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Abstract

State-space models are used to describe and analyse dynamical systems. They are ubiquitously

used in many scientific fields such as signal processing, finance and ecology to name a few.

Particle filters are popular inferential methods used for state-space methods. Integrated Nested

Laplace Approximation (INLA), an approximate Bayesian inference method, can also be used

for this kind of models in case the transition distribution is Gaussian. We present a way

to use this framework in order to approximate the particle filter’s proposal distribution that

incorporates information about the observations, parameters and the previous latent variables.

Further, we demonstrate the performance of this proposal on data simulated from a Poisson

state-space model used for count data. We also show how INLA can be used to estimate the

parameters of certain state-space models (a task that is often challenging) that would be used

for Sequential Monte Carlo algorithms.

Keywords: INLA, Particle filters, parameter estimation, particle MCMC, proposal distribution,

state-space models.
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1 Introduction

Particle filters are sequential Monte Carlo methods used for Bayesian inference in state-space mod-

els. It is crucial to carefully design the proposal distribution of the particle filter: the distribution

from which particles or samples are drawn, as it significantly affects the performance of the particle

filter. In particular, the design affects the variance of marginal likelihood estimates and attempts

to address the issue of particle degeneracy, a phenomenon where most samples have extremely low

normalized importance weights and eventually do not contribute to the approximation of the tar-

get distribution. This challenge becomes particularly important in high-dimensional state-space

models.

1.1 State of the art

The bootstrap particle filter (Gordon et al. 1993), a widely used variant, draws particles directly

from the prior distribution or transition distribution. However, a notable limitation of this approach

is that particles drawn at time t, denoted ht, are not necessarily aligned with the corresponding ob-

served data point yt. As a result, this can lead to inefficiencies in representing the target distribution

accurately.

To address these challenges, several extensions to the bootstrap particle filter algorithm have

been developed. One example is the Rao-Blackwellised Particle Filter (RBPF) (Doucet et al. 2000a),

which improves estimation accuracy by marginalizing out specific components of the state process,

applying the particle filter only to a lower-dimensional component. This approach reduces variability

in the estimates but is primarily applicable to models with a partially linear and Gaussian structure

(Johansen et al. 2012). There is also the auxiliary particle filter that was introduced in Pitt and

Shephard (1999) to improve upon the bootstrap particle filter especially when the data points are

very informative i.e the signal-to-noise ratio is relatively high and it includes an auxiliary variable

construction. Various improvements to the auxiliary particle filter are available like (Guarniero

et al. 2017; Andrieu et al. 2001; Elvira et al. 2018; Branchini and Elvira 2021; Johansen and Doucet

2008; Whiteley and Johansen 2010).
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The optimal proposal distribution p(ht | ht−1, yt) minimizes the variance of the importance

weights conditional on all previous latent variables h1:t−1 and all observations up to time step t,

y1:t (Doucet et al. 2001). Apart from a few models such as the linear Gaussian state-space model,

sampling from the optimal distribution is not possible. Hence, Laplace approximation can be used

to locate the modes of the unnormalized optimal sampling distribution, assuming it is log-concave,

so that a Gaussian or an over-dispersed t-distribution is fitted around each of these modes. Locating

the modes requires using an optimisation algorithm, such as the Newton-Raphson method, for each

particle which is not practical from a computational perspective (Shephard and Pitt 1997) and

(Cappé et al. 2005, Chapter 4). Further, making a Gaussian approximation can also be done using

a Taylor expansion but it is not efficient if the optimal kernel is heavy-tailed or not close to a

Gaussian (Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos 2020, Chapter 10).

Another possible way to approximate the (optimal) proposal distribution is to use the extended

Kalman filter (EKF) or the unscented Kalman filter (UKF) (Doucet et al. 2000b; Merwe et al.

2000) where the latter yields more accurate and stable estimates when compared to the former. In

the case of the extended Kalman filter, the linearisation of the observation and state dynamics, is

carried out, using Jacobian matrices that are computed and evaluated at each time step whereas the

unscented Kalman filter uses a deterministic sampling of carefully selected points (sigma points) to

make the approximation. The unscented Kalman filter yields more accurate and stable estimates

when compared to the extended Kalman filter. In Freitas et al. (2000), the proposal distribution

for the particle filter (PF) is based on the EKF Gaussian approximation. In Van Der Merwe et al.

(2000), the authors adopt a similar approach but substitute the EKF proposal with a UKF proposal.

In both cases, the process of linearisation is performed for every individual particle.

