free methods, or, approximate Bayesian
computation [17], and, composite likelihood/pseudo-likelihood
approaches [18]. Likelihood free methods can be used for sam-
pling from the parameter posterior in state space models [19]
including those capable of modelling multiple objects [20]. The
latter approach is based on developing surrogates to replace the
original likelihood, e.g., block based approximations in max-
imum likelihood [21]. The pseudo-likelihood perspective has
been useful in networked settings in which constraints on (i) the
availability of parts of data, and/or, (ii) scalability in processing
with the number of sources arise. Examples include surrogates
built upon local functions for estimation of parametric prob-
ability measures (e.g., exponential family distributions) from
distributedly stored high dimensional samples [22]-[24].

It is not straightforward to find such pseudo-likelihoods for
parameter estimation in state space models, however, that can
resolve these two issues that arise when there are multiple data
sources (or, sensors). It is worthwhile to develop and analyse
surrogates that provide scalability with the number of sources,
and, are suitable to local computations (e.g., local filtering).
In [25], we proposed a pseudo-likelihood which is a product
of “dual-term” approximations replacing their intractable exact
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counterparts. These approximations are separable in that they
can be evaluated using single sensor filtering. This feature
underpins scalability with the number of sensors. In [26], we
have investigated the quality of the dual-term approximation,
and, related it to the level of uncertainty in the prediction and
estimation of the underlying state process.

In this work, we propose an alternative pseudo-likelihood
which is provably a more accurate approximation for parame-
ter estimation in multi-sensor state space models, under typical
operating conditions. This approximation is also separable in
that it is a scaled product of quadruple terms each of which
can be found using single sensor filtering. In order to exploit
this quad-term likelihood when there are multiple objects, extra
attention should be paid to the handling of the data association
uncertainties. We propose to use a hypothesis based parameter-
isation for the multi-object state space model as detailed in [14]
and [27] in order to facilitate the use of the quad-term surrogate
in this setting. In the parameterised model, we explicitly point
out the combinatorial complexity of exact likelihood evaluation
with the number of sensors. Then, we introduce an empirical
Bayesian [28] interpretation of local filtering that facilitates the
use of separable likelihoods within this model. These modelling
aspects detailing the use of separable likelihoods in hypothesis
based multi-object models constitute the second contribution of
this work.

Separable likelihoods fit well in distributed fusion architec-
tures in which locally filtered distributions are transmitted in the
network, as opposed to sensor measurements [29]. Moreover,
they facilitate parameter estimation using a message passing
computational structure which is desirable in networked prob-
lems. Specifically, the proposed likelihood surrogate together
with independent parameter priors leads to a pairwise Markov
random field (MRF) posterior model. The marginal distributions
of this model approximate posterior marginals of the latent pa-
rameters to be estimated. We estimate these marginals iteratively
using Belief Propagation (BP) [30] which consists of successive
message passings among neighbouring nodes and updating of
local marginals based on these messages. This computational
structure lends itself to decentralised estimation, as well as scal-
able computation at fusion centre.

As an indication of the approximation quality, we consider the
Kullback-Leibler divergence (KLD) [31] of the quad-term like-
lihood with respect to the actual pairwise likelihood and relate
it to the uncertainties in predicting and estimating the underly-
ing state using individual and joint sensor histories. We show
that with more accurate local filters the approximation qual-
ity improves and the proposed quad-term separable likelihood
has an improved error bound compared to the aforementioned
dual-term approximation.

We provide a Monte Carlo algorithm for sensor self-
calibration in this framework for linear Gaussian state space
(LGSS) models. The algorithm is based on the nonparamet-
ric BP approach [32] and involves sampling from the up-
dated marginals followed by quad-term likelihood evaluations
in the message passing stage. As BP iterations converge to
a fixed point, the empirical average of the samples from the
marginals constitute (an approximate) minimum mean squared
error (MMSE) estimate of the latent parameters. The edge
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potentials are evaluated using the entire measurement history
within a selected time period in an offline fashion which is a
strategy similar to particle Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
algorithms [15]. As such, we differ from [26] in which window-
ing of measurements is used for enabling online processing.

Preliminary results of the proposed pseudo-likelihood can be
found in [33]. This article provides a complete account of our
solution strategy in multiple object models and is structured
as follows: Section II provides the probabilistic model and the
problem statement. Then, we detail pairwise pseudo-likelihoods
in parameterised multi-object models, and, relate this perspec-
tive to latent parameter estimation via inference over pair-
wise MRFs, in Section III. The proposed quad-term node-wise
separable likelihood approximation is detailed in Section IV.
Section V details the structural and computational properties of
the quad-term approximation when the unknowns are respec-
tive quantities. Based on these results, we propose a distributed
sensor localisation algorithm in linear Gaussian multi-object
state space models in Section VI. The efficacy of this algo-
rithm is demonstrated in comparison to the approach in [26], in
Section VII. Finally, we conclude in Section VIIIL.

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION
A. Probabilistic Model

Let us consider a set of sensors V = {1,..., N} networked
over communication links listed by £ C V x V. The graph G =
(V, €) is undirected (i.e., the links are bi-directional), connected,
and, might contain cycles.

Next, let us consider a single object with state evolution mod-
elled as a Markov process X, for time index k£ > 1. This process
is specified by an initial state distribution and a transition den-
sity. The state space model with parameters 6 is then specified
as follows [12]: The state value xj, is a point in the state space
X and is generated by the chain

Xi| (X1 = @1p—1) ~ m(ag|zp_1;0),
X1 ~my(x1:0), (D

where .|. denotes conditioning. A measured value z|, € 3' at
sensor ¢ € V is generated independently in accordance with the
likelihood model

Zi|( X1k = @i, Zg = 21) ~ i (24 |2k 0) (2)

where subscript 1 : k indicates a vector concatenation over time.
In fusion scenarios, there are multiple such objects denoted
by a multi-object state

Xk 2 [Xkﬁl,---an,kaL (3)

that induce measurements according to the above state space
model resulting with sensors collecting a multitude of measure-
ments

222y 2oy @)

where M, is the number of objects and O}, is the number of
measurements collected at sensor ¢ at time k. Here, the origin
of Z,g ; sare unknown, i.e., the data associations which encode
a mapping from these measurement (random) variables to the
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elements of A} (and, equivalently to the previously collected
measurements from the same objects) are not known [2].

In the general multi-object tracking model, M}, and O} are
random variables with laws determined by probability models
regarding how these objects appear in the surveillance region
and disappear (which is often referred to as their birth and death,
respectively), the law for the false alarms, etc. For the sake of
simplicity and ease of presentation in the limited space espe-
cially when relating computational complexity to the number of
sensors and objects in the following discussion, we assume that
all of the objects that exist at time step £ = 1 remain in the scene
for the time window considered and there are no missed detec-
tions and false alarms in sensor measurements which imply that
M, = M and O}, = Mj,, respectively, for some positive integer
M with probability one.

In this simplified “closed world” model the multi-object state
transition is given by

M
W(Xk|Xk—1§9) = H 7r(£k,m|xk71,m;9)~ ()
m=1

The likelihood of the measurements collected by sensor % is
conditioned not only on the multi-object state X, but, also on

a (data association) hypothesis 7 that encodes the association
of measurements to the objects within Xj:

M
(2L X, 7:0) = [[ 9 Gllanr0:0), )
o=1
and, the prior on 7} assigns equal probability to all M! permu-
tations of [1,..., M] that 7} can take, i.e.,
; 1
p(i) = JVik (7

B. Statement of the Problem

We are interested in estimating # € 3 using the measurements
collected across the network by sensors ¢ € V for a time window
of length ¢. The parameter likelihood of the problem quantifies
how well these measurements fit into the state space model
with the selected value of the parameter, and, is evaluated via
multi-sensor filtering [4, Sec. [V]:

1(Z1y,...,27,10)
t
:Hp<zllc7"'7zfcv|zi:k71""7Zf{k—1’6)a (8)
k=1

where the time updates on the right hand side are given by

p(Z},...,ZY |21y, 2, 1, 0)
=> > plr) xoxp(rY)
T} TA-“,\"

x/ UZi,...,ZN Xy, 1k, ... 7 6)
xM

X p(Xp|Zhy 1y ZY, 1 0)dX, )

and, the multi-sensor likelihood inside the integration factorises
as

UZb,. .., ZN | Xp, 1k, ... 75 0) = Hli(Z};.|Xk,T,i;0),
=
(10)
where the terms in the product are given by (6).

Here, (8) follows from the chain rule of probabilities. The
term in (9) is the contribution at time step k which updates
the likelihood of the previous time step and is found using the
Markov property that the sensor measurements are mutually
independent of the measurement histories, conditioned on the
current state for any value of 0. Let us denote this relation by
Z] W Z{, X, 0forieV (see, e.g., [34], for this notation).
(10) follows from that the measurements of different sensors are
mutually independent, i.e., Z] 1L Z]|X}, 6 for (i,j) € V x V.

This likelihood can be used in a MMSE estimator of 6 € 1,
in principle, for a random variable © associated with a prior
density p(0). This estimate is given by the expected value of the
posterior distribution

0 = /9p(9\z;t,...,zﬁt)d9. (12)
B

The MMSE estimate can be computed by generating L sam-
ples from the posterior distribution in (11) using, for example,
MCMC methods [15] and using these samples to find a Monte
Carlo estimate of the integral in (12). In both this approach and
maximum likelihood (ML) solutions aiming to maximise (8)
with iterative optimisation, repeated evaluations of the likeli-
hood are required.

