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Abstract

The objective of this article is to study the asymptotic behavior of a new particle
filtering approach in the context of hidden Markov models (HMMs). In particular,
we develop an algorithm where the latent-state sequence is segmented into multiple
shorter portions, with an estimation technique based upon a separate particle filter in
each portion. The partitioning facilitates the use of parallel processing. Based upon
this approach, we introduce new estimators of the latent states and likelihood which
have similar or better variance properties compared to estimators derived from standard
particle filters. Moreover due to parallelization there is less wall-clock computational
time. We show that the likelihood function estimator is unbiased, prove central limit
theorem convergences of estimators, and provide consistent in-sample estimation of the
asymptotic variances. The theoretical analyses, supported by a numerical study, show
that the segmentation reduces the variances in smoothed latent-state estimators, in

addition to the savings in wall-clock time.
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Introduction

Hidden Markov models are a flexible class of statistical models that are applied in a wide
variety of applications such as bioinformatics, economics, engineering and finance; see [5] for
an introduction. Mathematically a HMM corresponds to a pair of discrete-time processes
X € X, Y, €Y, with the observed Y; conditionally independent given X; and the unobserved

X obeying a first-order Markov chain

(Xe X1 = @) ~ Po(la),  (YilXe = 2) ~ Go(lo), ¢ >1 (L1)
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with densities, pgp and gy with respect to dominating measures on their state-spaces and 6
is a static parameter.

From an inferential perspective, we are interested in the conditional distribution of X;
given all the observations up to and perhaps after time ¢. This has a wide-range of in-
terpretations, particularly in real-time applications. In addition there is much practical
interest in the calculation of the likelihood of the observations, for model comparison and
parameter estimation. The difficulty with the afore-mentioned objectives is that the exact
computation of the conditional distribution or likelihood is typically not possible, as often
the high-dimensional integrals that it depends on are often difficult to evaluate. In practice
Monte Carlo-based numerical methods are adopted, in particular the method of particle
filters or equivalently sequential Monte Carlo (SMC); see [12] for an overview.

SMC methods can be described as a collection of techniques that approximate a se-
quence of distributions, known up to normalizing constants, of increasing dimensions, and
are often applied to HMMs. SMC methods combine importance sampling and resampling
to approximate distributions. The idea is to introduce a sequence of proposal densities and
sequentially simulate a collection of K > 1 samples, termed particles, in parallel from these
proposals. In most scenarios it is not possible to use the distribution of interest as a proposal.
Therefore one must correct for the discrepancy between proposal and target via importance
weights. As the variance of these importance weights can potentially increase exponentially
with algorithmic time, resampling is applied to control it. Resampling consists of sampling
with replacement from the current samples using the weights and then resetting them to
K~1. The theoretical properties of SMC with regards to their convergence as K grows are
well-studied; see [6, 8, 10, 11, 15].

In recent years, the applicability of SMC techniques has been enhanced by parallel
computation; see [17]. One of the main bottlenecks in the application of parallel computation
to SMC methods is the resampling step, a major requirement for the method to be efficient.
This has led to a number of researchers investigating methodologies that reduce the degree
of interaction in SMC algorithms; see [16, 18, 21]. This work is complementary to the afore-
mentioned references, and is a methodology designed to assist in the parallelization of SMC

algorithms, while attempting to retain their attractive properties. Our objective is to study



the asymptotic behavior of HMM estimators when the latent-state sequence is segmented
into multiple shorter portions, by applying an estimation technique based upon a separate
particle filter in each portion. The partitioning facilitates the use of parallel processing.
Based upon this approach, we introduce new SMC-based estimators of the latent states
(that is, expectations w.r.t. the filter and smoother) and likelihood with similar or better
variance properties compared to standard SMC estimators, but due to parallelization can

be calculated in less wall-clock computational time. In particular we show:

e unbiasedness of our likelihood estimate,
e central limit convergences of the likelihood and latent-state estimates,

e consistent estimation of asymptotic variances.

Our likelihood estimates can be used in conjunction with recent advances in SMC
methodology in which particle filter processing is just one component of a two-layered pro-
cess when learning # in a Bayesian manner: particle MCMC (PMCMC) [2], SMC? [9],
MCMC substitution [7]. That is, our procedure can be routinely used in the context of
these works. In principle, there is no need to break up the observation sequence into strictly
disjoint segments, it can be advantageous to include additional observations at the edges of
the segments to smooth out the joining of the sample paths. We shall illustrate this in the
numerical study in Section 3.3.2.

We describe the algorithm and estimators in Secton 2 and the asymptotic theory in
Section 3, with an illustration of variance reduction in smoothed latent-state estimators.

We discuss refinements in Section 4. The technical proofs are consolidated in the Appendix.

2 Independent particle filters for segmented data

Let Yy = (Y1,...,Yy) for some U > 1. As the observation sequence is conditionally
independent given the latent-state sequence, the density of Xy := (X1, ..., Xy) conditioned

on Yy is given by

U
po(xo|Yo) = [pa(aclaer)go(Yilae)] /2(6), (2.1)



where A\(0)[= A(Yr]0)] is the likelihood function that normalizes pg(-|Yy) so that it inte-
grates to 1, and pg(x¢|zi—1) for t = 1 denotes pg(x1).

