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ABSTRACT. In this paper we study Monte Carlo estimators based on the likelihood ratio
approach for steady-state sensitivity. We first extend the result of Glynn and Olvera-Cravioto
[doi: 10.1287/stsy.2018.002] to the setting of continuous time Markov chains with a countable
state space which include models such as stochastic reaction kinetics and kinetic Monte Carlo
lattice systems. We show that the variance of the centered likelihood ratio estimators does
not grow in time. This result suggests that the centered likelihood ratio estimators should
be favored for sensitivity analysis when the mixing time of the underlying continuous time
Markov chain is large, which is typically the case when systems exhibit multiscale behavior.
We demonstrate a practical implication of this analysis with two numerical benchmarks of
biochemical reaction networks.

1. INTRODUCTION

Parametric sensitivity analysis (gradient estimation), which studies the sensitivity of an
observable to variations in system parameters, has wide applications in sciences and engi-
neering. Oftentimes, parametric sensitivity analysis is performed in order to optimize certain
gains or costs associated with a given system. For example, in operations research such as
queuing systems, the service rate is often optimized through sensitivity analysis to provide
better customer service. In this paper, our primary focus will be the steady-state sensitivity
analysis of continuous time Markov chains (CTMCs) {X (¢, ¢)}+>0 on a countable state space,
where ¢ is a system parameter. Systems that are modeled by such processes are often re-
ferred to as discrete event systems [3]. For X (¢, c) that is ergodic the steady-state expectation
m(f) £, f(z)m.(z) is typically approximated by the ergodic average

(1) o) = lim 1/0 F(X(5,¢)) ds.

t—oo t
Our goal is to compute the gradient of the steady-state expectation of an observable f with
respect to ¢ at ¢ = ¢*, i.e.,

0

ac| .. me(f)-

Note that we do not impose detailed balance assumption on X (¢, c).
The steady-state sensitivity estimation is of particular importance in applications such

as surface chemistry [7], and systems biology [19, 22], where evolution of the system state is
modeled as a CTMC. Several Monte Carlo based simulation methodologies have been designed
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for sensitivity analysis. These approaches can be roughly classified into three categories. The
first approach approximates the derivative d.7.(f) by a finite difference scheme following from
the Taylor expansion at ¢* + h,

2 - (f) — lim 7Tc*+h(f) - 7"'c*(f)
Jc|._ c

h—o0 h ’

where the .+ and 7.+ are approximated by (1). However, this approach is biased due to the
truncation error in the finite difference approximation. Furthermore, small h often leads to
large variance of the estimator [I, 27]. In order to reduce the variance, the perturbed process
X (t,c*+h) and the nominal process X (¢, ¢*) are often coupled in suitable ways [1, 15, 27]. The
second approach is the infinitesimal perturbation analysis (IPA) [11], which involves taking a
derivative of the sample path. Often the regenerative structure is assumed and the sensitivity
is computed through differentiating the regenerative ratio [12]. The third approach which is
also the focus of our study is the likelihood ratio (LR) method (also known as the Girsanov
transform method) [13, 25, 29, 30]. Instead of the sample path differentiation as in IPA, LR
differentiates the Radon-Nikodym derivative L(t,c) between the nominal path-space measure
P. and the perturbed path-space measure P.-.

Sensitivity analysis based on the LR have been studied extensively for the finite time horizon
case [13, 25, 29]. However, in the steady-state case, the LR approach has been mainly used
in a heuristic manner. For example, in [2, 18], the LR estimator

1/t . 0
;/Of(X(s,c))ds% Lt )

c=c*

c*

is applied to approximate the sensitivity. Furthermore, 7.« (f) is used as a control variate to
reduce the variance which leads to the centered likelihood ratio (CLR) estimator

1 0

¢ [ een = (nyas 3

" L(t,c).

*

c=cC

In this paper we address the following questions regarding the LR approach to the steady-
state sensitivity. First, do the LR estimators converge to the correct sensitivity and what is the
notion of convergence? Second, what are the general sufficient conditions for the convergence?
Finally, the main contribution of the paper, how does the estimator’s variance grow in terms
of time t7

Recently, Glynn and Olvera-Cravioto [15] have answered the first two questions for the
discrete time Markov chain (DTMC) using the Poisson equation approach, which has a nat-
ural link with the centered LR estimator. Following the same approach, we first present
an extension of their results to the CTMC setting. Oftentimes, extending results from the
DTMC to those for the CTMC is through constructing and analyzing the embedded chain.
However, thanks to the integration by parts formula for semimartingales and the Burkholder—
Davis—-Gundy (BDG) inequality, we find it convenient to establish the results directly in the
CTMC setting. The fundamental assumption for studying the long time behavior of CTMC
is the Foster-Lyapunov drift condition [23], which is also the main assumption in this work.
These techniques allow us to address the first two questions, answers to which are essentially
an extension of the results in [15]. Furthermore, in the appendix, we provide a verifiable
condition for the existence of Lyapunov function. Finally, the answer to the last question is
of particular importance from the computational perspective since numerical methods that
accumulate variance along the history of a simulation often require a large number of samples
to obtain statistically reliable results. In [2, 18], it has been numerically observed that the
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CLR estimator tends to have a constant variance in time. In this work, we show that this
numerical observation can be rigorously justified under the mathematical framework of this
paper.

This article is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present the mathematical framework
for the LR approach and set up technical assumptions in the CTMC setting. In Section 3 we
present the first main result proving that the derived LR estimators for steady-state sensitivity
are asymptotically unbiased. In Section 4 we show that the centered LR estimators have well-
defined limiting distributions whereas the standard LR estimators do not. In Section 5, we
prove that the order of LR estimators grows like O(t) while that of the centered version does
not grow in t. This suggests that the centered LR estimators are suitable for situations when
long time simulations are needed (e.g., systems involving rare events). Finally in Section 6,
we provide numerical examples where a variance reduction up to the order of 10* to 10° is
observed by using the centered LR estimators.

2. MATHEMATICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1. The continuous time Markov chains and the sensitivity problem. We study
models described by a CTMC {X (¢) };>0 defined on a probability space (2, F,P) with values
in a countable state space F. Let F; be the natural filtration generated by the process up to
time t. Given an initial distribution, the CTMC is completely characterized by its associated
semigroup {7T'(t)} which is defined as

(T(t)f)(x) = ET{f(X(t))}
for any measurable f : F — R and the initial state x € E. The generator of the semigroup
{T'(t)} is the linear operator £ defined by

1
£f =l {T(0)f - £}

for all measurable f : E — R such that the above limit exists. Since the state space E is
discrete, the generator £ can be equivalently considered as an infinite dimensional matrix
whose row z and column y entry L(z,y) specifies the transition rate for X (¢) to transition
from the state = to the state y. Hence, the generator is also known as the transition (jump)
rate matrix or Q-matrix.

