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Abstract

Quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC) is a powerful method for evaluating high-dimensional integrals.
However, its use is typically limited to distributions where direct sampling is straightforward,
such as the uniform distribution on the unit hypercube or the Gaussian distribution. For general
target distributions with potentially unnormalized densities, leveraging the low-discrepancy
property of QMC to improve accuracy remains challenging. We propose training a transport
map to push forward the uniform distribution on the unit hypercube to approximate the
target distribution. Inspired by normalizing flows, the transport map is constructed as a
composition of simple, invertible transformations. To ensure that RQMC achieves its superior
error rate, the transport map must satisfy specific regularity conditions. We introduce a flexible
parametrization for the transport map that not only meets these conditions but is also expressive
enough to model complex distributions. Our theoretical analysis establishes that the proposed
transport QMC estimator achieves faster convergence rates than standard Monte Carlo, under
mild and easily verifiable growth conditions on the integrand. Numerical experiments confirm
the theoretical results, demonstrating the effectiveness of the proposed method in Bayesian
inference tasks.

1 Introduction

Sampling is a fundamental problem across numerous fields, including Bayesian statistics, uncertainty
quantification, and scientific computing. Closely related to sampling is the task of estimating the
expectation of a function under a given distribution. Monte Carlo (MC) methods are the most
widely used tools for sampling and numerically evaluating expectations. The simplest Monte Carlo
approach involves drawing independent samples x1, . . . , xn from the target distribution p and using
the sample average to approximate the expectation of the function of interest. Although this method
is straightforward and broadly applicable, the error in vanilla Monte Carlo estimates decreases at
a rate of O(n−1/2). This convergence rate can be prohibitively slow, especially in scenarios where
generating each sample or evaluating the function is computationally expensive.

Quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC) methods aim to enhance the convergence rate of standard Monte
Carlo by exploiting the smoothness of integrands. Unlike random sampling, QMC points are
constructed deterministically and strategically to fill the sample space more evenly. Under certain
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regularity conditions on the integrand, QMC can often achieve an error rate of O(n−1+ε) for any
ε > 0, where nε accounts for dimension-dependent factors. Moreover, a deterministic QMC point set
can be randomized to produce randomized QMC (RQMC) points. For sufficiently smooth integrands,
RQMC can attain an error rate of O(n−3/2+ε) for any ε > 0 [25]. Consequently, these carefully
designed QMC and RQMC methods can provide significantly more accurate estimates using fewer
samples compared to traditional Monte Carlo techniques.

However, QMC points are specifically designed to sample more uniformly from the unit hypercube.
In practical applications, we often need to sample from more complex distributions. For instance,
in many Bayesian inference problems, one can only evaluate the unnormalized density and/or its
gradients, and there are no direct methods to sample from these target distributions. In such
situations, the most commonly used technique is Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC). However,
MCMC can be slow to mix, and even after adequate mixing, the produced samples are often
autocorrelated, resulting in small effective sample sizes and high variance in the estimates. To
improve the MCMC error, efforts have been devoted to incorporating the low-discrepancy properties
of QMC into MCMC. One approach involves using low-discrepancy points within the transition
kernel of Markov chains [29, 5, 19]. However, these methods require the careful construction of
sequences known as completely uniformly distributed sequences to ensure the consistency of the
estimates. Moreover, the performance of QMC degrades in the presence of discontinuities in the
transition kernel, which is common when the MCMC algorithm has a Metropolis acceptance step.
Other approaches, such as array-RQMC [16] and its extension to sequential Monte Carlo [10],
runs multiple Markov chains in parallel. These chains are dependent in a manner that forms a
low-discrepancy approximation of the target distribution. However, array-RQMC requires a total
ordering of the state space. It is challenging to define a natural ordering when the state space has
more than one dimensions, making it difficult to apply in many practical problems.

This paper proposes a method for evaluating expectations under general distributions supported
on Rd, which is able to achieve the superior QMC error rate. The method is inspired by recent
advancements in normalizing flows, a machine learning technique for constructing transport maps
that push forward a reference distribution q (typically a standard Gaussian) to the target distribution
p. Specifically, the transport map τ : Rd → Rd is parametrized as τ(z) = τ(z; θ), where the parameter
θ is optimized so that the pushforward measure τ#q closely approximates the target distribution.
The optimization objective is chosen to be certain divergence between the two distributions, such
as the Kullback-Leibler divergence KL(τ#q∥p). Consequently, the sampling task is recast as a
stochastic optimization problem. While existing methods have applied QMC and RQMC techniques
to variational inference [3, 20], these approaches primarily focus on the optimization aspect. They
demonstrate that RQMC-based gradient estimates have smaller variance compared to standard
Monte Carlo estimates, leading to better optimization results. These works are also restricted
to mean-field Gaussian variational distributions, which approximates the target distribution as a
Gaussian distribution with diagonal covariance. This parametric family is too restrictive to capture
the complexity of many realistic target distributions. Recently, Klebanov and Sullivan [14] propose a
method for transporting QMC points to target distributions that are mixtures of simple distribution,
such as Gaussian mixtures. This method heavily depends on the target distribution being a Gaussian
mixture and is not applicable to general target distributions.

Given a transport map τ̄ such that τ̄#q = p, it is straightforward to apply RQMC methods to
estimate the expectation of a function f under the target distribution p. By the change-of-variable
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formula, we have

µ = Ex∼p [f(x)] = Ez∼q [f(τ̄(z))] .

Suppose the reference distribution q is the standard Gaussian N (0, Id), and let Φ−1 denote the inverse
cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the standard Gaussian distribution. If u ∼ Unif([0, 1]d),
then Φ−1(u) ∼ N (0, Id), and (τ̄ ◦ Φ−1)(u) ∼ p. Given an RQMC point set {ui}1≤i≤n ⊆ [0, 1]d with
ui ∼ Unif([0, 1]d), the RQMC estimator of µ is given by

µ̂n =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(f ◦ τ̄ ◦ Φ−1)(ui). (1)

This corresponds to applying the RQMC rule to the integrand h defined as

h : [0, 1]d → R, h(u) = (f ◦ τ̄ ◦ Φ−1)(u).

Therefore, for the estimator (1) to achieve a superior RQMC error rate, the integrand f ◦ τ̄ ◦Φ−1 must
satisfy certain regularity conditions. This poses challenges when applying RQMC with transport
maps, as many off-the-shelf normalizing flows are parametrized as black-box neural networks, which
do not guarantee the necessary regularity conditions.

To address this challenge, the first contribution of this paper is the development of a
QMC-friendly parametric family for transport maps. We construct the transport map by
composing a base transformation G (e.g. Φ−1), which maps the unit cube to Rd, with multiple
simple transformations. Each subsequent transformation consists of a linear transformation and
an elementwise transformation. The linear transformation introduces dependence among the
components, while the elementwise transformation introduces nonlinearity. These transformations
are differentiable and monotonically increasing, with an easy-to-compute Jacobian. Additionally,
the transport map can be made arbitrarily flexible by stacking multiple layers of transformations
until a desired map is found.

More importantly, the proposed transport QMC estimator comes with theoretical guarantees.
Our second contribution is to demonstrate that, for functions f that do not grow too rapidly (e.g. f
can be a polynomial or an exponential of a linear function), the integrand f ◦ τ̄ ◦ Φ−1 satisfies the
conditions sufficient for RQMC to achieve an error rate of O(n−1+ε) for any ε > 0. The conditions
imposed on the transport maps are transparent and easily verifiable, allowing for the development
of other transport maps beyond the one proposed in this paper. In this sense, this paper develops a
general recipe for constructing transport maps that are suitable for RQMC methods and can be
adapted to target distributions with different characteristics.

In addition to the theoretical guarantees, we provide a discussion on how to implement the
transport QMC method efficiently in practice. Common challenges include the model complexity
as the dimension increases, bias resulting from τ#q not exactly matching the target distribution,
and conducting the stochastic optimization efficiently. Numerical experiments are presented to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed method.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide some background on
QMC, RQMC, transport maps, and normalizing flows. In Section 3, we describe the proposed
method for constructing QMC-friendly transport maps. In Section 4, we prove that the proposed
transport QMC estimator achieves an error rate of O(n−1+ε) for any ε > 0, under certain growth
conditions on the integrands and transport maps. In Section 5, we discuss strategies for efficiently
implementing transport QMC in practice. Numerical results are presented in Section 6.
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2 Background

We introduce some background on quasi-Monte Carlo (QMC), randomized quasi-Monte Carlo
(RQMC), and normalizing flows in this section.

