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Abstract The use of time series for sequential online prediction (SOP) has
long been a research topic, but achieving robust and computationally efficient
SOP with non-stationary time series remains a challenge. This paper reviews a
framework, called Bayesian Dynamic Ensemble of Multiple Models (BDEMM),
which addresses SOP in a theoretically elegant way, and have found widespread
use in various fields. BDEMM utilizes a model pool of weighted candidate
models, adapted online using Bayesian formalism to capture possible tempo-
ral evolutions of the data. This review comprehensively describes BDEMM
from five perspectives: its theoretical foundations, algorithms, practical appli-
cations, connections to other research, and strengths, limitations, and potential
future directions.

Keywords Bayesian · non-stationary time series · dynamic ensemble of
multiple models · sequential online prediction

1 Introduction

In one of his most influential papers [1], Leo Breiman distinguishes between two
cultures in statistical modeling: data modeling and algorithmic modeling. The
former involves analyzing data based on a given stochastic model, such as linear
or logistic regression, while the latter permits the data generative process to be
unknown, and deploys models defined by algorithms. Modern discriminative
deep neural networks belong to the algorithmic modeling culture and their
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architectures are often determined through the use of an architecture search
algorithm [2]. For more information on these modeling cultures, see [1].

Leo Breiman’s insights predate the rise of deep learning, yet he was a vocal
proponent of the algorithmic modeling culture. He argued that overreliance
on the data modeling culture could produce “irrelevant theory, questionable
conclusions” [1].

We contend that the two cultures described above represent two extremes of
a broader modeling culture, one that involves blending data with the modeler’s
prior knowledge. Under the data modeling culture, the model is predetermined
by the modeler, based on their prior knowledge. In contrast, the algorithmic
modeling culture yields a model by running an algorithm that the modeler has
designed, incorporating their prior knowledge. Thus, the key discrepant factor
between these two cultures pertains to how the prior knowledge of the modeler
is deployed. For the data modeling culture, this knowledge is used directly
in specifying the “given stochastic data model”, whereas for the algorithmic
modeling culture, it is embedded within the algorithm employed to construct
the model.

Apart from the two extreme cultures described above, there are other re-
alizations of the broader modeling culture. The Bayesian Dynamic Ensemble
of Multiple Models (BDEMM), which we discuss here, represents one such
example. With BDEMM, a portion of the model structure is predetermined
by the modeler, while the remaining part changes dynamically over time and
is determined through an algorithm based on Bayesian inference.

BDEMM possesses three primary features, which render it appropriate for
solving sequential online prediction (SOP) problems. These features are as
follows: (1) BDEMM utilizes a model pool as opposed to a solitary model to
account for the potential statistical patterns present in the data; (2) this model
pool consists of several weighted candidate models, whose weights are adapted
in real-time to reflect possible temporal fluctuations in the data; and (3) the
method used to adjust the model weights is based on Bayesian formalism.

While time series have long been used for sequential online prediction
(SOP), achieving robust and computationally efficient SOP with non-stationary
time series remains a challenge [3]. Traditional prediction methods train a
model based on a static dataset and make predictions using the same model.
This offline processing paradigm is unsuitable for SOP since it requires up-
dating the model sequentially. In contrast, BDEMM addresses this issue by
processing data sequentially. Upon the arrival of new data, it only updates
the weights of its base models utilizing Bayesian formalism, while keeping the
base models themselves unchanged. Unlike offline methods that require re-
peated access to data items, SOP with BDEMM necessitates only one pass
through the data. Processed data items can be discarded immediately to free
up storage space.

BDEMM has found widespread use in various fields, including dynamic
system state tracking [4–9], dynamic multi-modal data fusion [10], Gaussian
process-based online time-series prediction [3], Bayesian optimization [11], and
neural decoding for brain-computer interfaces [12]. In each of these contexts,
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BDEMM has provided a robust and state-of-the-art algorithmic solution. De-
spite its success in various applications, there has yet to be a comprehensive
introduction to BDEMM. This serves as the motivation behind this introduc-
tory article.

This paper’s contribution is that it provides, for the first time, a complete
introduction to BDEMM, including its theoretical foundations, typical algo-
rithms, practical applications, connections to other research, strengths, limi-
tations, potential future directions, and additional available resources such as
code and real-world data sets. These topics are discussed in Sections 2 to 7,
respectively. The paper concludes in Section 8.

2 Theories

This section introduces BDEMM from a theoretical perspective. We assume
readers have prerequisite knowledge of Bayesian statistics, and some classic
reference materials include Section IV of [13], Section II of [14], and Section XI
of [15]. To begin, we provide a succinct overview of Bayesian model averaging
(BMA), which serves as the theoretical foundation of BDEMM.

2.1 Bayesian Model Averaging

In traditional statistical modeling, a stochastic model M is initially specified
to represent a hypothesis on how data are generated. With M possessing a
fixed structure, the corresponding value of parameter θ is obtained through
data fitting, which involves optimizing a criterion such as maximum likelihood
(ML), maximum a posterior (MAP), or minimum mean square error (MMSE).
One can also adhere to the Bayesian paradigm by assigning a prior density to
θ and utilizing a likelihood function to characterize its probability given the
data [13, 16–19]. The ensuing task is to calculate the posterior of θ, which is
proportional to the product of the prior and the likelihood.

In many realistic scenarios, utilizing a model with an unchanging structure
to capture the generative mechanism of the data is arbitrary. An alternate
approach involves considering multiple candidate models, M1,M2, . . . ,MK ,
simultaneously to account for uncertainty at the model level [20–22].

Given a set of independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) data points y =
(y1, . . . , yn), where yi ∼ p(yi|θk), i = 1, . . . , n, where θk denotes the parameter
of Mk, the probability of y given Mk can be calculated as follows

pk(y) =

∫

θ

pk(y|θ)pk(θ)dθ, (1)

where pk(θ) and pk(y|θ) denote respectively the prior and the likelihood func-
tion defined in Mk, k = 1, . . . ,K. As is shown, θ is marginalized out (inte-
grated out) in Eqn.(1). Consequently, pk(y) is also referred to as the marginal
likelihood or model evidence within the framework of Bayesian statistics.
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Denoting the prior probability of Mk by Pr(Mk), we can obtain the pos-
terior probability of Mk by applying Bayes formula

p(Mk|y) =
Pr(Mk)pk(y)

∑K

j=1 Pr(Mj)pj(y)
, k = 1, . . . ,K. (2)

We denote the target parameter to be predicted as x, with x , g(θ) where
g is a function mapping θ to x. The concept behind BMA is to take into
account model uncertainty while predicting x, as shown below [23, 24]

x̂ =
K
∑

k=1

x̂kwk, (3)

where x̂k denotes the estimated or predicted value of x associated with Mk

and wk , p(Mk|y) the weight of Mk in making this estimation or prediction.
In the concept of BMA, selecting a model with an unchanging structure is
abandoned by assigning probabilities to a set of candidate models: Pr{M =
Mk} = wk, k = 1, . . . ,K.

For additional information on BMA, particularly its theoretical properties,
we suggest referring to [23, 24].

