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Abstract

Approximate Bayesian computation has emerged as a staodamgutational tool when dealing with the
increasingly common scenario of completely intractatielihood functions in Bayesian inference. We show
that many common Markov chain Monte Carlo kernels used tilitite inference in this setting can fail to
be variance bounding, and hence geometrically ergodicgtwban have consequences for the reliability of
estimates in practice. This phenomenon is typically indepet of the choice of tolerance in the approxima-
tion. We then prove that a recently introduced Markov keinghis setting can inherit variance bounding
and geometric ergodicity from its intractable Metropotigstings counterpart, under reasonably weak and
manageable conditions. We show that the computationalofdkts alternative kernel is bounded whenever
the prior is proper, and present indicative results on am@k&where spectral gaps and asymptotic variances
can be computed, as well as an example involving inference faartially and discretely observed, time-
homogeneous, pure jump Markov process. We also supply twergketheorems, one of which provides a
simple sufficient condition for lack of variance bounding feversible kernels and the other provides a pos-
itive result concerning inheritance of variance bounding geometric ergodicity for mixtures of reversible
kernels.

1 Introduction

Approximate Bayesian computation refers to branch of M@ddo methodology that uses the ability to sim-
ulate data according to a parametrized likelihood funcitiolieu of computation of that likelihood to perform
approximate, parametric Bayesian inference. These methade been used in an increasingly diverse range
of applications since their inception in the context of plagion geneticsTavaré et al.1997 Pritchard et al.
1999, particularly in cases where the likelihood function ither impossible or computationally prohibitive to
evaluate.

We are in a standard Bayesian setting with dataY, a parameter spac®, a priorp : © — R and for each
0 € O alikelihoodfy : Y — R. We assum&’ is a metric space and consider the artificial likelihood

f5w) = V(e /Y I(y € Be.) fole)dz = V() fo (Bey) 1)

which is commonly employed in approximate Bayesian contfriaThe value ot can be interpreted as the
tolerance of the approximation. Hei®, . denotes a metric ball of radiusaroundz, V'(r) = fY I(x € Bg)dx
denotes the volume of a ball of radiusn Y and I denotes the indicator function. We slightly abuse lan-
guage by referring to densities as distributions, and whernzenient, employ the measure-theoretic notation
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1(A) = [, n(dX). We consider situations in which botlandy are fixed, and so define functiohs © — [0, 1]
andw : Y — [0,1] by
h(0) = fo (Be,y) 2

andw(x) = I (y € B ,) to simplify the presentation. The valigf) can be interpreted as the probability of
‘hitting’ B, ,, with a sample drawn fronfiy.

While the artificial likelihood {) is also intractable in general, the approximate postérimduces,~(0) =
h(0)p(0)/ [ h(¥)p(¥)dd, can be dealt with using constrained versions of standattiade when sampling
from fy is possible for anyy € O (see, e.g., Marinetal, 2019. In particular, one typically usef as

a proposal in such a way that its explicit computation is dedi We are often interested in computing
m(p) = [oe(0)m(0)dd, the posterior expectation of some functipn and it is this type of quantity that
can be approximated using Monte Carlo methodology. We focusne such method, Markov chain Monte
Carlo, whereby a Markov chain is constructed by samplingaiieely from an irreducible Markov kerngb
with unique stationary distribution. We can use such a chain directly to estimate) using appropriately
normalized partial sums, i.e., given the realizatigrd,, . . . of a chain started &, whered; ~ P(6,_1, ) for

i € N we compute the estimate

O} ©
i=1

for somem. Alternatively, the Markov kernels can be used within othethods such as sequential Monte
Carlo (Del Moral et al, 2006. In the former case, it is desirable that a central limibtieen holds for 8) and
that the asymptotic varianeer(P, ) of (3) be reasonably small, while in the latter it is desirablé tha kernel
be geometrically ergodic, i.eR™ (6, -) converges at a geometric ratesinto = in total variation whereP™

is them-fold iterate of P (see, e.g.,Roberts & RosenthaR004 Meyn & Tweedie 2009, at least because this
property is often assumed in analyses (see, éagra & Doucet2008 Whiteley, 2012. In addition, consis-
tent estimation ofar( P, ¢) is well establishedHobert et al.2002 Jones et al2006 Bednorz & Latuszyhski
2007 Flegal & Jones2010 for geometrically ergodic chains.

Motivated by these considerations, we study both the vaeeidmundingRoberts & Rosentha008 and ge-
ometric ergodicity properties of a number of reversiblenleds used for approximate Bayesian computation.
For reversibleP, a central limit theorem holds for alp € L?(x) if and only if P is variance bounding
(Roberts & Rosenthal008 Theorem 7), wherd.?(r) is the space of square-integrable functions with re-
spect tor. Of course, reversible kernels that are not variance bawgnchin still produce Markov chains where
(3) satisfies a central limit theorem for some, but not all, tiows in L2 (7).

Much of the literature seeks to control the trade-off assed with the quality of approximatiod), controlled
by e and manipulation aofj, and counteracting computational difficulties (see, &garnhead & Prangl@012.

We address here a separate issue, namely that many Markosikeised in this context are neither variance
bounding nor geometrically ergodic, for any finiten rather general situations when using ‘local’ proposal
distributions.

As a partial remedy to the problems identified by this negatdsult, we also show that under reasonably mild
conditions, a kernel proposedliee et al (2012 can inherit variance bounding and geometric ergodiciyfr

its intractable Metropolis—HastingMgétropolis et al. 1953 Hastings 1970 counterpart. This allows for the
specification of a broad class of models for which we can baradshis particular kernel will be geometrically
ergodic. In addition, conditions ensuring inheritance itfier property can be met without knowledge fof

e.g. by using a symmetric proposal and a prior that is contisueverywhere positive and has exponential or
heavier tails.

To assist in the interpretation of results and the quai@atxample in the discussion, we provide some
background on the spectral properties of variance bouraliniggeometrically ergodic Markov kernels. Both
variance bounding and geometric ergodicity of a reverdibéekov kernelP are related tory(P), the spec-
trum of P considered as an operator @3(r), the restriction ofL?(r) to zero-mean functions (see, e.g.,
Geyer & Mira 200Q Mira, 200]). Variance bounding is equivalent tap oo (P) < 1 (Roberts & Rosenthal



2008 Theorem 14) and geometric ergodicity is equivalendup |oo(P)| < 1 (Kontoyiannis & Meyn 2012
Roberts & Rosenthall997 Theorem 2.1). The spectral g&pap(P) = 1 — sup|oo(P)| of a geometri-
cally ergodic kernel is closely related to its aforementidrgeometric rate of convergencestpwith faster
rates associated with larger spectral gaps. In particitéagonvergence in total variation satisfies for some
1> p > sup|og(P)| and some functiod, : © — R (c.f. Baxendalg2005 Section 6)

[7(-) = P™ (0o, )ITv < Cp(00)p™. (4)

2 The Markov kernels

In this section we describe the algorithmic specificatiothefr-invariant Markov kernels under study. The
algorithms specify how to sample from each kernel; in eadaralidate) is proposed according to a common
proposaly (6, -) and accepted or rejected, possibly along with other auyiliariables, using simulations from
the likelihoodsfy and fo. We assume that for all € ©, ¢(@, -) andp are densities with respect to a common
dominating measure, e.g. the Lebesgue or counting measures

The first and simplest Markov kernel in this setting was psggbinMarjoram et al.(2003, and is a special
case of a ‘pseudo-marginal’ kern&@lgdaumont2003 Andrieu & Roberts2009. Such kernels have been used
in the context of approximate Bayesian computation for thmeation of parameters in speciation models
(Becquet & Przeworski2007 Chen et al. 2009 Li et al., 201Q Kim et al, 2011, and as a methodological
componentwithin an SMC sampldd¢l Moral et al, 2012 Drovandi & Pettitf 20171). They evolve or® x YV
and involve sampling auxiliary variables.y ~ fl9 ©N for a fixed N € N. We denote kernels of this type
for any N by P; , and describe their simulation in Algorithtn It is readily verified Beaumont2003
Andrieu & Roberts2009 thatP|  is reversible with respect to

N N

76,210 o< p(O) T foles) 5 Do i),

J=1 J=1

and we haver(0) = [ 7(0, z1.n)dz1.8y = 7(0), i.e., thed-marginal ofr is 7 (6).

