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Abstract—Gaussian process state-space models (GPSSMs) have
emerged as a powerful framework for modeling dynamical
systems, offering interpretable uncertainty quantification and
inherent regularization. However, existing GPSSMs face signif-
icant challenges in handling high-dimensional, non-stationary
systems due to computational inefficiencies, limited scalabil-
ity, and restrictive stationarity assumptions. In this paper, we
propose an efficient transformed Gaussian process state-space
model (ETGPSSM) to address these limitations. Our approach
leverages a single shared Gaussian process (GP) combined
with normalizing flows and Bayesian neural networks, enabling
efficient modeling of complex, high-dimensional state transitions
while preserving scalability. To address the lack of closed-
form expressions for the implicit process in the transformed
GP, we follow its generative process and introduce an efficient
variational inference algorithm, aided by the ensemble Kalman
filter (EnKF), to enable computationally tractable learning and
inference. Extensive empirical evaluations on synthetic and real-
world datasets demonstrate the superior performance of our
ETGPSSM in system dynamics learning, high-dimensional state
estimation, and time-series forecasting, outperforming existing
GPSSMs and neural network-based methods in both accuracy
and computational efficiency.

Index Terms—Gaussian process, high-dimensional data, state-
space model, normalizing flow, Bayesian neural network, non-
stationary dynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

STATE-SPACE models (SSMs) offer a versatile frame-
work for capturing dynamical systems where latent states

evolve based on internal dynamics and external inputs [1].
For systems with well-defined dynamics, Bayesian filtering
methods—including the Kalman filter (KF), extended Kalman
filter (EKF), ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF), and particle filter
(PF)—enable sequential state estimation by integrating prior
knowledge with new observations, thus facilitating reliable
predictions in uncertain conditions. This capability makes
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SSMs highly applicable in fields such as robotics, finance,
control systems, and signal processing, where modeling tem-
poral dependencies is essential [2], [3], [4]. Yet, in many
complex real-world scenarios, the lack of precise knowledge
about system dynamics significantly limits traditional SSM
methods, particularly for nonlinear, high-dimensional systems
like climate models, physiological processes, robotics, and
neural dynamics [5], [6].

To address this challenge, numerous data-driven modeling
and system identification approaches have been proposed. De-
terministic models, such as deep state-space models (DSSMs),
employ neural networks to learn system dynamics and have
gained popularity for their ability to capture high-dimensional,
nonlinear behaviors [7]. However, these models often demand
extensive training datasets to mitigate overfitting, exhibit lim-
ited generalization in uncertain environments, and lack inter-
pretability in their predictions [8], [9]. Consequently, despite
their theoretical potential, DSSMs frequently underperform in
practical applications.

In contrast, stochastic models incorporating flexible random
process priors offer a robust alternative within a Bayesian
learning framework [10]. A prominent example is Gaussian
process state-space models (GPSSMs), which utilize Gaussian
processes (GPs) to provide interpretable uncertainty quantifi-
cation and inherent regularization, making them particularly
advantageous for modeling safety-critical dynamical systems
[11], [12]. Consequently, GPSSMs have been extensively uti-
lized in various applications, including human pose and motion
learning [13], robotics and control learning [14], reinforcement
learning [15], [16], target tracking and navigation [17], and
magnetic-field sensing [18].

Research on GPSSMs has also focused on advancing learn-
ing and inference methodologies. Early work either assumed
a pre-learned GPSSM and concentrated solely on latent state
inference—an impractical assumption for many real-world ap-
plications [19], [20], [21]—or employed maximum a posteriori
(MAP) estimation to jointly infer the model and latent states
[13], [22], which is computationally expensive and prone to
overfitting. To address this issue, a significant advancement
came with the introduction of a fully Bayesian treatment of
GPSSMs using particle Markov chain Monte Carlo (PMCMC)
[23], though its computational cost remains prohibitive for
long, high-dimensional trajectories. Subsequent efforts [24],
[25], [26], [27] adopted reduced-rank GP approximations [28]
to alleviate computational demands, yet PMCMC scalability
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remains a challenge. This has led to a growing interest in
variational inference methods [12], [29], [30], [31], [32], [33],
[34], [35], [36], [37], [38], [39], [40], [41], which leverage
sparse GP approximations with inducing points to enhance
scalability [42], [43].

Nevertheless, existing variational GPSSMs still suffer from
significant challenges when modeling high-dimensional state
spaces. The primary challenge is scalability: the cubic compu-
tational complexity of the GP model scales linearly with state
dimensionality, while the parameter count grows quadratically,
leading to inefficiencies in high-dimensional contexts [40].
Furthermore, most models neglect dependencies among the
multidimensional outputs of the state transition function, re-
sulting in model mismatch, loss of inductive bias, and reduced
generalization, particularly when latent states are partially
observed [41]. Additionally, the prevalent use of stationary GP
priors for system dynamics often fails to capture time-varying
and complex transition functions [39]. These constraints sig-
nificantly hinder the ability of GPSSMs to accurately represent
complex dynamic systems.

To address these challenges, this paper proposes a novel
approach for learning and inference in GPSSMs tailored
to non-stationary, high-dimensional dynamical systems. The
primary contribution is the development and integration of an
efficient yet flexible implicit process prior for the state transi-
tion function [44]. This prior combines the strengths of GPs,
normalizing flows [45], and (Bayesian) neural networks, sig-
nificantly enhancing modeling capabilities in high-dimensional
state spaces. Our key contributions are summarized as follows:

• Instead of using multiple independent GPs for the tran-
sition function, we introduce an implicit random process
called transformed GP that integrates a shared GP with
normalizing flows, whose parameters are amortizedly
learned by neural networks. This design enables effi-
cient, flexible, and output-dependent modeling of high-
dimensional state transitions while mitigating the compu-
tational and parameter complexity of traditional GPSSMs.
Moreover, it effectively captures complex, time-varying
transition functions that conventional stationary GP priors
cannot represent.

• For model inference, we develop a scalable variational
inference algorithm that approximates the posterior dis-
tribution of the transformed GP by following its gener-
ative process, addressing the computational challenges
of implicit processes lacking explicit expressions. Ad-
ditionally, we integrate the EnKF into the variational
inference framework for efficient latent state estimation,
ensuring robust performance while significantly reducing
computational burden.

