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Abstract

Clinical measurements, such as body temperature, are often collected over time to monitor
an individual’s underlying health condition. These measurements exhibit complex temporal
dynamics, necessitating sophisticated statistical models to capture patterns and detect deviations.
We propose a novel multiprocess state space model with feedback and switching mechanisms to
analyze the dynamics of clinical measurements. This model captures the evolution of time series
through distinct latent processes and incorporates feedback effects in the transition probabilities
between latent processes. We develop estimation methods using the EM algorithm, integrated
with multiprocess Kalman filtering and multiprocess fixed-interval smoothing. Simulation study
shows that the algorithm is efficient and performs well. We apply the proposed model to body
temperature measurements from COVID-19-infected hemodialysis patients to examine temporal
dynamics and estimate infection and recovery probabilities.

Keywords: Coronavirus Disease 2019, EM algorithm, hemodialysis, multiprocess fixed-interval
smoothing, multiprocess Kalman filtering, time series

1 Introduction
The COVID-19 pandemic has prompted extensive research into statistical methods for analyzing
infection and recovery dynamics. Extensive existing literature has demonstrated the success of
interpretable models in various prediction tasks. These models provide valuable insights into how
diseases progress and help identify critical factors influencing recovery [Ferrari et al., 2020, Rustam
et al., 2020, Ikemura et al., 2021, Song et al., 2022, Duan et al., 2023, Xiao et al., 2024]. However,
their application often faces challenges in capturing individual variability and adapting to real-time
changes in patient conditions. A critical aspect of this research is the analysis of trajectories of
clinical measurements at the individual level. Although existing studies have identified significant
changes in individual measurements, many models fail to accurately detect shifts in the underlying
health condition [Chaudhuri et al., 2022, Ma et al., 2024]. Identifying and predicting these shifts is
crucial for diagnosis and prognosis, assessing disease severity, and implementing preventive measures
[Berzuini et al., 2020, Yu et al., 2020, Fazal, 2021, Moisa et al., 2021].

State space methods and regime-switching models have gained popularity in the analysis of
complex time series data and have demonstrated potential in examining individual health records
[Guo et al., 1999, Guo and Brown, 2000, Liu et al., 2014, Samdin et al., 2017, Noman et al., 2020].
Numerous studies have utilized these methods to investigate intervention effects [Kobayashi et al.,
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2020], forecast outcomes [Petrica et al., 2022, O’Dea and Drake, 2022, Noh et al., 2023], track disease
transmission [Zhou and Ji, 2020, Deo and Grover, 2021, Keller et al., 2022], and explore other
socioeconomic factors related to COVID-19 at the population level [Shah et al., 2021]. However,
methods for detecting change points at the individual level remain limited. In this paper, we propose
a state space model with feedback and switching and apply it to study body temperature profiles of
COVID-19-infected hemodialysis patients. The proposed model is an extension of the multiprocess
state space model with Markov switching in Kim [1994] with an additional feedback mechanism.
It is important to note that the inclusion of feedback makes the switching process non-Markovian,
complicating the estimation.

We focus on the transition of clinical measurements from one status to another in response to
an event such as COVID-19 infection. Our model and method extend the existing literature in
several ways. First, our model focuses on the feedback effect of transition probability rather than
the feedback effect of an event process as in Guo and Brown [2000]. By characterizing changes
in a subject’s status, the transition probability serves as a tool for detecting change points and
enabling online prediction. Second, we extend the multiprocess Kalman filtering and multiprocess
fixed-interval smoothing procedures, including a detailed discussion on handling missing data, a
common issue in longitudinal studies where some observations may be unavailable. Third, we derive
efficient approximations to achieve a linear time complexity.

As an illustration of the application of the proposed method, for a COVID-19-infected hemodialysis
patient, Figure 1 shows the change in body temperature from the baseline (exact definition see
Section 4) and estimates of the underlying changes and the probabilities of having a fever.
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Figure 1: Change in temperature from the baseline and estimates of a COVID-19-infected hemodialysis
patient. Time 0 corresponds to the date when COVID-19 infection was confirmed based on a positive
RT-PCR test. The black star points are the observed change in temperatures. The red solid line
with dots is the filtering estimate of the underlying body temperature changes. The blue dashed line
with crosses is the filtering estimate of probabilities for having a fever.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We introduce the Multiprocess State Space Model
with Feedback and Switching (MSSFS) and estimation procedure in Sections 2 and 3. The real data
analysis and simulation results are reported in Sections 4 and 5. Conclusions are presented in Section
6.

2 Model Specification
Denote the observation vector and the latent state vector for the i-th subject at time t as yi,t ∈ Rp

and θi,t ∈ Rq, where i = 1, 2, . . . ,m and t = 1, . . . , n. Denote the stacked vector of the response and
latent state as yi,1:t = (yT

i,1, . . . ,y
T
i,t)

T and θi,1:t = (θTi,1, . . . ,θ
T
i,t)

T , respectively. To better represent
real-world scenarios, we allow certain elements or even the entire vector yi,t to be missing.

The Multiprocess State Space model with Feedback and Switching (MSSFS) extends the regular
state space model by allowing the system equation to vary according to the underlying status of
the subject at time t. For simplicity, we consider two statuses, and our model and methods can be
extended to situations with more than two statuses. Denote Ii,t ∈ {0, 1} as the status for the i-th
subject at time t. An MSSFS model assumes that

Observation Equation: yi,t = Fi,tθi,t + vi,t, (1)

System Equations: θi,t = γi,t,0 +Gi,t,0θi,t−1 +wi,t,0 if Ii,t = 0, (2)
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θi,t = γi,t,1 +Gi,t,1θi,t−1 +wi,t,1 if Ii,t = 1, (3)

Switch Equations: πi,t,01 =
exp{α0 + x

T
i β0 + zi,t,0(θi,1:(t−1))}

1 + exp{α0 + xT
i β0 + zi,t,0(θi,1:(t−1))}

, (4)

πi,t,11 =
exp{α1 + x

T
i β1 + zi,t,1(θi,1:(t−1))}

1 + exp{α1 + xT
i β1 + zi,t,1(θi,1:(t−1))}

, (5)

where πi,t,op = Pr[Ii,t = p|Ii,t−1 = o] with o, p ∈ {0, 1} denote the switching probabilities. The
observation equation (1) represents the relation between the response and the latent states θi,t,
where Fi,t ∈ Rp×q is a matrix and vi,t ∈ Rp is a vector of random observation errors. The system
equations (2) and (3) characterize how the latent states evolve over time under different statuses,
where γi,t,k ∈ Rq are drifting vectors, Gi,t,k ∈ Rq×q are matrices, and wi,t,k ∈ Rq are vectors of
random disturbances. We assume that vi,t ∼ N (0,Vi,t) and wi,t,k ∼ N (0,Wi,t,k), and they are
mutually and serially independent and are independent across different subjects. We also assume
they are independent of the underlying processes θi,t. The switch equations (4) and (5) model the
transition probabilities using logistic regression models with covariates x and a function of latent
states up to the previous time point, zi,t,k(θi,1:(t−1)). We note that some elements in the covariates x
may depend on time, which was not expressed explicitly for simplicity of notation. The time-varying
effect, zi,t,k(θi,1:(t−1)), can be any function of the previous latent states that provides a flexible
mechanism to model feedback through transition probabilities. For example, one may consider a
simple linear function zi,t,k(θi,1:(t−1)) = ζ

T
k θi,(t−L):(t−1), where L is a positive integer and ζk ∈ Rq

are the parameters to be estimated.
For initialization of the model, we assume a normal distribution for the initial distribution of

the latent state, θi,0
iid∼ N(µi,Σi), where the mean vector µi and covariance matrix Σi can be

regarded as parameters to be estimated. Another way is to use diffuse initialization as in Guo and
Brown [2000] and Durbin and Koopman [2012]. More details on the initialization for the real data
applications will be discussed in Section 4.