Algorithm 1 To sample fromP| (6, z1.n7; )

1. Sample) ~ ¢(0,-) andzy.n ~ ?N-

2. With probability

output(d, z1.n). Otherwise, outpuff, a:lzN).

In Lee et al.(2012, two alternative kernels were proposed in this contexth tod which evolve or©. One,

denoted327N and described in Algorithig, is an alternative pseudo-marginal kernel that in addiiagampling

21N~ fl9 , also samples auxiliary variables N1 ~ (?Nfl. Detailed balance can be verified directly

upon mterpretlngz  w(z andZ A "w(z,) as Binomia{N, h(¥)} and Binomia{ N — 1, ()} random
variables respectlvely The other kernel denafgdand described in Algorithn3, also involves sampling
according tof, and fy but does not sample a fixed number of auxiliary variables.s kkrnel also satisfies
detailed balancd e 2012 Proposition 1).



Algorithm 2 To sample fromP (6, -)

QN-—-1

1. Sample) ~ ¢(0,), z1.n—1 ~ [ S

andzl:N ~ I

2. With probability
p(9)q(9,0) 371, w(z))

p(O)a(0,9) {1+ L) way) }

1A

outputy. Otherwise, outpud.

Algorithm 3 To sample fromP; (0, -)

1. Sample) ~ ¢(6, ).
2. With probability

stop and outpud.
3. Fori =1,2,...until Z;.:l w(zj) +w(z;) > 1, samplexr; ~ fg andz; ~ fy. SetN «+ i.

4. If w(zy) = 1, outputy. Otherwise, outpud.

Our first results in Sectio8 concernP’ , and P .. One typically expects better performance from these
kernels for larger values d¥ (see, e. gAndneu & Vihola, 2012, and such behaviour can often be demonstrated
empirically. However, we establish that both of these kisrcan nevertheless fail to be variance bounding
regardless of the value &f whengq proposes moves locally. This suggests that increa®ingay only bring

an improvement up to a certain point. On the other hand, suiese results fo’; show that by expending
more computational effort in particular places one canasssfully inherit variance bounding and/or geometric
ergodicity fromPyy1, the Metropolis—Hastings kernel with proposal

Because many of our positive results 8¢ are in relation taPy, we provide the algorithmic specification
for sampling fromPyg in Algorithm 4. In the approximate Bayesian computation setting, usé\gf is ruled
out by assumption sincke cannot be computed. However, the preceding kernels arm @gme sense, exact
approximations ofP\y.

Algorithm 4 To sample fromPyg (6, -)

1. Sample} ~ ¢(0, ).
2. With probability

outputy. Otherwise, outpud.




The kernels share a similar structure, d@d,,, P35 and Py can each be written as

P(6,dv) = g(6, d9)a(8, ) + {1 - /O 4(6,d0)a (0, 9’)} 5o(d), )

where only the acceptance probabilityd, ¢) differs. Py y can be represented similarly, with modifications

to account for its evolution on the extended spéce Y. The representatiord) is used extensively in our
analysis, and we have fdt) ,;, P3 and Py, respectively

_ 0(1979) Zjvzl U}(ZJ) RN—1 QRN

L e9.0) h)
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wherec(6,9) = p(0)q(6,9) and (7) is obtained, e.g., ibee (2012. Finally, we reiterate that all the kernels
satisfy detailed balance and are therefore reversible.

3 Theoretical properties

We assume thab is a metric space, and that
1= [ p(o)n(o)0 ©)
©

satisfiesH € (0, 00) sow is well defined. We allow to be improper, i.e., fof, p(#)d6 to be infinite but when
it is proper we assume it is normalizedﬁ(gp(e)de = 1. We define the collection of local proposals as

Q= {q : forall § > 0, there exists € (0, c0) such that foralb € ©, ¢ (9, Bfﬁ) < 5} , (20)

which encompasses a broad number of common choices ingeaety.4 being a random walk. This corre-
sponds to the tightness of centred proposgals

We denote by andg the collections of reversible kernels that are respegtivatiance boundingloberts & Rosenthal
2008 and geometrically ergodic (see, e.qRoberts & RosenthaP004 Meyn & Tweedig 2009, noting that
G C V. In our analysis, we make use of the following conditions.

Condition 1. The proposa} is a member of. In addition,r (BE,O) > Oforall7 > 0 butlim, o supye ge . h(0) =
0. ’

Condition 2. aThe proposa} is a member oB. In addition, for allK” > 0, there exists ai/x € [1, c0) such
that for all(6, ¥) in the set

{(0,9) € © : ¥ € B g andr(0)q(0,9) A w(9)q(d,60) >0},
eithern(9)/h(0) € [M;', Mg] orc(d,0)/c(6,9) € My, M.

Condition1 ensures that the posterior has mass arbitrarily far fidmt thath(6) gets arbitrarily small as we
move away from some compact setnwhile Condition2 constrains the interplay between the likelihood and
the prior-proposal pair. For example, it is satisfied for syetricq whenp is continuous, everywhere positive
with exponential or heavier tails, or alternatively, if fileelihood is continuous, everywhere positive and decays
at most exponentially fast. Conditiofiand?2 are not mutually exclusive.



Remarkl. A global variant of Conditior? can be defined wherg¢ need not be a member @, but there
exists anM € [1, 00) such that for al(6, ¥) in the set{ (6,9) € ©2 : 7 (6)q(6,9) A 7(9)q(9, ) > 0}, either

h(9)/h(0) € [M~*, M] or c¢(9,0)/c(0,9) € [M~1, M]. Theorems3—4, which hold under Conditio&, also
hold under this variant, with simplified proofs that are dett

We first provide a general theorem that supplem&uberts & Tweedig1996 Theorem 5.1) for reversible
kernels, indicating that lack of geometric ergodicity doeatbitrarily ‘sticky’ states coincides with lack of
variance bounding. All proofs are housed in Appendix

Theorem 1. For anyr not concentrated at a single point and any reversible, in&tle, v-invariant Markov
kernel P, such thatP (6, {#}) is a measurable function, if — esssup, P (6, {6}) = 1 thenP is not variance
bounding.

Our first result concerning the kernels under study is negaaind indicates that performancedf y and P
under Conditiorl can be poor, irrespective of the value/éf

Theorem 2. Under Conditiont, P ¢ V andP, ¢ Vforall N € N.

Remarl2. Theoren?immediately implies thatunderCondltlanP1 N ¢ GandP, N ¢ G byRoberts & Rosenthal
(2008 Theorem 1). The former implication is not covered Aydneu& Roberts(2009 Theorem 8) or
Andrieu & Vihola (2012 Propositions 9 or 12) because what they term weights inabiigext, w(z)/h(6),

are upper bounded by(9) ! for r-almost every) € © and fy-almost everyr € Y but are not uniformly
bounded ir.