The evaluation of this likelihood is intractable, however, not
only because of the (M!)" summations in (9), but, also because
of the complexity in finding the integrations involved. The inte-
grands here are i) the multi-sensor likelihood in (10), and, ii) the
prediction density for X}, based on the network’s entire mea-
surement history up to time k. In other words, (9) is the scale
factor for the posterior density of Bayesian recursions, or, the
“centralised” filter given by

p(Xk’kalzN|Z%:k7'"7Z{\{k:;0)
WZL, ..., ZN X, 7N -0 .
_ 1( ko Na {c| ks Th 7N) Xp(Tkl'N)
p(Zk,...,Zk |Z1:k—1""7Z1:k:—1’0)
X p(Xp|ZYy 1y 22, 1, 0), (13)
p(XkT|Z%:k—1’"'7Zi\:k’—1’0)
:ZZ/ 7(Xp | X1, 0)
T A x

Xp(Xk—llei:—]\“Z%:k—lv'">Z{\:k—170>dxk*1> 14

where we denote by 7"V the concatenation of 7} s and it has
(M")N different configurations. Here, both the prediction (14)
and update (13) are O((M!)N).

In order to address these challenges, multi-object filtering (or,
tracking) algorithms often employ two approximations: First,
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they aim to find the most probable data association hypoth-
esis in (13) denoted by 7}V, instead of both evaluating this
expression for all p0531ble associations and storing them. The
benefits of doing so are that i) one can generate tracks (or object
trajectories) as simply marginals of p(Xy, 71" = 71V |.) for
k=1,...,t, and, ii) evaluations of the 1ntegral in (14) in the
next time step can be restricted to this value of the hypothe-
sis variable. Equivalently, the posterior distribution in (13) is
factorised as

(XkaTk ‘lem" Zlk;o)

:p(Xk|Zi:k7'"7Zivzk7977—li: ) ( N|Zl kv"'7Z{\{k79)

5)

where the association variables appear as model parameters in
the first term and the second term is similar to a prior distribution
on these models with the difference that it is conditioned on the
measurements. At time k£ — 1, let us select this “empirical prior”
as

p(T,if]Y |Z%:k717 RR) Zi\jkfhe) - 6‘?,1,:‘\[ (7‘1}7]\1/) (16)

where § is Kronecker’s delta function and < denotes assign-
ment. The second approximation follows from the first one:
Evaluation of the prediction stage in (14) reduces to evalua-
tion of the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation for only the most
likely value of the association parameters. This approach is of-
ten referred to as empirical Bayes [28], and is used to facilitate
approximate solutions to otherwise intractable problems.

A similar approximation can be used when evaluating the pa-
rameter posterior in (11). This leads to the following likelihood

l (Zl RERRE Z{Vt|97 TllzttN)

t

H v (Zh,. . ZN|ZY . 2 0), (AT)
conditioned on 7}/ where the factors are defined by
Py (Ziyoo ST |21y 20, 0)

é/ UZL, ... ZY Xy, 711 0)
xM
X P(Xp|Zigys .- L1 0)dX . (18)

This likelihood evaluated at 71 = 71:2 replaces the one in (8)
when the empirical (model) prior is selected as in (16) (see
Appendix A for details). We will refer to (17) as the empirical
likelihood. Note that (18) is the integral term in (9).

The empirical likelihood update term is computationally more
convenient, however, alone it is not sufficient for scalability
with the number of sensors N: Finding 7}’ N is equivalently
an N + 1-dimensional assignment problem which is NP hard
even for N = 2 sensors [35] which partly underlies the local
filtering paradigm for multi-sensor processing and our interest in
compatible solutions. For a moment, let us consider the problem
for a single object, i.e., for M = 1. In this case 7{ for i =
1,..., N have only one possible configuration (i.e., there is no
data association uncertainty). Because the dimensionality of 6 is
specified by N and (8) will be evaluated for roughly N L samples

755

(when estimating (12) (see, e.g., [36])) each of which costing
— in the simplest linear Gaussian measurements case (9)'—at
the least O(N?t), the computational cost will be cubic in the
number of sensors which can easily become prohibitive for
large N.

The networked setting has additional constraints to take into
account: The sensors perform local filtering of their measure-
ments and exchange filtered (track) distributions over G as op-
posed to transmitting their measurements [29]. As a result, the
network-wide measurements are not available to evaluate the
likelihood of the prob_lem. Instead, local distributions we denote
by p(Xy, 7 = =7 1|Z; ;) are made available to neighbouring
nodes where 7 Tk is an approximation to the most probable asso-
ciation configuration 7, found locally, based on only the local
sensor measurements at sensor j. There are computationally ef-
ficient algorithms for finding such solutions for the single sensor
problem (see, e.g., [35] and the references therein). Therefore,
a viable solution needs to build upon these densities and local
data associations 7; as opposed to joint multi-sensor filtering in
the network.

The problem we address in this work is the design of scalable
approximations to (8) for estimating 6 in a networked setting
based on local filtering results at the nodes. The proposed ap-
proach also addresses the aforementioned computational bottle-
neck at fusion centres in centralised multi-sensor architectures
with a designated node receiving unfiltered sensor measure-
ments.

It is also worth noting that the parameter vector 6§ € B can
be used to represent a wide variety of parameters of the global
model some of which can be intrinsic to sensors ¢ € V individ-
ually such as parameters pertaining to local noise models. We
are particularly interested in a second class of parameters which
have dependencies among sensors such as respective parame-
ters, e.g., sensor locations and similar “calibration” parameters.
In the former setting, the estimation of local parameters decou-
ple into independent estimation problems which can be solved
using a suitable approach (see, e.g., [27], [37], [38]).

In our setting, § £ [0y, .., 0x] where 6; is associated with
1 €V and its estimation does not decouple and depends on
all measurements across the network due to the dependencies
of parameters, which, in turn, brings forward the multi-sensor
aspects of the problem this work aims to address. Because local
filtering is performed, on the other hand, local estimation of data
association %;é is available independent of 6, which we discuss
in detail later in Section V.

III. A PSEUDO-LIKELIHOOD AND A PAIRWISE MRF POSTERIOR
FOR DECENTRALISED ESTIMATION

Pseudo-likelihoods are constructed from likelihood like func-
tions which are computationally convenient and defined typi-
cally over smaller subsets of the data to overcome difficulties
posed by intractable likelihoods over the entire set of data

!'Specifically, for linear Gaussian measurements with no data association
uncertainty, the marginal parameter likelihood involves computation of the
innovation covariance for the so called group-sensor measurements in joint
multi-sensor filtering.
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(see, e.g., [18] and the references therein). Let us denote the

network-wide data set by
Z2(Ziy,..., 274,

A fairly general form for a pseudo-likelihood is given by [18]

szd |Z.., 0)~

ses

1(Z]0) = (19)

where S is an index set, w; is a positive real number, and, Z,
and Z. are mutually exclusive subsets of Z (for example, Z;, =
Z), and Z., = Z1, etc.). These sets can be selected in various
ways ensuring that the factors are computationally convenient
functions, for example, marginals and/or conditional densities,
and, estimates based on [(Z|0) are sensible. Note that (8) is also
in this form, however, with difficult to evaluate factors.

Let us consider § = [f, ..., O] and a pseudo-likelihood sur-
rogate for the empirical likelihood in (17):

Liv(2l0)= 1] L. (Z',2716:), (20)
(i.j)€€
H HP i Zk»Z |Z1k 12y, 1a9i,j)~
(i,5)e€ k=1
2n

Here, £ is essentially the set of sensor pairs whose likelihoods
we would like to incorporate into the pseudo-likelihood, and, itis
convenient to choose them as those that share a communication
link, in a networked setting (Section II-A).

The pairwise structure above is beneficial to use with the
MMSE estimator in (12). Note that the MMSE estimate is the
concatenation of the expected values of posterior marginals,
i.e., p(6;]Z) fori = 1,..., N. These distributions can be found
using message passing algorithms over G when the surrogate
(20) is used in (11) together with independent but arbitrary a
priori distributions selected for ©); s. Specifically, the parameter
posterior corresponding to such a selection of priors and the
pseudo-likelihood (20) is a pairwise Markov random field over

G=WE) 34l

p(01Z) o< [T¢i0:) T vis0:,0), 2
i€y (i,j)€€
;i (0;) = po.i(6;),
wij (givgj) = lq—l‘; (Zya Z]‘eza ej)v (23)

where the node potential functions (i.e., v;s) are the selected
priors (e.g., uniform distributions over bounded sets 6; s take
values from) and the edge potentials (i.e., v;; s) are the pair-
wise likelihoods for the pairs (4, 7) s. This model is illustrated
in Fig. 1.

The pairwise MRF model in (22) allows the computation
of posterior marginal p(6;|Z) through iterative local message
passings such as Belief Propagation (BP) [30]. In BP, the nodes
maintain distributions over their local variables and update them
based on messages from their neighbours which summarise the
information neighbours have gained on these variables. This is

Fig. 1. A multi-sensor state space-or, hidden Markov-model (black dashed
box on the right representing a chain over k) and a Markov Random field model
of the parameter posterior (the blue edges on the left).

described for all 7 € V by
m]z z /1/}27 9170 1/’]( ) H ng d9j7 (24)

i'ene(j)\i
) L i@

jene(i)

pi(0;) o< ¥; (0 (25)

In BP iterations, nodes simultaneously send messages to their
neighbours using (24) (often using constants as the previously
received messages during the first step) and update their lo-
cal “belief” using (25). If G contains no cycles (i.e., G is
a tree), p; s are guaranteed to converge to the marginals of
(22), in a finite number of steps [30]. For the case in which
G contains cycles, iterations of (24) and (25) are known as
loopy BP (LBP). For the case, convergence does not have
general guarantees, nevertheless LBP has been been very suc-
cessful in computing approximate marginals in a distributed
fashion, in fusion, self-localisation and tracking problems in
sensor networks [39]-[41]. In our problem setting, we assume
that the models over spanning trees of a loopy G are consis-
tent in that they lead to “similar” marginal parameter distribu-
tions, which suggests the existence of LBP fixed points [42]
that will be converged when initial beliefs are selected
reasonably [43].

IV. QUAD-TERM NODE-WISE SEPARABLE LIKELIHOODS

The pseudo-likelihood introduced in Section III leads to a
parameter posterior that admits a pairwise MRF model. This is
advantageous in providing a means for decentralised estimation
through message passing algorithms in a network. The edge po-
tentials (23) of this model, however, are i) conditioned jointly
on two sensors’ measurements simultaneous access to which is
infeasible in a networked setting, and, ii) conditioned on associ-
ation variables for two sensors and 1deally should be evaluated
at its most probable configuration 77, ..., 7,7 each of which
is NP-hard to find, as explained in Section II.