1.2 Proposed method and contributions

In this paper, we focus on approximating pθ (ht | h1:t−1, y1:T ) (and pθ (h1 | y1:T ) in case of t = 1),

instead of approximating the optimal proposal distribution, to use as the proposal in the particle

filter. To accomplish this, we employed integrated nested Laplace approximations (INLA) (Rue

et al. 2009) for the approximation. INLA has gained popularity as an inference method in recent
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years, especially in fitting spatial and/or spatio-temporal models. It uses a combination of analytical

approximations and efficient numerical integration schemes to achieve highly accurate deterministic

approximations to posterior distributions. This method enables fast inference performance in latent

Gaussian Models. Moreover, it is considered as a well-known alternative to sampling-based methods

such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms to perform Bayesian inference. The main

two steps consist of constructing a Gaussian approximation to the joint posterior of the parameters

conditional on the data then approximating the marginals of the latent variables given the data and

the parameters. For more details, see (Rue et al. 2017a; Martins et al. 2013; Lindgren et al. 2011)

and references therein. Some of the uses of INLA for state-space models, include (Ruiz-Cárdenas

et al. 2012; Ravishanker et al. 2022).

Unlike the previously mentioned studies that relied on the Laplace approximation, our approach

does not require performing an approximation for each individual particle in the SMC process, which

results in significant computational speedup. Additionally, INLA offers a more refined and versa-

tile solution compared to the Laplace approximation, as it incorporates more advanced numerical

integration techniques, providing improved accuracy and efficiency in complex models. Moreover,

INLA exploits the sparsity structure to accelerate computations. This work represents the first at-

tempt to combine integrated nested Laplace approximations (INLA) with sequential Monte Carlo

(SMC) methods. The other novelty consists of designing a proposal distribution based on approxi-

mations of marginal smoothing distributions pθ (ht | y1:T ) and the complete smoothing distribution

pθ (h1:T | y1:T ) as in our case.

1.3 Outline of the paper

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 presents a formal definition of state-

space models and it recalls how particle filters (PFs) and Integrated nested Laplace approximation

(INLA) work. In Section 3, we present our contribution which consists of designing the proposal

distributions of the particle filter from the approximated probability distributions obtained by the

INLA method. Section 4 contains experiments that illustrate the performance of the proposed

method, based on simulated data from a Poisson state-space model. Additionally, it includes

4



another example that shows how INLA can also be used for parameter estimation of state-space

models or can be combined with one of the methods that is often used for this task, namely particle

MCMC. The paper concludes with remarks in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 State-space models

For a given time horizon T (total number of observations), we have X -valued {Ht}Tt=1 and

Y-valued {Yt}Tt=1 two stochastic processes representing the hidden variables and observations

respectively. A state space model can be expressed as follows

Yt|Ht = ht ∼ pθ(yt | ht),

Ht | Ht−1 = ht−1 ∼ pθ(ht | ht−1),

H1 = h1 ∼ pθ(h1),

(1)

where θ ∈ Θ is the set of the model’s parameters, pθ(h1) is the initial distribution defining the

prior distribution of the hidden state H1 at the starting time t = 1, pθ(ht | ht−1) is called the

transition distribution and it describes how latent variables evolve from the time step t− 1 to t in

case of not observing any data and pθ(yt | ht) provides the probabilities of observing Yt

conditionally on Ht = ht.

2.2 Particle filters

At each time step t, particle filters involve sampling particles and computing their associated weights

wt, which are then normalized and stored to estimate desired quantities or approximate posterior

distributions, such as filtering distributions, the normalised weights are denoted by Wt. To improve

efficiency, the resampling step is performed adaptively, specifically when the weight variability

becomes excessive. This approach, known as adaptive resampling, is triggered when the Effective
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Sample Size (ESS) drops below a predefined threshold, ESSmin. Algorithm 1 is a pseudo-code of a

generic particle filter. It is important to highlight that operations with the superscript i are carried

out for each individual particle among the N particles.

Algorithm 1: Generic particle filter

// Operations involving the superscript i are performed for i = 1, . . . , N.

Sample Hi
1 ∼ qθ(h1)

Compute weights

wi
1 =

pθ
(
h1 = Hi

1

)
pθ

(
y1 | h1 = Hi

1

)
qθ

(
h1 = Hi

1

) .