We emphasize that the choice @fis crucial to establishing Theoreth SinceHd > 0, if ¢(0,v) = g(v),
e.g., andsupg p(6)/g(6) < oo then byMengersen & Tweedi€1996 Theorem 2.1)P; v Is uniformly ergodic
and hence ir. Uniform ergodicity, however, does little to motivate theeuof an mdependent proposal in
challenging scenarios, particularly whéris high dimensional.

Remark3. We observe fromZ) that whenlim,, o, SUPge | h(6) = 0 holds for a givere = ¢, this implies
that it holds for alle € (0, eg]. Furthermore, often this condmon holds becalisg,_, - SUPgepe | fo(C) =0
for any compact subsét of Y. In such casesim, . supy¢ ge . h(6) = 0 for any finitee > 0 and Theoren?

will correspondingly hold for any finite > 0 such thatr (BEO) > 0 forallr > 0.

Our negative result is not exclusive to the particular agjpnate Bayesian computation setup considered here.
In Appendix C we provide supplementary results to indicate that the te@an be extended to the use of
autoregressive proposals not covereddyyapproximations of the likelihood of a more general formnti{a)

and Markov kernels with an invariant distribution in whielis a non-degenerate auxiliary variable, as such
cases do arise in practice (see, eBpytot et al, 2007 Sisson & Fan2011). However, the following results do
not apply to these alternative settings, sif¢elacks an obvious analogue when the artificial likelihoodas n
given by ().

Our next three results concefy, and demonstrate first that variance boundinggf; is a necessary condition
for variance bounding oPs, and further thaPyy is at least as good &3; in terms of the asymptotic variance
of estimates such as) More importantly, and in contrast 9 ,, and P 5, P3 can systematically inherit
variance bounding and geometric ergodicity fréty under Conditior.

Proposition 1. P3 and Py are ordered in the sense &kskun(1973 and Tierney (1998, so Py € V =
Py € V andvar(Pyn, ) < var(Ps, ¢).

Theorem 3. UnderCondition2, Py € V = P3 € V.
Theorem 4. UnderCondition2, Pyiy € G = P3 € G.

Remark4. Propositionl and Theorem8 and 4 are precise in the following sense. There exist models for
which P3 € V' \ G andPyr € V \ G and there exist models for whidh; € G andPyir € V' \ G, i.e., under
Condition2, Pyy € V # P3 € GandP; € G % Pyn € G. Sectiord. Lillustrates these possibilities.



Remarks. While Condition2 is only a sufficient condition, counterexamples can be canttd to show that
some assumptions are necessary for Theofe#h#o hold. Conditior2 allows us to ensure thaty (6, ¢) and

a3 (0,v) differ only in a controlled manner, for afl and ‘enough), and hence thalPy;;; and P53 are not too
different. As an example of the possible differences betw@gy and P; more generally, consider the case
wherep(0) = p(0) /() andh(#) = h(6)y(6) for somey : © — (0, 1]. Then properties oPyi depend only
onp andh whilst those ofP5 can additionally be dramatically altered by the choice)of

Theorem4 can be used to provide sufficient conditions 8§ < G throughPyn € G and Condition2.
The regular contour condition obtainedJarner & Hansetf200Q Theorem 4.3), e.g., implies the following
corollary.

Corollary 1. Assume (a) decays super-exponentially apdhas exponential or heavier tails, or (lp)has
super-exponential tails antl decays exponentially or slower. If, moreoveris continuous and everywhere
positive,q is symmetric satisfying(f, ) > ¢, whenevetd — J| < §,, for somez,,, §, > 0, and

0  Vr(0)

limsup — - == <0, (112)
000 0] [VT(8)]

where- denotes the Euclidean scalar product, thene G.

Following Remarki, an alternative condition, independent of the choice,dhat ensures inheritance of vari-
ance bounding and geometric ergodicityfdf from Py is thatinfece 2(6) > 0, i.e., thath is lower bounded.
This condition will usually only hold whe® is compact. Under this condition, bothy ,; and P, 5 will also
successfully inherit these properties, the former beiregaly shown ilAndrieu & Vihola(2012 Proposition 9)
and forP \; the same type of argument can be used. This allows us to keatellowing corollary, which can
be verified by the arguments Roberts & RosenthgP004 Section 3.3).

Corollary 2. Let® be compact witly, p andh all continuous, withnfy yco ¢(6,9) > 0 andinfgee h(0) > 0.
ThenPy v, P \ and P3 are all geometrically ergodic.

Remark6. In fact, under the conditions of Corollag P, y, P»  andP3 are all uniformly ergodic since the
ratio of the acceptance probabilities: (¢, V) /a; (6, 9) is upper bounded by a constant for {1,2,3}. This
suggests that in approximate Bayesian computation, a na@tse choice is to restrict inference to a compact
set® in which & is lower bounded.

The proofs of Theorem3and4 can also be extended to cover the case wlirg is a finite, countable or con-
tinuous mixture ofPyy kernels associated with a collection of propogals} scs and153 is the corresponding
mixture of P53 kernels. With a modification of Conditio®, the following proposition is stated without proof,
and could be used, e.g., in conjunction witbrt et al.(2003 Theorem 3).

Condition 3. Each proposa} is a member oB. In addition, for allK” > 0, there exists ai/x € [1, c0) such
that for allg; € {¢s}scs and(6, ) in the set

{(0,9) € © : ¥ € Bg g andm(0)q:(0,9) A m(9)g:(0,0) > 0},
eitherh(9)/h(0) € [M;', Mg or e, (9,0)/ci(0,9) € [M*, Mk], wherec,(0,9) = p(0)q:(0,9).

Proposition 2. Let Py (6, d9) = s u(ds)Pl\(/fI){(e,dﬁ), wherey is a mixing distribution onS and each
Plf/fl){ is a w-invariant Metropolis—Hastings kernel with proposal LetP3(9,dz9) = fs ,u(ds)Pés) (0,dv) be
defined analogously. The; € V = Pyn € V andvar(Pyn, ¢) < var(P3, ¢), and under Conditior3, both
PyneV=PycVandPyp € G = Py €g.

We provide also a general result that can justify, e.g.,qué#has one component of a mixture of reversible
kernels, of which some may not be variance bounding or gedrally ergodic.



Theorem 5. Let K = Z;’il a; K; be a mixture of reversible Markov kernels with invarianttdisution =
whered>"°, a; = 1 anda; > 0 fori € N. Let K; have unique invariant distribution anda; > 0. Then
KieV=KeVandK,€e§G= K €g.

While the sampling of a random number of auxiliary varialiethie implementation oP5 appears to be helpful
in inheriting qualitative properties df\i;1, one may be concerned that the computational effort adsoloigth
the kernel can be unbounded. Our final result indicates tiigaig not the case wheneveis proper.

Proposition 3. Let (IV;) be the sequence of random variables associated with stepABjofithm 3 if one
iterates Py, with N; = 0 if at iteration j the kernel outputs at step 2. Thenfip(0)dd =1, H > 0, and Py is
irreducible,

n—hmmIZN<H < 00.

m—o0
i=1

Whenp is proper,H is a natural quantity; ifLg is the expected number of proposals to obtain a sample from
7 using the rejection sampler &fritchard et al(1999 we havenr = H ', and if we construcf’ ,, with
proposal (0, 9) = p(v¥) thenH lower bounds its spectral gap. In fagtcan be arbitrarily smaller thamg, as

we illustrate in Sectiod.1, and on a realistic example in Sectidr8the average number of samples required
per iteration was much smaller th&h'.