As an application of the presented analysis to such a CTMC-based model we consider
stochastic reaction networks [10]. Generally, a stochastic reaction network which consists of
m reactions and n species {Sy,--- , Sy} is of the form

n n
E VS = E Vi3S, j=1,....m.
i=1 i=1

Here v

i and v;; are nonnegative integers that correspond to the number of S; molecules that
are produced and consumed respectively in the j-th reaction channel. Hence the stoichiometric
vector (i.e., the net change) with respect to the j-th reaction is

R
VJ_VJ V].

The n-dimensional state vector X (¢, c¢) characterizes the state of the system where each entry
Xi(t,c) represents the number of molecules of the species S; at time ¢ and c¢ is a vector
of parameters. We assume that X is cadlag, i.e. paths of X are right-continuous with left
limits and hence, if the reaction channel j fires at time ¢, then X (¢,¢) = X (t—,¢) + v;. For
j=1,...,m we denote by R;(t,c) the number of firings of the j-th reaction channel during
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(0,t]. We note that R(0) = 0 and R;(t,c) — Rj(t—,c) is either 0 or 1 depending on whether
the j-th reaction occurs at time .

The process X (¢, ¢) is assumed to be Markovian on the probability space (2, F,P) and as-
sociated with each reaction channel is an intensity function (jump rate) a;(z,c),j =1,...,m,
which is such that

1
flzlgb EIP’(XOH— h,c) =z +v;|X(t,c) = x) = aj(x,c).

From the intensity functions we can construct the generator matrix £, of the Markov chain
X(t, c) such that

aj(z,c), Yy =x+vy;
(2) £C(x,y) = Z] 185 (x C) Yy =x;
0 otherwise.

By a slight abuse of notation, £, will also denote the infinitesimal generator operator of the
process X (¢, c), which is the linear operator of the form

O (LeD@) = 3 a4 (@),

where A f : E — R is the j-th increment function

(4) Ajf(x) £ fla+v;) — f(z),
which is the increment to the observa:ble f due to one j-th reaction. For a given observable
f and the generator L., the solution f. to the Poisson equation

(5) - chc = f - Wc(f)

is used to construct

(© M(t,0) £ FOX00) — FX0.0) — [ LoflX(s.0ds

which is an F-local martingale by Dynkin’s lemma [9]. Finally, for j = 1,...,m we define

another F;-local martingale
¢
(7) i) = By(6) = [ ay(X(s))ds

provided that fg a;(X(s))ds < oo for all ¢ [5].
Often we are interested in estimating the steady-state sensitivity

Ve=c* Wc(f) 5

where f : ' — R is an observable. Without loss of generality, we only consider the partial
derivative with respect to ¢; (the first component of the vector ¢), i.e.,

0 2w,

c1=cj

Remark 2.1. For the ease of exposition, from now on, we slightly abuse the notation by
writing ¢; as ¢ in the above definition of sensitivity. Furthermore, unless otherwise specified,
we omit ¢* when we write quantities dependent on ¢ and evaluated at ¢, e.g., X(t,c*), is
abbreviated to X (t) or 7.« (f) becomes simply 7 (f), etc.
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2.2. Likelihood ratio estimators. We formally derive the LR estimators in this section.
Let P, be the path-space probability measure induced by the process X (¢,c). Suppose that
P. is absolutely continuous with respect to P.«. Then we can define their Radon-Nikodym

derivative

L(t,c) & %
c F

as the LR process. Hence by definition

Ec{%/otf(X(S))dS} {/f Ddsiita))

where E. is the expectation corresponding to the path-space measure P.. Assuming that we
can differentiate inside the expectation E. we have

) o =i [ rxenash =5 {2 [ sxenaszo)

where Z(t) £ 2 L(t,c) is the weight process for the sensitivity. The explicit formula for

— Ocle=c*

Z(t) can be easily derived as

tan S— m t @
(10) Z / 2 aryo) =Y [ S e,

and it is, in general, a zero mean F;-local martingale.
The idea of the LR approach is simply using the right hand side of (9) to approximate the
sensitivity. Hence, the standard LR estimator is

(11) Ser(®) / F(X(5))ds Z(2).

By the standard Monte Carlo method we sample the above LR estimator for a fixed time
t and then use the sample average to approximate the sensitivity. Since the efficiency of a
Monte Carlo simulation depends on the estimator variance, in order to reduce the variance

one can apply the control variate approach [3], which leads to the CLR estimator
1 t
(12 Seun(t) = 7 [ (FX(s) = #(1) ds Z(1).

t

It can be shown that 7( f) is the optimal control variate coefficient [15]. Note that by properties
of the conditional expectation and the fact that Z(¢) is a zero mean F;-local martingale,

E {/ F(X(s)(2(t) - Z(S))dS} = / E{f(X(s)E{(Z(t) = Z(s))| Fs}} ds = 0.

Hence, we derive an alternative form of the LR estimator [15], which we refer to as the integral
type LR estimator (int-LR)

(13) SLr(t) / fX
The centering trick can be used as well to derive the integral type CLR estimator (int-CLR)

(14) Sen(t) = 1 /0 (F(X(s)) — () Z(s) ds.

We will focus on comparing these four estimators from several different perspectives in the
next few sections.
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Remark 2.2. For ease of presentation, from now on we assume that the intensities are of
the form a;(c,z) = ¢jb;j(x) for j =1,...,m, where b; : E — R;. Note that the mass action
type intensity is of this form. In this case, the weight process (with respect to ¢1) (10) can be
simply written as

(15) 22 > (- | t o (X(s) s )

which is a zero mean Fi-martingale if E.«{ fg a1(X(s))ds} < oo [5]. We point out that our

results presented here do not rely on the specific form of the intensity. For a general form of
the intensity as in (10), one just needs to impose certain regularity assumptions on %L(X (s))

j
C
and the same analysis presented in the following sections carries out.

2.3. Assumptions and preparatory results. To facilitate the analysis we first introduce
the V-norm. For a signed measure p we denote the integral of any function f against u to be

(16) w(f) =Y f@)u(@).
zekE
For a given function V' : E — [1,00), we define the V-norm of a measurable function f as

|/ ()]
17 = su .
(17) | flv SUD
Similarly, we define the V-norm of the measure u to be
(18) [ullv = sup |u(f)].
flflsv
Finally, the V-norm of a linear operator £ on F x F is defined by
1
19 Ly =sup —— Lz, y)|V(y).
(19) I£]lv erV(x)yEE;EI (@, )|V (y)

We make the following assumptions throughout the paper.
Assumption 1. For any ¢ € B(c*), the CTMC X (t,c) is irreducible.