Normalize weights

W i
1 =

wi
1∑N

j=1 w
j
1

.

for t = 2, . . . , T do
Calculate ESS := 1∑N

i=1(W i
t−1)

2

if ESS ≤ ESSmin then
Draw the index ait of the ancestor of the particle i, by resampling the normalized
weights W 1:N

t−1

Set ŵi
t−1 = 1

else
ait = i
ŵi

t−1 = wi
t−1

Sample Hi
t ∼ qθ(ht | ht−1 = H

ai
t

t−1)
Compute weights

wi
t =

pθ

(
ht = Hi

t | ht−1 = H
ai
t

t−1

)
pθ

(
yt | ht−1 = H

ai
t

t−1

)
qθ

(
ht = Hi

t | ht−1 = H
ai
t

t−1

) ŵi
t−1.

Normalize weights

W i
t =

wi
t∑N

j=1 w
j
t

.

In this work, we used systematic resampling. Empirically, it performs better than other

resampling schemes such as stratified resampling and especially multinomial resampling, as it

yields estimates with lower variability (Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos 2020, Chapter 9). It is worth

noting that a by-product of the particle filter’s output is an unbiased estimate of the marginal
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likelihood pθ (y1:T ) (Del Moral 2004). It was shown by Cérou et al. (2011) that the estimate

p̂θ (y1:T ) has a non-asymptotic variance that grows linearly with the time horizon T.

2.3 Integrated Nested Laplace Approximation

In this part, we provide a description of the integrated nested Laplace approximation (INLA)

methodology which is used for latent Gaussian models (LGMs), a model formulation that consists

of a hierarchical model with three levels or layers. Let us consider the case where we have

observations y = (y1, y2, . . . , yT ) ∈ RT×d with corresponding random variables

Y = (Y1, Y2, . . . , YT ). The latent Gaussian model is the hierarchical Bayesian model where we have

Y | H, θ ∼
T∏

i=1

p (yi | hi, θ) , (2)

where θ is the dθ-variate vector of hyperparameters, and H represents the latent variables and

also known as the latent field. It is assumed that Y are conditionally independent given H and θ.

INLA (Rue et al. 2009) can be used for latent Gaussian models by assuming that the latent field

H is Gaussian Markov Random field (Rue and Held 2005) with mean 0, a (T × d)-length vector of

zeros, and precision matrix Q.

Definition 1 (Rue and Held 2005) Let H = (H1, . . . ,HT )
′
∈ RT have a normal distribution with

mean µ and precision matrix Q. Define the labelled graph G = (V, E), where vertices V = {1, . . . , T}

and edges E be such that there is no edge between node i and j iff Hi ⊥ Hj | H−ij. H is called

a Gaussian Markov Random Field (GMRF) w.r.t a labelled graph G = (V, E) with mean µ and

precision matrix Q, iff its density has the following form:

(2π)−T/2|Q|1/2 exp
(
−1

2
(h− µ)

′
Q(h− µ)

)

and

Qij ̸= 0 ⇐⇒ {i, j} ∈ E for all i ̸= j.

Hence, the latent field H and the parameters θ are given below
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H | θ ∼ N
(
0,Q−1

)
,

θ ∼ p(θ).

(3)

INLA seeks to create numerical approximations to the marginal posterior distribution of the

latent field, p (hi | y) and the hyperparameters, p (θj | y) instead of approximating the joint posterior

distribution p(h, θ | y). Operationally, INLA proceeds in the following steps

Step 1: Approximate p (θ | y) using Laplace approximation.

The posterior of the hyperparameters given the observations, p(θ | y) is approximated by pLA(θ |

y), as follows:

p(θ | y) = p(h, θ | y)
p(h | θ, y)

∝ p(θ)p(h | θ)p(y | h, θ)
p(h | θ, y)

≈ p(θ)p(h | θ)p(y | h, θ)
pG(h | θ, y)

∣∣∣∣
h=m∗

:= pLA(θ | y),
(4)

where the Gaussian approximation pG(h | θ, y) of p(h | θ, y) is derived by matching the mode

and curvature around the mode m∗. The mode of pLA(θ | y) is found using an iterative optimization

algorithm like Newton-Raphson, followed by exploration of the surrounding area. A grid search

identifies integration points {θ(s)}Ss=1 and corresponding weights {∆s}Ss=1, enabling numerical in-

tegration to approximate the distribution. Finally, marginalizing pLA(θ | y) provides the marginal

distributions for each parameter pLA(θi | y).

Step 2: Approximate p (hi | θ, y).

p (hi | θ, y) ≈
p (h, θ | y)

pG (h−i | hi, θ, y)

∣∣∣∣
h−i=m−i

:= pLA (hi | θ, y) , (5)

where pG (h−i | hi, θ, y) is the Gaussian approximation of p (h−i | hi, θ, y) and m−i is its mode.