• Finally, various empirical evaluations in system dynamics
learning, high-dimensional latent state estimation, and
time-series prediction demonstrate the superior perfor-
mance and efficiency of our approach. Notably, the pro-
posed method not only improves efficiency compared to
existing GPSSMs but also exhibits superior learning and
inference performance compared to pure neural network-
based methods.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II presents preliminaries related to state-space models
and discusses the issues in existing works. In Section III,
we detail our proposed efficient SSM modeling approach
for dynamical systems with high-dimensional state spaces,
along with the associated variational inference algorithms.
Section IV presents the experimental results, and we conclude
this paper in Section V. Technical proofs, derivations, and
supporting results are provided in the Appendix.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In Section II-A, we introduce the SSM considered in this
paper, followed by a briefly review of Gaussian process state-
space model in Section Section II-B.

A. State-Space Models (SSMs)

A generic SSM describes the probabilistic relationship be-
tween the latent state xt ∈ Rdx ⊆ X and the observation
yt ∈ Rdy ⊆ Y . It can be mathematically expressed as:

transition: xt+1 = f(xt) + vt, vt ∼ N (0,Q), (1a)
emission: yt = Cxt + et, et ∼ N (0,R). (1b)

Here, the latent states follow a Markov process, meaning that
at any time step t ∈ N, the next state xt+1 depends only on the
current state xt and the transition function f(·) : Rdx 7→ Rdx .
In this paper, the emission function is assumed to be linear,
with the coefficient matrix C ∈ Rdy×dx . For systems with
nonlinear emission functions, the latent state can be augmented
to a higher dimension, transforming the system into one
with a linear emission function, which mitigates the non-
identifiability issues commonly encountered in data-driven
SSMs [38], [12]. Both the latent states and observations are
assumed to be perturbed by zero-mean Gaussian noise, with
covariance matrices Q and R, respectively.

B. Gaussian Process State-Space Models (GPSSMs)

As discussed in Section I, system dynamics in real-world
complex scenarios are often unknown, with only noisy ob-
servations, y1:T ={yt}Tt=1, available. Consequently, there has
been growing interest in adopting data-driven approaches, such
as Gaussian processes [11], to model these dynamics and
capture the underlying uncertainties.

1) Gaussian process (GP): The GP is a generalization of
the Gaussian distribution over infinite index sets, enabling the
specification of distributions over functions f̃(·) : Rdx 7→ R.
A GP is fully characterized by its mean function, often
set to zero, and its covariance (kernel) function k(x,x′),
which includes a set of hyperparameters θgp that need to be
optimized for model selection [11]. According to the definition
of a GP, the function values f̃ = {f̃(xi)}Ni=1 ∈ RN at any
finite set of points X = {xi}Ni=1 ∈ RN×dx follow a joint
Gaussian distribution, i.e.,

f̃ | X = N (f̃ | 0,K), (2)

where K ∈ RN×N is the covariance matrix evaluated on the
finite input X with [K]i,j=k(xi,xj).
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Fig. 1: Graphical model of GPSSM. The white circles repre-
sent the latent variables, while the gray circles represent the
observable variables. The thick horizontal bar represents a set
of fully connected nodes, i.e., the GP.

Given the observed function values f̃ at the input X, the GP
prediction distribution, p(f̃(x∗)|f̃ ,X), at any new input x∗, is
Gaussian, fully characterized by the posterior mean ξ(x∗) and
the posterior variance Ξ(x∗). Concretely,

ξ(x∗) = Kx∗,XK−1f̃ , (3a)

Ξ(x∗) = k(x∗,x∗)−Kx∗,XK−1K⊤
x∗,X, (3b)

where Kx∗,X is the cross covariance matrix evaluated on the
new input x∗ and the observed input X.

2) Gaussian process state-space model: Placing a GP
prior over the transition function f(·) in the classic SSM (see
Eq. (1)) leads to the following salient GPSSM [12]:

f(·) ∼ GP (0,k(·, ·)) , (4a)
ft = f(xt−1), (4b)
x0 ∼ p(x0), (4c)
xt|ft ∼ N (xt|ft,Q) , (4d)
yt|xt ∼ N (yt|Cxt,R) , (4e)

where the initial state prior distribution p(x0) is assumed to
be known and follows a Gaussian distribution. The graphical
representation is depicted in Fig. 1.

In GPSSMs, when the state dimension dx > 1, the transition
f(·) : Rdx 7→ Rdx is typically modeled using dx mutually in-
dependent GPs. Each independent GP represents a dimension-
specific function fd(·) : Rdx 7→ R, and the multivariate output
is expressed as

ft = f(xt−1) = {fd(xt−1)}dx

d=1 = {ft,d}dx

d=1, (5)

where each independent GP is characterized by a distinct
kernel function and associated hyperparameters. The main
challenge in GPSSMs is the simultaneous learning of the tran-
sition function and noise parameters, i.e., learning [θgp,Q,R],
while inferring both the GPs and the latent states of interest.

3) Challenges in high-dimensional state spaces: While
GPs offer modeling flexibility and a principled approach
to quantifying uncertainty, they also introduce significant
computational and modeling challenges.

• Modeling each latent state dimension with a separate GP
results in a computational complexity of O(dxm

3), where
the complexity grows linearly with the dimensionality
dx. Here, m represents the number of samples, such as
inducing points in sparse GP methods, used to compute

the GP kernel matrix. [11], [42], [43].
• When employing inducing point-based sparse GPs—a

prevalent method—to variationally infer the posterior
of the GP transition function in GPSSMs, the number
of variational parameters grows quadratically with the
state dimension. Specifically, the variational parameters
include inducing inputs Z ∈ Rdx×(m×dx), variational
means M ∈ Rdx×m, and covariances Σ ∈ Rdx×(m×m)

for the inducing outputs U ∼ N (U|M,Σ). As the state
dimension increases, the quadratic scaling of Z can render
computations infeasible, while the scaling of M and Σ
further exacerbates the computational burden [40].

• The use of independent GPs for each dimension of the
transition function simplifies the model but overlooks
dependencies between outputs. This independence as-
sumption can lead to model mismatch, reduced inductive
bias, and ultimately degrade generalization and inference
performance [46], [41].

