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Abstract

Inefficiency constant, equal to product of variance of an estimator and
its mean computation cost, can be used for quantifying the inefficiency
of using unbiased estimators in Monte Carlo procedures. We develop
single- and multi-stage minimization methods for obtaining parameters
of importance sampling (IS) change of measure via minimization of well-
known estimators of cross-entropy and mean square (of the IS estimator),
as well as of new estimators of mean square and inefficiency constant.
We prove convergence and asymptotic properties of minimization results
in our methods, in the proofs for the multi-stage methods using a new
uniform strong law of large numbers. We show that if the zero-variance
IS parameter exists, then, under appropriate assumptions, minimization
results of the new estimators converge to such parameter at a faster rate
than such results of the well-known estimators, and a positive definite
asymptotic covariance matrix of minimization results of the cross-entropy
estimator is four times such matrix for the well-known mean square esti-
mator. We provide an analytical example in which all relations between
the asymptotic variances of minimization results of different estimators
converging to the same point are possible, except that such variance for
the well-known mean square estimator is always not higher than for the
cross-entropy one. We introduce criteria for comparing asymptotic effi-
ciency of stochastic optimization methods, applicable to methods mini-
mizing estimators of functions considered in this work. In our numerical
experiments for computing expectations of functionals of Euler scheme,
minimization of the new estimators led to the lowest inefficiency constants
and variances, followed by the well-known mean square estimator, and the
cross-entropy one.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Problem statement and literature overview

Consider a probability Q; on a measurable space S = (21, F1) and let Z be an
R-valued random variable on &; such that Eq, (|Z]) < 0. We are interested in
estimation of « := Eq, (Z). Monte Carlo (MC) method relies on approximating
a using a MC average Q,, := %Z?zl Z; of independent random variables Z;,
i =1,...n, each having the same distribution as Z under Q; (shortly called n
independent replicates of Z under Qq). Variance of &, measures its mean square
error of approximation of «, and for var := Varg, (Z) we have Var(a,) = Y.
When performing a MC procedure on a computer it is often the case that there
exists a nonnegative random variable C' on &; such that for generated inde-
pendent replicates (Z;,C;), i = 1,...n, of (Z,C) under Q;, C; are typically
approximately equal to some practical simulation costs, like computation times,
needed to generate Z;. We call such C' an approximate practical cost. In a
number of situations C' = pcC for some po € (0,00), which may be different
for different computers and implementations (shortly, for different practical re-
alizations) considered and a random variable C' on Sy, called theoretical cost,
which is common for these practical realizations. In case when practical costs
of generating Z; are approximately constant, one can take C = 1. A random C
can be e.g. an internal duration time of a stochastic process from which Z is
computed. For instance, such C can be the number of steps of an acceptance-
rejection algorithm. In molecular dynamics applications, when computing the
probability that a discretization of a diffusion exits some set before a given time
T (see e.g. [53, 18] and our numerical examples), as such C' one can typically
take the minimum of 7" and the exit time of the set. In computational finance,
when pricing a knock-out barrier option, as such C' one can take the minimum
of the hitting time of the asset of the barrier and the expiry date of the option
(see [I8| [3T), 29]). Assuming that such C' and C are given, let us define mean
costs ¢ = Eq,(C) and ¢ = Eq,(C), practical inefficiency constant ic = ¢var,
and theoretical inefficiency constant ic = cvar. For ¢ and var finite, values of
practical inefficiency constants are reasonable measures of inefficiency of MC
procedures as above, i.e. higher such values imply lower efficiency. The name
inefficiency constant was coined and some its interpretations were given in [5] [6],
but the idea of using a reciprocal of such constant to quantify the efficiency of
MC methods was conceived much earlier, see [22] for a historical review. Glynn
and Whitt [22] propose to quantify the asymptotic efficiency of simulation esti-
mators using asymptotic efficiency rates and values and the above inefficiency
constant is equal to the reciprocal of their efficiency value in the special case
of a MC method, in which the efficiency rate equals 3. See [19], Section 10 of
Chapter 3 in [], and Section 1.1.3 in [I8] for accessible descriptions of their
approach in the special case of MC method, and Section [2| of this work for a
review of interpretations of inefficiency constants in MC methods as well as for
some new interpretations. If for different Z, Q;, and C as above (but in each
case Eq, (Z) = a for the same «), for some practical realizations of their cor-
responding MC procedures the proportionality constants pc as above are the
same, then comparing practical inefficiency constants in these realizations is
equivalent to comparing the theoretical inefficiency constants. For instance in
[5, [6] this idea was used for theoretical costs C' being the numbers of the most



costly function evaluations involved in computation of estimators of variance-
based sensitivity indices and orthogonal projection coeflicients, and inequalities
between the resulting theoretical inefficiency constants (called there inefficiency
constants of schemes) were derived. If the mean practical costs of two MC meth-
ods are the same, then comparing their practical inefficiency constants reduces
to comparing their variances.

Efficiency improvement techniques (EITs), the term having been proposed in
[22], try to improve the efficiency of estimation of «, e.g. when using MC meth-
ods by reducing the values of their practical inefficiency constants. One way to
improve the efficiency is to enhance the practical realization of a method, e.g.
by increasing the computational power available or improving the implementa-
tion details. In case of MC method this can reduce the practical inefficiency
constant by reducing the mean practical cost but without changing the vari-
ance. An alternative is to use statistical EITSs, like control variates, importance
sampling (IS), antithetic variables, or stratified sampling (see e.g. [4,[19]). Con-
trol variates method relies on generating in a MC procedure i.i.d. replicates
under Q; of a sum of Z and a Q;-zero-mean random variable, called control
variate [4, 21]. In IS, for some probability Qs on Sy, called IS distribution, and
a random variable L, called IS density, such that Eq,(ZL) = «, one performs
a MC procedure generating i.i.d. replicates of the IS estimator ZL under Q.
IS has found numerous applications among others in queueing theory, computa-
tional finance, and molecular modelling, and can be a useful tool for rare-event
simulation [4, 20, 53 15, O]. Using IS and control variates typically changes
both mean practical cost and variance as compared to crude MC (CMC). Im-
plementing these methods often introduces additional computational overhead
over crude MC (CMC). In particular, if one can use the same theoretical cost
variable C' in definitions of theoretical inefficiency constants in these methods
as for CMC, then their corresponding proportionality constants pc as above are
often higher. In such case one receives higher mean practical cost for control
variates than for CMC, while the mean practical cost for IS, equal to pcEq, (C),
can change in various ways from that in CMC.

Adaptive EITs use information available from the random drawings to make
the estimation method more efficient, e.g. by tuning some parameter of the
method from some set A € B(R'). For instance, in adaptive control variates one
typically tunes the parameter in some parametrization of control variates, while
in IS — in parametrizations b € A — Q(b) of IS distributions and b € A — L(b) of
IS densities. We call b € A for these cases the control variates and IS parameters
respectively. Typically in the literature the adaptive EITs for control variates
and IS have attempted to find a parameter minimizing or maximizing some
function b € A — v(b) € R. Frequently, such v was variance or equivalently
mean square of the estimator and it was minimized. We say that two functions
fi, i = 1,2 are positively (negatively) linearly equivalent, if f; = afy+b for some
a€ (0,00) (a € (—00,0)) and b € R. As discussed below, in a number of adaptive
IS approaches it has been proposed to maximize certain functions v negatively
linearly equivalent to some f-divergences of an IS distribution from the zero
variance one (if it exists), like cross-entropy distance or Hellinger divergence
[42, 2, 38).

Two classes of stochastic optimization methods have been typically used for
optimizing (i.e. minimizing or maximizing) some v as above. One of them
are stochastic approximation algorithms. These are multi-stage stochastic opti-



mization methods using stochastic gradient descent, in which estimates of values
of gradients of v are computed in each stage. When applying such methods in
EITs one typically estimates the quantity « using an average of its estimates
from different stages. See e.g. [3I] for an application of such methods to vari-
ance minimization in adaptive control variates and [3, [37, B3] in IS. A problem
with such methods is that their practical performance heavily depends on the
choice of step sizes, and some heuristic tuning of them may be needed to achieve
a reasonable performance [31].

Consider a probability V on a measurable space D, and let X ~ V. Let
v:(A,B(A)®D — (R,B(R)) be an estimator of v, i.e. the values of 0(b, X)
are thought of as approximations of v(b), b € A. Another popular class of
stochastic optimization methods of v is based on optimization of the function
b — 0(b, X). Methods from this class have been called stochastic counterpart
methods, alternative names including sample path and sample average approxi-
mation methods [27, BT, B4, 51]. See Chapter 6 of Section 9 in [51] for a histori-
cal review of such methods, related to M-estimation and in particular maximum
likelihood estimation in statistics [62]. The most well-known example of applica-
tion of the stochastic counterpart method to efficiency improvement are linearly
parametrized control variates [4}, 2], [40], in which to obtain the control variates
parameter one minimizes sample variance of the control variates estimator by
solving a certain system of linear equations. In [3I] the authors considered min-
imization of sample variance estimator of a nonlinearly parametrized control
variate estimator.

Consider some functions @y : (4,B(A))? ® S¥ — (R,B(R)), k € Ny. In
some works using stochastic counterpart method for adaptive IS, for some n €
Ni:={1,2,...} and ¥’ € A, one uses V = Q(V')" and 0(b, X) = w,,(V',b, X). We
call such case single-stage optimization of estimators. In a number of works,
multi-stage optimization of estimators was used in which for some by € A and
m € N, for each k € {1,...,m}, for some n; € N; and Yy ~ Q(br_1)™*, the
k-th stage result by is an optimization result of b — Wy, (bx—1,b, Y%), and by, is
used as the final estimate of an optimum point of v. To our knowledge, in the
literature such nj were always taken equal to the same N € N for different
k, but we consider above more general n; with a view to discussing our new
methods in the next section.

In [45] (see Algorithm 2.1 in that work), multi-stage minimization of esti-
mators of mean square (of the IS estimator) was proposed, see also Algorithm
3.2.1 in [46]. In [29], single-stage minimization of mean square estimator was
considered for computing means of functions of a fixed number of i.i.d. nor-
mal random variables using IS via exponential change of measure. Under an
idealistic assumption that one can find the minimum points of mean square es-
timators exactly, the authors proved convergence and asymptotic properties of
minimization results in their method as the number n of independent normal
random vectors used goes to infinity. In [44] it was proposed to maximize an
estimator of a certain function v negatively linearly equivalent to cross-entropy
distance of an IS distribution from the zero-variance one (if it exists). A multi-
stage maximization algorithm of such estimator is presented as Algorithm 3.3.1
in [46]. The advantage of maximizing such estimator over minimizing mean
square estimator is that for a number of important parametric families of IS
distributions its maximum point can be found explicitly and one does not need
to use iterative optimization algorithms. Explicit formulas for such maximum



points often exist when using for IS products of distributions from natural expo-
nential families (see Example 3.5 in [46]) or when using Girsanov transformation
with linear parametrization of drifts for diffusions [53]. If the zero-variance IS
distribution does not belong to the parametric family of IS distributions used,
then the minimum point of cross-entropy distance can be different from such
point of variance (or equivalently mean square). However, in a number of rare-
event problems distance of these points can be proved to converge to zero in
the limit in some limiting rare-event regime [10]. In [42] the author consid-
ered maximization of an estimator of a function negatively linearly equivalent
to Hellinger divergence of an IS distribution from the zero-variance one, whose
maximizers, unfortunately, typically cannot be found analytically.

For a real-valued random variable X on S; and some level A € (0,00), a
so-called multi-level approach was proposed for adaptive IS for computing ex-
pectation of a rare event indicator variable Z = 1(X > \), in which A is in-
creased in the consecutive stages of multi-stage optimization of estimators to
make the event less rare in the initial and more rare in the later stages [44] [46].
In [53], when computing expectations of some functionals of certain diffusions,
it was proposed to increase the temperature in the initial stages to speed up the
sampling and make certain rare events less rare in these stages.

A popular approach to estimation of « using stochastic counterpart method
is a two-stage approach, in the first stage of which one obtains a value b of the
adaptive parameter via optimization of some estimators as above, and in the
second stage one performs a separate MC procedure using such b and generating
new independent random variables [44] [46] 3T]. An alternative approach is to
reuse in the second stage random variables generated in the first stage [29] [4].

1.2 Overview of own work

In this work we investigate various methods for obtaining IS parameters via
single- or multi-stage minimization of estimators of different functions, abbrevi-
ated further as SSM and MSM respectively. Such received IS parameter can be
later used in a separate IS MC procedure to estimate the quantity of interest,
as in a two-stage estimation approach in the previous section.

We define cross-entropy to be a certain function of the IS parameter, posi-
tively linearly equivalent to cross-entropy distance of the corresponding IS distri-
bution from the zero-variance IS distribution (if the latter exists), even though
this name is typically used in the literature as a synonym of the cross-entropy
distance. We consider minimization of an estimator of such cross-entropy, which
is equivalent to maximization of a linearly negatively equivalent to it estimator
typically considered in in the literature, as discussed in the previous section.
Therefore, we call such estimator of cross-entropy well-known. We also in-
vestigate minimization of an estimator of mean square (of the IS estimator),
already minimized in some works mentioned in the previous section in various
special cases of the IS settings considered in this work, and thus also called
well-known. Furthermore, we consider minimization of new estimators of mean
square and theoretical inefficiency constant (in which we further often drop the
word theoretical). As discussed in the previous section, our methods can be
viewed as stochastic counterpart approaches to minimization of the correspond-
ing functions. To our knowledge it is the first time when inefficiency constant
is being adaptively minimized. In numerous current and potential applications



of IS, mean approximate practical simulation cost ¢ significantly depends on
the IS parameter used, so that practical inefficiency constant is not propor-
tional to variance and their minimization is not equivalent. This often happens
when computation of replicates of Z involves simulating a stochastic process
until some random time, as discussed in the previous section. For a number
of parametrizations of IS distributions and densities, for some theoretical cost
variable C, and for typical joint practical realizations of IS MC methods cor-
responding to different IS parameters, the approximate practical costs C are
equal to pcC for the same po € (0,00) for different IS parameters. This is for
instance typically the case when applying IS using discrete Girsanov transfor-
mation to certain molecular dynamics problems as in our numerical experiments
or to the problem of pricing knock-out barrier options e.g. using discretizations
of Black-Scholes model, as discussed in the previous section. In such cases prac-
tical inefficiency constants are equal to the theoretical ones multiplied by pc
and their minimization is equivalent.

We pay special attention to two classes of families of IS distributions. One
of them arises from exponential tilting with fixed tilting parameter, also called
exponential change of measure (ECM). The second class is obtained through
exponential tilting for Gaussian stopped sequences with a linear parametrization
of tilting processes (LETGS) and it can be also viewed as a result of applying
discrete version of Girsanov transformation up to a stopping time and using
such tilting processes. IS in the LETGS setting can be used for computing
expectations of functionals of sequences of i.i.d. Gaussian random variables up
to a stopping time, which can be functionals of various discretizations of SDEs
[32], like Euler scheme. Using IS in some special cases of the ECM and LETGS
settings was demonstrated to lead to significant variance reductions e.g. in
rare event simulation [9] [4] and when pricing options in computational finance
[29, 371].

We provide necessary and sufficient assumptions under which there exist
unique minimum points of cross-entropy and mean square (and thus also of
variance) of the IS estimator in the ECM and LETGS settings, and we give
some sufficient conditions for these assumptions to hold in the Euler scheme
case. In the LETGS setting and in some important special cases of the ECM
setting we have analytical formulas for the unique minimum points of the cross-
entropy estimators. In both ECM and LETGS settings, the well-known mean
square estimator is convex. We prove that in the ECM setting the new mean
square estimator is also convex and a necessary and sufficient condition for it
to have a unique minimum point is for a certain system of linear inequalities to
have only a trivial solution.

We define various single- and multi-stage minimization methods of different
estimators for which we prove appropriate convergence properties of minimiza-
tion results in the ECM and LETGS settings as the budget of SSM or the
number of stages of MSM (jointly, the budget) goes to infinity. We define var-
ious single- and multi-stage minimization methods of different estimators for
which we prove appropriate convergence properties of minimization results in
the ECM and LETGS settings as the budget of SSM or the number of stages of
MSM (jointly, the budget) goes to infinity. To ensure such convergence proper-
ties in the MSM methods we use the numbers nj of samples in the subsequent
stages going to infinity and as IS parameters by needed for constructing estima-
tors b — Wy, (bg—1, b, Y}) minimized in the subsequent stages as discussed in the



previous section, we use e.g. minimization results of these estimators projected
onto some bounded sets. Furthermore, in the proofs we apply a newly developed
uniform multi-stage strong law of large numbers. For the cross-entropy estima-
tors in both settings we consider their exact minimization utilising expressions
for their minimum points, and we prove convergence of their minimization re-
sults to the unique minimum point of cross-entropy. For the well-known mean
square estimators in both settings and the new mean square estimators in the
ECM setting we consider their minimization with gradient-based stopping cri-
teria and prove a.s. convergence of their minimization results to the unique
minimum point of mean square for gradients in these results decreasing to zero
(as the budget goes to infinity). Under appropriate assumptions, the new mean
square estimators in the LETGS setting and the inefficiency constant ones in
the ECM setting for the theoretical cost variable C' = 1 can be shown to a.s.
become strongly convex on each bounded convex set for sufficiently large budget
of SSM or MSM. We prove a.s. convergence of their minimization results to the
unique minimum point of mean square when using a following two-phase mini-
mization procedure. In its first phase some convex estimator of mean square as
above is minimized, and then, using its minimization result as a starting point, a
constrained minimization of the considered estimator or an unconstrained min-
imization but of an appropriately modified such estimator is carried out. For
inefficiency constant estimators in the LETGS setting with cost variable equal
to the stopping time, we propose three-phase minimization. Its first phase is
the same as above and in the second phase, starting from the first-phase mini-
mization result, a single gradient descent is performed on a modified inefficiency
constant estimator with estimated modifications until Wolfe condition is satis-
fied. In the third phase one performs further unconstrained minimization of such
modified estimator with a gradient stopping criterion with gradient decreasing
to zero. This ensures convergence of distance of the minimization results of the
inefficiency constant estimators to the set of first-order critical points of inef-
ficiency constant which have not higher values of inefficiency constant than in
the minimum point of variance, or even by at least some positive constant lower
such values in case when gradient of inefficiency constant in the minimum point
of variance does not vanish.

If Q1(Z # 0) > 0, then there exists a unique IS distribution leading to the
lowest variance (of the IS estimator) and called the optimal-variance one. If
additionally Z > 0, Q; a.s., then the optimal-variance IS distribution leads to
a zero-variance IS estimator. The IS parameters leading to such distributions
are called the optimal-variance or zero-variance ones respectively. If b* is the
optimal-variance IS parameter for the new mean square estimator or the zero-
variance IS parameter for the inefficiency constant estimator, then under ap-
propriate assumptions a.s. the minimization results d; of exact SSM and MSM
of these estimators are equal to b* for sufficiently large budget ¢ used. Further-
more, for such results of SSM and MSM of these estimators with gradient-based
stopping criteria, for arbitrary lim; .., r; = 00 and for gradients of estimators in
d; going to zero sufficiently quickly, \/r¢(d; —b*) converges to zero in probability.

Let in SSM, for &' € R! denoting an IS parameter used to construct esti-
mators, u(b’) denote the mean cost of generating replicates under Q(b') and
doing some additional computations per replicate needed for later estimator
minimization. We prove that under appropriate assumptions, including exis-
tence of a local minimum point b* of the minimized function, for all estimators



considered, for some corresponding covariance matrices V (b) € R**!, we have
following asymptotic results. The SSM results d; corresponding to budget ¢
fulfill Vt(d; — b*) = N(0,u(b')V(b)). Let ny € Ny, k € N, be such that
limg_,q g = 00. In MSM methods in which nj samples are generated in the
kth stage, and in which the IS parameters by from subsequent stages converge
in probability to some d* € A (like e.g. d* = b*), their MSM results dj, from the
kth stage fulfill \/ng(dy — b*) = N(0,V(d*)). If b* is the optimal-variance IS
parameter for the new mean square estimator or the zero-variance one for the
inefficiency constant estimator, then from the above discussion, for r; equal to ¢
or ny respectively we have in such case V(b) = 0 in the above formulas for b = ¥’
or b = d* respectively, and for r; growing faster than ¢ or n; we can have faster
convergence rate of d; to b* than in the above formulas. We also show that if b*
is the zero-variance IS parameter, then, under appropriate assumptions, for the
cross-entropy estimator the covariance matrix V' (b) as above is positive definite
and is four times such matrix for the well-known mean square estimator. We
provide an analytical example of ECM for a symmetric three-point distribution
with cost variable C' = 1, in which b* = 0 is the unique minimum point of both
cross-entropy and mean square and in which all possible relations between the
values V(b) € R for each b (i.e. equalities and both strict inequalities) for dif-
ferent pairs of estimators are achieved for different parameters of the example,
except that using cross-entropy estimator always leads to not lower V' (b) than
using the well-known mean square estimator.

For an unbounded set T' = R, , we propose first- and second-order methods
for comparing the asymptotic efficiency of processes d; € A, t € T, for mini-
mization of some functions f : A — R, like inefficiency constant or variance.
For each t € T, such d; can be e.g. a result of some stochastic optimization
algorithm minimizing f and using simulation budget t. A process more efficient
in the first-order sense leads to lower values of the minimized function by at
least a fixed positive constant with probability going to one as t — o0. For
instance, the above discussed process of results of three-phase minimization of
inefficiency constant estimators in the LETGS setting can be more efficient in
this sense than a one from minimization of some mean square estimators if gra-
dient of the inefficiency constant in the minimum point of mean square does not
vanish. For processes d; fulfilling r¢(f(d;) — f(b*)) = u for the same f, b* € A,
and 4 € Ry, t € T, such that r, — o0, as well as for possibly different prob-
ability distributions p, these processes are equally efficient in the first-order
sense. Their second-order asymptotic efficiency for minimization of f can be
compared using different properties of probabilities y, like their means. In case
of mean, the process with its lower value can be considered more efficient. For
instance, if for some covariance matrix M, \/r¢(d; — b*) = N(0, M), then for
appropriate f, ri(f(d;) — f(b*)) converges in distribution to a generalized >
distribution with mean 1 Tr(MV?f(b*)). In particular, for processes from SSM
for r, = t and MSM for r, = ng, enjoying appropriate asymptotic properties
as above, such mean is %b/) Tr(V (') V2f(b*)) and 1 Tr(V (d*)V?2 f(b*)) respec-
tively. As we discuss, such means can be potentially estimated and adaptively
minimized. We show that for b* minimizing f, b — 1 Tr(V(b)V2f(b*)) may in
general assume a minimum in a different point than b*, so that the usual choice
of parameters by in MSM converging to d* = b* does not need to lead to the
lowest mean as above.
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In our numerical experiments we consider Euler scheme discretization of a
diffusion in a one-dimensional three-well potential. We address the problem of
estimating moment-generating function (MGF) of the exit time of such Euler
scheme of a domain, probability to exit it before a fixed time, and probabilities
to leave it through given parts of the boundary, called committors. Such quan-
tities for some diffusions in potentials are of interest among others in molecular
dynamics and have been estimated in a number of works [25] [53] 16, 24]. We
consider IS in the LETGS setting, for which under the IS distribution we receive
again an Euler scheme but this time with an additional drift depending on the
IS parameter, called IS drift. For estimation of the above quantities we use a
two-stage method as discussed in the previous section, in the first stage of which
to obtain the IS parameter we use simple MSM of estimators without various
enhancements like projections or function modifications needed to ensure appro-
priate convergence properties as discussed above. In our numerical experiments,
MSM of the new estimators of inefficiency constant and mean square led to the
lowest variances and inefficiency constants as well as to visually fastest conver-
gence of IS drifts, followed by the well-known mean square and cross-entropy
estimators. In one case, minimization of the inefficiency constant estimator out-
performed minimization of the new mean square estimator by arriving at a lower
mean stopping time and higher variance but so that their product, equal to in-
efficiency constant, was lower. When computing expectations of nonincreasing
functions of the exit time, like MGF and probability to leave the domain before
a fixed time, the mean exit times under the IS parameters obtained from MSM
were significantly smaller than for CMC. An intuition behind this result is pro-
vided by a theorem, which we prove, that for Z being nonincreasing functions
of the (theoretical) cost variable C, under the zero-variance IS distribution we
should have not higher mean cost than for CMC, and under some additional
assumptions this inequality is sharp. For a committor we also performed ex-
periments comparing the spread of IS drifts obtained from SSM, both visually
and in terms of histograms and interquartile ranges (IQRs) of IS drifts at zero.
Minimization results of the new estimators led to the lowest spreads, followed by
such results of mean square and cross-entropy estimators, and the received IQRs
are lower when using in SSM an IS parameter b’ from some preliminary MSM
than & = 0. Furthermore, the received ratios of IQRs from minimization of the
cross-entropy estimator to the ones from minimization of the well-known mean
square estimator are close to 2. We show that if the zero-variance IS parameter
existed, then from the above discussed properties of asymptotic distributions of
minimization results in such case, we would have zero asymptotic variance and
thus also zero IQR of the asymptotic distribution of IS drifts from SSM and
MSM in all points for the new estimators, and ratio of such IQRs of IS drifts for
the cross-entropy estimator to the well-known mean square estimator would be
exactly equal 2. Thus, a possible intuition behind the results of our numerical
experiments concerning the relations of spreads and convergence speeds of IS
drifts from SSM and MSM of different estimators is that the IS distributions and
densities corresponding to minimum points of the minimized functions can be
close to the zero-variance ones and we have approximately the same asymptotic
distributions of IS drifts as if the zero-variance IS parameters existed. We also
found out that using a two-phase approach in which minimization of inefficiency
constant estimator is preceded by minimization of mean square estimator can
help avoid receiving outlying IS drifts, which sometimes occur when only the
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inefficiency constant estimator is minimized. Furthermore, the variances and
inefficiency constants of adaptive IS estimators in our experiments strongly de-
pended on the parametrization of the IS drifts used and could be reduced by
adding appropriate positive constants to the variables Z.

1.3 Outline of the paper

The rest of this work is organized as follows. After introducing basic notations
in Section [I.4] and describing different interpretations of inefficiency constants
in Section 2] we discuss IS and related concepts in Section[3] Then, in Section [
we present various examples of parametric families of IS distributions, including
the ones later used in our numerical experiments. In Section [5| we provide
definitions of the minimized functions and their estimators, and we discuss their
important properties. In Section [6] we provide definitions of single- and multi-
stage minimization methods of estimators of different functions and prove strong
convergence properties of their results. In its Subsection [6.1] we describe the
two-stage estimation methods used in our numerical experiments. In Section
[7] we investigate asymptotic properties of such minimization results and their
functions. In Section [8| we discuss a two-stage method for estimation of . In
Section [0] we present results of our numerical experiments. Finally, in Section
[[0 we make some additional comments on our results and discuss some further
ideas, including possible alternative approaches.

1.4 Basic notations

In the further sections we frequently use objects defined in Section [I.1] like
Z, Q1, and a. We assume that 2° = 1, x € R. We denote N, = {1,2,...},
N = N, u{0}, forpe Ny, N, = {p,p+1,...}, Ry = (0,0), and R = Ru{—o0, o0}.
For a,beR, a A b denotes their minimum, and a v b their maximum, but these
symbols are also used to denote logical conjunction and disjunction. By default,
all vectors are considered to be column vectors. In particular, gradient of a
function is considered to be a column vector. Expectation of a random variable
Z with respect to a probability Q is denoted as Eq(Z), and variance as Varg(Z).
Subscript Q in the above notations is omitted when Q is the default probability
P on the default measurable space (€2, F). For a real-valued random variable Y’
we denote Y, = Y1(Y > 0) and Y_ = —Y1(Y < 0). We say that ¢ is a random
condition on some measurable space S = (B, B) if {x € B : q(z)} € B. Often the
event {x € B : q(z)} will be denoted simply as {q} and we frequently write ¢ in
place of {¢} in some notations or statements. For some probability Q on S we
say that an event A € B holds Q a.s. on some event B € B, if Q(An B) = Q(B).
Unless stated otherwise by minimum (point) of a function we mean its global
minimum (point). By |-| we denote the standard Euclidean norm and by || - ||«
the supremum norm induced by | -|. For a set A € B(R) or A € B(R) (where
B(B) is the borel o-field on B), the default measurable space considered on it
is (A, B(A)), which shall be denoted simply as S(A). For a € R! and € € Ry,
we define a sphere Sj(a,¢) = {x € Rl : |z —a| = €}, a ball Bj(a,¢) = {r e R :
|z — a| < €}, and a closed ball B;(a,¢) = Bi(a,e) = {x € R' : |z — a| < €}. By
%, we denote convergence in probability, by = convergence in distribution or
right implication depending on the context, and by =3 uniform convergence. We
denote 1(B) or 1p the indicator function of a subset B of some set X (which
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can be inferred from the context). If R-valued random variables Y, n € N, are
well-defined only on some subsets A4,, € F (e.g. for R-valued random variables
V,, and W,, we may have Y,, = V‘l% and A, = {W,, # 0}), then by Y, Ly
or Y, = Y we mean that lim, ., P(A,) = 1 and these statements hold for
Y., replaced by Y, 1(A,,) which is defined to be equal to zero on A,, and to Y,
otherwise.

2 Interpretations of inefficiency constants

In this section we provide some interpretations of inefficiency constants, both
from the literature and new ones, justifying their utility for quantifying the
inefficiency of MC procedures. The theorems introduced in the process will be
frequently used further on. We focus on theoretical inefficiency constants and
costs (dropping further the word theoretical), but analogous interpretations
hold for the practical ones. We use notations as in Section including var, c,
and ic = cvar, characterizing some sequence of MC procedures for estimating «
indexed by different numbers of replicates n € N used in these procedures. The
following interpretation of inefficiency constants was given in Section 2.6 of [6].
The ratio of positive finite inefficiency constants ic of different sequences of MC
procedures as above for estimating « is equal to the limit of ratios of their mean

costs nc corresponding to the minimum numbers of replicates n = [¥2*] needed

to reduce the variances Y2* of the MC averages &, below a given threshold
€ > 0 for ¢ —» 0. Consider a function f : Ri — R, such that for z,y € Ry,
f(x,y) = f(y,x) and for a € Ry, af(z,y) = f(ax,ay). Let g : RE — [0,0)

be such that g(z,y) = )‘?f;ij'), so that g(z,y) = g(y,z) and g(az,ay) = g(z,y),

a € Ry. For instance, f(x,y) can be equal to max(z,y), min(x,y), or L;y, in
which case g(x,y) can be interpreted as the relative difference of = and y. For
some § > 0, we say that x,y € R, are d-approximately equal, which we denote
x ~s y, if g(x,y) < 0. Note that = ~¢ y implies that = y. The below simple
interpretations of inefficiency constants were given by Badowski in sections 1.9
and 2.6 of [0] in the special case of f = min as above. For two MC procedures
for estimating «, one like above using n replicates and an analogous primed one,

assuming that ic,ic’ € Ry, from an easy calculation we have

Boic

(s 77) = 9(ne,n'd) (1)
e
and ) ,
ne ic var var
9(—7 ) = 9(— —)- (2)

n'd’ ic n’' n
In particular, the ratio of positive finite inefficiency constants of these proce-
dures is d-approximately equal to the ratio of variances of their respective MC
averages for d-approximately equal respective mean total costs and it is also
d-approximately equal to the ratio of their average costs for §-approximately
equal variances of their MC averages.

Let (Z;,C;), i € Ny, be independent replicates of (Z,C) under Q;. Before
providing further interpretations of inefficiency constants, let us recall some
basic facts about MC procedures as above. From strong law of large numbers
(SLLN), for &, = %Z?zl Z; it holds a.s. lim,_,o G, = «, and if var < o0, then
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from central limit theorem (CLT), /n(a, —a) = N(0, var). Consider following
sample variance estimators

var,, =

k
n 1 ~
n_1(EZZi2*O‘i)’ n € N. (3)
i=1

If var < 0, then from SLLN a.s. lim,,_, Var,, = var and if further var > 0, then
from Slutsky’s lemma (see e.g. 2.14 in [52])

n

— (a4, — a) = N(0,1), (4)
var,,
which can be used to construct confidence intervals for a,,, as discussed e.g. in
Chapter 3, Section 1 in [4]).

For ne N4, let ¢, = %Z?Zl C; and for n € Ng, let 1Acn = ¢pvar,. Assuming
that ¢,var < o0, from SLLN a.s. lim,_ ¢, — ¢ and lim,_,4 ﬂ:n — ic. Let
Sp =1 Ci, n €N (in particular Sy = 0), so that S,, is the cost of generating
first n replicates of Z. For ¢t € R} consider

N; =sup{neN: S, <t} (5)

or

Ny =inf{n e N: S, > t}. (6)

The above defined N; are reasonable choices of numbers of simulations to per-
form if we want to spend approximate total budget ¢ (like e.g. some internal
simulation time) on the whole MC procedure. Definition ensures that we
do not exceed the budget t. Under definition @ we let ourselves finish the last
computation started before the budget ¢ is exceeded and thus we do not waste
the computational effort already invested in it. Note that if £ > 0, then under
(@ we have N; > 0, i.e. at least one simulation is carried out, which does not
need to be the case under . If C < o0, Qp as., then a.s. C; < 0, i€ Ny, and
thus under both definitions a.s.
t—00

We have a following well-known slight generalization of the ordinary SLLN (see
the corollary on page 292 in [7]).

Theorem 1. If an R-valued random variable Y is such that E(Y_) < oo, then
forY1,Ys, ..., did ~Y a.s.

%iYi—»E(Y)eRu{oo}. (8)

Let ¢ > 0 (in particular we can have ¢ = ). Then, from the above lemma
a.s. lim,,_, o Sn — ¢ and thus

lim S,, = o0, 9)

n—0o0

so that under both definitions a.s.

Ny <o, t=0. (10)
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From renewal theory (see Theorem 5.5.2 in [I1]), under definition we have
a.s.

(11)

Since, marking N; given by (@ with a prim, N; < N} < Ny + 1, holds also
when using definition @

Let us further consider general N U {c0}-valued random variables N, ¢t € Ry.
Let Y be an R™-valued random vector such that E(Y?) < o0, i = 1,...,m,
with mean p = E(Y) and covariance matrix W = E((Y — u)(Y — u)T). Let
X1, Xo,... beiid. ~VY. Let fi, = L3 X;, n e N;. For the string A in
the below expressions substituted by each of strings «, var, ic, ¢, or p, consider
estimator \; corresponding to the total budget ¢t € R, and with initial value Ay
(where A\g € R™ for A substituted by p and Ag € R otherwise), defined as follows

X = An, 1(V; € Ny ) + AgL(N, = 0). (12)

Note that under definition @ we have ;\t = XNtl(Nt < ), t > 0. We shall
need a following trivial remark.

Remark 2. For k € Ny, let 7. be a.s. N-valued random variables (i.e. P(1y, €
N) = 1) such that a.s. limy_,o 7, = 0. If for k € Ny, ap are random variables
such that a.s. limy_,q ar, = a then a.s. limg_o 1(7% € N)a,, = a.

When we have a.s. @, , and lim,, S\n = ), then from Remark |2| a.s.
tlerO{) Ae = A (13)

Lemma 3. Let a,, n € Ny, be Ny -valued random variables such that for some

tn € Ry, ne Ny, such that lim,, .o t, = o0, for some b € Ry we have ‘;n Bop.
Then,

2o o, w). (1)

Van
Proof. Using Cramér-Wold device (see page 16 in [52]) it is sufficient to consider
the case of m = 1, which let us assume. For W = 0 we have a.s. X; = p,
1 € N, so that the thesis is obvious. The general case with W > 0 can be easily
inferred from the special case in which g = 0 and W = 1, which can be proved
analogously as Theorem 7.3.2 in [I1]. O

For general N; as above, consider a following condition (which for ¢ € Ry

follows e.g. from (TI])).
Condition 4. It holds ce Ry and

Nt p 1
LA A 15
s (15)
(ast — ).
Theorem 5. Under Condition [J}
V(s — p) = N(0,cW). (16)
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Proof. Let My = (1(Ny # o0)Ny) v 1, which is an N, -valued random variable.
From Condition [4]
Mo,
t

eR,. (17)

[

Thus, from Lemma [3]

Let B, = 1(N; € N})R, = 1(N; € No)vNi(fiy — p). From Condition
limy o P(N; € Ny) = 1, and thus R; — Ry % 0. Therefore, from and
Slutsky’s lemma, R; = A (0, W), and thus

VR, = N(0,cW). (19)

Let Gy = v/t(Ji; — p) and Gy = 1(N; € N;)G;t. Then, Gy — G, B 0, so that to
prove it is sufficient to prove that

Gy = N(0,cW). (20)

From Condition[d] the continuous mapping theorem, and Slutsky’s lemma, S; :=

1(N; € N+)\/% % 1. Thus, follows from and the fact that from
Slutsky’s lemma

VeRy — Gy = VeRy(1 - S,) B 0. (21)

O

In the below theorem and remark we extend the interpretations of inefficiency
constants provided at the beginning of Section 10, Chapter 3 in [4] (see also [19]
and Example 1 in [22]).

Theorem 6. If var < o0 and Condition[]] holds, then
V(@ — a) = N(0,ic), t— . (22)
If we further have var > 0 and a.s. @ and (@), then

t
~ (% —a) = N(0,1), t— . (23)
1C¢
Proof. follows immediately from Theorem [4| and follows from ,
for A = ic, and Slutsky’s lemma. O

Remark 7. Let X ~ N(0,1) and let for B € (0,1), zg be the B-quantile of
normal distribution, i.e. P(X < zg) = 8. Then, for v € (0,1) and p, = z1-1,
we have P(|X| < py) = 1 —~. Assuming , for the random interval I, =

(Gr — pyr/ i%,&t + py/ ‘%) we have

Jim P(are I,,) = P(IX| < py) =1 -, (24)
i.e. Iy is an asymptotic 1 — v confidence interval for .. It follows that ineffi-
ciency constant and its estimator play the same role when constructing asymp-
totic confidence intervals for a for t — o0 using &y, as variance and its estimator

do for n — oo using a,, as discussed below . For C =1, both approaches to
constructing asymptotic confidence intervals become equivalent.
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3 Importance sampling

In this section we provide a background on IS.

3.1 Background on densities

For probability distributions P; and Ps on the same measurable space & =
(D, D), we say that P; has density L (also called Radon-Nikodym derivative)
with respect to P2 on some A € D, or simply that L = (Z—E;)A, if Lis a
random variable such that for each B € D, P1(1(A n B) = Ep,(L1(A n B)), or
equivalently for each random variable Y on D such that 14Y is nonnegative or
P-integrable,

Ep, (1(A)Y) = Ep, (L1(A)Y). (25)

Such L is uniquely defined only Py a.s. on A, i.e. for some L' we also have
L = (Z—FP,;)A only if L' = L, P2 a.s. on A. From Radon-Nikodym theorem, L
exists only if Py is absolutely continuous with respect to Py on A, which we
denote P; «4 P3, and which means that for each B € D, from P3(A n B) =0
it follows that P1(A n B) = 0. We say that P; and Ps are mutually absolutely
continuous on A if Py « 4 Py and Py « 4 Py, which we also denote P; ~ 4 Ps.

Lemma 8. If L = (%)A, then Py ~4 Py only if Po({L = 0} n A) = 0, in

LL£O) _ (dPay

which case 7 P

Proof. If Po({L =0} n A) = 0, then for B € D, from ,
1
(L # 0)1
L

On the other hand, since P1({L = 0} n A) = Ep,(LL({L = 0} n A)) = 0, if
P2({L = 0} n A) > 0 then we cannot have Py «4 Py. O

UL #0),

EPz(l(AmB)) = EPQ(L( T

(An B))) = Ep,( (An B)). (26)

For A = D we omit A in the above notations, e.g. we write P; « Ps,
Py ~ Py, and L = 4EL.

3.2 IS and zero- and optimal-variance IS distributions

If Q1 <zx0 Q2, then for L = (%)Z;ﬁo we have o = Eq,(ZL). Importance
sampling (IS) relies on estimating « by using in a MC method independent
replicates of such IS estimator ZL under Q. Variance of the IS estimator
fulfills

Varg,(ZL) = Eq,((ZL)?) — a* = Eq, (Z°L) — o*. (27)

Condition 9. It holds Q1 <zx0 Q2 and for some L = (%)Z;ﬁo it holds
Varg,(ZL) = 0 or equivalently Qz a.s. ZL = a.

