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BEHAVIOUR OF ABC FOR BIG DATA

By WENTAO LI AND PAUL FEARNHEAD
Lancaster University

Many statistical applications involve models that it is difficult
to evaluate the likelihood, but relatively easy to sample from, which
is called intractable likelihood. Approximate Bayesian computation
(ABC) is a useful Monte Carlo method for inference of the unknown
parameter in the intractable likelihood problem under Bayesian frame-
work. Without evaluating the likelihood function, ABC approximately
samples from the posterior by jointly simulating the parameter and
the data and accepting/rejecting the parameter according to the dis-
tance between the simulated and observed data. Many successful ap-
plications have been seen in population genetics, systematic biology,
ecology etc. In this work, we analyse the asymptotic properties of
ABC as the number of data points goes to infinity, under the as-
sumption that the data is summarised by a fixed-dimensional statis-
tic, and this statistic obeys a central limit theorem. We show that the
ABC posterior mean for estimating a function of the parameter can
be asymptotically normal, centred on the true value of the function,
and with a mean square error that is equal to that of the maximum
likelihood estimator based on the summary statistic. We further anal-
yse the efficiency of importance sampling ABC for fixed Monte Carlo
sample size. For a wide-range of proposal distributions importance
sampling ABC can be efficient, in the sense that the Monte Carlo
error of ABC increases the mean square error of our estimate by a
factor that is just 1 + O(1/N), where N is the Monte Carlo sample
size.

1. Introduction. There are many statistical applications which involve inference about
models that are easy to simulate from, but for which it is difficult, or impossible, to calcu-
late likelihoods for. In such situations it is possible to use the fact we can simulate from the
model to enable us to perform inference. There is a wide class of such likelihood-free meth-
ods of inference including indirect inference [22, 23], the bootstrap filter [21] and simulated
methods of moment [16].

We consider a Bayesian version of these methods, termed Approximate Bayesian Com-
putation (ABC). This approach involves defining an approximation to the posterior distri-
bution in such a way that it is possible to sample from this approximate posterior using
only the ability to sample from the model for any given parameter value.

Let K(z) be a density kernel, where max, K () = 1, and ¢ > 0 be a bandwith. Denote
the data as Yobs = (Yobs,15 s Yobs,n). Assume we have chosen a finite dimensional sum-
mary statistic s,(Y’), and denote syps = 85, (Y ops). If we model the data as a draw from a
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Algorithm 1: Importance and Rejection Sampling ABC

1. Simulate 01,--- ,0n ~ qn(0);
2. Foreachi=1,...,N, simulate Y9 = (yg”, s 7y£j>) ~ fn(yl0:);

3. Foreachi=1,...,N, accept 8; with probability KE(sgp — Sobs), Where st = sn (YD),
and define the associated weight as w; = 7(0;)/qn (0;)-

parametric density f,(y|@), and assume prior 7(#), then define the ABC posterior as
1) 1480 Olsu1s:2) o< 1(0) [ folsuns + <0l8)K (0) o

where f,,(s|@) is the density for the summary statistic implied by f,,(y|6).

Let fapc(Sobs|0,€) = [ fn(Sobs +€v|0) K (v) dv. The idea is that fapc(Sops|0,€) is an ap-
proximation of the likelihood, and the ABC posterior, proportional to the prior multiplying
this likelihood approximation, is an approximation of the true posterior. The likelihood ap-
proximation can be interpreted as a measure of, on average, how close the summary, s,
simulated from the model are to the summary for the observed data, s,s. The choices of
kernel and bandwidth affect the definition of “closeness”.

By defining the approximate posterior in this way, we can simulate samples from it using
standard Monte Carlo methods. One approach, that we will focus on later, uses importance
sampling (IS). Let K.(z) = K(x/e). Given a proposal density, ¢,(@), a bandwidth, e, and
a Monte Carlo sample size, N, the importance sampling ABC (IS-ABC) would proceed as
in Algorithm 1. The set of accepted parameters and their associated weights provides a
Monte Carlo approximation to mapc. Note that if we set g,(0) = 7(6) then this is just a
rejection sampler with the ABC posterior as its target, which is called rejection ABC in
this paper. In practice sequential importance sampling methods are often used to learn a
good proposal distribution [3].

There are three choices in implementing ABC: the choice of summary statistic, the choice
of bandwidth, and the specifics of the Monte Carlo algorithm. For importance sampling,
the last of these involves specifying the Monte Carlo sample size, N, and the proposal
density, ¢,(@). These, roughly, relate to three sources of approximation in ABC. To see
this note that as ¢ — 0 we would expect ABC posterior to converge to the posterior
given Syps [17]. Thus the choice of summary statistic governs the approximation, or loss
of information, between using the full posterior distribution and using the posterior given
the summary. The value ¢ then affects how close the ABC posterior is to the posterior
given the summary. Finally there is then Monte Carlo error from approximating the true
ABC posterior with a Monte Carlo sample. The Monte Carlo error is not only affected by
the specifics of the Monte Carlo algorithm, but also by the choices of summary statistic
and bandwidth, which together affect, say, the probability of acceptance in step 3 of the
above importance sampling algorithm. Having higher dimensional summary statistic, or
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smaller values of ¢, will tend to reduce this acceptance probability and hence increase the
Monte Carlo error. These three sources of approximation, together with the variation of
the observations, determine the variation of the ABC estimator.