2.1 QMC and RQMC

QMC is a numerical integration method for estimating integrals of the form µ =
∫
[0,1]d

f(x)dx.

Unlike standard Monte Carlo methods, which sample points independently and uniformly from the
unit cube [0, 1]d, QMC methods construct points deterministically to more evenly fill the unit cube.
Given a QMC point set {ui}1≤i≤n, the QMC estimate of µ is given by the average

µ̂ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(ui).

The Koksma-Hlawka inequality [15, 13] provides an upper bound on the integration error:

|µ̂n − µ| ≤ ∥f∥HK ·D∗
n(u1, . . . ,un), (2)

where ∥f∥HK is the total variation of f in the sense of Hardy and Krause (HK variation), and
D∗

n(u1, . . . ,un) is the star discrepancy of the point set, defined as

D∗
n(u1, . . . ,un) = sup

a∈[0,1]d

∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑
i=1

1 {ui ∈ [0,a)} −
d∏

j=1

aj

∣∣∣.
If f has bounded HK variation, a smaller discrepancy D∗

n implies a smaller upper bound on the
integration error. QMC points, also known as low-discrepancy sequences, typically achieve a
discrepancy of order O(n−1(log n)d) [23]. Consequently, for integrands with bounded HK variation,
QMC methods yield an error bounded by O(n−1+ε) as n → ∞ for any ε > 0.

However, the error bound provided by the Koksma-Hlawka inequality is a worst-case scenario,
which is often too conservative for specific integrands and can be difficult to compute. Moreover,
many integrands of practical interest have infinite HK variation. For instance, if f is unbounded, its
HK variation is also infinite. These issues can be mitigated by randomization, leading to randomized
QMC (RQMC).

RQMC methods randomize QMC point sets in such a way that each individual point ui is
uniformly distributed on the unit cube, while collectively retaining the low-discrepancy property of
QMC with probability one. As a result, the RQMC estimator is unbiased and its standard error
can be conveniently estimated by multiple independent replicates. Depending on the QMC rule
used, there are different randomization techniques one could apply. For lattice rules, one could
apply a simple random shift modulo 1, i.e. let u′

i = (ui + ∆) mod 1, where ∆ ∼ Unif([0, 1]d).
For digital nets in base 2, one could apply a random digital shift, i.e. let u′

i = ui ⊕∆, where ⊕
denotes digit-wise addition modulo 2. Another randomization technique for digital nets is called
scrambling introduced in [24]. The variance of the scrambled net estimator is o(n−1) provided the
integrand has a finite second moment. Moreover, there exists a constant Γ such that the variance of
the scrambled net estimator is bounded by Γ times the Monte Carlo variance [26]. Note that these
results do not require f to have bounded HK variation. In addition, if the integrand is sufficiently
smooth—specifically, having square integrable partial mixed derivatives up to first order in each
variable—the scrambled net variance has order O(n−3+ε) for any ε > 0 [25, 28]. We refer to [9, 8]
for a comprehensive introduction of QMC and [17] for a review of RQMC.
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2.2 Transport map

QMC and RQMC samples are designed to fill the unit cube [0, 1]d uniformly. However, to sample
from a general target distribution p supported on Rd, it is not straightforward to directly apply
QMC, except in a few simple examples. For some distributions, direct sampling methods exist to
transform uniform distribution to the target distribution. For example, to sample from the standard
Gaussian distribution N (0, Id), one can apply the inverse Gaussian CDF, Φ−1, to RQMC samples.
Because each RQMC sample ui ∼ Unif([0, 1]d), the transformed sample Φ−1(ui) follows N (0, Id).
Another approach is the Box-Muller transform, based on the fact that

√
−2 log u1 cos(2πu2) and√

−2 log u1 sin(2πu2) are independent standard normal random variables if u1, u2
iid∼ Unif(0, 1). If

the inverse CDF of the target distribution is available, it can similarly be used to transform RQMC
samples to match the target distribution.

In general, if there exists a mapping τ : [0, 1]d → Rd such that

x = τ(u) ∼ p where u ∼ Unif([0, 1]d),

then τ can be used to transform RQMC samples to obtain samples from the target distribution
p. However, such a transformation is rarely available. Instead, the goal is to find a transformation
τ such that the distribution of τ(u), where u ∼ Unif([0, 1]d), is close to the target distribution p.
We denote the uniform distribution on [0, 1]d as q, which is the base measure in this context. The
distribution of τ(u), where u ∼ q, is known as the pushforward measure of q by τ and is denoted by
τ#q. The density function of τ#q is written as qτ , and the transformation τ is referred to as the
transport map.

To find a transport map, we minimize the distance between τ#q and the target distribution p. A
commonly used objective function for this purpose is the reverse Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence,
defined as

KL(τ#q∥p) = Ex∼τ#q

[
log

qτ (x)

p(x)

]
. (3)

If τ is invertible and τ, τ−1 are differentiable, the density qτ is given by the change-of-variable
formula:

qτ (x) = |det Jτ (τ−1(x))|−1, (4)

where Jτ is the Jacobian matrix of the transformation τ , defined as

Jτ (u) =

(
∂τi
∂uj

)
1≤i,j≤d

.

Plugging this density to the KL divergence formula in Equation (3), we obtain

KL(τ#q∥p) = Eu∼q

[
log

qτ (τ(u))

p(τ(u))

]
= Eu∼q [− log |det Jτ (u)| − log p(τ(u))] .

Minimizing this objective function over all possible invertible transformation τ is infeasible. In
practice, a parametric form for τ is chosen, i.e. τ(·; θ), where θ ∈ Θ is the parameter to be optimized.
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The expectation in the KL divergence is then approximated by a Monte Carlo sample average,
leading to the optimization problem:

θ̂ = argmin
θ∈Θ

1

n

n∑
i=1

− log |det Jτ (ui; θ)| − log p(τ(ui; θ)). (5)

Given a solution θ̂, the function τ(u) := τ(u; θ̂) serves as the transport map to transform the
reference measure to the target distribution.

2.3 Normalizing flows

A general approach to parametrizing the transport map τ is through normalizing flows. The idea is
to compose multiple simple, invertible transformations, which gradually transform the reference
measure to the target distribution. In the literature of normalizing flows, the reference measure is
typically chosen to be the standard Gaussian distribution N (0, Id). Starting with x0 ∼ N (0, Id), a
sequence of transformations τ1, τ2, . . . , τK is applied iteratively, generating a sequence of samples
x1,x2, . . . ,xK :

x1 = τ1(x0),

x2 = τ2(x1),

...

xK = τK(xK−1).

If the final output xK follows the target distribution p, then the sequence of inverse transformations
(τK)−1, . . . , (τ2)−1, (τ1)−1 gradually transforms the target distribution back to the reference measure
N (0, Id), giving rise to the name normalizing flows.

The composition of the sequence of transformations τ1, . . . , τK leads to the overall transformation
τ :

τ = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ2 ◦ τ1.

Each transformation τk is required to be differentiable and invertible, thus their composition τ is
also differentiable and invertible. By the change-of-variable formula, the density of τ#q is given by

φ(z) · | det Jτ (z)|−1, where z = τ−1(x),

where φ is the density of the reference measure N (0, Id). Using the chain rule, the determinant of
the Jacobian Jτ can be expressed as

det Jτ (z) =

K∏
k=1

det Jτk(xk−1).

Therefore, det Jτ can be easily computed as long as each det Jτk is easy to compute. In practice,
τk is typically parametrized so that its Jacobian Jτk is a lower-triangular matrix, allowing the
determinant to be computed as the product of its diagonal entries. A common strategy to achieve this
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structure is through autoregressive transformations, where the j-th component of the transformation
depends only on the first j components of the input:

τkj (x) = τkj (x1:j).

In this case, the determinant of τk(x) simplifies to

det Jτk(x) =

d∏
j=1

∂τkj
∂xj

(x1:j).

To ensure invertibility of τk, each component τkj is further required to be monotonically increasing.

The transformations τk(·) = τk(·; θ) are often parametrized using neural networks, which are
universal function approximators. Popular parametrization methods include autoregressive flows,
coupling flows, residual flows. For a comprehensive review of normalizing flows, see [30] and the
references therein.