Theorem 10. Condition[9 holds only if it holds with 'for some’ replaced by for
each’.

Proof. Let L be as in Condition |§| and L' = (%)Z;&o- Then, L = L/, Qs a.s.
onZ #0and 0 = ZL = ZL' on Z = 0. Thus, from Qs a.s. ZL = « it also
holds Qs a.s. ZL' = «. O
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Condition 11. It holds Q1(Z # 0) > 0.

Condition 12. We have a # 0 and Qq a.s. Zsgn(a) = 0. Equivalently, for
S=2ZorS=—-7 wehave Q1 (S >0)>0 and Q; a.s. S=0.

Note that Condition [[2] implies Condition [TT}
Theorem 13. If Condition[13 holds, then for probability Q* given by
aQ*  Z
-z 28
Qo (28)
Condition [q holds for Qu = Q*. Furthermore, Q*(Z # 0) = 1 and Q* ~z.0 Q1
with
a dQ;
7= ( a0* )z#0-

Proof. Conditionimplies that Q* is well-defined. Furthermore, Q*(Z # 0) =
EQI(%) =1 and from Lemmawe have . In particular, ZL* = a, Q* a.s.,
that is Condition [ holds. O

L* := 1(Z #0) (29)

Lemma 14. Assuming Condition [T1], if there exists Qo fulfilling Condition [9,
then Condz'tion holds and such Qg is equal to Q* as in Theorem .

Proof. Condition [9] implies that Qs a.s.

1(Z + 0)% —1(Z#0)L = (Z%;)Z’éo' (30)

Thus, from Condition [L1} Eq, (1(Z # 0)2) = Qi(Z # 0) > 0, which implies

that o # 0. From and Lemmawe have Q1 ~z.0 Q2 and g = (g—g?)zﬂ.

Thus, Q2(Z # 0) = Eq, (1(Z # 0)2) =1 and £ = %. In particular, Q; a.s.
Z sgn(a) = 0 and thus Condition 12| holds and Q2 = Q*. O

Theorem 15. If Condition holds, then Q* as in Theorem 18 the unique
distribution Qo for which Condition@ holds.

Proof. Since Condition [I2] implies Condition [[1] and Theorem [T3] implies exis-
tence of Qy fulfilling Condition [0} from Lemma Q2 = Q*. O

We shall call Q* as in Theoremthe zero-variance IS distribution. Assum-
ing that L = (92,0, from
dQ2 #0, 3

Varg, (|ZL|) = Eq, (Z%L) — (Eq,(|2]))?, (31)
and thus
Vaer(ZL) = VarQ2(|ZL|) + (EQ1(|Z|))2 - o’ = (EQ1(|Z|))2 - CEQ, (32)

with equality holding only if Condition |§| holds for |Z] (i.e. for Z replaced by
|Z| and in particular for « replaced by Eq, (]Z])). Let Condition [11hold. Then,
Condition 12| holds for |Z| and from Theorem Q* as in Theorem [13| but for
Z replaced by |Z], i.e. such that

Q* |7

Q: ~ Eo,(2])’ (33)
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is the unique distribution Qs for which Condition |§| holds for |Z|. Furthermore,

L* = 1(Z # O)EQQ'ZD = (;Zgi)Z;&o- (34)

Note that from Condition |§| holding for |Z| and , Q* a.s. (or equivalently

Q1 a.s. on Z #0)
[Z|L* = Eq,(1Z]) = 4/Eq. (Z22L%). (35)

We call such Q* the optimal-variance IS distribution. Under Condition [12] the
optimal-variance IS distribution is also the zero-variance one. In some places in
the literature our optimal-variance IS distribution is called simply the optimal
IS distribution (see e.g. page 127 in [4]). However, since as argued in Section
] it may be more optimal to minimize inefficiency constant than variance and
optimal-variance IS distribution does not need to lead to the lowest inefficiency
constant achievable via IS, calling it optimal may be misleading.

3.3 Mean costs and inefficiency constants in IS

Let L = (38; )zz0 and let C be a nonnegative (theoretical) cost variable on &;
for computing replicates of ZL under Q2. We shall consider C' to be the same
for different Q2 under consideration. Mean cost under Qs is Eq,(C) and such
inefficiency constant is

Varg, (ZL)Eq, (C), (36)

assuming that it is well-defined (i.e. we do not multiply zero by infinity). Note
that if the zero-variance IS distribution Q* exists and mean cost Eqx (C') is finite,
then inefficiency constant under Q* is zero.

The below theorem provides an intuition why in our numerical experiments
in Section[9] for some a, s € Ry, for a nonincreasing function f(z) = 1(z < s)+a
and a strictly decreasing one f(x) = exp(—sz), for Z = f(C), we observed mean
cost reduction after changing the initial distribution to a one in a sense closer
to the respective zero-variance IS distribution Q*.

Theorem 16. Let f : S(R) — S([0,0)), Z = f(C), Eq,(Z) € R4, and
Eq,(C) < 0. Let Q* be the zero-variance IS distribution.

1. If f is nonincreasing, then
EQ* (C) < EQ1 (C)v (37)

and if further for some 0 < x1 < x9 < 00 we have f(x1) > f(x2), Q1(C €
[0,21]) > 0, and Q1(C € [z2,0)) > 0 (which is the case e.g. if f is strictly
decreasing and C' is not Q1 a.s. constant), then the inequality in 1
sharp.

2. If f is nondecreasing, then
Eqx(C) = Eq, (O), (38)

and if further for some 0 < x1 < x93 < 0 we have f(x1) < f(x2), Q1(C €
[0,21]) > 0, and Q1(C € [x2,0)) > 0, then the inequality in @ 18 sharp.
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Proof. We have FO)0)
_ Eq,(f(C)C
Fo O = o (o))

For C; and C5 being independent replicates of C' under Q;, we have

(39)

Eq, (f(C)C) — Eq, (C)Eq, (£(0)) = %Eol((f(cl) — f(C2))(C1 = C3)),  (40)

which is nonpositive if f is nonincreasing and negative under the additional
assumptions of point one, or nonnegative if f is nondecreasing and positive
under the additional assumptions of point two. From this and , the thesis
easily follows. O

3.4 IS using parametric families of distributions

For some nonempty set A, let us consider a family W = {Q(b) : b € A} of
probability distributions on &7. Typically, we shall assume that

A e B(RY. (41)

Consider a function L : A x Q; — R, for which we denote L(b) = L(b,-), b e A.
If the following condition is fulfilled, then one can perform IS with respect to
distributions from W as in Section 3.2

Condition 17. It holds Q1 <70 Q(b) and L(b) = (QQ(;)))Z;&O, be A.

The following conditions will be useful further on.
Condition 18. We have and L is measurable from S(A) x &1 to S(R).

Condition 19. We have and probability measure Py on a measurable space
C1 and & : C1 ® S(A) — 81 are such that for each be A

Q(b)(B) = P1(£(-,b) "' [B]), Be Fu, (42)
or equivalently, for each random variable X ~ Py, £(X,b) ~ Q(b).

Remark 20. Let conditions and [I9 hold and let b be some A-valued
random variable, which can be e.g. some adaptive IS parameter. Let B; ~ Py,
i€ No, be i.i.d. and independent of b. Then, from Fubini’s theorem it follows
that random wvariables &, = %Zil(ZL(b))(f(&,b)), n € Ny, are unbiased
and strongly consistent estimators of «, i.e. E(q,) = a, n € Ny, and a.s.
lim, e Qpn = a.

In the further sections we shall often deal with families of distributions and
densities satisfying the following condition.

Condition 21. For some By € Fi, we have Q(b) ~p, Q1 and L(b) = (-2,
be A.

Let us formulate separately the special important case of the above condition.

Condition 22. Conditian holds for By = 4, or equivalently Q(b) ~ Q1 and

dQi
L(b) = 7505, b€ A.
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The following condition will be useful to avoid different technical problems
like when dividing by L or taking its logarithm.

Condition 23. It holds L(b)(w) >0,be A, we Q.
Condition 24. Condition[21] holds and Q(b)({Z # 0}\B;) =0, be A.

Remark 25. Note that for Z such that Condition holds, we have Q(b) ~z00B,
Qi, b€ A, and
L) = ()5 gy, beA (43)
aQu) P PES
so that Condition @ holds.

Definition 26. We say that b* € A is the zero-variance (optimal-variance) IS
parameter if Condition[13 (Condition [11]) holds and Q(b*) is the zero-variance
(optimal-variance) IS distribution.

Note that in the literature the name optimal IS parameter is sometimes
used for the parameter minimizing variance b € A — Varg(ZL(b)) of the IS
estimator (see e.g. [35]), which may be not equal to the optimal-variance IS
parameter in the sense of the above definition.

The below theorem characterizes random variables Z as above for which
there exists zero-variance IS parameter, under some of the above conditions.

Theorem 27. Let us assume Condition |21 Then, Condition holds and
there exists zero-variance IS parameter by (for which we denote Q* = Q(by)),
only if for some by € A, Q(b3)(B1) =1 and for some 8 € R\0,

B

2 =15,1(Llb) # 0) 755 Quas (44)

Furthermore, in the latter case we have f = o and Q(by) = Q*.

Proof. Let us first show the right implication. From Condition and Q* =
Q(bl) it follows for b2 = bl that Q(bQ)(Bl) = Q*(Bl) = Q*(Z #0n Bl) =
Q*(Z # 0) — Q(b2)({Z # 0}\By) = 1. From (29)), Q* a.s. L(b2)Z = 1(Z # 0)a,
which from Q* ~ 7o Q1 holds also Q; a.s. Thus, since from Condition we
have o # 0, it holds Qq a.s. that if Z # 0 then also L(by) # 0. Therefore, we
have Q1 a.s. Z = 1(Z # 0 A L(bs) # O)ﬁa. Thus, from Condition

1
Z =1p, ——1(Z #0 A L(b2) # 0)a, Qg a.s. (45)
L(b2)
From Condition Q* ~p, Q1, and thus from Lemma [§ and (28), 0 =
Qi1({L(b2) = 0} n B1) = Q1({Z = 0} n By), so that from and Condi-
tio we have (44]) only for 8 = «. For the left implication note that for Z as
)

in (44) Condition [24] holds and since from

a = Eq,) (ZL(b2)) = BQ(b2)(B1) = B, (46)
Condition [[2 holds as well. Thus
dQ(b2) 1 Z  dQ*

— 1(B1)1(L(by) # 0 =2 =, 47
iQ, (B1)1(L(b2) )L(bz) 540 (47)
where in the first equality we used Condition 21} Q(b2)(B;) = 1, and Lemma 8]
in the second , and in the last . O]
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Remark 28. From discussion in Section[3.3, the optimal-variance IS distribu-
tion for Z is the zero-variance one for |Z|. Thus, from the above theorem for
Z replaced by |Z| we receive a characterization of variables Z for which there
exists optimal-variance IS parameter under certain assumptions.

4 Examples of parametric families of IS distri-
butions

In this section we present a number of parametric families of distributions, most
of which shall be used in theoretical reasonings or numerical experiments in this
work.

4.1 Exponential change of measure

Exponential change of measure (ECM), also known as exponential tilting, is
a popular method for obtaining a family of IS distributions from a given one.
It has found numerous applications among others in rare event simulation, as
discussed in Section Consider an R'-valued random vector X on S;. Let us
define moment generating function b € Rl — ®(b) = Eq, (exp(bT X)). Let A be
the set of all b € R! for which ®(b) < 00. Note that 0 € A and from convexity of
exponential function A is convex. Cumulant generating function is defined as

U(b) = In(®(b)), be A.
Condition 29. For each by, by € A, by # by, (b1—bo)T X is not Qq a.s. constant.

Lemma 30. VU is conver on A and it is strictly convex on A only if Condition
holds.

Proof. Let by,by € A and q1,q2 € Ry be such that g; + g2 = 1. From Holder

inequality
2

2
(3 aibi) < [T o) (48)

and taking the logarithms of both sides we receive
2 2
(> aibi) < a9 (i), (49)
i=1 i=1

and thus U is convex. Equality in or equivalently in holds only if
for some a € Ry, Q; as. exp(b¥ X) = aexp(bl X) (see page 63 in [48]) or
equivalently if for some c € R, Q; a.s. (by —b2)T X = c. W is strictly convex only
if there do not exist by,by € A, by # bs, such that equality in holds, and
thus only if Condition [29] holds. O

Condition 31. For each t € R\{0}, tT X is not Q; a.s. constant.

Note that Condition [31]implies Condition 29| and if A has nonempty interior
then these conditions are equivalent. If A contains some neighbourhood of zero,
then X has finite all mixed moments, i.e. E(I—[i=1 | X;[?) < o0, v e NL. Let us

P P R
denote for v e N!, 9, = St
K,
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Condition 32. A is open, ® is smooth (i.e. infinitely continuously differen-
tiable) on A, and for each v e N' we have

1
2u®(b) = Eq, (duexp(b” X)) = Eq, (] [ X} exp(b” X)). (50)
i=1
Remark 33. It is easy to show using inductively mean value theorem and

Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem that Condition holds when A = R!
or when Q1([0,0)!) = 1 and for some A >0, A = (—o0, \)’.

We define an exponentially tilted family of probability distributions W =
{Q(b),b e A} corresponding to the above Q; and X by formula

dQ(b)
dQ:

Note that Q(0) = Q; and

=exp(b’ X —W(b)), be A. (51)

_do
dQ(b)’

In particular, conditions and [23| hold (for the above L). From Lemma
for each w € 21, b e A - L(b)(w) is log-convex (and thus convex) and if
Condition 29| holds, then it is strictly log-convex (and thus strictly convex). Let
us define means u(b) = Eqg)(X) and covariance matrices X(b) = Eqey (X —
wu(0)(X — u(b))T), for b e A for which they exist. Note that functions ®, ¥, ¥,
and 4 depend only on the law of X under Q;. Assuming that ¥(b) € R/, we
have t7(b)t = Equ ((t7 (X — p(b)))?), t € R, and thus X(b) is positive definite
only if Condition [31] holds. When Condition [32] holds, then we receive by direct
calculation that VW (b) = u(b) and V2W¥(b) = £(b), b € A. Let U be an open
subset of R!. The following well-known lemma is an easy consequence of the
inverse function theorem.

L(b) := exp(—bT X + U (b))

be A. (52)

Lemma 34. If f : U — R is injective and differentiable with invertible deriva-
tive Df on U, then f is a diffeomorphism of the open sets U and f(U).

Lemma 35. If U is convexr and a function g : U — R is strictly conver and
differentiable, then function be U — Vg(b) is injective.

Proof. If for some by,bs € U, by # be, we had Vg(by) = Vg(bs), then for

v = 22=% it would hold
[b2—b1|

dg(by + tv dg(bi + tv
(BB =gt = o vglen) = () (53)
t t=0 t t=|bo—b1|
which is impossible since ¢ € [0, |by — b1|] — g(b1 + tv) is strictly convex. O

Theorem 36. If conditions[31] and[33 hold, then be A — pu(b) = V¥(b) is a
diffeomorphism of the open sets A and p[A].

Proof. From Condition [3I]and Lemma U is strictly convex. From Condition
Dy = V2V is positive definite. Thus, for U = A the thesis follows from
Lemma [35] for g = ¥ and Lemma [34] for f = p. O
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Some important special cases of ECM for [ = 1 are when X has binomial,
Poisson, or gamma distribution under Q(b), b € A, while for general [ € Ny —
when X has such multivariate normal distribution (see page 130 in [4]). In all
these cases, from Remark [33] Condition [32] holds. Furthermore, for the first
three cases and non-degenerate multivariate normal distributions, Condition [31]
is satisfied and we have analytical formulas for x~'. In the gamma case, for
some a, A € Ry, and A = (—oo, \), for each b € A, for A\, = A —b, under Q(b), X

has distribution with density

1
I(a)

a a—1

Ap 2T exp(—Apx) (54)

with respect to the Lebesgue measure on (0,00). Furthermore, it holds ¥(b) =
aln(:25), p(b) = 25, and p~(z) = A— 2, 2 € p[A] = Ry. In the Poisson
case we have A = R, and for some initial mean ug € Ry, for each b € A we have

1(b) = po exp(b) and

11(b)*
k!

ie. X ~ Pois(u(b)) under Q(b). Furthermore, it holds ¥(b) = po(exp(b) — 1),
pl(z) = In(;=), @ € p[A] = (0,00), and X(b) = u(b). In the multivariate
normal case we have A = R! and for M € R**! being some positive semidefinite
covariance matrix and pg € R! some initial mean, the mean function has form
p(b) = po + Mb and under Q(b), X ~ N (u(b), M). Moreover, it holds ¥(b) =
b o + %bTMb and X(b) = M. An important special case are non-degenerate
normal distributions in which M is positive definite, u[A] = A, and p~*(z) =
M~Y(z — po). In the standard multivariate normal case we have M = I; and
o = 0, so that Q(b) = N(b, I;), b e A.

For exponentially tilted distributions with A = R! we shall further need the
following function defined for a € [0, o)

QL)X = k) =

eXp(—H(b))a ke Nv (55)

F(a) = sup{®¥(b) : be R!, |b| <a}. (56)
For instance, for X ~ N(0,I;) under Q; as above we have F'(a) = %2, while for
the Poisson case it holds F(a) = po(exp(a) — 1).

Remark 37. In some practical realizations of ECM, the computation times on
a computer needed to generate i.i.d. replicates of the IS estimator ZL(b) under
Q(b) for different b € A are approzimately equal to the same constant. This is
typically the case e.g. when X ~ N(0,1I;) under Q1. In such case one can take
the theoretical cost C = 1.

4.2 IS for independently parametrized product distribu-
tions

For n € Ny and each i € {1,...,n}, consider some probability distribution 61,1»
on a measurable space S1; = (Q4,4, F1,;), & nonempty set A;, and a parametric
family of distributions W; = {éi(bi) : b; € A;} and densities zl(bz) = d%Q-(lli)’
b; € A;. Let us define a product measure Q; = [, CN)M, a product parameter
set A = [[i_, A;, a family of independently parametrized product measures
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W = {Qb) = [T-,Q(b:) : b € A}, and densities L(b) = [y Li(b;), b =

(b:)f_; € A. Note that Q(b) ~ Qi and L(b) = ;&5 be A.

Let us consider the special case of V; being exponentially tilted families
of distributions given by probabilities Q1 i and random variables XZ, havmg
moment-generating functions ®;, and cumulant generating functions ¥;, i =
1,...,n. Then, W is an exponentially tilted family of distributions correspond-
ing to probability Q; and random variable X (w) = (X;(w;))i;, we [ i, Q1
with moment-generating function ®(b) = [;_, ®;(b;), and cumulant generat-
ing function ¥(b) = Y., ¥,;(b;). If Condition [31f or [32| holds for W; for each
i€ {1,...,n}, then such condition holds also for W. If for b = (b;)7_; € A, u;(b;)
are mean vectors for W;, i = 1,...,n, then u(b) = (u;(b;))?, is such mean vec-
tor for W and if all p; " exist, then for x = (,)7; € p[A] = [1i_; m[Ad],
@) = (i @)

4.3 IS for stopped sequences

4.3.1 Change of measure for stopped sequences using a tilting pro-
cess

Let L~Jl be a probability measure on a measurable space C = (E’,(‘,N'), let C =
(E,E) := 5N+, let n = (1;)ien, = idg be the coordinate process on E, and
let 7, = (n:)%_,, k € Ny. Let U be the unique probability measure on C
such that ny, 79, ..., are i.id. ~ 01 under U (see Theorem 16, Chapter 9

n [I7]). Let Fr = o(fx), k € N4, i.e. it is the natural filtration of 7, and
let Fo = {J, E}, ie. it is a trivial o-field. For some d € Ny and nonempty
B € B(RY), let conditions I . and . hold for A = B, Q; = U1, and some
probabilities Q(b) and densities L(b) denoted further as ~(b) and L(b), b € B.

Let £(b) = L(b)"L = 25 pe B.

Definition 38. We define J to be the set of all B-valued stochastic processes
A = (Mk)ken on C such that there exist hg € B and measurable functions hy :
C* — S(B), ke Ny, such that \g = hg and M\ = hi,(7), k€ N.

Processes A as in the above definition shall be called tilting processes. Note
that such X are adapted to (Fy)ren- If C is a Borel space like S(R?), then J is
simply the set of all (Fj)kren-adapted B-valued stochastic processes on C (see
Chapter 21 in [I7]). Let further in this section A and h; be as in Definition
For a probability S on C and a stopping time 7 for (Fg)iren, we shall denote
Sz = S|7,. Identifying each n € N} with a constant random variable we thus
have S|, = S|x,. The following theorem is an easy consequence of Theorem 3,
Chapter 22 in [17].

Theorem 39. There exists a unique probability V on C satisfying one of the
following equivalent conditions.

1. UnderV, m has density k(ho) with respect to U, and foreach ke Ni | miy1q

has conditional density k(\g) with respect to U, given Fy, (see Definition
14, Chapter 21 in [T7)]).
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2. For each n € Ny,

dVp,
duy,

= [T 0w 0. (57)

k=0

Let V and ~,,, n € N, be as in the above theorem, and let 7 be a stopping
time for (Fy,)nen-

Lemma 40. It holds
V\T ~r<ow U|7-7 (58)

with

11 < o)y, = (gﬁt) . (59)

Proof. To prove we notice that for each B € F,. we have

8

Eu(1(B n{r <©})vr) = ), Eu(A({T = n} n B)7m)

i
o

(60)

[
8

V({T =n} n B) = V(B n {r < ©}),

i
o

where in the second equality we used and the fact that {r = n} n B e F,,
n € Ny. Now, follows from and Lemma O

From the above lemma, if 7 < o both V and U a.s., then V|, ~ U;. For
some € € R, considered to avoid some technical problems as discussed above

Condition let us define

L:1(T<oo)i+61(7:oo 1(r < ) H Ak (Mrs1)) + €l(r = o). (61)

Vr

Let Z be an R-valued random variable measurable from (E, F,) and such that
Eu(]Z]) < o (shortly, Z € L'(U};)). Let us assume that U(Z # 0, 7 = o) =
V(Z # 0, 7 = o) = 0, so that from , Ujr ~z40vr<wo V| and from Lemma

AT,
- ()
dV|T Z#0vT<00

Then, one can perform IS as in Section for Q1 = U, Q2 = V|, and L as
above. Note that such Q; is defined on &1 = (4, F1) = (E, Fr).

(62)

Remark 41. Consider two stopping times 1, Ta for (Fn)nen, such that 71 < o,
Z e LY(U,), and U(Z # 0, 75 = 0) = V(Z # 0, 75 = ®) = 0. Then, we
also have Z € L*(U,,) and U(Z # 0, 11 = o) = V(Z # 0, 11 = w) = 0.
Furthermore, denoting L as in for T =1; as L,,, we have

Ev(ZL,,|F:.) = ZL.,. (63)
Indeed, for each D € F., and i =1,2 from @ it holds

Ev(ZL,,1(D)) = Ev(ZL,1(D n {Z # 0})) = Eu(Z1(D n {Z # 0})).  (64)
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From (63) and conditional Jensen’s inequality we have Vary(ZL,,) > Vary(ZL,,),
i.e. using 11 for IS leads to not higher variance than using To. Furthermore,
Ev(m1) < Ev(m), so that for theoretical costs C' equal to the stopping times,
using 71 also leads to not higher mean cost and inefficiency constant than 7o
(assuming that such constants are well-defined).

4.3.2 Parametrizations of IS for stopped sequences

For some nonempty A € B(R!), let us consider a parametrization A : A — J of
tilting processes such that the following condition is satisfied.

Condition 42. For each n € N, (b,x) — A, (b)(x) is measurable from S(A) ®
(E,Fn) to S(B).

For each b € A, let V(b) and V|, (b) be given by A(b) similarly as V and V|,
are given by A in the unparametrized case above. Let Q(b) = V|.(b), b € A, let
Q1 = Uj; be as above, and let L(b) be defined by formula but using A(b)
in place of A\. Note that such L satisfies Condition 23] From Condition [42] and
assumptions on L above, L also satisfies Condition From 1} Condition
is satisfied for By = {r < oo}. Thus, for such B;, Condition [24]is equivalent to
a following one.

Condition 43. For eachbe A, Q(b)(Z # 0, 7 = o0) = 0.
Condition [22|is implied by a following one.
Condition 44. For each be A, 7 < 0, V(b) a.s. (or equivalently Q(b) a.s.).

Consider a following simple linear parametrization of tilting processes, for
which we assume that B = R%. Let an R%*!-valued process A = (Ay)r=0 on C
be such that for each j € {1,...,1}, ((Ag)i;)q)ken € T, let A = Rl and for
each b € A let A(b) be such that

)\k(b) = Axb, keN. (65)

Note that Condition 42| holds for such A and we have Q(0) = Q;.

4.3.3 Change of measure for Gaussian stopped sequences

Let Uy = NV(0,1;), X = idga, and let U(b) and L(b), b € B := R%, be exponen-
tially tilted distributions and densities corresponding to such X, Q; = 01, and
A = B, as in Section For such distributions and densities, let us consider
IS for stopped sequences for some tilting process A € J and hg, kK € N, as in
Section In particular, £(b)(z) = exp(—3|b]> + b"z). Let My = n, — Ap—1,
k € N4. The following theorem is a discrete version of Girsanov theorem.

Theorem 45. Under V, random variables ny, k € N, are i.i.d. ~ N(0,1).

Proof. Writing hy in place of hy(x1,...,2%), k € N4, for each n € N} and
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e (B(R)"
V((0i)iz1 € ) = Bu(L((hi)iz1 € D)yn)

1 1 &
= J(Rd)n 1((xr — hg—1)j=1 € F)(id/2 exp( 5 Z:: oy — hp_1)?)dz, ... day

1 1 ¢
= J‘(Rd)n 1<y€1—‘)(7nd/2 eXp 5 Z dyn... Y1

= U(()1, € D),

(66)

where we used Fubini’s theorem and a sequence of changes of variables yy (k) =
rr —hip_1, k =1,...,n, each of which is a diffeomorphism with Jacobian 1. [

Let us consider a function 7 : E — E such that m = (1;)ien, . Its inverse
function 7! is given by formula

7t = (e + )\k—l(ﬂ_l))keNJra (67)

or in more detail we have 7= = (7};)%, for 7j; = ni+5\¢_1, i € N, , where ;\0 = hy
and Ay = hy((7:)%_,), k € N. Note that both 7 and 7! are measurable from
Uy := (E, F,) toUy,, n € N, ie. 7 isan isomorphism of U, n € N, and thus also
of Uy := (E,F.) = C. From Theorem [45] we have U(B) = V(7 '[B]), B € €,
so that

U(r[B]) = V(B), Bec¢. (68)

In particular, for each random variable Y on C the distribution of Y71 :=
Y (7~!) under U is the same as of Y under V. For 7 denoting the image
function of m we have

7[F,] = {n[B]: BeF,}
= {n[B]: Be Fyp, Bn{r=k}e Fp, ke Nu {w}}

={CeFyp: ' [C]n{r =k} e Fp, ke NuU{w}} (69)
={CeFyp: Co{rnt=kleF, keNu{xn}}
:-F.‘r‘n'*1

where in the fourth equality we used the fact that 7 is an isomorphism of U,,,
n € N u {o}. In particular, if a random variable Y on C is F,-measurable, then
Y7n~!is F,.-i-measurable, i.e. it depends only on the information available
until time 77~

For some parametrization A(b), b € A, of tilting processes as in Section m
let 7 be given by A(b) in a way that 7 is given by A above. Let Q(b) and L(b),
b e A, correspond to such parametrization as in Section Then, for C; =C
and P; = U, we can choose ¢ in Condition [I9] to be given by formula

&(n,b) =m, '(n), be A (70)
Indeed, from 7

U(EC,0) 7 [B]) = V- (b)(B), BeF, (71)
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ie. holds. For each random variable Y on C and b € A we shall denote

YO =ym ™t = Y(E(,b). (72)
Note that from we have
(€)= 0 =+ Mm@, ke N, (73)
For each b € A it holds
T—1
1
L(b) = 1( < o0) exp( )| (gl/\k(b)l2 — X (D) k11)) + L(T = 0)e. (74)
k=0

Thus, for each b’,b € A we have

) _q
’ / 1 / / / /
L)) = 1(+®) < o) exp( )] (§|/\k(b)(b)|2—(Ak(b)(b))T(nk+1+x\k(b’)(b I+ = 0)e
k=0
(75)
and in particular
7)1 1
L) = 1(r® < ) exp(— )] (gl/\k(b)(b)|2+(/\k(b)(b))Tnk+1))+1(T(b) = w)e.
k=0
(76)

4.3.4 Linearly parametrized exponential tilting for stopped sequences

Let Uy, X, U(b), L(b), U(b), b € B = R%, and F, be as some Q;, X, Q(b),
L(b), ¥(b), be A = B, and F, in the ECM setting in Section Consider-
ing additionally some A as in Section let Q(b) and L(b), b € A, be the
corresponding linearly parametrized IS distributions and densities. Note that
we now have from , for U(b) = 1(1 < 0) Yi_g T(A(0)) and H = —1(7 <
0) 3720 (X (me11))T A, that

L(b) = 1(7 < o) exp(U(b) + Hb) + €l(1 = ). (77)

We shall call the above IS setting linearly parametrized exponentially tilted
stopped sequences (LETS) setting. Its special case in which Uy = N(0, I;) and
X = idga shall be called linearly parametrized exponentially tilted Gaussian
stopped sequences (LETGS) setting. Note that the LETGS setting is a special
case of parametrized IS for Gaussian stopped sequences from Section In
the LETGS setting H = —1(7 < ) Yi_8(mrs1)" Ay and for G := 1(r <
00)L 20 AT Ay we have U(b) = b7 Gb, so that

L(b) = 1(7 < ) exp(b? Gb + Hb) + 1(1 = ®)e. (78)

Furthermore, for G®") = 1(7(1’/) < oo)% ;(:bo)_l(A’(fb/))TA](cb/) and

T(b/)fl
HY = —1 %) <) 3 (mess + AL D) TAL, (79)
k=0

formula reduces to
L)) = 1(r®) < o0) exp(b"GYb + H®b) + 1(r) = 0)e.  (80)
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Remark 46. Note that in the LETGS setting, on 7 < 0 we have

T—1 T—1
. . 1 2 T _ 1 2
inf In(L(b)) = Z:“O inf (Gl —nfy) = =3 };l >R (81)

Remark 47. In our numerical experiments performing IS for computing ex-
pectations of functionals of Euler scheme in the LETGS setting, the simulation
times were roughly proportional to replicates of T under Q(b). Thus, on several
occasions in this work when dealing with the LETGS setting, we shall consider
theoretical cost C' = T.

Returning to the general LETS setting, consider its special case in which
A is a sequence of constant matrices and 7 = n € N is deterministic. Then,
for the above constructed family {Q(b) : b € A}, the family of distributions
W = {Q'(b) : be A} on C" such that Q') (1.[C]) = Q(b)(C), C e Fy, be A,
is the exponentially tilted family corresponding to Q) := 071’ and X'(w) :=
SUAT X (wi), w = (wi), € E™, as in Section H Note that when 7 = 1
and Ay = I, then such W' coincides with the exponentially tilted family {U(b) :
b € A} used for its construction. Furthermore, if X ~ N(0,1;) under 01, then
X'~ N(0,207) ATA;) under Q;.
4.4 IS for functionals of Brownian motion up to a stopping

time

Let us now briefly discuss IS for computing expectations of functionals of Brow-
nian motion. Let B = (By)i>0 be the coordinate process on the Wiener space
([0, ), R?), whose measurable space let us denote W, and let (F;);=0 be the
natural filtration of B. Let U be the unique probability on W for which B is a
d-dimensional Brownian motion (see Chapter 1, Section 3 in [43]). For a prob-
ability S on W and a stopping time 7 for (]?t)tzo, we denote S, = Slj_:t. From
Girsanov theorem, if (Xt)@o is a predictable locally square-integrable R?-valued
process on W for which

t 1 t
%:exp(f )\Zstfij )\s|2ds>, t=0, (82)
0 0

is a martingale under U (for which e.g. Novikov’s condition suffices), then from
Kolmogorov’s extension theorem there exists a unique measure V on W such

that Z\l;“ =%, t = 0. Furthermore,
It
~ t ~
Btthfj Asds, t=0, (83)
0
is a Brownian motion under V. From Proposition 1.3, Chapter 8 in [43], for
a stopping time ¥ for (F;)i=0, we have 1(F < 00)y3 = (%‘;) and thus
17/ F<w
L =1F < o)L = <dL~JJ> , similarly as in the discrete case. Thus, if
7F AVix )z

for some Z € Ll(LNJ‘;) we have U and V a.s. that ¥ = oo implies Z = 0,
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then LNJ|; ~zz0 Vjz and we can perform IS for computing EO(Z) analogously
as in the discrete case. For adaptive IS we can use e.g. linear parametrization
Ae(b) = A¢b, b e A := R of tilting processes for some R?*!-valued predictable
process (Kt)t>0 with locally square integrable coordinates.

Due to the fact that sequence (Bgy1 — Bg)ren has ii.d. ~ N(0,1) coor-
dinates under l~J, under appropriate identifications the LETGS setting can be
viewed a special discrete case of IS for Brownian motion with linear parametriza-
tion of tilting processes as above. In the further sections we focus mainly on
the discrete case, both for simplicity and due to its important applications in
numerical methods. However, many of our reasonings can be generalized to the
Brownian case.

4.5 IS for diffusions and Euler scheme

Using notations as for IS for Brownian motion in the previous section, let us
consider functions p : S(R™) — S(R™) and o : S(R™) — S(R™*9) such that
there exists a unique strong solution Y of the SDE

dY, = p(Y)dt + o(Y1)dB,, Yo = o. (84)

Such Y is called a diffusion, p a drift, and o a diffusion matrix. For 7 being
some stopping time for (F;):>o (like e.g. some hitting time of Y an appropriate
set) and Z € L'(U}7), one can be interested in estimating

~ ~

p(x0) = Ey(2). (85)

A popular way of discretizing Y, especially in many dimensions, is by using an

Euler scheme X = (X} )ken with a time step h € R, which, for some 71,72, .. .,
iid. ~AN(0,1,,) and some starting point xo € R™, fulfills Xy = z¢ and

Xps1 = Xp + hi(Xy) + Vho(Xi)nke1, keN. (86)

Let further n;, i € N4, be as in Section for 01 = N(0,1;), so that X as
above is an Euler scheme under U as in that section. As discussed further on, in
some cases, for sufficiently small h, for appropriate stopping time 7 for (F,)n>0
and appropriate Z € Ll(U|T)7 gzNS(xo) can be approximated well using

#(wo) = Eu(2). (87)

For some function r : S(R™) — S(R?), called an IS drift, let us consider a
tilting process Ay = vhr(Xy), k € N. Then, for

o=p+or (88)
and 7, k € N, as in Section we have
X1 = Xp + hfi(Xy) + Vho (Xp)igs1, keN, (89)

so that from Theorem X is an Euler scheme under V with drift g. As
discussed in Section the distribution of X under V is the same as of
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X = X(7~1) under U. Since 7; = n;7, we have 9,71 = n;, i € N, so that X
satisfies Xo = x¢ and

X1 = Xi + hji(Xp) + Vho(Xp)mes1, keN, (90)

i.e. it is also an Euler scheme with drift fi, but this time under U.

For some nonempty A € B(R!), let us consider some parametrization r :
A — {f : R™ — R%} of IS drifts, such that (b,z) — 7(b)(z) is measurable
from S(4) ® S(R™) to S(R?), and let fi(b) = u + or(b), b € A. Consider a
parametrization A : A — J of tilting processes such that

AD) = Ak (D) gen = (VRr(b)(Xi))ken, be A. (91)

Note that Condition holds for such parametrization. Note also that, using
notation , from we have

X0 = x4 ) (X)) + Vho (X i1, keN. (92)

Let us now describe the linear case of the above parametrization, leading to
IS in the special case of the LETGS setting. We take A = R! and for some
functions 7; : S(R™) — S(R%), i = 1,...,1, called IS basis functions, we set

!
r(b)(z) = Z bivi(x), beR! xeR™. (93)

Let © : R™ — R%*! be such that fori =1,...,land j=1,....d
0;.i(x) = VA(F);(x). (94)

Then, a process A leading to A(b) given by and such that holds, can
be defined as
Ak = @(Xk), ke N. (95)

We have A" = ©(x"), be A.

An example of a stopping time 7 for (Fi)r=0 is an exit time of X of some
D e B(R™), that is 7 = inf{k € N : X} ¢ D}, for which we have 7(*) = inf{k €
N: X" ¢ D}, be A
Theorem 48. Let us consider some linear parametrization of IS drifts as above.

Let T be the exit time of X of D € B(R™) such that vo € D, let B = R! be
nonempty, and let there exist v € R™, v # 0, such that

M, := sup |l (z—y)| <o (96)
x,yeD
and
My := sup [vTJi(b)(z)| < 0. (97)
zeD be B

For some i € {1,...,d}, let there exist §; € Ry and 0; € [0,00), j € {1,...,d},
j # i, such that |(vIo(x));| = 6; and |(vTo(z));| < 65, j # i, v € D. Let
M = M; + hMs and consider the following random conditions on C for k € N,

qk<w>:<|nk,i<w>6i|>%+| S @), weB. (98

jefl,d}, j#i
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Then, a random variable T on C such that T(w) = inf{k € Ny : qp(w)}, we E,
fulfills T® < 7, be B. Under U, the variable T has geometric distribution with
parameter ¢ = U(qy), that is U(T = k) = q¢(1 — ¢)*1, ke N,..

Proof. From , for each k€ N

(X ¢ D) A (X7, € D) = (Vo (X e ¢ D — X, — haB) (X)) A (X € D)
= (Voo (X i ¢ o7 (D — X — ha(0)(X ) A (X, € D)
<= (VhpTo (X" il > M) A (X, € D)

<= qr A (X,ib_)1 e D).
(99)

Thus, ¢ = (X,gb_)1 ¢Dv X,ib) ¢ D) = 7(® < k. For w e E such that 7(w) < ©
it holds gz(.), and thus 70 (W) < F(w). O

Remark 49. Note that if for each b € A the assumptions of Theorem[4§ hold for
B = {b}, then from 7(") having the same distribution under U as T under V(b),

we receive that T has all finite moments under V(b), b € A, and in particular
Condition [{{] holds.

We say that a matrix- or vector-valued function f is uniformly bounded
on some set B if for some arbitrary vector or matrix norm || - || we have

sup,ep || f(2)|] < co.

Remark 50. Note that holds for D bounded. Furthermore, if for some
veR™ vy, vTo, and © are uniformly bounded on D (which holds e.g. when
they are continuous on R! and D is bounded) then (@/ holds for each bounded
B.

4.6 Some special functionals of diffusions and Euler scheme,
and zero-variance IS for diffusions

To provide an intuition when variance of IS estimators of expectations of func-
tionals of Euler scheme as in the previous section can be small, let us briefly
describe a situation when their diffusion counterparts have zero variance. See
Section 4 in [20] for details. For 7 being the hitting time of Y a boundary of an
appropriate set D, as well as for appropriate g : R™ — [0,00) and §: R™ — R,
consider

2 =1 <)yl x| B¥)ds) (100)
If there exists v : R™ — R, such that for Lu = tr(co®)Au+ u? Vu+ Bu we have
Lu(z) =0, ze€D, (101)

and
u(z) = g(z), x€dD, (102)

then, from Feynmann-Kac theorem, (;NS(xO) = u(z0). Under certain assumptions
it can be proved (see Theorem 4 in [20]) that for r equal to
«  0Vu

s — = o7V (In(u)), (103)
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for IS for Brownian motion as above with X, = r*(Y;), we have ZL = ¢(xo),

Y a.s., i.e. the unbiased IS estimator for the diffusion case has zero variance.
Furthermore, from (83))

dY, = (u+ or*)(Yy)dt + 0(Y,)dBy, Yo = x0. (104)

For 7 being the exit time of X of some set E, a possible Euler scheme counterpart

of is
T—1
Z = 1(r < 0)g(X,)exp( D] hB(Xx)). (105)
k=0

In [23] it was proved that under appropriate assumptions (holding e.g. in our
numerical experiments discussed in Section [4.9) for such Z we have

~

lim ¢(xo) = P(xo) (106)

for E = D, and that the rate of convergence in can be increased by taking

as E appropriately shifted set D. Further on for Z as in (105) we assume that

E = D, but one can easily modify the below reasonings to consider the shifted

case instead. It seems intuitive that for some such Z, for r close to r*, and for

small h, we can receive low variance of the Euler scheme IS estimator ZL. This

intuition shall be confirmed in our numerical experime(rz‘)cs in Section [9] Note
T =1

that for such Z, 2" = 1(r < c0)g(X®) ) exp(Si_y " hB(X;").

