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Abstract

In this paper we consider the filtering of a class of partially observed piecewise deterministic
Markov processes (PDMPs). In particular, we assume that an ordinary differential equation (ODE)
drives the deterministic element and can only be solved numerically via a time discretization. We
develop, based upon the approach in [20], a new particle and multilevel particle filter (MLPF) in
order to approximate the filter associated to the discretized ODE. We provide a bound on the mean
square error associated to the MLPF which provides guidance on setting the simulation parameter
of that algorithm and implies that significant computational gains can be obtained versus using a
particle filter. Our theoretical claims are confirmed in several numerical examples.
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1 Introduction

Piecewise deterministic Markov processes (PDMPs) are a class of continuous-time stochastic processes that
jump at random times and in-between jump times evolve deterministically. They have been considered
in a variety of applications such as target tracking and neuroscience; see e.g. [3, 11, 20]. In this article
we consider the case where the deterministic component evolves according to an ordinary differential
equation (ODE) which can only be solved numerically, using time discretization (e.g. the Euler method).
In addition, as in [8], we consider that the process is only partially observed at discrete and regular times.

The filtering, i.e. the recursive estimation of the hidden process at pre-specified times, of discretely
observed continuous-time processes is a notoriously challenging problem; see e.g. [1, 4] for several ex-
amples. The main barrier to their use is the lack of analytical tractability of the filter and this gives
rise to the application of numerical methods. In particular, one of the most often used methods in such
context is the particle filter (e.g. [4]), which is a numerical technique that generates a collection of S € N
samples in parallel, and which undergo resampling and sampling operations. Such methods can be used
to approximate expectations w.r.t. the filtering distribution and these approximations are asymptotically
consistent (i.e. as S — +oo the approximations converge in an appropriate sense); see [4].

In the case of piecewise deterministic processes (PDPs) several particle filter and sequential Monte
Carlo (e.g. [6]) methods have appeared, for example in [3, 11, 22|. In this article, as mentioned previously,
we focus upon a particular type of PDMP, which was extensively investigated in [20]. This PDMP includes
an ODE which can only be solved by using numerical methods and we will develop particle filters for this
type of model. The particle filter we use is essentially the most basic bootstrap approach, but with the
caveat that one is using a time-discretized solution of the ODE. This latter point naturally points to using
the well-known multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) method [9, 10, 12] that can help to improve estimation
of expectations where the associated probability law is subject to time discretization; this is a point that
had been realized by [20].

MLMC methods work by considering a collection of time-discretized expectations of increasingly more
accurate approximations. The idea is then to consider a telescoping sum of difference of the expectations,
equal to the most precise approximation and then to use Monte Carlo methods to approximate each
difference. The key point of the methods is to perform exact simulation from a coupling of the probability
laws at consecutive levels. If such a coupling is good enough (see e.g. [9]) the cost to compute the
expectation of interest for a given mean square error (MSE) between the estimator to the true expectation,
relative to a using just one level, can be reduced by several orders of magnitude. This idea has been



extended from forward problems (without data), as are considered in [9, 20], to models which combine
the forward problems with real data; see [2, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. Despite the work in the afore-mentioned
articles, we do not know of any method that has dealt with the type of partially observed PDMP considered
in this paper.

In this article, we develop a new multilevel particle filter (MLPF) for the filtering of a class of PDMPs.
Critical to our approach is the clever change of measure method that is used in [20]. In that article, the
authors consider the PDMP by itself and considering estimating differences of expectations at different
levels of accuracy in terms of the numerical approximation of the ODE solver. They realize that in order
to couple well samples of the PDMP at consecutive levels, the processes should jump at the same times.
In order to ensure that this is so, they use a change of measure at the courser time discretization, so
that the process jumps at the same time as the finer time discretization. We show how this method
can be embedded within the MLPF framework that was originally developed in [15]. We also consider a
mathematical analysis of our new filtering estimator. Our mathematical results show how to choose the
maximum level and the number of samples needed at each consecutive level difference, so as to obtain a
MSE of O(€?), € > 0. The MSE is the difference of our estimator and the true (without time discretization)
filtering expectation. If A; = 27! represents the time discretization of the ODE solver, typically the cost
of using many solvers (e.g. the Euler method) is O(Al_l). If one can assume this is the cost of sampling
the time-discretized PDMP - and this is uncertain - then our theoretical results indicate that the cost to
achieve an MSE of O(e?) is O(e~21log(e)?) versus using a particle filter, which would cost O(e~3) for the
same MSE. We then investigate these claims numerically in several examples.

This article is structured as follows. In Section 2 we give precise details on the model and our algorithm.
In Section 3 we present our mathematical results. In Section 4 we investigate our approach in several
numerical examples. The appendix houses all of our mathematical proofs with assumptions.

2 Model and Methodology

2.1 Process

The presentation of the current section follows the exposition of [20] very closely, as this latter work
focusses exactly on the processes that are considered in that article.

Roughly, a PDMP is continuous-time stochastic process that will move deterministically in-between
random (jump) times. At the jump times there may also be transitions of the stochastic process. More
precisely, we will need the following elements:

e X:=U x R? as the space of the PDMP, where U is a countable set, with possible infinite cardinality
and d € N is fixed. Also, let 2" be its Borel o-algebra.

e A differential equation, for any fixed x € X:
VB (x,t) = f (®(x,1)) (2.1)

where @ : X x RT = X, f: X = X, &(z,0) = z is given. It is assumed that, for any fixed z € X,
there exists a unique solution to (2.1) and conditions to ensure this are discussed later on.

e A bounded and measurable function A : X — (0, \*], 0 < A* < +o0.
e A transition kernel @ : X x 2" — [0, 1].

The upper-bound A\* is a necessary component of the methodology to be described.

The X-valued PDMP, (X¢)c[0,77, is then generated on a time interval [0,7], X; = (U;,V;), with
Xo = (ug,vg) given as described in Algorithm 1, with 0 = ¢g and T = ¢;. In Algorithm 1 we use the
notation U)o, 1) to denote the Uniform distribution on [0, 1] and £(A*) to denote the exponential distribution
of parameter \*. Throughout, we assume T € N is ‘total length’ of the PDMP and that T is so large that



Algorithm 1 Simulation of a PDMP. Some notations are defined in the main text.
1. Set k = 0, k* = 1, initial time 0 < ¢, final time ty < t; < T, T§ = Ty = tp, and initial point
Tty = (utovvto)'

2. Generate I}, ~ E(N*) and set T7, = T + I} I T7 >ty set Xy = ©(Xp,,s — T}) for every
s € (Tx, t1] and go to step 4., otherwise go to the next step.

3. Generate Wi ~ Ujp 1
o If
A @z, T — Tk))
)\*
then set k <~ k+ 1, 7, = k*, Tp, = T}, Xs = ®(Xnp,_,,5 — Ti—1) for every s € (Tp—1,T}).
Generate X, ~ Q (Xp,—, - ). Set k* < k* + 1 and go to step 2..
e Otherwise set k* <+ k* + 1 and go to step 2..

Wi < (2.2)

4. Return the process (X¢)iejty,,] and Ny, 4,) = k and N k* — 1.

* =
[to,t1]

performing filtering (to be defined later on) that essentially one may not reach T in a practical problem.
This is not necessarily a challenge as time can be rescaled to reflect this assumption.

