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We provide a comprehensive characterisation of the theoretical prop-
erties of the divide-and-conquer sequential Monte Carlo (DaC-SMC) algo-
rithm. We firmly establish it as a well-founded method by showing that it
possesses the same basic properties as conventional sequential Monte Carlo
(SMC) algorithms do. In particular, we derive pertinent laws of large num-
bers, Lp inequalities, and central limit theorems; and we characterize the bias
in the normalized estimates produced by the algorithm and argue the absence
thereof in the unnormalized ones. We further consider its practical imple-
mentation and several interesting variants; obtain expressions for its globally
and locally optimal intermediate targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal
kernels; and show that, in comparable conditions, DaC-SMC proves more
statistically efficient than its direct SMC analogue. We close the paper with a
discussion of our results, open questions, and future research directions.
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1. Introduction. Distributed inference algorithms that scale efficiently to large models
and data sets are of widespread interest at the present time. Divide-and-conquer methods,
which recursively decompose an inference problem into smaller problems whose solutions
can be combined in a principled manner (e.g. see [52]), provide a promising approach in
this setting. In computational statistics, many methods have been developed which allow for
distributed inference either by performing inference for a subset of the data at each proces-
sor and ultimately combining their results [17, 54, 56, 63, 67] or by carrying out part of the
computation associated with each step of an algorithm at a separate processor and minimiz-
ing the necessary communication [36, 59, 61, 65]. Another strategy which is beginning to
find applications ranging from general distributed Bayesian inference [8] through inference
in broad model classes such as general state space hidden Markov models [13, 26, 27] to in-
ference in specific domains such as phylogenetics [37] is the divide-and-conquer sequential

Monte Carlo (DaC-SMC) algorithm introduced in [49]. The DaC-SMC algorithm recursively
breaks down large inferential problems into smaller, more manageable ones and merges their
solutions in a systematic manner. It is particularly amenable to distributed or parallelized
implementations (e.g. [13] or [49, Section 5.3]).

The goal of this paper is to provide a comprehensive theoretical foundation for this algo-
rithm. The key conceptual innovation that enables us to do so is re-interpreting the DaC-SMC
algorithm as a careful combination of sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) and a little-known type
of ‘product-form’ Monte Carlo estimators (which, once identified, we studied separately in a
preliminary paper [45]).

Product-form estimators encompass a class of generalized U-statistics [47, 43] that ex-
ploit conditional independences present in the measure targeted, or the proposal distribution
employed, to achieve lower variances than standard Monte Carlo estimators [45]. The idea
underpinning them is very simple: if (X1

1 , . . . ,X
N
1 ), . . . , (X1

K , . . . ,X
N
K ) are K independent

sequences of samples respectively drawn from probability distributions µ1, . . . , µK , then ev-
ery ‘permutation’ of these samples has the same product law:

(Xn1

1 , . . . ,XnK

K )∼ µ := µ1 × · · · × µK ∀(n1, . . . , nK) ∈ {1, . . . ,N}K .
In other words, using only N samples from each marginal µ1, . . . , µK , we can construct NK

samples from their product µ. Product-form estimators approximate µ, and averages thereof,
using the empirical distribution of these NK samples (as opposed to the default choice in-
volving the empirical distribution of the N ‘unpermuted’ samples (Xn

1 , . . . ,X
n
K)Nn=1). This

increase in sample number leads to a decrease in estimator variance, and we say that product-
form estimators are more statistically efficient than their conventional counterparts. The em-
pirical distribution µN× of the NK samples can be expressed as the product of the ‘marginal’
empirical distributions µN1 := N−1

∑N
n=1 δXn

1
, . . . , µNK :=N−1

∑N
n=1 δXn

K
(hence, the term

‘product-form estimators’). For this reason, product-form estimators embody the fork-and-
join model [12]: they ‘fork’ the problem of approximating µ into that of approximating its



DAC-SMC: THEORETICAL PROPERTIES AND LIMIT THEOREMS 3

marginals, solve these smaller problems by computing µN1 , . . . , µ
N
K separately, and then ‘join’

their solutions by taking their product, so obtaining a solution (µN× ) for the original problem.
Product-form estimators find their greatest use not in isolation but embedded within more

sophisticated Monte Carlo methodology to tackle the aspects of the problem exhibiting prod-
uct structure or conditional independences (e.g. [64, 1, 62, 45]). Here, we study such embed-
dings within SMC algorithms, a class of Monte Carlo methods that approximate sequences
of distributions defined on state spaces of increasing dimension by iteratively mutating and
selecting weighted populations of samples or particles (see, for example, [11] for a recent
book-length treatment). These algorithms are very widely employed in the context of hidden
Markov models [29, 40, 31] and, following [9, 24] and related works, have been shown to be
a useful alternative to Markov chain Monte Carlo for approximating general distributions.

The DaC-SMC algorithm itself estimates targets on medium-to-high dimensional spaces
that are products of collections of lower dimensional spaces. In order to accomplish this, an
auxiliary tree is defined. Each node of this tree has some subset of the variables within the
original model assigned to it and each subtree of the tree has associated with it an interme-
diate model over the variables assigned to the nodes in the subtree. The algorithm progres-
sively evolves clouds of weighted particles up the tree (from leaves to root) so that the corre-
sponding weighted empirical distributions target the intermediate distributions. At each node,
the clouds corresponding to the node’s children are merged using a product-form estimator.
Hence, the algorithm exemplifies the divide-and-conquer paradigm: carrying computations
in the partial order dictated by the indexing tree, DaC-SMC recursively constructs product-
form estimators for each of the lower-dimensional intermediate targets and, ultimately, for
the original target itself.

While some preliminary work was done in [49], the algorithm’s theoretical properties
remain underexplored. The main aim of this paper is to fill this gap and firmly establish DaC-
SMC as a well-founded algorithm: we show that it possesses the same fundamental theoret-
ical properties as conventional SMC (Section 1.1). We also have several other, more minor,
associated aims: (Section 3.3) exploring efficient implementations of the algorithm; (Sec-
tion 3.4) identifying several interesting variants thereof in addition to those already pointed
out in [49, Section 4]; (Section 4.2) deriving the optimal and ‘locally optimal’ intermedi-
ate targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels and giving guidance on their choice
in practice; and (Section 4.3) formally arguing that DaC-SMC estimators are more statis-
tically efficient than their direct SMC analogues whenever both algorithms are placed on
an equal footing (this does not, however, necessarily mean that DaC-SMC is more compu-
tationally efficient than SMC as the former’s cost is generally greater than the latter’s; see
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 for more on this).

1.1. Relation to the literature and contributions. The most relevant publication is [49]
where the DaC-SMC algorithm was introduced, various variants were considered, several nu-
merical examples were given, and it was shown that some forms of DaC-SMC estimators for
the normalized targets are consistent and those for the normalizing constants are unbiased (cf.
Section 3.1 for definitions the ‘unnormalized targets’, ‘normalized targets’, and ‘normalizing
constants’). Both in the original paper [49] and also in later work, e.g. [26, 13], the algorithm
was found to have good empirical properties. Applications of the product-form estimators it
builds on can be found peppered throughout the Monte Carlo literature [64, 49, 1, 62, 45],
almost always unnamed and specialized to particular contexts. Their theoretical properties,
at least in any generality, were seemingly only studied recently in [45] which established
their consistency, unbiasedness, asymptotically normality, and statistical efficiency, exam-
ined their computational efficiency, and considered several variants and extensions. Here, we
extend these theoretical properties to DaC-SMC in much the same way that the properties
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of basic importance sampling were extended to standard SMC over the course of a series of
papers (e.g. [19, 20, 25, 14, 10, 44, 15]).

The contributions of this paper are several:

• DaC-SMC’s theoretical characterization. We obtain a comprehensive description of the
algorithm’s theoretical properties (Section 4). In particular, we show that DaC-SMC esti-
mators for both the unnormalized and normalized targets retain the key properties of their
SMC analogues: they are consistent (Theorems 1, 2), asymptotically normal (Theorem 6),
and satisfy Lp inequalities (Theorem 5). In the case of the unnormalized targets, we also
show that the estimators are unbiased (Theorem 3), while in that of the normalized ones,
we show that the estimators’ bias decays linearly with the number of particles (Theorem 4).

• Optimal intermediate targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels. Using the asymp-
totic variance expressions obtained in Theorem 6, we derive (Section 4.2) the intermediate
targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels (cf. Sections 3.1–3.2 for the definitions
of these objects) that lead to zero asymptotic variance DaC-SMC estimators for the nor-
malizing constants. A bit unexpectedly, and in contrast with the standard case, we find that
these choices do not necessarily lead to these estimators possessing zero finite-sample vari-
ance. We also generalize the well-known characterization of the ‘locally optimal’ auxiliary
measures and proposal kernels of standard SMC to the DaC-SMC setting (Theorem 8).

• Statistical efficiency of DaC-SMC. Also using the asymptotic variances expressions in The-
orem 6, we show that DaC-SMC estimators are, at least asymptotically, more statistically
efficient than their SMC counterparts (Section 4.3): the asymptotic variances of the former
are bounded above by those of the latter (Theorem 9).

• Mathematical contributions. Our proofs for DaC-SMC’s theoretical characterization com-
bine well-known arguments used to analyse SMC algorithms with novel techniques re-
quired to deal with the product-form aspects of the estimators. To be more specific
about the former, for the laws of large numbers and Lp inequalities we adapt results
from [14, 53, 21], for the asymptotic normality we borrow from [21, 22], for the unbi-
asedness of the unnormalized target estimators we emulate [2], and for the bias bound of
the normalized target estimator we follow [57]. As for the latter, the new techniques in-
volve carefully exploiting conditional independences and lead to results (Theorem 7 and
Lemmas 3, 2, 8, and 11) that are, to the best of our knowledge, unprecedented in the SMC
literature; see Section 4.1 for further details. The consequences of our characterization
(Theorems 8 and 9) also necessitate novel proofs.

1.2. Paper structure. Section 2 reviews the two building blocks underpinning the DaC-
SMC algorithm: product-form estimators (Section 2.1) and sequential Monte Carlo (Sec-
tion 2.2). Section 3 presents the DaC-SMC algorithm: Section 3.1 describes the target mea-
sures the algorithm approximates, Section 3.2 the algorithm itself, Section 3.3 efficient im-
plementations thereof, and Section 3.4 several interesting variations (Appendix A contains
an example illustrating concepts discussed in Sections 3.3, 3.4). Section 4 details the algo-
rithm’s theoretical properties: Section 4.1 describes the methods of proof we use to argue the
properties (to ease the reading, we defer our proofs to Appendices B–I), Section 4.2 studies
the choice of intermediate targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels, and Section 4.3
compares DaC-SMC with standard SMC theoretically and computationally. We close the
paper with a discussion in Section 5.

2. Background: Product-form estimators and sequential Monte Carlo. The DaC-
SMC algorithm combines ideas from two distinct Monte Carlo methods: product-form esti-
mators and sequential Monte Carlo algorithms. Here, we provide a brief overview of each.
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2.1. Product-form estimators. Product-form estimators [45] are Monte Carlo methods
that exploit any conditional independences present in the measure they target, or the pro-
posal distribution they use, to achieve higher statistical efficiency than normal. In particular,
consider the task of estimating

µ(ϕ) :=

∫

ϕ(x)µ(dx)

for a given probability distribution µ on a measurable space (E,E) and a regular enough func-
tion ϕ. Suppose that µ is product-form: it is the product of K distributions µ1, . . . , µK on re-

spective measurable spaces (E1,E1), . . . , (EK ,EK) satisfying (E,E) =
(

∏K
k=1Ek,

∏K
k=1 Ek

)

,

where
∏K

k=1 Ek denotes the corresponding product σ-algebra. To accomplish this task, sup-
pose that we are given N samples (Xn)Nn=1 = (Xn

1 , . . . ,X
n
K)Nn=1 independently drawn from

µ. Instead of approximating µ(ϕ) with the standard Monte Carlo estimator,

µN (ϕ) :=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

ϕ(Xn),

consider using the product-form estimator,

µN× (ϕ) :=
1

NK

∑

n∈[N ]K

ϕ(Xn),

obtained by averaging over all of the NK element-wise permutations of samples (Xn)Nn=1,

Xn := (Xn1

1 , . . . ,XnK

K ) ∀n= (n1, . . . , nK) ∈ [N ]K , where [N ] := {1, . . . ,N}.
It is a strongly consistent, unbiased, and asymptotically normal estimator for µ(ϕ) ([45,

Theorem 1]) that achieves a smaller variance than µN (ϕ) ([45, Corollary 1]),

Var(µN× (ϕ))≤ Var(µN (ϕ)) ∀N > 0,

for all square µ-integrable test functions ϕ. (For that matter, µN× (ϕ) yields the best unbiased
estimates of µ(ϕ) that can be achieved using only the knowledge that µ is product-form and
N i.i.d. samples drawn from µ, cf. [45, Theorem 2].) In a nutshell, the standard estimator
uses the (non-product-form) empirical distribution of the unpermuted samples,

µN :=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

δXn

as an approximation to µ, while the product-form estimator uses the (product-form) empirical
distribution obtained by taking the product of the marginal empirical distributions,

µN× :=

(

1

N

N
∑

n1=1

δXn1
1

)

× · · · ×
(

1

N

N
∑

nK=1

δXnK
K

)

=
1

NK

∑

n∈[N ]K

δXn ;

and the latter provides a better approximation to µ for the reasons outlined in the introduction
(see [45, Section 2.2] for further details).

The above applies similarly to the case where µ is an importance sampling (IS) proposal
rather than a target. In particular, if our target γ is a change of measure from µ with Radon-
Nikodym derivative w := dγ/dµ, then

γN× (ϕ) := µN× (wϕ) =
1

NK

∑

n∈[N ]K

w(Xn)ϕ(Xn),
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Algorithm 1 Sequential importance resampling

1: Input: number of particles N , proposal kernels (Kt)
T
t=0, and unnormalized targets (ρt)

T
t=0 .

2: Propose: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
0 independently from K0.

3: Correct: compute ρN0 =N−1∑N
n=1w0(X

n
0 )δXn

0
, where w0 = dρ0/dK0 , and µN0 = ρN0 /ρN0 (E0).

4: for t= 1, . . . , T do

5: Resample: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
t−

independently from µNt−1 .

6: Mutate: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
t independently from Kt(X

n,N
t−

, dxt) and set Xn,N
t = (X

n,N
t ,X

n,N
t−

).

7: Correct: compute ρNt in (2) and its normalization µNt = ρNt /ρNt (Et).
8: end for

is a consistent, unbiased, and asymptotically normal estimator for γ(ϕ) = µ(wϕ) whose
variance is bounded above by that of the standard IS estimator γN (ϕ) := µN (wϕ); cf. [45,
Section 3.1]. Because this is the case for all sufficiently integrable ϕ, we regard

(1) γN× (dx) :=w(x)µN× (dx) =
1

NK

∑

n∈[N ]K

w(Xn)δXn(dx)

as an approximation to γ. Somewhat abusively, we also refer to this type of approximation as
a ‘product-form estimator’ (e.g. γN× is a product-form estimator for γ).

2.2. Sequential Monte Carlo. Sequential Monte Carlo (SMC) algorithms constitute a
class of Monte Carlo methods that, by progressively evolving clouds of weighted parti-
cles, approximate sequences ρ0, . . . , ρT of intractable unnormalized measures defined on
measurable spaces (E0,E0), . . . , (ET ,ET ) of increasing dimension (in particular, Et =
E0×· · ·×Et for some low-dimensionalE0, . . . ,ET and Et = E0×· · ·×Et is the appropriate
product σ-algebra). They also yield weighted particle approximations of the corresponding
normalized distributions µ0, . . . , µT and normalization constants Z0, . . . ,ZT .

The basic SMC approach, often referred to as sequential importance resampling [29, p.
15], is detailed in Algorithm 1 (we use slightly unconventional notation here to keep things
consistent with Section 3). It is a simple iterative procedure: given a weighted-particle ap-
proximation ρNt−1 to ρt−1, normalize ρNt−1 to obtain an approximation µNt−1 of µt−1, resample

µNt−1 := ρNt−1/ρ
N
t−1(Et) to obtain unweighted particles X

1,N
t− , . . . ,XN,N

t− (whose empirical

measure also approximates µt−1), and extend the path of each resampled particle X
n,N
t− by

drawing Xn,N
t from a proposal kernel Kt(X

n,N
t− , dxt) and setting X

n,N
t := (Xn,N

t ,Xn,N
t− ).

Then, re-weight the particles using the Radon-Nykodim derivative wt := dρt/d(ρt−1 ×Kt)
of ρt(dxt) w.r.t. (ρt−1×Kt)(dxt) := ρt−1(dxt−1)Kt(xt−1, dxt) to obtain an approximation
of ρt:

ρNt :=
ZN
t−1

N

N
∑

n=1

wt(X
n,N
t )δ

X
n,N
t

,(2)

where ZN
t−1 := ρNt−1(Et−1) denotes the estimate of the normalizing constant Zt−1 =

ρt−1(Et−1) afforded by ρNt−1. To initialize the algorithm, we use importance sampling with
a proposal distribution K0 and weight function w0 := dρ0/dK0 to obtain an approximation
ρN0 :=N−1

∑N
n=1w0(X

n
0 )δXn

0
to ρ0.

Resampling is the process of stochastically replicating some particles within a weighted
collection in such a way that the expected number of offspring of each particle is proportional
to its weight. By doing so, we obtain an unweighted sample suitable for approximating the
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same target distribution as the original weighted sample. The simplest way to achieve this,
known as multinomial resampling because the vector of offspring numbers follows a multi-
nomial distribution, is to independently draw N times from the weighed empirical measure
of the original sample. To not complicate this paper’s exposition and proofs, and to keep
the focus on the differences between standard SMC and DaC-SMC, we restrict ourselves
throughout to the case of multinomial resampling. However, using more sophisticated re-
sampling schemes within the DaC-SMC setting is sensible, incurs no further complications
than for SMC, and can in principle be understood using similar theoretical techniques to
those employed in the conventional setting (see, in particular, [33]).

SMC algorithms (meaning iterative importance sampling schemes with resampling steps)
emerged as heuristic schemes in a variety of applications including filtering (cf. [23] for a
list), and have been rigorously studied as interacting particle systems tied to Feynman-Kac
formulae since [19]; see [21, Section 1.1] for a comprehensive account. The filtering problem
has an intrinsic sequential structure and the sequence ρ0, . . . , ρT arises naturally. For general
distributions µ lacking this sort of structure, SMC can instead be applied by building an ‘arti-
ficial’ sequence of distributions such that µT (or one of its marginals) coincides with µ. This
can be achieved by incrementally morphing an easy-to-sample-from distribution into µ, often
by tempering [55] or sequentially introducing observations to transition from a prior to a pos-
terior [9]. At first glance, Algorithm 1 may not appear applicable in such settings because the
artificial distributions are all defined on the same space. However, it is possible to construct
auxiliary sequences of distributions on spaces of increasing dimension such that the tth distri-
bution of interest coincides with the tth ‘coordinate marginal’ of the corresponding auxiliary
distribution, hence allowing exactly this algorithm to be applied to these problems [24]. The
same kind of constructions can be used in the DaC-SMC framework (see [49, Section 4.2]
for a brief discussion) and we focus on analysing the fundamental algorithm (which, com-
bined with appropriately extended target distributions, applies directly to these seemingly
more complex settings).

We mention one variant of the SMC algorithm which is of particular relevance to what
follows: the auxiliary SMC (ASMC) scheme originally proposed for filtering [60]. Although
it was initially presented as an alternative proposal method involving an auxiliary variable
construction, this scheme can be understood as the standard algorithm with an additional re-
weighting prior to the resampling step [7]—the motivation behind the additional re-weighting
being to incorporate as much information about the next distribution in the sequence as pos-
sible prior to resampling. Simply put, it is an SMC algorithm that targets a slightly different
sequence of distributions and employs an extra importance sampling correction to obtain
estimates with respect to the distributions of interest [38].

In particular, we introduce auxiliary measures γ1−
, . . . , γT−

on E0, . . . ,ET−1, and their
normalized counterparts π1−

, . . . , πT−
, and run Algorithm 1 with these measures as the tar-

gets. That is, with the weights used for resampling at time t set to wt− := dγt−/dγt−1, where
γ0 :=K0 and γt := γt− ×Kt for t= 1, . . . , T . This gives rise to the approximation

γNt− :=
ZN
t−1

N

N
∑

n=1

wt−(X
n,N
t−1 )δXn,N

t−1
(3)

of the auxiliary measure γt− , where ZN
0 := 1 and ZN

t := γNt−(Et−1) for t = 1, . . . , T . In
the ASMC literature, it is common to find the correction step at the beginning of iteration
t instead of the end of iteration t− 1 (cf. Algorithm 2). Such cyclical permutations of the
resample, mutate, and correct steps have no impact beyond labeling; we adopt this ordering
because it eases the presentation of the DaC-SMC algorithm in Section 3.
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Algorithm 2 Auxiliary sequential importance resampling

1: Input: number of particles N , proposal kernels (Kt)
T
t=0, and auxiliary measures (γt−)Tt=1 .

