arXiv:2405.12629v1 [eess.SY] 21 May 2024

A Local Gaussian Process Regression Approach to Frequency Response Function Estimation ⋆

Xiaozhu Fang, Yu Xu, Tianshi Chen

School of Data Science and Shenzhen Research Institute of Big Data, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen 518172, China (e-mail: {xiaozhufang,yuxu19}@link.cuhk.edu.cn, tschen@cuhk.edu.cn).

Abstract: Frequency response function (FRF) estimation is a classical subject in system identification. In the past two decades, there have been remarkable advances in developing local methods for this subject, e.g., the local polynomial method, local rational method, and iterative local rational method. The recent concentrations for local methods are two issues: the model order selection and the identification of lightly damped systems. To address these two issues, we propose a new local method called local Gaussian process regression (LGPR). We show that the frequency response function locally is either analytic or resonant, and this prior knowledge can be embedded into a kernel-based regularized estimate through a dot-product kernel plus a resonance kernel induced by a second-order resonant system. The LGPR provides a new route to tackle the aforementioned issues. In the numerical simulations, the LGPR shows the best FRF estimation accuracy compared with the existing local methods, and moreover, the LGPR is more robust with respect to sample size and noise level.

Keywords: system identification, frequency response function, local method, complex Gaussian processes, kernel design

1. INTRODUCTION

Frequency response function (FRF) estimation in the frequency domain is a classic subject in the field of system identification, see e.g. Ljung (1999); Pintelon and Schoukens (2012). The early methods for FRF estimation include the classic spectral estimation method and the empirical transfer function estimate (ETFE), see e.g. Ljung (1999). In the past two decades, there have been remarkable advances in developing new methods for this subject, see Schoukens et al. (2018) for a review. Among these methods, the local polynomial method (LPM) (Schoukens et al., 2009), local rational method (LRM) (McKelvey and Guérin, 2012), and iterative local rational method (ILRM) (Geerardyn, 2016) have gained significant attention due to their capability to almost reject the leakage. The pros and cons of the above local methods have been debated recently (Schoukens et al., 2018; Pintelon et al., 2020).

For the LPM, since polynomials are employed as basis functions within each sliding window, the model order selection issue is unavoidable. The order of polynomials is often set to be 2 (Schoukens et al., 2018), or tuned by minimizing a criterion, e.g., the modified minimum description length (MDL) (Pintelon et al., 2020). Moreover, the identification of lightly damped systems is a critical issue for the LPM because the FRFs of lightly damped systems have resonance peaks, which are not smooth and

⋆ This work was funded by NSFC under contract No. 62273287,

Shenzhen Science and Technology Innovation Commission under contract No. JCYJ20220530143418040, and the Thousand Youth Talents Plan funded by the central government of China.

are hard to capture by the LPM if the number of frequency bins is not much within the sliding window. In contrast, the LRM often gives better performance than the LPM by using a local rational model within each sliding window. The LRM also has the model order selection issue, and additionally, its noise variance estimate is biased due to the Levy approximation, especially for a low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) (Geerardyn, 2016, Guideline 3.1). As for the ILRM, it has less bias in the noise variance estimate than the LRM, but it involves nonconvex optimizations with severe local minima issues (Verbeke and Schoukens, 2019). The success of the ILRM highly depends on the dedicated model order selection and the starting point of the optimization, where Pintelon et al. (2020) suggested using the result of LRM as the starting point. To summarize, none of the existing local methods has shown consistent superiority over others.

In contrast with the above local methods, the Gaussian process regression (GPR) is a global method that makes use of all data points in the FRF estimation. Moreover, the GPR is a kernel-based nonparametric method: on the one hand, the prior knowledge about the FRF to be estimated can be embedded in the estimated FRF by designing a suitable kernel, e.g., Latarie and Chen (2016), and on the other hand, the model complexity of the estimated FRF can be tuned continuously by tuning the hyper-parameters through e.g. the empirical Bayes method.

In this paper, we are interested in developing a new local method inspired by the global GPR. More specifically,

• we first propose a kernel-based regularized version of the LPM and call it the local regularized polynomial method (LRPM). If the system is not lightly damped, then the coefficients of the polynomial basis functions are absolutely summable, and then the diagonal (DI) kernel in Chen et al. (2012) is introduced to embed this prior knowledge;

• we then show that the LRPM can be extended to a more general local GPR (LGPR). Particularly, we show that, for lightly damped systems, since their FRFs locally can be either analytic or resonant, a dot-product (DP) kernel (Smola et al., 2000) and a resonance kernel induced by a second-order resonant system can be designed to incorporate such prior knowledge, respectively.

