arXiv:1504.05715v2 [stat.CO] 29 Oct 2015

Langevin and Hamiltonian based Sequential
MCMC for Efficient Bayesian Filtering Iin

High-dimensional Spaces

Francois SeptietMember, IEEEand Gareth W. Peters

Accepted in IEEE Journal of Selected Topics in Signal Processing

Special issue on Stochastic Simulation and OptimisatioSigmnal Processing

Abstract

Nonlinear non-Gaussian state-space models arise in nusiaqplications in statistics and signal processing. Is thi
context, one of the most successful and popular approamagichniques is the Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) algorjthm
also known as particle filtering. Nevertheless, this metieods to be inefficient when applied to high dimensional [enwis.

In this paper, we focus on another class of sequential inéerenethods, namely the Sequential Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(SMCMC) techniques, which represent a promising alteveath SMC methods. After providing a unifying framework for
the class of SMCMC approaches, we propose novel efficieategfies based on the principle of Langevin diffusion and
Hamiltonian dynamics in order to cope with the increasinghbar of high-dimensional applications. Simulation result
show that the proposed algorithms achieve significantlyebgterformance compared to existing algorithms.

Index Terms
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I. INTRODUCTION

In many applications, we are interested in estimating aadiffom a sequence of noisy observations. Optimal filtering
techniques for general non-linear and non-Gaussian spaiee models are consequently of great interest. Except in a
few special cases, including linear and Gaussian stateespaclels (Kalman filter [1]) and hidden finite-state space

Markov chains, it is impossible to evaluate the filteringtdlimition analytically. However, linear systems with Gsias

Both authors would like to acknowledge the support of theitite of Statistical Mathematics, Tokyo, Japan. F. Septieuld like to acknowledge
the support of the Institut Mines-Télécom through the SRTAproject.

Dr. Septier is with the Institut Mines-Télecom/Téleco Lille/CRIStAL UMR CNRS 9189, Villeneuve d'ascq, France.-mail:
francois.septier@telecom-lille.fr

Dr. Peters is with the Department of Statistical Science ivéisity College of London, UK. e-mail: gareth.peters@acluk

October 30, 2015 DRAFT


http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.05715v2

dynamics are generally inappropriate for the accurate tmagdef a dynamical system, since they fail to account for the
local non-linearities in the state space or the dynamic gimgnnature of the system which is under study. It is thersfor
increasingly common to consider non-linear or non-Ganssjemamical systems. In the case of additive Gaussian errors
one could adopt an Extended Kalman filter (EKF) or in the cds®a-Gaussian additive errors, an Unscented Kalman
filter (UKF) [2].

Since the nineties, sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) approatiave become a powerful methodology to cope with
non-linear and non-Gaussian problems [3]. In comparisdh standard approximation methods, such as the EKF, the
principal advantage of SMC methods is that they do not relpmnlocal linearization technique or any crude functional
approximation. These particle filtering (PF) methdds [4}leit numerical representation techniques for approxinga
the filtering probability density function of inherently minear non-Gaussian systems. Using these methods for the
empirical characterization of sequences of distributiali@ys one to obtain estimators formed based on these arabiri
samples which can be set arbitrarily close to the optimaltsni at the expense of computational complexity.

However, due to their importance sampling based desigssicial SMC methods tend to be inefficient when applied
to high-dimensional problems][5]2[7]. This issue, knowntlas curse of dimensionality, has rendered traditional SMC
algorithms largely useless in the increasing number of Hdigmensional applications such as multiple target tragkin
weather prediction, and oceanography.

As discussed in_[7], some strategies have been developediar o improve traditional SMC methods for filtering
in high-dimensional spaces. The first well-known technjqusdled Resample-Mové|[8], consists in applying a Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) kernel on each particle after theamapling stage in order to diversify the degenerate
particle population thus improving the empirical approatian. However, such a technique can become computatyonall
demanding in high-dimensional system since only a singigueparticle tends to be duplicated by the resampling step.
This method therefore requires many MCMC iterations to iobsatisfactory results. Secondly, we can cite the Block
Sequential Importance Resampling (Block SIR) approach hickwthe underlying idea is to partition the state space
into separate subspaces of small dimensions and run one &M€ttam on each subspade [6]] [9]=[11]. However, this
strategy introduces in the final estimates a difficult to dif\afbias which depends on the position along the split state
vector elements. Another strategy, called space-timadiafilter (STPF), has been recently proposed.in [12]. The ke
idea of the STPF is to exploit a specific factorization of tlstprior distribution to design a patrticle filter moving radp
both the space and time index (as opposed to traditionatfeafilter that moves only along the time index). However,
since the local particle filters are running along space dsits, a patch degeneracy (on the space dimension) effect
can be expected as the dimension of the system increasdd2y],

A promising alternative class of methods for Bayesian filigr known as Sequential Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(SMCMC), has been proposed in several papers [13]-[17] acckessfully applied to challenging applications![18],][19
The main idea of such approaches lies in their ability tosfamrm MCMC to an online inference method. In this paper,
we firstly provide a unifying framework regarding the diffet SMCMC methods that have been proposed so far in the
literature. Then, the optimal and alternative possibleéad®of MCMC kernel that can be used in practice are discussed
More importantly, we propose novel efficient strategieseldasn either Langevin diffusion or Hamiltonian dynamics in

order to improve the efficiency of this class of SMCMC methadien dealing with complex high-dimensional systems.
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Fig. 1: Graphical representation of an hidden Markov model

The performance of these techniques is finally assessedangdared with other existing techniques on a challenging
application in which a time-varying spatial physical pheremon has to be tracked from a sequence of noisy observations
coming from a large sensor network.

This paper is organized as follows. Sectloh || mathemdsidarmulates the inference problem by introducing the
hidden Markov model and discussing the general SMC metloggadnd its limitations to high-dimensional problems.
Then SectiofiTll describes another class of sequentialenfse algorithms based on the use of Markov chain MonteeCarl
methods (SMCMC) as an alternative to SMC methods. SetfidprBsents the proposed Langevin and Hamiltonian

based SMCMC algorithms. Numerical results are shown ini@eB8fl Conclusions are given in Sectibn]VI.

Il. MODEL FORMULATION: HIGH DIMENSIONAL HIDDEN MARKOV MODELS
A hidden Markov mode(HMM) corresponds to &?-valued discrete-time Markov proces{an}nZI that is not
directly observable, instead we have access to andtfewalued discrete-time stochastic proce§g, },,-, which is
linked to thehiddenMarkov process of interest through a model structure. Ovitnghe Markovian property of the
process, the joint distribution of the proce{s\k{n}n21 is given by,

p(w1n) = plar) [ felwrlor—r), 1)

k=1
which is completely defined by an initial probability degsftnction (pdf).(z1) and the transition density function at
any timek, denoted byf (zx|zr—1).

In a HMM, the observed proce?{éfn}n21 is such that the conditional joint density ®f.,, = y1.,, given X1.,, = z1.,,

has the following conditional independence (product) form
PWrnlein) = T gr(yrlzr). 2)
k=1

The dependence structure of an HMM can be represented bypaigahmodel shown in Figurg 1.
In the class of HMM models, one of the most common inferenoblpms is known asptimal filtering which involves
the estimation of the current state value based upon theeeeguof observations observed so far. Such inference about

X, given observation%7.,, = y1.,, relies upon the posterior distribution,

L T _ p(xl:nvyl:n) _ p(xl:n)p(yl:n|xl:n)
Wn(‘rl:n) - P( l:n|y1:n) p(yln) p(yln) . (3)
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At time n = 1, we have:

91(y1|£€1)/£($1). 4)
p(y1)
Then,vn > 2, the following recursive decomposition applies

p(x1lyr) =

o gn(yn|xn)fn(xn|xnfl)
p(xl:n|y1:n) - p(yn|y1:n71) p(xl:n—llyl:n—l)a (5)

where

p(yn|y1:n71) :/gn(yn|In)fn(xn|xnfl)p(xnfl|y1:n71)dxn71:n- (6)

This recursion can also be presented as filtering as follows:

_ gn(yn|$n)P(In|y1;nf1)
p(I"hjl") B p(yn|yl:n—1) ’ (7)

with
p(In|y1:n71) :/fn(zn|xn71)p(xnfl|y1:n71)dxn71- (8)

Here, we refer to the sequence of distributions, }, ., as the target distributions for which we wish to calculate
quantities like [ p(zy, ) (21:n)dz1., for some bounded and integrable test functig) : R? — RP with p > 1. Often

in practice this must be done numerically through stochasitnulation solutions, the focus of the remainder of the

paper.

A. Problem Statement: Why do Sequential Monte Carlo (Rartiter) Approaches Fail in High Dimensions?

We begin with a brief review of Sequential Monte Carlo (SMCgthods of which there are several variants
sometimes appearing under the names of particle filteringnteracting particle systems e.@. [20]-[22]. In a typical
SMC framework one wants to approximate a (often naturallyuaing) sequence of target probability density func-
tions (pdf) {wn(:clm)}n>1 of increasing dimension, i.e. the support of every functionthis sequence is defined as
supp(wn(xlm)) =R%" z;nd therefore the dimension of its support forms an incngasequence witl. We may also

assume that,, is only known up to a normalizing constant,

7'rn(xlzn) - %in) (9)

SMC methods firstly provide an approximationf(x;) and an unbiased estimate &f, then at the second iteration
(“time step” 2) once a new observation is received, an appraton of mo(z1.2) is formed as well as an unbiased
estimate ofZ, and this repeats with each distribution in the sequence.