Let x; = (21,...,2¢) and let ¢:(-|x¢—1) be an importance density of X, with g;(-|x;—1)
for t = 1 denoting ¢1(-). We shall require that g (x¢|x;—1) > 0 whenever pg(a¢|zi—1) > 0.
For notational simplicity, we assume that U = MT for positive integers M and T, so that
the latent-state sequence can be partitioned neatly into M subsequences of equal length T
We shall operate M particle filters independently, with the mth particle filtering generating
sample paths of X, .7, where X, 1 = (X(m—1)741, - - - X¢). Due to the independent nature
of the particle filters, we require that for (m — 1)T < ¢t < mT, ¢;(-|x,—1) does not depend
on X(pm—1yr- We can thus express ¢:(:[x:—1) as q:(-[Xm,t—1)-

Let w¢(x¢) be the positive resampling weights of a sample path x;, and again due to the
independent nature of the particle filters, we shall require that for (m — )T < t < mT,

w(x¢) does not depend on X(,,_1y7, and express w;(X;) also as wy(Xpm,¢)-

2.1 Approach

We shall apply standard multinomial resampling at every stage, as proposed in the seminal
paper [14]; this is not necessary from a methodological point of view, but we will analyze

this case. In the case of a single particle filter, it is common to adopt

Qt(«rt|xt71) :pe(iﬂt|$t71)7 wt(CCt) :ge(Yt|$t)7

but it need not be the case, and we can in general let

90(}/75|xt)p0(55t|$t71)

Qt($t|xt—1) (2:2)

Wy (Xt) =

Therefore the single particle filter targets (up-to proportionality), after resampling at stage

t:
t

H (96 (Yulzw)po(Tu|zu—1)].

u=1



For the parallel particle filters, the mth particle filter, after resampling at stage (m —1)T <

t < mT, targets

Wm,t(xm,t) X Tm(x(mfl)TJrl)gO(Yv(mfl)TJrl |$(m71)T+1)
t

x H [ge(Yu|xu)p9(Iu|qul)],
u=(m—1)T+2

(2.3)

where r,,,(+) is a positive probability on X which can be evaluated up to a constant, and

is independent from output of the others filters; sensible choices of 7, (+) are suggested in

Section 3.3.2. For m = 1, we can simply let 7, (21) = po(x1). The forms of the target and

proposal mean that the particle filters can be run in parallel with each other. Therefore w;

has the form given in (2.2), with the exceptions that when ¢t = (m — 1)T + 1, pg(a¢|ai—1) is

replaced by 7., (2¢).

The particle filter approach is given below. It is remarked that some of the notations,

for example HJ, are not needed to run the particle filter but will help to facilitate the

subsequent theoretical analysis. For 1 <m < M:

Particle filter m (PFm). Recursively at stages t = (m — )T+ 1,...,mT:

1. Importance sampling. For 1 < k < K, sample )N(f ~ qi(-|X}

mot—1
ift=(m—-1T+1, }Nifnt = (an,tflvjzf) otherwise.
2. Resampling. Generate i.i.d. B}, ..., BE [B(1),..., B(K) for short] such that
P{B(1) = j} = wi(XJ, )/ (Ke) (= WY),
where w; = K1 Zszl wt(f(fmt).
3. Updating. Let (Xfmt,Afn)t) = (Xﬁgf),Aﬁffil),
H),,=H , /(KW})and H: , = HLY, 1<k<K,

m,t

with the conventions Afn,(mfl)T =k, Hrlfz,(mq)T =1.

and let X* , = XF
m,t t

(2.4)

(2.5)

Remark 1. There are other procedures that use two or more particle filters to perform esti-

mation. For instance, [19] introduces a method based upon generalized two-filter smoothing.

However, that approach is restricted to two particle filters that run forwards and backwards,



and requires the choice of pseudo-densities, which may be more difficult than the choice of
rm (). The approach of [20] uses multiple particle filters to perform estimation, but is dif-
ferent from the ideas in this article. Typically that approach will run filters in parallel on
the same target and allow the filters themselves to interact. In our approach, we are able
to reduce variability (relative to one particle filter) of estimates by segmentation, which is

possibly not achieved in [20].

2.2 Notations
Set 79 = 1 and assume that

= E, [ f[ wu(Xu)} < oo forl1<t<U, (2.6)
where for (integrable) ¢ : X! — R,

Egp(Xy) = /X so(xt)[li[lqu(wulxu—l)} dx;. (2.7)

Consider (m —1)T <t < mT. Define 0, ¢ = 1t/M(m—1)r, and let

hi(x:) = 77t/ f[ Wy (Xy),  hmt(Xmt) = Nm, t/ H Wy (X u0)- (2.8)

u=(m—1)T+1

By (2.4)(2.8),

HE  — (w(mfl)T+1 aE wt)hm,t(an)t)' (2.9)

m,t
7’]m,if

Let Z™(=Z%) = {(k(1),...,k(m)) : 1 < k(n) < K for 1 <n <m}. For k € Z™, let

m—1
< k(1 k(m—1 < k(m k n 77k(m
Xi( = (Xl,(T)5 e 7X7n(,17(731,1)’]‘5 erE t 7 ( n(nT) m,t )a (210)
=1
(1) ( ) ( T ( )
k(1 k(m—1 k(m) k n (m
Xk o= (XXX, ( HYG .
n=1
Thus analogous to (2.9),
HE = (u)ht(xk). (2.11)
Mt

The notation AF, + refers to the first-generation ancestor of Xm , (or Xﬂ1t+1). That is

Al = j if the first component of Xk , is X This ancestor tracing is exploited in

—1)T+1"
Sections 3.3.3 for standard error approximations of the estimates. Finally N (u,c?) denotes

the normal distribution with mean p and variance o2.