3 Model Estimation

3.1 EM algorithm
Since zi,t,k in the transition probability model is not observable, we apply the EM algorithm
to estimate the parameters and latent states simultaneously. For each subject i, let zi,t =
(zi,t,0(θi,1:(t−1)), zi,t,1(θi,1:(t−1)))

T and zi,1:t = (zTi,1, . . . ,z
T
i,t)

T . We use Ii,1:t = (Ii,1, . . . , Ii,t)
T

to denote the statuses for subject i up to time t. The algorithm regards zi,1:n as missing values and
uses the EM algorithm as in Guo and Brown [2000] to estimate the parameters. We assume there are
no missing values in covariates xi. We develop methods in Section 3.2 to deal with missing values in
yi,1:n. Let y = (yT

1,1:n, . . . ,y
T
m,1:n)

T and z = (zT1,1:n, . . . ,z
T
m,1:n)

T . Denote Θ as all parameters to
be estimated. The EM algorithm is described in Algorithm 1. The details of Multiprocess Kalman
Filtering (MKF) and Multiprocess Fixed Interval Smoothing (MFIS) in the algorithm are discussed
in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 respectively.

Figure 2 provides the flow chart of the EM algorithm. We start the algorithm by fitting a model
without feedback z to derive initial estimates Θ̂

0
and θ̂

0
, where the superscript denotes the iteration

number. We then plug θ̂
0

into z function to get ẑ0. With z fixed at ẑ0, we perform the following
steps in the first iteration: (a) compute approximated conditional expectation of the log-likelihood as
in equation (6); (b) maximize Q to get an update of parameters Θ̂

1
; (c) with the updated parameters,

apply MFIS to update the states, θ̂
1
; and (d) plug θ̂

1
into functions to update z values, ẑ1. The

algorithm alternates among these steps until convergence.
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Algorithm 1: EM algorithm for fitting the MSSFS model

1 Derive initial estimates of Θ̂
0

and θ̂
0

by using MKF and MFIS without the term involving

zi,t,k(·) in equations (4) and (5). Then plug θ̂
0

into the function to get ẑ0;
2 while ({dτEM > DEM} ∧ {τ ≤ Nmax}) do
3 E-step:
4 (a) With the previous estimate of ẑτ−1, compute Q in equation (6) using MKF;
5 M-step:
6 (b) Maximize Q to get an update of Θ, Θ̂

τ
;

7 (c) With Θ̂
τ
, compute θ̂

τ
using MFIS;

8 Plug-in Estimate:
9 (d) With θ̂

τ
, compute ẑτ using plug-in estimate.

10 end

Figure 2: Flow chart of the EM algorithm.

The E-step involves the conditional expectation of the log-likelihood that does not have a closed
form. We derive the following approximation to ease the computation. Let Θ̂

τ−1
denote all the

parameters estimated at the previous iteration. We approximate the conditional expectation of the
log-likelihood as follows:

Q
(
Θ | Θ̂

τ−1
,y
)
=

∫
l(Θ | y, z)p

(
z | Θ̂

τ−1
,y
)
dz

≈
∫ [

l(Θ | y, ẑτ−1) +
∂l

∂z

∣∣∣∣
ẑτ−1

(z − ẑτ−1)

]
× p

(
z | Θ̂

τ−1
,y
)
dz

≈l(Θ | y, ẑτ−1)

=

m∑
i=1

l(Θ | yi,1:n, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n), (6)

where l(Θ | yi,1:n, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n) is the logarithm of the joint density of yi,1:n and zi,1:n with ẑτ−1

i,1:n plugged
in as the observation. The first approximation is based on the first-order Taylor expansion. The
second approximation holds because ∂l

∂z

∣∣
ẑτ−1 ≈ 0 when Θ is in the neighborhood of Θ̂

τ−1
. To see

this, we use the fact that θ̂
τ−1

maximizes log p(θ | y, Θ̂
τ−1

) and consequently, ẑτ−1 maximizes
log p(z | y, Θ̂

τ−1
) since z is a function of θ. We further use the fact that l(Θ | y, z) = log p(z,y |

Θ) = log p(z | y,Θ) + log p(y | Θ). Therefore, ∂l
∂z

∣∣
ẑτ−1 = 0 when Θ = Θ̂

τ−1
. The approximation

follows based on the assumption that the log-likelihood is a smooth function of Θ. The last equality
follows since we assume subjects are independent. Even though the Q function in the EM algorithm
usually depends on the previous estimates Θ̂

τ−1
, due to our approximation, the approximated Q

function only depends on ẑτ−1. The M-step obtains Θ that maximizes Q
(
Θ | Θ̂

τ−1
,y
)

using the
above approximation. Simulations in Section 5 show that even though the approximation requires Θ
to be close to Θ̂

τ
for all τ , it is robust to the choices of parameter initial values.
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The stopping criteria are set as follows. Let dτEM = ∥Θ̂τ−Θ̂
τ−1∥2

∥Θ̂τ−1∥2+κ
be the relative change of the

estimates at the τ -th EM iteration, and κ is a small positive number to prevent underflow and
overflow. The EM iteration stops if dτEM ≤ DEM , a predefined threshold, or reaches the maximum
number of iterations Nmax.

3.2 Multiprocess Kalman Filtering (MKF)
In this section, we develop Multiprocess Kalman Filtering (MKF) used in step (a) of the EM
algorithm. It extends the Kalman filter in Kim [1994] by including the feedback effects and covariates.
The feedback effects are not observed, and their estimates from the previous iteration are used
in the switch equations. Harrison and Stevens [1976] presented the issue of computation time for
multiprocess state space models and proposed collapsing, an approximation method to ease the
computation. Assuming we have K different statuses at each time point t, then the resultant posterior
distribution will consist of a weighted combination of K distinct normal distributions. Passing them
to time t+1 and applying again the Kalman filter algorithm for each possible state to each component
of the time t posterior will generate a distribution comprising K2 distinct normal components. The
number of possible states to consider grows exponentially as t increases and becomes intractable
after a few steps. As in Kim [1994], we apply the collapsing method to derive an approximation of
l(Θ | yi,1:n, ẑ

τ−1
i,1:n) involved in equation (6) as follows:

l(Θ | yi,1:n, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n)

= log
[
p(yi,1:n | ẑτ−1

i,1:n,Θ)p(ẑτ−1
i,1:n | Θ)

]
≈ log p(yi,1:n | ẑτ−1

i,1:n,Θ) + constant

∝ log
[
p(yi,1 | ẑτ−1

i,1:n,Θ)p(yi,2 | yi,1, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n,Θ) . . . p(yi,n | yi,1:n−1, ẑ

τ−1
i,1:n,Θ)

]
≈ log

∑
Ii,1

p(yi,1 | Ii,1, ẑτ−1
i,1:n,Θ) Pr(Ii,1 | ẑτ−1

i,1:n,Θ)


+ log

∑
Ii,2

∑
Ii,1

p(yi,2 | yi,1, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n, Ii,2, Ii,1,Θ) Pr(Ii,2, Ii,1 | yi,1, ẑ

τ−1
i,1:n,Θ)


+ . . .

+ log

∑
Ii,n

∑
Ii,n−1

p(yi,n | yi,1:n−1, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n, Ii,n, Ii,n−1,Θ) Pr(Ii,n, Ii,n−1 | yi,1:n−1, ẑ

τ−1
i,1:n,Θ)

 , (7)

where the first approximation assumes that p(ẑτ−1
i,1:n | Θ) is approximately independent of Θ, which

is supported by the empirical evidence from simulations. The second approximation approximates
the conditional event of all previous status Ii,1:t by the status at the two proceeding time points
Ii,(t−1):t. To get the probability Pr(Ii,t, Ii,t−1 | yi,1:t−1, ẑ

τ−1
i,1:t,Θ) for t ∈ {1, . . . , n}, a collapse step

in MKF is used to calculate Pr(Ii,t−1 | yi,1:t−1, ẑ
τ−1
i,1:n,Θ). This is used by Kim [1994] and has

achieved reasonably good accuracy with a great computational advantage. The mathematical details
of collapsing can be found in Theorem 1 and its proof.

