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Abstract

Approximate Bayesian computation (ABC) methods are standard tools for inferring parameters of complex
models when the likelihood function is analytically intractable. A popular approach to improving the poor
acceptance rate of the basic rejection sampling ABC algorithm is to use sequential Monte Carlo (ABC SMC)
to produce a sequence of proposal distributions adapting towards the posterior, instead of generating values
from the prior distribution of the model parameters. Proposal distribution for the subsequent iteration is typ-
ically obtained from a weighted set of samples, often called particles, of the current iteration of this sequence.
Current methods for constructing these proposal distributions treat all the particles equivalently, regardless of
the corresponding value generated by the sampler, which may lead to inefficiency when propagating the in-
formation across iterations of the algorithm. To improve sampler efficiency, we introduce a modified approach
called stratified distance ABC SMC. Our algorithm stratifies particles based on their distance between the cor-
responding synthetic and observed data, and then constructs distinct proposal distributions for all the strata.
Taking into account the distribution of distances across the particle space leads to substantially improved
acceptance rate of the rejection sampling. We further show that efficiency can be gained by introducing a
novel stopping rule for the sequential process based on the stratified posterior samples and demonstrate these
advances by several examples.

Keywords— Approximate Bayesian Computation, Importance Sampling, Likelihood-free inference, Sequential Monte
Carlo

1 Introduction
Likelihood-free inference (LFI) methods have become standard tools for statistical inference when the likelihood functions
are not available in closed form but we are able to simulate from the model given permissible parameter values of our
choice [Cranmer et al., 2020]. Simulation-based inference is geared to be one of the cornerstones of many intelligence-
based systems [Lavin et al., 2021]. Approximate Bayesian computation (ABC) methods were within the first LFI methods
and even the most basic rejection sampling ABC method can arguably still be relevant due to its simplicity and easy
applicability when forward simulation from a model is possible [Pritchard et al., 1999, Beaumont et al., 2002, Tanaka et al.,
2006]. ABC methods continue to be actively developed and its advanced extensions are being successfully used in new
applications as LFI is gaining popularity in different research fields [Sisson et al., 2018, Lintusaari et al., 2017, Martin et al.,
2021, Pesonen et al., 2022, Engebretsen et al., 2023].

Within the first extensions of ABC methods were sequential Monte Carlo ABC methods [Sisson et al., 2007, Toni et al.,
2009, Moral et al., 2012]. They improve on the efficiency of rejection sampling based ABC methods by introducing a se-
quence of importance sampling distributions to improve acceptance rate of the proposed simulated samples. ABC SMC
methods are actively developed and many proposals have been made to improve the accuracy and efficiency [Silk et al.,
2013, Filippi et al., 2013, Bonassi and West, 2015, Simola et al., 2020]. Diverging from the sampling based ABC methods,
synthetic likelihood (SL) methods [Wood, 2010, Price et al., 2018] directly find an estimate for the unknown likelihood
function using a set of simulated samples. The development of both approaches, ABC and SL have been accelerated by
the introduction of powerful machine learning techniques. Gutmann and Corander [2016] introduced an efficient Bayesian
optimisation-based approach Bayesian optimisation for likelihood-free inference (BOLFI) to find a surrogate for the dis-
crepancy metric as a function of the unknown parameters. Lueckmann et al. [2018], Papamakarios et al. [2019] introduced
neural network-based flexible models that can be used as a surrogates for the likelihood function or directly for the poste-
rior distribution.
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In this study we introduce a new variant to the ABC SMC methods where we use the partitioning of the ABC acceptance
regions to find better proposal distributions for the importance sampling and improve the posterior approximation. In
Section 2 we discuss ABC SMC methods and present the theory for optimal selection of particular type of propagation
distributions. We present the new inference methodology in Section 3 with a novel early stopping rule in Section 4. In
Section 5 we present the results of the numerical experiments and conclude the article with discussion in Section 6.