3 Estimation theory

We are interested in the estimation of the likelihood A(#), and also of ¥y := E,[¢(Xy)| Y]
for some real-valued measurable function ). Here E, denotes expectation under the HMM
(1.1). The estimation of A() falls under the canonical case; the theory is given in Section 3.2.

The estimation of ¢y falls under the non-canonical case; the theory is given in Section 3.3.

3.1 Estimates and Remarks
3.1.1 Canonical Case

Define the function
L(xv) = po(xv|Yu) /HQt (ze]xt-1) (3.1)

where po(xp|Yr) is as (2.1). The estimator of ¢y in the canonical case, which we will prove
is unbiased, is given by

Yy =KM 3" LXE)w(XE)HE. (3.2)
kezM

By (2.1) and (3.1), A\(f) appears in the denominator on the R.H.S. of (3.2). This does not
pose a problem in the estimation of A(), for by setting ) = A(6), we cancel out \(#). We
define X(G) to be the estimator obtained this way, that is
AO)/NO) = KM N LX) HE. (3.3)
kezM
To further understand this estimate, we rewrite (3.3) as

= ([1n) [T (S5 Mgty

=2 k=1 (=1 (m 1)T+1)

A heuristic justification is

where X(m 1741 here refers to the first component of Xm mT-

as follows. For expositional purposes, let us consider the simplest case of M = 2. The final
term on the R.H.S. of (3.4), the double summation, is an SMC estimate of the ratio, up
to a constant, of the actual target of interest (2.1), and the normalized target (2.3) that is
sampled by the two particle filters. That is as K — oo, we would like to obtain convergence

to

(XL x
/ po(@rs1jer) T)7T1,T(XT)7T2,U(X2,U)dXU-
xv Tr2(Tr41)



The term ( ngl w;) will converge in probability to the normalizing constants of 72,1 (x2,0/).
The expression (3.4) also suggests a good choice of r3(-). If we take

K

ra(z) = K'Y polalay),

k=1
then the double sum on the R.H.S. of (3.4) is exactly 1; that is, it does not contribute to
the variance of the estimate. The choice above is exactly the SMC approximation of the
predictor. However, the choice suggested above is not reasonable in that it circumvents
the parallel implementation of the two filters. However we should thus choose 72(-) to
approximate the predictor. This will be illustrated in Section 3.3.2. We will also discuss

in Section 4 how subsampling can be used to reduce the computational cost of calculating

~

A(0) to O(K).

3.1.2 Non-Canonical Case

In the case of latent-state estimation under the non-canonical case, the unknown A(6) in-
herent in (3.2) is replaced by :\\(0), that is we divide the R.H.S. of (3.2) and (3.3) to obtain

the estimator

o= Y LXEXE)HS ) Y LX), (3.5)

kezM kezM

We can rewrite the above estimate in a standard form seen in the literature, and reduce the
cost of computation to O(K). For example, if there is only one particle filter and we select
wy to satisfy (2.2), then the estimate reduces to K1 Eszl Y(X¥), which is the standard

estimate in the literature.

3.2 Unbiasedness and CLT under the canonical case
Let fo = ¢y and define,
fe(xt) = B[y (Xv) L(Xo)[Xe = x¢], 1<t <U, (3.6)

where E, denotes expectation with respect to the importance densities ¢; as defined in (2.7).
There is no resampling involved under F,. Let #% denotes the number of copies of Xf

generated from (X!,...,XX) to form (X!,...,XX). Thus conditionally, (#!,...,#K) ~



Multinomial (K, W}, ..., W[). Let Fa,—1 and F»; denote the o-algebras generated by all

random variables just before and just after resampling respectively, at the ™

stage. In
the case of (m — 1)T" < t < mT for m > 1, these o-algebras include all random variables
generated by PF1 to PF(m — 1). Let Ex denote expectation with respect to K sample

paths generated in each particle filter.

Theorem 1. Define, for (m — )T <t <mT and 1 <j <K,

Egt—l = K™ Z [ft(Xi{)—ft—l(Xi(—l)]Hf—p (3.7)
kezm: AR =
j —m k(m k(m T
e, = K S (g = KW (X HE
kezm: AN =j

Then for each j and m, {€J,, Fyu,2(m—1)T < u < 2mT} is a martingale difference sequence,

and

M K )
U)U - dJU Z Z (m—1 T+1 -t EéfnT)' (38)

m=1 j=1
Therefore E;aZU =Yy.

Proof. Since #% ~ Binomial(K, W}) when conditioned on F,_1, by the tower law of con-

ditional expectations,

B(ehy y|Fa2) = K™ > {BEx[fi(XF|Faa] — fior (X ) HHE =0,
kezm:AF(M —;
Bx(eplFomt) = K7™ 3 [Be(# ™ | Famr) — KW f(XE)HE =0,

kGZm:AfiT) =j
therefore {e/, F,,,2(m — 1)T < u < 2mT} are indeed martingale difference sequences.