In order to overcome these difficulties, we introduce an ap-
proximation which factorises into terms local to nodes, i.e., a
node-wise separable approximation. Let us consider the “cen-
tralised” pairwise likelihood update term in (21) given some
configuration 7,/ for k =1,...,t, and, drop them from the
subscript for the sake of simplicity in notation, as well as the ¢, j
subscript in 6, in the following discussion. This term factorises
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in alternative ways as follows:

P(Zi ) Zjﬂ |Zi:k717 Z{'k—l .0)

(ZZ |Zlk 17Z1k7 )p(zﬂzizkflazjl.:k—l?o)
(Z |Zlk7 11, 0)p(

p (26)
p

1 z J\rzi J 1/2
( Z ), 1y, kve)p(zklzlzkfl’Zl:k—179))

i’, |Zi1:k:—1 ) Z{;kfl ) 0)

27)

i i 1/
X (P(Zk‘zi;kazm—p 0)p(Z; ‘Zlk l’Zlk 1»0))
(28)

In the first and second lines above, the chain rule is used. The
third equality can be found by taking the geometric mean of the
first two expressions. All four factors in (28) are conditioned on
the measurement histories of both sensors to which one cannot
have simulatenous access in a networked setting. We would like
to aviod this by leaving out the history of sensor ¢ (sensor j) in
the first two (last two) terms of (28), i.e.,

Q(Ziza Zi |Zi:kfl ) Z{:k—l ) ‘9)

& — (il iz, )

J i |r7i 1/2
% (21211, 00p(2} 121 41.0)) 29)
// A|Z1k 179)
. . /2 .
< zﬂsz'\zm_l,@)) azj'az]  @0)

where £ (6) is the normalisation constant that guarantees ¢ to
integrate to unity. Note that «y; is a function of the parameters 6.

The appeal of this quadruple term is that its factors depend on
single sensor histories. As such, they require filtering of sensor
histories of ¢ and j individually enabling the evaluation of their
product in a network. This point is discussed later in this section.

A. Approximation Quality

We consider the difference between the original centralised
update term in (28) and the quad-term approximation introduced
in (29). Because these terms are probability densities over sensor
measurements, their “divergence” can be quantified using the
KLD [31]:

Proposition 4.1: The KLD between the centralised update
and the node-wise separable approximation in (29) is bounded
by the average of the mutual information (MI) [31] between the
current measurement pair and a single sensor’s history condi-
tioned on the history of the other sensor, i.e.,

D( ( i“ Z£|Zi1:k:—17Z{.;k7170)||q( i’vzi|zi:k—lﬁzgzk71’a))
1
ij(zkvzkazlk I‘Zlk 1’6)
1 i i, =i i
+§I(Zk7zlz72{k71‘zlk71a®) (31)
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The proof can be found in Appendix B.? The upper bound
in (31) measures the departure of the current pair of measure-
ments, and, one of the sensor histories from conditional inde-
pendence when they are conditioned on the history of the other
sensor. Note that these variables, when conditioned on X, are
conditionally independent, i.e., (Z}, Z}) 1L Z{, ,|X}, © holds
and consequently

I(Zi’zi;zi:kfll?fkv@)=I(Zk72f Zlk 1|Xlw 0) =0.

Similarly, the average MI term on the right hand side of
(31) is zero if (Z},Z]) WL Z{, ||Z{, .0 and (Z],Z]) 1L

Z! 11211, © hold simultaneously. This condition is satis-
fied, for example, in the case that either of the measurement
histories Z{,, , and Z{,, , are sufficient statistics for X}, (i.e.,
it can be predicted by both sensors with probability one). This
level of accuracy should not be expected as the transition density
of state space models introduce some uncertainty. Therefore, it
is instructive to relate the KLLD in (31) further to the uncertainty
on A}, given the sensor histories:

Corollary 4.2: The KLD considered in Proposition 4.1 is
upper bounded by the weighted sum of uncertainty reductions
in the local target prediction and posterior distributions achieved
when the other sensor’s history is included jointly:

D(P(Z;Q ZZ; ‘Zéqu ) Z{:k—l ) 9)”‘1(227 Zi |Zi:k717 Z{:k—l ,0))
H(%|2], 1, 2151,0))

H(Xk |Z{:k—1 ) Zi:kﬂ ) @))>

((F(xl2,,.0) -
(X2, 0) -
1 H(X, |2, 2 @))
9 1:ks“~1:k—1>

+ (H(X|24.0) - H(Xi|Z14. 2],_,.9))), (D

where H denotes the Shannon differential entropy [31].

The proof is provided in Appendix C. Corollary 4.2 relates
the approximation quality of the quad-term node-wise separable
updates to the uncertainties in the target state prediction and
posterior distributions when individual node histories and their
combinations are considered. The difference terms on the RHS
of (32) quantify the difference in uncertainty between estimating
the target state X}, using only the local measurements, and, also
taking into account the other sensor’s measurements. Overall,
a better quality of approximation should be expected when the
local filtering densities involved concentrate around a single
point in the state space.

2Note that the results presented in this section are valid for any selection

of Ti iy as they relate random variables which are conditioned on the data
association. The divergences and bounds, nevertheless, are more relevant

ij _ =i
for, = 77
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B. The Quad-Term Pairwise Likelihood

The quad-term update in (29) leads to a separable approximate
likelihood given by

t
l (Zzlzt> Z{t|€) = H q(Z;ﬁ leq ‘lezkfl ’ Z]1:k71’9> (33)
k=1

We refer to this term as the quad-term separable likelihood
as it can also be expressed as a (scaled) product of four factors
each of which are the products of the four factors of (29) over k.
Let us define

rfi(Z}.,0) £ p(Zi|Z1 .6,
$3(Z1.0) £ p(Z}| 21,5, 0)-
Then, the quad-term update in (33) is given by

Q( }w Z‘}]C|Z7i:kfl7zjl:k7179)

1 ; o 2, ) 1/2
= (5Z.05@,.0) " (h@.0s@.0)
(34)

where the normalisation factor is given in (30), and, equivalently
in terms of the four factors above as

o (0) = //(TZ(ZZ’,H)sg?(Zz;’,e))I/Z

) ) /2 )
< (rh(z o)k (2 0)) " azj'az]

Corollary 4.3: The KLD between the parameter likelihood
in (8) and the node-wise separable approximation in (33) is
bounded by the terms on the right hand sides of (31) and (32)
summed over k = 1,...,tas

D (1240 24,16) 11 (20, 21,10) ) = S Dl 69)
k=1

Proof: Equation (35) can easily be found after expanding the
KLD term explicitly and expressing the logarithm of products
involved as sums over logarithms of the factors. Boundedness
follows from non-negativity of KLDs and summing both sides
of (31)and (32) over k =1, ..., t. |

As a conclusion, when ¢ is not large—e.g., on the order of tens
which is typical in fusion applications—the proposed approxi-
mation can be used for parameter estimation via local filtering.
Sensors that are more accurate in inferring the underlying state
process result with a smaller KLD in (35), which in turn leads
to a more favourable estimation performance.

One other approximation based on local filtering distributions
was studied in [26] which has the following dual-term product
form

’LL( 7];:7 Zi‘zi:kfl’ Z{:k—lve)
é p( }?‘Z{A—l’a)p(zi‘zik—l’e)

In Appendix D, we shown that D(p||q) < D(p||u), when
sensors are equivalent. The entropy bound given in (32) is also
smaller than that for the dual-term approximation. In other

(36)

words, the quad-term approximation is more accurate com-
pared to the dual-term approximation, under typical operating
conditions.

The scaling factor of the dual term approximation is unity re-
gardless of 6, on the other hand, admitting a significant amount
of flexibility in the range of the distributions and likelihoods
that can be accommodated in the state space model. For exam-
ple, the dual-term pseudo-likelihood is used with random finite
set variables (RFS) in [26] and [44], which, in a sense, have
the association variables marginalised out making it possible
to avoid multi-dimensional assignment problems in the general
multi-object tracking model. For RFS distributions, however, it
is not straightforward to compute the scaling factor in (30) for
the quad-term. In this article, we consider a parametric model
instead, which is effectively configured through association vari-
ables.

V. QUAD-TERM LIKELIHOOD FOR SENSOR
CALIBRATION PARAMETERS

The results presented so far are fairly general and do not de-
pend on the nature of ©. When © represents respective parame-
ters such as calibration parameters, there are certain simplifica-
tions of the expressions involved which provide computational
benefits. In particular, parameters such as respective location
and bearing angles relate the local coordinate frames of the sen-
sors which collect measurements in their local frame. The local
filtering distributions are hence over the space of state vectors
in the local frame. A point x;, € X (Section II-A) is implicitly
in the Earth coordinate frame (ECF), and, associated with its
representation in the jth local frame [« ]; through a coordinate
transform 7" with the following properties

[z = T'(xx;05),
(1], = T(T ([xk];305): 6;).

(37)

As an example, when z;; is a location on the Cartesian plane,
and, ¢; is the position of sensor j, 1" is given by

T(I‘k;ej) £ T — Qj’
T(T_l([xk]ﬁ@j)%ei) = [mkb +9j —0;.

For simplicity in notation, we will denote 7(7*(.;0,); 6;) by
Ty (.) when semantics is clear from the context.?

In this section, it is revealed how local filtering distributions
are used in the quad-term update. When 6 are respective quanti-
ties, these distributions become independent of 6 because both
the state and the measurement variables are in the same local
coordinate frame. In other words, at sensor j

P(Xi, 7|21, 07) = p(Xily |21,

holds for the filtering posterior, for any configuration of Tg

In the prediction stage of filtering, the multi-object transition
kernel in (5) also becomes independent of ©, so, the Chapman-
Kolmogorov equation for finding the prediction density at

(38)

3Note that, when the calibration parameters also include orientation angles,
Tp (.) involves rotation matrices accordingly.
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sensor j (together with the empirical Bayes selection of as-
sociation priors during iterations as explained in Section II)
becomes

P12 ) = [ 7 (X))

X p([xkfl]j’TlZ—l = fi:—1|zizk—1)d[xkv}j-

Note also that the entropy terms in (32) that are conditioned on
a single sensor’s measurements measure the uncertainty of the
above densities. Consequently, they also become independent of
O,ie., H(X;| 2], |,0)equalsto H(X;| 2/, ) forexample,
which highlights its relevance to the local prediction accuracy.