Arguably the first ABC method was that of [36], and these methods have been pop-
ular within population genetics [4, 11, 43], ecology [2] and systematic biology [42, 38].
More recently, there have been applications of ABC to other areas including stereology
[9], stochastic differential equations [34] and finance [33]. The basic rejection scheme is
limited due to the low acceptance probability when the posterior is far away from the prior
[31] or the dimension of summary statistic is high [4]. Importance sampling can improve
upon rejection sampling by proposing parameter values in areas of high posterior density,
in order to increase the acceptance probability. Alternatives to the importance sampling
include MCMC [31, 43, 41] and sequential Monte Carlo which attempts to move the sample
towards the high posterior density area [3, 15]. The choice of the proposal distribution is
key to the performance of the importance sampling. [17] used a pilot stage to find the high
posterior density region for constructing the proposal distribution, and [7] used iterative
procedure to learn good proposal distributions. However, as it is closer to the posterior
distribution, one concern is the increased Monte Carlo variance due to the more and more
skewed importance weight, the effect of which is unclear.

Whilst ABC methods have been widely used, its theoretical understanding is still lim-
ited, and theory to date has often focussed on specific aspects of ABC. By ignoring the
Monte Carlo error, the asymptotic properties of some ABC estimators of the parameter
are analysed. For example, [39, 26] show the consistency of the maximum a posteriori
estimator of the ABC posterior density; [14] and [13] devise an ABC procedure for the
hidden Markov model based on the full observations, instead of a summary statistic, and
give the consistency and the asymptotic normality of the ABC posterior and the estimator
maximising the approximate likelihood. There are also results for choosing the optimal
summary statistic for parameter estimation or model choice [17, 35], and conditions on the
summary statistic that are required if we wish to be able to distinguish between competing
models [30]. For the choice of ¢ of the rejection ABC, [6], [5] and [1] investigate how it
should scale with the Monte Carlo sample size, IV, by obtaining the asymptotic MSE to
the posterior mean based on s.;5. There have been separate results around the implementa-
tion of different Monte Carlo algorithms for ABC. For example [27] looks at the conditions
under which MCMC algorithms in ABC are geometrically ergodic. [17] gives the optimal
proposal density for the importance sampling implementation in the sense of it minimising
the effective sample size (ESS) of [28] of the sample weights.

1.1. Contributions and Main Results. Assume the true parameter is 6, and some func-
tion of the parameter, h(@), is of interest. In Algorithm 1, the ABC estimator h of h(6))
is obtained using a weighted average of h(@) for the accepted 8. In this paper, we study
the asymptotic behaviour of the approximation accuracy of ;L\, considering all sources of
error, for fixed but large Monte Carlo size as the number of observations increase. Our
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key assumption behind the results is that as size of the data set increases, the summary
statistic obeys a central limit theorem. R

Our goal is to find out for increasing n and fixed N, whether the efficiency of h can
increase at the same rate as that of the maximum likelihood estimator for h(@) given the
summary statistic. We will use the terminology MLES of h(f) to denote this maximum
likelihood estimator given the summary. To help understand the results we will consider
ABC applied to a simple Gaussian example, for which we can analytically calculate the
ABC posterior and properties of IS-ABC. Informally, our assumption that the summary
statistics obey a central limit theorem means that the asymptotic behaviour of ABC will
be qualitatively similar to its behaviour on this example.

Assume a sample of even size n, y1,. .., yn, with y; independently drawn from a N (0, 1)
distribution. Assume that we have a two-dimension summary statistic

=1

i=n/2+1

the average of the first n/2 and last n/2 data points respectively. The ABC posterior will
depend on this 2-dimension summary through the average of its two components, and we
let 5(y) denote this average. For details of the derivation of the analytical expressions shown
below, see Appendix D.

We will assume a prior for # which is standard normal. Our first set of results relates to
the ABC posterior. We choose a kernel and bandwidth which is equivalent to independent
marginal Gaussian density with variance €2, for which the bandwidth is proportional to .
The ABC posterior for this simple model is

Sobs 1 + ne?
I/n+e2+1'n+1+4ne?)’