2.2 Bayesian Dynamic Ensemble of Multiple Models

BMA does not involve a time variable and therefore cannot handle dynamic
scenarios where data evolve over time. The BDEMM framework extends BMA
to address dynamic systems in which the time variable plays a crucial role.
In this setting, observations are denoted by yt, where t ∈ R with t > 0
representing the discrete time index. The goal is to predict xt at every time step
t using data that have been collected up to time t, given as y1:t , {y1, . . . ,yt}.
Following Eqn.(3), the BMA equation for predicting xt becomes:

x̂t =
K
∑

k=1

x̂k,twk,t, (4)

where wk,t , p(Mk|y1:t) and x̂k,t denotes the predicted value of xt within
Mk.

BDEMM offers a general methodology for recursively computing Eqn.(4).
In the BDEMM framework, each model component Mk comprises a state
transition prior pk(xt|xt−1) and a likelihood function pk(yt|xt). Given that
pk(xt−1|y1:t−1) is available, the predictive distribution of xt associated with
Mk is defined as

pk(xt|y1:t−1) =

∫

χ

pk(xt|xt−1)pk(xt−1|y1:t−1)dxt−1, (5)
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where χ denotes the value space of x. The posterior distribution of xt linked
to Mk is derived accordingly:

pk(xt|y1:t) =
pk(yt|xt)pk(xt|y1:t−1)

p(Mk|y1:t)
, (6)

with the marginal likelihood (normalizing constant) of Mk being defined as:

p(Mk|y1:t) =

∫

χ

pk(yt|xt)pk(xt|y1:t−1)dxt (7)

However, pk(xt|y1:t) may not be analytically obtained. Monte Carlo methods
like importance sampling [25, 26] or Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
[27, 28] can help draw random samples from it. The predicted value of xt for
Mk, denoted by x̂k,t, can be estimated via a criterion like ML, MMSE or MAP
based on these samples.

In BDEMM, the recursive calculation of wk,t involved in Eqn.(4) begins by
defining a Weight-Temporal-Transition (WTT) operator, which provides the
predictive distribution of the correct model as follows:

wk,t|t−1 , Pr{Mcorrect,t = Mk|y1:t−1} = f(w1:K,t−1). (8)

HereMcorrect,t represents the correct model at time t, w1:K,t−1 , {w1,t−1, . . . , wK,t−1}.
Potential options for the WTT operator are addressed in subsection 2.3.

Once wk,t|t−1 for k = 1, . . . ,K are specified, the Bayesian theorem can be
applied to obtain wk,t:

wk,t =
wk,t|t−1p(Mk|y1:t)

∑K

j=1 wj,t|t−1p(Mj |y1:t)
, k = 1, . . . ,K. (9)

In summary, starting with pk(xt−1|y1:t−1) and wk,t−1 for k = 1, . . . ,K, one
can use Eqns.(5)-(9) to calculate pk(xt|y1:t) as well as wk,t for k = 1, . . . ,K.
Usually, pk(xt|y1:t) does not have an analytical form. Monte Carlo methods
are often used to estimate x̂k,t based on samples drawn from pk(xt|y1:t). Sub-
sequently, after obtaining x̂k,t and wk,t for k = 1, . . . ,K, x̂t can be derived
using Eqn.(4).

Remark 1 BDEMM comprises a collection of BMA phases executed sequen-
tially. A WTT operation is performed between each adjacent pair of BMA
phases, generating the prior distribution of the correct model necessary for
use in the subsequent BMA phase. If the WTT operation is appropriately
chosen, the BDEMM framework inherits the desirable theoretical characteris-
tics of BMA. With the help of the WTT operator, BDEMM allows BMA to
be used in dynamic scenarios. In other words, BDEMM serves as a dynamic
extension of the BMA theory.
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2.3 WTT Operators

As previously mentioned, BDEMM employs a WTT operator to provide the
predictive distribution of the correct model at each time step. The following
subsections review five practical options for the WTT operator.

2.3.1 Operator I

One simple choice for the WTT operator is to specify:

wk,t|t−1 = wk,t−1, k = 1, . . . ,K. (10)

This selection assumes that the model switching process is solely driven by
the observed data, regardless of any prior knowledge of the modeler. When
BDEMM is used to choose a single correct model from several candidate mod-
els to represent a stationary dataset whose data points come in a sequence,
this operator is preferable over the others discussed below.

2.3.2 Operator II

Another straightforward WTT operator is to set:

wk,t|t−1 = Ck, k = 1, . . . ,K, (11)

where Ck, k = 1, . . . ,K are constants specified by the modeler and satisfy
∑K

k=1 Ck = 1. This option presumes that the prior knowledge represented
by Ck, k = 1, . . . ,K thoroughly characterizes the model switching process. It
is appropriate when the time-series observations provide no information for
establishing the model switching law.

2.3.3 Operator III

The third WTT operator assumes that the transition of the correct model
satisfies a Markov model defined by aK-by-K mode transition matrix (MTM).
An example of the MTM is shown below:

T =











0.9 0.1
K−1 . . . 0.1

K−1
0.1

K−1 0.9 . . . 0.1
K−1

...
...

...
...

0.1
K−1

0.1
K−1 . . . 0.9











. (12)

Let the {i, j}th element of T be denoted as Tij . The value of Tij represents the
probability that the correct model changes from Mi to Mj , i = 1, . . . ,K, j =
1, . . . ,K, in a single time step. The definition of T presented in Eqn.(12)
implies an assumption that the correct model transitions infrequently (with
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a likelihood of 10% per time instance). With T fixed, the WTT operation
defined by Eqn.(8) can be expressed as:

wk,t|t−1 =

K
∑

i=1

wi,t−1Tik, k = 1, . . . ,K. (13)

In contrast to the data-independent operator II, this operator is data-dependent.
The prior model probability at time t is related to its posterior probability at
time t − 1, where the latter is influenced by the data item collected at time
t− 1.

2.3.4 Operator IV

As shown above, setting up a matrix such as Eqn.(12) necessitates assigning
values for K2 elements. Typically, there is insufficient information to accom-
plish this task. It is preferable to specify the MTM using a forgetting process,
which only requires identifying one value for a hyperparameter called the for-
getting factor. The concept of forgetting dates back to works by [29, 30].

Let the forgetting factor be denoted as α, 0 < α < 1. With this value, the
WTT operation can be defined as:

wk,t|t−1 =
wα

k,t−1
∑K

i=1 w
α
i,t−1

, k = 1, . . . ,K. (14)

This forgetting-based approach is often utilized in the BDEMM framework.
An empirical rule for selecting the value of α is to choose a value slightly
below 1, indicating the assumption that the model switching process is smooth.
This operator is more practical than operator III when one knows that the
model transition law corresponds to a Markov chain but lacks adequate prior
information to define an appropriate MTM.