• Existing GPSSMs commonly place a stationary GP prior
over the transition function, as shown in Eq. (4a), to
model a time-invariant transition function. However, this
approach may fail to adequately capture non-stationary
dynamics, leading to inaccuracies in scenarios where the
transition function evolves over time.

Addressing these computational and modeling challenges is
critical for enabling the practical application of GPSSMs in
high-dimensional scenarios. In the next section, we detail our
proposed method to resolve these issues.

III. EFFICIENT TRANSFORMED GAUSSIAN PROCESS
STATE-SPACE MODELS

We first present the proposed efficient and flexible modeling
approach for high-dimensional state spaces in Section III-A.
Subsequently, an efficient Bayesian variational inference is
proposed in Section III-B, followed by the numerical eval-
uation details for the variational inference in Section III-C.

A. Efficient Modeling for High-Dimensional State Space

In Section II-B, we discussed the computational and mod-
eling challenges associated with using separate GPs for each
dimension of the transition function in high-dimensional state
spaces. To address these issues, we propose to warp a single
shared GP using normalizing flows [45], [40] to fit each
dimension of the transition function, that is,

f̃(·)∼GP(0, k(·, ·)), fd(·)=Gθd(f̃(·)), d=1, . . . , dx, (6)

where each dimension-specific normalizing flow, Gθd(·), is an
element-wise, invertible and differentiable (bijective) function
parameterized by θd ∈ Θ. Two specific examples are provided
below.

Example 1. If Gθd(·) is a simple linear flow, then we have

fd(·) = αd · f̃(·) + βd,

with θd = [αd, βd]
⊤ ∈ R2.
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Fig. 2: Illustration of the limited flexibility of the warped GPs as presented in Eq. (6). (a) Two warped GPs: one (—) effectively
captures data pattern, while the other (—) falls short. (b) Associated normalizing flows that coordinate-wisely transform the
shared GP (—), where the x-axis represents f̃(x), and y-axis is Gθ(f̃(x)).

Example 2. If Gθd(·) is a Sinh-Arcsinh-Linear (SAL) flow
[47], [48], we have:

fd(·) = αd sinh
[
φd arcsinh

(
f̃(·)

)
− γd

]
+ βd,

with θd = [αd, βd, γd, φd]
⊤ ∈ R4.

More complex flows can be achieved by stacking additional
layers of SAL flow and/or incorporating more advanced deep
neural network-based flows, such as RealNVP [49].

The primary advantage of this methodology lies in its elimi-
nation of multiple independent GPs, thereby enabling circum-
vent the O(dxm

3) computational complexity and quadratic
parameter proliferation mentioned in Section II-B3. Further-
more, the warped GPs are dependent which can address the
key limitation of independence modeling in the conventional
GPSSM works.

However, the warped GPs remain stationary random pro-
cesses and may still lack the flexibility required to capture
complex latent state patterns, leading to suboptimal learning
performance [40]. An intuitive illustrative example is shown
in Fig. 2a, where the learned element-wise flow Gθ1 warps f̃
to obtain f1, effectively fitting simpler data patterns due to its
near-linear behavior (see Fig. 2b). However, when faced with
more complex, non-stationary data trajectories, the warped
GP struggles to capture these patterns. As demonstrated by
the example of f2, it fails to adequately model intricate
local variations, resulting in large modeling uncertainty. This
example highlights the limited capacity of the warped GP in
Eq. (6), particularly when modeling complex, non-stationary
transition functions in dynamic systems.

To enhance the modeling flexibility, we draw inspiration
from recent advancements [50], [51] and introduce non-
stationarity and input dependence into the warped GPs. Specif-
ically, we generate non-stationary processes {fd(·)}dx

d=1 by
making the flow parameters depend on the input through
a shallow neural network, denoted as NN : X 7→ Θ, and
parameterized by a weight vector w. Formally, in the context

of SSM, this is expressed as1:

θt = NNw(xt−1), (7)

where θt = {θt,d}dx

d=1. In this case, the flow parameters
vary with the input at each time step t, enabling the capture
of local variation patterns and facilitating the modeling of
time-varying transition functions. Additionally, note that the
efficient parameter amortization learning shown in Eq. (7) can
avoid the issue of the number of flow parameters linearly
increasing with time step t. We may further impose a prior
pψ(w) over w (e.g., w ∼ N (w|0, I)) with hyperparameter
ψ, thereby regularizing the neural network’s parameters and
mitigating overfitting issues.

In summary, our modeling approach can be mathematically
expressed as follows:

f̃(·) ∼ GP(0, k(·, ·)), w ∼ pψ(w), (8a)

θt = NNw(xt−1), fd(·) = Gθt,d(f̃(·)), d=1, ..., dx, (8b)

where {fd(·)}dx

d=1 implicitly characterize dx random processes
[44]. To better understand the modeling, Fig. 3 illustrates
the corresponding graphical representation with pψ(w) =
δ(w − w̄), where δ(·) is the Dirac delta function and w̄ is
a deterministic vector, and the following example extends the
Example 1 provides a more concrete illustration.

Example 3. In the case of the linear flow, we have

f(·) = αt · f̃(·) + βt, (9a)
θt = NNw(xt−1), w ∼ pψ(w). (9b)

where θt=[α⊤
t ,β

⊤
t ]

⊤, and αt={αt,d}dx

d=1, βt={βt,d}dx

d=1.

It is noteworthy that this modeling approach, also known as
the efficient transformed Gaussian process (ETGP) in the GP

1Note that xt can always be extended to accommodate control systems
incorporating a deterministic control input ct ∈ Rdc by augmenting the
latent state to [x⊤

t , c⊤t ]⊤ ∈ Rdx+dc . For brevity, however, we omit explicit
reference to ct in our notation throughout this paper.
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Fig. 3: ETGP transition function in SSMs

literature, was initially proposed to address large-scale multi-
class classification problems [50]. The efficiency stems from
the use of a single GP and the constant scaling of GP opera-
tions with respect to the number of classes, which significantly
speeds up computations. In this work, we adapt it to model the
high-dimensional transition function in SSMs. Additionally,
ETGP implicitly characterizes dx dependent random processes
[44], a dependence that has been overlooked in prior GPSSM
literature. A more detailed insight is provided below.

