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Abstract

Motivated by various computational applications, we investigate the problem of es-
timating nested expectations. Building upon recent work by the authors, we propose a
novel Monte Carlo estimator for nested expectations, inspired by sparse grid quadrature,
that does not require sampling from inner conditional distributions. Theoretical analy-
sis establishes an upper bound on the mean squared error of our estimator under mild
assumptions on the problem, demonstrating its efficiency for cases with low-dimensional
outer variables. We illustrate the effectiveness of our estimator through its application to
problems related to value of information analysis, with moderate dimensionality. Overall,
our method presents a promising approach to efficiently estimate nested expectations in
practical computational settings.

Keywords: Monte Carlo methods, nested expectations, sparse grid quadrature, value of information
analysis, mean squared error
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

Estimating nested expectations is a computationally demanding problem that arises in various compu-
tational science and engineering fields. In many applications, it is necessary to compute the expectation
of a function with respect to random variables, where the argument is given by the inner conditional
expectation of other random variables. This type of quantity is called a nested expectation, and it
arises in a variety of fields, including Bayesian experimental designs [23, 8], risk estimation in com-
putational finance [12, 15, 4], global sensitivity analysis [35, 33], and value of information analysis
[28, 21, 39]. The standard Monte Carlo approach to estimate nested expectations simply nests the
Monte Carlo estimators for inner and outer expectations, but it requires sampling from inner condi-
tional distributions. This can be difficult or even impossible, and even if this is possible, the nested
Monte Carlo estimator is known to be inefficient in terms of error convergence [32, 1, 29]. To overcome
this challenge, various methods have been proposed, including importance sampling, Markov chain
Monte Carlo, and multilevel Monte Carlo methods. See [24, 31, 3, 2, 10, 11, 14, 19, 13, 38] among
many others. Nonetheless, most of these methods still rely on inner conditional sampling.

In this paper, we propose a novel Monte Carlo estimator for nested expectations that does not
require sampling from inner conditional distributions. Our method, introduced in Section 2, is built

∗School of Engineering, University of Tokyo, 7-3-1 Hongo, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo 113-8656, Japan
(hironaka-tomohiko@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp; goda@frcer.t.u-tokyo.ac.jp)

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.04363v1


upon recent work by the authors [18] and is inspired by sparse grid quadrature, which is a numerical
method for approximating high-dimensional integrals [34, 9, 7]. While our proposed estimator is the-
oretically shown to be efficient for problems with low-dimensional outer variables, we also empirically
demonstrate its applicability to problems with moderate dimensionality. Specifically, in Section 3, we
provide a theoretical analysis that establishes an upper bound on the mean squared error (MSE) of
our estimator under mild assumptions on the problem, and in Section 4, we demonstrate its effective-
ness through numerical experiments related to value of information analysis. Our proposed method
presents a promising approach to efficiently estimate nested expectations in practical computational
settings.

1.2 Related Works

Before moving on, we would like to highlight some relevant works on estimating nested expectations
without relying on inner conditional sampling. In the realm of global sensitivity analysis, Broto et
al. proposed one approach that uses the k-nearest neighbors algorithm (kNN) to estimate sensitivity
indices [6]. In the context of value of information analysis for medical decision problems, several
papers have proposed different approaches to estimate the expected value of partial perfect information
(EVPPI) and the expected value of sample information (EVSI), including [36, 37, 27, 17, 22, 16]. For
instance, Strong et al. suggested a regression-based approach using generalized additive models or
Gaussian process regression in [36, 37]. The combined use of Monte Carlo sampling and regression
has also been studied independently in the context of financial engineering, as in [25, 5]. Furthermore,
Hong et al. investigated the kernel smoothing approach as well as the kNN approach in the context of
risk estimation in financial engineering [20]. The key, common point among these studies as well as this
paper is that nested expectations are estimated through post-computation using only random samples
from the joint distribution of the inner and outer random variables, without explicitly sampling from
the inner conditional distributions.

In a recent work by the authors [18], we have introduced a Monte Carlo approach different from the
aforementioned works. Given a set of random samples from the joint distribution of the inner and outer
random variables, our approach stratifies them a posteriori into mutually disjoint subsets, depending
on the values of the outer random variables. For each subset, the inner conditional expectation is
estimated by taking the average of the sample values of the inner random variables that belong to that
subset. Although we established an upper bound on the MSE, we made a relatively strong assumption
that the outer random variables are all continuous and mutually independent. Additionally, our
estimator requires the number of random samples to be of the form m2K , where K is the number
of outer random variables and m > 1 is an integer. Therefore, an exponentially large number of
random samples is needed as the outer variables’ dimensionality increases. In contrast, the proposed
method in this paper is free from these disadvantages: we establish an upper bound on the MSE,
without assuming that the outer random variables are all continuous and mutually independent, for
the number of random samples being any power of 2 irrespective of the dimension K.

1.3 Problem Setting

Let us now define nested expectations more precisely. Suppose we have two random variables X ∈ R
J

and Y ∈ R
K . For a function f : RJ → R, the nested expectation is defined as

I = Eρ(Y )f
(

Eρ(X|Y )X
)

, (1)

where ρ(Y ) denotes the marginal probability distribution of Y and ρ(X |Y ) denotes the conditional
probability distribution of X given Y . Throughout this paper, we assume that it is possible to obtain
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) samples from the joint distribution ρ(X,Y ) of the
random variables X and Y , although this may not be the case for the inner conditional distribution
ρ(X |Y ). We further assume that evaluating the function f pointwise and generating one sample from
the joint distribution ρ(X,Y ) both take a unit computational cost. The problem addressed in this
paper is to estimate I efficiently under these assumptions.
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As we have already explained, there are numerous applications that require computation of nested
expectations. In the following, we present an example from the value of information analysis for
medical decision problems, which is a particular application of interest in this paper.