Let us remark at this stage that SMC methods can be used fosemyence of target distributions and therefore
application of SMC to optimal filtering, known gsarticle filtering is just a special case of this general methodology
by choosingy, (z1.n) = p(@1:n, Y1:n) ANA Zy, = p(Y1:n)-

Under standard SMC methods, we initialize the algorithm asngling a set ofN particles,{X{}

N
~, from the

) J=1
distribution7; and set the normalized weights#%; = 1/N, for all j = 1, ..., N. If it is not possible to sample directly
from 71, one should sample from an importance distributignand calculate its weights accordingly the importance

sampling principle, i.eW? o m (X7)/q:1(X?). Then the particles are sequentially propagated through éstribution
piing p p i 1)/ q1(Aq p q y propag g
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m, in the sequence via two main processes: mutation and comeg@icremental importance weighting). In the first step
(mutation) we propagate particles from time- 1 to time n usinggq, and in the second one (correction) we calculate
the new importance weights of the particles.

This method, named Sequential Importance Sampling (S#8)be seen as a sequencénoportance samplingteps,

where the target distribution at each steps 7, (z1.,,) and the importance distribution is given by

n

(1) = q1(21) [ [ ax(@rlrmr), (10)
k=2

wheregy (zx|x1.x—1) is the proposal distribution used to propagate particlemftimek — 1 to k. As a consequence,
the unnormalized importance weights are computed realyshy:
Irr Vn(xlzn)
W(zin) = ———
( ! ) qn(Ilzn)
_ anl(xlznfl) Vn(xlzn) (11)
Qn—l(xl:n—l) ’Yn—l(xl:n—l)Qn(xn|xl:n—l)

= W(xlznfl)w(xlm)?

wherew(z1.,,) is known as théncremental importance weightvhen SMC is applied for the optimal filtering problem
with v, (z1..) = p(x1.n, y1.n), 1t iS straightforward to show by using the recursion of theosthing distribution in Eq.

() that the incremental importance weight is given by:

Vn(xl:n) — gn(yn|xn)fn(xn|xn—l)
'Ynfl(xlznfl)Qn(xnkCl:nfl) Qn(xn|x1:n71)

(12)

u?(:vl:n) =

At any time n, we obtain an approximation of the target distribution i@ tempirical measure obtained by the

collection of weighted samples, i.e.

N
%n(Ilzn) = Zngxf:n(dILn)a (13)

j=1
whereW; is the normalized importance weights such t@f’zl Wi =1.

However, direct importance sampling on a very high dimemalicspace using SIS is rarely efficient, since the
importance weights in Eq_{L1) exhibit very high variancs.aconsequence, SIS will provide estimates whose variance
increases exponentially with time. Indeed, after only a few iterations, all but a few particleii have negligible
weights thus leading to the phenomena knowmwagght degeneracyA well known criterion to quantify, in an online
manner, this degeneracy is teffective sample sizéefined as follows:

1
Yot (Wh)*
with 1 < ESSsuc,, < N. In order to overcome this degeneracy problem, an unbiassaimpling step is thus added

ESSsmcn = (14)

in the basic algorithm when the effective sample size dragevb some threshold, which as a rough guide is typically
in the range of 30 to 60 % of the total number of particles. Theppse of resampling is to reduce this degeneracy
by eliminating, for the next time step, samples which hawe ilmportance weights and duplicating samples with large
importance weights [21]] [23]. It is quite obvious that wheme is interested in the filtering distributigriz.,, |y1.,),

performing a resampling step at the previous time step wedHIto a better level of sample diversity, as those particles

which were already extremely improbable at time- 1 are likely to have been eliminated and those which remain
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have a better chance of representing the situation at timecurately. Unfortunately, when the smoothing distriuiti

is really the quantity of interest, it is more problematincg the resampling mechanism eliminates some trajectories
with every iteration, thus leading to a problem knownpash or sample degeneracihdeed, resampling will reduce at
every iteration the number of distinct samples represgritie first time instant of the hidden Markov process. Since in
filtering applications, one is generally only interestedhe final filtering posterior distribution, this resamplistep is
widely used in practice at the expense of further diminightme quality of the path-samples.

This SMC algorithm which incorporates a resampling stepfisroreferred to a$Sequential Importance Resampling
(SIR) or Sequential Importance Sampling and Resamp{Bip-R). This approach applied for filtering is summarized
in Algorithm[1l. By assuming that the cost of both samplingnirthe proposal and computing the weightQ$C,) (i.e.

a function of the dimension of the hidden state), the coshefgeneral SMC algorithm i©(nNCj).

Algorithm 1 SMC algorithm for optimal filtering (SIR)
1: if timen =1 then

2. SampleX{ ~qi(z1) ,Vj=1,---,N ,
J J
g1 (1| X7)pu(XY) ,Vj=1,--- N

Calculate the weight8V7

3 5
e a1 (X;")
4: edseif timen > 2 then
5. SampleX? ~ g, (zn|X7,, ) and setX?, = (XJ, , X)) ,Vj=1,---,N
; o gnyn| X)) fa (XX
Calculate the weightsVi o Wi _ 2 (| X5) f (X | X5, ) Vji=1,---,N

. nt qn(XﬁlX{nfl)
end if

. if ESSsmc,n < T then
Resample{ W7, X7, ,} to obtain N equally weighted particle§ W = 1/N, X7, }
10: end if

© 0o N o

11: Output: Approximation of the smoothing distribution via the follovg empirical measure:

N
m(T1:m) ~ ZWﬂLdX{ (dz1:n)
= n

Having introduced the basic SMC approach to inference, we figther the limitations of this approach to high-
dimensional applications. These limitations become abhuatlg clear when an SMC method is directly applied to
high-dimensional HMM inference problems. This poor perance typically manifests in extremely large variance of
estimators and relates to the fact that the importance sagnpradigm is typically very inefficient in high-dimensial
models. The main reason why the SIR algorithm performs goshen the model dimension is high is essentially the
same reason why the SIS algorithm behaves badly when thehimzon is large. As discussed previously, the SIS
algorithm is designed to approximate the smoothing distidim p(z1.,|y1..), therefore weight degeneracy occurs as
n increases, even for state vectoy € R? with low dimensiond = 1,2,3,---, since the dimension of this target
distribution increases with time. It is therefore intuéito translate this concept from the path-spacg,{ to instead
think of what occurs in terms of degeneracy at a single timthastate-space dimension increases (i.e. as the dimension
d increases from! = 10,100, 1000, ...) and analogous degeneracy effects typically due to the Waghability of the
incremental weights defined in E@.{12). This can be exatedoahen non-linear and non-trivial dependence structures

are present between the state vector sub-dimensioris., If2f}] a careful analysis shows that the collapse phenomeno

October 30, 2015 DRAFT



occurs unless the sample si2eéis taken to be exponential in the dimension, which providegjarous statement of
the curse of dimensionality.

In addition, we observe the widely known feature of SMC md#)@rincipally that their performance strongly depends
on the choice of the importance distribution. The “optimaidposal distribution in the sense of minimizing the vacian

of the incremental importance weights in Elg.](12) is defined a

n(@n|Tn-1) = P(Tn|Yn, Tn-1) (15)
which leads to the following incremental weight(x;.,,) = p(y»|zn—1) Whose variance conditional upon ., is
zero since it is independent af,. Unfortunately, in many scenarios, it is impossible to skrfpom this “optimal”
distribution. Many techniques have been proposed to detffitient” importance distributionsy,, (x,,|x,—1) which
approximatep(z, |yn, x»—1). In particular, approximations based on the Extended KalrRdter or the Unscented
Kalman Filter to obtain importance distributions are veopplar in the literature [25]. While the practical perfonmea
of the SIR algorithm can be largely improved by working withpiortance distributions that are tailored to the specific
model being investigated, the benefit is limited to redudimg constants sitting in front of the error bounds, and this
technique does not provide a fundamental solution to theecaf dimensionality [26],[27].