• we finally demonstrate the validity of the LGPR with the DP plus one resonance (DPpR1) kernel through numerical simulations, compared with the existing local methods.

The remaining part of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, FRF estimation and the LPM are briefly introduced. The main derivations of the LRPM and LGPR are shown in Section 3 and Section 4, respectively. In Section 5, the proposed method is tested by simulations.

2. BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

2.1 Frequency Response Function Estimation

We consider the causal, stable, continuous-time, singleinput single-output, and linear time-invariant system with output disturbed by filtered white noise: y(t) = ∫_∞ 0 u(t − τ )g(τ )dτ + v(t),

v(t) = ∫_∞ 0 e(t − τ )h(τ )dτ, (1)

where t ≥ 0 is the time index, u(t), y(t), v(t) ∈ R are the input, output, and disturbance, respectively, g(τ), h(τ) ∈ R is the impulse response of the system and noise model, respectively, and e(t) ∈ R is assumed to be the unobserved white Gaussian noise.

Let the input and output be sampled at {u(t), y(t)}, t = 0, T_s, 2T_s, · · · , (N − 1)T_s with N being the sample size and T_s being the sampling interval. The input u(t) is assumed band-limited under the Nyquist frequency π/T_s, or, otherwise, the aliasing error should be modeled together with the transient error later. Denote U(k), Y (k), V (k) and E(k) the N-point discrete Fourier transform (N-point DFT) of u(t), y(t), v(t), and e(t), respectively, at frequency bin k. That is, if we let x(t) represent u(t), y(t), v(t) or e(t), and X(k) its corresponding N-point DFT, then it holds that X(k) = 1 √ N N−1∑ n=0 x(nT_s)e^{− 2πjnk}N . (2) For white Gaussian noise e(t), E(k) is independent over k, circular complex Gaussian distributed, see e.g.,(Pintelon and Schoukens, 2012, Sec. 7.2.1).

The frequency domain correspondent of (1) is Y (k) = G(jω_k)U(k) + T (jω_k) + V (k), V (k) = H(jω_k)E(k), ω_k = 2πk/NT_s, k = 0, 1, · · · , ⌊N/2⌋ , (3)

where ⌊N/2⌋ denotes the maximum integer no larger than N/2, G(jω) and H(jω) are the system and noise transfer functions, respectively, and T (jω_k) denotes the transient term (aka. leakage) incorporating the system transient and noise transient. The derivation of (3) is skipped and refers to Pintelon and Schoukens (2012).

The goal is to obtain the estimates of the frequency response function (FRF) G(jω_k) and noise variance σ^2_k := Cov(V (k)) from the input-output spectra U(k), Y (k) in the interested frequency band.

2.2 Existing Local Methods

Recently, it started to be clear that there is plenty of structure in T (jω_k), and some local methods have been proposed for the FRF estimation, see Schoukens et al. (2018). Specifically, the local methods use low-order parametric models G_k(jω; θ_k) and T_k(jω; θ_k) to approximate G(jω) and T (jω) in the local window, [jω_{k−ℓ}, · · · , jω_{k−1}, jω_k, jω_{k+1}, · · · , jω_{k+ℓ}], where jω_k is any excited frequency in (3), θ_k ∈ R^{nk} being the parameters to be estimated, and n_k ∈ N being the dimension of θ_k. Then the predicted output in the local window is given by, with r = −ℓ, ℓ + 1, · · · , ℓ,

Ŷ (k + r; θ_k) = G_k(jω_r; θ_k)U(k + r) + T_k(jω_r; θ_k). (4)

Then the parameters θ_k can be estimated from the local data Z_k by minimizing an estimation criterion V,

θ̂_k = arg min θk V(θ_k, Z_k), Z_k = {U(k + r), Y (k + r)}^ℓ_{r=−ℓ}. Finally, the central of the estimated local models is remained for the final estimate, i.e.,

Ĝ(jω_k) = G_k(0; θ̂_k), T̂ (jω_k) = T_k (0; θ̂_k), (6)

and the noise variance estimates are given by

σ̂^2_k = 1 2ℓ + 1 − n_k ℓ∑ r=−ℓ |Y (k + r) − Ŷ (k + r; θ̂_k)|^2. (7)

The existing local methods use different local models and estimation criteria. The local polynomial method (LPM) chooses polynomials as the local models and squared local output error (LOE) as the estimation criterion: {_{Gk (jωr; θk) = Bck(jωr), Tk(jωr; θk) = Ick(jωr),} θ_k = [b^c_{0,k}, · · · , b^c_{nb,k ,k}, i^c_{0,k}, · · · , i^c_{ni,k ,k}]^T , n_k = n_{b,k} + n_{i,k} + 2, (8)

