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QUANTITATIVE APPROXIMATIONS OF EVOLVING PROBABILITY
MEASURES AND SEQUENTIAL MARKOV CHAIN MONTE CARLO
METHODS

ANDREAS EBERLE AND CARLO MARINELLI

ABSTRACT. We study approximations of evolving probability measures by an inter-
acting particle system. The particle system dynamics is a combination of independent
Markov chain moves and importance sampling/resampling steps. Under global regu-
larity conditions, we derive non-asymptotic error bounds for the particle system ap-
proximation. In a few simple examples, including high dimensional product measures,
bounds with explicit constants of feasible size are obtained. Our main motivation are
applications to sequential MCMC methods for Monte Carlo integral estimation.

1. INTRODUCTION

L.1. Evolving probability measures. Let (u)ic,00) denote a family of mutually
absolutely continuous probability measures on a set S. To keep the presentation as simple
and non-technical as possible, we assume that S is finite. Motivated by Monte Carlo
methods for sequential estimation of expectation values with respect to the probability
measures p; (see e.g. [5, 9, 10, 19] and references therein), we will recall how to obtain
Fokker-Planck type evolution equations on the space of probability measures on S that
are satisfied by p:, and how to approximate these equations by interacting particle
systems. The main purpose of this paper is to bound the error of the particle system
approximations by an LP approach (see Theorems 2.5, 2.6 and 2.10 below).

Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) methods that combine Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) and Importance Sampling/Resampling methods to approximate a given se-
quence (p¢) of probability measures are used in a variety of applications, see for instance
[7, 10, 34] and references therein. There is by now a substantial literature on approxi-
mation properties of corresponding particle system discretizations, cf. [5, 9, 14] and the
references cited below. Nevertheless, our mathematical understanding of SMC methods
is still far more superficial than that of traditional MCMC methods, where, at least
for some specific models, sharp bounds for mixing times, approximation errors and de-
pendence on the dimension have been derived. The LP approach to controlling the
approximation error that we propose here is a first step towards more quantitative re-
sults that might be useful in particular in studying dimensional dependence. In contrast
to most of the literature on SMC methods (see however [14, 35, 36]), we focus on the
continuous time case.
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We assume that the measures are represented in the form

@) = 5 e (U@) jole). t20, (11)

where Z; is a normalization constant, and (¢,x) — Uy(x) is a given function on [0, co) x .S
that is continuously differentiable in the first variable. If, for example, U (z) = tU(x)
for some function & : S — R, then (ut)+>0 is the exponential family corresponding to U
and pg. Let
0 ~ 9 g e ()

ot ot po(x)

denote the negative logarithmic time derivative of the measures p;. Note that

pie(x) = exp (— /Ot H(x) dé’) po(z) , (1.2)

Hy(z) :=

log pue(x) =

and
d
(Hy, puy) = —E,ut(S) =0 for all t > 0, (1.3)

where
()= [ v = fla) vl
s T€S
denotes the integral of a function f :.S — R w.r.t. a measure v on S. In particular,

0 0
aut - (aut,,utf

In the applications we have in mind, the functions U; are given explicitly. Hence H,
is known explicitly up to an additive time-dependent constant. The evaluation of this
constant, however, would require computing an integral w.r.t. p;.

If all the functions Hy, t > 0, vanish then p; = po for all £ > 0. In this case the
measures are invariant for a Markov transition semigroup (pt):>o, i.e.,

Hy =

WsPt—s = [t for any t > s > 0,
provided the generator £ of (p;)i>0 satisfies poL = 0, i.e.
Z,uo(x)ﬁ(x,y) =0 for any y € S.
€S

This fact is exploited in Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods for approximating expec-
tation values w.r.t. the measure pg. The particle systems studied below can be applied
for the same purpose when the measures u; are time-dependent.

1.2. Fokker-Planck equation and particle system approximation. To obtain ap-
proximations of the measures p;, we consider generators (@Q-matrices) Ly, t > 0, of a
time-inhomogeneous Markov process on S satisfying the detailed balance conditions

pe(z) Loz, y) = pe(y) Loy, x) V=0, z,y €S (1.4)

For example, £; could be the generator of a Metropolis dynamics w.r.t. p, i.e.,

Li(x,y) = Ki(z,y) - min <//Z§z; ) 1> for x # v,
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Li(z,x) = =3, 2, L1(2,y), where the proposal matrix K is a given symmetric transition
matrix on S. In the sequel we will use the notation £;u to denote the adjoint action of
the generator on a probability measure p, i.e.,

(Lim)(y) = (nle)(y Z,U )Li(z,Yy).
€S
By (1.4), Lfpe =0, i.e.,
(Lef,pue) =0 forany f: S — Rand ¢ >0.

We fix non-negative constants A, ¢ > 0, such that ¢t — A; is continuous. Since the state
space S is finite, the measures p; are the unique solution of the evolution equation for
measures

%I/t =MNLjv — Huy (1.5)
with initial condition vy = pg. In general, solutions of (1.5) are not necessarily proba-
bility measures, even if 1 is a probability measure. Therefore, we consider the equation
0
ant
satisfied by the normalized measures 7, =

= N Line — Hyne + (Hy,me) me (1.6)
757 Note that, by (1.3), ¢ also solves (1.6).

Moreover, if n; is a solution of (1.6), then

t
Vp = exp (—/ (Hs,ns>d8> ¢
0

is the unique solution of (1.5) with initial condition vy = ng.

The Fokker-Planck equation (1.6) is an evolution equation for probability measures
which, in contrast to the unnormalized equation, is not modified by adding constants to
the functions Hy. We now introduce interacting particle systems that discretize the evo-
lution equations (1.6) and (1.5). Consider right continuous time-inhomogeneous Markov
processes (X}V,P), N € N, with state space S”V and generators at time ¢ given by

N
LNp(21,...,o8) = N Zﬁgi)gp(azl, ..., ZN)
'1 N N (1.7)
tN z‘,jzl(Ht(xi) — Hy(5)) " (p(a"7) — ().
Here = (z1,...,7y) € SV and

(xi—>j)k — {xk ifk#@

mj if k=1.

Moreover, Egl) stands for the operator £; applied to the i-th component of x. Thus
the components Xt]\g, i=1,...,N, of the process X} move like independent Markov
processes with genefator ALy and are occasionally replaced by components with a lower
value of H;. Note that to compute the generator (and hence to simulate the Markov
process) it is enough to know the functions H; up to an additive constant.

Discretizations of interacting particle systems of a similar type are widely used in
applications, where mostly the time parameter is discrete. Variants appear in the
literature under different names, including sequential Monte Carlo methods (e.g. in
[10, 18, 19]), population Monte Carlo algorithms [4, 17, 35, 36], Feynman-Kac particle
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models [6, 9, 14]), particle filters [1, 3, 7]), etc. Theoretical properties of these Monte
Carlo methods and, in particular, the asymptotics as N — oo, have been studied in-
tensively (mostly in discrete time), see e.g. [5, 9] for an overview, and [6, 27] for more
recent results. The continuous time case has been investigated in [14, 35, 36].