The expression of the process in Algorithm 1 is based upon a Poisson thinning technique explained
in detailed in [20]. Therefore, the upper-bound of X is critical since the jump times T} are generated
by thinning a Poisson process jumps 7} of rate A*. In practice, of course, it is sufficient to work with
the process at jump times and ‘fill in’ any points that are necessary. In Algorithm 1, Ny, ¢,) and Nﬁm ]
represent the number of jump times on [tg, t1] of the PDMP and of a Poisson process of rate \*. If ¢y = 0,
we write Ny, and N{ as a short-hand. The simulation in Algorithm 1 also requires that one can solve the

equation (2.1), which we shall assume is not possible exactly.

2.1.1 Uniqueness and Discretization of the Solution to (2.1)
In order to proceed further, we shall assume the following.

(D1) f:X — X as on the R.H.S. of (2.1) has the following properties:

sup,ex | f(z)| < 400, where | - | is the L; —norm.

f(u,-) is globally differentiable with continuous first derivative for each u € U.
— There exists a C < +oo such that for any u € U, (v,v') € R??, | f(u,v) — f(u,v")] < Clvo — /|

— The flow does not change the value of u, that is, 7y (f(z)) = 0 for any = € X, where my(u,v) = u.
The Markov kernel () satisfies the following:

— The jump does not change the value of v, that is, Q(z, A°) = 0 where A = {(u*,v*) : v* # v}
and z = (u,v).

Assumption (D1) is enough to ensure a unique solution to (2.1). It is assumed to hold from herein and,
for instance, is omitted from any statements of our mathematical results.

We now proceed to introduce a time discretization to solve (2.1). We adopt the well-known Euler
method, although several more advanced approaches such as (higher-order) Runge-Kutta methods could
be employed with little difficulty. Let A; = 27!, I € N be given and consider two time points tg,¢; such
that 0 < tg < t; < T. Let J := max{|(t; — to)A; '] —1,0}. For each z € X and an integer 0 < j < J,
consider a discretized flow of ® by

(@, (G + 1)A) = ¢' (2, j A1) + F(¢' (2, 5A0)) A



Then our approximate solution is taken as, for z € X,0 < j < J and for jA; <t < (j +1)4;

Oy (@, 1) = ¢ (@, 5A) + F(8 (@, to + 5 A) {t — GO} (2.3)

Then to generate a discretized approximation of the process in Algorithm 1, one can simply replace

the solution of (2.1), with the discretized solution given in (2.3). More precisely, in (2.2) one uses
!
(T}175

ministic process (PDP) that is produced by Algorithm 1, when replacing the solution of (2.1) with the

solution of (2.3) as (Xl)te[t(, ¢,) and the all the associated notations will also be given a supersrcipt [.

(xlT, , T,:*ll - T, l) instead of ®(xq,, T — Tj). To further clarify, we denote the piecewise deter-
k

For instance the event times of the homogeneous Poisson process will be denoted (77" l, e 7T;]f . ). We
[to,t1]
remark that, as explained in [20, Section 2.3], whilst the process in Algorithm 1 indeed defines a PDMP,

the associated discretized approximation, is only a PDP.

2.1.2 Coupling Discretizations

As it will be critical when describing Multilevel methods, consider ¢ : X — R, with ¢ bounded and
measurable (we write such functions as B,(X) from herein), and simulating two discretized processes
(X1)teto,tr) and (Xf_l)te[to 0 1 €42,3,...},0 <ty <t <T, where we shall emphasize that the initial
points need not be identical. Suppose that one wishes to approximate:
ELy (X))~ B (X4

where E;[ -], s € {{ 1,1}, denotes an expectation w.r.t. the law of the process (X}):e[,,+,] starting from
X; = x. Clearly, one approach is to sample the processes (X{)icf,¢,], s € {l — 1,1}, N—times (N € N)
independently and then use Monte Carlo approximation. However, in order for MLMC methods to work
well, it is important to sample a dependent coupling of the joint laws of (X7 )icfto,,], 5 € {I — 1,1}, or to
sample one process and correct using importance sampling; this is the latter strategy that is employed in
[20] and the one we shall follow.

Below, the following notations will be used and will help to facilitate the description of our algorithms.
We set, for [ € {2,3,...}

Bl = (Nﬁitl],N[to ] (Tgl,...,T;[ft,o,m),(T{,...mjvfto,tl]),(xgl,,...,XlTN[lto’m) (XlT,l,...,XlTNEtM)>
X, = (Xi,. %,
X}, = (XX
We note that in Eég,tl the jump times (7%, ... 7T]lv[lt0,t1]) of the PDP can be inferred on the basis of
(To*vl’ . 7T;’[£folf1])’ (.. "lev[lto,zl]) and hence are not added explicitly (except in some subscripts, for
readability).

One of the approaches of [20], which is the one we shall focus upon, is simply to generate the process
(Xé)te[to_tl] and then correct the expectation E ;- [ap(th:l)] appropriately. More precisely, one has the
: ‘o

identity:

By [p(X5)] = EL (X)) = By [o(X)) =By [@(XGT DRy, (X4 B X3 (24)

!
to Ltg to to

where R} , (X!

to

,Eh 4., X4 ) is defined via (see [20, Corollary 2.2]):

Rt07t1( t()’:imtl’xél) = Zﬁ\ﬂ H Z1l7 (25)



where

A q)l 1 l— 1,Tl Tl A @l*l fl’l 1’T*l TI
( Ty, TL+1]( Ty 1= 1) HT;Z)+1_1 1— (T}, Tg L( T e »)

2 q=7l+1 »
P -1 -1
Q (xTz T )

Zl — p+1 " p+1 (2 6)
» .
,\(cbl (ac T —Tl)> . >\<<I>L (xb, T3 =T )) (xl z! )

(74,7 4] /\Tl p+1 7 p Tp+1l111 1_ (.13 )\T’ Q T, =T,
= =l *
l _
for p € {0,..., Ny, ., — 1} and
N (z!=1 T liTl )
*,1 ( [t Nl T3 Tzlvl [tn t1]
H [to,t1] 1_ Nltg,t1] [to,t1]
a=7, +1 Ax
[to,t1]
AW = (2.7)
Nito 12 1 1 Al
K o (z =T
Nl (rt Nl *qul] ! [tu t1]
H [fo t1] 1 Ntg,t1] [to,t1]
q=T! Nl +1 A*
[to t1]

where we have used the abuse of notation that () denotes both the kernel and the positive density
(wr.t. the product of the Lebesgue measure and the counting measure) of @), and that for p €
{1,..., tot1} uh, —uTL

In words (2.4) essentlally says that the jump times of the two processes are same, as are the values of
the discrete process (except possibly at the initial time) and that R} o.t, 18 the Radon-Nikodym derivative
used to account for the discrepancy of the target process at level [ — 1 and the sampled process. We
are using a slight abuse of notation as the (Xf_l)te(toytl] that is used in the expectation operator on the
R.H.S. of (2.4) is not the one as if one had run Algorithm 1 with ®'~!, but the one as described previously.
The main reason for this is to avoid notational overload.

2.2 Filter and Multilevel Identity

We begin by considering the filter associated to a partially observed PDMP, followed by the associated
time discretized filter and finally the multilevel identity that we intend to approximate.