2: Propose: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
0 independently from K0.

3: Compute: γN0 =N−1∑N
n=1 δXn,N

0

.

4: for t= 1, . . . , T do

5: Correct: re-weight γNt−1 with wt− to obtain γNt− =wt−γNt−1 and πNt− = γNt−/γNt− (Et−1).

6: Resample: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
t−

independently from πNt− .

7: Mutate: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
t independently from Kt(X

n,N
t−

, dxt) and set Xn,N
t = (X

n,N
t ,X

n,N
t−

).

8: Compute: γNt =N−1ZN
t

∑N
n=1 δXn,N

t

where ZN
t = γNt− (Et−1).

9: end for

Note: At each step t, one can use (4) to compute estimates of ρt, Zt, and µt.

The extended auxiliary measure γt is then approximated by

γNt :=
ZN
t

N

N
∑

n=1

δ
X

n,N
t

,

where, in the case of multinomial resampling, X1,N
t , . . . ,XN,N

t denote samples drawn in-
dependently from the normalization of γNt− ×Kt. (We note in passing that γt−1 and γt− can
be interpreted as the ‘predictive’ and ‘updated’ time marginals of a Feynman-Kac flow in
the sense of [21].) The above is then corrected using importance sampling and the weight
function wt := dρt/dγt to obtain approximations of the objects of interest ρt, Zt, and µt:

ρNt (dxt) :=wt(xt)γ
N
t (dxt), ZN

t := ρNt (Et), µNt (dxt) :=
1

ZN
t

ρNt (dxt),(4)

with γN0 :=N−1
∑N

n=1 δXn,N
0

denoting the empirical distribution of the samples drawn from
γ0 = K0. This construction gives rise to the auxiliary SMC algorithm described in Algo-
rithm 2.

3. The divide-and-conquer sequential Monte Carlo algorithm. In this section, we
define our problem setting (Section 3.1), give the DaC-SMC algorithm (Section 3.2), consider
its implementation (Section 3.3), and discuss various variants thereof (Section 3.4).

3.1. Problem definition. We tackle a generalization of the problem in Section 2.2: ob-
taining weighted-particle approximations to a collection (ρu)u∈T of intractable unnormalized
(but finite) measures indexed by the nodes of a finite rooted tree T. In doing so, we also obtain
tractable approximations to the corresponding collections of normalizing constants (Zu)u∈T
and normalized measures (µu)u∈T. Typically, our main interest will lie in approximating the
target ρr indexed by the tree’s root r and all other targets have been introduced to facilitate
this process. Hence, we refer to ρr and µr as the ‘final targets’ and to all other ρu and µu as
the ‘intermediate targets’.

Although this may seem a somewhat specialized setting at first glance, a great many prob-
lems (including, for example, essentially any in which one wishes to approximate a prob-
ability distribution over Rd) may be viewed within this framework. In some cases, the tree
structure is intrinsic to the model at hand and there are natural candidates for the interme-
diate targets (e.g. [37, 58, 32] or Example 1 below). In others, the tree decomposition and
intermediate targets are entirely artificial constructs introduced for the purpose of providing
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a computationally tractable approach to approximating the final targets (e.g. see [49, Section
3.4] or [26]) and DaC-SMC serves as a generalization of the approaches in [24, 9].

In all of these cases, the intermediate targets transition incrementally from a collection
of measures on low-dimensional spaces indexed by T’s leaves to the final target. Hence, the
measures are defined on spaces whose dimension grows as we progress up the tree. In partic-
ular, the underlying measurable space (Eu,Eu) for ρu is defined by taking the corresponding
partial product of a collection (Ev ,Ev)v∈T of low-dimensional spaces indexed by T’s nodes:

Eu =
∏

v∈Tu

Ev, Eu =
∏

v∈Tu

Ev, ∀u∈ T,

where Tu denotes the sub-tree of T rooted at u (obtained by removing all nodes from T

except for u and its descendants).
Similarly to Algorithm 2, we introduce a collection (γu−

)u∈T 6∂ of auxiliary measures in-
dexed by set T 6∂ non-leaf nodes. In particular, for any such node u with set of children Cu,
γu−

is a finite measure on the corresponding intermediate product space:

ECu
:=
∏

v∈T 6u
u

Ev, ECu
:=
∏

v∈T 6u
u

Ev,

where T
6u
u := Tu\{u}. These auxiliary distributions fulfill essentially the same role as the

auxiliary distributions in the ASMC algorithm: introducing as much information as possible
about the measure ρu associated with the current node u before resampling. As we will see in
the next section, this mechanism is particularly important in the divide and conquer context
because it allows us to correlate the components of the resampled particles associated with
u’s children.

REMARK 1 (A connection with SMC). If the tree is a line (i.e. each node has a single
child, except for the first which has none), then our setting here reduces to that of standard
ASMC (Algorithm 2). If we choose auxiliary distributions γt− := ρt−1, then it further reduces
to a standard SMC (Algorithm 1).

For the reasons discussed in Section 4.2, we would like to choose the intermediate targets
and auxiliary measures to be as close as possible to the corresponding marginals of the final
target ρr. Of course, in general, this is more easily said than done and, in practice, ρu and γu−

will often be obtained by ignoring [49, Section 3.4], rather than ‘integrating-out’, the terms
in ρr featuring variables associated with u’s ancestors (and u itself in the case of γu−

). To
illustrate some of these concepts, consider the following simplified version of the example in
[49, Section 5.2]:

EXAMPLE 1 (Simplified mathematics test dataset). Suppose we have the following data:
the number Msy of students who took a certain exam in school s and year y and the number
msy which passed the exam, for all years y that the exam was taken in school s and all schools
s in a given city (we denote the set of the former by Ys and that of the latter by S). A standard
hierarchical model [32] for inference1 on such a dataset is as follows: msy is binomially
distributed with success probability α(θsy) (i.e. msy has law B(·;Msy, α(θsy))), where θsy

1For instance, our aim may be to infer whether there are any significant differences in pass rates across the
schools and, if so, which schools perform better. Or whether these rates are changing over time and whether the
trends are city-wide or school-specific.



10

denotes a latent parameter and α denotes the standard logistic function. The parameters are
related as follows:

θsy = θs + εsy ∀y ∈ Ys, s ∈ S, θs = θr + εs ∀s ∈ S,
where (θs)s∈S and θr denote further latent parameters and ((εsy)y∈Ys

, εs)s∈S a collection
of independent noises with εsy ∼N (0, σ2s) and εs ∼N (0, σ2

r
) for some unknown variances

(σ2s)s∈S and σ2
r
. For each parameter variable, we choose as a prior the pullback g(dθ) =

α(θ)(1−α(θ))dθ of the uniform distribution on (0,1) via α; while for each variance variable,
we choose a unit-mean exponential distribution f(dσ2; 1). The full (unnormalized) posterior
is then given by

f(dσ2
r
; 1)g(dθr)

∏

s∈S

[

N (θs − θr; 0, σ
2
r
)f(dσ2s ; 1)g(dθs)(5)

×
∏

y∈Ys

N (θsy − θs; 0, σ
2
s)B(msy;Msy, α(θsy))g(dθsy)

]

.

This distribution’s dependence structure is encoded by a tree T whose paths from root to
leaves have the following form: root, school, year. In other words, T’s root node r has a child
for each school (Cr = S), each of these has a child for each year the exam took place in that
school (Cs = Ys for all s in S), and the latter are all leaves (note that we treat elements in
different Yss as distinct nodes, even if they represent the same year). With each leaf node,
we associate the corresponding latent variable (so that Eu :=R if u is a leaf), and, with each
non-leaf node, we associate the corresponding parameter variable and unknown variance (so
that Eu :=R× [0,∞) if u is not a leaf).

We set the final target ρr to be our measure of interest (5). Analytical expressions for its
marginals are unavailable, so we instead pick the intermediate targets as follows: we obtain
ρu by removing from (5) all terms featuring variables not associated with u or its descendants:

ρs(dθs, dσ
2
s , (dθsy)y∈Ys

) := f(dσ2s ; 1)g(dθs)(6)

×
∏

y∈Ys

N (θsy − θs; 0, σ
2
s)B(msy;Msy, α(θsy))g(dθsy),

ρsy(dθsy) := B(msy;Msy, α(θsy))g(dθsy) ∀y ∈ Ys,

for all s in S . It is also not possible to analytically integrate over (θr, σ2r ) in (5) or (θs, σ2s)
in (6), so we instead pick the auxiliary measures by further doing away with the terms in (5,6)
involving the variables associated with the indexing node:

γr− :=
∏

s∈S

ρs, γs− :=
∏

y∈Ys

ρsy ∀s ∈ S.

Notation. We finish this section with some notation that we use throughout the paper:

• (Trees) By a ‘tree’ T we mean a rooted tree: a connected directed acyclic graph in which
no node has more than one parent and possessing a single root node, r, that has no parent.
We denote the number of children a node u has as cu, refer to them as u1, u2, . . . , ucu, and
denote the set {u1, . . . , ucu} of them by Cu. For any subset A of the tree T, we use |A|
to denote its cardinality, A∂ := {v ∈ A : cv = 0} to denote the set of all leaves in A, and
A6∂ := A\A∂ that of all other nodes in A. In particular, T∂ denotes the set of T’s leaves
and T

6∂ that of all non-leaf nodes.
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Symbol Description Value Loc. Approximation

T Index tree (subtree rooted at u) – pp. 8,10 –
r T’s root – pp. 8,10 –
Tu Subtree rooted at u – p. 9 –

T
∂ (T 6∂) Set of leaves (its complement) – (T\T∂) p. 10 –
Cu (cu) Set of u’s children (its cardinality) – p. 10 –

T
6v
u (C

6v
u) Tu excluding v (Cu excluding v) – – –

Eu Low-dimensional space – p. 9 –
Eu Sigma-algebra on Eu – p. 9 –
Eu Intermediate space

∏
v∈Tu

Ev – –
Eu Sigma-algebra on Eu

∏
v∈Tu

Ev – –

ρu Target measure – p. 8 ρNu in eq. (11)

Zu ρu’s normalizing constant ρu(Eu) p. 8 ZN
u = ρNu (Eu) in eq. (11)

µu Normalized target measure ρu/Zu p. 8 µNu = ρNu /ZN
u in eq. (11)

γu− Auxiliary measure – p. 9 γNu− =wu−γNCu in eq. (8)

Zu γu− ’s normalizing constant γu−(ECu ) eq. (9) ZN
u = γNu−(ECu) in eq. (9)

πu− Normalized auxiliary measure γu−/Zu eq. (9) πNu− = γNu−/ZN
u in eq. (9)

Ku Proposal distribution or kernel – p. 12 –

γu Extended auxiliary measure γu− ×Ku eq. (7) γNu = γNu− ×Ku in eq. (8)
wu− Auxiliary weights dγu−/dγCu p. 12 –
wu Inferential weights dρu/dγu p. 13 –

N Number of particles – –

X
n,N
Cu

Tuple of mutated particles (X
n,N
v )v∈Cu – –

X
n,N
Cu

Permuted tuple of mut. particles (X
nv,N
v )v∈Cu – –

X
n,N
u−

Resampled particle ∼ πNu− p. 13 –

X
n,N
u Mutation ∼Ku(X

n,N
u−

, ·) p. 13 –

X
n,N
u Mutated particle (X

n,N
u ,X

n,N
u−

) p. 13 –
TABLE 1

Notation introduced throughout Section 3.1–3.2. Other commonly used symbols are obtained by combining the

above with the product notation introduced in p. 11 (e.g., ECu =
∏

v∈Cu Ev and γCu =
∏

v∈Cu γu).

• (Products) We assign the subscript ‘A’ to a symbol, whereA is any subset of T, if the object
represented by the symbol depends on the nodes in A. If the symbol is bold, the object also
depends on the descendants of the nodes in A. With few exceptions, this dependence takes
the form of a product. For example,

EA :=
∏

u∈A

Eu, EA :=E∪u∈ATu
, EA :=

∏

u∈A

Eu, EA :=E∪u∈ATu
,

ρA :=
∏

u∈A

ρu, µA :=
∏

u∈A

µu, ZA :=
∏

u∈A

Zu.

for any non-empty subset A of T. The exceptions are xA and xA which denote elements
in EA and EA rather than any sort of product over A.

To facilitate the reading, we summarize in Table 1 notation frequently used throughout the
paper (many of these objects will be introduced in the following section).

3.2. The algorithm. To introduce the divide-and-conquer SMC algorithm, we require
one last ingredient: the generalization of the proposal distributions and kernels used in
SMC/ASMC (cf. Section 2.2) to initialize and extend the particles paths. In our case, we
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Algorithm 3 rec(u): the measure-valued recursion approximated by dac_smc(u) for u in T.
1: Input: proposal kernels (Ku)u∈T and auxiliary measures (γu−)u∈T6∂ .

2: if u is a leaf (i.e. u ∈ T
∂ ) then

3: Return: γu =Ku.
4: else

5: for v in Cu do

6: Recurse: set γv = rec(v).
7: end for

8: Product: compute γCu =
∏

v∈Cu γv .
9: Correct: re-weight γCu with wu− = dγu−/dγCu to obtain γu− =wu−γCu .

10: Return: γu = γu− ×Ku.
11: end if

Note: Re-weighting γu with wu = dρu/dγu, we obtain the target ρu = wuγu, its normalizing constant
Zu =

∫
wudγu, and its normalization µu =wuγu/

∫
wudγu.

assign to each leaf u a distribution Ku : Eu → [0,1] on the low-dimensional space Eu. To
each non-leaf node u, we instead assign a Markov kernel Ku :ECu

× Eu → [0,1] mapping
from the product ECu

=
∏

v∈Cu
Ev of the intermediate spaces Ev indexed by u’s children to

the low-dimensional space Eu indexed by u itself. For the reasons discussed in Section 4.2,
Ku should be chosen as close as possible to normalized target µu, if u is a leaf, or to the
conditional distribution over Eu under µu given values for its remaining coordinates, if u is
not a leaf.

DaC-SMC is a particle approximation to the measure-valued recursion in Algorithm 3.
The recursion starts at leaves and works its way up the tree. At a leaf u it just returns the
corresponding proposal distribution Ku. At a non-leaf node u, it calls itself on each child v
of u and recovers the corresponding extended auxiliary measure γv obtained by taking the
outer product of the child’s auxiliary measure γv− and it’s proposal kernel Kv :

γv(dxv) := (γv− ×Kv)(dxv) = γv−(dxCv
)Kv(xCv

, dxv) ∀v ∈ T
6∂ .(7)

(If v is a leaf then the algorithm just retrieves the proposal distribution γv :=Kv index by v.)
The recursion then takes the product γCu

=
∏

v∈Cu
γv of these and re-weights it using wu−

:=
dγu−

/dγCu
to obtain u’s auxiliary measure γu−

=wu−
γCu

. Lastly, it takes the product of γu−

with the node’s proposal kernel Ku to obtain the node’s extended auxiliary measure γu and
returns γu. At any node u, re-weighting γu usingwu := dρu/dγu yields the target ρu =wuγu,
its normalization constant Zu = ρu(Eu), and its normalization µu = ρu/Zu.

The changes of measure in the recursion are typically intractable, so DaC-SMC2 (Algo-
rithm 4) instead approximates each of these steps using particles. At a leaf u, the algorithm
draws N particles X

1,N
u , . . . ,XN,N

u from the leaf’s proposal distribution Ku and returns
the corresponding unweighted sample approximation γNu := N−1

∑N
n=1 δXn,N

u
(with unit

mass ZN
u := 1) to Ku. At a non-leaf node u, it first calls itself on each child v of u to ob-

tain an unweighted particle approximation γNv =ZN
v N

−1
∑N

n=1 δXn,N
v

(of mass ZN
v ) to the

child’s extended auxiliary measure γv. It then takes the product γNCu
:=
∏

v∈Cu
γNv of these

and re-weighs it using wu−
= dγu−

/dγCu
to obtain a product-form estimator (cf. (1)) for the

2Note that, in the original paper [49], Algorithm 4 was referred to as ‘DaC-SMC with mixture resampling’
while the term ‘DaC-SMC’ was reserved for cases where the auxiliary measures are product-form and the algo-
rithm’s running time can be sped up through careful implementation (cf. Section 3.3). For all, at least theoretical,
purposes the latter is a special case of the former and we simply refer to both as the ‘DaC-SMC Algorithm’.
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Algorithm 4 dac_smc(u) for u in T.
1: Input: number of particles N , proposal kernels (Ku)u∈T, and auxiliary measures (γu−)u∈T6∂ .

2: if u is a leaf (i.e. u ∈ T
∂ ) then

3: Propose: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
u independently from Ku.

4: Return: γNu =N−1∑N
n=1 δXn,N

u
.

5: else

6: for v in Cu do

7: Recurse: set γNv = dac_smc(v).
8: end for

9: Product: compute γNCu =
∏

v∈Cu γNv .

10: Correct: re-weight γNCu with wu− to obtain γNu− and its normalization πNu− = γNu−/γNu−(ECu).

11: Resample: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
u−

independently from πNu− .

12: Mutate: for n≤N , draw X
n,N
u independently from Ku(X

n,N
u−

, ·) and set Xn,N
u = (X

n,N
u ,X

n,N
u−

).

13: Return: γNu =N−1ZN
u

∑N
n=1 δXn,N

u
where ZN

u = γNu−(ECu).

14: end if

Note: One can use (11) to compute estimates of ρu, Zu, and µu.

auxiliary distribution γu−
associated with node u:

(8) γNu−
:=wu−

γNCu
=

ZN
Cu

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)δ

X
n,N

Cu

where ZN
Cu

:=
∏

v∈Cu
ZN
v and, for each n= (n1, . . . , ncu) in [N ]cu , Xn,N

Cu
denotes the ‘per-

muted particle’ (Xn1

u1 , . . . ,X
ncu
ucu ). Just as in the standard ASMC case (Algorithm 2), the

algorithm proceeds by normalizing γNu−
to obtain an approximation πNu−

of the normalized

auxiliary measure πu−
,

(9) πNu−
:=

γNu−

ZN
u

≈ γu−

Zu
=: πu−

where ZN
u := γNu−

(ECu
), Zu := γu−

(ECu
),

and it draws N particles X
1,N
u− , . . . ,XN,N

u− from πNu−
using (multinomial) resampling. The

empirical distribution N−1
∑N

n=1 δXn,N
u−

of these particles approximates πu−
. Hence, by ex-

tending the path of each resampled particle from ECu
to Eu using the kernel Ku,

Xn,N
u := (Xn,N

u ,Xn,N
u−

) where Xn,N
u ∼Ku(X

n,N
u−

, dxu),

and defining

γNu :=
ZN
u

N

N
∑

n=1

δ
X

n,N
u

and πNu :=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

δ
X

n,N
u

,(10)

Algorithm 4 returns a finite-sample approximation of the extended auxiliary measure γu :=
γu−

×Ku indexed by u itself.
Also similarly to the standard ASMC case (Section 2.2; cf. Section 4.3 for a detailed

comparison), we obtain approximations to the targets ρu and µu by running dac_smc(u) in
Algorithm 4 and applying a simple importance sampling correction:

ρNu (dxu) =wu(xu)γ
N
u (dxu), ZN

u = ρNu (Eu), µNu (dxu) =
ρNu (dxu)

ZN
u

,(11)

where wu = dρu/dγu denotes the appropriate weight function. As we will see in Section 4,
these approximations have appealing theoretical properties. The computation time of Algo-
rithm 4 can be lowered by parallelizing the for loop in lines 5–7. Of course, for the approach
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to work, we must choose the auxiliary measures (γu−
)u∈T 6∂ and proposal kernels (Ku)u∈T

such that the relevant Radon-Nikodym derivatives exist. To avoid the technical machinery
necessary to allow for the possibility of all particles simultaneously being assigned zero
weight (cf. [21, Section 7.4]), we further assume that these derivatives are positive every-
where:

ASSUMPTION 1. For all u in T and v in T
6∂ , ρu is absolutely continuous w.r.t. γu, γv−

is absolutely continuous w.r.t. γCv
, and the Radon-Nikodym derivatives wu := dρu/dγu and

wv− := dγv−/dγCv
are positive everywhere.