V_{LOE}(θ_k, Z_k) = ℓ∑ r=−ℓ |Y (k + r) − Ŷ (k + r; θ_k)|^2, (9)

where X^c_k(jω) with X = B, A, I denote the polynomials with parameters x^c_{n,k} and polynomial order n_{x,k}

X^c_k (jω) = nx,k∑

n=0 x^c_{n,k} (αω)^n , with x^c_{n,k}, α ∈ C , (10) with α being a constant. The local rational method (LRM) chooses rational functions as the local models and the local levy (LL) method as the estimation criterion:

G_k(jω_r ; θ_k) =

B^c_k (jω_r)

A^c_k (jω_r)

, T_k (jω_r; θ_k) = I^c_k(jω_r) A^c_k(jω_r) , θ_k = [a^c_{1,k},· · ·, a^c_{na,k ,k}, b^c_{0,k} ,· · ·, b^c_{nb,k ,k}, i^c_{0,k},· · ·, i^c_{ni,k ,k}]^T , n_k = n_{a,k} + n_{b,k} + n_{i,k} + 2, a^c_{0,k} = 1,

(11)

V_{LL}(θ_k, Z_k) = ℓ∑ r=−ℓ |A^c_k(jω_r)|^2|Y (k + r)−Ŷ (k + r; θ_k)|^2. (12)

The iterative local rational method (ILRM) chooses rational functions (11) as the local models and the LOE method (9) as the estimation criterion.

The comparison of the above local methods has been discussed in Verbeke and Schoukens (2019); Schoukens et al. (2018); Pintelon et al. (2020). In short, the LPM has difficulties in identifying lightly damped systems, while the LRM and ILRM do not. Moreover, the LRM has a biased noise variance estimate due to the LL method (12), while the ILRM involves a nonconvex optimization and suffers from severe local minima issues. It was suggested in Pintelon et al. (2020) to use the result of the LRM as the starting point of the optimization for the ILRM.

2.3 Problem Statement

The model order selection is essential for the existing local methods. How to choose the polynomial orders can be heuristic, e.g. n_{a,k}, n_{b,k}, and n_{i,k} are suggested to be 2 (Schoukens et al., 2018), or the polynomial orders can be tuned by minimizing a criterion, e.g. modified minimum description length (MDL) (Pintelon et al., 2020) as follows:

arg min n_{a,k} ,n_{b,k} ,n_{i,k} σ̂^2_ke^{log(4ℓ+2) nk2ℓ+1−n}k^{−2} (13)

where n_{a,k} = 0 for the LPM. In this paper, we first develop a kernel-based regularized version of the LPM and call it the local regularized polynomial method (LRPM). The LRPM can tune the model order in a continuous manner.

On the other hand, the LRPM also has difficulties in identifying lightly damped systems; to tackle that, we propose the local Gaussian process regression (LGPR), as an extension of the LRPM.

3. LOCAL REGULARIZED POLYNOMIAL METHOD

Since the LPM is a linear model with respect to θ_k, it can be reformulated in matrix-vector form:

Y_k = Ψ_kθ_k + V_k, (14)

with U_k = [U(k − ℓ), · · · , U(k + ℓ)]^T , Y_k = [Y (k − ℓ), · · · , Y (k + ℓ)]^T , V_k = [V (k − ℓ), · · · , V (k + ℓ)]^T , ϕ^n = [(αω_{−ℓ})^n, · · · , (αω_ℓ)^n]^T ,

Φ^n = [ϕ^0, · · · , ϕ^n] ∈ R^{(2ℓ+1)×(n+1)} , n = 0, 1, · · ·

Ψ_k = [diag[U_k]Φ^{nb,k} Φ^{ni,k} ] ∈ C^{(2ℓ+1)×nk}

where T denotes the transpose, and diag[U_k] denotes the diagonal matrix with its diagonals being U_k.

3.1 Bayesian/Regularized Estimate

Assume that θ_k in (14) is a complex Gaussian random vector (CGRV) with mean zero, covariance matrix Γ_{θk} , and relation matrix C_{θk} , and V_k is an i.i.d. and circular CGRV with variance σ^2_k, independent with θ_k, denoted by

θ_k ∼ CN (0, Γ_{θk} , C_{θk} ), V_k ∼ CN (0, σ^2_kI_{2ℓ+1}, 0), (15)

where I_n is a n × n identity matrix. Then we have the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate as follows. Proposition 3.1. (MAP Estimate for θ_k). Consider (14) with (15), where V_k is independent of θ_k. Given the observation ~Y_k = [Y^T_k Y^H_k ]^T , the MAP estimate of ~θ_k = [θ^T_k θ^H_k ]^T is

^~_θ^{MAP}_{k = Mθk} ~_{Ψk(}~_{ΨkMθk} ~_ΨH_{k + σ}2_{kI4ℓ+2)}−1 ~_{Yk, (16)} M_{θk} = [_{Γθ} k C_{θk} C_{θk} Γ_{θk} ] , ~_{Ψk =} [_{Ψk 0}

0 Ψ_k ] . where H denotes the Hermitian transpose.