Let D be a finite set of potential medical treatments, each with uncertain outcomes and costs. We
model the net benefit of treatment d ∈ D as a function of the input random variables θ, denoted by NBd.
These variables include factors such as the probability of side effects and the cost of treatment. Our
goal is to determine whether conducting a clinical trial or medical research to reduce the uncertainty of
θ is worth the investment [39]. EVSI is a measure of the cost-effectiveness of conducting such research.
It calculates the average gain in net benefit from making the observation Y :

Eρ(Y ) max
d∈D

Eρ(θ|Y )NBd(θ) −max
d∈D

Eρ(θ)NBd(θ).

Here, the first term represents the average net benefit when choosing the optimal treatment based on
the observation Y , and the second term represents the net benefit without making the observation.
Notice that the first term is a nested expectation, as given in (1).

2 Proposed Method

Throughout this paper, we denote the set of positive integers by N. For the sake of notation, we
introduce u:p to denote the vector obtained by appending a real number p to the end of a vector
u ∈ R

d. Specifically, u:p = (u1, . . . , ud, p) ∈ R
d+1. With this notation in mind, we now introduce our

new Monte Carlo estimator for nested expectations, which is an extension of the previous method by
the authors [18] and is inspired by sparse grid quadrature.

Algorithm 1. Let m ∈ N, and let {(X(i), Y (i))}1≤i≤2m be a set of i.i.d. random samples from the
joint distribution ρ(X,Y ). For d ∈ {0, . . . ,m} and u ∈ {0, 1}d, we construct Bd

u
, B′d

u
⊆ {1, . . . , 2m}

recursively as follows: For d = 0, let

B0
∅ = {1, . . . , 2m}.

For 0 < d ≤ m, we separate Bd−1
u

into two mutually disjoint sets in two different ways for each
u ∈ {0, 1}d−1 such that

Bd
u:0 ∪Bd

u:1 = B′d
u:0 ∪B′d

u:1 = Bd−1
u

,

Bd
u:0 ∩Bd

u:1 = B′d
u:0 ∩B′d

u:1 = ∅,
∣

∣Bd
u:0

∣

∣ =
∣

∣Bd
u:1

∣

∣ =
∣

∣B′d
u:0

∣

∣ =
∣

∣B′d
u:1

∣

∣ = 2m−d,

where Y
(i0)
(d−1 mod K)+1 ≤ Y

(i1)
(d−1 mod K)+1 for all i0 ∈ Bd

u:0 and i1 ∈ Bd
u:1 and i0 ≤ i1 for all i0 ∈ B′d

u:0

and i1 ∈ B′d
u:1. Then we estimate I by

Î =

m
∑

d=0

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)



−
m
∑

d=1

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)



 . (2)

Here, we explain how this estimator is constructed. First, let us take a look at the first term of
(2), which is a sum over d from 0 to m. For the sake of notation, we denote each summand by

P̂ (d,m−d) :=
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)



 ,

in which, the outer expectation is approximated by the average of 2d samples over u, and the inner
conditional expectation is approximated by the average of 2m−d samples in Bd

u
for the corresponding

3



u. Here we note that Bd
u
is defined by stratifying the samples {(X(i), Y (i))}1≤i≤2m depending on the

values of Y (i), so that each sample in the same Bd
u
is “close” to each other, which makes it possible

to estimate the inner conditional expectation by the average over Bd
u
without explicitly relying on

sampling from the inner conditional distribution. Thus, as d increases, the number of samples used
for the outer average also increases, resulting in higher accuracy for the outer expectation, whereas
the number of samples for the inner average decreases, resulting in lower accuracy for the inner
expectation. The previous method by the authors [18], roughly speaking, picks up only one summand
with d = m/2 without the second term of (2) to estimate the nested expectation, i.e., P̂ (m/2,m/2),
which aims to balance the accuracies for approximating the outer and inner expectations. Instead, in
this paper, we use the whole hierarchy of the approximation levels and correct the estimator based on
the idea of sparse grid quadrature as follows.

To understand how our estimator is connected to sparse grid quadrature, let us consider the second
term of (2), which is a sum over d from 1 to m. We denote each summand by

Q̂(d,m−d) :=
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)





=
1

2d−1

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

1

2

∑

p∈{0,1}

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u:p

X(i)



 .

Although Q̂(d,m−d) can be computed similarly to P̂ (d,m−d), it is important to notice that, for each
u ∈ {0, 1}d−1, B′d

u:0 and B′d
u:1 partition the samples in Bd−1

u
depending only on the index i of the samples

{(X(i), Y (i))}1≤i≤2m . Due to the assumption that {(X(i), Y (i))}1≤i≤2m is a set of i.i.d. random samples
from the joint distribution, the statistical property for the averages over B′d

u:0 and B′d
u:1 remains the

same. Therefore, Q̂(d,m−d) plays a similar role to P̂ (d−1,m−d) in approximating the nested expectation.
Following the idea of sparse grid quadrature [34, 9, 7], we aim to approximate the nested expectation,
with the accuracy which P̂ (m,m) can achieve, by

P̂ (0,m) +

m
∑

d=1

(

P̂ (d,m−d) − Q̂(d,m−d)
)

,

which is nothing but our proposed estimator in (2).