To finish this section, we illustrate how one may choose the proposal kernels and obtain
the weight functions by revisiting the example of the previous section:

EXAMPLE 2 (Simplified mathematics test dataset, kernels and weights). To apply DaC-
SMC to Example 1, we need to pick proposal kernels. In the case of the leaves, the choice
is clear: for all s, y,n, we generate θn,Nsy by drawing a sample from a Beta distribution with
parameters msy +1 and Msy −msy +1 and mapping the sample through the logit function;
so that

Ksy(dθsy) = (Msy +1)

(

Msy

msy

)

B(msy;Msy, α(θsy))g(dθsy)

and the weight functions are constant (for all s in S , ws− =
∏

y∈Ys
M−1

sy and, for all y in
Ys, wsy =M−1

sy ). In the case of the other nodes, we would ideally set the kernel to be the
appropriate conditional distribution (cf. Section 4.2),

Hs((θsy)y∈Ys
, dθs, dσ

2
s)∝ f(dσ2s ; 1)g(dθs)

∏

y∈Ys

N (θsy − θs; 0, σ
2
s) ∀s ∈ S;

Hr((θs, σ
2
s)s∈S , dθr, dσ

2
r
)∝ f(dσ2

r
; 1)g(dθr)

∏

s∈S

N (θs − θr; 0, σ
2
r
).

These, however, are intractable. So, in an effort to approximate them, we note that

∏

s∈S

N (θs − θr; 0, σ
2
r
) =

e
1

2σ2
r

[

∑

s∈S θs
(

θs−
1

|S|

∑

s′∈S θs′
)]

√

|S|
√

2πσ2
r

|S|−1
N
(

θr;
1

|S|
∑

s∈S

θs,
σ2
r

|S|

)

and similarly for
∏

y∈Ys
N (θsy − θs; 0, σ

2
s) and all s in S ; and we instead set

Ks((θsy)y∈Ys
, dθs, dσ

2
s) := f(dσ2s ; 1)N



dθs;
1

|Ys|
∑

y∈Ys

θsy,
σ2s
|Ys|



 ,

Kr((θs, σ
2
s)s∈S , dθr, dσ

2
r
) := f(dσ2

r
; 1)N

(

dθr;
1

|S|
∑

s∈S

θs,
σ2
r

|S|

)

;

in which case wr−
=
∏

s∈S ws,

ws(θs, σ
2
s , (θsy)y∈Ys

) =
g(θs)e

1

2σ2
s

[

∑

y∈Ys
θsy

(

θsy−
1

|Ys|

∑

y′∈Ys
θsy′

)]

√

|Ys|
√

2πσ2s
|Ys|−1

∀s ∈ S,

wr(θr, σ
2
r
, (θs, σ

2
s , (θsy)y∈Ys

)s∈S) =
g(θr)e

1

2σ2
r

[

∑

s∈S θs
(

θs−
1

|S|

∑

s′∈S θs′
)]

√

|S|
√

2πσ2
r

|S|−1
.
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Algorithm 5 O(N)-cost replacement of lines 5–9 in Algorithm 4 for fully-factorized γu−
.

1: for v in Cv do

2: Recurse: set γNv := dac_smc(v).

3: Correct: compute γ̄Nv in (12) and π̄Nv := γ̄Nv /γ̄Nv (Ev).

4: Resample: for n≤N , X̄n,N
v independently from π̄Nv .

5: end for

6: Concatenate: for n≤N , set Xn,N
u−

:= (X̄
n,N
v )v∈Cu .

To sample (θs, σ
2
s) from Ks((θsy)y∈Ys

, dθs, dσ
2
s), first sample σ2s from f(dσ2s ; 1) and then

sample θs from N (dθs; |Ys|−1∑

y∈Ys
θsy, |Ys|−1 σ2s). Similarly for Kr.

3.3. Efficient computation. The main drawback of Algorithm 4 is the O(N cu) computa-
tional cost of resampling from the product-form πNu−

in (9) for a general auxiliary measure
γu−

(to draw N samples from πNu−
in O(N cu) operations one can, for example, use the alias

method [66]). This results in a total algorithmic cost of O(Nd), where d denotes the tree’s
degree (i.e. the largest number of children that any of the tree’s nodes possess). In some cases,
d is small enough that the cost is manageable. For instance, when the collection of target dis-
tributions (ρu)u∈Tu

is an artificial construct introduced for computational purposes and the
interest lies in the final target, it is common [27, 26, 13] to choose the indexing tree to be
binary, in which case d= 2 and the algorithm’s cost is O(N2).

In cases where each weight function is bounded above by a known constant, one can
lower the cost to O(N) using rejection sampling as proposed in [13, Section 4.2]. Otherwise,
one can avoid the O(N cu) cost by choosing auxiliary measures that factorize. For instance,
suppose that, as in Example 1, they factorize fully:

γu−
:=
∏

v∈Cu

γ̄v ∀u ∈ T
6∂ ,

where (γ̄v)v∈T denotes a collection of measures on the respective spaces (Ev,Ev)v∈T. In this
case, the weight function wu−

decomposes into the product

wu−
=
dγu−

dγCu

=
∏

v∈Cu

dγ̄v
dγv

=:
∏

v∈Cu

w̄v,

and the correction step (line 8 in Algorithm 4) breaks down into the following: compute

γNu−
:=
∏

v∈Cu

γ̄Nv , πNu−
:=
∏

v∈Cu

π̄Nv ,

where, for all children v of u,

(12) γ̄Nv := w̄vγ
N
v =

ZN
v

N

N
∑

n=1

w̄v(X
n,N
v )δ

X
n,N
v

.

Resampling from πNu−
:= γ̄Nv /γ̄

N
v (Ev) can then be achieved in O(N) operations by inde-

pendently drawing N samples from π̄Nu1, . . . , π̄
N
ucu , e.g. by applying the alias method [66] to

each approximation separately, and concatenating them. In other words, we can replace lines
5–9 in Algorithm 4 with those in Algorithm 5 (and obtain the algorithm referred to as ‘DaC-
SMC’ in [49], cf. Footnote 2). The running time can then be lowered further by parallelizing
these operations across u’s children.
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These choices result in DaC-SMC employing extended auxiliary measures with partial
product structure:

γu(dxu) =Ku(xCu
, dxu)

∏

v∈Cu

γ̄v(dxv) ∀u ∈ T
6∂ .

(I.e. if (Yu,Yu1, . . . ,Yucu) ∼ πu, then Yu1, . . . ,Yucu are independent.) If the targets ρu and
µu do not share the above structure, then this O(N) approach will generally require large
γNu 7→ ρNu corrections and, consequently, result in greater estimator variance (which may, or
may not, be compensated by the computational gains). As suggested in [49, Section 4.2], one
way to mitigate this issue is via tempering [24].

Another way to incorporate non-product structure into the auxiliary measures without sac-
rificing the O(N) cost is setting them to be sums of fully-factorized measures:

γu−
:=

I
∑

i=1

∏

v∈Cu

γ̄iv =:

I
∑

i=1

γiu−
∀u ∈ T

6∂ ,

where (γ̄1v , . . . , γ̄
I
v )v∈T denote collections of measures on the respective spaces (Ev,Ev)v∈T.

In this case, the correction step becomes: return

γNu−
:=

I
∑

i=1

γi,Nu−
, πNu−

:=

I
∑

i=1

γi,Nu− (ECu
)

γNu−
(ECu

)
πi,Nu−

=:

I
∑

i=1

ωi,N
u−
πi,Nu−

,

where γi,Nu− :=
∏

v∈Cu
γ̄i,Nv and πi,Nu− :=

∏

v∈Cu
π̄i,Nv , with γ̄i,Nv , π̄i,Nv defined analogously to

γ̄Nv , π̄
N
v in (12). We can then draw N samples from πNu−

in O(N) operations by, for instance,

drawing (m1, . . . ,mI) from a multinomial distribution with weights (ωi,N
u− )Ii=1 and, for each

i, generating mi samples from πi,Nu− as described above for the I = 1 case.
Similar considerations apply if the auxiliary measures are chosen to be sums of partially

factorized functions rather than fully factorized ones. The main difference is that resampling
from πNu−

has a ‘conditional aspect’ to it and costs O(Na) where the exponent 1 < a < cu
depends on the amount of factorization, see Appendix A.1 for an example.

3.4. Variants. To simplify the algorithm’s presentation and analysis, we focus through-
out on the particular version given in Algorithm 4. There are, however, many variants that
one might wish to consider in different settings and whose analysis may be tackled using
straightforward modifications of the arguments given in this paper.

First off, we have the low-cost variant referred to as ‘lightweight mixture resampling’ in
[49, Section 4.1] (see ‘multiple matching’ in [48, Section 2.2] for similar ideas) where the
product-form estimator γNu−

(dxCu
) in (8) is replaced with its ‘incomplete’ version,

(13)
ZN
Cu

|M|
∑

n∈M

wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)δ

X
n,N

Cu

,

with M⊆ [N ]cu indexing a user-chosen subset of permuted particles Xn,N
Cu

. In particular, by
picking M carefully, it might be possible to substantially reduce the cost without sacrificing
too much of the variance reduction (cf. [42] and references therein for similar feats in the U-
statistics literature). While one may opt for more sophisticated approaches (e.g. ones along
the lines of those in [42]), we can offer two simple rules of thumb for choosing M that are
motivated by the considerations in [45, Section 4]: (a) set M’s size to be such that the cost
of resampling from (13)’s normalization is comparable to that of generating the unpermuted
particles, (Xn,N

u1 , . . . ,Xn,N
ucu )Nn=1; and (b) minimize the number of over-lapping components
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in the elements of M. In terms of theoretical analysis for this variant, one can combine the
methods in Appendices C–G with the techniques used to study incomplete U-statistics [47,
Chapter 4.3] and their generalizations.

We also need not resample at every step and may instead choose to do so adaptively
(e.g. resample only when the effective sample size drops underneath a predetermined thresh-
old [41]). To prevent the number of particles from blowing up, any product-form approxima-
tion πNu−

to a normalized auxiliary distribution πu−
that is not resampled must be replaced

with an N sample one, e.g.

(14)

∑N
n=1wu−

(Xn,N
u1 , . . . ,Xn,N

ucu )δ(Xn,N
u1 ,...,Xn,N

ucu )
∑N

n=1wu−
(Xn,N

u1 , . . . ,Xn,N
ucu )

as in standard ASMC. We should point out here that, for DaC-SMC, and in contrast with
SMC/ASMC, there are benefits to resampling beyond just mitigating weight degeneracy. In
particular, by permuting and resampling the particles, we explore areas of the target space
that would be missed were we to only use the N unpermuted particles [45, Section 3.1].

There is also flexibility in the resampling scheme employed: the theoretical analysis in
Section 4 applies to Algorithm 4 in which multinomial resampling is explicitly encoded. But
one could extend our analysis along the lines of [33] to cover a much broader class of re-
sampling schemes, including substantially lower-variance ones. An interesting question of
practical importance is how best to efficiently implement low-variance resampling schemes
when the auxiliary measures decompose into sums of partially-factorized measures (e.g. con-
sider the example in Appendix A.1).

One may also wish to implement minor variations to Algorithm 4 dictated by the particular
target of interest. For instance, in some cases, it might be much easier to specify the auxiliary
measure γu− over the variables taking values in Eu than over those taking values in ECu

.
In this case, mutation would need to be carried out before correction and resampling (line
10 in Algorithm 4 before lines 8–9) leading to a slightly different algorithm with essentially
the same properties. This approach allows one to specify an analogue of the extended aux-
iliary distribution independently of the proposal kernel and directly exploit the information
it encodes in the resampling step. The cost of doing so is having to perform mutation N cu

times rather than N times, although this does not increase the overall complexity of the basic
algorithm (at least for unfactorized auxiliary measures).

Along similar lines, for targets with particular dependence structures, one may use gen-
eralizations of product-form estimators (e.g. [45, Section 3.2 and Appendix F]) that directly
account for these structures; see Appendix A.2 for an example. The idea is that, by doing so,
one can ease the burden placed on the correction steps which, in Algorithm 4, are the sole
responsible for introducing dependencies among children into the approximations.

Lastly, one need not generate the same number of particles at each node and may instead
opt to allocate more computational power to the nodes that prove most problematic (e.g. the
us whose associated space Eu have greatest dimension), or even take a more sophisticated
approach of the sort in [46]. One would just have to replace γNu in (8) with
(

∏

v∈C

ZNv
v

Nv

)

Nu1
∑

n1=1

· · ·
Nucu
∑

n1=1

wu−
(Xn1,Nu1

u1 , . . . ,Xncu ,Nucu
ucu )δ

(X
n1 ,Nu1
u1 ,...,X

ncu ,Nucu
ucu )

(dxCu
)

where, for each child v of u, Nv denotes the amount of particles resampled at node v.

4. Theoretical characterization. We now turn to the main results of the paper showing
that Algorithm 4 is well-founded. We give an overview of the proofs for these results in
Section 4.1, postponing the full details until Appendices C–G. To simplify the exposition, we
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only state results for the particle approximations to the targets; however, analogous statements
for the approximations to the auxiliary measures and their extensions can be extracted from
Appendices C–F. Also to keep the exposition simple, we focus throughout on the case of
bounded test functions, writing Bb(S) for the space of bounded measurable real-valued test
functions on a measurable space (S,S) and ||ϕ|| := supx∈S |ϕ(x)| <∞ for the supremum
norm on Bb(S), and we assume that the weight functions are bounded:

ASSUMPTION 2. For all u in T
6∂ and v in T, wu−

= dγu−
/dγCu

and wv = dρv/dγv are
bounded: ||wu−

||<∞ and ||wv||<∞.

To begin with, Algorithm 4 produces strongly consistent estimators for the targets:

THEOREM 1 (Strong laws of large numbers). If Assumptions 1–2 are satisfied, u belongs

to T, and ϕ belongs to Bb(Eu), then

lim
N→∞

ρNu (ϕ) = ρu(ϕ), lim
N→∞

µNu (ϕ) = µ(ϕ), lim
N→∞

ZN
u = Zu, almost surely.

PROOF. See Appendix C.

If the underlying spaces possess nice enough topological properties, the above almost sure
pointwise convergence can be strengthened to almost sure weak convergence:

THEOREM 2 (Almost sure weak convergence). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, the

spaces (Eu)u∈T are Polish and (Eu)u∈T are the corresponding Borel sigma algebras, then

ρNu ⇀ρu, µNu ⇀µu, almost surely,

for each u in T, where ⇀ denotes weak convergence as N →∞.

PROOF. See Appendix C.

The estimators for the unnormalized targets are unbiased:

THEOREM 3 (Unbiasedness of (ρNu )u∈T). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, then

E
[

ρNu (ϕ)
]

= ρu(ϕ), E
[

ZN
u

]

=Zu, ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu), u ∈ T.

PROOF. See Appendix D.

The nonlinearity in the correction step introduces a bias in the estimators for the normal-
ized targets. However, the bias decays linearly with the number of particles N :

THEOREM 4 (Bias estimates for (µNu )u∈T). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, the weight func-

tions are bounded below (i.e., for all u in T
6∂ and v in T, wu−

≥ βu−
and wv ≥ βv for some

constants βu−
, βv > 0), and u belongs to T, then there exists a constant Cu <∞ such that

∣

∣E
[

µNu (ϕ)
]

− µu(ϕ)
∣

∣≤ Cu ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu).

PROOF. See Appendix E.

All estimators converge at a rate proportional to the square root of the number of particles:
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THEOREM 5 (Lp inequalities). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, then, for each p ≥ 1 and u in

T, then there exist constants Cρ
u,C

µ
u <∞ such that

E

[

∣

∣ρNu (ϕ)− ρ(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤ Cρ
u ||ϕ||
N1/2

, E

[

∣

∣µNu (ϕ)− µu(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤ Cµ
u ||ϕ||
N1/2

,

for all N > 0 and ϕ in Bb(Eu). In particular, E
[∣

∣ZN
u −Zu

∣

∣

p]1/p ≤Cρ
u/N1/2 for all N > 0.

PROOF. See Appendix C.

To further characterize the
√
N rate of convergence of ρNu and µNu , we obtain a central limit

theorem for each (given in Theorem 6 below). To state these, we first need to introduce some
notation: given two measurable spaces (A,A) and (B,B), a kernelM :A×B→ [0,∞) from
the first to the second, and a test function ϕ :B→ R, we use Mϕ to denote the real-valued
function on A defined by

(Mϕ)(a) :=

∫

M(a, db)ϕ(b) ∀a∈A,

assuming that the above integrals are well-defined.
As we will see in Theorem 6, the asymptotic variances of our estimators decompose into

sums of |Tu| terms, each one accounting for the variance introduced by the computations
carried out in a different descendant v of u (out of convenience, we include u itself among
u’s descendants). The term corresponding to a particular descendant v involves a kernel Γv,u :
Ev × Eu → [0,∞) mapping γv to γu:

γv(Γv,uϕ) = γu(ϕ) ∀ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu).(15)

The kernel Γv,u encapsulates the relationship between a node, u, in the tree and one of its
descendants, v, upon marginalizing out the other descendants of u. It is defined recursively:

Γu,u(xu, dyu) := δxu
(dyu),

Γv,u(xv , dyu) := δxv
(dyv)γ

6v
Cu
(dyC 6v

u
)wu−

(yCu
)Ku(yCu

, dyu) ∀v ∈ Cu,(16)

where γ 6vCu
:=
∏

r∈C 6v
u
γr with C 6v

u := Cu \ {v}. For all other descendants v 6= u, we set

(17) Γv,u =Γv,r1Γr1,r2 . . .Γrl,u,

where v, r1, . . . , rl, u denotes the branch of Tu connecting v and u. Because Γv,u trivially sat-
isfies (15) if v is a child of u, it follows from (17) that (15) also holds for all other descendants
v of u. Note that the collection (Γu,v)u∈T,v∈Tu

of all these kernels amounts to a generaliza-
tion of the semigroup describing the propagation of local sampling errors in standard SMC
that is central to much of its analysis (e.g. see [21]).

THEOREM 6 (Central limit theorems). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, then, as N →∞,

N1/2
(

ρNu (ϕ)− ρu(ϕ)
)

⇒N (0, σ2ρu
(ϕ)), N1/2

(

µNu (ϕ)− µu(ϕ)
)

⇒N (0, σ2µu
(ϕ)),

for any given u in T and ϕ in Bb(Eu), where ⇒ denotes convergence in distribution,

σ2ρu
(ϕ) :=

∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,u[wuϕ]− ρu(ϕ)]
2),

σ2µu
(ϕ) :=

∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,u[wuZ
−1
u [ϕ− µu(ϕ)]]]

2).
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In particular, N1/2
(

ZN
u −Zu

)

⇒N (0, σ2Zu
) as N →∞ with

(18) σ2Zu
:= Z2

u

∑

v∈Tu

πv

(

[

dµvu
dπv

− 1

]2
)

,

where µvu denotes the Ev-marginal of µu (i.e. µvu(A) := µu(A×ETu\Tv
) for all A in Ev).

PROOF. See Appendix F.

4.1. Methods of proof. The approximations to the targets are obtained from those to the
extended auxiliary measures via a single importance sampling step, cf. (11). Hence, just as
most results for ASMC are easily extracted from those for SMC [38], the fundamental objects
we need to analyze here are the approximations to the extended auxiliary measures.

To this end, note that the main difference between DaC-SMC (Algorithm 4) and standard
ASMC (Algorithm 2) is the correction step: in the former case, we employ the product-
form estimator (8) while, in the latter, we instead use the usual estimator (3). Consequently,
our proofs for the above results combine well-known methods previously used to establish
analogous results for standard SMC and ASMC with novel techniques that control the errors
introduced by the product-form estimators embedded within DaC-SMC.

At a conceptual level, we expand the approximation error into a sum of products of ‘local
errors’, each accounting for the approximations made at a different node, and we control
them separately (in particular, we show that, just as in the standard case, these errors are
O(N−1/2)). However, in contrast with standard SMC and ASMC whose local errors only
get ‘propagated forward in time’, those of DaC-SMC get multiplied together as we move up
the tree. Consequently, we end up with a far greater number of terms in our expansion than
normal. Herein lies the main novelty of our analysis: dispatching these extra products-of-
local-errors terms. Because the products are taken over nodes on separate branches, the errors
in the products are independent of each other. Hence, the product of k of these O(N−1/2)
errors should intuitively be O(N−k/2).