(39)

A. The Quad-Term Update for Calibration

Now, let us expand the quad-term time updates in (34), and,
explicitly show the aforementioned simplifications. We start
with s’; which is the scale factor of the local Bayesian filter at
Sensor j:

S?(Ziﬂ 9) = prk’ (Zi|zj1k—1’9)7

- [L(@x X2 0,

~ (L @UX) Pl 2L X
(40)

where in the last line independence from 9 is asserted Because
s% does not depend on 6, we denote s/ (Zj,,0) by s%(Z,) in the
rest of the article.
Next, let us consider rfj which has terms in different coordi-
nate frames:

=D, w(Zk|Z1ka 0)

— [L@X 7 09X 2, )X,
— [1 @ Xt 7 (17 (X030,). 7124, 44
~ [ @) ) p (X0 12 ) A @

In the third line above, the coordinate transformations are sub-
stituted explicitly. The last line follows from that the filtering
distribution (38) is in the jth local frame.

B. Evaluation of the Quad-Term Update Based on Single
Sensor Filtering Distributions

Here, we discuss the evaluation of the quad-term likelihood
given local filtering distributions and single sensor association
configurations which we denote for sensor j by p([Xy];, 73 =
721{-. |Z{:k) and %Z , respectively, as explained in Section II-B.

Instead of considering evaluation for the most probable as-
sociation hypothesis 7, which is infeasible to find, we pro-
pose to use the local results %,:’ £ (ﬂé,ﬂé) as a reasonable
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approximation to this configuration and substitute them in (40)—
(41). These approximations can be found regardless of 6 as dis-
cussed earlier in this section by using one of the well studied
algorithms in the literature [2] such as solving a 2 — D associ-
ation problem at each time step [35] to find 7; . We detail this
approach for a linear Gaussian state space model in Section VI.

Given these local results and their exchange over the network,
one can consider an in-network computation scheme for evalu-
ating (40)—(41). Specifically, these terms (and, the other factors
of the quad-term update which are obtained by replacing 7 and j
in these expressions) can be found at the sensor platform where
the measurements to be substituted for evaluation are stored,
i.e., sensors j and i, respectively, for sf and rfj Substitution
of the measurement histories on the conditioning side will have
been carried out by local filtering.

More exphcltly, s in (40) (or, s ) becomes a product of sim-

ilar terms when 7 Tj is substituted in (40), and, its computation is

carried out during the local filtering of sensor j’s (or, sensor ’s)
measurements using

M
=1 s.(10)
o=1

o) 2 [l ah12], i

(42)

where m’ = i’lg (0) and the density in the integral is the m/th

marginal of the local prediction density, the mth of which is
given by

Pm ('T/|Z{.:k71) = /p(X

Thom+2y---5

k:Erk,lw'w

/
Tkom—1,L s Tk m+1,

Ik,M] ,T;Z :%IZ |Z{:k—1)

dag1 ... deg m—1dee my1 - - deg

The term 7’ - in (41) (or, r ;) 1s also computed based on these
local ﬁltermg dlstrlbutlons The integration in the RHS of (41)
implicitly assumes that the ordering of individual objects in the
local multi-object vectors are the same. In a networked setting,
however, this is not necessarily the case and the identities of
the fields in the state vector may differ [45]. In order to tackle
with this unknown correspondance, we introduce an additional
permutation random variable 7, (see, e.g., [46]) for relating the
fields of a multi-object vector X}, as ordered locally at sensor ¢
and j, such that the mth field of the state vector at sensor
refers to the same object in the 7 (m)th field of the state vector
at sensor j. For example,

[‘rk,m}i = /];) ([xqu (m)]j)-

Suppose that an estimate 4 of this quantity is provided. After
substituting in (41) together with 7, ” “J one obtains

M

TZ"CJ' (Z;C’ 9) = H rfj,o(z}i,m 9)7

o=1

(2, 6) 2 / 01 (2|5 () punr@h|Z )y

(43)
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where m’ = 4; (71 (0)) and the density inside the integral is the
m/th marginal of the filtering distribution local to sensor j. In
Appendix E, we show that (43) replaces the likelihood for ~;
when m' = (7} (0)) and an ML estimate 4, can be found in
a way similar to solving the data association problem in local
filtering, which is detailed later in Section VI-A.

Finally, the scale factor (30) is computed. This involves find-
ing the measurement distributions in (30) using the prediction
distribution in (39) for both sensors 7 and j together with their
likelihoods. This leads to the following two decomposition: The
first term in (30) is found as

M
il il i i’ i i
p( k 7Z‘]]g ‘Zliktflﬂa) = Hpo(zk-mZ‘7k,£(a)|zlzk,7179)

o=1

pol2, 21|21, 0) & / i (2| ) (24 Zi 1)

) /gj(zj|,T€_l(x;f))pwz’(m/k‘ziizk)dx;g
(44)

where £(0) = 7/ " o 7 (0) maps the oth measurement at sen-
sor 4 to the corresponding one in sensor j, and, m’ = 7 (o) in
the second line.

The second term in (30) is found as

M

Y N il i

p(Zy  Zy |21y, 0) = Hpo<zlkvmzjk,£(0)|z'l]gf179)
o=1

pale 2L 0) 2 [ 0y ek ok )

x / 0 (2| T (&) por (| Z1.,) Lz
' (45)

where m/ = 4, o 71 (0) in the last line is the object that corre-
sponds to the oth measurement at sensor .
Consequently, the scale factor is found as

M
R (0) - H /ﬂ:,o(e)

[I>

o (6) / (Po(, 29 Zi 1. 0)

xpo(zi,zj|Z{:k71,0))l/2dzidzj, (46)
using the densities found in (44) and (45).

The expressions above describe the evaluation of the quad-
term likelihood in terms of single sensor filtering distributions
that can be obtained using any filtering algorithm with individ-
ual measurement histories. The use of the local filtering dis-
tributions provides scalability with the number of sensors for
parameter estimation in the state space model in Section II.

These computations can be distributed in the pair (i,7) as
follows: Both sensors ¢ and j perform local filtering and ex-
change the resulting posterior densities at every step, as well
as s; and s;, respectively, found using (42). Based on the

received densities, sensors 4 and j evaluate r;; and rj;, respec-
tively, using (43). As part of the filtering process, they realise
the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation in (39) with their local pos-
terior, as well as the remote posterior recently received. These
densities are then used in (44), (45), and, (46) to compute the
scale factor for the next step. The scale factor hence found in
the previous step, therefore, is substituted in (34) together with
the four terms computed. This is repeated for k = 1, ..., t, and,
the quad-term likelihood (33) is computed, as a result.

VI. A MONTE CARLO LBP ALGORITHM FOR SENSOR
CALIBRATION IN LINEAR GAUSSIAN STATE SPACE MODELS

In this section, we consider a linear Gaussian state space
(LGSS) model with the probabilistic graphical model in Fig. 1,
and, specify an algorithm for estimation of 6 s that com-
bines the quad-term calibration likelihood evaluation detailed in
Section V with BP message passing on the resulting pairwise
MRF model (Section III). This algorithm uses Monte Carlo
methods for realising BP [32] and facilitates scalability by build-
ing upon single sensor filtering as required by the quad-term
approximation. As a result, an efficient inference scheme over
the model in Fig. 1 is achieved.

The state space model we consider is specified by a linear state
transition with process noise that is additive and Gaussian, and,
linear measurements with independent Gaussian measurement
noise, i.e.,

m(@elvr-1) = N(zp; Frp-1, Q)
95 (zxlw; 0;) = N (2 Hj [ ], R;)
for j=1,...,N, where N(.;u,P) is a multi-dimensional
Gaussian density with mean vector x and covariance matrix P.
Here, x;, is the concatenation of position and velocity (on a
2 — D Euclidean plane, without loss of generality). The matri-

ces F and Q model motion with unknown acceleration (equiv-
alently, manouevres), and, are selected as

o I7 AT x 1 2 qu, QQI
F‘{m J’Q_U[@L%I

(47)
(48)

where I and O are the 2 x 2 identity and zero matrices, re-
spectively. AT is the time difference between consecutive
steps. Q is positive definite and parameterised with o2, and,
0 < g1 <@ < g <1 specifying the magnitude of the uncer-
tainty, and, contributions of higher order terms, respectively.*

In the measurement model, R; is the measurement noise
covariance, and, H; is the observation matrix which we assume
forms an observable pair with F (e.g., H; = [I, 0)).

A. Local Single Sensor Filtering

We now focus on filtering and provide explicit formu-
lae that adopt the recursions in (13)—(18) for a single sen-
sor in the LGSS model. We use the empirical Bayes ap-
proach explained in Section II-B for scaling with time un-
der data association uncertainties. This approach corresponds

41t can easily be shown that this state transition model is invariant under the
selected coordinate frame for xj, s.
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to the single frame data association solution in multi-object
tracking [35].

First, let us consider the prediction stage at time & in which
we are given a filtering density evaluated at the most likely data
association hypothesis 7,_, of the previous step.’ The latter is
a product of its marginals

p(kal’Tlg—l = ﬂfflIZ{;H)
M , , ]
= H Pm (Jfk’—l,mﬂ']zq = %]zfl‘zizkfl)

m=1

where
Pm (mkfl,m ) T]g_l = 72]{-1 |Z{;k—1) = p(‘xkfl-,m ‘Z{J/;n—l)

Here, zi":;f_l denotes the measurements induced by object m
fromstep 1 to k — 1, i.e.,

Z‘j smo A Zj Z‘j Z‘j
L:k-1 k=107 _ (m)" “k=2,p; ,(m)" """ "1,p{(m) )’

where p is the inverse of 7, i.e., p o 7 is the identity permutation.

