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Abstract

We study a distributed particle filter proposed by Boli¢ et al. (2005). This
algorithm involves m groups of M particles, with interaction between groups
occurring through a “local exchange” mechanism. We establish a central limit
theorem in the regime where M is fixed and m — oo. A formula we obtain
for the asymptotic variance can be interpreted in terms of colliding Markov
chains, enabling analytic and numerical evaluations of how the asymptotic vari-
ance behaves over time, with comparison to a benchmark algorithm consisting
of m independent particle filters. We prove that subject to regularity condi-
tions, when m is fixed both algorithms converge time-uniformly at rate M —1/2.
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Keywords: hidden Markov model, particle filter, central limit theorem,

asymptotic variance, local exchange, sequential Monte Carlo

2010 MSC: 60F05, 60F99, 60G35

*Corresponding author
Email addresses: k.heine@ucl.ac.uk (Kari Heine), Nick.Whiteley@bristol.ac.uk
(Nick Whiteley)
IPresent address: Department of Statistical Science, University College London, Gower
Street, London, WC1E 6BT, United Kingdom

Preprint submitted to Journal of BTEX Templates September 25, 2018



1. Introduction

Since their introduction in [I], particle filters have become very popular
tools in engineering, signal processing, econometrics and various other disci-
plines for approximate nonlinear filtering of hidden Markov models (HMM’s).
Investigations of particle filters have generated book-length studies, notably [2],
demonstrating the well-developed state of knowledge about convergence rates,
fluctuations, propagation of chaos, large deviations and various other properties,
with more recent contributions to the literature focussing on specific algorithmic
mechanisms, such as adaptive resampling [3] [4].

Trends in the development of computers towards distributed and parallel
architectures have influenced particle filtering methodology. One of the main
bottlenecks for computational efficiency when implementing particle filters is the
interaction between particles which occurs in the resampling step. This step is
important because it ensures that the algorithm exhibits certain time-uniform
convergence properties, but is difficult to parallelize.

A significant piece of work from the engineering literature which addresses
this difficulty is [B], introducing an algorithm we refer to as the Local Exchange
Particle Filter (LEPF), in which groups of particles are spread across compu-
tational units. What makes this algorithm unusual is that the m groups of M
weighted particles interact through an “exchange” mechanism, which places it
outside the frameworks of many existing studies, notably [2] B, [4]. The practi-
cal rationale for the LEPF is to achieve a compromise between communication
efficiency of the algorithm and the benefits brought about by resampling. In
particular the interaction between particles in the LEPF occurs in a localized
manner, making it suited to implementation on a network of computing devices
without the need for global connections.

Despite substantial interest in [5] from practitioners—it has 250 citations
according to Google scholar at the time of writing—relatively little is known
about convergence properties of LEPF. Indeed the question of whether it truly

exhibits the same time-uniform convergence properties as the original particle



filter of [I] has not been fully answered. The few papers on analysis of the LEPF
appear to be [0, [7] and the recent technical report [§]. [6] concerns analysis over
a single time-step, and [7, [8] provide proofs of time-uniform convergence of the
particle filtering approximation error, in L; and L, norms respectively, in the
regime where M is fixed and m — oo, for an algorithm of which the LEPF as we
present it is a special case. However, the proofs of [7, [§] rely on key hypotheses on
the particle weights which they do not rigorously verify, and which seem difficult
to check in general. The results of [7, 8] also do not establish a particular rate
of convergence.

The structure of this paper and outline of our main contributions are as
follows (precise statements are given later). In Section We introduce the setup
of the filtering problem, present the LEPF and describe the main result of [7 [§].
We also introduce a standard algorithm consisting of m independent bootstrap
particle filters (IBPF), each with M particles. The independence in the IBPF
makes it very easy to parallelize, so from a computational point of view it is a
natural alternative to the LEPF. In this paper the convergence properties of the
IBPF, which are already well-understood, serve as benchmarks against which
to compare the LEPF.

Section |3] introduces a general algorithm of which the LEPF and IBPF are
special cases, and gives our main result, Theorem [I| a central limit theorem
(CLT) for the error in particle approximation of prediction filter distributions, in
the regime where M is fixed and m — co. We address time-uniform convergence
in Section [4 Our first result here is a positive one: that under strong but
standard regularity conditions, in L, norm the error from the LEPF converges
time-uniformly with rate M ~'/2, in the regime where m is fixed and M — oco.
The same is true of the IBPF. Our second result, Proposition [5]in Section
shows that growth without bound of the asymptotic variance in our CLT is

sufficient to rule out time-uniform convergence at rate m~—1/2

in the regime
where M is fixed and m — oc.
Section [5] investigates various properties of the asymptotic variance for the

LEPF and compares them to those of the IBPF. In particular, we show by



examples in Sections[5.1] and [5.2) that under conditions which can be considered
very favourable for performance, the asymptotic variance for the LEPF and
IBPF can grow over time without bound. This can be considered a negative
result for the LEPF, since the sequence of asymptotic variances (over time) for
the original particle filter of [I] has been shown under weaker conditions to be
bounded, or tight when the observations in the HMM are treated as random
[9, [10} [TT), T2, [13]. Moreover, combined with Proposition [5|in Section these
examples serve as counter-examples to time-uniform convergence at rate m—1/2,
This does not contradict the time-uniform convergence results of [7, 8], since
the latter results do not pertain to a specific convergence rate, and they concern
the updated filtering distributions. However, our Proposition [5| allows us to
confirm that a hypothesis slightly stronger than that of [§] does not hold in
general, even under favourable conditions. Section [f] contains further discussion
and interpretation of our results. Our analysis allows us to explain qualitatively
why the asymptotic variance for the LEPF may be lower or grow over time
more slowly than that for the IBPF, and we illustrate this phenomenon with
numerical results.

Some clarifications about originality are in order. To the knowledge of the
authors, our CLT is the first result of its kind for the LEPF. Our starting point
to prove this result consists of a martingale decomposition and error bounds,
Proposition [I] in Section [3] which is an application of a result obtained by the
authors in [I4] for a class of algorithms which includes the LEPF. However, we
emphasise that Proposition [I] is only one of the first steps towards the CLT
itself, leaving us with substantial work to do. In our study of time-uniform
convergence, we also appeal to a result of [I4] (Proposition [4f in the present
paper), but again we have some work to do in dealing with the specifics of the
LEPF. We also point out that despite some superficial similarities, the details
of LEPF and our analysis differ substantially from those of some resampling

algorithms studied recently by the authors in [I5].



Notation

For any measurable space (X, X') we use .Z (X), Z(X) and #(X) to denote
the set of measures, probability measures and the set of bounded and mea-
surable functions defined on X, respectively. N includes 0. For any N-valued
m > 1 we write [m] := {1,...,m}. Whenever summation over a single vari-
able appears without the summation set made explicit, the sum is taken over
the set [N], ie. ), = sz\; and for summations over multiple variables we
write Z(il,...,ip) =) "'Zip- We use Id to denote the identity mapping for
any domain of definition and 1 to denote a constant function equal to 1 ev-
erywhere. For any function ¢ : A — R, we define p®2(x,y) := o(x)p(y) for
all x,y € A. For ¢ € AB(X) we define @]l = sup, |¢(x)| and osc(p) :=
sup, , [p(z) — p(y)|. For any pu,v € #(X), 4 ® v denotes the product measure
and p®? := y ® pu. We use &, to denote the point mass located at x. We define
|z] := max(z € Z : z < z) and (ymod x) := y — [(y — 1)/x|z. All random
variables we encounter are considered to be defined on some underlying proba-
bility space (2, F,P), with expectation w.r.t. P denoted by E. Convergence in
probability under P is denoted by Ly

2. Filtering framework and the LEPF

Let X = (X,,)nen be a Markov chain taking values in a measurable Polish
space (X, X), having initial distribution 7y € £(X) and transition kernel f :
Xx X —[0,1],

X0N7T0, Xan(anlv ')7 VnZl

Let Y = (Y,,)nen be a process taking values in a measurable Polish space (Y, ))
such that (Y, )nen are conditionally independent given X, with the conditional

distribution of Y,, given X being
Y, ~g(Xn, -), VnéeN,

for a probability kernel g : X x Y — [0,1]. For all z € X, we assume g(z, - )

admits a density with respect to a o-finite measure on (Y,)), and the same



notation g(z, - ) will be used for denoting this density. From here on, we consider
a fixed Y-valued observation sequence (yn)nen, write g,(z) := g(x,y,) for all

x € X, and assume that the following mild regularity condition holds.
Assumption 1. For alln €N, g, € Z(X) and g,(z) > 0 for all x € X.

We focus on approximating the &?(X)-valued prediction filter sequence (7, )nen,
which cannot be computed exactly, except in some special cases. This sequence
is defined for all n > 1, by the recursion m,, = ®,(m,_1) where &, : Z(X) —
Z(X) is the operator

O, (1)(A) == Je 9@ gn-) ] (@ Dplde) )y P(X).

Jx 9(x, Y1) p(dz)

If (yn)nen is replaced by the random sequence (Y;,)nen, then 7, is a version of
the conditional distribution of X, given Yp,..., Y, 1.