2.3.5 Operator V

The final WTT operator presumes that the model-switching process can be
described or approximated by a Pólya urn process, as proposed in [31]. It sets:

wk,t|t−1 =
βk +

∑t−1
τ=1wk,τ

∑K

j=1

(

βj +
∑t−1

τ=1wj,τ

) , k = 1, . . . ,K, (15)

where βk ∈ N is a positive integer predetermined by the modeler for k =
1, . . . ,K. As per Eqn.(15), the probability of transitioning to a particular
model at a given time step depends on all prior weights received by that
model. It has been demonstrated that breaking the Markovian switching as-
sumption and exploiting long-term memory for the correct model can improve
performance for some applications [31]. This operator outperforms the other
methods when the model-switching process lacks Markov property but pos-
sesses a long-term memory structure approximated by a Pólya urn process.
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2.4 Importance Sampling for Marginal Likelihood Estimation

To implement the BDEMM framework in practice, a crucial computation chal-
lenge involves evaluating the marginal likelihood, i.e., Eqn.(7). The stochastic
integral in Eqn.(7) may be amenable to analytical solution for some excep-
tional scenarios where the prior and likelihood functions are conjugate. For
most practical cases, however, no such exact analytical solutions exist. Accord-
ingly, BDEMM leverages importance sampling to generate an approximation
of the marginal likelihood.

In the following, we denote the product of the prior and likelihood by
π(x), which is proportional to the posterior associated with our target model
M. The importance sampling method for estimating the marginal likelihood
starts by specifying a proposal distribution q(x) that is absolutely continuous
with respect to π(x). With q(x) defined, the marginal likelihood of M can be
expressed as [32, 33]:

l(M) = Eq

[

π(x)

q(x)

]

, (16)

where Eq denotes the expectation operation with respect to distribution q.
Drawing a set of i.i.d. random samples x1, . . . , xN drawn from q, an unbi-
ased and consistent Monte Carlo estimate of the marginal likelihood can be
formulated as:

l̂(M) =
1

N

N
∑

i=1

π(xi)

q(xi)
, (17)

where π(xi)
q(xi) is referred to as the importance weight of the ith sample.

The efficiency of the estimate given in Eqn.(17) hinges on the choice of
the proposal distribution q [34]. A simple and direct option is to set q equal
to the prior; then, the estimator becomes the average of the likelihoods of
the samples as the prior terms cancel out in the numerator and denominator.
An empirical rule of thumb for selecting q is to design it to approximate the
posterior’s shape as closely as possible [33]. To this end, adaptive importance
sampling (AIS) techniques have been developed that iteratively fine-tune q in
a data-driven fashion [33, 35, 36]. In situations where the posterior is highly
multimodal, the annealing strategy can be incorporated into AIS, resulting in
the adaptive annealed importance sampling (AAIS) algorithm [37].

3 Algorithms

We will now present the three major algorithms developed in the BDEMM
framework. The algorithm’s form relies on the model structures, such as the
state transition prior and likelihood function. If they are both Gaussian, then
Kalman filtering (KF) is the most suitable choice to compute Eqns.(5)-(7)
[38, 39]. For cases involving nonlinear and/or non-Gaussian systems, the Se-
quential Monte Carlo (SMC) methodology is often utilized to provide an ap-
proximate estimate of the true answer [40, 41]. In addition to the KF- and
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SMC-based BDEMM approaches, we also describe an algorithm known as IN-
stant TEmporal structure Learning (INTEL) [3]. The INTEL approach can be
viewed as a Gaussian process time series (GPTS) model-based implementa-
tion of the BDEMM theory. In each algorithm, one WTT operator from those
described in subsection 2.3 can be selected for use.

3.1 KF-based BDEMM

Let us assume that the state transition prior and the likelihood function for
time instance t under Mk are denoted by N (Akxt−1,Qk) and N (Bkxt,Rk),
respectively. Here N (µ,Σ) denotes a Gaussian distribution with mean µ and
covariance Σ.

Given pk(xt−1|y1:t−1) = N (x̂k,t−1, Σk,t−1), k = 1, . . . ,K, we can obtain
the predictive distribution of the state using Eqn.(5), as per the BDEMM
theory presented in Subsection 2.2. For the state transition prior and likelihood
function specified above, Eqn.(5) simplifies to [38, 39]

pk(xt|y1:t−1) = N (x̂k,t|t−1,Pk,t|t−1), (18)

where x̂k,t|t−1 = Akx̂k,t−1, Pk,t|t−1 = AkΣk,t−1A
T
k +Qk, and AT represents

the transpose of A.
According to the BDEMM theory presented in Subsection 2.2, we can ob-

tain the posterior distribution of xt associated with Mk by computing Eqn.(6),
which translates to [38, 39]

pk(xt|y1:t) = N (x̂k,t|t−1 +Gk,tZ̃t,Pk,t|t), (19)

where Gk,t = Pk,t|t−1B
T
k S

−1
k,t , Z̃t = yt −Bkx̂k,t|t−1, A

−1 denotes the inverse

of A, Sk,t = BkPk,t|t−1B
T
k +Rk, and Pk,t|t = Pk,t|t−1 −Gk,tBkPk,t|t−1.

In the above scenario, pk(xt|y1:t−1) and the likelihood function are both
Gaussian. Thus, the marginal likelihood specified by Eqn.(7) can be computed
as an integral of the product of two Gaussians, which can be solved numerically.

Given a WTT operator as described in Subsection 2.3, one can compute
wk,t|t−1 using Eqn.(8) and then obtain wk,t using Eqn.(9). We can then use
the set of wk,t, k = 1, . . . ,K to determine an average mean and covariance for
use in the next time step. This method approximates the Gaussian mixture
∑K

k=1 wk,tpk(xt|y1:t) with a single Gaussian, which we employ to initialize the
K Gaussian components for the next time step. It is important to note that if
most of the Gaussian components in the mixture distribution possess negligibly
small weights, then the mixture distribution can be accurately represented by
a single Gaussian. However, if the majority of the Gaussian components have
significant weights, approximation errors may occur. The main concern when
approximating the Gaussian mixture with a single Gaussian is computational
efficiency. Employing this technique enables us to limit the number of Gaussian
components in the posterior from rapidly growing over time.
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3.2 SMC-based BDEMM

The SMC method employs a set of weighted samples to approximate a se-
quence of target distributions. Unlike KF, SMC does not restrict the model
to be linear Gaussian. Assume that the posterior distribution of xt−1 is ap-
proximated by a set of weighted samples {xi

t−1, u
i
t−1}

N
i=1, where N denotes

the sample size. This can be written as

pk(xt−1|y1:t−1) ≃
N
∑

i=1

ui
t−1δ(xt−1 − xi

t−1), (20)

where δ(x) takes a value of 1 if x = 0 and 0 otherwise. Next, we describe how to
obtain wk,t and the sample set {xi

t, u
i
t}

N
i=1 for approximating p(xt|y1:t), based

on {xi
t−1, u

i
t−1}

N
i=1 and wk,t−1, k = 1, . . . ,K, following theories presented in

Section 2.