Likewise to (Pillonetto et al., 2014, Prop. 13), (16) can be associated to a regularized least square (RLS) estimate

^~_θ^{MAP}_{k = arg min} ~θ_k ‖~_{Yk −} ~_{Ψk}~_{θk‖}^2_{+ σ}^2_k ~_θ^H_{k M}^{−1}_{θk} ~_{θk,} θ̂^{MAP} k = arg min_θ k V_{LOE}(U_k, Y_k; θ_k) + 1 2 σ^2_k ~θ^H_k M^{−1}_{θk} ~θ_k. (17)

Now we obtain a new local method, namely the LRPM, which replaces the LS estimate with the RLS estimate (17) in the LPM. The key issue for the LRPM is the kernel design, i.e., determining the parameterization of kernel matrix M_{θk} by hyperparameters η_k ∈ R^p .

3.2 Kernel Design for the LRPM

Let M_{θk} (η_k) denote the parameterized kernel matrix to be designed, and it must be positive semidefinite in the complex-valued sense. However, this positive semidefinite condition is hard to fulfill in the design of Γ_{θk} (η_k) and C_{θk} (η_k ), and thus we consider the equivalent way to describe the CGRV θ_k, [_{R[θk]} I[θ_k] ] ∼ N (0, K_{θk} (η_k )), K_{θk} (η_k ) = [_{Kθk ,rr Kθk ,ri} K_{θk ,ir} K_{θk ,ii} ] , where N denotes the real-valued Gaussian distribution, R[θ_k] and I[θ_k] denote the real and imaginary components of θ_k, respectively, K_{θk} (η_k) is the composited covariance matrix consisting with e.g. K_{θk ,rr} = E[R[θ_k ]R[θ_k]^T ], and M_{θk} (η_k ) and K_{θk} (η_k) follow the following relationship:

M_{θk} (η_k ) = [_{Ink jInk} I_{nk} −jI_{nk} ] K_{θk} (η_k ) [_{Ink jInk} I_{nk} −jI_{nk} ]_H . Therefore, the task of kernel design now becomes the parametrization of the real-valued kernel matrix K_{θk} (η_k).

Finding True θ_k The task of kernel design now becomes the parametrization of the real-valued kernel matrix K_{θk} (η_k ). However, the true θ_k, denoted by θ^o_k = [b^o_{0,k}, · · · , b^o_{nb,k ,k}, i^o_{0,k}, · · · , i^o_{ni,k ,k}]^T , is unknown. From the experience of stable kernel design Pillonetto et al. (2014), it is necessary to ensure that θ^o_k is convergent as n_{b,k}, n_{i,k} → ∞, and both b^o_{nb,k ,k} and i^o_{ni,k ,k} are decaying to zero. Unfortunately, such convergence may not exist for arbitrary true system and transient, denoted by G^o(jω) and T^o(jω), respectively, and we thus need the following assumption. Assumption 3.1. Assume that, for given ω_ℓ and ω_k, G^o(jω) is analytic in the disk {jω ∈ C : |ω − ω_k| < ω_ℓ}.

Then we have the power series expansion for the local FRF. Theorem 3.1. If G^o(jω) is analytic in the disk {jω ∈ C : |ω−ω_k| < ω_ℓ}, then it has a unique power series expansion,

G^o(jω_k + jω) = ∞∑ n=0 (_{(Go)(n)(jωk)} n! ) (jω)^n,

converges uniformly for |ω| < ω_ℓ. Associated with polynomials (10) in the LPM, it holds that, for any 0 < ω_r < ω_ℓ, b^o_{n,k} ≜ (G^o)^{(n)}(jω_k) n! ( j α )^n, (18) |b^o_{n,k} | ≤ ( 1 αω_r )^n sup |ω−ωk |=ωr |G^o(jω)|. (19) Proof : An immediate result of Gamelin (2003)[p. 144]. The last inequality (19) results in the following corollary. Corollary 3.1. If G^o(jω) is analytic in the disk {jω ∈ C : |ω−ω_k| < ω_ℓ} and |α·ω_ℓ| > 1, then the sequence {b^o_{n,k}}^∞_{n=0} is stable, i.e., ∑_∞ n=0 |b^o_{n,k}| < ∞. This stability enables the kernel design as follows, and it can also apply to {i^o_{n,k}}^∞_{n=0} in the same manner.