Since all subjects share the same log-likelihood structure and are independent of each other, we
simplify the derivation of MKF and MFIS below for a single subject and drop the subscript i.

Let ψt = (y1:t, ẑ
τ−1
1:n ,x) where ẑτ−1

1:n is the estimate from the previous iteration in the EM
algorithm for any value τ ≥ 1. Both ẑτ1:n and covariates x are known for all time t.

Consider the latent process θt conditional on ψt and the status of the subject at time t and
t− 1. Denote the conditional expectation and variance as θ(o,p)t|t−1 = E[θt | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p] and

P
(o,p)
t|t−1 = Cov[θt | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p] respectively, where o, p ∈ {0, 1}. The following theorem

describes the details of the MKF.
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Theorem 1. With appropriate initializations, the Multiprocess Kalman Filtering with It ∈ {0, 1}
consists of the following steps.

For t = 1, . . . , n DO:

1. Start with
θ
(o)
t−1|t−1 = E

[
θt−1 | It−1 = o,ψt−1

]
,

P
(o)
t−1|t−1 = Cov

[
θt−1 | It−1 = o,ψt−1

]
,

Pr(It−1 = o | ψt−1).

2. Calculate one-step forward predictions
θ
(o,p)
t|t−1 = γp,t +Gp,tθ

(o)
t−1|t−1,

P
(o,p)
t|t−1 = Gp,tP

(o)
t−1|t−1G

T
p,t +Wp,t,

y
(o,p)
t|t−1 = Ftθ

(o,p)
t|t−1.

3. Calculate one-step observation prediction error and prediction error variance
η
(o,p)
t|t−1 = yt − y

(o,p)
t|t−1,

H
(o,p)
t|t−1 = FtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt.

4. Calculate the posterior of states and their variances

θ
(o,p)
t|t ≈ θ(o,p)t|t−1 + P

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t

(
FtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt

)−1

η
(o,p)
t|t−1,

P
(o,p)
t|t ≈ P (o,p)

t|t−1 − P
(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t

(
FtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt

)−1

FtP
(o,p)
t|t−1.

5. Update probabilities
Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1) = Pr(It = p | It−1 = o,ψt−1) Pr(It−1 = o | ψt−1),
Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt) =

(2π)−n/2|H(o,p)

t|t−1
|−1/2 exp(− 1

2η
(o,p)

t|t−1

T
(H

(o,p)

t|t−1
)−1η

(o,p)

t|t−1
)·Pr(It−1=o,It=p|ψt−1)∑1

p=0

∑1
o=0(2π)

−n/2|H(o,p)

t|t−1
|−1/2 exp(− 1

2η
(o,p)

t|t−1

T
(H

(o,p)

t|t−1
)−1η

(o,p)

t|t−1
)·Pr(It−1=o,It=p|ψt−1)

,

Pr(It = p | ψt) =
∑1

o=0 Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt).

6. Collapse statuses at time t− 1

θ
(p)
t|t =

∑1
o=0 Pr(It−1 = o | It = p,ψt)θ

(o,p)
t|t =

∑1
o=0 Pr(It−1=o,It=p|ψt)θ

(o,p)

t|t
Pr(It=p|ψt)

,

P
(p)
t|t =

∑1
o=0 Pr(It−1=o,It=p|ψt)

{
P

(o,p)

t|t +
(
θ
(o,p)

t|t −θ(p)

t|t

)(
θ
(o,p)

t|t −θ(p)

t|t

)T
}

Pr(It=p|ψt)
.

7. Collapse again to get marginal distribution
θt|t =

∑1
p=0 Pr(It = p | ψt)θ

(p)
t|t ,

P t|t =
∑1

p=0 Pr(It = p | ψt)

{
P

(p)
t|t +

(
θ
(p)
t|t − θt|t

)(
θ
(p)
t|t − θt|t

)T}
.

There are two ways for appropriate initialization. We can either assume the initial states follow a
multivariate Gaussian distribution with fixed but unknown mean and variance-covariance structure
[Kim, 1994], or assume it has a diffuse prior [Guo and Brown, 2000]. In addition, we can assume
the initial probability Pr(I0 = o | ψ0) with o ∈ {0, 1} is either a given value or a parameter to be
estimated. For missing values, there are two cases: (1) the entire observation vector is missing, or
(2) part of the observation vector is missing. The MKF can deal with both cases using the details
provided in AppendixA.

The denominator in the second equation of step 5 in Theorem 1, p(yt|ψt−1), provides the likelihood
of yt given previous observations. This is used to compute the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE)
based on equation (7). Since observations from different subjects are independent, we can perform
MKF for each subject and add their log-likelihood for the joint log-likelihood. Regularized estimates
may be computed with a penalty to the likelihood. For example, we compute ridge estimates for
some parameters in the real data analysis in Section 4 since some variables are highly correlated.
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3.3 Multiprocess Fixed Interval Smoothing (MFIS)
While MKF aims primarily at parameter estimation and real-time detection, the smoothing algorithm
complements filtering by providing a posterior estimate of the latent process. MKF operates in
a forward manner, updating parameters and detecting changes as new data points are observed.
In contrast, MFIS operates backward, starting from the last observed time point n and refining
estimates of the latent variables by incorporating information from the entire observation period.
The details are presented in Theorem 2.

Theorem 2. Starting with θn|n, P n|n, and Pr(In | ψn) from the last iteration of MKF, the MFIS
with It ∈ {0, 1} consists of the following steps.
For t = n− 1, . . . , 1, DO:

1. Calculate the conditional mean and variance

θt+1|t = E (θt+1 | ψt) =

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

θ
(p,q)
t+1|t Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt),

Σt,t+1 = Cov(θt,θt+1 | ψt)

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)

[
θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 + θ

(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1 + P
(p)
t|t G

T
q,t+1

]
− θt|tθTt+1|t,

P t+1|t = Cov(θt+1 | ψt)

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)
[
Gq,t+1P

(p)
t|t G

T
q,t+1 +Wq,t+1

]

+

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)

[
γq,t+1γ

T
q,t+1 + γq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1

+Gq,t+1θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1

]
−

(
1∑

p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)
[
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

])
(

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)
[
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

])T

.

2. Calculate conditional distributions
E (θt | θt+1, ψt) = θt|t +Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|t(θt+1 − θt+1|t),

Cov (θt | θt+1, ψt) = P t|t −Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1.

3. Calculate marginal distributions
θt|T = θt|t +Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|t(θt+1|T − θt+1|t),

P t|T = P t|t −Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1 +Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|tP t+1|TP

−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1.

4. Calculate the probability of interest
Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψT ) =

Pr(It+1=q|ψT ) Pr(It=p|ψt) Pr(It+1=q|It=p,ψt)∑1
p=0 Pr(It=p,It+1=q|ψt)

,

Pr(It = p | ψT ) =
∑1

q=0 Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψT ).

The proof of the theorem is provided in Appendix B.
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4 Modeling Temperature Changes in COVID-19-Infected Hemodial-
ysis Patients

The proposed MSSFS enables both real-time change detection using MKF and the investigation of
feedback systems using MFIS. This section utilizes the proposed methods to examine temperature
changes in hemodialysis (HD) patients infected with COVID-19.