We will consider discrete time data that are regularly observed at unit times; this latter hypothesis
is for notational convenience and, indeed, one can modify the ideas of this article to any regular time
interval, between data. Our data are observations of the sequence of random variables (Y7, Y3, ...), with
Y,, €Y, with the latter space being left abstract for now. For p € N, we will write M, : X x 2" — [0,1],
where 2 is the o—field generated by X, as the transition kernel induced by the exact PDMP (i.e. as
described in Algorithm 1) from time p — 1 to time p. Then we shall assume for any (n,A) € Nx & (¥
is the o— field generated by Y) that

IP)(}/n €A | {Xt}te[o,n]7y17 sy Yn—15,Yn+1, - ) = /Ag(irnvy)dy

where dy is a dominating measure (often Lebesgue). Then, we can define the filter as, for (n, ¢) € NxBy(X)

_ Jxn p(@n) {HZ:l 9(xp, yp)} H;L:l Mp(xp—1,dxp)
Jxn {HZ:1 9(@p, yp)} HZ:1 Mp(zp—1,dxyp)




As we cannot work with the PDMP directly, we denote for (p,l) € N2, M;} X x Z — [0,1] as the
transition kernel of the time-discretized approximation from time p — 1 to time p of the PDMP. Then, we
will define the following approximation, which is now our focus, for (n,¢,1) € N x B,(X) x N

Sew 0@a) {TT— 9(p. ) } Ty MY (a1, day)
fX" { p=19 fpayp)} HZ:1 le)(xp,l,dxp)

We shall show, in Lemma A.7 in the appendix, that for (n,¢) € N x By(X)

h(p) =

lim 7! (@) = T (p).

l—o0

Now for L € N, given, our objective is to approximate the identity, for (n, ) € N x B,(X)

L) =mi(o) + D {mh(p) =i (e)} (2.8)

Now, we can take advantage of the identity (2.4) to assist in the approximation of (2.8). First, consider
the Radon-Nikodym derivative R} , as defined in the system of equations (2.5)-(2.7); we shall consider
this object over a unit time. Second, write the expectation w.r.t. the discretized process at level [ as E!.
Then it is simple to show that

B ) {0 )] [so(XH{Hp VR (X1 B XE)g(XE y) |

B [{IT=, 90X 00} B [{ T Ry (X1 By X (XD 0)
(2.9)
Note that in the expectation operator including the terms X;{Fl and Xé, that across the levels, the

random variables are equal (e.g. X5 ! 1= X;ill); this may not be the case in the approximation that we
will generate and is thus the reason for this notation. Therefore, we can rewrite (2.8) as

i {El[( {050 }]
x (%) n(so)+l§ 2 ({11 o(X )}
E' [ (X5 {TTpey Ry 1 (X1, 1p,x;,>g<x,l,,yp>}}}

B T B (%102 X0)g(XE 1) |

(2.10)

We shall explain how to approximate the R.H.S. of (2.10) and why it is preferable to considering (2.8) in
the next section.

2.3 Particle Filter and Multilevel Particle Filter

We begin by considering the particle filter, which can be used to approximate 7} (y) for any n € N. It
is described in Algorithm 2. To approximate 7. (¢), at step 2. of Algorithm 2, once (GL!,..., GS1) has
been computed, but before resampling has been performed, one can use the estimate:

ZG le

To approximate the R.H.S. of (2.9), one can use Algorithm 3, which is simply a version of the algorithm
developed in [15]. To approximate 7, (¢) — 7.=1(p), at step 2. of Algorithm 3, once (GL!,... GS!) and



Algorithm 2 Particle Filter

1. Initialize: Generate (Xll’l, . ,Xf’l) independently from Mj (x¢,-). Set n =1 and go to step 2..

2. Resampling: For i € {1,..., S} compute

ST o)
Zj:1 9($¥51>yn)

31, using the (GL1,...,G51) and denote the resulting

m ottt n

) also. Go to step 3..

i1 _
Gy =

Sample with replacement from (z1:?

samples (#11, ... 51

rn

3. Sampling: For i € {1,...,S} sample, conditionally independently, X.t, | #%! from M}, (i1, ).
Set n =n+ 1 and go to step 2..

— 1,11 —=Si,1—1 .
(G, ,...,Gnl ) have been computed, but before resampling has been performed, one can use the
estimate:

1

Si Sy
e ) . —i -1 =il
mal () =TT ) =Y GRG(XEN =Y G (X, ).
i=1 =1

Therefore our procedure for estimating m,(¢) recursively in time is:
1. Run Algorithm 2.

2. For each level [ € {2,..., L} independently of step 1. and all other levels, run Algorithm 3.

Thus, our multilevel estimator of m,(y) is

L
Tt () = matt(9) + ) {mRt () =TT 0)}
=2

What remains is how to choose L and (S1,...,S5y), which is the topic of the next section. Below we use

E to denote expectation w.r.t. the law of the simulated algorithm as described in the above points 1. &
2.

3 Theoretical Considerations

Most of the assumptions are given in Appendix A.1, where they are also discussed. The final two assump-
tions are in Appendices A.3 and A.4 respectively. If ¢ : X — R, we denote by Lip(X) the collection of
Lipschitz functions, that is that there exists a C' < 400 such that for any (z,7) € X?

p(z) = (@) < Cla — |
and we recall | - | is the L;-norm.

Theorem 3.1. Assume (A1-5). Then for any (¢,p) € By(X)NLip(X) x {1,...,T} there exists a C < 400
such that for any € > 0, L = O(|log(e)|), L € N, there exists a (S5,...,5¢) € NE71 and any S{ € N so

that:
B {(Wgn(@ - np(w))z} <C (Z ?lj + €2> :
=1



Algorithm 3 Coupled Particle Filter

1. Initialize: Generate (X1, Eéll)7 ey (Xlsf’l, ngl’l)) gsing the time discretiz_ed yersion of Algorithm
1on [0,1]. Forie {1,...,5}, compute 7o' ! and x;' = (¢, z0), x' = (24!, 74""1). Set n = 1 and
go to step 2..

2. Resampling: For i € {1,...,5;} compute

g(x:il ) yn)

Gi,l _
n = N il
Zj:l g(ajgl 7yn)
i -1 I il =il i\l
éi,lfl - (@, ayn)Rn—Ln(Xiz—lv“;—1,nvxiz—1)
n - N —j,l—1 I ol =dil HERN
Zj:l g(a?{l 7yn)RTL—l,TL(XZL—l"_‘:Zb—l,’n’X:ZL—l)
Sample with replacement fronlll(ai#l, . ,gjﬁl“?, and (zL!'71, ... 750!71) using a maximal coupling
of the (GL!, ... ,GSv!y and (G, ,...,G,"" ) (see Algorithm 4) and denote the resulting samples
. . ~1,1-1 ~Spl—1 _ ~ il abl—1y
(2L, 25eh and (2, ..., T, ) also, with xi! = (#6027 ), i € {1,...,5}. Go to step
3.
3. Sampling: Generate ((X,llil, E,IL”ITLH), ce (Xfﬁ, Eilnlﬂ)) using the time discretized version of Al-
gorithm 1 on [n,n + 1] with starting points (#1¢,...,#50!). Fori € {1,...,5;}, compute f;ﬁl and,

xi{i_l = (95%175;:-_11) Set n =n + 1 and go to step 2..

Algorithm 4 Maximal Coupling Resampling
1. Input: (D},..., D7), (D3, ..., D5) and associated probabilities (Wi,..., W), (W4, ..., W5).

2. Fori e {1,...,S} generate U ~ Upp,17 (uniform distribution on [0, 1])
o If i< Y7 min{Wj, Wi} generate a’ € {1,..., S} using the probability mass function

min{ W}, Wi}

P(i) = S - P —
> g min{W{, Wi}
and set D; = D?i, je{1,2}.
e Otherwise generate (a},a%) € {1,...,S}? independently via the probability mass functions:
Wi — min{W?}, Wi
PJ (Z) J { 1 2}

> (W) — min{W{, W}}]

and set D; = D?}, je{1,2}.
3. Set: D! = Di, (i,5) € {1,...,5} x {1,2}.