4.7 Some special functionals of diffusions and Euler scheme

We shall now provide several examples of quantities of form ¢ () = EO(E ) for

some Z as in |D As discussed in Section these quantities can be of inter-
est among others in molecular dynamics, and their Euler scheme counterparts
d(xo) = Ey(Z) for Z as in are estimated in our numerical experiments in
Section R

Taking B(x) = —p, for some p € Ry and g(z) = 1, we receive Z =
exp(—pF)1(F < o) and Z = exp(—ph7)1(r < ). The quantities mgf(zo) :=
d(0) and mgf (o) := ¢(0) for this case are called moment-generating functions
(MGFs) of 7 and ht respectively.

For the next example let us assume that

Ur <o) =UF <o) =1 (107)
and let D' = R™\D = A u B for two closed disjoint sets A and B from S(R™).
Let us counsider a € [0, 00), called an added constant, let 8(x) =0, g(z) = a + 1,
z € B, and g(x) = a, € A. We receive Z = 1(¥ < w)(a+1(Y3 € B)) and ¢(z()
equal to Gap,q(z0) 1= a+ CJ(Y;. € B)), which we shall call translated committor.
For the added constant a = 0, we denote Gap,q(x0) simply as gap(zo) and call
it committor. For the Euler scheme case we have analogous definitions but with
omitted tilde sign. N N

For some T' € Ry, let us now consider Z = 1(7 < T') + a, pr,a(x0) = Eg(2),
and pr(zo) = Pro(xo), while for the Euler scheme case Z = 1(ht < T) + a,
pr.o(z0) = Eu(Z), and pr(zo) = pro(zo). Note that this time 7 and Z do not
have forms as in and . However, they can be rewritten in such forms
for some time-extended processes as discussed in the below remark.
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Remark 51. Consider Y' = (Yi, t)ie[o,00) and X' = (X, kh)ren, which are a
diffusion and a corresponding Euler scheme in the definition of which, in place
of m, xg, p and o, one usesm' = m+1, xj = (x9,0), as well as p’ : R™ — R™
and o' : R™ — R™*4d sych that for each = € R™ and t € R we have i (2,t) =
(u(x),1), o} j(z,t) = 045(x), i < m, and oy, ;(x,t) =0, j € {1,...,d}. Let
D=Dx [0,T), and let 7" and 7' be the exit times of Y and X' ofﬁ respectively.
Then, for g(x,t) = L{x e D' At <T)+a, z€ R, teR, 7 = g(Yi), and
Z' = g(X.,), we have Z=7 and Z =Z7'.

Note that for 7/ as in the above Remark we have 7/ = 7 A [£]. Such 7’ is the
stopping time which we consider by default for IS for computing pr.(xo). A
possible alternative would be to use 7, which, as discussed in Remark [41] would
lead to not lower variance and mean cost for the cost variables being equal to
the respective stopping times.

Let 12(1 be an unbiased estimator of 1, equal to gap q.(zo) or prq(zo), i.e.
E(QZG) = 1),. Then, the translated estimator &a,o = @Za — a is an unbiased esti-
mator of ¥y equal to gap(xg) or pr(zg) respectively, and Var(@zayo) = Var(@ga).
The reason for considering such translated estimators of 1y for nonzero added
constants a is that using these estimators in adaptive IS procedures in our
numerical experimentis discussed in Section [J]led to lower variances and ineffi-
ciency constants than for a = 0.

Note that we have qap(zo) + gpa(zo) = 1 and similarly for the diffusion
case, so that if ¢ is an unbiased estimator of one of the quantities gap(zo) or
gpa(xo), then 1 — g is such an estimator of the other quantity with the same
variance and inefficiency constant. Therefore, given estimators gap of gpa(zo)
and Gap of gpa(xo), it seems reasonable to compute both quantities as above
using the estimator leading to a lower inefficiency constant.

4.8 Diffusion in a potential

An important special case of a diffusion Y is a one in an appropriate differen-
tiable potential V : R™ —— R for some temperature € € R, fulfilling

dY, = —=VV(Y,)dt + V2edB,;, Yy = x. (108)

In such case, the IS drift (103) leading to zero-variance IS estimator and distri-
bution V is

7% = /2e(VIn(u)). (109)

Let F' = —eln(u), Cp € R, and let us define an optimally-tilted potential
V* =V 4+ 2F + Cy. (110)
Then, can be rewritten as
dY, = —=VV*(Y,)dt + V2edB;, Yo = x0. (111)

Thus, under \7, Y is a diffusion in potential V*.
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4.9 The special cases considered in our numerical experi-
ments

Consider a three-well potential

V(z) = 200 ——(0.525 — 152* + 1192° + 28z + 50). (112)

Such V restricted to D := (a1,a2) = (—3.5,3.5) is shown in Figure I} For a

v
22

(=

0.8

06

/ /
c“ /
//
04 \//
. . . ! .

02 L L
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Figure 1: Three-well potential given by 1’ on D.

temperature € = 0.5, consider a diffusion Y in such potential starting at some
2o € D. Let T be the hitting time of Y of the boundary of D. Let A = (—0o0,a1),
B = (a2, ), and let ¢1,4(x0) = §aB,a(xo) and G2 o(z0) = §BA,a(z0), Which for
a = 0 are denoted simply as ¢1(zo) and ¢a(zo). Let us also consider MGF
Ifnngf(a:o) for p = p := 0.1. We computed approximations of such ¢;(x) and
mgf in functlon of x using finite difference discretizations of PDES given
by (101) and - The results are shown in Figures [2a . and 2b| The ap-
proxnnatlons of optimally tilted potentials corresponding to zero—variance
importance sampling distributions for MGF and committors g; , for ¢ = 0 and
a =a:=0.05,i=1,2, are shown in figures [3a] and 3b]

In our experiments we considered an Fuler scheme X with a time step h =
0.01 corresponding to the above diffusion Y starting at x9 = 0. We focused
on estimating mgf(xg) for p = P, ¢;(xg) for i = 1,2, and pr(zg) for T = 10.
For some M € N, a; = —3.6, a3 = 3.6, 0 = a]@ ‘“, and p; = a1 + (i — 1)o,
ie{l,..., M}, consider Gaussian functions

S0 = L ex _—p)?
i() e p(

), i=1,...,M. (113)

In our IS experiments we used linear parametrization of IS drifts as in Section
4.5] using as IS basis functions the above functions for M = 10. For estimating
pr(xo), considering time-extended Euler scheme as in Remark we addition-
ally performed experiments using 2M time-dependent IS basis functions
?i(x,t) Z’Fi(ﬂ}), ?M_H‘(J),t) =tpﬁ(x), 1= 1,...,M, (114)

for different p € N, and for M = 5 and M = 10. See sections [6.1] and |§| for
further details on our numerical experiments. Note that since the above 7; are
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Commitiors

(a) (b)
Figure 2: Committors and MGF for a diffusion in a three-well potential as in
the main text.

continuous and D is bounded, from remarks [49] [50, and Theorem 8] in which
one can take v = d; = 1, it follows that Condition [44] holds when estimating the
MGF and committors as above. Using further the fact that Eg(7) < oo (which
follows e.g. from Lemma 7.4 in [30]), holds.
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Optimally tilted potentials for committors.

Optimally tlted potential for MGF

7 3 T T T
) —V
| ——Vs2F
i
. ] L 1
'
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Figure 3: Optimally tilted potentials as in for MGF and committors. Fqi
and Fgqia are the functions F for the ith committor with ¢ = 0 and a = a
respectively. The constant Cj for the ith committor for ¢ € {1,2} was chosen so
that the tilted potential is equal to the original potential in point a;.

5 The minimized functions and their estimators

In this section we define and investigate properties of various functions and their
estimators, minimization of which will be discussed in the further sections.

5.1 The minimized functions

For some nonempty set A, consider a family of distributions as in Section
for which Condition [I7] holds. Assuming Condition 23] and that

Eq, ((ZIn(L(b)))-) < =, (115)
we define cross-entropy as follows
ce(b) = Eq, (ZIn(L(b)) (116)

(see discussion in Section regarding its name). If holds for each b € A,
this defines a function ce : A — R U {o0}. Let us discuss how ce(b) is related to
a certain f-divergence of Q(b) from the zero-variance IS distribution, assuming
that such distribution exists. For some convex function f : [0,00) — R, an f-
divergence d(P1,P3) of a probability Py from another one P; such that Py « Py
is given by formula

dPy

d(Py,P2) = EPl(f(TH

). (117)
Such f-divergence is also known as Csiszar f-divergence or Ali-Silvey distance
[42,[2,[38]. From Jensen’s inequality we have d(P1,P3) = f(1), and if f is strictly
convex then equality in this inequality holds only if P; = Ps. For example, for
the strictly convex function f(x) = xIn(z) (which we assume to be zero for
x = 0), d(P1, P2) is called Kullback-Leibler divergence or cross-entropy distance
(of Py from Py), while for f(z) = (#2—1), d(Py, P2) is called Pearson divergence.
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For d denoting the cross-entropy distance, let us assume Condition so that
the zero-variance IS distribution Q* exists, Q* « Q(b), b€ A, and

dQ*
dQ(b)

) (118)

d(Q(b),Q*) = Eq)( )

da() ™
dQ*

where in the last equality we used and

dQ* _dQ*
Q@7 = aqr

Assuming that Z > 0, we have

L(b). (119)

*

d
Eq, (ZIn( dgl

From zIn(z) > —e~! we have Eq, (ZIn(Z)) > —e~!. Assuming further that

)) = Eq,(Z1In(2)) — aln(a). (120)

Eq,(Z1In(2)) < oo, (121)
we receive from that
d(Q(b),Q*) = a *(Eq,(ZIn(Z)) — aln(a) + ce(b)). (122)

If holds as above for each b € A, then b — ce(b) and b — d(Q(d), Q*)
are positively linearly equivalent (see Section . Note that from discussion
leading to formula and from d(Q(b),Q*) = 0, a sufficient assumption for
to hold for each b € A is that we have Z > 0 and .

Let us define mean square (function) of the IS estimator as

msq(b) = Equ) ((ZL(b))*) = Eq,(Z°L(b)), be A, (123)
and such variance (function) as
var(b) = msq(b) — a?, be A. (124)
Assuming that Condition holds, for Q* denoting the optimal-variance IS
distribution as in Section and d denoting Pearson divergence, from (119)
and we have for be A

4(Q(b). Q%) = Equy (=12 Lm))? — 1)

Eo. (121)
1
= =y (msa(b) — (Eq, (12]))%) 125
o, (27 > 12
1
= = (var(b) + o — (Eq, (12]))?).
(Ea,(121))? ¢
Thus, in such case b€ A — d(Q(b), Q*) is positively linearly equivalent to msq
and var.
Let C be some [0, c0]-valued random variable on Sy, called (theoretical) cost
variable. Let c¢(b) = Eq(;)(C) be such mean cost (function) under Q(b), b € A.
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Condition 52. For each b € A, it does not hold ¢(b) = oo and var(b) = 0 or
¢(b) = 0 and var(b) = 0.

Assuming Condition let us define inefficiency constant (function) as

ic(b) = c(b) var(b), be A. (126)

5.2 Estimators of the minimized functions

Consider a family of distributions as in Section [3:4) and let us assume that
conditions |17] and [18 hold. Let f : S(A) — S(R) and for some p € N, consider

esty, 1 S(A)? @87 — S(R), neN,, (127)

called (parameter-dependent) estimators of f ._In all this work, for b e A, we
denote Q" = Q(b') and L' = L(b'). We say that est,, (I, b) as above is an unbiased
estimator of f(b) under (Q')™ if

F(b) = Eq@n(estn (¥, 1)) (128)
Let us assume a following condition.
Condition 53. k1,ka,..., are i.i.d. ~Q and R, = (k;)" 1, ne N4.
Estimators est, (b',b), n € N,, are called strongly consistent for f(b) under
Q)™ if a.s. N
lim est, (b',b)(K,) = f(b). (129)

n—o0

For a function Y on €4 (like e.g. Z or L), we define such functions Yi,...,Y,
on QF by formula

Yi(w) = Y(wi), w=(wi)isy €T, (130)

and whenever Y takes values in some linear space we denote

— 1

), =~ V. (131)
For cross-entropy, under assumptions as in the previous section, we have

ce(b) = Eq/ (L' Z In(L(b))), (132)

so for n € N4, from Theorem [1} its unbiased strongly consistent estimators
under (Q)™ are

Gn(t',b) = ('ZIn(L(b))), = % i L Z; In(Li(b)). (133)

For mean square we have
msa(b) = Eq (Z2L'L(b)), (131)
so for n € N, its unbiased strongly consistent estimators under (Q')™ are

15, (¥, b) = (Z2L'L(0)),,- (135)
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As discussed in the Introduction, the above mean square estimators and estima-
tors negatively linearly equivalent to the above cross-entropy estimators have
been considered before in the literature. We shall now proceed to define some
new estimators. If Q « Q', then for variance we have for n € No,

var(b) = Varg) (ZL(b))

= E(Q(b))n ; Z (ZiLi(b) - Zij (b))2

n(n —1) i<je{l,...n}

e (LB (59, (539) - s

i<je{l,...,n} ]

(136)

Let us assume Conditions and Then, ddQ—é/b) = LL(;) and from 1] we have

the following unbiased estimators of var(b) under (Q")" for n € N

1 L'L
var, (b, b) = ——— ————(Z;Li(b) — Z;L;(b))*
D, 2 EOLO sEs(0)
1 n ) I
= Z7LL; J — 27,7 L. L.
n(n—l) Z 171 L(b) Z ' L(b) . Z 1=y
i=1 je{1,...,n},5#1 J i<je{l,...,n}

— <rﬁsfqn<b’,b>(f(;))n —(ZL’)i) .

Thus, b — var, (V/,b) is positively linearly equivalent to the following estimator
of mean square

(137)

— /\ L

HlSq?n(b,J)) = HlSqn(b/,b) (L(b))n, (138)
which is in general not unbiased and which can be considered also for n = 1.
From the facts that from SLLN, a.s.

lim (ZL'), (Rn) = Eo/(ZL) = (139)

n—0o0

T}EISO(LL(;))H(%H) - Eg (LL(;)) —1, (140)

estimators I/n’sq\Qn and var,(b',b) are strongly consistent. We shall sometimes
call msq,, the first or well-known mean square estimator and nqu\Qn the second
or new one.

Strongly consistent and unbiased estimators of mean cost ¢(b) under under

Q)" are

and

Ea(V,b) = (LL@C)n (141)
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Let us assume Condition Then, strongly consistent estimators of ic(b) under
(Q)™ are for n € Na,

icn (b, b) = &, (Y, b) - var, (', b) (142)

(by which we mean that icn(b’ ,b) = 0 whenever we multiply infinity by zero on
the right and similarly in ((144))), which are in general not unbiased. For each
n € N3, defining helper unbiased estimators of variance for k =1,...,n

!

1 L,

vary (0, 0) = (n—1)(n—2)

o (ZiLa(b) = Z;L;(b)* |
et O L5 0)
(143)

we have a following unbiased estimator of ic(b) under (Q’)™

ic2,( ;Zi] < ) vary, (b, b). (144)

The fact that ig\2n(b’ ,b) are strongly consistent follows from an easy generaliza-
tion of SLLN for U-statistics [26], analogous as in Theorem [1| for the ordinary
SLLN.

5.3 Cross-entropy and its estimator for ECM
Consider the ECM setting as in Section We have

cen(V',b) = (ZL'(¥(b) — bX)), = ¥(b)(ZL), —b" (ZL'X),,. (145)
Let us assume Condition Then,
Ve, (V' b) = V() (ZL)), — (ZI'X),, (146)
and -
Vice,(b',b) = V2U(b)(ZL),,. (147)

Let us further assume Condition so that V2 is positive definite. Then,
from (147), b — ¢e,(b',b)(w) has positive definite Hessian and thus it is strictly
convex only for w € QF and b’ € A such that

(ZL)), (w) > 0. (148)

Furthermore, b* € A is the unique minimum point of b — ¢e,, (b, b)(w) only if
(1148)) holds and
Ve, (V',0%)(w) =0 (149)

(Where by Vice, (b, b)) (w) we mean Vp(¢e,(V',b)(w))y_px). Assuming (148),

from , - ) holds only if

(ZI'X),,

) = V() = 22 150
i) = V) = 2 (150)
or from Theorem (36| only if %( w) € p[A] and
ZL'X
b=t (2 n)) (151)
zL),



Let us assume that
Eo,(|ZX;|) <0, i=1,...,1. (152)

Due to X having all mixed moments, from Holder inequality, (152)) holds e.g.
when Eg, (|Z|P) < oo for some p > 1. For cross-entropy we then have

ce(b) = a¥(b) — b Eq,(ZX), be A. (153)

Thus, analogously as for the cross-entropy estimator above, ce has positive
definite Hessian only if @ > 0, and ce has a unique minimum point only if « > 0
and

Eo,(ZX
ElBX) ¢ (154)
in which case such point is
b* =yt (EQ(QZX)> . (155)

Remark 54. Note that we can receive analogous conditions as above for cross-
entropy and its estimator to have negative definite Hessians or have unique
mazximum points by replacing Z by —Z in the above conditions. The formulas
for the mazimum points remain the same as for minimum points above. With
some exceptions, in the further sections we shall focus on minimization of cross-
entropy and its estimators and will be interested in checking the conditions as in
the main text above. However, one can analogously perform their mazximization,
or jointly optimization if we consider alternatives of the above conditions.

5.4 Some conditions in the LETS setting

Consider the LETS setting as in Section [£.3:4 For each real matrix-valued
process Y = (Yy)ken on C and B € €, let us define

1YlrB,50 = essusup(lBl(O < 7 < 0)max(||[Yolleoy - - - | Yr=1ll0)), (156)
which for B = € is denoted simply as ||Y]|.«. Let S be an R-valued random

variable on &;. Further on in this work we will often assume the following
conditions.

Condition 55. It holds
R :=||A]]7,5£0,00 < 0. (157)
Condition 56. For some se N,
1(S # 0)r < s. (158)

Note that conditions [55] or [56] hold for each possible random variable S as
above only if they hold for some S such that S(w) # 0, w € £, that is only if

[|A]]7.00 < 0 (159)

for Condition [55| or
T<seNy (160)

for Condition [F6l
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Remark 57. Note that Condition [56 implies Condition [{3 for Z = S, while
implies Condition .

For each real matrix-valued function f on R™ and B < R™, let us denote
1 flB,c0 = supgep ||f]leo- If 7 is the exit time of an Euler scheme X of D, with
Xop€e D, and A is as in , then we have ||Al|;0 < [|O]|p,e0o- In particular, if

10]p.0 < 0, (161)
then we have (159). Note that from (94)), (I61) is equivalent to ||| p,e < o0,
i = 1,...,l. In particular, it holds in our numerical experiments as discussed

in Section [£.9] both when using time-independent and time-dependent IS basis
functions (where in the time-dependent case by 7; we mean 7; as in Section
and we consider D equal to D as in Remark . Let us discuss how one
can enforce if it is initially not fulfilled, as is the case of committors
or MGF in our numerical experiments. Analogous reasonings as below can
be applied also to more general stopped sequences or processes than in the
LETS setting. Instead of 7 and Z we can consider their terminated versions
7s = T Asand Zs = 1(7 < 8)Z + 2;1(7 > s) for some z; € R, so that we
focus on computing oy = Ey(Zs) = Ey(L(r < 8)Z) + z,U(7 > s) rather than
a=EyZ). TU(r =w0) =0,or U(Z #0, 7 = 0) =0 and lim,_,4 2s = 0,
then U a.s. Z; — Z, so that assuming further that limsup,_,, |2zs| < o, from
|Zs| < |Z| + |2s| and Lebesgue dominated convergence, lim;_, s = «. Thus,
in such case, for sufficiently large s we will make arbitrarily small absolute error
when approximating « by ay. Let us provide some upper bounds on this error.
If esssupy(|Z — z5|1(7 > s)) < M, € [0,0), then

o — ag| = |[Eu((Z — 2z5)1(7 > 9))| < MsU(T > s). (162)

For the MGF example from Section we can take z, = M, = %exp(—ph(s +
1)), while for translated committors we can choose zs = a + % and M, = %
The quantity U(7 > s) can be estimated using IS from the same simulations
as used to estimate a; or in a separate IS MC procedure. Alternatively, if we
have 7 < 7 for some random variable 7 with known distribution, we can use
inequality U(T > s) < U(7 > s) to bound the right side of from above.
For instance, if 7 has geometric distribution with parameter ¢ as in Theorem
then we have U(T > s) = (1 — ¢)® and thus |a — as| < Ms(1 —¢)°.

5.5 Some conditions in the LETGS setting

Let us discuss some conditions and random conditions in the LETGS setting,
which, as we shall discuss in the further sections, turn out to be necessary for
existence of unique minimum points of cross-entropy and mean square or their
estimators in this setting. Let Z be an R-valued S;-measurable random variable
(where &1 = (E, F;)).

Definition 58. For some be A = R!, we define a random condition Ay on Si
as follows

Apy=(Z #0, 0 <7 <0, and there exists k € N, k < 7, such that A\ (b) # 0).
(163)
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Lemma 59. If A, does not hold and Z # 0, then for each a € R' and t € R
L(a + tb) = L(a). (164)

Proof. From , when 7 = oo, then both sides of are equal to e. If Ay
does not hold, Z # 0, and 0 < 7 < o0, then for each 0 < k < 7 we have A\;(b) = 0,
and thus for each a € R' and t € R, A\ (a +tb) = \g(a) + tAr(b) = Ax(a), so that
also follows from . O

Lemma 60. For some n € Ny, the following random conditions on S are
equivalent.

1. For each b e RY, b # 0, there exists i € {1,...,n} such that (Ay); holds
(where we use notation as in (130)).

2. For some (equivalently, for each) random variable K on Q which is positive
on Z #0, (1(Z # 0)GK),, is positive definite.

3. It holds N := " | 1(Z; # 0, 7, < 0)7; > 0. Let a matriz B € R(AN)*!
be such that for each i € {1,...,n} such that 0 < 7; < o and Z; # 0,
for each k € {0,...,7; — 1} and j € {1,...,d} the 22—211 WZ #0, 7, <
©0)Ty + kd + jth row of B is equal to the jth row of (Ag);. Then, the
columns of B are linearly independent.

Proof. The fact that the second point above is a random condition follows from
Sylvester’s criterion. Equivalence of the first two conditions follows from the
fact that for each b € R

n T—1
VI KL(Z £ 0)G), b= % 10 <t <>, Z#0)K Y M@ (165)
=1 k=0

and equivalence of the first and last condition is obvious. O

Definition 61. We define r,, to be one of the equivalent random conditions in
Lemma [60.

Condition 62. The three below conditions are equivalent and we assume the
condition under consideration to be one of them.

1. For each beR!, b # 0, we have Q;(4p) > 0.
2. For each be R!, from Q;(Ay) = 0 it follows that b = 0.

3. Let /NXJ- = ((Arij)iken € T, j =1,...,1 (see Definition @) Let ~ be
a relation of equivalence on J such that for 11,19 € T, 1 ~ 1o, only if
Qi a.s. when0 <7 < and Z # 0 then 1; = 2, 1 =0,...,7 — 1.

Then, the equivalence classes [/N\l]w, ce, [/NXZ]N are linearly independent in
the linear space J/~ of equivalence classes of ~, defined in a standard
way.

Remark 63. Note that for a probability S ~.<o Q1 we have S(A4p) > 0 only if
Q1(Ap) > 0, so that Condition [69 holds only if it holds for such S in place of
Q1. Note also that Q1(Ap) > 0 only if for some l € Ny and k € N, k < I, we
have Q1 (Z # 0, 7 =1, \(b) #0) > 0.
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Lemma 64. Let for some probability S ~; < Q1, random variable K on Sy be
S a.s. positive on Z # 0, and let 1(Z # 0)KG have S-integrable entries. Then,
Es(1(Z # 0)KG) is positive definite only if Condition [69 holds.

Proof. For each be R!, b # 0,

bV'Es(1(Z # 0)KG)b = %Es(l(Z #0,0<7<0)K Ti A (D)]?)  (166)
k=0

is greater than zero only if S(4;) > 0, so that from Remark [63| we receive the
thesis. O

Let Sym,,(R) denote the subset of R™*™ consisting of symmetric matrices,
and let m,, : Sym, (R) — R be such that for A € Sym,,(R), m,(4) is equal to
the lowest eigenvalue of A, or equivalently

mn(A) = inf 2T Az (167)

zeR™, |z|=1

Lemma 65. m,, is Lipschitz from (Sym,,(R), || - |lx) to (R,|-|) with Lipschitz
constant 1.

Proof. For A,B € Sym,,(R) and = € R", |z| = 1, we have 27 Az = 27 Bz +
2T (A — B)x, so that

2T Bz —||A— Bl|l < 27 Az < 2" Bz + ||A - Bl|» (168)
and thus
mp(B) — ||A = Blloo < mn(A) <myp(B) + ||A— Bllo (169)
and
[mn(B) = mn(A)] < [|A = Bl|e. (170)
O

Lemma 66. If the entries of M, € Sym,;(R), n € Ny, converge to the entries
of a positive definite symmetric matriz M € RY¥!, then for sufficiently large n,
M, is positive definite.

Proof. This follows from the fact that A € Sym;(R) is positive definite only if
my(A) > 0, and from Lemma [65] lim,, o my(M,,) = my(M). O

Theorem 67. If Condition [63 holds, then under Condition a.s. for suffi-
ciently large n, rn,(Ry) holds forry, asin Deﬁnition. In particular, im, o P(r,(K,)) =
1.

Proof. Let K = exp(—max; j—1,....a|Gi |). Then, K > 0 and entries of the ma-
trix 1(Z # 0)GK are bounded and thus Q’-integrable. Thus, from Lemmafor
S =Q, Eg(1(Z # 0)KQ) is positive definite. Let A, = (1(Z # 0)KG),, (Fn)-
From SLLN, a.s.

lim A, = Eg/(1(Z # 0)KG). (171)

Thus, from Lemma a.s. A, is positive definite for sufficiently large n and
the thesis follows from the second point of Lemma O
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5.6 Discussion of Condition [62] in the Euler scheme case

In this section we reformulate Condition [62|in the special case of IS for Euler
scheme with linear parametrization of IS drifts as in Section [£.5] and we provide
some sufficient assumptions for this condition to hold.

Let us define a measure v on S(R™) to be such that for each B € B(R™)

v(B) =Ey(L(Z #0, 0 <7 < 0) El 1(Xy € B))
k=0
-1
= > Y UZ#0, r=1, Xy €B) (172)

leNy k=0

0
=ZU(Z;£O, k<1<, X;€B).
k=0

Remark 68. From the second line of , Remark@ and (@), Q1(4p) =
U(A4p) = 0 is equivalent to
v({®b#0}) =0 (173)

(where {©b # 0} = {x € R™ : ©(x)b # 0} ).

Remark 69. Let O, : R™ — R™ be the ith column of © and [O;]~ be the class
of equivalence of é, with respect to the relation ~ of equality v a.e. on the
set K of measurable functions from S(R™) to S(R™). Then, Condition |69 is
equivalent to [él]m i =1,...,1, being linearly independent in the linear space
K/~ defined in a standard way.

Let us assume that m = n + 1 for some n € N,. Consider a following
condition on some functions 7;, which can be used as IS basis functions as in

Section [4.5]

Condition 70. For some mi,my € Ny, functions g1, :R—>R, i =1,...,mq,
and g2 ; : R® — R, i =1,...,ma, are such that for K1 = {kh : ke {1,...,m1}},
9k, @ = 1,...,my, are linearly independent and for each i € {1,...,m1}, for
some open set Ko ; < R™, g3 jik, ., J = 1,...,ma, are continuous and linearly
independent. Furthermore, for M = myms, functions 7; : R™ — R%, i =
1,..., M, are such that, denoting 7(i,j) = ma(i — 1) + j, for each x € R™ and
t € R we have Tr(; jy (%, t) = g1,:(t)g2(x), i =1,...,m1, j =1,...,ma.

Remark 71. As functions g1,; as in the above condition one can take for exam-

ple polynomials g1, =t~ 1, i =1,...,my. Form; = 2 one can also use g1 1 (t) =
1 and g12 = t? for some p e Ny. Forn =1 and arbitrary nonempty open sets
Ky; c R, i=1,...,ma, as functions g2; in the above condition one can take

e.g. polynomials as above or Gaussian functions gs;(x) = a; exp(@) with
a; # 0, s >0, and p; different (for the proof of linear independence of the latter
see [1]). In particular, for such K ;, C’ondition holds for 7; equal to 7; as in
or equal to 7; such that 7(z,t) = 7(x) for ¥; as in (I13), where in the
first case m1 = 2, in the second my; = 1, and in both cases n = 1 and mso is
equal to M as in Section [[.9

Let X\ denote the Lebesgue measure on R”.
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Theorem 72. If Condition[70 holds and
A® din LKy x{ih} Vs 1=1,...,mq, (174)
then Condition [63 holds.

Proof. Let b e RM be such that U(A,) = 0. Then, from Remark [68 v({0b #
0}) = 0. Therefore, denoting for i = 1,...,m; and k =1,...,mq

mi
Qi = Z br(j k) 91,5 (TR), (175)

j=1

from (174) we have for i = 1,...,mq, X a.s. on Ky, that >} a; kg2 = 0.

Thus, for ¢ = 1,...,mq, from contlnulty and linear independence of 92 k‘ Ko
, k=1,...,mo, we have air =0,k =1,...,my. Therefore, from , for
k=1,...,mg, Z;’Zl br(jk 91,5k, = 0, so that from linear mdependence of
91,j|K:> J =1,...,m1, we have b = 0. O

Let us assume a following condition.

Condition 73. 0,,;, =0,i=1,...,d, g =1, 29,,m, =0, and & : R™ — R™*4
is such that 0, ; = 0,5, 1=1,...,n,7=1,...,d.

Note that it now holds for X = (Xk,i)io, k € N, that X = ()N(k,k:h),
k e N. For z € R"® and k € N for which &(z, kh) has linearly independent rows,
let Qi(x) = (ho(x, kh)F(z,kh)T)~!, and for y € R, let

puten) = YD expl(y o = )T Quly — o~ ), (170

so that pg(z,-) is the transition density of X = ()N(k)keN in z from its kth to its
k + 1st state.

Theorem 74. Let k € Ny and sets By, Bs,...,B,C € B(R™) have positive
Lebesgue measure. Let U a.s. the fact that X; € B;, i =1,....k and X411 € C
imply that Z # 0 and k < 7 < 0. Let further d(x) have independent rows for

each x € {xg} U Ule B;. Then,
A® bin &B;x{ih} V, i1=1,...,k. (177)

Proof. Tt follows from the fact that for each j € {1,...,k}, for each D < B(B;)

such that A\(D) > 0, for D = [[/Z] B; x D x Hf:jﬂ B; x C we have

0< J npz (i, 211)dxy dzg . .. dzgsq

1=0
= U((X))}2 e D) (178)
—U(Z#0, k<1 <o, (X))} eD)
<SU(Z#0, k<1<, XjeD)<v(D).
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Remark 75. Let us consider the problems of estimating MGF mgf(xq), trans-
lated committor qap.(xo), and translated exit probability before a given time
pr.o(T0) as in Sectwnm As xg, 1, and o fulfilling the above Condztzon
let us consider xj,, u', and o' as in Remark |5 E and as an FEuler scheme X
above let us consider the time-extended process X' as in that remark. Note that
X from Section is now equal to X as above. Let k € N,. Then for D
and Z correspondmg to the above expectations as in Section[{. 7, assuming that
C € B(B) in case of estimation of a committor, or C € B(D') for MGF or exit
probability, and additionally T > h(k + 1) in case of the exit probability, for
each B € B(D) we have U a.s. that X,eB,i=1,....k and )N(;Hl € C implies
Z # 0 and k < 7 < o0 (where for the exit probability rather than T we mean
7' as in Remark . This holds also for Z and T replaced by their terminated
versions Zs and Ts for s€ Ny, s > k, as in Section|5./).

From remarks [71] and [75] and theorems [72] and [74] it easily follows that Con-
dition [62) holds in all cases considered in our numerical experiments as in Sec-
tion if for the case of exit probability before a given time we assume that
T > h(ms + 1) for ms depending on basis functions used as in Remark
Furthermore, this condition also holds in such terminated cases as in Section
b.4] for each s € Ny, s > mo.

5.7 Cross-entropy and its estimator in the LETGS setting
Consider the LETGS setting, assuming Condition From ,

Cen(V',b) = ZL'(bTGb + Hb + 1(1 = ) In(e)),,
=b"(ZL'G),b+ (ZL'H),,b + In(e)(ZL'1(T = 0))

n’

(179)

so that

Vlen(V,b) = 2(ZL'G), b+ (ZL'H),,. (180)

Thus, b — ¢e, (b, b)(w) has a unique minimum point b¥ € A only for w € QF for
which (ZL'G),,(w) is positive definite (which for Z > 0 is the case only when
rn(w) holds, see the second point of Lemma [60|for K = ZL'), in which case for
A (V') :=2(ZL'G),, and By,(V') := —(ZL'H),, we have

b = (An (b))~ (@) Ba (V) (). (181)

Condition 76. ZG and ZH have Q-integrable (equivalently, U-integrable) en-
tries.

Lemma 77. Let Condition [56 hold for S = Z, let for some p > 1, Ey(|Z|P) <
o0, and let for some s € N, and a random variable T with geometric distribution
under U with parameter ¢ > 0 it hold

1Z #0)r <Fi=s+7. (182)

Then, for each 1 < u < p, Eu(|ZH;|") < o and Ey(|ZG;;|") < o, i,j €
{1,...,1}. In particular, Condition [76 holds.
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Proof. For r € (u,0) such that % + % = 1, using Holder inequality and 1]

we have

Eu(12]1Glw]*) < Eu((lZ\T%Rz)") < (%RZ)“(Eu(\Zl”))%(Eu(?’”))% <

(183)
and
Eu((1Z]/H]|)") < Bu((1ZIR Y Imel)") < B*(Eu(27)7 (Bu(( Y] Im)")*
k=1 =1
(184)

Furthermore,

Z mw])")

MS
m
C

l

Il
_

l 0 l
=D, D)) < XU TE0@FE=1) Y Imkl")
k=1 =1 k=1
(185)
and from Schwartz inequality,

l l

Zfik\ = 1)% (Ey( anl

I\)‘H

(186)

It holds UF = s+ k) = q(1 — q)*"', k € Ny, and Eu((XZy_; Inel")?) =
IEG(|m)*™ +1(1 — 1)(Eu(Jm]|7))?. The thesm, easily follows from the above for-
mulas. O

Note that in the above lemma holds e.g. for s = 0 and 7 as in theorem
Theorem 48] if the assumptions of this theorem hold for B = {0}, or for 7 = 0
for 7 being an arbitrary stopping time terminated at s as in Section

Let us assume Condition Then, from Condition [43[ and we receive
a following formula for cross-entropy

ce(b) = Eo, (ZIn(L(b))) = b"Eq, (ZG)b + Eo, (ZH)b. (187)

Let A = 2EQ1(ZG) V2ce(b), b e Rl, and B = —Eq,(ZH). Then, we have
Vce(b) = Ab — B. Thus, if Eq, (ZG) is positive definite, then ce has a unique

point b* € A, satisfying o
b* = A7'B. (188)

If Z > 0, then from Lemma [64] for K = Z, Eq, (ZG) is positive definite only
if Condition holds. Remark applies also to the above discussion in the
LETGS setting.

5.8 Background theory for mean square, inefficiency con-
stant, and their estimators

Let us present some background theory which shall be useful for proving dif-
ferent properties of mean square and inefficiency constant, as well as of their
estimators. Some of the below theorems are modifications or slight extensions
of well-known results (see e.g. the appendix of Chapter 1 in [51]). Let A € B(R!)
be nonempty. A function f : A — R is said to be lower semicontinuous in a
point b € A if liminf,_,;, f(z) = f(b). It is said that f is lower semicontinuous
if it is lower semicontinuous in each b € A.
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Lemma 78. A lower semicontinuous function f : A — R such that f > —©
(i.e. f(b) > —o0, b € A) attains a minimum on each nonempty compact set
K < A (where such minimum may be equal to infinity).

Proof. Let m = infpe f(b) and let a,, € K, n € N, be such that lim, . f(a,) =
m. Consider a subsequence (ay, )ren, Of (@n)nen, , converging to some b* € K.
Then, from lower semicontinuity, m = liminfy_,o f(an,) = f(b*), so that
F(b*) = m. 0

Condition 79. For a random variable Y with values in a measurable space S,
h:S8(A)®S — S(R) is such that a.s. b — h(b,Y) is lower semicontinuous on
A and
E(sup(h(b,Y)_-)) < 0. (189)
beA

For such h we definebe A — f(b) = E(h(b,Y)).

Lemma 80. Assuming Condition [79, we have f > —o0 and f is lower semi-
continuous on A.

Proof. From ([189), f > —oo. For each b € A and a, € A, n € N, such that
lim,, . a, = b, from Fatou lemma (which can be used thanks to (189)) and a.s.
lower semicontinuity of b — h(b,Y),

liminf f(a,) > E(liminf h(an, V) > f(0) (190)

n—o0

O

Let further in this section A = R! be open. For z € A, let d,, = infyea |y—z|.
For a sequence z, € A, n € Ny, let us write z, 1 A if max(;, |2,]) — © as

n — oo, i.e. x, in a sense tries to leave A. For a € R and f CA R, let us
denote by limzs4 f(z) = a the fact that lim, o f(2,) = 00 whenever z,, T A.

Condition 81. A function f : A > R, f > —00, is lower semicontinuous and
limgr 4 f(x) = 0.

Condition 82. Condition[81] holds, the set B on which f is finite is nonempty
and convez, and f is strictly convex on B.

Lemma 83. Under Condition[81], f attains a minimum on A and if Condition
holds, then the corresponding minimum point b* is unique and f(b*) < co.

Proof. Under Condition for sufficiently large M > 0, for a compact set

1
K={beA: b <M, db?ﬁ}’ (191)

we have infpe 4 f(b) = infper f(b). From Lemma (78| there exists a minimum
point b* € K of f on K and thus also on A. Under Condition we have
f(b*) < o0 and the uniqueness of b* follows from strict convexity of f. O

Lemma 84. Assuming Condition if with positive probability limpy 4 h(b,Y) =
o0, then limyy 4 f(b) = co.
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Proof. For ap T A, from Fatou lemma

hmlnff(ak) E(hmmf h(ag,Y)) = 0. (192)

O

Lemma 85. Under Condition let us assume that A is convex, for some
bp € A, f(by) < 0, and a.s. b — h(b,Y) is convex. Then, f is conver on
the conver nonempty set B < A on which it is finite. If further with positive
probability b — h(b,Y) € R is strictly conver and limpr 4 h(b,Y) = oo, then f
satisfies Condition [83

Proof. The (strict) convexity of f and convexity of B easily follow from f(b) =
E(h(b,Y)). The remaining points of Condition [82| follow from lemmas [80| and
B4l O

Let us consider different functions and their estimators as in sections[5.1]and
[-2] under appropriate assumptions as in these sections.

Condition 86. A is convexr andbe A — L(b)(w) € R is convez and continuous,
w € Q]_.

From (135), if Conditon [86] holds, then b — msq,, (b',b) is convex (for each
b € A and when evaluated on each w € QF). For A open and convex, let the
random condition ppsq on S1 hold only if Z # 0, b — L(b) € Ry is strictly
convex, and limy; 4 L(b) = co.

Remark 87. If Condition |86 holds and for some n € N4, w = (w;)i=1 € QF,
and i€ {1,...,n}, Pmsq(wi) holds, then for each V' € A, b — msq,, (', b)(w) € R,
is strictly convex, continuous, and limpy 4 msq,, (', b)(w) = 0.

It holds

n L/- -
msq 2,,( _122 Z2LLL; > Lj(Jb) +%((ZL’)2)H. (193)

je{l ..... n}.j#i

Thus, b — var, (b,b) and b — H/lsq\Qn(b/ ,b) are positively linearly equivalent to
b— fuarn (b, D) for

3

L' L;(b
fvarn b/ Z ZEL; Z 2 (IE)) s b/,be A. (194)
J

i=1 JE{L,en} g

Condition 88. For each wi,ws € 2y, b — EEZ;EZ;; 18 convex.