Corollary 1. If pψ(w) = δ(w − w̄), where w̄ is a deter-
ministic vector, then the ETGP defined in Example 3 becomes
a dx-dimensional dependent non-stationary Gaussian process
with time-dependent covariance. Specifically, at arbitrary time
steps t and t′, we have[

f(xt−1)
f(xt′−1)

]
∼ N

([
βt

βt′

]
,Λt,t′

)
, (10)

where the covariance matrix Λt,t′ ∈ R2dx×2dx is given by

Λt,t′ =

[
k(xt−1,xt−1) ·αtα

⊤
t k(xt−1,xt′−1) ·αtα

⊤
t′

k(xt′−1,xt−1) ·αt′α
⊤
t k(xt′−1,xt′−1) ·αt′α

⊤
t′

]
.

(11)

Proof. This result follows straightforwardly from the Gaus-
sianity and the linearity property of covariance, which can be
found in Appendix A.

With the efficient and flexible function prior defined by
ETGP f(·) = {fd(·)}dx

d=1, we now can define our proposed
SSM, termed ETGPSSM, compactly expressed as follows:

f(·) ∼ ET GP(f̃(·), pψ(w)), (12a)
x0 ∼ p(x0), (12b)
ft = f(xt−1), (12c)
xt|ft ∼ N (xt|ft,Q), (12d)
yt|xt ∼ N (yt|Cxt,R), (12e)

where the ETGP prior is characterized by the associated GP
f̃(·), neural network weight prior pψ(w), and the normalizing
flows, see Eq. (8). In this paper, unless otherwise specified, we
focus on the linear flow shown in Example 3 for simplicity
and illustrative purposes. Additionally, the linear flow requires
learning only 2 parameters per dimension, making it more
efficient compared to other types of normalizing flows. We also

assume that the prior distribution of the initial state, p(x0), is
Gaussian and known for simplicity.

Remark 1. In contrast to existing GPSSMs, the {fd(·)}dx

d=1

in the ETGPSSM are dependent, as they are both transformed
random processes derived from a shared GP and common
weight priors (see Corollary 1). Furthermore, as these induced
random processes are non-stationary (see Corollary 1), they
are well-suited for modeling time-varying transition functions.

The primary objective in ETGPSSM, as in GPSSM, is the
joint estimation of model hyperparameters ϑ={θgp,ψ,Q,R}
and inference of both the ETGP and latent states. More specif-
ically, given a sequence of observations y⃗ = y1:T = {yt}Tt=1,
with T ∈ Z+, the task is to estimate ϑ and compute the
posterior distributions2 p(f(·)|y⃗) for the ETGP and p(x⃗|y⃗)
for the latent states, where x⃗ = x0:T = {xt}Tt=0.

However, the marginal distribution p(y1:T |ϑ) is intractable,
complicating hyperparameter estimation via model evidence
maximization and rendering posterior distributions intractable.
Additionally, unlike the GP, which explicitly defines the forms
of the prior and posterior (see Eqs. (2) and (3)), the ETGP is an
implicit random process. It lacks explicit forms for the prior3

and posterior distributions [44], rendering the inference of the
ETGP non-trivial.

The next subsection will show how we address these is-
sues to jointly learn the model hyperparameters and perform
Bayesian inference of the ETGP and latent states.

B. Approximate Bayesian Inference

To address the intractability of the marginal distribution
p(y⃗|ϑ), we resort to variational inference, which involves
maximizing an evidence lower bound (ELBO) on the loga-
rithm of the marginal likelihood [52]. The ELBO, denoted as
L, can be generally constructed as follows:

L = Eq(x⃗,f(·))

[
log

p(x⃗,f(·), y⃗)
q(x⃗,f(·))

]
, (13)

so that the difference between log p(y⃗|ϑ) and L equals the
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the introduced
variational approximation q(x⃗,f(·)) and the true posterior
p(x⃗,f(·)|y⃗). We then can jointly maximize L with respect
to ϑ and the variational distribution q(x⃗,f(·)) to obtain the
model hyperparameter estimates and the approximation of the
posterior distribution p(x⃗,f(·)|y⃗).

However, as mentioned earlier, the absence of explicit
expressions for the ETGP’s prior and posterior prevents the
expansion of the ELBO in Eq. (13), rendering variational
inference challenging. To address this issue, instead of directly
dealing with ETGP in function space, we follow the generative
process of ETGP as illustrated in Fig. 3 and infer the posterior
distributions of f̃ and w, which collectively represent the
ETGP posterior. Specifically, the joint distribution of the
ETGPSSM model we consider is expressed as:

p(y⃗, x⃗,w, f̃) = p(y⃗, x⃗|w, f̃)pψ(w)p(f̃), (14)

2We denote the ETGP posterior as p(f(·)|y⃗), with slight notation abuse.
3Marginalizing the GP and w to obtain p(f(·)) is intractable.
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where p(f̃) represents the GP prior with a bit of notation abuse
[33] and pψ(w) = N (w|0,diag(ψ)). The term p(y⃗, x⃗|w, f̃)
is factorized as:

p(y⃗, x⃗|w, f̃)=p(x0)

T∏
t=1

p(yt|xt)p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1), (15)

with the transition term specified as:

p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1) =

∫
p(xt|ft)p(ft|w, f̃ ,xt−1)dft

= N
(
xt | αt · f̃(xt−1) + βt, Q

)
.

(16)

To infer the latent variables {x⃗,w} and GP f̃ , we adopt the
following variational distribution:

q(x⃗, f̃ ,w) = q(f̃)q(w)q(x0)

T∏
t=1

q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1). (17)

Here the variational distributions of x0 and w are defined as
follows: {

q(x0) = N (x0|m0,L0L
⊤
0 ),

q(w) = N (w|mw,diag(σ
2
w)),

(18)

where m0 ∈ Rdx , lower-triangular matrix L0 ∈ Rdx×dx , and
{w,σ2

w} are free variational parameters.
For q(f̃), we will adopt a sparse GP approximation [42],

[43], which is ubiquitous in GP-based latent variable models
[53], [54], [12], as it provides analytical as well as computa-
tional tractability. The general idea of the sparse GP involves
augmenting the corresponding GP by introducing a set of
inducing points z⃗= {zi}Mi=1 and u= {ui}Mi=1,M ≪ T, that
will serve as a surrogate for the GP. Here, u ∼ N (0,Kz⃗,⃗z)
and zi∈Rdx ⊂X . Specifically, for the augmented GP prior,

p(f̃ ,u) = p(f̃ |u)p(u), (19)

we approximate the corresponding GP posterior by specifying
a free Gaussian density on the function values u at M
locations, q(u) = N (u|m,S), and using the prior conditional
for the rest of the GP, i.e.,

q(f̃ ,u) = p(f̃ |u)q(u). (20)

In this way, the approximate GP posterior is

q(f̃) =

∫
q(f̃ ,u)du = N (f̃(x∗) | ξp(x∗),Ξp(x∗)), (21)

where

ξp(x∗) = Kx∗ ,⃗zK
−1
z⃗,⃗zm, (22)

Ξp(x∗) = Kx∗,x∗ −Kx∗ ,⃗zK
−1
z⃗,⃗z[Kz⃗,⃗z − S]K−1

z⃗,⃗zK
⊤
x∗ ,⃗z

, (23)

resulting in a computational complexity that scales as O(M3)
instead of O(T 3).