It is often difficult to verify the irreducibility condition due to the infinity of the state
space F and the presence of conservation relations among species populations. Nevertheless,
we point out that a linear algebraic procedure has been developed recently by Gupta and
Khammash [17] to identify irreducible classes in a systematic way.

Assumption 2. There exist a norm like function V : E — [1,00), a finite set D, and some
constants a1 > 0 and 0 < ag < 0o such that

(20) LV(x) < -V (z) + azlp(x), ek,
for all ¢ € B(c).

The Foster-Lyapunov inequality (20) in Assumption 2 is a criterion for proving ergodicity
of a CTMC. The following theorem is a direct consequence of Theorems 4.2 and 7.1 in [23].

Theorem 2.1. Given Assumption 2, for any fixed ¢ € Bc(c*) and initial state x € E, there
exist a unique probability measure ., a constant v < 0, and a function C(x) < oo such that

(21) 1P (z,) = mellv < Cla)e

for all t > 0, where Pf(x,-) = P*(X(t,c) € -) is the distribution of X (t,c) that starts at x.
Moreover, X (t,c) is positive recurrent and w.(V') is finite.
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Remark 2.3. The above theorem implies that X (¢, c) is ergodic under the V-norm, i.e., for
any function g : F — R with bounded V-norm (i.e., gy < 00),

(22) Eg(X(t,¢)) = me(9)

as t — o0.

Assumption 3. For each j =1,...,m, ]ajlﬁ < 00, i.e., the intensities are \/V -bounded.

Remark 2.4. Note that this assumption implies that a;(z) is V-bounded as well since VV <
V. Hence, by Theorem 2.1,

(23) Ea;(X(t)) — m(ay)
as t — oo.

We assume the following regularity condition on the infinitesimal generators.
Assumption 4. limy_q || Lo — Les1p|ly = 0.

Remark 2.5. Since the intensities are assumed to be of the form a;(x,c) = ¢;bj(x) and the
perturbation is only in ¢, it can be readily verified that Assumption 4 is equivalent to the
following regularity condition:

(24) sup by (z)
zeE

(V(:n+u1)

Pt 1) <,

In order to carry out rigorous analysis we also impose regularity conditions on observables.
Assumption 5. The observable f is \/V -bounded, i.e., \f\\/v < 00.

Assumption 6. There exists a constant K such that |A;f(z)] < K for j =1,...,m and
re k.

Remark 2.6. Under Assumption 6, it follows that the increment function A; f satisfies
1
(25) 1A f(@)| = [f(z+v;) — flz)| < K < KVi(z)

for j = 1,...,m and = € E. That is, each increment function A;f is V1/4bounded. The
reason why we choose V1/4 to bound the increment functions will be made clear in the
proof of Theorem 4.1. Note that this assumption does not appear in the DTMC setting in
[15]. However, this assumption seems to be necessary for us to carry out the analysis in the
continuous time setting and carry through rigorous proofs. Nevertheless, this assumption is
reasonable since it includes most observables such as the indicator function and Lipschitz
functions.

Example 1. We give a concrete example that satisfies the above assumptions. Consider the
simple reversible isomerization network

S Sy, Sy L Sy

with initial population [1,0]. The system is clearly irreducible. Furthermore, it can be readily
verified that the function V(x) = 14129 satisfies Assumptions 2 and 3. The reqularity condi-
tion (24) is trivial in this ezample since the state space E = {[0,1],[1,0]} is finite. Finally, for
observables f that are subquadratic and Lipschitz (e.g., f(x) = sinx), Assumptions 5 and 6
are trivially satisfied as well.
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Before we proceed to the next section, we briefly discuss the above running assumptions in
the setting of the Hill dynamics. In the literature of stochastic chemical kinetics there exists

another important form of the intensity function

n

J
cj+alt’

X

a;j(x,c) =

which is known as the form of the Hill dynamics. Note that the above assumptions are more
verifiable in the Hill dynamics setting because each intensity a; is uniformly bounded. For
instance, the regularity condition (24) becomes

el V(‘T) 7

which is more natural than that of the mass action setting.

2.4. The solution to the Poisson equation. Before we start the analysis of the four
LR estimators we need the following important result regarding the solution of the Poisson
equation (5). This result will be used frequently in what follows. However, we omit the proof
since it involves concepts that are beyond the scope of this paper. An interested reader is
referred to [14] for details of the proof.

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that the Foster-Lyapunov drift condition (20) in Assumption 2 holds
for a function V. Then X(t) is positive recurrent. Furthermore, for each fized p € Zy, we
have 7T(V1/p) < 00, and for any function g : E — R satisfying |g|y1/, < 00, the Poisson
equation (5) admits a solution § satisfying |§(z)| < KV (x)'/? for some constant K > 0.

3. ASYMPTOTIC UNBIASEDNESS OF LR ESTIMATORS

In this section we show that all four LR estimators are asymptotically unbiased in the
sense that they converge to the correct sensitivity in expectation. The technique of the proof
is similar to that in the DTMC setting [15]. However, the integration by parts formula for
semimartingales and the BDG inequality allow us to carry out the analysis more conveniently.

Theorem 3.1. The LR estimator is asymptotically unbiased, i.e.,
0
))ds Z(t ¢
{ / f ° ()} 80 c:c*ﬂ.(f)

Proof. Since Z(t) is a zero mean martingale we have

e{ [ rexenaszob ~e{] [ o) - ntiaszo) .

Using the Poisson equation (5) the right-hand side of the above equation can be written as

E{%/Ot(f(X(s))—w(f))dsZ( }:—E{ /.c fx dsz()}

We observe that

(26
—E{ [ esexenaszi} {3 (fecon - fexon - [ eefxsnas) 2}

ast— oo.
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By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we obtain
1. 1. , 1/2 1 , 1/2
(27) e{ i@z} <e{ifomr] s{jzer}

We claim that the right-hand side of (27) vanishes as t — oo. In fact, by the BDG inequality
(see Appendix A), there exists a constant K such that

1 K K_ (1 [t
—E{Z(t)*} < —-ER:(t) = —2E{—/ al(X(S))ds} .
t cit i tJo
Recalling Assumption 2 and its consequence (23), we immediately have
K_ (1 [t K
?E{z/ al(X(S))ds} — —m(ar) < oo
1 0 ‘1
as t — oo. For the other term of (27), by Assumption 4 and Theorem 2.2, the solution to the
Poisson equation, denoted by f, satisfies | 2|1 < co and hence

E{f(X(1)?} = () < .
Taking t — oo leads to

E {lf(X(t)F} 0.

t
Therefore, it is sufficient to show that

s {0 (i) o) - &

We recall the Ité formula for jump processes [28]