Rue et al. (2009) introduced a faster alternative called the simplified Laplace approximation. This

method approximates log p(hi|θ, y) using a Taylor series expansion around the mode, including up

to third-order terms. To further improve accuracy, a multivariate skew-normal distribution is

fitted to account for errors in the location and skewness. Consequently, p(hi|θ, y) is approximated
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as a mixture of skew-normal distributions (Azzalini and Capitanio 1999; Rue et al. 2017b).

Step 3: Approximate p (hi | y).

p (hi | y) =
∫

p (hi | θ, y) p(θ | y)dθ.

≈
S∑

s=1

pLA

(
hi | θ = θ(s), y

)
pLA

(
θ = θ(s) | y

)
∆s.

(6)

The approximation of p(hi | y) combines the two previous approximations ((4) and (5)) and

integrates out θ numerically. This is done using the integration points {θ(s)}Ss=1 and their

associated weights {∆s}Ss=1.

3 Proposed method: using INLA Approximations for Pro-

posal Distributions in Particle Filters

We now describe how to leverage INLA to propose a novel particle filter based on the

approximated distributions using the INLA method in the case where the state-space model can be

expressed as a latent Gaussian model. Algorithm 2 provides a thorough outline of the procedure.

We require INLA to solely obtain a Gaussian approximation of pθ (h1:T | y1:T ) as in (4) and an

approximation to pθ (h1 | y1:T ). Let us assume that ht ∈ Rd and yt ∈ Rd for all t = 1, .., T . Here

we have:

pθ (h1:T | y1:T ) ≈ N (µ1:T ,Σ1:T ) , (7)

where µt ∈ Rd for all t = 1, .., T , µ1:T = (µ1, .., µT )
′ ∈ RTd, Σt (for all t ≤ T ) and Σ1:T are

respectively d× d and Td× Td covariance matrices that are symmetric and positive definite. Note

that (7) can also be expressed as follows:
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pθ (h1:T | y1:T ) = pθ (h1:T−1, hT | y1:T )

= pθ (hT | h1:T−1, y1:T ) pθ (h1:T−1 | y1:T )

≈ N


 µ1:T−1

µT

 ,

 Σ1:T−1 C1:T−1|T

C⊤
1:T−1|T ΣT


 ,

(8)

where µ1:T and Σ1:T are subdivided into blocks. Here, µ1:T−1 = (µ1, .., µT−1)
′
, Σ1:T−1 and

C1:T−1|T are (T − 1)d× (T − 1)d and (T − 1)d× d matrices respectively.

We first demonstrate the case of the last time step T where we approximate pθ (hT | h1:T−1, y1:T )

as follows:

pθ (hT | h1:T−1, y1:T ) ≈ N
(
µ̃T , Σ̃T

)
, (9)

where computing the mean µ̃T and the variance Σ̃T proceeds by performing the following calcula-

tions:

µ̃T = µT + C⊤
1:T−1|TΣ

−1
1:T−1(h1:T−1 − µ1:T−1),

Σ̃T = ΣT − C⊤
1:T−1|TΣ

−1
1:T−1C1:T−1|T .

(10)

Note that an approximation of pθ (ht | h1:t−1, y1:T ) can be obtained, recursively, in a similar way

as in (9)-(10), for all t = 2, .., T . As for t = 1, we consider the approximation of the marginal

distribution pθ (h1 | y1:T ) obtained directly from INLA using (5). We propose using these

approximated distributions as proposal distributions for the particle filter. Unlike the transition

distributions used in the bootstrap particle filter, these distributions account for all available

observations, making them different from the standard approach. At each time step t, each i-th

particle is assigned a weight wi
t, which is then normalized to produce W i

t , the normalized weight.

If necessary, these normalized weights W 1:N
t are used for resampling the particles.
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Algorithm 2: Particle Filter with INLA-approximated proposals

// Operations involving the superscript i are performed for i = 1,...,N.

Fit the model using INLA and store µ1:T and Σ1:T .
Sample Hi

1 ∼ qθ(h1) ≈ pθ (h1 | y1:T ).
Compute weights wi

1 =
pθ(h1=Hi

1)pθ(y1|h1=Hi
1)

qθ(h1=Hi
1)

.

Normalize weights W i
1 =

wi
1∑N

j=1 wj
1

.

for t = 2,..,T do
Draw the index ait of the ancestor of the particle i, by resampling the normalised
weights W 1:N

t−1 .