Given {xi
t−1, u

i
t−1}

N
i=1 and pk (xt | xt−1), one can generate a new sample

set {xi
k,t, u

i
t−1}

N
i=1, in which xi

k,t is drawn from pk
(

xt | x
i
t−1

)

. Then the pre-
dictive distribution pk(xt|y1:t−1) given by Eqn.(5) in BDEMM theory can be
approximated as follows:

pk(xt|y1:t−1) ≃
N
∑

i=1

ui
t−1δ(xt − xi

k,t). (21)

According to the BDEMM theory presented in Subsection 2.2, the next
step is to compute the posterior distribution of xt associated with Mk using
Eqn.(6). Due to the nonlinearity and non-Gaussianity of the models, this pos-
terior distribution does not have an analytical solution. Therefore, we use the
importance sampling technique to approximate it. Specifically, we update the
sample weight as follows:

ũi
k,t = ui

t−1pk
(

yt | x
i
k,t

)

, i = 1, . . . , N, (22)

ui
k,t =

ũi
k,t

∑N

j=1 ũ
j
k,t

, i = 1, . . . , N, (23)

Then, in accordance with the importance sampling theory [26], the updated
sample set {xi

k,t, u
i
k,t}

N
i=1 constitutes a Monte Carlo approximation to pk(xt|y1:t),

which can be expressed as follows:

pk(xt|y1:t) ≃
N
∑

i=1

ui
k,tδ(xt − xi

k,t). (24)

Finally, the estimation of x̂k,t can be obtained from the sample set {xi
k,t, u

i
k,t}

N
i=1

based on a specified criterion, such as ML, MAP, or MMSE.
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Given wk,t−1, one can choose a WTT operator (see Subsection 2.3) to
determine wk,t|t−1, k = 1, . . . ,K. By substituting Eqn.(21) into Eqn.(7), we
obtain a Monte Carlo estimate of the marginal likelihood as follows:

p (Mk | y1:t) ≃
N
∑

i=1

ui
t−1pk

(

yt | x
i
k,t

)

, k = 1, . . . ,K. (25)

Next, we substitute wk,t|t−1 and Eqn.(25) into Eqn.(9), resulting in the com-
putation of wk,t for k = 1, . . . ,K. Finally, the estimation of xt can be obtained
using Eqn.(4).

In the context of BDEMM, the posterior has a mixture form given by:

p(xt|y1:t) =

K
∑

k=1

wk,tpk(xt|y1:t). (26)

By substituting Eqn.(24) into the above equation, we obtain a Monte Carlo
approximation to the posterior:

p(xt|y1:t) ≃
K
∑

k=1

N
∑

i=1

wk,tu
i
k,tδ(xt − xi

k,t). (27)

To overcome particle degeneracy [42], a resampling procedure is used to
draw a set of equally weighted samples from the augmented sample set as
follows:

D , {{xi
1,t, w1,tu

i
1,t}

N
i=1, . . . , {x

i
K,t, wK,tu

i
K,t}

N
i=1}.

This set is then used to approximate p(xt|y1:t) in Eqn.(27). Let us denote D as
D , {x̄i

t, ū
i}NK

i=1 for simplicity in notation. The corresponding resampling pro-
cess involves the following steps, which eventually generate an equally weighted
sample set {xn

t , 1/N}Nn=1.

– For ∀n ∈ {1, . . . , N}:
1. Draw a random sample v from the uniform distribution U(0, 1).

2. Identify an index j such that
∑j

i=1 ū
i ≤ v ≤

∑j+1
i=1 ū

i.

3. Set xn
t = x̄j

t .

Readers can refer to [43] for more details on resampling procedures that are
commonly employed in SMC.

The updated sample set {xi
t, 1/N}Ni=1 along with the model weightswk,t, k =

1, . . . ,K will be utilized in the subsequent time instance t+1 of the algorithm
iteration.

It is important to note that the aforementioned procedure presents a gen-
eral version of the implementation of SMC-based BDEMM. In certain in-
stances, the implementation can be simplified. For instance, when all models
share the same state transition prior, as observed in [9, 10], we only need to
generate a single updated sample set {xi

t}
N
i=1 to approximate the posterior and

compute the marginal likelihood for every model. This approach reduces the
memory and computational requirements significantly.
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3.3 GPTS-based BDEMM

The GPTS-based BDEMM method, also referred to as the INstant TEmporal
structure Learning (INTEL) algorithm in [3], integrates the concepts of GPTS
modeling and BDEMM. It utilizes multiple weighted GPTS models simulta-
neously. The model weights are updated in the same manner as described in
Eqns.(8)-(9). Nonetheless, instead of point predictions, the model averaging
is performed based on predictive distributions. Specifically, each GPTS model
generates a predictive Gaussian distribution of xt. A weighted generalization
of the product of experts (POE) approach is then utilized to combine these
Gaussian distributions and produce the final prediction. In the context of IN-
TEL, the objective to be predicted at time step t, i.e. xt, corresponds to the
upcoming data point for the subsequent time step, which is denoted by yt+1.

Due to the elegant theoretical properties of Gaussian processes (GPs) (see
[44] for details), for each GPTS model, denoted as Mk, one can directly and
analytically compute its marginal likelihood p(Mk|y1:t) without resorting to
the definition of state transition prior and likelihood function. Specifically, the
GPTS model posits that the observation yt follows a Gaussian distribution,
which is given by [45]:

yt = f(t) + ηt, (28)

where f ∼ GP (µ, kθ) , ηt ∼ N
(

0, σ2
n

)

, GP (µ, kθ) represents a GP with a mean
function µ(·) and a covariance kernel function kθ(·, ·) parameterized with θ.
Then, based on the historical dataset {t,y} where t = {t− τ + 1, . . . , t} and
y = {yt−τ+1, . . . ,yt}, we can derive that the predictive distribution of yt+1 is
Gaussian with an analytically solvable mean and variance. Here τ denotes the
length of the considered time window.

The fundamental concept underlying the INTEL algorithm is to utilize
multiple GPTS models together, each capturing one type of temporal struc-
ture of the data by using a set of hyper-parameter values. Let pk(yt+1) be the
predictive distribution of yt+1 generated by Mk. The final predictive distri-
bution provided by the INTEL algorithm is represented as:

p(yt+1) ∝ ΠK
k=1 (pk(yt+1))

ωk,t+1|t , (29)

where ωk,t+1|t is given by the WTT operation (refer to subsection 2.3 for
details). It is worth noting that p(yt+1) is also Gaussian with an analytically
solvable mean and variance. For more information on the INTEL algorithm,
readers can refer to [3].

4 Applications

This section outlines various classical applications of BDEMM, which demon-
strate its versatility.
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4.1 Robust Tracking of Dynamic System States

4.1.1 Robust SMC methods

SMC methods, also known as particle filters (PFs), have been widely used in
nonlinear non-Gaussian state filtering. However, their performance may dete-
riorate rapidly when outliers appear intermittently in the measurements due
to sudden changes in the environment such as sensor faults [46–48]. To han-
dle these outliers effectively and avoid divergence of PFs, a robust PF (RPF)
algorithm has been proposed in [9], which is a type of SMC-based BDEMM
method. The RPF algorithm incorporates a nominal Gaussian noise model
alongside two heavy-tailed Student’s t noise models into the model pool to ac-
count for both regular observations and outlier-contaminated ones. Using the
dynamic model re-weighting mechanism provided by BDEMM, the nominal
model dominates when regular observations arrive, while the one heavy-tailed
Student’s t model takes over and dominates the filtering process when an out-
lier arrives. Therefore, the influence of the outlier on the filtering performance
is mitigated automatically.