We consider a dataset of 43 HD patients who received in-center treatment at Fresenius Medical
Care and tested positive for COVID-19 via reverse transcription polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR)
between January 1, 2020, and August 31, 2021. We align temperature measurements from different
patients to the RT-PCR test date, designated as day 0, and include measurements taken 50 days
before and 50 days after this date. We refer to these observations as the positive arm. For the
negative arm, for each patient, we randomly select a 101-day observation window before January 1,
2020. The average number of temperature observations per patient per arm is 41. We include two
covariates for the switching probabilities: gender and age. Gender is encoded as 1 for males and 0
for females, with males representing 60.5% of all patients. The average age of patients is 62.55 years,
with a standard deviation of 10.75 years. We standardized the age covariate for each patient in each
arm to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.

The system equations characterize how the underlying change in temperature (θi,t) evolves
under different statuses. We will consider system equations motivated by the thermoregulation
models [Boulant, 2006]. Based on existing literature, a synaptic network of hypothalamic neurons
is responsible for a set-point thermoregulation model where four types of neurons, warm-sensitive,
temperature-insensitive, heat loss effector neuron, heat production effector neuron, regulate the body
temperature change from one level to another. In our real data analysis, we focus on COVID-19-
related fever. We assume each patient has two possible statuses at time t: It = 0 (no fever) and
It = 1 (fever). The temperature is assumed to be at reference level k (refk) when It = k for k = 0, 1.
The change in body temperature at time t is proportional to the difference between the previous body
temperature and the reference level, with a rate and random disturbance of rk and wt,k, respectively,
when It = k for k = 0, 1. The system equations can be represented as follows:

System Equations: θt = (θt−1 − ref0) r0 + θt−1 + wt,0 if It = 0,

θt = (θt−1 − ref1) r1 + θt−1 + wt,1 if It = 1,

where θt represent the body temperature at time t, and r0 and r1 are the change rates. r0 and r1
take values in [−1, 0). A value close to zero means the current temperature does not change much
and remains at the previous value; a value close to −1 indicates the temperature changes quickly to
the corresponding level. A value in between indicates the temperature gradually changes from the
previous value to the corresponding reference level.

Since normal body temperature varies by individual and we focus on temperature changes rather
than absolute body temperature, we consider the deviation from the no-fever status as the response.
Specifically, we define the change in temperature as observed body temperature minus temperature
when there is no fever, ref0. We estimate ref0 for each patient as their average body temperature
based on measurements taken from days −100 to −51. Consequently, we consider the following
MSSFS:

Observation Equation: yi,t = θi,t + vt, (8)
System Equation: θi,t = G0θi,t−1 + wt,0 if I(t) = 0, (9)

θi,t = γ1 +G1θi,t−1 + wt,1 if I(t) = 1, (10)

Switch Equation: πi,t,01 =
exp{α0 + x

T
i β0}

1 + exp{α0 + xT
i β0}

, (11)

πi,t,11 =
exp{α1 + x

T
i β1 + ζ1w

Tθi,(t−L):(t−1)}
1 + exp{α1 + xT

i β1 + ζ1wTθi,(t−L):(t−1)}
, (12)
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where yi,t is the change in temperature at time t from patient i, θi,t is the underlying change in
temperature, G0 = (1 + r0) ∈ [0, 1) and G1 = (1 + r1) ∈ [0, 1), δ = ref1 − ref0 = ref1 > 0 is the
average temperature rise due to fever, and γ1 = −δr1. We assume that vt

iid∼ N(0, σ2
v) for all t,

w0
iid∼ N(0, σ2

0), and w1
iid∼ N(0, σ2

1).
For the switch equations, we assume that the transition probability from no fever to fever (πi,t,01)

does not depend on the history of the temperature change since fever is usually caused by external
factors rather than the temperature change itself. On the other hand, we assume that the transition
probability πi,t,11 depends on the previous temperature changes since a higher temperature (fever)
in the past could affect how the body temperature status changes in the future. We assume πi,t,11
depends on an exponentially weighted average of the previous L states wTθi,(t−L):(t−1), where
w = (w1, · · · , wL)

T , wl = eρ(L−l+1) for l = 1, · · · , L, and ρ < 0 is a decay rate. Considering the small
sample size in this analysis, instead of estimating ρ as a parameter, we set ρ = 0.5. We tested other
choices of ρ, and the results remain similar. Using notations in the switching equations in the general
MSSFS model (4) and (5), we set zi,t,0(θi,1:(t−1)) = 0 and zi,t,1(θi,1:(t−1)) = ζ1w

Tθi,(t−L):(t−1).
These choices lead to better and more interpretable results than other functions of zi,t,k we have
considered. This formulation also has a similar interpretation as the short-term cumulative effects
used in the distributed lag model [Welty et al., 2009].

Denote Θ = (σ2
v , σ

2
0 , σ

2
1 , δ, G0, G1, α0,β

T
0 , α1,β

T
1 , ζ1)

T as the collection of all parameters in the
above model, where βk = (βmale,k, βage,k)

T for k = 0, 1 are the coefficients of covariates in the switch
equations. All variances and δ are estimated using natural log transformation, and G0 and G1 are
estimated using a logit transformation to enforce constraints. From the preliminary study, we set
L = 3 in the switch equation. Other values lead to similar conclusions. To start the MKF, we
need to initialize the conditional mean (θ(o)0|0), conditional variance (P (o)

0|0), and the initial probability
(Pr(I0 = o | ψ0)) for o ∈ {0, 1}. In this study, we assume all patients start with a status of no fever,
i.e., I0 = 0. Thus, θ(0)0|0 = 0, θ(1)0|0 = δ, P (0)

0|0 = P
(1)
0|0 = 0, and Pr(I0 = 0 | ψ0) = 1−Pr(I0 = 1 | ψ0) = 1.

We observed that the estimates of α1 and ζ1 are highly correlated since the estimated change
in temperature among close time points are highly correlated. To obtain more stable estimates
of parameters in the switch probabilities, we consider penalized likelihood with an L2 penalty to
α1, β1, and ζ1. We set the tuning parameter as 0.01, and results with other choices of the tuning
parameter are similar. The confidence intervals are constructed using bootstrap with 300 repetitions.
We employ the bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa) method to create bootstrap confidence intervals,
addressing potential bias in the L2 penalized estimates [Efron and Tibshirani, 1993]. We use the
limited-memory Broyden–Fletcher–Goldfarb–Shanno (L-BFGS-B) algorithm [Byrd et al., 1995, Zhu
et al., 1997] to compute the update of parameters. We set the parameter in the EM algorithm as
follows: Nmax = 30, DEM = 0.001 and κ = 10−6.

Table 1 presents the estimates of parameters and their 95% bootstrap confidence intervals. The
estimated average temperature change is 1.1 degrees Fahrenheit with a 95% confidence interval
(0.95, 1.35). The deacreasing rate r0 = G0 − 1 is small while increasing rate r1 = G1 − 1 is relatively
larger. This can be seen from Figure 3 where the temperature increases faster than it decreases.

For the parameters in the switching probabilities, a positive estimate of βmale,0, though not
statistically significant, suggests that male patients are more likely to develop a fever after a COVID-19
infection, aligning with previous findings [Patel et al., 2023]. A negative estimate of βage,0 indicates
that older patients are less likely to develop a fever after infection, which is also consistent with
prior research [Ma et al., 2024]. A negative estimate of βmale,1 suggests that male patients are less
likely to recover from a fever after a COVID-19 infection, while a positive estimate of βage,1 indicates
that older patients are more likely to recover from a fever. Similar findings for patients over 40 have
been reported in the literature [Halimatuzzahro’ et al., 2023, Voinsky et al., 2020]. We note that all
patients in our study are older than 40.