4. Output: (Di,...,D?),(D3,...,D3).




Proof. Throughout the proof C is a constant that does not depend upon [ and whose value can change
from line-to-line. Using first the Cs-inequality twice we have the upper-bound:

E| (v () - mle) | <C ((ﬁ(@ — n(p))+

E [(mf“(so) - W)ﬂ +E (Z (M) -m ) - S {nhle) - Wé_l(so)}> ) ~

=2 =2

For the first two terms on the R.H.S. of the inequality one can use Lemma A.8 in the Appendix and
standard results for particle filters (e.g. [2, Lemma A.3.]) to obtain the upper-bound:

CA2+A1+E[( Sp) — k() |+E LS ) - S (]SS L (o) — i 2
2+ B (0 - mi@) |42 [ [ S {50 - w5 @) - S e - me) ) | ).

1=2 =2

For the last term in the above expression, one can multiply out the brackets and apply Lemmata A.6-A.7.
The proof is completed by noting the specification of L in the statement amd specifying (S5, ..., S¢) large
enough so that the sum of the upper-bounds are O(€?). O

The result that is given in Theorem 3.1 is not the usual bound that is given for MSE bounds in the
multilevel Monte Carlo literature. The reason for this, is the difficulty of analyzing Algorithm 3 and is
explained extensively in Appendix A.3. The assumption (A4) in Appendix A.3 is essentially a result one
would want to prove; therefore one can say that our analysis needs to be extended. None-the-less the
result is indicative as it suggests that one should choose S§ = O(e7?A;L) to achieve a MSE of O(€?) (to
choose L one can use the bias result, Lemma A.8). If the cost of simulation of Algorithm 3 is O(A; "),
which is not totally clear due to the random amount of time one must apply the solver, one recovers the
classical complexity O(e~2?log(e)?) to achieve a MSE of O(€?). Even though our mathematical results
need extension, we choose Sf = O(¢7?A;L) and investigate the complexity numerically.

We remark if one uses a single particle filter at level L then one expects a cost of O(¢~2) cost to achieve
a O(e?) MSE (assuming the cost of simulation of Algorithm 2 is O(A; '), when using discretization A,
instead of Ap). This follows from standard results on particle filters (e.g. [2, Lemma A.3.]), which imply
that S, = O(e~2) and the bias result, Lemma A.8 in the Appendix, which says that L = O(]log(e)|). We
give a numerical comparison using a single particle filter versus using multilevel particle filters in the next
section.

4 Numerical Results

In this section, we provide numerical illustrations of our methodology for the Multilevel Particle Filters
(MLFP) algorithm, applied to PDMPs while comparing it to the standard Particle Filter. We’ll outline
and test our algorithms with different neuroscience models, where we present and demonstrate the benefit
of using MLPF.

4.1 Biological Neuron Models

The Hodgkin—Huxley (HH) model ([13, 7]) is one of the most well-known models in neuroscience, and
is a family of conductance-based neurons. It is built to describe the behavior of the squid’s neuron, in
particular, for the propagation of an action potential (spike) along the neuron. Hodgkin and Huxley were
able to perform experiments on space-clamped squid’s giant axon, due to the fact that the diameter of this
axon is greater than others, where their model is equivalent to an electrical analogy. Mathematically, the
HH model is a system of first-order nonlinear ordinary differential equations with four coupled equations:



av 1

o = o FaNam*h(V — Ea) — ggn*(V — Ex) = g2(V — EL) + Lex]

% — am(V)(1 = m) — B(V)m,

d (4.1)
E = Oéh(V)(l — h) — 5h(V)h,

Cc% =a,(V)(1 —n) — B, (V)n.

Where the variable V(¢) describes the membrane potential of the cell, meaning that it is the differ-
ence between intracellular and extracellular at time ¢. The variables m(t), h(t) and n(t) represent the
probability that these channels gates be open at time ¢ depending on the membrane potential. Further-
more m(t) (resp. h(t)) is the activation (resp. inactivation) of the sodium flow current while n(t) is the
activation of the potassium flow current. The constant gng, (resp. gx) is the maximal conductances of a
sodium (resp. potassium) channel, and gz, is the leaky conductance. The parameters En,, Ex, and EJ,
are called reversal potentials and are obtained by Nernst’s equation. The functions «, (V) and B, (V),
where © = m, h,n describe the transfer rate between the opening states and the closing states. C,, is the
membrane capacitance and the applied current I, models stimulating external drive. The formulas are
given below,

(V)= S0 o B (V) = dexp (FUER), an(V) = 0.07exp (<0592,
“exp (0101
— 1 _ _ 0.01(V+55) _ (V+65)
(V) = oy an(V) i= I . Bu(V) 1= 0.125 exp (U590,

Ex =—-7TmV, En,=50mV, Ep=-544mV, g =36mS/cm?
Ine = 120 mS/em?, g, =0.3mS/em?, C,, = 1uF/cm?.

4.1.1 The 2D Morris—Lecar Model

One of the simplest models in computational neuroscience, for the production of spikes, is a reduced
2-variable model proposed by Kathleen Morris and Harold Lecar (ML) ([21]) . The ML equations are
simpler than the HH equations, where they can easily explain the dynamics of the barnacle muscle fiber
by exploiting bifurcation theory, and that they exhibit many features of neuronal activity (e.g., firing
events, emergent dynamics...).

The ML model has three ion channels: a potassium channel, a leak, and a calcium channel. In the
simplest version of the model, the calcium current depends instantaneously on the voltage.

Mathematically, the ML model is a system of first-order nonlinear ordinary differential equations with
two coupled equations as follows:

dv 1
= [_gCaMoo(V_ECa) _g?n(v_ EK) _QT(V_EL) +Iext]
dt Cm
' (4.2)
n

where,

M, = %(1 + tanh((V — V1) /Va)),

No — %(1 + tanh((V — V3)/Va))

10



and
an(V) = AM(V)No (V),
ﬁn(v) = )‘n(v)(l - Noo)(v)a
M (V) = A\, cosh((V — V3)/2V}).

Here, V; 2,34 are parameters chosen to fit voltage clamp data. Hence, we consider the PDMP (X;);>0
associated with the equations (4.2) as follows

1 u
fu,V) = o —gcaM(V — Eca) —QT(F(V —Ex)—g.(V = Ep) + Iext| »

AMu, V) = (N —w)an (V) + uB,(V),
O((u, V), {(u+1,V)}) = W
uﬂn(v)
A, V)

The observation data Y}, that we choose is Yy | (Vis, nks) ~ N (Vis, 72) where § = 0.5 and 72 = 0.1
In the following table, we set the value of the parameters we used in the simulations.

Q(u, V), {(u—1,V)}) =

[ V(to))=—20mV |  n(te)=0 | Ex=-84mV | E,=—-60mV |

[ Fca=120mV | gx =8mS/em?® | g, =2mS/em® | gg, = 4.4 mS/cm? |
Cyy = 200 F /em? Ap = 0.04 Toxt = 100pA/cm? N,, = 100
Vi=-12 Vo =18 Vs =2 Vy =30

Table 1: Parameter choices of the ML model.