Compute µ̃i
t = µt + C⊤

1:t−1|tΣ
−1
1:t−1(H

ai
t

1:t−1 − µ1:t−1).

Compute Σ̃t = Σt − C⊤
1:t−1|tΣ

−1
1:t−1C1:t−1|t.

Sample Hi
t ∼ N

(
µ̃i
t, Σ̃t

)
.

Compute weights wi
t =

pθ

(
ht=Hi

t |ht−1=H
ai
t

t−1

)
pθ(yt|ht=Hi

t)

qθ

(
ht=Hi

t |ht−1=H
ai
t

t−1

) .

Normalize weights W i
t =

wi
t∑N

j=1 wj
t

.

3.1 Discussion

It is important to note that Algorithm 2 can be integrated into the particle marginal Metropolis-

Hastings (PMMH) sampler (Andrieu et al. 2010). The resulting procedure starts by initialising

parameters using θ(0) and running a INLA-based particle filter 2 to estimate the marginal likeli-

hood and obtain a sample of the latent variables H
(0)
1:T . At each iteration k, a new parameter θ

′
is

proposed from the proposal distribution q
(
θ | θ = θ(k−1)

)
, and another INLA-based particle filter

is employed based on θ
′
to obtain a new estimate of the marginal likelihood pθ′ (h1:T | y1:T ) and

another sample of the latent variables p̂θ′ (y1:T ). The acceptance probability is then computed by

comparing the likelihoods’ estimates, parameters’ priors and proposal densities of the current and

proposed parameter values. In case of acceptance, both the parameters θ
′
and the latent states

H
′

1:T are stored; otherwise, the parameters θ(k−1) and the corresponding latent states H
(k−1)
1:T from

the previous iteration are retained. The resulting procedure is outlined in Algorithm 3. While

INLA can serve as a method for parameter estimation in state-space models, we can also initialize

the Markov chains of the PMMH samplers using the modes from (4).
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To further decrease computational time, the simplified Laplace approximation can be employed

in place of the full Laplace approximation when working with approximation pθ (h1 | y1:T ). On a

related note, pθ (h1 | y1:T ) is also referred to as the marginal smoothing distribution at time 1, which

can be approximated using particle smoothing algorithms. When compared to particle filtering,

particle smoothing is generally considered more challenging. While some of these challenges are

computational, there are others that are related to how restrictive some algorithms are (they are

solely applied to a specific class of state-space models). (Chopin and Papaspiliopoulos 2020, Chapter

12) provides a thorough treatment on a plethora of these algorithms in addition to highlighting their

characteristics such as the computational complexity per time step.

Algorithm 3: Particle Marginal Metropolis–Hastings with INLA-based particle filter

Input: K,N, θ(0)

Run Algorithm 2 targeting pθ(0) (h1:T | y1:T ), store a sample H
(0)
1:T and let p̂θ(0) (y1:T ) denote

the marginal likelihood estimate.
for k = 1,..,K do

Sample θ
′ ∼ q

(
θ | θ = θ(k−1)

)
,

Run Algorithm 2 targeting pθ′ (h1:T | y1:T ), store a sample H
′

1:T and let p̂θ′ (y1:T )
denote the marginal likelihood estimate.

With probability,

min

1,
p̂θ′ (y1:T ) p

(
θ = θ

′
)
q
(
θ(k−1) | θ′

)
p̂θ(k−1) (y1:T ) p

(
θ = θ(k−1)

)
q
(
θ′ | θ(k−1)

)
 .

Set θ(k) = θ
′
, Hk

1:T = H
′

1:T and p̂θ(k) (y1:T ) = p̂θ′ (y1:T ); otherwise set θ(k) = θ(k−1),
Hk

1:T = Hk−1
1:T and p̂θ(k) (y1:T ) = p̂θ(k−1) (y1:T ).

4 Numerical experiments

In this section, we present empirical evidence of the effectiveness of the suggested approach by

comparing it with the bootstrap particle filter for simulated data. We considered the following

state-space model:
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Yt|Ht = ht ∼ Poisson(eht+α),

Ht | Ht−1 = ht−1 ∼ N
(
ρht−1, σ

2
)
,

H1 = h1 ∼ N
(
0,

σ2

1− ρ2

)
,

(11)

where t ∈ 1 : T and yt is an observation of Yt. We simulate data from this model using T = 100,

σ = 0.5, α = 1 and ρ = 0.7. To fit the model with R-INLA 1, we considered these prior

distributions for the parameters ρ, α, σ, which are assumed to be unknown:

ρ̃ ∼ N
(
mρ, s

2
ρ

)
, α ∼ N (mα, s

2
α) and

1
σ2 ∼ Gamma(a, b), where ρ̃ = log(1 + ρ)− log(1− ρ) and we

set a = b = 0.01, mρ = 0, sρ = 0.15, mα = 0 and sα = 10.