The ABC posterior differs from the true posterior due to terms which are O(£?) in both
the mean and variance. If we consider the ABC estimate of h(f), for some function h that
has bounded derivatives, and assume & = o(n~/4), its mean will be

(i) — G o)
Now Sups is just the MLES for . So the mean of the ABC estimate is just MLES for
h(0) plus terms which are negligible as n — oo. The asymptotic distribution of the MLES
is Gaussian, and thus the ABC posterior mean will also have the same asymptotic distri-
bution. Our Theorem 3.1, a Bernstein-von Mises type result, shows that such behaviour
holds in general.
Furthermore, we can get an ABC estimate with asymptotically equivalent mean if we
just use a one-dimensional summary statistic, §(y). We show in Proposition 3.1 that for any
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d dimensional summary statistic, with d greater than the dimension, p, of the parameter,
there is an equivalent p dimensional summary statistic achieving the same asymptotic
distribution for the ABC posterior mean.

Note that whilst for ¢ = o(n~'/%) we have that the ABC posterior mean is asymptotically
equivalent to the MLES, the ABC posterior is not necessarily a good approximation to the
posterior distribution given the summaries. In particular the ABC posterior has a larger
variance than the true posterior. If e = O(n~'/2) then it will over-estimate the posterior
variance by a constant factor as n — oo, and this corresponds to an equivalent overestimate
of the uncertainty in ABC estimates of the parameters. If € decreases to 0 more slowly than
O(n~'/2), then the ABC posterior variance will be O(£?) rather than O(1/n). To obtain an
accurate estimate of the true posterior given the summary statistics as n — oo we would
need 1/(ne?) = o(1), but as we shall see, this will lead to the deteriorative Monte Carlo
performance of the IS-ABC algorithm.

Our second set of results focuses on how the Monte Carlo error of IS-ABC affects the
accuracy of the final ABC estimator. Firstly note that we can bound the performance of IS-
ABC by an algorithm which generates IV i.i.d. draws from the ABC posterior. The Monte
Carlo variance of such an algorithm will be equal to the ABC posterior variance divided
by the Monte Carlo sample size, N. So if & decreases to 0 more slowly than O(n~/2) the
Monte Carlo variance will dominate the variance of h.

For IS-ABC we will consider a class of proposal distributions that are tempered versions
of the ABC posterior, defined for o > 0, as

7l (0) o 7(0) fanc(Sobsl0, ).

For the above model with summary statistic §(y) this corresponds to the following proposal
distribution for 6

N < Sops 1+ ne? )
I/n+e2+a’ na+1+ne2)’

Denote the mean and variance of this distribution as p, and o2 respectively. It is straight-
forward to see that the marginal distribution of summary statistics simulated in IS-ABC
will also be normal, with mean i, and variance o2 + 1/n. Informally, to have non-negligible
acceptance probability we need simulated summary statistics to be within O(g?) of 3ps.
This means that both 02 4+ 1/n and (3,45 — 1 )? must be O(g?), and thus occurs if and only
if & > 0 and €2 > ¢/n for some ¢ > 0. Analytic expressions for the acceptance probability
for our model, which confirm this intuition, are given in Appendix D. In Theorem 5.1 we
demonstrate that this behaviour holds for ABC in general.

For the Monte Carlo variance of IS-ABC to be well-behaved we also need that the
variance of the normalised weights assigned to the accepted 6 values does not blow-up
as n increases. Note that controlling this variance is non-trivial as the expected value of
the original, un-normalised, weights goes to 0 as n increases. Thus standard methods [e.g.
25] which bound the original weights do not work. For our Gaussian example, the above
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discussion for the acceptance probability suggests that to control the Monte Carlo variance
we want €2 = ¢/n for some positive constant c. Under this condition we can show that the
variance of the normalised IS weights depends on the ratio of the ABC posterior variance
to the variance of the distribution of # values that are accepted in IS-ABC. Similar to the
standard result for importance sampling with a Gaussian proposal and Gaussian target,
we need the latter variance to be greater than half the former. For our example, as n — oo
this occurs if and only if & < 1 (see Appendix D). In Theorem 5.2 we show IS-ABC using a
tempered proposal with a € (0,1) leads to a Monte Carlo variance that is well-behaved as
n — 00, and that the resulting asymptotic variance of his 1+ O(1/N) times the variance
of the MLES.

1.2. Qutline of Paper. The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 sets up some nota-
tions and presents the key assumptions for the main theorems. Section 3 gives the asymp-
totic normality of the ABC posterior mean of k(@) for n — co. Section 4 gives the asymp-
totic normality of h when N — co. In Section 5, the relative asymptotic efficiency between
MLES and h is studied for various proposal densities. An iterative importance sampling
algorithm is proposed and the comparison between ABC and the indirect inference (II) is
given. In Section 6 we demonstrate our results empirically on a stochastic volatility model.
Section 7 concludes with some discussions.