More specifically, we begin by proving the Lp inequalities (Theorem 5). To do so, we
follow the iterative approach taken in [14, 53]: we call on the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund in-
equality ([21, Lemma 7.3.3]) to obtain Lp inequalities for the empirical distributions of the
particles indexed by the tree’s leaves and we show, step-by-step, that the algorithm preserves
these inequalities. The resampling and mutation steps then follow from arguments similar to
those in [14, 53]. For the correction step, we need to do some extra work and show that the
product γNCu

=
∏

v∈Cv
γNv also maintains the inequalities. That is, we need to prove that the

Lp norm of the product of the errors is O(N−1/2); something we do roughly in Lemma 3 by
using the boundedness of the test and weight functions to uniformly bound all but one of the
errors in the product, and exploiting the O(N−1/2) size of the remaining error. To complete
the argument for the correction step, we then resume with the approach of [14, 53] and show
that the re-weighting in (8) preserves the inequalities. Next, we extract the laws of large num-
bers (Theorem 1) from the Lp inequalities using the usual approach involving Chebyshev’s
inequality and the Borel-Cantelli lemma (e.g. [6, p. 17]). The weak convergence (Theorem 2)
then follows using standard techniques described in detail for SMC in [62, Section S1].

To prove the unbiasedness in Theorem 3, we generalize the arguments used in [11, Sec-
tion 16.4.1] to establish the analogous result for standard SMC. The proof also works recur-
sively: we show that γNu−

is an unbiased estimator for γu−
if γNv− is a unbiased estimator for

γv− for each non-leaf child v of u. The unbiasedness of ρNu then follows with a simple use of
the tower property.
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To obtain the bias bounds in Theorem 4, we follow the approach of [57]. This argument
also works its way through the algorithm step by step, this time showing that each step in-
creases the bias by at most O(N−1). Just as with the Lp inequalities, our innovation here
(Lemma 8) deals with the product γNCu

=
∏

v∈Cv
γNv . As in that case, we obtain the necessary

bias bound for the product by uniformly bounding the bias of all but one of the approx-
imations in the product and using a previously derived O(N−1) bound for the remaining
approximation.

Our proof for the central limit theorems (Theorem 6) follows the conceptual approach
outlined above and extends the arguments in [21, Chapter 9]. Similarly as in that chapter, we
obtain an expression for the approximation error in terms of local errors (and their ‘propa-
gations up the tree’), the difference being that the expression is not just a sum of the local
errors, but of their products too. An argument similar to [21, Corollary 9.3.1] then shows that
the local errors are asymptotically normal and independent. Hence, if we are able to demon-
strate that their products are o(N−1/2), then the CLTs follow as in [21, p. 301] by applying
Slutsky’s theorem and the continuous mapping theorem, and exploiting the fact that a linear
combination of independent normal random variables is normal. To this end, we prove the
following product version of the L2 inequality in Theorem 5:

THEOREM 7 (Product L2 inequality). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, u and v lie in

separate branches (i.e. u 6∈ Tv and v 6∈ Tu), then there exists a constant Cu,v <∞ such that

E
[

(γNu − γu)× (γNv − γv)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2 ≤ Cu,v ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu ×Ev).

PROOF. See Appendix G.

To the best of our knowledge, this theorem and its proof are unprecedented in the SMC
literature. To argue it, we use an inductive approach reminiscent of those we take for the Lp

inequalities, unbiasedness, and bias bounds: one by one, we show that each step of the algo-
rithm preserves the above inequality. For the base case dealing with empirical distributions
of the particles indexed by the tree’s leaves, we call on [45, Lemma 1].

4.2. Optimal intermediate targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels. While the
optimal choice of intermediate targets, auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels generally
depends on the particular average we are interested in estimating, there is one choice that
leads to zero variance estimates of the final target’s normalizing constant Zr. In partic-
ular, suppose that the final target ρr and the underlying space (Er,Er) are nice enough
(e.g. (Er,Er) is Borel [39, Theorem 8.5], see also [30]) that, for each u in T

6∂ , there
exists a regular conditional probability distribution mapping the ECu

-marginal µu−

r (i.e.
µ
u−

r (A) := µr(A × E
T\(T 6u

u)
) for all A in ECu

) to its Eu-marginal µu
r

. That is, a Markov

kernel Mu :ECu
×Eu → [0,1] satisfying µu−

r ×Mu = µu
r

. In this case, setting

µu := µu
r
, Ku :=Mu ∀u∈ T, πu−

:= µ
u−

r ∀u∈ T
6∂ ,

we have that

πv = πv− ×Mv = µ
v−
r ×Mv = µv

r
= µvu ∀v ∈ Tu, u ∈ T.

It follows from (18) that our estimator ZN
r

for Zr achieves zero (asymptotic) variance (and
similarly for ZN

u for all other nodes u). The above choices generalize those for which ASMC
yields zero-variance estimates of the marginal likelihood in the context of filtering, cf. [35,
Proposition 2]. Note also that, just as in the ASMC case, the normalizing constants in the
intermediate targets auxiliary measures are immaterial and we are free to choose them as
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we find convenient: something unsurprising given that they do not influence the resampling
operation and ultimately cancel in the computation of the normalizing constant estimates.
However, perhaps a bit unexpectedly, and in contrast with the ASMC case, these choices do
not necessarily lead to zero finite-sample variance estimates for the normalizing constants. In
particular, given the above,

wu =
dρu
dγu

=
Zu

Zu

dµu
dπu

=
Zu

Zu
, wu−

=
dγu−

dγCu

=
Zu

ZCu

dπu−

dπCu

=
Zu

ZCu

dµ
u−

r

d
∏

v∈Cu
µv
r

,

⇒ ZN
u = γNu (wu) =

Zu

Zu
ZN
u =

Zu

Zu
γNCu

(wu−
) =

Zu

ZCu

γNCu

(

dµ
u−

r

d
∏

v∈Cu
µv
r

)

,

and the rightmost term will not be constant unless µu−

r =
∏

v∈Cu
µv
r
. On the other hand, were

this to be the case for all nodes u, we could iterate the above down the tree to find that
ZN
u = Zu for all u.
In short, the above choices lead to zero-finite-sample-variance estimates for the normal-

izing constants if and only if T precisely matches the target’s dependence structure. Some
insight as to why this might be the case can be gleaned by comparing the asymptotic and
finite variance expressions given in [45, Theorem 1] for product-form estimators. In essence,
these choices ensure that the ‘one-dimensional’ marginals of the sampling distribution πu at
node u coincide with those of µu and negate the corresponding O(N−1/2) terms in the finite-
sample variance expansions (i.e. those also featuring in the asymptotic variance expansions).
However, the sampling distribution factorizes over u’s children and, unless the target does
so too, the higher-dimensional marginals are mismatched and the corresponding o(N−1/2)
terms in the expansion persevere.

Just as is the case in standard ASMC [35], the above choices can rarely be implemented in
practice: with few exceptions, µr’s marginals cannot be computed explicitly and the condi-
tional distributions are unknown (much less can be sampled from). A more common situation
in practice is that where the intermediate targets are fixed and we seek to choose only the
proposal kernels and/or auxiliary measures. In standard ASMC (cf. [11, Chapter 10] and ref-
erences therein), this is typically done by deriving the ‘locally optimal’ proposal kernel and
auxiliary measure for each step of the algorithm (i.e. those that minimize the finite-sample
variance of the normalizing constant estimate obtained at that step) and, if these prove in-
tractable, approximating them as best as one can. To extend this approach to DaC-SMC, we
provide the following generalization of the characterization for the locally optimal kernels
and measures previously obtained for SMC and ASMC (e.g. see [11, Theorems 10.1–10.2]).

THEOREM 8. Fix any u in T
6∂ and N > 0, and let S denote the set of all (γu−

,Ku) pairs

satisfying Assumption 1 and S(Ku) and S(γu−
) be its slices:

S := {(γu−
,Ku) : γu−

∼ γCu
, ρu ∼ γu−

×Ku}, S(Ku) := {γu−
: (γu−

,Ku) ∈ S} ∀Ku,

S(γu−
) := {Ku : (γu−

,Ku) ∈ S} ∀γu−
.

If f(γu−
,Ku) denotes Var(ZN

u ) written explicitly as a function of (γu−
,Ku), then, for all

(γu−
,Ku) in S and C > 0,

C
√

Kuωu(Ku)2ρCu
∈ arginf

γ∈S(Ku)
f(γ,Ku),(19)

Mu ∈ arginf
K∈S(γu−

)
f(γu−

,K),(20)

(Cµu−

u ,Mu) ∈ arginf
(γ,K)∈S

f(γ,K),(21)
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where, assuming that it exists, Mu denotes the regular conditional probability distribution

mapping µ
u−
u to µu (i.e. µ

u−
u ×Mu = µu), ωu(Ku) := dρu/dρCu

×Ku, and

(Kuωu(Ku)
2)(xCu

) =

∫

Ku(xCu
, dxu)ωu(Ku)(xCu

, xu)
2 ∀xCu

∈ECu
.

PROOF. See Appendix H.

4.3. Comparison with ASMC. Theorems 1–6 demonstrate that DaC-SMC is a well-
founded algorithm: it leads to estimators for the unnormalized and normalized targets with
the same basic properties as those possessed by SMC and ASMC estimators [21]. It is only
natural to now ask whether it performs better than its ASMC analogue (Algorithm 2).

To answer this question, suppose we are interested in approximating the final target ρr and
its normalization µr. We first need to figure out how to approximate ρr and µr using ASMC.
This requires somehow lumping the nodes in T to obtain a line L (Remark 1). While there
are many ways that it could be done, we focus on perhaps the most obvious: merge together
all nodes in each level of the tree to obtain a line L0 →L1 → · · · → LT = {r} whose length
equals T’s depth. Taking the corresponding products of the auxiliary measures,

γt− :=
∏

u∈L 6∂
t

γu−
, πt− :=

∏

u∈L 6∂
t

πu−
, ∀t= 1, . . . , T,

where L 6∂
t := Lt ∩ T

6∂ denotes set of non-leaf nodes in the tth level, we obtain sequences
(γt−)

T
t=1 and (πt−)

T
t=1 that can be used in a standard ASMC set-up. In particular, replac-

ing (γu−
)u∈T 6∂ , (πu−

)u∈T 6∂ , and (Ku)u∈T with (γt−)
T
t=1, (πt−)

T
t=1, and (Kt)

T
t=0, for some

proposal kernels Kt :Et− × Et → [0,1] mapping from Et− :=
∏

u∈L 6∂
t
ECu

to Et := ELt
, Al-

gorithm 4 reduces to Algorithm 2. To keep both algorithms on as equal a footing as possible,
we set the ASMC proposal kernels to be the corresponding products of the DaC-SMC ones:

(22) Kt(xt− , dxt) :=





∏

u∈L∂
t

Ku(dxu)









∏

u∈L 6∂
t

Ku(xCu
, dxu)



 ∀t= 0, . . . , T,

where L∂
t := Lt ∩T

∂ denotes set of leaves in the tth level.
Theoretically, Theorems 1–6 tell us that both ASMC and DaC-SMC produce consistent

estimators of ρr and µr, unbiased in the case of ρr and with an O(N−1) bias in that of µr,
whose errors are O(N−1/2) and asymptotically normal. Comparing the asymptotic variance
expressions in Theorem 6 for both algorithms, we find that the DaC-SMC estimators are
more statistically efficient than the ASMC ones:

THEOREM 9. If Assumptions 1–2 are satisfied, ϕ belongs to Bb(Er), and σ2ρr,smc(ϕ)

and σ2µr,smc(ϕ) denote the respective asymptotic variances of the ASMC estimators for

ρr(ϕ) and µr(ϕ), then

σ2ρr(ϕ)≤ σ2ρr,smc(ϕ), σ2µr

(ϕ)≤ σ2µr,smc(ϕ).

In particular, the asymptotic variance of the DaC-SMC normalizing constant estimate is

bounded above by that of the SMC estimate.

PROOF. See Appendix I.



24

Of course, the above theorem, and this entire comparison, applies only if we are using
factorized proposal kernels in (22) for ASMC, a needless restriction for this algorithm and
one that will often be detrimental to its performance. Indeed, unless the intermediate targets
exhibit the same kind of conditional independence encoded in the factorized kernels, standard
results for ASMC (e.g. [11, Theorems 10.1,10.2] or [35, Proposition 2]) tell us that these
kernels will not be optimal in any usual sense.

However, for such factorized proposals, the gains in statistical efficiency can sometimes be
drastic (e.g. exponential in the tree’s degree); see Examples 2 and 4 and Section 3.4 in [45].
In exchange, DaC-SMC generally has a higher computational cost. More specifically, the
mutation steps of DaC-SMC require drawing N samples from Ku for each u in T, while
ASMC requires drawingN samples from Kt for each t= 0, . . . , T . However,Kt’s definition
implies that drawing a sample from it is equivalent to drawing one from each Ku with u in
Lt and concatenating them. Hence, the cost incurred by the mutation steps of both algorithms
is the same. The cost of the correction and resampling steps, however, is not the same. In the
case of ASMC, we need to sampleN particles from πNt− for each t in 0, . . . , T which requires
only N evaluations of wt− =

∏

u∈L 6∂
t
wu−

per t. For DaC-SMC, we must instead sample N

particles from πNu−
for each u in T

6∂ . In the absence of any sort of special structure in the
auxiliary measures, this involves N cu evaluations of wu−

per u in T
6∂ . Hence, for general

auxiliary measures, DaC-SMC’s cost is O(Nd), where d denotes T’s degree, while ASMC’s
is just O(N).

However, this extra cost materializes only in nodes with more than one child and concen-
trates in those with d children. If these nodes only feature high up in the tree, then the high
cost incurred by the generation of the particles indexed by the nodes’ children can outweigh
the extra overhead incurred by the resampling and correction steps (and similarly if the pro-
posal kernels for those nodes are particularly expensive to sample from). It is worth noting
that in many settings of practical interest (e.g. [13, 26, 27]), d= 2 and this cost can be borne.
Otherwise, as described in Section 3.3, DaC-SMCs cost may be brought down by choosing
auxiliary measures that are partially or fully factorized (or sums of such measures)—and
when these differ too much from the optimal auxiliary measures the impact of this discrep-
ancy upon the variance can be mitigated via tempering [24]. Lastly, in cases where d is not
small and the preferred auxiliary measures do not factorize sufficiently, one can instead turn
to the ‘incomplete’ estimators (13) similar to those successfully employed in the U-statistic
literature to tackle analogous issues (cf. [42] and references therein).

5. Discussion. In this paper, we study DaC-SMC algorithm introduced in [49] and show
that it is theoretically well-founded: it possesses the same basic properties that standard SMC
algorithms do (Section 4). To achieve this, we combine well-known methods previously used
to study standard SMC algorithms with novel techniques that control the errors introduced by
the product-form estimators (8) embedded within DaC-SMC (see Section 4.1 for an overview
and Appendices C–G for the details). Our analysis here can be sharpened and refined in var-
ious ways. The positivity requirements in Assumptions 1 can be circumvented by emulating
the use of stopping times in [21]. The boundedness ones in Assumptions 2 can be avoided
by introducing families of appropriately integrable functions at each node, e.g. similarly as
in [10, 28]. While the additional requirement in Theorem 4 that the weight functions are
lower bounded is common in the SMC literature (e.g. [22, Proposition 9.5.6] and [57]), we
anticipate that it could be relaxed by considering a more restricted class of test functions
(than that of all bounded and measurable ones) and dealing with the possible ‘extinction’ of
the particle cloud as done in [21, Theorem 7.4.3]. Lastly, we do not believe that the particular
lumping construction in Section 4.3 is crucial for the variance bounds in Theorem 9 to hold,
only that the ASMC auxiliary measures and proposals are obtained by taking appropriate
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products of the DaC-SMC ones. In fact, in Appendix H we actually show that lumping the
children of a node never reduces the variance of DaC-SMC estimators. However, to argue the
bounds in full generality one would likely have to further show that lumping ‘cousins’ does
not lower the variance, and we opted to focus on that particular lumping construct so not to
overly complicate Section 4.3 and Theorem 8’s proof.

Our analysis sheds light on the algorithm, its limitations, and its practical use. First, one
can improve the algorithm’s performance by approximating optimal intermediate targets,
auxiliary measures, and proposal kernels identified in Section 4.2 (this provides a formal
explanation for the success of the ad hoc strategies taken in [13, Section 4.1] and [26, Sec-
tions 3.7.4, 3.10.5]). Next, whenever the auxiliary measures and proposal kernels used for
DaC-SMC are the corresponding products of those used for standard ASMC, the former
proves more statistically efficient than the latter (Section 4.3): using the same number of par-
ticles, DaC-SMC estimators achieve lower variances than their standard counterparts. In ex-
change, DaC-SMC generally carries a higher computational cost. How much higher depends
on the amount of product structure present in the auxiliary measures (γu−

)u∈T 6∂ employed
(Section 3.3). If they are fully factorized (or sums of such measures), then the DaC-SMC’s
cost is O(N) where N denotes the number of particles (the same as ASMC). If they do not
factorize at all (nor break down into sums of partially-factorized functions), then DaC-SMC’s
cost is O(Nd) where d denotes the tree’s degree. For anything between these two extremes,
the cost is O(Nk) where 1< k < d depends on the amount of factorization (the greater it is,
the lower k is).

At each node u, the algorithm approximates the auxiliary measure γu−
with the product-

form γNCu
and then corrects this approximation using the weight function wu−

(8). The cor-
rected approximation, γNu−

, is then extended using a mutation step, and the resulting extended
approximation, γNu , is corrected using the weight function wu (11) to produce an approxima-
tion, ρNu , of the intermediate target ρu. This means that any non-product structure in ρu must
be introduced into our approximations via these two re-weighting steps (aside from structure
linking the components indexed by u’s children with u itself, which can be introduced us-
ing the mutation kernels). Consequently, if the intermediate target ρu possesses pronounced
non-product structure, we end up with competing interests: (a) we would like to choose the
auxiliary measure γu−

as close to factorized as possible so that the algorithm’s cost is low
(Section 3.3) and the first re-weighting does not necessitate large corrections and lead to
high-variance approximations of γu−

; and (b) we would like to choose the auxiliary measure
γu−

close ρu. In fact, the analysis in Section 4.2 suggests that, purely in terms of variance
and disregarding any considerations of the algorithm’s cost, γu−

should be chosen as close as
possible to the corresponding marginal of ρu. How to balance these two competing consider-
ations is an interesting question beyond the scope of this paper and likely best dealt with on
a case-by-case basis.

Alternatively, it might also be possible to introduce non-product structure without blow-
ing up the computational cost or the variance in the correction steps using tempering [24],
‘incomplete’ versions of product-form estimators (13), or generalizations of these estimators
that account for more complicated dependence structures (see Appendix A.2 for an exam-
ple). We find each of these variants, and the question of which one should be used under
what circumstances, worthy of further investigation; and we believe this can be done using
extensions of the techniques we employed in Appendices C–G. Similarly for the other, per-
haps more familiar, refinements that will also likely improve the algorithm’s performance
in practice (e.g. adaptive resampling, more efficient resampling schemes, and varying the
computational power spent at each node; see Section 3.4).

More broadly, we believe that the techniques and intermediate results developed in this
paper might find applications beyond DaC-SMC and its variants. Here, we have in mind
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recently developed Monte Carlo algorithms for inference in models defined as a merger of
several submodels, and motivated by either a genuine interest in the submodel merger (as
in [34, 51]) or computational reasons such as facilitating distributed implementations and
privacy concerns (e.g. [17, 61, 18]).

Lastly, we anticipate that a variety of interesting applications of the DaC-SMC algorithm
will involve its merger with other well-known Monte Carlo methodology and our results pave
the way for such combinations. For instance, its merger with pseudo-marginal MCMC [3]
to tackle targets with intractable densities and that with particle-marginal Metropolis-
Hastings [2] to allow for Metropolis-Hastings proposals with intractable densities; two ap-
proaches justified by the unbiasedness in Theorem 3. It can also be used within general par-
ticle MCMC [2], including particle Gibbs (e.g. pertinent for models such as Markov random
fields with collections of correlated parameter variables lacking time-series structure), the
formal justification of which requires the characterization of the joint law of all random vari-
ables generated during the running of the Algorithm 4. This characterization can be found
in [16, Chapter 8] which generalizes the argument given in [49, Appendix A.1] for balanced
binary trees.

In summary, DaC-SMC is a theoretically-sound algorithm and a promising extension of
SMC. Its development, however, still lies in its infancy and there remain many open questions
regarding its use. For instance, ‘how exactly should we carry out the resampling and which
nodes should we allocate more computational power to?’, ‘how do we introduce non-product
structure into the approximations while balancing the algorithm’s cost and the variance of the
correction steps?’, and ‘with which other Monte Carlo algorithms would it prove fruitful to
merge DaC-SMC and for what type of targets should which merger be used for?’. We look
forward to their resolution.