Consequently, the mth marginal of the posterior at k — 1 is a
Gaussian density that can be obtained equivalently by Kalman
filtering [36] over z]};" |, i.e.,

Pm (:L'kfl,m |Z{;€n_1) = N(xkfl,m ; ‘%{;—177” ; Pi—l,m )7 (49)

with the mean and covariance matrices over time specifying the
mth “track.”

Hence, the prediction density in (39) (Section V-A) evaluated
at 7§ _, = 77 _, for the state transition in (47) is given by

M

p(Xk |Z]1:k71) = H N(xk\"” ; i‘i\k:—l,m ’ Pi:|k—1,m) (50)

m=1
~J _ A
xk\k—l‘m - kafl,m’
J _ J T
Pk\kfl,m - FPk—l,mF + Q’

where the last two lines are Kalman prediction equations with
(.)" denoting matrix transpose.

Next, let us consider the update stage in which we use
the prediction density (50) with M measurements concate-
nated in Zj; and the measurement likelihood. This likeli-
hood is found by substituting (48) in (6). First, we use this
term within the likelihood for the association variable T,ﬁ

which —as it is mutually independent from le N et

SNote that the empirical prior on T]{ _, is selected as in (16) leading to this

posterior be identically zero for all values of T,Z _, other than %1571 .

given by

lj(Zjlk‘TIg) O<p‘ri (Z{C|Zj1k71) (51)

— [ 1@ X p(X 2], )X
M _ _

= H/gj(zio|x2)prf(o)(x2|zikfl)d'rgc
o=1

M
j j,7i. (0)
=1 [ oGl bonat 7 st
o=1

The first line above follows from that the joint distribution of
Z{.,._, and 7 is independent of the latter.

The prior distribution for Tg is non-informative as given in (7),
so0, the ML estimate using (51) coincides with the MAP estimate
and it is given by

7l = arg max [;(Z] ,|7]) (52)
TI: eSu ’

where Sy, is the set of M-permutations.

An equivalent problem is found by taking the logarithm of
the objective function in the combinatorial optimisation problem
above as follows:

M

%Z = arg max c(o, m= T]z(O)) (53)

J
T ES;L[ o=1

c(o,m) £ log / 03 (2 ) p(a |3 ),

foroom=1,..., M.

This cost for the LGSS model is explicitly found using the
prediction distribution (50) and the measurements within the KF
innovations [36] as

C(Ov m) = log’/\/(ziﬁo; ’éi',m ) Si:mz) 54

=R, + H;P/ H

5J _ Y J
Zk,m - H.Yxk|k—1;m’ S klk—=1,m~"j *

k,m

The optimisation in (53) is a 2 — D assignment problem
which can be solved in polynomial time with M (despite that the
search space S); has a factorial size) using one of the well known
solvers [47] including the auction algorithm [48]. This algorithm
operates over a matrix of costs obtained by C = [¢(0, m)] to it-
eratively find the M pairs corresponding to the best permutation
71 in the ML problem (52). Here, computation of the M 2 cost
matrix usually has the predominant computational time.

Next, we consider the state distribution update (see (15) in
Section II-B) and assert the empirical (model) prior in (16).
As a result, the filtering density at k becomes a product of its
marginals each of which is a Gaussian as in (49) found by the
KF update [36], i.e.,

M
p(Xk;T]g = ’TA_}“Z{}C) = H N(Ik,m;ik‘,mypk,m)

m=1

(55)
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where,

xk m = xk\k 1,m + Kk m( Hji'k'\kfl,m)

k,py (m)
Pk,m - (I Kk mH )Pk\k 1,m

-1

N T Qi
Kim = Pk\k 1mH'Sk,

Note that, because the posterior den51ty is now non-zero only
for Tk = Tk , the marginalisation over Tk (see, e.g., (14)) in the
following prediction stage reduces to (39) and (50).

B. Evaluation of the Calibration Quad-Term in the
LGSS Model

Let us consider the evaluation of sé given by (42) using the
formulae for the LGSS model introduced in Section VI-A. By
comparison with the cost term in (53) and (54), it can easily be
seen that s;? is the exponential of the association cost for ﬂg, i.e.,

M
sf(Z,’C) = epoc(o 7/
o=1

Next, let us consider (43) for evaluating 1" . Evaluation of
this term involves finding the object identity correspondance Yk
by solving a 2-D assignment as explained in Appendix E. In

(56)

the LGSS model, the assignment cost matrix D = [d(0, m)] is
found as
d(0,m) =108 N (2}, o Zi..n > Sie.m) (57)
7:’11,,” = H%(l‘k) m)
bm = Ri + HiTy(Py, m)Hz:T-

foro,m =1,..., M. Here, the second order statistics P{g m
also transformed by applying any rotations involved in 7?; to
its eigenvectors. The best assignment which here encodes
is found using the auction algorithm [48] as well, similar to
the assignment in the Bayesian filtering update (Section VI-A).

Using this estimate, the quad-term factor is computed using

M
rh(Zi,0) = exp Y d(o, 41 (7(0)) ) (58)
o=1

In order to evaluate the other factors of the quad-term update,
ie., s; and r ;» similar computations are used. It suffices to
replace ¢ in the subscripts/superscripts of the expressions above
with 7, and, vice versa.

Finally, let us consider the scale factor in (46). Let us use the
notation introduced in the previous section for expressing the
densities inside the integration. Starting with (44), one obtains

po(2, 2|28, _1,0) = p(2', 2|25 0) (59)
=N 2, %)
élii‘ﬂﬂl
M1 = )
H,; 7,7 (& ,,)
E _ S;€m O
'~ lo R;+H7, (P, )H

wherem = 7;_, (0),and, 2, , and S}, , arecomputed asin (54)
with ¢ substituted in place of j.
The second density in (46) conditioned on sensor j’s history,

i.e., (45), is similarly found as

pO(zi7 Z'j|Z{:k—179) = N(['zi7zj]T5M2ﬂ 22)

[Hiwm

5]
Zk,m

M2

=1, ’ s/

k,m

R, + H;7; (P ) H! 0]

where m =4;,_; 07 _,(0) and, ] = and S|
in (54).

Using the densities above and integration rules for Gaussians,
the oth term of the scale factor in (46) is found as

lﬁk_’o(a)

_ (==
- ’1/2

are given

1 ) .
—— exp{—(ulelm + 13 35" o)
‘):, +3; 4
2

1 -
7 (B 2 ) (5 4,

< (S5 + 35 ) )

In a distributed setting, the scale factor expressions above are
computed both at sensors ¢ and j, for which the prediction stage
given in (50) is carried out for both the local posterior and the
posterior recevied from the other sensor at time k£ — 1.

(60)

C. Sampling from the Calibration Marginals Using
Non-Parametric BP

In this section, we introduce particle based representations
and Monte Carlo computations [49] for the realisation of (loopy)
BP message passings. Note that Sections VI-A and VI-B specify
the evaluation of edge potentials given in (33) for (7{,,7{,) =
(a0 T.0)-

For sampling from the marginal parameter posteriors, we
adopt the approach detailed in [26, Sec.VI] for carrying out
LBP belief update and messaging in (25) and (24), respectively.
Given L equally weighted samples from p; (6;), i.e.,

0 ~ 5i(6,), ©1)

forl =1,..., L, the edge potentials are evaluated to obtain

(1) p i (1) l
b (010,60 =1 (21,2110 = 0", 6)).

Consider the BP message from node j to ¢ in (24). Suppose
that independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) samples from
the (scaled) product of the jth local belief and the incoming
messages from all neighbours except ¢ are given, i.e.,

0" ~ p;(6;) H mir; (0

J
i'ene(j)/i

(62)

) for I=1,...,L. (63)

These samples are used with kernel approximations in order
to represent the message from node j to 7 (scaled to one), in
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the NBP approach [32]. We use Gaussian kernels leading to the
approximation given by

m]l 0;; ]7 ,

L
(0 _ 7). gDy, (D)
aﬂ _T(T (63 701 )792 )a
()
(1) 1/12 J ( ) 9] )
Wit = @) @)

Zl’ 1 ,lzbi j( 7 )
where the kernel weights are the normahsed edge potentials.
Aj; is related to a bandwidth parameter that can be found using

Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) techniques. In particular, we
use the rule-of-thumb method in [50] and find

2/(d+4) R
> Cjz'v

D)

4
Ai = ((2d +1)L

Cii =33 il
m]1 - walb> Ji

where m;; and Cji are the empirical mean and covariance of
the samples, respectively, and d is the dimensionality of 6,; s.

Given these messages, let us consider sampling from the up-
dated marginal in (25). We use the weighted bootstrap (also
known as sampling/importance resampling) [51] with samples
generated from the (scaled) product of Gaussian densities with
mean and covariance found as the empirical mean and covari-
ance of the particle sets, respectively. In other words, given 1m,;
and C ji as above, we generate

) (6') — )7,

Jt

D f6;), 1=1,...,L,
F(0:) o< N(6;; 10, Cy) H N(9i;ﬁljz,éji)-
jene(i)

The particle weights for these samples to represent the up-
dated marginal is given by

L
wz(l) _ L:)Z(l)/ Z @El/)

I'=1

o = (a6 T1

jene(i)

s (0)) /£6")

where py ; is the prior density selected for 6; (and, the node po-
tential in (22)). Thus, the local calibration marginal is estimated
by

L
=3 W (65)
=1
As the final step of the bootstrap, {02([) , wlm MM | is resampled
(with replacement) leading to equally weighted particles from
pi(0;),1.e., {91{” -, . We follow similar bootstrap steps in order
to generate the samples in (63).
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Algorithm 1: Pseudo-code for estimation of # using the
quad-term separable likelihood within Belief Propagation.