2 Overview of ABC SMC methods
ABC methods are based on approximations to the underlying models that enable us to draw a sample from an approx-
imation to posterior distribution p(θ | yobs). Instead of using the likelihood we draw a joint sample of the parame-
ters θi (called particles) and observations yi using the prior p(θ) and the simulator model f(y | θ) and retain N tuples
(θi, yi, wi) where the simulated observation is sufficiently similar to the actual observation yobs. Similarity is determined
via a discrepancy measure ρ(y, yobs) and an error tolerance threshold ϵ. Discrepancy measure and the threshold define an
ABC acceptance region of simulated observations in the observation space. We define ϵ0 := 0, ABC acceptance region as
Ω[ϵa,ϵb) := {y : ϵa ≤ ρ(y, yobs) < ϵb} and the ABC posterior as

p(θ | yobs) ≈ p
(
θ | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵ)

)
=

p(y ∈ Ω[0,ϵ)|θ)p(θ)∫
p(y ∈ Ω[0,ϵ)|θ)p(θ)dθ

. (1)

The proxy for the likelihood is

p(y ∈ Ω[0,ϵ) | θ) =
∫

f(y | θ)I
(
y ∈ Ω[0,ϵ)

)
dy, (2)

where I (·) is the indicator function. Often we use summary statistics S(y) and S(yobs) instead of the original data, but here
we assume that data can be either the non-transformed or summarised and will not consider the information loss related
to the transformation.

This basic ABC method is referred to as the rejection ABC. Arguably the main problem with it is the potentially poor
acceptance rate associated with reasonable thresholds ϵ which is generally caused by the use of prior as a proposal dis-
tribution. To make ABC algorithm more efficient, importance sampling based sequential Monte Carlo ABC (ABC SMC)
techniques were introduced to produce a sequentially improving set of proposal distributions. To improve the ABC pos-
terior, the algorithm uses a decreasing sequence of acceptance thresholds ϵ1, . . . , ϵT and random walk proposal kernels

Kt(θ
(t+1) | θ(t)). Kernels are used to propagate a set of weighted samples

{(
θ
(t)
i , w

(t)
i , y

(t)
i

)}N

i=1
that represent the current

posterior distribution at iteration t to t+ 1. The ABC posterior sample of the current iteration t is often used to set the pa-
rameters of the kernel. Although other choices are possible, most often the kernels are zero-centered Gaussian distributions
where the covariance matrices Σt are empirically calculated from a set of weighted ABC posterior samples

Kt(θ
(t+1) | θ(t)) = Normal

(
θ(t+1) | θ(t),Σt

)
. (3)

The ABC SMC joint proposal distribution for the tranformation t → t+ 1 is of the form

qt
(
θ(t), θ(t+1)

)
=

p
(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
Kt(θ

(t+1)|θ(t))
∫
f(y | θ(t+1))I

(
y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

)
dy∫ ∫

p
(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
Kt(θ(t+1)|θ(t))

∫
f(y | θ(t+1))I

(
y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

)
dydθ(t+1)dθ(t)

. (4)

Filippi et al. [2013] derived an optimal Gaussian kernel (3) by minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) discrepancy be-
tween (4) and

q′t

(
θ(t), θ(t+1)

)
= p

(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
p
(
θ(t+1) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

)
, (5)

that is defined as

DKL
(
qt||q′t

)
=

∫ ∫
log

q′t

(
θ(t), θ(t+1)

)
qt (θ(t), θ(t+1))

 q′t

(
θ(t), θ(t+1)

)
dθ(t)dθ(t+1). (6)

Given the assumptions (3) and (5) we can derive an optimal covariance for the gaussian kernel

Σ(t) =

∫ ∫
(θ(t) − θ(t+1))(θ(t) − θ(t+1))T p

(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
p
(
θ(t+1) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

)
dθ(t)dθ(t+1), (7)

that can be approximated using the ABC posterior sample by applying the threshold ϵt+1 to select a re-weighted N ′ sized

subset of it to represent p
(
θ(t+1) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

)
{(

θ
(t+1)

I(i) , w̃
(t+1)

I(i) , y
(t+1)

I(i)

)}N′

i=1
=

{(
θ
(t)

I(i),
w

(t)

I(i)∑N′

j=1 w
(t)

I(j)

, y
(t)

I(i)