It follows from (2.5) and (2.10) that

k(m k(m N T
oo @ - kW) X HY
kGZm:Af(JT):j

_ Yo aXbEE- Y RX9HEE,

kezm: AP = kezm:AFm —;

therefore by (3.7) and the cancellation of terms in a telescoping series,

2mT
Z e, = K" Z fonr (X ) H o (3.9)
u=2(m—1)T+1 kezm: AR =
Tt Z Fom=1y7(Xn1yr ) H o 1yr-
kezm—1



Therefore

K 2mT

Z( Z 531) = K™ Z fnr (X ) H Yo (3.10)
J=1 " w=2(m-1)T+1 kezm
—K72 N fmeyr (Xl 1yr) Hl 191
kezm—1

By (3.2), the identity (3.8) follows from adding (3.10) over 1 < m < M, keeping in mind
that fo = ’lﬁU and fU(XU) = L(XU)’lﬁ(XU) O

The martingale difference expansion (3.8) is for the purpose of standard error estimation,
see Section 3.3.3. An alternative expansion, for the purpose of CLT theory in the spirit of [10,
Chapter 8], is formed from the martingale difference sequence {(Z},..., ZEX) : 2(m —1)T <

u < 2mT}, where

Zyy oy = K Z [Fe(XK) — froa (X)) HE |, (3.11)
keZm:k(m)=k

K=t N (X HS - KN W (X HE
KeZm k(m)=k Kezm

k
Z2t

Analogous to (3.8), we have the expansion

2U
Ky — ) = Y (2L +--+ Z), (3.12)

u=1
from which we can also conclude that &U is unbiased.

The technical difficulties in working with (3.11) to prove the CLT is considerably more
involved compared to the standard single particle filter, as there is now a sum over a multi-
dimensional space. Therefore let us provide some intuitions first, focusing on the key argu-
ments in the extension of the CLT to M = 2 segments.

For t > T, let

foe(X2,t) = Eq[fe(X)|Xo,r = Xo 1]

By a ‘law of large numbers’ argument, see Lemma 2 in Appendix A.1,

K
K_Ith()N(fé)fﬁ = fau(X5,), (3.13)
e
Kl
K'Y RXOHE = fou(X5,).
k=1

10



Therefore by (2.10) and (3.11), Z§ = Z§ , for 2T < u < 2U, where

Z£,2t71 = [f2.,t(Xg,t) - f27t*1(Xg,t71)]H§,t71a (3.14)
Zooe = fos(Xo ) Hyp =D W fou (X5, HY ;.
j=1

We now have a martingale difference sequence {(Z},..., ZX) F,,1 <u < 2T} that depends
on the outcomes of PF1 only, and another sequence {(Z3 ,,, ..., Z3%,), Gu, 2T < u < 2U’} that
depends on the outcomes of PF2 only, where Go;_1 and Go; denote the o-algebras generated
by random variables in PF2 only, just before and just after resampling respectively, at

stage t. Moreover,

2T 2U

Ky —v) =Y ( 3 Z+ > (izﬁ,u). (3.15)

u=1l k u=2T4+1 (=1

Therefore subject to neligible error in (3.15), vV K (&U —y) is asymptotically normal, with
variance the sum of the variance components due to each particle filter.

More generally in the case of M independent particle filters, define
Fmt(Xm,t) = Eqft(Xe)|Xom,e = Xim, 1], (3.16)
and recall the definition of A, ¢ in (2.8).
Theorem 2. Let 0% = Y20 o2, where for (m — 1)T < t < mT,

U%t—l = Eq{[ffn,t(Xm,t)_ern,t—l(Xm,tfl)]hm-,tfl(Xm,tfl)}a (3.17)

o3 = Eq{[fim,t(Xon,t)hn e (Xin,t) — fO]Q/hm,t(Xm-,t)}-
Assume that E,{ f?(X¢)[he(X¢) + hi—1(X¢)]} < 0o for 1 <t <U. Then o? < 0o and

VK by — u) = N(0,0%) as K — oo. (3.18)

3.3 Asymptotic theory in the non-canonical case

In the non-canonical case, the estimator JU, see (3.5), can be approximated by 1ZCU, an

unbiased estimator under the canonical case of the centered function
Ve(xv) = Y(xv) — Yu.

11



Therefore, analogous to (3.6) and (3.16), we define f° (m—l)T(Xt) =0 and
Jmi(Xt) = Eq[°(Xv) L(Xy)|[ Xt = Xmye], (m—1)T <t <mT. (3.19)
The corollary below then follows from Theorem 2.

Corollary 1. Let 02 =52V 0., where for (m —1)T <t <mT,

c u=1

0?,215—1 = Eq({[fvcn,t(xm,t)]z_[fvcn,t—l(Xm,t—l)]z}hm,t—l(Xm,t—l))v (3'20)

Ug,2t Eq{[frcn,t(Xm,t)]2hm,t(xm,t)}-

Under the assumptions of Theorem 2,

VE Yy —by) = N(0,02) as K — oo. (3.21)

2

In Section 3.3.3, we show how o

can be estimated in-sample, and discuss the implications
in particle size allocation. Before that, we shall illustrate, in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the
advantage of segmentation in providing stability to smoothed latent-state estimations, that

is estimation of E,(X,|Yy) for u < U, with u fixed as U — oc.
3.3.1 Example
Consider the linear time-series
Xi=aXy 1+e, Yi=Xi+n, (3.22)

with 0 <a <1, e ~ N(0,(1—a?)o%) and gy ~ N(0,0%). Let 0 = (a,0%,0%).