1: forallj € Vdo > Local filtering

2: fork=1,...,tdo

3: Find p(Xk ,7 = #]|Z1.,) in (55) as described in
Section VI-A
Find st (Z]) in (56)

4
5: end for
6: end for
7
8

: forall j €V do > Sample from priors

. Sample 6\ ~ py(6;) forl =1,..., Lasin (61)
9: end for
10: fors=1,...,S do > S-steps of LBP
11: forall (i,j) € £ do > Evaluate edge potentials
12: forl=1,...,Ldo
13:  Find 7t (z;{, 6= (6",6'")) using (57), (58) for
k=1,.

14: Find r]- (Z{C,H— (951 ,9;1))) fork=1,...t

15:  Find k(0 = (9§” ,0\")) using (46), (59)~(60) for
k=1,.

16:  Find q(z;f,z'|zlk L0 = (6
using (34) for k=1,...,t

17: Find ¢, ]( ) o\ ) in (62) as the quad-term

",6)
L]

i 27y

likelihood in (33)
18:  end for
19: end for

20: forall (i,5) € £do > Find LBP messages
21:  Find the kernel representation r7; (6;) in (64)

22: end for

23: forall: € V do > Update local marginals
24:  Find the updated P, in (65) and sample 6" ~ 5, (6;)
250 6 — X0 0"

26: end for

27: end for

After nodes iterate the BP computations described above for
S times, each node estimates its location by finding the empirical

mean of {951) }E-_ |- These steps are summarised in Algorithm 1.

VII. EXAMPLE: SELF-LOCALISATION IN LGSS MODELS

In this example, we demonstrate the quad-term node-wise
separable likelihood in sensor self-localisation. The LGSS
model given by (47) and (48) is used with process noise param-
eters selected as 0 = 0.5, g1 = 1/4, g = q3 =1/2, ¢ = 1.
The measurement model for sensor ¢ is given by H; = [I, 0]
and R; = 021 with o, = 10 modelling noisy position mea-
surements in the local coordinate frame.

Let us consider the multi-object multi-sensor scenario de-
picted in Fig. 2. 16 sensors observe 4 objects moving with data
association uncertainties. The locations of the sensors are to be
estimated with respect to sensor 1 which is selected as the origin
of the network coordinate system. Therefore 6 = [0, ..., 6;¢]
with the prior distribution for ¢, selected as Dirac’s delta, i.e.,
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Fig. 2. Example scenario: 16 Sensors collect measurements from 4 objects

(T1-T4) with association uncertainties. Initial positions of the objects are de-
noted by black squares. Trajectories for 60 time steps are depicted. The blue
lines depict the edges of the MRF model used for estimation.

T
|

—
|

Fig. 3. Node beliefs in LBP iterations: Marginal posterior estimates after
iteration 4 (upper-left), 6 (upper-right), 8 (lower-left), and 10 (lower-right).

Po,1(61) = §(01). For the other nodes, the localisation prior,
i.e., po,;i(0;) fori =2,...,16,is auniform distribution over the
sensing region.

We use Algorithm 1 specified in Section VI for estimating 6.
The MRF model we consider is specified by the pairwise graph
G in Fig. 2 (blue edges). We use L = 100 points in (61) to
represent the local belief densities. We select the sensor data
time window length as ¢ = 10 (starting at time 21 until 30 in
the scenario in Fig. 2). We follow the steps in Algorithm 1 for
S = 16 iterations.

A typical run is illustrated in Fig. 3. Here, the scatter plot of
particles from marginal posteriors are given over iterations. Note
that the network coordinate system is established by sensor 1
through its informative prior, and, LBP emanates this informa-
tion towards the outer nodes while learning the edge potentials
using node-wise separable likelihood evaluations v; ; (951) ) Oj(-l) )
given in (23) and (33).

For performance assesment, first, we consider the mean
squared error for 6 output by our algorithm, as we have built
our discussion on MMSE estimators in (12). We find this value
empirically by taking the average of the squared norm of es-

quad-term
dual-term

log IVI/S\E

103

2 . . I ] ]
10 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
iteration

Fig. 4. Log-normalised error margin versus the iteration number 7.

w
o
T

sf - ]
|
|
|
|
|

N N
o o
T T
I I

o
-

average error norm (m)
o
-—-

(6]
T

iteration

Fig. 5. Localisation miss-distance averaged over nodes versus the iteration
number. 100 Monte Carlo runs displayed with the boxes centered at the median
(red). Edges (blue) indicate the 25th and 75th percentiles.

timation errors over 100 Monte Carlo simulations. In Fig. 4,
we present a semi-log plot of this quantity over iterations (blue
line). Note that, convergence occurs in less than ten iterations
which is a favourable feature. We compare this algorithm with
the RFS based dual-term pseudo-likelihood proposed in [26].
When evaluating this term, we use a Poisson multi-object model
output by using the Gaussian mixture probability hypothesis
density (GM-PHD) filter [52] with the LGSS model. The aver-
aged MSE performance for the case that dual-term likelihoods
are used as edge potentials is depicted with the green dashed
line in Fig. 4. The quad-term approximation is seen to provide
faster convergence with both pseudo-likelihoods leading to an
on par accuracy in the steady regime, in this example. The edge
update time for the quad-term update averages to 0.601s per
edge per particle compared to 1.312s for the dual-term update
demonstrating its relative efficiency.

Note that, the MSE is a network-wide term and the local error
norms are smaller. The localisation miss-distance averaged over
sensors is given in Fig. 5. The average error (fone standard
deviation) in the final step is 2.60 £ 0.70 m with a maximum
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value of 4.96 which is less than 0.5% of the edge distances of
1000 m. These results demonstrate that the proposed scheme is
capable of providing self-localisation with favourable accuracy
and small error margins.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have addressed the prohibitive complex-
ity of latent parameter estimation in state space models when
there are many sensors collecting measurements. We proposed
a pseudo-likelihood, namely the quad-term node-wise separa-
ble likelihood, as an accurate surrogate to the actual likelihood
which is extremely costly to evaluate. The separable structure
of this quad-term approximation makes it possible to evaluate it
using local filtering operations, hence, scale with the number of
Sensors.

In order to use the proposed approximation in the case of
multiple objects, we employed a parameterised multi-object
state space model in which different configurations of the pa-
rameter specify different hypothesis of object-to-measurement
and object-to-object associations. Specifically, we introduced
an empirical Bayesian perspective for evaluating separable like-
lihoods in this model, using only local Bayesian filtering. This
approach substitutes the estimates of the hypothesis variables
when evaluating the likelihood of the latent parameter, and, de-
couples these two inference tasks if the hypothesis variables can
be estimated locally. Therefore, it can be extended to general hy-
pothesis variables that capture, for example, variable number of
objects My, less than one probability of detection, i.e., Pp < 1,
and, measurements with false alarm, by adapting the assignment
problems involved accordingly (see, for example [35]).

The associated posterior distribution is a MRF over which dis-
tributed inference is possible using message passing algorithms
such as LBP. We specified a particle message passing algo-
rithm for sampling from latent parameter marginals for a linear
Gaussian state space model with multiple objects. This algo-
rithm is demonstrated in simulations for sensor self-localisation
using point measurements from non-cooperative objects in a
potentially GPS denying environment. It is possible to estimate
unkown orientation angles as well, by appropriately defining the
transform in (37) and taking into account the rotations implied
by 6; s in the LBP steps of Algorithm 1 (additional details can
be found in [53]).

APPENDIX
A. Empirical Bayes Parameter Likelihood

The empirical Bayes parameter posterior follows from the
decomposition of the posterior in (11) using the chain rule of
probabilities as

p(0|Zyy, ..., Z1,)
:Z' ’ 'Zp(e‘zizta T Z{\:[ta Tllz:fw)p(Tll::tle%:tv R Z{\{t)'
L %
(66)
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The first term inside the summations is the parameter posterior
conditioned on the association variables and the second term is
similar to a prior with respect to the first term. The fact that this
term is conditioned on the measurements makes an empirical
selection possible as discussed in Section II-B. Let us use a
similar empirical prior selection approach as used in (16), i.e.,

t
p(7—11::7,‘N|Z%:t’ ) Zi\rt) — H p(Tli:N|Z%:k> ) Z{vk)
k=1

1:N>.

PN 2 s - Z2) = O (R (67)

After substituting from (67) in (66), the parameter posterior is
found as

p(9|zi:t7 sy Zjlvt)
= p(9|z%:t7 ) Z{Yt?Tll::tN = 7_-%?[)
X l(z}:h R Zjl\{twv Tllzth = 7—_};[ )p(@)

where the likelihood in the last line is given by (17) and (18) in
Section II-B.

B. Proof of Proposition 4.1

Proof: Let us expand the KLD term in (31) by substituting
its arguments given in (9), (29) and (30):

D(p(Z;ﬁleJZIlkfl?Z{k—l’e)Hq( Z’Z']i‘zijk717Z{:k*1’9))
B /dzzlkdz‘{kdep(zllkﬂz{k’e)

p(Zj,, Zi |Z 1 Z{:k—l )
q(Z}M ZIZ ‘Zgzkr—17 Zjlzk—l ’ 0)

x log

:/dZi:de{:kdﬁp(Zi:k,Z{:k,ﬁ)
% ( og . p(jzir’jzgc’Zi:k—l‘.Z]l:kfl’je)
2 P(Zy,, Zy |2y g,y O)p(ZY g, |2y, 4, 0)
p(Zﬁ;,Zi},Z{:k_l\Zﬁjkfl,O)
p(z?c’Z.}J<|Z7.i:k717e)p(zlizkfl‘zilzkfl’9)

+ log

+ 2log Ky (9)) (63)

1 i =i, =i j
= 5 (I(Zji,Zk§lek—1|Z{:k—1’®)

+I(Z], 25 2y 1|2l 1,0)) +Ellog i (0)}. (69)

In the equations above, ky, (#) is a normalisation constant given
by (30). Equation (68) is obtained after multiplying both the
numerator and the denominator of the quotient inside the log-
arithm by p(Zi,;, 1121y, 0)p(Z1,;_1|Zi, 1, 0) and a rear-
rangement of the terms. The definition of MI [31] results with
the first two terms in (69). The last term is the expectation of the
normalisation constant over the joint distribution of the sensor
histories Z{, ; and Z{,, ,, and, ©.
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Let us now consider the normalisation constant:
w1 (0)