)
: yI(i) ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

}N′

i=1

. (8)
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After obtaining the random walk proposal, we use it to generate candidates θ′ by propagating randomly selected par-

ticles θ
(t)
i with sampling probabilities w

(t)
i from ABC posterior using the kernel θ′ ∼ Kt

(
θ(t+1)|θ(t)i

)
and generating new

synthetic observations y′ ∼ p(y | θ′). The new synthetic data are then compared against the observed data to determine
whether or not it is within the acceptance regions of the next iteration y′ ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1) and the sampling is repeated until a
sample set of size N is obtained. The re-weighting follows the general importance sampling procedure

w
(t+1)
i ∝

p
(
θ
(t+1)
i

)
∑N

j=1 w
(t)
j Kt

(
θ
(t+1)
i |θ(t)j

) , (9)

where the importance sampling distribution
∑N

j=1 w
(t)
j Kt

(
θ(t+1)|θ(t)j

)
is empirically estimated from the weighted sample

as a Gaussian mixture.
Filippi et al. [2013] introduced a locally optimal Gaussian kernel with analogous covariance to (7) by optimising for

the covariance for each particle θ
(t)
i separately, i.e. setting effectively p

(
θ | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
= δ(θ− θ

(t)
i ), where δ(·) is the delta

function. This leads to a kernel covariance

Σ
(t)
i =

∫
(θ

(t)
i − θ(t+1))p

(
θ(t+1) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1)

)
dθ(t+1), (10)

which can again be approximated based on the sample (8).

3 Stratified sampling ABC SMC
In most cases ABC SMC is superior to the basic rejection ABC algorithm, especially when the prior distribution of the
parameters is far off from the posterior distribution. There are multiple approaches for improving the standard ABC SMC,
by choosing different proposal and target distributions, determining the threshold sequence adaptively or setting rules
for stopping the sequential process. Especially in the early iterations of the algorithm, the kernels calculated empirically
from the data can have large scale parameters which in turn can result in slower convergence to the approximate posterior
distribution that is within our tolerance of error. We can investigate ABC SMC more closely by looking at how the particles
are accepted and how the weights for the particles are being formed. At tth iteration, ABC posterior sample approximation

is
{(

θ
(t)
i , w

(t)
i , y

(t)
i

)}N

i=1
. By using ABC SMC algorithm that was described in Section 2, the posterior approximation at

(t + 1)th iteration will be
{(

θ
(t+1)
i , w

(t+1)
i , y

(t+1)
i

)}Ntot

i=1
, where θ

(t+1)
i

i.i.d∼
∑N

j=1 w
(t)
j Kt(θ

(t+1) | θ(t)j ), Ntot ≥ N is the total

number of simulated samples, and

w
(t+1)
i ∝


p
(
θ
(t+1)
i

)
∑N

j=1 w
(t)
j Kt

(
θ
(t+1)
i |θ(t)j

) , if y(t+1)
i ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1),

[
w.p. P

(
y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1) | θ

(t+1)
i

)]
0, if y(t+1)

i /∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1),
[

w.p. P
(
y /∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1) | θ

(t+1)
i

)] (11)

It would be computationally desirable to generate as much samples as possible with non-zero weights, i.e. so that y(t+1)
i ∈

Ω[0,ϵt+1). If P
(
y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1) | θ

)
would be available, it would be possible to query more samples from the parts of the

parameter space that generate non-zero weighted samples with higher probability. Unfortunately this is in practice impos-
sible in any realistic application of ABC. The average acceptance probability can be expressed as∫ ∫

p(y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1) | θ
(t+1))Kt(θ

(t+1)|θ(t))p
(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
dθ(t)dθ(t+1), (12)

which we aim to improve especially at the early iteration rounds t by introducing a novel importance sampling approach
that modifies the locally optimal ABC SMC defined by the kernel covariance (10) using a partition of the ABC posterior
approximation into components defined by a set of non-overlapping acceptance regions. The observation space bounded
to the acceptance region at first threshold of ABC SMC can be partitioned based on the threshold sequence

Ω[0,ϵ1) =

T⋃
t=1

Ω[ϵt+1,ϵt), (13)

where ϵT+1 := 0. We can use the partitioning and the law of total probability to write the ABC posterior correspondingly
as

p
(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
=

T∑
k=t

p
(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)

)
P
(
y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk) | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵt)

)
. (14)

Example 1. We define a generative model for a single observation from a Gaussian model with mean θ and variance 1
with uniform prior for θ

p(y | θ) = N(y | θ, 1), p(θ) = Unif [−6,6] (θ) (15)

and observe yobs = 0. Distance measure is the absolute difference between synthetic and observed data. Figure 1 illus-
trates the initial situation where an acceptance threshold sequence ϵ1:5 is selected as [∞, 4, 3, 2, 1]. The first iteration ABC
posterior corresponds to the prior and the threshold ϵ1 = ∞.