The algorithm which is our main object of study is one of several proposed
in [5] and there called the “Distributed Resampling with Non-proportional Allo-
cation and Local Exchange” algorithm. For brevity, we refer to it as the LEPF.
It is shown in Algorithm [I| At each time step n, this algorithm delivers a col-
lection of N = Mm particles ¢, = {¢}, : i € [N]} and weights {W} : i € [N]},
and the weighted empirical measure
N ._ > Wﬁ‘sCi
tXawn

is regarded as an approximation to m,. The sampling steps of Algorithm

T

(1)

should be understood to mean that the particles ¢, = {(}, : i € [N]} are condi-
tionally independent given (p,...,(,—1. Within each of the m groups of equal
size M, the particles are drawn according to a common resampling/proposal

mechanism. Indeed one can read off from Algorithm [I| that

Wi=W] and P(C, € [y -1 Cuo1) =P(C € [0y vy Cu1), Vi,j € Gy,
(2)
and the parameter 6 € {1,..., M —1} influences the interaction between groups

via the indices L.



Algorithm 1 Local exchange particle filter
fori=1,...,Mm

Set W¢ = 1 and sample (} ~ mo
Set L' = (i + 6) mod Mm
fork=1,...,m
Set Gy ={(k—1)M+1,...,(k—1)M + M}
forn=1,2,...
for k=1,....m
for i € G},
Set W), = (Mm)~! ZjeGk eri1gn—1(<£i1) '
ZjEGk WnLilgn—l (Cr%il)f(<7€ilv 1)
ZjeGk WnLilgn—l(CrI{il)

Sa‘mple C’;LL | <07 R Cn—l ~

In this paper, we primarily focus on the asymptotic regime M fixed, m — oco.
Interest in this regime stems from parallel and distributed implementations:
typically the sampling and weight computations for the m groups are performed
concurrently by a network of m computers, so the regime M fixed, m — oo can
be thought of as corresponding to an increasingly large network, in which each
computer handles M particles, see [0] for details.

[7, 8] studied an algorithm of which the LEPF as we present it in Algorithm
is a special case. Our mapping i —+ L’ is a particular instance of the mapping
denoted by £ in [7, 8] and if one sets their exchange period parameter ng =
1, one recovers Algorithm The generality of 8 in [7, 8] allows for other
patterns of interaction between particles, beyond the ones considered in the
present article. Whilst we focus on the prediction filter distributions 7, [7, §]
focus on particle approximations of the updated filtering distributions 7, (A4) :=
Tn(gnla)/mn(gn), A € X,n > 0. To allow us to state their result, for each n > 0

let {ZfL;i € [N]} be random variables which are conditionally independent given

CO? s ;C’na with

ZjeGk erjgn (Cﬁj)(scﬁj ()
Zjeck Wnngn (Cﬁj)

P(Z;€'|C0a-~-agn): s ViEGk,



and ;
~N Zz Wn+15Q

T Wi
The {C':i € [N]} can be understood as “integrated out” in Algorithm
In the notation of the present paper and with erf =W =W/ foralli,j €
G and k € [m], the key hypothesis of [8, Assumption 3] can be equivalently
written as follows: there exist € € [0,1) and g > 4 such that,
Wk

max n

kelm] Zje[m] W’%

a
sup sup mi “E [ ] < 0. (3)

m>1n>0

Under this hypothesis, plus additional but standard regularity conditions, the
main result of [§] is: for any ¢ € B(X), M > 1 and 1 < p < g with ¢ as in (3)),

lim sup E[|[7Y™ () — 7n()[P]/? = 0.

m—o0 n>0

A similar result for the case p = 1 was established in [7] under stronger con-
ditions. However, in [§] the hypothesis is not rigorously verified, and only
empirical evidence that it holds is presented. We shall comment further on
in Section

The role of the indices L? in the LEPF is made more transparent if one com-
pares to an alternative algorithm, what we term independent bootstrap particle
filters (IBPF), shown in Algorithm [2| below. The IBPF amounts to m indepen-
dent copies of the original bootstrap particle filter of [I], each with M = N/m
particles. Indeed one can read off from Algorithm [2 that for the IBPF the m
collections of particles {¢}, : i € Gi, n € N}, k € [m] are independent, making
the IBPF very easy to parallelise and hence in practice it is a natural alterna-
tive to the LEPF. Algorithm [2|also clearly satisfies 7 and one could write the

“Sample” step more simply as:

; Z‘eG gn—l(CTJL—l)f( 7{—17 ) .
P(Ch € | CoyennyCno) = —L=2% . , Vi€ Gy,
G & o) = e ) re o

but the presentation of Algorithm [2| highlights the connection the LEPF: if in

Algorithmone were to set § = 0, so L? = 7, then one recovers exactly Algorithm

With the weights W as calculated in the IBPF, one again regards 72 as in



as an approximation to m,, and the statistical independence between groups
means that convergence properties of the IBPF in the regime where M is fixed

and m — oo are relatively easy to study.

Algorithm 2 Independent bootstrap particle filters
fori=1,...,Mm

Set W¢ = 1 and sample ¢} ~ o
fork=1,...,m
Set Gy ={(k—1)M+1,...,(k—1)M + M}
forn=1,2,...
for k=1,....m
for i € G},
Set W, = (Mm)~* > ey Wi—1gn—1(Ci—1)
Sample ¢, | Co,- -5 Cno1 ~ 2ty Wg*lgn,ﬁl(q*l)ﬂ not )
EjEGk Wiflgnfl(cvjlfl)

3. Central limit theorem

8.1. A general algorithm and statement of the main result

The starting point for our analysis is to write down Algorithm [3| of which
the LEPF and IBPF are special cases. We do this not just for the sake of
generality. Instead Algorithm [3] affords us some notational simplifications and,
more crucially, it allows us make clear that the LEPF is a special case of the
so-called @SMC algorithm, introduced by the authors in [I4]. In turn this later
allows us to leverage some results of [I4]—in particular Proposition [1| below—
providing some building blocks for our CLT. The IBPF is also an instance of
Algorithm [3| and this fact eases our presentation of comparisons between it and
the LEPF in Section Bl

From henceforth, the integer M > 1 is, unless stated otherwise, assumed
to be fixed. In Algorithm [3] « is a row-stochastic matrix, of size N x N, with

N = Mm. Assumption [2|introduces hypotheses on the matrix « for each value



Algorithm 3
fori=1,...,N

Set W¢ = 1 and sample ¢} ~ 7o
forn=1,2,...
fori=1,...,N
Set Wiy =32, @ "W _1gn-1(G_y)
Sample G [ o, Gt ~ (W)™ 35 09 W g1 (G f(Gras )

N € {Mm : m > 1}. To state these hypotheses precisely, we need to be clear
about dependence of & on N and hence write a up until the end of Section

beyond which we revert to o to reduce notational clutter.
Assumption 2. For all N € {Mm :m > 1},
(2.1) an is doubly stochastic,

(2.2) for alli,j € [N] and z € Z,

ij _ _(i+zM)mod N,(j+zM) mod N
QN = Oy .

Additionally, for some integer 8 > 1,

(2.3) % =0 for N >28+1 and i,j € [N] such that
A(i,j) = minli — j + ¢N| > B,

(2.4) there exists {a :i,j € Z} such that for N > 28 + 1,

0l = aledNImeAN Y Gl < Bl ije. (4)

o

Assumption allows us to apply results from [14] to Algorithm (3] As-
sumption asserts that the elements on each diagonal of ay are periodic
with cycle length M. Intuitively, this captures the idea that the N particles
in Algorithm [3] are in some sense organised into groups of size M. It is easily

verified that the function A appearing in Assumption is a metric on [N],

10



in particular it is the graph distance on a cycle graph with vertex set [IN] where
there is an edge between each i € [N] and (i + 1) mod N. Assumption
then asserts that ay is a band matrix in the sense that elements further than
away from the main diagonal in metric A are equal to zero, in turn influencing
the conditional independence structure of the particles in Algorithm [3] Finally
Assumption can be interpreted as meaning that there is some common
structure to the matrices any as N grows, and loosely speaking, this common
structure is captured in the “limiting” doubly infinite matrix a,, which will
show up later in our CLT.

Let us now state how the LEPF and IBPF fit in this framework. Consider

o = MG - D/M] = [(G - Omod N=D/M]] - VigelN]
af, = M7U[[(i - 1)/M| = |(j — 0 —1))/M]] Vij€L
It is a matter of elementary but tedious manipulations to show that with o = apn
as in , Algorithm [3| reduces to the LEPF as in Algorithm |1} and to check
that Assumptions hold with 5 = M — 1 + 6. Checking Assumption
involves some less trivial work and a proof is provided in the Appendix.