Remark 1. In Algorithm 1, constructing Bd
u
for d ∈ {0, . . . ,m} and u ∈ {0, 1}d requires recursive

sorting of the samples based on the value of Y (i). For each d, the necessary computational cost for this
sorting process is of O(N logN), where N = 2m denotes the total number of samples. Therefore, the
total cost will be of O(mN logN) = O(N(logN)2), which is almost linear in N .

In the rest of this paper, we assume that the cost of recursive sorting is negligible, and the dominant
computational parts in Algorithm 1 are generating random samples from the joint distribution ρ(X,Y )
and evaluating the function f , both of which cost linearly with respect to the total number of samples
used. Therefore, we adopt the total number of samples used in estimation as an objective measure of
computational cost when comparing the performance of different estimation methods.

3 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we provide an upper bound on the MSE of our proposed method (Algorithm 1). We
begin by introducing our notation for variance. Throughout this section, given a random vector Z,
we define the variance of Z as the trace of the covariance matrix of Z and denote it by Vρ(Z)Z. This
notation also applies to the case of conditional variance, where we use an appropriate subscript to
represent the underlying conditional distribution. Moreover, whenever the underlying probability dis-
tribution is clear from the context, we omit the subscript from E or V or simply denote the underlying
random variables for the subscript instead of the probability distribution.

As the main theoretical result of this paper, we show the following theorem.
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Theorem 1. Let m ∈ N and N = 2m. Assume that supY VX|Y X < ∞, and there exist positive
constants α1, α2 such that

1. |f (x)− f (x+ y)| ≤ α1 ‖y‖2, and
2. |f (x)− f (x+ y)− f (x+ y′) + f (x+ y + y′)| ≤ α2 ‖y‖2 ‖y′‖2,

for all x, y, y′ ∈ R
J . Moreover, assume that there exist a positive constant β and functions Tk : R →

[0, 1] for all k = 1, . . . ,K such that, for any pair of Y1 and Y2, there is a probability distribution ρY1,Y2

which satisfies, for all (X1, X2) ∼ ρY1,Y2 ,

3. X1 ∼ ρ(X | Y1), X2 ∼ ρ(X | Y2), and

4. ‖X1 −X2‖2 ≤ β ‖T (Y1)− T (Y2)‖2,
where we write T (Y ) = (T1(Y1), . . . , TK(YK)). Then we have

E(I − Î)2 = O

(

(logN)2

N1/K

)

.

Before going into the proof of the theorem, let us make some remarks.

Remark 2. The assumption of the existence of functions Tk may appear artificial. To argue that
this is not the case, let us consider the following change of variables: for k = 1, . . . ,K, let Fk denote
the cumulative marginal distribution function of the outer variable Yk and let Zk = Fk(Yk). This
transformation ensures that 0 ≤ Zk ≤ 1. Therefore, a natural choice for Tk is Tk = Fk.

Furthermore, note that the third item of Theorem 1 implies that the random variables X1 and X2

following the joint distribution ρY1,Y2 marginally follow the conditional distributions ρ(X | Y1) and
ρ(X | Y2), respectively. The fourth item of Theorem 1 assumes that the inner conditional distribution
can be coupled well depending on the closeness of Y1 and Y2. It is important to note that we do
not require such coupling in our algorithm; we just need to assume this property in the proof. These
assumptions lead to the following bound:

∥

∥EX|Y X − EX′|Y ′X ′
∥

∥

2
≤ β ‖T (Y )− T (Y ′)‖2 ,

which holds for all Y, Y ′ ∈ R
K .

Remark 3. If the function f satisfies the first condition, it also satisfies

|f (x)− f (x+ y)− f (x+ y′) + f (x+ y + y′)| ≤ 2α1min {‖y‖2 , ‖y′‖2} ≤ 2α1 (‖y‖2 ‖y′‖2)
1/2

.

Therefore, it is clear that the second condition imposes a stronger property for f .
Theorem 1 does not necessarily cover the problem setting for estimating EVSI. In fact, for the case

where f = maxd∈D for a set D with finite cardinality J , it can be checked that the first condition on
f is satisfied:

∣

∣

∣

∣

max
1≤j≤J

xj − max
1≤j≤J

(xj + yj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ max
1≤j≤J

|xj − (xj + yj)| ≤
J
∑

j=1

|yj | ≤
√
J ‖y‖2,

where the last inequality follows from Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. However, the second condition on
f is not satisfied. Therefore, discussing whether the conditions given in Theorem 1 can be weakened
such that the theorem covers the EVSI setting remains an open problem.

As a preparation for proving Theorem 1, we present the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let m ∈ N, and let {(X(i), Y (i))}1≤i≤2m be a set of i.i.d. random samples from the joint
distribution ρ(X,Y ). For d ∈ {0, . . . ,m} and u ∈ {0, 1}d, let Bd

u
be constructed as described in

Algorithm 1. Then, assuming the existence of functions Tk : R → [0, 1] for all k = 1, . . . ,K we have
for any d ∈ {0, . . . ,m}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

max
i,j∈Bd

u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (j))
∥

∥

∥

2

2
≤ 2K

2d/K
.
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Proof. Let N = 2m. For d ∈ {0, . . . ,m} and k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, define

Wd,k =
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

(

max
i∈Bd

u

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

.