() = / F(X(5) + ;) — F(X(s—)) dR; (s)

and also that L f(z) = >y aj(r )(f(:n +v;) — f(x)). Thus we have
Fee®) = 1x() = [ 2o fxX(9)as - Z / ) ) = F(X () AV (s),

where Y} (t) fo a;(X(s))ds. Taking expectation on both sides we have

E{%(f(X(t) —joxon - [ eefix ds) 2(1)}

Note that [a1], 57 < oo and |A1 flyiys < 0o (by Assumption 3 and Theorem 2.2). Thus we

have |ai(x)A1 f(z)] < KV(x)¥* < KV(z) for some K > 0. Hence, the last term of (28)
converges to the ergodic limit cl_lﬂc*(alAlf) as t — oo.
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10
On the other hand, again by the Poisson equation,
0 0 0 P
e _ *770(]0) ~ e . Zf(fE)WC(fn) =~ 9 . Z£C*f(33)770($)-
c=cC Cc=cC er c=cC er
By definition
0 A .
ol Y Lo @) = = Jim 2 3 Lo f@)(me (@) — e (1)
C=C" zeE zeE
1 )
=—lim = Lo f(0)Ter ()
zel
We further write
—lim =37 Lo f()mer a() = lim — > (—cmh F(@) + Loinf(z) — Lov f(x)) Teesn(@) |

Note that > . p £6*+hf(x)7rc*+h(a:) = 7Tc*+h(£c*+hf) =0, hence
0 1 . .
melf) = lim = 3 (Lorsnf(@) = Lo f(@)) 7 n(a).

dc * h—0
xe

Cc=cC
By the definition of L.« and L.y,

(29) 2

me(f) = lim et h}z o) A f(@) e ().

* h—0
c=c reFE

Now we compare (28) and (29),
1 . 0
e (wmif) - | e (1)
“im |2 (Fartoe) = Fanto + )~ (e ) Afe)men o)
(30) 1 A
+ lim :;E —ai(z, ) A f (z)(me (2) = 7Tc*+h(33))‘
1 .
= flzli% :; aal(x, VA f(2)(mex (2) — Tergn ()]

where the second equality holds since
1
—(a1(z, " + h) —ay(z,c")) = C—al(az,c*),
1

due to the simplifying choice of a;(z,c) = ¢;jb;j(x). It remains to show that the right-hand
side of (30) is zero. By Assumption 4 and Theorem 3.3 in [21] it follows that

li x — Tox =0.
hli% ”7TC Te +hHV

Finally, we note that from |a;(z,¢*)A; f(z)] < KV (z) and thus the last term of (30) is zero,
O

which is the desired result.



STEADY STATE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF CONTINUOUS TIME MARKOV CHAINS 11

Remark 3.1. According to the argument below (28) the quantity ¢; 7 (a1, f) provides
a direct formula to compute the sensitivity we want. However, this formula involves the
solution to the Poisson equation f which is not analytically available. Nevertheless, if one has
a numerical solver for the Poisson equation the sensitivity can be computed using the ergodic
average of the observable cl_lal Aq f .

Remark 3.2. We comment that the convergence proved in this theorem is in expectation,
meaning that the ensemble average has to be used to estimate the sensitivity ‘c - L me(f).
However, one may be tempted to simply use the ergodic type average

[ ez~ 2w

since this is a typical procedure for estimating m.(f) as suggested by (1). Unfortunately,
the results in the next section show that this is not possible for the LR approach where the
ergodic type limit does not hold for sensitivity estimation.

4. LIMITING DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE LR ESTIMATORS

In this section we compare the four LR estimators from the weak convergence perspective.
The techniques of the proofs are standard and hence similar to those for the DTMC setting
n [15], i.e., an application of the martingale functional central limit theorem [31, 9].

We define the matrix of the covariance function

O(t) = [ oti(t) oiy(t) ] 7

T o5i(t) 05(t)

where
ot (t 75277%|Af| :tZZaJ A f1P m(x),
j=1 j=1z€eFk
(31) oty(t) = 05, (t) = tr(bi1 A1 f) =t > by () )m(z),

zeE
0-22( ) =1im bl —thl
zeE

First we show that (M, Z) converges weakly to a Brownian motion with the mean zero and
variance C.

Theorem 4.1. Define M"(t) £ M(nt) and Z"(t) = Z(nt), where M and Z are defined in
(6) and (15), respectively. Then

(32) < M" —Z") =W

\/_ \/_
on Dg2[0,1] as n — oo, where W = (W1, Wa)T is a two-dimensional Brownian motion with
the mean zero and the covariance function C(t).

Proof. We verify the three conditions of Theorem 2.1(ii) in [31].
Mazimum squared jumps of the process. The average jump size of the component Z is
negligible since

1 1
lim —E{ sup |Z"(t) — Z"(t—)]Q} = lim — =0.

n—,oo N te[O,l} n—o0 ’ncl
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To verify that the average jump size of the component M" is also negligible, we write

lim lIE{ sup |[M"(t) — M"(t—)\2}

n—oo N te[0,1]

n—oo n

= lim lIE{ sup \f(X(nt)) - f(X(nt—))P}

te(0,1]
(33) < lim lIE{ sup |f(X(t)) —f(X(t—))IQ}
n—oon te[0,n)

.1 ;
< lim —E{\/ﬁJr sup ’Af(X(t))’2]1{|Af(X(t))|2>\/ﬁ}}

n—oon t€[0,n]

o1 2 2
= EE{ sup [Af(X(#))] 1{|Af<X(t>>|2>ﬁ}} :

te[0,n]
Note that f(X(t)) is a piecewise constant function and the jump size is

Af(X(t=) = A f(X (=) = F(X(t=) +vy) = F(X (1))
if R; fires at t. Hence, for any t € [0,n] we have the estimate

(34) AFXOIPLafxaypsymy < Z L6, FX (> i)

Furthermore, we have that for each j =1,...,m
(35)

sub |8 F(XE)P L, joxe-ppsvi S/0 85 (X =DP Ly, joxeppesymydRi(S) -

te[0,n]

Combining (34) and (35) the right-hand side of (33) can be bounded as

te[0,n]
S;nh_)néo EE{/ A5 F(X (5D, fix(emyzsym 4B )}
]:
1 no
:;JLI&EE{ A5 (XD, g (>>2>¢ﬁ}“j(X(3>)d3}
]:

1_}11;0 nE{/ ‘A f \A f(x(s ))2>\/ﬁ}aj(X(3))d3}

£12
(‘Ajf‘ 1{\Ajf\2>x/ﬁ}aj>

for any fixed integer N. We have used the fact that ||A;f|2aj|y < oo to conclude the ergodic
limit in the last step. Taking N — oo on the both sides of the above inequality we have, by
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the monotone convergence theorem,