However, the black-box nature of neural networks often lacks the regularity required for RQMC
to perform effectively. As noted by [1], simply substituting MC samples with RQMC samples in a
normalizing flow parametrized by state-of-the-art architectures yields only limited improvement,
with the performance of RQMC deteriorating rapidly as the dimension increases. This limitation
motivates the need for designing normalizing flows specifically tailored for RQMC, ensuring that
the transformation is both computationally efficient and satisfies the smoothness and regularity
conditions necessary to achieve improved error rates.

3 Transport maps for RQMC

Our goal is to construct transport maps suitable for QMC and RQMC, in which case the reference
measure is the uniform distribution Unif([0, 1]d), rather than N (0, Id). When the target distribution
p is supported on Rd, the transformation τ must map the unit cube to the entire space. We propose
an approach that begins by transforming [0, 1]d to Rd using a base transformation G : [0, 1]d → Rd.
This transformation maps uniform samples to the entire space and serves as the first step in the
overall transport map. For example, G could be chosen as the inverse Gaussian CDF Φ−1, but other
suitable transformations such as the logit function log u

1−u can be used as well.

After applying the base transform G, we then apply a sequence of transformations τ1, . . . , τK , in
a manner similar to normalizing flows. Thus, the overall transformation τ : [0, 1]d → Rd is given by

τ = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ2 ◦ τ1 ◦G.

Figure 1 illustrates this process, showing how a sequence of transformations maps uniform samples
to the target distribution.

Given a transport map τ , we estimate the expectation of a function f under the target distribution
by

1

n

n∑
i=1

f(τ(ui)), (6)
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1 u Unif([0, 1]d)

3 0 3
3

0

3 x0
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6

xK

G τ1 τ2 τK

log |Jτ (x)| = log |JG| + log |Jτ1 | + log |Jτ2 | · · · log |JτK |

Figure 1: A sequence of transformations maps an RQMC point set to the target distribution. Starting
with RQMC samples in the unit cube, the base transform G maps the samples to the entire space.
Subsequently, the transformations τ1, . . . , τK are applied sequentially to transform the samples to
the target distribution. The log determinant of the Jacobian for the overall transformation is the
sum of the log determinant of the Jacobian for each individual transformation.

where {ui}1≤i≤n is an RQMC point set. This corresponds to applying an RQMC rule to estimate
the integral

∫
[0,1]d

h(u)du, where the integrand h is given by

h(u) = (f ◦ τ)(u).

For RQMC to achieve its superior convergence rate, the integrand h must satisfy certain regularity
conditions. Specifically, if h has bounded variation in the sense of Hardy and Krause, then the error
|µ̂n − µ| is bounded by O(n−1+ε) for any ε > 0, by the Koksma-Hlawka inequality (2). However,
when the target distribution is supported on Rd and f is unbounded, the integrand h must also be
unbounded, leading to an infinite HK variation. In such cases, achieving the desired convergence
rate requires that h does not grow too fast. Specifically, h must approach infinity slowly enough to
ensure that the RQMC error is of order O(n−1+ε).

Because the integrand h is a composition of f and τ , it is not enough to control the growth
rate of f alone. The transport map τ must also be designed to avoid introducing rapid growth in
the integrand. This requirement poses a challenge when τ is parameterized as a black-box neural
network. To address this, we introduce a parametric family for τ that ensures controllable growth
rate while maintaining sufficient flexibility to approximate complex target distributions.

First, for the base transformation G, we choose a univariate function applied to each component,
such as the Gaussian inverse CDF Φ−1 or the logit transform log u

1−u . Then, each subsequent

transformation τk is chosen to be an autoregressive transform:

τk(x) = T k(Lkx+ bk),

where Lk ∈ Rd×d is a lower-triangular matrix, bk ∈ Rd, and T k is an elementwise transformation
such that

T k(x) = (T k
1 (x1), T

k
2 (x2), . . . , T

k
d (xd)).

The lower-triangular matrix Lk introduces dependence structures among the components, while the
elementwise transform T k introduces nonlinear transformations for each individual component. To
ensure that the transformation is invertible, we require the diagonal entries of Lk to be positive,
and each elementwise function T k

j to be monotonically increasing.
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Due to this specific form of τk, the Jacobian of τk is a lower-triangular matrix. Therefore, the
log determinant of the Jacobian for τk can be efficiently computed as

log detJτk(x) =

d∑
j=1

log Ṫ k
j ((L

kx+ bk)j) + logLk
jj ,

where Ṫ k
j is the derivative of T k

j . An illustration of the transformation τk is provided in Figure 2.

x y = Lx+ b

z1 = T1(y1)

z2 = T2(y2)

...

zd = Td(yd)

z

log detJτ (x) =
∑d

j=1 logLjj

∑d
j=1 log Ṫj(yj)+

Figure 2: Illustration of the transformation z = τk(x) and its Jacobian. The input vector x ∈ Rd is
first transformed by a linear transformation y = Lx+b. Next, each component yi of y is transformed
independently by an elementwise transformation Ti. The log determinant of the Jacobian of τk

is computed using the chain rule: the contribution from the linear transformation is
∑d

j=1 logLjj

because L is a lower-triangular matrix, and the contribution from T is
∑d

j=1 log Ṫj(yj), where Ṫj

denotes the derivative of Tj .

Let the nonlinear elementwise transformation T k
j (·) be parametrized as T k

j (·;W k
j ) (1 ≤ k ≤

K, 1 ≤ j ≤ d). The full set of parameters to be optimized is then

θ = {W k, Lk, bk}1≤k≤K .

The parameter θ is optimized by solving the optimization problem defined in (5).
As discussed earlier, to ensure superior convergence rates when applying RQMC to the integrand

f ◦ τ , we need to control the growth rate of τ . In our parametrization, the nonlinear contributions
to τ arise from the base transformation G and the elementwise transformations T k

j for 1 ≤ k ≤ K

and 1 ≤ j ≤ d. In the next section, we provide sufficient conditions on G and T k
j to ensure

that the growth rate of τ—and, consequently, the growth rate of the integrand f ◦ τ—is properly
controlled. This theoretical analysis also offers practical insights into how T k

j should be parametrized
to construct QMC-friendly transport maps.

4 Theoretical analysis

In this section, we provide a theoretical analysis of the error rate of the RQMC estimator applied to
the integrand h = f ◦ τ , under growth conditions to be specified for the base transformation G, the
elementwise transformations T k

j , and the function f itself. A high-level overview of the proof steps
is presented in Figure 3.
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Condition A
Growth rate of h

Conditions B.1 B.2
Condition on f , τ such
that h = f ◦ τ satisfies A

Conditions C.1 C.2, C.3
Conditions on

f, τk, G such that
Conditions B.1 B.2 hold

Figure 3: Outline of the proof. We first review the high-level condition A for an integrand
h : [0, 1]d → R that ensures RQMC achieves an RMSE of O(n−1+ε) for any ε > 0. Next, we
introduce two conditions B.1 and B.2 that ensure h = f ◦ τ satisfies A. Finally, we provide
sufficient conditions on f , the base transformation G, and the elementwise transformations T k

j

(1 ≤ k ≤ K, 1 ≤ j ≤ d) such that f and the overall transport map τ = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ1 ◦G satisfy B.1
and B.2.

4.1 Boundary growth condition

We begin by reviewing the boundary growth condition for an integrand h : [0, 1]d → R, as proposed
by Owen [27]. For a set v ⊆ 1:d, let ∂vh(u) denote the partial derivative of h with respect to the
variables in v, with the convention that ∂∅h(u) = h(u).

Condition A (Boundary growth condition). For arbitrarily small B > 0, there exists a constant
C > 0 such that

|∂vh(u)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

[min(uj , 1− uj)]
−B−1{j∈v} (7)

for any v ⊆ 1:d and u ∈ (0, 1)d.

This condition restricts the growth rate of h and its mixed first-order partial derivatives as u
approaches any corner of the unit cube. Specifically, if uj approaches 0 or 1 and j ∈ v, then ∂vh(u)
cannot grow faster than min(uj , 1− uj)

−1 raised to any power strictly greater than 1. If j /∈ v, then
∂vh(u) cannot grow faster than min(uj , 1− uj)

−1 raised to any power strictly greater than 0.
The following theorem is adapted from Theorem 5.7 of [27].