One potential issue with all three of the kernéls ,, P andP3, when implemented using local proposals,
is that their performance for a fixed computatlonal budgdzltlm poor if the Markov chain is initialized in a
region of the state space with little posterior mass. Thislma circumvented by trying to identify regions of
high posterior mass and initializing the chain at a pointuntsa region. Finally, Remar& suggests that a
conservative choice is to & be a compact set in which is lower bounded, and would contain most of the
interesting values of.

4 Examples

4.1 A posterior with compact support

We begin with a simple example that clarifies comments in Rkmand some of those following Propositi&n
In particular,d € © =Ry, p(d) = I(0<60<a)/aandh(d) = bl (0<60<1)for (a,b) € [1,00) x (0,1],
with 7 supported orf0, 1].

We haveH ! = a/bandn < b~! for anyq song/n > a. Furthermore, even if is improper,n is finite.
Regarding Remark, for anya > 1, consider the proposalf,¥) = 21 (0< 0 <1/2)I(1/2< ¥ <1)+
21 (1/2<60<1)1(0<9<1/2). Ifb=1,thenP3 € V\ GandPyu € V \ G. However, ifb € (0,1) then
Py e GandPyy € V\ G.

4.2 Geometric distribution

We consider the situation whefles © = Z., p() = I (8 € N) (1 —a)a’~! andh(6) = b? for (a,b) € (0,1)2.
The posteriorr is a geometric distribution with success paraméterab and geometric series manipulations
provided in AppendibD give the expected number of proposals needed in the rejestimplerny = (1 —
ab)/{b(1 —a)}. If q(0,9) ={I(W=0—-1)+I(9=060+1)}/2, we have

(1 —abd) (a+0) (I—ab) [ a+bd
2 {b(l—a)(ler)_l}SnS 2 {b(l—a)_l}’ (12)
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Figure 1: Plot of théog spectral gap againg? for 1 , (dot-dashed) ,,, (dotted),’3 (dashed) and’vin
(solid), witha = 0.5.

wheren is as in PropositioB, and sonr/n > 2/ {a(1 + b)}, which grows without bound as— 0. Regarding
the propriety condition op, we observe thatr — oo andn — oo asa — 1 with b fixed.

To supplement the qualitative results regarding variarmeending and geometric ergodicity of the kernels, we
investigated a modification of this example with a finite nembf states. More specifically, we considered
the case where the prior is truncated to the{det.., D} for someD € N. In this context, we can calculate
explicit transition probabilities and hence spectral gaps|oo(P)| and asymptotic variancear(P, ¢) of (3)

for P, , P3 and Pyu. Figurel shows theog spectral gaps for a range of valuesoffor each kerneI and

b e {0 1,0.5,0.9}. We can see the spectral gapsif and Pyy stabilize, whilst those of?) N decrease
exponentlally fast inD, albeit with some improvement for largéf. The spectral gaps obtained, with)
suggest that the convergencef®f  to 7 can be extremely slow for sontlg even whenD is relatively small.
Indeed, in this finite, discrete setting with reversiblgthe bounds

1 — ming 7(0) }1/2

3 tmaxoa(P))™ < ax () = P (6o ey < 5 (maxloo(P)™ { + 2

hold (Montenegro & Tetali2006 Section 2 and Theorem 5.9), which clearly indicate gt can converge
exceedingly slowly whe; and Py converge reasonably quickly. The valueroin these cases stabilized at
4.77,0.847 and0.502 for b € {0.1,0.5,0.9} respectively, within the bounds 0f%), and considerably smaller
than100.

Figures2 and3 showlog var(P, ) againstD for ¢, (f) = 6 andy,(d) = (ab)~?/1, respectively, computed
using the expression ¢femeny & Snell(1969 p. 84). The choice op, is motivated by the fact when is
not truncatedy(6) = (ab)~%/+9) isin L?(x) if and only if § > 0. While var(P, ¢, ) is stable for all the
kernels,var (P, 2) increases rapidly withD for Py ; and P ;. While var(P v, 1) can be lower than
var(Ps, ¢1), the former requires many more simulations from the likatith. Indeed, while the results we have
obtained pertain to qualitative properties of the Markonnleds, this example illustrates thag can significantly
outperformp ,, for estimating even the more well-behave(d ), when cost per iteration of each kernel is
taken into account.

Figure 4 showslog {var(P, @3 )/7(3.+)} againstt for o3 ¢(0) = 14 ,41,..3(0) so thatr(ps,) is the tail
probability. The division byr (s +) makes this an appropriately scaled relative asymptoti@mee since one
needsl /7 (ps,,) perfect samples from in expectation to get a single sample in the redjiort + 1,...}. The
figure shows that whilé’\iy and P3 have constaribg {var(P, ¢3,¢)/m(¢s,1)} ast increasesP, ; andP 4,

do not, as a result of their inability to estimate tail proltiibs accurately. In various applications, approximate
Bayesian computation might be used to infer such posteziiguriobabilities and these results indicate that,
andP,  may not be appropriate when such inferences are desired.
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Figure 5 shows the behaviour of the estimate of the posterior meaw fer {0.9,0.99,0.999} with corre-
sponding values of. for P5 being approximately, 50 and500. To take account of the cost of the kernels, it
is informative to considelNvar(P, v, ¢1) andnvar(P3, ¢1). For these values af, we havevar(P ;, ¢1)
roughly equal t0100var(P27100,901), although P, |, is more feasibly implemented in parallel on emerg-
ing many-core devices such as graphics processing unis ésg., Lee et al, 201Q. On the other hand
var(Py 1, 1)/ {nvar(P3, 1)} is aboutr5, 5000 and well over60000 for a equal t00.9, 0.99 and0.999 re-
spectively.

4.3 Stochastic Lotka—\Volterra model

We turn to stochastic kinetic models for which the posteisanot of a simple form, and exhibits strong cor-
relations between componentsébfSuch models are used, e.g., in systems biology where Bayaderence
has been investigated Boys et al.(2008§ andWilkinson (200§. We consider a simple member of this class
of models, the Lotka—Volterra predator-prey modeitka, 1925 \Volterra 1926, which was also considered as
an example for approximate Bayesian computatiofoni et al.(2009 andFearnhead & Prang(@012.

In this settingX.2(¢) is bivariate, integer-valued pure jump Markov process wkth: (0) = (50, 100). For
small At, we have

pr{Xi2(t+ At) = z1.2 | X1.2(t) = 1.2}

0121 At + o( At) if 210 = (21 + 1, 22),

Orz1 09 At + o At) if 210 = (1 — 1,224+ 1),
= < O322At + o( At) if 21.0 = (w1, 22 — 1),

1 — At (6121 + boz120 + O322) + 0(AL)  if 21.0 = T1.2,

o(At) otherwise,

where the first three cases correspond in order to prey lgréy, consumption and predator death. Theory
and methodology related to the simulation of this type oftihomogeneous, pure jump Markov process and
historical uses in statistics can be traced throgler (1940, Doob (1945 andKendall (1949 1950, and the
method was rediscovered Gillespie(1977 in the context of stochastic kinetic models. These adidievelop

a straightforward way to simulate the full proce$s.(t), ¢ € [0, 10], as the inter-jump times are exponential
random variables, although more sophisticated approaskgzossible (see, e.gVilkinson, 2006 Chapter 8).