The BDEMM-type SMCmethods have found significant applications across
various domains including [4, 5, 7, 8, 49]. For instance, a research team from
German Aerospace Center and Karlsruhe Institute of Technology adapted the
RPF method to track a high-speed moving train utilizing earth magnetic field
distortion data [4]. A positive experimental outcome was reported, indicating
that the RPF algorithm is robust against periodic noise caused by currents
in the overhead line, distortions introduced by passing trains or outdated val-
ues in the map of the magnetic field along the railway tracks. Using RPF,
they achieved an overall performance equivalent to a root-mean-square-error
(RMSE) below five meters with only the earth magnetic field distortion data.
This performance is comparable to those obtained with the global navigation
satellite system (GNSS).

In [7], a BDEMM-type SMC method was employed for tracking the instan-
taneous frequency of a non-stationary signal. The challenge in this task lies in
estimating the instantaneous frequency accurately online, while the instanta-
neous frequency may vary over time irregularly. In the proposed BDEMM-type
SMC algorithm, six plausible instantaneous frequency evolution models are
considered together, and the BDEMM theory is adopted to address the uncer-
tainty on which model to use at each time instance. These candidate models
have different state-transition priors but share the same nonlinear likelihood
function. The proposed algorithm employs a forgetting-based WTT operator
and achieved remarkable performance consistently over various cases.

In [8], an SMC-based BDEMM type method was introduced for tracking
a moving object in a low-resolution video stream. Two candidate models were
used, corresponding to the color feature and the texture feature of the object
to be tracked. They shared the same state-transition prior that captures the
temporal correlation in the sequence of frame images. The difference between
the candidate models lies in the likelihood function as they utilize different
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features. Using the BDEMM theory, one feature takes the larger effect when
the other feature changes abruptly due to occlusion or the appearance of con-
fusing colors. The proposed algorithm demonstrated outstanding performance
in terms of robustness, expressivity, and comprehensibility.

4.1.2 Robust KF

In [6], the authors address the task of accurately predicting online output
strip thickness for a cold rolling mill. Several physically motivated models are
available, but it is uncertain which one should be used. A Markov chain model,
given in terms of forgetting, is utilized to capture the temporal transition of
the correct model. The resulting method, called dynamic model averaging
(DMA), is KF-based BDEMM in spirit. The authors demonstrate that DMA
outperforms the best physical model and quickly converges to it when it is
included in the model pool.

4.2 Dynamic Multi-Modal Data Fusion

From the viewpoint of model uncertainty, a type of SMC-based BDEMM algo-
rithm is introduced for robust multi-modal data fusion (RMMDF) in dynamic
systems [10]. The RMMDF approach utilizes a set of candidate models, each
representing a hypothesis on modality failure (or failures). When a modal-
ity failure arises, the RMMDF approach quickly down-weights the candidate
models connected with the failing modality (or modalities) and simultaneously
enhances the weights of other candidate models. This behavior is due to the
Bayesian formulation of BDEMM.

4.3 Robust GPTS based Online Prediction

In time-series online prediction, the presence of outliers and/or change points
is a significant obstacle to overcome, particularly when the temporal structure
of the data evolves over time. To address this challenge, a robust online predic-
tion algorithm has been proposed in [3]. This algorithm utilizes the BDEMM
framework and embeds multiple GPTS models, each representing a different
type of temporal structure. The main part of the resulting algorithm, called
INTEL, is briefly introduced in subsection 3.3. The robustness of the algo-
rithm is demonstrated by extensive experimental results utilizing real data, as
detailed in [3].

4.4 Bayesian Optimization

To accelerate the search for the global optimum of a black-box objective func-
tion that is expensive to evaluate using low-fidelity (LF) data, an INTEL-type
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BDEMM algorithm called accelerated Bayesian Optimization (ABO) has been
proposed in [11]. ABO dynamically weights two candidate models: a LF GP
model and a high-fidelity (HF) GP model, similar to INTEL. During the ini-
tial searching phase when less HF data are available, the weight of the LF
GP model takes on a larger value. As more HF data become available and
are used to update the HF GP model, the LF GP model is gradually down-
weighted following Bayesian formalism. Consequently, ABO offers an elegant
solution to leveraging LF data to accelerate BO searching processes without
compromising search quality.

4.5 Neural Decoding for Brain-Computer Interfaces

For intracortical brain-computer interfaces, a non-stationary neural decoding
approach called dynamic ensemble modeling (DyEnsemble) has been proposed
in [12]. Unlike other prevalent neural decoders, which assume a static mapping
relationship from neural signals to motor intention, DyEnsemble permits this
mapping relationship to vary over time by utilizing diverse measurement mod-
els that are dynamically weighted. The authors demonstrate that DyEnsemble
is remarkably effective at mitigating the degradation of decoding performance
caused by noise, missing neural data, or changes in brain activities due to
neuroplasticity. The decoding process of DyEnsemble is similar to an SMC-
based BDEMM procedure. Compared to other BDEMM methods, DyEnsem-
ble stands out for its candidate model generation strategy, which was inspired
by the Dropout operation originally developed in the context of deep artificial
neural networks [50].

4.6 A Toy Experiment

Consider the time-series experiment presented in [51]. The hidden state x

underlying the time-series observations y evolves over time, given by

xt+1 = 1 + sin(0.04π × (t+ 1)) + 0.5xt + ut, (30)

where ut is a Gamma(3,2) distributed random noise item. The observation at
time t is related to xt as follows

yt =

{

0.2x2
t + nt, t ≤ 30

0.2xt − 2 + nt, t > 30
(31)

Here nt represents the observation noise. The objective is to track the hid-
den state xt in real-time based on noisy observations y1:t, t = 1, . . . , 60. We
showcase the basic features and advantages of BDEMM through this toy ex-
periment, and the code is available at https://github.com/robinlau1981/
BDEMM.

In the original experiment presented in [51], nt is drawn from a priori

known zero-mean Gaussian distribution. In this more challenging case, the
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distribution of nt is time-varying and drawn from a uniform distribution be-
tween 40 and 50 at specific “abnormal observation times” or a zero-mean
Gaussian distribution otherwise. We adapt the SMC-based BDEMM algorithm
presented in subsection 3.2 to deal with this task. Two candidate models are
employed: one assumes nt is zero-mean Gaussian distributed, while the other
assumes it is uniformly distributed between -50 and 50. We compare our algo-
rithm with two single-model-based SMC methods, SMC-I and SMC-II, which
assume nt to be zero-mean Gaussian distributed and uniformly distributed
between -50 and 50, respectively.

SMC-I and SMC-II’s performance is expected to degrade when their model
assumptions do not match the data generation process. However, the SMC-
based BDEMM provides an automatic mechanism to switch between its two
candidate models when the data regime changes. Specifically, when an “ab-
normal observation time” occurs, the likelihood values of the state samples
corresponding to the 2nd candidate model shall become significantly larger
than those to the 1st one. Then, the marginal likelihood of the 2nd model
shall become much larger, leading to an increase in the weight of the 2nd
candidate model.