If d = 0, it is easy to see from the definition B0
∅ := {1, . . . , 2m} that

W0,k = max
i∈B0

∅

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈B0
∅

Tk(Y (i)
k ) = max

i=1,...,2m
Tk(Y (i)

k )− min
i=1,...,2m

Tk(Y (i)
k ) ≤ 1

holds for all k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}.
Otherwise if 1 ≤ d ≤ m, it follows from the construction of Bd

u
’s that, for k = (d− 1 mod K)+1 ∈

{1, . . . ,K}, we have

min
i∈Bd−1

u

Tk(Y (i)
k ) = min

i∈Bd
u:0

Tk(Y (i)
k ) ≤ max

i∈Bd
u:0

Tk(Y (i)
k )

≤ min
i∈Bd

u:1

Tk(Y (i)
k ) ≤ max

i∈Bd
u:1

Tk(Y (i)
k ) = max

i∈Bd−1
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

for all u ∈ {0, 1}d−1. Therefore, we obtain

Wd,k =
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

(

max
i∈Bd

u

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

=
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

((

max
i∈Bd

u:0

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u:0

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

+

(

max
i∈Bd

u:1

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u:1

Tk(Y (i)
k )

))

≤ 1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

(

max
i∈Bd−1

u

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd−1
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

=
1

2
Wd−1,k.

For k 6= (d− 1 mod K) + 1, we have

min
i∈Bd−1

u

Tk(Y (i)
k ) ≤ min

i∈Bd
u:p

Tk(Y (i)
k ) ≤ max

i∈Bd
u:p

Tk(Y (i)
k ) ≤ max

i∈Bd−1
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

for all u ∈ {0, 1}d−1 and p ∈ {0, 1}. Therefore, we obtain

Wd,k =
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

(

max
i∈Bd

u

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

=
1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

((

max
i∈Bd

u:0

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u:0

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

+

(

max
i∈Bd

u:1

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u:1

Tk(Y (i)
k )

))

≤ 2

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

(

max
i∈Bd−1

u

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd−1
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

= Wd−1,k.

Using these results, it can be concluded that, for any k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, we have

Wd,k ≤
{

1 if d < K,

Wd−K,k/2 otherwise.

so that it holds that

Wd,k ≤ 1

2⌊d/K⌋
Wd−K⌊d/K⌋,k ≤ 1

2⌊d/K⌋
≤ 2

2d/K
,
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for any 1 ≤ d ≤ m. Note that this upper bound on Wd,k also applies to the case d = 0.
Recalling the assumption that 0 ≤ Tk(Yk) ≤ 1 for any Yk for all k = 1, . . . ,K, we have for any

d ∈ {0, . . . ,m}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

max
i,j∈Bd

u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (j))
∥

∥

∥

2

2
≤ 1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

max
i,j∈Bd

u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (j))
∥

∥

∥

1

≤ 1

2d

K
∑

k=1

∑

u∈{0,1}d

max
i,j∈Bd

u

∣

∣

∣Tk(Y (i)
k )− Tk(Y (j)

k )
∣

∣

∣

=
1

2d

K
∑

k=1

∑

u∈{0,1}d

(

max
i∈Bd

u

Tk(Y (i)
k )− min

i∈Bd
u

Tk(Y (i)
k )

)

=

K
∑

k=1

Wd,K ≤ 2K

2d/K
,

which completes the proof of the lemma.

Let us now prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Together with the notation used in Section 2, we further introduce the following
notation in this proof:

P̂
(d,m−d)
in =

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

EX|Y (i)X



 ,

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in =

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

EX|Y (i)X



 ,

P̂
(d,m−d)
out =

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)



 ,

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out =

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)



 .

Then, by using a trivial inequality (a + b + c)2 ≤ 3(a2 + b2 + c2) for any a, b, c ∈ R, which follows
immediately from Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

E(I − Î)2

= E

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂ (d,m−d) −
m
∑

d=1

Q̂(d,m−d)

))2

≤ 3E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
in −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in

))2

+ 3E{Y (i)}

((

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
in −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in

)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
out −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out

))2

+ 3E{(X(i),Y (i))}

((

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
out −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out

)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂ (d,m−d) −
m
∑

d=1

Q̂(d,m−d)

))2

. (3)
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In the following, we derive an upper bound on each of the three terms of (3).
A bound on the first term of (3): We start by considering the first term. Applying Cauchy–Schwarz

inequality for sums, we obtain

E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
in −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in

))2

= E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

− P̂
(m,0)
in −

m
∑

d=1

(

P̂
(d−1,m−d+1)
in − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in

)

)2

≤ (m+ 1)E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

− P̂
(m,0)
in

)2

+ (m+ 1)
m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d−1,m−d+1)
in − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in

)2

.

For the first term on the right-most side above, we have

E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

− P̂
(m,0)
in

)2

= E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

− 1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

f
(

EX|Y (i)X
)

)2

=
1

2m
VY f

(

EX|Y X
)

.

Regarding each summand of the second term, applying Jensen’s inequality and using the first condition
on f , we have

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d−1,m−d+1)
in − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in

)2

= E{Y (i)}





1

2d−1

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1



f





1

2m−d+1

∑

i∈Bd−1
u

EX|Y (i)X



− 1

2

∑

p∈{0,1}

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u:p

EX|Y (i)X













2

≤ E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

∑

p∈{0,1}



f





1

2m−d+1

∑

i∈Bd−1
u

EX|Y (i)X



− f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u:p

EX|Y (i)X









2

≤ α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

∑

p∈{0,1}

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d+1

∑

i∈Bd−1
u

EX|Y (i)X − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u:p

EX|Y (i)X

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

.