The Markov processes (X;¥,P) introduced above are continuous-time analogues of
a particular type of sequential Monte Carlo samplers which have been introduced and
studied systematically in [10] (cf. also [7, 11, 26, 33]). One major motivation for the
use of SMC samplers is the estimation of expectation values with respect to multimodal
distributions where traditional MCMC methods fail due to metastability problems. The
processes (X}V,P) have the additional property that the underlying generator at time ¢
satisfies detailed balance w.r.t u;. In this case, the resulting sequential MCMC methods
are also related to several multi-level sampling methods, including parallel tempering
[22, 25, 31] and the equi-energy sampler [29]. The detailed balance condition is not
necessarily required for applications, but it fixes a clear framework that is the foundation
for our LP approach developed below.

It is essentially well-known (see [14]) that if the initial distributions of the Markov
processes (X;V,P) are the N-fold products 7V of a probability measure 7 on S, then
almost surely, the empirical distributions

1N
N
=N Z‘;thj’i (1.8)
i=1
and the reweighted empirical distributions

v = exp (— /Ot<Hs,77iV>> m (1.9)

converge to the solutions of the equations (1.6) and (1.5) with initial conditions 7y = vy =
m, see also Corollary 2.8 below. As a consequence, simulating the Markov process XtN
with initial distribution ,uév yields a Monte Carlo method for approximating sequentially
the probability measures pu;, ¢ > 0, which can be viewed as a combination of Markov
Chain Monte Carlo and Importance Sampling/Resampling.

1.3. Quantitative convergence bounds. Our main aim is to quantify more explicitly
the approximation properties of the particle systems with initial distribution ,uév . There
is a substantial literature on asymptotic properties of corresponding particle system
approximations, see e.g. [9, 14, 35] and references therein. In particular, a law of large
numbers type convergence theorem and a corresponding central limit theorem have been
established in [12, 14] for a related particle system approximation, cf. also [36]. A
crucial question for algorithmic applications, however, are quantitative bounds on the
approximation error

(fom) = (fs pe) (1.10)

for a given function f : S — R and fixed N that incorporate some more explicit control of
the constants. For example, the dependence of the bounds on the dimension in product
models is very relevant.

The central limit theorem in [14] yields bounds for the approximation error (1.10)
asymptotically as N — oo (at least for a modified particle system). In [36] corresponding
non-asymptotic estimates are given but without quantifying the constants. We also refer
to [6] for some more recent non-asymptotic estimates under strong mixing conditions in
discrete time. In this respect, several important questions still remain open:
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e The expression for the asymptotic variance in the central limit theorem derived
in [14] is not very explicit, as it involves L? norms of an associated Feynman-Kac
semigroup. Methods that allow to bound this expression efficiently in a general
setup and in concrete models have to be developed.

e For applications it is crucial to derive more explicit non-asymptotic bounds (i.e.
bounds for fixed N), because the asymptotic estimates could be misleading when
only a limited number of particles is available. To the best of our knowledge such
bounds have been proven so far only under partially restrictive minorization (see
[40]) or strong mixing conditions involving constants that are not very explicit,
highly dimension-dependent, and far from optimal. In general, tracking the
constants in the proof of the CLT in [14] shows that these could be of order up
to exp fg osc(Hy) ds, where osc(Hy) := sup Hs — inf Hy stands for the oscillation
of H,. In nearly all interesting applications this quantity is extremely large.
Hence although the existing results give useful indications on scope and limits
of SMC methods, the rigorous verification of a given error bound for a realistic
number N of particles/replicas is still an open problem in many simple concrete
models.

e Dimensional dependence on product spaces is an important issue, cf. [1, 2, 3].
Rigorous results about the dependence on the dimension of error bounds for SMC
methods are still missing, and might be out of reach for the existing techniques.

It is well-known from the theory of reversible Markov processes that a convergence anal-
ysis based only on total variation estimates and Dobrushin contraction coefficients is
possible but it has several drawbacks. In particular, substantial contractivity w.r.t. the
total variation norm often takes place only after a certain number of steps (cutoff phe-
nomena, cf. e.g. [15, 16]). This limits the applicability if one is interested in arguments
based on single or even infinitesimal time steps. Moreover, minorization conditions that
are often imposed in this context are crude and typically dimension dependent. There-
fore, in this article we develop the foundations of an alternative approach to establish
non-asymptotic bounds for the particle system approximations, which enables us to
prove bounds with a reasonable dependence on the dimension for product models, see
Example 2 below. The approach we propose is based on a consequent application of LP
estimates instead of uniform estimates for Feynman-Kac propagators. In [20] (cf. also
[39]), an L? approach has been considered to quantify asymptotic stability properties
of the Fokker-Planck equation. When studying the error of particle system approxima-
tions, we are forced to leave the L? framework and to work with various LP norms. A
key tool are the LP estimates for Feynman-Kac propagators that have been derived in
[21].

1.4. Outline. The main results of our work are stated in Section 2. Here we also
consider examples where the approximation errors can be quantified explicitly. Section
3 contains the derivation of an explicit formula for the variances of the estimators (f, V),
see Proposition 2.1 below. This is based on martingale arguments developed in [14]. In
Section 4 we apply the formula to prove Theorem 2.5 below, which is a non-asymptotic
bound for the variances. Finally, in Section 5 we combine this bound with the results
from [21] to prove the bounds in Theorems 2.6 and 2.10 below.
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2. MAIN RESULTS

To state our results in detail let us consider the Markov process (X}, P) with initial
distribution ,uév . To derive error bounds for the particle system approximation it is
convenient to consider at first the error for the Monte Carlo estimates based on the
reweighted empirical distributions v;¥ defined in (1.9). Following closely the reasoning
n [14], we first note that, by a martingale argument, it can be shown that (f,v}) is
an unbiased estimator of (f, u) for any function f : S — R and ¢ > 0, and an explicit
formula for the variance can be given.

2.1. An expression for the variance. To state the formula for the variance, we
introduce Feynman-Kac type transition operators gs; related to the dynamics. For
0 <s<t<ooanda function f: S — R, let ¢s;f(x) denote the unique solution of the
backward equation

0
_aq&tf = As»CSQS,tf - Hst,tf, ERS [O,t], (2'1)

with terminal condition ¢;f = f. It can be shown that ¢, f is also the unique solution
of the corresponding forward equation

thS tf qg,t()\tﬁtf - Htf)a le [87 OO)? (22)

with initial condition ¢, ,f = f. As a consequence, a probabilistic representation of gy ¢
is given by the Feynman-Kac formula

(qeif)(@) = By p[em S O dr ()] for all 2 € 8, (2.3)

where (X¢);>s is a time-inhomogeneous Markov process w.r.t. P, with generator L,
and initial condition X, = x P, -a.s., see e.g. [23], [24]. The next proposition is an
adaptation of results in [14, §3.3] to our slightly modified setting.

Proposition 2.1. For any f: S — R,
E [(fa thv>] = <fnut>a and
N 2 1 I N
B[ty = Ful] = FVau(n+5 [ BV as.

where

V() == (Ho(qs e f)? v (L0l = (Ho, vl W asaf? = (g5, f)* v2)
/ / Ho(2) — Ha) (@nef (2) — aonf @2 0N (dy) vV (). (2.4)

Here and in the following Var,(f) := (f2, u) — (f, 1)? stands for the variance of f with
respect to the measure p. Although the reasoning is very close to [14], a complete proof
of Proposition 2.1 is given in Section 3 below for the reader’s convenience.