Appendices
Appendix A contains an example illustrating several concepts discussed in Sections 3.3–

3.4. The other appendices contain the proofs of Theorems 1–9 given in the main text. In par-
ticular, Appendix B contains notation used throughout Appendices C–I, Appendix C contains
the proofs for the DaC-SMC estimators’ consistency and Lp inequalities (Theorems 1, 2,
and 5), Appendix D that for the unbiasedness of the unnormalized target estimators (The-
orem 3), Appendix E that for the bias bound of the normalized target ones (Theorem 4),
Appendix F that for the asymptotic normality (Theorem 6), Appendix G that for the product
L2 inequality (Theorem 7), Appendix H the derivation of the locally optimal proposals and
auxiliary measures (Theorem 8), and Appendix I the argument showing that the asymptotic
variances of DaC-SMC estimators are bounded above by those of their SMC counterparts
(Theorem 9).

APPENDIX A: A FURTHER EXAMPLE

Consider the following time-varying version of the toy hierarchical model in [45, Sec-
tion 3.1]:

Yt,l ∼N (Xt,l,1), Xt,l ∼N (0, θt), ∀l ∈ [L], Θt ∼ f(dθ;Θt−1), ∀t ∈ [T ], Θ0 ∼ f(dθ; 1),

where T,L > 0 denote integers, Y0:T,1:L := ((Yt,l)
L
l=1)

T
t=0 some observed variables, X0:T,1:L

:= ((Xt,l)
L
l=1)

T
t=0 some latent variables, Θ0:T = (Θt)

T
t=0 some unknown parameters, and

f(dθ;η) the exponential distribution with mean η. Suppose we observe data y0:T,1:L and
wish to draw inferences from the smoothing distribution proportional to

ρ(dθ0:T , dx0:T,1:L) :=f(dθ0; 1)

(

T
∏

t=1

f(dθt; θt−1)

)
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×
(

T
∏

t=0

L
∏

l=1

N (yt,k;xt,l,1)N (dxt,l; 0, θt)

)

.

We consider two approaches with which we could tackle this problem:

A.1. The DaC-SMC approach. One way to obtain tractable approximations of the pos-
terior ρ is to apply DaC-SMC with the following tree. Each parameter variable Θt has a node
t assigned to it (with Et = [0,∞)), each latent variable Xt,l has a node (t, l) assigned to it
(with Et,l = R), and the tree has an extra ‘dummy’ root node T + 1 (which we introduce
purely for notational convenience). The nodes assigned to Θ0 and X1:T,1:L are the tree’s
leaves and, for each t in [T +1], the children of t are t− 1 and (t− 1,1), . . . , (t− 1,L). For
the auxiliary measure γt− associated with the node t assigned to Θt, we simply remove all
terms in ρ that involve θs and xs,1, . . . , xs,L with s≥ t:

γ(t+1)−(dθ0:t, dx0:t,1:L) :=f(dθ0; 1)

(

t
∏

t′=1

f(dθt′ ; θt′−1)

)

×
(

t
∏

t′=0

L
∏

l=1

N (yt′,l;xt′,l,1)N (dxt′ ,l; 0, θt′)

)

∀t= 0, . . . , T,

where, with the usual abuse of notation, we allow N (·;µ,Σ) to denote both a normal proba-
bility measure of mean µ and variance Σ and the Lebesgue denbsity of that measure. (Note
that γ(T+1)− coincides with the unnormalized smoothing distribution ρ, so πN(T+1)−

approxi-
mates the smoothing distribution.) For the proposal kernels we pick

K0(dθ0) := f(dθ0; 1), Kt(θt−1, dθt) := f(dθt; θt−1) ∀t= 1, . . . , T,(23)

Kt,k(dxt,l) :=N (dxt,l;yt,l,1) ∀t= 0, . . . , T, l= 1, . . . ,L;(24)

in which case

w(t+1)−(θt, xt,1:L) =

L
∏

l=1

N (xt,l; 0, θt) ∀t= 0, . . . , T.

Hence, with gt,l(θ) :=
∑N

nl=1N (Xnl

t,l ; 0, θ) and gt(θ) :=
∏L

l=1 gt,l(θ),

NL+1

ZN
Ct

γN(t+1)−
=

N
∑

n=1

(

L
∏

l=1

N
∑

nl=1

N (Xnl

t,l ; 0,Θ
n
t )δXnl

t,l

)

δ(Θn
1:t,X

n
1:t−1,1:L)

(25)

=

N
∑

n=1

(

L
∏

l=1

N
∑

nl=1

N (Xnl

t,l ; 0,Θ
n
t )

gt,l(Θ
n
t )

δXnl
t,l

)

gt(Θ
n
t )δ(Θn

1:t,X
n
1:t−1,1:L)

.

(Note that we are omitting the N superscripts from Θn
t and Xn

t,l to simplify the notation.)

Setting ωn,nl

t,l :=
N (X

nl
t,l ;0,Θ

n
t )

gt,l(Θn
t )

and ωn
t := gt(Θn

t )
∑

N

m=1 gt(Θ
m
t )

, and normalizing, we find that

πN(t+1)−
=

N
∑

n=1

(

L
∏

l=1

N
∑

nl=1

ωn,nl

t,l δXnl
t,l

)

ωn
t δ(Θn

1:t,X
n
1:t−1,1:L)

.

Hence, we are able to draw N samples from πN(t+1)−
in O(N2) operations by: (a) evaluat-

ing (ωn
t )

N
n=1; (b) drawing N indices (mn)

N
n=1 from (ωn

t δn)
N
n=1 using the alias method; (c)
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for each n and l, evaluating (ωmn,k
t,l )Nk=1; (d) for each n and l, drawing an index kn,l from

(ωmn,k
t δk)

N
k=1; and (e) setting

Xn
(t+1)−

:= (Θmn

1:t ,X
mn

1:t−1,1:L,X
kn,1

t,1 , . . . ,X
kn,L

t,L ) ∀n ∈ [N ].

This process can be trivially sped up by storing and re-using the weights (ωmn,k
t )Nk=1 for

indices mn drawn more than once. If there are mns drawn many times, one may be better off
computing probability and alias tables for the corresponding weights (ωmn,k

t )Nk=1 and using
these to generate the corresponding kns.

A.2. An alternative approach. This model has two types of direct dependencies link-
ing its variables: Θt+1 is drawn from an exponential distribution with mean Θt and Xt,l is
drawn from a zero-mean Gaussian distribution with variance Θt. The first of these two is
encoded into the kernels in (23,24): we propose a value for Θn

t+1 by sampling f(dθt+1;Θ
n
t ).

The second type, however, is not: Xn
t,l are drawn independently of Θn

t by sampling from
N (yt,l,1).

To account for the second type of dependency, we could instead try drawing

Θn
t ∼ f(dθt;Θ

n
t−1) (or f(dθ0; 1) if t= 0), Xn,m

t,1:L ∼
L
∏

l=1

N
(

Θn
t

1 +Θn
t

yt,l,
Θn

t

1 +Θn
t

)

,

for each for all n and m in [N ]; resulting in a total cost of O(N2). We would then have
to replace the product-form approximation to γ(t+1)− in (25) with the following ‘partially
product-form’ one [45, Section 3.2]:

γN(t+1)−
: =

ZN
t

NL+1

N
∑

n=1

[

L
∏

l=1

N
∑

nl=1

N (yt,l; 0,1 +Θn
t )δXn,nl

t,l

]

δ(Θn
1:t,X

n
1:t−1,1:L)

=
ZN
t

NL+1

N
∑

n=1

[

L
∏

l=1

1

N

N
∑

nl=1

δXn,nl
t,l

]

gt(Θ
n
t )δ(Θn

1:t,X
n
1:t−1,1:L)

,

where gt(θ) :=
∏L

l=1N (yt,l; 0,1 + θ) and ZN
t denotes the mass of the previously computed

γNt− (with ZN
0 := 1). Drawing N samples from the approximation’s normalization,

πN(t+1)−
:=

γN(t+1)−

ZN
(t+1)−

=

N
∑

n=1

[

L
∏

l=1

1

N

N
∑

nl=1

δXn,nl
t,l

]

ωn
t δ(Θn

1:t,X
n
1:t−1,1:L)

where ωn
t := gt(Θ

n
t )/
∑N

m=1 gt(Θ
m
t ), can then be done in O(N) operations by: (a) evaluat-

ing (ωn
t )

N
n=1; (b) drawing N indices (mn)

N
n=1 from (ωn

t δn)
N
n=1 using the alias method; (c)

for each n and l, drawing an index kn,l from (N−1δk)
N
k=1 ; and (d) setting

Xn
(t+1)−

:= (Θmn

1:t ,X
mn

1:t−1,1:L,X
mn,kn,1

t−1,1 , . . . ,X
mn,kn,L

t−1,L ) ∀n ∈ [N ].

APPENDIX B: IMPORTANT NOTATION FOR THE PROOFS

Throughout Appendices C–I, we employ the notation introduced in Sections 3.1–3.2 (cf.
Table 1 for a summary) and the following:

• Unless specified otherwise, (Ω,F ,P) denotes the underlying probability space on which
all random variables introduced in Algorithm 4 (including those indexed by different N s)
are jointly defined, and E denotes expectations with respect to P.
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• C denotes a generic positive constant dependent on u, v, and p but not on ϕ and N that
may change from one line to the next. We use this notation whenever we are interested
only in the existence of such a constant and its precise value is unimportant. To not overly
repeat ourselves, throughout the appendices, we often introduce C without mention (e.g.
Lemma 1 below) and leave the corresponding ‘there exists some C <∞ such that’ or ‘for
some C <∞’ statements implicit.

• Given any two subsets A⊆B ⊆ T, a measure ν on (EA,EA), and measurable function ψ
on (EB ,EB), we use ν(ψ) to denote the measurable function on (EB\A,EB\A) obtained
by integrating the arguments of ψ indexed by A with respect to ν:

ν(ψ)(xB\A) :=

∫

ψ(xA, xB\A)ν(dxA) ∀xB\A ∈EB\A,

under the assumption that the integral is well-defined for all xB\A in EB\A.

• For any u in T
6∂ and N > 0, ǫNu := N−1

∑N
n=1 δXn,N

u−
denotes the empirical distribution

of the resampled particles (not to be confused with πNu in (10) which is empirical dis-
tribution of these particles after mutation) and πNCu

:=
∏

v∈Cu
πNv denotes the product of

the particle approximations to the extended normalized auxiliary measures indexed by u’s
children. Additionally, FN

Cu
denotes the sigma algebra generated by the mutated particles

(Xn,N
Cu

)Nn=1 := (Xn,N
u1 , . . . ,Xn,N

ucu )Nn=1 indexed by u’s children, and that FN
u−

that gener-

ated by the resampled particles (Xn,N
u− )Nn=1 indexed by u.

APPENDIX C: PROOFS OF THEOREMS 1, 2, AND 5

Throughout this appendix, we use the notation described in Appendix B. The aim of the
appendix is to prove Lp inequalities in Theorem 5. The laws of large numbers in Theorem 1
follow from the inequalities and the ensuing consequence of the Borel-Cantelli lemma:

LEMMA 1 (e.g. [6, p. 17]). Let (ZN )∞N=1 be a sequence of real-valued random variables.

If there exists a p > 2 such that for all N > 0, E [|ZN |p] ≤ CN−p/2, then ZN → 0 with

probability one as N →∞.

The weak convergence in Theorem 2 follows directly:

PROOF OF THEOREM 2. Because the product of (finitely-many) Borel σ-algebras on Pol-
ish spaces coincides with the Borel σ-algebra on the product space, as the former are sepa-
rable cf. [39, Lemma 1.2], and the latter is also Polish, this follows immediately from Theo-
rem 1 and the equivalence established in [5, Theorem 2.2]. See [62, Section S1, Theorem 1]
for details in an SMC context.

To establish the Lp inequalities in Theorem 5, we first obtain such results for (πNu )u∈T:

THEOREM 10 (Lp inequalities for (πNu )u∈T). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, then

E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

, ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu), p≥ 1, u ∈ T.

To prove the above we follow the approach for standard SMC in [14] adapted to cover
the case of general p (as in, for example, [53]). In particular, we derive an Lp inequality for
the empirical distributions of the particles indexed by the tree’s leaves and show that each
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step of the algorithm preserves this inequality. Let’s start: the Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund-type
inequality in [21, Lemma 7.3.3] shows that

E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

m
] 1

m ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu),

for all u in T
∂ and positive integers m. We extend the above to all p ≥ 1 using Jensen’s

inequality: if m is the smallest integer no smaller than p, then

E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p

= E

[

(

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

m
)

p

m

] 1

p

≤ E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

m
]

1

m

≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu).(26)

Taking the product of πNv over all children v of a node u preserves (26):

LEMMA 2 (Product step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, (26) is satisfied for each

child v (i.e. it holds with v replacing u therein) of a node u in T
6∂ and some p≥ 1, then

(27) E

[

∣

∣πNCu
(ϕ)− πCu

(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
).

The key to proving the above is the following lemma giving an Lp inequality for products
of independent random probability measures satisfying their own individual Lp inequalities:

LEMMA 3. Suppose that (ηN1 )∞N=1 and (ηN2 )∞N=1 are independent sequences of random

probability measures defined on some common probability triplet (Ω,F ,P), respectively tak-

ing values in some measurable spaces (S1,S1) and (S2,S2), and satisfying

(28) E

[

∣

∣ηNk (ϕ)− ηk(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Sk), k ∈ {1,2},
for some p≥ 1, with limits η1 and η2 that are also probability measures. Then,

(29) E

[

∣

∣(ηN1 × ηN2 )(ϕ)− (η1 × η2)(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(S1 × S2).

PROOF. Fix any N > 0 and ϕ in Bb(S1 × S2) and note that

ηN1 × ηN2 (ϕ)− η1 × η2(ϕ) =(ηN1 − η1)× (ηN2 − η2)(ϕ)(30)

+ (ηN1 − η1)× η2(ϕ) + η1 × (ηN2 − η2)(ϕ).

Hence, Minkowski’s inequality implies that

E

[

∣

∣ηN1 × ηN2 (ϕ)− η1 × η2(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤E

[

∣

∣(ηN1 − η1)× (ηN2 − η2)(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p

(31)

+ E

[

∣

∣ηN1 (η2(ϕ))− η1(η2(ϕ))
∣

∣

p
] 1

p

+ E

[

∣

∣ηN2 (η1(ϕ))− η2(η1(ϕ))
∣

∣

p
] 1

p

.

Because η1 and η2 are probability measures, η1(ϕ) and η2(ϕ) are bounded above by ||ϕ||.
For this reason, the Lp inequalities in (28) imply that

E

[

∣

∣ηN1 (η2(ϕ))− η1(η2(ϕ))
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||η2(ϕ)||
N1/2

≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

,(32)

E

[

∣

∣ηN2 (η1(ϕ))− η2(η1(ϕ))
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤ C ||η1(ϕ)||
N1/2

≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

.(33)
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To control the remaining term in (31), let F2 denote the σ-algebra generated by the ηN2 s. For
each ω in Ω, x1 7→

∫

ϕ(x1, x2)η
N
2 (ω,dx2)− η2(ϕ)(x1) is a bounded function on S1. Hence,

(28) and the independence of (ηN1 )∞N=1 and (ηN2 )∞N=1 imply that

E

[

∣

∣(ηN1 − η1)× (ηN2 − η2)(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p

(34)

= E

[

∣

∣ηN1 (ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))− η1(η
N
2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))

∣

∣

p
]

1

p

= E

[

E

[

∣

∣ηN1 (ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))− η1(η
N
2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))

∣

∣

p |F2

]]
1

p

≤ CE
[∣

∣

∣

∣ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

p] 1

p

N1/2
≤ CE

[

(
∣

∣

∣

∣ηN2 (ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣+ ||η2(ϕ)||)p
]

1

p

N1/2

≤ CE
[

(2max{
∣

∣

∣

∣ηN2 (ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣ , ||η2(ϕ)||})p
]

1

p

N1/2
≤ 2C ||ϕ||

N1/2
.

Putting (31–34) together, we obtain the Lp inequality (29) for the product.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2. Because (πNu1)
∞
N=1, . . . , (π

N
ucu)

∞
N=1 are independent sequences of

probability measures by construction, so are (πNu[k])
∞
N=1 and (πNu(k+1))

∞
N=1 for all k < cu,

where u[k] := {u1, . . . , uk} denotes the set containing the first k children of u and πNu[k] :=
∏

v∈u[k] π
N
v the corresponding product of πNv s. Hence, starting from the premise and repeat-

edly applying Lemma 3, we obtain the Lp inequality for πNu[cu] = πNCu
.

Emulating the approach of [14, Lemma 4] and [53, Lemma 1], we find that the correction
step also respects the inequality:

LEMMA 4 (Correction step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, (27) is satisfied for some

u in T
6∂ and p≥ 1, then

(35) E

[

∣

∣πNu−
(ϕ)− πu−

(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
).

PROOF. Fix any p≥ 1, N > 0, and ϕ in Bb(ECu
). Recall the definitions in Section 3.2:

γNu−
(dxCu

) =wu−
(xCu

)γNCu
(dxCu

), γNCu
(dxCu

) =ZN
Cu
πNCu

(dxCu
).

It follows that

πNu−
(ϕ) =

γNu−
(ϕ)

γNu−
(ECu

)
=
γNCu

(wu−
ϕ)

γNCu
(wu−

)
=
πNCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πNCu
(wu−

)
.

Because wu−
= dγu−

/dγCu
, we similarly have that

πu−
(ϕ) =

γu−
(ϕ)

γu−
(ECu

)
=
γCu

(wu−
ϕ)

γCu
(wu−

)
=
πCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)
.

Hence,

∣

∣πNu−
(ϕ)− πu−

(ϕ)
∣

∣≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

πNu−
(ϕ)− πNCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)
− πCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.(36)
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To control the first term on the right-hand side, we use
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

πNu−
(ϕ)−

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣πNu−
(ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣πCu
(wu−

)− πNCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣

πCu
(wu−

)
(37)

≤
||ϕ||

∣

∣πCu
(wu−

)− πNCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣

πCu
(wu−

)
.

Because, πCu
(wu−

) = Z−1
Cu
γCu

(wu−
) = Z−1

Cu
γu−

(ECu
) = Z−1

Cu
Zu, the desired Lp inequal-

ity (35) follows from (27,36,37) and Minkowski’s inequality:

E

[

∣

∣πNu−
(ϕ)− πu−

(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p

≤
||ϕ||E

[∣

∣πCu
(wu−

)− πNCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣

p] 1

p + E
[∣

∣πCu
(wu−

ϕ)− πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
∣

∣

p] 1

p

πCu
(wu−

)

≤ C ||ϕ||
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣+C
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−
ϕ
∣

∣

∣

∣

N1/2πCu
(wu−

)
≤
(

2CZCu

∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

Zu

)

||ϕ||
N1/2

.

To show that the resampling step also preserves Lp inequalities, we tweak [14, Lemma 5]
(recall that ǫNu :=N−1

∑N
n=1 δXn,N

u−
denotes the resampled particles’ empirical distribution):

LEMMA 5 (Resampling step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, the inequality (35) is

satisfied for some u in T
6∂ and p≥ 1, then

(38) E

[

∣

∣ǫNu (ϕ)− πu−
(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
).

Key to proving the above is the following conditional Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality:

LEMMA 6 (e.g. [68, Theorem 3.3]). Let Y1, . . . , YN denote bounded real-valued random

variables on a probability space (Ω,F ,P) that are independent when conditioned on some

sigma algebra G ⊆ F and satisfy E [Yn|G] = 0 almost surely for all n in [N ]. For any given

p≥ 1, there exists a constant C independent of Y1, . . . , YN and N such that

E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

N
∑

n=1

Yn

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

p∣
∣

∣

∣

∣

G
]

≤CE





(

N
∑

n=1

Y 2
n

)

p

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

G



 almost surely.

Lemma 5’s proof is now straightforward:

PROOF OF LEMMA 5. Fix any p ≥ 1, N > 0, and ϕ in Bb(ECu
). Conditioning on FN

Cu

(the sigma-algebra generated by the mutated particles indexed by u’s children), we have that

E
[

ϕ(Xn,N
u−

)|FN
Cu

]

= πNu−
(ϕ) almost surely, for all n≤N.

Hence, applying Lemma 6 with G := FN
Cu

and Yn := N−1[ϕ(Xn,N
u− ) − πNu−

(ϕ)], the tower

rule, and the bound Y 2
n ≤ 4N−2 ||ϕ||2, we obtain

E

[

∣

∣ǫNu (ϕ)− πNu−
(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

.(39)

Inequality (38) then follows from the above, Minkowski’s inequality, and (35).
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For the mutation step, we adapt [14, Lemma 3]:

LEMMA 7 (Mutation step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, (38) is satisfied for some

u in T
6∂ and p≥ 1, then (26) is also satisfied for the same u and p.

PROOF. Fix any p≥ 1, N > 0, and ϕ in Bb(ECu
). Minkowski’s inequality implies that

E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− νNu (ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p

+ E

[

∣

∣νNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p

,(40)

where νNu := ǫNu ×Ku. Because πu = πu−
× Ku and ||Kuϕ|| ≤ ||ϕ|| as Ku is a Markov

kernel, (38) implies that

(41) E

[

∣

∣νNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤ C ||Kuϕ||
N1/2

≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

.