Figure 3 illustrates the estimates of underlying states and the probabilities of having a fever for
one patient in both the positive and negative arms. Plots for other patients show similar patterns.
The proposed methods yield effective filtering and smoothing estimates of the underlying states and
transition probabilities, which can be utilized for online detection of COVID-19 infection.
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Table 1: Estimates of parameters and 95% confidence intervals.
Parameters Estimate 95% CI

σ2
v 0.3839 (0.3684, 0.4440)
σ2
0 0.0000 (0.0000, 0.3327)
σ2
1 0.6218 (0.3699, 0.9128)
δ 1.0979 (0.9618, 1.3491)
G0 0.9392 (0.9371, 0.9583)
G1 0.6651 (0.4416, 0.7488)
α0 -3.7057 (-4.7902, -3.0090)

βmale,0 0.1616 (-0.5471, 7.1694)
βage,0 -0.1896 (-1.0063, -0.0205)
α1 1.0606 (-1.8209, 3.6355)

βmale,1 -0.8571 (-3.2938, -0.2788)
βage,1 0.8377 (0.6461, 1.3878)
ζ1 2.5922 (0.7363, 5.9954)

Figure 3: Estimate of states and probabilities of having a fever for one typical patient in both
arms. The upper and lower panels correspond to positive and negative arms, while the left and right
panels present filtering and smoothing estimates. The black star points are the observed change
in temperatures. The red solid line with dots is the filtering (left panels) and smoothing (right
panels) estimate of the underlying change in temperature, calculated as E(θt | ψt) (left panels)
and E(θt | ψT ) (right panels) for t = 1, . . . , n. The blue dashed line with crosses is the filtering
(left panels) and smoothing (right panels) estimate of probabilities for having a fever, calculated as
Pr(It = 1 | ψt) (left panels) and Pr(It = 1 | ψT ) (right panels) for t = 1, . . . , n. The two orange
horizontal lines indicate 0 and δ̂, respectively. Only one orange line appears in each of the bottom
plots, as the line corresponding to δ̂ falls outside the displayed range.11



The proposed method also provides predictions of the latent states. As an illustration, Figure 4
shows the one-step forward prediction of the change in underlying temperature and the probability of
having a fever for the same typical patient in the main text. The plots demonstrate that the proposed
model provides reasonable good predictions and is highly responsive to temperature changes, with
the probability increasing as the temperature rises.

Figure 4: The one-step forward prediction of the change in underlying temperature and the probability
of having a fever for the same typical patient in the main text. The upper panel shows the prediction
of the patient where time 0 corresponds to the positive PCR test date. The lower panel shows the
prediction of the same patient in the negative arm, whose observations were randomly selected during
the COVID-free period. The black star points are the observed change in temperatures from the
baseline. The red solid line with dots is the prediction for the change in underlying body temperature
from the baseline, which is calculated using E(θt+1 | ψt) for t = 0, . . . , n− 1, which formula can be
found in MFIS step (1). The blue dashed line with crosses is the predicted probability of having a
fever, which is calculated using Pr(It+1 = 1 | ψt) for t = 0, . . . , n− 1, which formula can be found in
the denominator of MFIS step (4).

5 Simulation Study for MSSFS
We conduct simulations to evaluate the accuracy of parameter estimates and the time complexity
across various scenarios. We consider the same model equations (8) to (10). To imitate the real data
analysis, we consider two covariates for the transition probabilities, xi1 and xi2, with parameters
βk = (βk1, βk2)

T for k = 1, 2. We generate the covariates xi1 and xi2 similar to the real data: xi1 is
a binary variable, taking the value 1 with a probability of 60.5%, while xi2 is a continuous variable
generated from a standard Gaussian distribution. The lag in the switch equation is set to L = 3,
as in the real data analysis. For other parameters, we set σ2

v = 0.1, σ2
0 = 0.03, σ2

1 = 0.3, r0 = −0.5,
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r1 = −0.5, α0 = −3, β01 = 0.15, β02 = −0.2, β11 = −0.8, and β12 = 0.5. We consider two choices of
δ, δ = 5 and δ = 10, for two different signal-to-noise levels. To evaluate the effect of sample size on
the estimates, we consider three sample sizes for the number of subjects: m = 100, 300, and 500. For
different feedback mechanisms, we consider two scenarios: one for positive feedback with α1 = 0.2
and ζ1 = 0.3, and another for negative feedback with α1 = 4 and ζ1 = −0.3. This results in a total
of 12 simulation settings.

To check whether the algorithm is robust to the initial value of parameters, we set the initial
values of parameters arbitrarily as follows: all the variances are set to 1, and all parameters in the
switch equations are set to 0. We do not apply the L2 penalty for the simulation studies, and we set
the maximum number of iterations and convergence criteria for the EM algorithm to be the same as
in real data analysis.

Figure 5 demonstrates how different signal-to-noise ratios and feedback patterns influence the
observations of an individual. Observations are cleaner under higher signal-to-noise ratios and exhibit
more regular change patterns in the negative feedback setting. The estimated positive feedback in
the real data suggests that fever patterns vary across individuals. In our simulations, we consider
both positive and negative feedback since both may arise in real-world applications.

Figure 5: Plots of observations under different signal-to-noise levels and feedback mechanisms. The
circles are the responses, and the verticle red dashed lines indicate times at status I(t) = 1.

Tables 2 to 5 present mean squared error (MSE), squared bias (Bias2), and variance (Var) of
all 13 parameters under different simulation settings. We separate the parameters into two groups:
parameters in the observation and state equations and parameters in the switch equations. Tables 2,
3 present the results for the positive feedback, and Tables 4, 5 present the result for the negative
feedback. Overall, despite involving several approximations, the proposed estimation method produces
good estimates for all parameters. The accuracy improves with higher signal-to-noise ratios and/or
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larger sample sizes.

Table 2: MSEs, biases, and variances, all multiplied by 100, for parameters in the observation and
state equations with positive feedback.

δ=5 δ=10
Parameters Metrics m=100 m=300 m=500 m=100 m=300 m=500

σ2
v

MSE 0.0011 0.0003 0.0002 0.0012 0.0004 0.0002
Bias2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Variance 0.0011 0.0003 0.0002 0.0012 0.0004 0.0002

σ2
0

MSE 0.0006 0.0002 0.0001 0.0008 0.0002 0.0001
Bias2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Variance 0.0006 0.0002 0.0001 0.0008 0.0002 0.0001

σ2
1

MSE 0.0290 0.0090 0.0046 0.0103 0.0035 0.0022
Bias2 0.0007 0.0004 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000

Variance 0.0283 0.0086 0.0045 0.0102 0.0035 0.0022

δ
MSE 0.2170 0.0671 0.0382 0.0445 0.0189 0.0126
Bias2 0.0046 0.0013 0.0007 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001

Variance 0.2124 0.0658 0.0375 0.0444 0.0188 0.0125

G0

MSE 0.0013 0.0005 0.0003 0.0004 0.0001 0.0001
Bias2 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000

Variance 0.0012 0.0004 0.0002 0.0003 0.0001 0.0001

G1

MSE 0.0058 0.0019 0.0012 0.0011 0.0004 0.0003
Bias2 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Variance 0.0057 0.0018 0.0012 0.0011 0.0004 0.0003

Table 3: MSEs, biases, and variances, all multiplied by 100, for parameters in the switch equations
with positive feedback.