: 1 ; 2 - £12 _
nh_{lolo EE{ sup [Af(X (1)) ]l{\Af( 2>\f}} JZ_; m T (‘A]f‘ ]1{|Ajf‘2>\/ﬁ}aj> =0,

tel0,n]
and hence
1
lim —E<{ sup |[M™(t) — M™(t—=)*} =0.
n—oo n te0,1]

Weak convergence of the predictable quadratic covariations. Since the integral part fom Ef(X(s)) ds
is adapted with continuous paths of finite variation, both its quadratic variation and quadratic
covariation with f(X(nt)) are zero (see Chapter IT, Theorem 26, in [26]). Hence, by the po-
larization identity of quadratic variation

[M", MM(t) = [f(X (n)), f(X (n))](2) -
t)

Applying the It6 formula for jump processes, f(X (nt)) can be expanded as

Fxnn) = FX(O) + Z / ) dRy(s).
and hence its quadratic variation is

F(X(m), (X Z / A F(X (=) d[Ry, Ry (1)

= 1A f(X(s—)? dR;(t).
Z/

Now one can verify that the predictable quadratic variation of M™ is
(A, MY Z/ I F(X(5)) Py (X (5)) s
Hence,
LA =) [ 18X Pas (x5 ds o0
j=

almost surely as n — oco. Similarly, the predictable quadratic variation of Z" is

L2200 = [T () ds - o).

cn

and the predictable quadratic covariation is

1 nt

L, 200 = t—— [ A X (s))an (X () ds — oBt) = 0 (1)
n cint Jy
almost surely as n — oo.

Mazximum jumps in predictable quadratic covariations. Since all three predictable quadratic
(co)variations are continuous their jumps are always zero. Hence, the expected value of the
maximum jump in the predictable quadratic covariation is negligible.

Therefore, the conditions of Theorem 2.1 in [31] are satisfied and hence the conclusion
holds. O
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Now we are in position to derive the main result of this section and the limiting distributions
of the four LR estimators.

Theorem 4.2. We have

n(-)
(% [ e - nas %z) o

on Dg2[0,1] as n — oo, where W is the same Brownian motion as in Theorem 3.1.

Proof. First we note that

1

1 /"t 1 1

o= [ ) - noyas, = 270)) = (G2, =270
<ﬁ 0 vn vn vn
1 . .
— | —=(f(X(nt)) — f(X
(5 e - Fx(o).0)
where the first term in the right-hand side (n='/2M"(t),n~'/2Z"(t)) = W by Theorem 4.1.

Hence, by Slutsky’s lemma, it remains to show that the residual

1 . )
—(f(X — f(X
(s (e - fxon.o)
converges in distribution to zero on Dp2|0, 1]. Since the second component is a zero constant,
it is sufficient to show the weak convergence for the first component. We will show that the
sequence (in terms of n) of processes n~/2|f(X (nt))| is tight so that convergence in finite
dimensions implies convergence on Dg|0, 1].

To justify the tightness we verify the two classical conditions of Theorem 13.2 in [4]. For
the first condition, by Markov’s inequality, for any constant a > 0 and ¢ € [0, 1],

P (%rﬂxmt))r > ) < Le{ixm?}

Recalling that E{f(X(t))2} — 7(|f]?) < oo it follows that

a—00 N—00

lim lim P <%\f(X(nt))\ > a> =0,

which is the first condition of Theorem 13.2 in [1]. For the second condition we note that
X (nt) is piecewise constant in ¢t and its jump size is independent of n, hence the change
of ﬁ\ f(X(nt))| in terms of t can be arbitrarily small for large n. Therefore, the second

condition holds trivially and it concludes the desired weak convergence for %] f (X (nt))| on
Dg|0,1]. O

The following result suggests that the LR estimator does not have a weak limit, which is a
straightforward consequence of the above theorem.

Corollary 4.1. The rescaled LR estimator n~"/ 2S1r(n) converges weakly to
W(f)Wg(l), z'.e.,
1
NG

as n — oo, where Wy is the second component of the Brownian motion W as in Theorem 4.1.

Sun(n) =n~%/2 /0 " F(X(s))ds Z(n) = w(F)Wa(1)
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Proof. To begin, we note that by Theorem 2.1 X (¢) is positive Harris recurrent and 7 (V') < oo.
Now since 7(|f]) < oo the law of large numbers holds for f(X(t)), i.e.,

_1/ f(X(s))ds = n(f) as.

By virtue of Theorem 4.1 and continuous mapping we have
n"V2Z(n) = Wy(1).
Now by Slutsky’s lemma the product n /2 Jo f(X(s))ds Z(n) converges weakly to m(f)Wa(1).
]

Since n~1/28;r converges weakly to a well-defined limit the LR estimator Spr does not
have a weak limit. This suggests that one cannot use the LR estimator for the ergodic average
as we pointed out in Remark 3.2. In contrast, the CLR estimator does converge weakly to a
well-defined limit.

Corollary 4.2. The CLR estimator converges weakly to Wi (1)Wa(1), i.e.,
1 n
Seun(n) = - [ (F(X(5) = w()ds Z(m) = Wa(OWa(1)
0
as n — oo, where W = (Wy,W3) is the same Brownian motion as in Theorem 4.1.

Proof. By Theorem 4.2 and continuous mapping we have

L " FOX($)) = m(F))ds Z°() = Wa(Wa()

n
Taking t = 1 leads to the result. O
We can show a similar weak convergence result for the two integral type estimators. The

proof is essentially the same as that of the discrete case in [15], which relies on Theorem 2.7
in [20].

Corollary 4.3. The rescaled integral type LR estimator n~/ 25LR(n) converges weakly to the
random variable w(f) fol(l — s)dWs(s), i.e.,

n 1
%S’LR(n) = n_3/2/0 f(X(s))Z(s)ds = F(f)/o (1 — s5)dWs(s)

as n — o0.