To control the other term in (40), we condition on FN
u−

(the sigma-algebra generated by the
resampled particles indexed by u) and obtain

E
[

ϕ(Xn,N
u )|FN

u−

]

= (Kuϕ)(X
n,N
u−

) ∀n≤N.

Hence, applying Lemma 6 similarly as for (39), only this time with G := FN
u−

and Yn :=

N−1[ϕ(Xn,N
u )− (Kuϕ)(X

n,N
u− )], we find that

E

[

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− νNu (ϕ)
∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C ||ϕ||
N1/2

.(42)

Combining (40–42) completes the proof.

PROOF OF THEOREM 10. The theorem follows by repeatedly applying Lemmas 2, 4, 5, and 7,
starting from (26).

PROOF OF THEOREM 5. Suppose that we are able to argue that

E

[

∣

∣ZN
u −Zu

∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤ C

N1/2
∀N > 0,(43)

for all u in T and p≥ 1. Because, for all ϕ in Bb(Eu),
∣

∣γNu (ϕ)− γu(ϕ)
∣

∣=
∣

∣ZN
u π

N
u (ϕ)−Zuπu(ϕ)

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣πNu (ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣ZN
u −Zu

∣

∣+Zu

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

≤ ||ϕ||
∣

∣ZN
u −Zu

∣

∣+Zu

∣

∣πNu (ϕ)− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣

we would then obtain an Lp inequality for γNu from that for πNu (Theorem 10). Given that

ρNu (dxu) =wu(xu)γ
N
u (dxu), ZN

u = γNu (wu), µNu (dxu) =
wu(xu)γ

N
u (dxu)

ZN
u

,

and similarly for γu, ρu, Zu, and µu, the inequalities in Theorem 5 would then follow using
arguments of the type in Lemma 4’s proof.

Fix any p≥ 1 and N > 0. In the case of a leaf u, (43) is trivially satisfied because ZN
u =

Zu = 1 by definition. Suppose, instead, that u is not a leaf and that the Lp inequality holds
for each of its children (i.e. (43) holds with v replacing u therein, for each v in Cu). Because
ZN
u1, . . . ,ZN

ucu are independent by definition, and using the following multinomial expansion

ZN
Cu

=
∏

v∈Cu

ZN
v =

∏

v∈Cu

[(ZN
v −Zv) +Zv] =

∑

A⊆Cu

(

∏

v∈A

(ZN
v −Zv)

)

Z 6A
Cu
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where Z 6A
Cu

:=ZCu\A, Minkowski’s inequality implies that

E

[

∣

∣ZN
Cu

−ZCu

∣

∣

p
]

1

p ≤
∑

∅6=A⊆Cu

E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∏

v∈A

(ZN
v −Zv)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

p] 1

p

Z 6A
Cu

=
∑

∅6=A⊆Cu

Z 6A
Cu

∏

v∈A

E

[

∣

∣ZN
v −Zv

∣

∣

p
] 1

p ≤
∑

∅6=A⊆Cu
Z 6A
Cu
C

N1/2
.

Given the above and
∣

∣ZN
u −Zu

∣

∣=
∣

∣ZN
Cu
πNCu

(wu−
)−ZCu

πCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣

≤
∣

∣πNCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣

∣

∣ZN
Cu

−ZCu

∣

∣+ZCu

∣

∣πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣ZN
Cu

−ZCu

∣

∣+ZCu

∣

∣πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣ ,

(43) follows from the Lp inequality for πNCu
in (27) (obtained in the proof of Theorem 10)

and Minkowski’s inequality. Hence, starting from the nodes whose children are leaves and
working our way inductively up the tree, we obtain (43) for all u in T.

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Throughout this appendix, we use the notation described in Appendix B. Because
ρNu (ϕ) = γNu (wuϕ) and wu is bounded (Assumption 2), we need only show that γNu is unbi-
ased. That is, for all u in T,

(44) E
[

γNu (ϕ)
]

= γu(ϕ) ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu).

If u is a leaf, the above holds trivially. For any other u, note that Xn,N
u , by definition, has law

πNu−
×Ku when conditioned on FN

Cu
. Because ZN

u is FN
Cu

-measurable, it follows that

E
[

γNu (ϕ)
]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

ZN
u ϕ(X

n,N
u )

]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

E
[

ZN
u ϕ(X

n,N
u )|FN

Cu

]]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

ZN
u E

[

ϕ(Xn,N
u )|FN

Cu

]]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

ZN
u π

N
u−

(Kuϕ)
]

= E
[

γNu−
(Kuϕ)

]

for all N > 0 and ϕ and Bb(Eu). For this reason, and because γu = γu−
×Ku, we need only

show that γNu−
(ϕ) is unbiased to argue (44). We achieve this by extending the arguments used

in [11, Section 16.4.1] to establish the analogous result for SMC:

THEOREM 11. For any u in T
6∂ ,

(45) E
[

γNu−
(ϕ)
]

= γu−
(ϕ) ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu

).

PROOF. We argue the result inductively, starting from the nodes whose children are leaves
and recursively moving our way up the tree. For the base case (u’s children are leaves), note
that the independence of (Xn,N

u1 )Nn=1, . . . , (X
n,N
ucu )Nn=1 and the fact that X1,N

v , . . . ,XN,N
v ∼

Kv for each v in Cu imply that

E
[

γNu−
(ϕ)
]

=
1

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

E

[

wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)ϕ(Xn,N

Cu
)
]

=
1

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

(

∏

v∈Cu

Kv

)

(wu−
ϕ)

=

(

∏

v∈Cu

Kv

)

(wu−
ϕ) = γCu

(wu−
ϕ) = γu−

(ϕ) ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
).
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For the inductive step, suppose instead that (45) holds for each of u’s non-leaf children:

(46) E
[

γNv−(ϕ)
]

= γv−(ϕ), ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECv
), v ∈ C 6∂

u .

We need to show that (45) also holds for u itself. To do so, note that (Xn,N
u1 )Nn=1, . . . , (X

n,N
ucu )Nn=1

are independent and that, for each v in C 6∂
u , X1,N

v , . . . ,XN,N
v have law πNv− ×Kv conditioned

on FN
Cv

. Hence,

E
[

γNu−
(ϕ)
]

=
1

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

E

[

ZN
Cu
wu−

(Xn,N
Cu

)ϕ(Xn,N
Cu

)
]

=
1

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

E



E









∏

v∈C 6∂
u

ZN
v



wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)ϕ(Xn,N

Cu
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∨

v∈C 6∂
u

FN
Cv









=
1

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

E





∏

v∈C 6∂
u

ZN
v E



wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)ϕ(Xn,N

Cu
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∨

v∈C 6∂
u

FN
Cv









=
1

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

E





∏

v∈C 6∂
u

ZN
v





∏

v∈C 6∂
u

πNv− ×Kv













∏

v∈C∂
u

Kv



 (wu−
ϕ)









= E









∏

v∈C 6∂
u

γNv−



 (KCu
[wu−

ϕ])



= E









∏

v∈C 6∂
u

γv−



 (KCu
[wu−

ϕ])





= γCu
(wu−

ϕ) = γu−
(ϕ),

where the third-to-last equality follows from applying (46) and the tower rule, and KCu
de-

notes the kernel defined by

(47) KCu
(xCu−

, dxCu
) :=





∏

v∈C∂
u

Kv(dxv)









∏

v∈C 6∂
u

Kv(xCv
, dxv)



 ∀xCu−
∈
∏

v∈C 6∂
u

ECv
.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Throughout this appendix, we use the notation described in Appendix B. By definition,

µNu (ϕ) =
ρNu (ϕ)

ρNu (Eu)
=
γNu (wuϕ)

γNu (wu)
=
πNu (wuϕ)

πNu (wu)
, µu(ϕ) =

ρu(ϕ)

ρu(Eu)
=
γu(wuϕ)

γu(wu)
=
πu(wuϕ)

πu(wu)
,

for all ϕ in Bb(Eu) and u in T. For this reason, and because wu is bounded above and below
by theorem’s premise, the bias bounds for (µNu )u∈T in Theorem 4 follow using standard
arguments (see [50, p. 35] or (55–60) below) from those for (πNu )u∈T in Theorem 12 below.

THEOREM 12 (Bias estimates for (πNu )u∈T). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, the weight func-

tions are bounded below (i.e. for every u in T
6∂ , wu−

≥ βu for some constant βu > 0), then

for all u in T,

(48)
∣

∣E
[

πNu (ϕ)
]

− πu(ϕ)
∣

∣≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu).
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To argue the above, we follow an approach similar to the one we took in Appendix C for
the Lp inequalities: we show that the bias bound holds for the leaves, prove that each step of
the algorithm preserves the bound, and inductively work our way up the tree. To this end, we
require Lemma 8, our main innovation in this appendix, showing that the product operation
respects bias bounds.

LEMMA 8. Suppose that (ηN1 )∞N=1 and (ηN2 )∞N=1 are independent sequences of random

probability measures defined on some common probability triplet (Ω,F ,P), respectively tak-

ing values in some measurable spaces (S1,S1) and (S2,S2), and satisfying bias estimates:

(49)
∣

∣E
[

ηNk (ϕk)
]

− ηk(ϕk)
∣

∣≤ C ||ϕk||
N

∀N > 0, ϕk ∈ Bb(Sk), k ∈ {1,2},

with limits η1 and η2 that are also probability measures. The sequence of products (ηN1 ×
ηN2 )∞N=1 also satisfies a bias estimate:

(50)
∣

∣E
[

(ηN1 × ηN2 )(ϕ)
]

− (η1 × η2)(ϕ)
∣

∣≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(S1 × S2).

PROOF OF LEMMA 8. Fix any ϕ in Bb(S1×S2) andN > 0, and recall the decomposition
in (30). Because η1, η2 are probability measures, ||η1(ϕ)|| and ||η2(ϕ)|| are both bounded
above by ||ϕ|| and we can apply the bias estimates in (49) to control the expected value of
the rightmost two terms in (30):

∣

∣E
[

ηN1 (η2(ϕ))
]

− η1(η2(ϕ))
∣

∣≤ C ||η2(ϕ)||
N

≤ C ||ϕ||
N

,(51)

∣

∣E
[

ηN2 (η1(ϕ))
]

− η2(η1(ϕ))
∣

∣≤ C ||η1(ϕ)||
N

≤ C ||ϕ||
N

.(52)

To control the expected value of the remaining term in the right-hand side of (30),
let F2 denote the σ-algebra generated by the ηN2 s. Because, for each ω in Ω, x1 7→
∫

ϕ(x1, x2)η
N
2 (ω,dx2)− η2(ϕ)(x1) is a bounded function on S1, (49) and the independence

of (ηN1 )∞N=1 and (ηN2 )∞N=1 imply that
∣

∣E
[

(ηN1 − η1)× (ηN2 − η2)(ϕ)
]∣

∣

=
∣

∣E
[

ηN1 (ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))− η1(η
N
2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))

]∣

∣

=
∣

∣E
[

E
[

ηN1 (ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))− η1(η
N
2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))|F2

]]∣

∣

≤ E
[∣

∣E
[

ηN1 (ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))− η1(η
N
2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ))|F2

]∣

∣

]

≤ CE
[∣

∣

∣

∣ηN2 (ϕ)− η2(ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

]

N
≤ 2C ||ϕ||

N
.

Putting the above and (51,52) together, we obtain the bias estimate for the product in (50).

Armed with Lemma 8, the remainder of Theorem 12’s proof follows the approach of [57]:

PROOF OF THEOREM 12. In the case of a leaf u, the bound (48) holds trivially:

E
[

πNu (ϕ)
]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

ϕ(Xn,N
u )

]

=Ku(ϕ) = πu(ϕ) ∀ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu),(53)

because ZN
u = 1 by definition and X

1,N
u , . . . ,XN,N

u are drawn directly from Ku.
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For all other nodes, we argue the result inductively, starting from those whose children are
leaves and recursively moving our way up the tree. For the base case (u’s children are leaves),
note that (πNu1)

∞
N=1, . . . , (π

N
ucu)

∞
N=1 are independent sequences of probability measures by

construction; consequently, for any k < cu, (πNu[k])
∞
N=1 and (πNu(k+1))

∞
N=1 are also indepen-

dent sequences (where u[k] := {u1, . . . , uk} and πNu[k] :=
∏

v∈u[k] π
N
v ). For this reason, and

because the bound (48) holds for all of u’s children, repeated applications of Lemma 8 yield

∣

∣E
[

πNCu
(ϕ)
]

− πCu
(ϕ)
∣

∣≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
).(54)

To proceed, fix any ϕ in Bb(ECu
) and N > 0. As shown at the start of Lemma 4’s proof,

πu−
(ϕ) =

πCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)
, πNu−

(ϕ) =
πNCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πNCu
(wu−

)
.

Hence, applying the triangle inequality, we find that

∣

∣E
[

πNu−
(ϕ)
]

− πu−
(ϕ)
∣

∣≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πNCu
(wu−

)

]

−
E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(55)

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
] − πCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

To control the first term, we apply a bivariate Taylor expansion with Lagrange remainder of
(y1, y2) 7→ y1/y2 at (E

[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

,E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]

) and obtain

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πNCu
(wu−

)
=
E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
] +

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)− E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
](56)

−
E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]2

(

πNCu
(wu−

)− E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
])

+RN ,

where

RN :=
θ1
θ32

(

πNCu
(wu−

)−E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
])2

− 1

θ22

(

πNCu
(wu−

)− E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
])(

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)−E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
])

,

for some random point (θ1, θ2) on the line segment joining (πNCu
(wu−

ϕ), πNCu
(wu−

)) and
(

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

,E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
])

. Taking expectations of (56), we find that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πNCu
(wu−

)

]

− E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

θ1
θ32

(

πNCu
(wu−

)−E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
])2
∣

∣

∣

∣

]

(57)

+ E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

1

θ22

(

πNCu
(wu−

)− E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
])(

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)−E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
])

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

.

As we will show in Lemma 9 below, for all non-negative integers satisfying l+ k ≥ 1,

E

[

∣

∣πMCu
(ψ1)− E

[

πMCu
(ψ1)

]∣

∣

l ∣
∣πMCu

(ψ2)− E
[

πMCu
(ψ2)

]∣

∣

k
]

≤ C ||ψ1||l ||ψ2||k
M (l+k)/2

(58)
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for all M > 0 and ψ1, ψ2 in Bb(ECu
). Given our assumption that wu−

is bounded below by
some constant β > 0, we have that

θ2 ≥min{πNCu
(wu−

),E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]

} ≥min{βπNCu
(ECu

),E
[

βπNCu
(ECu

)
]

}= β.

Similarly, θ1 ≤
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ|| and it follows from (57,58) that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)

πNCu
(wu−

)

]

−
E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
(
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

3 ||ϕ||
β3

+

∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

2 ||ϕ||
β2

)

C

N
.(59)

To deal with the second term in (55), we apply the triangle inequality:
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
] − πCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

− πCu
(wu−

ϕ)
∣

∣

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
] +

∣

∣πCu
(wu−

ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣πCu
(wu−

)−E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]∣

∣

πCu
(wu−

)E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]

≤
∣

∣E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

− πCu
(wu−

ϕ)
∣

∣

β
+

||ϕ||
β

∣

∣πCu
(wu−

)− E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
]∣

∣ ,

where, in the final inequality, we used
∣

∣πCu
(wu−

ϕ)/πCu
(wu−

)
∣

∣=
∣

∣πu−
(ϕ)
∣

∣≤ ||ϕ||. Applying
the bias estimate for πNCu

in (54), we then find that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

ϕ)
]

E
[

πNCu
(wu−

)
] − πCu

(wu−
ϕ)

πCu
(wu−

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ||C
βN

.

Combining the above with (55,59), we obtain a bias bound for πNu−
:

(60)
∣

∣E
[

πNu−
(ϕ)
]

− πu−
(ϕ)
∣

∣≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
).

Lastly, given that X1,N
u , . . . ,XN,N

u have law πNu−
×Kv when conditioned on FN

Cu
,

E
[

πNu (ϕ)
]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

ϕ(Xn,N
u )

]

=
1

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

E
[

ϕ(Xn,N
u )|FN

Cu

]]

= E
[

πNu−
(Kuϕ)

]

for all N > 0 and ϕ in Bb(Eu). Because πu = πu−
×Ku, the desired bias estimate (48) for

πNu follows from that for πNu−
in (60) for all non-leaf nodes u whose children are leaves.

For the inductive step, take any non-leaf node u, assume that the bound (48) holds for all of
its non-leaf children, and repeat the exact same argument given above for the base case.

We have one loose end left to tie up:

LEMMA 9. If Assumptions 1-2 are satisfied and l, k are non-negative integers satisfying

l+ k ≥ 1, then (58) holds for all M > 0 and ψ1, ψ2 in Bb(ECu
).

PROOF. Given the Lp inequality for πNCu
in (27) (obtained in the proof of Theorem 10),

this proof consists of applying Jensen’s inequality and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality as was
done in the proof of [57, Lemma 2.2].
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APPENDIX F: PROOF OF THEOREM 6

Throughout this appendix, we use the notation described in Appendix B. The aim of the
appendix is to establish the CLTs in Theorem 6. The meat of the matter entails deriving a
CLT for the estimator γNu of the extended auxiliary measure γu:

THEOREM 13 (CLT for the unnormalized flow). If Assumptions 1–2 hold and u lies in T,

N1/2
(

γNu (ϕ)− γu(ϕ)
)

⇒N (0, σ2γu
(ϕ)) as N →∞, ∀ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu

)

where σ2γu
(ϕ) :=

∑

v∈Tu
πv([ZvΓv,uϕ− γu(ϕ)]

2).

Theorem 6 follows from Theorem 13 using standard arguments:

PROOF OF THEOREM 6. Fix any u in T and ϕ in Bb(Eu). Because ρNu (ϕ) = γNu (wuϕ),
the CLT for ρNu follows immediately from that for γNu and

σ2γu
(wuϕ) =

∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,u [wuϕ]− γu(wuϕ)]
2) =

∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,u [wuϕ]− ρu(ϕ)]
2).

For µNu (ϕ) note that, just as in the standard SMC case [21, Section 9.4.2],

(61) µNu (ϕ)− µu(ϕ) =
Zu

ZN
u

ρNu

(

ϕ− µu(ϕ)

Zu

)

.

Theorem 1 tells us that ZN
u converges almost surely to Zu as N tends to infinity. Moreover,

ρu

(

ϕ− µu(ϕ)

Zu

)

= µu(ϕ− µu(ϕ)) = 0.

Hence, we obtain the CLT for µNu applying Slutsky’s theorem to (61):

N1/2(µNu (ϕ)− µu(ϕ))⇒N (0, σ2ρu
(Z−1

u [ϕ− µu(ϕ)])) as N →∞.

To complete the proof, note that

σ2Zu
= σ2ρu

(1) =
∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,uwu −Zu]
2).

But, for any v in Tu and ψ in Bb(Ev),

πv(ZvΓv,uwuψ) = γv(Γv,uwuψ) = γu(wuψ) = ρu(ψ) =Zuµu(ψ) = Zuµ
v
u(ψ).

In other words, ZvΓv,uwu =Zudµ
v
u/dπv and (18) follows.

For the proof of Theorem 13, we adapt the approach taken in [21, Chapter 9] to estab-
lish the analogous result for standard SMC. In particular, we first show that the local errors,
πNv −πNv− ×Kv, are O(N−1/2), asymptotically normal, and independent (Lemma 10). Next,
we break down the global error γNu −γu into a sum of the local errors and their products, both
‘propagated up the tree’ via (Γv,u)v∈Tu

(Lemma 11 and (72)). Using the L2 product inequal-
ity in Lemma 7, we show that the products are o(N−1/2) and, hence, vanish in the rescaled
limit. An application of the continuous mapping theorem then completes the proof. Let’s
begin: emulating [22, Theorem 10.6.1]’s proof (or, similarly, those of [21, Theorem 9.31;
Corollary 9.3.1]), we obtain the following:
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LEMMA 10. Fix any u in T and a collection (ϕv)v∈Tu
with ϕv belonging to Bb(Ev) for

each v in Tu. Let

(62) V N
v (ϕv) :=

{

N1/2(πNv (ϕv)−Kv(ϕv)) if v is a leaf

N1/2(πNv (ϕv)− πNv−(Kvϕv)) otherwise
∀N > 0, v ∈ Tu.

Under Assumptions 1–2, the collection (V N
v (ϕv))v∈Tu

converges weakly as N → ∞ to a

collection (Vv(ϕv))v∈Tu
of independent zero mean random variables with Gaussian laws:

(63) Vv(ϕv)∼N
(

0, πv([ϕv − πv(ϕv)]
2)
)

∀v ∈ Tu.