By construction of B′d
u:p and because of the exchangeability of the samples {Y (i)}i, the set {Y (i)}i∈B′d

u:p

can be regarded as a set of the samples randomly resampled from {Y (i)}i∈Bd−1
u

without replacement.

This implies that each summand EX|Y (i)X for i ∈ B′d
u:p is an unbiased estimator of its average over

Bd−1
u

. Therefore, the expectation of each summand above corresponds to the variance of an unbi-
ased estimator that uses 2m−d samples (without replacement) to estimate the expectation of a finite
population of size 2m−d+1. It follows from this argument that

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d−1,m−d+1)
in − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in

)2

≤ α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

∑

p∈{0,1}

2m−d+1 − 2m−d

2m−d+1 − 1
· 1

2m−d

× 1

2m−d+1

∑

i∈Bd−1
u

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d+1

∑

j∈Bd−1
u

EX|Y (j)X − EX|Y (i)X

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2
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= α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2m − 2d−1

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

1

2m−d+1

∑

i∈Bd−1
u

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d+1

∑

j∈Bd−1
u

EX|Y (j)X − EX|Y (i)X

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2m−1

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

max
i,j∈Bd−1

u

∥

∥EX|Y (i)X − EX|Y (j)X
∥

∥

2

2

≤ α2
1β

2
E{Y (i)}

1

2m−1

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

max
i,j∈Bd−1

u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (j))
∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ α2
1β

2 2d−1

2m−1
· 2K

2(d−1)/K
≤ α2

1β
2 2K

2(m−1)/K
,

in which we have used the assumption on the coupling of X (see also Remark 2) and Lemma 1. In
this way, the first term of (3) is bounded above by

E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
in −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in

))2

≤ (m+ 1)E{Y (i)}

(

EY f
(

EX|Y X
)

− P̂
(m,0)
in

)2

+ (m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d−1,m−d+1)
in − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in

)2

≤ m+ 1

2m
VY f

(

EX|Y X
)

+ (m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

α2
1β

2 2K

2(m−1)/K
= O

(

m2

2m/K

)

.

A bound on the second term of (3): Next we show a bound on the second term of (3). Using
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality for sums, we have

E{Y (i)}

((

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
in −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in

)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
out −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out

))2

= E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(0,m)
in − P̂

(0,m)
out +

m
∑

d=1

(

P̂
(d,m−d)
in − P̂

(d,m−d)
out

)

−
m
∑

d=1

(

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in − Q̂

(d,m−d)
out

)

)2

≤ (m+ 1)E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(0,m)
in − P̂

(0,m)
out

)2

+ (m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d,m−d)
in − P̂

(d,m−d)
out − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in + Q̂

(d,m−d)
out

)2

.

The first term on the right-most side above can be bounded above by

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(0,m)
in − P̂

(0,m)
out

)2

= E{Y (i)}

(

f

(

1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

EX|Y (i)X

)

− E{X(i)|Y (i)}f

(

1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

X(i)

))2

≤ E{(X(i),Y (i))}

(

f

(

1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

EX|Y (i)X

)

− f

(

1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

X(i)

))2

≤ α2
1E{(X(i),Y (i))}

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

EX|Y (i)X − 1

2m

2m
∑

i=1

X(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

= α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

22m

2m
∑

i=1

VX|Y (i)X =
α2
1

2m
EY VX|Y X

where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality and the second inequality follows from
the first condition of f . Regarding each summand of the second term, let us introduce a bijection
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σ : {1, . . . , 2m} → {1, . . . , 2m}, which is also locally bijective between Bd
u
and B′d

u
, i.e., σ(Bd

u
) = B′d

u

holds for all u ∈ {0, 1}d. Then, by using the first and second conditions on f , the third item of the
assumptions in the theorem (see also Remark 2) and Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d,m−d)
in − P̂

(d,m−d)
out − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in + Q̂

(d,m−d)
out

)2

= E{Y (i)}





1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d



f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

EX|Y (i)X



− E{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)





−f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

EX|Y (σ(i))X



+ E{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(σ(i))









2

= E{Y (i)}





1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d



f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′





−E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))}

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)





−f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′





+E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))}

f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′′(i)









2

≤ E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }



f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′



− f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)





−f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′



+ f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′′(i)









2

≤ E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }



α1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)

− 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′ +
1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′′(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+α2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

×

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2





2
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≤ 2α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)

− 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′ +
1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′′(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+ 2α2
2E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

×

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ 2α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)

− 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′ +
1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′′(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+ 2α2
2E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − 1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X ′(i)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

×





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

∥

∥

∥E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′ − E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

X ′′
∥

∥

∥

2

2





≤ 2α2
1E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

2

22(m−d)

∑

i∈Bd
u

E{(X′(i),X′′(i))∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i)) }

∥

∥

∥
X ′(i) −X ′′(i)

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+ 2α2
2E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

1

22(m−d)

∑

i∈Bd
u

VX|Y (i)X

×





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

E(X′,X′′)∼ρ
Y (i),Y (σ(i))

‖X ′ −X ′′‖22





≤ 2α2
1β

2
E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

1

22(m−d)

∑

i∈Bd
u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (σ(i)))
∥

∥

∥

2

2

+ 2α2
2β

2
E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

1

22(m−d)

∑

i∈Bd
u

VX|Y (i)X ×





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (σ(i)))
∥

∥

∥

2

2




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≤ 2β2

(

α2
1 + α2

2 sup
Y

VX|Y X

)

1

2m−d
E{Y (i)}

1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (σ(i)))
∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ 2β2

(

α2
1 + α2

2 sup
Y

VX|Y X

)

1

2m−d
E{Y (i)}

1

2d−1

∑

u∈{0,1}d−1

max
i,j∈Bd−1

u

∥

∥

∥T (Y (i))− T (Y (j))
∥

∥

∥

2

2

≤ 2β2

(

α2
1 + α2

2 sup
Y

VX|Y X

)

1

2m−d
· 2K

2(d−1)/K
≤ 2β2

(

α2
1 + α2

2 sup
Y

VX|Y X

)

2K

2(m−1)/K
.