Note that if Condition [88 holds, then b — fyar (', b) is convex and thus so
are b — var, (V',b) and b — msq2, (¥, b).

Remark 89. Let us assume Condition . Then, for each n € Ny, from msq,,
being nonnegative, Condition |79 holds for Y = &K, and h(b,-) = msq,, (V',b)(-),
for which f = msq in that condition.

Lemma 90. Under Condition if Q1 (Pmsq) > 0 and for somebe A, msq(b) <
w0, then f = msq satisfies Condition [83
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Proof. Tt follows from Remark Remark [89] for n = 1, and Lemma O]

Condition 91. It holds infpe s ¢(b) = ¢min € Ry

Condition 92. For some Cpn € Ry we have C(w) = Chyin, w € Q1.
Condition [02] implies Condition [01] for ¢,min = Crmin-

Remark 93. Note that Condition [92 holds for Cpnin = 1 in the Euler scheme
case as in Section [[.5 for C = T being the exit time of the scheme of a set D
such that xg € D.

Under Condtion if var(b) > 0, then ic(b) = cmin var(b), and thus if
further limyy 4 var(b) = oo, then limyy 4 ic(b) = co. Note also that if ¢ and var
are lower semicontinuous (which from Lemma [80| holds e.g. if b — L(b)(w) is
continuous, w € Q) then ic is lower semicontinuous as well. Thus, if further
limpy 4 ic(b) = 00, then from Lemma ic attains a minimum on A.

Remark 94. Let us assume that var has a unique minimum point b* € A. If for
some b € A it holds ic(b) < ic(b*), then b # b* and thus var(b*) < var(b), so that
we must have ¢(b) < ¢(b*). Note that if var, ¢, and ic are differentiable (some
sufficient assumptions for which shall be discussed in Section a sufficient
condition for existence of b € A such that ic(b) < ic(b*) is that Vic(b*) # 0.
Since Vvar(b*) = 0, we have Vic(b*) = var(b*)Ve(b*), so Vic(b*) # 0 only if
var(b*) # 0 and Ve(b*) # 0.

Remark 95. Let ¢(b) > 0, b€ A, let var have a unique minimum point b*, and
let var(b*) = 0 and ¢(b*) < 0. Then, b* is also the unique minimum point of ic
and we have ic(b*) = 0. If further A is open, msq and ¢ are twice continuously
differentiable, and V? msq(b*) is positive definite, then from

V2ic(b) = V2(c(b)) var(b)+c(b) V2 msq(b)+(Ve(b)) (V msq (b)) +(V msq(b)()l(gvg))c(b))T,
we have
V2ic(b*) = c(b*)V? msq(b¥), (196)

and thus V2 ic(b*) is positive definite.

5.9 Mean square and its estimators in the ECM setting

Let us consider the ECM setting as in Section I} As discussed there, for
each w € @y, b — L(b)(w) is convex, and under Condition b — L(b)(w)
is strictly convex. Thus, under Condition for each w € Q1, Pmsq(w) as in
the previous section holds only if Z(w) # 0 and lim34 L(b)(w) = o0. Note
that for X with non-degenerate normal distribution under Qq, for each w €
O, limyp oo L(b)(w) = 0, 50 that pysq holds only if Z # 0. For X having
distribution of a product of n exponentially tilted distributions from gamma
family under Q;, we have Q;(X € R} ) = 1, and for w € © such that X(w) €
R}, we have L(b)(w) — o0 as b 1 A. Thus, for such w, pmsq(w) holds only
if Z(w) # 0, and condition Q1 (pmsq) > 0, appearing in Lemma reduces
to Q1(Z # 0) > 0. For X having Poisson distribution under Q;, we have
lim o0 L(b)(w) = 00 when X (w) € Ny, but not when X(w) = 0. Thus, pmsq
holds when Z # 0 and X € N4, but not when X = 0, and we have Q1 (pmsq) > 0
only if Q1 (X e Ny, Z #0) > 0.
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Remark 96. Let us assume Condition . Then, for eachne Ny, ' € A, and
we QF, b— msq, (b,b)(w) is smooth and we have

Vs, (0,b) = (Z2L(u(b) — X)L(b)),, (197)
and
Vimsq,, (b',0) = (Z2L'(2(b) + (u(b) — X)(u(b) — X)T)L(b)),,. (198)

Let us further assume C’ondition so that X(b) is positive definite. Then, for
w € 07 such that Z(w;) # 0 for some i€ {1,...,n}, Vimsq,, (V,b)(w) is positive
definite for each V/,be A. Indeed, for each v e R\{0} we have

v Vg, (0, b)o = T S(b)o(Z2L'L(D)),, + (Z2L'L(b)((u(b) — X)Tv)?)
> o7 2(b)v(Z2L'L(b)),, > 0.

n

(199)
Note that Condition [8§ holds for ECM since for each wy,ws € Q1 we have
L(b)(w1) T
— = b (X - X . 200
o = ST (X () ~ X() (200)
In particular, as discussed in the previous section, the estimators variance and
new estimators of mean square are convex. For each w € QF and 4,j € {1,...,n},
let us denote
vm(w) = X(wj) — X(wz) (201)

For each n € Ng, let function gyarp @ A X Rl x QF — R be such that for each
b eA beR!, and we QF

gvarn b b Z Z L’(wj)exp(bij,i(w)) . (202)

je{l ..... n},j#i
Note that for each b’ and w as above, b € Rt — gyar (b, b)(w) is convex and
gvar,n<b/; b) = fvar,n(bla b)7 be A (203)

For A = R!, we have Gvar,n = fvar,n, but in some cases, like for gamma family
of distributions in Section we have A # R! and fvar,n is only a restriction of
Gvar.n- For each b, b, and w as above it holds

ViGvar,n (D', 0)( Z (Z2L)(w;) Z L' (w;)v;,i(w) exp(bTv; i (w))
i=1 je{l,...,n},j#1i
(204)
and
Vi guar,n Z D Lwpvya(w)vys(w)” exp(dv;(w))
i=1 Je{lwan},j#i
(205)

Let n € Ng and w e QF. Let D(w) € RI*"” be a matrix whose (i —1)n + jth
column, 4, j € {1,...,n}, is equal to 1(Z # 0)(w;)v;:(w) (which is equal to 0 for
i=7).
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Theorem 97. If D(w) has linearly independent rows, then for each b e R and
V€ A, Vigearn(b',b)(w) is positive definite.

Proof. For each t € R, t # 0, there exist i,j € {1,...,n}, i # 4, such that
tT1(Z # 0)(w;)vji(w) # 0, so that from (205),

t Vi gvar,n (6, ) (W)t = (Z2 L") (wi) L' (w)) (" vj.:(w)? exp(bTvji(w)) > 0. (206)

O

Let for each k € {1,...,n} a matrix D(k,w) € R™*™1) have consecutive
columns equal to vy j(w), j € {1,...,n}\{k}.

Lemma 98. D(w) has linearly independent rows only if for some i € {1,...,n},

Z(w;) # 0, and for some (equivalently, for each) k € {1,...,n}, D(k,w) has
linearly independent rows.

Proof. f Z(w;) = 0,4 = 1,...,n, then D(w) has zero rows, so that they are
linearly dependent. The dimensions of the linear spans of columns and vectors
of a matrix are the same, so that matrices D(w) or D(k,w), k € {1,...,n},
have linearly independent rows only if the dimension of the linear span of their
columns is equal to [. Thus, the thesis follows from the easy to check fact that

the linear span V of columns of D(k,w) for different k € {1,...,n} is the same
and if Z(w;) # 0 for some ¢ € {1,...,n}, then the linear span of columns of
D(w) is equal to V. O

For a vector v € R™, by v < 0 we mean that its coordinates are nonpositive.

Theorem 99. If the system of linear inequalities
DT(w)b<0, beR, (207)

has only the zero solution, then for each b’ € A, gyarn (', b)(w) — o0 as |b] — o
and Vi gyarn(V',b)(w) is positive definite, b € RL. If b is a solution of , then
for each ' € A, aeR!, and t € R, we have

gvar,n(b/a a + tb) (w) g gvar,n (b/7 a/) (w)‘ (208)

Proof. For b e R for which holds, for i € {1,...,n} such that Z(w;) # 0,
for j € {1,...,n}, i # j, we have bTv;;(w) < 0, so that follows from
(202). Let further have only the zero solution. Then, D(w) has linearly
independent rows, and thus positive definiteness of V7gyar.(V/,b)(w) follows
from Theorem Consider a function b € R — f(b) := max{bTv;;(w) :
Z(w;) # 0, 4,5 € {1,...,n}, i # j}. Then, for each b € R!, b # 0, it holds
f(b) > 0. Thus, from continuity of f we have 0 < § := min{f(b) : |b| = 1} and
for 0 < a := min{(Z2L)(w;) L' (w;) : Z(w;) # 0, i # j € {1,...,n}}, from

Gvarn (V' 0)(w) = aexp(d|b]) — 0 (209)
as |b| — . O

There exist numerical methods for finding the set of solutions of the system
(207) and in particular for checking if it has only the zero solution, see [33].
Thanks to the below Theorem if

Z(w;) #0, i=1...,n, (210)
then checking if (207)) has only the zero solution is particularly simple.
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Theorem 100. Let us assume (@ Then, the system has only the
zero solution only if D(w) has linearly independent rows, which from Lemma

@ holds only if for some (equivalently, for each) k € {1,...,n}, D(k,w) has
linearly independent rows.

Proof. Let i,j € {1,...,n}. Since v; ; = —v;,;, we have
Ty _ T 1
v; ;b= —v;;b, beR. (211)

From (210)), the i(n—1)+jth column of D(w) is equal to v; ; and its j(n—1)+ith
column is vj;. Thus, from (211, if (207) holds for some b € R!, then we must
have DT (w)b = 0. O

5.10 Strongly convex functions and e-minimizers

For some A — R, consider a function f : A — R. For some € > 0, we say that
z* € A is an e-minimizer of f, if

f(z*) < gg,ﬁf(@ + €. (212)

Consider a convex set S < A, such that A is a neighbourhood of S (i.e. S is
contained in some open set D < A). Then, f is said to be strongly convex on

S (where we do not mention S if it is equal to A) with a constant m > 0, if f
is twice differentiable on S and for each b e R" and z € S

bIV? f(z)b = m|b|>. (213)
Let us discuss some properties of strongly convex functions f on S as above (see

Section 9.1.2. in [8] for more details). It is well-known that f as above is strictly
convex on S, and from Taylor’s theorem it easily follows that for z,y € S

) = f@) + (V@) - 2) + Ty — o] (214)

In particular, f(y) — o as |y| — o, y € S. The right-hand side of (214)) in
function of y is minimized by § = x — %V f(x), and thus we have

Fl) > @)+ (V@)@ — ) + Ty 2l = fo) — 5 IV (215)

Let f have unique minimum point b* € S. Then, from (215)) for y = b*, for
x € S we have

fl@) < J0%) + 5 AV )P (216)

In particular, each = € S is a 5|V f(«)|*-minimizer of f. Furthermore, from
Vf(*) =0 and (214) for x = b*, we have for each y € S

T() > F0%) + Sy = b**. (217)
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5.11 Mean square and its first estimator in the LETGS
setting

Let us consider the LETGS setting and assume Condition
Theorem 101. For each n € N, b € Rl — f(b) := msq, (b, b)(w) is conver
and if r,(w) holds (see Definition[61]), then f is strongly convez. If r,(w) does
not hold, then there exists b€ R\{0} such that

fla+tb) = f(a), acR! teR. (218)

Proof. 1t holds

V2f(b) = (Z2L'(2G + (2Gb + H)(2Gb + H)T)L(b)),, (w), (219)

which is positive semidefinite, so that f is convex. If r,(w) does not hold, then
from the first point of Lemma there exists b € R! such that each i€ 1,...,n,,
Ap(w;) does not hold, so that from Lemma [59| and we receive Let
us assume that r,(w) holds. Then, from the second point of Lemma [60| for
K = Z?L/, matrix M := (Z2L'G), (w) is positive definite. Let m; > 0 be such
that b7 Mb > my|b|?, b e RL. For each i € {1,...,n} such that 0 < 7(w;) < 0,
from Remark (6] we have

me,; = Inf L(b)(w;) = exp(inf In(L(b)(w;))) € R4+. (220)
beR! beR!
Let mg = min{msg; : i € {1,...,n}, 0 < 7(w;) < o}. Then, ms € Ry and for

each a,b € R! we have

aTVQf(b)a > 2aT(Z2L’GL(b))n(w)a > 2m2aT(Z2L’G)n(w)a > 2m1m2|a\2.
(221)
O

Theorem 102. If conditions and [6 hold, then a.s. for sufficiently large
n, b — msq,, (b',b)(K,) is strongly convex. In particular, the probability of this
event converges to one as n — 0.

Proof. Tt follows directly from theorems [67] and O

Theorem 103. If msq(by) < o for some by € R!, then msq is convex on the
convex nonempty set B on which it is finite and if further Condition[69 holds,
then f = msq satisfies Condition in particular, from Lemma it has a
unique minimum point). If Condition |62 does not hold, then there exists b e R!,
b # 0, such that

msq(a + tb) = msq(a), a€R! teR. (222)
Proof. The first part of the thesis follows from Theorem [102] properties of
strongly convex functions discussed in Section Remark and Lemma

If Condition does not hold, then there exists b € R, b # 0, such that
Q1(4p) = 0, so that (222)) follows from Lemma and formula (123)). O
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5.12 Smoothness of functions

In this section we provide sufficient conditions for smoothness and certain prop-
erties of derivatives of functions defined in Section Unless stated otherwise,
we consider the LETS setting from Section [£.3.4] which contains the LETGS
setting as a special case. As discussed at the end of Section the ECM set-
ting for A = R! can be identified with the LETS setting for 7 = 1 and A, = I,
so that it is easy to modify the below theory to deal also with such ECM setting.

Condition 104. For some S : S; — S(R), conditions and hold and for
each 0 € (R?)*

Eu (] exp( Y] 67 X (n0))) < . (223)

i=1
Note that Condition [[04] implies that S is U-integrable.

Remark 105. In the special case which can be identified with the ECM setting
for A =Rl as discussed above, Condition holds for R =1 and Condition

holds for s = 1. Thus, for some S : 81 — R, a counterpart of Conditionfor
the ECM setting for A = R reduces to demanding that

Eu(|S|exp(AT X)) < 0, HeR. (224)
Remark 106. Since for s € Ny and 0 € (RY)*, Ey(exp(X_, 07X (m:))) =

i=1"1

exp(3i_, U(6;)) < oo, from Hélder inequality, follows from Ey(]S|?) < oo
for some g > 1.

Condition 107. For somet € Ny, f : (R)! x E — R is such that for each

M e Ry, for some s, N € Ny, ¢ € (R})*)N, and u e RY, we have U a.s.

N s
sup F0)] < D usexp( Y] o7 X (n;)) (225)
be(RU)t:|b; |[<M, i=1,...,t ; J; 7 !

(where f(b) = f(b,-)).

Remark 108. Let Condition[I07 hold and S satisfy Condition[I03} Let M € R,
and consider corresponding s, N, ¢, and u as in Condition[107. Then, for each
6 e (R?)*

s N s
Eu( sup 1Sf()exp( ] 07 X(n;))]) < D wiBu(Sexp( ) (¢i;+0;)" X(n;))) < .
be(RO)E:|b; |[<M, i=1,...,t Jo} e Jo}
(226)
In particular, Ey(Suppe(riyt:|p,|<m, i=1,....c |SF(b)]) < 0. Furthermore, from the
above M € Ry being arbitrary, for each be A, Sf(b) satisfies Condition .

Theorem 109. Let conditions and hold, let t € Ny, r € R, w €

txl txsxd txsxdxl txs t s I\Ym i
NExt e NExsxa o e NExs y € NY°, v e [1,,-1 [ [ (NY)¥=i, and

qe 1, [T, N¥mi. Let for each be (R')*

t TAS d
J®) =15 # 0) [T (Em)™ [ Ton [T X0y
l " Ym,i - B (227)
T TT @ O (b)),

k=1 1

.
Il
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Then, Condition holds for such f.

Proof. Let M € Ry and let g(z) = e® + e ®. Forpe Ry and be R, [b| < M
we have U a.s.

s d
1(S # 0)LP(b) < K(p) := exp(psF(RM)) [ [ [ [9(pRMX;(mi)).  (228)
i=1j=1
Let for 2 € [0,00) and v € N!

Uy(z) =1+ sup |2,%(b), (229)
beR!, |b|<x

which is finite thanks to Remark Then, for each b € (RY)!, |b;] < M
i=1,...,m, we have U a.s.

S

t d
O] < 25 # 0) [T r)dr=r e TT( (o () mes (1 4 R)Rhor 2
m=1 i=1 j=1

' H U'Um,i,j (RM)qmlj))
j=1
(230)
The right-hand side of (230 can be rewritten to have form as the right-hand

side of (225)). O

Theorem 110. If conditions and hold, then for each t € Ny, p1,ps € R?
such that pa; = 1,4 = 1,...,t, M € Ry, v € (N, and for hy, ,,(b,w) :=
(1(S # 0) [T'_y 10w, (L1 (b)) [P>) (w), be (RY:, we E, Condition holds for
f= hpl,pz'

Proof. Since for p3 € (N4)! such that ps; > p2,, i = 1,...,t, we have
t
[P s ()] < 1(S # 0) [ T(1+ [0, LP2 (bi) )P (231)
i=1

it is sufficient to prove the above theorem for p, € N',. In such case hp, ;,(b)
is a linear combination of a finite number of variables as in (227). Thus, the
thesis follows from Theorem [T09 O

Theorem 111. If Condition[104 holds, then for eachp € Ry, for g(b) = SL?(b),
be Rl — f(b) = Ey(g(b)) € R is smooth and we have 0, f(b) = Ey(d,g(b)),
ve N, beRL

Proof. Tt follows from Theorem [T10]for p; = p and ps = 1 and from Remark [108]
by induction using mean value and Lebesgue dominated convergence theorems.
O

Theorem 112. If Condition [10) holds
1. forS =1, then1 = Ey(L™1(b)) and for eachv e N', v # 0, Ey(0,(L™1(b))) =
0,
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2. for S = Z2, then msq is smooth with 0, msq(b) = Ey(Z%0,L(b)), ve N,

3. for S = C, then b — c(b) is smooth with d,c(b) = Ey(Co,(L™1(D))),
ve N,

4. for S equal to Z? and C, then ic is smooth.

Proof. The first three points follow from Theorem and from the fact that
due to Remarkvve have 1 = Ey(L(b)~1), msq(b) = Ey(Z2L(b)), and c(b) =
Eu(CL71(b)). The last point is a consequence of points two and three. O

Theorem 113. In the ECM setting for A = R!, let us assume that Q1 (Z # 0) >
0, conditions[31) and [39 hold, and we have for S = Z%. Then, V2 msq(b)

exists and is positive definite, b e R,

Proof. From a counterpart of Theorem and Remark for ECM, W =
Z2L(b)(u(b) — X)(u(b) — X)T has integrable entries. Thus, from the second
point of a counterpart of Theorem for ECM

V2 msq(b) = Eq, (Z2L(b)(V*¥(b) + (u(b) — X)(u(b) — X)T))

2 (232)
= V*¥(b) msq(b) + Eq, (W).

For v € R, vTEq, (W)v = Eq, (Z2L(b)((V¥(b) — X)Tv)?), so that Eq, (W) is
positive semidefinite. Thus, the thesis follows from the fact that as discussed in
Section V2 (b) is positive definite and msq(b) € Ry, b e RL. O

Theorem 114. In the LETGS setting, if Condition holds for S = Z?% and
Condition[64 holds, then for a positive definite matriz

M = Eq, (2GZ? exp(—

N | =

> nil?)) e R, (233)
=1

V2msq(b) — M is positive semidefinite, b € R'. In particular, msq is strongly
convex with constant m equal to the lowest eigenvalue of M.

Proof. From the second point of Theorem [112] we have
VZmsq(b) = Eq, (Z%(2G + (2Gb + H)(2Gb + H)T)L(b)). (234)

From Theorem and Remark Z%:G and W = Z2(2Gb + H)(2Gb +
H)T)L(b) have Qi-intergrable entries, and from 1(Z # 0)| exp(—3 >.1_; [mi]?)] <
1, so does Z2G exp(—3 Y.1_; |m:|?). Furthermore, v* Eq, (W)v = Eq, (Z*L(b)(2Gb+
H)Tv)?), v € R}, ie. Eq,(W) is positive semidefinite. From Lemma for
K =2Z%exp(—% Y.7_, [ni|*), M is positive definite. Furthermore, from Remark
vTEq, 2GZ2L(b))v = vT Muv, v e R O

6 Minimization methods of estimators and their
convergence properties

In this section we define various minimization methods of estimators and prove
their appropriate strong convergence properties. Their asymptotic properties
are discussed separately in Section [7}
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6.1 A simple adaptive IS procedure used in our numerical
experiments

Let us describe a simple framework of adaptive IS via minimization of estimators
of various functions, shown in Scheme A special case of this framework is
used in numerical experiments in this work. In the further sections we discuss
some modifications of this framework which ensure suitable convergence and
asymptotic properties of the minimization results.

Let b € A, k e Ny, n; e Npy, ¢ = 1,... )k, and N € Ny. Let b;, i =
1,...,k, be some A-valued random variables, defined in Scheme[I] Let us assume
Condition [T9 and let for s = 1,...,k+1and j = 1,...,n;, B;; be iid. ~ Py
and x;,; = £(Bi,j,bi—1). Let us denote X; = (xi,5)j2y,i=1,...,k+1 Fork =1

Scheme 1 A scheme of adaptive IS
for i:=1to k do
Minimize b — esty, (bi—1,b)(Xi) over b € A, e.g. using exact formulas or
some numerical algorithm started at b;_1. Let b; be the minimization result.
end for
Approximate « with

(ZL(bk)) §y (Xk+1)- (235)

we call the inside of the loop of Scheme [1] single-stage minimization (SSM) and
denote b’ = by, while for & > 1 we call this whole loop multi-stage minimization
(MSM).

Let us now consider the LETGS setting for £ as in . Then, using notation

(72), (235) is equal to

% (ZL(bk))(bk)(ﬁkJrl,i)' (236)

||Mz

From discussion in Section if Ap, (bi—1)(X:) = ZJ 12(ZL(bi—1)G) b= (B, )
is positive definite, then for By, (bi—1)(X:) = — - 2”1 (ZL((bi—1))H)®=1)(B, ),
the unique minimum point b; of b — ce,, (b1, )( Xi) is given by formula
bi = (An,(b;—1)(X:)) ' Bn(bi—1)(X:). Thus, in such case, finding b; reduces
to solving a linear system of equations. For est replaced by msq, msq2, or
ic, functions b — esty, (bi—1,b)(¥:) can be minimized using some minimization
algorithms which can utilise some formulas for their exact derivatives. Let us
only provide formulas for such derivatives used in our numerical experiments.

It holds

Vo, (bt B) (% finz D)GH+ H)LB)(5i),  (237)
Vimsa,, (bi—1,b)(X:) = ; 2(ZQL(bi,l)(2G+(2Gb+H)(2Gb+H)T)L(b))(bi*1)(Bz‘,j),
]:1 (238)
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n; =1
__ S L(bi—1) \ o,
— 184, (bi-1, b) (Vi) — > ((2Gb + H) (L(b)l) Y1) (B,,),
vj=1
’ (239)
and for
_ N P — L1 .
B, (i 1,D) (%) = " (102, (01, )R~ D (2L 1) (5,
= (240)
- < L bi— ) — -
Vafen, (2.0 = g D (L(wl)C)“”1’</3i,j>vbmsq2m(bi_hb><><¢>
7 =1
1 L(bi-1)  (b:s - N
o ;((ZGZ) " H)?b)lc)(b’ )(Bj,)Vaty, (bi—1,b)(Xs).-

(241)

Formulas for the second derivatives of I@n (bi—1,-) and icy, (bi—1,-) can also
be easily computed and used in minimization algorithms, but we did not apply
them in our experiments. When evaluating the above expressions one can take

advantage of formulas , , and .

6.2 Helper strong laws of large numbers

In this section we provide various uniform SLLNs needed further on. The fol-
lowing uniform SLLN is well-known, see Theorem A1, Section 2.6 in [47].

Theorem 115. Let Y be a random variable with values in a measurable space
S, let V. < R! be nonempty and compact, and let h : S(V) ® S — S(R) be
such that a.s. © — h(x,Y) is continuous and E(sup,cy |h(z,Y)]) < co. Then,
for Y1,Ys, ... i4.d. ~Y, as. asn — 0, x eV — %Z?:l h(z,Y;) converges
uniformly to a continuous function x € V.— E(h(z,Y)).

For each p € [1,00] and R-valued random variable U, let |U|, denote the
norm of U in LP(P). We have a following well-known generalization of Hélder
inequality which follows from it by induction.

Lemma 116. For R-valued random variables U; and g; € [0,0], i = 1,...,n,
such that Y\, % =1, it holds

n

vl <] 1Uilg, (242)
=1

i=1

Let further n; € N4, i € Ny, and 7 € N;. To or knowledge, the SLLNs that
follow are new.

Theorem 117. Let M; > 0, i € N, be such that

M;
D= <. (243)
i=0 i



Consider o-fields G; = F, i € Ny, and R-valued random variables 1; ;, j =

1...,n;, 1 € Ny, which are conditionally independent given G; for the same i
and different j, and we have E(y7%) < M; < o and E(; j|G;) = 0. Then, for

U = ni Z;L’:l i, ; we have a.s. lim,_, @, = 0.
Proof. From Borel-Cantelli lemma it is sufficient to prove that for each € > 0

i P(ja;| > €) < . (244)

i=1
From Markov inequality we have

E@¥)

P(la;| > €) < 62’; , (245)
so that it is sufficient to prove that
[e¢]
DIE@;) < oo. (246)
i=1
Let us consider separately the easiest to prove case of 7 = 1. We have for i € N,
and j,l € {1,...,n;}, j # [, from conditional independence
E(vi,3%i11G:) = E(¥i,51G:)E(¥i,11Gi) = 0, (247)
and thus
E(vi,¥i1) = E(E(¥i;%i0]Gi)) = 0. (248)
Thus, for ¢ € N4
a2 1< 2 M;
B@) = (X E(@ig)®+ ), 2E(@igvi)) <. (249)
i j=1 j<le{l,...,n} K

Now, (246)) follows from ([243]).

For general r € N, denoting J; = {v € N™ : )’

ng

2L, v; = 2r} and for v € J;,

(2;) = nﬁf’“” ., we have for v € J;, from Lemma [116(for n = n;, U; = w;’;’ and
j=1 vy \
1 V4
@ 2
i Vs iz . v
E([[wiih < [TE@H)= < M. (250)
Jj=1 j=1
Thus,
E A2rN 1 2’/‘ E i v 251
(a;") = 2 > ) (Hwi’j) < 0. (251)
veJ; j=1
For v € J; such that vy = 1 for some k € {1,...,n;}, denoting ¢; - =

Hje{l i}tk wzg, we have that 1; ;, and 9; -, are conditionally independent.

Furthermore, from Lemma forn = n;, U; = 1/):]] for j # k, U, = 1, and

1 V4

o= o we have
i

E(vaa) <[]  E@¥)= <w. (252)

Jje{l,...,ni},5#k
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Thus,

Hw 1Gi) = E((E(¥i.k|Gi)E (i ~1)]Gi)) = 0, (253)

and E(H;“:1 ¢;}Jj) — 0. Therefore, for J; = {v e (N\{1})™ : Z;“:l v; = 2r} we

have ‘
e - % (e v (254)

el j=1

Note that for v € J; and p(v) := |{j € {1,...,n;} : v; # 0}/, it holds p(v) < r
and thus for J/ = {v € {0,2,3,...,2r}" : p(v) < r}, we have J; < J/. Therefore,

T < i< () err < (255)

Furthermore,

<2T) < (2. (256)

v

From @51). (@50). (€59). and

E(@?) <

7

\ =

L(2r)!(2r)". (257)

T
K2

Inequality - ) follows from (257)) and ( . O

Let A € B(R') be nonempty, and let a family of probability distributions
Q(b), b e A, be as in Section Let b;, 7 € N, be A-valued random variables.

n,;

Condition 118. Nonempty sets K; € B(A), i € Ny, are such that a.s. for
sufficiently large i, b; € K;.

Condition 119. For eachie Ny, x;;, j = 1,...,n;, are conditionally indepen-
dent given b;—1 and have conditional distribution Q(v) given b;_1 = v (see page
420 in [T7] or page 15 in [28] for definition of such conditional distribution).

Condition [T19]is implied by a following one.

Condition 120. Condition holds and for each i € Ny, B;; ~ P, j =
1,...,n, are independent and independent of b;_1. Furthermore, x; ; = £(Bi,;, i

and 5(11 = (Xi,j);’ip 1€ N+.
Let us further in this section assume conditions [I18 and [I19

Condition 121. Function h : S(A) ® S1 — S(R) is such that for each v € A,
Eqw) (h(v,-)) =0, and for

M; = sup EQ(w)(h(wa ')2T)v i€ Ny, (258)

’LUEKi71

holds.
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Theorem 122. Under Condition for

~ 1 & _
bi = . D hbic1,xik), €Ny, (259)
k=1
we have a.s. R
lim b; = 0. (260)
1—00

Proof. Let for i € Ny, h; : A x Q1 — R be such that for each x € Qq, h;(v,x) =
h(v,x) when v € K;_1 and h;(v,z) = 0 when v € A\K;_;. For

1 &
a;=— », hi(bi—1, Xik), 261
EEDILURES (261)

from Condition we have a.s. 31- —a; = 1(bj—1 ¢ Ki_l)gi — 0 as i — o0.
Thus, to prove (260)) it is sufficient to prove that a.s.

lim d; = 0. (262)

1—>00

Let ¢;; = hi(bi—1,x:), © € Ny, 7 = 1,...,n,. From conditional Fubini’s
theorem (see Theorem 2, Section 22.1 in [I7])

E(¥7;) = E((Equ) (hF" (v, ) Ju=b._1)

2 (263)
— E((2(v € Kim1)Eqquy (W (v, )))umb,_,) < M.

Furthermore, v; ;, 7 = 1,...,n; are conditionally independent given G; :=
o(bi—1), and from well-known properties of conditional distribution (see Def-
inition 1, Section 23.1 in [I7]), we have

E(vi,31G:) = (Eqeu) (hi(v,)))v=b,_,
= (1(v € Ki—1)Eqeu) (h(v,)))v=b,_, = 0.
Thus, (262) follows from Theorem [L17} O

Theorem 123. If g: S(A)®S1 — S(R) is such that f(v) := Equ)(9(v,-)) €R,
v e A, and for

(264)

Pi= sup Equ(g(v,-)*), ieNy, (265)
veK;_1
we have ”
P,
D= <o, (266)
~ nj

7

then Condition[121] holds for h(v,y) = g(v,y) — f(v), vE A, y € Q1.
Proof. Clearly, Eq(.,)(h(v,-)) = 0, v € A. Furthermore, for ve A
EQ(U) (h(U, ')ZT) < EQ(?))(|g<v7 )| + ‘f(v)|)2r)
< 27 Equuy (9(v, )" + f(0)*) (267)
< 4TEQ(v) (g('U, .)27”)7

where in the second inequality we used the fact that ‘%’b < (#)%, a,b €
[0,00), p € [1,00), and in the last inequality we used conditional Jensen’s in-
equality. Thus, M; < 4" P; and (243]) follows from (266]). O
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Condition 124. Condition holds for Z replaced by some S € L'(Q1) and
for

P; = sup Equ((SL(v))*") = sup Eq,(S*"L(v)* "), ieNi, (268)

veK,; 1 veK,; 1

we have .

Theorem 125. Under Condition[I2], a.s.

lim (SL(bx—1)),,, (Xx) = Eq, (5)- (269)

k—00

Proof. This follows from Theorem for g(v,y) = (SL(v))(y), ve A, y € Q,
in which f(v) = Eq,(5), v € A, as well as from Theorem O

For each R-valued random variable Y on S; and ¢ > 1, let ||Y||, = Eq, (|Y]¢ )

Lemma 126. Let p,q € [1,0] be such that 1 —|— L =1, let S e L?>P(Q), let
Condition[17 hold for Z = S, and let for
Ri= sup [|1(S#0)L(v)" Ylg ieNy, (270)
veK; 1

it hold
(271)

DER

M\:u

Then, Condition holds.

Proof. From Hélder inequality Eq, (S%"L(v)?" 1) < [|S?"||,||1(S # 0)L(v)* Y],
so that for P; as in (268) we have P; < ||S?"||,R;. Thus, from (271)), (266] holds
for such P;. O

The following uniform SLLN is a multi-stage version of Theorem [I15] and its
proof is similar to the proof of the latter (see the proof of Theorem A1, Section
2.6 in [47)).

Theorem 127. Let V < R! be a nonempty compact set and let h : S;@S(V) —
S(R) be such that for Q; a.e. we Qy, b — h(w,b) is continuous. Let Y (w) =
supey |h(w, b)|, w € Q, and let Condition [12]] hold for S =Y. Then, a.s. as
k— o0, beV — ag(b) := T}k Sk h(Xk,is b)L(bk—1)(Xk,i) converges uniformly
to a continuous function be V — a(b) := Eq, (h(-,0)) € R.

Proof. Obviously,
[h(w,b)| < Y(w), wey, beV, (272)

and for each b € Ky, for P; as in (268]) for S =Y,
VY 5 o
Eou (¥) = Eouy (VL(H)) < (Equy (VL) )F < PF <0 (273)

Thus, for each v € V and v, € V, k € Ny, such that limy_, o, vy = v, from
Lebesgue dominated convergence and Qp a.s. continuity of b — h(-,b),

lim a(vy) = Eq, ( hﬁm h(-,vg)) = a(v) e R. (274)

k—o0
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Thus, a is finite and continuous on V. Let € > 0. From uniform continuity of a
on V, let § > 0 be such that

la(z) —a(y)| <€, zyeV, |z—y| <. (275)

For each y € V and n € Ny, let B, , = {x € V : |z —y| < 1}, and let for each
w E Ql
Ty (w) = sup{|h(w,z) — h(w,y)| : © € By y}. (276)

For Q; a.e. w for which h(w,-) is continuous, lim, o 7y 4(w) = 0, y € V.
Furthermore,

Tny(Ww) <2Y(w), weQy, neNy, yeV, (277)
so that from Lebesgue dominated convergence
7}1_1:%0 EQI (rn,y) = EQI (nh—{réo Tmy) =0, yeV. (278)

Thus, for each y € V' there exists n, € Ny, n, > %, such that
EQi (n, ) <€ (279)

for which let us denote Wy, = B,, . For each x,y e V

N ~ 1 &
|ak(z) — ar(y)| < o D L(bk-1) (i) | (xk i ) = h(xis ), (280)
i=1
so that for each y e V
1 &
sup |ag(z) — ar(y)| < — Z L(bk—1)(Xk,i)Tny .y (Xk.i)- (281)
zeW, ng i—1

From (277), Condition holds for S = r,, ,, so that from Theorem the

right-hand side of (281) converges a.s. to Eq,(rn,y) as k — co. Thus, from
(279) and (281)), for each y € V, a.s. for sufficiently large k,

sup |ag(z) — ar(y)| <e. (282)
zeW,
The family {W,,y € V} is a cover of V. From compactness of V there exist
finite number of points y1,...,¥ym € V such that {W,, : i =1,...,m} is a cover
V and a.s. for sufficiently large k we have

sup |ag(z) —ag(yi)| <e, i=1,...,m. (283)
€Wy,

From (272)), for each x € V, Condition holds for S = h(-,z), so that from
Theorem for each € V, as. limp_ar(xz) = a(r). Thus, as. for

sufficiently large k

lak(yi) —a(y:)| <e, i=1,...,m. (284)
Therefore, a.s. for sufficiently large k for which (283)) and (284) hold, for each
x €V, for some i € {1,...,m} such that |y; — z| <,

|an(z) — a(@)| < [ar(z) —ar(yo)l + @k (y:) — alyi)] + laly:) —a(z)] < 3e. (285)
O
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6.3 Locally uniform convergence of estimators

In this section we apply SLLNs from the previous section to provide sufficient
conditions for single- and multi-stage a.s. locally uniform convergence of vari-
ous estimators from Section[5.2) as well as their derivatives to the corresponding
functions and their derivatives. Such convergence will be needed when proving
convergence and asymptotic properties of minimization results of these estima-
tors in the further sections. For some A — R!, we say that functions f, : A — R,
n € N, converge locally uniformly to some function f : A — R, which we

1
denote f, éf [, if for each compact set K < A, fux 3 fix, i-e. fn converges
to f uniformly on K.

Lemma 128. Let D c R! be nonempty and compact, functions f : D — R™
and s : R™ — R be continuous, and for some f, : D — R™, ne Ny, let f, 3 f.

loc
Then, s(fn) =3 s(f). If further s, : R™ — R, n € N, are such that s, 3 s,
then s, (frn) = s(f).

Proof. For M = sup,.p |f(z)| < o, let K = B;(0,M + 1) and let ¢ > 0.
Since s is uniformly continuous on K, let us choose 0 < § < 1 such that
|s(z)—s(y)| < ewhen |x—y| < d, 2,y € K. Let N € N, be such that forn = N,
|fr(x) — f(x)] < §, z € D. Then, for n = N we have |s(f,(x)) — s(f(z))| < e,
x € D. Let further M € N, M > N, be such for n > M, [s,(y) — s(y)| < e,
y € K. Then, forn > M and x € D

s (fn(@) =s(f(2))] < [sn(fu(@)) = s(fu(@))|+[s(fn(2)) —s(f(2))] < 2¢. (286)
O

Until dealing with cross-entropy estimators at the end of this section, we
shall consider the LETS setting. Similarly as in Section [5.12] this will allow

us to cover the special case of the LETGS setting and it is straightforward to
modify the below theory to deal with the ECM setting for A = R’

Theorem 129. Assuming Condition[53, if Condition[10] holds

1. for S = 1, then a.s. (asn — o) b — (L'0,(L~1)(b)),,(kn) converges
locally uniformly to 0 for ve N\{0} and to 1 for v =0,

loc

2. for S = Z2, then a.s. b — 0,msq,(V,b)(R,) = (Z2L'd,L(b)), (Fn)
O, msq, v e N,

U

3. for S = C, then a.s. b — 0,¢,(V,0)(Ry) lo:? dve, ve N,

— loc
4. both for S equal to Z* and 1, then a.s. b — 0,msq2,,(b',b)(F) = 0, msq

loc
and b — 0,var, (', b)(R,) = 0, var, v e N,

~ loc
5. for S=C, S =22 and S = 1, then a.s. b — dyic,(V,b)(K,) = 0y ic,
ve N.

Proof. The first three points follow from such points of Theorem Theorem

for po = 1 and appropriate p;, Remark and from Theorem The
fourth point follows from the first two points, the fact that a.s. (ZL'),(F,) — «,

the last line in (137)), (138]), and Lemma The fifth point follows from points
three, four, and Lemma [128 O
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Let us further in this section assume a following condition.

Condition 130. A =R!, e N, for each i € N, n; € N, and for eachi e N,
L; €[0,0) and K; = {be R': |b| < L;}.

Consider the following conditions.

Condition 131. For each ai,as € Ry

i eXP(a1ﬁ(a2Li—1))
i=1 ng

< 0. (287)

Condition 132. lim;_, L; = o0.

Remark 133. Let us discuss possible choices of n; and L; such that conditions
and [139 hold for each r € N;. Let Ay € N, Ay e Ni, me Ny, 0 <d <1,
and By,By € Ry. Consider ﬁ(x) = ””—2, which corresponds to the standard
normal multivariate case (see Section . Then, one can take n; = A + Aom?
and L; = (By + Bo(i + 1)1_5)%, or alternatively n; = Ay + Agi! and L; =

(By+ By(i+1))2. For some ay,az € Ry, denoting b; = CXP(‘“Fn(—GQL‘l))

;ZGNJr:

L < 1 and in the second case, using

pooss
Stirling’s formula, we have lim;_,, b} = 0. Thus, in both cases follows
from Cauchy’s criterion. For F(x) = po(exp(z) — 1), which corresponds to the
Poisson case with initial mean ug, one can take e.g. L; = ByIn(By + In(i + 1))
and some n; as for the normal case above.