Theorem 4.1 (Adapted from Theorem 5.7 of [27]). If the integrand h satisfies the boundary growth
condition A, then the scrambled net estimator µ̂n achieves a root mean square error (RMSE) of
order O(n−1+ε) for arbitrarily small ε > 0.

In transport QMC, the integrand h is given by the composition f ◦τ . The following two conditions
impose growth constraints on f and τ , to ensure that the composition f ◦ τ satisfies the boundary
growth condition A.

Let λ ∈ Nd
0 denote a multi-index taking values of non-negative integers. Let ∂λ denote taking

derivative λj times with respect to variable xj . Let |λ| =
∑d

j=1 λj denote the sum of all the entries
of λ.

Condition B.1 (Condition on f). For all λ ∈ Nd
0 such that |λ| ≤ d, and for arbitrarily small

B > 0, there exists a constant C such that

|∂λf(z)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B , where z = τ(u)
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for any u ∈ (0, 1)d.

Condition B.2 (Condition on τ). For arbitrarily small B > 0, there exists a constant C such that

|∂vτi(u)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B−1{j∈v} (8)

for any i ∈ 1:d, v ⊆ 1:d, and u ∈ (0, 1)d.

Theorem 4.2 (Growth condition of f ◦ τ). If f and τ satisfy conditions B.1 and B.2, then h = f ◦ τ
satisfies the boundary growth condition A. Consequently, the scrambled net estimator µ̂n achieves an
RMSE of order O(n−1+ε) for arbitrarily small ε > 0.

The proof of Theorem 4.2 relies on the multivariate Faa di Bruno formula [6]. Since only the
first-order mixed partial derivatives of h are required, the formula can be simplified, similarly as in
[2]. For a subset v ⊆ 1:d, let v ∈ Nd

0 be the multi-index such that vj = 1 {j ∈ v}. We use ∂v and
∂v interchangeably to denote the partial derivative with respect to the variables in v. Let |v| = |v|
denote the cardinality of the set v. Let ⊔ denote disjoint union.

Lemma 4.3 (Faa di Bruno formula). For h = f ◦ τ and ∅ ≠ v ⊆ 1:d, we have

∂vh =
∑

λ∈Nd
0 :1≤|λ|≤|v|

∂λf

|v|∑
s=1

∑
(k,ℓ)∈A(λ,s)

s∏
r=1

∂ℓrτkr
,

where

A(λ, s) = {(k, ℓ) = (k1, . . . , ks, ℓ1, . . . , ℓs) : kr ∈ 1:d, ℓr ⊆ 1:d,

|{j ∈ 1:s, kj = i}| = λi, ⊔s
r=1ℓr = v} .

The Faa di Bruno formula enumerates all the ways that the partitial deriatives of f and τ can be
combined to yield a mixed partial derivative of f ◦ τ . Each multi-index λ represents how many times
each argument of f is differentiated. For a given λ, the sets A(λ, s) for 1 ≤ s ≤ |v| enumerates all
possible ways to distribute these derivatives across the components of τ .

Proof of Theorem 4.2. According to the Faa di Bruno formula, the partial derivative ∂v(f ◦ τ)(u)
where ∅ ≠ v ⊆ 1:d can be written as a sum of terms of

∂λf ·
s∏

r=1

∂ℓrτkr
,

where 1 ≤ s ≤ |v|, 1 ≤ |λ| ≤ |v|, ℓ1, . . . , ℓs form a partition of v, and |{j : kj = i}| = λi.
Because τ satisfies Condition B.2, for arbitrarily small Br > 0, there exists a constant Cr > 0

such that

|∂ℓrτkr
(u)| ≤ Cr

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−Br−1{j∈ℓr}.
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Taking the product over r ∈ 1:s, we have∣∣∣ s∏
r=1

∂ℓrτkr

∣∣∣ ≤ s∏
r=1

Cr

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−Br−1{j∈ℓr}

=
( s∏
r=1

Cr

)
·
( d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−

∑s
r=1 Br

)
·

s∏
r=1

∏
j∈ℓr

min(uj , 1− uj)
−1.

Since ⊔s
r=1ℓr = v, we have

∏s
r=1

∏
j∈ℓr

min(uj , 1− uj)
−1 =

∏d
j=1 min(uj , 1− uj)

−1{j∈v}. Thus

∣∣∣ s∏
r=1

∂ℓrτkr

∣∣∣ ≤ ( s∏
r=1

Cr

)
·

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−

∑s
r=1 Br−1{j∈v}. (9)

By Condition B.1, for arbitrarily small B0 > 0, there exists C0 > 0 such that

|∂λf(z)| ≤ C0

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B0 , where z = τ(u). (10)

Combining Equations (9) and (10), we obtain∣∣∣∂λf ·
s∏

r=1

∂ℓrτkr

∣∣∣ ≤ C0 ·
( s∏
r=1

Cr

)
·

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B0−

∑s
r=1 Br−1{j∈v}.

Let C =
∏s

r=0 Cr and B =
∑s

r=0 Br. We can make B arbitrarily small because B0, B1, . . . , Br can
all be made arbitrarily small. Therefore, for arbitrarily small B > 0, there exists C > 0 such that

|∂vh(u)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B−1{j∈v}

for any v ⊆ 1:d and v ̸= ∅.
For v = ∅, |f(τ(u))| ≤ C

∏d
j=1 min(uj , 1 − uj)

−B follows directly from Condition B.1. This
verifies that h = f ◦ τ satisfies the boundary growth condition A.

Theorem 4.2 establishes that Conditions B.1 and B.2 are sufficient conditions for Condition A,
therefore scrambled net applied to h = f ◦ τ achieves the O(n−1+ε) error rate for any ε > 0. In
our proposed method, the transport map τ is constructed as τ = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ1 ◦G, where G is the
base transformation that maps the unit cube to Rd, and τk(x) = T k(Lkx+ bk). However, directly
verifying whether τ satisfies Conditions B.1 and B.2 can be challenging.

To address this, we provide simpler, easy-to-check conditions on G and T k, respectively, which
guarantee these conditions hold for τ .

4.2 Sufficient conditions on transformations

Here, we state the conditions required for G, the base transformation, and T k, the nonlinear
transformation in the k-th layer τk. Throughout this section, we write

τ = τ1:K = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ1 ◦G.

12



Base transformation The base transformation G is a bijection from [0, 1]d to Rd. It applies
the same univariate function G : [0, 1] → R to all the d components. For simplicity of notation, we
define

G(u) = (G(u1), . . . , G(ud)).

We require G to be differentiable and monotonically increasing. Consequently, its inverse function
is well defined and corresponds to the CDF of a distribution supported on R. For this reason, we
write G = F−1, where F is the CDF of a univariate distribution on R. We require the following
conditions for G = F−1.

Condition C.1 (Condition on the base transformation). For arbitrarily small B > 0, there exists a
constant C > 0 such that

|G(u)| ≤ Cmin(u, 1− u)−B ,

|Ġ(u)| ≤ Cmin(u, 1− u)−1+B ,

for all u ∈ (0, 1). In addition, logF (x) is concave, and F (x) + F (−x) = 1.

This condition restricts how quickly G(u) and its derivative can grow as u approaches 0 or 1.
Specifically, the function G must grow slower than min(u, 1− u)−1 raised to any strictly positive
power, and its derivative Ġ(u) must grow slower than min(u, 1 − u)−1 raised to a power strictly
greater than 1. The symmetry condition F (x) +F (−x) = 1 is included for convenience in the proofs
and can be relaxed if necessary.

A natural choice forG is the inverse Gaussian CDF Φ−1, which transforms the uniform distribution
on [0, 1]d to the standard Gaussian distribution N (0, Id). Another common choice for transforming
the unit interval to the real line is the logit function, log u

1−u , which corresponds to the inverse CDF

of the logistic distribution. The logistic distribution has the density function e−x

(1+e−x)2 .

Both the inverse Gaussian CDF and the logit function satisfy Condition C.1.

Example 4.1 (Inverse Gaussian CDF as the base transformation). The inverse Gaussian CDF Φ−1

satisfies Condition C.1. Note that (Φ−1)′(u) = 1
φ(Φ−1(u)) . When z < 0, we have Φ(z) ≤

√
π/2φ(z).