Elementary estimates show that the approximation error (1.10) for estimates based
on the empirical distributions 7Y can be controlled by the variance of estimators based

on ngi

Lemma 2.2. For all functions f: S — R and t > 0 we have

E [[(fn) = (fm”] < 2Var ((£,0)) + 201f = (f, p) o Var ((L,4))  (25)
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and

E[[(£.0) = (Fa)]] < Var ((£,0) "+ VEIF = (£l Var (L)) (26)
+ /2 Var ((f, Vﬁ))lﬂ Var ((1, VtN>)1/2 ,
where ||g|sup = Sup,eg lg(z)| for any g : S — R.
The proof is given in Section 5 below.

Remark 2.3. A very interesting alternative expression for the variance of normalizing
constants similar to (1,7}V) in discrete time has recently been derived in [6].

2.2. A quantitative variance bound. Let p € [2,00[. Our goal is to prove quantita-
tive bounds for the approximation errors that hold uniformly for all functions f : S — R
with LP norm less than one. Because of Lemma, 2.2, the errors can be quantified in terms
of the variance bounds

e i=sup {E [|(f.0) = (Fo) ]| 158 > Rt fllnuy <1 s€ 0,4} (27)

with p € [2,00). To efficiently bound the quantities aiv P we apply estimates of LP-L4 op-
erator norms for the operators g, ;. Corresponding estimates are derived systematically
n [21]. We first state a general result that bounds the error in terms of the expression
(2.11) and appropriate operator norms, see Theorem 2.5 below.

For p, q € [2,00] with p < ¢, let us consider the operator norms

Cor(p) 1= su HQS,tfHLP(uS)’
720 W lleequ

C&t(p, Q) = sup ”CIS,tf“LQT(MS) V sup ”CIS,tf“LP(MS)
20 W llegy 20 1 lnoregu
1

V1,

where r € [p, o] is chosen such that p~! = ¢~ + =1, Moreover, for § > 0, we set

(7’*5)7L
Ci(p,q,0) == sup / |1 H | La(us)Cs,r (P, @)% dis.
T€[0,t] JO

We fix a constant ty > 0, and set

w:= sup osc(Hs), (2.8)
s€[0,to]
where osc(f) := sup f — inf f. Since Hy = —%log lts, the constant w controls the

logarithmic time change rate of the measures p;. Note that
Ci(p,q,0) < twsup {Cs+(p, q)? ‘ s,7€[0,8] s.t. 7> s+ 6}

Remark 2.4. Since we assume that the state space is finite, all the constants are finite,
but their numerical values can be very large. It is a straightforward consequence of the
forward equation (2.2) that

Hsqst = Ht, 0<s< t, (29)

and hence C,4(1) = 1. On the other hand, in contrast to Markov transition operators
which are contractions on L, the constants Cs((co0) can be extremely large in typical
applications. Therefore bounds on Cj ;(p) are very sensitive to the choice of p, see [21]
for details. The constants Cs¢(p, q) and Ct(p, q,9) are related to hyperbound properties
and can only be expected to be bounded in a feasible way if t — s and §, respectively,
are not too small.
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For a function f: S — R, set

Varlf) == —(Ha(gon ) pa) + / / o) (@u0f () — o (2))? pa(d) paldy). (2.10)

Our first main result shows that for p > 4 the asymptotic (as N — oo) variance of the
estimator (f,v}) is bounded from above by

t
N (Var () + [ Vel ds+ 11 (211)

and, more importantly, it gives a non-asymptotic bound for the mean square error
Var ((f,v}")) of the same order:

Theorem 2.5. Fiz q €]6,00] and p E]%,q[. Let N € N be such that
N Z 25 max (27 éto (p7 q, 5)7 C_’to (]57 q, 5))7
where p is defined by p~' =g~ + (p/2)~" and § := (17w)~L. Then, fort € [0, 1],

NE[(f.0) = (fud?] < Varu(f) + /0 Vool f) ds

(2.12)
+ [1 + 7C’t(p7q,5)€iv’p] 11200

In particular,
e < (24 v (p))N~H(1+10C,(p, ¢, 5)N ) (2.13)
where T
ve(p) := sup sup 7f0 Vs,;(f) ds.
T€[0,t] f#0 Hf”Lp(HT)
The proof is given in Section 4 below. To apply Theorem 2.5 we need bounds for

the constants v;(p) and Cy(p, ¢,9). We will now discuss how to derive such bounds from
Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities in the following particular cases:

a) The Markov processes with generators L;, t > 0, have “good” global mixing
properties (see §2.3).

b) The state space S can be decomposed into disjoint subsets S;, @ € I, such that
Li(r,y) =0forallt >0,z ¢€ 8 and y € S; with ¢ # j, and “good” mixing
properties hold on each of the subsets S; (see §2.5).

2.3. Non-asymptotic bounds from global Poincaré and log Sobolev inequali-
ties. For ¢t > 0 and ¢ € [1,00] let us define

t
Ki(q) = /0 1 Hel gy ds.

The quantities K;(q) are a way to control how much the measures p4 change for s € [0, ¢].
A rough estimate yields

vi(p) < 5K4(2) sup {Cs - (4)? 0<s<7<t} for any p > 4, (2.14)
Ci(p,q,0) < Ky(q)sup{Cs+(p,q)* |0 < s<s+5 <7<t} foranyq>p>1 (2.15)

Hence estimates for v;(p) and C(p, ¢, ) follow from appropriate LP-L? bounds for the
Feynman-Kac propagators ¢s;. In [21], we derive such bounds systematically from
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Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. To apply these results let us define the
weighted Poincaré and log Sobolev constants

— [H f*dw
Ay = sup ————,
' feSo gt(f)
‘thfd,ut{Q
B; :=sup ————,
A TS

~t 1= SUp ff2 log | f| dps
fESL gt(f) 7

where S = {f S 2RI (fou) =0, f£O0}, S ={f: SR {f>u) =1, f#1},
&) = = [ foafdu = 5 Y (F0) - F@)P Lzl

2
T,yeS

denotes the Dirichlet form of the self-adjoint operator £; on L?(S, j1¢). We refer to [37]
for background on Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities and their applications
to estimate LP contractivity properties of transition semigroups and mixing times of
reversible time-homogeneous Markov chains. In [21] we apply similar techniques to
derive LP-L? bounds for Feynman-Kac propagators. We show that C;+(p) and Cs+(p, q)
are small (in particular less than 2) if the intensities s, 0 < s < ¢, of MCMC moves are
sufficiently large in terms of the constants Ag, Bs and +s, respectively. By combining
these results with Theorem 2.5 we obtain:

Theorem 2.6. Fiz ty >0, q €]6,00[ and p E]qf—qQ,q[. Suppose that

N > 40 max(Ky,(q), 1), and (2.16)
A 1
A > max (p L 202 b Mg w%) forall s € 0tg],  (217)

where w is defined by (2.8) and

2r—1 2p—2 p—1 2p—2

p—1"p=2"p-1p=-2)"

with p and r determined by p~' = ¢ 1 +2p~ ! and p~' = ¢~ +r~1. Then, fort € [0,to],
e < (24 8K4(2) N1+ 16K(q)NY). (2.18)

a(p, q) := log max (

Note that the assumptions on p and ¢ guarantee that p > 2, so that a(p, ¢) is finite.
The proof of the theorem is given in Section 5 below.