2. Notation and Set-up. As mentioned above, we denote the data by Y ops = (Yobs, 1,
Yobs,n), Where n is the sample size, and each observation, yps, can be of arbitrary dimen-
sion. We will be considering asymptotics as n — oo, and thus denote the density of Y ;5 by
fn(y|@). This density depends on an unknown parameter 8. We will let 6y denote the true
parameter value, and (@) the prior distribution for the parameter. Let p be the dimension
of @ and P be the parameter space. For a set A, let A° be its complement with respect to
the whole space. We assume that @ is in the interior of the parameter space, as implied
by the following condition:

(C1) There exists some dp > 0, such that Py ={0: |0 —0y| < dp} C P.

To implement ABC we will use a summary statistic of the data, s,(Y") € R?; for example
a vector of sample means of appropriately chosen functions of the data. This summary
statistic will be of fixed dimension, d, as we vary n. The density for s,(Y), implied by
the density for the data, will depend on n, and we denote this by f,(s|6). We will use the
shorthand S, to denote the random variable with density f,(s]@). In ABC we use a kernel,
K(z), with max; K(z) = 1, and a bandwidth £ > 0. As we vary n we will often wish to
vary €, and in these situations denote the bandwidth by ¢,. For the importance sampling
algorithm we require a proposal distribution, ¢, (@), and allow for this to depend on n. We
assume the following conditions on the kernel:

(C2) (i) [vK(w)dv=0and [vjvjurK(v)dv = 0 for any different coordinates (v;, vj, vi)
of v.
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(ii) K(v) is spherically symmetric, i.e. K(v) = K(|jv|), and K(v) is a decreasing
function of ||v||.

(iii) K(v) = O(e~I®I*") for some oy > 0 and ¢; > 0 as |jv|| — oc.

In (C2), (i) is satisfied by all commonly used kernels in ABC; (ii) can be assumed without
loss of generality, since m4pc with a elliptically symmetric kernel is equivalent to wapc
with a spherically symmetric kernel and the linearly transformed s.s; (iii) is satisfied by
kernels with bounded support or exponentially decreasing tails, like Gaussian kernel.

For a real function g(x) with vector &, at £ = ¢, denote its ky, partial derivative by
D,, g(xo), the gradient function by Dzg(2o) and the Hessian matrix by Hyg(zo). To simplify
the notations, Dy, , Dy and Hy are written as Dy, D and H respectively. For a series x,,,
besides the limit notations O(-) and o(-), we use the notations that for large enough n,
Zn, = ©(ay,) if there exists constants m and M such that 0 < m < |z, /a,| < M < oo, and
Tn = Qay) if |2, /an| — 0.

The asymptotic results are based around assuming a central limit theorem for the sum-
mary statistic.

(C3) There exists a sequence a,, with a,, — 0o as n — 00, a d-dimensional vector s(8)
and a d x d matrix A(@), such that for all 8 € P,

an(Sn — 8(0)) = N(0,A(8)); as n — o.

Furthermore, that
(i) s(8) and A(Q) € C*(Py), and A(#) is positive definite for any 6;
(ii) s(@) = s(@p) if and only if 8 = ; and

(iii) 1(@) = Ds(0)T A=1(9)Ds (@) has full rank at § = 6.

Under condition (C3) we have that a,, is the rate of convergence in the central limit theorem.
If the data are independent and identically distributed, and the summaries consist of sample
means of functions of the data, then a,, = n'/2. Part (ii) of this condition is required for the
true parameter to be identifiable given only the summary of data. Furthermore, I=1(6q)/a2
is the asymptotic variance of MLES for § and therefore is required to be valid at the true
parameter.

We next require a condition that controls the difference between f,(s|6) and its limiting
distribution for # € Py and s close to s(fp). This condition is similar to that assumed
by [12] when they looked at the asymptotics of the MLES for 8. Let N(z;p,X) be the
normal density at £ with mean p and variance ¥. Define Fn(s]8) = N(s;s(0), A(6)/a2),
LR, (s,0) =log(f.(s]0)/f.(s|0)) and LR, (0) = LR, (Sops,@). Then the condition is:

(C4) supgegp, SUP|s—s(0y) (<M |LEn(8,8)] = o(1) for any positive constant M, a, YDy LR, (00) =
0p(1) and supgegp, a,2|HgLR,(8)| = op(1).

We also need a condition that ensures the tails of f,(s|@) are exponentially decreasing.
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(C5) supgcpe SUP|s_s(a,) <, fn(8]0) = O(e*"’?a?) for some positive constants M, co and
a9.

The following condition requires an appropriate choice of K (v) such that the approximate
likelihood fapc, as an integral in R%, mainly depends on the integration in a compact set
around Syps.

(C6) JMs > 0 such that

sup [/ fn(sobs + 5n’l)|0)K(’U) dv/fABC’(Sobs‘o, 5n) = Op(l)'
0cPo | J|v]|>Mae

When the support of K (v) is bounded, (C6) obviously holds. For K (v) with unbounded
support, a sufficient condition for (C6) to hold is that the tails of K (v) decrease fast enough,
as stated below.