We shall illustrate on this simple example the advantage of parallel particle filters in
smoothed estimation of X;. Consider firstly the segmented particle filter with T = 1 and
qi(zi|xi—1) = pe(x|Yu). Let wy = 1, therefore hyy = 1 (recall also that hy—1 = 1) for all
t. Consider (xy) = x,, for some 1 < u < U. By (3.1) and (3.19),

fia(xe) = Ep(Xul Xi = @1, Yu) — Ep(Xu|Yv).
Since ff; ; = 0, therefore by (3.20),
03,215 = Ug,zt—l = Varp(Ep(XU|Xt7YU)|YU) < Varp(Ep(XU|Xt)) = alu—tlog(, (3.23)

12



with the inequality in (3.23) following from say eq.(2.5.3) of [1]. Therefore

r:qto
Il
NE

4
t 1(03,%71 +00) < (1 — - 2)0%

2

¢ is uniformly bounded and hence the estimation

Corollary 1 says that, in this example, o
of X, is stable as U — oc.
For the standard particle filter with no latent-state sequence segmentation, that is in the

case M =1 and T = U, we consider g:(x¢|x:—1) = po(2¢|xt—1, Yy) and wy = 1. Then by
(3.19),

fax)= fabx)] = EBp(XulXe =%, Yu) — Ep(Xu|Yu),
= X, - E,(X.[Yy)ift>u.

Since Vary,(X,|[Yy) > Vary(Xy|Xu—1, Xus1,Yy) > 0, therefore in this example, o2, is
bounded away from 0 for ¢ > u, and consequently o2 — oo as U — cc.

Intuitively, in the case of the standard particle filter, the estimation of E,(X,|Yy) is
unstable as U — oo simply due to degeneracy caused by repeated resamplings at ¢ > u. On
the other hand, the repeated resamplings does not cause instability in the segmented method
because resampling in one segment does not result in sample depletion of another segment.
There is a vast literature on smoothed latent-state estimators, see for example [5]. We do
not go into details here as our main motivation for looking at parallel particle filters is to
achieve wall-clock computation time savings; the variance reductions in smoothed estimates

can be viewed as an added benefit.

3.3.2 Numerical Study

As in Section 3.3.1, consider the linear time-series (3.22) and the estimation of ¥ (xy) =
for 0 < uw < U, conditioned on Yy. Kalman updating formulas are applied to compute
E(Xyu|Yy—1) and E(X,|Y,) analytically, and the Rauch-Tung-Striebel smoother is applied
to compute E(X,|Y;) for ¢ > u. The mean-squared errors (MSE) of the particle filter
methods can then be computed using Monte Carlo.

The first method we consider is the standard particle filter that performs bootstrap

resampling at every step. We select q; as N(0,0%) and g:(-|x¢—1) as N(azi—1, (1 — a®)o%)

13



MSE (x10-2)

u  Ep(Xu|Ys0) | Standard  Seg.: N(0,1) Seg.: N(fim,02,)
5 —0.46 | 5.8+1.0 0.67+0.09 0.6+0.1
10 0.45 | 6.0+0.8 0.3540.04 0.3440.05
15 0.80 | 5.1£0.6 0.64+0.08 0.58+0.07
20 0.95 | 4.9+0.7 1.1+0.2 0.77£0.09

25 1.16 | 6.1£1.0 2.8+0.4 3.0+0.4
30 2.81 | 2.7+0.4 2.240.3 1.0£0.1
35 0.81 | 1.8+0.2 1.9+0.2 0.84+0.1
40 —1.10 | 1.4+0.2 1.5+0.2 0.9+0.2
45 —0.50 | 0.7+0.1 0.69+0.09 0.55+0.07
50 0.38 | 0.194£0.02 0.18+0.02 0.20£0.03

Table 1: MSE (x1072) of E(X,[Ys0) for: 1. the standard particle filter, 2. the segmented
particle filter initialized at N(0,1), 3. the segmented particle filter initialized at N (fi,,, o2, ),

with (fi,,02,) estimated from past observations.

for t > 1, hence
(Ve — a4)?

wi(xy) =exp | — 552
y

} t> 1. (3.24)

We next consider parallel particle filters with X;; segmented into M portions of equal
length T'= U/M. The resampling weights are as in (3.24), and like the standard particle
filter,

Gmi(-|xe—1) = N(azi_1,(1 — a*)o%) for (m — )T +1 <t < mT.

We consider two versions of ¢, (m—1)7+1 (= Tm here), the initial sampling distribution

of X%

o (m—1)T+1" In the first version, we simply let g, (m—1)74+1 = N (0, 0%). In the second

o~

version, we let G, (m—1)74+1 = N (fim, 02,), with (fi1,07) = (0,0% ) and for m > 2, (fim, 52,)

simulated using (Y(mm—1)7—r,- -, Y(m,l)T) for some r > 0. More specifically, we let

Hm E(X(mfl)TJrlD/(mfl)Tfru R Yv(mfl)T)u

Ufn = Va'r(X(mfl)TJrl'YV(mfl)Tfra SRR Yv(mfl)T)u

14



and estimate them by sampling (X (—1)7—p, - -+, X(m—1)7+1) using particle filters.

In our simulation study, we select a = 0.8, 0% = 0% = 1, U = 50 and M = 5. We apply
K = 500 particles in each filter, and for the second version of the segmented method, we
consider 7 = 4. Each method is repeated 100 times, and its MSE are reported in Table 1.
We see from Table 1 substantial variance reductions for parallel particle filters over standard
particle filters, especially when U — u is big, agreeing with the discussions in Section 3.3.1.
In addition, we see that applying estimation of (ji,,,02,) improves upon the performances

of parallel particle filters.