A possible solution is to use Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCM&yorithms within SMC methods, which is
a well known strategy to improve the filter performance. Ascdssed previously, resampling stages progressively
impoverish the set of particles, by decreasing the numbaeatisiinct values represented in that set. Therefore, to try
to combat this progressive impoverishment it has histtyideeen addressed using the Resample-Move algorithm [8].
The resampling-Move algorithm consists of applying one orertimes after the resampling stage an MCMC transition
kernel, K, (1., %}.,,), SUch as a Gibbs sampler or Metropolis-Hastings scheme f28jng,, (x1.,) as its stationary

distribution. This means that the following property holds
/Wn(xl:n)lcn(xl:nvxll:n)dxlin = Tn(7Y,,)- (16)

As a consequence, if the particlésfm are truly drawn fromr,,(z1.,), then the Markov kernel applied to any of the
particles will simply generate new state sequences whielakso drawn from the desired distribution. Moreover, e¥en i
the particles are not accurately drawn fram(z1.,,), the use of such Markov transition kernel will move the et so
that their distribution is closer to the target one (in totatiation norm). The use of such MCMC moves can therefore
be very effective in reducing the path degeneracy as welh asproving the accuracy of the empirical measure of the
posterior distribution. In practice for filtering problenis order to keep a truly online algorithm with a computatibn
cost linear in time, the Markov transition kernels will ngievate on the entire state history, but rather on some fired i
lag L > 1 by only updating the variableX,,_;1.,. The computational complexity of this algorithm@(nN K M})
with MdL the computational cost of a single iteration of a MCMC keroelthe stateX,,_r11., and K the number of
MCMC iterations applied to each particle. Neverthelessiigh-dimensional problems, only one particle will typigal
have a non-zero weight leading after the resampling to thdichtion of V identical particles. As a consequence,
this strategy will consist in runningé MCMC chains in parallel with the same starting point and thas be quite
computationally demanding as more iterations of these MQOki@es will be required in order to have an accurate

approximation of the posterior distribution.
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A recent review of other alternative solutions has beent@riin [7]. However, none of these approaches solve all
of the challenges discussed above. We therefore need a medigra to tackle the increasing number of applications

requiring reliable and practically useable high-dimenaidiltering methods.

Ill. SEQUENTIAL MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO: A RECURSIVE HIGHDIMENSIONAL SOLUTION

One of the most promising new approaches to the modificafi@MC methods to tackle high-dimensional sequential
filtering problems lies in the new class of methods known agu8etial Markov chain Monte Carlo methods, see recent
discussions in[]7]. This class of methods aims to combinerdoairsive nature of SMC methods (which make them
efficient for online inference problems) with the effectiess of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods for
dealing with high-dimensional sampling problems.

Unlike importance sampling used in standard SMC methods trdditional class of MCMC sampling methods is
highly efficient for sampling high-dimensional spaces, ésijned properly, but it is unable to do this in a recursive
fashion that is required for online sampling from sequemdebstributions such as in the high-dimensional HMM setin
considered in this paper. The success of MCMC methods liélseiin ability to perform local moves of the exploratory
sampler (Markov chain), possibly within sub-dimensiondlef state vector, as opposed to proposing independently the
entire state-vector in a single mutation update, as is &ffgicequired by SMC methods. Then the bias correction is
made not via an importance sampling weight correction katesd via a rejection sampling mechanism. Their traditiona
formulation, however, allows sampling from probabilitysttibutions in a non-sequential fashion.

However, recently advanced sequential MCMC schemes werpoped in [[1B]-[1[7] for solving online filtering
inference problems. These approaches are distinct fromRélsample-Move algorithm[8] where the MCMC algorithm is
used to move samples following importance sampling resagngince these sequential MCMC use neither resampling

nor importance sampling.

A. General Principle

In this section, we will describe a unifying framework thatlude all of the sequential MCMC (SMCMC) methods
that have been proposed so far. The underlying idea of aletB8MCMC approaches is to perform a Metropolis-Hastings
(MH) accept-rejection step as a correction for having usguogosal distribution to sample the current state in order
to approximate the posterior target distribution as oppdeeSMC methods that use a correction based on Importance
sampling.

At time stepn, the target distribution of interest to be sampled from is

p(Ilzn|y1:n) X gn(yn|xn)fn(xn|xnfl)p(xlznfl|y1:n71) . 17
T (Z1:n) Trn—1(Z1:n—-1)

Unfortunately, it is impossible to sample fram;.,—1|y1.,—1) Since this distribution is analytically intractable. Theyk
idea of all existing SMCMC methods is therefore to repla¢e;.,—1|y1..—1) by an empirical approximation obtained
from previous iterations of the algorithm in the previousuesion. Under this approach, at time stepthe distribution

of interest is therefore defined as:

ﬁ-n('rlin) X gn(yn|In)fn(xn|xn71)%n71(x1:n71)7 (18)
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with the empirical approximation

N+Ny

Tn—1(dr1:n-1) Z oxmo o (dom—1), (19)
m=Np+1

N+Ny

where{ X", 1., }m:Nb+1

corresponds to th& samples of the Markov chain obtained at the previpus 1)-th time
step for which the stationary distribution wés_;(z1.,—1). Let us remark that this target distribution converges ®® th
true posterior distribution (i.et,, — m,) asm,_1 — m,_1. By using this empirical approximation of the previous &trg
distribution, an MCMC kernel can be employed in order to obta Markov chain, denoted byX} .., X2, ., ...),
with stationary distributiont,, (x1.,) as defined in Eq[{18).

As summarized in Algd.2, the SMCMC proceeds as follows. Atetistepn = 1, an MCMC kernelC; of invariant
distributionm (z1) o g1(y1|x1)p(z1) is employed to generate a Markov chain denoteo(h’)f 1re-- XfY*Nb). At time
XN+N1,)'

n,lny - n,l:n

stepn, the N + N, iterations of the SMCMC aims at producing a Markov chain,ated by(
by using an MCMC kernek,, of invariant distributions,, (x1.,,) as defined in EqQL(18). Once theth Markov chain

has been generated, the |aétare extracted to obtain the empirical approximation of therfing distribution:
N+N

p(xnlyl:n) N == Z §Xm dxn (20)

m=Np+1
Let us firstly remark that due to the sequential nature of ttablpm, the elements in the Markov chain at time

corresponding to the state at previous time steps that ftabe generated (i.eX}";., ;) have to be chosen from the
Nyp+N

discrete set{ X, | ., 1}m Np+1°

This discrete set has been obtained from the previous ttape &f the algorithm
and corresponds to the empirical approximation of the previposterior distributiorr,, _;(z1.,—1) in Eq. (I9). In
HMM models, it is important to note that if we are only inteiesss in approximating the filtering distribution, only
{Xm . 1}7]2”]?“1 has to be stored from previous time step.

In [17], the authors suggest that one can continue, at timgrstto add samples to the previolisMarkov chains
(line 8 of Algorithm[2), i.e.X,,_1,1.,—r With L > 1 in order to improve successively the empirical approxioranf
previous posterior distributions, and especiatly_; (x1.,—1) which is required in the posterior distribution of interest
at time stepn.

By assuming that the computational cost of a single itenatibthe MCMC kernel used i®(B,) (where the index
d is used to indicate that the cost of such a MCMC kernel is gdlyea function of the dimension of the model
under study), the cost of this algorithm @(nN B;) since the length of the burn-in period is generally congdeno
be a percentage of the useful samples, Ng.= SN with 0 < 5 < 1. Let us finally remark that in_[14], the authors
designed an SMCMC that directly targets the filtering disttion, i.e. the marginal distribution of the one defined i E
(18). However, as discussed [n [13], the computational ob#his strategy isO(nN2B;) which can therefore become
excessive as the number of samplésncreases, owing to the need to compute at each iteratiomeoSMCMC a sum

of N terms which corresponds to the Monte-Carlo approximatiothe predictive posterior distribution in Ed.](8).

B. Discussion on the choice of the MCMC Kernel for high dirmre SMCMC

The overall performance of the SMCMC algorithm applied tdiropl filtering depends heavily upon the choice of the
MCMC kernel. One of the attractive features of this SMCMCdse able to employ all the different MCMC methods
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10

Algorithm 2 Generic Sequential MCMC algorithm for optimal filtering

1: if timen = 1 then

2: for j=1,...,N + N, do

3: SampIeX{’1 ~ ICl(X{ 11, -) with 1 an MCMC kernel of invariant distributiorry (z1) o g1 (y1]z1)p(z1).
4: end for

5. eseif time n > 2 then

6: for 5=1,...,N + N, do

7 [OPTIONAL] Refine empirical approximation of previous posterior distiions as described in [17]

8: SampIeXn 1n ~ K, (Xf1 ~L.,) with K,, an MCMC kernel of invariant distributiort,, defined in Eq.[(I8).
9: end for
10: end if
11: Output: Approximation of the smoothing distribution with the folliong empirical measure:

N+N,
T(T1:n) & ] NZbJrl(Sij . (dz1:n)

that have been proposed in the scientific literature. All ¢lesting SMCMC algorithms that have been proposed in
the literature [[1B]-+[17] utilize a Metropolis-Hastings NI kernel [28] which is described in Algorithinl 3. The first
observation about this MH kernel is the flexibility offerem the user in choosing the proposal distributigrbut this
choice is crucial as it determines the performance of therdlgn. In this section, we discuss on how such a kernel

can be chosen.