Remark 2 (Efficiency). Compared to existing GPSSMs,
the computational complexity of ETGPSSM is reduced from
O(dxM

3) to O(M3) due to the use of a single GP. Fur-
thermore, since only a single GP is involved, the variational
parameters (e.g., inducing inputs) do not grow quadratically,
as discussed in Section II-B3, demonstrating both parameter-

ization efficiency and computational efficiency.

For q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1) in Eq. (17), rather than explicitly
assuming a parameterized form for its distribution, which
would introduce additional optimization burden [33], we adopt
the approach from recent work [39] to infer the state using the
established EnKF within the variational learning framework.
Specifically, without explicitly assuming the variational distri-
bution, we introduce the following approximation:

Assumption 1.

q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1) ≈ p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1,y1:t), (24)

which posits that the variational distribution of xt can be
approximated by the corresponding filtering distribution. Ad-
ditionally, we assume that the following filtering distribution
can be approximated by a one-step backward smoothing
distribution, i.e.,

Assumption 2.

p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1) ≈ p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t), (25)

The two assumptions are reasonable and detailed justification
can be found in Appendix B.

With these two assumptions, we can significantly streamline
the evaluation of the ELBO, which is summarized in the
following proposition.

Proposition 1. Under the two approximations, and all the
assumed variational distributions, together with the model
joint distribution in Eq. (14), the ELBO can be reformulated
as follows:

L ≈Eq(w,f̃)

[
T∑

t=1

log p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃)

]
−KL(q(u)∥p(u))

−KL(q(w)∥p(w))−KL(q(x0)∥p(x0)),
(26)

where the first term (log-likelihood) can be analytically evalu-
ated using the EnKF (detailed in Section III-C). The three KL
divergence terms can also be computed in closed form, due to
the Gaussian nature of the prior and variational distributions
[52].

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix B.

C. EnKF-aided ELBO Evaluation

We now demonstrate how to evaluate p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃) in
L using the EnKF. The general idea is derived from Bayesian
filtering and is straightforward. We first notice that

p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃) =

∫
p(yt|xt)p(xt|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1)dxt,

(27)
where the prediction distribution, p(xt|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1) =∫

p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)

transition

p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1)

filtering

dxt−1. (28)

Consequently, we employ the EnKF, a widely used method
for handling nonlinearities and high-dimensional state spaces
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[55], to obtain the filtering distribution p(xt|w, f̃ ,y1:t) at each
time step t. Further details are provided below.

1) Prediction: Given the ensemble of states {x(i)
t−1}Ni=1

from the posterior distribution p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1) at time
t−1, and conditioning on w ∼ q(w) and f̃ ∼ q(f̃), we utilize
the state transition in Eq. (16) to perform the prediction step.
This generates N predicted samples {x̄(i)

t }Ni=1 as follows:

x̄
(i)
t ∼ N

(
xt | αt · f̃(x(i)

t−1) + βt, Q
)
, i = 1, 2, . . . , N.

(29)
Therefore, the prediction distribution in Eq. (28) is approxi-
mated as:

p(xt|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1) ≈ N (xt | m̄t, P̄t), (30)

where

mt =
1

N

N∑
i=1

x
(i)
t , (31a)

Pt =
1

N − 1

N∑
i=1

(
x
(i)
t −mt

)(
x
(i)
t −mt

)⊤
. (31b)

2) Update: Observations yt are then assimilated into the
predictive ensemble to update the state estimate. Specifically,
the predictive ensemble is updated using:

update: x
(i)
t = x̄

(i)
t +Gt(yt + e

(i)
t −Cx̄

(i)
t ),

(32a)

reparameterization: e
(i)
t = 0+R

1
2 ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, Idy

),
(32b)

where Gt is the Kalman gain matrix given by:

Gt = P̄tC
⊤(CP̄tC

⊤ +R)−1. (33)

Thus we can obtain the set of N updated samples {x(i)
t }Ni=1

from the filtering distribution at time step t. These updated
samples allow us to recursively compute the samples and
prediction distribution for subsequent time steps.

Remark 3. The prediction and update steps are inherently
differentiable, as the sampled latent states become differen-
tiable with respect to the state transition function f(·) and the
noise covariances Q and R. This property allows for an easy
gradient-based optimization (see Algorithm 1), facilitating an
efficient learning framework for parameter estimation and
model tuning [56], [39].

Based on the outlined prediction and update steps, the like-
lihood p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃) in Eq. (27) can now be evaluated.
Specifically, at each time step t, we have:

p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃) ≈ N (yt | Cm̄t, CP̄tC
⊤), (34)

due to the Gaussian prediction distribution, see Eq. (30), and
the linear emission model, see Eq. (12e).