δ=5 δ=10
Parameters Metrics m=100 m=300 m=500 m=100 m=300 m=500

α0

MSE 0.7733 0.2547 0.1608 1.0284 0.3365 0.2051
Bias2 0.0127 0.0002 0.0000 0.0079 0.0001 0.0000

Variance 0.7606 0.2545 0.1608 1.0205 0.3364 0.2051

α1

MSE 3.3626 1.8206 1.1802 3.6297 1.1275 0.7657
Bias2 0.3266 0.5932 0.4778 0.0063 0.0222 0.0449

Variance 3.0360 1.2274 0.7024 3.6234 1.1053 0.7208

β01

MSE 1.0608 0.4007 0.2216 1.2845 0.4868 0.2837
Bias2 0.0087 0.0001 0.0001 0.0182 0.0000 0.0000

Variance 1.0521 0.4006 0.2215 1.2663 0.4868 0.2837

β02

MSE 0.2414 0.0840 0.0471 0.2844 0.0997 0.0497
Bias2 0.0000 0.0002 0.0009 0.0002 0.0005 0.0016

Variance 0.2414 0.0838 0.0462 0.2842 0.0992 0.0481

β11

MSE 1.4096 0.5566 0.3168 1.8098 0.5893 0.2713
Bias2 0.0005 0.0222 0.0039 0.0823 0.0300 0.0112

Variance 1.4091 0.5344 0.3129 1.7275 0.5593 0.2601

β12

MSE 0.5922 0.1803 0.1191 0.5146 0.1775 0.0993
Bias2 0.0065 0.0146 0.0060 0.0042 0.0019 0.0001

Variance 0.5857 0.1657 0.1131 0.5104 0.1756 0.0992

ζ1

MSE 0.2187 0.1207 0.0865 0.0395 0.0144 0.0105
Bias2 0.0233 0.0430 0.0401 0.0002 0.0012 0.0012

Variance 0.1954 0.0777 0.0464 0.0393 0.0132 0.0093
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Table 4: MSEs, biases, and variances, all multiplied by 100, for parameters in the observation and
state equations with negative feedback.

δ=5 δ=10
Parameters Metrics m=100 m=300 m=500 m=100 m=300 m=500

σ2
v

MSE 0.0014 0.0004 0.0002 0.0011 0.0003 0.0002
Bias2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Var 0.0014 0.0004 0.0002 0.0011 0.0003 0.0002

σ2
0

MSE 0.0008 0.0003 0.0001 0.0006 0.0002 0.0001
Bias2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Var 0.0008 0.0003 0.0001 0.0006 0.0002 0.0001

σ2
1

MSE 0.0117 0.0035 0.0019 0.0184 0.0053 0.0029
Bias2 0.0003 0.0001 0.0000 0.0002 0.0001 0.0000
Var 0.0114 0.0034 0.0019 0.0182 0.0052 0.0029

δ
MSE 0.0463 0.0142 0.0076 0.1826 0.0559 0.0306
Bias2 0.0004 0.0002 0.0001 0.0002 0.0010 0.0010
Var 0.0459 0.0140 0.0075 0.1824 0.0549 0.0296

G0

MSE 0.0011 0.0004 0.0003 0.0003 0.0001 0.0000
Bias2 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Var 0.0010 0.0004 0.0002 0.0003 0.0001 0.0000

G1

MSE 0.0039 0.0011 0.0009 0.0013 0.0005 0.0003
Bias2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Var 0.0039 0.0011 0.0009 0.0013 0.0005 0.0003

Table 5: MSEs, biases, and variances, all multiplied by 100, for parameters in the switch equations
with negative feedback.

δ=5 δ=10
Parameters Metrics m=100 m=300 m=500 m=100 m=300 m=500

α0

MSE 0.8686 0.3297 0.1918 0.7488 0.2662 0.1562
Bias2 0.0109 0.0013 0.0000 0.0124 0.0021 0.0005

Variance 0.8577 0.3284 0.1918 0.7364 0.2641 0.1557

α1

MSE 11.6267 6.9949 6.7991 5.8496 2.3164 1.4914
Bias2 4.4079 4.8575 5.4261 0.0385 0.1818 0.1770

Variance 7.2188 2.1374 1.3730 5.8111 2.1346 1.3144

β01

MSE 1.0905 0.5107 0.2726 0.9317 0.3813 0.2038
Bias2 0.0043 0.0012 0.0001 0.0066 0.0013 0.0003

Variance 1.0862 0.5095 0.2725 0.9251 0.3800 0.2035

β02

MSE 0.2760 0.1015 0.0502 0.2464 0.0836 0.0484
Bias2 0.0000 0.0001 0.0013 0.0003 0.0004 0.0011

Variance 0.2760 0.1014 0.0489 0.2461 0.0832 0.0473

β11

MSE 1.5780 0.5101 0.3086 1.6530 0.5702 0.3164
Bias2 0.0073 0.0032 0.0085 0.0067 0.0037 0.0062

Variance 1.5707 0.5069 0.3001 1.6463 0.5665 0.3102

β12

MSE 0.3628 0.1361 0.0737 0.3635 0.0994 0.0668
Bias2 0.0470 0.0194 0.0148 0.0005 0.0001 0.0010

Variance 0.3158 0.1167 0.0589 0.3630 0.0993 0.0658

ζ1

MSE 0.5059 0.3383 0.3173 0.0723 0.0326 0.0203
Bias2 0.2515 0.2492 0.2627 0.0006 0.0024 0.0020

Variance 0.2544 0.0891 0.0546 0.0717 0.0302 0.0183

Figure 6 shows that CPU time increases linearly with the number of subjects. This indicates
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that the proposed estimation procedure retains a key advantage of Kalman filtering with linear time
complexity. Such linear scalability makes our model especially well-suited for handling large datasets.

Figure 6: Plot of average CPU time per simulation versus the number of subjects under different
settings.

6 Conclusions
We propose a multiprocess state space model to study dynamics across different health conditions,
introducing a flexible feedback mechanism in the transition probabilities between these conditions.
An EM algorithm is developed, incorporating extended MKF and MFIS to estimate latent states
and parameters. Efficient approximations are derived to achieve linear time complexity. Simulation
studies demonstrate that the proposed estimation method performs well. We apply the model to
analyze temperature dynamics in COVID-19-infected hemodialysis patients, with several findings
aligning with existing literature.

The proposed model and methods can be adapted to other models and applications. For instance,
some authors have studied mixtures of AR models [Wong and Li, 2000, Boshnakov, 2009], and
incorporating these into a multiprocess state space model could be a promising direction. Additionally,
modern research explores combining state space models with neural networks [Zamarreño and Vega,
1998, Van Lint et al., 2005, Liu et al., 2006]. Further research is needed to investigate the potential
of integrating a multiprocess state space model with neural networks to capture different underlying
processes.

Acknowledgements
This research is partially supported by NIH grants R01-DK130067.

A Derivation of MKF
In this section, we provide the derivation of the Multiprocess Kalman Filter (MKF) in Theorem 1.
The italicized text outlines approaches for handling missing values in two scenarios: (a) when all
elements of yt are missing, and (b) when only some elements of yt are missing.

Proof.
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1. Initialize θ(o)t−1|t−1 = E
[
θt−1 | It−1 = o,ψt−1

]
and P

(o)
t−1|t−1 = Cov

[
θt−1 | It−1 = o,ψt−1

]
when t = 1. There are two common approaches in literature: either regard θ(o)0|0 and P (o)

0|0
for o ∈ {0, 1} as fixed but unknown parameters to be estimated [Kim, 1994] or use a diffuse
distribution for the initial state vector [Guo and Brown, 2000]. In this paper, we regard them
as fixed but unknown parameters.

2. Calculate one step forward prediction as follows:

θ
(o,p)
t|t−1 = E

[
θt | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p

]
= E

[
γIt,t +GIt,tθt−1 +wIt,t | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p

]
= γp,t +Gp,tθ

(o)
t−1|t−1,

P
(o,p)
t|t−1 = Cov

(
γIt,t +GIt,tθt−1 +wIt,t | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p

)
= Gp,tP

(o)
t−1|t−1G

T
p,t +Wpt,

y
(o,p)
t|t−1 = Ftθ

(o,p)
t|t−1,

where the last equations in the conditional mean and covariance use the fact that θt−1 and It
are independent given It−1, xi and ẑτ−1

1:n at the previous EM iteration.

To deal with missing data in yt,

• If all elements of yt are missing, skip the last equation above since it will not be used in
the next step.