The data was simulated with= (1, 0.005, 0.6), an example fronWilkinson (2006 p. 152). Our observations
are both partial and discrete with= {88,165, 274, 268, 114, 46, 32, 36, 53, 92} the simulated values of; at
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Figure 6: Density estimates of the marginal posteriorsierltotka—\Volterra model.
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Figure 7: Estimates of the posterior meandgfby iteration using each kernel. The three horizontal lines
correspond to the estimate obtained using the rejectiopleawith two estimated standard deviations added
and subtracted.

times{1,2,...,10}, and for approximate Bayesian computation we ukg dransformation ofX; (¢) andy(t)
withe =1, i.e.,

Be(y) = {X1(t) : log {X1(i)} — log {y(i)} < ¢, foreachi € {1,...,10}}.

We first modeb € © = [0, 00)? with p() = 100 exp(—6; — 10002 — 65) and usey(0, 9) = N (J; 0, %) where

¥ = diag(.25,0.0025, .25). The choice of independent exponential priorsfas motivated by Conditior2.
Density plots of the marginal posteriors for each compomwért are shown in Figuré, obtained using 0°
samples fromr using a rejection samplei?; has a tighter posterior thaiy and while not shown here, the
samples indicate strong positive correlation betw@&eand®ds. In this setting,P3 for 5 x 10° iterations gave
an average value of of 15 and we also ran kerneB; | = P, , for 5 x 107 iterations andP; ;; and P |
both for5 x 10 iterations. All kernels gave density estimates visiblyistidguishable from those in Figufe

but inspection of their partial sums by iteration revealpamant differences. In Figurésand8 we show
estimates of the posterior mean @&f and the probability thaf; > 1.79 for each chain, accompanied by
lines corresponding to the estimate obtained using the lesfoem the rejection sampler. The choiceldf9
corresponds to an estimate of the 90th percentile using tlaéter samplesP5 seems to accurately estimate
both the same value as the estimate from the rejection samptethe uncertainty of the estimate seems to
be correlated with perturbations of the partial sum. Howee other kernels seem to both miss the value of
interest by some amount and, particularly in the caskof, the perturbations of the partial sum over time are
small which may mislead practitioners into believing théreate has converged.

We performed a second analysis using a slightly differeirpwith p(6) = 0.01 exp(—6; — 0.0162 — 03),
where differences in the kernels are accentuated. Her@dlependent prior fof; is all that has changed, and
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Figure 9: Estimates of the posterior meardoby iteration using each kernel.

has been made less informative. In this case, a rejectioplsacannot practically be used to verify results as
the expected number of proposals required to obtain onelsdsypejection is around.5 x 10°. The average
value ofrn for P3, however, wad 3.

While not shown here, marginal posterior density estimas@sg each kernel for the parameters are reasonably
close to those in Figuré, but those corresponding 1, , exhibit characteristic ‘bumps’ in its tail. As above,
we can inspect each chain’s corresponding partial sumsebation to reveal important differences. Figuges
and 10 show estimates of the posterior meandgfand the posterior probability th&t > 2 for each chain
respectively, and the latter is particularly illustrativkthe inability of 7, and P to produce chains without
long tail excursions.

In practical applications such as this, it may not be possibdetermine easily iPyy is variance bounding or
geometrically ergodic. However, Theorefst do establish thaPs will inherit either of these properties from
Pyp ifitis. In practice, it is not unusual for the conditions ob®@llary 1 to hold, and one might expect them
to do so here. Similarly, it is also quite common for Condiitioto hold, and so one might expect that and
P, are not variance bounding here.

5 Discussion

Our analysis suggests th& may be geometrically ergodic and/or variance bounding inidewariety of
situations where kernelB; ,, and P, ., are not. In practice, Conditioa can be verified and used to inform
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Figure 10: Estimates of(6; > 2) by iteration using each kernel.

prior and proposal choice to ensure tifaf systematically inherits these properties framy. Of course,
variance bounding or geometric ergodicity Bfiy is often impossible to verify in the approximate Bayesian
computation setting due to the unknown natureg of However, a prior with regular contours as pet)(will
ensure thatPy;y is geometrically ergodic iffy decays super-exponentially and also has regular contdurs.
addition, Conditior? is stronger than necessary but tighter conditions areylitebe complicated and may
require case-by-case treatment.

The combination of Theorent-3 and PropositiorB, whose assumptions are not mutually exclusive, allow
us to conclude that the behaviour Bf is characteristically different té , and P , in some settings. In
particular, the use of a larger expected number of simulatfcom fy and f; in the tails ofr using P3 could

be viewed as analogous to being “stuck” for many iteratiorte tails ofr using 3 or P .. However, while
both the expected number of simulations and the asymptatiance of 8) for anyy € L?(r) are finite under
Py under the conditions of TheoreBnthere arep € L?() for which a central limit theorem does not hold for
(3) when usingP; , or P, under the conditions of Theorein

Variance bounding and geometric ergodicity are likely toncmle in most applications of interest, as variance
bounding but non-geometrically ergodic Metropolis—Hagsikernels exhibit periodic behaviour rarely encoun-
tered in statistical inference. Bounds on the second larigsnvalue and/or spectral gap8f in relation to
properties ofPyir could be obtained through Cheeger-like inequalities usomgductance arguments as in the
proofs of Theorem3 and4, although these may be quite loose in some situations (geepPéaconis & Stroock
1991 and we have not pursued them here. Findlgperts & RosenthgR01]) have demonstrated that some
simple Markov chains that are not geometrically ergodic@amverge extremely slowly and that properties of
such algorithms can be very sensitive to even slight pammnceanges.

The theoretical results obtained in Secti®mand the examples in Sectighprovide some understanding of
the relative qualitative merits aP3 over P;  and P . However, the results do not prove thaj should
necessarily be uniformly preferred ov@s ,;, although the examples do suggest that it may have bettetnmsy
totic variance properties when taking cost of simulatiars iaccount in a variety of scenarios. In addition,
Theoren® can be used to justify its mixture with alternative reveleskernels such a8y ; if desired.
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A Proofs

Many of our proofs make use of the relationship between cotathee, the spectrum of a Markov kernel,
and variance bounding for reversible Markov kernBls In particular, conductance > 0 is equivalent to
sup S(P) < 1 (Lawler & Sokal 1988 Theorem 2.1), which as stated earlier is equivalent tawae bounding.
Conductance for ar-invariant, transition kerneP on © is defined as

— 4 _ —1 H . c
= acater A A =m(4) /pr,A ym(df) = /O P(6, A%)m4(d6),
wherem 4 (df) = 7w(d0)14(0)/m(A).

Finally, we make use of the fact thatjifc Q we can define the function

rq(8) = inf {r forallg € O, ¢ (9,3}?,9) < 5} ,

Proof of Theoreni. If v — esssupy P(6,{0}) = 1 andP(0, {6}) is measurable, then the sét = {# € O :
P(0,{0}) > 1 — 7} is measurable and(A,) > 0 for everyr > 0. Moreover,ay = lim,\ o v(A,) exists,
sinceA,, C A, for m» < 71. Now, assume, > 0, and definedy = {# € © : P(6,{0}) =1} =), 4-,
wherer,, N\, 0. By continuity from above/(Ay) = ao > 0 and sincev is not concentrated at a single poift,
is reducible, which is a contradiction. Heneg = 0. Consequently, by taking, , 0 with =, small enough,
we havev(A., ) < 1/2 for everyn, and can upper bound the conductanc&dfy

k< hmFL = hm/ PO, A2 Jva,, (df) < hm/ P(6,{6)° va,, (df) = han =0.