1
in the first case we have lim; o b}

=l

Lemma 134. If conditions |58 and [56 hold, then for each p € [0, o0)
Eq, (1(S # 0)L(b)") < exp(s(pF(R|b) + F(Rplb]))). (288)
In particular, if p = 1 then
Eq, (1(S # 0)L(b)") < exp(2psF(Rp|b]))).- (289)

Proof. From we have Qp a.s. that if S # 0 (and thus from Condition
7 < s) then

L(b)" = exp(p(U(b) + HDb))

= p(pU D) + U(~bp) 75

(—bp) (290)
< exp(s(pF (R + FRp) s
Now follows from Eq, (1(S # 0) z255;) = Q(—bp)(S # 0) < 1. O

Condition 135. Conditions and hold and for some p € (1,0), Eq, (S?") <
0.

Theorem 136. If conditions and hold, then Condition holds (for
the same S, p, v, K;, and n;).
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Proof. From Lemma [126] it is sufficient to check that for ¢ as in that lemma
corresponding to p from Condition and for R; as in (270]), we have (271]).
From (289) in Lemma it holds

R; = sup [[1(S # 0)L(b)* '],
beK,;_1

<, sup exp(2s(2r — 1)F(Rq(2r — 1)|b])) (291)

< exp(25(2r — 1)F(Rq(2r — 1)Li_1)),

so that (271)) follows from Condition for a; = 25(2r — 1) and ay = Rq(2r —
1. 0

Theorem 137. If conditions and [131] hold and Condition[135 holds
for S = U (that is for S denoted as U), then for each w € R and v € N!, a.s.

as k — o, b e Rl — fk(b) = (UL(bx-1)0u(L(b)")),,, (X&) converges locally
uniformly to be Rt — f(b) := Eq, (Ud,(L(b)*)) € R.

Proof. Let M € Ry, V = {z € Rl : |z| < M}, h(w,b) = U(w)d,(L(b)*)(w),
we N, beV, and W(w) = supyey |h(w,b)|, we Q1. For some 1 < p’ < p, from
Remark for § = U?*" and ¢ = %, Condition [104 holds for such S. Thus,

from Theorem for p1 = w and ps = 2rp’ and from Remark we have

Eq, (W) = Eq, ( sup (Ud,(L(b)"))*") < co. (292)
bl<M

Furthermore, if W # 0 then also U # 0, so that Condition [I35holds for S = W
and p = p’. Thus, from theorems and we receive that a.s. b — fi(b)
converges to f uniformly on V. O

Theorem 138. Let conditions[118 and[131) hold. If Condition[135 holds,
1. then a.s. (L(bk-1)S),, (Xx) converges to Eq,(S) (as k — ),

2. for S =1, then a.s. b — (L(br—1)0y(L(b)~1)),, (Xx) converges locally
uniformly to 0 for ve N\{0} and to 1 for v =0,

loc
3. for S = Z?%, then a.s. b — 0,msq,,, (bp—1,b)(Xx) =2 0y msq, v € N,

loc
4. for S = C, then b — 0,Cn,, (bp—1,b)(Xx) = ue, v e N,

loc

5. both for S = 1 and S = Z2, then a.s. b — d,msq2,, (by—1,b)(Xk) =

loc
dpymsq and b — d,vary, (bp_1,b)(Xx) = 0, var, for ve N,

~ loc
6. for S=C,S =22 and S =1, then a.s. b — Oyicy, (bx—1,b)(Xx) = 0y ic,
v e N

Proof. The first point follows directly from Theorem for v =0 and w = 0.
Points two to four follow from Theorem and points one to three of Theorem
112 The fifth point follows from point one for S = Z as well as points two,
three, and Lemma [128] similarly as in the proof of the fourth point of Theorem
The sixth point follows from points four, five, and Lemma [128 O
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Let us now discuss single- and multi-stage locally uniform convergence of
cross-entropy estimators, for which we shall consider the ECM and LETGS
settings separately.

Theorem 139. In the ECM setting, let us assume Condition [53] and that we
have . Then, a.s.

(ZL),(Rn) — « (293)

and

(ZD/X),, () — Eq, (2X). (204)
Assuming further Condition [33, we have a.s.

b 0,Gon(t, b)) 3 0y ce, ve N (295)

Proof. (293) and (294) follow from SLLN. From (145) and (153) we have for

v e N

0y ce(b)=0uCen (V',0)(Rn) = 9, (b)(a—(ZL"),,(Rn))—(0ub" ) (Eq, (ZX)—(ZL'X),,(Rn)).
(296)
Thus, for compact K < A, from and ,

sup |0y ce(b) — 0uCey, (b, 0)(Rn)| < sup [0, P (b)|(av — (ZL'),,(Fn))
beK beK

o sup 0,0 |(Eq, (2X) — (ZL'X),,(Rn)) — 0.
(297)
O

Theorem 140. In the ECM setting, let us assume that A = R, condz’tions
and [131] hold, and for some s > 2 we have E(|Z|"*) < o0. Then, a.s.

Jim (ZL(bk-1)),, (X)) = (298)
Jim (ZXL(bk-1)),, (Xk) = Eq(2X), (299)

and assuming further Condition [33,

loc
b — 0yCen, (bp—1,b)(X) = dyce, veN. (300)

Proof. From Hoélder inequality, for each 2 < ¢ < s we have Eq, (|ZX;|"?) < o,
i=1,...,1. Thus, and follow from the counterpart of the first point
of Theoremfor ECM for § = Z and S = ZX respectively and can be
proved similarly as in Theorem |139 O

Theorem 141. In the LETGS setting, let us assume conditions [53 and [76
Then, a.s.

(ZHL'), (Kn) — Eq,(ZH), (302)
and l
b — OpCen (b, b)(Fn) = 0pce, wve N (303)
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Proof. (301)) and (302) follow from SLLN. From (179)) and (187), 0, ce(b) and

0uCen (b, b)(%,) can be nonzero only for v € N! such that Zi=1 v; < 2. Tt is easy

to check that for such v, from (301) and (302)), a.s.

0u ce(b) = 0uCen (b, b)(Rn) = 0,(b" (Eq, (Z2G)—(ZGL),, (Fn))b+(Eq, (ZH)—(é(f)ig')n(%n))b) %o,
O

Theorem 142. In the LETGS setting, let us assume conditions [55, [56, [118,
and and that for some p > 2 we have E(|Z|"™P) < o0. Then, a.s.

(ZGL(bk-1)),, (Xk) — Eq,(Z2G), (305)
(ZHL(bk-1)),,, (Xk) — Eq, (ZH), (306)

and l
b — 0yen, (bi—1,b) () = dyce, ve N (307)

Proof. From Lemma for each 2 < w < p and ¢ € {1,...,l}, we have
Eo,(|ZH;|"™) < o and Eq,(|ZG;;|™) < 0. Thus, and (306) follow
from the first point of Theorem for S = ZH; and S = ZG, ; respectively,
and can be proved similarly as in Theorem |141 O

6.4 Exact minimization of estimators

In this section we define exact single- and multi-stage minimization methods of
estimators, abbreviated as ESSM and EMSM. We also discuss their application
to cross-entropy estimators in the ECM and LETGS settings.

Let T < R, be unbounded and B € B(R!) be nonempty. It will be conve-
nient to view ESSM and EMSM as special cases of a following abstract method
for exact minimization of random functions, called EM. In EM we assume a
following condition.

Condition 143. For each t € T we are given a function f; : S(B)®(Q,F) —
S(R), a set Gy € F, and a B-valued random variable dy. Random variable fi(b,-)
is denoted shortly as fi(b).

Furthermore, it assumed that for each ¢t € T and w € Gy, di(w) is the unique
minimum point of b — ﬁ(b,w).

Let us now define ESSM and EMSM. For some nonempty set A € B(R!),
A c B, and p € N4, let us consider functions

est, : S(A)®S(B)®S! — S(R), neN,. (308)

For B = A these can be some estimators as in (127)). We shall further often
need a following condition.

Condition 144. For each n € N,, the set D,, € B(A) ® F}* is such that for
each (V' ,w) € Dy, functionbe B — esty, (v, b)(w) has a unique minimum point,
denoted as b (Y, w).

In some cases a following stronger condition will hold.
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Condition 145. Condition holds for D, = A x D, for some D, € FT,
n e Np.

In ESSM and EMSM we assume a following condition.

Condition 146. Condition[1{{] holds and for each n € Ny, for F}, := {Dp "D :
D € B(A) ® F'}, the function (V,w) — bE(V,w) is measurable from S! =
(D, F),) to S(B).

In ESSM we also assume Condition [53] and a following condition.

Condition 147. N u {oo}-valued random variables Ny, t € T, are such that a.s.
@ and (@) hold.

Remark 148. In Condition one can take e.g. T = Ny and Ny = k,
k e No. Alternatively, one can take T = Ry and for some nonnegative random
variable U on 81, Ny can be given by formulas (@ or (@ but for C; = U(k;),
i€ Ny (ie. for S, ="  U(k;), ne€Ny). In such case sufficient conditions
for (@ and (@) to hold a.s. were discussed in Section , For instance, such
U can be some theoretical cost variable for generating a replicate under Q' and
doing helper computations needed for later estimator minimization (shortly, the
cost variable of a step of SSM), defined analogously as such theoretical cost
variable C' for generating replicates in MC' in Section[I.1} In such case, Ny can
be interpreted as the number of steps of SSM corresponding to the approzimate
theoretical budget t. If one can take U = C, as is the case in our numerical
experiments, then the (implementation dependent) proportionality constant py
of U to the approximate practical cost of a step of SSM will be typically higher
than an analogous constant pc for C' as in Section [1]

For each t € T', in ESSM we define d; to be a B-valued random variable such
that on the event

Gy i={(N, = ke N,) A (W, Fx) € Di)}, (309)

we have
dy = by (b, Ry). (310)
On G} = O\G; one can set e.g. dy =V, teT.
In EMSM we assume that conditions and hold for nj, € Ny, k€ N4
Furthermore, for each k£ € N, di is a B-valued random variable such that on
the event

Gr = {(bk—1,Xr) € Dn, } (311)
we have
d = b}y, (br—1, Xk)- (312)
On G, one can set e.g. dy = by or dj, = b_1.
Remark 149. ESSM and EMSM are special cases of/gJM for respective Gy and
d; as above, in ESSM for fi(b,w) = L(Ny = k € Np)est, (b, b)(Ri(w)), while in
EMSM for T =Ny and fi(b,w) = estn, (be—1,b)(Xk(w))-
In EMSM the variables by, k € N, satisfying Condition can be defined

in various ways. An important possibility is when we are given some Ky-valued
random variable by, and by, k € N, are as in the below condition.
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Condition 150. For each k € Ny, if dp € Ky, then by = di, and otherwise
b = ri for some Kp-valued random variable ry,.

Note that if Ky < Kiy1, k € N, then for k € N, in the above condition we
can take e.g. 1 = by, T = bi_1, or rg = ¢r(dg) for some ¢y : S(B) —> S(Ky).

Consider some function f : A — R and let b* € A be its unique minimum
point. We will be interested in verifying when some of the below conditions hold
for EM methods, like ESSM and EMSM under identifications as in Remark
or some other methods defined further on.

Condition 151. A. s. for sufficiently large t € T', Gy holds.

Condition 152. It holds a.s. lim;_,o, d; = b*.

Condition 153. It holds a.s. limy_o fi(dy) = f(b%).
Consider a following condition.

Condition 154. A is open and K; € B(A), i € N, are such that for each
compact set D A, for sufficiently large i, D c K.

Note that if conditions and hold, then Condition holds.

Remark 155. For EMSM let us assume conditions [I50 and[I5] Then, if for
some compact set D < A a.s. dy € D for sufficiently large k (which happens
e.g. if a.s. d — b* and D is some compact neighbourhood of b* ), then a.s. for
sufficiently large k, dy, = bi. In particular, if Condition holds for EMSM,
then it also holds for dy, replaced by by, and if further Condition [153 holds for
EMSM, then it also holds for dy replaced by by,.

Let us now describe how ESSM and EMSM can be applied to est, = @&, in
the ECM and LETGS settings. Let us first consider ECM as in sections |4.1| and
5.3} assuming conditions [31| and as well as that we have (152)), a > 0, and
(154). Then, from discussion in Section Condition holds for

— VAID. ¢
D, ={t,w)e AxQ}:(ZL'),(w) >0 A ((ZL/))"(W) € u[Al}, (313)

n

and from formula (151)), Condition holds. In ESSM, from (293]) and (294))

in Theorem [139| as well as from o > 0, a.s. for sufficiently large n we have
(ZL'),,(Rn) > 0 and a.s.

(ZL/X)n(~ )_> EQl(ZX)

il P - (314)

Thus, using further (154), the fact that u[A] is open, and Condition E a.s.
for sufficiently large ¢, Gy as in (309)) holds (i.e. Conditionholds for ESSM),

in which case
ZL'X)
d, = -1 ( k s . 315
t=H <(ZL’)k ( k)) (315)

From Condition (155), (314), (315, and continuity of x~!, Condition

holds. For EMSM let us additionally make assumptions as in Theorem [140
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Then, from and in that theorem, by similar arguments as above for
ESSM, conditions [I51] and [I52] hold for EMSM.

Consider the LETGS setting and using notations as in Section [5.7] b.71et us as-
sume that Condltlon 6{holds and A is positive definite. From discussion in that
section, Condition[I44]holds for D,, = {(V/,w) € AxQY : A, (V')(w) is positive definite},
and if Z > 0, then Condition holds for D, = {w € Q7 : r,(w)}. From for-
mula , Condition |146| holds. In ESSM, from SLLN a.s. A W) (Ry) — A
and B (b )(Rp) — B. ThUb from Lemma. and Condition a.s. for suffi-
ciently large ¢, Ny = n € Ny and A, (b')(R,) is positive deﬁnlte (i.e. Condition
holds), in which case d; = (A, (b')(K,)) !B, (V)(%,). Thus, from ,
Condition 2| holds. For EMSM let us make additional assumptions as in

14

Theorem [142] so that from L a.s. Ap, (bp—1)(%k) — A, and from 1.' a.s.
By, (bk—1)(Xx) — — B. Then, analogously as for ESSM above, conditions|151|and
[[52 hold for EMSM.

6.5 Helper theorems for proving convergence properties
of minimization methods with gradient-based stop-
ping criteria

Proof of the below lemma uses a similar reasoning as in the proof of consistency
of M-estimators in Theorem 5.14 in [52].

Lemma 156. Let Condition[79 hold, Y1,Ya, ... be ivi.d. ~Y, be A — fo(b) :=
L Zl 1h(b,Y;), K < A be a nonempty compact set, and m be the minimum of

f on K (’whzch exists due to lemmas. and Then, for each a € (—o0,m),
a.s. for sufficiently large n, fn( )>a,be K.

Proof. Let U; = By(0,i71), i € N,. From a.s. lower semicontinuity of b —
h(b,Y), for each v € K, for g;,(x) = infpep+v, h(b,x), we have a.s. ¢;,(Y) 1
h(v,Y) as I — oo. Thus, from monotone convergence theorem, E(g; ,(Y)) 1 f(v)
as | — oo, v € K. In particular, E(h;,(Y)) > a for | > [, for some I, € Ny,
v € K. The family {K, = v+ U, : ve K} is a cover of K. From compactness of
K, let {K,,,...,K,, } be its finite subcover. Then, from the generalized SLLN
in Theorem Wthh can be used thanks to 189),

inf fu(®) > _min = Z 9, (¥) | min  E(gr, (1)) >a. (316)

O

Lemma 157. Let Condition[79 hold for h equal to some some nonnegative h;,
i =1,2. Let g(b) = E(h1(1,Y)) and E(ha(b,Y)) = 1, b € A, let Y1,Ya,...
be ii.d. ~Y, and let b e A — fln() = IZ] 1hi(0,Y;), i = 1,2, and
be A — gn(b) := ﬁ,n(b)fgvn(b), neN;. Let K € A be a nonempty compact
set and m be the minimum of g on K. Then, for each a € (—o0,m), a.s. for
sufficiently large n,

gn(b) >a, beK. (317)

Proof. It holds g,,(b) = 0, n € Ny, b e A, so that it is sufficient to consider the
case when m > 0 and 0 < a < m. Let a < d < m. Then, from Lemma [156| a.s.
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for sufficiently large n, fln(b) > d and fgn(b) > %, be K, in which case 1]
holds. O

Condition 158. b* € R! and A € B(R) is a neighbourhood of b*. A function
f:A—> R, f> —ow, is lower semicontinuous and b* is its unique minimum
point (in particular, f(b*) < o).

Condition 159. Condition [158 holds and B = R! is such that A = B. Func-
tions fn, : B — R, ne Ny, fulfill

lim f, (b%) = f(b%). (318)

n—o0

Futhermore, for each compact set K A, for m equal to the minimum of f on

K, for each a < m, for sufficiently large n, f,(z) > a, z € K.

Remark 160. Let Conditz'on hold, B < R, A c B, and f, : B — R,
loc

n € Ny be such that f, 4 =3 f. Then, C’ondition holds.

Remark 161. Assuming Condition let € € Ry be such that B;(b*,¢) € A
and let ¢ be the minimum of f on S;(b*,€). From uniqueness of the minimum
point b¥ of f, we have ¢ > f(b*). Let § € Ry be such that ¢ > f(b*) + 5. Then,
for sufficiently large n

fa(®) = F(0%)+6, be S(b*,¢) (319)
and 5
Falb*) < F0%) + 5. (320)

Theorem 162. Let us assume that Condition [I59 holds for convex B and for
fn which are convex and continuous, n € No. Then, for sufficiently large n, f,
possesses a minimum point a, € B. Furthermore,

: _ %
nlgréo an, =b (321)
and

If further B is open, f, are differentiable on B, and a sequence b, € B, n € N,
is such that limy, o |V fr(bn)| = 0, then

. gk
nh_r)rgo b, =0 (323)

and
lim £, (b,) = (5°). (324)

Proof. Let us consider ¢, § € R, as in Remark From this remark, let N € N,
be such that for n > N we have (319)) and (320). Then, for n > N, for each
b € B such that |b — b*| = ¢, from convexity of f,

|b — b*| b—b*
_ ) > %

f"(b) f’ﬂ(b )/ € (f”l(b +€|b_b*|
- |b —b*|8 -
- 2€

) = fu(b%))
(325)

0.
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Forn > N, from (325]) and continuity of f,, we have inf,cp fn(7) = mingep, * ¢) fn (),
and thus f, has a minimum point a,, and

lan — b*| < c. (326)
This proves (321)). For n > N, from (320) and f,(a,) < f.(b*) we have
)
fnlan) < f(bF) + 7 (327)

From Condition for some Ny > N, for n > Ny,
fa(b) = F(b*) —
Thus, for n > Ny, from (326), (328]), and (327), we receive that |f,(a,) —

f*)] < %. Since we could have selected § arbitrarily small, we receive (322)).
Let B be open and f,, be differentiable. Then, for b € B such that b # b*,

_p .
for v = %, from convexity of f,

. beB(b*,e). (328)

| >

Fal0) = £ut%)

VA0 V.0 > 2 (329)
Thus, for each b € B for which |b — b*| > ¢, for n > N, from (329) and (325))
]
n(b)| = —. 330
VFub)] > o (330)
Let Ny > N be such that for n > Ny
J
n bn a ].
Vhulba)| < 5 (331)
Then, from (330]), for n > Ny
|b, — b*| <€, (332)
which proves (323)). For n > N; v Ny we have
)
97 9 > |V fu(bn)|[bn = 0| = fa(bn) = fa(b¥)
€
5 (333)

where in the first inequality we used (331) and (332), in the second (329)), in
the third (320]), and in the last one (328)). Thus, in such case

52 fulba) — F(0%) > 3, (334)
which proves (324)). O

Lemma 163. Let A c R be open. If a twice continuously differentiable function
f A — R has positive definite Hessian on A, then for each convex U < A such
that for some compact K < A, U c K, [ is strongly convex on U. If further
limgs4 g(z) = o0, then for each xo € A as such U one can take the sublevel set
S—{reA:g(x) < gleo)}.

Proof. From Lemma be A — my(f(b)) is continuous and thus f is strongly
convex on U with constant inf,cx m;(f(x)) > 0. From convexity of f, S as
above is convex, and if limg;4 g(z) = oo, then for sufficiently large M, for a
compact set K as in we have S < K. O
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6.6 Minimization of estimators with gradient-based stop-
ping criteria

In this section we define single- and multi-stage minimization methods of esti-
mators with gradient-based stopping criteria, abbreviated as GSSM and GMSM
respectively. We also discuss their applications to the first mean square esti-
mators in the LETGS setting and both mean square estimators in the ECM
setting.

Consider some T and B as in Section and let additionally B be open.
GSSM and GMSM are special cases of a following abstract minimization method
of random functions with gradient-based stopping criteria, abbreviated as GM.
Let us assume Conditionand let b — fi(b,w) be differentiable, t € T, w € 5.
Consider [0, co]-valued random variables €, t € T, such that a.s.

tll,% e = 0. (335)

Then, in GM it is assumed that we are given B-valued random variables d;,
t € T, such that

Vo fildi(w),w)| < e(w), weGy, teT. (336)

We shall further need the following conditions and lemmas.

Condition 164. Condition holds, for each n € N, and (b',w) € Dy, b e
B — e/s\tn(b',b)(w)/if differentiable, and b% (V' ,w) is equal to the unique point
¢ € B such that Vyest, (V',c)(w) = 0.

Lemma 165. Condition implies Condition [T6,

Proof. Function (b, (V/,w)) € B x D,, — g(b, (t/,w)) := Vyest, (¥, b)(w) is mea-
surable from S(B) ® (D,,F,,) to S(R!) and for each D € B(B), (b*)~1(D) =
{(/,w) € D, : g(c,b,w) = 0, for some ¢ € D} is a projection of g~1(0) N
(D x D,) € B(B) ® F/, onto the second coordinate. Thus, (b%)~1(D) € F/,
D e B(B). O

Condition 166. B is convex. Furthermore, for each n € N,, the set D, €
B(A) @ FI is such that for each (',w) € Dy, be B — g(b) := estyn (b, b)(w) is
smooth with positive definite Hessian on B, and limy; g g(b) = co.

Lemma 167. Condition [166 implies Condition [164] (for b%(V',w) as in Condi-
tion .
Proof. Tt follows from lemmas [35] and [83] O

Except for some differences mentioned below, GSSM and GMSM are defined
in the same way as ESSM and EMSM in the previous section. The first difference
is that in GSSM and GMSM we aditionally assume that Condition [I64] holds
for open B as above and we consider variables ¢, t € T, as for GM above.
Furthermore, in GSSM, for t € T, on G, as in , instead of we require
that |Vyesty (b, di) (Rr(w))| < €, while in GMSM, for k € N, on Gy, as in ,
instead of we require that |Vbés\tnk (br—1,dr) (Xx)| < €.

Note that GSSM and GMSM are special cases of GM under identifications
as in Remark Such identifications shall be frequently considered below.
From Lemma[I65] for ¢, = 0, ¢ € T', GSSM and GMSM become special cases of
ESSM and EMSM methods respectively.
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Remark 168. Forte T, if we Gy and e,(w) > 0, then under some additional
assumptions on Fort € T, if w € Gy and (w) > 0, then under some additional
assumptions on b — g(b) := ﬁ(b, w), di(w) in GSSM or GMSM method can be
a result of some globally convergent iterative minimization method (i.e. one for
which gradients in subsequent points converge to zero), minimizing g, started at
xo equal to b in GSSM or by_1(w) in GMSM, and stopped in a first point di(w)
in which @ holds. As such iterative method one could use damped Newton
method, for the global and quadratic convergence of which it is sufficient if g
is strongly convex on the sublevel set S = {x € B : g(z) < g(xo)}, g is twice
continuously differentiable on some open neighbourhood of S, and the second
derivative of g is Lipschitz continuous on S (see Section 9.5.3 in [8]). From
Lemma such assumptions hold in the above discussed GSSM or GMSM
methods for each w € Gy e.g. if Condition[166 holds. See [8] and [{1] for other
examples of globally convergent minimization methods requiring typically weaker
assumptions. For most iterative minimization methods, including damped New-
ton method, if the same method is used for each w as above, then the fact that
the resulting d; is measurable on Gy n {e; > 0} follows from the definition of
the method, performing only measurable operations. On G} one can define d;
in similar ways as for ESSM or EMSM in the previous section. If e;(w) > 0,
w € 8, then to avoid checking if Gy holds (i.e. if w € G), in some cases one
can perform minimization of g as above for each w € Q. See Remark [I7 for
discussion of a situation in which this is possible. In such case measurability of
dy also typically follows from definition of the minimization method used.

Condition 169. B as above is an open convex neighbourhood of b* € R! and
e € Ry is such that B;(b*,¢) € B. Furthermore, for some est, as in ,
b e A andwe QY are such that

inf  est,(b,b o5ty (B, b%)(w). 337
besi s o (', 0)(w) > est, (b, %) (w) (337)

Remark 170. Consider est, = msq,,, n € Ny, in the LETGS setting. Then,
from Theorem|101), if C’Ondition holds, then we cannot have @ fora = b*

and
e(b— b*)

= m’ (338)

and thus r,(w) holds. Let us now consider the ECM setting and e/s\tn = Gvar,n;
n € Ny, (see (203)). If Condition holds, then we cannot have for
a=0b*, beR\{0}, and t as in Thus, from Theorem@ in such case
system has only the zero solution.

For GMSM in all the below examples we assume conditions and
Let us first discuss GSSM and GMSM for est,, = msq,,, n € N4, in the LETGS
setting. From Theorem [101} we can and shall take in Condition (and thus
from Lemma also in Condition , Dy = {we Q" :r,(w)}, ne Ny, Let
us assume Condition [62| and that for some b € A, msq(b) < o0, so that from
Theorem we can and shall take in Condition f = msq. In GSSM,
from Condition and Theorem Condition holds. Using further the
fact that from SLLN and Lemma [I56] for

h(b,xz) = (Z°L'L(b))(x), be A, x €y, (339)
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and Y; = k;, i € N1, Condition[159|holds for B = A and f,(b) = msq,, (V',b)(’y.),
from Theorem , and (335)), conditions and hold as well. For
GMSM let us assume that Condition holds for S = Z2. Then, from the
third point of Theorem and remarks [I60] and a.s. for sufficiently

large k, ry,, (X&) holds, i.e. Condition [I51]holds. Using further (335)), (336), and
Theorem [162] conditions and hold too.
Let us now consider the ECM setting, assuming a following condition.

Condition 171. Conditions and [33 hold and [ = msq satisfies Condition
128

From Lemmal83] f = msq satisfies Condition[I58|for instance when f = msq
satisfies Condition which due to Lemma and b — L(b)(w) being strictly
convex, w € {1, holds e.g. if for some b € A, msq(b) < oo, and

Q1 (pmsq) > 0. (340)

Let us first consider the case of est, = msq,,, n € Ny, for which let us as-
sume (340)). From remarks [87| and we can and shall take in Condition m
D, = {we Q: Pmsq(w;) holds for some 7 € {1,...,n}}, n € Ni. In GSSM,
from SLLN, a.s. limy, 0 (Pmsq),,(Fn) = Q1(Pmsq), s0 that from d SLLN
we have a.s. R € Dy, for sufficiently large k. Thus, from Condition , Condi-
tion holds. Using further Lemma for h as in and Theorem (162
conditions and hold too. In GMSM, let A = R!. Since the counterpart
of Condition [135] for ECM is fulfilled for S = 1(pmsq), from the first point of
Theorem [138} a.s. (L(bk-1)S),, (Xr) = Q1(Pmsq). Thus, from , Condition
holds. Let us assume Condition for S = Z2. Then, from the third point
of Theorem [138] and Theorem [162] conditions and [153] hold.
Let us now consider for each n € Ng

—~ — 1 1
est, (0, b) = msq2,(V,b) := — gvarn(V',0) + —((ZL)2),, b €A, be B=R.
n

n2
(341)
Then, from ((138)) and (194]) we have
msq 2, (b',b) = msq 2, (b,b), b be A (342)

Note that £ ((ZL’)?),, does not depend on b. Thus, from Theorem we can and
shall take in Condition D, = {we Q" : system has only the zero solution}.
In GSSM, from SLLN and Lemma[157] for hy(b,y) = (Z2L'L(b))(y), ha(b,y) =
#;)(y), beR,yeQ,and Y; = K4, i € Ny, as. Conditionholds for B= A

and f,(b) = msq2, (b, b)(%y,), so that it also holds a.s. for B = R! and
Fa(b) = msq 2, (b, b) (Fn)- (343)

Thus, from remarks 170 and Condition Condition holds. Using
further Theorem for f, as in (343]), conditions and hold as well.

In GMSM, let A = R! and let us assume that the counterpart of Condition
for ECM holds for S = Z? (note that for S = 1 it holds automatically).
Then, from the fifth point of Theorem [138| as well as from remarks and
Condition holds. Using further Theorem conditions and hold
as well.
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Remark 172. Checking if Gy holds in possible practical realizations of GSSM
or GMSM methods, as discussed at the beginning of Remark may be in-
convenient. For instance, for esty, = msq,, in the LETGS setting as above or
esty, as in in the ECM setting, this typically cannot be done precisely due
to numerical errors, and one has to make a rather arbitrary decision when such
condition holds approximately. If e,(w) > 0, t € T, w € §, then, as already
mentioned in Remark[I68, in some cases one can avoid checking if Gy holds by
performing minimization of g starting at xo as in that remark for each w € Q.
From Zoutendjik theorem (see Theorem 3.2 in [[1]), for a number of line search
minimization methods of a function g started at xg to be globally convergent, it
18 sufficient if g is bounded from below and continuously differentiable on some
open neighbourhood N < B of the sublevel set S = {x € B : g(z) < g(x0)}, and
if Vg is Lipschitz continuous on N'. In particular, it is sufficient if in addition
to boundedness from below, g is twice differentiable and ||V?3g|| is bounded on N .
One of methods for which this holds is gradient descent with step lengths satisfy-
ing Wolfe condition (see [{1]). Note that from , , and |[vuT|| = ||v]|?,

veR! forweQF and K = max; je(1,....n} ||vj’i(w)||2, we have

n

IViguarn (0 D) @) < DUZ2L)(wi) Y, L(wp)llvgi(w)vsi(@) ]| exp(bTv;:(w))
i=1 je{l,...,n},j#i
< Kgvar,n (U, b)(w).
(344)

Thus, for ést, as in it also holds ||Viest, (', b)(w)|| < Kest,(¥,b)(w).
From this it follows that for g as in Remark corresponding to GSSM or
GMSM methods for such esbn, for some § € Ry, the assumptions of Zoutendjik
theorem as above hold for each o € R' and N' = {x e R : g(x) < g(x0) + J}.

6.7 Helper theorems for proving convergence properties
of multi-phase minimization methods

Theorem 173. Let U — R! be an open ball with center b* and f : U — R be
strongly conver with a constant s € Ry. Let f, : U — R, n € N, be twice
differentiable and such that V2f, = V2f. Then, for each 0 < m < s, for
sufficiently large n, f, is strongly convex with constant m. Let further b* be the
minimum point of f and V f,, 3 Vf. Then, for sufficiently large n, f, possess
a unique minimum point a,, which is equal to the unique point x € U for which
Viu(x) =0, and each b € U is a 5|V f,(b)|*-minimizer of f.. Furthermore,

2m
lim, 0 a, = b*.

Proof. From Lemma for sufficiently large n for which ||f,(x) — f(2)||le <
s —m, x € U, we have m(f,(x)) > m, x € U, so that f, is strongly convex
with constant m. Let hy, = f,, + f(b*) — fn(b*), n € N4. Then, h,(b*) = f(b*)
and Vh, = Vf, = Vf, so that h, =3 f. Furthermore, since V2h,, = V2f,,
n € N4, h,, are strongly convex for sufficiently large n. Thus, from Remark
and Theorem for sufficiently large n, h, and thus also f, possesses unique
minimum point a, and lim,_, o a,, = b*. The rest of the thesis follows from the
discussion at the end of Section [5.10) O
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Condition 174. f:R! — R is continuous, functions f, : R - R, ne Ny, are

1
such that f, é’f f, and for a sequence d,, € R', n e N, we have

lim d, = d* e R. (345)

n—0o0
We have a following easy-to-prove lemma.
Lemma 175. If Condition[17]] holds, then lim,_,o fn(d,) = f(d*).

Theorem 176. Assuming condition let for a bounded sequence s, € R,
n €Ny, it hold fn(sn) < fn(dy), neNy. Then,

limsup f(s,) < f(d¥). (346)
n—o0
Let further d* € R! be the unique minimum point of f. Then,
lim f(sn) = f(d*). (347)
If further f is convez, then
linéC sp = d*. (348)

loc

Proof. Let € > 0. From boundedness of the set D = {s,, : n € N} and f,, =3 f,
let Ny € Ny be such that for n > Ny, [fn(2) — f(z)| < §, € D. From Lemma
1175} let Ny > Ny be such that for n > Na, |fn(d,) — f(d*)| < §. Then, for each
n > N27

F(s0) < Falsa) + 5 < fulda) + 5 < f(d") + < (349)

which proves . Let d* be the unique minimum point of f. Then,
follows from f(s,) = f(d*), n € N4, and (346). Let now f be convex and
d > 0. Then, from continuity of f, there exists xg € S;(d*,d) such that f(zg) =
inf,eg,(0,6) f(x). From uniqueness of d*, m = f(xo)—f(d*) > 0. From convexity
of f, for z € R! such that |x — d*| > 6 we have

| — d*| x —d*

(@) = J(%) > T O~ Fd) 2 (350

Thus, when (349) holds for € < m, then we must have |s, — d*| < §, which
proves ([348|). O]

6.8 Two-phase minimization of estimators with gradient-
based stopping criteria and constraints or function
modifications

In this section we describe minimization methods in which two-phase minimiza-
tion is used, in the first phase of which one can use some GM method as in
Section and in the second phase e.g. constrained minimization of an esti-
mator or unconstrained minimization of a modified estimator, in both phases
using gradient-based stopping criteria. The single- and multi-stage versions of
these methods shall be abbreviated as CGSSM and CGMSM. We also discuss
application of these minimization methods to the second mean square estima-
tors in the LETGS setting and the inefficiency constant estimators in the ECM
setting for C' = 1.
Let us assume that A = R! and that a following condition holds.
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Condition 177. For some € € Ry, functions g1, g2 : R' — B(R') are such that
for each x € R!, gi(x) is open,

Bi(z,€) € g1(z), (351)

91(z) < g2(x), (352)
and for each bounded set B < R, the set |, p 92(x) is bounded.

CGSSM and CGMSM will be defined as special cases of a following CGM
method. Let us assume that for 7" as in Section [6.4] for each ¢ € T we are given
a [0, o0]-valued random variable &, an A-valued random variable d;, a function

dy : Q — A, and a random function f; : S(A) ® (2, F) — S(R), such that
b— ft(b,w) is differentiable, w € Q, we have

ds € ga(dy), (353)
Fildy) < Feldy), (354)

and if d; € g1(d;), then
Vo fe(de)| < &. (355)

Remark 178. Functions Jt as above always exist, assuming that other variables
as above are_given. Indeed _without loss of generality let € = 0. Then, if d;
fulfilling (3 , and dt ¢ g1(d¢) does not exist, then dt can be chosen to
be a minimum pomt of b— ft( ). Note that such dy needs not to be a random
variable.

For k € N, consider some functions esty asin |D such that b — e?ck(b’, b)(w)
is differentiable, b’ € R!, w € QF.

Definition 179. CGSSM is defined as CGM in which for some GSSM as in
Section we take d; as in it, and f;(b) = L(N; = k € N,)est(V',b)(Ry), t €
T. CGMSM is defined as CGM in which for some GMSM as in Section (in
particular, we take T = N, ) we take dy, as in it and fr(b) = estn, (br—1,b)(Xx),
keNg.

The following condition is needed e.g. if we want to investigate the asymp-
totic properties of d;.

Condition 180. gt, t € T, are random variables (i.e. they are measurable
functions from (Q, F) to S(R!)).

Remark 181. Whenever dealing with some sets D € Q for which it is not
immediately clear if D € F, when trying to prove that P(D) = 1 and in particular
D € F, we shall implicitly assume that we are working on a complete probability
space, so that to achieve the goal it is sufficient to prove that P(E) = 1 for some
E € F such that E < D. Such D will further typically appear when considering
functions g, : Q — R, like dt above, without assuming that they are random
variables. For mstance, for some b* € R!, we will consider D = {w e Q :
limy 0 ge(w) = b*} or D = {we Q: g (w) =b* for sufficiently large t}.

Condition 182. [t holds €(w) > 0, t € T, w € Q, and we are given a function
R:S(A4) — S((e,0)).
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As the function R in the above condition one can take e.g. R(x) = alz|+b
for some a € (0,00) and b € (e, 0).

Remark 183. Let us assume Condition . Then, using e.g. bozes g1(x) =
{x e R : o] < R(w), i = 1,...,1}, go(x) = Gy(2), © € A, or appropriate
balls in place of boxes, under some additional smoothness assumptions on b —
fi(w,b), w € Q (which in case of CGSSM and CGMSM reduce to appropriate
such assumptions on é?ck, keNy), 67,5 as above can be results of some constrained
minimization methods of respective ft(b), started at di, constrained to go(d;),
and stopped in the first point dNt in which the respective requirements for CGM
as above are fulfilled. See e.g. [{1, [12, [13] for examples of such constrained
minimization algorithms (also called minimization methods with bounds when
boz constraints are used). In such case Condition typically holds and can
be proved using definition of the algorithm used.

Consider a following condition.

Condition 184. It holds 6 € Ry and h : A — [0,%0) is a twice continuously
differentiable function such that h(z) = 0 for x € B;(0,1) and h(z) > 1 for
|z| > 1+4.

An example of an easy to compute function fulfilling Condition is h(z) =
2 3
0 for |z] <1 and h(z) = (\96\573—1) for |z| > 1.

Remark 185. Let us assume conditz’ons and and let f; be nonnegative,
teT. Let gi(z) = Bi(z, R(z)) and g2(x) = Bi(x, R(x)(1 +9)), x € A. Then,
under some additional smoothness assumptions on b — ﬁ(b,w), w € Q, rather
than using constrained minimization as in Remark to obtain Jt in CGM
one can use some globally convergent unconstrained minimization method of a
modified function

|b— di|

). (356)

Such method could start at d; and stop in a first point Jt in which

he(dh) < he(dy) (357)
and szTt € g1(dy), then
Vohe(dy)] < . (358)

Sufficient conditions for global convergence of a class of such minimization meth-
ods are given by Zoutendjik theorem, discussed in Remark[I73 Such conditions
are fulfilled in the above case if we have twice continuous differentiability of
b— ft(b’, b) and h, which is why we assumed the latter in Condition .

Note that for Jt as above, if ft(dt) = 0, then from ft being nonnegative, it
holds Vbﬁ(dt) = 0, and thus d; = d; and we have . If f(dt) > 0, then
from (356) and Condition hi(b) > he(dy) for |b—di| > (1 + 0)R(dy), and
thus from we also have . Furthermore, from , ft < hy, so that
from (357) and hy(dy) = fi(dy), we have . Finally, if d; € g1(dy), then
from and from Vyhy(z) = Vi fy(2), 2 € g1(dy), we have . Similarly
as in Remark Condition typically holds for such constructed Jt
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Consider a following condition, which will be useful for proving asymptotic
properties of minimization results of CGSSM, CGMSM, and some further meth-
ods.

Condition 186. A. s. for sufficiently large t, holds.

The following theorem will be useful for proving convergence properties of
CGM methods.

Theorem 187. Let us assume that Condition holds for A = R and f which
is convex and has a unique minimum point d*. Let d,, € g2(dy,) be such that

fn(Jn) < fu(dy), ne Ny. Then,

lim d,, = d* (359)
n— 00
and

Let further f be twice continuously differentiable with positive definite Hessian
on A. Let f,, n € Ny, be twice differentiable and whose ith derivatives for
i = 1,2, converge locally uniformly to such derivatives of f. Let €, =0, n € N,
be such that lim,,_,o €, = 0. Let for n € N it hold that if Jn € g1(d,) then

|V foldn)| < €n. (361)

Let D be a bounded neighbourhood of d*. Then, for sufficiently large n,
holds and f, p has a unique minimum point, which is equal to dy, if V fr(dy) = 0.