To recover the IBPF from Algorithm [3] we take

ay = M- 1)/M] = |(j-1)/M]]  VijeN] ©)
afl, = M- 1)/M]=[(j - 1)/M]]  VijeEL
With g = M — 1, checking Assumptions is again elementary, and in
this case Assumption is obviously satisfied.
Figures [lp and [1b show the matrices defined in 7@ in the case N =9,
M = 3 and 6 = 1. It follows from Assumptions and that aq is,
like each ap, a row-stochastic matrix, which can be thought of as specifying
the transition probabilities of a Z-valued Markov chain. It turns out that the
asymptotic variance in our CLT is expressed in terms of two copies of this chain.
To this end, denote by E, ,, where u,v € Z, the expectation w.r.t. the law of

the bi-variate backward Markov chain (I, J)o<k<n, Where

(InaJn) N5u®5va (7)
Pl = ik, Je = ji | Tos1 = inr1, Jop1 = Jrpr) = st adltidn,

11



0 1/31/3 1/3 0 0 0 0 0 1/3 1/3 1/3 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 131313 0 0 0 0 0 /3 1/3 13 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 131313 0 0 0 0 0 Y3 1313 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1/31/3 13 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/313 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1/31/31/3 0 0 0 0 0 131313 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1/31/31/3 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/313 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/3 1/3
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1/3 1/3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/3 1/3
Y3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/3 o 0 0 0 0 0 1/31/3 1/3
(a) (b)
Figure 1: Matrices in (a) and (b) correspond to the LEPF and IBPF, respec-
tively.
n—4 n —4
M > > > N N N N
AR, O o
7 2T T ) M B S XY
— HATATAY, - 59 B RS
T 5T 2T S B %
TP R O 0
7 ) 7/
L 5 B D D
-2-10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 -2-10 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
(a) (b)

Figure 2: Some of the paths assigned positive probability by a., for the (a)
LEPF and (b) IBPF. In both cases M = 3 and in (a) 6 = 1.

Figure [2] illustrates some segments of paths for I (or J) which have strictly
positive probability under the transitions as, for the LEPF and IBPF, with
M =3 and § =1.

Before stating our main result we introduce some more notation. For all

n > 1, define non-negative kernels @, : X x X — R, as

Qn(x, A) = gn_1(z) f(x, A), VzeX, Aec X, (8)

12



and the corresponding operators on functions and measures

@P)@) = [Qulad)ole).  VoeX, pe B,
uQ@Qn(A) = /Qn(;v,A)M(dx), Ve Z(X), Ae X,
respectively. Moreover we define forn > 1 and 0 <p <n

Qp,p = 1d, Qp,n = Qp+1 c @,

Ql)vl) = Id’ @p,n = Qp-&-l e Q"’

where Q,, := Qn/mn_1(gn_1) for all n > 1. Also let
Y = T0Q0,n, Vn>0.

Define the tensor-product kernel Q¥2(z,y,d (2, ")) := Qn(z,d2")Qn(y,dy’),
with the corresponding operators on functions and measures written similarly
to those for @,, and finally define operators Cy and C;, such that for any
p € B(X?),

Co(p)(z,y) = p(x,y) and Ci(p)(z,y) =p(z,2), Vz,yeX
‘We then have:

Theorem 1. Fiz M > 1 and 8 > 0 and suppose that Assumption[q holds. Then
for any ¢ € B(X), Algorithm @ has the property

VN(m (9) = () === N(0,02),  VneN,

N —oc0
where N goes to infinity along the sequence {Mm :m =1,2,...}, the following

variances are assumed strictly positive,

a5 = mo((¢ — mo())?)

1 _
072L = ’Yn(1)2M Z Eu,u+v {W(?zceoQ?QCel T Q?zcen (‘P®2)] ) n>1,
0<u<M
o] <2n

with e, = 1[I, = Ji], for all0 <k <n, and @ := ¢ — m, ().

13



Remark 1. Since the LEPF and IBPF are special cases of Algorithm (3] Theo-
rem [l applies to them immediately. Note that the only distinction between the
asymptotic variances for LEPF and the IBPF arises from o, as given for these
two algorithms in and @ In Section [5| we shall examine o2 for the LEPF
and the IBPF in detail, which involves study of the I, J processes for these two

algorithms.

3.2. Martingale array and the proof of the main result

Defining the random measures

.- 2 ZN:W’%S o yen (9)
== i = n
PN LT e Ty ’

allows us to decompose the particle approximation error as

VN
¥n(1)

VN (2 (¢) = malp)) = VNT, (@) — 7 (@) o~ (TN (1) = 7a(1)),  (10)

where @ := ¢ — m,(p).

Our overall strategy in proving Theorem [l| is to establish asymptotic nor-
mality of v N fiv (%) as N — oo using the CLT for martingale arrays [16], and
to apply results from [I4] to show that the second term on the r.h.s. of
converges to zero in probability. Our first step is to identify a martingale rep-
resentation for \/Wiv (®), for which the setup is as follows.

Fixn € Nand M > 1. For given m > 1 and ¢ € #(X) define, for p € [Mm],

& =~ (Qon(9)(G) ~ 7000 (4)) ()

and for o € [(n + 1)Mm] \ [Mm],

%

mo._ P - — A Z] aing—lap—l,n(a)(cjz—l)
T R, 1) (Ql”"“”)(c”) >, A AG, () > .

where b= pm,(g)a 1= Zm(g) and

1 —
Pm(0) = {%J and i, (0) := o mod Mm.

14



Writing out the expression for WZ’;, p > 1, in Algorithm |3 using the fact that «

is row-stochastic and Assumption

p—1 p—1
Wir = Z H aleriag, ((in) < H ll9qloo < 0.
q=0

(%0,++vstp—1) 9=0

Combining this with , and again using Assumption |1} we have

-1
sup €| < SR max Mosc(@ (®) < (13)
e[t D)Mm] 2 T V/Mm pe{0,..n} (1) P ’

with the convention Hq_:lo llgqlloo = 1.

In our m — oo analysis we consider the quantities in (11))-(12)) associated
with an instance of Algorithm [3] for each m > 1. We harmlessly assume that
P makes these instances statistically independent, but we commit an abuse,
especially in below, and suppress from the notation the association of {g; :
i € [Mm]}, and various other objects, with the particular value m.

For each m > 0 define Fg" := {0, X}, and then define o-algebras {F}" : 1 <
0 < (n+1)Mm, m > 1} recursively by

m . m—1 i (1) im ()
Fo' = Fnriym-1ym V "(Cpmu)’ S pm@))' (14)

With these definitions in hand, we can state the following result. The bound
in summarises , the rest of the statement is a direct application of [14]
Proposition 1 and Theorem 1] and provides what we shall need: the desired

martingale structure and bounds on the particle approximation errors.

Proposition 1. Fixn >0, 8 > 0 and M > 1 and suppose that Assumption
(2.1) holds. For any ¢ € B(X) there exists C, € R such that

&0 < Cn,  Vm>1, g€[(n+1)Mm]. (15)

1
vMm
For each m > 1, {( e &m .7-';”) c0€(n+ 1)Mm]} 18 G zero-mean, SquUare

s=1"5s

integrable martingale and

(n+1)Mm

VML, @) = Y e (16)

15



Moreover, for any p > 1

S VMm E[|m)™ (@) — ma() PP < 00 (17)
s VMm E[[TA™ (1) — 7, (1)) < o0 (18)

Remark 2. By a Borel-Cantelli argument, it follows from 7 that for
both the LEPF and IBPF, the particle approximation errors 7M™ (o) — m, ()
and T'M™ (1) —~,,(1) converge to zero almost surely, both in the regime M fixed,

m — oo and in the regime m fixed, M — oco.

Remark 3. It follows from the martingale part of Propositionthat E[fi/[ ") =
1, implying that for the LEPF and IBPF, '™ (1) is an unbiased approxima-
tion of the normalising constant 7, (1); a fact implying that these algorithms
are also suitable for implementation as a part of a particle Markov chain Monte
Carlo algorithm [I7]. Some of the arguments in the proof of Theorem [1| could
be adapted to establish asymptotic normality of v Mm(I'M™ (1) — 4,(1)) with
M fixed, m — oo, but the details are beyond the scope of this paper.

In order to establish asymptotic normality of v/ M mffm (@) we shall apply
the following special case of [16, Theorem 3.2].

Theorem 2. Fixn >0 and M > 1. For eachm > 1, suppose that {( §=1 &r, .7-";") :

o€ [(n+ 1)Mm]} is zero-mean, square integrable martingale, and that F;* C
m—+41
FytL for each g € [(n+1)Mm)]. If

(n+1)Mm , ]
SB[l > | ] Lo >0 9)
o=1

(n+1)Mm
> ]E[(fén)z ‘7’_211} %02, o? >0, (20)
o=1
then
(n+1)Mm 4
m 2

Z; &' — > N(0,07). (21)
-

We now present the main arguments in the proof of Theorem
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Proof of Theorem[]l We first note that the case n = 0 is trivial, since in Al-
gorithm (3, {¢{ : i € [N]} are i.i.d. samples from 7. So it remains to consider

n > 1. With the definitions , , and , Proposition |1| establishes that

{(Zggm }';”) o€ [(n—f—l)Mm]}

constitutes the martingale array as in the statement of Theorem [2] and our next
task is to check conditions and .