3



Figure 1: Example 1. Partitioning of the ABC posterior distribution based on the acceptance regions.

The partitioned posterior motivates the proposed ABC SMC approach. We make a modification to the transition kernel
by removing the dependence on iteration t, and instead define it for each posterior component conditioned on the events of
observations belonging to the acceptance regions Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk). Given the set of predefined acceptance regions and the ABC
posterior sample at ith iteration, we first define a locally optimal transition kernel similar to (10) by taking into account
which partitioned acceptance region band a particle resides in and then balance the particle selection probability by using
approximations to the weights in (14) that we get as a by-product of previous iterations of ABC SMC.

Let (θ
(t)
i , y

(t)
i , w

(t)
i ) ∈

{
(θ(t), y(t), w(t)) | y(t) ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)

}
be a tuple that defines a particle from ABC posterior at

iteration t ≤ k < T , that is within a partitioned acceptance region band Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk). We seek a transition kernel covariance
that is optimal for mutating the particle into acceptance region Ω[0,ϵk+1). This can be achieved using the same approach as
deriving locally optimal transition kernel covariance (10)

Σ
(k)
i =

∫ (
θ − θ

(t)
i

)(
θ − θ

(t)
i

)T
p
(
θ | y ∈ Ω[0,ϵk+1)

)
dθ.

In Figure 2 we illustrate the cascading nature of the ABC posterior approximations at a single iteration t of the methods and
how the transition kernels are locally optimally defined for each of the particles separately based on posterior component
they belong to.

Figure 2: Example 1 continued. The particles residing in different partitioned components of the ABC posterior
are being transitioned with a kernel defined by the cascading structure of improving ABC posterior estimates.
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We express the average acceptance rate (12) as∫ ∫ T∑
l=t+1

T∑
k=t

p(y ∈ Ω[ϵl+1,ϵl) | θ
(t+1))Kk(θ

(t+1)|θ(t))p
(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)

)
dθ(t)dθ(t+1)

=

T∑
l=t+1

T∑
k=t

∫ ∫
p(y ∈ Ω[ϵl+1,ϵl) | θ

(t+1))Kk(θ
(t+1)|θ(t))p

(
θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)

)
dθ(t)dθ(t+1)

=

T∑
l=t+1

T∑
k=t

C
(t)
l,k , (16)

where C
(t)
l,k is the average rate of transitioning a particle from posterior p(θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)) with kernel Kk(· | ·) and

generating a synthetic observation y ∈ Ω[ϵl+1,ϵl). Given that we are approximating C
(t)
l,k ≈ Cl,k, l = t+1, . . . , T, k = t, . . . , T

at each iteration of the ABC SMC, we can use these regional weights as a basis for a stratification strategy to compose an
importance sampling distribution for more efficient simulation acceptance, by drawing samples from different partitioned
posterior components proportionally to their average acceptance rates Cl,k. In practice we approximate Cl,k by counting
the frequencies f (t)

l,k how often samples drawn from

p(θ(t+1,t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)) :=

∫
Kk(θ

(t+1) | θ(t))p(θ(t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk))dθ
(t)

generate observations y ∈ Ω[ϵl+1,ϵl). This is carried out as a part of the weighted ABC sampling at each iteration. The
probability that predicted observations generated from

p(y(t+1,t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)) :=

∫
p(y | θ(t+1,t))p(θ(t+1,t) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk))dθ

(t+1,t)

can be estimated at iteration t using the frequencies

Ĉ
(t)
l,k =

t∑
m=1

f
(m)
l,k∑t

m′=1

∑T
l′=1 f

(m′)
l′,k

, l = 1, . . . , T, k = t, . . . , T. (17)

Figure 3: Example 1 continued. After the first ABC SMC iteration the particles are mutated and new set of
synthetic observations are generated. We calculate the probabilities for each of the acceptance regions which
are used to re-weight the ABC posterior sample weights.
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The full weight for iteration t is obtained by first taking the sum over different acceptance regions that are within
Ω[0,ϵt+1)