Based on figures 1 and 2, the particle filter that uses the proposal distribution constructed using

INLA, to be referred to as INLA-based PF, yields log-likelihood estimates with smaller variability,

when compared to the bootstrap PF. Interestingly, the variance of 50 log-likelihood estimates

from the INLA-based PF, for T = 100 and the simulated data from this model, is roughly the

same as the one related to the bootstrap PF when using 1000 particles. Also for T = 500, the

INLA-based PF outperformed the bootstrap PF, regardless of the number of particles used where

it is more apparent for N = 100.

Figure 3 a) shows average Effective Sample Size (ESS) over time t (ranging from 0 to 100) for

both the INLA-based particle filter (in blue) and the bootstrap particle filter (in red), with 100

particles and 50 runs. The INLA-based particle filter appears to maintain relatively high ESS

values over time, fluctuating around a higher range compared to the bootstrap particle filter,

suggesting that the INLA-based filter may have better sample efficiency, especially when the ESS

is closer to 100. On the other hand, the bootstrap particle filter shows more frequent and

significant drops in ESS, sometimes dipping to values as low as 25 or lower. This implies that the

bootstrap particle filter may suffer from degeneracy more often, where a few particles carry most

of the weight, reducing its effective sample size. Although both particle filters exhibit fluctuations,

the INLA-based particle filter appears to maintain a more stable and higher ESS on average.

Another way to compare the performance of particle filters is to assess how they approximate the

1www.r-inla.org
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filtering expectation E [Ht | Y1:t = y1:t] can be approximated as follows

E [Ht | Y1:t = y1:t] ≈
N∑
i=1

W i
tH

i
t .

As we do not have the true values of E [Ht | Y1:t = y1:t] for all t ∈ 1 : T related to this model, we

regarded the estimates of the filtering expectation obtained from a bootstrap particle filter with a

very large number of particles, precisely N = 106, as the true ones then we run the particle filters

50 times using 100 particles to estimate the filtering expectation at each time step t ≤ T . Let ΓN
t,j

denote the estimate of E [Ht | Y1:t = y1:t] using N particles in the j-th run of a particle filter. We

considered the average absolute difference Σ50
j=1

1
50 |Γ

102

t,j − Γ106

t,j | for each time step t as a diagnostic

metric.

Based on figure 3 b), both lines show fluctuations over time but the blue line representing the

INLA-based particle filter consistently shows lower average absolute errors compared to the

bootstrap particle filter throughout the time range. This suggests that the INLA-based method

provides more accurate filtering estimates, with smaller deviations from the ”true values” on

average.
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Figure 1: Box plots of estimates of log likelihood, log pθ (y1:T ), obtained by the two particle filters:
bootstrap (left) and INLA-based (right) (over 50 runs for N = 100 and T = 100). The red dotted
horizontal line denotes the log of the marginal likelihood estimate obtained from a bootstrap particle
filter with N = 106.

4.1 Particle Marginal Metropolis Hastings

4.1.1 Initialisation of Particle Marginal Metropolis Hastings using INLA

We simulated data from the previous model (11) using T = 100, σ = 0.5, α = 0.5 and ρ = 0.85, we

implemented PMMH based on a proposal that is a Gaussian random walk, with covariance ϵ2I

where I is a 3× 3 identity matrix and the bootstrap particle filter associated to the (11) model,

where N = 100 and ϵ = 0.3. The number of iterations is set to 104 and the burn-in period to 103.

We also thin the chain by taking every 10-th observation.

Initializing the Markov chain(s) in areas of high posterior mass is important, in the case of

PMMH samplers (Dahlin and Schön 2019), which might result in faster exploration of those

regions. We believe that using INLA, whenever possible, is a good practice in this context so we

15



0

1

2

3

4

5

100 200 300 400 500
T

var
_lls

Type

BPF

INLA

Nparticles

100

1000

Figure 2: The variance of the log likelihood estimates (over 50 runs) by the two particle filters
(dotted lines for the INLA-based and straight lines for the bootstrap), as a function of the number
of particles N (for both N = 100 (in red) and N = 1000 (in light blue) and the time horizon T
(from T = 100 to T = 500).

set initial values, θinit, to the posterior modes of the corresponding parameters, estimated by

INLA. As shown in Table 1, the posterior modes obtained from the PMMH sampler (where the

bootstrap particle filter was used to estimate the marginal likelihood) are closer to the true values

used for simulating the data when compared to the ones obtained from a single run of INLA,

especially when it comes to the standard deviation σ.