(C6') 3M3 > 0 such that supjy >, en K (e,10) < infoegy |s—s,.[<M> [n(5]0).
Some continuity and moment conditions of the prior distribution are required.

(C7) m(0) is continuous in Py and w(6y) > 0.
(C8) [|6]|7(8)db < oo and [ ||0]|*m(0) dO < <.

Finally, the function of interest h(@) needs to satisfy some differentiable and moment con-
ditions in order that the remainders of its posterior moment expansion are small. Consider

the kyj, coordinate hy(6) of h(@).

(Cg) hk(e) S Cl(ﬂjo) and th(00) #0.
(C10) [ 1 (6)|7(6) d8 < oo and [ hy(6)*(8) dB < oo.

3. Asymptotics of hapc. We first ignore the Monte Carlo error of ABC, and focus
on the ideal ABC estimator, hapc, where hapc = Ex, 5 [h(0)|Sobs, €n]. As an approxima-
tion to the true posterior mean, E[h(0)|Y ,4s], hapc contains the errors from the choice of
the bandwidth, ,, and the summary statistic s,ps.

To understand the effect of these two sources of error, we derive a result for the asymp-
totic distribution of h 4pc, where we consider randomness solely due to the randomness of
the data.

THEOREM 3.1. Assume conditions (C1)-(C5), (C7)-(C10), and (C11)-(C16) in the
appendiz. Then if €, = o(1/\/an),

an(hapc — h(80)) = N(0, Dh(8,) I (8,) Dh(8y)),

as n — o0.
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Theorem 3.1 says when €, goes to 0 at a rate faster than 1/,/a,,, the bias brought by &,
is asymptotically negligible. Hence regardless of the sufficiency of s.;s, the ABC estimator
is consistent and asymptotically normal with the asymptotic variance equal to the Cramer-
Rao lower bound for estimating 6 given the summary statistic. This is minimised by any
sufficient statistic satisfying (C3), illustrated in the remark below, and also by choices such
as E[0|Y ,ps] suggested in [17, Theorem 3.

How to choose the dimension d of s is of interest, since larger d gives possibly more
informative s,ps but slower convergence of h when N increases [8]. The following proposition
states that when d exceeds the dimension of the parameter, h 4 gc based on 8., is equivalent
in the first order to hapc based on p linear combinations of s.,s. Thus we can use a p
dimensional statistic without loss of asymptotic efficiency.

PROPOSITION 3.1. Assume the conditions of Theorem 3.1. If d is larger than p, let
C = Ds(00)TA=1(6y), then Ic(00) = I1(00) where I () is the 1(0) matrix of the summary
statistic CS,,. Therefore hapc based on Csyps and Sops have the same asymptotic variance.

PROOF. The equality can be verified by algebra. O

REMARK 3.1. Consider the MLES for the parameter, éMLES = argmaxgeyp log fr(Sops|f),

and the corresponding MLES for our function of interest, h(éMLES). Theorem 3.1 is based
on two results. First, Lemma 3 states that

an(h(@yies) — h(60)) =, N(0, Dh(80) I (80) Dh(8y)),

which means that h(éMLES) shares a similar central limit theorem to the standard MLE
based on the full data, but with a different asymptotic variance that depends on the
convergence properties of s,ps. This is more general than the convergence result of MLES
in [12] which assumes P is compact. Second, hapc is the same as h(éMLEs) to the first
order through a Bernstein Von-Mises type of convergence for the posterior distribution and
expectations, stated in Lemma 4 and 5 in Appendix A. [46] developed a similar convergence
of the posterior distribution which is limited to the case when p = d.

The equivalence between h apc and h(éMLES) also implies that the optimal asymptotic
variance of hap¢ is the Cramer-Rao lower bound, achieved when s, is sufficient.

REMARK 3.2. The order o(1/\/ay) of €, is surprising due to the following observa-
tion. In [45] it is noted that the ABC posterior is the posterior under a wrong model
likelihood. Specifically, let S, . = S, — ¢X where X ~ K(z). The approximate likelihood
faBc(8ops|0, €) used in ABC is the density of S,,c. If €, = o(1/ay,) then a,|Sy — 85| will
tend to 0 for large n, and we would expect the error introduced through using a non-zero
en to be negligible. However the theorem gives a much weaker condition on &, for the bias
to be asymptotically negligible.
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Theorem 3.1 leads to following natural definition.