Remark 2.7. (i) The theorem shows that if the intensities A\ are large enough, then
already a limited number of particles/replicas suffices to obtain reasonable error bounds.
In particular, if (2.17) holds, then, by (2.18), a number

3+ 10K(q)
«

N>

of particles guarantees 6iv’p < « for a given a €]0,1/8[. In particular, as « — 0, a
number of particles of order O(K;(g)/c) is sufficient to bound the error by a.

(ii) Rough bounds for the constants K;(q), A; and B, for t € [0, o] are given by
Ki(q) < tw, A, < ofe max H, B, < CFe Var,,, (Hy),
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where w is defined by (2.8) and

CPo = sup [ 12 dw
reso E(f)
denotes the Poincaré constant, i.e., the inverse spectral gap of the generator £;. There-
fore, assumptions (2.16) and (2.17) in Theorem 2.6 are satisfied if

N > 40 max(tow, 1) (2.19)

and

.17
As > max (Z(max H; +to(p+ 3) Var,, (Hs))CSPOI, Za(p’ q)w%). (2.20)

Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 provide non-asymptotic bounds on the variances of the Monte
Carlo estimators (f,7}¥) that hold uniformly over all functions f € LP(y;). One can
combine these bounds with (2.12) and (2.6) to obtain more precise non-asymptotic error
bounds for the Monte Carlo estimators (f, ") and (f,n}) for a fixed function f:

Corollary 2.8. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 2.6 hold, and let f € LP(uy).
Then

t
NE |[(f.0) = (fm)[P] < Van, (/) + /0 VealF) ds + 1By + REN) £ 1200001
1/2

N1/2E H(fa 771{\[> - <f, ,Ut>H < (Varm(f) ‘|‘/0 Vs,t(f) ds + Hf - <fa Mt>||%p(m)>

+ Rt N) | f = (f, 1) lsup
with explicit constants R(t, N) of order O(N~') and R(t,N) of order O(N—1/2).
The proof is given in Section 5 below.

2.4. Scope and Examples. Summarizing our results, we make the following observa-
tions: the derived error bounds of a given size for the particle system approximation rely
on the following quantities:

(i) A uniform upper bound on the oscillations of the logarithmic time derivatives
Hy = —% log puz.
(ii) A minimal intensity Ay of MCMC moves. A lower bound for the required intensity
can be given in terms of the constants A;, B, and 7, or alternatively in terms of
w, CP° and ;.
(iii) A minimal number N of particles. On a time interval of length tg, a number of
particles of order O(wtpa 1) is sufficient to bound the error 82)7’]) by « (provided
At is large enough).
We now illustrate range and limits of applicability of the results in two examples. The
first is a simple one-dimensional example, while the second discusses the dimensional
dependence of the estimates in the case of product measures.

Example 1. Moving Gaussians — one dimensional case. Suppose that S = {a,a+
1,...,a+ A —1} for some a € Z and A € N, and (y)¢>0 are probability measures on S
such that )
7(33—77%) ), xes.

20252
We assume that ¢ — m; and t — oy are continuously differentiable functions such that
o €]0,00[ and my € [a,a + A — 1] for all ¢ > 0. Moreover, we assume that the Markov

pie () o< exp ( -
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chain moves are given by a Random Walk Metropolis dynamics (in continuous time),
that is,

r _ %min(zzgzg,l), if ly—z| =1,
t(way) .
0, if |y —z| > 1.

In this case, the following upper bounds for Cf° and -, hold (see the Appendix):

CPot < 30((0y A A) v 2) (2.21)
2

v < 300 5 +300((0 A A) v 2)* log A (2.22)

(O’t VAN 1)
It can be shown that the upper bound for CF° is of the correct order in o; and A.
The upper bound for «; could be improved, but ~ is always bounded from below by a
positive multiple of (A/c;)2. Our results can be applied in the following way. For ¢ > 0
and z, y € S we have

Hy(x) — Hy(y) 0 <($ —m)° Jls mt)2>

T Ot\ o? o?
:_gé(x—y)(w+y—2mt)_m,w—y

ot o? ¢ o?

7] | |mi|\ A?
< (2124 —)—. 2.23
_< ot * A O't2 ( )

Therefore, if we choose the time scale in such a way that the condition

2

il | Imi] _ o
22—+ —<—= t t 2.24
< Th el (224)

is satisfied, then

w= sup osc(Hy) <1.
te(0,t0]

Condition (2.24) is an upper bound on the relative change rates of the parameters
o¢ and my. Note that if A is large compared to o4, then only small change rates are
possible. The reason is that in this case the Gaussian measure p; changes too rapidly in
the tails, so that our arguments break down.

Assuming (2.24), Theorem 2.6 and Remark 2.7(iii) imply that

NP < (24 8)N"H14+16N71),

provided N > 40(ty Vv 1), and (2.20) holds with w = 1, max H; and Var, (Hs) bounded
by w = 1, and CF° ~, replaced by the upper bounds in (2.21), (2.22). If (o, A 1)/A is
not too small, this yields reasonably sized (although far from optimal) lower bounds on
At and N. On the other hand, if o,/A — 0, then the upper bounds in both (2.23) and
(2.22) degenerate drastically.

Example 2. Product measures — dependence on the dimension. In our second
example we study the dependence of (2.19), (2.20) and (2.18) on the dimension in the
case when the evolving measures are all product measures. Suppose that

d d
s=1Is. n=Qu’,
=1 =1
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with probability measures ,ugi), t>0,i=1,...,d, on finite sets S; such that t — ,ugi) (x)
is continuously differentiable and strictly positive for all 1 < ¢ < d and = € S;. In this
case one has

d .
Hyw) = H (2:),
i=1

where H; and Ht(i) denote the negative logarithmic time derivatives of the measures p

and ,u,gi), respectively. If we assume

osc(Ht(i)) <1 vVt € [0,t0], i =1,...,d,

then
w= sup osc(H) <d, (2.25)
te(0,to]
and
d
Var, (H) = Y Var o (H") <d
i=1

Now suppose that
d
Low,y) =Y L1 (@i 1)
i=1

for generators Egi), t>0,i=1,...,d, of time-inhomogeneous Markov processes on S;,
i.e. L; is the generator of the product dynamics on S with component generators Egl).
It is well known that L£; satisfies Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities with
constants @ "
i Poi, (i i

CPOI — C % —
R L R

(4)

@ and fyti

respectively, where C’tP o are the Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev constants
for the generators Egz). In particular, if the component generators ﬁgz) satisfy Poincaré
and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities with constants independent of i, then L£; satisfies
the corresponding inequalities with the same constants — independently of the dimension
d. Therefore, in this case, the values of N and A4 required to satisfy conditions (2.19) and
(2.20) are of order O(d). Hence both the number of particles/replicas and the intensity of
MCMC moves required are of order O(d). Since simulating from the product dynamics
also requires O(d) steps, the total effort to keep track of the evolving product measures
up to a given precision is of order O(d?).