The weights or posterior probabilities of the member models averaged over
30 independent runs of our algorithm are plotted in Fig. 1. The weight of
the 2nd model quickly increases when an “abnormal observation time” arises,
indicating that the algorithm detects the abnormality in the observations and
selects the right model accordingly. Table 1 presents their performances in
terms of the mean square error (MSE). Our BDEMM outperforms the others
significantly.

Table 1 Mean and variance of the MSE calculated over 30 independent runs for each
algorithm

MSE
mean var

BDEMM 0.58675 0.016263
SMC I 0.61869 0.025482
SMC II 0.65352 0.032834

5 Connections to Related Research

In this section, we establish connections between BDEMM and related models
and methods in the literature, including Markov switching systems (MSS),
GPTS models, forecasting techniques, and dynamic ensemble methods based
on learning. Fig.2 depicts a timeline of these works.
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Fig. 1 Averaged posterior probabilities of the candidate models outputted by the SMC-
based BDEMM method over 30 independent runs

Fig. 2 A timeline of significant works related to BDEMM. The abbreviations used in this
figure are defined as follows. MSS refers to Markov switching systems, which are models
that allow the probability distribution of an observation to vary over time due to un-
observed latent states. CDLM denotes conditional dynamic linear models, which employ
models with changing parameters to deal with non-stationarity. IMM stands for interacting
multiple models, which is another technique to handle non-stationarity through a mixture of
models where the weights change depending on time or other factors. DLM-MS represents
dynamic linear models with Markov-switching, a type of state space model that can repre-
sent non-stationary time series. SS-RS refers to state-space models with regime switching, a
class of models that combine state-space modeling and Markov-switching ideas to deal with
non-stationarity. MKF stands for mixture Kalman filters, which utilize the Kalman filter
framework to model changes in the data generation mechanism. PF-JMS denotes particle
filtering for jump Markov systems, which use sequential Monte Carlo methods to estimate
states in a model with evolving probability distributions. KF-BDEMM refers to a Kalman
filter-based version of BDEMM; SMC-BDEMM represents a sequential Monte Carlo-based
version of BDEMM: GPTS-BDEMM denotes the application of Gaussian process time series
models to the BDEMM framework; LDE refers to learning-based dynamic ensembles, which
utilize multiple base models with different architectures to improve prediction performance.

5.1 Connections to MSS

From a modeling perspective, BDEMM is conceptually related to the MSS
or jump Markov system (JMS) model, which dates back to [52, 53]. There
are many variations or extensions of MSS, such as conditional dynamic linear
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models [54], dynamic linear models with Markov switching [55], the interacting
multiple model (IMM) [56, 57], and state-space models with regime-switching
[58]. A set of continuous latent processes comprises state-space models in con-
junction with a discrete-time, discrete-state Markov model that captures the
unobserved switching process of the prevailing model, used for describing the
generative process of the observations in such MSS-type models.

The hierarchical structure of MSS allows them to describe many practical
aspects of time series data, such as outliers, nonlinearities, sudden maneuvers
in target tracking, and heteroscedasticity. However, most existing MSS ap-
proaches use linear Gaussian model components, with some exceptions in e.g.
[59, 60], which assume linear Gaussian observational models given the current
state.

In comparison, BDEMM is more general and expressive in two ways: Firstly,
it accommodates both state-space and GPTSmodel structures, offering greater
flexibility to incorporate either linear Gaussian or nonlinear non-Gaussian
components for each model mixture element. Secondly, BDEMM offers greater
flexibility in expressing model switching processes. It allows the prevailing
model to remain unchanged, corresponding to WTT Operator I or to switch
over time via WTT Operators II-V. Moreover, different types of model switch-
ing like independent switching, Markov-type switching, forgetting mechanism-
based switching, and Pólya urn process-based switching can be performed
using these WTT Operators II-V.

From an algorithmic perspective, the KF-based BDEMM algorithm is sim-
ilar to KF methods applied to the MSS type models, such as the IMM KF
[61]. Two key problems demand specific attention while using them to tackle
real-world issues. The first is the approximation of a Gaussian mixture-form
posterior distribution by a single Gaussian component at each time step, which
can be improved using a parsimonious mixture with a fixed number of Gaus-
sian components to approximate the posterior. The second issue is that the
conditional linear system assumption underlying such techniques is problem-
atic to maintain in practice. One may replace routine KFs with the extended
KF method to deal with conditional nonlinear systems, as proposed in [62]. To
address nonlinear non-Gaussian issues generally, SMCmethods can be utilized.
This extension of the KF-based BDEMM algorithm results in the SMC-based
BDEMM algorithm.

The SMC-based BDEMM algorithm has a simple relationship with SMC
techniques for MSS, which include the mode (regime) variable into the state
vector and apply SMC to this augmented state [63, 64]. Boers et al. proposes an
IMM-based PF algorithm that resolves numerical challenges when one mode’s
probability is significantly low and only a few live particles are allocated to
it, while always approximating the posterior via a finite Gaussian mixture,
resulting sometimes in loss of accuracy due to accumulated approximation
errors over time [65]. In contrast, the SMC-based BDEMM algorithm avoids
numerical issues and is not constrained by the finite Gaussian mixture approx-
imation limitation. Recently, both particle Gibbs sampling [31] and variational
inference [66] methods have been implemented in regime-switching state-space
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models. These works may be considered alternative implementations or algo-
rithmic extensions of the BDEMM framework.

5.2 Connections to GPTS models

GPTS models offer probabilistic predictions of future observations as well as
estimates of uncertainty. BDEMM utilizes the Bayesian framework inherent
within GPTS models and embeds multiple such models for more accurate
and robust online prediction. The resulting INTEL algorithm [3] demonstrates
BDEMM’s ability to address non-state-space models. Before INTEL’s devel-
opment, most GPTS-based methods required a complicated model structure
to capture the potential regime shifts in future observations [45, 67–70] (e.g.,
student’s t-based observation model in [71] or non-stationary kernel function
in [70], leading to an absence of analytical inference solutions. By using a
collection of simple, analytically solvable models instead, the BDEMM frame-
work eliminates the need for complex model specifications, resulting in INTEL
having rich modeling capacity to cover complex temporal structures while
achieving much higher computational efficiency.

5.3 Connections to forecasting techniques

BDEMM has a connection to forecasting theories and techniques that have
widespread use in areas such as operations, economics and finance, the energy
industry, and environmental research like climate change forecasting. Fore-
casting methods such as autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA)
[72, 73], exponential smoothing (ETS) [74–76], etc., assume that the underly-
ing time series is stationary, whereas BDEMM deals with non-stationarity and
time-varying uncertainty.

The data preprocessing for time series forecasting includes several practices
like Box-Cox transformation [77], time series decomposition [78–80], anomaly
detection [81, 82], and feature engineering [83]. For an extensive review of
forecasting models, methods, and applications, see [84].