4.1.2 Ix + I, Model

We also consider an alternative model, which is a conductance-based neuron model. This model was
suggested as a two-dimensional (2D) simplification of the realistic HH model. Indeed, this 2D neuron
model consists of two coupled equations with two main variables V and myg. It is governed by the
following pair of differential equations

av

T = _ﬁmK(V_EK) _QT(V_EL)+Iext

j’f (4.3)
m

= (VA=) = B (Ve

where o, (V) = % and B, (V) = 4exp(7(‘/1;65)). We consider the PDMP (X¢)¢>0
10

associated with the equations (4.3) as follows

u

f(u7 V) = —9JK
)‘(u7 V) = (NmK - u)amK (V) + uﬁmK (V)7

Q(u, V), {(u+1,V)}) = (NmKA_(z)SSW(V)v

B, (V)
Au, V) -

(V—-FEk)—9c(V—Ep) + ILex,

Q((uv V)a {(u -1, V)}) -

11



The observation data Y} that we choose is Yy | (Vig, ns) ~ N (Vis, 72) where § = 0.5 and 72 = 0.2
In the following table, we set the value of the parameters we used in the simulations.

H V(to) = —65mV ‘ mK(to) =0 ‘ EK = —77mV ‘ EL = —-54.4mV H
[ Iext = 10sin(2) | g =36 mS/em? [ g, =03 mS/em? | Ny, =100 |

Table 2: The value of the parameters of the Ix + I, Model.

4.2 Simulation Settings and Results

For our numerical experiments, with neuroscience models above, we consider multilevel estimators at
levels I = {3,4,5,6,7}. The results are generated from a high-resolution simulation of particle filters to
approximate the ground truth of our models.

The resampling is done adaptively. For the particle filters, resampling is done when the effective sample
size (ESS) is less than 1/2 of the particle numbers. For the coupled filters, we use the ESS of the coarse
filter as the measurement of discrepancy. Each simulation is repeated 100 times.

We now present our numerical simulations to show the benefits of applying the MLPF algorithm to
the PDMPs models, in comparison to the PF. Our results compare the MSE directly with the cost, which
considers the rate through each targeted MSE E[¢(V,5]y1:)], which are shown in Figure 1. The figure
shows that as we increase the levels from [ = 3 to [ = 7, the difference in the cost between the methods
also increases. These figures show the advantage and accuracy of using MLPF to PDMP systems. Table
2 presents the estimated rates of MSE with respect to cost. This agrees with our theory, which predicts
a complexity rate of O(e~3) for the particle filter and O(e~2log(€)?) for the multilevel particle filter of
PDMPs.

Model Particle Filter =~ Multilevel Particle Filter
Ix + I, Model -1.46 -1.2
Morris—Lecar system -1.47 -1.19

Table 3: Estimated rates of MSE with respect to cost.
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A Proofs

This appendix consists of four sections and should be read in order; the logical progression of the proofs
is such that it does not make sense to read it in another way. All of the results have been written in order
to prove Theorem 3.1. In Section A.1 we give most of the assumptions that are employed in our analysis,
along with a discussion of them. We note that two of the assumptions can be found in later sections,
where they are explicitly used. In Section A.2 we give several results which can be used to obtain the
‘rates’ i.e. the term 4A; in the upper-bound in Theorem 3.1. In Section A.3 we explain why our main result
needs to be extended in terms of mathematical complexity and give the main technical results associated
to an assumption we make. Finally in Section A.4 we prove that our discretized filter converges to the
exact filter and specify exactly the rate as a function of A;.
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A.1 Assumptions

Throughout the appendix C' is a constant that does not depend upon [ and whose value can change from
line-to-line.

(A1) For 0 < s <t <T, there exists a C' < +oo such that for any (I,2,7) € N x X%

(2, t) — @, 1 (T,1)| < C(jo — T+ Ay).

(A2) We have that

1. There exist 0 < A < A < A* such that for every = € X:
A< () <\
2. There exist 0 < C < C < +oo such that for every (z,u) € X x U:
C<Qr,u)<T.
3. For any y € Y there exist 0 < C < C < +oo such that for every z € X:
C<yglxy <C.

4. For any y €Y, g(-,y) € Lip(X).

(A3) For any (p,p, k) € By(X) N Lip(X) x {1,...,T} x (0,00) there exists a C' < 400 such that for any
(I,z,7) € N x X%
l l -1y pl 1 o=l NS — _
E |:|90(Xp) - SO(Xp 1)‘Rp—l,p(}(p—h‘:‘p—l,pa Xp)’ |Xp—1 = (1’,1’)] <C (|£L’ - ‘,E|,i + A?) :
Assumption (A1) is a reasonable assumption that is satisfied for many discretization schemes, including
the Euler approximation method used in this article. Assumption (A2) in terms of A, is quite reasonable
as we start with the premise that A\ is bounded; that it is further lower and upper-bounded does not
seem overly restrictive in general. The assumptions on () and g are ones that have been adopted in many
analyses of multilevel particle filters e.g. [14, 15, 16] and essentially imply that the associated spaces are
compact. Generally, weakening these assumptions needs the application of drift conditions [5, 14] and

leads to longer proofs; hence we do not do this. For (A3), on inspection of [20, Theorem 3.2.] it appears
the rate in terms of A; is appropriate. The continuity in terms of (z, ) also seems reasonable given (A1).

A.2 Rate Proofs

Lemma A.1. Assume (A1). Then for any (p,x) € {1,...,T} x (0,00) there exists a C < +oo such that
for any (I,2,7) € {2,3,...} x X2:

E! [|X}, xR = (x,f)} <C(lz—7|" + AF).
Proof. First we consider N[lpfl)p] = 0 then clearly
l -1 _ ! -1 (=
]I{N[lpflm]:o} |Xp - Xp | o H{N[LP*LP]:O} ‘(I)[pil’p] (iC, 1) n ¢[p715p] (:E7 1) ’

Using (A1), clearly, we have

p—1,p
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l

Using a simple recursive argument, for any N, (—1.p]

we would have the almost sure upper-bound
XL = XU < OV (o — a4 A7),
Thus, noting that almost surely N/ < N

p-1p < Vo1 and that the latter random variable has exponential
moments, the proof is concluded. O

_ At any time point, k of Algorithm 3 we will denote_ the resampled index of particle i € {1,...,5;} as
17" (level 1) and I'™" (level I — 1). Now let I:(i) = I, I'71(i) = I’ and define S the collection of
indices that choose the same ancestor at each resampling step, i.e.

Sto= {ief{l,...,S}: ILG) =11 (i), Ih_y o IL(G) = I o 1 (4), ..
Lolyo--oli(i)=I'oly oo [T (i)}

We use the convention that S}, = {1,...,5;}. For (a,b) € R, a A b is the minimum of a and b. If A is a
finite set, we denote by Card(A) its cardinality.