3.3.3 In-sample variance estimation and particle size allocation
Let o}, = sz;‘rm DT+1 0?2, be the variability attributed to the mth particle filter. If

K,, particles are allocated to particle filter m with K, large, then analogous to (3.21),

2
Var(gy) = P (3.25)

Mz

m=1

Therefore being able to estimate o3, in-sample would allow us to optimally allocate the

particle sizes in the M particle filters so as to minimize (3.25). The estimation can be done
in the following manner.

Consider 1 < m < M and let CJ, = {k : Aﬁ%mT = j}, noting that Aﬁ%mT = j if and

only if X

is descended from X7 ( Let

m,mT m—1)T+1"

Qj(n) = Y. LXY)W(XE) - wHE.

keZM:k(m)eCy,

Theorem 3. Under the assumptions of Corollary 1,
Fom(Vv) =K1Y Q) B op,,, 1<m< M. (3.26)

Since {EU 2 by by Corollary 1, therefore G, ({EU) is consistent for 03, . Besides particle
size allocation, being able to estimate U%m, 1 <m < M, and hence o2 allows us to assess

the level of accuracy of {/;U in estimating ¥y .
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4 Discussion

We discuss here the subsampling approach, proposed in [4, 13], that can be used to reduce
the O(K?) computational cost of our estimates. We make the discussions more concrete
here by considering M = 2 and focusing on the estimation of the likelihood A(6).

The actual computational cost of the double sum in (3.4) may be less expensive than it
seems, given that this operation is done only once, and that time-savings can be achieved
if we bother to first group the segments Xg_’U having a common first component. However
asymptotically, we do have a larger computational complexity due to the double sum.

Let {(k(v),£(v)) : 1 < v < V} be selected i.i.d. from 3, a positive distribution on Z%,

and estimate \(6) by

U \%4 L(v) k(v)
50(0) = (L) 2y Y, Lol )
t=1

= (X2 B(k(v), L(v))

Since X(@) is unbiased for A(#), therefore so is A (9). For example, we can apply stratification
sampling so that “good” pairs are chosen more frequently. The choice of V ~ K? for s =1
would give us a O(K) algorithm, though we may have to select s > 1 in order to maintain
the asymptotic variance of X(@) As the computation of A* (9) is separate from the execution
of the parallel particle filters and can be done off-line, improving \* (9) with more sampling

does not require re-running of the particle filters.
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A Proofs

We preface the proofs of the main results of Section 3 with two supporting lemmas in
Appendix A.1 below. Lemma 1 is a weak law of large number for sums of segmented

sequences. Lemma 2 provides finer approximations of such sums.
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A.1 Asymptotics and finer approximations for sums of segmented
sequences
Lemma 1. Let G be a real-valued measurable function of x; for some (m — )T <t < mT
with 1 <m < M.
(a) If 1 := Eg[G(X)/hi—1(Xy—1)] exists and is finite, then as K — oo,

K™ Z G(Xk

kezm

(b) If pe := Ey[G(Xy)/he(Xy)] exists and is finite, then as K — oo,

K= > G(XF
kezm
(¢c) For each k € 2™,
~k k ) T
H Htk _ W mog (A1)
he(XE)  ha(XF) Mt

Proof. Since G = G — G, we can assume without loss of generality that G is nonnegative.
The proofs of (a) and (b) for ¢ < T follows from standard induction arguments, see |6,
Lemma 2]. For ¢ > T, induction arguments are again used, but the framework is now
considerably more complicated with summation on a multi-dimensional instead of a one-
dimensional space. Unlike in [6], characteristic functions are now needed in the induction
proof.

Let T' < w < 2T and assume that ji,, exists and is finite, and that Lemma l(b) holds for

t=u—1. Let V!=K"! Zszl G(X*) and consider the decomposition V! = R’ . + S e
where
K K
Rl =K 'Y GX! Niamen<eyr Sue=K Y G(Xﬁl)l{c(ng)x}' (A2)
k=1 k=1

Let V,, = K1 Z@ 1 Vz and define R, I’ S'u,c in a similar fashion. Let i = v/—1 and define

ﬁu,c = Eq[G(Xu)l{G(Xubc}/hufl(Xufl)]v (A-3)

Pou1.001Fou2) = Exlexp(i0K 'R, )| Fau—s].

17



Let 6 > 0. Since R! s, ..., RE s, are independent conditioned on Fa,_,

K

Exlexp(i0V,)|Fau-a] = []bu1,5x(01F2u—2) + 7, (A4)
=1
rik = FEr{exp(i0R. sk )exp(i0Su.sr) — 1]|Fau—_2}-
Since |e'* — 1| < |z], for K > ¢/3,
K
ric| < 01K Exc(S4 ol Faus)- (A.5)

=1

By the induction hypothesis applied on Ge(xy—1) := Ey[G(Xu)l{ax,)>e} | Xu-1 = Xu—1],

K
K1 Z EK(Sﬁ,cLFZqu) = Eq[GC(Xufl)/hufl(Xufl)](: [u,c)- (A.6)
=1
Since fiy,c — 0 as ¢ — oo, therefore by (A.5) and (A.6),

ri 5 0. (A7)