Proof. For the ease of analysis we write the integral type LR estimator in a slightly different
form. Note that

/Onf(X( ds—//f 1)dZ (u ds—//f $))ds dZ (u)

where we have changed the order of integration at the last equality. Substituting uv = nv

yields
/ / f(X(s))dsdZ(u / mf s))dsdZ"™(v),

where Z"(t) = Z(nt) as we defined in Theorem 4.1. Hence

TSLR —ng/z//f $))ds dZ" (v)



16 STEADY STATE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF CONTINUOUS TIME MARKOV CHAINS

For any t € [0,1] we define F™(t) £ [ f(X(s))ds for each n € Z; and F(t) £ (1 —t)x(f).
We write . Lo

LMD = F() 4 / X () = m(1)ds.
By Theorem 4.2 and continuous mapping the process n~1/2 JE(f(X(s) = m(f))ds converges
weakly to Wy(1) — Wy on Dg[0,1] as n — oo. It follows that the process n=! [ (f(
7(f))ds converges weakly to the zero function on Dg|0, 1] as n — co. Hence

1
—F" = F on Dg|0,1] as n — oc.
n

Also by Theorem 4.1
1
%Z" = Wy on Dg|0,1] as n — oo.
Since F' is deterministic we have the joint convergence
(n " E" 01220 = (F W)

on Dg2[0,1] as n — oo. It remains to verify the conditions in Theorem 2.7 in [20]. Following
the same argument as in [15], for each o > 0 we choose the stopping time 75 = 2« so that
P(7¢ < a) < o~ ! s trivially satisfied. Moreover,

supB{[n/22", V227 (1 A )} = sup Ry (n(t A 7))
n n 1

2an
< sup % /0 E{a1(X(s))}ds.

Since by (23) (2an)~! 20‘” E{a1(X(s))}ds — m(a1) the above supremum is finite. Therefore,
the conditions of Theorem 2.7 in [20] are justified and hence

<n—1F",n—1/2Z",n—3/2 /01 F”(s)dZ"(s)) = (F WQ,/O1 F(s) de(S))

on Dg3[0,1] as n — co. The weak convergence along the third component implies the desired
result. O

(36)

Following a similar argument we can show the integral type CLR estimator converges in
distribution.

Corollary 4.4. The integral type CLR estimator converges weakly to the random wvariable
Jo (W(1) = Wi(s))dWa(s), ie.,
~ 1
Sern(n) = / (Wi(1) — Wi(s))dWa(s)
0
as n — 0o.

Proof. Following the same argument as in the proof of the last theorem we write

Scrr(n / / —7(f))dsdZ"(v).

For any ¢ € [0,1] we define G™(t) = ["(f(X(s)) — 7(f))ds for each n € Z,. By Theorem 4.2

and continuous mapping

(n2G" 272 = (Wi(1) — Wy, Wa)

n



STEADY STATE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF CONTINUOUS TIME MARKOV CHAINS 17

on Dg2[0,1] as n — oo. Finally, by the same argument as in the proof of Corollary 4.3

1 1
(n_1/2G",n_1/2Z",n_1 / G"dZ"(s)) N <W1(1) W W, / Wh(1) —Wl(s)dW2(8)>
0 0
on Dg3[0,1] as n — oo. O

5. VARIANCE ANALYSIS OF LR ESTIMATORS

In this section we study the variance of the LR estimators in terms of time. It has been
numerically observed in the literature [2] that the variance of the CLR estimator is independent
of time. However, to the best of our knowledge, there do not exist rigorous results that justify
this observation. We provide a rigorous explanation for this behavior of the LR estimators.
Throughout this section we use C to denote a generic constant in order to simplify the
notation.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose all intensities a; are uniformly bounded. Then there exists a constant
K > 0 such that
lim sup Var{Scrr(t)} < K .

t—00

That is, the variance of the CLR estimator is at most of order O(1).

Remark 5.1. We remark that other than the assumptions (essentially Assumption 3) of
Section 2 here we additionally assume that all intensities a; are uniformly bounded in order to
carry through the proof. However, if we replace Assumption 3 by a more restrictive regularity
condition such as |a;|j1/4 < 00, then we can omit the uniform boundedness assumption on a;
in the above theorem and hence our result still holds for systems with unbounded intensities.

Proof. Note that the expectation of Scrr(t) (i.e., the sensitivity) is uniformly bounded in ¢ by
Theorem 3.1. Hence it is sufficient to show that the second moment of Scir () is uniformly
bounded in ¢. We recall that

Soun(t) = %M(t)Z(t) -3 (f(X(t)) - Jx () 7).

where M(t) = f(X(t)) — f(X fo Lf(X(s))ds as defined in (6). Now we observe that

the second moment of ¢~ (f(X(t)) — f(X(0)))Z(t) vanishes as t — oo, which can be shown
easily using the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 3.1. Therefore, we only show how
to bound the second moment of ¢t~ M (¢)Z(t). First, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we

have
t2E{M?(t)Z2(t)} <t 2/EM*(t)EZ4(t).

Since M (t) is a martingale it follows by the BDG inequality

EM(t) < CE Z/\Af —))? dR;(t)

Next we recall R;(t) = Y;(t) + fo a;(X(s))ds and thus

EAL (1) <mZE{(/ A f(x >|2dR<>)2}
<2mZE{</ 1A, F(X (s avy(s ) ([ iasfexenr oo <s>>ds>2}-
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We estimate the two expectations at the right hand side separately. For the first expectation
we apply the BDG inequality again to obtain

{(/ A5 F(X (s=))? dY; (s ))2} < CE{/Ot\Ajf(X(s—))]‘lde(s)}
o = CE{/t \Ajf(X(s))\“aj(X(s))ds}
{/ 1A f(X \4ds} ,

where the last inequality holds since intensities are uniformly bounded. As for the second
expectation, by Jensen’s inequality we obtain

( /Otmjf(X(s—))P J(X(s) ) < / 15 (X (5-))["a2(X (5))ds
and hence

(3%) E { (/ A F ()P %(X(s))ds)Z} <o [ t A X (=) s

Combining (37) and (38) and the fact that |A;f(z)| < CV(z) we have
t
(39) EM*(t) < 2mC(t+1) ZE{/ 1A (X (s ))\4ds} < 2m2C(t+1)E{/ V(X(s))ds} :
Jj=1 0
Using exactly the same argument we can bound EZ*(t) by
EZ4(t) < O(t? +1).

Therefore, we have

2 /EM*()EZ4(t) < CV/1 + t—l\/(t—l +t2)E {/Ot V(X(s))ds} .

Taking ¢ — oo on both sides and using the fact that lim; t_lE{fg V(X(s))ds} = mex(V)
(by Theorem 2.1),

limsupt 2\/EM4(t)EZ4(t) < Cy/7e+ (V) < 00,

t—o00

which yields the desired result. O
The order of the LR estimator variance can be obtained easily based on the above result.
Corollary 5.1. Suppose all intensities are uniformly bounded. Then there exists a constant
K > 0 such that
lim sup Var{SLR( )} < K.

t—00
That is, the variance of the LR estimator is at most of order O(t).