Time series forecasting can be either univariate or multivariate, short-term
or long-term, point or interval prediction. The KF-based, SMC-based, GPTS-
based BDEMM methods discussed in this paper mainly address univariate,
short-term, point forecasting tasks. However, in principle, the BDEMM frame-
work can handle more generic forecasting tasks such as multivariate, long-term,
and interval forecasting, subject to the availability of a qualified set of candi-
date models and an appropriate likelihood function for each model linking its
predictions with real observations.
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5.4 Connections to learning based dynamic ensemble methods

In recent years, several dynamic multi-model ensemble methods have emerged,
including Bayesian optimization (BO) based [85] and reinforcement learning
(RL) based methods [86]. Such learning-based dynamic ensemble methods use
multiple models with different architectures as the base learners or experts.
BDEMM also employs multiple candidate models but does so in a different
manner by updating their weights via Bayesian inference.

The BO-based approach evaluates each candidate model’s performance
based on a validation dataset composed of a batch of recent observations.
It also requires another set of recent observations to train the candidate mod-
els. Several practical issues need to be addressed, such as determining the
sliding window length and dividing it into sub-sets for training and validation.
In contrast, BDEMM-based algorithms utilize a set of base models that are
not retrained during online prediction. Instead, only the model weights are
updated, avoiding the repeated allocation and storage of data for model train-
ing. Moreover, BDEMM evaluates the performance of each candidate model
differently, measuring its performance as the product of its marginal likelihood
and prior probability, without requiring access to a validation dataset.

Furthermore, the BO-based approach employs ten various candidate mod-
els, including neural network-based ones, and exploits model diversity that
could be beneficial for prediction accuracy but may require large memory
space and sacrifice interpretability. In comparison, for BDEMM-based meth-
ods, the parameters of each model hold specific physical meanings, and the
relationships among the models are clear. While the BO-based method is a
pure data-driven approach, BDEMM offers the potential to combine domain
knowledge with data to improve predictions.

Dynamic multi-model ensemble or combination can be formulated as a RL
problem, as demonstrated in [86]. Algorithms are developed to learn a policy
for determining the weights of models online, by adapting techniques developed
in the RL community. The core of an RL method is usually a Markov decision
process (MDP), which is defined as a 4-tuple (S,A, Pa, Ra), where S denotes
the state space, A denotes the action space, Pa(s, s

′) = Pr(st+1 = s′|st =
s, at = a) denotes the probability that action a in state s at time t will lead
to state s′ at time t+ 1, and Ra(s, s

′) denotes the immediate reward received
after transitioning from state s to state s′ due to action a.

For time series cases considered here, determining the models’ weights
through action at shall not influence the next state value, namely the time
series value at time t+1. As a result, Pa(s, s

′) reduces to Pr(st+1 = s′|st = s),
which represents the state-space model. Hence, RL-based dynamic ensemble
techniques naturally connect to BDEMM approaches that employ state-space
type models, such as KF-based BDEMM and SMC-based BDEMM presented
in Subsections 3.1 and 3.2, respectively.

In principle, RL-based dynamic ensemble techniques inherit the pros and
cons of RL itself. The efficacy of RL is sensitive to hyper-parameter values, and
selecting appropriate hyper-parameters can be a labor-intensive task [87–89].
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Additionally, typical RL methods may suffer from distribution shift issues [90]
that frequently occur in non-stationary time series data.

To summarize, BO and RL-based dynamic ensemble techniques are learning-
based approaches that train and evaluate multiple models based on a sliding
window of recent observations, which assumes a Markovian regime shift pro-
cess. However, real regime shift processes can be non-Markovian and have a
long-term memory structure. It is unclear how to extend these learning-based
approaches to fit non-Markovian regime shifts, while BDEMM easily breaks
the Markovian assumption by leveraging a non-Markovian WTT operator,
such as Operator V described in Subsection 2.3.5. Compared to BDEMM,
these learning-based methods are more data-driven, have more parameters
or hyper-parameters to learn, lack interpretability, and require more memory
space for training and storing the candidate models.

Both the BO method and BDEMM lie between the two extreme ends of
the modeling culture continuum presented in Section 1, where one end is data
modeling, and the other is algorithmic modeling In principle, both learning-
based dynamic ensemble techniques and BDEMM lie between the two extreme
ends of the modeling culture continuum presented in Section 1, where one end
is data modeling, and the other is algorithmic modeling. The main difference
between the learning-based method and BDEMM is that the former is closer
to the algorithmic modeling end, while the latter is closer to the data modeling
end.

6 Discussions

In this section, we first discuss when to choose BDEMM over other dynamic
ensemble methods and the limitations of the BDEMM framework. We then
review how to develop candidate models for BDEMM. Next, we examine two
critical computational modules used in BDEMM: the WTT operators and
the inference algorithm. Finally, we consider potential future directions for
BDEMM.

6.1 When is it better to select BDEMM instead of other dynamic ensemble
techniques?

Compared to related methods, BDEMM has its own characteristics that make
it preferable in certain situations.

Firstly, BDEMM is a direct extension of Bayesian model averaging (BMA)
and has more theoretical grounding compared to heuristics-based dynamic
ensemble strategies. It inherits all the theoretical properties of BMA, provided
an appropriate WTT operator is employed.

Secondly, BDEMM is a probabilistic inference-based framework that does
not require access to a validation dataset. The working of BDEMM measures
model performance by taking into account both prior probability and marginal
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likelihood. This reduces reliance on validation datasets and avoids repeated
training of candidate models.

Finally, BDEMM provides a flexible and powerful interface that enables the
embedding of prior domain knowledge into the algorithm design. This enables
the use of pre-trained candidate models and enhances interpretability.

These characteristics make BDEMM preferable to other related techniques,
such as the learning-based methods mentioned in Subsection 5.4, when prior
domain knowledge about the time series to be investigated exists, available
memory space for large candidate models is limited, and interpretability is
required.

6.2 Limitations of the BDEMM framework

There are three recognized Bayesian perspectives for model uncertainty quan-
tification: M-closed, M-complete, and M-open. M-closed assumes that the cor-
rect model is one of the candidate models being considered, while M-complete
and M-open assume that the correct model is not among the candidate models
[91]. Traditional BMA theory does not apply to these M-complete and M-open
frameworks [92, 93]. BDEMM follows the M-closed perspective as a dynamic
extension of BMA. Adapting BDEMM to these frameworks remains an open
question. One possible approach is to fine-tune or re-learn candidate models
from scratch once new observations arrive, which may result in the loss of
previously learned knowledge. This phenomenon, called catastrophic forget-
ting, has been widely studied in continual learning research [94–96]. A basic
strategy to mitigate catastrophic forgetting is to balance model stability and
plasticity [97].

6.3 How to Build up Candidate Models for BDEMM?

BDEMM uses a set of candidate models to capture the uncertainty in the time
series. In some cases, the candidate models are already known beforehand, such
as in [6, 7], where each model corresponds to a physical hypothesis.

In other cases, a nominal model may be available by default, which the
modeler can adjust or modify to create additional candidate models. For ex-
ample, in most applications of the KF algorithm, the measurement noise model
is assumed to be a zero-mean Gaussian with a fixed variance. If the modeler
suspects that outliers may appear, they could build another candidate model
by modifying the nominal one, such as increasing its variance value, or mod-
ulating its distribution to be heavy-tailed student’s t [9].