Condition (19) is easily seen to be satisfied due to (L5). The majority of our
work then goes into checking (20| . Since, for given m > 1, {( m .Fm) 0 €

[(n + 1)Mm]} is a martingale difference sequence, we have

(n+1)Mm (n+1)Mm 2
3 E[(e7)* | Fama] =E ( > ﬁﬂ
u (n+1)Mm
+ E[(€)*| 7] - E[(e)?].
o=1

Proposition [2] in Section [3.3] establishes convergence to zero of the residual, in

the sense that

(n+1)Mm , ,
O (R e R (CON Pl
=

Proposition [3]in Section [3.4] establishes convergence of the variance, in the sense

(n+1)Mm 2
T

5D Euwta 7620005 -+ Q%€ (7°2)),
O<u<M
|[v]<2npB

that

My, (1)2

where €, = I[I; = Ji]. Thus condition is satisfied and so by in
Proposition [T},
VMM ™ (@) — N(0,02). (22)

m—r o0

By [(2.1)| we can use and of Proposition [I| and Hélder’s inequality to

17



obtain

lim_E[| w417 () VM (T2 (1) = 3(1) )|
m—0o0
24 1
< lim EHWQ“"(E)’ } ’ sup \/MmEHFan(l) — fyn(l)ﬁ 2 =,
m— o0 le
implying
m (— m P
A @)V M (T (1) = 9,(1)) —— 0, (23)

The claim follows by Slutsky’s theorem from , and . O

3.8. Convergence of the residual to zero

Proposition 2. Under the assumptions of Theorem [}
(n+1)Mm

S B[] Fm] -] oo

poc m—oo
Proof. Define:
zy =E[ (&)’ | 7] - B[],

By Markov’s inequality we have for all € > 0 that

(n+1)Mm 1 (n+1)Mm )
P( >z zs) <z X E[@Y]
o=1 o=1
1 (n+1)Mm
+5 > E|zyzy). (24)
o=1  o'F#o
By (15), (ZZ,”)2 <4C2%/(Mm)? and hence
(n+1)Mm

2 4(n+1)C3

]E{(Z;n) } = Mm m—00 0.

o=1
To establish convergence to zero of the second summation on the r.h.s. of
, we shall show that suitably many pairs Z*, Z)? are independent, therefore
making no contribution to the sum since E[Z]'] = 0, and use to bound the

remaining pairs. Introduce the notation, for ¢ € [M'm)],

pa((é) =0, pa(Cfl) = {Cg :0<g<n, jE[Mm], (oz"_q)ij > 0}7 n>1,
(25)

18



and by convention let o(f)) be the trivial o-algebra. Our strategy to obtain a
lower bound for the number of independent pairs Z;*, Z}} is as follows:
Lemma [1| shows that Z7" is measurable w.r.t. o(pa(g::((i)))), and conse-
quently
im(0) im (")
U(pa(cpm(g))) L U(pa(cpm(g/))) - Z;n L ZZ;I/L

Lemma [2| shows that for any 0 < p,q < n and i,j € [Mm)],

pa(G) Npa(¢q) =0 = o(pa((y)) L oa(())-

Lemmashows that the number of pairs ¢ # ¢’ such that pa (C;’”((Z))) ﬁpa(g“;:z((z/,))) =
0 is at least Mm(n + 1)2(Mm — 4nB — 1).

The total number of pairs (g, ') where 0 # ¢' is (n+1)Mm((n+1)Mm —1)
and hence by

(n+1)Mm 404
>y IE[Z;”ZZ?} < S (4 1) (04 ) Mm—1)=(n+1)2(Mm—4nf—1))
o=1  o'#o

which is easily seen to converge to 0 as m — oo, completing the proof of the

Proposition. U

Before presenting Lemmata [IH3] we point out the following useful conse-
quence of . Note that Cé“ € pa(d,”) if and only if there exists a sequence
(ig,---,1p), such that HZ:p—1 atk+1% > (. Using this equivalence it follows that
if £ < g <pand ¢ € pa(¢y?) and ¢;* € pa((y?), then also ¢i* € pa(¢?), and

thus we have the implication

¢ epa((r) = pal(¢) Cpa(()r). (26)

Lemma 1. For any ¢ € [(n+ 1)Mm], Z]" is measurable w.r.t. O‘(pa((;’:l((i)))).

Proof. The variables {Cé}ie[Mm] are independent, so for ¢ € [Mm], Z]* = 0,

P—a.s. and o(pa(C;:((Z)))) = {0,Q}, hence the claimed measurability holds. For

Mm < o < (n+1)Mm we need to show that
B[ |7m] =E[(e)* [pa(¢n@)], P-as (27)
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According to Algorithm

, I W g (¢ i 4
]P’(CZ," € A’CO,-..»Cpfl) = Z]a JWp_lgpM;iCp_l)f(Cp_l’ ), P—a.s. (28)
[

Writing out the expression for W;” from Algorithm |3| gives
p—1
Wir = Z H gg(Clryatarria, (29)
(80, rip_1) 3=0

which clearly is measurable w.r.t. U(pa(d,’“)). Noting additionally , we
find the r.h.s. of also measurable w.r.t. o(pa(@if)). The latter observa-
tion combined with the fact that in Algorithm (3 the variables {C}}ic(arm) are

conditionally independent given (o, ..., (,—1, shows that

P(¢ € AlCoy - Gpe1,Gps---, G 1) =P(¢ € Alpa(¢l)), P—as. (30)

Then using again the fact that W, is measurable w.r.t. o(pa(¢})), we have by
that holds for M'm < ¢ < Mm(n+ 1), which completes the proof. [

Lemma 2. For any 0 < p,q <n andi,j € [Mm],
pa(C;) N pa(CZ) =) = a(pa((j,)) L a(pa((ﬁ)). (31)

Proof. The implication in holds immediately in the case that p,q € {0,1},
due to the convention that o (@) is the trivial o-algebra and the independence
of the ¢{’s. So suppose w.l.o.g. p > 1 and 0 < g < p, fix any 4,j € [Mm] and
assume that pa({é) N pa(Cg) = (. For 0 < r < p, define the sets of random

variables
Z, = pa((f,) n{ck0<s<r ke [Mm]},
2 =pa(@)) N{¢;0< s <r ke [Mm]},

notice that Z,_; = pa((f)) and similarly 2, ; = pa(Cg), so our objective is to

prove o(2,-1) L 0(Z,_;). Notice also that Z, N Z, = ) for 0 < r < p since
we have assumed pa(q;) N pa(Cg) = (). We proceed with an inductive argument,

the induction hypothesis being that for some 0 <r < p —1,

o(2.) L a(2). (32)
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To initialise, observe that holds with r = 0, due when ¢ = 0 to the con-
vention that o () is trivial, and due when ¢ > 0 to the independence of the (}’s
and Zy N Z) = (. Now assume that holds for some 0 < r < p — 1, for
each ¢ € 2,41 U Z/, let B¢ be an arbitrary member of X and let A¢ be the
event {¢ € B¢}. Then writing G, := 0((p, ..., (), and with the convention that

products over the empty set are unity, we have

=E |P N A6 | JI 1Al

C€Z7v+1\zr,- U Z;+1\Z7’. CEZ,UZ]

=E|P (N AdG | P N Adg. | [I 1Al

L CEZrt1\2r CeZl \Z] CEZ,UZ!
=E|P (| Aoz |P N Adez) | ] Al
CEZrp1\2r CEZ/ 4\Z] CEZ.UZ!
=P| () Ac|P| [) A
CE€Zrt1 cezl

The first equality uses the tower property of conditional expectations and the
fact that o(Z,) Vo(Z]) C G,. The second and third equalities use the following
facts: in Algorithm Cr1 = {¢¥,1 : k € [Mm]} are conditionally independent
given G,; for any ( € 2,11\ Z, (resp. ( € Z/ ., \ Z/), P(A¢|G,) is measurable
w.r.t. o(pa(()) (see (28)-B0)); pa(¢) € {¢¥;0 < s <r, k € [Mm]} and by
pa(¢) C pa(¢l), hence o(pa(()) C o(Z,) (resp. o(pa(¢)) C o(Z])). The fourth
equality holds by the induction hypothesis. By a monotone class argument,
then holds with r replaced by r + 1, which completes the induction and hence
also the proof of . O

Lemma 3. Under Assumption |(2.3), the number of pairs o # o such that

Pa(C;Z((Z))) N pa(C;Z((Z,))) =0 is at least Mm(n + 1)2(Mm — 4nf — 1).
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Proof. We start by proving the implication

n—1
[/ >0 = A(ip,in) <(n—p)B<nf YO<p<n. (33
q=0

By |(2.3) H” (}a a+1fe > (0 implies A(ipy1,4p) < 8,V 0 < p < n and then since

A is a metric, . ) follows from the triangle inequality.

Note that by and (33), pa(¢l) c {¢F 0 < r < p,A(i, k) < pB} and
therefore when i = 1, pa((ﬁ,) N pa(Cg) =0 foral 0 < pg<nandje
{2nB+2,..., Mm—2n}, the latter set being non-empty for all m large enough,
since M, § and n are fixed. Hence for ¢ = 1 fixed, there are at least (n +
1)?(Mm —4nf3 — 1) pairs (¢}, ¢}) such that pa(¢l) Npa(¢)) = 0. Then allowing

i to vary over the set [Mm] gives the lower bound as claimed. O

3.4. Convergence of the variance

The main result of Section [3.4] is:

Proposition 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem[], for alln >0

(n+1)Mm 2
( > <))
Z Eu v+ [ 2050 Q?2Cel T ngcsn (¢®2):| . (34)

O<u<M
[v|<2npB

lim E

m—o0

T M, (1)?

where e, = I[Iy, = Ji], for all0 < k < n.