Now, we can evaluate our variational lower bound, L,
as defined in Eq. (26). At each step, we first utilize the
reparameterization trick (see e.g. Eq. (32b)) to sample from
the Gaussian variational distributions q(w) and q(f̃). This
allows us to numerically obtain an unbiased estimate of the
expected log-likelihood, Eq(w,f̃)[log p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃)]. Due

Algorithm 1 EnKF-aided variational ETGPSSM

Input: ϑ = {θgp,ψ,Q,R}, ζ, y1:T , x1:N
0 ∼ q(x0)

1: while iterations not terminated do
2: w ∼ q(w), Lℓ = 0
3: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
4: Get f̃ from q(f̃) using Eq. (21) with x∗ = xt−1

5: Get prediction samples using Eq. (29)
6: Get empirical moments m̄t, P̄t using Eq. (31)
7: Get Kalman gain: Ḡt=P̄tC

⊤(CP̄tC
⊤+R)−1

8: Get updated samples using Eq. (32)
9: Evaluate the log-likelihood using Eq. (34), and

Lℓ = Lℓ + log p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃)

10: end for
11: Evaluate L based on Lℓ and Eq. (26)
12: Maximize L and update ϑ, ζ using Adam [59]
13: end while

Output: EnKF particles {x(i)
0:T }Ni=1, model parameters ϑ,

and variational parameters ζ.

to the reparameterization trick [57], L is differentiable with
respect to the model parameters ϑ = {θgp,ψ,Q,R} and
the variational parameters ζ = {m0,L0,mw,σ

2
w,m,S, z⃗}.

Consequently, we leverage modern differentiation tools, such
as PyTorch, to automatically compute the gradients through
backpropagation through time (BPTT) and apply gradient-
based optimization methods (e.g., Adam) to maximize L [58],
[59]. The detailed routine for implementing our EnKF-aided
ETGPSSM is summarized in Algorithm 1. In the next section,
we empirically evaluate the performance of ETGPSSM across
various datasets.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We first demonstrate the advantages of ETGPSSM in
learning non-stationary dynamical systems in Section IV-A.
Next, in Section IV-B, we highlight the computational ef-
ficiency and filtering performance of ETGPSSM in chaotic
high-dimensional dynamical systems. Finally, Section IV-C
showcases the superiors prediction performance of ETGPSSM
using multiple real-world time series datasets. More experi-
mental details can be found in the accompanying source code,
which is publicly available online.4

A. Non-Stationary Dynamical System Learning

This subsection demonstrates the superior modeling capabil-
ities of ETGPSSM over existing GPSSM and neural network-
based methods by evaluating the learning performance on the
following underlying dynamical system:

xt+1 = f(xt) + vt, vt ∼ N (0, σ2
Q), (35a)

yt = xt + et, et ∼ N (0, σ2
R), (35b)

4https://github.com/zhidilin/gpssmProj/tree/main/high dim GPSSM

https://github.com/zhidilin/gpssmProj/tree/main/high_dim_GPSSM
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Fig. 4: Non-stationary kink transition function learning performance (mean ± 2σ) using various methods across different levels
of emission noise (σ2

R ∈ {0.0008, 0.008, 0.08, 0.8}, from top to bottom). The blue curve (—) represents the learned mean
function, while the red line (—) indicates the true system transition function. The shaded blue region depicts the confidence
interval.

where the non-stationary kink function f(x) is defined as:

f(x)=

[
0.8 + (x+ 0.2)

(
1− 5

1 + exp(−2x)

)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

“kink” function

s(x)− o(x)

(36)
with a slope function:

s(x) =

{
1− 0.5 exp(−0.5x), x > 0,

1, x ≤ 0,
(37)

and an oscillatory function:

o(x) =

{
0.5 sin(8x), x > 0,

0.5 sin(2x), x ≤ 0.
(38)

The slope and oscillatory functions create non-stationary pat-
tern across different regions of the “kink” function (see Fig. 4).

Using this underlying SSM, we generate training data
y1:T by fixing σ2

Q at 0.05 and varying σ2
R systematically

across the set {0.0008, 0.008, 0.08, 0.8}, resulting in four sets
of T = 600 observations each for training purposes. To
demonstrate the advantages of ETGPSSM, we compare it

with state-of-the-art (SOTA) neural network-based AD-EnKFs
[56] and GP-based EnVI [39]. Consistent with previous works
[33], [39], we retain the true emission model and allow the
transition model to be learned in all methods, ensuring a
fair comparison within the latent space. The system dynamics
learning results across different methods are shown in Fig. 4,
where our method is represented in the last two columns. The
suffixes “DNN” and “BNN” in brackets indicate the network
types—Bayesian neural network (BNN) or deep neural net-
work (DNN)—used in our model (see Fig. 3).

The results in Fig. 4 demonstrate that ETGPSSMs con-
sistently achieve superior system dynamics learning per-
formance. Under small observational noise levels (σ2

R =
{0.0008, 0.008}), ETGPSSMs—particularly ETGPSSM with
DNN—excel in learning the dynamics of non-stationary sys-
tems. This advantage arises from their ability to combine
the strengths of neural networks for modeling non-stationary
functions and GPs for stationary functions. In contrast, their
competitor, AD-EnKFs, fails to capture the smooth left seg-
ment of the kink function and performs well only on the more
zigzag right segment. Meanwhile, EnVI, the SOTA GPSSM,
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Fig. 5: (Left) The number of parameters in ETGPSSM grows linearly with the state dimension dx, whereas in GPSSM, it scales
quadratically. (Right) ETGPSSM maintains low computational costs as dx increases, while GPSSM exhibits linear growth.

struggles to model the non-stationary characteristics of the
kink function and fails to capture the zigzag segment.

When observational noise interference becomes more sig-
nificant (σ2

R = {0.08, 0.8}), the learning performance of all
methods deteriorates. This is due to the higher estimation er-
rors in the latent states, which hinder precise system dynamics
learning. Nevertheless, ETGPSSMs continue to demonstrate
strong learning performance. Notably, in this scenario, BNN-
based methods, particularly ETGPSSM (BNN), exhibit supe-
rior performance and more reliable uncertainty quantification
compared to their DNN-based counterparts. This highlights the
advantage of the inherent regularization of Bayesian methods,
which provides learning robustness in the presence of signifi-
cant observational noise.

B. High-Dimensional Latent State Estimation

In this subsection, we focus on latent state estimation in the
Lorenz-96 system, a mathematical model for studying chaotic
behavior in weather and climate dynamics [60]. The system
consists of dx ∈ Z+ coupled ordinary differential equations
(ODEs):

dxt,d

dt
= (xt,d+1 − xt,d−2)xt,d−1 − xt,d + F, 1 ≤ d ≤ dx.

Here the constant forcing parameter F is set to 8, resulting
a fully chaotic dynamic [60], where small variations in initial
conditions lead to vastly different trajectories. The dynamics
model is discretized using the Euler method, and at each time
step t, observations are generated through a linear emission
model (C=I) with Gaussian additive noise, where the noise
covariance is given by R = 4.0I .