Lemma A.2. Assume (A1-2). Then for any (p,k) € {1,...,T} there exists a C < +oo such that for
any (1,5) € {2,3,...} x N:

=11 A %
Elg XY =X, IF| < oAy

1€ESp_1
Proof. The proof is very similar to that of [15, Lemma D.3.] and as such, we skip some steps for brevity;
the full details can be followed from the afore-mentioned proof. The case p = 1 follows via Lemma A.1,

so we shall assume that the result holds at a rank p — 1, p > 1 and consider time p. Conditioning on the
resampled particles and applying [15, Lemma D.3.] gives the upper-bound

—|1 AP | ! "
- il ’ p—1" p—1

Bl Y o i,

ieS!
p—1

K =1
flcolat+Elg X

—
ZGSp_l

‘ it il

Then using the same logic as [15, Lemma D.3.], we have that

il —i,l—1|F il —i,0—1
T 1 Z ngﬁl,z Y@{;qu ® T Card(S;,l) Eies;_2 ’Xp—l = Xp ‘ {Gp—l NGy }
ra p—1 = “p-1 = 3 i,l—1
St s St Siest G AGH' )
p—1 p—2 p p

Now, using (A2), one can find constants 0 < ¢ < 1 < € < +oo with € > 1/c independent of [ so that
almost surely

Nt < Rl 2! < Vi1l Al
c s pfl,p<XP*17“p71,p7XP>—c P ( )

where N[;’:ll p) are the number of events of the Poisson process for the i*"—sample. Therefore, we have

that almost surely

i,%,1 R i,%,0

N, _N,

Cclp=1.p] —il—1 Cc 'lp—1,p]
— S NI+t S Gp—l S S NI+t . (A2)
Cy ;L it CyL, ¢

and hence that for some C' < 400
—|1 AL R R
p—1’ p—1 7
E §z E Xp_1 — Xp_1 <
€St
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i,%,0

A N e e W)
st Zieslp_2 X;;’—l _Xp—l ; NIl
Card(S,,_4) T
Sl NL*J

Z c [p—1,p]
ieS! Foxl
1S2p—2 E;,V:lEN[p—l-,p]

il il =1 NPl Nl
CE Card(Sé_l) Z(i,j)es;,Qx[sz] | X0 — Xy [FE oot T )

Sl N%*J +N%*J

Z(i,j)GSL,QX[Sz] c [p—1.p] [p—1,p]
where we use the short-hand [S;] = {1,...,5;}. By construction ¢¢ > 1, so one has
— |1 ) SRR SR Tl B}
Bl DI S o o
i€S

ikl Gowsl
NETL N

il < 0l—1 . * *
CE Ca’rd(sé—l) Z(i,j)es,’[’HzX[Sl] |XP*1 o Xp_l | c'l ot
N G50
S Z N EiN[p*LP]i [prlqp]
(,9)€S,_5 x[S1]

p—2

Conditioning on Sé_l and filtration generated by the particle system (Algorithm 3) up-to time p — 1, one
can use the conditional Jensen inequality to arrive at

— 11 TS N R _ Card(Sﬁ,fl) ) i i,
= S, Z X =X, | < CE[ S, (SLCard(SiFQ) Z |Xp0y — Xy [F X
ies! (4,5)€SL _,x[S1]

p—1
Ni,*,l +Nj,*,l 1 Ni,*,l +Nj,*,l
¢ lp—1,p] [p—1,p] - C lp—1.,p] [p—1,p] .
SlCard(S;kQ) j :

(i,5)€SL_yx[S1]

Using the independence of the IV, []p’:i o) one easily deduces the upper-bound

—|1 AL R e R _ | Card(SL_,) 1 ; —il—1
E|— X =X <CE L XX
S, Z p—1 p—1 | = S, Card(Sl_Q) Z ‘ p—1 p—1 |
iest p iest_,
and as Card(S!_,) < Card(S},_,), the proof is concluded by induction. O

Lemma A.3. Assume (A1-3). Then for any (p,p, k) € By(X) NLip(X) x {1,...,T} x (0,00) there exists
a C < 400 such that for any (1,5;) € {2,3,...} x N:

w14 i ~ i1 il =il AN K
E §l Z I@(Xp’l) - @(Xp )R;i)—l,p(X;—lv ‘:‘;;—1,p7xp,l)| < C(Al :
iESp_1

Proof. This result follows by using (A3) along with the calculations in Lemma A.2. As these latter
calculations are repeated, we omit them for brevity. O

Lemma A.4. Assume (A1-3). Then for any p € {0,...,T} there exists a C < 400 such that for any

(1,8) € {2,3,...} x N:
1—]E[Car§(sp)} < CA,.
!
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Proof. The calculations of this proof follow [15, Lemma D.4.] quite closely and so we skip some steps.
Note that the claim is trivially true at rank p = 0, so we prove the result by induction on p. We note that

Sy

i, 1 0 -
1= GG T =2 Y e -G, 1|+7 Y lar-a, ) (A.3)
i=1 i€s,_, igsl_,
As
Si ) )
1—E{Carg(sp)} SRR D SNCT 0 ¥ena I8 o B S1CT O < (A.4)
: i=1 Wésp 1
we shall focus on upper-bounding the two terms
B = E| Y |-G (A.5)
"¢Sp 1 J
B, = E| Y |6 -G (A.6)
IESL 1 1

respectively. '
For the term FE;, we note that by using the triangular inequality, along with G;;l < Sgl (by (A2)) and
then using the upper-bound in (A.2), we have

i,%,1

= Card(Sp_l) — EN[pflﬁp]
E, <C 1—E[ S, +E Z sl N
1¢Sp 1 =1¢ "7

As in the proof of Lemma A.3, using c¢ > 1, along with the conditional Jensen inequality we obtain the
upper-bound:

Si
— [ Card(S,_ — il dowil
EFi<C|1-E |:ép1):| +E S% E EN[T‘—LP] S% g EN[p—l,p]

: igst_, i=1

Again using the independence of the N[jpii p)» One has taking expectations w.r.t. these random variables

that Card(s,
E <C ( {M()D . (A7)

S

For E5, we have the decomposition Fy < E3 + E4 where

. —i,0—1 il —i,l .
E o E Z |g(X;77l7yp) - g(Xp 7yp)Ri)_1,p(X;_1’:;_17P7X§),l)|
3 = S il
ieS_, Zjl:1 9(X3", )
~i,l—1 4 =iyl i
Q(Xl 7yp)Rl 1 p(Xl ; Xz’l)

E4 _ E p 17'—*p 1,p° %
Z S ) JJ 1 [ il
iest BRODHETO CARTSI D DHETO GRERNTH Y NG AN AN ()

<Jit-1 I =4l j
Z|9 leayp (Xp 7yP)R§7—1,p(X;Jn 1a~; 1p7Xfa’l)| .
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In the case of E3 using (A2) we have the upper-bound

=11 i -1 il =il i
E3 S CE gl Z |g(Xp,l’yp) - g(Xp 7yp)Rp 1 p(Xp 1,_410 1 p’XpJ)‘
ZES; 1
and so applying Lemma A.3 we deduce that
E3 < CA.

For E,, using (A2), and (A.2) we obtain

7Ni,*,l
[p—1,p] —jl—1 ! ! iy i
< Z Sy NIt ) ( Z ‘g ’yp (Xp 7yp)Rp—1,p(X;> 1 _‘; 1 p7X§)’ )| .

. 1
i€sh_, Doy € )

E,<CE

Then splitting the summation over j in the numerator between 5271 and (Séfl)c and one application of
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, one can deduce the upper-bound E; < E5 + Eg where

Nl 241/2
— c [p—1,p]
E Z S NJ *! x
1
i€Sh_, Zj 1 € ol

— 1 . —jl—1 _ .
E <S Z |g(X;)’l,yp) _g(X; ayp)Rp 1p(Xi;l13‘—‘i;l1’an£l)>

l
jest_,

Nl

— ¢ lp—1.p] 1 . —jl-1 [ .

Ee EK > W) (S > lg(X P y) = g(Xy Ly R (X3 BN XN |
ieS;_l ijlg [p—1,p] lj¢S§)_1

For E5 the left expectation can be controlled by using similar arguments as adopted for E; and the right
expectation by an application of the Jensen inequality and Lemma A.3 to yield:

Es < CA.