ThereforeP ¢ V. O

Proof of Theoren2. We prove the result for* . The proof for P|  is essentially identical, with mi-
nor adjustments for the extended state space, and is om|BydTheorem1 it suffices to show thatr —
esssupg I \(0,{0}) = 1, i.e., forallT > 0, there existsA C © with 7(A) > 0 such that for alb € A,

Py n(0.{6)) <7

From Conditionl, ¢ € Q. Givent > 0, letr = r,(7/2), v = inf {U P SUPgepe(o) M(0) <1—(1—17/2) 1/N}
andA = BE+T,0- From Conditionl, 7(A4) > 0 and using %) and @), for all 6 € A,

0.0 v ] v, .
P26 (61 /{}//{ D {ie e @}] PN )5 (e )a(0,00)

<supq (0, B%y) + / / I{Zw(z»m} 3 (d21v)a (6, do)
0cO B, g JYN :

O

The following two Lemmas are pivotal in the proofs of Propiosi 1 and Theorem8 and4, and make extensive
use of 6), (7) and @). Their proofs can be found in Appendix

15



Lemma 1. P3(0,{0}) > Pym(0,{0}).
Lemma 2. Assume ConditioB. Forr-almost alld and anyA C © such tha € A andr > 0,

P (6, A%) < supg(6, B g) + (14 M,)P3(0, A%),
0
wherel, is as defined in Conditiof.

Proof of Theoren3. We prove the result under Conditi@n Let x\i ands 3 be the conductance dhy and
P respectively, andl be a measurable set witl{A) > 0. Sinceq € Q we letR = r4(rkmu/2) andMg be as
in Condition2. Then by Lemma we have

kv (A) = /@ Py (0, A% ma(df) < WTH+(1+MR) /@ P3(6, A%)74(d6)

- "MTH + (1 + Mg)rg(A).

SinceA is arbitrary, we conclude thatyiy < 2(1 + Mg)k3 SOkME > 0 = K3 > 0. O

B Supplementary proofs

Proof of Propositioril. Lemmal gives P; < Pyg in the sense ofReskun 1973 Tierney, 1998 and so
var(Pg,¢) > var(Pumu,y). By Roberts & Rosentha200§ Theorem 8),P; = Pyy = (P3 € V =
Puu € V) O

Proof of Lemmal. We show that for anyf, ), a3(6,v) < amu(f,?). Consider the cas€?,6) < c¢(6,9).
Then since(d) < 1,

c(0,0) h(®) ) _,, 6.9)
c(0,9) h(D) + h(0) — R(O)R(O) = " e@,D)h(e) T

Similarly, if ¢(, 0) > ¢(6,9), we have

a3 (0,9) =

h(9) < . 0)h()
1(9) + h(0) — R(O)h(0) = (0, 9)h()

This immediately implies?; (0, {0}) > Pun(0, {0}) sinceP(0,{6}) =1 — f@\{e} q(0,9)a(0,9)dy. O

043(9,19) = = OLMH(G,’l?)

Proof of Lemm&. We begin by showing that fat € B,.(6) and? # 6,
amvu(6,9) < (14 M,)as(0,9). (13)

First we deal with the cask(d)p(9)q(9,0) = 0. Then the inequality is trivially satisfied agu(0,9) =
a3(0,9) = 0. Conversely, ifr(6)q(#,9) > 0 andn(d)q(?,6) > 0 and additionally) € B, g, then under
Condition2,
(1+ M,)c(9,0)h (V)
OLMH(G, 19)

= (1+ M,) {c(6,9)h(0) V (9, 0)h(9)}

> {c(0,9)h(0) V c(9,0)h(9)} + {c(0,9)h(V) V c(9,0)h(0)}
> {(e(0,9)h(0) + c(0,9)h(9)) V (c(9,0)h(I) + c(V,0)h(0))}

- o(9, 0)h(9) e, 0h)
= <(,0)h(9) (0.00h (D) = TR e00)
{Comm@rae0mm N oot or®) RO e A1)

o c(9,0)h(9)
a3(0,9) ’
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i.e.,amu(f,7) < (14 M,)as(0,9). The firstinequality is obtained by recalling that under Gition 2, when
7(0)q(0,9) A m(9)q(9,0) > 0 we haveM, ! < h(9)/h(0) < M, or M1 < ¢(09,0)/c(0,9) < M, and in
either caseVl,. {c(6,9)h(0) V (I, 0)h(9)} > {c(0,9)h(I)} V {c(3,0)h(0)}.

Hence, we have

Puan (6, 4%) = / avn(8,9)a(6.49) < a0, B,) + [ (14 My)ag(6, 9)a(6. )
AC ANB,. ¢

pq(8, BEy) + (1 + M,)P3(9, A®).

|/\
%C

O

Proof of Theoremd. Recall that geometric ergodicity is equivalentsiep |oo(P)| < 1. From the spectral
mapping theoremGonway 1990 this is equivalent taup oo (P?) < 1, whereoy(P?) is the spectrum of?,

the two-fold iterate ofP. We denote bw and nM%{ the conductance 0P2 and P2 respectively. Since

qge QweletR = rq(nMH/él) andMp be as in Conditior2. By LemmaslL and2 we have for any measurable
ACO

Pyu(0,A) = Puu(6, A\ {0}) + 1(0 € A)Puu(6,{0})
kit /4+ (1+ Mg)P3(0, A\ {0}) + P3(0,{0})
< k@) 4+ (14 Mg)P3(6, A).

We can also upper bound, for afly= ©, the Radon—Nikodym derivative dfy (6, -) with respect taP; (6, -)
foranyd € Brg as
dPyn (6, )
drs(0,)

Pyn(0,{0})
P3(0,{0})

(9) =I(0 € Bry \ {9})SZEZ’ :i () ai?(é%?

<I(W € Bro\ {0})(1 4+ Mg) +1(9=0) <1+ Mp,

+I(0=0)

where we have used 8) and Lemmadl in the first inequality.
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Let A be a measurable set witt{A) > 0. We have

A\ (4) = /A { /@ PMH(ﬂ,AE)PMH(H,dﬁ)}wA(do)
:A{/BG PMH(ﬁaAE)PMH(e,dﬁ)—i— : PMH(ﬁvAE)PMH(e,dﬁ)}7TA(d9)

S / {Q(e, B?{yg) + PMH(ﬁa AE)PMH(ea dﬁ)} 7-‘—A(de)
A Br,o
/4+/ . PMH(19 A )Pan (6, dﬁ)ﬂ'A(de)
<k 4+ / / /-;(2) ) /A+ (14 Mg)P3(9, A )}PMH(H,dﬂ)wA(dG)
Br,o

2+ 1+ 00) [ [ Py(9 A0 Pan 6. d0)ma (00
R,0

= k\/2+ (1+ Mpg) / P3(9, AC)dPL(e")

Br Py (0, (VF3(0:d0)ma(d0)

S%ﬂHHMﬁAL Py (9, AC) Py (6, d9)m A (d6)
R,0

< my/2+ (1 + MR)Q/ / P3(9, A% P3 (6, d9)m 4 (d0)
= k\th/2 + (1+ Mg)*s$) (A).

SinceA is arbitrary, we conclude that>), < 2(1 + Mz)? nff) sok\, > 0= n:(f) > 0. O

Lemma 3. Let K be a reversible Markov kernel with unique invariant distiion = and let K5 be reversible
with invariant distributionz. Let K = aK; + (1 — a)K3 be a mixture ofK'; and K> for a € (0,1]. Then
KieV=KeVandK, €G= K €g.