Algorithm 3 Generic Metropolis-Hasting Algorithm &§,, (j-th iteration)

1. Require: Xn 1 "
2: Generate{ X ;.. } ~ q(z1:a | XIH

o 1
7rn()(;izln) (Xilanln))

1 1
q(Xn 1: n‘XgL 1: n) (ng 1: n)
if 2<p, X7, =X 1 otherwise

3: Compute the MH acceptance probabiliy= min <1

4: Generatez ~ 1(0,1) and setX? | = X} . Fin

1) Optimal Independent MH Kernel

In most of the existing SMCMC algorithms, an independent Mgtniel is used. In such a kernel, the proposal is

independent of the current value of the Markov chain, i.e.
q(10]X15) = a(@1n). (21)
In this context, a natural optimal choice consists in usimg following proposal distribution:

q(xl:n) = %n(xl:n)a

Ny+N
X gn(yn|a7n)fn xn|xn 1 Z 5Xm (dxlznfl)a 22
m=Np+1 ( )
Ny+N
o (T |Yns Tn—1) Z pYnltn—1 = X" 5 1)0x | (dT1p-1).
m=Np+1

from which a sample can be obtained by following these twpsste
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. P(Yn|Tn—1 = X:zn—l.,n—l)
m=Ny+1 % n—1,1mn—1 (dxl:n_l) with o = ZNb+N

1) GenerateX* ~ SN M ;
j=Np+1 p(yn|17n71 = anl,nfl)

n,lin—1

2) GenerateX; , ~ p(xn|yn,X:;7n_l)

Since the proposal corresponds to the target distribugeary sample will be accepted. It is interesting to remark
that using this proposal within the SMCMC will lead to an algam that is exactly equivalent to the fully adapted
Auxiliary Particle filter proposed in_[29] and analyzed intaits in [30]. Unfortunately, it is generally impossible in
most scenarios both to sample froiw,, |y, z,—1) and to evaluate(y,|z,-1) = fRd In(Yn|Tn) frn(@n|Tn_1)dz,.

2) Approximation of the optimal independent MH Kernel

A first possible strategy could therefore consist in apprating the optimal independent MH kernel by using the
following two steps:
1) GenerateX; 1,1 ~ >, 5(X1T—1,1:n—1)5X,T,1Wl:n,l (dr1:n—1)
2) GenerateX; ,, ~ qn(n|yn, X5 1)
By using this proposal, the MH acceptance probability issgiby:
. gn(yn|X:;,n)fn(X;:,n|X;:,n—1)
p=min | 1, ” " ”
ﬂ(Xn,lznfl)Qn(Xn,n|ynvXn,nfl)
B )an (X8 s X5 )
gn | X2 fu (KR 1X00) )

The idea is of course to choogéX," | ,.,, 1) andq,(zn|yn, X, ;) to be as close as possible to

(23)

P(YnlTn-1 = X:zn—l,n—l)
Ny+N i
Ej:b]vb.H P(Yn|Tn—1 = erz—l.,n—l)

andp(z,|yn, X ), respectively. One solution, which has been also used IrBME literature and more especially

n,n—1

in the framework of the auxiliary particle filter [29], is tdilize for example,
ﬂ(X:zn—l,lzn—l) X gn (yn|xn =Ey, [Xn|Xn71 = X:zn—l,n—l]) ) (24)

which corresponds to the likelihood evaluated at the priediztive mean. Then, in order to design( X, |yn, Xf[j,;il),
one can use a local optimization techniques such as a Laptgzeximation centered around the mode@f,, |y, X;; ,, 1)

or a local linearization of the state-space model - §ée [B]ditails. Nevertheless, it can be difficult to approximate
accurately this optimal proposal distribution in complexdaigh-dimensional problems.

3) Independent MH Kernel based on prior as proposal

The simplest alternative choice is to design a proposaldasethe combination of both the prior distribution and

the empirical approximation of the previous posterior ritisition, i.e.

Np+N

1
Q(xlzn):fn(xnwnfl)ﬁ Z 5X,T,171:n,1(dx1:n71)a (25)
m=Np+1

from which a sample can be obtained by following these twpsste

1
1) Generat@(:;,l:n—l ~ N Zﬁfj\xﬂ 6X;n71,1:n—1(dx1:n_1)

2) GenerateX;: , ~ fn(zn|X}:, 1)

n,n—1
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With this proposal, the MH acceptance probability is simgiyen by the ratio of likelihoods:

p = min (1, M) (26)
However, since the proposal of the current stateis based only on the prior information, the acceptance rate o
this MH kernel could be very low thus leading to a very pooiineate, especially for complex target distributions or
high-dimensional systems.

4) Composite MH Kernels

Rather than building a proposal from scratch or utilizingasgmetric approximation since it is unlikely to work for
high dimensions or complex target distribution, anothéutsmn would consist in gathering information about thegtztr
stepwise, that is, by exploring the neighborhood of theantrrvalue of the Markov chain. Indeed, the use dbeal
proposal, such as random-walk MH kernel, that are less them$d the class of target distribution (HMM model) than
a “global” proposal, such as that used in independent MH édgicould potentially lead to more efficient algorithms
which are also simpler to implement. It is important to ndtattthe possibility of using such local moves is an appealing
feature of this SMCMC methods compared to traditional SMGhoés. Nevertheless, the main challenging difficulty
in high-dimensional problems is to design an efficient lamagjlobal proposal.

As a consequence, in [113], the authors propose to use insteagosite MCMC kernels based on joint and conditional
draws which has shown to be more efficient in high-dimensisystems|[[7], [[13],[18],[[31]. Summarized in Aldd 4,
such a composite kernel is based on the following two maipsste

1) A joint draw in which a Metropolis-Hastings sampler is dide update all the path of states corresponding;tg

2) A refinement step in which previous histary.,; and current state;,, are updated successively. Moreover, if

x,, is high-dimensional, an efficient way to update it consistginistly partitioning it into P disjoint sub-blocks
and update them successively either via a random scan oeardeistic scan using a series of block MH-within-
Gibbs steps.
The proposal distribution used in lines 2, 6 and 11 couldeeitbe local or global based on random walk MH or
independent MH, respectively. Let us remark that the refer@nstep consists in updating the state, in blocks. As

a consequence, if one can draw the sample from the followmipgogriate conditional distributions

*

~ ﬁ-n (xl:n—l |X7jz,n)

n,l:in—1
N falwn = X pltn-1 = X0y )0xp - (dTnnen) (27)
m=Np+1 Zl f"(x" = %,nlxn—l = Xrilfl.,nfl)

and for the subse®, of the current state,
X;:,n(ﬂp) Nﬁ'n(xn|XJ erz,n({laad}\ﬂp))v

n,lin—1°

= p(xnlyani,n—la X%jzl,n({la EERE) d} \ Qp))v

thus the acceptance ratipgs and {pRyp}ff:l will be equal to 1, leading to a refinement stage equivalerd &eries

(28)

of “perfect” Gibbs samplers [28]. If sampling from Ed. [27arc easily be done at the expense of some additional
computational cost to compute tié probability weights, sampling from Ed._(28) will not genkydbe possible in most

of models under study as it requires to be able to sample frastepior conditional distributions. As a consequence, the
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proposal distribution used in these composite MCMC kerteelsampleX; , (€2,) could be based on either conditional
prior distributions or random-walk [13]. If one wants to @@ computational cost a® (V) for a single iteration of
MCMC to sample the past histor,, 1.,—1 as with Eq. [(2l7), one simple solution is to select a previocaih{sample

from a mixture in which the weights do not depend on the curvatue of the Markov chainX? ,. ), i.e.:

n,l:n

X;:,l:n—l ~ Z B(X:Ln—l,l:n—l)(sx;n,l,lm,l (d'rlinfl) (29)

so the weightsﬁ(X}{LMm,l)f)’liﬁ’\}’bﬂ, can be computed before running the MCMC iterations at tite@ 8. This

choice of proposal leads to the following acceptance ratio:
p min | 1 fn(In = ng.,n|'rn*1 = X;;.,nfl) ﬂ(XrJ;,lznfl)
2 = ) : : *
fn(xn = %,n'xn—l = Xﬁz,n—l) B(Xn,l:n—l)

In [32], the authors proposed to incorporate several amili attractive features of population-based MCMC methods

(30)

[33], [34] such as genetic moves and simulated annealingdardo improve the mixing of the Markov chain in complex
scenarios, especially when the target distribution is imaitlal. Such strategies could still be viewed as a composite

MH kernel on an extended state-space [35].