Remark 2.9 (Independent particles). We compare briefly with the particle dynamics
without importance sampling/resampling, i.e., when the second summand is omitted in
the definition (1.7) of the generator £. In this case, the particles/replicas move in-
dependently according to the time-inhomogeneous Markovian dynamics with generators
L, t > 0. Hence the positions of the particles at time ¢ are independent random variables
with distribution ji; = popo,, where ps ¢, 0 < s < ¢, is the time-inhomogeneous transition
function. A corresponding discrete-time dynamics is used for example in the classical
simulated annealing algorithm (see e.g. [13, 30]). Since in general fiy # u¢, the empirical
distribution of the independent particle system is an asymptotically biased estimator for
e However, under strong mixing conditions as imposed above, the difference between
it and pg, and hence the asymptotic bias, will be small. Therefore it is possible that,
for fixed IV, the empirical distribution of the independent particles process is a better
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estimate for p; than n¥. On the other hand, if the mixing properties break down, the
bias of the independent particles estimator will not be small, whereas the empirical mea-
sures v and 7} may still be suitable estimators. This will be demonstrated now in a
particular case.

2.5. Non-asymptotic bounds from local estimates. With suitable modifications
the above analysis can also be applied to derive bounds when good mixing properties
hold only locally. As an illustration, we consider another extreme case in which the state
space is decomposed into several components that are not connected by the underlying
Markovian dynamics. Suppose that

s=Js:

i€l
is a decomposition of S into disjoint non-empty subsets .S;, i € I, such that
Li(x,y) = 0 for any t > 0, x € S; and y € S; with ¢ # j.
Let uf := ps(-|S;) denote the measure p; conditioned by S;. Then we can apply the
arguments above with the LP norm replaced by the stronger norm
11y = 811 s,

Since Holder’s inequality and related estimates hold for these modified LP norms as well,
the assertion of Theorem 2.5 still remains true if aiv " is replaced by

e = sup {E[[(£o2) = (Fus) ]| 18 =Rt 1f17g < L s € 0,4},

and the constants Cs¢(p,q) and Ci(p,q,d) are defined w.r.t. the modified LP and L9
norms as well. Moreover, the representations (1.2) and (1.3) hold for ! in place of i if
H,; is replaced by

H} := H;— (Hy,uy) .
Let A!, B! and ~} denote the Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev constants defined as
above but with S, u; and H; replaced by S;, i and H}, respectively. Let us also set

A = AZ B = BZ g = 7
t I?ealx ts t r?éalx ts Tt I?ealx Yt
_ t
Ki(q) = / |yl 70y ds,  and
0
~ S
M; = max sup s()

el 0<r<s<t /’LT’(SZ) .

Then, by estimating LP norms separately on each component, we can prove the following
extension of Theorem 2.6:

Theorem 2.10. Fiz ty > 0, q €]6,00[ and p G]quQ,q[. Suppose that
N > 40max(Ky, (q), 1), and

A, -1
As > max <p + pp+3) toBs, —7a(p, q)w%) for all s € [0, to]. (2.26)

4 4 4
Then, fort € [0,to], one has
EVP < (24 8Ky(2)MP) N1 (14 16K (q)MZ N7Y).
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Remark 2.11. (i) If there is only one component, the assertion of Theorem 2.10 reduces
to that of Theorem 2.6.

(ii) Error bounds for the estimators (f,7{") and (f,n¥) for a fixed function f hold
analogously to Corollary 2.8.

2.6. Open problems. 1) The cases discussed in Sections 2.3 and 2.5 are extreme cases.
In many typical applications, one would expect the state space to split up as time
evolves into more and more components that get almost disconnected by the dynamics
(local modes, metastable states). The study of such more complicated situations is an
important topic for future research.

2) We have discussed here a setup with discrete state space and continuous time. In
continuous time, particle systems on more general state spaces can in principle be treated
by similar techniques, although of course additional technical considerations are required
(cf. for instance [36]). For algorithmic applications, the case of discrete time and a
continuous state space is probably the most interesting one. For an overview of the
substantial literature and some more recent results in this case we refer to [2, 5, 8, 9, 14,
10, 18, 27] and references therein. An LP approach similar to the one presented here is
developed for the discrete time case in the PhD thesis of N. Schweizer [38].

3. VARIANCES OF WEIGHTED EMPIRICAL AVERAGES

In this section we will prove Proposition 2.1, which shows that (f,7}") is an unbiased
estimator for (f, ;) and gives an explicit formula for the variance. The proof follows
the arguments developed in [14] relying on the identification of appropriate martingales.

Recall that the carré du champ (square field) operator I')Y associated to £1¥ is defined
for functions ¢ : SV — R by

IV (p) = LYo? —20LY o,

ie.,
MV )) = S LNy (o) — p@)? Vo e sV, (3.1)
yes
It is well-known that the processes
t
ME = ot XN = 00X = [+ BN els XNy ds, ad (32
0
t
NE = P = [ TGl )X ds (3.3)
0

are martingales w.r.t. the filtration induced by the process X}V for any function ¢ :
Rt x SV — R that is twice continuously differentiable in the first variable, cf. e.g. [28,
Appendix 1, Lemma 5.1]. For 2 € SV let

N
= — g 0x,

denote the corresponding empirical average. In the next lemma we derive expressions
for £V and T')¥ acting on linear functions on S¥ of the form

N
pr(x) = (fin(@) = N1 flw).
i=1
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Lemma 3.1. For any function f : S — R and t > 0, one has

LY (fin) = Ne(Lof,n) + (Heyn){(f,n) — (Hef,n)
and
N >\t 1 + 2
O = D)+ [ [ () = B@) (@) - £0) n(d) i),
where I'y denotes the carré du champ operator w.r.t. L;.

Proof. The definition of £} immediately yields

LY (f,m) Zﬁtf N2 Z (Hi(x:) — He(wy)) " (f(2)) = f(z0).  (3.4)
2,7=1
Moreover,
N
> (Hi(i) — Ho(x) T (f () = f ()
i,j=1

(]

(Hi(w;) — He(z))(f(x5) — f(21))

i,j:Hy (i) >He (25)

(Hi(zj) — Hy(2:))(f (i) — f(z5))

A3

i,5:He(x5)>He(z4)

= (Hi(2i) — Hi(x5))(f(25) = f(2:))

1,7: Ht(asj >Hy(xz;)

-

- _ Z Hy(z;) — He(xj))” (f(x5) — f(x4)),

i,j=1
and hence
N
> (Hulwi) = Hu(w)))(f (25) = (1)) =2 Z Hy(wi) = Hy(wy) " (£ (2y) = f(2).
i,j=1 i,5=1

Therefore the second term on the right hand side of (3.4) is equal to

N2 Z Hy(w:) — Hylw))(f () = f(2)

i,7=1
N

- (& > Hie) (% > F) ~ > Ao (o)
= (Hon(@)(Fonf)) — (HLf (),

from which the first claim follows.
Furthermore, since
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(3.1) and (1.7) imply

Y (f.n)(x) = Zﬁt i,y — fa))?
i= lyGS
o Z Hy(w;) = Hy(w;)) " (f(g) = f(2))",
1,j=1

from which the second claim follows noting that the first term on the right hand side of
the previous expression is equal to

A A
mzrt(f)(ﬁﬂi) =y (Lelf).n(@)). u
i—1
Now let us define
_ 1 X
ALy = gl = 5 2 (@)X
i—1

As a consequence of Lemma 3.1 we obtain:

Proposition 3.2. The processes Mi and Ni, u € [0,t], defined by
M o= Al - A, /u<Hs,ns Mas,o i) ds,
Nz{ = / As (Us(gs,e.f)sms >
— /0 / [ (Hew) ~ Ho(o) @ 2) = 00ad ) ¥ ) (d2) s

are martingales w.r.t. the filtration F; = o(XN |s € [0,1]).