Proof. For the first part, assumi; € V. Then sincekX is reversible with unique invariant distribution its
conductance; satisfiess; > 0. SinceK is also reversible, the mixtur& is reversible with unique invariant
distribution7 and its conductance is

- / K0, A% 4 (d0)
A: O<7r(A)<1/2

> inf /aKl(G,A )a(dh)
A:0<m(A)<1/2 J o

=aky > 0.

HenceK € V.

Similarly, for the second part, assum@ € G. Then the conductance oBfanf), satisfiesé?) > 0 by the
spectral mapping theoren€énway 1990. Let #(®) be the conductance dt?2, and it suffices to show that
% > 0. We have

73 = / K2(0, A% 4 (d0)

A0<7'r <1/2

> inf / a2 K2(0, A% 4 (d0)
A0<7T(A)§1/2 A

= a’s{? > 0.
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HenceK € G. O

Proof of Theoren®. The result is immediate upon definidg = K1, Lo = (1 — al)_l Yo, aiK; and =
a1Ly + (1 — a1) Lo and applying Lemma. O

Proof of PropositiorB. If the current state of the Markov chaindsthe expected value df is
(LA A{e(9,0)/c(0,9)}]
0) = 0,dy
"0 = [, 7@+ 37 a0

since upondrawing ~ ¢(6, -), N = 0 with probabilityl — {1 A ¢(9, 8)} and with probability{1 A ¢(v, 0) } itis
the minimum of two geometric random variables with succeebgbilitiesh(¢) andh (1)), i.e. it is a geometric
random variable with success probabilityd) + k() — h(6)h(1F).

SinceP5 is w-invariant and irreducible, the strong law of large numbfersviarkov chains implies

B [ LA {el0,0)/c(6,9)}] h(6)
"‘/@”(G)W(dw‘ﬂ o2 1(B) + h(9) — h(O)h(D)

where we have usef}, p(f)dé = 1 in the first inequality. O

(0, d9)p(df) < H™! < oo,

C Negative results in other settings

This appendix extends Theorelrto a number of related approximate Bayesian computatidingst These
results indicate that the conclusions of Theor2mabout lack of geometric ergodicity and variance bounding
property hold much more universally. We first consider theecahere one utilizes a proposal that falls just
outside the definition o®. Of particular interest could be those proposals that aasdai towards the centre of
O but are not global. To this end, we can define

Qo ={q : forall 6 > 0andr > 0, there existsk > 0 such that for alp € B%O, q(0, Byo) < 0},

which includes, for example, the autoregressive propg&ald) = N (J; pd, o2) for somep € (0,1). The
following result indicates that such proposals are sirhilassociated with lack of variance bounding oy ;.

Proposition 4. Letq € Q( and assume thdbr all » > 0, W(BE,o) > 0, and for all§ > 0 there exista) > 0
such thatupg e . h(0) < 6. ThenPy ¢ Vforany N € N.

Proof. By Theoreml, it suffices to show that — esssupy P y(6,{0}) = 1. Letg € Qop, 7 > 0 and take
r = inf {r D SUPge e h(f) <1—(1- 7/2)1/N} andR = inf {R D SUPgepe q(0, Bro) < 7/2}, which
both exist by assumption. Furthermorg¢B%, ,) > 0. Let A, = B% ;. We have for alb € 4,

C\ C(’l?,@) Zjvzl U)(Zj) QN—1 Z QN .
P2,N(97 {0} ) - /{9}0 /YN /YN—l |:1 : 0(9, 19) {1 + Z;V:_ll w(:vj)}] ' (d I:Nil)fﬂ (d I:N)q(e’ dﬁ)

N
< q(@,Bng)—i—/BG /YNI{ZM(ZZ-) > 1} SN (dzy.3)q(0, d9)

i=1

N
< z+/ 1—{1— sup h(9) ¢ |q(6.d9) <,
2 Jss, 9eBt,
SOT — esssup, P2,N(9a{9}) =1 -
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We now consider a more general specification1ypf énd consider the artificial likelihood
fstn) = [ Ko@),

where K. is a Markov kernel. Note that with.(z,y) = V(e)"'I(y € B..) we recover {). We further
consider a target augmented with.e.

(6, €) o< p(6, ) f5 (y),

as such targets have been suggested in an attempt to imprdeenpance of associated Markov kernels (see,
e.g., Bortot et al, 2007 Sisson & Fan2011). Note that one could allow(¢) to be concentrated at a single
point to define a target with a fixed value of

We consider the Markov kernel
Py(0,¢,2;d9,de, dz) = qu(0, ¢; AV, de) fo(dz)aq(0, €, 259, ¢, 2)
' {1 - [ w0000 a0, 9')} 56,00y (0, e, ),
e

where

p(¥,e)q((9;¢), (0, €) Kc (2, y)

p(0,€)q((0¢), (9,€)) Kc(2,y)

which can be seen as an analogueryf,. Extensions taV > 1 are possible using the methodology of
Beaumoni{2003; Andrieu & Robertg2009, and the following result also holds fé¥ > 1. Furthermore, if
P, is irreducible and aperiodic it admitg 0, €, z) x p(0,€) fo(x) K (z,y) as its unique invariant distribution
which after integrating out results in the#, )-marginalz (6, €) o p(6, €) f (y). The following result indicates
that P, is not variance bounding under some mild general conditions

ag(0,e,2;0,6,2) =1 A

We first introduce mild general assumptions for Proposgiband6.

(G1) The prior can be factorized &), ¢) = pg(6)p.(€),

(G2) The proposal can be factorized@$é?, ¢; v, ¢) = q(6,9)g(0, 9, ¢;¢) with g € Q,
(G3) Forevery > g > 0,supg.9,9(0,9,¢¢) < Mi(ep),

(G4) The proposal satisfieap, 4 q(0,7) < Mz < oo,

(G5) For every, > 0, there existg: = k(eo) > 0 such that for every < ¢, we have
[ 1K () > 1} foldo) > 0
Y

(G6) For every(e, x) such thatK.(x,y) > 0, the conditional distribution of under7 is not compactly
supported, i.e.fpc 7(0,¢,2)df > 0 forall R > 0.
R,0

Proposition 5. Assume in addition to (G1)—(G6), the following additionahditions:

(G7) The artificial likelihood satisfiein ;. supye o fo(y) = 0, wherefy(y) = [ p(e) f§(y)de,

(G8) The priorpy(6) has at most exponentially decaying tails, i.e., for every 0 there exist\M3(r) > 0 and
M,(r) > 0 such that
po (V)

sup
9EB, o PO (9)

< My(r) < oc.

c
96BA43(7‘),0"
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ThenP, ¢ V, and consequently als®, ¢ G.