Algorithm 4 Composite MH KernelsC, (X7 ) for the SMCMC

n,l:n>

1: Joint Draw
2: ProposeX* ~ Q1(x1:n|Xf;1:ln)

n,l:n

v j—1
7r7L(X:L,1:7L) ql(X'{L,l:n"X:,l:n))

3: Compute the MH acceptance probabilgy = min | 1, — —
a(X; X0 (X

. n,l:n n,l:n n,l:n
4: AcceptX; ,., = X, 1., with probability p1 otherwise setX} ;. = XL
5: Refinement
6: Proposex:,l:nfl ~ ql(xli"L*l'XZL,l:n) X X X
o (XX, X5 (X2 . XE L, X
7: Compute the MH acceptance probabilty = min <1, n( *"’1'" L jn’") ( L 1| j"’l'" 1 X5)
ql(X'rL,l:nflIXn,l:n) ﬂ-TL(X'rL,l:n)

8: Accethf“lmf1 = X} 1.n—1 With probability p.
9: Randomly dividez, intd P disjoint blocks{Qp}f:1 such that ), Qp = {1,...,d} andQp N Qx =0, Vp # k
10: for p=1,...,P do
11: ProposeX;; ,,(Qp) ~ qrp(@n ()1 X7 1,,)
12: Compute the MH acceptance probability
(X (), Xt ({1 AP\ ), X 1)
ar,p (X (W) 1X3 1.0)

y QR,p (X3 ()| X550 (), X3 ({1, d}\ ﬂp),Xf;,M1>>

PR,p = min <17

Fn (X 110)

n,l:n

13: AccethZl,n(Qp) = X, n(Qp) with probability pr
14: end for

In this section, we described the different choices of MCM&nlel that has been used currently in the literature
for SMCMC type high-dimensional sampling approaches amdt thptimal design. Unfortunately, in high dimensional
systems with highly-correlated variables, the block samgptiescribed as a refinement step in Algorithim 4 can be very

inefficient. Indeed, in the presence of strong correlattba,block update using a series of MH-within Gibbs steps can
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only perform very small movements [28]. As a consequenae stmpler will have a poor mixing rate thus producing
a highly correlated Markov chain with potentially a verywlaonvergence rate. In the next section, we propose a new
class of novel efficient kernels that can be utilized in a setjal setting for optimal filtering based on recent advance
in MCMC techniques.

IV. MCMC KERNEL BASED ONLANGEVIN DIFFUSION AND HAMILTONIAN DYNAMICS

The objective of this section is to propose more efficient MCMernels that may be used within the SMCMC
framework in order to tackle challenging high-dimensigmablems. More specifically, we describe two different MCMC
kernel families based on Langevin diffusion and Hamiltonidynamics. Both of these families of kernel use gradient
information in a different way to traverse a continuous gpefficiently. However as discussed in the previous section,

due to the sequential nature of the filtering problem andahget distribution defined in EJ. (1L8), the state to be sadhple

Nyp+N
Nyt 1" As

a consequence, we propose to use, as in the refinement ssgyéee previously at time step and thej-th iteration

is comprised ofr,, andz1.,—1 which have respectively a continuous and a discrete sugpoft , ;.,,_; }

of the MCMC, a succession of the two MH-within Gibbs steps:
1) SampleX; ,.,_; given X} ! using one of the different approaches described in SeCHes |

2) SampleX} , given Xj ! and X-,{,lm_l using either Langevin diffusion or Hamiltonian dynamicssédé MH

kernel.

In this strategy, the target distribution of the second $$efmus given by the following conditional posterior:

T(zn) = ﬁ—n(xn|Xi,1:n71) < gn(Ynl|Tn) fr(Tn]Tn-1 = Xr{,n—l)' (31)

For clarity purposes, the time indexon the state variable is removed in the notation used in the rest of this section.

A. On Langevin diffusion based MCMC kernel

First used to describe the dynamics of molecular systemshirsips [36], the Langevin diffusion is given by the

solution of the following stochastic differential equati¢SDE)
dX' = %V log 7(X*)dt + dB". (32)

It represents a process with stationary and limiting distion 7. In this SDE, B? is the standard Brownian motion
andV denotes the gradient operator with respect to varidbleA direct use of this SDE by using a first-order Euler

discretization as in [37] gives a proposal mechanism theates the following Markov chain

XX~ g(x| X7 ZXZ—i-%Vlog%(XZ)—i—eZZ (33)
with Z* ~ N(z]0,1,) ande the integration step size. Let us remark that other integraicheme can be used as proposed
in [38]. Unfortunately, convergence of the Markov chainategl by this equation is no longer guaranteed for finite step
size e due to the introduction of an integration error. To overcatime limitation, a Metropolized version has been
introduced in [[39] which ensures convergence to the inmamaeasure. The so-called Metropolis Adjusted Langevin

Algorithm (MALA) uses Eq.[(3B) as proposal distributigfi.X *| X*) followed by a standard Metropolis acceptance step
with probability min (1, 7(X*)q(X|X*)/7 (X )q(X*|X")).

October 30, 2015 DRAFT



15

As is common with random-walk MH algorithm when there is sgaorrelation between elements gfa constant

pre-defined covariance that reflects more accurately théteofargetr can be utilized in the proposal such as
2
g(x]X1) = N <x X'+ SV log#(X) ,622> , (34)

leading to the “pre-conditioned” MALA [40].

More recently, a promising generalization of previous &thms has been proposed by considering a Langevin
diffusion on a Riemannian manifold [41]-[43]. The key idesatd take into account the local structure of the target
density when proposing a move as it may greatly speed up tineeogence of the Markov chain. Rather than employing
a constant matrix as in the pre-conditioned MALA, the sggiteonsists in adopting a position specific covariance. This

generalization of the Langevin SDE given in Eg.1(32) is thene defined as follows

X' = %G-l(xnwogﬂX‘f)dt + %MXf)dt +V/GH(XNdB,
d
. ) N 8 —1 t
with A;(X*) = j§:1 gy ¢ (X, (35)

d t
- _ ; |:G—1(Xt) agx(()j))G—l(Xt) .

with a drift term and a diffusion coefficient that both depem the state. The choice of this metdi& X) will be
discussed in Sectidn TVAC. In_[42], it has been shown that diffusion admitst as invariant stationary distribution.
The resulting MALA on manifold algorithm therefore uses folowing proposal distribution

2
(2| X =N <x X4 6gG_l(Xi)Vlog%(Xi)

) (36)

€ i 2-—1yri

FSACEEGTX )

Finally, by remarking that the elements that composed tifetdrm, A(X?) defined in Eq.[(35), are often very small,

the authors in[[41] propose a simplified manifold MALA algarih in which the proposal is given by:

(x| X)) =N <x X4 §G*1(Xi)v1og%(xi) ,EQGl(Xi)> , (37)

This proposal can also be viewed as a generalization of tleeused in the pre-conditioned MALA, in the sense
that the covariance is no longer constant but instead besatate dependent. Compared to the manifold MALA, the
computational cost is reduced as the partial derivativeth@fchosen metri¢G(z) involved in the computation of the
drift term are no longer required. Let us mention some irstiémg recent work, where [44] proposes to use convex
analysis rather than differential calculus, as descritregipusly, in order to derive a novel Langevin MCMC kernal fo
log-concave distributions with interesting convergenoepprties.

The proposed SMCMC algorithm that will use proposal distiitn described in either Eq_(B4), Elg{36) or Eql(37)
will be named respectively by SMALA, SmMALA and Simplified SMALA.

B. On Hamiltonian based MCMC kernel

In addition to Riemannian Langevin diffusion proposals, described here another promising MCMC kernel based

on Hamiltonian dynamics that we consider adapting for its within the SMCMC framework for optimal filtering.
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Hamiltonian dynamics was originally introduced in moleamdimulation and later was used within an MCMC framework
in [45] leading to the so-called “Hybrid Monte Carlo”. Mortasistical applications of Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC)
were then developed in _[46] and [47].

HMC is a powerful methodology to sample from a continuoudritlistion, 7(z) in our case, by introducing an

auxiliary variable,g € R? called momentum variablesn HMC, the Hamiltonian function is defined by
H(z,q) = U(z) + F(q), (38)
which describes the sum of a potential energy function defase
U(z) = —logm(x), (39)
and a kinetic energy term which is usually defined as:
F(q) = %qTM_lq- (40)

with M a positive definite matrix, generally chosen as an identifygrix. With these definitions, the dynamics of both

variables with respect to a fictitious timeare given by the Hamiltonian equations:

de) _ 0 )
e o ~ M @)
0q(7) oOH oU  Olog7(x)

or — dx(i)  ox(i)  0z(i)
Hamiltonian dynamics posses some interesting properiesrgy and volume preservation as well as time reversibilit

which are described in detailed in_[47]), that allow its useconstructing MCMC kernel. The Hamiltonian in Ef.{(38)

defines equivalently the following joint distribution:
~ ~ 1 _
T(x,q) < exp (—H (z,q)) = 7(x) exp (—quM 1Q> ; (42)

which obviously admits as marginal the target distributidrinterestr (z).

As summarized in Algorithril5, each iteration of the HMC is qmsed of two steps. Firstly, given the value of both
the state and the momentum obtained at the previous itardkie first step consists in a Gibbs move that randomly draws
a new value for the momentum variables from the conditioa@ett distribution. In the second step, a Metropolis update
is performed, using Hamiltonian dynamics to propose a nemdidate (X*, Q*). In general, Hamiltonian dynamics,
defined in Eq.[(41) are numerically simulated using a diszagon method named the Leapfrog method (Algorithm
[6) [45]. The obtained candidafeX*, @*) is thus accepted as the next state of the Markov chain usitgndad MH
acceptance rule in order to correct the fact that the legpinethod induces a bias. In order to avoid possible periodic
trajectories of the HMC thus leading to a non-ergodic alfonmi it is recommended to randomly choose either the step
sizee or the the number of leapfrog stepg. r [47].