Proof. Note that
Str(t) = Scir(t) +7(f)Z(1),
and hence
tTIR{SLr(t)?} < 2t 'E{Scrr(t)?} + 2t 1n(f)’E{Z3(t)} .
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We recall that lim; ., t 'E{Z?(t)} exists (see, proof of Theorem 3.1) and E{Scrr(t)?} = O(1)
by Theorem 5.1. Thus the result follows by taking ¢ — oo on both sides of the above
inequality. U

The next theorem says that the variance of the integral type CLR estimator does not
increase in time.

Theorem 5.2. Suppose all intensities are uniformly bounded. Then there exists a constant
K > 0 such that

lim sup Var{Scrr(t)} < K .

t—00

That is, the variance of the integral type CLR estimator is at most of order O(1).

Proof. We recall that the alternative representation of the integral type CLR estimator and
the CLR estimator are

Scun(t) / / — 7)) ds dZ(u)
and

Sewr(t) / / (F(X(s)) — m(f)) ds dZ (u)

respectively. It follows that

Scrr(t) = Scir(t) // (f(X(s)) —n(f))dsdZ(u).

Note that the second moment of Scrr(t) is O(1), hence we shall only bound the second
moment of fg Jo (f(X(s)) = m(f)) ds dZ(u). Using the Poisson equation and rearranging the
terms we have

/ / (f(X(s)) —m(f))dsdZ(u / f(X X(0))dZ(u ——/ M (u)dZ(u) ,
where M (t) is defined in (6). It sufﬁces to estimate the second term on the right-hand side
of the above equality. Since fo u)dZ(u) is an Fi-local martingale by the BDG inequality

and a; is uniformly bounded we have

1E{</OtM(u)dZ(u)>2} < E{/ M?(u)dR; (u )} t(“;/ E{M?(u)}du

2
< QE{<sup\M<u>r) } -
t u<t
Applying the BDG inequality again

%m{(%w ) }<—ZE{/ A <>>12ds}<m—CE{/0 VX() s

where the last term converges to mCre-(V/?) as t — co. Therefore, the variance of Scrr(t)
is at most O(1). O

Based on the above result we can easily see that Var{Spr(t)} is at most O(t). We omit the
proof since the argument follows the same line as the proof of Corollary 5.1.
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Corollary 5.2. Suppose all intensities are uniformly bounded. Then there exists some con-
stant K > 0 such that

lim sup Var{SLR( )} <K.

t—o00

That is, the variance of the integral type LR estimator is at most of order O(t).

Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 show that the variance of the CLR estimator Scrr(t) and the int-CLR
estimator Scrgr(t) do not grow in ¢ and hence they outperform the LR and int-LR estimators.
One may wonder, by comparing the CLR and int-CLR estimators, which of them works better.
In order to answer this question we compare the variances of their limiting distributions (see
Section 4), i.e., their asymptotic variances. Due to the fact that the limiting distributions we
derived are exactly the same as those in the discrete time setting we can cite the result of
Glynn and Olvera-Cravioto [15].

Theorem 5.3 (Glynn and Olvera-Cravioto [15]). Let (Wy, Wa)T be the two-dimensional
Brownian motion defined in Theorem 4.1. Denote
Seir = Wi(1)Wa(1)

and .
S%n /0 (Wi (1) — Wi (s))dWa(s)

the limiting distributions of the CLR estimator Scrr(t) and integral type CLR estimator
Scrr(t), respectively. Then we have

QS 1 00
Var{Seir} < 5 Var{Scir} -

This result suggests that the asymptotic variance of the int-CLR estimator is at least twice
lower than that of the CLR estimator. We will demonstrate this reduction of variance by a
numerical benchmark of the next section.

6. NUMERICAL BENCHMARKS

We illustrate the convergence and the dependence of the variance on time for the four
analyzed LR estimators through two numerical examples. The scripts and Matlab functions
that were used to create the numerical experiments described in this paper can be found at
https://github.com/ting-w/LR-sensitivity.

6.1. A linear system. We consider a simple linear reaction network that consists of four
reactions and three species. The reaction channels, intensities, parameters and stoichiometric
vectors are listed in Tab 1. We apply the LR, int-LR, CLR, and int-CLR estimators to

TABLE 1. A linear reaction network.

Reaction Intensity Parameter Stoichiometric vector
Sl C—1> SQ 1(33,6) = C1T1 c1 = 10.0 = (—1 1 O)T
SQ C—2> Sl ag(l’, C) = CT9 Cy = 20.0 (1, -1 O)T
Sy 225 S az(z,c) = czxy 3 = 0.03 v3 = (0,—1,1)T
Sg C—4> SQ 4(33, C) = C4T3 Cy = 0.02 Vy = (0, 1, 1)T

estimate the sensitivity of 7(z1) (i.e., the steady-state mean population of S7) with respect to
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the parameter c3. We set the initial population as (5,5,0)”. Since the intensities are all linear
the sensitivity of 7(x1) can be calculated exactly. The estimated sensitivities from Spg(t),
Str(t), ScLr(t), and Scrr(t) are compared with the exact sensitivity. Here the terminal time
is varied from ¢t = 100 to ¢ = 1000 to test the convergence of the four estimators. For each
fixed terminal time t we sample N = 10? realizations for each estimator and compute the
sample average.

0 yore
401 -k- LR 1e+06{ —k- LR L
é LN &7 - intlR aea | = -m- int-LR ISP -
S -as{ AN ﬁ/ --- Exact A R = g P -
3 s _m--w--Eegeiom- R
_50d == A-g—B e [ -
Ny le+059 _ ===~
X - : : - o
200 400 600 800 1000 102 103
Time t Time t
—40 N
™ -¥- CLR 6x 107 IS S S S
X N __'———‘
g X, fiel] I B -¥- CLR
o —45 1 . xac S 4% \g int-CLR
n R SO 3x103
mmmm oo ‘_____::‘h::ﬂ:_—=.'..--.,.---‘_;' :
200 400 600 800 1000 102 103
Time t Time t

FIGURE 1. Sensitivity estimation for dm(z1)/0cs. Left: plot of the estimated
sensitivity. Right: log-log plot of the estimated variances.

The simulation results are shown in Fig 1. From the left plot of Figure 1 we can see that
the estimated sensitivities from the LR and int-LR estimators fluctuate even for very large
terminal time ¢. However, we see a fast convergence of the sensitivities estimated from the
CLR and int-CLR estimators. This observation suggests that the centered estimators tend to
have much smaller variance. This is also demonstrated in the right plot of Fig 1, where the
growth of the estimator variance against time is shown on the log-log scale. It can be seen
that the variance growth is roughly linear (with slope 1) in ¢ for both the LR and integral
type LR estimators, which is consistent with the result proved in Corollaries 5.1 and 5.2.
Similarly, as predicted by Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 the variance of the CLR and integral type
CLR estimators are constant for large t. Finally, we observe that in the large ¢ regime the
variance of the CLR estimator is more than twice larger than that of the int-CLR estimator,
which numerically confirms Theorem 5.3.