Diagonal Kernel Given the stability of θ^o_k, we propose the diagonal (DI) kernel (Chen et al., 2012) for the LRPM:

K^{DI}_{θk} (η_k ) : K_{θk ,rr} = diag([α_G, α_Gλ^1_G, · · · , α_Gλ^{nb,k}_G , α_T , α_T λ^1_T , · · · , α_T λ^{ni,k}_T ]) K_{θk ,ii} = diag([β_G, β_Gκ^1_G, · · · , β_Gκ^{nb,k}_G , β_T , β_T κ^1_T , · · · , β_T κ^{ni,k}_T ]) K_{θk ,ir} = 0; α_G, α_T , β_G, β_T ≥ 0, λ_G, λ_T , κ_G, κ_T ∈ [0, 1/αω_r ), (20) η_k = [α_G, λ_G, α_T , λ_T , β_G, κ_G, β_T , κ_T ]. Moreover, there exists the structural resemblance between G^o(jω) and T^o(jω), see e.g. (Pintelon and Schoukens, 2012, Sec. 6.3.2) and (Latarie and Chen, 2016, Sec 5.3). Then it is assumed that

λ_T = λ_G, κ_T = κ_G, α_G/α_T = β_G/β_T . (21)

From (20) and (21), we obtain the corresponding M_{θk} (η_k),

M^{DI}_{θk} (η_k ) :

Γ_{θk} = diag([α_G +β_G, α_Gλ^1 +β_Gκ^1, · · · , α_Gλ^{nb,k}+ β_Gκ^{nb,k} , α_T +β_T , α_T λ^1 +β_T κ^1, · · · , α_T λ^{ni,k} +β_T κ^{ni,k} ]) C_{θk} = diag([α_G −β_G, α_Gλ^1 −β_Gκ^1, · · · , α_Gλ^{nb,k}− β_Gκ^{nb,k} , α_T −β_T , α_T λ^1 −β_T κ^1, · · · , α_T λ^{ni,k} −β_T κ^{ni,k} ]) η_k = [α_G, α_T , λ, β_G, κ], β_T = α_T ∗ β_G/α_G . (22)

3.3 What if Assumption 3.1 is invalid?

For lightly damped systems, the resonance poles are too close to the imaginary axis, and thus Assumption 3.1 is invalid at some ω_k, and the power series in Theorem 3.1 do not converge. Thus, the LRPM (and also the LPM) cannot be applied to lightly damped systems. To tackle lightly damped systems, the polynomial models in the LPM are often replaced by rational function models, e.g., the LRM and ILRM. As an alternative, we extend the LRPM to the local Gaussian process regression (LGPR).

4. LOCAL GAUSSIAN PROCESS REGRESSION

The LGPR is straightforward by employing the GPR (Latarie and Chen, 2016, Thm. 3) in the local window. Nonetheless, we prefer to derive the LGPR as an extension of the LRPM because this extension relationship would be important for the kernel design in Sec. 4.2.

4.1 The LGPR: an Extension of the LRPM

It follows from Prop. 3.1 that G_k = [G(jω_{−ℓ}), · · · , G(jω_ℓ)] and T_k = [T (jω_{−ℓ}), · · · , T (jω_ℓ)] are also CGRVs. Assume the independence of G_k and T_k. Then the covariance matrix and relation matrix of G_k, denoted by Γ_{Gk} and C_{Gk} , respectively, are given by

Γ_{Gk} = Φ^{nb,k}_k Γ^G_{θk} (Φ^{nb,k}_k )^H , C_{Gk} = Φ^{nb,k}_k C^G_{θk} (Φ^{nb,k}_k )^T , (23a)

Γ_{Tk} = Φ^{ni,k}_k Γ^T_{θk} (Φ^{ni,k}_k )^H , C_{Tk} = Φ^{ni,k}_k C^T_{θk} (Φ^{ni,k}_k )^T , (23b)

where Γ^G_{θk} , C^G_{θk} ∈ C^{(nb,k +1)×(nb,k +1)} and Γ^T_{θk} , C^T_{θk} ∈ C^{(ni,k +1)×(ni,k +1)} come from Γ_{θk} and C_{θk} with