From and @D it follows that

(n+1)Mm m 1 ‘ ‘ 2
( Z smﬂ— ()QEKMZW;w(c;))], (35)

The first step towards proving Proposition [3]is to develop an expression for the

expectation on the r.h.s. of in the following Lemma, which is inspired by

tensor product analysis of [18].
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Lemma 4. Fixn €N, M >1, m > 1 and set N = Mm. For any ¢ € #(X),

E[(}V zijw,m;)ﬂ

n—1
1 qt1iq dqt1d
= ﬁ Z < H olatt qongJrl]q) W(?2cﬂ[io:jo}Q?2C]1[¢1:jl] . Q§2C]I[in:jn] (@@2).
(t0:n,Jo:n) \ q=0
Proof. Throughout the proof we use the shorthand notations ip.q = (ip, ..., 14)

and Jp:q = (Jp,---,Jq), Where ¢ < p. For all 0 < k < n, let G, := 0(Co,- .., (k)
and let ¢ € B(X?).
For all i € [N]

E[(Widg, © Wide) (@) | Gai]
- ((;aifwglacﬁ_l) ® (;aiéwglacﬁ_l)> (Q22(@ie)).
and for i # j
E[(Wide, @ Wid;)(0) | G|
- ((Zawing ) o (Samwiig ) (@):
7 :
So for all i,j € [N] we have
E[(Wide, ® Wid;)(0) | G

_ ((;awwg_l%l) o (Sl ) ) (@8 Cum ). (@0

£

In the remainder of the proof we write ¢ = I[iy, = ji] for brevity. From
we conclude that

El((i[ZWQ) ® <]1[ ZW#JC#»(@ gn_1]

1 int ind in—1 jn—1
ab D DR U Oy @ Wil 54171?) (@2 (C.@):

(in—1:nsJn—1:n)

which we use to initialise a backward induction. The induction assumption is
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that for some 1 < k < n,

((mmwee)o (g

Jn

.

n—1
= % Z < H aiq+1iqa.j<1+qu) (Wlékécik ® ngk(sg‘ik) (Qﬁice;ﬁl . ngcen (QO))

(tkin>Jrn) \ @=k

Then applying and the tower property of conditional expectations,

EK(}V S ) (5 X W) e g]
) - In
=5 2 < 11 aiwqaﬂ'«mq)

(tkinsJkin) \q=k

xE [(Wékécik Y W]zk(scik) (Q%ﬁlcﬂwl e Q%QC% (‘P)) ‘ gk—£|

n—1
E H aiq+1iqajq+1jq

(ik:nsJken) q=k

1
N2
((Dammisiage ) o (S ommiyiog, ) ) (@, ove.)
1
N2

ik—1 Jk—1

n—1
§ H alatiiapdatida

q=k—1

(ikflﬂujkfl:n)
x (Wi 80 @ W10 01 ) (QF7Co, -+ Q€. (9)),

proving that the induction hypothesis holds at rank & — 1. Thus

El((;f;wﬁédﬁ ® (]1, ZW,{MW))(@) QO]

n—1
1 S : .
=2 Z ( H alq+11anq+1Jq> (Wooégéo QW] 5{3“) (Q?ch "'Q%QCen(tp))~

(i0:n>Jo:n) \ q=0

Finally, since {¢{ : i € [N]} are i.i.d. samples from 7y and W¢ = 1 for all i € [N],
we have

() o (roves)o]

in

n—1

1 o
-3 > (H0"““”“““”)W?QC%Q??CQ~-~Q;?2cen<sa>,

(i0:n>do:n) \ q=0
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from which the claim follows by observing that

() s (D) o - (§ T

in In in

O

Proof of Proposition[3. Throughout the proof we use the shorthand notations
ipg = (ips-eeriq), Jpiq = Ups-v-sJq)s pg +u == (ip +u,...,iq +u) and
Jpgtui=(Jp+u,... jg+u)forany u € Z and p,q € N such that ¢ < p. Also

we define

Zinjn ((0:n—1, Join—1) = 7§ *Cifig=jo] QT *Cifir=j,] - * Q2 *Cupi, =51 (8%%),  (37)

and
I, j, (iom—1, jom—1) = [[j—g als+tiaqderiie, (38)
I3 (ioin—1, Jom—1) = [T0—g csst " adet 7.
By Lemma [4] we have
1 o\
(Mm)?E [(Mm ) ]
= Z i, j, (G0:n—1; Jorn—1)Zin jn (f0:0—15 Jon—1) (39)
(i0:n,J0:n)
= A, + Bpn,

where A,, and B,, are obtained by partitioning the summation set:

Am = Z Hin,jn (iO:n—th:n—l)Ein,jn (iO:n—th:n—l);

(%0:n5J0:n):
A(in,jn)>2np

Mm
B, = Z Z Z IL,, 5. (Go:n—1, Jorn—1)Z4,, jn (20:n—1 JOrm—1)-

Tn=1 In:
A(in )jn)S2nB

(7;037171 7j0:71—1)
(40)

Note that although not explicitly shown in the notation, II;, ;. (40:n—1, joim—1)
depends also on m through the size of matrix «, whilst =;, ;, (¢0:n—1,Join—1)

does not.
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We shall prove that A,, = 0 and that for all m large enough B,, is equal
to the r.h.s. of . First consider A,,. We can use the implication ,
given in the proof of Lemma [3| and observe that if A(i,,jn,) > 2n8 and

I, ;. (i0:n—1; Jo:n—1) > 0, then by two applications of the triangle inequality
Alip, jp) = Alip, jn) = Aljp, Jn) = Alin, jn) = Alip,in) = Aljp, jn) > 0,
and hence I[i, = j,] = 0, for all 0 < p < n. Consequently, by using the fact that
T§2QP% - Q¥ (7%2) = (@1 Qu(®))” = 1(1)*ma()? = 0,

we have

Am= Y iy, Gom 1, jom-0)75 QY- Q72 (@%%) = 0. (41)
(iO:n,ij:n):
A(in,jn)>2np
Next we consider B,,. Let us start by writing
B, = Z IL, 5, (Goin—1, Jorn—1)Zi jn (F0:n—15 J0:n—1), (42)

(iO:n—hjU:n—l)

and
#(ai,...,ap) == ((ay +kM)modN, ..., (ap+kM)modN), VY(ai,...,a,) € ZP,

for some fixed k € Z and any p > 0. First we prove that B . satisfies

insin
B;jn = Bliniu)- (43)
By we have immediately, for all ig.,,, jo.n € [Mm]"+1,
I, 5, (i0:n—1, Join—1) = Hg(i, ) (@(i0:n—1, Jon—1)), (44)
and also
Zin g (0:n—15 Jon—1) = (i jin) (P(10:n-15 Jorn—1))- (45)

Combining (42)), (44), and using the fact that ¢ : [Mm]™ x [Mm]™ —
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[Mm]™ x [Mm]™ is a bijection to perform a change of variable, we can write
B ;o= Y et (@iom—1,doin—1))Zp0, 5, (Slivin-1, jon-1))
(i0:n—1,Join—1)

= Z Wi g (G0:n—15 J0:n—1)E (i jn) (F0:m—15 Jorn—1)

(f0:n—1,J0:n—1)
= Bilin.jn)
establishing .
Since for any w,v € [N], and 0 < ¢ < N/2, A(u,v) = c if and only if
u = (v=+c)mod N, we can re-parametrise the summations in , and by using

we have

m—1 M
B = Z ngrkM,(HkMJrc)nTmzv
k=0 (=1 |c|<2np
M
=m Z B;T(L)+€,(uo+€+c) mod N (46)
£=1|c|<2nB
for any 0 < ug < (m —1)M.
Recall from the proof of Lemma |3 An analogous implication
n—1
Hozf)‘lo+”q>O:>\z'p—in|§(n—p)ﬁ§n,8 VO0<p<mn, (47)
q=0

can be established for a, by using the absolute difference instead of the metric
A.
Let us set up = 3nf and assume that m > (ug + M + 3nf3)/M, which is

legitimate since we our aim is to find the limit of B,, as m — oo. We then have

(wo+£+c)mod N =up+{+ec, Ve [M], | <2ng, (48)

and by using and one can check that when i, = ug + ¢ and j, =
Uuo + 0+ C, then Hinajn (iO:n—lajO:n—l) and H(i):,jn (Z.O:n—laj():n—l) are greater than

zero only if 8 < igy1, Jgr1 < Mm — §, for all 0 < ¢ < n. But by
alatiie — ai‘éf’liq for all 8 < ig+1 < Mm — 3 and i, € [Mm]. Thus we have by
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(E2) and (@)

m

wo+£,(wo+£4+c) mod N
o . . - . .
- § Hu0+€,u0+£+c(10:n—l7JO:n—l)—*uo-i-é,uo-‘ré—i-c(lo:n—lajO:n—l) (49)

io;n71€Z"
Join—1€EZ"

Finally we use the fact that byand altRMIHEM — o1 for all i, j, k €
Z and hence by , and the fact that 2y 4e.u0+e+c(i0:m—1,Jom—1) =

E&Z—&-c(io:n—l ) jO:n—l)7

B . . - . .
== Z Z Z H??Z.fc(zo:n—l7JO:n—l):*Z,l-i-c(ZO:n—l7.70:11—1)

£=0 ‘Cl <2nfB ig.n—1€L"
Jo:n—1€Z"

—1

=Y Y E[riie,Qi%C, Qi (7°2). (50

£=0 |c|<2np

where the last form is independent of m. The claim then follows by combining

E9). 6. (@) and G). 0

4. Time-uniform convergence

Recall from Proposition [1| that for Algorithm (3| if Assumption |(2.1)| holds,
then for each n € N and p > 1,

sup VMm E[|m™ () — 7, (1) ]/7 < . (51)
M,m>1

In this section we establish conditions under which the LEPF and IBPF satisty,
for all p > 1:

sup sup VM E[|mp"™ () — mn () PP < o0, (52)
M>1n>0

and do not satisfy, for any p > 1:

sup sup Vm E[|m ™ () — ma () P]MP < o0, (53)

where in , m is fixed and in , M is fixed. We note that and

are equivalent to corresponding inequalities with sup,,-; and sup,,; replaced
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by limsup,,_, ., and limsup,,_, .. respectively, since for p € B(X), |rM™(p) —
Ta(9)] < 05c(p) < .