Es

97 1/2

For Eg, by (A2), and (A.2) we have the almost sure upper-bound

jil-1 NI

|g(XZ}l7yp)7g(yp ayp)Rp 1p(X]l =0t le)‘ <C(1+C [p— 1p])

p—1>=p—1,p’

i,%,1
Nip1,m) Card( N
E W 1-— E C [p—1,p]
l
iesl | Dy C el J¢SL

1

Therefore we have that

Es < CE

Using similar arguments as used to control E; one can prove that

)

Summarizing the above upper-bounds on Fjs, ..., Fg, we have shown that
Card(S,
E,<C ( {ar()} + Al) . (A.8)
S
Now, noting the relations (A.3)-(A.6) and combining these with the bounds (A.7) and (A.8), we have
shown that Card(S Card(S
g |GG | o (g _g [ CardGeD ] A
Sl Sl
Therefore, the proof is concluded by induction. O
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Lemma A.5. Assume (A1-3). Then for any (p,p, k) € By(X) NLip(X) x {1,...,T} x (0,00) there exists
a C < 400 such that for any (1,5;) € {2,3,...} x N:

il ~-L,i-1 1, l r—~1 l K

E [|<p(X;vl) - ‘p(Xp )Réfl,p(xp 1 =p—1 p’lefl)'K} < CAl M.
Proof. This follows in a similar manner to the proof of [15, Theorem D.5.], except we must use Lemmata
A.3 and A 4 of this paper and the arguments employed in the previous proofs (e.g. Lemma A.4) to control

the almost sure upper-bound on Rp 1,p- As these arguments are repetitive, we omit them for brevity. [l

A.3 Convergence Proofs

In order to present our subsequent results, we will introduce several notations. Writing gi(z) = g(z, yx),
we define the sequence of probability measures 7, (dz) = M;(xg,dx) and for p € {2,...,T}

fx Np—1(dT) gp—1(T) My(T, dz)

1p(d) = — =
: Jxp-1(dT)gp-1(7)
The approximate measures np are defined in the same way, except replacing My, ..., My with M!, ... MlT
We use the notations 7,() = [y p(2)n,(dz), = Jx go )1k (dz), with ¢ € Bb( ).
For (p,l) € {1,...,T} x N we introduce the space of 2L |
k
T,=U ({k} o= 1o < { U [{a} x {1, k) xxzq}}> .
k>0 q=0

Denote the corresponding o—field that is generated by T, as 7. For (p,0) € {1,...,T} x{2,3,...},
we define M. : X2 x 27V 7,V 2 — [0,1] as the kernel that generates Wl = (E! X!). Define

p—1,p
M;:X‘Lx XN TNV Z —[0,1] as:

l

N, (@b 32, @y, @) ) dwy ) = 82 (0., 70, o)

where ((Jcl @), (@ *l | )) € X?xX2. Then for i a probablhty measure on E,_1 1= X?xT,_1 xX?

p—1>%p—1 p 1, W
which generates the o—field 5 _1)and (p,l) € {2,...,T 2,3,...} we write the probability measure
P
on (Ep, &)

OL(u)(dx,_1, L)) =
~/E {Gp 1#(1';) )/\G ( Xp— 2’111} )} ((xé 177; 11) di/) )5{x 1}(di§’*1)u(d(xé*2’1/4;71))4-

—1—1 ~Il-1 . -«
<1_/E {Gp 1 ,u,( I)Aprl,p,(Xi) 2 p 1)}:“( ( p 2 i)l))) /I; . Gp 1 p,( ﬁ) 27w1l;71)Gp71,,u(X;{772aw;£71)
p—1XEp—1

—1 g . - _ . -
M, (o ) (@ 7))o ) ) Oy (0% (K )y, 0 1)))
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where

—l-1
Gp 1 ,u,( ) Gp 1 u(xiy—l) A Gp—l,u(xi)—Q?wé—l)

— -1
fE p 1, x ) Gé} 1 u(xé—l) A Gp—l M(Xé) 2>¢l )}M(d(xé—%wé)—l))
—l—-1 l

Gp 17;»( 2#%—1) =

éi;ll,u(xi)f% 5)71) _ Gpo1,,(Xp_2s ) Gp 1M(xl )/\Gp lu( p—2> éfl)
fE p 1,,1 Xp 71/J ) p 1,u(xi)71)/\prl,y(xpfmwéfl)}ﬂ(d(xéfwwéfl))
Gy u(ah) = -1 (2
' fE L Ip—1 x; 1)M(d(xlp 29 p 1)
CprulXpoa V) = b B a0t
Je, 91 (@ )R 1 (X 0 )ld (x5, 1))

and (x}(dx) is the Dirac measure. The probability measure ©!() represents the resampling (maximal
coupling) and sampling operation in Algorithm 3 and was first derived in [14]. We will explain, below,
why it has been introduced.

We define the following sequence of probability measures on Eq,..., Ep:

i (d(%0,941)) = My (20, 20), A1) (g 0} (4K
and then for p € {1,...,7 — 1}
b (A, 04110 ) = 6L ) (&L, h.0))).

It is easily checked that for any p € {1,...,T} the marginal of 7}, in the 2} co-ordinate is n}. In addition,
one can show that for (¢,p) € By(X) x {1,...,T}

7Tl_1(<p) _ fE l 1 R;i) lp( p— 171? )gp( )77 ( (Xé_ul%))
P fE p l,p p717¢é)gp(‘rp ) p( ( d}é))
Now consider Algorithm 3 run at a level [ € {2,3,...} and for (¢, p) € By(X) x {1,...,T} and define
S i i
ﬂ-SL,l(gD) o S%Zil1<p(X J)gp(X ’l)
g Sil Zz 19 P(‘)(Z l)
158 ot Rl i gidyg (T
—S;,1—1 . Sy Zi:l 90( p ) p— 1p( p—1> *p )gp( P )
Tp (p) = — :

4,0 il >
SLZE Ré) 1p(Xp 17\1’ )gp(Xp )

where we have used the notation \I/gl = (E;’I,LW ng’l ). Then the estimate of the level difference wé(cp) -
wé‘l(go) is then wgl’l(cp) — ﬁﬁ”lil(ap).

The main barrier to a complete analysis of the estimate 773“1(

fSl,lfl(

p) — ) is the complicated

structure of the operator (:)é Essentially, for £ > 0, to provide a bound (i.e. O(S;, ~/ %)) on quantities of
the type
1 i1 1-1 :
~ Ut~ ! 1 %l 1 —l— =1y >
5 Y oeX, R, (XL U (X)) - /E o(@y Ryt (X1, 1) 9p(T, l)né(d(Xép%))‘ ]
i=1 »
(A.9)
one typically works via a proof by induction on p. The case p = 1 is typically straightforward using the
Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality, at least when x > 2, but the case k € (0,2) can be recovered via the

E
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bound when x = 2 and Jensen. The induction is particularly troublesome as one typically will add and
subtract the conditional expectation:

Si

— |1 —i,l—1 il i ~i,l—1 st

E EE P(X, )Ry, (X0, 0 gp(X) )‘jp—l
i=1

1
in the argument | - |* in the expectation operator and where %, %! is the natural filtration generated by

p—1
the particle system at time p — 1, (after sampling, we use ﬁos H to denote the trivial o— field). This latter
conditional expectation can be written exactly in terms of the operator C;)é where the input measure is
a particular empirical measure associated to the particle system; we omit the exact details for brevity.
The problem therein lies with the fact that éé will depend on a product measure of the afore-mentioned
empirical measure and as such the induction hypothesis (that the expectation in (A.9) is bounded by a

term (’)(Sl_'{/ %)) is invalidated. This was realized in the work of [14] where a limit theorem (convergence
in probability) is given (see [14, Theorem 3.1]). To overcome the issue of the product measure, a density
argument based upon the Stone-Wierstrass theorem is used. That argument can be extended to the case
of the algorithm in this article, only if Ré)—lm is continuous and bounded; as established in (A.1) the latter
condition does not hold. As a result as it is unclear how to extend the proofs in [14], we decide to make
an additional assumption, which are results that need to be proved, in order to provide formal bounds.
This assumption is as follows and we denote convergence in probability as S; — 400 as —p.