Therefore, the second term of (3) is bounded above by

E{Y (i)}

((

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
in −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
in

)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
out −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out

))2

≤ (m+ 1)E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(0,m)
in − P̂

(0,m)
out

)2

+ (m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

(

P̂
(d,m−d)
in − P̂

(d,m−d)
out − Q̂

(d,m−d)
in + Q̂

(d,m−d)
out

)2

≤ (m+ 1)
α2
1

2m
EY VX|Y X + (m+ 1)

m−1
∑

d=0

2β2

(

α2
1 + α2

2 sup
Y

VX|Y X

)

2K

2(m−1)/K
= O

(

m2

2m/K

)

.

A bound on the third term of (3): Finally a bound on the third term of (3) is bounded from above
as follows.

E{(X(i),Y (i))}

((

m
∑

d=0

P̂
(d,m−d)
out −

m
∑

d=1

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out

)

−
(

m
∑

d=0

P̂ (d,m−d) −
m
∑

d=1

Q̂(d,m−d)

))2

≤ (2m+ 1)
m
∑

d=0

E{(X(i),Y (i))}

(

P̂
(d,m−d)
out − P̂ (d,m−d)

)2

+ (2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{(X(i),Y (i))}

(

Q̂
(d,m−d)
out − Q̂(d,m−d)

)2

= (2m+ 1)
m
∑

d=0

E{(X(i),Y (i))}





1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d



E{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)



− f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)













2

+ (2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{(X(i),Y (i))}





1

2d

∑

u∈{0,1}d



E{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)



− f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)













2

= (2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=0

E{Y (i)}

1

22d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

V{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)





+ (2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

1

22d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

V{X(i)|Y (i)}f





1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)





≤ α2
1(2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=0

E{Y (i)}

1

22d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

V{X(i)|Y (i)}

1

2m−d

∑

i∈Bd
u

X(i)
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+ α2
1(2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

1

22d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

V{X(i)|Y (i)}

1

2m−d

∑

i∈B′d
u

X(i)

= α2
1(2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=0

E{Y (i)}

1

22d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

1

22(m−d)

∑

i∈Bd
u

V{X(i)|Y (i)}X
(i)

+ α2
1(2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

1

22d

∑

u∈{0,1}d

1

22(m−d)

∑

i∈B′d
u

V{X(i)|Y (i)}X
(i)

= α2
1(2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=0

E{Y (i)}

1

22m

2m
∑

i=1

V{X(i)|Y (i)}X
(i)

+ α2
1(2m+ 1)

m
∑

d=1

E{Y (i)}

1

22m

2m
∑

i=1

V{X(i)|Y (i)}X
(i)

= α2
1(2m+ 1)2E{Y (i)}

1

22m

2m
∑

i=1

V{X(i)|Y (i)}X
(i) =

1

2m
α2
1(2m+ 1)2 EY VX|Y X = O

(

m2

2m

)

.

Combining the respective upper bound on each of the three terms of (3), we complete the proof of the
theorem.

Our theoretical result shows that the MSE of our proposed method decays at least as fast as
N−1/K(logN)2. Although we omit the details, in comparison, the authors’ previous method in [18] has
an upper bound ofO(N−1/2K) under the same conditions as in Theorem 1. Thus, our proposed method
has a faster rate of convergence in terms of upper bounds. The rate N−1/K(logN)2 indicates that our
method is efficient when the dimensionality of the outer random variable K is small. However, due to
the exponential dependence on K, our method may not be efficiently applicable to high-dimensional
problems, and estimating nested expectations may suffer from the curse of dimensionality.

In fact, a similar exponential dependence of the approximation error on K also appears in other
studies, such as [20] and [6], in which nested expectations are estimated without sampling from the
inner conditional distribution. This implies that the curse of dimensionality is a common issue in
estimating nested expectations without inner conditional sampling. Further studies could investigate
whether it is possible to overcome the curse of dimensionality or not.

4 Numerical Experiments

Here we present numerical experiments to evaluate the performance of our proposed method and
compare it with some existing methods. As mentioned in Section 1 as a motivating example for nested
expectations, we focus on the problem of estimating EVSI. In what follows, we first introduce two test
problems in Section 4.1, and then report the numerical results and make some discussion in Section 4.2.

4.1 Test Problem

The first example is somewhat artificial, but intentionally designed to be simple enough to test whether
the estimates from our proposed method converge to the correct value. In what follows, we denote the
Bernoulli distribution with success probability p by B(1, p).

Problem 1 (simple test case). Consider model parameters p ∈ (0, 1) and M ∈ N, and let θ ∼ B
(

1, 12
)

be an inner random variable. Define the set D = {0, 1} and, for each option d ∈ D, let NBd be a net
benefit function given by

NBd =

{

θ, if d = 0,

1− θ, if d = 1.
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Table 1: Model inputs for the second problem presented in [30]. Note that lognormal(µ,Σ)
represents the log-normal distribution, where µ and Σ denote the mean vector and covariance
matrix of the corresponding normal distribution, respectively.