We shall again leverage the fact that the LEPF and IBPF are instances of
Algorithm [3] which is itself an instance of «SMC from [14], where it was shown
that . 2

EN = 7(1N 2i Wﬁ) , N (M, m) == Mm&EM™,
N Z'L(W’;;,)Q
play a central role in time-uniform convergence. The quantity N is commonly
called the effective sample size. Note that by Jensen’s inequality we always have
EN < 1, or equivalently N (M, m) < Mm. We shall appeal to the following

result, which is a special case of [I4] Proposition 3] (in particular see the last

displayed equation in [I4, Proof of Theorem 2]).

Proposition 4. Suppose that Assumption|(2.1) holds and additionally,

~—

@

3(d,€) € [1,00)* s.t. supsup n(

<4, and f(z,') <ef(y, ), Ve,y € X.
n>0 z,y In(Y) (@) )

(54)
Then there exists p < 1 and for each p > 1 a finite constant c, such that for
anyn >0, M >1, m>1 and ¢ € B(X), Algorithm@ has the property:

m @ " n— mi— 1/p
B[}y (0) = ma(@) 17 < ol 2 S0 p 0 [l 2] (55)
q=0

4.1. The regime m fized and M — oo

We shall now show that under the assumptions of Proposition [4] both the
LEPF and IBPF satisfy . For the LEPF, this is a new result. For the IBPF,
the result is not very surprising, since it is well known that under the strong
but standard hypothesis (54]), a single bootstrap particle filter is time-uniformly
convergent (see [2, Section 7.4.3.] and references therein). However, perhaps
more surprising is the simplicity of the following argument, which applies to
both the IBPF and LEPF.

It was noted in Section [2| equation that for both the LEPF and IBPF,
for any k € [m],

Wi =Wi =Wk

n n’

Vi,j € Gg. (56)
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Consequently, for any M, m > 1 and n > 0,
N2
(%, Mwh)
S M(WE)?
1 (ﬁ D het Wﬁ) i
mo L (W)
1 (1 n D ket Zz;&iwﬁwﬁ) > i’ (57)
2 (W2 m
or alternatively N > M. Substituting the lower bound into gives
as claimed.

Mm
En

m

4.2. The regime M fized and m — oo

The following proposition establishes that lim sup,, . 02 = oo is a sufficient
condition for failure of . In Sections and we present examples for
the IBPF and LEPF such that lim,_,« 02 = oo and holds.

Proposition 5. Consider Algorithm[3. Assume that the hypotheses of Theorem
hold, fix ¢ € B(X) and M > 1. Then for anyn >0 and p > 1,

i i M () — () = 2oy (L@ D2
Jim ViR Bl (o) = ma (o)) = e (HEE DT oy

If limsup,,_, ., 02 = oo, then does not hold for any p > 1. If additionally
holds, then for the LEPF and IBPF, for any p > 1

p

— 2
k
lim sup sup m?/2 E Z (VV"NJ> = 0. (59)
m—oo n>0 ke[m] Zje[m] Wi

Remark 4. The condition in clearly rules out:

k

max C

p
——— < 00,
FEl X jetm Wi

which is exactly the key hypothesis of [8] as written in in the case € = 0.

sup sup m? E
m>1n>0

Note however, that whilst Proposition establishes that does not hold, i.e.

—1/2

time-uniform convergence at rate m does not occur, we have not ruled out
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the possibility that time-uniform convergence occurs at some slower rate. More-
over, our negative result is of course valid only for the specific local exchange
mechanism appearing in Algorithm [T} which is only a special case of the more
general framework of [§]. In Section we shall comment on some possible

algorithmic modifications to ensure time-uniform convergence.

Proof. To prove , we follow arguments used in the proof of [I3] Theorem 12],
who established a limit of the same form for a standard particle filter. We first
recall the fact that for a sequence of random variables (A, )m>1, if Ap, 44
for some A, and for some p > 0, (|4;,[P)m>1 is uniformly integrable, then
lim, 00 E[| A1 |P] = E[|A|P], see [19] p.14, Theorem A]. As in the statement, fix
v € B(X), M >1and n > 0. Then set A,, = /mrM™(p). By Theorem Am
converges in distribution to a zero-mean Gaussian variable with variance o2 /M.
For any given p > 1 and § > 0, implies sup,,>; E[| A5, [PT°] < oo, so by [20,
Lemma I1.6.3], (|4, |?)m>1 is uniformly integrable. Therefore holds.

If were to hold, the r.h.s. of would be upper-bounded by a fi-
nite constant possibly depending on p and M, but independent of nm. The
latter would contradict limsup,, ., 02 = oo. Hence does not hold when
limsup,,_, ., 02 = .

Now assume holds in addition to limsup,, ,. 02 = oco. In order to
establish by a contradiction, assume that for some p > 1 there is a constant
d, such that

p

— 2
k
lim sup supm?/? E Z (Z Wa ) =d, < c0. (60)

7/—\/‘7.
m—oo n>0 ke[m] jE[m] Wn

Since for the IBPF and LEPF, Wi = W/ = W for all i, j € G, we have
wE Y
weim) \ 2jelm Wa

Combining this and into the bound of Proposition [ gives

. d
limsup sup vm Ef|m "™ (¢) — ma (9) P17 < [|l]oo -

Cp
< 00,
m—oo n>0 VM 1— P
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in turn implying (53)), since |72 (¢) — m,(¢)| < osc(p) < oo. But we have
already proved that does not hold for any p > 1 when limsup,,_, . 02 = oo,
hence the inequality in does not hold for any p > 1. This completes the

proof. O

5. A closer look at the asymptotic variance

Our objective in this section is to develop more insight into the asymptotic

variance in Theorem [

1
UEL = m E Eu,v+u |:7T8§2C[[[]0:J0]Q?QC]I[h:Jl] o Q%QCH[LL:J”] (¢®2):|
Tn 0<u<M
[v|<2np

(61)
for the LEPF and IBPF, especially regarding its behaviour as n — oo.
For the convenience of the reader we recall that in , K., denotes expec-

tation w.r.t. to the law of the bi-variate Markov chain:

(Ina']n) N6u®5v7 (62)
ik+1ikajk+1jk

P(Iy =ik, Jk = Jr | Ie+1 = fkt1, Jot1 = Jo+1) = Qoo

b

and thus the only distinction between the asymptotic variances for the LEPF
and IBPF is through o, as given in and @
To help develop insight, we consider a much simplified HMM:

flz,-)=mo(:) and g, =g¢€ B(X), VneN. (63)

This is obviously quite unrealistic, so let us be clear about our motives:
Firstly, (63 can be understood as being a favourable assumption for the
performance of the LEPF and IBPF: f(z, -) = mo(-) implies that 7, = mp and
that the particles {¢! : i € [N]} in both Algorithms [1| and [2] are i.i.d. samples
from 7y for all n € N. Never-the-less, we shall see in Section [5.2]in conjunction
with Section [£:2] that under this favourable assumption certain negative results
can hold for the IBPF and LEPF, namely lim,, 0% = oo and lack of time-

uniform convergence.
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Secondly, we shall see that makes the expression in considerably
more tractable, allowing us to make precise comparisons between the LEPF and
IBPF. We shall see in Section [6.2] that our conclusions for this simplified HMM
are consistent with results obtained by simulation for a more realistic stochastic
volatility model.

Under , we have m, = mg, Yn(1) = mQon(1) = me(g)", and for all
®ecB(X?)and 1 <p<n,

Citty— =, 11Qp 2 () = ([[Tp-1 = Jp-1]g® + T[Ip—1 # Jp-1]9%%) 75 (®)

SO
Yn(1)? W(?QCH[I():JO]Q?QCH[h:Jﬂ o 'Q§2CH[1n=Jn} (¢®2)
= 1[I, = J,]m0(%?) ﬁ (1 + 1[I, = J,) (”0@23 - 1)>
b To(9)
= 1I[I, = Ju]mo (@) (1 + )7, (64)
where L
In = Z 1[I, = Jp] (65)
p=0

and ¢ = m(g?)/mo(g9)? — 1. By and (64), we thus have

o, 1 z 1~ tZ
= > Buwra| I = T (14 0| = - Z Ey,ufe?"]  (66)
o<u<M u=0
[v|<2npB

where t = log(1 + ¢) and the second equality follows from the initial condition
part of .

We thus observe the key role in the asymptotic variance played by the mo-
ment generating function of the random variable Z,, whose interpretation is
clear by : Zy, is the number of times the Markov chains I and J collide in
n steps. Intuitively, the more frequent these collisions tend to be, the faster the
growth of the asymptotic variance.

To help formalize this intuition, our next step is to characterise the law of

Z,, under with v = v, for the IBPF and the LEPF, in order to understand
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how o2 behaves as n — co. We stress that this law is a consequence only of

and does not depend on .