Proof. Note that Al = ¢(s, XN), where

N
p(5.2) = NS quf(a)
i=1

By the backward equation (2.1),

] _ ANy R |
_90(371') = _WZ_; qutf(xl)—"_NZ; qutf(xl)

0s
= _)\s <£s(JStf7 77(1.» + <HSQStf7 77(95)>7
and by lemma 3.1,
(LY0) (s,2) = N(Lagsif,n(@)) + (Ho,n(@))gs i f0(x)) = (Hogs 1 f,m(x))
Hence

<aas+£N> p(s,2) = (Hs,n(2)){(gs,ef,n(2)),
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which proves that M/ = M¥ is a martingale, cf. (3.2). Similarly, by Lemma 3.1,
)\
I (@)(s2) = s(gs,f),m(x))
2
+5 / / Hy(2)) " (45f (2) = a5,/ ()" Y (dy) mY (d2),

which proves that N/ = N¥ is a martingale, cf. (3.3). O

Since in general, flf;t is not a martingale, (f,n}') is not an unbiased estimator for
(f, pt). This motivates considering (f, ) instead. Let

Ag,t = <qs,tf,ljév> = e_fos<HT777£v>d7"A£t. (35)

Proposition 3.3. The process Ai,t, u € [0,t], is a martingale with increasing process
given by

(b = —/ E(gue ). ) ds
N / / / Hy())  (a5.f (y) — s f (@) v (dz) v (dy) ds.

Proof. By the integration by parts formula for Stieltjes integrals and Proposition 3.2,
we get

Al =AY,

u u
/ e o (Hrm%drd[lg,t _ / <Hs,77 be — [ (Hr ) drAf ds
0 0
u s Ny g _
N /0 e Jo ) TdMsf + (Hs, m; >Af ds — (Hg,ng >Af ds.
Hence [0,t] 2 s +— Af + is a martingale whose increasing process can be written as
(Af7t>u = / o2 Jo (HrmyY) dr d(M7),.
0

The result now follows by Proposition 3.2 and Equation (1.9). O

The purpose of the next lemma is to obtain an alternative representation (modulo
martingale terms) of the term involving the carré du champ operator in the expression

for (Af,t>.

Lemma 3.4. The following decomposition holds:
| A ) o) ds
0
- MU+<17V1]1,V> <(qutf)27yu > A <HS7VS ><(q8tf)27yév>ds
- [ ) ds
0

where M is a martingale.

Proof. Let
Yo o= (Lol N (quef)2 v} = e 2 Jo Hemddr (g, )2l
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By applying the martingale problem to the functions (s, z) = <(qstf )%, n(x )>, we obtain

Y, = e 2l e dr (g, )2 gy —2/0 e 2JoHrn b g Ny (g )20 ) ds

+/(] o2 /o (Hr ) dr (% + ﬁf) (s, X) ds.

Here and in the following we write Y, ~ Z, if the processes Y, and Z, differ only by a
martingale term. Proceeding as in the proof of proposition 3.2, we get that

0 0
%@(&Xév) = 2(Qstf%Qstf7 775> = _2)‘S<QStf£SQStfa U£V> +2<HS(QStf)27n£V>7

and

ﬁév(p(37XéV) = As<£s(Qstf)27n£V> + <H8777év><(QStf)2777év> - <H8(QStf)27n£;V>'

Recalling that L,(qsef)? — 2qse fLsqstf = Is(gsef) and vN = exp(— f;(Hr,u£V>dr) AR
we conclude

A aut Py ~ - [ C(Ha v V(guef)2 ) ds
0

4 [ N a2y ds + [0 ) o) ds,
0 0
which proves the assertion. O

Lemma 3.5. For allt > 0,
B[] = () — B[ [ (s as]
Proof. By the product rule for Stieltjes integrals,
(Lo aes* 0y = e o)Al

= /e_fouw“"iv)drdAft - /(HU,VN>A572tdu.
0 0

u

2
Since s — A£ ; is a martingale,

¢ 2
B (L)) = lans o) ~ B | [ (L]
The proof is completed by noting that {qo;f?, po) = (f2, ). O

Proof of Proposition 2.1. Fix a function f : S — R and ¢ > 0. Recalling that, by (2.9),
<f’ :U’t> = <q0,tf’ :U’0>’ we have
(fovl) = (Frome) = Aaeef 0"y = {qoef,v0) + (@0t 110 ) — (90,4 ] 10)
= Al = A+ (oS 8) = (a0 ] o).

Taking expectations on both sides, we immediately obtain

E[(f,n)] = (f ),

because s — A, ; f is a martingale by Proposition 3.3, and I/év is the empirical distribution
of N i.i.d. random variables with distribution pg. Moreover, by Proposition 3.3 and
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Lemma 3.4,

E||(£.0) = (fu)[*] = NE[(A], - AL + NE|((q0ef.10)) = (0. 10))”]
= NE [<A{t>t] + Vary, (QO,tf)

= E[(L ™2 = (aoad 2 ") + Var (a0, f)
vV : Z,VN s — t ,l/N s(qst 2,1/N s
+E/O<Hs, M (guef2 Yy d E/0<1 Ny (H, (g )2, vV d

+E /Ot // (H(x) o H(y))+(QS,tf(y) - QS,tf(x))Q V;N(dx) l/év(dy) ds‘

The assertion now follows from Lemma 3.5 observing that

_E[<(QO,tf)2aVév>] + Var,, (qo0.f) = —((qoef)?, o) + Varu,(qoef)
= —{qosf p0)® = —(f. ).

4. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.5

Proposition 4.1. Let p, q, r € [1,00] be such that p~' = ¢~ ' +r~1. Then, for0 < s <t,

E [VE(H] <Viu(f)
+ (61 Hsll o gua st 72 sy + 1 Hos 2o oy 105,62 | o)) €57

Proof. Since (f,vY) and (g,v¥) are unbiased estimators of (f, us) and (g, j1s), respec-
tively, we have, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

E[(f, v ) g, v = (f, 1) (g,
= [E[((f, ) — (f, 1)) (g, ) = (g, 15))] |
< (B, N) = (o) [*) 2 (B g, vY) = (g, ms)*)
< NP1 Fll ooy 91l 2o e

is)|

(4.1)

for all 0 < s <t and all functions f, g : S — R. Since the last term on the right-hand
side of (2.4) can be bounded by

10t ) = s v @) ),
an application of (4.1) yields, by (1.3) and (2.10),
E[VN()] <€ —(Hs(gsf)% 1) (Lo pts) — (Hs ) (@s,tf* = (@s,0f)?, s)
/ Hy )1 @55 (2) — @50 f ()% 15(d2) 15 (dy) + PRy (5)
— VaalF) + NP Ry (£),
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where
Roa(f) = | Hs(@s.0f)? | 20 + Hl 2o
B 1 2 oy + 2 E i o L0
+ HHs(q&tf)QHLp(us)
< N Hill o guo s, £ o ue) + 611 Hsll o) s, F e, O

st f? — (QS,tf)ZHLP(,us)

In order to bound V;X(f) uniformly over f € LP(u) with || f| zr(,,) < 1, one needs to
be able to control ||gs ¢ f||z2r(,,) in terms of || f][1r(,,). This is possible if hypercontrac-
tivity holds and ¢ — s is sufficiently large. Over short time intervals [s, ¢] we apply in a
first step another rough estimate instead:

Lemma 4.2. Let p > 2 and N € N. Then for 0 < s <t,
1 N N,p ! 2
N E[V;t(f)] < 4osc(Hs) (1 + &5 Pexp <2 osc(H,) d?“)) ”f”LP(M).
Proof. Setting
f N N ! N
At = <f7Vt > - <f777t > €Xp<—/0 <Hsﬂ73 >d8>,
we have A{ = (f,nN) A} for all f:S — R. Since
1 o 1 & 2
P2l = 5 20 F(Xe)? < < (DD 1F]) = N(IfL )2,
i=1 i=1
we obtain, recalling that 1,V is a probability measure,
V() < N(AD? ((max Hy 4 max B )lgo /1) + max H (g5, /). 0]’
+ 2080(H, ) lgs1 /1, 1Y)?)

< Nosc(Hy) (3asl £ oY) + (@012, 00)2). (42)
Moreover, by inequality (4.1),
E (£, < (fu)® + &P F 30 g0):

hence, taking expectations on both sides of (4.2), we obtain

1
EN E[Vs{\z{(f)] < 3OSC(HS) [<QS,t|f|aﬂs>2 + 5g’qu$,t|f|Hig)(“S)]

N
+ osc(Hy) [(gs,ef?, 1s) + Eiv’qu&tszip/?(ut)}

t
< doselrt) [(m) + X (2 [ oselt) ar) 17 g |

where we have used the fact that (gs+f, us) = (f, pe), and the estimate

t
124y < 0 ([ osctt)ar) o, (1.9

The proof of (4.3) is elementary and can be found in [21]. O
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Combining Proposition 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 we obtain the following (rough) a priori
estimate:

Lemma 4.3. Let p, q, r € [2,00] be such that p~' = ¢~' + r~!, and choose § as in
Theorem 2.5. If

N > 25 max (1, Ci(p, ¢, 9))
then
61{/V’p < 1.

Proof. Note that, by (2.10),

Vsi(f) < 5[ Hsllpa(us) llas,efllner uy)
for any f: S5 — R and 0 < s <t. Hence Proposition 4.1 implies

E[VA(H] < 1Hol g Cot (s 0)21F ooy (5 + N7,

Choosing N as stated we get

t—4
12
N N.p
¥ BV s < g max (7).
On the other hand, by Lemma 4.2 and since 17§ osc(H;) < 1 for any s < ¢, we obtain
I N 4

(t—0)+ 17(1 te o 2/17)”-70”%’7%)

1 N
§HfHLp(m) max( €t ’p, 1)-

Hence by Proposition 2.1, since N > 50, we get

N _ Sup{N Vary, (/) + / Jds | f 8 = R with | £l <1, 7€ [0.1]}
1 12
<50+%Jr >maX(€t 71). O

The a priori estimate just obtained can be used instead of Lemma 4.2 to estimate
E [VX(f)] when ¢ — s is small:

Lemma 4.4. Let q €]6,00] and p €]4q/(q — 2),00[. Suppose that
N > 25max (1, C4(p, ¢, 0)),
where p is defined by p~! = q~ 1 + (p/2)~L. Then for 0 < s <t < to,

t
E[VN()] < Vialf) +7 exp (2 / osc(H»dr) ) |

Proof. Note that p~! = ¢~ + (p/2)~! < 1/2 by the assumptions on p and ¢q. Applying
Proposition 4.1 with p, ¢, r replaced by p, ¢ := ¢, and 7 := p/2, respectively, yields

E[V(N] < V() + (1Hsl po uo 195,61 25 1) + O Hs [l ) 95,6170, )) €877

Since p < min(g,p/2), the claim follows by Lemma 4.3 and the estimate (4.3). O

We are now ready to prove the theorem:
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Proof of Theorem 2.5. By Proposition 4.1 we have

N7
E[VN(H] < Veu(f) + TI1Hs | 2a(u,)Cs (01 Q)2HfH%P(pt)€t v
for any f: S — R and 0 < s < t. Therefore by Proposition 2.1, Lemma 4.4, and the
choice of 4,
¢

N 2 =t N
NE| )~ o = Ve + [T B as+ [ EI()]as

t
< Var,, (f) + /0 Veo(f) ds

t
#7007 [ Wit 5] 1

Observing that ||Hs| ra(,,) < osc(Hs) and that 7e2/17 /17 < 1, we obtain (2.12).

Furthermore, by maximizing (2.12) over all f : S — R such that ||f||1s(,,) < 1 and
over t, we get
Net? <24 0P +7Ci(p, q,6)e, P
for all t € [0,t0]. Recalling that N > 25C;(p, q,§) by assumption, we obtain
2 +f 1 7C §
Eiv’p < "_i‘Ut _ (2 +Uf) <_ + t(p_aq’ ) >
7-25 -
<@+) N (14 Cilp.g. N,

which implies (2.13). O

5. PROOFS OF THEOREMS 2.6 AND 2.10
Proof of Theorem 2.6. By the estimates in [21] we have, for 0 < s <t < t,
las.eflzeges) < 24111 Er ()
for all f:5 — R, provided

p(p +3)
4

Hence, under this condition, we get Cy(p) < 21/4. Moreover, by [21],

As > ZAS + to Bs for all s € [0, to]. (5.1)

t
lav-sef 1oy < exp ([ max ) ]
t_

forall f: S — Rand 0 <§ <t <y, provided

Vs, q—1

> =]

As 2 5los

Choosing § = (17w)~!, we obtain that, for s <t — 6,

for all s € [0, to]. (5.2)

HQS,tfHLP(MS) = H%,t—é%—é,tf“;;p(us) < 21/461/17Hf“m(m)a
if both (5.1) and (5.2) hold. Hence
Csp(p,q) < 2'/*e!/MT
provided (5.1) holds and

Ys 2r—1 2p—2
As > —=1
s 275 ogmax(p_l,p_Q)

for all s € [0, tp].
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Since 2 < p<pand p—! = ¢!+ (p/2)~1, we obtain similarly that Cs4(p, q) < 21/41/17
provided (5.1) holds and
Vs p—1 2p—2
45 -1 p—2
Hence by (2.14) and (2.15) we obtain
Ut(p) S 5 - 21/2 Kt(2)7 Ct(pa q, 5) S 21/2 62/17 Kt(Q)? ét(ﬁa q, 5) S 21/2 62/17 Kt(Q)

for any t < tg. The assertion now follows from Theorem 2.5. O

As > = log max ( ) for all s € [0, to].