Description Parameter Distribution

Willingness to pay WTP 20000 (constant)
per QALY threshold
Quality adjusted life-years SSIQALYloss 0.12 (constant)
decrement resulting from an SSI

Cost attributable to SSI SSIcost lognormal
(

8.972, 0.16312
)

Cost for no dressing dressingcostsE 0 (constant)
Cost for simple dressings dressingcostsS 5.25 (constant)
Cost for glue dressing dressingcostsG 13.86 (constant)
Cost for advanced dressings dressingcostsA 21.39 (constant)

SSI risk with simple dressings pSSI S N
(

0.1380, 0.00182
)

SSI risk with other dressing pSSI d Derived from pSSI S and ORd

types (d ∈ {E,G,A})
Odds ratios of SSI risk





ORE

ORG

ORA



 lognormal









−0.05
−0.07
−0.18



 ,





0.07 0.06 0.02
0.06 0.22 0.02
0.02 0.02 0.05







relative to simple dressings

We define the sample information Y as an M -dimensional vector (Y1, . . . , YM ), where

Ym = (2bm − 1)Um(2θ − 1),

for m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Here, {bm}m and {Um}m are sets of independent random variables that follow
the Bernoulli distribution B (1, p) and the uniform distribution U(0, 1), respectively.

For this problem, the exact value of EVSI is available, which is given by

I =
1

2

M
∑

m=0

(

M

m

)

max
(

pM−m(1 − p)M , pM (1− p)M−m
)

.

Using this, we can estimate the MSE of the estimator Î without bias as

1

r

r
∑

i=1

(

I − Î(i)
)2

, (4)

where r ∈ N and Î(1), . . . , Î(r) denote r independent estimates obtained by the estimator Î. In what
follows, we always choose r = 100.

For the second example, let us consider a medical decision model presented in [30]. This model
concerns the determination of the optimal dressing types (or no dressing) to reduce surgical site infec-
tions (SSI) in primary surgical wounds and aims to assess the feasibility of a multicenter randomized
controlled trial (RCT). We aim to demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed method in practical
settings by applying it to this realistic decision-making problem.

Problem 2 (medical decision problem from [30]). Let θ be a vector of inner random variables, the
description and probability distribution of each of which are described in Table 1. Consider a set of
four different dressing types, denoted by D = {E, S,G,A}, and for each type d ∈ D, we define the net
benefit function as follows:

NBd = − (dressingcostd + pSSI d ∗ (SSIcost + SSIQALYloss ×WTP)) .
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Consider an RCT with n participants, in which each treatment d ∈ D is applied to nd participants,
where n = nE + nS + nG + nA. We model the sample information Y obtained by the RCT as a
3-dimensional vector where





Y0

Y1

Y2



 ∼ Normal













log(ORE)
log(ORG)
log(ORA)



 ,









s2(nS+nE)
nSnE

s2

nS

s2

nS

s2

nS

s2(nS+nG)
nSnG

s2

nS

s2

nS

s2

nS

s2(nS+nA)
nSnA

















.

where s = 3.7 is the standard deviation for the log-odds ratios on a given arm.

In our experiments, we consider the following two scenarios

• EvSvG: nE = nS = 2n/5, nG = n/5 and nA = 0

• EvSvGvA: nE = nS = nG = nA = n/4

with various values of n. In cases where nA = 0, we substitute a sufficiently small value of 10−3 for
nA to avoid division by zero errors during computation. Although the exact value of EVSI cannot
be calculated analytically for this model, we estimate it with the standard error around 0.05 using
multilevel Monte Carlo methods [10, 19] as a reference. Denoting this estimated value by I, we estimate
the MSE of each estimator Î in the same way as shown in (4) with r = 100.

It should be noted that the components of the outer random variables are not mutually indepen-
dent. While the previous method proposed by the authors [18] did not account for such situations in
its theoretical analysis, the analysis presented in Section 3 provides a bound on the MSE even when
the outer variables are dependent. Therefore, we expect that the method proposed in this paper will
perform better than the previous one. Additionally, although i.i.d. samples from the inner conditional
distribution ρ(θ|Y ) can be easily generated in these problems, this assumption does not hold in general
problem settings.

In this paper, we compare our proposed method with two existing methods: the regression-based
method proposed in [36, 37], and the previous method proposed by the authors [18]. Specifically,
we use the generalized additive model (GAM) for the regression-based method and refer to it as
the GAM-based method. We confirmed beforehand that using Gaussian process regression for the
regression-based method would be too computationally expensive to complete the experiments within
a reasonable time frame. Regarding the previous method by the authors, we consider its slightly
modified version, i.e., P̂ (m/2,m/2), as we stated in Section 2, which enables us a fair comparison in
terms of the total number of samples. The source codes used in our experiments are available at
https://github.com/Goda-Research-Group/experiment-2023-06.

4.2 Results and discussion

In the first experiment, we estimate the EVSI of the first model (Problem 1) with the model parameters
(M,p) = (7, 0.7), (7, 0.9), (10, 0.7) and (10, 0.9). The results are shown in the subplots of Figure 1,
respectively. In each subplot, the vertical axis represents the MSE, and the horizontal axis represents
the total number of samples used for the pair of inner and outer random variables (θ, Y ). These
results demonstrate that our two methods converge to the correct EVSI value, whereas the MSE for
the GAM-based method does not decay towards 0 because the estimate converges to a wrong value.
Comparing our two methods, we can see that our proposed method achieves a lower error than the
previous method, which is consistent with what our theoretical result predicts. Although M denotes
the dimensionality of the outer random variables, the convergence behavior of our proposed method
is better than what is expected from the theoretical result.