ρ α σ
INLA 0.80 (0.57,0.96) 0.58 (-0.1,1.5) 0.91(0.47,1.32)
PMH-BPF 0.85 (0.77,0.94) 0.5 (0.14,0.76) 0.59(0.44,0.71)

Table 1: Modes (and 95% credible intervals) of the marginal posterior distributions of the param-
eters obtained using INLA (first row) and PMMH sampler(second row) based a Bootstrap particle
filter with N = 100 and ϵ = 0.3.
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Figure 3: a) Average of the Effective Sample Size (ESS) as a function of time t (over 50 runs) of
the two particle filters (N = 100 and T = 100).
b) The average of particle estimate absolute errors as a function of t for filtering expectation
E [Ht | Y1:t = y1:t] (over 50 runs and N = 100). We considered the ”true values” as the estimates
of the filtering expectation obtained from a bootstrap PF with N = 106.
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4.1.2 Using the particle filter with the suggested proposal distributions in Particle

Marginal Metropolis Hastings

We would like to learn the parameters θ = (ρ, α, σ) of the model (11) using the PMMH sampler.

We considered two cases where the marginal likelihood was estimated by the INLA-based PF and

the bootstrap particle filter (BPF). We used the same set-up for data simulation as in the

previous experiment. Each chain consisted of 10000 iterations. Similar to the previous

experiment, the burn-in period and the thinning parameter were set to 103 and to 10 respectively.

To compare the performance of the BPF and INLA-based PF in the context of particle MCMC,

we took into consideration the acceptance probability and the the estimates of integrated

autocorrelation time (IAT). The latter is often used as a diagnostic metric for MCMC samplers.

It measures the number of iterations or time steps required for a Markov chain to become

approximately independent (IAT=1 if all MCMC samples are independent). In other words, it

quantifies the rate at which successive samples in a chain become uncorrelated with each other.

Minimizing the integrated autocorrelation time is of paramount importance in MCMC-based

algorithms as it directly impacts the effectiveness of these methods.

We picked different values of ϵ = {0.05, 0.1, 0.25, 1.25}. The task of tuning is undoubtedly

time-consuming and there is no definite way of doing it correctly. In case of setting ϵ to a very

small value, it would lead to a high correlation between the samples and extremely slow mixing of

the chain. On the other hand, choosing a relatively high value would lead to long jumps in the

posterior region which can result in low acceptance probabilities and poor mixing of the chain.

However, setting ϵ to a comparatively low value and starting the chain from the posterior mode of

the parameter or from a value that is close to it (which is similar to what we did in the previous

experiment using the posterior summaries obtained from INLA) can potentially lead to an

adequate performance as illustrated in Table 2 which presents the acceptance rates and integrated

autocorrelation time (IAT) estimates of the parameters’ chains for PMMH based on the bootstrap

particle filter and the INLA-based Particle filter

Table 2 shows that using the particle filter based on the proposal distribution approximated by
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INLA, within PMMH leads to an improvement, for suitable tuning parameters, with respect to

the PMMH which is based on the bootstrap particle filter as the latter resulted in acceptance

probabilities that are lower than the ones related to PMMH with INLA-based PF. In addition, the

IATs of the parameters’ chains of the PMMH with a bootstrap particle filter, are generally higher

than those of the PMMH with the INLA-based particle filter. Choosing a supposedly large tuning

parameter (ϵ = 1.25) led to a low performance regardless of the proposal of the particle filter used.

ϵ 0.05 0.1 0.25 1.25
Proposal of the particle filter INLA BPF INLA BPF INLA BPF INLA BPF
Acceptance rate 0.643 0.425 0.527 0.362 0.281 0.202 0.06 0.07
ρ 1.082 1.825 1.211 1.921 2.101 2.236 4.782 3.838

IAT σ 1.134 1.64 1.196 1.841 2.149 2.45 4.682 4.332
α 1.029 1.78 1.116 1.944 2.029 2.56 2.173 2.82

Table 2: Acceptance rates and estimates of integrated autocorrelation time (IAT) of the parameters’
chains for PMMH based on the bootstrap particle filter and the INLA-based Particle filter (where
N = 200), for different values of ϵ={0.05,0.1,0.25,1.25}. The time horizon was T = 100, the number
of iterations used were 104 (burn-in iterations were 103) and thinning was set to 10.