Γ_{θk} = [_{ΓG} θk 0 0 Γ^T_{θk} ] , C_{θk} = [_{CG} θk 0 0 C^T_{θk} ] . Then we have the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. (MAP Estimate for G_k). Consider (3) with G_k ∼ CN (0, Γ_{Gk} , C_{Tk} ), T_k ∼ CN (0, Γ_{Gk} , C_{Tk} ), and V_k in (15), where G_k, T_k, V_k are assumed independent of each other. Given the observation ~Y_k ≜ [Y^T_k Y^H_k ]^T , the MAP estimate of ~G_k = [G^T_k G^H_k ]^T is given by

^~_G^{MAP}_{k = MGk} ~_{Uk(}~_{Uk MGk} ~_UH_{k + MTk + σ}2_{k I4ℓ+2)}−1 ~_{Yk, (24)}

^~_T^{MAP}_{k = MTk (}~_{Uk MGk} ~_UH_{k + MTk + σ}2_{k I4ℓ+2)}−1 ~_{Yk, (25)} M_{Gk} = [_{ΓG} k C_{Gk} C_{Gk} Γ_{Gk} ] , M_{Tk} = [_{ΓG} k C_{Gk} C_{Gk} Γ_{Gk} ] , ~_{Uk = diag[U}^T_{k U}^H_{k ],}

Likewise, M_{Gk} and M_{Tk} can be parametrized by hyperparamters η_k, denoted by M_{Gk} (η_k )/M_{Tk} (η_k ), which are estimated by the empirical Bayes (EB) method:

η̂^{EB}_k , σ̂^{EB}_k = arg max ηk ,σk 1 2 ~_Y^H_{k O}^{−1}_{k (ηk )}~_{Yk +}^1_{2 log |Ok(ηk )|,} O_k(η_k ) = ~U_kM_{Gk} (η_k )~U^H_k + M_{Tk} (η_k ) + σ^2_k I_{4ℓ+2}. (26)

4.2 Kernel Design from the LRPM to the LGPR

The extension relationship between the LRPM and LGPR implies that all kernels for the LRPM can be transformed into the kernels for the LGPR via (23).

Proposition 4.2. (Dot-Product Kernel). Substituting the DI kernel (22) into (23), we obtain

Γ^{DP}_{Gk} = nb,k∑

n=0 (α_Gλ^n +β_Gκ^n)ϕ^n(ϕ^n)^H , (27)

C^{DP}_{Gk} = nb,k∑

n=0 (α_Gλ^n −β_Gκ^n)ϕ^n(ϕ^n)^T (28)

where ϕ^n is given in (14), and (27) takes the form of the dot-product (DP) kernel, aka. the power series kernel, see e.g. (Smola et al., 2000; Zwicknagl, 2009). Further, if n_{b,k} → ∞, then (27) converges to

M_{Gk}^{DP}(η_k ) M_{Tk}^{DP}(η_k ) : Γ^{DP}_{Gk} = α_G 1 − λϕ^1(ϕ^1)^T + β_G 1 − κϕ^1(ϕ^1)^T C^{DP}_{Gk} = α_G 1 − λϕ^1(ϕ^1)^T − β_G 1 − κϕ^1(ϕ^1)^T

(29)

where η_k = [α_G, λ, β_G, κ], and the convergence holds because all entries of λ^{1/2}ϕ^1 and κ^{1/2}ϕ^1 are within the unit disk.

Henceforth, the DP kernel is referred to as (29) by default, and the DP kernel (29) embeds the prior knowledge of analytic smoothness, i.e., the local function is analytic within the unit disk centering at jω_k.

4.3 Kernel Design for Lightly Damped Systems

On the other hand, the LGPR can immediately use the existing kernels from the global GPR, e.g., the diagonalcorrelated (DC) kernel (Latarie and Chen, 2016, Eq. (53)), and the DC kernel plus multiple resonance kernels (DCpRn) (Hallemans et al., 2022, Eq. (A.3)), with Γ_{Gk} (jω, jω^′) = C_{Gk} (jω, −jω^′), Γ^{DC}_{Gk} (jω, jω^′) = λ √ 2π 1 β+jω−jω^′ (_1 α+β/2+jω + 1 α+β/2−jω^′ ) (30)

Γ^{DCpRn} Gk (jω, jω^′) = Γ^{DC}_{Gk} (jω, jω^′)+ n∑ i=1 Γ^{R,i}_{Gk} (jω, jω^′), (31)

Γ^{R,i}_{Gk} (jω, jω^′) = γ^2_{1,i}(jω + β_{1,i})(−jω^′ + β_{1,i}) + γ^2_{2,i}β^2_{,i}

((jω + β_{1,i})^2 + β^2_{,i})((−jω^′ + β_{1,i})^2 + β^2_{,i})

, (32) β_{1,i} > 0, β_{2,i}, γ_{1,i}, γ_{2,i} ≥ 0, i = 1, · · · , n, where η_k = [λ, α, β] for the DC kernel (30) and η_k = [λ, α, β, {β_{1,i}, β_{2,i}, γ_{1,i}, γ_{2,i}}^n_{i=1}] for the DCpRn kernel (31), and (32) is named the resonance kernel with Rn indicating the sum of n resonance kernels. It is shown in Hallemans et al. (2022) that the DCpRn kernel (31) has a better performance than the DC kernel (30), but it has too many hyper-parameters, leading to difficulties in the hyperparameter estimation.