Proof. From (345 and Condition the set UneN+ g(dy,) is bounded and so is
the sequence (dy,)neN .- Thus, 1) and 1) follow from Theorem From

and , for sufficiently large n, d,, € Bi(d*, 5) < g1(d,), and thus
holds. The rest of the thesis follows from Theorem in which from Lemma
163|as U one can take any open ball with center d* containing D, and as f and
fn in that theorem use restrictions to U of the above f and f,. O

For CGMSM in the below examples we assume conditions and By
saying that counterparts of conditions [I52] or [[53] hold for CGSSM or CGMSM
or that Condition [150] holds for CGMSM, we mean that these conditions hold
for d; and ft replaced by d; and ft, in counterpart of Condltlonaddltlonally
assuming that Condition [I80] holds.

Remark 188. Note that we have _a counter art of Remark [155 with dj, re-
placed by dk and condztzons . and |1 replaced by counterparts of such
conditions for CGMSM.

In the below CGSSM methods let us assume that Condition [[04] holds for
S = 72, while for CGMSM that Condition[135/holds for S = Z2, in the LETGS
setting additionally assuming these conditions for S = 1.

In the LETGS settlng under Condition tion [62] let us consider CGSSM and
CGMSM for est, = = msq,, and est, = = msq2,. From Condition [152| holding
for GSSM and GMSM (see Section ., Condition and the fourth point of
Theorem for GSSM, the fifth point of Theorem for GMSM, as well as
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from theorems and Remark counterparts of conditions and
[[53] and Condition 86 hold for CGSSM and CGMSM.

Let us now consider the ECM setting under Condition [I7]1] and assuming
that Cc=1 =1 as dleUbbed in Remark [37] so that ic = var. Let estn = ic, and
est, = msq2 or est, = = msq,,, for the latter assuming Then, from
Condition [I52] holding for GSSM and GMSM, the fifth pomt of Theorem
for CGSSM, the sixth point of Theorem for CGMSM, as well as theorems

and counterparts of conditions[152) and [[53] and Condition [I86] hold for
CGSSM and CGMSM.

6.9 Three-phase minimization of estimators with gradient-
based stopping criteria and function modifications

In this section we define methods in which three-phase minimization with gradient-
based stopping criteria and function modifications is used. In the first phase
one performs some GM method as in Section in the second a search of step
lengths satisfying Wolfe conditions is carried out on a modified estimator, and
in the third phase one can perform unconstrained minimization of the modified
estimator using a gradient-based stopping criterion. The single- and multi-stage
versions of these methods shall be abbreviated as MGSSM and MGMSM respec-
tively. We also discuss application of such methods to the inefficiency constant
estimators in the LETGS setting.

MGSSM and MGMSM will be defined as special cases of a following MGM
method. Let Condition [184] _ hold, 0 < oy < a3 < 1, and A = R.. For T as
in Section [6.4} for each ¢t € T, let d; be an A- Valued random variable and a
random function f; : S(A) ® (Q F) — S8([0,0)) be such that b — f;(b,w) is
continuously differentiable, w € ). Let €, t € T, be as in the previous section
and such that additionally a.s.

lim € = 0. (362)

t—0o0
Let for each t € T, r; be an R -valued random variable,

z 5 vy 10— dil

hi(b) = fi(b) + fi(b)h( ), beA, (363)

Tt
and a function d; :  — R! and a random variable d; be such that
de,d, € By(dy,r¢(1 + 6)). (364)
For each t € T, let for some [0, 0)-valued random variable p; it hold
dy, — dy = —pVhi(dy), (365)

and let the following inequalities hold (which are Wolfe conditions on step length
pr when considering the steepest descent search direction, see e.g. (3.6) in [41])

he(dy) < he(de) = praa|Vhe(dy)|?, (366)

Vht(d/)Vh,t(dt) a2|Vht(dt)| . (367)

Finally, let for each t € T N
he(dy) < he(dy) (368)
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and N
[Vhe(de)| <& (369)

Let esty, k € N, as in . be such that b — esty(V,b)(w) € [0,0) are con-
tinuously differentiable, v’ € R!, w € QF, k € N,. Then, MGSSM and MGMSM
are defined as special cases of MGM method in the same way as CGSSM and
CGMSM are defined as special cases of CGM in Definition

Remark 189. For a gwwen t € T, di, and ft, a possible construction of pt,
dy and dt in MGM is as follows. If Vh(d:) = 0, then we set dj = dt = d;.

Conszder further the case when Vhy(dy) # 0. Then, to obtain p, and thus
also d}, one can perform a line search of hy in the steepest descent direction
—Vhi(d:) started in dy and stopped when p; and the corresponding d start to
satisfy Wolfe conditions and . The line search can be performed e.g.
using Algorithm 3.5 from [{1]. If this algorithm is used for each w € Q such
that Vhy(dy)(w) # 0, then such constructed d} is a random wvariable. When
€ > 0, then under some additional smoothness assumptions on b — ft(b,w),
w € Q, to construct Jt one can use some convergent unconitmz'ned minimization
algorithm of hy started in d, and stopped in a first point d; in which and
hold. See e.g. the assumptions of Zoutendjik theorem discussed in Remark
1179, Note that if Vhi(d) # 0, then hy(dy) > 0, and thus ht( ht(dt) for
|z — dy| > (14 68), so that from hy(dy) < he(d}) < hu(dy), holds. If
€ (w) >0, we Q, and the same minimization algomthm is used for each w € ),

then from the definition of the minimization method it typically follows that such
constructed d; is a random variable. On €& = 0, d; can be e.g. some (global)
minimum point of hy.

For z € R and B = R, let us denote

d(z, B) = inf o = y|. (370)

The following theorems will be useful for proving convergence properties of
MGM methods.

Theorem 190. Let K < R! be nonempty and compact and let g, : K — R,
n € Ny, converge uniformly to a continuous function g : K — R. Let m
be the minimum of g and B be its set of minimum points. Then, for each
sequence of points d,, € K, n € Ny, such that lim,_ g,(d,) = m, we have
lim,, o d(d,,, B) = 0.

Proof. Let € € R. From continuity of z € K — d(x,B), Ky := {x € K :
d(z,B) = €} is a closed subset of K and thus it is compact. From continuity
of g, for w := inf ek, g(x) we must have § := w —m > 0. For sufﬁciently
large n for which |g,(z) — g(z)| < §, 2 € K, and |g,,(d,) — m| < §, we have
|g(dn) - m| < |g(dn) - gn(d )l + |gn( n) - m| < 0 and thus d ¢ K27 Le.
d(dn, B) <e. O

Theorem 191. Let f : Rl — and fn — R n € Ny, be continuously

differentiable and such that fn = f and an Vf Let further for some
d*eR!, sR,, and 0 <w < r < 0 it hold

f) = f(d*) +s, beR, |b—d*|>w, (371)
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and let r, € Ry, n € Ny, be such that lim, .7, = 7. Let for a sequence
d, € R, ne Ny, it hold
lim d,, = d*. (372)

n—0o0

Let for each n € Ny, hy, : Rt — R be such that

b—d,
) = £20) + Fuld )P0 Rl (373
Let €, = 0, n € Ny, be such that lim,_,o €, = 0, and let for each n € N, for
some p, € Ry, points d,,,d, € Bi(dy, (14 &)r,) be such that

d;L —d, = _anhn(dn): (374)
ho(dy,) < fu(dy) *pnal|vfn(dn)|27 (375)
th(d/n)vfn(dn) < 0‘2|vfn(dn)|27 (376)
ha(dn) < ha(d),), (377)
and R
|Vh,(dy)| < €n. (378)
Then, for sufficiently large n we have
.. d, € B/(d*,w) (379)
and N
IV fa(dn)] < €n. (380)
Let further
¢(u) = Vf(d* —uV f(d*)Vf(d*) = as|Vf(d*)]*, ueR, (381)

and v = inf{u = 0 : ¢(u) = 0}. Then, if |Vf(d*)| = 0 then v = 0 and if
[V f(d*)| # 0 then v € (0,w). Furthermore, for

p= f(d*) = vou |V f(d¥)|? (382)
we have
limsup f(d},) < p, (383)
n—0o0
limsup f(dy) < p, (384)
n—0o0

for E ={xeR': f(x) < u}, we have

lim d(d,, E) =0, (385)

n—o0

and for the set D = {x € R : Vf(z) = 0, f(z) < p} < E, containing the
nonempty set of minimum points of f, we have

lim d(d,, D) = 0. (386)

n—o0
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Proof. Let K = Bj(d*,w). Let Ny € Ny be such that for n > Ny, |d,, — d*| <

5% and r —r, < “5*, in which case for x € K we have

2 —dp| < |d¥ —dp|+ |z —d*| < %w < T;w +w+(”_2“’ —(r—p)) = T,
(387)

so that
K < Bi(dp,7n)- (388)

From the set F' = Ule Bi(dn, (1 + d)ry,) being bounded, let Ny = Ny be such
that for n > Ny

|fn(2) = fl2)] < T el (389)

s
5
From Lemma

lim f,(d,) = f(d*), (390)

n—o0

and thus let N3 > Ny be such that for n > N3

s
Then, for n = N3 and z € F such that |z — d*| = w, we have
s s
ha(2) = fal@) > @)~ 5 = f(@) + 5 > fuld) (392)

where in the first inequality we used (363) and Condition in the second

(1389), in the third (371)), and in the last ((391)). Thus, since from (375) and
(377,

~

hi(dn) < ha(dy,) < fa(dn), (393)
we must have (379). For n = Nj, from (388) and (379), we have h,(d,) =

fn(d)), Vhy(d,) = Vf,(d),), and similarly for d,, replaced by d,,, so that from
(1378), (380) holds, and from ([393),

Faldn) < faldl) < faldy). (394)

If Vf(d*) = 0, then v = 0, in which case and follow from , the
sequences (d,)nen, and (Jn)neN . being bounded, and Theorem Let now
Vf(d*) # 0. Then, ¢(0) = (1 — a2)|Vf(d*)|? > 0 and thus from continuity
of ¢, v > 0. The fact that v < w follows from and Lemma 3.1 in [41]
about existence of steps u > 0 satisfying Wolfe conditions: ¢(u) < 0 and f(d* —
Vf(d*)v) < f(d*) —uaq |V f(d*)]>. Let 1 <o’ < v. Then, from continuity of ¢,

inf  ¢(u) > 0. (395)

o<su<gv’

For n € N4, and u € R, let ¢, (u) = V fr(dy, — V [ (dp)u) V f(d*) — |V f(d¥)]?.
Since form Lemma [I75]

function u — d,, —uV f,,(d,,) converges uniformly to u — d* —uV f(d*) on [0, v'],
and thus from Theorem ¢, converges to ¢ uniformly on [0,v’]. Thus, from
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(395), let Ny = N3, be such that for n = Ny, inf,e[o,1/] ¢n(u) > 0. For such n,
from (374]) and (376] it must hold p, > v’ and from (375 we have

fa(dy,) < fu(dn) — U/allvfn(dn)|27 (397)

and thus
F(d) < f(dy) = faldy) + faldn) = v'ar|V fuldn) . (398)
From (379) and the fact that f,, converges to f uniformly on K, we have
lim, o f(d),) — fu(d],) = 0. Thus, from (398), (390)), and (396),
limsup f(d,) < f(d*) — v’y |V f(d*)]?. (399)

n—o0

Since this holds for each v/ < v, we have , and from , we have .
Due to (371), f attains minimum and for each its minimum point zo we have
Vf(xzo) = 0 and from and f(zg) < f(d),), n € N4, we have f(zg) < p.
Thus, zo € D. The minimum of g := (f v pu)x is ¢ and its set of minimum
points is £ < K. From (383), we have lim, .o f(d},) v p = p, so that from
and Theorem for such g and g, = g, n € N4, we receive . The
minimum of g := (|Vf|+ f v u) x is p and its set of minimum points is D < K.

From ¢, — 0, 1| and 1' lim,, o0 |an(Jn)\ + f(Jn) v it = w. Thus, from
(379) and Theoremfor such g and g, = (|Vfu| + f v u)jx, n € Ny, we
receive (1386|). O

Let us discuss how MGSSM and MGMSM can be applied in the LETGS
setting for e/s\tn = msq,, and é?cn = 1?:71 We assume conditions and
Conditionfor S = Z2. Then, from Theoremm, msq has a unique minimum
point d*. Furthermore, for a positive definite matrix M and its lowest eigenvalue
m > 0 as in that theorem, we have from that

var(d* + b) = var(d*) + %|b|2, beR!, (400)

and thus m
ic(d* + b) = cpin(var(d*) + 5“"2)’ beR. (401)

For some 01,05 € Ry, 01 < 03, let us define

_ \/; (“;fj) - Var(d*>) + o (402)

) \/ 2 (4 ) + o (103)

It holds 7 > w > 0 and from (401)), for b e RY, |b] > w,

and

mw2

ic(d* +b) = cpmin(var(d*) +

) = ic(d*) + %cmmal, (404)
so that we have (371) for f = ic and s = Fcpinor.

Let us assume that Condition holds for S = C (in addition to this
condition for S = Z? assumed above), so that from the fourth point of Theorem
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112} ic is smooth. Let p, E, and D be as in Theorem for f = ic and d* as
above. Note that we have p < ic(d*) only if Vic(d*) # 0, which from Remark
holds only if var(d*) # 0 and Ve(d*) # 0. Let for n e Ny and b e R

—~ 1 <&
Muw—Guww%meZm#O, (10)
24 n
and let M, (b) = ml(l\?n(b)) for m; as in Section i.e. my,(b) is the lowest
eigenvalue of M, (b). For n € Ny, and b,d € R, we define 7,(b,d) : QF —

R to be such that for w € Q7 for which i, (b)(w) > 0 and ic(b,d)(w) —
Cmin‘fa\rn(b’ d)(w) >0

(b, d)(w) =

7 (b) (w)

Cmin

) C@www><@4mmm>+@, (100

and otherwise 7, (b,d)(w) = a for some a € R;..

Let us further assume Condition for S = 1. Then, from Theorem
a.s. b — var, (b',b)(k,) lo:? var and b — ic, (¥, b)(%n) l%? ic. Thus, from the fact
that for MGSSM, from discussion in Section for GSSM, a.s. d; — d*, from
Lemma and Condition we have a.s. 1(Ny = k € Np)var, (b, dy)(Ry) —
var(d*) and 1(N; = k € Np)icg (¥, d;)(Rx) — ic(d*). Furthermore, from SLLN,
a.s. ]\/Zn(b’)(%n) — M and thus from Lemma My (V') (Rn) — m. Therefore,
for 7y = 1(Ny = k € Np) 7 (V. di)(R), t € T, we have a.s. limy_, 74 = 7. Thus,
from Theorem and Remark we receive that a following condition holds.

Condition 192. C’ondition holds, a.s. limsup,_, ., ic(d}) < p, imsup,_, ., ic(d) <
w, limy o d(d}, E) =0, and

lim d(d;, D) = 0. (407)

Furthermore, a.s. for sufficiently large t, d, dy € B;(d*,w).

For MGMSM let us assume that conditions [[30] and [[31] hold and that Con-

dition [135] holds for S = Z2, S = C, and S = 1. As discussed in Section [6.6] for
loc
GMSM, a.s. dp — d*. From Theorem M a.s. b — vary, (bx_1,b)(Xx) = var
~ loc

and b — icy, (bg—1,b)(Xx) = ic. From Hélder inequality and Theorem |109| it
easily follows that Condition holds for S equal to different entries of M;(0).
Thus, from the first point of Theorem a.8. My, (bp—1)(Xx) = M, and thus
Mo, (b—1)(Xx) — m. Therefore, a.s. limy_,o 7% (bg—1, di) (X)) = r. Thus, from
Theorem [[91] and Remark [I81]it follows that Condition [192 holds for MGMSM.

Theorem 193. Let functions var, ¢, and ic be as in Section[5.1] for A open. Let
further var be lower semicontinuous and conver and have a unique minimum
point b* € A, and let ic be continuous in b*. Let for some d, € A, n € N,

lim supic(d,) < ic(b*). (408)
n—0o0
Then,
lim inf var(d,,) > var(b*) (409)
n—00
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and

limsup ¢(d,,) < ¢(b*). (410)

n—ao0

Proof. For some ic(b*) > s > limsup,,_,, ic(d,), let € € R be such that ic(b) >
s for b € By(b*,€) ¢ A. Then, d, € A\B;(b*,¢) for sufficiently large n. From
semicontinuity of var, for some by € Sj(b*,¢€), var(bg) = infyeg, b ) var(b) >
var(b*), and thus from convexity of var it holds var(b) > var(by) for b €
A\By(b*,€), and we have ({09). Note that from (408), ic(b*) > 0 and thus
var(b*) > 0. Therefore,

) lim sup ic(dy,) ic(b*)
l,rlnfip c(dn) liminf, o var(d,)  var(b*)

= c(b¥). (411)

O

If Vic(d*) # 0, so that pu < ic(d*), then for ¢; = dy or ¢; = d} as above
for which we have a.s. limsup,_,., ic(c;) < p, from Theorem it also holds
liminf;_,o var(cy) > var(d*) and limsup,_, ., ¢(ct) < e(d*).

Condition 194. D = {b*} for some b* € R

Remark 195. Note that Condition[194 holds under assumptions as above e.g.
if C is a positive constant or if var(d*) = 0, and in both these cases b* = d*.

Remark 196. Let us assume Condition|194. Then, b* is the unique minimum
point of ic as above. Furthermore, under the above assumptions for MGSSM

and MGMSM, from and Lemma counterparts of conditions and
hold (by which we mean the same as above Remark .

Note that Remark applies also to MGMSM.

6.10 Comparing the first-order asymptotic efficiency of
minimization methods

Let A € B(R') be nonempty and 7' = R, be unbounded. Consider a function
¢ : S(A) — S(R) and an A-valued stochastic process d = (d;)ier. For t € T, d,
can be thought of as an adaptive random parameter trying to minimize ¢ for ¢
being e.g. the simulation budget, the total number of steps in SSM methods,
or the number of stages or simulations in MSM methods, used to compute d;.

We describe such possibilities in more detail in the below remark.

Remark 197. In various SSM methods, for some T as in Condition [1{7, we
can consider dy equal to dy, dy, or d; as in these methods, t € T (see also Remark
@), Let us further consider the case of MSM methods. Then, for variables py,
equal to dy, Jk, or dj, as in these methods, k € N, for some N U {c0}-valued
random variables Ny, t € T, and some A-valued random wvariables pg, po, one
can set

The simplest choice would be to take T = Ny and Ny = k, so that dy = py,
k € Ny, i.e. k is the number of stages of MSM in which dy is computed. If
we want t € T to correspond to the total number of simulations performed to
compute d;, then for s, = Zf:ﬂ%; ke Ny, and T = {sg,k € N}, we can
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take N5, = k, k € Ny. Alternatively, in MSM methods we can take T = Ry
and for each t € T, Ny can be the smallest number of stages using simulation
budget t, or the highest such number before we exceed that budget. Let us discuss
how one can model this. For some [0, 0)-valued random variables M; modelling
costs of minimization algorithms in the ith stage of MSM (we can set M; = 0 if
we do not want to consider them), i € N4, and U being a nonnegative random
variable on S modelling the cost of running a single simulation and doing helper
computations for later estimator minimization similarly as for SSM in Remark
1148, under Condition|119 we can take e.g.

k n;
Ny =inf{k e N: Y (M; + > Ulxiy)) >t} (413)
i=1 j=1
or
k Uz
N, = sup{k e N: D (M; + ) Ulxa,)) <t} (414)
i=1 j=1

Note that if we have a.s. (@ and (@ and one of the following holds: a.s.
pr — b*, for some f : A — R as. f(pr) — f(b*), or for some m € R, a.s.
limsup,_, o, f(pr) < m, then we have respectively that a.s. dy — b* (compare
with Remark |9), fn,(dt) — f(b*), or limsup,_,., fn,(d:) < m. For N; as
n or , @ holds if U < w0, Q(b) a.s., b € A. Furthermore, (@)
holds e.g. if Condition[99 holds for C' = U, or from Theorem[123, if for some
K € B(A) such that infyer Equy(U) > 0, Condition holds for K; = K,
i € No, and the assumptions of Theorem hold for g(v,z) = U(x), v € A,
T e Ql-

For each R-valued stochastic process b = (bt)ter, let us denote o_(b) =
sup{z € R : lim;_, o P(b; > ) = 1} and 04 (b) = inf{x € R : lim;_, o P(b; < ) =
1} = —o_(—b). Note that o_(b) < o, (b) and o_(b) = 0, (b) = = € R only if
b, & x. Furthermore, if for some z € R a.s. lim Sup;_,o, bt < x, then o4 (b) < z.

For d = (d¢)er as above, let us denote ¢(d) = (¢(d;))ter. For d' analogous
as d we have o_(¢(d') — ¢(d)) = o_(é(d')) — 0+ (é(d)). In particular, for each
d € R such that o_(é(d')) — o4 (¢(d)) > §, we have lim;_,o, P(é(d}) — ¢(ds) >
d) = 1, and such ¢ can be chosen positive if o_(¢(d’)) > o4 (p(d)). Thus, we
shall call d asymptotically not less efficient than d’ for minimization of ¢ if
o+ (d(d)) < o_(¢(d)), and (asymptotically) more efficient for this purpose if
this inequality is strict. If ¢(d;) and ¢(d}) both converge in probability to the
same real number, then d and d’ shall be called equally efficient. We call such
defined relations first-order asymptotic efficiency relations, to distinguish them
from such second-order relations which will be defined in Section

For instance, let for d = (d;)wer denoting the parameters from single- or
multi-stage minimization of some mean square estimators and d* being the
unique minimum point of mean square, it hold a.s. d; — d*, and thus assuming
further that ic is continuous in d*, a.s. ic(d;) — ic(d*). Let further for (d})ier
denoting some parameters from minimization of inefficiency constant estimators
it hold for x as in Section [6.9] (for which p < ic(d*) and if Vic(d*) # 0, then
u < ic(d*)), that a.s. limsup, ., ic(d;) < p. Then, d' is asymptotically not
less efficient for minimization of ic than d and more efficient if Vic(d*) # 0.
For MSM, under appropriate conditions as in Remark we also have such
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strong limits and asymptotic efficiency relations for the corresponding budget-
dependent parameters.

Let now parameters d = (d;)er from single- or multi-stage minimization of
cross-entropy estimators fulfill a.s. d; — p* for p* being the unique minimum
point of the cross-entropy. Let further d’ = (d})ser from minimization of mean
square or inefficiency constant estimators for C' = 1, fulfill a.s. d; — b* for b*
being the unique minimum point of msq, continuous in b*. Then, d’ is asymp-
totically not less efficient than d for minimization of msq, and more efficient if
b* # p*.

6.11 Finding exactly the zero- or optimal-variance IS pa-
rameter

In this section we describe situations in which a.s. for sufficiently large ¢, min-
imization results d; of our new estimators are equal to the zero-variance or
optimal-variance IS parameter b* as in Deﬁnition This is the strongest form
of convergence of such d; to b* considered in this work. When proving it below
in the IS context we shall impose an assumption that we can find minimum
or critical points of these estimators exactly. Even though such an assumption
is unrealistic when minimization is performed using some iterative numerical
methods, it is a frequent idealisation used to simplify the convergence analysis
of stochastic counterpart methods, see e.g. [29, 51} [31]. Note also that such
assumption is fulfilled for linearly parametrized control variates (at least when
numerical errors occurring when solving a system of linear equations are ignored)
when the zero-variance control variates parameter exists (see e.g. Chapter 5,
Section 3 in []), in which case the below theory can be easily applied to prove
that a.s. such parameter is found by the method after sufficiently many steps.
For a nonempty set A € B(R!), consider a function

h:8(A)®S; — S(R). (415)
We will be most interested in cases corresponding to the below two conditions.
Condition 198. Condition[1§ holds and h(b,w) = (ZL(b))(w), w € Q1, b€ A.
Condition 199. Condition[1§ holds and h(b,w) = (|Z|L(b))(w), w € 4, be A.

Let b* € A and consider a family of distributions as in Section [3.4] satisfying
Condition 22

Condition 200. For some 8 € Ry, Q1 a.s. (and thus also Q(b) a.s. for each
be A)

h(b*, ) = 8. (416)
Condition 201. Condition holds and b* is the zero-variance IS parameter.

Condition 202. Condition[199 holds and b* is the optimal-variance IS param-
eter.

Remark 203. From discussion in Section|3.4, under Condition Condition
holds for 8 = o = Eq, (Z), and under Condition [204 — for B = Eq, (|Z]).
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Remark 204. If conditions[53 and [200 hold, then a.s.
h(b*,Kk;) =B, ieN;. (417)

Lemma 205. If conditions[119 and[200 hold, then a.s.
h(b*, xk:) =B, ie{l,...,nk}, keNy. (418)

Proof. For each ke Ny and i € {1,...,ng}
P(h(b*, xk,i) = B) = E(Q(br—1)(h(b*,") = B)) =1, (419)

so that (418) holds a.s. as a conjunction of a countable number of conditions
holding with probability one. O

Let D € B(A) be such that b* € D. For each n € N} and w € QF, let us
define

B, (w) = {be D : h(b,w;) = h(b,w;) e Ry, 4,5 €{1,...,n}}. (420)

For some p € N4 and each n € N,, let est, be as in 1’ Consider a
following condition.

Condition 206. For each n € N, and w € QF, if the set B,(w) is nonempty,
then for each d € A, B, (w) is the set of minimum points ofb € D — estn (d, b) (w).

Note that if Condition 206] holds, then it holds also for D replaced by its
arbitrary subset (where D is replaced also in (420])).

Remark 207. Let us assume C’onditz’on and let D = A. It holds for b',be A

WD) = Y T (ZILE) — |Z,1L,0) + (171D,
q2p\0, _TL2 o Lz(b)L](b) L 71+ n/ *
i<je{l,...,n}
(421)

Thus, under Condition Condition 200 is satisfied for p = 1 and esty, equal
to I@n or rfnaﬁn (see and ), or forp =2 and esty, equal to var,
(which is positively linearly equivalent to I?s-q\Qn as discussed in Section .
Assuming that C > 0, under Condition[198, Condition |200|is satisfied for p = 2
and est, = 1Acn (see formulas and ) or for p = 3 and est, = ic2,

(see )

Lemma 208. If conditions and hold, then a.s. for each k € Ny, b* €
B (R). If further Condition 1206| holds, then for each d € A, b* is a minimum
point of be D — esty(d, b)(Rk).

Proof. 1t follows from Remark 204 and (420). O

Condition 209. Conditions[1]7 and[53 hold and functions d; : Q@ — B, t€ T,
are such that a.s. for sufficently large t, be D — esty, (V',b)(Ky,) has a unique
minimum point equal to dy.

Theorem 210. If conditions[200, and[209 hold, then a.s. for sufficiently
large t, dy = b* and By, (Ry,) = {b*}.

95



Proof. Tt follows from Lemma [208) and Condition [209 O

Lemma 211. If Condition [I19 holds for njy € N,, k € N, and Condition 200
holds, then a.s. for each k € Ny, b* € By, (Xx). If further Condztwn- holds,
then for each d € A, b* is a minimum point of b€ D — est,, (d,b)(Xk)-

Proof. 1t follows from Lemma [205] and ([420)). O

Condition 212. Condztzonu 1119 holds for ny € Ny, and functzons dip : Q1 — B,
k € N, are such that a.s. for sufficently large k, b € D — es‘cnk(b;C 1,0)(Xk)
has a unique minimum point equal to dy,.

Theorem 213. If conditions[200, and [213 hold, then a.s. for sufficiently
large k, dy, = b* and By, (Xx) = {b*}.

Proof. Tt follows from Lemma [2T1] and Condition 212 O

Let us consider the ECM setting and assume Condi and that b* is
the optimal-variance IS parameter. Let us take e/s\‘tn =msq2, asin 1i and
D = A. As discussed in Section [6.6] for ESSM (that is for GSSM for ¢; = 0,
t € T), conditions u and - hold. Thus, a.s. for sufficiently large ¢ for which
Ry, € Dy, and dy € A, be D — msq2N (t/,b)(Rn,) has a unique minimum
point equal to dy, i.e. Condltlon [209 holds. Thus, from remarks and
Theorem [210} a.s. for sufficiently large t € T, d; = b*. For EMSM, under
assumptions as in Section [6.6] which ensure that Condition [I51] holds, Condition
[212|holds and thus from remarks[203] 207 and Theorem [213] a.s. for sufficiently
large k € N, dp = b*.

___Let us now consider CGSSM and CGMSM in the LETGS setting for esty,
msq2 and b* being the optimal-variance IS parameter, or in the ECM settlng
for est,, = 1cn, C = 1, and b* being such zero-variance parameter. Let D be
a bounded neighbourhood of b*. Let us consider assumptions as in Section [6.8]
fore; =0,t¢€ T 1 for approprlate T. Then, from Theorem [I87] we receive that
for d; = dt and est = est,, Condition [209 holds for CGSSM and Condition
holds for CGMSM. Thus, from remarks and theorems and
a.s. for sufficiently large t € T', d; = b* in CGSSM and CGMSM.

Let now b* be the zero-variance IS parameter and consider MGSSM and
MGMSM under assumptions as in Section in the LETGS setting for est,,
icy, n € Ng, and € = 0, t € T. Then, from Remark VZic(b*) is positive deﬁ—
nite. Thus, from continuity of V2 ic, which follows from Theorem [112] and from
Lemma m V?ic strongly convex on some open ball with center b*. Therefore,
from theorems [I91] and [I73] as well as remarks [195] and [196] condltlonS@ and
2| hold for MGSSM and MGMSM respectively for d; = d;, est, = est,, and
D < U being some neighbourhood of b*. Therefore, by similar arguments as
above, a.s. for sufficiently large ¢, d; = b* in MGSSM and MGMSM.

7 Asymptotic properties of minimization meth-
ods

In this section we first discuss techniques for determining the asymptotic proper-
ties of minimization results of estimators as well as of functions of such results.
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Then, we apply these techniques to minimization methods from the previous
sections.

7.1 Helper theory for proving asymptotic properties of
minimization results

Let A  R! be an open set, f : A — R be twice continuously differentiable,
b* € A, and H = V2f(b*).
Condition 214. Vf(b*) =0 and H is positive definite.

Condition is implied e.g. by a following one.
Condition 215. H is positive definite and b* is the unique minimum point of
f.

Remark 216. Let us assume Condition[21] Then, from Lemma[65 and con-
tinuity of V2f, for an open or closed ball B — A with center b* and sufficiently
small positive radius, f is strongly convex on B and b* is the unique minimum

point of fip.

Let T < Ry be unbounded. Consider functions f; : S(A) ® (2, F) — S(R),
teT. Let b — fi(b,-) be a.s. twice continuously differentiable, ¢t € T. We shall
denote f;(b) = fi(b,-) and V' f,(b) = V} fi(b,-), i = 1,2.

Condition 217. For some neighbourhood D € B(A) of b*, V2f; converges
to V2f on D wuniformly in probability (as t — ), i.e. supyep ||[V2fi(b) —
V2 f (D)l - 0.

Let dy, t € T, be A-valued random variables.

Condition 218. It holds d; > b*.

For g : T — Ry, we write X; = 0,(g(t)) if
r: T — R4 be such that

g)((tt) 20 (as t — ). Let

tlgg) r(t) = oo, (422)
and let us denote r; = r(t).

Condition 219. For some nonnegative random variables §;, t € T, such that
5t = op(r; ') and for some neighbourhood U € B(A) of b*, for the event A; that
dy is a dg-minimizer of fyu (in particular, dy € U ), we have

Jim P(4,) = 1. (423)

Condition 220. For some R'-valued random variable Y, \/r¢V fi(b*) =Y.

The below theorem is a consequence of Theorem 2.1 and discussion of its
assumptions in sections 2 and 4 in [49], of implicit function theorem, and of the
below Remark (see also formula (4.14) and its discussion in [50]).

Theorem 221. Under conditions and [220, we have
Vri(dy —b%) = —H~'Y. (424)
In particular, if Y ~ N'(0,%) for some covariance matriz ¥ € R\ then

Vrildy —b*) = N (0, H 'S H™Y). (425)
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We will need a following trivial remark.

Remark 222. Note that if for random variables a; and ay, t € T, with prob-
ability tending to one (as t — o) we have a; = a:, then for each g : T — R,
g(t)(@ —ay) 5 0.

Remark 223. Theorem 2.1 in [{9] usesT = Ny andr, = n, n € T, but its proof
for general T and r as above is analogous. Let us assume conditions mentioned
in Theorem [221 Let from Remark[216, B be a closed ball contained in sets D
as in Condition [217 and in U as in Condition[219, and such that f is strongly
conver on B and b* is the unique minimum point of fig. From generalization of
Theorem 2.1 in [{9] to general T and r as above and discussion of assumptions
of this theorem in [{9], one easily receives the thesis of Theorem under
additional assumptions that we have dy € B, t € T, and Condition[219 holds with
Ay =Q, teT. From Remark[229 and Condition to prove Theorem [221] it
is sufficient to prove with dy replaced by dy = 1(d; € B)d; + 1(d; ¢ B)b*.
For Cy = Ay n {d; € B}, let 0y(w) = 6(w), w € Cy, and by(w) = 00, w € C;.
Then, from Remark Condition@ and , the conditions of Theorem
221| are satisfied for d: replaced by d; and &; by gz, and the above additional
assumptions hold. Thus, with dy replaced by dy follows from Theorem 2.1
in [49] as discussed above.

Condition 224. On some neighbourhood K € B(A) of b*, for i = 1,2, the ith
derivatives of b — f(b) (i.e. Vfi and V2 f;) converge to such derivatives of f
uniformly in probability.

Condition [224] is implied e.g. by the following one.

Condition 225. On some neighbourhood K € B(A) of b*, fori = 1,2, a.s. the
ith derivatives of b — fi(b), converge uniformly to such derivatives of f.

Condition 226. It holds |V fi(d;)| = Op(T;%).

Lemma 227. If conditions [22]] and [224 hold, then Condition
holds.

Proof. From Remark let U be an open ball with center b*, contained in K
as in Condition [224] and such that f is strongly convex on U with a constant
s € R.. Then, from Theorem for each 0 < m < s there exist € € Ry such
that for each twice differentiable function g : U — R for which

2161(13(||V2f($) = V2g(@)llw + [V f(z) = Vg(2)]) <e, (426)

each b € U is a 5-|Vg(b)|*>-minimizer of g. Thus, Condition for the above
U and 6; = 5|V f;(dy)|?* follows from conditions 224] and O

From the above lemma we receive a following remark.

Remark 228. The assumption that conditions and [219 hold in Theorem
221] can be replaced by the assumption that conditions[224) and [226 hold.
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Theorem 229. Let us assume conditions[214, and[226, and that a.s.

V(b)) =0, teT. (427)
Then,

Vre(dy — b¥) = 0. (428)
Proof. From (427), Condition holds for Y = 0, so that the thesis follows
from Remark 228 and Theorem 2211 O

Condition 230. For some nonnegative random variables §;, t € T, such that

1
0y = op(r, ), with probability tending to one (ast — ) we have

|V fe(de)] < 6. (429)
Lemma 231. Conditions and [230 are equivalent.

Proof. If Condition holds, then Condition holds for 6; = |V fi(dy)|.
Let us assume Condition Then, for 6; equal to §; if 1) holds and o
1

otherwise, we have |V f;(d;)| < &; and from Remark o = op(r, ), from
which Condition follows. O

7.2 Asymptotic properties of functions of minimization
results and comparing the second-order asymptotic
efficiency of minimization methods

Let us consider T and r as in the previous section. We shall further need the
following theorem on delta method (see e.g. Theorem 3.1 and Section 3.3 in

52).
Theorem 232. Let m,n € Ny, let D € B(R™) be a neighbourhood of 6 € R™,
and consider a function ¢ : D — R"™. Let Yy, t € T, and Y be D-valued random

variables such that we have \/r¢(Y; —0) =Y (ast — o). If ¢ is differentiable
in 0 with a differential ¢'(0) (which we identify with its matriz), then

Vre(o(Ye) — ¢(0)) = ¢'(0)Y- (430)

If & is twice differentiable in 0 with the second differential ¢"(0) and we have
@'(0) =0, then

r6(V) — 6(0) = 30" (B)(Y,Y). (131)

Remark 233. For m e N, let x*>(m) denote the x-squared distribution with m
degrees of freedom. Letm e Ny, S ~ N(0,1,,), B € Sym,,(R), and X = STBS.
Th%, X has a special case of a generalized x? distribution which we shall cfi\epote
as x?(B). For B being a diagonal matriz B = diag(v) for some v e R™, x2(B)
will be also denoted as )?i(v) It holds E(X) = Tv(B). If B = wl,, for some
w € R, then we have X ~ wx?(m) (by which we mean that X ~ wY for Y ~
x2(m)). Leteig(B) € R™ denote a vector of eigenvalues of B and let \ = eig(B).
Consider an orthogonal matriz U € R™*™ such that B = U diag(A\)UT. Then,
for W =UTS ~ N(0,1,,) we have

X =W diag(\W)W = > \NW2, (432)
=1
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and thus x2(B) = x2(\). Let A = {0} U {v e (R0} : ke Ny, v1 < v <
... < g}, t.e. A s the set of all real-valued vectors in different dimensions with
ordered nonzero coordinates or having only one zero coordinate. Let for v e R™,
ord(v) € A be equal to 0 € R if v = 0 and otherwise result from ordering the
coordinates of v in nondecreasing order and removing zero coordinates. Then,

we have )?5(1)) = ?(ord(v)). For Y ~ x%(1) we have a moment-generating
function My (t) := E(exp(tY)) = (1 —2t)"2, t < &. Thus, for each k € N,

2
ve AnRF, Y ~ x2(v), and t € R such that 1 —2v;t > 0,5 = 1,...,k, we
have My (t) = Hle(l — 20;t)"2. Such My is defined on some neighbourhood
of 0 and it is different function for different v € A. Thus, for vi,vy € A such

that vy # vy, we have x2(v1) # x?(v2). It follows that for two real symmetric

~

matrices By, Ba, we have x%(By) = ;ZQ(Bg) only if ord(eig(By)) = ord(eig(Ba)).

Remark 234. Using notations as in Theorem[233, let Y ~ N (0, M) for some
covariance matriz M € R™*™ . Then, (@ implies that

Vr(9(Ye) — ¢(6)) = N(0,¢'(0) Mo (6)"). (433)
Let further n = 1. Then, is equivalent to

rO(Y) — 9(0) = R = LYTV?9(0)Y. (434)

For S ~ N(0,1)) we have Y ~ M2S. Thus, from Remark for

1 1 1
B = §M5V2¢>(0)M5, (435)

we have R ~ )?5(3) and
1
E(R) = Tr(B) = 3 Tr(V2p(0) M). (436)
Note that if 0 is a local minimum point of ¢, then V2¢(0) is positive semidefinite
and so is B.
Remark 235. If we have assumptions as in Theorem leading to , then
from Remark[234), for M = H-'SH~" and
1
M>HM? = §H*%2H*%, (437)
we have N
re(f(de) = f(b%)) = Xx*(B). (438)
Note that for R ~ )?é(B) it holds

E(R) = Tr(B) = %Tr(ZH‘l). (439)

Let ¢ and d = (d;)ter be as in Section and such that for some probability
pon R and y € R we have

re(p(de) —y) = p. (440)
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Let further for some d' = (d})ter and p' analogous as above it hold r(¢(d}) —
y) = p'. Then, ¢(dy) 2, y and similarly in the primed case, so that processes d
and d' are equivalent from the point of view of first-order asymptotic efficiency
for minimization of ¢ as discussed in Section [6.10] Their second-order asymp-
totic efficiency for this purpose can be compared by comparing the asymptotic
distributions g and p’. For instance, if 4 = p/, then they can be considered
equally efficient, while if for each x € R, u((—o0,z]) > u'((—o0,z]), then it
is natural to consider the unprimed process to be not less efficient and more
efficient if for some z this inequality is srict. The second-order asymptotic
efficiency as above can be also compared using some moments like means or
some quantiles like medians of the asymptotic distributions, where the process
corresponding to lower such parameter can be considered more efficient. For
uwo= ;<\§(B) and p/ = ;;é(B’) for some symmetric matrices B and B’, which
can arise e.g. from situations like in remarks [234] or [235] it may be convenient
to compare the second-order efficiency of the corresponding processes using the
means Tr(B) and Tr(B’) of these distributions. In situations like in remarks
or these means can be alternatively expressed by formulas or (439),
using which in some cases they can be estimated or even computed analytically

(see e.g. Section [7.§).