In a different experiment, we extended our analysis to a longer time horizon, T . It is important to

note that the variance of the estimates for the marginal likelihood increases as T grows, which

implies that a higher number of particles is required to achieve satisfactory performance in the

PMMH sampler. Specifically, for the BPF, we set the number of particles, N , equal to T , while

for the INLA-based PF, we limited it to 100 particles. The results of this experiment are

Proposal of the particle filter INLA BPF
Acceptance rate 0.173 0.135

ρ 2.02 2.981
IAT σ 2.15 2.832

α 1.85 3.101

Table 3: Acceptance rates and estimates of integrated autocorrelation time (IAT) of parameter
chains for PMMH, using the bootstrap particle filter (N = 400) and INLA-based particle filter
(N = 100), with ϵ=0.1, time horizon T = 400, 10,000 iterations (1,000 burn-in, thinning of 10).

19



0

25

50

75

100

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
rho

c
o

u
n

t

(a) ρ

0

25

50

75

0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55
sig

c
o

u
n

t

(b) σ

0

25

50

75

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1
mu

c
o

u
n

t

(c) α

0

25

50

75

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
rho

c
o

u
n

t

(d) ρ

0

25

50

75

0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55
sig

c
o

u
n

t

(e) σ

0

25

50

75

100

0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2
mu

c
o

u
n

t

(f) α

Figure 4: Marginal posterior distributions of the parameters, The first row is related to the PMMH
sampler where the bootstrap particle filter was used while the second row is related to he PMMH
sampler where the INLA-based PF was used. Vertical dark lines represent the true values used for
simulating the data set.
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summarized in both Table 3 and Figure 4, revealing an increase in efficiency when using the

INLA-based PF in the PMMH sampler as compared to the BPF, with just one-fourth of the total

number of particles used in the latter. Needless to mention, initiating the Markov chains from

locations distant from the posterior modes will result in higher IAT, especially when the tuning

process is not done properly.

5 Conclusions

We proposed a way to build a proposal distribution of the particle filter based on an

approximation using integrated nested Laplace approximation (INLA). We have demonstrated

that this method performed well on simulated data from a Poisson state-space model with

Gaussian transition distribution. The main three contributions of the paper are: 1) Improving the

proposal distribution in a particle filter : The main two metrics used to evaluate the performance

of the proposal distributions were the variance of the marginal likelihood estimates and the

effective sample size (ESS). Considering the previously mentioned indicators, the suggested

method demonstrated superior performance compared to the bootstrap particle filter, particularly

when dealing with longer time horizons (T) and a significantly reduced number of particles. 2)

Parameter estimation: incorporating the particle filter with INLA-based proposal within the

PMMH sampler may potentially enhance the mixing of the chains as the variance of the marginal

likelihood estimates is reduced compared to those obtained using a bootstrap particle filter. On

another note, INLA can serve as an ”offline” approach for estimating parameters in particular

state-space models in addition to the techniques outlined in (Kantas et al. 2015; Kantas et al.

2009; Luengo et al. 2020; Johansen 2015; Johansen et al. 2008; Johansen 2020). 3) Initialization of

the Markov chains: As shown, INLA can also be combined with Particle MCMC methods (in our

case, we considered the PMMH sampler) which has two major advantages: a) PMMH can

potentially improve the approximation of INLA. b) less chains’ iterations would be required when

using INLA for initializing the chains.

However, it is worth reiterating that the suggested approach can work only if the state-space
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model is a case of a latent Gaussian model. This specific class of models is prevalent in the

literature, both in terms of its applications and the instances used for simulation. Nevertheless,

state-space models where the transition distribution is not Gaussian, which are also of interest in

many cases, can not be considered in our framework.

Furthermore, another limitation of our work consists of the fact that the proposed method is

computationally more expensive than the bootstrap particle filter mainly due to the calculations

in (10) as they involve calculating the inverse of the covariance matrix of the size (t− 1)× (t− 1)

for all t ∈ [3, T ] (assuming that 3 ≤ T ), there is also a memory cost related to the storage of the

precision matrices. In addition, the use of INLA might not lead to an improvement in case of

having a high-dimensional parameter space and/or parameters with multi-modal posterior

distributions. For future work, it would be valuable to compare this approach with other types of

particle filters and proposal distributions. Further, designing proposal distributions based on

INLA within a conditional particle filter framework and applying this in particle Gibbs would be

an intriguing direction to explore.
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