• If some elements of yt are missing, we define a subsetting matrix St by removing the rows
corresponding to the indices of missing elements of an identity matrix. Multiplying the
subsetting matrix on both sides of the observation equation, we have

y∗
t = F∗

tθt + v
∗
t ,

where y∗
t = Styt contains the observed elements, F∗

t = StFt, and v∗t = Stvt ∼ N (0,V∗
t ) =

N
(
0,StVtS

T
t

)
.

With this new equation, the last equation in step 2 becomes y(o,p)∗
t|t−1 = F∗

tθ
(o,p)
t|t−1.

3. Calculate one-step observation prediction error and prediction error variance:

η
(o,p)
t|t−1 = yt − y

(o,p)
t|t−1,

H
(o,p)
t|t−1 = Cov(η

(o,p)
t|t−1 | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p)

= Cov(Ftθt + vt − Ftθ
(o,p)
t|t−1 | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p)

= Cov(Ftθt + vt | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p)

= FtP
(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt.

To deal with missing data in yt,

• If all elements of yt are missing, skip this step since this step will not contribute to the
log-likelihood.

• If some elements of yt is missing, use the following formula instead:
η
(o,p)∗
t|t−1 = y∗

t − y
(o,p)∗
t|t−1 ,

H
(o,p)∗
t|t−1 = StFtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t S

T
t + StVtS

T
t .
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4. Calculate the posterior mean of states and their variances θ(o,p)t|t and P (o,p)
t|t using the following

approximate joint distribution to a mixture of Gaussian distributions [Kim, 1994]:

(
θt
yt

∣∣∣∣ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p

)
approx∼ MN

([
θ
(o,p)
t|t−1

y
(o,p)
t|t−1

]
,

[
P

(o,p)
t|t−1 P

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t

FtP
(o,p)
t|t−1 FtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt

])
.

Using the conditional distribution formulae for multivariate Gaussian distributions, we have

θ
(o,p)
t|t = E[θt | ψt, It−1 = o, It = p]

= θ
(o,p)
t|t−1 + P

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t

(
FtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt

)−1

η
(o,p)
t|t−1,

P
(o,p)
t|t = Cov[θt | ψt, It−1 = o, It = p]

= P
(o,p)
t|t−1 − P

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t

(
FtP

(o,p)
t|t−1F

T
t +Vt

)−1

FtP
(o,p)
t|t−1.

To deal with missing data in yt,

• If all elements of yt are missing, replace the above formula with the following:
θ
(o,p)
t|t = E[θt | ψt, It−1 = o, It = p] = E[θt | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p] = θ

(o,p)
t|t−1,

P
(o,p)
t|t = Cov[θt | ψt, It−1 = o, It = p] = Cov[θt | ψt−1, It−1 = o, It = p] = P

(o,p)
t|t−1.

• If some elements of yt is missing, replace yt, y
(o,p)
t|t−1, Ft, and Vt with y∗

t , y
(o,p)∗
t|t−1 , F∗

t , and
V∗

t .

5. To finish MKF and then compute the MLE, we need to update probabilities Pr(It−1 = o, It =
p | ψt) and Pr(It = p | ψt).

(a) Start with Pr(It−1 = o | ψt−1).
At t = 1, we could either initialize this probability as a given value or set it as an
unknown parameter. In this paper, we assume all patients start without a fever and have
Pr(I0 = 0 | ψ0) = 1.

(b) Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1) = Pr(It = p | It−1 = o,ψt−1) Pr(It−1 = o | ψt−1).
Pr(It = p | It−1 = o,ψt−1) is known since it is the transition probability which depends on
the covariates and feedback z1:(t−1). Here we use the estimate ẑ1:(t−1) from the previous
step. When t < L+ 1, the transition probability Pr(It = p | It−1 = o,ψt−1) depends on
the first a few lags only. For example, if L = 3 and t = 2, only the system’s history at
t = 1 is used. If a weighted average is used, then the weights are reweighted according to
their original values.

(c) p(yt, It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1) = p(yt | It−1 = o, It = p,ψt−1) Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1).

The first term on the right equals (2π)−n/2|H(o,p)
t|t−1|

−1/2 exp(− 1
2η

(o,p)
t|t−1

T
(H

(o,p)
t|t−1)

−1η
(o,p)
t|t−1),

and the second term on the right comes from step 5b.
To deal with missing data in yt,

• If all elements of yt are missing, skip this step.

18



• If some elements of yt is missing, the first term on the right is replaced by

(2π)−n/2|H(o,p)∗
t|t−1 |

−1/2 exp(− 1
2η

(o,p)∗
t|t−1

T
(H

(o,p)∗
t|t−1 )

−1η
(o,p)∗
t|t−1 ).

(d)

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt) =
p(yt, It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1)

p(yt | ψt−1)

=
p(yt, It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1)∑1

p=0

∑1
o=0 p(yt, It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1)

.

The numerator and denominator are from step (5c).
To deal with missing data in yt,

• If all elements of yt are missing, follow the same step as in step (5b) since we do not
have observation at time t,
Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt) = Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt−1).

• If some elements of yt is missing, use the alternative formula from step (5c).

(e) Pr(It = p | ψt) =
∑1

o=0 Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt).

The result of step (5e) is the starting point for the next iteration of step 5. The denominator
of step (5d), p(yt | ψt−1), is used for MLE. When we have multiple subjects, the MKF is
run for each subject, and the log-likelihood is summed up for MLE.
To deal with missing data in yt,

• If all elements of yt are missing, the same formula with replacements from the previous
step. No need to update the log-likelihood.

• If some elements of yt are missing, use the substituted formula from step (5d).

6. Using the probabilities in step 5b to 5e, we can collapse the statuses by marginalizing out It−1,

θ
(p)
t|t = E [θt | It = p,ψt]

=

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o | It = p,ψt)θ
(o,p)
t|t

=

∑1
o=0 Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)θ

(o,p)
t|t

Pr(It = p | ψt)
,

P
(p)
t|t = E

[
(θt − E [θt | It = p,ψt]) (θt − E [θt | It = p,ψt])

T | It = p,ψt

]
= E

[(
θt − θ(p)t|t

)(
θt − θ(p)t|t

)T
| It = p,ψt

]
=

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

Pr(It = p | ψt)
E
[(
θt − θ(p)t|t

)(
θt − θ(p)t|t

)T
| It−1 = o, It = p,ψt

]

=

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

Pr(It = p | ψt)
,

E
[(
θt − θ(o,p)t|t + θ

(o,p)
t|t − θ(p)t|t

)(
θt − θ(o,p)t|t + θ

(o,p)
t|t − θ(p)t|t

)T
| It−1 = o, It = p,ψt

]
=

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

Pr(It = p | ψt)

{
E
[(
θt − θ(o,p)t|t

)(
θt − θ(o,p)t|t

)T
| It−1 = o, It = p,ψt

]
+
(
θ
(p)
t|t − θ(o,p)t|t

)(
θ
(p)
t|t − θ(o,p)t|t

)T}
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+

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

Pr(It = p | ψt)

(
E [θt | It−1 = o, It = p,ψt]− θ

(o,p)
t|t

)(
θ
(o,p)
t|t − θ(p)t|t

)T
+

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

Pr(It = p | ψt)

(
θ
(o,p)
t|t − θ(p)t|t

)(
E [θt | It−1 = o, It = p,ψt]− θ

(o,p)
t|t

)T
=

1∑
o=0

Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

Pr(It = p | ψt)

{
E
[(
θt − θ(o,p)t|t

)(
θt − θ(o,p)t|t

)T
| It−1 = o, It = p,ψt

]
+
(
θ
(p)
t|t − θ(o,p)t|t

)(
θ
(p)
t|t − θ(o,p)t|t

)T}

=

∑1
o=0 Pr(It−1 = o, It = p | ψt)

{
P

(o,p)
t|t +

(
θ
(o,p)
t|t − θ(p)t|t

)(
θ
(o,p)
t|t − θ(p)t|t

)T}
Pr(It = p | ψt)

.