However, the local FRF is more likely to have only one resonance, and, by exploiting the partial fractional decomposition (PFD), the vicinity of this resonance can be captured by a second-order resonant system. Recall that the DP kernel (29) embeds a stronger smoothness than the DC kernel (30). Then we have the following proposition. Proposition 4.3. (DCpR1 Kernel). The DCpR1 kernel, (31) with n = 1, can be used in the LGPR to handle lightly damped systems.

Proposition 4.4. (DPpR1 Kernel). The DPpR1 kernel, i.e., the sum of the DP kernel (29) and R1 kernel (32), can be used in the LGPR to handle lightly damped systems.

The DC kernel (30) and the DP kernel (29) have close performances for the FRF estimations, while their noise variance estimations may have a large difference. This is related to the overfitting issue: the DC kernel (30) can be reduced to an identity kernel I_{4ℓ+2} when β → 0 and α → ∞, implying both the transient term and the noise term in (24) are identity kernels I_{4ℓ+2}. Consequently, the noise would be mixed with the transient and thus underestimated. In this regard, the DP kernel (29) is superior to the DC kernel (30).

5. SIMULATION

In this section, we run a simple experiment to compare the proposed LPGR to the LPM, LRM, and ILRM.

5.1 System and Data Generation

We consider the testing continuous-time system G from Hallemans et al. (2022), see its true FRF in Fig. 1. The input u(t) is a band-limited multisine signal generated by the MUMI toolbox (Csurcsia et al., 2020), where the sampling interval is T_s = 0.1s, the period is 10240 or 3100, and the maximum excited frequency is 0.4 ∗ 2π/T_s rad/s. The output y(t) is obtained by the MATLAB function

y(t)=lsim(G,u(t))+v(t)), where v(t) is white Gaussian

distributed with signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) being 20dB or 60dB. To avoid the initial condition and induce the strong leakage, multiple periods of u(t) and y(t) are run, but only the last N = 10000 and N = 2500 samples are collected for period 10240 and 3100, respectively. The local window size is 2ℓ + 1 = 41 for N=10000 and 2ℓ + 1 = 11 for N=2500, which cover the same local FRF with different sampling interval 2π/(NT_s).

5.2 Estimates Setup

The LPM and LRM use the sample code from Csurcsia et al. (2020), where a truncated SVD is added to calculate the inverse of ill-condition Ψ^H_k Ψ_k. Assume the same polynomial orders in every local window, i.e., n_{b,k} = n_{i,k} for the LPM and n_{a,k} = n_{b,k} = n_{i,k} for the LRM. The polynomial orders are fixed to be 2, or selected by the MDL criterion (13), where these estimates are named LPM(2)/LRM(2), and LPM(MDL)/LRM(MDL), respectively. The ILRM(MDL) minimizes the LOE criterion by MATLAB function fmincon() with the model order and starting point given by the LRM(MDL).

The LGPR estimate is named with its kernel, such as LGPR(DC). The optimization of the hyperparameter tuning (26) adopts the MATLAB function MultiStart() with fmincon(), where the number of runs is 5 times the number of hyperparameters.

The performance of estimates is evaluated by the mean square error (MSE) in dB,

MSE(Ĝ) = 1 N ∑ k∈Ωt (‖Ĝ(jω_k) − G^o(jω_k)‖^2). (33)

where Ω^t = {k : 0 ≤ ω_k < 2π} is the interest of frequency.

5.3 Results and Findings

Table 1. MSE in dB for Ĝ(jω).

SNR 20dB 60dB 20dB 60dB N(2ℓ + 1) 2500(11) 2500(11) 10000(41) 10000(41)

LPM(2) -40.66 -40.11 -41.85 -41.93 LPM(MDL) -39.83 -39.69 -40.17 -40.10 LGPR(DC) -42.93 -43.42 -91.97 -79.06 LGPR(DP) -39.53 -39.56 -40.81 -40.64 LRM(2) -93.64 -170.31 -96.78 -182.08 LRM(MDL) -91.60 -133.33 -97.46 -182.35 ILRM(MDL) -94.33 -128.82 -111.54 -182.01 LGPR(DCpR1) -68.18 -174.62 -113.38 -182.23 LGPR(DPpR1) -101.49 -170.78 -115.06 -181.95

In each column, the values no larger than the lowest values plus 10 are bold since the difference smaller than 10 is negligible.