) . P i i 1/2
~ [ aziaz (w2 20120, 0021 212 0))

S 1/2

- 1/2
x (/dZidZ‘;}«P(ZZ’ZiZﬁ:kDGO
~1. (70)

The inequality (70) follows from Holder’s Inequality. Conse-
quently, the last term in (69) is non-positive, and, (31) is ob-
tained. [ |

C. Proof of Corollary 4.2

Proof: We apply the chain rule of information to the MI
terms on the RHS of (31) leading to

I(Zliv Z‘Z; Z{:kfl ‘Z{:k—l ,0)

= I(Zk];; A |Zf;k—1 JO)+ (221, |Zf;kv 0),
(71)

and,
I(ZIZH leg ; Zf;kfl |Zi:k—1 ) 8)

= I(Zli§ Z{;kq |Zi]::k—1 s @) + I(Zié Z{;kq |Z{:ka @)-
(72)

The MI terms on the RHSs of the equations above are for random
variables which form Markov chains with the current the state
variable X),. Consider the (conditional) chains Z;i — X, —
Z{:kfl |Z{:k71 ) © and ZZ - Xk A Zfzkfl |lej:k71 ’ © for the
RHS of (71). The Data Processing Inequality [31] applied to
these terms lead to

I(Zii?Z/z;Zié:k71|Zij;k7179)
< I(Xk;zii:kfﬂzf:k—lv9)"“[(‘)(13;Zi:k71|zlz;vzf:k—l79)
= H(‘Xk |Z{:k71 ) 6) - H(Xk ‘Zi:k—la Zf:kfl’ 6)

+H(X| 2], 2], 0)~H(X| 2], 2] 1, 214 1,0).
(73)

A similar break down of (72) results with
I(Z]lw Z]é’ lezkfl ‘Zii:kfl ) 9)
< H(X;|2-1,0) = H(X| 211, 21, ©)

+H (x| 21, Z{:k—lv6)_H(Xk|zliaz/lt‘:kfl>Z{:k—U6)'
(74)

Substituting from (73) and (74) into (31) results with (32). W

D. Comparison of the Quad-Term and Dual-Term Updates

Let us compare the KLLDs of the quad-term and dual-term
updates. The KLD of the dual-term in (36) is given by [26]

D(p( ;cvZ{-‘Zg:k—laz{‘;kflaa)Hu( 2,Z£‘Zi:k_1,2{:k71,9))
= I(ZIZ7 Z{:kfl ‘Z{::kfl’ 9) + I(ZZM Z{:kfl ‘lezkfl’ 9)
+1(Z; 2|21, 241, ©) (75)

The MI terms on the RHS of the above equation can be expanded
using that I(A; B|C) = H(A|C) — H(A|C, B) [31]. The third
term can be expanded in alternative ways as follows:

I(Zlfﬁ Zi|zf:k71,zf;k—1’®)

(a) i =i j i| =i j
= H(Zk|lek717Zf;k—17@) - H(Zk‘zlzk—lazf;kvg)
(76)

= H(Zi ‘Z{:kfl ) le;kfl ) 6) - H(Zli |Z{:k—1a Z{:]w @)
(77)

After decomposing the first two terms on the RHS of (75) sim-
ilarly and adding to the average of (76) and (77) (which equals
to the third term), we obtain

D(pllu)=Au* — Au 78)
Au+ éH(ZZ |Z7i.:k—l 5 @) + H(Z}g |Z{:k‘71 ’ 8)

_ 1 i =i ]
Au~ 2 — 3 [H(Zﬂzlzkflvzfzk—l’@)

+H(Z]|Z{ 41,241, 0)
+H(lec|zllk—l ) Z{:k’ @)J’_H(Z]i |Z{::k’ lezkfl ’ 6)

Now, let us consider (31). After substituting (71) and (72) in
the RHS and expanding the MI terms as above, one obtains

D(pllg) < Ag™ — Au~ (79)

1 j| 2 i| i
Aq+ é§ H(Z]“Z{:kfl’@)+H(Zk:|zlzk:—l7@)

+H(2]|21,,0)+H(Z;|2],, 6)}

Now, let us compare (79) and (78): The negative weighted
terms are equal, so, the difference of the positive weighted terms
are considered:

Aut —Agt = H(Zﬁzfzk—u@) - H(Z/Z‘Z{:kfl’e))
+ H(Z[|2], ,,0)—H(ZL|Z],_,,0)+e
€= H(Zl“Z{:kflv@) - H<Z£\Zi;k, ©)
+H(Z|2],_,,0) — H(Z{|Z],.0) (80)

Properties of differential entropy [31] suggest that ¢ > 0
regardless of the problem setting (as conditioning reduces
entropy). Under normal sensing conditions it is reasonable to
expect that € > 0 holds as sensor measurements are highly in-
formative on all the variables at time k. For sensors with similar
sensing capabilities, it is also reasonable to expect that their
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measurement history are interchangeable. In other words,

H(Z,IHZ{A—l’@) + H(ZZ‘Z{kflﬂg)

= H(Z||2], ,,0)+ H(Z;|2],-1.0) (8D
holds in which case (80) is nonzero and D(p||u) > D(pl|q).
This condition can be relaxed for a difference of € between the
RHS and LHS of (81).

Comparison in terms of entropy upper bounds is more
straightforward. Let us consider (32) and Corollary 4.2 in [26]
which we repeat here for convenience:

D(p|lu) < H} — H,, (82)

H = H(X|2{, ,,0)+ H(X|2],_,,0),
H, = H(Xk|zfzkflvz{:kfl7®)
+max{H (X2}, _,, 2],;,0),
H(X|Z], ., 21, ©))-

For sensors of identical capabilities, both terms in the maximi-
sation should be identical as the accuracy of the state estimate
should not differ for using either of the sensors’ current mea-
surement in addition to the histories of both. As a result, we can
replace H, with

H; :H(Xk|Z{:k717Zf:k717@)

1 i j j i
+5 (B2 2 0)+H(X 2, 2. 0).

Now, note that the sum of the positive weighted terms in the
RHS of (32) (let us denote by ") is smaller than [, owing to
that conditioning reduces entropy [31]. The sum of the negative
weighted terms (let us denote by H, ), for the case ,equals to
H,, leading to

u 2

HS& —-H, —(H —H,)>0,
which indicates that the entropy bound of the quad-term update
is smaller than that for the dual-term update.

E. Local ML Estimate of Object Correspondances

The semantic of the object correspondance v, is slightly dif-
ferent from that of the random permutation variables used in
identity management [45] in a way closer to data association
because local (track) identities are synonymous with the mea-
surements they are associated with instead of signal features
etc. Therefore, in our model, ;. is uniquely defined when given
7! and 7, and, y1,...,7 are mutually independent. The ML
estimate of ;. using the likelihood for data set (Z,, Z? , ) is also
conditioned on the association configuration (7,7 ) and 6 is
given by

4 = arg max logl(Zi,,Z{“*yk,T,i = %,i,r,f = %Z,O) (83)
Vi €Sm ) ’
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where Sy, is the set of M-permutations. This likelihood can be
decomposed using the chain rule of probability as

Z(Z;w ZJlk‘|7k7 Tli’ le’ 6)
= p( ;w Z{«|Z{;k—177k7TlivTlgve)p(zjl.;k—1|'7ka7_lia7_]zv 9)7
= p(Z},, ZL|Z o7 O)D(Z 44 16), (84)

where the second equality follows from the independence of
sensor j’s measurements up to time k£ — 1 from the association
variables at time k. The first term on the RHS is easily identified
as (43) evaluated for y; when m/ = 7, (7} (0)). This term, when
substituted in (83), leads to a 2-D assignment problem given by

M
4, = arg max d<0, m' =y, (7212 (0)))
1

Ve €SM
o=

d(o, m,) £ log Tg,cj,o(zlic,ov 0),

foro,m’ =1,..., M, where r}; , is given in (43).

After finding the M2 costs above, this problem can be solved
using the auction algorithm [48] in polynomial time with M.
This algorithm finds the M pairs corresponding to the best per-
mutation 4;,. We use a similar approach for the data association
problem in Bayesian filtering in Section VI-A.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors would like to thank Dr. S. Yildirim for discussions
on the general multiobject tracking model in [14] and [27], and
Prof. A. Doucet for discussions on pseudolikelihood methods
in state-space models.

REFERENCES

[1] S. Sarkka, A. Solin, and J. Hartikainen, “Spatiotemporal learning via
infinite-dimensional Bayesian filtering and smoothing: A look at Gaussian
process regression through Kalman filtering,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag.,
vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 51-61, Jul. 2013.

[2] B.-N. Vo et al., “Multitarget tracking,” Wiley Encyclopedia of Electrical
and Electronics Engineering. Hoboken, NJ, USA: Wiley, 2015.

[3] O.Cappé, E. Moulines, and T. Ryden, Inference in Hidden Markov Models
(Springer Series in Statistics). New York, NY, USA: Springer, 2006.

[4] O. Cappé, S.J. Godsill, and E. Moulines, “An overview of existing meth-
ods and recent advances in sequential Monte Carlo,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 95,
no. 5, pp. 899-924, May 2007.

[5] S. S. Singh, N. Whiteley, and S. J. Godsill, “Approximate likelihood
estimation of static parameters in multi-target models,” in Bayesian Time
Series Models, D. Barber, A. T. Cemgil, and S. Chiappa, Eds. Cambridge,
U.K.: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2011, pp. 225-244.

[6] X. Lin, Y. Bar-Shalom, and T. Kirubarajan, “Multisensor multitarget bias
estimation for general asynchronous sensors,” IEEE Trans. Aerosp. Elec-
tron. Syst., vol. 41, no. 3, pp. 899-921, Jul. 2005.