7. Collapse again by marginalizing out It to get marginal distribution

θt|t = E [θt | ψt] =

1∑
p=0

Pr(It = p | ψt)E [θt | It = p,ψt] =

1∑
p=0

Pr(It = p | ψt)θ
(p)
t|t ,

P t|t =
1∑

p=0

Pr(It = p | ψt)

{
P

(p)
t|t +

(
θ
(p)
t|t − θt|t

)(
θ
(p)
t|t − θt|t

)T}
.

where the last equation follows the same step as in step (6).

B Derivation of MFIS
In this section, we provide the derivation of the Multiprocess Fixed Interval Smoothing (MFIS) in
Theorem 2.

Proof.

1. Marginal distribution can be calculated by conditioning on θt+1:

θt|T = E [θt | ψT ] = E [E (θt | θt+1, ψT ) | ψT ] = E [E (θt | θt+1, ψt) | ψT ] ,

P t|T = Cov(θt | ψT ) = E [Cov (θt | θt+1,ψt) | ψT ] + Cov [E (θt | θt+1,ψt) | ψT ] .

2. To calculate E (θt | θt+1, ψt) and Cov (θt | θt+1, ψt) in above equations, consider the following
approximated joint Gaussian distribution(

θt
θt+1

| ψt

)
approx∼ MN

([
θt|t
θt+1|t

]
,

[
P t|t Σt,t+1

ΣT
t,t+1 P t+1|t

])
,

where θt|t and P t|t have been derived from MKF, and the rest parameters in the above
multivariate Gaussian distribution can be calculated as follows:

θt+1|t = E (θt+1 | ψt)

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

E (θt+1 | ψt, It = p, It+1 = q) Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

θ
(p,q)
t+1|t Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt),
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Σt,t+1 = Cov(θt,θt+1 | ψt)

= E(θtθTt+1 | ψt)− E(θt | ψt)E(θt+1 | ψt)
T

= E(θtθTt+1 | ψt)− θt|tθ
T
t+1|t,

where the second term in the last equation above is calculated from MKF. Use the fact that θt
and It+1 are independent given It, xi and ẑτ1:n at any iteration τ . The first term in the above
equation can be calculated as follows:

E(θtθTt+1 | ψt) = E
[
E
(
θtθ

T
t+1 | ψt, It = p, It+1 = q

)
| ψt

]
= E

[
E
(
θt

(
γIt+1,t+1 +GIt+1,t+1θt +wIt+1,t+1

)T
| ψt, It = p, It+1 = q

)
| ψt

]
= E

[
E
(
θtγ

T
q,t+1 + θtθ

T
t G

T
q,t+1 + θtw

T
q,t+1 | ψt, It = p, It+1 = q

)
| ψt

]
= E

[
θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 + E

(
θtθ

T
t | ψt, It = p, It+1 = q

)
GT

q,t+1 | ψt

]
+ 0

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 + E

[
E
(
θtθ

T
t | ψt, It = p, It+1 = q

)
GT

q,t+1 | ψt

]

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 + E

[(
θ
(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
+ P

(p)
t|t

)
GT

q,t+1 | ψt

]

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1

+

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)

[(
θ
(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
+ P

(p)
t|t

)
GT

q,t+1

]

=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)

[
θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 + θ

(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1 + P
(p)
t|t G

T
q,t+1

]
.

The covariance matrix for θt+1 given ψt is calculated as follows:

P t+1|t = Cov(θt+1 | ψt)

= E [Cov (θt+1 | It = p, It+1 = q,ψt) | ψt] + Cov [E (θt+1 | It = p, It+1 = q,ψt) | ψt]

= E
[
Cov

(
γIt+1,t+1 +GIt+1,t+1θt +wIt+1,t+1 | It = p, It+1 = q,ψt

)
| ψt

]
+Cov

[
E
(
γIt+1,t+1 +GIt+1,t+1θt +wIt+1,t+1 | It = p, It+1 = q,ψt

)
| ψt

]
= E

[
Cov

(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θt +wq,t+1 | It = p,ψt

)
| ψt

]
+Cov

[
E
(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θt +wq,t+1 | It = p,ψt

)
| ψt

]
= E

[
Gq,t+1P

(p)
t|t G

T
q,t+1 +Wq,t+1 | ψt

]
+Cov

[
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t | ψt

]
=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)
[
Gq,t+1P

(p)
t|t G

T
q,t+1 +Wq,t+1

]
+Cov

[
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t | ψt

]
,

where the second term in the above equation is

Cov
[
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t | ψt

]
= E

[(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

)(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

)T
| ψt

]
− E

(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t | ψt

)
E
(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t | ψt

)T
.
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For the first term,

E
[(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

)(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

)T
| ψt

]
=E

[
γq,t+1γ

T
q,t+1 + γq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1 | ψt

]
=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)

[
γq,t+1γ

T
q,t+1 + γq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1

+Gq,t+1θ
(p)
t|t γ

T
q,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t θ

(p)
t|t

T
GT

q,t+1

]
.

For the second term,

E
(
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t | ψt

)
=

1∑
p=0

1∑
q=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt)
[
γq,t+1 +Gq,t+1θ

(p)
t|t

]
.

3. Now we have all elements in the joint distribution, the conditional expectation and covariance
can be calculated as

E (θt | θt+1, ψt) = θt|t +Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|t(θt+1 − θt+1|t),

Cov (θt | θt+1, ψt) = P t|t −Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1.

4. Now we can calculate the marginal distribution

θt|T = E [E (θt | θt+1, ψt) | ψT ]

= θt|t +Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|t(E [θt+1 | ψT ]− θt+1|t)

= θt|t +Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|t(θt+1|T − θt+1|t),

P t|T = E [Cov (θt | θt+1,ψt) | ψT ] + Cov [E (θt | θt+1,ψt) | ψT ]

= E
[
P t|t −Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1 | ψT

]
+Cov

[
θt|t +Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|t(θt+1 − θt+1|t) | ψT

]
= P t|t −Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1 +Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|t Cov(θt+1 | ψT )P

−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1

= P t|t −Σt,t+1P
−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1 +Σt,t+1P

−1
t+1|tP t+1|TP

−1
t+1|tΣ

T
t,t+1.

5. We compute the probability of interest Pr(It = p | ψT ) as follows

(a)

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψT ) = Pr(It+1 = q | ψT ) Pr(It = p | It+1 = q,ψT )

≈ Pr(It+1 = q | ψT ) Pr(It = p | It+1 = q,ψt)

=
Pr(It+1 = q | ψT ) Pr(It = p | ψt) Pr(It+1 = q | It = p,ψt)

Pr(It+1 = q | ψt)
,

where the denominator can be obtained by summing up the probability in MKF (5b):

1∑
p=0

Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψt) = Pr(It+1 = q | ψt).
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The second step above involves an approximation which becomes exact if and only if
Pr(ψt+1:T | It = p, It+1 = q,ψt) = Pr(ψt+1:T | It+1 = q,ψt). To see this, expand the
second term on the right-hand side of the first equation as

Pr(It = p | It+1 = q,ψT ) = Pr(It = p | It+1 = q,ψt,ψt+1:T )

=
Pr(It = p,ψt+1:T | It+1 = q,ψt)

Pr(ψt+1:T | It+1 = q,ψt)

=
Pr(It = p | It+1 = q,ψt) Pr(ψt+1:T | It = p, It+1 = q,ψt)

Pr(ψt+1:T | It+1 = q,ψt)
.

We can see that the approximation becomes equality only if the above condition holds.
(b) Pr(It = p | ψT ) =

∑1
q=0 Pr(It = p, It+1 = q | ψT ).
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