It can be shown that this HMC algorithm using a single stepgrdtor (V. = 1) with the Leapfrog method is
exactly equivalent to the pre-conditioned MALA algorithrasttribed in Section TV-A with Eq[(34). Although MALA
can be viewed as a special case of HMC, the properties of Wgtritams are quite different. As we can see from
the construction of both kernels, the MALA is a random-walkiMdjusted by taking into account the gradient-based

information whereas the HMC proposal involves a detertimislement based on Hamiltonian equation. As illustrated
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Algorithm 5 Hamiltonian based MCMC Kernel for samplinig,{n in the SMCMC

: SampleQ? ~ 7(g|XI™1) = N (¢ |0, M)

. Propose(X*, Q*) using the Leapfrog method described in Algorithin 6 wifki’—1, Q7) as initial values.
: Compute the MH acceptance probabilifyiyc = min {1, exp (—H(X*,Q*) + H(XI~1,Q7))}

: AcceptXJ = X* with probability pymc otherwise sefX/ = Xi—1

A W N P

Algorithm 6 Leapfrop method

1: Input: Stepsizee, number of Leapfrog stepdr » and initial values(X?, Q0)
2: for n=0,...,Npr —1do

3 ComputeQmete/2 = Qne — ;VIU(XTLE)

4:  ComputeXnete = Xne 4 ¢V F(Qnete/2) = X1 4 eM—1Qnete/2

5. ComputeQmete = Qnete/2 _ %VZU(XneJre)

6: end for

7: Output: X* = XNLF andQ* = Q<NLr

in [47], one of the main benefits of HMC is to be able to avoidhsacandom-walk behavior. With an appropriate tuning
of its parametersNr ande¢), the HMC is able to reach a state that is almost independehtacurrent Markov state.
As discussed ir [48], some asymptotic analysis of theserithhagas shows that, in the stationary regime, the randomkwal
MH algorithm needg)(d) steps to explore the state space whereas MALA and HMC nedgdsiid'/3) and O(d'/*),
respectively.

As for the MALA, the authors in[41] proposed a generalizataf this HMC algorithm by considering Hamiltonian
dynamics on a manifold in order to be able to take into accahbatlocal structure of the target distribution. The

Hamiltonian is now defined as:

H(w,q) = U(z) + F(q, ),
with U(z) = — log 7 (x) (43)
andf(q,x) = %log ((27r)d|G(a:)|) + %qTG_l(x)q.
The distribution associated to this Hamiltoniaiiz, ¢) « exp (—H(z,q)) still admits as marginal the desired target
distribution of the state of interest(z). As we can see, the kinetic energy term now depends on the sta#is a
consequence, unlike in the previous HMC case, the Hamdtois no longer separable and therefore the Hamiltonian
dynamics of each variable will now depend on both variakles,

dx(i)  OH

5~ og ~ ¢ @l “y
and
o) __ 9H __oU(r) _191o(C@)) 1 796" (a)
ar  ox(i)  0z(i) 2 9z() 27 “ox(i) ! (45)
_ alog%(x)_l 1y 9G(z) —dla Y 9G(z) 4 T
R0 2[Tr{G ()8:5(2')} ¢CE @G ¢ @

To numerically simulate these Hamiltonian dynamics on aifolth a generalized version of the Leapfrog integrator has
to be used. The HMC on manifold based MCMC kernel is summarizeAlgorithm[4. As for the HMC, this algorithm
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produces an ergodic, time reversible Markov chain satigfyletailed balance and whose stationary marginal derssity i
7(x) [41]. An interesting and rigorous discussion on the theécaéfoundations of HMC kernels is presented [in|[49].
Additionally, we mention that a GPU implementation of thiMB, discussed recently in [50], could greatly reduce the

computational cost of this algorithm.

Algorithm 7 Manifold Hamiltonian based MCMC Kernel for sampling;, ,, in the SMCMC

: SampleQ’ ~ 7(g|XI71) = N (q]0,G(XI71))

. Propose(X*, Q*) using the Generalized Leapfrog method described in Algori@ with (X7—1, Q7) as initial values.
. Compute the MH acceptance probabiljiimc = min {Lexp (—ﬁ(Xﬁ Q*) + ﬁ(Xjfl,Qj)>}

: Acceth,J;’n = X* with probability pmpmc otherwise setX?Z,n = XJi-1

A W N P

Algorithm 8 Generalized Leapfrop method

1: Input: Stepsizee, number of Leapfrog stepA’z, =, number of fixed pointsVzp, and initial values(X°, Q°)
2. forn=0,...,Nop —1do
3: % Update the momentum variables with fixed point iterations
SetQ0 = Qne
for k=1,...,Npp do
ComputeQ* = Qe — %Vzﬁ(xnﬁ,@k*) with partial derivatives given in EqL{%5)
end for
SetQnete/2 — QNrp

© N2 g

% Update the state variables with fixed point iterations

10:  SetX0 = xne

11: for k=1,...,Npp do

12: ComputeX* = X7e 4 g [Vqﬁ(X"E,Q"E+f/2) + Vg H(XF 1, Q"€+f/2)] with partial derivatives given in EqC{#4)
13: end for

14:  SetXnete = XNrp

15: % Update the momentum variables exactly

16:  ComputeQrete = Qnrete/2 gvzﬁ(X7Le+€’Qns+e/2)

17: end for

18: Output: X* = XNor andQ* = Q<Ner

The proposed SMCMC algorithms, that we will utilize in theamples, use either an HMC Kernel (Aldd. 5) or
Manifold HMC kernel (Algo[¥) and each choice will be namedpectively by SHMC, SmHMC.

C. Choice of the tensor metriG(-)
As suggested i [41] and [43], a natural choice for this mdgito take into account the local structure of the target
distribution by using information from its hessian, i.e.

G(xn) = —AZ" log (), (46)

whereAZr .=V, VI is the second derivative operator. If the target distrifnufs non-Gaussian, the negative Hessian
will be state dependent and its use within either mMALA or mBMernel will allow the algorithm to take into account

the local curvature of the target distribution. Howeverg enajor issue with this choice results from the fact that ssle
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the target distribution is log-concave, this negative kasswill not be globally positive-definite. To overcome this
limitation, authors in[[5] propose to use a technique, mhiBeftAbs based on a smooth absolute transformation of
the eigenvalues that maps this negative Hessian metricipimsitive-definite matrix in a way that the derivative ofsthi
transformed metric (required in both the SmMMALA and SmHME}ill computable.

An alternative strategy, used in_[41], consists in choogit{g,, ) as a Fisher metric. In our context of filtering, this

metric will be defined as:
G(zy) = _EYH\X,I, [Aiz 10ggn(yn|xn)]

- Aiz log fo(wn|Tn—1 = Xr{,n—l)

which corresponds to the expectation over the data of theierafined previously in Eq[{46). If such expectation is

(47)

analytically tractable, this metric is guaranteed to beitpesdefinite as long as the prior is log concave and theeefo
will constitute a suitable metric for both SmMHMC and SmMALKowever, if the prior distribution is not log-concave

(as in the problem we propose to tackle in Secfion]V-B), one wse theSoftAbstechnique of[[5l1] described before

to render this metric positive-definite. Nevertheless,his paper, we propose a simpler alternative which consists

approximating (just for the computation of this metric) fwéor distribution with a multivariate normal distributio

G(zy) = _EYn\Xn [Ai: 10ggn(yn|a7n)] - Aii 10gN(In§ P in)a (48)

= —Ey,|x, [Aiz 1Oggn(yn|xn)] + i;lv

n,n—1 n,n—1

wherein = Vary, (Xn|Xj ) is the covariance matrix oXn|Xj from the true prior distribution.
By using such a strategy, the derivative®fz,,) required in both SmMMALA and SmHMC will depend only on the
derivative of the first term, i.e.

9G(z,) 0

(i)~ By (1) el (AT 108 g (unln)] (49)

As a consequence, this proposed metric does not require @diijiomal parameters to be tuned and is clearly less

computationally demanding than tisoftAbs

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS: LARGE SPATIAL SENSORNETWORKS

In this section, we study the empirical performance of tlepsed sequential Langevin and Hamiltonian based MCMC
algorithms in a challenging high-dimensional problem. rtigular, we address the estimation of a complex physical
phenomena from a collection of noisy measurements obtdigeal large network of spatially distributed sensors. Such
sensor networks have attracted considerable attentiortaltiee large number of applications, such as environmental
monitoring [52], [53], weather forecasts [54], surveilkan[55], health care [56], ... These sensors typically noorat
spatial time-varying physical phenomenon containing sdesred attributes (e.g pressure, temperature, contiensa
of substance, sound intensity, radiation levels, poltutoncentrations, seismic activity etc.) and regularly samicate
their observations to a Fusion Center. This fusion centibeas these observations and fuses them in order to recmst
the signal of interest at the current time, based on whiabcéffe actions can be made. As a consequence, it is of great
interest to study how accurately these Monte-Carlo algor#t are able to track the time evolution of such a high-

dimensional physical field.
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More specifically, in this section, we consider a time-vagyspatially dependent continuous process defined over
a 2-dimensional space which is observed sequentially i timd sensors deployed over a 2-D monitoring region.