Remark 236. Under assumptions as above, let pu([0,00)) = 1 and let for X ~ p
and s > 1 it hold ' ~ sX. Note that from Remark this holds e.g.Nif for
some symmetric positive semidefinite matrices B and B’ we have p = x?(B),
wo= ;CVQ(B’), and ord(eig(B’)) = sord(eig(B’)). If further ry = t, t € T =
Ry, then t(é(dy) —y) and t(¢(dL,) — y) both converge in distribution to u, but
computing dl, requires s times higher budget than dy, t € T (assuming that
such interpretation holds). Thus, the unprimed process can be called s times
(asymptotically) more efficient for minimization of ¢. Similarly, if M’ = sM
for some nonzero covariance matriz M € R™!, and for some 0 € A, \/t(d;—0) =
N(0,M) and vt(d, — 0) = N(0,M’), then d can be said to converge s times
faster to 0 than d'. In such case, if additionally ¢ is twice differentiable in 6 with
zero gradient and positive definite Hessian i@v this point, then from Remark[25],
for B as in we have t(¢(d) — y) = x3(B) and similarly for the primed
process for B' = sB. Thus, the unprimed process is s times more efficient for
minimization of ¢.

7.3 Some sufficient conditions for asymptotic properties
in our methods

Consider a following composite condition consisting of conditions appearing in

theorems 229] and Remark
Condition 237. Conditions and [226 hold.

Let us discuss when, under appropriate identifications given below, Con-
dition holds for different variables in the LETGS and ECM settings for
SSM methods from the previous sections, i.e. for ESSM, GSSM, CGSSM, and
MGSSM, and for such MSM methods, i.e. for EMSM, GMSM, CGMSM, and
MGMSM. We consider f equal to ce, msq, or ic, each defined on A = R\, We
take T as for the minimization methods in the previous sections, in particular
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for MSM methods 7' = N;. For EM and GM methods we take f; = ft and d;
as in these methods, while for CGM and MGM methods f; = ﬁ and d; = Jt,
assuming Condition [I80} Sufficient assumptions for Condition 215 implying
Condition to hold for f equal to ce in the ECM setting were provided in
Section [5.3] and in the LETGS setting — in Section [5.7] From discussion in
Section for A =R/, Conditionfollows from strong convexity of f, suffi-
cient assumptions for which for f equal to msq or var in the LETGS setting were
provided in Theorem For f equal to msq in the ECM setting, sufficient
conditions for it to have a unique minimum point were discussed in sections 5.8
(see e.g. Lemma and and for V2 f to be positive definite — in Theorem
113l For f = ic, if C is a positive constant, then Condition follows from
such condition for f = var, and some other sufficient assumptions for Condition
B4 to hold were discussed in Remark From discussion in Section we
receive assumptions for which Condition 225 implying Condition 224] holds in
the MSM methods as well as in the SSM methods for 7= N, and Ny = t, and
thus from Condition also in general case. For d; as above, Condition [218
follows from Condition and its counterparts.

Recall that from Lemma conditions and are equivalent. For
EM methods, if b — est, (b',b)(w) is differentiable, b’ € A, w € QF, n € N,
and if Condition holds, then Condition holds in these methods even
for 6; = 0, t € T. For GM methods, if Condition holds and ¢ = op(r;%)
(which holds e.g. if ¢, = r, ¢ for some 1 < ¢ < o), then Conditionholds for

0¢ = €. In CGM and MGM methods, if Condition holds and €; = op(r;%),
then Condition holds for &; = €.

7.4 Asymptotic properties of minimization results of the
new estimators when the zero- or optimal-variance IS
parameter exists

Condition 238. We have assumptions as in Section D 1is a neighbourhood
of b*, conditions and hold, and for each V' € A, k € N,, and w € QF,
b — estp(V/,b)(w) is differentiable in b*.

Theorem 239. Let conditions 53, and[238 hold, and let be B — f(b) :=
L(Ny = ke Np)esty(b',b)(Ry), t € T. Then, a.s.

V£H0b*) =0, teT. (441)
If further Condition [237 holds, then
Vil — b = 0, t— . (442)

Proof. From Lemma we receive (441). Thus, (442) follows from Theorem
229 O

Theorem 240. Let conditions and 238 hold, and let b € B — fi(b) :=
esty, (bk—1,b0)(Xk), k € Ni. Then, for T = Ni we have a.s. (441). If further

Condition holds, then holds.

Proof. From Lemma we have (441), so that (442)) follows from Theorem
229 O
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Remark 241. Let conditions[18, and[23 hold, A be a neighbourhood of b*,
and b — L(b)(w) be differentiable, w € Q. Let est, be equal to msq2, and
b* be the optimal-variance IS parameter, or esty, be equal to 1Acn and b* be the
zero-variance IS parameter. Let further Conditions and [Z{7 hold for SSM
or Condition hold for MSM. Then, from remarks and the above
theorems, we have for fi as in Theoremfor SSM, or as in Theorem
for MSM. If further C’onditz’o holds (see Sectionfor some sufficient
444

assumptions), then we also have (442) in these methods.

7.5 Asymptotic properties of SSM results
Let us assume that conditions and hold, A is open, b* € A,

and be A — L(b)(w) is differentiable, w € ;. For some function u € A — [0, ]
such that u(b') € R4, let us assume that
Nt D 1

—

t u(t')

(443)

Remark 242. Let N, be given by some U as in Remark[148, and let u(b) =
Eqouw)(U), be A. For such U being interpreted as the theoretical cost variable of
a step of SSM as in Remark u(b') becomes such mean cost. If u(b’) € Ry,
then, as discussed in Section | (see ), we have a stronger fact than ,
namely that a.s. &t — ﬁ. For the special case of U = 1, we have u(b) = 1,

t
be A.

Below we shall prove that for g substituted by ce, msq, msq2, or ic, under
appropriate assumptions, for some covariance matrix ¥,(b’) € R™! and

fo0) = LNy = ke NL)Gr(V,b) (%), teT, (444)

we have

VIV Fi(b*) = N (0, u(b)E,(b)). (445)

Remark 243. Let hold for some g as above, and let Condition hold
for ry =t and for the minimized function f equal to msq if g = msq2, and to g
otherwise. Then, from Theorem denoting Hy = V2f(b*) and

Vo(t') = Hy 'Sy (V) H Y, (446)
we have
Vilds — b¥) = N(O,u(b')V, (). (447)
Furthermore, from Remark[235, for
1 1 _1
B, (V) = SH; S, () H (448)
it holds N
t(f(de) = f(0%)) = x> (u(V)) By (V). (449)

Let u(b') be interpreted as the mean theoretical cost of a SSM step as in
Remark . Let us consider different processes d = (di)er from SSM methods
for minimization of f as above, whose SSM methods have the same proportion-
ality constant py of theoretical to approximate practical costs of SSM steps (see
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Remark , Then, from discussion in Section for T =Ry and ry = t,
teT, for R ~ x2(u(t/)By(b')), the second-order asymptotic efficiency of such
processes can be compared using quantities

ey = ")

Tr(S, (V) H ). (450)

For instance, typically such quantities can be used for comparing the asymptotic
efficiency of processes coming from SSM of different estimators or the same
estimator for different b'. For different constants py, one can compare such
quantities multiplied by such py .

Let p(b) = +&~, consider likelihood function I(b) = In(p(b)) = — In L(b), and

OR
Vp(b) V L(b)
S() = VI() = =— , 451
b € A, where such terminology is used in maximum likelihood estimation, see
e.g. [62]. Then,

score function

Ve, (b',b) = —(ZL'S(b)),,. (452)
Thus, if for some b* € A
Eo ((ZL'S;(b*))?) = Eq, (L'(ZSi(b*))?) < 0, i=1,...,1, (453)

(for which to hold in the LETS setting, from Theorem and Remark it is
sufficient if Condition [104] holds for S = Z?2), and V ce(b*) = —Eq, (ZS(b)) = 0,
then, from Theorem [5] for

See(t') = Eq((ZL')2S(0¥)S(b*)) = Eq, (Z2L'S(b*)S(b*)T), (454)
we have for g = ce (and f; as in for such g).
It holds
Vpmsq, (b',b) = (Z2L'V L(b)),,- (455)
Thus, if

Eo (Z*(L'0;L(b*))?) = Eq, (Z*L'(0; L(b*))?) < o0, i=1,...,1, (456)

and
V msq(b*) = Eq, (Z>VL(b*)) = 0, (457)
then, from Theorem [5| for
Smsa(V') = Eq, (L'Z*VL*)(VL(*))"), (458)

we have (445)) for g = msq.

Let us further in this section assume Condition 221 Consider the case of
g =msq2. Let R, (V,b) = (LL(I;)) , n € Ny, so that
n

Vymsq2, = (Vymsd, )Ry + msq, VeR,. (459)
Let

T (V') = VIL(N; = k € N1 ) (Vpmsa, (0, %) + msa(b*) Vo Ry, (0, %)) (Ri)

= VLN, = k e N} ) (L'VL(0*)(Z2% — msq(b*)L(0*)~2)),, (R (460)
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and
Zy(b) = VEL(N; = k € Ny ) Vemsq 2, (b, 0%) (Fx) — Ta(V)
= 1(Ny = ke Ny ) (R — 1)VEV,ymsqy, ) (0, 0%) (461)
+ (m5qy, (0, 0%) — msq(b*))VIVRe (b, 0%)) (Ry)-
Let
0 = VyEoq (L'L7(b¥)) = —Eq/ (L'L™2(b*)VL(b*)) (462)

(see e.g. the first point of Theorem for sufficient conditions for this in
the LETS setting) and Eq, (L'L(b)~*(0;L(b))?) < 0, @ = 1,...,l. Then, from
Theorem [5

VIL(N; = k € Ny )V R (V) (Ri) = N (0,u(b)Eq, (L'L(b) *VL(b)(VL(b))")).
(463)
Assuming further (456)) and (457)), from (445) for g = msq, (140)), (463]), the fact

that from SLLN and Condition [147] a.s. 1(N; = k € Ny )msq, (b, b*)(Ry) —
msq(b*), as well as from the last line of and Slutsky’s lemma,
Z,() 5 0. (464)
Let
Smsq2(V) = Eq, (2% — msq(b*) L(6¥)7*)’L'VL(H*)(VL®*)").  (465)

From Theorem [5] T3 (b') = N (0, u(b')Emsq2(b)), so that from (464), the first
line of (461)), and Slutsky’s lemma, we receive ({445)).
Let us finally consider the case of g = ic. We have for n € Nq

Viicy = (Vyén)Vaty, + &, VpValy, (466)

where

Vpvar, (b,b) = ——((Vyimsa, (o', 0)) (LT-1(0)),, +msa,, (¥, b) (L' L)2VL(D)),,)-

n—1
(467)
Let for D = (R x R!)? x Rand ne N, U,(?) : QF — D be equal to

(@ (0, 0%), ViCn (b, ), msq, (b, b), Ve, (b, b%), (L' L1 (b6%)),,, (L' L(0*) >V L(b*),,, (ZL'),,)
(468)
and let
0 := (c(b*), Ve(b*), msq(b*), Vmsq(b*),1,0,a) = Eq/ (U1 (b')) € D.  (469)
Let the coordinates of U (b') be square-integrable under Q' and
W = Eq (UL () — 0)(UL () — 6)7). (470)
Then, from Theorem
VIL(Ny = k € N3 ) (Ui(Rg) — 0) = N(0, u(¥) V). (471)
For ¢ : D — R! such that

o((z:)1_1) = zo(w3w5 — 2) + 21 (T475 + T376), (472)
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we have for n € Ng

Viica (', b*) = — = -$(Un () (473)
and Vic(b*) = 25 ¢(0). Let us assume that
Vic(b*) = ¢(9) = 0. (474)

Using delta method from Theorem as well as Remark and (471)), we
receive that for

Sie(b) = ¢'(0)W (¢ (9))" (475)
we have

VEL(N, = k € N2 (U ()(R) = N (0, u(®) Sie(¥)). (476)

From limy, o ;%7 = 1, (473)), (476)), and Slutsky’s lemma, we thus have (445).
From (470) and (475)), for W (b") := ¢/(0)(U1 (V') — 0)

ie(b) = Eq(W ()W ()T). (477)
We have
¢'(0)((w:)i—1) = Vmsq(b*)xy + var(b*)zy + Ve(b*)zs
+ c(0™)zg + (V™) msq(d*) + c(b™)V msq(b™))zs (478)
+ ¢(b*) msq(b*)xe — 2Ve(b*)axy,
so that
W) = Vmsq(b*)(CL'L(b*)™" — ¢(b*)) + var(b*)(—CL' L™2(b*)VL(b*) — Ve(b*))
+ Ve(b*)(Z2L' L(b*) — msq(b*)) + c(b*)(Z2L'VL(b*) — V msq(b*))
+ (Ve(d*) msq(b*) + c(b*)V msq(b*)) (L' L™ (b*) — 1)

— c(b*) msq(b*)L'L(b*) 2V L(b*) — 2Ve(b*)a(ZL — a).
(479)

Remark 244. Note that for the special case of C = 1, we have c¢(b) = 1,
Ve(b) = 0, ic(b) = var(b), b € A, and from , Vmsq(b*) = Vvar(b*) =0,
so that from ,

W(b') = L'VL(b*)(Z? — (var(b*) + msq(b*))L(b*)™?), (480)
and thus

Yie(b) = Eq, (I (Z?% — (var(b*) + msq(b*)) L(b*)~2)2VL(b*)(VL(*))T). (481)

7.6 A helper CLT

Consider a family of probability distributions as in Section let m € Ny,
u:S(A)®S1 — S(R™), and B € B(A).

Condition 245. For
J(b, M) := Equ)(Ju(b, -)|L(Ju(b,-)| > M)), be B, MeR, (482)
and R(M) := supycp f(b, M), M € R, we have
lim R(M) =0. (483)

M—w0
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Note that the above condition is equivalent to saying that for random vari-
ables 1, ~ Q(b), b € B, the family {|u(b,13)| : b € B} is uniformly integrable.
In particular, similarly as for uniform integrability, using Holder inequality one
can prove a following criterion for the above condition to hold.

Lemma 246. If for some p > 1,
sup Eqq) ([u(b, -)[") < oo, (484)
beB

then Condition holds.

For some T € N, U o0, R-valued random variables (1;)7_, are said to be
martingale differences for a filtration (F;)X ), if M, = 3" ¢, n € N, (by
which we mean that My = 0) is a martingale for (F;)7_, that is if E(|¢;|) < oo,
1; is Fi-measurable, and E(¢;|F;—1) = 0,7 = 1,...,T. The following martingale
CLT is a special case of Theorem 8.2 with conditions II, page 442 in [39].

Theorem 247. For each n € Ny, let my, € Ny, (Fpi)py be a filtration, and
(Yn, k) ey be martingale differences for it such that E( ik) <w,k=1,...,m,.
Let further

1. for each 6 > 0, Y7 E(2 , 1(|tonk| > 6)|Fnp—1) 2> 0 (as n — ),

2. for some o € [0,00), > E(wi,k\}-n,kfl) L 2.

Then,
S, = 2 U = N(0,07). (485)
k=1
Let 7 : S(A) ® S1 — S(R™) be such that for each b € A,
EQ(b) (T(b, )) = O (486)
Consider a matrix
3(b) = Eqe) (r(b, )r(b,-)") (487)

for b € A for which it is well-defined. Note that under Conditionfor u = |rf?
from we have R(M) < oo for some M > 0, and thus R(0) < M + R(M) <
oo and X(b) e R™*™ be B.

We will be most interested in the IS case in which we shall assume a following
condition.

Condition 248. For some R™-valued random variable Y on Sy, Condition
holds for Z replaced by Y, and we have

r(byw) = (YL(b))(w), be A, wey. (488)
Theorem 249. Let us assume that Condition[I19 holds and we have
klgrolc ng = 0. (489)
Let further B as above be a neighbourhood of b* € A,
by 2 b, (490)

Condz'tion hold for u = |r|?, and b€ B — %(b) be continuous in b*. Then,
for Wy = e Sk r(bk—1, Xk,i)s k € Ny, we have

Wi, = N(0,2(b*)). (491)
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Proof. For Dy, := 1(by_1 € B)Wy, from we have Wi, — Dy, = 1(bp—1 ¢
BYW;, 20, so that from Slutsky’s lemma it is sufficient to prove that Dj =
N(0,%(b*)). Furthermore, using Cramér-Wold device it is sufficient to prove
that for each t € R, for

v(b) =tT8(b)t, beR, (492)

and Sy := tT Dy, we have Sy = N(0,v(b*)). For t = 0 this is obvious, so let
us consider ¢ # 0. It is sufficient to check that the assumptions of Theorem
47 hold for my, = g, Fri = o(bers Xry 0§ < 1), Yri = =10k €
B)tTr(bg_1, Xxk.i), and o2 = v(b*). From Condition (for u = |r|?), we have

E(42,) = 1kE<<EQ< S BY(ATr (B, ) )ob_s)

< (g (100 € B (b, )ics )
ﬂ’; (493)
< |—E(1(bk_1 € B)f(bx-1,0))

ng
|t

< —R(0) < 0.
ng

For § > 0, from Condition and (489)), we have
my,

D E@RL(Wk il > 0)[Fiio1) = (L(b € B)Equy ([t r (b, )P1(t"r(b, ) > v/1kd)))pmbe s

< [t (1(b € B)Eqeey (Ir (b, )P1(tllr (b, )] > v/nid)))p=b,

~ (10 € B)f s
< PRl () = 0. k= .
(494)
To prove the second point of Theorem we notice that
my,
; E(W7 i Fr,i-1) = (1(b € B)Equ(|t" (b, )*))o=b,_, (495)
= (1(b e B)v(b))p=,._, = v(b¥)
from and continuity of b — 1(b € B)v(b) in b*. O

Lemma 250. Let us assume Condition and that for F = sup,cp L(Y #
0)L(b) we have
Eq, (IY]F) < o0. (496)

Then, Condition[248 holds for u = |r|?. If further Qi a.s. b — L(b) is continu-
ous, then b — X(b) is continuous on B.

Proof. For each M e Rand be B
F(b, M) = Equ (Y L(b)[P1(|Y L(b)| > VM)
— Eq, (YPL®)L(YL(b)| > VD)) (497)
< Eq,([YPFL(YF| > VM)),
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so that

R(M) < Eq,([Y|?F1(|YF| > VM)) < Eq,([Y]*F) < 0. (498)
From (496)) we have 0 = P(|[Y|?F = o) = P(|]Y|F = o). Thus, as M — o0, we
have 1(|[YF| > /M) | 0 and thus from Lebesgue dominated convergence also

Eo,([YPFL([YF| > vV/M)) | 0 and R(M) | 0, i.e. Condition 245 holds. We
have

%3 (b) = Equ (YiY; L(b)?) = Eq, (Yi¥;L(b)) (499)
and |Y;Y;L(b)| < |Y|?F, b € B. Thus, continuity of b — X; ;(b) (and thus also
of b — X(b)) on B follows from Lebesgue dominated convergence. O

Remark 251. From Theorem and Remark[I08, in the LETS setting, for

B bounded, under Condition and for F as in Lemma holds if
Condition [104) holds for S = [Y 2.

7.7 Asymptotic properties of MSM results

Consider following conditions.

Condition 252. d* € A € B(R!) and A-valued random variables by, k € N,
are such that
by B d*. (500)

Condition 253. Conditions and [157) hold.

Remark 254. From Remark[155 and its counterpart for CGMSM and MGMSM
as discussed in Remark [188, under Condition[253 (in which for CGMSM and
MGMSM instead of conditions and [I53 we take their counterparts as dis-
cussed above Remark , we have a.s. for sufficiently large k, by = dy for
EMSM and GMSM, and by, = c?k for CGMSM and MGMSM. In particular, it
follows that a.s. limy_,o by = b* and thus Condition holds for b* = d*.

Let us further in this section assume conditions[I19)and[252] Using analogous
reasonings and assumptions as in Section[7.5] but using CLT from Theorem 249
for b* replaced by d* instead of Theorem |5, we receive that under appropriate
assumptions as in this theorem we have for g in the below formulas substituted
by ce, msq, or ic, that for fi.(b) = Gn,, (bx—1,0)(Xx)

VN fi(bF) = N(0, Z4(d7)). (501)

To prove for ¢ = msq 2 using a reasoning analogous as in Sectionwe ad-
ditionally need the facts that msq,,, (bx—1,b*)(Xx) L msq(b*) and Ry, (b_1, b*) (%) 2
1 which, under appropriate assumptions, follow from convergence in distribution
of \/ng(msa,,, (bx—1,0™)(Xx) — msq(b*)) and /ny(Ry(br—1,b*)(Xx) — 1) which
can be proved using Theorem [249| as above. For different g as above, assum-
ing and that Condition holds for T' = Ny, rx = ng, fr as above,
and f corresponding to g as in Remark (see Section for some sufficient
assumptions), for V; and B, as in hat remark we have from Theorem 221

Vin(dy, — ) = N(0, Vy (d¥)), (502)
and from Remark P33
ne(f(di) — F(65)) = X2(By(d*)). (503)
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If for s, denoting the number of samples generated till the kth stage of MSM,
ie. s = Zf=1 n;, k € N, we have

. Sk
| — = 1 4
R v € [1,00), (504)
then from (502) it follows that
V(e —0%) = N(0,7Vy(d%)), (505)
while from (503)) — that
sk(f(dr) — f(b%)) = x*(vBy(d¥)). (506)
For instance, for ny = A; + Asm”* as in Remark we have s, = Ak +
Ang;l, so that v = . For ny = A; + Aok! as in that remark, we have
Sk Sk A1 1 1 1 A1 2
— < = 1 — _ AN — < — 1 7
e S Ak A= TR TRe—D T T T RS Le— T T
(507)

so that v = 1.

Remark 255. Let us assume that and hold, and let ps, = dy,
k € Ny. Consider now dy as in SSM in Section [7.5 for T = Ny, Ny = k,
keT, and V' = d*, so that we have for u(b') = w(d*) = 1. Let us
assume that and hold for such dy, and let p,, = ds , k € Ny.
Let further T = {sy : k € Ny}. Then, t(f(p:) — f(b*)) = ;C\é(ng(d*)) and
t(f(p) — f(b*)) = x2(Bg(d*)), t - oo, t € T. Thus, for v =1 or By(d*) =0
the processes p and p' can be considered equally efficient for minimization of
f in the second-order sense as discussed in section while for v > 1 and
By(d*) # 0 the process from SSM is more efficient in such sense.

Remark 256. From discussion in Section[7.4 for T =Ny andry = ng, ke T,
for R ~ ?(Bg(d*)), the second-order asymptotic inefficiency for minimization
of f of processes d = (dj)ken, from MSM and satisfying like above, e.g.
minimizing different estimators or using different d* but the same b* and ny,
can be quantified using

E(R) = %Tr(Eg(d*)Hf_l). (508)

Let further hold and consider a process p indexed by the number of simula-
tions perfomed and corresponding to some d as above as in Remark[256 Then,
the asymptotic inefficiency of p for minimizing f can be quantified using

75 TH S @) ). (509)

Using one can compare the efficiency of p as above e.g. with that of
processes p' from SSM as in Remark but this time without assuming that
b =d*.

If the mean cost u(b) of MSM steps, analogous as in Remarkfor SSM,
depends on b, and b — u(b) is continuous in d*, then it might be reasonable to
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favour MSM processes d as above with smaller values of u(d*) if the constants
pu as in Remark[I]§ for the compared processes are the same, or with smaller
puu(d*) if these constants are different. By analogy to formula @ for SSM,
one can do this heuristically e.g. by using instead of as a measure of
asymptotic inefficiency of such processes the quantity

u(d*)% Tr(S,(d*)H ), (510)

or such quantity multiplied by py respectively.

A more desirable possibility than having Condition satisfied for d* = b*
as in Remark may be to have it fulfilled for d* minimizing some measure
of asymptotic inefficiency of di for minimization of f, like or in
Remark 56l See Section [I0 for further discussion of this idea. From Remark
261 which we shall prove in Section it follows that for d* minimizing
it may hold d* # b*.

7.8 Properties of matrices characterizing the asymptotic
distributions when the optimal- or zero-variance IS
parameter exists

In all this section we assume conditions 22] and 23l Consider matrix-valued
functions Xy, Vy, and By, given by formulas from Section [7.5]and considered on
subsets of A on which these formulas make sense.

From reasonings as in Section for each V' € A, for g replaced by msq 2 or
ic, for fn(b) = gn(¥',0*)(K,), n € N4, under appropriate assumptions X, (b') is
the asymptotic covariance matrix of v/nV f,(b). From Remark for b* being
the optimal-variance IS parameter in case of g = msq2 or the zero-variance one
for g = ic, we have a.s. Vf,(b*) = 0, n € N;. Thus, in such case ¥X4(0') = 0,
b’ € A. This can be also verified by direct calculation. For b* being the optimal-
variance IS parameter, from (35)), Q; a.s. (and thus from Condition [22]also Q(b)
a.s., be A)

(ZL(b*))? = msq(b*), (511)
and thus from (465)), Ymsq2 = 0. Let now b* be the zero-variance IS parameter.
Then, we have var(b*) = 0 and under appropriate smoothness assumptions

V msq(b*) = 0. Using further (511 and the fact that Q; a.s. ZL(b*) = a, from
(479) we receive that for each b’ € A, Q" a.s.

W(b) = Ve(b*)(Z2L'L(b*) — msq(b*) + msq(b*) (L' L1 (b*) — 1) — 2a(ZL — «))
+ c(b*)VL(*)L'(Z* — msq(b*)L(b*) ") = 0.
(512)
Thus, from (477), £;c = 0. Using notations as in Remark if Hypnsq s positive
definite for g = msq2 or Hj. is positive definite for g = ic, and we have ¥, = 0

as above, then it also holds V, = B, = 0.
Using notations as in Section let us define Fisher information matrix

I(b) = Equ) (S(b)S(b)T), be A (513)
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(assuming that it is well-defined). It is well known that under appropriate
assumptions, allowing one to move derivatives under expectations in the below
derivation, we have

I(b) = —Eq@) (V21(D)). (514)
The following derivation is as on page 63 in [52]. From Egq, (p(b)) = 1 we

have Eq,(Vp(b)) = 0 and 0 = Eq,(V?p(b)) = Equy(SA"), so that taking

expectations with respect to Q(b) of
_ VPp(b)  Vp(d)(Vp(®)"

VIO T e o
we receive ((H14)).
Let us define
R(a,b) Eq(a)(fJEZ;S(a)S(a)T), abe Al (516)
Note that
R(b,b) = I(b). (517)

Remark 257. For some a,be A, let R(a,b) and I(a) have real-valued entries.
Then, R(a,b) is positive definite only if for eachv € RY, v # 0, EQ(a)(ﬂZ; |ST (a)v|?) >
0, which holds only if Q(a)(|ST (a)v| # 0) > 0, v e RY, v # 0, and thus only if

I(a) is positive definite.
Let b* be the optimal-variance IS parameter. Then, from (511
See(b) = Eq, (Z2L(b)S(b*)S(b*)")

- msa(h*)Es (7127

= msq(b*)R(b*, b)

S(*)S(6*)") (518)

and
Smsa(b) = Eq, (Z'L(B)L(b*)?S(0%)S(b*)")
L(b)
L(b*)Q
= msq(b*)2R(b*,b).

= msq(b*)*Eq, ( S®*)S0*)") (519)

It holds (assuming that one can move derivatives under the expectation)
V2 ce(b) = —V?Eq, (Z1(b)) = —Eq, (ZV?1(b)). (520)

For cross-entropy, let us assume that b* is the zero-variance IS parameter, so
that Q1 a.s. we have ZL(b*) = a. Then, from (520)) and (514))
1
Heo = VZce(b*) = —aEq, (== V2I(b
= al(b*).

Assuming that I(b*) is positive definite and a # 0, from msq(b*) = o2, (446)),
(518), and (521) we have

Veo(b) = Hi' Sce(b)H ' = I(0*) T R(b*,b)I(b*) 71, (522)

which is positive definite from Remark
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Remark 258. From and we have Voo (b*) = I(b*)~1. Note that
this is the asymptotic covariance matrix of maximum likelihood estimators for
b* being the true parameter, see e.g. page 63 in [52]. This should be the case,
since under Condition[53 for ' = b*, a.s.

Cen (b*,0)(Fn) = (ZL(0*) In(L(b))),, (Fn) = —aln(p(b))), (Fn), (523)

and In(p(b))), (Fn) = =30 In(p(b)(ki)) is the estimator mazimized in maxi-

D

mum likelihood estimation for b* being the true parameter.

Under assumptions as above and for a > 0, from (448)), (518), and (521))

1 11
Beo(b) = §Hceézce(b)Hce% - 5aI(b*)—%R(b*,b)I(b*)—%, (524)

which is positive definite. Note that Bee(b*) = 2al; and Tr(Bee(b*)) = 2.
It holds
VZmsq(b) = —VEq, (Z2L(b)S(b)T)

. o (525)
= Eq, (Z7L()(S(0)S(b)" = V7I(b)))-

Let us assume that b* is the optimal-variance IS parameter. Then, from (511)),

B3, and

—_

(SEH)SE*)" = V(%))

~
=

g (526)

Remark 259. Recall that under appropriate assumptions as in Section [5.1
when b* is the zero-variance IS parameter, then cross-entropy is linearly equiva-
lent to cross-entropy distance of Q(b*) from Q(b) with linear proportionality con-
stant o, and when b* is the optimal-variance IS parameter, then mean square is
linearly equivalent to Pearson’s divergence of Q(b*) from Q(b) with such constant
msq(b*). Thus, the above formulas for second derivatives of cross-entropy and
mean square follow from the well-known fact that the second derivative of such
cross-entropy distance is equal to Fisher information matriz, and the fact that
the second derivative of such Pearson’s divergence in b* is twice such derivative
of the cross-entropy distance.

Assuming that I(b*) is positive definite and msq(b*) # 0, from (446)), (519),
and (526)),

Vmsq(b) = H;;qzmsq(b)ng;q
527
i](b*)*lR(b*,b)I(b*)*l. (527)

which is positive definite from Remark Thus, assuming further that b* is
the zero-variance IS parameter and we have (522)), it holds

Vinea(0) = 7Veol0). (528)
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From (527)), we have Visq(b*) = 11(b*)~!. Furthermore, from (448

1 1 _1
Bqu(b) = iHmsi:]Emsq(b)Hqu

_ msa(b*)l(b*)*%R(b*,b) (b*)"%,

(529)

which is positive definite. Note that Bysq(b*) = %(b*)ll and Tr(Bpgq(b¥)) =
I msq(b¥*)
==

Remark 260. Let A, T, d;, and r; be as in Section. letbe A, andu: A —R
be such that u(b) € Ry and ry(dy — b*) = N(0,u(b)Vee(b)) (see Section[7.4 for
sufficient conditions for this to hold for b =V and ry =t for SSM and Section
for b =d* u(d*) =1, and rp, = ny for MSM). Let further msq be twice
differentiable in b* with V msq(b*) = 0 and Huysq = V>msq(b*). Then, from
Remark [25], for

Bce,msq(b) = %V::e(b)%Hmsquce(b)%u (530)
we have
re(msq(dy) — msq(b*)) = x(u(b) Bee,msq (b)) (531)

For b* being the zero-variance IS parameter, 1(b*) being positive definite, and

o # 0, from {530 [E20). (529, and

Beemsq(b) = msq(b*)1(b*)~2 R(b*, b)I(b*) "2

= 4Bnsq(D). (532)
Consider now the ECM setting as in Section [4.1] Then,
1(b) = Equuy (X — u(0))(X — p(b))") = B(b). (533)
Furthermore,
R(a.h) = o, (775 8(@)S(0)")

= exp(¥(b) — 2¥(a))Eq, (exp((2a — b)" X)(X — p(a))(X — p(a))")
= exp(¥(b) + ¥(2a — b) — 2¥(a))Eq(aa—p) (X — p(a))(X — u(a))")
= exp(¥(b) + ¥(2a — b) — 2¥(a))(X(2a — b)
+ (u(2a = b) — u(a))(p(2a — b) — p(a))").

(534)

For a positive definite matrix B € Sym(R) and b € R, let |b|g = VT Bb. |- |p is

anorm on R\, For X ~ N (ug, M) under Q; for some positive definite covariance
matrix M, we have from (534) and discussion in Section

R(a,b) = exp(|a — b3;)(M + M(a — b)(a — b)T M). (535)

In particular, for b* being the zero-variance IS parameter we have

Vee(b) = exp([b* — b3, ) (M ™" + (b* = b)(b* = b)) = 4Viusq (D), (536)
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and

msaq(b*)

Binsq(b) = exp(|b* — b2, (I, + M= (b* —b)(b* —b)TM=).  (537)

Thus, the mean of )?(Bmsq(b)) is

msq(b*)

1 (T = bR+ 6% — i) (538)

Tr(Bmsq (b)) =

Note that b* is the unique minimum point of b — Tr(Bsq(b)). From the below
remark it follows that for X having a different distribution under Q; this may
be not the case.

Remark 261. Consider the ECM setting forl = 1. Then, R(a,b) = EQ(a)(%(S(a))Q).

Assuming that one can move derivative under expectation in the below formula,

which from theorems 110 and[111]is the case when A = R, we have

—Eqa)(S(a)*)
= —Eq(a) (X — p(a))?).

In such case, from convexity of b — R(a,b) (which follows from such convezity
of b —> L(b)), a necessary and sufficient condition for b = a to be its minimum
point (and thus for the zero-variance IS parameter b* = a to be the minimum
point of b — Bgq(b) as in ), 1s that X has zero third central moment under
Q(a). This does not hold e.g. for X ~ Pois(u(a)) under Q(a) as in Section [/.1}
Jor which Eqa) (X — p(a))?) = p(a) > 0.

(VoR(a,b))p=q

(539)

In the LETGS setting, under appropriate integrability assumptions, from
and (514), I(b) = 2Eq, (G), which, from Lemma is positive definite only
if Condition [62] holds for Z = 1.

7.9 Analytical example of a symmetric three-point distri-
bution

Let us consider ECM as in Section [4.1] for I = 1, assuming that Q;(X = —1
Qi(X =0) = Qi (X = 1) = . Then, we have A = R, ®(b) = <+ "*1 L(p
®(b) exp(—bX), U(b) = n(®(D)), u(b) = V(D) = £=5 1, and V>U(b) =

%. For some d € R, let Z = 1(X = 0) +d1(X # 0). We have o = 1424

and

) =
) =

msq(b) = Eq, (Z2L(b)) = %(1 +eP +e )1+ d% (e’ +e7?)). (540)

The unique minimizer of msq is 0, which corresponds to CMC. It holds msq(0) =

% and var(0) = %—(%)2 = 2(1—d)?. Thus, there exists zero-variance
IS parameter only if d = 1, in which case this parameter is b* := 0. We have
Eq,(ZX) = 0, so that from (153, ce(b) = a®(b). Thus, if d # —1, then ce has
unique optimum point 0 = b*, which is minimum point if & > 0 and maximum

point if a < 0. We have V2¥(0) = 2 and

1+2d)

Heo = V?ce(0) = aV2¥(0) = 2 5 (541)
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It holds VL(b) = —X exp(—bX)®(b) + exp(—bX) £, s0 that VL(0) = —X.

Thus, from (454)), for

g(b) := (1 + e’ +e ) (e’ +e7?), (542)
we have P2
See(b) = Eq, (Z°L(b)X?) = 5 9(0) (543)
and o )
Vee(b) = HzSee(b) = (2(1+2d)> g(b). (544)
We have 5
Hypsq = V2 msq(0) = §(1 + 5d?), (545)
from .,
Sinsa(b) = Equ (LH)Z*X?) = G g(b), (5416)
and thus , )
Vina(®) = o Sanal®) = (5 ) 0 (547)
From
Smsq2(b) = Eq, (22 — msq(0))?L(b) X?) = %(dz —1)%g(b), (548)
so that , )
Vmqu(b) = H;zqzmqu(b) <((11+_51-l2)> g(b) (549)
From

ie(b) = Eq, ((2* —msq(0) — var(0))*L(b) X?) = %((d* 1)(d+5))*g(b), (550)

and thus

Vi) = 2,50 = (Cgr et ) o) (551)

For s substituted by ce, msq, msq2, and ic, let us further write Vi (b, d) rather
than V;(b) to mark its dependence on d. Let for such different s, fs(d) =

(1 + 5d2)4/ (l;)d), so that fce( ) = ‘Sd(llj;)dd )| fmsq( ) = 3d2, fmqu(d) =
|d*> — 1|, and fic(d) = 1|(d — 1)(d + 5)|. It holds 51 (b d) = (fs1 (d))? whenever

fs,(d) # 0. The graphs of functions f; are shown in Flgure l Note that
b — g(b) is positive and has a unique minimum point in 0 = b*. Thus, if
fs(d) # 0, then b — Vi(b,d) = g(b)(fs(d)2(1+5d?))? also has a unique minimum

point in b*. It holds fee(0) = fmsq(0) = 0. For d # 0 and d # —3, for
r(d) := f{:;( ) = |d1;rj:’gd)| we have |r/(d)| = | (d(1+2dd+5 | = 0 only for d = —

or d = 1, which correspond to minimum points of 7 and in which r(—5) = ‘1"3

and (1) = 2. In particular, feo(d) = 2fmsq(d) and thus Ve (b, d) = 4Vineq(b, d),
with equality holding only for d equal to 0 and 1, the latter being in agreement
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with theory of Section From an easy calculation we have f;, < fs, on
D, fo, = fs, on 0D, and fs, > fs, otherwise for s; = msq, so = msq2, and
D = (—%,%), $1 = msq, sy = ic, and D = (%@,%@), or s1 = msq?2,
s =ic, and D = (—2,1). Since for s equal to msq?2 or ic, fs is continuous and
fs(0) > 0, such f, are smaller than f.. on some neighbourhood of 0. Note that in
agreement with theory of Section for d = 1, for which b* is zero-variance IS
parameter, the new estimators lead to zero values of V; (b, d) and the new mean
square estimator does this also for d = —1, for which b* is the optimal-variance
IS parameter. For By(b,d) = 1V(b,d)Hpsq for s equal to msq, msq2, or ic,
and for Bee msq(b, d) = %Vce(b, d)Hmsq for s = ce as in the previous sections, we
have analogous relations as for different V(b, d) above.

(o)
20

T T T T T T T
ce
msq
18- msq2
ic

Figure 4: Functions f; as in the main text for s equal to ce, msq, msq2, and ic.

8 Two-stage estimation of the quantity of inter-
est

In this section we shortly discuss a two-stage adaptive method for estimation, in
the first stage of which some parameter vector d is computed, with the help of
which in the second stage an estimator of the quantity of interest « is calculated.
Detailed analysis of such approach, including its various limiting properties,
is relegated to a future paper. Some alternative estimation approaches are
discussed in the below Remark and in Section

For a nonempty parameter set A € B(R!) and a family of distributions as in
Section let a measurable function h as in be such that for each b e A,

Eow (h(b, ) = a. (552)

Let var(b) = Varg@)(h(b,-)), b € A. Consider some cost variable C' and functions
c and ic as in Section but using the above var (in particular, for ic we assume
Condition . In the IS case conditions |17]and hold, but the above setting
is more general and can also describe e.g. control variates or control variates
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in conjunction with IS. The parameter vector d computed in the first stage is
an A-valued random variable, which can be obtained e.g. using some adaptive
algorithm like single- or multi-stage minimization methods of some estimators
described in the previous sections. This can be done in many different ways as
discussed in the below remark.

Remark 262. One possibility is to use as d some parameter d; corresponding to
some first-stage budget t as in Remark[197 Alternatively, in methods in which
to compute some parameter py one first needs to compute p;, Il = 1,...,k —1,
like in MSM methods from the previous sections for py as in Remark[197, one
can set d = p,L(T # ©) + perl(T = ®0) for some pyp € A and an a.s. finite
N4 U {oo}-valued stopping time T for the filtration F,, = o{p; : l < n}, n € N,.
For instance, if a.s. pr — b*, then T can be the moment when the change of
pr from pr_1, or such relative change if b* # 0, becomes smaller than some
e € Ry (see e.g. Remark 10 in [[2]). For different py in MSM methods, the
fact that a.s. py — b* follows from Condition[153 When for some functions
fe: S(A)®S1 — S(R), k € Ny, (which can be e.g. the minimized estimators)
and f : A — R we have a.s. fr(pr) — f(b*), then the stopping time can be
based on the behaviour of fi(px), similarly as for pi above. Assuming that a.s.