TABLE 2. Reactions and intensities of the two gene complex system.

Reaction Intensity
ail k 4
s MA al = RN, AR
as "ot
N
0= pa az = kyma, as = kappa

ag = kgrma

as
PA+DPA = Pa, as = kipa(pa — 1), as = kapa,
a
a7 0 2
= mp a7y = ky -, ag = kgrmp
) +pAB
= pB ag = kymp, a0 = kqpPB

all
PA+DPB TA DAB a1 = k3paps, a12 = kapap
12
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6.2. A two gene complex system. To further demonstrate the performance of the sensitiv-
ity estimators we consider a complex biochemical reaction system which models the interaction
between two genes A and B [24]. The system contains 6 species that are evolving according
to 12 reactions. The reactions and their corresponding intensity functions are listed in Tab 2.
There are 9 parameters whose values are set as follows:

ks &, Kry ks Kap, k1, k2, ks, ka] = [1,60,0.1,1,0.5,0.02,0.08,0.02, 0.1].

We aim to estimate the sensitivity of m(#p4p) with respect to each of the parameters and test
the dependence of the estimator variances on time. The initial state of the six-dimensional
vector is set to

[mA(O)7pA(0)7 DA, (0)7 mp (O)7pB(0)7 pAB(O)] = [07 07 07 07 07 0]

We test the performance of the four estimators with terminal times ¢ = 2.5 x 10* in order to
approximate the steady-state sensitivity. For each fixed terminal time, we repeat N = 10°
times to obtain the ensemble average for each estimator. Note that we are able to estimate the
sensitivity with respect to all 9 parameters simultaneously, which is also one of the advantages
of the LR approach over other sensitivity estimation methods in problems where the parameter
space is high dimensional.

The estimated sensitivities along with their associated 95% confidence intervals with ter-
minal time ¢ = 2.5 x 10* are summarized in Tab 3. We observe that even with the sample
number as large as N = 10° the sensitivities estimated by the LR and int-LR estimators are
still completely off with overwhelmingly large confidence intervals. However, the sensitivities
estimated by the CLR and int-CLR estimators have very tight confidence intervals suggesting
that the simulations results are statistically correct. This observation can be explained by
the large variances associated with the LR and int-LR estimators which increase linearly in
time as suggested by Corollaries 5.1 and 5.2. On the other hand, the variances of the CLR
and int-CLR estimators are constant in time (see Theorem 5.1 and Theorem 5.2).

TABLE 3. Sensitivities and the associated confidence intervals for
Om(#pap)/0k, with t = 2.5 x 10*.

LR int-LR CLR int-CLR
ky 42.64 +44.84 34.17 £ 25.96 32.97 £0.42 33.03 £0.26
) 0.65 +=0.72 0.49 £0.42 0.37 £0.01 0.38 £ 0.00
kayr —767.60 £ 447.31 —630.23 £ 258.33 —326.35 £4.16 —327.77 £2.59
k, 79.72 £ 142.00 7.84 £ 82.00 32.02 £ 1.17 32.36 £ 0.82
kap —18.92 + 283.28 —99.84 £ 163.91 —64.65 £ 2.34 —64.48 £1.64
k1 —1233.63 £ 3733.53 —760.17 £ 2154.54 —411.09 £ 30.58 —415.91 £ 21.62
ko 11.10 £ 930.79 100.09 £ 537.39 103.98 £7.63 103.80 £ 5.39
ks 260.09 £ 3726.63 336.88 £ 2150.83 1212.21 £31.14 1227.17 £21.43
k4 9.31 £ 742.05 —182.66 £ 428.07 —244.20 £ 6.27 —246.08 £4.31

To further confirm the above observation, we plot the variances of the four estimators with
varying terminal times ¢ = 5.0 x 103, 1.0 x 10*, 1.5 x 10,2.0 x 10* and 2.5 x 10* in Fig 2. Here
we only demonstrate the result with respect to the parameter k.. From the left plot we can
see that the two centered LR estimators give consistent results even when ¢ = 5000. However,
the sensitivities estimated by the LR and int-LR estimators change with time, indicating that
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the associated variances are large. This is confirmed by the variance plot (in log-log) at the
right hand side of Figure 2. The variances of LR and int-LR estimators grow linearly in time
while those of CLR and int-CLR estimators remain roughly constant in time. At the time
t = 2.5 x 10%, the centered estimators achieve a variance reduction that is up to the order of
10* over the noncentered ones. Furthermore, the variance of int-CLR is less than half of the
variance of CLR as predicted by Theorem 5.3.

- A- LR P
40.0 AR ) T A=
w0 - P ~=. . -E- intlR) - A" -
S AT~ / I Rl -
B 2009 s et ’/ k- LR > le+074 & PR -
Y ¥ -m- intlR | ] =TT
0.0 1 f . . . L= .
5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 6x10° 104 2x10*
Time t Time t
45 - —
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2 40 int-CLR 5 3108 —v- CIR
(] int-
8 35| > int-CLR
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30— : " " " :
5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 6x10° 104 2x10%
Time t Time t

FIGURE 2. Sensitivity estimation for Om(#pap)/0k,. Left: plot of the esti-
mated sensitivity. Right: log-log plot of the estimated variances.

APPENDIX A. BURKHOLDER-DAVIS-GUNDY INEQUALITY

We include the BDG inequality for the convenience of reference. The case p > 1 was
established by Burkholder in [6] and the case p = 1 was obtained by Davis in [8].

The BDG inequality. Let Y be a local martingale and let 7 be a stopping time. Define
Y*(7) = sups<, |Y(t)|. Then for any p > 1 there exist constants k, and K, such that

E{([Y,Y](1))?} S E{(Y*(7))"} < KGE{(IY,Y](r)"/?}.

APPENDIX B. THE EXISTENCE OF LYAPUNOV FUNCTION

It can be seen from our analysis that the Foster-Lyapunov drift condition is crucial for the
justification of using the LR method for the steady-state sensitivity analysis. However, the
natural question is whether there exists such V. Here we provide an easy-to-verify condition
which allows us to construct V' explicitly. We point out that this choice of V' may not be
unique.

The existence of V. For a positive vector v € R", there exists a; > 0, 0 < ag < 00 such
that

(40) D aj(@)(v,vy) < —on(v,x) — a1 + azlgy(x),
j=1

where (-, ) is the inner product on R".

It is easy to see that when we define V(z) = 1 + (v,z), (40) is equivalent to (20) in
Assumption 2. A similar condition with (40) is used in [16] to study the longtime behavior of
stochastic reaction kinetics. See [16] for examples about how to choose the vector v so that
(40) holds.
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