Let Ry = R. . — Ex(R. | Fau—2) and

Bhu 1,01 F2u—2) = Ex[exp(i0K 'R, )| Fau—2]. (A.8)
Since |E[e%Z — (1+i0Z — C£2)]| < 02EZ2 (see (26.5) of [3]) and (R, 55)* < OKRY 5,
|Pou—1,55 (O1F2u—2) — {1 — [/ (2K?)|Vark (Ry, 5| F2u—2)}| (A.9)
< (0/K)*Varg (R, sx|Fau—2) < (0/K)*Ex[(Ry 550)* | Fou—2]
< (66%/K)Ex (Ry, 55| Fou-s2)-

Since |H£(:1 z0 — He 1y < Zz 1 1ze — ye| whenever |z] < 1 and |y| < 1 for all ¢
(see Lemma 1 in Section 2.7 of [3]), by the induction hypothesis applied on GL(x,) =
Ey[G(Xu)1iax,)<e | Xu—1 = Xy —1] and then letting ¢ — oo,

K
‘ H Bhu1,55 (01 F2u—2) — [ {1 — [0?/ 2K*)|Varg (R, 55| Fou—2)}|  (A.10)
(=1
K

< 00K Ex(Rl x| Fou—2) 5 06° i
=1

18



Let 8o > 0 be such that log(1—y) > —2y for 0 < y < (#5p)?. Therefore by the inequalities
in (A.9), for 0 < ¢ < o,

K
[T - [0°/ K> Vark (R, 5| Fou-2)} (A.11)
=1

K

> [T{1 - [66°/QK) Ex[(RY, 55)* | F2u—]}
=1
K
> exp [_ 067K 13" Exc(R. sxcl Fous)| B exp(—66°70,).
=1
By the definitions of 5, ; . and @, ; . in (A.3) and (A.8),
K
H[@gu—l,éK(9|f2u—2)/@éu—l,ék(ﬂf?u—?)] (A-12)
=1

K
— exp [iGK’leK(Ri(;KVQu,l) 2 exp(i0]ia).
=1

It follows from (A.4), (A.7) and (A.10)-(A.12), with § — 0, that
Ex[exp(i0V,)| Fau_2] 2 exp(i0]iy).

Therefore Ex exp(i0V,) % exp(iffiy), equivalently V,, 2 fi,. Hence (a) holds for t = u
whenever (b) holds for t = u—1. By similar arguments, (b) holds for ¢ = « whenever (a) holds
for ¢t = w. The induction arguments to show (a) and (b) for T' < ¢ < 27" are now complete.
Similar induction arguments can be used to show (a) and (b) for (m — 1)T < t < mT for
m=3,..., M.

The identities in (A.1) follows from multiplying (2.9) over “(m,t)” = (1,T),...,(m —
1,(m —1)T), (m,t). By (2.6) and (2.8), applying (a) on G = w, gives us @y <> 0,/n_1.
Therefore (c) holds. O

Lemma 2. Let G, be a measurable function of x, with (m — 1)T < u < mT and define
Gm,u (Xm,u) = Eq [Gu (Xu)|Xm,u = Xm,u]-
(a) If B,[G?(Xy)hy—1(Xu-1)] < 00, then

K

~ ~ 2

K*Z[K*M“ 3 Gu(ng)m‘;fl—Gm,u(xfgw)ﬂﬁw_l} 20, (A.13)
=1 kezm—1

=

K
Z |:K7M+1 Z Gu(Xge)HL{El - Gm,u(an,u)HﬁL,u—l} = OP(K )’ (A14)
/=1 kezm—l
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where kl = (k(1),...,k(m —1),¢).
(b) If E,[G2(Xu)hu(Xy)] < 0o, then

K
2
-1 —M+1 ke 77kl _ ¢ y P
K ;[K kGZZ;IGu(Xu )H Gm,u(xm)HM} %o, (A15)

M=

(K237 Gu(XEY Y — G (X )l ] = 0p(KF). (A16)
1 kezm—1

~
Il

Proof. The case m = 1 is trivial, so let us first consider m = 2. For 1 <t < T, let
Gt,u(xtv X2,u) = Eq[Gu(Xu)|Xt = X, X2,u = X2,u]-

By Lemma 1(c), K~* Zszl Gu(XEOHE | — GQ,u(Xéu)ng_l = [1 4 0,(1)]D* uniformly
over ¢, where

K
D = [K7 Y Gu(XE ) HE = Gau(X )| hou1 (Xh ). (A17)
k=1

y (A.17), we have the expansion

D' = Ky (df 4+ dE g 1 (X5, ), (A.18)

[Gt,u(if7 Xg,u) - Gt*Lu(Xfflv Xg,u)]Hfflv
K
dsi = Guu(XF, X5 )HF =Y WG, W (XE, X5, )HE

Jj=1

ke
where dg;_;

with the convention that for ¢t = 1, Hf ; = 1 and Gt_l,u(Xf_l,)N(g)u) = Gg,u(}zgu).
Let D) = K~'30_ (dif + -+ + dF)ho 1 (X4, ;). We shall show inductively that

uniformly over £,
ZEK )2Gou_a] = O,(1), wv=1,...,2T, (A.19)

where G, _o denotes the o-algebra for all random variables generated in the second par-

dKE

ticle filter up to and including resampling at the (u — 1)th stage. Since dif,...,d{* are

uncorrelated with mean 0 conditioned on Ga,—2, by Lemma 1(a) and (c),

S Bl(D?10au ] = K230 3 Bl Pl ol (K5 )7 = 0,
(=1 k=1 (=1
Therefore (A.19) holds for v = 1. Consider next v > 1. Let H, = F,, U Gay—2. Since
Dy =Dy + K Hd) + - dif Yhou-1(X5 1),
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and dlf,... d%* are conditionally independent with mean 0 given #H,_1, by Lemma 1(a)

and (c),
K K K K
Y Exl(D)?Hoa] = Y (DI + K230 Exl(dy)?Ho-alhs 1 (X5 1)
=1 =1 k=1 =1

(Dy-1)? + Oy (1).