When u ≤ 0.5, u = Φ(Φ−1(u)) ≤
√
π/2φ(Φ−1(u)). Thus, (Φ−1)′(u) = 1

φ(Φ−1(u)) ≤
√

π/2u−1.

Similarly, when u > 0.5, we have (Φ−1)′(u) ≤
√
π/2(1− u)−1. For any B > 0, we have Φ(−|x|) ≤

φ(x)
|x| ≤ O( 1

|x|1/B ). Substituting min(u, 1 − u) = Φ(−|x|) into the inequality and raising both sides

to the power B, we obtain |Φ−1(u)| ≤ O(min(u, 1 − u)−B). The fact that Φ is log-concave and
Φ(x) + Φ(−x) = 1 is easy to check.

Example 4.2 (Logit function as the base transformation). The logit transform log u
1−u satisfies

Condition C.1. It is easy to check that the derivative of the logit transform, 1
u(1−u) , is bounded

by 2min(u, 1 − u)−1. Also note that | log u
1−u | = O(max(log 1

u , log
1

1−u )). For any B > 0,

max(log 1
u , log

1
1−u ) ≤ O(max( 1u ,

1
1−u )

B), thus | log u
1−u | = O(min(u, 1 − u)−B) for any B > 0.

The inverse of logit function is the sigmoid function 1
1+e−x . It is easy to check that log 1

1+e−x is

concave, and 1
1+e−x + 1

1+ex = 1.

Next, we state the conditions required for the subsequent transformations τk (1 ≤ k ≤ K).
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Autoregressive transformation Recall that each autoregressive transform τk takes the form
τk(x) = T k(Lkx + bk), where Lk is a lower-triangular matrix with positive diagonals, T k(z) =
(T k

1 (z1), . . . , T
k
d (zd))

⊺ is an elementwise transform, and bk is a vector. For the analysis, we assume

that the rows of Lk are normalized so that ∥Lk
i ∥1 =

∑d
j=1 |Lk

ij | = 1 and that bk = 0. This

simplification does not result in a loss of generality because any shift (bki ) and scaling (∥Lk
i ∥1) can

be absorbed into the elementwise transform T k
i .

We impose the following growth condition on all elementwise transformations T k
i (1 ≤ k ≤ K,

1 ≤ i ≤ d).

Condition C.2 (Growth condition for the elementwise transformation). Each elementwise transform
T k
i is a function T : R → R satisfying the following properties. It is monotonically increasing, and

has d continuous derivatives, denoted as T (m) for 1 ≤ m ≤ d. For arbitrarily small B > 0, there
exists a constant C such that

|T (m)(z)| ≤ C ·min(F (z), 1− F (z))−B (11)

for m = 0, 1, . . . , d. Moreover, ther exists B1 > 0, C1 > 0 such that

min(F (z), 1− F (z))−1 ≤ C1 ·min(F (T−1(z)), 1− F (T−1(z)))−B1 . (12)

The two inequalities (11) and (12) are actually easy to check and not restrictive, as we explain
below.

Remark 4.1 (Inequality (11)). This condition requires that |T (m)| (0 ≤ m ≤ d) is bounded by

C ·min(F (z), 1− F (z))−B ,

where B > 0 can be made arbitrarily small.
If the base transform is Φ−1, then we have

min(F (z), 1− F (z))−1 ∼ |z|
φ(z)

∼ |z|ez
2/2 as |z| → ∞.

If for any B > 0, |T (m)(z)| = O(eBz2

), then the condition holds. Therefore, T can be any polynomial
function or an exponential of any linear function.

If the base transform is the logit function, then we have

min(F (z), 1− F (z))−1 ∼ e|z| as |z| → ∞.

In this case, T can be any polynomial function too.

Remark 4.2 (Inequality (12)). Inequality (12) can be simplified as follows. Define u = F (T−1(z)),
which implies

F−1(u) = T−1(z), T (F−1(u)) = z, (F ◦ T ◦ F−1)(u) = F (z).

Equation (12) is equivalent to

min((F ◦ T ◦ F−1)(u), 1− (F ◦ T ◦ F−1)(u)) ≤ C1 ·min(u, 1− u)−B1 .
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That is, the growth rate of T , when translated into the unit interval by F , must be at most a
polynomial of min(u, 1− u)−1.

To satisfy this condition, we could directly parametrize T (x) = T (x;w) using a sandwich structure:

T (x;w) = (F−1 ◦Ψw ◦ F )(x),

where Ψw is a monotonically increasing function mapping [0, 1] to [0, 1] and has polynomial growth
rate. A specific form of this parametrization is described in detail in Section 5.1.

Lastly, we impose a condition on the growth rate of the function f : Rd → R itself.

Condition C.3 (Growth condition on f). For all λ ∈ Nd
0 with |λ| ≤ d, and for arbitrarily small

B > 0, there exists C > 0 such that

|∂λf(x)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(F (xj), 1− F (xj))
−B

for any x ∈ Rd.

Note that the upper bound in the above condition is similar to the bound in inequality (11)
appeared in Condition C.2, multiplied over j = 1, . . . , d. Take the base transformation to be Φ−1.
Following a similar argument to Remark 4.1, for any B > 0, if |∂λf | = O(eB∥x∥2

2), then the condition
holds. This means that f could be any polynomial function or exponential of any linear function.
Consequently, this condition encompasses the scenarios where the goal is to evaluate moments of
the target distribution, as long as the moments exist.

When G = Φ−1, this upper bound also coincides with the growth rate studied in [12]. However,
the paper [12] only considers the problem of estimating the Gaussian integral Ez∼N (0,Id) [f(z)],
in which case the integrand is h = f ◦ Φ−1. In our problem, the integrand is h = f ◦ τ , where
τ is a transport map that could be a lot more complicated than Φ−1. When no autoregressive
transformations are used, the transport map reduces to τ = Φ−1, in which case the growth rate
condition on f is the same as that in [12].

4.3 Error rate of transport QMC estimator

We now prove that, under Conditions C.1 and C.2, and C.3, the integrand h = f ◦ τ satisfies the
boundary growth condition A. Consequently, the scrambled net estimator µ̂n achieves an RMSE of
order O(n−1+ε) for arbitrarily small ε > 0.

We first prove a useful lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Under Conditions C.1 and C.2, there exist constants B > 0, C > 0 such that

min(F (zj), 1− F (zj))
−1 ≤ C

d∏
l=1

min(ul, 1− ul)
−B , where z = τ1:K(u), (13)

for all j ∈ 1:d and u ∈ (0, 1)d.

Remark 4.3. The left-hand-side of Equation (13) is equal to

min((F ◦ τ)(u)j , 1− (F ◦ τ)(u)j)−1.
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Denote ũ = F ◦ τ(u). The lemma implies that as u approaches the corners of the unit cube,

min(ũj , 1− ũj)
−1 is bounded by a polynomial in

∏d
l=1 min(ul, 1− ul)

−1. In other words, the growth
rate of τ , when translated back into the unit cube by F , is at most a polynomial rate.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. We will prove statement (13) by induction on K. When K = 0, we have
F (zj) = F (F−1(uj)) = uj . The inequality holds with B = C = 1.

Assume that inequality (13) is true for K−1 (K ≥ 1). Denote τ1:K−1(u) = τK−1◦· · · τ1◦F−1(u)
and τ1:K(u) = TK(LKτ1:K−1(u)). In the proof, we write T = TK and L = LK for notational
simplicity. Denote

x = τ1:K−1(u), y = Lx, z = T (y).

Thus T−1
j (zj) = yj . By Condition C.2, there exists B1 > 0, C1 > 0 such that

F (−|zj |)−1 ≤ C1 · F (−|T−1
j (zj)|)−B1 = C1 · F (−|yj |)−B1 .

Note that −|yj | = −|
∑d

k=1 Ljkxk| ≥
∑d

k=1 |Ljk|(−|xk|). Because F is monotonically increasing

and log-concave, and that
∑d

k=1 |Ljk| = 1 (due to the normalization of L), we have

F (−|yj |) ≥ F (

d∑
k=1

|Ljk|(−|xk|)) ≥ exp

[
d∑

k=1

|Ljk| logF (−|xk|)

]
=

d∏
k=1

F (−|xk|)|Ljk|.