[7]1 B.Raistic, D. E. Clark, and N. Gordon, “Calibration of multi-target tracking
algorithms using non-cooperative targets,” IEEE J. Sel. Topics Signal
Process., vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 390-398, Jun. 2013.

[8] M. Erol-Kantarci, H. T. Mouftah, and S. Oktug, “A survey of architectures
and localization techniques for underwater acoustic sensor networks,”
IEEE Commun. Surveys Tuts. , vol. 13, no. 3, pp. 487-502, Jul.—Sep. 2011.

[9]1 N. K. Kantas, S. S. Singh, and A. Doucet, “Distributed maximum likeli-
hood for simultaneous self-localization and tracking in sensor networks,”
IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 60, no. 10, pp. 5038-5047, Oct. 2012.

[10] M. Uney, B. Mulgrew, and D. Clark, “Target aided online sensor local-
isation in bearing only clusters,” in Proc. Sensor Signal Process. Def.,
Sep. 2014, pp. 1-5.

[11] D.Devarajan, Z. Cheng, and R. J. Radke, “Calibrating distributed camera
networks,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 96, no. 10, pp. 1625-1639, Oct. 2008.



768

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL AND INFORMATION PROCESSING OVER NETWORKS, VOL. 4, NO. 4, DECEMBER 2018

N. Kantas, A. Doucet, S. S. Singh, J. Maciejowski, and N. Chopin, “On
particle methods for parameter estimation in state-space models,” Statist.
Sci., vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 328-351, Aug. 2015.

L. Chen, M. J. Wainwright, M. Cetin, and A. S. Willsky, “Data associa-
tion based on optimization in graphical models with application to sen-
sor networks,” Math. Comput. Model., vol. 43, no. 9/10, pp. 1114-1135,
May 2006.

L. Jiang, S. S. Singh, and S. Yildirim, “Bayesian tracking and parameter
learning for non-linear multiple target tracking models,” IEEE Trans.
Signal Process., vol. 63, no. 21, pp. 5733-5745, Nov. 2015.

C. Andrieu, A. Doucet, and R. Holenstein, “Particle markov chain monte
carlo methods,” J. Roy. Statist. Soc., Ser. B, vol. 72, no. 3, pp. 269-342,
2010.

J. Ala-Luhtala, N. Whiteley, K. Heine, and R. Piche, “An introduction to
twisted particle filters and parameter estimation in non-linear state-space
models,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 64, no. 18, pp. 4875-4890,
Sep. 2016.

J.-M. Marin, P. Pudlo, C. P. Robert, and R. J. Ryder, “Approximate
bayesian computational methods,” Statist. Comput., vol. 22, no. 6,
pp. 1167-1180, 2012.

C. Varin, N. Reid, and D. Firth, “An overview of composite likelihood
methods,” Statistica Sinica, vol. 21, pp. 542, 2011.

E.Ehrlich, A.Jasra, and N. Kantas, “Gradient free parameter estimation for
hidden Markov models with intractable likelihoods,” Methodol. Comput.
Appl. Prob., vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 315-349, 2015.

S. Yildirim, S. S. Singh, T. Dean, and A. Jasra, “Parameter estimation
in hidden Markov models with intractable likelihoods using sequential
Monte Carlo,” J. Comput. Graph. Statist., vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 846-865,
2015.

C. Andrieu, A. Doucet, and V. B. Tadic, “On-line parameter estimation
in general state-space models,” in Proc. 44th IEEE Conf. Decis. Control,
Dec. 2005, pp. 332-337.

A. Wiesel and A. O. Hero, “Distributed covariance estimation in gaussian
graphical models,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 60, no. 1, pp. 211-
220, Jan. 2012.

Q. Liu and A. Ihler, “Distributed parameter estimation via pseudo-
likelihood,” in Proc. 29th Int. Conf. Mach. Learn., Jul. 2012, pp. 1487—
1494.

Y. D. Mizrahi, M. Denil, and N. D. Freitas, “Distributed parameter esti-
mation in probabilistic graphical models,” in Proc. 27th Int. Conf. Neural
Inf. Process. Syst., 2014, pp. 1700-1708.

M. Uney, B. Mulgrew, and D. Clark, “Cooperative sensor localisation
in distributed fusion networks by exploiting non-cooperative targets,” in
Proc. IEEE Workshop Statist. Signal Process., Jun. 2014, pp. 516-519.
M. Uney, B. Mulgrew, and D. Clark, “A cooperative approach to sensor
localisation in distributed fusion networks,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process.,
vol. 64, no. 5, pp. 1187-1199, Mar. 2016.

S. Yildirim, L. Jiang, S. S. Singh, and T. A. Dean, “Calibrating the Gaus-
sian multi-target tracking model,” Statist. Comput., vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 595—
608, May 2015.

B. P. Carlin and T. A. Louis, Bayes and Empirical Bayes Methods for Data
Analysis, 2nd ed. London, U.K.: Chapman and Hall, 2000.

D. Hall, C.-Y. Chong, J. Llinas, and M. Liggins II, Eds.,Distributed Data
Fusion for Network-Centric Operations. Boca Raton, FL, USA: CRC
Press, 2013.

J. S. Yedidia, W. T. Freeman, and Y. Weiss, “Understanding belief propa-
gation and its generalizations,” Mitsubishi Elect. Res. Lab., San Francisco,
CA, USA, Tech. Rep. TR-2001-22, Jan. 2002.

T. M. Cover and J. A. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory. Hoboken,
NJ, USA: Wiley, 1991.

E. B. Sudderth, A. T. Ihler, M. Isard, W. T. Freeman, and A. S.
Willsky, “Nonparametric belief propagation,” Commun. ACM, vol. 53,
no. 10, pp. 95-103, Oct. 2010.

M. Uney, B. Mulgrew, and D. Clark, “Distributed estimation of latent
parameters in state space models using separable likelihoods,” in Proc.
IEEE Int. Conf. Acoust., Speech, Signal Process., 2016, pp. 4129-4133.

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]
[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

M. J. Wainwright and M. I. Jordan, “Graphical models, exponential fami-
lies, and variational inference,” Found. Trends Mach. Learn.,vol. 1,no.1/2,
pp. 1-305, Jan. 2008.

A. B. Poore and S. Gadaleta, “Some assignment problems arising from
multiple target tracking,” Math. Comput. Model., vol. 43, no. 9/10,
pp. 1074-1091, 2006.

B. Ristic, Arulampalam S., and N. Gordon, Beyond the Kalman Filter;
Farticle Filters for Tracking Applications. Norwood, MA, USA: Artech
House, 2004.

J. Kokkala and S. Sarkka, “Combining particle MCMC with Rao-
Blackwellized Monte Carlo data association for parameter estimation in
multiple target tracking,” Digit. Signal Process., vol. 47, pp. 84-95, 2015.
I. Schlangen, D. E. Clark, and E. D. Delande, “Single-cluster PHD
filter methods for joint multi-object filtering and parameter esti-
mation,” arXiv.org preprint 1705.05312, 2017. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.05312

A. T.Ihler,J. W. Fisher, R. L. Moses, and A. S. Willsky, “Nonparametric
belief propagation for self-localization of sensor networks,” IEEE J. Sel.
Areas Commun., vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 809-819, Apr. 2005.

M. Cetin, L. Chen, J. W. Fisher, A. T. Ihler, R. L. Moses, M. J. Wainwright,
and A.S. Willsky, “Distributed fusion in sensor networks: A graphical
models perspective,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 42—
55, Jul. 2006.

M. Uney and M. Cetin, “Graphical model-based approaches to target track-
ing in sensor networks: An overview of some recent work and challenges,”
in Proc. 5th Int. Symp. Image Signal Process. Anal., 2007, pp. 492-497.
M. J. Wainwright, T. S. Jaakkola, and A. S. Willsky, “Tree-based reparam-
eterization framework for analysis of sum-product and related algorithms,”
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 49, no. 5, pp. 1120-1146, May 2003.

J. S. Yedidia, W. T. Freeman, and Y. Weiss, “Constructing free-energy ap-
proximations and generalized belief propagation algorithms,” IEEE Trans.
Inf. ”Theory, vol. 51, no. 7, pp. 2282-2312, Jul. 2005.

M. Uney, B. Mulgrew, and D. Clark, “Distributed localisation of sensors
with partially overlapping field-of-views in fusion networks,” in Proc.
19th Int. Conf. Inf. Fusion, Jul. 2016, pp. 1340-1347.

L. J. Guibas, “The identity management problem- a short survey,” in Proc.
11th Int. Conf. Inf. Fusion, Jun. 2008, pp. 1-7.

J. Huang, C. Guestrin, and L. Guibas, “Fourier theoretic probabilistic
inference over permutations,” J. Mach. Learn. Res., vol. 10, pp. 997-1070,
May 2009.

R. Burkard, M. Dell’Amico, and S. Martello, Assignment Problems.
Philadelphia, PA, USA: SIAM, 2012.

D. P. Bertsekas, “The auction algorithm: A distributed relaxation method
for the assignment problem,” Ann. Oper. Res., vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 105-123,
1988.

G. Casella and C. P. Robert, Monte Carlo Statistical Methods, 2nd ed.
New York, NY, USA: Springer, 2005.

B. W. Silverman, Density Estimation for Statistics and Data Analysis.
London, U.K.: Chapman and Hall, 1986.

A. FE. M. Smith and A. E. Gelfand, “Bayes statistics without tears: A
sampling-resampling perspective,” Amer. Statist., vol. 46, no. 2, pp. 84—
88, May 1992.

B. N. Vo and W. K. Ma, “The gaussian mixture probability hypothesis
density filter,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 54, no. 11, pp. 4091—
4104, Nov. 2006.

M. Uney, K. Copsey, S. Page, B. Mulgrew, and P. Thomas, “Enabling
self-configuration of fusion networks via scalable opportunistic sensor
calibration,” in Proc. SPIE Def.+Security Symp., Signal Process., Sen-
sor/Inf. Fusion, Target Recognit. XXVI, vol. 10646, Apr. 2018.

Authors’ photographs and biographies not available at the time of publication.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 900
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00111
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 1200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00083
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00063
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