Ŵ
(t)
k =

T∑
l=t+1

Ĉ
(t)
l,k =

T∑
l=t+1

t∑
m=1

f
(m)
l,k∑t

m′=1

∑T
l′=1 f

(m′)
l′,k

, k = t, . . . , T. (18)

We illustrate the cumulative predictive probability weighting in Figure 3. At iteration t, our approximation to the posterior
importance sampling distribution can be constructed from the posterior distribution {(θ(t)i , y

(t)
i , w

(t)
i )}Ni=1 as

{(
θ
(t)
i , y

(t)
i , ŵ

(t)
i , I

(t)
i

)}N

i=1
=

{(
θ
(t)
i , y

(t)
i ,

w
(t)
i · Ŵ (t)

k∑N
j=1 w

(t)
j · Ŵ (t)

k

, k

)
: y

(t)
i ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)

}N

i=1

. (19)

The proposed algorithm is summarised for a single iteration of ABC SMC in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Empirical estimation of posterior predictive probability of acceptance events

1: Input 1: Posterior sample {(θ(t)i , y
(t)
i , w

(t)
i , I

(t)
i )}Ni=1.

2: Input 2: Frequencies f (m)
l,k ,m = 1, . . . , t, k = 1, . . . , T, l = 1, . . . , T as in (17).

3: Calculate importance sampling distribution {(θ(t)i , y
(t)
i , ŵ

(t)
i , I

(t)
i )}Ni=1 using (19)

4: Set n = 1
5: Set f (t+1)

l,k = 0, k = 1, . . . , T, l = 1, . . . , T
6: while n ≤ N do
7: Select (θ(t), y(t), I(t)) from {(θ(t)i , y

(t)
i , ŵ

(t)
i , I

(t)
i )}Ni=1 with probability ŵ

(t)
i

8: Generate θ′ ∼ KI(t)(θ | θ(t))
9: Generate y(t+1,t) ∼ f(y | θ′)

10: Find k such that y(t+1,t)
m ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)

11: Set f (t+1)

k,I(t) = f
(t+1)

k,I(t) + 1

12: if y(t+1,t) ∈ Ω[0,ϵt+1) then
13: θ

(t+1)
n = θ′

14: y
(t+1)
n = y(t+1,t)

15: I
(t+1)
n = k

16: Calculate w
(t)
n ∝ p(θn)/

∑N
i=1 ŵ

(t)
i KI(t)(θ′ | θ(t)i )

17: n = n+ 1
18: end if
19: end while
20: Normalise w

(t)
n = w

(t)
n /

∑N
i=1 w

(t)
i

21: Output 1: Posterior sample {(θ(t+1)
i , w

(t+1)
i , y

(t+1)
i , I

(t+1)
i )}Ni=1

22: Output 2: Frequencies f (m)
l,k ,m = 1, . . . , t+ 1, k = 1, . . . , T, l = 1, . . . , T

4 Stopping rule
ABC SMC is an iterative sampling algorithm that will require more computational resources after each iteration as the
acceptance threshold is decreased, either adaptively or following a predetermined schedule, as in the case of the approach
presented here. However, after some point the improvements we are obtaining from decreasing the threshold may not
be significant enough to justify the required resources for improving the approximation. We propose a novel stopping
rule based on the evolution of the prediction probabilities C

(t)
l,k . The prediction probabilities of the partitioned acceptance

regions can be expressed as a probability mass function defined by the probabilities

P (y(t) ∈ Ω[ϵl+1,ϵl)) | y ∈ Ω[ϵk+1,ϵk)) = C
(t)
l,k , l = 1, . . . , T. (20)

The target of the ABC SMC is the approximate posterior at the final iteration T and we use the probability mass C
(t)
:,T as a

proxy to monitor the evolution of the approximate posterior. We use notation C
(t)
:,k to denote the probability mass function

of the acceptance region events. If at the iteration t the approximate Ĉ
(t)
:,t is already resembling Ĉ

(t)
:,T , we can consider

stopping the algorithm early. Computationally this convenient as we can count the frequencies (17) as part of the proposed
Algorithm 1. We can use the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence

DKL

(
C

(t)
:,T ||C

(t)
:,t

)
=

T∑
l=1

C
(t)
l,T log

(
C

(t)
l,T

C
(t)
l,t

)
(21)
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as the quantified difference between the target and the current state. Note that by the definition we can start monitoring
the convergence only after the second iteration as all the parameters on the first round are from the prior instead of the
components of the partitioned approximate posterior.