Combined with the previous inequality, we have

F (−|zj |)−1 ≤ C1

d∏
k=1

F (−|xk|)−B1|Ljk| ≤ C1

d∏
k=1

F (−|xk|)−B1 . (14)

Since x = τ1:K−1(u), by the induction assumption, there exists B2 > 0, C2 > 0 such that

F (−|xk|)−1 ≤ C2

d∏
l=1

min(ul, 1− ul)
−B2 .

Taking the product over k = 1, . . . , d, we obtain

d∏
k=1

F (−|xk|)−1 ≤ Cd
2

d∏
l=1

min(ul, 1− ul)
−B2d.

Combined with inequality (14), we have

F (−|zj |)−1 ≤ C1 ·
d∏

k=1

F (−|xk|)−B1

≤ C1 · CdB1
2

d∏
l=1

min(ul, 1− ul)
−B1B2d.

Therefore, there exists B > 0, C > 0 such that

min(F (zj), 1− F (zj))
−1 = F (−|zj |)−1 ≤ C ·

d∏
l=1

min(ul, 1− ul)
−B .

This proves the lemma.
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The following theorem states that the transport map τ satisfies the growth condition as stated
in Condition B.2.

Theorem 4.5 (Growth condition of τ). Under Conditions C.1 and C.2, the transport map τ =
τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ1 ◦ F−1 satisfies Condition B.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Fix v ⊆ 1:d, i ∈ 1:d. As before, we write τ1:K = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ1 ◦ F−1. It
suffices to verify that for arbitrarily small B, there exists a constant C such that

|∂vτ1:Ki (u)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B−1{j∈v}. (15)

We prove this by induction onK. WhenK = 0, τ = G = F−1. If v = ∅, by Condition C.1, there exists
C such that |G(ui)| ≤ Cmin(ui, 1−ui)

−B . If v = {i}, |∂vG(ui)| = |Ġ(ui)| ≤ Cmin(ui, 1−ui)
−1+B

by Condition C.1. For any other set v ⊆ 1:d, we have ∂vG(ui) = 0.
Assume the statement is true for K − 1. Denote x = τ1:K−1(u), y = Lx, z = T (y), where we

denote T = TK and L = LK for simplicity. Define the function

g : x 7→ Ti(Li
⊺x),

where Li is the i-th row of L. Then we can write the i-th component of τ as τi = g ◦ τ1:K−1. By
the Faa di Bruno formula in Lemma 4.3, the partial derivative ∂v(g ◦ τ1:K−1) for ∅ ̸= v ⊆ 1:d is a
sum of terms of the form

∂λg ·
s∏

r=1

∂ℓrτ1:K−1
kr

where 1 ≤ s ≤ |v|, 1 ≤ |λ| ≤ |v|, ℓ1, . . . , ℓs form a partition of v, and |{j : kj = i}| = λi. By the
induction assumption on τ1:K−1, for any Br > 0, there exists Cr such that

|∂ℓrτ1:K−1
kr

| ≤ Cr

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−Br−1{j∈ℓr}.

Taking the product over r = 1, . . . , s, and using the fact that ℓ1, . . . , ℓr form a partition of v, we
obtain ∣∣∣ s∏

r=1

∂ℓrτ1:K−1
kr

∣∣∣ ≤ ( s∏
r=1

Cr

)
·

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−

∑s
r=1 Br−1{j∈v}.

We can make
∑s

r=1 Br arbitrarily small because each Br can be made arbitrarily small.
In order to prove inequality (15), it remains to show that, for arbitrarily small B > 0, there

exists C such that

|∂λg(x)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B , where x = τ1:K−1(u). (16)
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Because g(x) = Ti(L
⊺
i x), we have

∂λg(x) = T
(|λ|)
i (x) ·

d∏
j=1

L
λj

ij .

By Condition C.2, for arbitrarily small B1, there exists C1 such that

|T (|λ|)
i (xi)| ≤ C1 min(F (xi), 1− F (xi))

−B1 .

Since x = τ1:K−1(u), by Lemma 4.4, there exists B2, C2 > 0 such that

min(F (xi), 1− F (xi))
−1 ≤ C2

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B2 .

Therefore,

|∂λg(x)| = |T (|λ|)
i (xi)| · |

d∏
j=1

L
λj

ij |

≤ C1 min(F (xi), 1− F (xi))
−B1 · |

d∏
j=1

L
λj

ij |

≤ C1C
B1
2

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B1B2 · |

d∏
j=1

L
λj

ij |.

We can make B1B2 arbitrarily small because B1 can be made arbitrarily small. This proves
inequality (16).

For v = ∅, we need to verify for any B > 0, there exists C such that

|τi(u)| ≤ C ·
d∏

j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B .

Denote ũ = F (τ(u)). By Lemma 4.4, there exists B1, C1 such that min(ũi, 1 − ũi)
−1 ≤

C1

∏d
j=1 min(uj , 1 − uj)

−B1 . By Condition C.1, for any B > 0, there exists C such that

|F−1(ũi)| ≤ Cmin(ũi, 1− ũi)
−B . Combining the two inequalities, we obtain

|τi(u)| = |F−1(ũi)|
≤ Cmin(ũi, 1− ũi)

−B

≤ CCB
1

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−BB1 .

We can make BB1 arbitrarily small because B can be made arbitrarily small. This proves the
theorem.

Theorem 4.5 shows that the transport map τ = τ1:K satisfies Condition B.2. It remains to prove
Condition B.1.
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Theorem 4.6 (Growth rate of f). Under Conditions C.1, C.2, and C.3, for all λ ∈ Nd
0 with |λ| ≤ d,

and for arbitrarily small B > 0, there exists a constant C such that

|∂λf(z)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

min(uj , 1− uj)
−B , where z = τ1:K(u),

for all u ∈ (0, 1)d. That is, Condition B.1 holds with τ = τ1:K .

Proof of Theorem 4.6. By Condition C.3, for |λ| ≤ d, for arbitrarily small B > 0, there exists C > 0,
such that

|∂λf(z)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

F (−|zj |)−B .

By Lemma 4.4, there exists B1 > 0, C1 > 0 such that

F (−|zj |)−1 ≤ C1

d∏
k=1

min(uk, 1− uk)
−B1 .

Combined with the previous inequality, we have

|∂λf(z)| ≤ C

d∏
j=1

F (−|zj |)−B

≤ C

d∏
j=1

CB
1

d∏
k=1

min(uk, 1− uk)
−BB1

= CCdB1
1

d∏
k=1

min(uk, 1− uk)
−BB1d.

We can make BB1d arbitrarily small becaus B can be made arbitrarily small. This proves the
theorem.

We arrive at the main theorem.

Theorem 4.7. Suppose τ = τK ◦ · · · ◦ τ1 ◦G, where the base transformation G and the elementwise
transformations satisfy Conditions C.1 and C.2. Suppose f satisfies the growth rate condition C.3.
Then, the integrand h = f ◦ τ : [0, 1]d → R satisfies the boundary growth condition A. Consequently,
the scrambled net estimator 1

n

∑n
i=1 h(ui) achieves an RMSE of order O(n−1+ε) for any ε > 0.

Proof. Under Conditions C.1 and C.2, Theorem 4.5 proves that τ satisfies Condition B.2. Under the
additional Condition C.3, Theorem 4.6 proves that Condition B.1 holds. Because Conditions B.1
and B.2 hold, Theorem 4.2 applies, proving the boundary growth condition A for h = f ◦ τ .

This result states that the scrambled net estimator 1
n

∑n
i=1(f ◦ τ)(ui) achieves the desired RMSE

of O(n−1+ε) for any ε > 0, using the proposed method to construct τ and provided that f satisfies
the mild growth rate condition. For example, f can be any polynomial function.

19



5 Practical considerations

In the previous section, we studied the technical conditions required for the base transformation
and elementwise transformations to satisfy the boundary growth condition. While these theoretical
guarantees are essential, practical implementation involves additional considerations to ensure the
effectiveness of the transport QMC method. This section addresses several implementation details
and strategies for applying the proposed method in practice.

5.1 Parametrization and optimization

Recall that τ is constructed as τK ◦· · ·◦τ1◦G, where τk(x) = T k(Lkx+bk). Based on the theoretical
analysis in the previous section, we propose choosing G = F−1 as either the inverse Gaussian CDF
Φ−1 or the logit function. For the elementwise transformation T k

j (1 ≤ k ≤ K, 1 ≤ j ≤ d), we adopt
the following sandwich-form, as guided by Remark 4.2:

T (z;w) = F−1 ◦Ψw ◦ F (z),

where F−1 is the base transformation, and Ψw is a bijection mapping [0, 1] to [0, 1] and grows with
at most polynomial rate.