We first empirically demonstrate the efficiency advantage
of ETGPSSM in high-dimensional latent state spaces, as
depicted in Fig. 5. The figure illustrates the computational
efficiency and parameter scalability of ETGPSSM compared
to traditional GPSSM across varying latent state dimensions.
As shown in the left panel, the number of parameters in
ETGPSSM grows linearly with the state dimension, whereas

GPSSM exhibits a quadratic growth in parameters. This linear
scaling in ETGPSSM is achieved by leveraging a single shared
GP and normalizing flows, which significantly reduces the
parameter count compared to the independent GPs used in
GPSSM.

The right panel of Fig. 5 illustrates the computational
efficiency of ETGPSSM by comparing the one-sample exe-
cution time for transition evaluation (i.e., Eq. (1a)). Notably,
ETGPSSM maintains consistently low running times across
increasing state dimensions, whereas GPSSM exhibits rapid
growth in computational cost. For instance, at dx = 100, ETG-
PSSM completes the evaluation in 0.36 seconds, significantly
outperforming GPSSM, which requires 19.56 seconds. This
efficiency stems from the reduced computational complexity
of ETGPSSM, which scales as O(M3) due to its use of
a single GP, in contrast to GPSSM’s O(dxM

3) complexity.
These results demonstrate that ETGPSSM not only scales
more efficiently with increasing state dimensions but also
maintains computational tractability in high-dimensional set-
tings, making it a practical choice for modeling complex,
chaotic systems like the Lorenz-96 system.

We next fix the dimension dx = 100 in the Lorenz-96
system and generate observations of length T = 600 for
training ETGPSSM and its competitor, AD-EnKF [56]. The
EnVI [39], which already caused out-of-memory errors5 at
dx = 30 with an ensemble size N = 150, is excluded due
to its prohibitive computational cost in this high-dimensional
setting. The corresponding state inference performance after
training is shown in Fig. 6, where the performance of EnKF
is also included for comparison.

As illustrated in Fig. 6, ETGPSSM achieves a root mean
square error (RMSE) of 1.2028, outperforming AD-EnKF,
which yields an RMSE of 1.6187. This result highlights
the superior filtering performance of ETGPSSM in high-

5All experiments were conducted on a machine equipped with an Intel
Xeon W7-3545 v6 processor (24 cores, 2.7 GHz), 128 GB of DDR5 RAM,
and an NVIDIA RTX 4500 Ada GPU (24 GB VRAM), running Ubuntu 20.04
LTS.
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Fig. 6: Latent state estimation performance for 100-dimensional Lorenz-96 system, with 9 dimensions uniformly sampled for
visualization. Root mean square error (RMSE) values for different methods: 0.5468 for EnKF, 1.2028 for ETGPSSM, 1.6187
for AD-EnKF, and 1.9855 for the observations.

dimensional chaotic systems. Additionally, the RMSE of the
observations (1.9855) serves as a baseline, demonstrating that
ETGPSSM significantly reduces the estimation error compared
to the raw observations. While EnKF achieves a lower RMSE
of 0.5468, it is a well-established filtering method that does
not involve learning system dynamics. In contrast, ETGPSSM
simultaneously learns the dynamics and performs state infer-
ence, making it a more versatile and powerful approach for
complex systems.

C. Real-World Time Series Prediction
In this subsection, we evaluate the prediction performance

of ETGPSSM on several real-world time series datasets
commonly used for system identification (see Table I). The
prediction RMSE results are summarized in Table I, comparing
ETGPSSM against SOTA methods, including neural network-
based approaches—DKF [8] and AD-EnKF [56]—as well as
various GPSSMs: vGPSSM [31], CO-GPSSM [38], PRSSM
[32], ODGPSSM [41], VCDT [33], and EnVI [39]. Following
previous works, the latent space dimension is set to dx = 4
for all the methods.

As shown in Table I, ETGPSSM demonstrates competitive
performance across all datasets. Notably, on the ACTUATOR

dataset, ETGPSSM (DNN) and ETGPSSM (BNN) both achieve
an RMSE of 0.646, outperforming EnVI (0.657) and signif-
icantly improving upon AD-EnKFs, which record an RMSE
of 0.705. Similarly, on the BALL BEAM and GAS FURNACE
datasets, ETGPSSMs attain the first and second lowest RM-
SEs, highlighting their ability to effectively model system
dynamics. However, on datasets such as DRIVE and DRYER,
other GPSSMs like PRSSM and EnVI achieve slightly su-
perior performance, with RMSE values of 0.647 and 0.125,
respectively. This can be attributed to the relatively low latent
state dimension (dx = 4), where traditional GPSSMs, such as
PRSSM, ODGPSSM and EnVI, remain highly competitive due
to their simpler structure, as discussed in [39]. Nonetheless, we
emphasize that our proposed ETGPSSM remains highly com-
petitive even in low-dimensional settings while significantly
reducing computational complexity and parameter overhead,
ensuring both scalability and efficiency in high-dimensional
cases.

In comparison to neural network-based methods like AD-
EnKF, the superior performance of ETGPSSM is driven by its
ability to integrate the strengths of GPs and neural networks.
This hybrid approach allows ETGPSSM to effectively model
complex, non-stationary system dynamics while providing
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TABLE I: Prediction performance (RMSE) of the different models on the system identification datasets. Mean and standard
deviation of the prediction results are shown across ten seeds. The three lowest RMSE values are highlighted in shades of
green, with deeper shades indicating lower RMSEs.