PROOF. Because (Kv)v∈Tu
are Markov kernels, Lemma 1 and the Lp inequality for πNv−

in (35) (obtained in the proof of Theorem 10) imply that

lim
N→∞

πNv−(Kvψ) = πv−(Kvψ) = πv(ψ) almost surely, ∀ψ ∈ Bb(Ev), v ∈ T
6∂
u.

Armed with the above, this proof is entirely analogous to that of [22, Theorem 10.6.1], we
only need to tweak the definition of the UN

k (ϕ)s therein. In order to do this, we define
a bijection b = (b1, b2) from the one-dimensional index set {1,2, . . . ,N |Tu|} to the two-
dimensional index set Tu ×{1,2, . . . ,N} that ‘preserves Tu’s structure’ in the sense that:

b−1(v′, n′)≤ b−1(v,n) ∀v′ ∈ Tv, n
′, n≤N, v ∈ Tu.

That is, (Xb2(s),N
b1(s)

)rs=1 contains all particles sub-indexed by descendants of b1(r) and no par-
ticles sub-indexed by ancestors of b1(r). This mapping imposes an order on the contributions
of the local errors, allowing us to introduce the following sequence of martingale increments
(defined with respect to an appropriate filtration):

UN
k (ϕ) :=

1

N1/2

[

ϕb1(k)(X
b2(k),N
b1(k)

)− πNb1(k)(Kb1(k)ϕb1(k)))
]

;

and [22, Theorem 10.6.1]’s proof applies as is.

To obtain the aforementioned local error decomposition for γNu − γu, it is easiest to first
derive an analogous result for γNCu

− γCu
. In particular, we express γNCu

− γCu
in terms of the

local errors and an O(N−1) remainder term that is a linear combination of their products.
When doing so, we find it convenient to introduce the kernel Υv,u : ECv

× ECu
→ [0,∞)

mapping γCv
to γCu

(i.e. γCv
(Υv,uϕ) = γCu

(ϕ) for all ϕ in Bb(ECu
)): Υu,u(xCu

, dyCu
) =

δxCu
(dyCu

) and

Υr,u(xCr
, dyCu

) = δxCr
(dyCr

)wv−(yCr
)Kv(yCr

, dyr)Γr,v(yr, dyv)γ
6v
Cu
(dx 6v

Cu
)(64)

for all r 6= u in T
6∂
u, where v denotes the child of u that is an ancestor of r (with v = r if r

itself is a child of u) and Γr,v is as in (15–17). It is straightforward to check that

Υr,uϕ=Υr,vΥv,uϕ ∀ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu), r ∈ T
6∂
v , v ∈ T

6∂
u, u ∈ T

6∂ ,(65)

Γr,uϕ= γ 6rCv
(Υv,u[wu−

Kuϕ]) ∀ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu), r ∈ Cv, v ∈ T
6∂
u, u ∈ T

6∂ ,(66)

two properties that will be of use in the following proofs.

LEMMA 11. If Assumptions 1–2 hold, u lies in T
6∂ , and ϕ in Bb(ECu

), then

γNCu
(ϕ)− γCu

(ϕ) =
1

N1/2

∑

v∈T 6∂
u

∑

r∈Cv

ZN
r V

N
r (γ 6rCv

(Υv,uϕ)) +RN
u (ϕ),(67)

where (V N
v (Υv,uϕ))v∈T 6u

u
is as in (62) and RN

u (ϕ) satisfies N1/2RN
u (ϕ)⇒ 0 as N →∞.
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PROOF. Fix any u in T
6∂ and ϕ in Bb(ECu

). Note that, similarly to (75),

(68) γNCu
− γCu

=
∏

v∈Cu

[γNv − γv + γv]− γCu
=

∑

∅6=A⊆Cu

∆N
A × γ 6ACu

,

where ∆N
A :=

∏

v∈A(γ
N
v −γv) and γ 6ACu

:= γCu\A for all subsetsA of Cu. The same arguments
as those in (76), only with the inequality in (73) replaced by that in Theorem 7, show that

E

[

∆N
A (γ 6ACu

(ϕ))2
]

1

2 ≤N−1C
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
γ 6ACu

(ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
≤N−1CZ 6A

Cu
||ϕ||

if |A|> 1. Markov’s inequality then implies that

P

({∣

∣

∣
∆N

A (γ 6ACu
(ϕ))

∣

∣

∣
≥ ε
})

≤ ε−2
E

[

∆N
A (γ 6ACu

(ϕ))2
]

≤ (εN)−2CZ 6A
Cu

||ϕ|| ∀ε > 0;

from which it follows that

(69) N1/2∆N
A (γ 6ACu

(ϕ))⇒ 0 as N →∞ ∀A⊆ Cu : |A|> 1.

We now focus on the case |A|= 1 where A is a singleton {v}. Comparing with (64),

γNv (γ 6vCu
(ϕ)) =ZN

v π
N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ)) =N−1/2ZN
v V

N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ)) +ZN
v π

N
v−(Kvγ

6v
Cu
(ϕ))

=N−1/2ZN
v V

N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ)) + γNv−(Kvγ
6v
Cu
(ϕ))

=N−1/2ZN
v V

N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ)) + γNCv
(Υv,uϕ),

γv(γ
6v
Cu
(ϕ)) = γv−(Kvγ

6v
Cu
(ϕ)) = γCv

(Υv,uϕ),

for all non-leaf children v of u. For these reasons,

(∆N
v × γ 6vCu

)(ϕ) =
ZN
v V

N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ))

N1/2
∀v ∈ C∂

u(70)

(∆N
v × γ 6vCu

)(ϕ) = γNv (γ 6vCu
(ϕ))− γv(γ

6v
Cu
(ϕ))(71)

=ZN
v V

N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ))N−1/2 + γNCv
(Υv,uϕ)− γCv

(Υv,uϕ) ∀v ∈ C 6∂
u .

If all of u’s children are leaves, then (67) follows by setting RN
u (ϕ) :=

∑

A⊆Cu:|A|>1(∆
N
A ×

γ 6ACu
)(ϕ) and combining (68–70). For all other u, we argue the claim inductively: suppose

that, for each non-leaf child v of u and ψ in Bb(ECv
), (67) (with ψ replacing ϕ) holds for

some RN
v (ψ) satisfying N1/2RN

v (ψ)⇒ 0 as N →∞. Given (65), we can re-write (71) as

N1/2(∆N
v × γ 6vCu

)(ϕ)

=ZN
v V

N
v (γ 6vCu

(ϕ)) +
∑

v′∈T 6∂
v

∑

r∈Cv′

ZN
r V

N
r (γ 6rCv′

(Υv′,uϕ)) +N1/2RN
v (Υv,uϕ) ∀v ∈ C 6∂

u .

Because T
6∂
u = {u}⋃v∈Cu

T
6∂
v , we obtain (67) by combining the above with (68–70) and set-

ting

RN
u (ϕ) :=

∑

v∈C 6∂
u

RN
v (Υv,uϕ) +

∑

A⊆Cu:|A|>1

(∆N
A × γ 6ACu

)(ϕ).

Theorem 13 follows from Lemmas 10–11 and the continuous mapping theorem:
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PROOF OF THEOREM 13. If u is a leaf, then the CLT reduces to that for i.i.d. sequences.
For any other u, fix ϕ in Bb(Eu) and note that, by definition,

γNu (ϕ)− γu(ϕ) = γNu (ϕ)− γNu−
(Kuϕ) + γNu−

(Kuϕ)− γu−
(Kuϕ)(72)

=N−1/2ZN
u Vu(ϕ) + γNCu

(wu−
Kuϕ)− γCu

(wu−
Kuϕ).

Using Lemma 11 and (66), we then find that

N1/2(γNu (ϕ)− γu(ϕ)) = f((ZN
v )v∈Tu

, (V N
v (ϕv))v∈Tu

,N1/2RN
u (wu−

Kuϕ))

where ϕv denotes Γv,uϕ and

f(z,ν,R) :=
∑

v∈Tu

zvνv +R ∀z,ν ∈R
|Tu|, R ∈R.

The Lp inequalities for (ZN
v )v∈Tu

together with Lemma 1 imply that (ZN
v )v∈Tu

converges
almost surely to (Zv)v∈Tu

as N tends to infinity. Moreover, Lemmas 10–11 show that
N1/2RN

u (wu−
Kuϕ) converges weakly to zero and (V N

v (ϕv))v∈Tu
converges to the family

(Vv(ϕv))v∈Tu
of independent Gaussian random variables in (63). For these reasons, the con-

tinuous mapping theorem tells us that

N1/2(γNu (ϕ)− γu(ϕ))⇒
∑

v∈Tu

ZvVv(ϕv) =
∑

v∈Tu

ZvVv(Γv,uϕ) as N →∞.

The right-hand side is a sum of zero mean independent Gaussian random variables and, so,
also a zero mean Gaussian random with variance

Var

(

∑

v∈Tu

ZvVv(Γv,uϕ)

)

=
∑

v∈Tu

Z2
vVar(Vv(Γv,uϕ)) =

∑

v∈Tu

Z2
vπv([Γv,uϕ− πv(Γv,uϕ)]

2)

=
∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,uϕ− γv(Γv,uϕ)]
2)

=
∑

v∈Tu

πv([ZvΓv,uϕ− γu(ϕ)]
2).

APPENDIX G: PROOF OF THE THEOREM 7

Throughout this appendix, we use the notation described in Appendix B. The aim of the
appendix is to prove the product L2 inequality for DaC-SMC in Theorem 7. Similarly to the
argument for the Lp inequality in Appendix C, we prove the above by obtaining a product
L2 inequality for the empirical distributions of the particles indexed by the tree’s leaves and
showing that each step of the algorithm preserves this inequality. To start, note that, if u and
v are leaves, then [45, Lemma 1] implies that

(73) E
[

(πNu − πu)× (πNv − πv)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu ×Ev).

Taking the products of πNu′ and πNv′ over all children u′ and v′ of nodes u and v to obtain πNCu

and πNCv
preserves (73):

LEMMA 12 (Product step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, (73) is satisfied for each

child u′ and v′ (i.e. it holds with u′ and v′ replacing u and v therein) of two non-leaf nodes

u and v lying on separate branches (i.e. u 6∈ Tv and v 6∈ Tu), then

(74) E
[

(πNCu
− πCu

)× (πNCv
− πCu

)(ϕ)2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
×ECv

).
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PROOF. Fix any N > 0 and ϕ in Bb(ECu
×ECv

). Using a multinomial expansion as in
the proof of Theorem 10, we have that

πNCu
=
∏

r∈Cu

[πNr − πr + πr] =
∑

A⊆Cu

∆N
A × π 6ACu

, πNCv
= · · ·=

∑

A⊆Cv

∆N
A × π 6ACv

,

where ∆N
A :=

∏

r∈A(π
N
r − πr) and π 6BA := πA\B for all B ⊆A⊆ T. Hence,

(75) πNCu
− πCu

=
∑

∅6=A⊆Cu

∆N
A × π 6ACu

, πNCv
− πCu

=
∑

∅6=A⊆Cv

∆N
A × π 6ACv

,

and it follows that

(πNCu
− πCu

)× (πNCv
− πCv

)(ϕ) =
∑

∅6=A⊆Cu

∑

∅6=B⊆Cv

∆N
A∪B(π

✘
✘✘A∪B

Cu∪Cv
(ϕ)).

Given Minkowski’s inequality, we need only to show that

E
[

∆N
A∪B(π

✘
✘✘A∪B

Cu∪Cv
(ϕ))2

]
1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ∅ 6=A⊆ Cu, ∅ 6=B ⊆ Cv.

To do so, pick any nodes u′, v′ respectively in any two subsets A,B of Cu,Cv, and note that

E
[

∆N
A∪B(π

✘
✘✘A∪B

Cu∪Cv
(ϕ))2

]
1

2 = E
[

(πNu′ − πu′)× (πNv′ − πv′)(ψ)2
]

1

2 ,

where ψ := ∆N
A∪B\{u′,v′}(π

✘
✘✘A∪B

Cu∪Cv
(ϕ)). Because u and v lie on separate branches, and parti-

cles indexed by distinct nodes in Cu (or Cv) are independent, (Xn,N
r )Nn=1 and (Xn,N

r′ )Nn=1 are
independent collections of particles for all r and r′ in A ∪ B satisfying r 6= r′. Hence, πNu′

and πNv′ are independent of the sigma-algebra G generated by ((Xn,N
r )Nn=1)r∈A∪B\{u′,v′} and

the desired inequality follows from our assumption that (73) holds for u′ and v′:

E
[

∆N
A∪B(π

✘
✘✘A∪B

Cu∪Cv
(ϕ))2

]
1

2 = E
[

E
[

(πNu′ − πu′)× (πNv′ − πv′)(ψ)2|G
]]

1

2 ≤
CE

[

||ψ||2
]

1

2

N

≤
C2(|A|+|B|−2)/2

∣

∣

∣

∣π✘
✘✘A∪B

Cu∪Cv
(ϕ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

N
≤ C2(|A|+|B|−2)/2 ||ϕ||

N
.(76)

The correction step also preserves these inequalities:

LEMMA 13 (Correction step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, (74) is satisfied for

some non-leaf nodes u and v lying in separate branches (i.e. u 6∈ Tv and v 6∈ Tu), then

(77) E
[

(πNu−
− πu−

)× (πNv− − πv−)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
×ECv

).

PROOF. Fix any N > 0 and ϕ in Bb(ECu
×ECv

), and let

̺Nr (dxCr
) :=wr−(xCr

)πNCr
(dxCr

), ̺r(dxCr
) :=wr−(xCr

)πCr
(dxCr

), ∀r= v,u.

Because πNu−
= ̺Nu /π

N
Cu
(wu−

) and πu−
= ̺u/πCu

(wu−
),

πNu−
− πu−

= πNu−
− ̺u
πCu

(wu−
)
=
̺Nu − ̺u − (πNCu

(wu−
)− πCu

(wu−
))πNu−

πCu
(wu−

)
,
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and similarly for v. Hence,

πCu
(wu−

)πCv
(wv−)(π

N
u−

− πu−
)× (πNv− − πv−)(ϕ)(78)

=(̺Nu − ̺u)× (̺Nv − ̺v)(ϕ)

− (πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))(̺
N
u − ̺u)(π

N
v−(ϕ))

− (πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

))(̺Nv − ̺v)(π
N
u−

(ϕ))

+ (πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

))(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))(π
N
u−

× πNv−)(ϕ).

Because ̺Nu (ϕ) = πNCu
(wu−

ϕ), ̺u(ϕ) = πCu
(wu−

ϕ), and similarly for v, (74) implies that

E
[∣

∣(̺Nu − ̺u)× (̺Nv − ̺v)
2
∣

∣

]
1

2 = E
[∣

∣(πNCu
− πCu

)× (πNCv
− πCv

)(wu−
wv−ϕ)

2
∣

∣

]
1

2(79)

≤ C
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−
wv−ϕ

∣

∣

∣

∣

N
≤ C

∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣wv−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ||
N

.

Next, because u and v lie in different branches, FN
Cu

and FN
Cv

are independent. By definition,
πNCu

(wu−
) is FN

Cu
-measurable and πNCv

(wu−
) is FN

Cv
-measurable. Hence, the Lp inequalities

for πNCu
and πNCv

in (27) (obtained in the proof of Theorem 10) imply that

E
[

(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))
2(̺Nu − ̺u)(π

N
v−(ϕ))

2
]

1

2(80)

= E
[

(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))
2
E
[

(̺Nu − ̺u)(π
N
v−(ϕ))

2|FN
v

]]
1

2

≤ E

[

(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))
2
C2
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−
πNv−(ϕ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

N

]

1

2

≤ C
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ||
N1/2

E
[

(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))
2
]

1

2

≤ C
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣wv−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ||
N

.

Similarly, we find that

E
[

(πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

))2(̺Nv − ̺v)(π
N
u−

(ϕ))2
]

1

2 ≤ C
∣

∣

∣

∣wv−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ||
N

,(81)

E
[

(πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

))2(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))
2(πNu−

× πNv−)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2(82)

≤ E
[

(πNCu
(wu−

)− πCu
(wu−

))2
]

1

2 E
[

(πNCv
(wv−)− πCv

(wv−))
2
]

1

2 ||ϕ||

≤ C
∣

∣

∣

∣wu−

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣wv−

∣

∣

∣

∣ ||ϕ||
N

.

Combining (78–82) and applying Minkowski’s inequality then completes the proof.

For the resampling step, recall that ǫNu :=N−1
∑N

n=1 δXn,N
u−

denotes the empirical distri-
bution of the resampled particles. We then have the following:

LEMMA 14 (Resampling step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, (77) is satisfied for

some non-leaf nodes u and v lying in separate branches (i.e. u 6∈ Tv and v 6∈ Tu), then

(83) E
[

(ǫNu − πu−
)× (ǫNv − πv−)(ϕ)

2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(ECu
×Ev).
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PROOF. Fix any N > 0 and ϕ in Bb(ECu
×Ev). Note that

SN :=N2(ǫNu − πu−
)× (ǫNv − πv−)(ϕ) =

N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

ψ(Xi,N
u−

,Xj,N
v− ),

where ψ := ϕ− πv−(ϕ)− πu−
(ϕ) + (πu−

× πv−)(ϕ). In other words,

SN =

N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

Y N
i,j where Y N

i,j := ψ(Xi,N
u−
,Xj,N

v− ) ∀i, j ≤N.

Conditioned on G :=FN
Cu

∨FN
Cv

, the resampled particles X1,N
u− , . . . ,XN,N

u− ,X1,N
v− , . . . ,XN,N

v−

are independent with

Xn,N
u−

∼ πNu−
, Xn,N

v− ∼ πNv− , ∀n≤N.

We proceed by cases:

• (i1 6= i2 and j1 6= j2). With probability one,

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2|G

]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u−

,Xj1,N
v− )ψ(Xi2,N

u−
,Xj2,N

v− )|G
]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u−

,Xj1,N
v− )|G

]

E
[

ψ(Xi2,N
u−

,Xj2,N
v− )|G

]

= πNu−
× πNv−(ψ)

2.

But ψ’s definition implies that πu−
(ψ) = πv−(ψ) = 0 and ||ψ|| ≤ 4 ||ϕ||. Hence, by (77),

(84) E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

≤ C2 ||ψ||2
N2

≤ 16C2 ||ϕ||2
N2

if i1 6= i2, j1 6= j2.

• (i1 6= i2 and j1 = j2). Let Gj1 := G ∨ σ(Xj1,N
v− ) so that

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2|Gj1

]

= πNu−
(ψ)(Xj1,N

v− )2 almost surely.

Because πu−
(ψ) = 0 by definition, independence and the Lp inequality for πNu−

in (35)
(obtained in the proof of Theorem 10) then imply that

(85) E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

≤ C2 ||ψ||2
N

≤ 16C2 ||ϕ||2
N

if i1 6= i2, j1 = j2.

• (i1 = i2 and j1 6= j2). Similarly,

(86) E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

≤ C2 ||ψ||2
N

≤ 16C2 ||ϕ||2
N

if i1 = i2, j1 6= j2.

• (i1 = i2 and j1 = j2). Clearly,

(87) E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

≤ ||ψ||2 ≤ 16 ||ϕ||2 if i1 = i2, j1 = j2.

In the sum

E
[

S2
N

]

=

N
∑

i1=1

N
∑

j1=1

N
∑

i2=1

N
∑

j2=1

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

,

there areN2(N −1)2 terms of the type in (84), 2N2(N −1) of the type in (85,86), andN2 of
the type in (87). Hence, (84–87) imply that E

[

S2
N

]

≤N2C ||ϕ||2 and the result follows.

Similarly for the mutation step:
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LEMMA 15 (Mutation step). If, in addition to Assumptions 1–2, u and v lie in separate

branches (i.e. u 6∈ Tv and v 6∈ Tu) and either (a) neither u or v is a leaf and (83) holds or (b)

u or v is a leaf, then (73) also holds for u and v.

PROOF. For the sake of brevity, we focus on the case that neither u nor v are leaves and
skip the analogous, albeit simpler, case that one of the two is a leaf. Fix any N > 0 and ϕ in
Bb(Eu ×Ev), and note that

(πNu − πu)× (πNv − πv)(ϕ) =(πNu − νNu + νNu − πu)× (πNv − νNv + νNv − πv)(ϕ)

=(πNu − νNu )× (πNv − νNv )(ϕ) + (πNu − νNu )× (νNv − πv)(ϕ)(88)

+ (νNu − πu)× (πNv − νNv )(ϕ) + (νNu − πu)× (νNv − πv)(ϕ),

where νNu := ǫNu ×Ku and νNv := ǫNv ×Kv . Because Ku and Kv are Markov kernels, the
inequality (83) bounds the fourth term in (88):

E
[

(νNu − πu)× (νNv − πv)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2 = E
[

(ǫNu − πu−
)× (ǫNv − πv−)(KuKvϕ)

2
]

1

2(89)

≤ C ||KuKvϕ||
N

≤ C ||ϕ||
N

.