Because Ψw must also be monotonically increasing, we define Ψw as a weighted average of the CDF
functions of Beta distributions. Specifically, for a given set of shape parameters {(αs, βs), s ∈ [S]}
of Beta distributions, let

Ψw(x) =

S∑
s=1

wsFbeta(x;αs, βs),

where Fbeta(x;αs, βs) is the CDF of the Beta distribution Beta(αs, βs), given by

Fbeta(x;α, β) =

∫ x

0
tα−1(1− t)β−1dt

B(α, β)
, B(α, β) =

Γ(α)Γ(β)

Γ(α+ β)
.

The weight vector (w1, . . . , wS) lies on the probability simplex, satisfying

S∑
s=1

ws = 1, ws ≥ 0.

The elementwise transformation first transforms the real line to the unit interval, rearranges the
mass on the unit interval, and maps it back to the real line. A similar approach is used in [11],
which employs Gaussian copulas for variational inference.

Note that Ψw meets all the necessary requirements: it is differentiable, monotonically increasing,
a bijection on [0, 1], and exhibits polynomial growth. Moreover, the Bernstein polynomial
approximation property ensures that any continuous function on the unit interval can be uniformly
approximated by its Bernstein series. The parameter S controls the flexibility of this parametrization,
enabling Ψw to approximate any continuous function when S is sufficiently large.

To optimize the parameters, we propose using the stochastic quasi-Newton algorithm combined
with RQMC proposed in [20]. It is a limited-memory BFGS algorithm, where the gradient of the
objective function is approximated by a batch of RQMC samples. However, the objective function (5)
in our problem is like those in most black-box variational inference problems, so any stochastic
gradient descent algorithm can be applied for optimization.
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5.2 Dimension reduction

In each layer τk, the parameters include the lower-triangular matrix Lk, vector bk, and weights wk,j

for the elementwise transformation T k
j (1 ≤ j ≤ d). The total number of parameters per layer is

d(d+1)
2 + d+ dS. As the dimension d increases, the number of parameters grows quadratically, which

can make the model computationally expensive and difficult to optimize.
However, in many applications, such as Bayesian inference, the target distribution may exhibit

low-dimensional structure. Identifying and exploiting this structure can significantly reduce the
number of parameters required. For example, if the target distribution p lies predominantly within
an r-dimensional subspace of Rd (r < d), we can project the problem onto this subspace, apply a full
parametrization to the r-dimensional transport map, and use a more parsimonious parametrization
for the remaining d− r dimensions.

Specifically, let Vr be the d × r orthogonal matrix whose columns span this low-dimensional
subspace, and let V ⊥ be the d× (d− r) orthogonal complement of Vr. Denote

y = V ⊺
r x, z = (V ⊥)⊺x,

so that

x = (VrV
⊺
r + V ⊥(V ⊥)⊺)x = Vry + V ⊥z.

The distribution of (y, z) is given by

p̃(y, z) = p(Vry + V ⊥z).

We propose separating the transport map into two parts: a fully-parametrized map τy for the first r
components, and a simpler map τz for the remaining d− r components. For one layer, the transport
maps are

τy : Rr → Rr

y 7→ Ty(Ayy + by;wy)

τz : Rd−r → Rd−r

z 7→ Tz(Azz + bz;wz)

where Ay ∈ Rr×r is a lower-triangular matrix with r(r+1)
2 parameters, and Az ∈ R(d−r)×(d−r) is a

diagonal matrix with d− r parameters. This parametrization reduces the number of parameters
to O(r2 + d), offering significant computational savings if the subspace Vr captures the intrinsic
structure of the target distribution.

To identify the low-dimensional subspace Vr, we propose using principal component analysis

(PCA) on the vector ∇ log p(x)
q(x) , referred to as the relative score between the target p and the

reference measure q = N (0, Id). If p = q, then the ratio p(x)
q(x) is a constant, and the relative score

is zero. When p ̸= q, the relative score captures the direction where the two distributions p and q
differ most. We sample zi ∼ N (0, Id) for 1 ≤ i ≤ M by Monte Carlo or RQMC, and compute the
top r principal components of the relative scores at these samples:[

∇ log
p(z1)

q(z1)
, . . . ,∇ log

p(zM )

q(zM )

]
.

This is equivalent to computing the eigendecomposition of the following matrix

Ĥ =

M∑
i=1

∇ log
p(zi)

q(zi)

(
∇ log

p(zi)

q(zi)

)⊺
.
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If Ĥ has eigendecomposition UDU⊺ where D = diag(λ1, . . . , λd) contains the eigenvalues ordered in
descending order, then we form Vr as the top r eigenvectors. We could choose r as

r = argmin
{
1 ≤ k ≤ d :

k∑
j=1

λj ≥ 0.99

d∑
j=1

λj

}
,

which is the smallest integer r such that the top r principal components explain at least 99% of
the variance. This strategy is inspired by the dimension reduction technique for Bayesian inverse
problem proposed by [31], which possesses desirable theoretical properties.

Dimension reduction is crucial not only for reducing the complexity of parametrization but also
for enhancing the efficiency of RQMC integration. It is known that QMC and RQMC are sensitive
to the variable ordering or, more generally, the rotation of the integrand [21]. This is because
typical RQMC point sets are more uniformly distributed in the first few dimensions. Consequently,
applying a proper rotation to align the most important directions of the integrand with the first few
dimensions of the point set can significantly improve the accuracy of RQMC. The active subspace
method [7], which operates similarly as the PCA procedure described above, can reduce RQMC error
by hundreds of factors in some applications [21, 18]. We provide numerical results in Section 6.3 to
demonstrate the effectiveness of dimension reduction.

5.3 Importance sampling

Throughout this paper, we have assumed that the pushforward measure τ#q is equal to the target
distribution p. In practice, however, this equality rarely holds exactly. To address the discrepancy
between τ#q and p, we could apply importance sampling to correct for the bias due to τ#q ̸= p.

Let qτ denote the density of the pushforward measure τ#q, which is given in Equation (4). The
importance weight, defined as the ratio of the target density p to the pushforward density qτ , is
given by

w(x) =
p(x)

qτ (x)
.

Then we have

µ = Ex∼p [f(x)] = Ex∼qτ [f(x) · w(x)] = Eu∼q [f(τ(u)) · w(τ(u))] .

Thus, if u ∼ Unif([0, 1]d), then (f · w) ◦ τ is an unbiased estimator of µ. Given an RQMC point set
u1, . . . ,un, an unbiased estimator of µ is given by

µ̂n :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(f · w) ◦ τ(ui). (17)

If the density p is unnormalized, one could use the self-normalized importance sampling (SNIS)
estimator

1
n

∑n
i=1(f · w) ◦ τ(ui)

1
n

∑n
i=1 w ◦ τ(ui)

. (18)
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While importance sampling makes the estimator unbiased, it can also introduce high variance,
especially in high-dimensional settings. This issue becomes pronounced when qτ is obtained by

minimizing the objective function KL(qτ∥p) = Eqτ

[
log qτ (x)

p(x)

]
. The KL divergence penalizes qτ

heavily for allocating too much mass to low-density regions of p, resulting in qτ concentrating its
mass near the modes of p and underrepresenting the tails. Consequently, the importance weight
p(x)
qτ (x)

can become excessively large in the tails, leading to high variance in the importance-weighted

estimator. This phenomenon is why KL(qτ∥p) is often referred to as the mode-seeking KL divergence
in variational inference.

One can diagnose the issue by computing the effective sample size (ESS)

ESS =
(
∑n

i=1 wi)
2∑n

i=1 w
2
i

, wi = w(τ(ui)).

When the weights wi are roughly equal, the ESS is close to the nominal sample size n. Conversely,
if a few weights dominate, the ESS can be much smaller than n, indicating high variance in the
estimator. In such cases, the importance sampling estimator should be used with caution. To
improve ESS and reduce variance, one could consider increasing the expressiveness of the transport
map τ . In our proposed framework, one could iteratively adding more layers (increasing K) or
increasing the flexibility of the elementwise transformations (increasing S), until a satisfactory ESS
is achieved.

6 Experiments

We evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithm in a few numerical experiments.