DEFINITION 1. Assume that the conditions of Theorem 3.1 hold. Then the asymptotic

variance of hapc is
AVhABC = G%Dh(eo)Tffl(eo)Dh(OO).
n

4. Asymptotic Monte Carlo Error of ABC. We now consider the Monte Carlo
error involved in estimating hapc. Here we fix the data and consider randomness solely
in terms of the stochasticity of the Monte Carlo algorithm. We focus on the importance
sampling algorithm given in the introduction. Remember that IV is the Monte Carlo sample
size. For i = 1,..., N, 6; is the proposed parameter value and wj is its importance sampling
weight. Let ¢; be the indicator that is 1 if and only if 8; is accepted in step 3 of algorithm
1 and Ngee = Efi 1 ¢i be the number of accepted parameter.

Provided Ng.. > 1 we can estimate hapc from the output of importance sampling

algorithm with
N N

h= Zh(oi)wi¢i/zwi¢i-
=1

=1
Define
pacc,q:/q(e)/fn(SW)Ks(ssobs)deav

which is the acceptance probability of the importance sampling algorithm proposing from
q(0). Furthermore, define

qABC(0]8obs, €) o qn(0) fapc(Sobsl0, €),
the density of the accepted parameter; and

2]5 =F
" " QABC(0|sobsa En)

ABC
. —1
(2) and 2ABC,n = pacc,qnzls,n,

where Yrg,, is the IS variance with m4pc as the target density and gapc as the proposal
density. Note that paccq, and s, and hence X apc,,, depend on 8gps.
Standard results give the following asymptotic distribution of h.

PROPOSITION 4.1.  For a given n and Sus, if hapc and L apc,, are finite, then

VN(h —hape) = N(0,Sapca),

as N — oco.
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The proposition motivates the following definition.

DEFINITION 2. For a given n and Seps, assume that the conditions of Proposition 4.1
hold. Then the asymptotic Monte Carlo variance of h is

1
MCVE = NEABC,n-
From Proposition 4.1, it can be seen that the asymptotic Monte Carlo variance of h is

equal to the IS variance ¥;g, divided by the average number of acceptance Npgcc g, , and
therefore depends on the proposal distribution and &,, through these two terms.

REMARK 4.1 (Optimal proposal density). According the alternative expression of ¥ 4pc r,
in the proof of Proposition 4.1 that

> T(0)
an(0)]’

(3) SABCn = PacenErape |(B(0) —hapc)

the optimal proposal density minimising MCV; is the density proportional to ‘h(ﬂ) —
hABc‘W(a)fABC (80bs|0,)/2. This can be obtained similarly as obtaining the optimal pro-
posal density for the ratio estimate of importance sampling [24, Chapter2].

5. Asymptotic Properties of Rejection and Importance Sampling ABC. We
have defined the asymptotic variance as n — oo of hapc, and the asymptotic Monte Carlo
variance, as N — oo of h. Both the error of h4pc when estimating h(6y) and the Monte
Carlo error of h when estimating h sgc are independent of each other. Thus this suggests
the following definition.

DEFINITION 3.  Assume that the conditions of Theorem 3.1, and that hapc and X apcn
are bounded in probability for any n. Then the asymptotic variance of h is

1 B 1
AV, = gh(ao)T[ 1(89)Dh(0,) + NEABC,W

That is the asymptotic variance of h is the sum of its Monte Carlo asymptotic variance
for estimating hspc, and the asymptotic variance of h4pc. As mentioned in Remark 3.1,
the first term on the right-hand side is the asymptotic variance of the MLES for h(6).
Therefore let AVyies = CLEQh(eo)TI_l(ao)Dh(eo).

We now wish to investigate the properties of this asymptotic variance, for large but fixed
N, as n — oo. In particular we are interested in how AV, compares to AVyLgs, and how
this depends on the choice of &, and ¢, (6). Thus we introduce the following definition:
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DEFINITION 4. For a choice of €, and q,(0), we define the asymptotic efficiency ofﬁ

s AV,
AE; = lim Z2MLES

If this limiting value is 0, we say that h is asymptotically inefficient.

We will investigate the asymptotic efficiency of h under the assumption of Theorem
3.1 that €, = o(1/\/ay). We will further define ¢, = lim, o aney,, and assume that this
limit exists. Note that c. can be either a constant or infinity. We will consider a family of
proposal densities, defined for a € [0, 1],

72 (0) o 7(8) faBC (SobsB, £n)"

These can be viewed as tempered versions of the ABC posterior. For o = 0 and 1, Wfqagc(ﬂ)

are m(0) and mapc(0|Sobs, £n) respectively. For a = 1/2, wfgc(a) is the proposal density

minimising the ESS of [28], as shown in [17]. Whilst we could not use 7T1(4a320 directly as a
proposal distribution, except for when o = 0, this family should give us insight into the
behaviour of different proposal distributions if we try and increasingly sample in areas of
high ABC-posterior mass.

First we show that if we propose from the prior (o = 0) or the posterior (a = 1) then
the ABC estimator is asymptotically inefficient. Let a, . = aple.<oo + €, . Recall

the interpretation in Remark 3.2 and given (C3), a, . is the convergence rate of S'mg.