5.1. Law of Z,, for the IBPF

In the case of the IBPF we see immediately by inspecting o, in @ (see
also Figure ) that when u = v for any u € Z in , I and J are sequences of
i.i.d. random variables, each uniformly distributed on the set {|(uv —1)/M | M +
1,...,[(u—1)/M| M + M}. Hence the random variables (I[Zy — Ji])o<k<n
constitute a sequence of Bernoulli variables with success probability M ~! and

consequently

Zyn ~ Binomial(n,1/M), (67)

whatever the value of u (we note that this conclusion can also be deduced from
[18, Lemma 3.2], which provides a non-asymptotic variance formula for a single
bootstrap particle filter, i.e. N = M). Hence can be further simplified to

o2

M-—1
— oy = ES > Buale”] = Eoole'?"], (68)
m(@°) M u—0

where t = log(1 + ¢), ¢ = mo(g?)/70(g)? — 1.
By (67), Eo,o[e’?"] is the moment generating function of a binomial distri-

bution, so readily,
o2 ( c\"
= (14 ) - 69
n@  UTH o)

Thus when holds, and assuming that my(%?) > 0 and ¢ > 0, for the IBPF

o2 grows exponentially fast as n — co. This can be considered a negative result
for the IBPF compared to the standard bootstrap particle filter, for which it
has been shown that under a variety of more realistic conditions the sequence
(62),en may be bounded by a finite constant, or is tight when the observation
sequence is treated as random [9] [10] 111 [12] [13]. When holds one can easily
construct my and g such that holds and ¢ > 0.

5.2. Example of 02 — oo for the LEPF
Let us point out an example which satisfies , and for which 02 — oo.
Notice that for the LEPF, it follows easily from and (5] that for any u € Z

34



and whatever the values of M and 6,

By ull[Z, = 1] = Euu [f[ I, = JpJ] -
p=0

hence we have the crude lower bound,

Ele™) 2 (T

As we shall now demonstrate, one can readily construct examples for which

mo(g”)
m0(g)?

70(%%) > 0. Let X = {0,1}, p € (0,1/M), § € (0,1) and

ﬁ > 1 and hence such that 62 — oo exponentially fast for any ¢ with

10(0) =p, m(1)=1-p, g(0)=1-96, g(1)=24.

Then, since

mo(g®)  p(1—8)%+ (1 —p)é?
70(9)2  (p(1—38) + (1 —p)d)2 6-0 1/p > M,

we can choose 0 small enough that %ﬁ > 1, whilst satisfying g € £(X)
and g(x) > 0, as required for Assumption [1| and .

5.8. Law of Z,, for the LEPF

The interaction pattern illustrated in Figure makes study of the law
of Z, more difficult for the LEPF than for the IBPF, but never-the-less we
shall below derive an exact characterisation of the distribution of Z,. Ob-
serve that Z, depends on I and J only through the sequence of indicator
variables (I[Iy = Jk])o<k<n, but this sequence is unfortunately non-Markov
and difficult to analyse directly. However the bi-variate process (D, FE), with
D = (Dy)o<k<n, £ = (Ex)o<k<n and

I, —1 Jp—r — 1
Dk:{ L J{ - J Brm1la g = Ju i), YO<k<n.

is easier to deal with.
It follows from o, in , and some elementary manipulations (omitted

for brevity) that the bi-variate sequence (Dg, Ef)o<k<n is Markov and for any
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u € 7Z the initial condition (I, J,) ~ §, ® §,, implies (Do, Ep) ~ 6o ® 61. Thus
all statements about the law of functionals of (D, E) in the remainder of Section
hold irrespective of the particular value of u = v in .

By similarly elementary but lengthy manipulations it can be checked that

D is also Markov, with for all 1 < k <n, d € Z,

o(M — 0) (M—6)? ¢2

Dk | {Dk—l = d} ~ T((SCH_I + 5d—1) + (W + ]\42)6(1, (70)

and if dg_1,d;, € Z and z € {0,1} such that dy_1 = dx = 0, i.e. that the
integer parts of (I,—x — 1)/M and (Jp—x — 1)/M, as well as (I,,—g41 — 1)/M
and (J,—g+1 — 1)/M, coincide, then
Ey |{Dk-1 =di—1, Dy =di, Ex_1 =z} ~ Bernoulli<M> (71)
(M —0)2 + 62
and otherwise

Ei |{Dk-1 =dp—1, Dy =dj, Ex—1 =z} ~ dy. (72)

By and (72)), for all b € [n],

Z, | {B = b} ~ Binomial (b, (]\/[_9]\/‘)[24‘92) (73)
where .
B:=) I[Dy_y = 0I[Dy = 0]. (74)
k=1

Therefore it remains to derive the distribution of B, the distribution of Z,, is
then available by marginalisation.
We will write Beta-Binomial(n, a, b) for the so-called beta binomial distribu-

tion [21] specified for any a,b > 0 by the probability mass function

(k) = (Z) B(k +];‘7(:7;)k+b), VO<k<n, (75)

where B(a, b) denotes the beta-function. The case Beta-Binomial(n, 1, 0) is un-
derstood as the point mass d,,. Moreover, we write RWZ(n) for the distribution

specified by the probability mass function:

o) =t (g ) YOS L2l i
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with convention () = 1 for all n > 0. As shown in [22, Theorem 2], is
the distribution of the number of times a symmetric simple random walk on
Z starting from zero returns to zero in n time-steps. The following result, in
conjunction with , characterises the distribution of Z,,. The proof is in the

Appendix.

Lemma 5. Fit M > 1 and 0 € {1,..., M — 1}, let B be as defined in and
let B, S and V be random variables such that

B|{V =v, S = s}~ Beta-Binomial(v,s + 1,n — v — s), (77)
and
M—-6)2 02
S|H{V =v} ~RWZ(n —v), Ve~ Binomial(n, M- 07 + ) (78)

Then B has the same distribution as B.

6. Interpretation of results and discussion

One of the main conclusions which can be drawn from our results thus far
is quite negative: we have seen in Section [p] that for the IBPF and LEPF, the
asymptotic variance can increase over time at an exponential rate. However,
taken in isolation, this fact does not convey information about the relative
performance of the two algorithms. The aim of Section [f] is to address this
matter, qualitatively and numerically.

In Section we continue with a toy model for which we are able to nu-
merically evaluate asymptotic variances without simulation and explain the be-
haviour we see in terms of the collision count Z,. We also examine depen-
dence on the parameters M and 6, compare asymptotic variance values with
nonasymptotic values obtained by simulation, and explore the behaviour of the
effective sample size. Section [6.2] considers a more realistic stochastic volatil-
ity model, and Section [6.3]| provides some concluding perspectives and describes

avenues for future investigation.
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6.1. Evaluation of asymptotic variances

Recall that for the toy model of Section [} the asymptotic variances for the
IBPF and LEPF are proportional to Egg[et?"], where Z,, counts collisions of
the Markov chains with transition probabilities given by a.,. Due to the graph
in Figurd2h having only one connected component, versus several in Figure [2p,
it seems natural to suppose that Z, is “typically” lower for the LEPF than for
the IBPF, and thus the LEPF will exhibit lower asymptotic variance.

To explore this idea, we now use and Lemma [5| to make numerical
evaluations of Egg[e!?"]. We do so for the specific instance of the model

where

Xo~N(0,1) and  g(z)=e @TVD/2)\/on (79)

and define ty := log(mo(g?)/m0(g)?) ~ .1855077.

Figure shows Eg o[e!%"] vs. n for the LEPF. Noting the logarithmic scale,
the plot suggests that Eg o[e!?"] grows without bound as n — oo. In Figure
, R,, denotes the ratio of Eq g[e!?"] for the IBPF to that for the LEPF. It is
apparent that R,, is growing exponentially fast with n, suggesting the interaction
structure of the LEPF has significant benefits in terms of asymptotic variance.

Figure [3c compares R, to the ratio of non-asymptotic mean square errors

estimated by:
N i 2
int (”rJZiBPF(SO) — ()
N N, 23
>int (”n,LEPF(‘P) - Wn(@))

where ’/T:X’I%PF(QO) and WﬁfEPF(cp), i =1,..., Nmc, Nvc = 2000 are indepen-

RY .=

n

(80)

dent approximations of 7, (), with ¢ = Id, obtained from the IBPF and LEPF.
It is apparent that as N grows, RY approaches R,, and that the benefit of the
LEPF over the IBPF becomes more substantial.

The main algorithmic difference between the LEPF and the IBPF is the
number of particles exchanged between groups. For the IBPF, this number is 0,
for the LEPF, is specified by the parameter 6. Figure 3 shows the behaviour
of R, for different values of . The results suggest that highest value of R, is
obtained when 6§ = M /2, i.e. half of the particles in each group are exchanged.
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Eg o[e!?"] vs. n for the LEPF R, vs. n
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Figure 3: (a) Eggle!?"] vs. n for the LEPF with § = 1. (b) R,, vs. n for § = 1.
() R, and RY vs.nfor @ =1, M =20 and t = ty. (d) R, vs. § for M = 20
and t = to.
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Figure 4: (a) Probability mass functions of Z,, for IBPF and LEPF with M = 3,
0 =1. (b) Eggle!?"] vs. n for M(n) = nP.

By , the behaviour of R, is explained entirely by the distribution of Z,,.
Figure [fh shows a comparison of these distributions in the case that M = 3 and
0 =1, i.e. the same settings as in Figure [2| By the distribution of Z,, for
the IBPF is centred at n/M, while the corresponding distribution in the case
of LEPF remains concentrated near 0 and, in particular, we observe that the
distributions become increasingly distinct for large n.