Each sensor therefore collects, independently of each,adhéimen some noisy information about the phenomenon

of interest at its specific location, i.€k =1,...,d:
Yo (k)| Xn (k) = 25(k) ~ gn(yn(k)|zn (k) (50)
The physical location of all sensors, denoted$ye R? with k = {1,...,d}, is assumed to be known by the fusion

center. Therefore, the objective is to estimate at timethe value of the physical phenomenop € R? at these
d different sensor locations given their measurements frone it to n (i.e. y1,...,y,). In this paper, in order to
model the spatial and temporal dependence of the physioakps of interest, we consider the following multivariate
Generalized Hyperbolic (GH) distributioh [67] as prior tdilsution:
Fa@alta—1) oKr_apa () (x + Qen)) (¥ + 7 T519))
e@n—pn) TSy (51)
VX Q) +1T5719)

whereQ(z,) = (zn — pin) 2" (20 — pin) andp, = az,_1 € R is the location parameter with € R. K denotes

X

(oY

-

the modified Bessel function of the second kind of ordeiThe prior distribution for the first time step is defined as
w(z1) = fi(z1]zo = 0). The parameters, x and are scalar values that determine the shape of the distibuti
¥ € R¥*4 s the dispersion matrix and the vectgrc R? is the skewness parameter. This multivariate generalized
hyperbolic family is extremely flexible and has receivedtilumow, a lot of attention more in the financial-modeling
literature [58]. Indeed, this distribution allows to taked account heavy-tailed and asymmetric data, which coeileEoy
beneficial in modeling some physical process with extrenehlalvior. Moreover as illustrated in Fig. 2, this distrilouti
contains many special cases known by alternative namematonormal inverse Gaussian, skeweatc. [57]

In our simulation, the dispersion matrix of this multivagasH distribution is a positive definite matrix and is defined
such that the degree of the spatial dependence in the privaeeases with the decrease of the separation between two

locations, i.e.

S —Sjl3
[E]ij = Qo €xp <—%> + @14, (52)

with || - |2 the L2-norm andj;; the Kronecker symbol.

In the following examples, the proposed sequential Langewid Hamiltonian based MCMC algorithms will be
compared to three different variants of SMC-based algarithstandard SIR algorithm, the block SIR [6] (with a block
size of 4) and a Resample-Move algorithm, denoted by SIRKRKbr which K MCMC moves with the mHMC kernel
described in Sectioh IVIB is applied on each particle (far- i.e. L = 1) after the resampling stage. An SMCMC
approach with a composite MH kernel described in Algorithmvith (conditional) prior distributions as proposals,
denoted by SMCMC-Prior, is also studied. The refinement efeibe state at the current time,,, is also performed
with a random partitioning of size 4. The refinement steprof,_; for all SMCMC-based approaches utilized the
empirical approximation of the previous posterior digitibn as proposal distribution. As already observed in &icsta

problem in which the state of interest is high-dimensiormral &ighly correlated, the SMALA was unable to perform
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(b) (©

Fig. 2: lllustration of few distributions from the Genemdd Hyperbolic family with[X],, = 0.2, [¥],; = [¥],, = 1,
w(l) =pu(2) =0, A = —v/2, x = v andy — 0. (a): bivariate Normal distribution{ — 0 andv — o) - (b): Bivariate
multivariatet distribution ¢y — 0 andv = 3) - (c): Bivariate GH skewed-distribution ¢/(1) = v(2) = 2 andv = 3)
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well - see details iN[59)N; » = 20 steps have been used in the classical Leapfrog integrafdlgm [6 (andN;» = 10
and Nrp = 2 for its generalized version in Algbl 8). Finally, as sugegesin [41], the stepsize was tuned such that the
acceptance ratio was betwe¢ds — 70% (and70% — 90%) for the sequential Langevin (Hamiltonian) based MCMC.
These values are based on some theoretical analysis ontihebacceptance rate - see [60]. Some adaptive procedures
such as[[6l1]+[63] can also be used. Let us mention that somd®™€onvergence diagnostics, suchlad [64] for example,
can be used to adaptively find the length of the burn-in petiodhe following experiments, we séf, = 0.1N.

All the algorithms were implemented in the interpreted laage Matlalh and simulations were run on a single Intel
Core i7 2.6GHz with 16GB of memory.

A. Example 1: Dynamic Gaussian Process with Gaussian ti&elil

In this first example, we consider the simplest special cdsheo GH family, the multivariate normal distribution.
Moreover, we consider that each sensor measures the phgsicess of interest with some Gaussian random noise,

thus leading to the following HMM:

.fn(xn|xn71) - N (Ina ALn—1, E) )
(53)

gn(nlan) =N (Yn; 20, 5y) ,
with ¥, = agldxd. For the experiments, we fix the model parameters as 0.9, 05 =2 and @ = 3, a; = 0.01,
B = 20) for constructing the dispersion matrix in E@.{52). Morenwhe sensors are uniformly deployed on the grid
{1,...,d} x{1,...,d}.

Such a model is interesting for the understanding and thdysti approximation methods since the posterior
distribution can be derived analytically via the use of thalfan filter [1]. Moreover for this model, the SMCMC
algorithm with the optimal independent MH kernel (equivalé the fully adapted Auxiliary particle filter) described
in Section[1I-B1 can be used as a benchmark since all thereifit distributions required for its implementation can

be derived analytically. For the proposed SmMMALA and SmHME, use a metric derived from Ed. {47), i.e.
G(zn) =%, + 57 (54)

with ¥, = crjldxd. Since this metric does not depend on the state, the SinthlBmMALA is equivalent to the
SmMALA (since the drift of the SmMMALA is zero). Moreover, fahe same reason, the Hamiltonian dynamics on
manifold expressed in Eq._(43) is separableﬁé(q,x) = ﬁ(q) does not depend on the state. As a consequence, the
classical Leapfrog integrator can be used for the SmHMC.

Figure[3 shows the bias and the variance of the posterior restamator obtained by the different algorithms across
the d = 64 dimensions of the state at several time steps. From thesétsiesie can clearly see that a significant
degradation of the performance occurs when the standar@l§tiRithm is employed compared to the SMCMC-Optimal
as only prior information is used to sample the particlean@ared to the SIR, the block SIR (with blocks of dimension
4) clearly allows to decrease the variance of the estimaibrabthe expense of an increase of the bias. Indeed, this

effect is due to the approximation of the posterior as a prodfi marginals on each block and is well known for this

1Codes are available at http://pagesperso.telecontiiieptier/software.html
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Fig. 3: Evolution of the meand{ standard deviation) of the error between the posterior nodaained by the different
algorithms and the true one (obtained by using Kalman egpusltiacross thé = 64 dimensions that composed the

state and at different time step (results are obtained with runs on the same data seV-= 200).

technique([6], [[7], [[12]. More importantly, unlike all thetheer methods (SIR and SMCMC-based ones), this bias will
never tend asymptotically (with the number of samplésto zero as long as the block size is less than the dimension
of the state. Finally, we can see that the proposed SmHMGQitligo clearly outperforms both the SIR and the Block
SIR by providing an estimator of the posterior mean with alsfiias and variance, close to the SMCMC-Optimal. It
should be noted that the SmMMALA gives results similar to the of the SmHMC.

In Fig.[4, the log-relative mean-squared error (MSE) of theterior mean between the Monte-Carlo algorithms and
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Fig. 4: Log relative (to the optimal one given by Kalman eduat) Mean squared error (average over time) for the

different algorithms as the dimension of the stateincreases.§ = 200).

the Kalman filter is depicted as the dimension of the statef&r increases. The proposed SmMHMC and SmMALA give
similar performances and outperforms significantly theeoequential techniques. Moreover, their performancesire
very close to the one obtained with the SMCMC-Optimal everenvthe dimension of the state becomes quite large.
The block SIR outperforms the standard SIR whien 20. As discussed previously, the reduction of the variancé wit
the block SIR compared to the SIR becomes more beneficidliasreases even if a bias is introduced. The use of one
MCMC move on each particle within the SIR (SIR-RM1) allowsingprove the performance of the SIR. Nevertheless,
we can clearly see that the use of mMHMC kernel within the SMCiétnework provides the best performances results
compared to its use within the SMC framework. Tdble | shovesltly relative MSE and the computation time per time
step for these two different use of the mHMC kernel. As expacthe performance of the SIR-RM increases with the
number of MCMC moves applied on each particle within the SME dt the expense of an increased computational
cost. However, even witB moves, the SmHMC outperforms the SIR-RM3 with a computati@ost three times less.
As discussed previously, the problem with the SIR-RM aliponi is that asi increases only one unique particle (with
non-zero weights) is duplicately’ times by the resampling step. Therefore, more MCMC moveseneired in order
to obtain a satisfactory empirical approximation of thetpder distribution. Figurél5 illustrates the time evoturtiof
the MSE which remains stable for large The proposed SmHMC still outperforms its competitors atrgér time
harizon.