THEOREM 5.1.  Assume the conditions of Theorem 3.1 and (C6). Consider a fized N.
Then we have:

(i) If 4n(0) = 7(8), Pace,q, = Oplelan’) and Zfsn = O,(a;2).
(Z'i) Ian( )— WABC(B‘sobsv&l) Pacc,qgn = =0 ( Epl ng) and EISn =0 (ans)

In both cases h is asymptotically inefficient.

The reason why his asymptotically inefficient is because the Monte Carlo variance decays
more slowly than 1/a2 as n — co. However the problem with the Monte Carlo variance is
caused by different factors in each case.

To see this, consider the acceptance probability of a value of 8 and corresponding sum-
mary 8, simulated in one iteration of the IS-ABC algorithm. This acceptance probability
depends on

Sp — Sobs 1
(4) ———— = —[(sn —5(0)) + (s(8) — 5(60)) + (s(60) — 8005)] ,
En En
where s(0), defined in (C3), is the limiting values of s, as n — oo if data is sampled
from the model for parameter value 0. By (C3) the first and third bracketed terms within
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the square brackets on the right-hand side are Op(a,!). If we sample from the prior, then
the middle term is O,(1), and thus (4) will blow-up as &, goes to 0. Hence pgec.x goes to
0 as g, goes to 0 and thus causes the estimate to be inefficient. If we sample from the
posterior, then by Theorem 3.1 we expect the middle term to also be O,(a,; ). Hence (4) is
well behaved as n — oo, and consequently pgcc» is bounded away from 0, provided either
en = O(a; ) or g, = Qa,b).

However, mapc(0]Sobs, £n) still causes the estimate to be inefficient due to an increasing
variance of the importance weights. As n increases the proposal is more and more con-
centrated around 6y, while m does not change. Therefore the weight, which is the ratio of
mapc and gapc, is increasingly skewed and causes ¥g,, to go to oo.

Whilst using wffgc(()) with either o = 0, the prior, or a = 1, the posterior, leads to

asymptotically inefficient estimators, the following result shows that by using 771(404};0(0)
with @ € (0,1) as a proposal we can avoid this problem. This is because such a choice
of proposal leads to an acceptance probability that is bounded away from 0, and, if we
further choose ¢, = ©O(a;!), the Monte Carlo IS variance for the accepted parameter

values is ©(a,?), i.e. having the same order as the variance of MLES.

THEOREM 5.2. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5.1 and (C17)-(C20). Consider N
is fized. If q,(0) = Wgogc with & € (0,1), Paceg, = Op(al £?) and Xrg, = ©(a,2). Then

n,e“n

if en, = O(a, 1), AVy = (1+ K/N)AVyrps and AE; =1 — K/(N + K) for some constant
K.

The above result shows that a good proposal distribution, in the sense of resulting in an
ABC estimator whose asymptotic efficiency is 1 — O(1/N), will have a threshold ¢,, that
is ©(a, ') and an acceptance probability that is bounded away from 0 as n increases. This
supports the intuitive idea of using the acceptance rate in ABC to choose the threshold
based on aiming for an appropriate proportion of acceptances [e.g. 15, 5].

5.1. Iterative Importance Sampling ABC. From Theorem 5.2 and [17], we suggest propos-
ing from an approximation to ﬂfjé?(@). We suggest using an iterative procedure [similar
in spirit to that of 3], see Algorithm 2.

In this algorithm, N is the number of simulations allowed by the computing budget,
No < N and {pg} is a sequence of acceptance rate, which we use to choose the bandwidth.
The rule for choosing the new proposal distribution is based on the mean and variance
of W%QCZ (0) being approximately equal to the mean and twice of the variance of mapc(0)
respectively, as shown in the proof of Theorem 5.2. A natural choice of ¢;(0) is 7(8). {px}
can be set to decrease initially from a relatively large percentage and then stay at a small
value, so that the centre u; can stably move towards the true parameter and a small enough
bandwidth can be achieved at last. Starting from a small percentage may accelerate the
convergence, but if the summary is not accurate enough about the parameter, it may cause

inaccurate ug. It can also be adjusted automatically by assessing some quality criterion of
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Algorithm 2: Iterative Importance Sampling ABC
At the ki, step,

1. run IS-ABC with simulation size Ny, proposal density ¢x (@) and acceptance rate pg, and record the
bandwidth &j.

2. If €1 — € is smaller than some positive threshold, stop. Otherwise, let pz41 and Xg41 be the
empirical mean and variance matrix of the weighted sample from step 1, and let g1 (6) be the density
with centre pp41 and variance matrix 2¥4 1.