We now move on to the second example. The results of estimating EVSI for the scenario EvSvG
with the total number of participants n = 200, 500, 1000, 2000 are presented in the subplots of Figure 2,
respectively. In this scenario, it can be confirmed that the GAM-based method exhibits the best
performance in terms of MSE with respect to the number of total samples for any value of n. However,
the MSE of our proposed method also converges to 0 at a rate similar to that of the GAM-based
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Figure 1: Comparison of MSE between the three methods (the GAM-based method, our
previous and proposed methods) for the first test problem with various (M,p)’s. Our previous
and proposed methods are denoted by simple and sparsegrid, respectively.
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(d) n = 2000

Figure 2: Comparison of MSE between the three methods (the GAM-based method, our
previous and proposed methods) for the scenario EvSvG with various values of n. Our
previous and proposed methods are denoted by simple and sparsegrid, respectively.

method, making it competitive. In contrast, our previous method exhibits a lower convergence rate
and clear underperformance, especially in the regime of large number of total samples.

The results for the EvSvGvA scenario with the same number of participants (n = 200, 500, 1000, 2000)
are shown in Figure 3. In this scenario, the situation changes substantially; the GAM-based method
exhibits inferior convergence behavior compared to our proposed method, and becomes even worse
than our previous method for n = 200, 500, when the number of total samples is large. It is possible
that the MSE of the GAM-based method does not necessarily converge to 0. In contrast, the MSE of
our proposed method converges to 0 at a rate similar to that in the EvSvG scenario.

Let us now discuss the numerical results obtained in these experiments. Firstly, we compare
the methods in terms of consistency. As we have seen, all three methods appear to be consistent
for the scenario EvSvG, while the GAM-based method does not necessarily converge to the exact
EVSI value for the first example and the scenario EvSvGvA. GAM is a method of approximating a
multivariate function by a sum of univariate functions. In the context of nested expectations, the
inner conditional expectation Eρ(X|Y )X is approximated simply by

∑K
k=1 gk(Yk), where g1, . . . , gK

are regressed functions. However, this additivity assumption does not hold in general, and thus an
estimate of the GAM-based method may not converge to a correct value. In contrast, our proposed
method is shown consistent under some conditions in the theoretical analysis, even if the additivity
assumption is not valid.

Next, we compare the methods in terms of convergence. Our theoretical analysis demonstrates
that our proposed method has an upper bound on the MSE of O(N−1/K(logN)2), while our previous
method has an upper bound of O(N−1/(2K)) under the same conditions. Thus, we expect our proposed
method to converge faster than the previous method. In the numerical experiments, we observe that
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Figure 3: Comparison of MSE between the three methods (our previous and proposed meth-
ods, and the GAM-based method) for the scenario EvSvGvA with various values of n. Our
previous and proposed methods are denoted by simple and sparsegrid, respectively.
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the MSE convergence slope for the proposed method is steeper than that for the previous method in
all figures. Although the empirical slope does not agree with what is expected from Theorem 1, it is
important to note that the theoretical analysis only provides an upper bound on the MSE, which may
not be tight. Therefore, further research may be needed to refine the theoretical analysis and provide
a more accurate estimate of the MSE convergence rate.

Finally, let us discuss the computational complexity of the methods, as the results presented so far
are all in terms of MSE against the number of total samplesN . As discussed in Remark 1, the dominant
parts of the process are assumed to be generating random samples from the joint distribution (of θ
and Y in our test problem) and evaluating the function f (i.e., NBd for all d ∈ D in our test problem).
Therefore, we expect the difference in computational complexity between the proposed method and
other methods to be slight, as all methods used in our experiments have a quasilinear computational
complexity in terms of N . In fact, our numerical experiments did not reveal any significant difference
in computational time between the methods. Regarding the regression-based methods, it is possible to
improve accuracy by adding interaction terms to the generalized additive models [26] or using Gaussian
process regression. However, there is a trade-off between accuracy improvement and computational
cost, which makes it challenging to choose an appropriate model. In particular, Gaussian process
regression has a computational cost of O(N3), limiting its applicability in regimes where N is large.

5 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we proposed a novel Monte Carlo estimator for nested expectations that does not require
sampling from the inner conditional distribution. Our proposed method builds upon the previous
method by the authors and is inspired by sparse grid quadrature. The theoretical analysis showed
an upper bound on the MSE of O(N−1/K(logN)2) of our proposed method under mild conditions.
Through a series of numerical experiments related to value of information analysis, we demonstrated
the effectiveness of our method even with moderate dimensionality of the outer random variables.

Furthermore, we compared our proposed method with the previous method and the regression-
based method in terms of convergence and found that our method may attain faster convergence.
We also discussed the computational complexity of the methods and found that the difference in
computational cost between the proposed method and the other methods is not significant, given
that the dominant computational parts of the process are sampling from the joint distribution and
evaluating the function values.

In conclusion, our proposed method provides a promising approach for efficiently estimating nested
expectations with moderate dimensionality, as it is more efficient than the existing methods in terms
of convergence and does not require sampling from the inner conditional distribution. Future research
could investigate the theoretical properties in greater detail, as we have found some gaps between the
empirical and theoretical convergence rates, and explore extensions of our method to handle more
high-dimensional problems.
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