Example 2. We illustrate the behaviour of the KL divergence using the model from Example 1 and augmenting the model
with more acceptance regions that are defined by threshold sequence ϵ1:9 = [∞, 4, 3, 2, 1, 0.8, 0.6, 0.4, 0.2]. The experiment
is carried out with N = 150000 samples. We calculate the posterior predictive probabilities of the acceptance regions
using the cumulative frequencies and for each of the iterations we calculate the KL divergence between the consecutive
probability mass functions. The evolution of KL is illustrated in Figure 4. We see how the KL divergence plateaus after the
5th iteration as the predicted probability mass function does not significantly change even when the threshold of the ABC
posterior decreases.

Figure 4: Example 1 continued. Upper figure bars illustrate the predicted probability mass functions (pmf) 20.
At each iteration we calculate pmf defined by (20) and the corresponding KL divergence (21) that is reported
on the bottom Figure.

5 Results
We compare the proposed stratified sampling ABC SMC approach to a globally and locally optimal ABC SMC methods
introduced in Section 2 denoted by Global and Local, respectively. Two version of the stratified sampling approach are
tested here. Stratified simple uses only the new transition kernel, whereas Stratified used the transition kernel and the
proposed importance sampling distribution. In each test case, we have fixed the unknown parameters θ0 and repeated the
experiment 50 times with different randomly generated observations yobs ∼ p(y | θ0).

We assume that accuracy-wise all the methods will perform similarly as the main difference of the methods is the
sampling strategy. We investigate the acceptance rates, and estimation accuracies in three examples which have been
widely used in ABC literature for benchmarking methods. As estimation accuracy we report the medians of iteration-wise
sample means in addition to the interval: median of the sample mean ±1.96· median of the sample standard deviation.
In addition to accuracy we report the KL-divergence of the predicted acceptance region probabilities to investigate its
usability as an early termination indicator. Acceptance rates and KL convergence monitoring quantity are reported as
medians and interquartile ranges over the repetitions.

5.1 Banana shaped distribution
The first example is a two-parameter banana shaped posterior distribution, where the parameter dependence structure is a
challenge for the sampling methods. The model was introduced by Haario et al. [1999] and used by e.g. Filippi et al. [2013]

7



Figure 5: Acceptance rates by iteration round for the four compared methods in the three experiments with 2,
3 and 4 parameters as described in Sections 5.1 , 5.2 and 5.3. Acceptance rates are consistently higher for the
proposed method in all experiments.

as a benchmarking example for ABC SMC. The likelihood and the prior are defined as

p(y | θ1, θ2) = Normal

([
θ1

θ1 + θ22

]
,

[
1 0
0 0.5

])
(22)

p(θ1, θ2) = Unif [−50,50] (θ1) · Unif [−50,50] (θ2) . (23)

As divergence function we use Euclidean distance. Methods use the threshold sequence [∞, 100, 50, 20, 10, 5, 2, 1], and at
each iteration the posteriors are approximated with 2000 samples. Acceptance rates provided by the proposed methods are
significantly improved compared to local and global sampling strategies as seen in Figure 5. Even using only the proposed
novel transition kernel (Stratified simple) the acceptance rate is better, but the stratified sampling strategy does improve
the results markedly over almost all iterations. The estimation accuracy is slightly improved with the proposed methods
and early termination convergence monitoring does indicate that the final iteration could be unnecessary. It is notable
that the KL might be unreliable in the early iterations of the algorithm as indicated by the initial increase in the monitored
divergence.

Figure 6: Evolution of the sample mean and 1.96·standard deviation and the early termination convergence
diagnostic over 8 iterations in Banana-shaped distribution example. True parameter values used to simulate
all the datasets are marked with dashed lines (θ1 = θ2 = 0).