Fig.[@ shows the number of particléé required in the SIR algorithm and its associated computatioe in order
to obtain the same performance of the SmMHMC in terms of MSEdi&sussed previously with Fi§l 4, the MSE of

the SmMHMC being almost constant with the number of particles required in the SIR explodes exptalty with
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Dimensiond = 144 Dimensiond = 400

Method

Time [sec.] Rel. MSE [log] Time [sec.] Rel. MSE [log]
SmHMC 1.54 0.20 15.65 0.21
SIR-RM1 1.35 0.71 14.10 1.34
SIR-RM2 2.60 0.28 30.01 0.62
SIR-RM3 3.98 0.25 42.09 0.26

TABLE |: Comparison of the log relative (to the optimal oneei by Kalman equations) mean squared error averaged
over the 100 Monte-Carlo algorithms and 10 time steps andafis®ciated computation time per time step for the
SmHMC and the SIR-RM with different number of MCMC moves atfige resampling stageM = 200).

b

6.5

=3

5.5 STR — SIR
—— SIR-RM1 7f | — SIR-RM1
=) 5HT SmHMC = bmHMC
= " || —— Optimal (Kalman 26.5r |=—— Optimal (Kalman)
= &3
=4.5 =

'S

w
3]

30 260 460 660 860 10‘00 0 160 260 360 460 560
Time Step n Time Step n
(a) dimension d = 144 (b) dimension d = 400

Fig. 5: Time evolution of the mean squared error in log (ressate averaged over 25 runs\V-= 200).

the dimension of the state to infer, see discussiong |in H].[As a consequence, the computational time grows
exponentially for the SIR and we can see that in order to reamlilar MSE performances the computational time of
the SIRis significantly higher than the one of the proposed/8irA and SmHMC, especially ag becomes large. The
SmHMC is slightly more computationally demanding than theMRALA, due to the use of the Leapfrop integrator with
Ny steps. Let us finally remark that since the Block SIR intrastusome bias by construction, it was not possible to
reach with this algorithm the MSE performances obtainedh wie proposed SmHMC.

In Table[Tl, we compare the relative efficiency of these défe methods by calculating the effective sample size

(FSS) using the posterior samples for each dimension of the,state

N
ESS = 525 00 (55)
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Fig. 6: Study of the number of particleS required in the SIR algorithm (left) and its associated cotafion time
(right) in order to obtain the same performance of the SmHM@irms of MSE (as shown in Figl 4)

Time ESS MeanESsS

Method . el
(sec.) (Min.,, Med., Mean, Max.)  Time

SMCMC-Prior 25.78 (3, 8,9, 31) 0.35

SMMALA 2.13 (15, 47, 48, 86) 22.54

SHMC 2.83 (26, 80, 80, 141) 28.27
SmHMC 3.71 42, 128, 130, 243) 35.04

TABLE II: Comparison of the different MCMC kernels in term$ Bffective sample sizeKS'S) and computation time
per time stepd = 144 with N = 500).

whereN is the number of posterior samples (after the Burn-in pgrodl) -, ¢(k) is the sum of the’ monotone sample
autocorrelations as estimated by the initial monotone secg estimator of [65]. ThE S 'S estimates the reduction in the
true number of samples, compared to iid samples, due to tlee@uelation in the Markov chain. The reported values
in this table correspond to the minimum, median, mean andmar ES'S values across thé dimensions of the state
averaged over the 10 time steps and 100 Monte-Carlo runsnidan £/SS is then normalized relatively to the CPU
time required to produce the Markov chain of lendfh + N at each time step. Results in Table Il clearly show that
the SMCMC-Prior performs very poorly. Indeed, the sampkgsua series of MH-within Gibbs to update the current
state by blocks and thus producing a highly correlated Madtwain. Moreover, its computation time is very high due
to number of loops required to perform the4/4 block updates at each iteration. The use of Hamiltonian oyos

in the SMCMC clearly allows to achieve the largdsb.S values. The use of Riemannian manifold within the HMC
provides some improvements in terms©5S compared to a classical HMC at the expense of additional ctetipn

time. Nevertheless, the SmMHMC gives the best performandésthe £5S normalized by the computation time.
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B. Example 2: Dynamic Skewed-t process with count obsensti

In this second example, we consider a high-dimensionallim@ar and non-Gaussian state-space model in which each

sensor collects count data, so that the likelihood is defased
d
In(Unlzn) = [ Po (yn(k);ma exp(maz, (k))) (56)
k=1

Each measurement is Poisson distributed with mearxp(mex,(k)) (m1 = 1 andmsy = 1/3 in the experiments).
The prior distribution describing the spatial and tempesadlution of the physical phenomenon is the multivariate GH
skewedt distribution defined by Eq[(51) with = —v/2, x = v and+ — 0. For the experiments, we fix the model
parameters as = 0.9, 07 = 2, v = 7, {y(k) d_ =03and @ = 3, a1 = 0.01, 8 = 20) for constructing the
dispersion matrix in Eq[{52).

Since in this scenario the prior is non-log concave, we useptioposed metric based on a Gaussian approximation

of the prior, defined in Eq[{49), which is given as a conseqaéy:

G(zn) = A(z,) + 271 (57)

whereA(z,,) is a diagonal matrix with elementa (z,,)], = mim3 exp(moz, (k)). Moreover, from the property of the

multivariate GH skewed-distribution, its covariance is given by [57] as> 4:

2

)% — N

N , v
> = Vary, (Xn|X7Jz,n—l) - 2E * (2v —8

Unlike in the previous example, since the metric dependshenstate, the generalized Leapfrog integrator has to be
used for the SmMHMC and moreover the drift term in the SmMMALA® equal to zero (so the Simplified SmMALA
is not equivalent to the SmMALA).

Table[Il shows the MSE obtained on average at each sensatidac The use of the proposed Langevin and
Hamiltonian based MCMC kernel clearly allows a significanprovement and more importantly their associated MSE
are quite stable with the dimension of the state to infer.s€heesults also shows the benefit of using such MCMC
kernel within the SMCMC framework (SmHMC) compared to it® wgithin the SMC (SIR-RM).

We compare in Table“V thé/SS of the different Sequential MCMC methods. Unlike in the poess example,
the computational time of both the SmMMALA and the SmHMC igyéarsince the derivative of the metric has to be
computed at each iteration of the MCMC. On the one hand, thelSlA\ obtains slightly betterE S 'S than its simplified
version since proposed steps across the manifold will hagater error by not fully taking into account changes in
curvature (with the drift term). Th&'S.S normalized by time however is much better for the SimplifiedMBALA, as
the computational complexity is far less. On the second htred SmMHMC clearly gives the be&tSS and illustrates
that this technique is very efficient to sample from this Erajing posterior distribution. Despite its higher congiign
time, the £S'S normalized by time is also better for this SmMHMC whéga= 400.

Finally, Fig.[Z shows the estimated posterior mean and wmeeiaof the state at few time steps for the different
sequential techniques. All the proposed SMCMC-based agpes are clearly able to reconstruct the signal of interest
from the data. Unlike the Block SIR which fails completely éstimate the posterior variance (owing to the product

approximation of the posterior that is the basis of this téghe), the proposed techniques provide reasonable and
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Dimensiond

Method
144 400 1024
SIR 495 8.87 12.17
SIR-RM1 0.88 1.13 274
SIR-RM2 0.66 0.82 1.62
SIR-RM3 0.65 0.68 1.36
Block SIR 129 148 1.55

SMCMC-Prior 1.68 335 5.23
Simplified SMMALA 0.61 0.79 0.91

SMMALA 0.60 0.76 0.88
SHMC 0.63 0.69 0.77
SmHMC 055 058 0.65

TABLE llI: Comparison of the mean squared error obtainedaghesensor location on average over the 100 Monte-Carlo

algorithms and 10 time steps for several dimension configura (N = 200).

satisfactory estimation of this posterior variance. Irjege expect that there is more uncertainty in the estimatravh
there is less data. Owing to its capacity to explore the spatdeh has been demonstrated empirically with $'S,

the SmMHMC seems to give a more robust estimation of both postmean and variance value across space and time.
VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, after describing the optimal filtering prabla a general HMM, we provide a unifying framework of the
sequential Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithms which citat a promising alternative to traditional sequentialrits
Carlo methods. In particular, the choice of MCMC kernels@iseussed in order to provide guide for practitioners. More
importantly, we propose new efficient kernels adapted t® #MCMC framework in order to increase the efficiency of
such approaches when dealing with high-dimensional filteproblems. Through two challenging examples, the results
empirically show a significant improvement when such preposequential Langevin or Hamiltonian based methods
are utilized. We have empirically demonstrated that the afssuch MCMC kernels within the SMCMC framework
clearly provides better performance results comparedei tise within the SMC framework as with the resample-move
algorithm. Those techniques pave the way to a renewed casgidn of Monte-Carlo based techniques for Bayesian

filtering in complex and high-dimensional systems.
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