Table 1 shows the MSE of the FRF estimates, and Fig. 1 shows the residual of some selected FRF estimates, |Ĝ(jω) − G^o(jω)|, and their noise variance estimates, σ̂^2. The simulations results show that:

• The LPM, LGPR(DC), and LGPR(DP) have poor FRF estimation accuracy around the resonance due to the false of Assumption 3.1.

Fig. 1. The residual of the FRF estimates (upper panels) and the noise variance estimates (bottom panels), where the dashed lines are the true FRF and true noise variance.

• The LRM(2), LRM(MDL), and ILRM(MDL) do not achieve the best FRF estimation MSE (bold values) for all columns in Table 1. Specifically,

- The worse performances of LRM(MDL) and ILRM(MDL) in N=2500 and SNR=60dB are due to the overfitting when the sample size is small.

- The worse performances of LRM(2) and ILRM(2) in N=10000 and SNR=20dB are due to the biased noise variance estimations, see Fig. 1.

• The LGPR (DCR1) has the overfitting issue in the noise variance estimate, which is illustrated as spikes in Fig. 1. It is shown that this overfitting may affect the FRF estimation MSE.

• The LGPR (DPR1) achieves the best FRF estimation MSE (bold values) for all columns in Table 1. Its noise variance estimate has spikes for a small sample size but does not for a large sample size. The spikes do not affect the FRF estimation MSE.

6. CONCLUSION

This work proposes a local Gaussian process regression and new kernels for FRF estimation. The proposed local Gaussian process regression (LGPR) provides a new route to tackle the model order selection and the identification of lightly damped systems. It is shown in the simulations that the LGPR has the best FRF estimation accuracy in terms of the mean square error (MSE), and the LGPR is more robust to different sample sizes and noise levels.

REFERENCES

Chen, T., Ohlsson, H., and Ljung, L. (2012). On the

estimation of transfer functions, regularizations and gaussian processes—revisited. Automatica, 48(8), 1525– 1535.

Csurcsia, P., Peeters, B., and Schoukens, J. (2020). Userfriendly nonlinear nonparametric estimation framework for vibro-acoustic industrial measurements with multiple inputs. Mechanical Systems and Signal Processing, 145, 106926.

Gamelin, T. (2003). Complex analysis. Springer Science

& Business Media.

Geerardyn, E. (2016). Development of user-friendly system identification techniques. Vrije Universiteit Brussel.

Hallemans, N., Pintelon, R., Joukovsky, B., Peumans, D., and Lataire, J. (2022). Frf estimation using multiple kernel-based regularisation. Automatica, 136, 110056.

Latarie, J. and Chen, T. (2016). Transfer function and transient estimation by Gaussian process regression in frequency domain. Automatica, 52, 217–229.

Ljung, L. (1999). System Identification - Theory for the User. Prentice-Hall, 2nd edition.

McKelvey, T. and Guérin, G. (2012). Non-parametric frequency response estimation using a local rational model. IFAC Proceedings Volumes, 45(16), 49–54.

Pillonetto, G., Dinuzzo, F., Chen, T., De Nicolao, G., and Ljung, L. (2014). Kernel methods in system identification, machine learning and function estimation: A survey. Automatica, 50(3), 657–682.

Pintelon, R., Peumans, D., Vandersteen, G., and Lataire, J. (2020). Frequency response function measurements via local rational modeling, revisited. IEEE Transactions on Instrumentation and Measurement, 70, 1–16.

Pintelon, R. and Schoukens, J. (2012). System identification: a frequency domain approach. John Wiley & Sons.

Schoukens, J., Godfrey, K., and Schoukens, M. (2018).

Nonparametric data-driven modeling of linear systems: Estimating the frequency response and impulse response function. IEEE Control Systems Magazine, 38(4), 49– 88. Schoukens, J., Vandersteen, G., Barbé, K., and Pintelon, R. (2009). Nonparametric preprocessing in system identification: a powerful tool. In 2009 European Control Conference (ECC), 1–14. IEEE.

Smola, A., Ovári, Z., and Williamson, R.C. (2000). Regularization with dot-product kernels. Advances in neural information processing systems, 13.

Verbeke, D. and Schoukens, J. (2019). Frequency response measurements with local parametric modeling. IEEE Transactions on Instrumentation and Measurement, 69(6), 3249–3261.

Zwicknagl, B. (2009). Power series kernels. Constructive Approximation, 29, 61–84.