5.2 Lotka-Volterra
Lotka-Volterra model is a stochastic kinetic system describing predator-prey dynamics. We adapt the implementation from
Owen et al. [2015]. The system is defined by three reactions R1, R2 and R3

Prey birth (R1): X1 → 2X1 (24)

Prey death & Predator birth (R2): X1 +X2 → 2X2 (25)

Predator death (R3): X2 → 0. (26)

We simplify our model by fixing the initial numbers of prey and predator populations to 100 and 50, respectively, and not
adding observation noise to the state. The prior distributions for the hazard rates ri, i = 1, 2, 3 of the reactions are set as

log(ri) ∼ Unif(−6, 1), i = 1, 2, 3 (27)
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We use summarised data as observations and Euclidean distance function. The summaries are defined as

S1 = Mean of prey population over the simulation

S2 = Mean of predator population over the simulation

S3 = Logarithm of variance of prey population over the simulation

S4 = Logarithm of variance of predator population over the simulation

S5 = Auto-correlation of lag 1 of prey population over the simulation

S6 = Auto-correlation of lag 1 of predator population over the simulation

S7 = Auto-correlation of lag 2 of prey population over the simulation

S8 = Auto-correlation of lag 2 of predator population over the simulation

All methods use a threshold sequence [∞, 200, 100, 90, 80, 70, 60, 50], and at each iteration the posteriors are approximated
with 2000 samples.

Acceptance rates are again significantly better with the proposed methods as reported in Figure 5. The estimation
accuracy is better with the proposed methods, but the algorithms have not yet reached a stable state, but all methods
should have improved performance when the threshold sequence would be continued.

Figure 7: Evolution of the sample mean and 1.96·standard deviation and the early termination convergence
diagnostic over 8 iterations in Lotka-Volterra example. True parameter values used to simulate all observed
datasets are marked with dashed horizontal lines (r1 = 2, r2 = 0.01, r3 = 1).

5.3 g-and-k-distribution
The third test case we investigate is the univariate g-and-k distribution following [Drovandi and Pettitt, 2011]. We can

draw a sample from the distribution by first sampling z(p)i
i.i.d∼ Normal(0, 1), i = 1, . . . , 50 and then drawing yi for each

i = 1, . . . , 50

yi ∼ Qgk(z(p)i;A,B, g, k)

= A+B ·
(
1 + 0.8 · 1− exp(−g · z(p)i)

1 + exp(−g · z(p)i)

)
(1 + z(p)2i )

kz(p)i. (28)

We use uniform prior distributions for the parameters

A,B, g
i.i.d∼ Unif(0, 5)

k ∼ Unif(0, 2),

We use uniform prior distributions for the parameters

A,B, g
i.i.d∼ Unif(0, 5)

k ∼ Unif(0, 2),
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and as the summary statistic we use the ordered sequence of observations

[yI(1), yI(2), . . . , yI(50)], i < j ⇒ yI(i) ≤ yI(j).

Euclidean distance is used as the divergence metric. All methods use a threshold sequence [∞, 100, 70, 50, 30, 27, 23, 20],
and at each iteration the posteriors are approximated with 5000 samples. We observe similar results than on the previous
experiments. Acceptance rates are significantly improved given the new proposed methods as illustrated in the Figure 5.
From Figure 8 we see that the estimation accuracy of the proposed method is a little better compared to local and global.
The early termination quantity does not indicate convergence within the iterations which can also be seen the posterior
mean estimate evolution.

Figure 8: Evolution of the sample mean and 1.96·standard deviation and the early termination convergence
diagnostic over 8 iterations in g-and-k distribution example. True parameter values used to simulate all ob-
served datasets are marked with dashed horizontal lines (A = 3, B = 1, g = 2, k = 0.5).

6 Conclusions
Here we introduced an approach to improve the acceptance rate of ABC SMC using a stratification of the acceptance region.
Using the accumulated information of the posterior predictive distributions, we can re-weight the importance sampling
distribution of the ABC SMC to draw particles that are more likely to produce observations that will be accepted at the
subsequent iterations of the algorithm. In addition we described a transition kernel that takes the cascading formulation
of the algorithm into account, and a novel early termination diagnostic based on the KL divergence of the predictive
distribution of the acceptance regions.

Through simulations we confirm the feasibility of the method and demonstrate that it achieves significantly improved
acceptance rate than the currently most popular versions of ABC SMC algorithm. A restriction of the method however is
the requirement of fixing the threshold sequence beforehand. Further work could thus be done to relax this requirement
and toimprove the adaptability of the method.
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