In some cases, the modeler may only have access to historical data and no
prior knowledge or nominal model. In such situations, a data-driven approach
can be used to build candidate models. For example, in [98], each candidate
model corresponds to a specific segmentation of the historical data, and the
parameter values for each candidate model are set via Bayesian optimization
to maximize the log-likelihood of the data within that segmentation.
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Alternatively, if domain knowledge is available, the modeler can combine
it with historical data to build candidate models. One strategy is to first fit
a nominal model to the historical data and then build additional candidate
models by perturbing the parameters of the nominal model based on domain
knowledge. For instance, both the DyEnsemble method [12] and the INTEL
algorithm [3] adopt this perturbation strategy, but differ in their application:
DyEnsemble applies stochastic perturbations inspired by the Dropout oper-
ation from deep artificial neural networks, while INTEL uses deterministic
perturbations.

The BDEMM framework allows for various model structures provided that
an appropriate likelihood function can link the model predictions to observed
time series data. Examples include state-space models, GPTS models, physical
models, data-driven models such as neural networks and support vector regres-
sion models, and conventional statistical models like autoregressive moving-
average models. The choice of which models to use depends on the modeler’s
expertise or can be learned from historical data.

6.4 On WTT Operators

The WTT operator is a crucial component of the BDEMM framework be-
cause it determines the prior probabilities for each candidate model at each
time instant and connects successive BMA operations. The current version of
BDEMM offers five WTT operators that correspond to different assumptions
about the model switching law, as described in subsection 2.3. However, it is
up to the modeler to determine beforehand which WTT operator to use for a
particular modeling task. Currently, there is no established methodology for
selecting an appropriate WTT operator. Although the current set of opera-
tors can cover most realistic cases, there may be instances where they are not
suitable. Hence, it is desirable to develop an adaptive approach for WTT oper-
ator selection or even design an appropriate operator on-the-fly, especially for
novel or complex datasets. Future research could explore ways to effectively
select a suitable WTT operator for specific scenarios, thereby improving the
robustness and flexibility of the BDEMM framework.

6.5 On Inference Algorithms

Most current BDEMM algorithms use the standard versions of Kalman fil-
ters (KF) and sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) as the major inference engine.
However, there is potential to combine other types of inference methods with
BDEMM, such as variational inference [66, 99, 100], particle flow [101], and
approximate Bayesian computation [102–104]. By combining these advanced
inference methods with BDEMM, more robust and accurate online prediction
algorithms can be developed for non-stationary time series data. For example,
variational inference can approximate complex probability distributions with
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a simpler distribution, while particle flow can track complex posterior distri-
bution dynamics effectively. Furthermore, approximate Bayesian computation
can handle models with intractable likelihood functions and help overcome
model misspecification problems. Future research could explore the integra-
tion of these advanced inference methods and BDEMM, potentially yielding
more powerful and versatile tools for predictive modeling with non-stationary
time series data.

6.6 On Other Future Research Directions

Except those mentioned in the above subsections, here we suggest several other
potential directions for future research following the BDEMM framework:

– Develop learning assisted BDEMM to overcome the limitations of BDEMM
in handling M-complete and M-open cases, as discussed in Subsection 6.2.
By incorporating machine learning techniques, such as deep learning and
reinforcement learning, it may be possible to develop more robust and
flexible BDEMM models and algorithms.

– Investigate the potential of the BDEMM framework for online continual
learning problems, especially the stability-plasticity dilemma [105]. This di-
rection may focus on developing techniques that allow BDEMM to adapt to
changing data distributions while retaining previously learned knowledge.

– Analyze BDEMM from a loss-theoretic perspective, which is commonly
used in the machine learning community. A loss-theoretic analysis may
provide insights into the generalization properties of BDEMM models and
algorithms and lead to improved theoretical guarantees for their perfor-
mance.

– Develop likelihood-free BDEMMmodels and algorithms, following the spirit
of generalized Bayesian inference [106–108]. This direction may focus on
developing techniques that can handle models with intractable likelihood
functions or are otherwise challenging to model using traditional Bayesian
methods.

7 Open Resources

Here we introduce open-source codes that can be used for implementing BDEMM-
type algorithms and some benchmark time series datasets.

7.1 Open-Source Codes

Open-source codes have been developed for RPF and RMMDF, as described in
subsections 4.1.1 and 4.2, available at https://github.com/robinlau1981/
dmapf and https://github.com/robinlau1981/fusion. The code related
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to the toy experiment presented in subsection 4.6 is available at https://

github.com/robinlau1981/BDEMM.

In Section 2, importance sampling is discussed and its key role in estimat-
ing marginal likelihoods of models highlighted. Advanced importance sampling
methods like AAIS (adaptive annealed importance sampling) [37] are helpful
for multimodal posterior exploration. Matlab codes for AAIS can be obtained
from https://github.com/robinlau1981/MarginalLikelihoodEstimatorand
https://github.com/robinlau1981/AAIS. Layered AIS [109] can be imple-
mented using the code at http://www.lucamartino.altervista.org/CODE_
LAIS_v03.zip.

For SMC, Nando de Freitas’ Matlab codes are recommended and can be ac-
cessed from http://www.cs.ubc.ca/~nando/software/upf_demos.tar.gz.
Similarly, Nicolas Chopin has an SMC Python library located at https:

//nchopin.github.io/software/ that implements different versions of SMC
described in [110].

A resource pool for GPs that includes a large volume of software, papers,
books, and events can be found at http://www.gaussianprocess.org/.

7.2 Benchmark Time Series Datasets

There exist some commonly used datasets for time series forecasting or anomaly
detection, which researchers and practitioners often use to benchmark their
methods. These include:

1. The M-competition dataset, which is available at https://forecasters.
org/resources/time-series-data/. It contains various types of time se-
ries data, such as macroeconomic indicators, financial indices, and demo-
graphic data.

2. The PEMS dataset, which can be accessed at https://archive.ics.uci.
edu/ml/datasets/PEMS-SF. This dataset includes traffic flow data from
San Francisco Bay Area highways.

3. The Numenta dataset [111], which comprises both synthetic and real-world
data and aims to evaluate anomaly detection methods on streaming time
series data.

4. The Amazon’s CPU usage dataset [112], which contains time series data
for CPU usage in cloud servers.

5. The well-log dataset [113, 114], which includes time series data collected
from oil wells.

6. The fish killer dataset [3], which contains environmental and operational
data from a fish farm.

7. The “30 industry portfolios” dataset [115], which consists of monthly re-
turns on portfolios of stocks from different industries.

For more datasets used in time series forecasting, readers are referred to the
appendix section of [84].
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8 Conclusions

BDEMM is a dynamic extension of BMA theory that has found successful
applications in sequential online prediction problems. This paper provides a
comprehensive introduction to BDEMM, including its theoretical foundations,
algorithms, practical applications, connections to other research, and a discus-
sion of its strengths, limitations, and potential future directions.

It is important to note that the topics related to sequential online prediction
and model ensemble are broad, so this paper focuses on the most representative
and relevant works with respect to BDEMM based on personal evaluation. It
is hoped that this effort will stimulate more theoretical and applied research
on BDEMM, as it has significant potential to advance predictive modeling in
fields such as finance, ecology, engineering, and geology, among others.
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