Method ACTUATOR BALL BEAM DRIVE DRYER GAS FURNACE

DKF [8] 1.204± 0.250 0.144± 0.005 0.735± 0.001 1.465± 0.087 5.589± 0.066
AD-EnKF [56] 0.705± 0.117 0.057± 0.006 0.756± 0.114 0.182± 0.053 1.408± 0.090

AD-EnKF (BNN) 0.705± 0.088 0.053± 0.007 0.896± 0.088 0.155± 0.030 1.361± 0.061

vGPSSM [31] 1.640± 0.011 0.268± 0.414 0.740± 0.010 0.822± 0.002 3.676± 0.145
CO-GPSSM [38] 0.803± 0.011 0.079± 0.018 0.736± 0.007 0.366± 0.146 1.898± 0.157

PRSSM [32] 0.691± 0.148 0.074± 0.010 0.647± 0.057 0.174± 0.013 1.503± 0.196
ODGPSSM [41] 0.666± 0.074 0.068± 0.006 0.708± 0.052 0.171± 0.011 1.704± 0.560

VCDT [33] 0.815± 0.012 0.065± 0.005 0.735± 0.005 0.667± 0.266 2.052± 0.163
EnVI [39] 0.657± 0.095 0.055± 0.002 0.703± 0.050 0.125± 0.017 1.388± 0.123

ETGPSSM (DNN) 0.646± 0.081 0.050± 0.003 0.668± 0.092 0.137± 0.030 1.300± 0.052
ETGPSSM (BNN) 0.646± 0.095 0.053± 0.002 0.703± 0.028 0.154± 0.026 1.313± 0.048

reliable and robust predictions—an area where purely neu-
ral network-based methods often struggle. This is evident
from the results, where neural network-based methods exhibit
higher prediction errors. Notably, AD-EnKF (BNN) generally
outperforms other network-based approaches, highlighting the
benefits of Bayesian treatments, particularly their inherent
regularization, which helps mitigate overfitting and improve
generalization. In summary, the experimental results demon-
strate that ETGPSSM is a powerful and versatile tool for real-
world time series prediction.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduced ETGPSSM, an efficient
and scalable Gaussian process state-space model for high-
dimensional, non-stationary dynamical systems. Our approach
leverages a transformed GP with normalizing flows and neural
networks to enhance modeling flexibility while maintaining
computational efficiency. Instead of working in the function
space of the implicit process in transformed GPs, we follow
their generative process and develop an approximate varia-
tional inference algorithm integrated with an EnKF, signifi-
cantly improving scalability and robustness in learning and
inference. Extensive experiments demonstrate that ETGPSSM
outperforms existing GPSSMs and neural network-based ap-
proaches in accuracy, state estimation, and computational
efficiency, highlighting its potential for applications in signal
processing, control systems, and time-series analysis.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF COROLLARY 1

Proof. Consider two arbitrary time steps t and t′, we have

f(xt−1) = αt · f̃(xt−1) + βt,

f(xt′−1) = αt′ · f̃(xt′−1) + βt′ .

Since θt and θt′ are deterministic, the joint distribution of
f(xt−1) and f(xt′−1) is Gaussian with mean [β⊤

t ,β
⊤
t′ ]

⊤.

The covariance between f(xt−1) and f(xt′−1) is:

Λt,t′ = αt · Cov(f̃(xt−1), f̃(xt′−1)) ·α⊤
t′

= k(xt−1,xt′−1) ·αtα
⊤
t′ .

Similarly, the covariance of f(xt−1) with itself is:

Cov(f(xt−1),f(xt−1)) = k(xt−1,xt−1) ·αtα
⊤
t .

The same logic applies to f(xt′−1). Therefore, the covariance
matrix Λt,t′ is:

Λt,t′ =

[
k(xt−1,xt−1) ·αtα

⊤
t k(xt−1,xt′−1) ·αtα

⊤
t′

k(xt′−1,xt−1) ·αt′α
⊤
t k(xt′−1,xt′−1) ·αt′α

⊤
t′

]
.

APPENDIX B
ELBO DERIVATIONS AND APPROXIMATIONS

Given the model joint distribution in Eq. (14) and the
variational distribution in Eq. (17), augmented by the sparse
GP, we can formulate the ELBO according to the general
definition provided in Eq. (13). The detailed derivations are
presented in Eq. (39).

From Eq. (39d) to Eq. (39e), we have made the following
two assumptions, similar to the work in [39]:

1) p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1) ≈ p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t),
2) q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1) ≈ p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1,y1:t).

The transition from Eq. (39f) to Eq. (39g) is derived straight-
forwardly by applying Bayes’ theorem.

The two approximations used here are similar to those in
[39], with the key difference being the focus on the ETGP
in this paper rather than the GP. The rationale behind these
approximations is as follows:

• Approximation 1) assumes that the posterior distribution
of the latent state at time t− 1 based on observations up
to t− 1 is nearly identical to that based on observations
up to t. This holds particularly well when t is large, as
the additional observation at time t has minimal impact
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L = Eq

[
log

p(y⃗, x⃗,w, f̃ ,u)

q(x⃗,w, f̃ ,u)

]
(39a)

= Eq

[
log

p(f̃ ,u)p(w)p(x0)
∏T

t=1 p(yt|xt)p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)

q(f̃ ,u)q(w)q(x0)
∏T

t=1 q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)

]
(39b)

= Eq

[
T∑

t=1

log
p(yt,xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)

q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)

]
−KL(q(u)∥p(u))−KL(q(w)∥p(w))−KL(q(x0)∥p(x0)) (39c)

= Eq

[
T∑

t=1

log
p(yt,xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1)

q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1)

]
−KL(q(u)∥p(u))−KL(q(w)∥p(w))−KL(q(x0)∥p(x0))

(39d)

≈ Eq


T∑

t=1

log
p(yt,xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1)p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1)

p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1,y1:t)

assumption 1

p(xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t)

assumption 2

−KL(q(u)∥p(u))−KL(q(w)∥p(w))−KL(q(x0)∥p(x0))

(39e)

= Eq

[
T∑

t=1

log
p(yt,xt,xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1)

p(xt,xt−1|w, f̃ ,y1:t−1,yt)

]
−KL(q(u)∥p(u))−KL(q(w)∥p(w))−KL(q(x0)∥p(x0)) (39f)

= Eq(w,f̃)

[
T∑

t=1

log p(yt|y1:t−1,w, f̃)

]
−KL(q(u)∥p(u))−KL(q(w)∥p(w))−KL(q(x0)∥p(x0)) (39g)

on the state estimate due to the accumulated information
over time.

• Approximation 2) posits that the variational distribu-
tion q(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1) is approximated by the filtering
distribution p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1,y1:t). Note that in varia-
tional inference, the variational distribution serves as
an approximation of the true smoothing distribution
p(xt|w, f̃ ,xt−1,y1:T ). While there may be some esti-
mation loss, the approximation is reasonable for long ob-
servation sequences where future observations minimally
affect state estimates. This trade-off balances accuracy
and computational efficiency, a crucial consideration in
high-dimensional settings.
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