6.1 Posterior sampling

We first evaluate the proposed method on several examples from posteriordb [22], a database of
posterior distributions used in Bayesian inference. During optimization, our method only queries the
score function ∇ log p(x) of the posterior distributions. When evaluating integrals with importance
weighting, we query the unnormalized density of the posterior as well. For each posterior, we fit
a transport map τ consisting of K = 3 layers. The base transformation is chosen as Φ−1. The
elementwise transformations TK

j are parametrized as described in Section 5.1, with shape parameters
(αs, βs) where αs + βs ≤ 7, and αs, βs are positive integers. Optimization is performed using 256
RQMC samples and the limited-memory BFGS algorithm [20]. Each experiment is repeated 10
times with independent randomizations of RQMC samples, and the best transport map (with the
smallest KL divergence) is selected.

Given the fitted transport map, we evaluate the first and second moments of the posterior
distributions: Ex∼p [xj ] and Ex∼p

[
x2
j

]
. That is, the function f(x) is set to be xj and x2

j for
1 ≤ j ≤ d. We use the SNIS estimator (18) with the fitted transport map to estimate these moments.
Ground truth values for these moments are estimated using Stan [4] with 20 chains, each running
25k warmup iterations and 50k sampling iterations. As a result, the ground truth expectations are
also subject to estimation error.

We compare plain Monte Carlo (MC) with scrambled net (RQMC) in terms of the mean squared
error (MSE) of the estimates. Both MC and RQMC use the SNIS estimator (18), differing only
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in how the base samples are generated. The MSE for each estimator is estimated from 50 random
replicates.

Figures 4 and 5 display the MSE versus sample size n for estimating the first and second moments,
respectively. In both figures, the blue dots represent the MSE of MC, while the orange dots represent
the MSE of RQMC. The Monte Carlo MSE decreases at an expected rate of O(1/n), indicated by
the dashed line. RQMC consistently outperforms MC, achieving a faster decay rate, close to (1/n2)
in some cases. These findings corroborate with the theoretical results in Section 4, demonstrating
the improved efficiency of RQMC when paired with the proposed transport map.

6.2 Comparing MC and RQMC for training

We compare the performance of MC and RQMC for training the transport map. Both methods
optimize the objective function (5), differing only in how the base samples are generated. Thus,
during optimization, the gradients are computed by averaging over MC samples or RQMC samples.
For this experiment, we use the banana-shaped distribution as the target. The transport map is
parametrized with K = 2 layers, and the elementwise transformations use shape parameters (αs, βs)
with αs + βs ≤ 10,

In the left panel of Figure 6, we plot the KL divergence versus the number of iterations during
optimization. Three scenarios are compared: using 64 Monte Carlo samples (MC 64), 256 Monte
Carlo samples (MC 256), and 64 RQMC samples (RQMC 64). We observe that optimization with
64 MC samples failed to find the right solution, due to the noisy gradients. Using 256 MC samples
improves the performance but requires four times more gradient evaluations. However, RQMC with
only 64 samples achieves a similar performance, demonstrating that RQMC can reduce the number
of samples needed without compromising performance.

In the right panel of Figure 6, we visualize the learned transport map at various stages of
training. At iteration 0, the samples are from N (0, Id). As training progresses, the transport map
gradually transforms these samples to match the target banana-shaped distribution. Note that the
exact transport map, x1 = z1, x2 = z21 − 1 + z2/

√
2, where z1:2 ∼ N (0, I2), does not belong to the

parametric family for τ we use. Despite this, with sufficient flexibility in the parametrization, the
proposed method is capable of approximating the true map effectively.

6.3 Dimension reduction

We consider a high-dimensional Bayesian logistic regression problem. The Bayesian model is given
as follows

yi | xi, β ∼ Bernoulli
( 1

1 + e−x⊺
i β

)
, for 1 ≤ i ≤ N,

β ∼ N (0, σ2Id).

Given observations (X, y) = {xi, yi}1≤i≤N , the likelihood of β is given by

L(β | X, y) =

N∏
i=1

(
1

1 + e−x⊺
i β

)yi(1− 1

1 + e−x⊺
i β

)1−yi ,

and the posterior of β is proportional to

p(β) := p(β | X, y) ∝ L(β | X, y) · exp(−∥β∥22
2σ2

).
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Figure 4: MSE for estimating Ex∼p [xj ] versus sample size n for various target distributions p from
posteriordb. Blue dots represent the MSE of plain MC, and orange stars represent the MSE of
RQMC. Details of the experiments are provided in Section 6.1.
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Figure 5: MSE for estimating Ex∼p

[
x2
j

]
versus sample size, under the same settings as Figure 4.
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Figure 6: Left panel: KL divergence versus number of iterations during optimization. Right panel:
Transported samples at iteration 0, 100, 150, where the target is the banana-shaped distribution.

We set the dimension as d = 50 and the number of observations as N = 20. We generate xi

(1 ≤ i ≤ N) independently from N (0,Σ/N), where Σij = 0.9|i−j|. We generate yi ∼ Bernoulli((1 +

e−x⊺
i β0)−1), where β0 has entries sampled independently from Unif([−1, 1]). We fix σ2 = 1. In

Bayesian analysis, we are interested in computing the posterior mean and variance of the regression
coefficient β. This is equivalent to computing the first and second moments of the posterior
distribution p(β). Similarly as before, we first train a transport map τ and then estimate the first
and second moment using the SNIS estimator (17).

We apply the dimension reduction method described in Section 5.2. Specifically, we first identify
the low-dimensional subspace using PCA on the relative scores, randomly sampled at 256 points.
The first r = 6 principal components explain more than 99% of the variance. After rotating the
space according to the principal components, we train a one-layer fully-parametrized transport map
for the first r components, and a one-layer parsimonious map for the remaining d− r components,
as described in Section 5.2.

We consider two other popular approaches for approximating this target distribution: Laplace
approximation and mean-field Gaussian approximation. Laplace approximation is a Gaussian
distribution N (µLap,ΣLap), where the mean matches the mode of the target distribution:

µLap = argmaxµ log p(µ),

and the covariance matrix matches the inverse Hessian of − log p at the mode:

ΣLap = −(∇2 log p(µLap))−1.

The theoretical properties of using Laplace approximation as importance sampler in RQMC is
studied in [12].

Mean-field Gaussian approximation is also a Gaussian distribution N (µMF,ΣMF), which is the
Gaussian distribution with diagonal covariance that minimizes the KL divergence from the target
distribution. We correct for the discrepancy between the approximation and the target distribution
by importance weighting, using the SNIS estimator (18). We also consider the importance sampling
method that uses the prior of β as the proposal.

The four methods in consideration are summarized as follows:

• Prior: using the prior N (0, σ2Id) as the proposal distribution for importance sampling

• Laplace: using N (µLap,ΣLap) as the proposal
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• MFG: using N (µMF,ΣMF) as the proposal

• TQMC (proposed method): using τ#q as the proposal

All methods use 211 RQMC samples to evaluate the first and second moments. They are compared
with the baseline method, which uses the prior as the importance sampling proposal and uses 211

MC samples. We compute the MSE reduction factors of the four competing methods relative to the
baseline method, defined as the ratio

MSE reduction factor :=
MSE of baseline

MSE of the competing method
.

The results are shown in Figure 7. The left and right panels show the MSE reduction factors
for estimating the first and second moments of the posterior, respectively. We observe that the
proposed method achieves the greatest error reduction. The Laplace approximation is not as efficient
as the proposed method, because the posterior distribution has heavier tails than the Gaussian
approximation. The mean-field Gaussian approximation is even less efficient, because it fails to
capture the correlation structure in the posterior using a diagonal covariance. When using the prior
as the proposal, RQMC does not bring much improvement over plain MC.

If we adopt a full parametrization, a single lower-triangular matrix alone has 50×51
2 = 1275

parameters. However, the dimension-reduced parametrization requires only 615 parameters in
total, making the optimization problem much easier. Despite using fewer parameters, the fitted
transport map is able to provide an accurate approximation of the target distribution. This example
demonstrates that, when there exists an intrinsic low-dimensional subspace in the distribution, the
dimension reduction technique can be effective in reducing the complexity of parametrization and
enhancing the efficiency of RQMC.
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Figure 7: MSE reduction factors using various distributions for importance sampling. The error
bars represent variation over 50 random replicates.
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