(A4) For any (p,p,1) € By(X) NLip(X) x {1,...,T} x {2,3...}

E

Sy

1 i1 il ; st

g 2 o5 R, (G g, (5|20 |
i=1

/E P@R () g (E il (d(x ).

P

The reason that we express the assumption as a convergence in probability, instead of a bound on a
moment (which is what is needed) is that we expect that, following the arguments in [14, Theorem 3.1]
that (A4) can be proved. However, we would expect that to prove a bound on a moment would be
extremely arduous and thus the form of the assumption given.

Lemma A.6. Assume (A1-4). Then for any (p,p, k) € By(X) NLip(X) x {1,...,T} x (0,00) there exists
a C < 400 such that for any € > 0 there exists a Sf € N so that forl € {2,3,...}:

. Sf, 73{’7 B . 1/n Akfl/\l
E Im ! (0) =75 () = {mhl) — (@) sc( L e

VS

Proof. Throughout, we assume k > 2; the case k € (0,2) can be obtained by using the bound when
k = 2 and applying Jensen’s inequality. We begin by noting the following decomposition, which can be
established via [15, Lemma C.5.], for any S; € N:

T () =Tt ) — {my(0) = m H(9)} = Y B (A.10)
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where

Sl Sl
1 1 X ) 1 —il—-1 —il—1
E, = 7§ o(Xihyg X”——E (X, )R (XL, Ui g, (X)) -
1 S%Z’L 1 p(X’Ll) <Sl — ( P ) I)( p) Sl p ( P ) D 1,p( p—1 ) ( P )

p(@)gp(@)my(da) = | (@, )R,y (31, 9)9p(T, )i (d(xp_1, )
X E

D

s, —i,l—1 il —i,l—1
E S%Zz‘ll‘P(Xp )Rl 1P(Xp 1,‘1’ )gp(X ) 1 i (Xi,z)
2 = T S 1 1 N a2 N WA P -
{Sil Z:illgp()(Z )}{Sl E Rp lp(X;) 17\1127 )gp(Xp )} Sl i=1

l i —1i,0—1 ] —
1,p X;) 17qu7l)gp(Xp ) gp np d.’I) p l,p p—1’¢é)gp(x; 1) X
Sl

1 7,
Es = {lez (X }fxgp Updx)(/ gp(@ npd:v SngXl>(/ ()gp(fﬂ)ﬂi;(dx)_

L @R 1 g b )

P

S
1 1 i =1, il i1 —i,l—1
By = i z —il—1 Q. E @(Xp )Rp (Xp 17\111237 )gp(Xp )7
{sl S g (X HE S0 B (XL g, (X, )} (Sl =1

@R bl bt o) ) ([ aptenblao) -

P

/ Rl 1p( e 1,1/) )gp( )np( (x; Xp— 1 ¥ ))>

’ l l l
E5 _ fE p p 1p( p,l,’l/J) ( )77p( ( p 1a1/) )) %

{Sz Z p lp(X;)l 1»\11”)917 ﬂl 1 }fxgp fE Rp l,p( pflad’é)gp(fgl)ﬁé(d(xéfh1/)319))

i,0—1

(5] ZRp L (Xi s Wi, (55 - /X () ) / Ry (b1, ) 0n (T, 01) )

([ swteympiaz) - / R 01 ) ap @iy, 1)
X E
fE l 1 Rp 1p( i} 1,wl)gp(fl71)vjlo( ( é 131121[))
By = = gp(@)n (dz) —
t T AT X ”)}{Slz R (K W gy (Ko )} fy apnt( dz>(/ !

1 &

g 2 a(xh)( /x gp(@)h(da) - / Rl (%1 5) g (T i (A1, ) )

The proof, via Minkowski, can be bounding the LL,—norms of each of the terms Ei,..., Fs. As E; and
E5 are similar we give the proof for E; only. Similarly F3 (resp. E4) and Eg (resp. Es) are almost the
same proofs, so we consider E3 (resp. Ey) only.

For the term E7, using (A2) and adding and subtracting the conditional expectation:

Hl 1 il i ~ il Sit
SZZ‘PX” )9p(X;") —*Zw M1 X1 000 (X )‘ﬂp;]
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and applying Minkowski, one has the upper-bound:

E[|E1|"]"/" < C(Br + Es)

where
1 & } } 1SL i ii—1
By = E EZ‘P(X;J)%(X;’Z)_EZ;@(XIJ VR, (X;llv‘l’”)gp(X )~
|1 13N i ; - 1 "
E[ leox” )op (X}1) — Ezlwxp’ IRy 1 (X0 U (X, (9] ]
— 1 S zl 1 i1
Eg = K [Sl Z(p XZl gp Xll Z 1,p(Xp 17\Illl) (XI; )‘ﬁii,{] -

{ [ et dn) = [ ol R, 161ty i v}

P

For the term E7 one can use the conditional Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality and Lemma A.5 to obtain
that for any S; € N
CAp M

VS

For Es, as one can prove easily (e.g. [15, Proposition C.6]) that

Si
=11 % 7 Si,l
E [& Z@(Xpyl)gl)(Xp’l)‘ypfl
=1

and that by the arguments in Appendix A.2 (see e.g. (A.1)) that for any ® > 0

E;

IA

S / () gy ()1 (dz)

Sl Sl

%, i, 1 ~i,l—1 i, i —i,0—1
Zsoxlgpcx =g 2 R (X g (X >]ﬁil’{]—
i=1

sup E
S;eN

{ [ e@omyian — [ o By 0 1 0a @ Dibde 1.0
X E

P

Therefore, via (A4)
lim Eg =0.
S;—+oo
As a result, for any € > 0 there exists a S} € N so that
Eg S €.

This completes the bound for Fj.
For Ej3, as one can prove easily (e.g. [15, Proposition C.6]) that

‘/gp np (dx) ng X” —p 0

and that for any & > 0

sup EHE;;WHE)] < 400
S;eN
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thus for any € > 0 there exists a S; € N so that
B[l B[]/ <.

For E, one can use a combination of the approach for F; and F3; we do not give details for brevity. This
completes the proof. O

Lemma A.7. Assume (A1-4). Then for any (p,p, k) € By(X) NLip(X) x {1,...,T} x (0,00) there exists
a C < 400 such that for any € > 0 there exists a Sf € N so that forl € {2,3,...}:

=[ S5, _SF,1—1 _
B[ @) w7 e) — {mhle) - m ()} < e
Proof. One can use the same decomposition (A.10) and then show, using the approach in the proof of

Lemma A.6 that the expectation of each of the expressions F1, ..., Eg converge to zero. As the arguments
are repetitive, they are omitted. O

A.4 Bias Bounds
(A5) For any (p,p) € Bp(X)NLip(X) x {1,...,T} there exists a C' < 400 such that for any (I,z) € Nx X:

< CA,.

P(T) My (@, dT) — | () My(x, dT)
J J

On the basis of [20, Theorem 4.1.] this seems a very reasonable assumption.

Lemma A.8. Assume (A2,5). Then for any (p,p) € By(X)NLip(X) x {1,...,T} there exists a C' < +o0
such that for any l € N:

|mp(p) — T ()| < CAL

Proof. This follows along the lines of the proof of [15, Lemma D.2.] and is hence omitted. O
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