To help illustrate the connection to the convergence results of Section [£.2]
Figure [5{ shows a simulation of £M™ over 70000 time steps for the LEPF using
the same model as before with M = 20 and m = 50,250, 500. For each fixed
value of m, EM™ does not crash to zero and stick there, but rather it fluctuates
to some extent, eventually as n grows reaching values which are closer to 0 for
larger values of m. It is relevant here to recall the possibly quite loose lower
bound EM™ > 1/m derived in . Informally, some connection between this
phenomenon and the convergence rate can be observed in equation , where
(EMm)=1/2 appears in the L, error bound.

Lastly we consider the question of how M = M (n) should be scaled with n
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Figure 5: £M™ (top) and its running minimum on log-scale (bottom) for M = 20

and m = 50, 250, 500.

in order to prevent explosion of o2 as n — oo. So let 02 be as given in

but with M replaced by M(n). For the IBPF we see straightforwardly that if

limsup,,_,., n/M(n) < oo, then by (69),
2

. g . C
lim sup — "5~ = limsup (1 + —
n—00 770(30 ) n—00 n

n
) < Q0.

We address the same issue for the LEPF through numerical evaluations again
using the formulae of Section Figure@a shows the behaviour of Eq g[e!4"] =
02 /m0(%?) for the LEPF with M(n) = n?, p = 0.75,0.90,1.00,1.11,1.33. The
results suggest that the “right” scaling may be M(n) = n, as for IBPF, in the
sense that for p > 1, o2 tends towards 7r0(¢2), and for p < 1, limsup,, 02 =
co. We also note that for M(n) = n, we have from for the IBPF that
lim,, o Egole!?"] = e ~ 1.23, where as for the LEPF in Figure {4b, with

M (n) = n, it appears that limsup,,_, . Eoo[e!?"] ~ 1.12.
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Figure 6: (a) Approximate relative variance. (b) Approximate error variance

for N = 1000.

6.2. Simulations

We now see if some of the phenomena observed for the simplified model carry
over to the case of a more realistic stochastic volatility model:

Xo ~N(0,1), Xgt1=aXg+ Vi, Vi ~N(0,0%), Vk>0, .

Yi = bexp(Xi/2)er, er ~N(0,1), VvV k>0. =y
For the parameter values in the model we took a = 0.9, b = 0.1, oy = 0.5, and
simulated a sequence of observations from the model. For the parameters of
IBPF and LEPF we took M = 20 and 6 = 1.

Figure [6h shows the ratio for Ny = 10000, ¢(z) = . The true
value of 7, (p) was estimated with standard BPF using 10° particles. Roughly
similar behaviour to that in Figure can be observed, although of course
for the stochastic volatility model we are not able to evaluate R,. Figure [6b
shows estimated mean square errors for IBPF and LEPF, proportional to the
numerator and denominator in , respectively.

Figure Iﬂ shows EM™ against n with M = 20 and m = 50 for a single run
of each algorithm over 2 x 10* time steps, for the stochastic volatility model
(81). For both the LEPF and the IBPF, £M™ never goes below 1/m = 0.02,
in accordance with , but it is notable that for the IBPF, EM™ stays quite

close to 1/m = 0.02, where as for LEPF, £M™ fluctuates around higher values.
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Figure 7: EM™ vs. n with M = 20 and m = 50.

6.3. Concluding remarks

Although our results establish that the asymptotic variance for the LEPF
can grow over time without bound, so that time-uniform convergence at rate

m—1/2

does not hold, our numerical experiments indicate that the errors from
the LEPF may be substantially smaller than those from the IBPF, and that
this difference can become more substantial as the time-horizon grows. The
interaction structure of the LEPF therefore has clear benefits. The question
of how to maximize these benefits, by considering variants of the LEPF arising
from different o matrices, seems challenging. Outside of the toy model scenario,
the formula for the asymptotic variance is rather complicated. However, it
can be written in terms of a composition of a sequence of non-negative integral
operators. If the observations (y,) are treated as a random and stationary
sequence, then the sequence of integral operators becomes also random and
stationary. In light of this, Oseledec’s theorem or similar results for non-negative
integral operators may provide some tools to describe the rate of growth of the
asymptotic variance over time.

More extreme modifications to the LEPF and IBPF may allow time-uniform

convergence at rate m~1/2

to be achieved. For instance, choosing o adaptively
in a time-varying manner so as to control the effective sample size can provably

help to control errors [14]. The price to pay is that doing so may compromise the
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communication efficiency of the algorithm on a distributed computing architec-
ture. Another possible approach is to stabilize the performance of the algorithm
by artificially regulating the values taken by the weights W and thus introduce
some bias, but avoid degeneracy and prevent low values of effective sample size.
A drawback of this approach is that it would compromise the lack-of-bias prop-
erties which validate the use of particle filters within particle MCMC. Rigorous

treatment of these ideas is a potential topic for future research.
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Appendix A. Auxiliary proofs

Lemma 6. The matrices defined in satisfy Assumption [(2.4)

Proof. For i,j € Z such that |i — j| > 8:= M —1+0, by (5, =0 and
clearly holds. For |i — j| < (8, we observe that by

ol = o tRMITRM vk € Z, (A1)

o o bl

and provided that ¢ + kM, j + kM € [N], then by we also have

i j i+ kM d N,(j+kM dN ] j
O‘?\[mOd N,jmod N _ Olg\l[+ ) mo ,(j+EM) mo _ aé\—[&-kl\/[,]-‘rkM. (AQ)
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So, to complete the verification of we shall, for each i,7 € Z such that
li—j| < B, find k such that i+ kM, j+ kM € [N] and check that o/ M7 +FM —
Qi RMGHRM

First consider the case j > 4, and set k = — [(¢ — 1)/M]. In this case, by
using together with the assumptions that Mm > 2841, and j —i < 3 we

have
alFRMITERM — MU (G + kM — 6 — 1)) /M| = 0]
=M '[j+kM -0 € [M]]

= M U[[((j + kM — 6) mod N — 1)/M | = 0]

_ i+kM,j+kM

)

and moreover i + kM, j + kM € [N] holds and thus by (A 1)), we have
for j > i.

For the case ¢ > j, we can take k = —[(i —1)/M| + m — 1, for which
i+ kM,j+ kM € [N], and similarly as above

Qb EMATERM = N[ — )M <+ kM — 0 — 1 < mM — 1] = aly "M

)

from which we conclude, by (A.1)), (A.2) that holds for all 4, j € Z. O

Proof of Lemma[j Let V be distributed as in , thus by V has the same
distribution as the number of zero increments in D. Our strategy is to con-
struct a collection of sequences {DP}o<,<v and random variables {B?}o<,<v
such that DV and BY have the same distributions as D and B, respectively.
The construction is done in a manner that allows us to identify explicitly the
distribution of BY and hence the distribution of B.

To start, take a sequence DY := (D?)g<r<n—v where D§ = 0 and the incre-
ments (D) — DY_,)i<k<n—v are i.i.d. with common distribution §_1/2 + d; /2.

We then define sequences DP := (D¥)o<k<n—v+4p for 1 < p <V recursively
~1 -1 pp—1 -1
DP .= (D} ,...,D’I’(p ,D’I)(p e DYy ), (A.3)

where K, is a uniform random variable on the set {0,...,n—V +p— 1}, for all

1<p<gV.
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By this construction, D% is of length n — V + 1 and has only non-zero
increments. D! is of length n — V + 2 and has exactly one zero increment at
a uniformly random location. Finally, DV is of length n + 1 and has exactly
V' zero increments at uniformly random locations and hence can be checked to
have the same distribution as D.

The random variables { BP }o<,<y are defined as
n—V+p

BP:= > 1Dy =0IDL=0, V0<p<V, (A.4)
k=1

for which we have, by (A.3), the recursive expression
BY =Br ' +I[DF1 =0, VO<p<V. (A.5)

By the definition of K, ]I[D%;l = 0] in (A.5) is a Bernoulli random variable

with success probability

n Yt — 0] 1+ BP0 PN IDET] £ 0jI[Dy ! = 0]
n—V4+p N n—V+p

(A.6)
and if we define S := Z;Y [[DY = 0] when V < n, and S := 0 when V = n.
This means that S is the number of times zero occurs in the sequence DO,
excluding the first element, then by induction, one can check that for all 0 <

p<V,
n—V+p

S= Y IDp_, #0)I[D} =0],

k=1

and hence by (A.6)

(A7)

_ 1+S+ Brt
]I[Dz;{p1 =0] ~ Bernoulli<++>.

n—V+p
The key observation is that by (A.5]) and (A.7)), the sequence (]I[D’;{p1 = 0])o<p<vs
is distributed according to a Pélya’s urn model, for which we have readily (see,
e.g. [23])

4
ZH[DIIZI = 0] ~ Beta-Binomial(V, S +1,n — V — 5), (A.8)

p=1
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with the convention that Beta-Binomial(k, 1,0) corresponds to point mass J
for any k > 0.

To conclude the proof we observe that because the increments of D° are
non-zero, we have B = 0 and hence, by (A.5), BY = Z;/:1 ]I[D’;(;l = 0] and
therefore, by , if we set B = BY, it remains to point out that because D
is a simple random walk, we know by [22] Theorem 2], that S is distributed
as described in . Finally, since DV has the same distribution as D, then
by and , BY must have the same distribution as B, concluding the
proof. O
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