Proof. By Theoreml, it suffices to show that — esssupy . , Pa(0,¢,2;{(0,¢,2)}) = 1. First choose fixed
0<¢ <e€ <ooandd; > 0so thatf(q ET)pE(e)I{pe(E) > 41 }de > 0, and then by assumption (G5) choose

d so that [, I{K(z,y) > da2} fo(dz) > O for everye < ¢,.. DefineR. = {e € (¢,¢.) : pe(e) > 61} and
R, ={z€Y : K(a,y) > d2}. The setsk. andR, will be fixed throughout the proof. Now for every > 0
define the setl(R) as

OxRy xY D AR) = B?wx%ex%z.
The setA(R) has positiver mass for everyR by (G5) and (G6). We will investigate the behaviourf in
A(R) asR — oo. LetT > 0 and taker = inf {r D q (H,BE_VQ) < 7—/2}. For every(,e,x) € A(R) we can
compute

P4((07 & I)v {(95 € x)}c)

_ {1 A Po (ﬁ)pe (E)q(ﬁ, 9)9(197 97 €] E)KE (Za 1])
O xRy xY Po(0)pe(€)q(0,9)g(0,9, €;¢) Ke(z,y)
(

)
pg(’l?)pé(ff)q( ) ) (19,9,6;6)}(5 Zvy) . 2)dz
L. o D T T T ] 10 0(0.0.56) o2

} q(0,9)g(0,9, €;€) fo(z)dzdedd)

<3t

<5 e, i ?’ﬁiﬁiiifi’giﬁff T o 10 090,930 oGz
S5t R e fatuieas

<M >/ s BRI

Then by assumption (G8) fdt > Mjs(r) we have

My (e)) Mo M .
Pi(0yai{(.c.0)0) < 34 SO [ ) fgpaza

2 0201 Br.oxRy

T M1 El M2M4

2T e /Tef”

My (1) Mo My (1)V
< T4 MMMV, 7,
2 0201 DEB, 4

Now by (G7),sup9635;% IEB, 4 fo(y) — 0asR — oco. Consequently, for fixed we obtaint —ess supy ., Pa(0, €, 2;{(0,¢,2)}) >

1 — 7 by taking an increasing sequen&g. Sincer can be taken arbitrarily small, this implies that—
esssupy ., Pa(0,¢,7;{(0,¢,2)}) = 1 and we conclude. O

Remark7. Of the conditions under which Propositi@nholds, (G8) is perhaps the strongest. We relax this
assumption in the statement of Propositipmeplacing it with assumptions gn

Proposition 6. Assume in addition to (G1)—(G6), the following additionahditions:

(G9) For any fixed > 0 andr > 0,

o0 ()5 =0,

lim sup
R—o0 9€BY, | 9€B, o,c€[0,6] PO (9)
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(G10) The proposal for is independent oft, ¥), i.e.,g(0, 9, ¢;¢) = g(e, €),

(G11) Thereexish < ¢, < eg < cowith [ p.(e)de > 0 such that the family of distribution(¢, -) }ee[c,. ]
is tight. In particular, ifG. is the cumulative distribution function associated with, -) then there exists
a functiong such that for alku € (0,1), sup¢| G (u) < ¢(u) < oco.

c€L,er] €
ThenP, ¢ V, and consequently als®, ¢ G.

Proof. By Theorem, it suffices to show that — esssupy . . P1(0,¢,7;{(0,¢,2)}) = 1. From (G11) choose
fixeder, < ¢ < e < egandd; > 0 so thatf(q ET)pé(e)]l(pé(e) > d1)de > 0, and then by (G5) choose

b so that [, I{K(z,y) > d2} fo(dz) > O for everye < ¢,. DefineR, = {e € (¢, ¢.) : pe(e) > 61} and
R, ={z€Y : K(x,y) > 2}. The setsk. andR, will be fixed throughout the proof. Now for every > 0
define the setl(R) as

OxRy xY D AR) = B?wx%exﬁ?z.
The setA(R) has positiver mass for everyR by (G5) and (G6). We will investigate the behaviourff in
A(R) asR — oo. LetT > 0 and taker = inf {r = q(0, BE,@) < 7—/2}. We takez(1) = ¢(1 — 7/4). For every
(0,¢,2) € A(R) we can compute
P4((97 €, I), {(97 € x)}c)

_ Po(V)pe(e)q(V,0)g(e, €
‘AWMY%A p(©)

T po(V)pe()q(v, 0)g(e, ) K (2,y) e ) () dede
Sz*A;MM{lAWWWJMWﬁ> m}“am“’)“(”ddﬁ

T, T po(9)pe(e)q(V,0)g(e, €) K (2, y) € e 2dzde
51 +~/BT,9><[0,5(7—)] LA ) }q(9ﬂ9)g( &) fo(2)dzdedd

37 / p@(ﬁ)pe(s)q
=+

4 By.ox[0,5(r)] Po(0)pe(e)
3r / po(V)pe(e)q(

—+

4 B0 X[0,&()] po(0)pe(€) Ke(w,y

)
S PoOpele) =
m”“”%ﬁwmwwwm@&@w“WM§

- 3_T+M1(61)M2/ po (V)
B9 x[0,&(7)]

yy)) } q(0,%)g(e, &) fo(2)dzded

=)
—~
>
3
~—
Q
—~
\‘r"\
™
S— [ ~—
=
—~
&

IN

IN

q(0,9)g(¢e,e) fo(z)dzdedd

IN

IN

pe(e) 1‘3 (y)dedd.

~ 4 0201 po(0)
37 Mi(e) MV (r)e(r) po(V) e
< —+ sup Pe .
4 0201 9€B,.g.cc[0,5(r)] Po(0) (©)5()
Now by (G9),
po (V) ~

sup
963%,o=ﬂ€BT,e,se[o,g(T)] P0(9)

pe(e)f5(y) = 0

asR — oo for anyr > 0. Consequently, for fixedt we obtain® — esssupy . , Pa(0,¢,7;{(0,¢,2)}) >
1 — 7 by taking an increasing sequen&g. Sincer can be taken arbitrarily small, this implies that—
esssupy . . Pa(0,¢,2;{(0,¢,2)}) = 1 and we conclude. O
We provide two examples to show how Propositiérasd6 can be applied.

Example 1. If fo(:) = N(+;0,02), K (z,y) = N(y;x,¢) andp(f,e) = A)a/2exp(—A1]0] — Az¢), the
conditions of Propositiod are met for any{o?, A1, \2) € (0, 00)® whenq andg satisfy (G2)—(G4).
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Example 2. Let fy(-) = N(+;0,0%), K. (z,y) = N(y;z,€) andp(0, €) = N(0;0, %)) exp(—Ae), with ¢ and
g satisfying (G2)—(G4) and (G10)-(G11). (G1) and (G5)—(Géldhn this case and it remains to show that
(G9) is satisfied so we can apply Propositrwithout loss of generality assume that 0 and note that

po(9) y7e 2o h 0 -(y+r)}*
20 P 0 = (e 0} ree [ e St

With 0 € (R, c0) and large enougR, we have

po (V) ~ -1 {W {6 —(y+r)}? }
su su e)fs( 27ra +e Plexp |—= —Aeg— ————F—— | .
196312,956[0,20] pe(6)"" (&))< { o)} P15 2(0? + €0)
Therefore,
B}im sup Po(V) pe(e) 2‘; (y) =0,
—00

0€BY € B, 4,€[0,20] po(6)

so (G9) is satisfied for angp?, A, o%) € (0, 00)3.

D Calculations for the example in Sectiort.2

To obtainny = H~! calculate

Mg

o0 1_
H=(1-a)) o~ 1befbl—ag: J
=0

(1 —ab)’

RS
Il

1

song = (1 —ab)/(b(1 — a)). To boundn, we have

> 1 1 a 1
_ 6-1
= (1 —ab) {Z(ab) 5 (b9 I S T L R N b29+1)} —(1—ab)3

0=1

1—ab = 1 a/b
> { +9§“ <b+1—b9+1+b—b9+1>}’
and so both
1—ab > a 1—ab a+b
< -1 =114+ =) % = -1
"= { +0§a (+b)} 2 {b(l—a) }

e e e () )
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