To control the other three terms in (88), we emulate the approach in Lemma 14’s proof.
For the first term, we set

SN :=N2(πNu − νNu )× (πNv − νNv )(ϕ) =

N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

Y N
i,j ,

where Y N
i,j := ψ(Xi,N

u ,Xj,N
v ) with ψ := ϕ − Kvϕ − Kuϕ + KuKvϕ. Suppose that i1 6=

i2 and set G := σ(Xj1,N
v ,Xj2,N

v ) ∨ FN
u−

. Because u and v lie in different branches,

X
j1,N
v and X

j2,N
v are independent of FN

u−
. Moreover, conditioned on FN

u−
, Xi1,N

u andXi2,N
u

are independent with respective laws Ku(X
i1,N
u− , ·) and Ku(X

i2,N
u− , ·). For these reasons,

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2|G

]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj1,N

v )ψ(Xi2,N
u ,Xj2,N

v )|G
]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj1,N

v )|G
]

E
[

ψ(Xi2,N
u ,Xj2,N

v )|G
]

= (Kuψ)(X
i1,N
u−

,Xj1,N
v )(Kuψ)(X

i2,N
u−

,Xj2,N
v ) almost surely.

But ψ’s definition implies that Kuψ = 0 and we have that E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

= 0 if i1 6= i2. The

same argument shows that this is also the case if j1 6= j2, and it follows that

E
[

S2
N

]

=

N
∑

i1=1

N
∑

j1=1

N
∑

i2=1

N
∑

j2=1

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

=

N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

E
[

(Y N
i,j )

2
]

≤N2 ||ψ||2 .

Because Ku and Kv are Markov kernels, ||ψ|| ≤ 4 ||ϕ|| and, so,

(90) E
[

(πNu − νNu )× (πNv − νNv )(ϕ)2
]

1

2 =
E
[

S2
N

]
1

2

N2
≤ 4 ||ϕ||

N
.

For the remaining two terms in (88), set

SN :=N2(πNu − νNu )× (νNv − πv)(ϕ) =

N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1

Y N
i,j ,

where Y N
i,j := ψ(Xi,N

u ,Xj,N
v− ) with ψ :=Kvϕ− πv−(Kvϕ)−KuKvϕ+Kuπv−(Kvϕ). We

proceed by cases:
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• (i1 6= i2). Because u and v lie in separate branches, conditional on G := FN
u−

∨ FN
v− ,

Xi1,N
u and Xi2,N

u are independent with respective laws Ku(X
i1,N
u− , ·) and Ku(X

i2,N
u− , ·).

For this reason,

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2 |G

]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj1,N

v− )ψ(Xi2,N
u ,Xj2,N

v− )|G
]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj1,N

v− )|G
]

E
[

ψ(Xi2,N
u ,Xj2,N

v− )|G
]

= (Kuψ)(X
i1,N
u−

,Xj1,N
v− )(Kuψ)(X

i2,N
u−

,Xj2,N
v− ) almost surely.

But ψ’s definition implies that Kuψ = 0 and so

(91) E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

= 0 if i1 6= i2.

• (i1 = i2 and j1 6= j2). If G := σ(Xi1,N
u )∨FN

Cv
, then

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2|G

]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj1,N

v− )ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj2,N

v− )|G
]

= E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj1,N

v− )|G
]

E
[

ψ(Xi1,N
u ,Xj2,N

v− )|G
]

= πNv−(ψ)(X
i1,N
u )2 almost surely.

But, by definition, πv−(ψ) = 0 and the Lp inequality for πNu−
in Theorem 5 shows that

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

≤ 16C2 ||ϕ||2
N

if i1 = i2, j1 6= j2.(92)

• (i1 = i2 and j1 = j2). Clearly,

(93) E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

≤ ||ψ||2 ≤ 16 ||ϕ||2 if i1 = i2, j1 = j2.

In the sum

E
[

S2
N

]

=

N
∑

i1=1

N
∑

j1=1

N
∑

i2=1

N
∑

j2=1

E
[

Y N
i1,j1Y

N
i2,j2

]

,

there are N2(N − 1) terms of the type in (92) and N2 of that in (93). Hence, (91–93) imply
that E

[

S2
N

]

≤N2C2 ||ϕ||2 and we find that

E
[

(πNu − νNu )× (νNv − πv)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

.

For the same reasons, we also have that

E
[

(νNu − πu)× (πNv − νNv )(ϕ)2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

.

Combining (88–90), the above, and Minkowski’s inequality, completes the proof.

PROOF OF THEOREM 7. Repeatedly applying Lemmas 13–15 starting from (73), we find
that, for any u and v lying in separate branches (i.e. u 6∈ Tv and v 6∈ Tu),

(94) E
[

(πNu − πu)× (πNv − πv)(ϕ)
2
]

1

2 ≤ C ||ϕ||
N

∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu ×Ev).

The remainder of this proof is quite similar to that of Lemma 13 and we only sketch it:

(γNu − γu)× (γNv − γv)(ϕ)

=(γNu −Zuπ
N
u +Zuπ

N
u − γu)× (γNv −Zvπ

N
v +Zvπ

N
v − γv)(ϕ)
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=(ZN
u −Zu)(ZN

v −Zv)π
N
u × πNv (ϕ)

− (ZN
u −Zu)Zv(π

N
v − πv)(π

N
u (ϕ))

− (ZN
v −Zv)Zu(π

N
u − πu)(π

N
v (ϕ))

+ZuZv(π
N
u − πu)× (πNv − πv)(ϕ) ∀N > 0, ϕ ∈ Bb(Eu ×Ev).

To control the L2 norm of the fourth term, use (94). For the first three, use independence,
the Lp inequalities for πNu and πNv in Theorem 10, and those for ZN

u and ZN
v in (43). Then,

apply Minkowski’s inequality.

APPENDIX H: PROOF OF THEOREM 8

Throughout this appendix, we use the notation described in Appendix B. The aim of the
appendix is to prove (19–21) in Theorem 8. Before we do so, we take a moment to verify that
all of the terms in the theorem’s statement are well-defined. First off, note that ωu(Ku) therein
is well-defined, and can be chosen to be positive everywhere, because, by S’s definition and
Assumption 1,

ρu ∼ γu−
×Ku ∼ γCu

×Ku ∼ ρCu
×Ku ∀(γu−

,Ku) ∈ S.

The above further implies that C
√

Kuω2
uρCu

∼ ρCu
. Hence, if (γu−

,Ku) belongs to S ,

C
√

Kuω2
uρCu

×Ku ∼ ρCu
×Ku ∼ γCu

×Ku × γu−
×Ku ∼ ρu,

γu−
×Ku ∼ ρu ∼ µu ∼ ρu−

u ×Mu ⇒ γu−
∼ µu−

u ⇒ γu−
×Mu ∼ µu−

u ×Mu = µu ∼ ρu.

In other words, both (C
√

Kuω2
uρCu

,Ku) and (γu−
,Mu) belong to S whenever (γu−

,Ku)
does and all terms in the statement are well-defined.

To prove (19–21), we need only argue (19–20) as (21) follows immediately:

f(γu−
,Ku)≥ f(γu−

,Mu)≥ f(
√

Muωu(Mu)2ρCu
,Mu) ∀(γu−

,Ku) ∈ S,
and, given that ρu =Zuµu = Zuµ

u−
u ×Mu = ρ

u−
u ×Mu,

ωu(Ku) =
dρu

dρCu
×Ku

=
dρ

u−
u ×Mu

dρCu
×Ku

=
dρ

u−
u

dρCu

dMu

dKu

⇒Kuωu(Ku)
2 =

(

dρ
u−
u

dρCu

)2

Ku

[

dMu

dKu

]2

⇒
√

Kuωu(Mu)2ρCu
=
dρ

u−
u

dρCu

ρCu
= ρu−

u .(95)

To argue (19–20), we express ZN
u ’s variance as

(96) Var(ZN
u ) =A+E

[

Bg(XN
Cu
, γu−

,Ku)
]

where A is a constant and B is a random variable, neither dependent on (γu−
,Ku), XN

Cu
:=

(Xn,N
Cu

)N
n∈[N ]cu , and g is a real-valued function on ENcu

Cu
×S . We will then show that

g(xN
Cu
, γu−

,Ku)≥ g(xN
Cu
,
√

Kuωu(Ku)2ρCu
,Ku) ∀xN

Cu
∈ENcu

Cu
,(97)

g(xN
Cu
, γu−

,Ku)≥ g(xN
Cu
, γu−

,Mu) ∀xN
Cu

∈ENcu

Cu
,(98)

for all (γu−
,Ku) in S . Given (96), (19–20) then follow from the above.

To carry out these steps, we’ll need several identities that we collect here (throughout the
following, recall that γu depends on γu−

and Ku via γu = γu−
×Ku):

γu−
([Kuwu]ϕ) = γu−

(Ku[wuϕ]) = γu(wuϕ) = ρu(ϕ) = ρu−

u (ϕ) ∀ϕ ∈ B(ECu
),
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where ρu−
u denotes the ECu

-marginal of ρu, from which it follows that

Kuwu =
dρ

u−
u

dγu−

⇒wu−
Kuwu =

dγu−

dγCu

dρ
u−
u

dγu−

=
dρ

u−
u

dγCu

,(99)

wu =
dρu
dγu

=
dρCu

×Ku

dγu

dρu
dρCu

×Ku
=
dρCu

×Ku

dγu−
×Ku

ωu(Ku)

=
dρCu

dγu−

ωu(Ku)

⇒wu−
Kuw

2
u =

dγu−

dγCu

(

dρCu

dγu−

)2

Kuωu(Ku)
2 =

dρCu

dγCu

dρCu

dγu−

Kuωu(Ku)
2(100)

=
w2
Cu

wu−

Kuωu(Ku)
2, where wCu

:=
dρCu

dγCu

.

Let’s start in earnest: by the law of total variance,

Var(ZN
u ) = Var(E

[

ZN
u |FN

Cu

]

) + E
[

Var(ZN
u |FN

Cu
)
]

.(101)

Using (99), we find that

E
[

ZN
u |FN

Cu

]

=
ZN
u

N

N
∑

n=1

E
[

wu(X
n,N
u )|FN

Cu

]

=ZN
u π

N
u−

(Kuwu) = γNu−
(Kuwu)

=
ZN
Cu

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)(Kuwu)(X

n,N
Cu

) =
ZN
Cu

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

dρ
u−
u

dγCu

(Xn,N
Cu

).

It follows that the first term in (101) does not depend on (γu−
,Ku) and we absorb it into A

in (96). Similarly,

Var(ZN
u |FN

Cu
) = Var(γNu (wu)|FN

Cu
) = [N−1ZN

u ]2
N
∑

n=1

Var(wu(X
n,N
u )|FN

Cu
)

=N−1[ZN
u ]2[πNu−

(Kuw
2
u)− πNu−

(Kuwu)
2]

=N−1ZN
u γ

N
u−

(Kuw
2
u)−N−1γNu−

(Kuwu)
2 a.s.,

and, using again (99), we obtain

γNu−
(Kuwu) =

ZN
Cu

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)(Kuwu)(X

n,N
Cu

) =
ZN
Cu

N cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

dρ
u−
u

dγCu

(Xn,N
Cu

),

another term that does not depend on (γu−
,Ku) and that we absorb into A in (96). Next,

ZN
u

N
γNu−

(Kuw
2
u) =

[ZN
Cu
]2

N2cu+1





∑

m∈[N ]cu

wu−
(Xm,N

Cu
)





∑

n∈[N ]cu

wu−
(Xn,N

Cu
)(Kuw

2
u)(X

n,N
Cu

),

and (96) follows with A as above, B :=N−1[ZN
Cu
]2, and

g(xN
Cu
, γu−

,Ku) : =
1

N2cu





∑

m∈[N ]cu

wu−
(xm,N

Cu
)





∑

n∈[N ]cu

wu−
(xn

Cu
)(Kuw

2
u)(x

n

Cu
)
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=
1

N2cu

∑

n∈[N ]cu

wCu
(xn

Cu
)2

w̄u−
(xn

Cu
)
(Kuωu(Ku)

2)(xn,N
Cu

),(102)

where w̄u−
(xn

Cu
) :=

wn
u−

(xn,N

Cu
)

∑

m∈[N ]cu wu−
(xm

Cu
) and the second equality follows from (100).

Because Jensen’s inequality implies that

Ku

[

dMu

dKu

]2

≥
[

Ku
dMu

dKu

]2

= 1=Mu

[

dMu

dMu

]2

,

(95) implies that Kuωu(Ku)
2 is bounded below by Muωu(Mu)

2, and (98) follows from
(102). Lastly, note that the only terms in (102) that depend on γu−

are (w̄u−
(xn

Cu
))n∈[N ]cu .

Treating these as free variables and using a Lagrange multiplier like in [4, p.153] to mini-
mize (102) subject to the constraint ‘

∑

n∈[N ]cu w̄u−
(xn

Cu
) = 1’, we obtain (98).

APPENDIX I: PROOF OF THEOREM 9

As shown in the proof of Theorem 6 in Appendix F, for all ϕ in Bb(Er),

σ2ρr(ϕ) = σ2γr(wrϕ), σ2µr

(ϕ) = σ2γr(wrZ
−1
r

[ϕ− µr(ϕ)]),

where σ2γr(ϕ) denotes the asymptotic variance of γN
r
(ϕ) (cf. Theorem 13). Because, as ex-

plained in the main text, Algorithm 4 reduces to Algorithm 2 if we replace T with L, the
same equations hold if we replace (σ2µr

, σ2ρr , σ
2
γr) with (σ2µr,smc, σ

2
ρr,smc, σ

2
γr,smc) where, for

any ϕ in Bb(Er), σ2γr,smc(ϕ) denotes the asymptotic variance of γN
r
(ϕ) using L instead of

T. For these reasons, we only need to show that σ2γr(ϕ)≤ σ2γr,smc(ϕ) for all ϕ in Bb(Er).
Because we obtain L by repeatedly lumping the children of T’s nodes, it suffices to show

that this lumping does not lower the asymptotic variance. Proposition 1 below shows that
lumping of the children of a node u only affects the terms in the asymptotic variance sums
corresponding to those children, and it follows that
(103)
σ2γr,L(ϕ)− σ2γr(ϕ) = πCu

([ZCu
wu−

KuΓu,rϕ− γr(ϕ)]
2)−

∑

v∈Cu

πv([ZvΓv,rϕ− γr(ϕ)]
2),

where σ2γr,L(ϕ) denotes the asymptotic variance of the estimator for γr(ϕ) obtained after
lumping u’s children together. But,

γr(ϕ) = γu(Γu,rϕ) = γu−
(KuΓu,rϕ) = γCu

(wu−
KuΓu,rϕ) =ZCu

πCu
(wu−

KuΓu,rϕ),

ZvΓv,rϕ=ZvΓv,uΓu,rϕ=Zvγ
6v
Cu
(wu−

KuΓu,rϕ) =ZCu
π 6vCu

(wu−
KuΓu,rϕ) ∀v ∈ Cu;

and it follows that

Z−2
Cu

[σ2γr,L(ϕ)− σ2γr(ϕ)] = πCu
([φ− πCu

(φ)]2)−
∑

v∈Cu

πv(π
6v
Cu
(φ− πv(φ))

2),

where φ :=wu−
KuΓu,rϕ. However,

πu1(π
6u1
Cu
(φ− πu1(φ))

2) = πu1(πu2
(ψ− πu1(ψ))

2),

πu2(π
6u2
Cu
(φ− πu2(φ))

2) = πu2(πu1
(ψ− πu2(ψ))

2),

where ψ := πu[3:cu](φ) and v[3 : cu] := {u3, . . . , ucu}. Jensen’s inequality implies that

πu2(πu1
(ψ − πu2(ψ))

2)≤ πu2(πu1
([ψ − πu2(ψ)]

2)),
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and it follows that

πu1(π
6u1
Cu
(φ− πu1(φ))

2) + πu2(π
6u2
Cu
(φ− πu2(φ))

2)

≤ πu1(πu2
(ψ − πu1(ψ))

2) + πu2(πu1
([ψ − πu2(ψ)]

2))

= πu1([πu2
(ψ)− πu[2](ψ)]

2) + πu1
(πu2([ψ − πu2(ψ)]

2))

= πu1(πu2
(ψ)2)− πu[2](ψ)

2 + πu1
(πu2(ψ

2)− πu2(ψ)
2)

= πu[2](ψ
2)− πu[2](ψ)

2 = πu[2]([ψ − πu[2](ψ)]
2).

Setting now ψ := πu[4:cu](φ), we have that

2
∑

k=1

πuk(π
6uk
Cu
(φ− πuk(φ))

2)≤ πu[2](πu3(ψ − πu[2](ψ))
2),

πu3(π
6u3
Cu
(φ− πu3(φ))

2) = πu3(πu[2](ψ − πu3(ψ))
2).

Hence, applying Jensen’s inequality again, we obtain

3
∑

k=1

πuk(π
6uk
Cu
(φ− πuk(φ))

2)≤ πu[3]([ψ − πu[3](ψ)]
2).

Iterating this argument gives us the desired bound:

∑

v∈Cu

πv(π
6v
Cu
(φ− πv(φ))

2) =

cu
∑

k=1

πuk(π
6uk
Cu
(φ− πuk(φ))

2)≤ πu[K](π∅(φ− πu[K](φ))
2)

= πCu
([φ− πCu

(φ)]2).

We have one loose end to tie off: proving (103).

PROPOSITION 1. If Assumptions 1–2 are satisfied, then (103) holds for all ϕ in Bb(Er).

PROOF. Fix any ϕ in Bb(Er). By its definition in Theorem 13,

σ2γr(ϕ) =
∑

v∈Cu

πv([ZvΓv,rϕ− γr(ϕ)]
2) +

∑

v∈T\Cu

πv([ZvΓv,rϕ− γr(ϕ)]
2)(104)

where we have singled out the terms corresponding to u’s children. Because the lumping only
affects the terms indexed by u’s children, we have that

σ2γr,L(ϕ) =πCu
([ZCu

ΓL
Cu,rϕ− γr(ϕ)]

2) +
∑

v∈T\Cu

πv([ZvΓ
L
v,rϕ− γr(ϕ)]

2),(105)

where ΓL
v,r denotes the kernel defined analogously to Γv,r in (15–17) except that u’s children

have been lumped together into a single node which, with an abuse of notation, we denote Cu
(with γCu−

and KCu
correspondingly set to

∏

v∈Cu
γv− and

∏

v∈Cu
Kv , cf. (47) for the latter).

Given (104,105), we need only show that

ΓL
r,rϕ= Γr,rϕ ∀r 6∈ Cu, ΓL

Cu,rϕ=wu−
KuΓu,rϕ.(106)

However, the lumping leaves (πv−)v 6∈Cu
and (Kv)v 6∈Cu

unchanged, and so, (16) implies that

ΓL
s,r = Γs,r ∀s ∈ Cr, r ∈ T\({u} ∪ Cu).
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Hence, if a is an ancestor of u (a ∈ T s.t. u ∈ Ta), r a grandchild of u (r ∈ ∪v∈Cu
Cv), and s

a descendant of r (s ∈ Tr), it follows from (17) that

(107) ΓL
u,r = Γu,r, ΓL

a,r = Γa,r.

By definition ΓL
Cu,u

=wu−
Ku and the rightmost equation in (106) follows from that in (107):

ΓL
Cu,rϕ=ΓL

Cu,uΓ
L
u,rϕ=wu−

KuΓu,rϕ.

Moreover, for any grandchild r of u with parent v (v ∈ Cu and r ∈ Cv),

ΓL
r,Cu

ϕ= γ 6r∪v′∈Cu
Cv′

(wCu−
KCu

ϕ) = γ 6rCv



wv−





∏

v′∈C 6v
u

γCv′













∏

v′∈C 6v
u

wv′
−



KCu
ϕ









= γ 6rCv



wv−Kv





∏

v′∈C 6v
u

γv′
−
×Kv′



 (ϕ)



= γ 6rCv
(wv−KvγC 6v

u
(ϕ)).

Thus,

ΓL
r,uϕ=ΓL

r,Cu
ΓL
Cu,uϕ= γ 6rCv

(wv−KvγC 6v
u
(wu−

Kuϕ)) = γ 6rCv
(wv−KvΓv,uϕ)

= Γr,vΓv,uϕ= Γv,uϕ,

and the leftmost equation in (106) also follows from (107).
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