[
M=

~
Il
—

Therefore (A.19) for v follows from (A.19) for v — 1. By induction, (A.19) holds for 1 <wv <
2T. In particular, since D5 = D*, (A.13) holds for m = 2.
By (A.19) for v = 2T, and noting that D!,..., DX are conditionally independent with

mean 0 given Fa,_o, and that Go,—o C Foy—_2,
K 2 K

B [(3o D) [Faus| = 30 Bxl(D2IFou ] = 0y(K). (A.20)
=1 =1

Therefore K~1(330, D)2 % 0, and (A.14) holds for m = 2. The extension of the proof to
m > 2 and the proofs of (A.15) and (A.16) apply similar arguments to those of (A.13) and
(A.14). O

A.2 Proofs of Theorem 2, Corollary 1 and Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 2. Let S = Z 1 Sm, where

2mT
u=2(m—1)T+1

Zr]:z,zt—l [fmt(Nk ) fmt 1( fnt 1)]Hrl$1ta

Zﬁi,Qt = fma(X ZWtfmt mt)

By the CLT for particle filters on unsegmented HMM sequences, see for example [6],
K38, = N(0,0%,), 1<m<M.

Since the particle filters operate independently and S, depends only on the mth particle
filter,

M
K25 = N(0,0%) where 2 = Z OB (A.21)

m=1
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By (3.12),
2mU K

VE@u —dv) =K 55+ K53 N (28~ 7L, ). (A.22)

u=1 (=1
Therefore by (3.11), (3.14) and (A.14) applied on Gi(x;) = fi(xt) — fr—1(x¢—1),

K
K2y (zk-zk ) 5o (A.23)
k=1

for u =2t — 1. And by (3.11), (3.14) and (A.16) applied on G:(x:) = fi(x¢) and (A.16)
applied on Gi(x:) = we(x¢) f:(x¢), (A.23) holds for u = 2t. We conclude Theorem 2 from
(A.21)-(A.23). O

Proof of Corollary 1. By (3.5),

Ju - o = [K Y Lxb) )] . (A.24)
kezM
where ¢f, = KM Y, o0 L(XE)0(XE)HE, is (3.2) with 1 replaced by ¢¢(x) = ¥(xy) —
Yy. By Theorem 2,
VK = N(0,02). (A.25)

By Lemma 1(b) and (c),

KM N L(XB)H(XE) 5 1,
kezM

and Corollary 1 therefore follows from (A.24) and (A.25). O

Proof of Theorem 3. . We shall show Theorem 3 in detail for the case M = m = 2, assuming
without loss of generality that ¢y = 0. It follows from [6, Corollary 2] that

K
Kt Z(ej)2 2 62,, where ¢/ = Z fg,U(Xg)U)Hf)U. (A.26)
Jj=1 0:AY

By (3.11), (3.14) and (3.26),
2U 2
>OX ).

K
52,(0) = K13 (¢ +
j=1 v=2T+1 g;Ag =J

where ¢ = |v/2], with |-| denoting the greatest integer function,
¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o0
Cou—1 = Zoy—1— Z2,2u717 Cou = (#u — KW,)X,
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K

X= KN f(XEYHE — fo (X5 ) HE
k=1

Therefore by (A.26), to show (3.26), it suffices to show that
K 2U )
-y ( >y gf) L) (A.27)
j=1 wv=2T+1 Z:Agyt:j
We shall apply induction to show that

12( Z > Cf) %o, s=2T+1,...,2U. (A.28)

=1 v=2T+14:Af,=j

By (3.11), (3.14) and (A.17), ¢4, = [1+0,(1)] D’ uniformly in ¢, for G, (x,) = fu(xu)—
fu—1(xy—1). Therefore by (A.20),
K

Z Ex[(C5y—1)*|Fau—2] 5 0. (A.29)
=1

Since AQT =/, 1</¢<K, (A29) for u =T+ 1 implies (A.28) for s = 27 + 1. Since

1y, ¢ | are independent with mean 0 conditioned on Fy, 2, and ¢/ are measurable

with respect to Fa,_o for v < 2u — 2,

K 2u—1
e Y @) R
Jj=1 v*2T+1(;A@ =
K 2u—2 K
= K- 12( S Y ) KT Bl ) Fua)
= v=2T+1 y. AZ =j =1

Therefore by (A.29), (A.28) for s = 2u — 1 follows from (A.28) for s = 2u — 2.
Since V&I‘K(#ﬁ|‘/—"2u71) = Kva(l - va)a COVK( iuv#ﬁLFQufl) = _Kwiiwva and Xe
are measurable with respect to Fo,—1,

S5 S @] o

Jj=1 v= 2T+1gAl =J

K 2u—1 K 2
(Y Y ) LY - K (3w
J=1  w=2T+10:A4 = =1

It follows from an induction argument similar to that used to show (A.29) that
k
Z WE(XE)Q P,
=1
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Therefore by (A.30), (A.28) for s = 2u follows from (A.28) for s = 2u — 1. The induction

arguments are complete and we have shown that (A.28) holds for 2T+ 1 < s < 2U, and

Theorem 3 holds. O
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