1
S é’f f (see Section M for sufficient assumptions), if a.s. pr — b*, then from
Lemma[175 a.s. fr(pr) — f(b%).

One way to model the second stage of a two-stage method is to consider it
on a different probability space than the first one, for a fixed computed value
v of the variable d from the first stage. In such case, for some k1, ko, ..., i.i.d.
~ Q(v), in the second stage we perform a MC procedure as in Section [2| but
using Z; = h(v,k;), i € N4, e.g. using a fixed number of samples or a fixed
approximate budget. We can also construct asymptotic confidence intervals for
o as in that section. From discussion in Section [2] the inefficiency of such proce-
dure can be quantified using inefficiency constant ic(v). This justifies comparing
the asymptotic efficiency of methods for finding adaptive parameters in the first
stage by comparing their first- and, if applicable, second-order asymptotic effi-
ciency for minimization of ic as discussed in sections and

An alternative way to model a two-stage method is to consider both stages
on the same probability space. Let us assume a following condition.

Condition 263. Random variables ¢;, i € Ny, are conditionally independent
given d and have the same conditional distribution Q(b) given d = b.

Condition [263]is implied by the following one.

Condition 264. Congfitz'on holds, and for 1, B2, ..., i.i.d. ~ Py and inde-
pendent of d we have ¢ = (¢i)ien, = (£(d, B;))ieNn, -

In the second stage of the considered method one computes an estimator

n

1
G =~ DT h(d, xi). (553)
i=1

Similarly as above, the numer n of samples can be deterministic or random.
In the first case the resulting estimator is unbiased, while in the second this
needs not to be true. Random n can correspond e.g. to a fixed approximate
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computational budget and be given by definition or @ but for C; replaced
by C(é:). i€ Ny

Remark 265. A possible alternative to the above discussed two-stage estima-
tion method is the same as its second model above except that for computation
of Q,, in the second stage one uses variables ¢; = £(d, 5;) as in Conditionm
but without assuming that B; are independent of d. In such case, Condition
may not hold. For example, one could reuse the i.i.d. random variables
with distribution Py generated for estimation of d in the first stage as some
(potentially all) variables B; used for computation of Q,,, which could save com-
putation time. Under appropriate identifications, such approach using exactly
the same B;, i = 1,...,n in ESSM to compute d and then 18 @ common
one in multiple control variates (see [4|, [21)]), while for IS it was considered in
[29]. In such reusing approach, &y, as in needs not to be unbiased even
for n deterministic. Furthermore, one needs to store a potentially large random
number of generated values of random wvariables, which may be more difficult
to implement and requires additional computer memory. Finally, in a number
of situations, like in case of our numerical experiments, generating the required
parts of variables B; forms only a small fraction of the computation time needed
for computing h(d, ;) = (ZL(d))(&(d, B;)) in the second stage, so that reusing
some [3; from the first stage would not lead to considerable time savings.

9 Numerical experiments

In this section we describe our numerical experiments, already briefly discussed
in Section [1.2] Our experiments were carried out using programs written in
matlab2012a. Unless stated otherwise, we used the simulation parameters, vari-
ables, and IS basis functions as for the problems of estimation of expectations
mgf(zo), q1,a(%0), ¢2,a(0), and pr 4(x0), described in Section In some of
our experiments we performed SSM or MSM of estimators est (where for short
we write est rather than est,, n € N, ) equal to ¢e, msq, H/lgq\2, and ic, as dis-
cussed in Section In MSM we used in each case by = 0. For minimization
of msq2 and ic in these methods we used the matlab fminunc unconstrained
minimization function with default settings and exact gradient, while for msq
additionally using its exact Hessian matrix. The minimum points of ¢e were
found by solving linear systems of equations as discussed in Section Both
for CMC and when using IS, the computation times of simulations on a laptop
were typically approximately proportional to the exit times 7 in a given estima-
tion problem (where when considering pr ,(z¢) by exit time we mean 7’ as in
Remark with some proportionality constant pc (see Section . Such pco
was different for CMC and for different basis functions used in IS.

The remainder of this section is organized as follows. In Section [9.1] we
discuss some methods for testing hypotheses and conventions used for inter-
preting and describing the results of our numerical experiments. In Section
we describe two-stage estimation experiments as in Section [6.1] performing
MSM in the first stages and in the second stages estimating expectations of
functionals of Euler scheme as above. In the second stages we also estimated
some other quantities, like inefficiency constants, variances, mean exit times,
and proportionality constants po as above. We use these quantities to compare

119



the efficiency of applying in IS MC method the IS parameters obtained from
MSM of different estimators, as well as of using different parameters a and IS
basis functions in such adaptive IS procedures. In Section we compare the
spreads of IS drifts coming from SSM of different estimators and using different
parameters b’. In Section we provide some intuitions behind the results of
our numerical experiments.

9.1 Testing statistical hypotheses

Let pux,uy € R, ox,0y € R4, and let R-valued random variables X,, and Y,,,
n e Ny, be such that X, := /n(X, — pux) = N(0,0%), Yy, := /n(Y, — py) =
N(0,02), and for each j,k € N, X is independent of Y. Let 6x,, and oy p,
n € N, be [0,00)-valued random variables such that ox ,, L oy and OYn
LN oy. Let a,,b, € Ni, n e Ny, be such that lim, 4 a, = lim,,_,, b, = 0 and

lim 2% = peR,. (554)
n—aoo n
het Xa, - Y, Van(Xa —Y;
t, = an, — 1by _ a"( [ bn) (555)

~2 ~2
Ox, Ty =2 an 52
\/—a:" + e \/Ux,an + 350y,

_ '\/an(MY_HX)
and Hn = W.
X,an T o0 OV, bn

Lemma 266. Under assumptions as above, we have

)?an - %%n
o+ Hy = —= — = N (0, 1). (556)
TXan T 5207 b,

Proof. From the asymptotic properties of X’l and }N/J as above and their inde-
pendence, we receive, e.g. using Fubini’s theorem and the fact that convergence
in distribution is equivalent to pointwise convergence of characteristic functions,
that N N

X, +/pYs, = N(0,0% + po). (557)
Thus, from G, := Y, (VP —4/5%) %0,

n

= )}an - \/ﬁ%n + Gn = N(Oa O—g( + /00}2’) (558)

\/agmn +6%, “ B o 4 pod. (559)
Now, (556 follows from (558)), , and Slutsky’s lemma. O

If ux < py, then from (556) and H,, > 0, for each a. € (0,1) and 2z;_, as in
Remark [7]

limsup P(t, > z1_4) < lim P(t, + H, > 21-a) = «, (560)

n— 00 n—o
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i.e. the tests of the null hypothesis px < py with regions of rejection ¢, > 21,
are pointwise asymptotically level a (see Definition 11.1.1 in [36]). We shall
further use such tests for z;_, = 3, so that o ~ 0.00270. If for some selected n
we have ¢, > 3, i.e. the null hypothesis as above can be rejected, then we shall
informally say that the estimate X, + UX—\/ain” of ux is (statistically significantly)
I¥bn of Wy .

Most frequently, for some i.i.d. square integrable random variables X/, i €
N, and such variables Y/, i € N, independent of X %, in such tests we shall use

X, = l2i=1 X! and Gx,, = \/ﬁ > (X! — X,,)?, and analogously for Y,

higher than such estimate Y;, =+

and 0y,,. In such case U\X/’ shall be called an estimate of the standard deviation

of the mean X,,.

9.2 Estimation experiments

We first performed k-stage minimization methods of different estimators and
for different estimation problems, using n; = 50 - 2°~! samples in the ith stage
fori=1,...,k (see Section . We chose k = 3 for the problem of estimating
q1,a(%0), k = 5 for mgf(zo), and k = 6 for pr.(zo) and gz q(x0). We first used
a = 0.05 and M = 10 time-independent IS basis functions as in . For i =
1,2,...,6, the IS drifts r(b;) corresponding to the minimization results b; from
the ith stage of MSM of different estimators for estimating translated committor
g2,a(%0) are shown in Figure 5| The final drifts from MSM for estimation of all
the expectations are shown in Figure [} In figures [5] and [6] we also show for
comparison approximations of the zero-variance IS drifts r* for the diffusion
problems for translated committors and MGF, computed from formula
using finite differences instead of derivatives and finite difference approximation
of w in that formula computed as in Section In Figure [5] the IS drifts from
the consecutive stages of MSM of msq 2 and ic seem to converge fastest to some
limiting drift close to (the approximation of) r*, from MSM of msq — slower,
and of é& — slowest. See Section [9.4] for some intuitions behind these results.
Consider a numerical experiment in which, for a given IS parameter v € A,
we compute unbiased estimates of mean exit times Eq(,)(7) as well as of (theo-
retical) inefficiency constants and variances of IS estimators of the expectation
of interest, using estimators , , and respectively for b =V = v
and n = 10. For some f4,...,[3, ii.d. ~ U, these estimators are evaluated on
(&(Bi,v)), so that the computations involve simulating n independent Euler
schemes with additional drift r(v) as in (92)). Such experiments for different
estimation problems and for v equal to the final results of MSM of ée, msq,
msq 2, and ic as above, and for v = 0 for CMC, were repeated independently
K times in an outer MC loop for different K. For the problem of estimation
of g2.4(x0) we additionally used as v the minimization result of the third MSM
step. For MGF we made in all cases K = 75000 repetitions. For translated
committors, when using CMC or IS with IS parameter v from 3-stage MSM
of estimators other than e, we took K = 2000, while in other cases we chose
= 5000. For pr, we made K = 20000 repetitions both for CMC and when
using v from MSM of é, and K = 2-10° repetitions for v from MSM of msq,
msq2 and ic. The MC means of inefficiency constant and variance estimators
from the outer loops for translated committors and MGF are given in Table [1
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from minimization of ce from minimization of msq

Optimal
Stage 1
Stage 2
Stage 3
Stage 4
Stage 5
Stage 6

Optimal
Stage 1
Stage 2
Stage 3
Stage 4
Stage 5
Stage 6

02 4 —02f 4

04 L L L . L L L 04 L L L L L L L
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 -4 -3 -2 -1 ) 1 2 3 4

 from minimization of msq2 from minimization of ic

—— Optimal
Stage 1 b r
Stage 2
Stage 3
Stage 4
Stage 5
Stage 6

—— Optimal
Stage 1 b
Stage 2
Stage 3
Stage 4
Stage 5
Stage 6

04 L L L

Figure 5: IS drifts from different stages of MSM for estimating ¢ 4, minimiz-
ing ¢e in (a), msq in (b), msq2 in (c), and ic in (d). ’Optimal’ denotes an
approximation of the zero-variance IS drift r*.

along with estimates of standard deviations of such means. For pr ,(zo), the
estimates of inefficiency constants, variances, and mean exit times are given in
Table 21

Remark 267. Note that due to Remark T as above have all moments (and
thus also variance) finite under Q(v), v e A. For v =0 (i.e. for CMC), from
boundedness of the considered Z, we have finiteness of variances and inefficiency
constants of the estimators of quantities of interest as well as of variances of
estimators of such variances and inefficiency constants. For gemeral v and T
bounded (as is the case for T equal to T when estimating pr.q), finiteness of
quantities as in the previous sentence follows from the corresponding Z being
bounded, as well as from Theorem[I10] and Remark[I08 In cases when T is not
bounded (like for MGF and translated committors above), one can ensure such
boundedness by terminating the simulations at some fixed time as discussed in
Section[5.} We did not terminate our simulations, but still our results can be
interpreted as coming from simulations terminated at some time larger than any
of simulation times encountered in our experiments.

From tables|1) and [2] we can see that using the IS parameters from MSM of ic

122



for computing q,

Optimal

—
msq
msq2

for computing gt

05F

051

Figure 6: Final IS drifts from different MSM experiments for ¢; 4(x0) in (a),
¢2,a(x0) in (b), mgf(zo) in (c), and pr4(zo) in (d). “Optimal® denotes an
approximation of the zero-variance IS drift.

and rr/lsq\2 led in each case to the lowest estimates of variances and (theoretical)
inefficiency constants, followed by the ones from using parameters from MSM of
msq, and finally ¢e. Using CMC led in each case to the highest such estimates.
For ga.4(%¢) and each of ¢e, msq, and msq 2, using the IS parameter from the
sixth stage of MSM led to lower estimate of variance and inefficiency constant
than using such parameter from the third stage. Note also that the estimates of
inefficiency constants and variances for g2 (o) when using the IS parameters
from the third stage of MSM of Igsq\Q and ic are lower than when using the
parameters from the sixth stage of MSM of ¢e and msq (though for estimates
of inefficiency constants for r@ and msq we cannot confirm this at a desired
significance level as in Section . For pr4(zo), the estimates of inefficiency
constants, variances, and mean _exit times are respectively lower, higher, and
lower when minimizing ic than msq2. Some intuitions behind these results are
given by Theorem and Remark [94] see also discussion in Section [9.4]

Using the IS parameters from MSM of ic and averaging estimates from nKk
simulations available in each case we computed estimates of mean exit times
Eq(v)(7), as well as of quantities of interest: mgf(zg), and using translated
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CMC ée msq msq 2 ic
Estimates of inefficiency constants
q1,qa (-1079) 7204 £+ 92 4855 + 649 507 £ 10 129.1+3.8 1329+ 3.5
@2, (1073), k=3 | 7300+ 88 553 + 26 60.8 £1.2 534+1.0 50.5 +1.1
@0 (11073), k=6 73.1+£1.0 56.10 £ 0.69 48.78 £ 0.59 47.99 £+ 0.61
mgf (-1073) 2041 + 15 6.276 £+ 0.055 3.691 £+ 0.035 3.177 £ 0.029 3.163 £+ 0.028
Estimates of variances

q1.q (-1079) 174.0+ 1.7 126 + 14 12.36 + 0.20 3.155 + 0.083 3.208 £ 0.073
@0 ((1073), k=3 | 17743 £ 1.7 16.35 £ 0.79 1.437 4+ 0.021 1.268 + 0.019 1.223 +0.020
@0 (11073), k=6 1.794 £ 0.021 1.347 £ 0.013 1.164 £ 0.011 1.169 + 0.012
mgf (-1073) 49.41 + 0.32 | 0.9040 £+ 0.0072 | 0.3732 £ 0.0029 | 0.3195 £ 0.0024 | 0.3209 £ 0.0024

Table 1: Estimates of inefficiency constants and variances of estimators of

translated committors for a = 0.05 and MGF when using CMC or IS with IS
parameters from MSM of different estimators. For g2 , we consider using IS
parameters from the kth stages of MSM for k € {3, 6}.

CMC ce msq msq 2 ic
ic (-1079) 1391 £5 65.22 + 0.30 63.332 + 0.09 62.677 £+ 0.090 61.863 + 0.091

var (-1073) | 150.78 £ 0.58 | 10.258 £ 0.042 | 10.036 £ 0.013 | 9.8937 £ 0.0126 | 9.9491 £ 0.0130
Eg(v)(7) 9.227 + 0.004 | 6.3608 £+ 0.0066 | 6.3117 £0.0021 | 6.3355 £ 0.0021 | 6.2173 + 0.0021

Table 2: Estimates of inefficiency constants and variances of estimators of prq
for a = 0.05 as well as of mean exit times (Eq(,)(7)), when using CMC or IS
with IS parameters v from MSM of different estimators.

estimators as in Section [£.7] also of pr(zg) and ¢;(z0), i = 1,2. The results are
presented in Table For comparison, in Table [3| we also provide an estimate
of mean exit time for CMC, computed from 7.5 - 10° simulations.

i q1(zo0) g2 (o) megf(zo) pr(zo) CMC
Results | 0.7751 +0.0004 | 0.22597 + 0.00025 | 0.16682 + (6 - 107°) | 0.18396 £ (7-107?)
EQ(U)(T) 41.26 + 0.28 41.18 £ 0.28 9.89 £+ 0.03 6.2173 £+ 0.0021 41.44 £ 0.15

Table 3: Estimates of different expectations using IS with IS parameters v
from MSM of ic, and the corresponding mean exit times. In the last column we
provide for comparison the mean exit time in CMC.

We have ¢1(zg) = 1 — g2(x0) &~ 0.78, and the estimates of inefficiency con-
stants in Table [1] for estimating the lower value committor gz(xo) are lower.
Thus, it seems reasonable to use the translated IS estimator for ¢a2(xg) also for
computing ¢ (zo) as discussed in Section Note that the estimates of mean
exit times in Table|3|are lower under the IS parameter from MSM for computing
mgf(zo) and pr q(zo) than for CMC. As discussed in Section an intuition
behind these results is provided by Theorem

We also performed two-stage experiments similar as above for g2 (o) and
pr.o(zo) for several different added constants a € Ry other than a = 0.05 con-
sidered above, for ¢z 4(x) using IS basis functions as above, while for pr ,(z¢)
also using time-dependent basis functions as in for M =5 or M = 10 and
various p € N;. This time in the first stages we performed MSM only of ic for
k=3andn; =400-2°"% 5 =1,...,k, so that the number of samples n; = 1600
used in the final stages of MSM was the same as for a = 0.05 above. In the
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second stages we estimated inefficiency constants, mean hitting times, and vari-
ances in an external loop like above. For ¢2 4(20) we made K = 3000 repetitions
in such a loop, while for pp 4(z9) — K = 10000 for basis functions as in ,
as well as K = 50000 for basis functions as in for M =5 and K = 30000
for M = 10. The results are presented in tables [4] 5] and [ along with the
results for the case of a = 0.05 considered before. The smallest estimates of
inefficiency constants and variances for ¢o 4 (o) were obtained for a = 0.05. For
pr.o(z0) and basis functions as in , we obtained the smallest variance for
a = 0.2 and the lowest inefficiency constants for ¢ = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.2. Among
all cases for pr,, the smallest variances and theoretical inefficiency constants
were received for a = 0 and when using time-dependent IS basis functions
for M =10 and p = 3.

a= 0 0.05 0.1 0.2
ic (-107%) 82.6 £2.3 47.99 £ 0.61 51.89+0.80 | 55.5240.86
var (-107%) | 2.008 £ 0.058 | 1.169 £ 0.012 | 1.252 & 0.016 | 1.359 4+ 0.016

Table 4: Estimates of inefficiency constants and variances of IS estimators of
2,q for different a, using the IS parameters from MSM of ic.

a= 0 0.05 0.1 0.2

0.3

ic (-1079%) 100.8 £ 0.7 61.86 + 0.09 55.95+£0.35 | 56.44+0.39 | 61.434+0.48
var (-1073) | 17.88 £0.10 9.949 £ 0.013 | 8.224 £ 0.047 | 7.544 £ 0.050 | 7.794 £ 0.058
Eg(v)(7) 5.641 +£0.009 | 6.2173 +0.0021 | 6.803 = 0.009 | 7.489 4+ 0.009 | 7.874 + 0.009

Table 5: Estimates of inefficiency constants and variances of estimators of
pr,q for different a, and estimates of mean exit times (Eq(,)(7)), for IS with

parameters v from MSM of ic.

M=5 M=10,a=0

t,a=0 t, a=0.05 2, a=0 3, a=0 t 2

3

ic (+107°) 63.01 £ 0.39 93.44 +£045 | 48184+ 0.28 | 46.52+0.23 | 34.11+£0.16 | 22.954+0.17
var (-1073) | 10.544 +0.064 | 13.60 +0.06 | 7.975 4 0.045 | 7.629 & 0.036 | 5.714 + 0.025 | 3.899 + 0.027
Eqe(7) 5.978 +£0.003 | 6.871 £0.004 | 6.037 + 0.003 | 6.086 + 0.003 | 5.966 + 0.004 | 5.878 + 0.004

17.34 4+ 0.12
2.951 £ 0.019
5.887 + 0.004

Table 6: Estimates of inefficiency constants and variances of IS estimators of
pr,q for different a, as well as of mean exit times (Eq(,)(7)), for IS parameters v

from MSM of iAc7 using time-dependent IS basis functions as in 1} for different
M and p in tP.

In our experiments, when using CMC and IS MC with different sets of IS
basis functions, the approximate proportionality constants pc as in Section [I1]
were considerably different. Thus, to compare the efficiency of MC methods us-
ing estimators corresponding to these different bases, one should compare their
practical rather than theoretical inefficiency constants. We performed separate
experiments approximating some pc as above and computing the corresponding
practical inefficiency constants (equal to products of such pc and the respective
theoretical inefficiency constants). For n = 10, we run n-step CMC and IS MC
procedures for estimating g2 0.05(xo) using IS basis functions as in 7 and
for estimating pr 4: for a = 0.05 for IS basis functions as in for M = 10,
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and for a = 0 for IS basis functions as in (114): for M =5 and p = 1, and for
M =10 and p € {1,3}. For 7; being the exit time in the ith step of a given
MC procedure and 7; being its practical cost equal to its computation time cal-

culated using matlab tic and toc functions, as an approximation of po we used
i Ti

i T
with square-integrable coordinates, for po :=

follows that for
Var(r)
o= pc +
\/(E(T1))2

we have v/n(pc., — pc) = N(0,0%). For 5, being an estimate of o in which
instead of means, variances, and covariances one uses their standard unbiased es-
timators computed using (73, 7;)j_;, we have a.s. 2= — 1. Thus, from Slutsky’s
lemma, #(?n —r) = N(0,1), which can be used for constructing asymptotic

confidence intervals for pc. In Table (7) we provide the computed estimates in
form pc,, + % It can be seen that these approximations of pc are close for

Treating (7;,7), ¢ = 1,2,..., as i.i.d. random vectors

E(71)
E(r1)?

the ratio po,n =

from delta method it easily

Var(71)

1 Cov(11,71
(E(F))? o)

E(71)E(1)

(561)

¢2,0(0) and pr q(xo) when using in both cases CMC or IS with basis functions
, and for pr4(xo) when using basis functions for M = 10 and dif-
ferent p. However, such po differ significantly for other pairs of MC methods.
In Table we also provide estimates of practical inefficiency constants ic ob-
tained by multiplying appropriate theoretical inefficiency constants computed
earlier by the received approximations of po. From this table we can see that
using IS led to considerable practical inefficiency constant reductions over using
CMC.

92,a PT.a
CMC M =10 CMC M =10 M =5t M =10, t M =10, ¢t
pC (-10’65) 33.612 4+ 0.003 | 137.06 £+ 0.01 | 33.998 + 0.004 | 138.75 +£0.01 | 96.36 + 0.01 | 148.92+0.01 | 149.74 + 0.01
ic (-10735s) 245.4 £ 3.0 6.578 £+ 0.084 47.3+0.2 8.584 +0.013 | 6.072 £ 0.038 | 5.080 £0.024 | 2.597 + 0.018

Table 7: Estimates of po and ic for computing ¢z 1 and pr , for various a, and
basis functions as discussed in the main text.

9.3 Experiments comparing the spread of IS drifts.

In experiments described in this section we consider the assumptions as for
estimation of ¢z () in Section For estimators est equal to each of ée, msq,
nqu\Q, and iAc7 we performed 20 independent SSM experiments for n; = 100 and
b = 0 as in Section m i.e. minimizing b — est,, (b',b)(X1) for some Y1 as
in that section and starting at & = 0. For each such experiment for est = iAc,
for the same Y7 as in that experiment, we additionally carried out a two-phase
minimization, in its first phase we minimizing b — msq,, (', b)(X1), and in the
second b — ic, (b, b)(¥1) using the first-phase minimization result as a starting
point.

The IS drifts corresponding to IS parameters computed in the above ex-
periments are shown in Figure [7} in which we also show (approximation of)
the zero-variance IS drift r* for the corresponding diffusion problem as in the
previous section.
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Figure 7: Drifts from SSM for estimating ¢ ,, minimizing ¢e in (a), msq
in (b), msq2 in (c), and ic in (d). ”Optimal® IS drift is a finite-difference
approximation of the zero-variance drift 7*. 'msqic’ in (d) corresponds to two-
phase minimization and ’ic’ to single-phase minimization as discussed in the
main text.

In Figurelﬂ (d) it can be seen that ordinary (i.e. single-phase) SSM using ic
yielded in three experiments IS drifts far from r*, while in other 17 experiments
and in all 20 experiments when using two-phase minimization we received drifts
close to r*. In experiments in which ordinary minimization led to drifts far
from r*, the value of ic,(b',b)(%1) in the minimization result b was several
times smaller than when using two-phase minimization, while in other cases
these values were very close (e.g. the absolute value of difference of such values
divided by smaller of them was in each case below 1%). In Figure (7| the IS
drifts from SSM of n/lsq\2 and two-phase minimization minimizing ic in the
second phase as above seem to be the least spread, followed by the ones from
minimization of msq, and finally ¢e.

From the below remark one can expect that for sufficiently large nq, IS drifts
from SSM experiments like above should have approximately normal distribu-
tion in each point.

Remark 268. Let A, T, di, and r; be as in Section and let for some
covariance matriz D € R™! ri(d; — b*) = N(0, D). Note that this holds e.g.

127



for d; being the SSM or MSM results of estimators g for g replaced by ce, msq,
msq2, oric, for SSM under assumptions as in Sectionfor D = u(t)Vy(V)
and ry = t, while for MSM under assumptions as in Sectionfor D =V(d*),
T = N4, and ry, = ng. Let us assume a linear parametrization of IS drifts as
n @, let x € R™, and let B € R4 be such that B, j = 7 j(x), i =1,...,d,
j=1...,1. Then, we have

Vre(r(dy) — r(b*))(x) = N(0, BDBT). (562)

In the further experiments, to be able to carry out more simulations in a
reasonable time, we changed the model considered by increasing the temperature
10 times. For such a new temperature we received an estimate 1.468 + 0.002
of mean hitting time in CMC, as compared to 41.44 + 0.15 under the original
temperature as in Table We carried out an MSM procedure of msq 2 for k = 6
and n; = 50 - 2771, § = 1,..., k, receiving the final minimization result bysgas.
For est equal to each of different estimators as above and & = 0 or V' = basss,
we carried out independently N = 5000 times SSM of est for nq = 200, in the
ith SSM receiving result a; and then computing r(a;)(0), i.e. the corresponding
IS drift at zero, i = 1,..., N. The histograms of such IS drifts at zero for " = 0,
with fitted Gaussian functions, are shown in Figure

7(0) from minimization of ce

(0) from minimization of msq

(0) from minimization of msq2 (0) from minimization of ic

Figure 8: Histograms of drifts at zero from SSM for computing gz, minimizing
¢e in (a), msq in (b), msq2 in (c), and ic in (d).

The figure suggests that the distributions of drifts at zero are approximately
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normal, as could be expected from Remark Furthermore, the (empirical)
distribution of drifts at zero for b’ = 0 is in a sense the least spread when min-
imizing msq2 and ic, followed by msq, and finally ¢e. The same observations
can be made from inspection of histograms for the case of b = bpssas, which
are not shown. We shall now compare quantitatively the spreads of empirical
distributions of IS drifts at zero in the above experiments for different estima-
tors and b’ using interquartile ranges (IQRs), the definition and some required
properties of which are provided in the below remark.

Remark 269. For i.i.d. random variables X1, Xo, ..., and k,n € N4, let Xy.,,
be the k-th coordinate of)N(n = (X;)I, in the nondecreasing order. Let us define
for n = 4, the interquartile range (IQR) of the coordinates of X, as IQ\Rn =
Xionj = X2 Let further Xy ~ N (p,02) for some p € R and o € R, and let
q denote the IQR of N'(u1,0?) (i.e. the difference of its third and first quartile).
Then, for d ~ 1.36 we have f(IQR - q) = N(0,dq?) (see page 327 in [1)]).
Thus, for 5, = \fIQR we have %" (IQR —q) = N(0,1), which can be used for
constructing asymptotic conﬁdence ‘intervals for q. Consider further X1, X} ...,
ii.d., X{ ~ N, (c")?), for some o’ € Ry, let (X!)ien, be independent of
(Xi)ien, , and let ¢’ € Ry be the IQR of N'(i/, (0')?). Then, for I@; analogous
as above we have (I(/Qﬁn — q,I@; —¢') = N(0,ddiag(q?, (¢')?)). Thus, for

R=Z, R, = %\%, and o = Rv/2d, from delta method we have /n(R,—R) =

N(0,0%). Therefore, for G, = R.\/2d we have ?r\fn (R, — R) = N(0,1),
which can be used for constructing asymptotic conﬁdenbe intervals for R.

For X; = r(a;)(0), i = 1,..., N, received from SSM of different estimators

as above, we computed the estimates IQ\RN of IQRs of drifts at zero and values

% as in Remark The results are provided in Table

ce msq msq 2 ic

b =0 0.736 £0.012 | 0.3770 £+ 0.0062 | 0.1039 + 0.0017 | 0.1006 £+ 0.0017

b =barsa | 0.546 £0.009 | 0.2910 + 0.0048 | 0.0932 £+ 0.0015 | 0.0929 + 0.0015

Table 8: Estimates of IQRs of drifts at zero from SSM for estimating g2 o (o),
using different parameters b’.

From this table we can see that for both values of &/, the computed estimates
of IQRs from minimization of i ic and msq2 are the lowest followed by such
estimates from minimization of msq, and finally ¢e. The ratio of estimates of
IQRs from minimization of ée to msq is 1.951 + 0.045 for ¥’ = 0 and 1.8771 +

0.044 for b’ = byrsar (where the results are provided in form R, + &R]‘\j;’ under

appropriate identifications with variables from Remark [269). Note that these
ratios are close to 2. Intuitions supporting the above results are given in Section
Note also that the estimates of IQRs are lower when using ¥ = by than
b =0.
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9.4 Intuitions behind some results of our numerical ex-
periments

Recall that in numerical experiments in Section [9.2] we observed the fastest
convergence of IS drifts in the MSM results and in Sectlon- 9.3| the lowest spreads
of such drifts in the SSM results when minimizing mbq2 and 1c followed by
msq, and finally ¢e. Furthermore, in Section mthe IQRs of values at zero of IS
drifts corresponding to SSM results were approximately two times higher when
minimizing ée than msq. In this section we provide some intuitions behind these
and some other experimental results. We will need a following remark.

Remark 270. Let us assume that for b* being the zero-variance IS parameter,
similarly as in Section for each b € R' we have Vinsq2(b) = Vie(b) = 0,
Vee(b) = 4Vinsq(b), and Vie(b) is positive definite. Let further, similarly as in
Remark [268, for d = 1, for g replaced by each of ce, msq, msq2, and ic, for

= u()r(x)TV,(t))r(x) and ry =t for SSM or v, = 7(z)TV,(b*)r(x) and
ry = ng for MSM, the IS drifts corresponding to SSM and MSM results d; of
estimators g fulfill

Vre(r(de) — r(b%))(z) = N(0, vg). (563)

Then, for g replaced by msq2 oric we have vy = 0 and the distribution N (0, vg)
has zero IQR. Furthermore, for r(xz) # 0 we have 0 < Voo = 4Umsq, S0 that
N(0,ve) has positive IQR which is exactly two times higher than the IQR of
N (0, Umsq)-

A possible reason why we received the above mentioned experimental results
is that we can have approximately the same relations as in the above remark
between the matrices Vg (b) for b = b’ for SSM or b = b* for different b* for MSM
in our experiments, that is the entries of V;(b) can be much smaller for g equal
to msq 2 or ic than msq or ce and we can have Ve (b) ~ 4Vjngq(b). This would
lead to approximately the same relations between the asymptotic variances v,
and IQRs as in the above remark.

Such approximate relations between the matrices V;(b) can be a consequence
of the IS distributions and densities corresponding to minimum points of the
minimized functions being close to the zero-variance ones, thanks to which
derivations as in Section [7.8] can be carried out approximately. For the estima-
tion problems for whose diffusion counterparts there exist zero-variance IS drifts,
like for the case of translated committors and MGF, we also have a following pos-
sible intuition behind the hypothesized approximate relations between matrices
V,4(b) as above. For the diffusion counterparts of these estimation problems, the
zero-variance IS drifts minimize mean square, inefficiency constant, and cross-
entropy among all appropriate drifts. Furthermore, as evidenced in Figure [6]
the diffusion zero-variance IS drifts can be approximated very well using linear
combinations of the IS basis functions considered. Thus, the diffusion IS drifts
corresponding to minimizers of the functions considered are likely to be close to
the zero-variance ones. Therefore, using such drifts in place of the zero-variance
ones, the derivations as in Section [7.8| can be carried out approximately and we
should have approximately the same relations between the matrices V,(b) for
the diffusion case as in Remark For small stepsizes h, like the ones used
in our numerical experiments, the matrices V;(b) for the Euler scheme case can
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be expected to be close to their diffusion counterparts and thus we should also
have approximately the same relations between them as above.

For small stepsizes we can also expect the IS drifts corresponding to the
minimizers of the functions considered for the Euler scheme case to be close to
their diffusion counterparts, and thus, from the above discussion, also close to
the diffusion zero-variance IS drifts. This would provide an intuition why in
Figure [6] the IS drifts from minimization of various estimators of the functions
considered are close to the approximations of the zero-variance IS drifts for the
diffusion case.

In experiments from Section for computing pr q(zo), the MSM results of
ic led to lower inefficiency constants than these of n/lsq\Q, at the same time yield-
ing higher variance and lower mean escape time. A possible intuition behind
this result is that from Theorem [193] under appropriate assumptions a.s. we
eventually should have such relations for some parameters converging a.s. to the
minimum point of mean square and ones minimizing inefficiency constant (see
Section for some sufficient assumptions). Note, however, that this intuition
fails when comparing variances in minimization results of msq and iAc, as the
latter were smaller in all of our estimation experiments. A possible factor that
could have contributed to the fact that in Section we obtained the lowest
inefficiency constants and variances when minimizing the new estimators ic and
msq, followed by msq, and then ce, is that from the above hypothesis on the
approximate relations of matrices V,(b) we may have the lowest spread of dis-
tributions of minimization results of the new estimators around the minimum
points of variance and inefficiency constants, followed by such results for msq,
and then ée. We suspect that if sufficiently long minimization methods are per-
formed (i.e. for sufficiently large ny for SSM or k for MSM), so that distributions
of minimization results of the estimators considered become much less spread
around the minimum points of their corresponding functions, then, as suggested
by Theorem the minimization results of msq should typically lead to lower
variance than these of ic. However, if the above hypothesis on the entries of
Vinsq(b) being much smaller than these of Vingq2(b) is correct, then, for longer

minimization, the minimization results of H/IS-q\Q should still typically lead to
lower variance than these of msq. This is because such results d; for r/r;s_q\Z would
be asymptotically much more efficient for minimization of variance in different
second-order senses as discussed in Section e.g. in the sense of the mean of

asymptotic distribution of r(msq(d;) — msq(b*)), equal to “(217/) Tr(Vy(b')Hmsq)
for SSM or 1 Tr(V,(d*)Hysq) for MSM, being much smaller for g equal to msq 2
than msq. Apart from the highest spread of distributions of minimization re-
sults when minimizing ¢e, another factor that could have contributed to the
higher variances in minimization results of ¢e than for mean square estimators
is that the minimum point of cross-entropy is likely to be different than that of
mean square, so that, as discussed in Section [6.10] minimizing the mean square

estimators can be more efficient in the first-order sense.

10 Conclusions and further ideas
In this work we developed methods for obtaining IS parameters via single- or

multi-stage minimization of estimators of cross-entropy, mean square, and inef-
ficiency constant, ensuring their various convergence and asymptotic properties
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under appropriate assumptions in the ECM and LETGS settings. It would be
interesting to prove such properties of our methods, or some their modifications,
using other parametric families of IS distributions (see e.g. [37), 0] for some ex-
amples). We proposed ways of comparing the first- and second-order asymptotic
efficiency of minimization methods of functions, which for such functions being
equal to inefficiency constants can be used for comparing efficiency of meth-
ods for finding adaptive parameters in the first stage of a two-stage estimation
method. The analysis of various asymptotic properties of such two-stage meth-
ods and discussion how to compare their asymptotic efficiency for estimation is
relegated to a future paper.

Let us now discuss some problems which one can face when trying to imple-
ment and use in practice the methods for which we proved a.s. convergence or
asymptotic properties of minimization results, as well as possible solutions to
these problems. When using gradient-based stopping criteria in some of these
methods, one should choose some nonnegative random bounds ¢; or €; on norms
of gradients in minimization results, converging to zero a.s. (or equivalently, en-
sure that these gradients converge to zero a.s.). If chosen too large, such bounds
can make the minimization algorithm perform no steps at all, and if taken too
small, they can make the algorithm run longer than it can be afforded. To ensure
a.s. convergence of gradients to zero in MSM methods and that a reasonable
computational effort is made by the minimization algorithm in each stage, one
can e.g. use at least a fixed number of steps of the minimization algorithm plus
additional number needed to make the norm of gradient at least ¢ > 1 times
smaller than in the most recent step in which the final gradient was nonzero (if
such step exists).

In MSM methods in which Condition 253] holds, which is useful for ensuring
Condition for d* = b* as discused in Remark one should choose appro-
priate sets K; such that Condition [T54) holds. From b; € K, if for some m € N
the sets K; contain b* only for i = m, then convergence of b; to b* in Condition
252 may be very slow until ¢ exceeds such m. One can try to deal with this
problem for example by choosing all the sets K; very large in the hope that they
will all contain b*, or by performing some preliminary MSM until the sequence
of minimization results has approximately converged to b* and then taking in
a new MSM all the sets K; containing some neighbourhood of the computed
approximation of b*.

As discussed in Section as an alternative to using by, converging to b* in
MSM, it may be reasonable to choose such by, converging to d* minimizing some
measures of asymptotic inefficiency of dj for minimization of f. Such by could
be obtained e.g. using stochastic counterpart method minimizing estimators
of such measures. An analogous idea is to use as the parameter ¥ in SSM
an estimate of d* minimizing the measure of inefficiency , which can be
obtained e.g. using the stochastic counterpart method.

For IS in which mean theoretical cost is not constant in function of the IS
parameter, minimizing the inefficiency constant estimator can be asymptotically
the best option as under appropriate assumptions it can outperform minimiza-
tion of other estimators in terms of the first-order asymptotic efficiency for min-
imization of inefficiency constant (see Section [6.10)). However, if the mean cost
is constant so that inefficiency constant is proportional to variance, then mini-
mization results of mean square and inefficiency constant estimators considered
can all converge to the minimum point of variance, so that their minimization
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is asymptotically equally efficient in the first-order sense. In such case it may
be reasonable to choose the estimator whose minimization results are the most
efficient for minimization of variance in the second-order sense, as discussed in
Section [7.2] e.g. the one minimizing mean of asymptotic distribution of vari-
ance as in that section. A possible idea is to estimate such asymptotic mean of
different estimators, which can be combined with estimation of the parameters
d* minimizing such means as discussed above. An estimator, and potentially
also an estimate of d* as above, leading to the lowest estimates of asymptotic
means, can be later used in SSM or can be chosen adaptively to construct the
parameters b; and minimization results in MSM.

In our numerical experiments, using different IS basis functions and added
constants a led to considerably different inefficiency constants of the adaptive
IS estimators. It would be interesting to develop adaptive methods for choosing
such basis functions and constants. For instance, the added constant a can
be chosen adaptively via minimization of estimators of variance or inefficiency
constant in which a is treated as an additional minimization parameter.

In MSM, an alternative approach to minimization of estimators constructed
using only the samples from the last stage, as in this work, would be to minimize
some weighted average of such estimators from all previous stages. In our initial
numerical experiments, minimizing such averages typically yielded drifts farther
from the approximations of the zero-variance drift r* for the corresponding diffu-
sion than the approach from this work (data not shown), which is why we focused
on the current approach. Similarly, o could be estimated using a weighted aver-
age of estimators from different stages, which closely resembles a purely adaptive
approach used in stochastic approximation methods [31],[3, 37, [35]. For instance,
under assumptions as in Section and denoting s; = Zle n;, such estimator
from the kth stage would be i S M (ZL(bi—1))(x1,i).- A SLLN and CLT
for such estimator can be proved similarly as in [35].

The model which we used for numerical experiments in this work is only a toy
one. It would be interesting to test and compare performance of minimization of
different estimators from this work on some realistic molecular models, as well as
on models arising in other application areas of IS sampling, like computational
finance and queueing theory. When using our methods for rare event simulation
in practice one should take care to choose the IS parameter b equal to b’ in
SSM or by in MSM so that the considered event is not too rare under the IS
distribution Q(b). This is because if such event was too rare, it could typically
not happen at all in a reasonable simulation time. To find such b adaptively one
can use e.g. some MSM method in which the problem is modified in the initial
stages to make the rare event less rare in these stages as discussed at the end
of Section [I11

Note that one can combine our methods with other EITs like stratified sam-
pling or control variates. Note also that instead of using stochastic counterpart
approach one can minimize inefficiency constants using stochastic approxima-
tion methods.
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