Proof of Lemma 2.2. For a function f:S — R and ¢t >0 let f; := f — (f, ut). Then

<ft777£\7> = <fﬂ7£v> — ([, 1)
and, by (1.9),

(fo vl = (L) (froml). (5.3)
Hence

E[(fi,m)?] < 2E[((om) = (fiori)’] + 2B [ )]
=2E[((Ly) = 1)* (i, 02| + 2E[{fi )]
<22 E (16 = 1)°] + 2B [(fi )]

Applying this bound and (5.3), we obtain the L' estimate:
E[|(fe.n)]] = E[[{fe.n) (1 = (Loy))|] + E[[(fe. )]
<E (o] B[ ) = 1)1 + B[ )]
<E [ )] + V2| il [((1,4) = 1)7]
FVIE [(fr)?] B [ - 1))

This proves Lemma 2.2. O

1/2

Proof of Corollary 2.8. The first assertion is an immediate consequence of (2.12) and
(2.18). The second assertion follows by the first one and (2.6). O

Proof of Theorem 2.10. Fix ¢ € I and define
(i) = (Ho ) = [ Hidp/ulS).
S;

Note that

, d
hy(i) = —alogut(Si)-

Since (1.2) and (1.3) hold, H} = H; — hy(i) is the negative logarithmic time derivative of
pi- If we define g5, f for functions f :S; — R in the same way as g5 f with H; replaced
by Hy, then

11¢(5:)
s (S5)

Geuf(x) = exp (- / he(i) dr) ¢ f(2) = )
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In particular, for p € [1, 00], we have

S\
) i gy (5.4)

~ _ o< '
llase 11T () I?eaIXHQs,tfHLp(MS) S max 115(51)

Assuming Poincaré and log Sobolev inequalities with respect to the measures i and the
functions H{, we obtain the same type of LP-L? bounds for the operators qgt as we did
for the operators gs; in the proof of Theorem 2.6. Because of (5.4) the assertion then
follows similarly as above. U

APPENDIX A. SPECTRAL GAP AND LSI FOR 1D METROPOLIS

In this appendix we prove upper bounds for the Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev
constants for Random Walk Metropolis algorithms on a finite subset S of Z. Let S :=
{a,a+1,...,-1,0,1,...,a+ A —1} with a € Z and A € N such that 0 € S. We assume
that p is a probability measure on S satisfying

(i) u(e) < puly) for any @, y € [~s, 5]
(il) p(z+1) < ap(z) for any x > s, and p(x — 1) < au(x) for any = < —s,
for appropriate constants s € Z,, p € [1,+0o0o[, and v €]0, 1]. For notational convenience,

we set
1
b:=a+ A —1, ri= ANA, u:=8sANA.
11—«
The Random Walk Metropolis chain for sampling from g is the Markov chain on S with
generator L satisfying

1 nin ((AW) ey — | —
Clay) =12 min <M(90)’1>’ if [y — x| =1,
0, if |y — x| > 1.

To estimate the Poincaré constant for this dynamics, we can apply a general upper
bound for one-dimensional Markov chains due to Miclo [32], which implies in our case

CP% < 4 max(B*, B-), (A1)
where
k 1 b
B":= max B,  B/:= ; CENYNIC) ;ﬁu(x)’
1 1 k

The bound is sharp up to a factor 4, see [32]. We are going to estimate B,;" in the cases
k > s and k < s separately. Corresponding bounds hold for B, . Let us assume first
that k£ > s. Then we have, by (ii),

- 1 oo 1 ket
= T < ol < .
PRy R Sie R SR
and, by (i) and (ii),
s 1 pu ak—spu
mzzl W=D Au@) )~ k)
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Hence

i ey L
Z <(r+a pu)M(k). (A.2)

Similarly, by (ii),

b b—k
D @) < pk) Y ot <rp(k) (A-3)
=k =0
Therefore (A.2) and (A.3) yield
B,j < r(r + ak_spu) <r’+pur for any k > s. (A.4)

Let us now consider the case k < s: by (i) and since s A b < u, we have

k sAb—1 k sAb—1

! 2
Zlu(x—l)/\u(m)z =2 2 m_lAu()Spk(u—k)SW/él.

r= =k r=1 y=k

Moreover, similarly to (A.3), we have

hence, by (i) and since k < s and k < A,
k

> - > o) <r> MEAD) k< pur

=1 ,u(x - 1) A M($) T=sAb r=

Combining these estimates, we obtain

1
B,j < Zpu2 + pur, for any k < s. (A.5)

y (A.4) and (A.5), we finally obtain

BT = krriabe*' < pur +max(r?, pu®/4).

Observing that the same estimate holds for B~, we have shown:

Theorem A.l. The Poincaré constant CY° for the Random Walk Metropolis chain
with stationary distribution p satisfies

CF°l < dpur + max(4r?, pu®)
Proof. The result holds by the upper bound (A.1). (]

For the corresponding logarithmic Sobolev constant the following upper bound follows
from the results in [32]:

v < 20max(8*,87),

where

k
BT := max ﬂk, ﬁ: = Z

1<k<b

b
Z e ‘ )|log > p(x)
=k

k
B = iréfixlﬁ;;, By ::§M($+1 ;M ‘log;lﬂ(x)‘-
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Again, the bound is sharp up to an explicit numerical constant. A rough estimate for
ﬁ: can easily be obtained observing that

b b 1 1 1
‘loggﬂ(x)‘ = log (;M(@) < 10gm <log o

where 1, = min, p(z). In fact, this implies
1
Mo

hence upper bounds for 31 and 3~ can be obtained from the corresponding bounds for
BT and B~ simply by multiplying by a factor 2log p; !, In particular, the upper bound
for CT° derived above yields an upper bound for :

Theorem A.2. One has

1
v < 10(4pur + max(pu?, 47’2)) log —.
I

Example: A discrete Gauss model. Assume that

22
oo (- 22

for some finist constant ¢ > 0. Then one can check that (i) and (ii) above are satisfied
with

1 1/2

ol pean sty ol
1(s) o

Note that a < e /2 for ¢ < 1 and a < e 3/% for ¢ > 1. Applying the clementary
inequality 1 —e™® > min(2z/3,1/2), we obtain 1 —a > 1/(20) if o > 1 and 1 —a > 1/3
if 0 < 1. Hence

1
r =
11—«

AA<(20V3)ANA<2((c AA)V2).
By Theorem A.1, we then obtain

CTo < 30 (0 A A) vV 2)%
Moreover, since —A < a < b < A, one has
%zexp(—%)Zexp(—%?—;) for any k € .5,
and thus

1 1 2 1 1
log— < =(A/o) +log—— < =
i < a(B/0) +los g <5

Therefore we obtain, by Theorem A.2,

(A/0)2 +log A.

v <150((0 A A) V2)3(A/0)* +300((0 A A) v 2) log A

< 300(%)2 +300((0 A AV 2)*log A.
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