3. If qx(0) is close to gx41(0), stop. Otherwise, return to step 1.

After the iteration stops at the Ky, step, run the IS-ABC with proposal density qx+1(0), N — K No
simulations and px 1.

the importance weights, like the ESS used in [15]. When comparing g;(0) and g;4+1(0), a
simple criteria is the difference ||pg — prr1 || + Sk — Zpa1]'/?. Besides constructing g () as
a unimodal density, other methods of constructing the importance proposal can be applied
including [37, 10, 44, 29]. Since algorithm 2 has the same simulation size as the rejection
ABC and the additional calculation is ignorable, the iterative procedure does not introduce
additional computational cost.

5.2. Comparison with Indirect Inference. We can compare the efficiency of IS-ABC
with that of Indirect Inference (II) [22]. II is an alternative likelihood-free method that
involves (i) approximating the model of interest, henceforth the “true model” by a tractable
auxiliary model; (ii) estimating the parameters of the auxiliary model; (iii) mapping the
estimates of these auxiliary model parameters to estimates of parameters of the true model
using simulation from the true model. The estimates of the auxiliary model parameters
have the same role as the summary statistics in ABC. Thus if we implement ABC with
these summary statistics, which of II and IS-ABC will be more accurate?

In the situation where there are the same number of parameters in the auxiliary model,
or equivalently summary statistics, as there are parameters in the true model, then both
IT and IS-ABC have similar asymptotic efficiency. In both cases it is 1 — O(1/N) times the
efficiency of the MLES [23]. Here N is the number of simulations from the true model for
either II or IS-ABC, and is proportional to the computational cost of the method. If the
number of parameters in the auxiliary model is greater than the number of parameters
in the true model, II requires a weight-matrix to be specified. The asymptotic efficiency
of II depends on this choice of weight-matrix. If chosen optimally then II will obtain the
same asymptotic efficiency as IS-ABC; otherwise for sufficiently large N IS-ABC will lead
to more accurate estimates than II. (Note that there are simulation based approaches that
will consistently estimate the optimal weight-matrix in indirect inference.)
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F1a 1. Comparisons of R-ABC and IIS-ABC for increasing n. For each n, the logarithm of average MSE for
100 datasets multiplying by n is reported. For each dataset, the Monte Carlo sample size of ABC estimators

is 10*. The ratio of the MSEs of the two methods is given in the table, and smaller values indicate better
performance of the IIS-ABC.

6. Stochastic Volatility with AR(1) Dynamics. Consider the stochastic volatility
model in [40]

Tn = QTp_1+ Ty Mn ™~ N(O, 0727)
Yn = Ee%fny & ~ N(0,1),

where 7, and &, are independent, y, is the demeaned return of a portfolio obtained by
subtracting the average of all returns from the actual return and & is the average volatility
level. By the transformation y = logy?2 and & = log&2, the state-space model can be
transformed to
— ~ N(O 2)
(5) Tn = (bfﬂn_l + ns Mn 7077
v =2logT +a, + &, exp{&} ~ X1,

which is linear and non-Gaussian.

The ABC method can be used to obtain an off-line estimator for the unknown pa-
rameter of the state-space models, which is recently discussed by [32]. Here we illus-
trate the effectiveness of iteratively choosing the importance proposal for large n by com-
paring the performance of the rejection ABC (R-ABC) and the iterative IS-ABC (IIS-
ABC). Consider the estimation of the parameter (¢,0,,log@) with the uniform prior in
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the area [0,1) x [0.1,3] x [-10, —1]. The setting with the true parameter (¢,o,,logo) =
(0.9,0.675,—4.1) is studied, which is motivated by the empirical studies and the details
are stated in [40]. For any dataset Y = (y1,- -+ ,yn), let Y* = (45, - ,y}). The summary
statistic 8,(Y) = (Var[Y*],Cor[Y*], E[Y*]) is used, where Var, Cor and E denote the
empirical variance, lag-1 autocorrelation and mean. If there were no noise in the state
equation for £ in (5), then s, (Y’) would be a sufficient statistic of Y*, and hence is a nat-
ural choice to make for summary statistic. The uniform kernel is used in the accept-reject
step of ABC.

The performance of R-ABC and IIS-ABC for n = 100, 500,2000 and 10000 with the
simulation budget N = 10000. For the IIS-ABC, the sequence {py} has the first five values
being 5% to 1%, decreasing by 1%, and the other values being 1%. For R-ABC, both 5%
and 1% quantiles are tried and 5% is chosen for its better performance. For each iteration,
Ny = 1000. The simulation results are shown in figure 1.

It can be seen that for all parameters, the IIS-ABC shows increasing advantage over the
R-ABC as n increases. For larger n, since the summary statistic is more accurate about
the parameter, by constructing the importance proposal with only the simulations within a
small distance to the observed summary, the iterative procedure tends to obtain the centre
closer to the true parameter and the smaller bandwidth than those used in the R-ABC, and
the comparison becomes more significant when n increases. For smaller n, both perform
similarly, since when the summary statistic is not accurate enough, the ABC posterior is not
much different from the prior, and the benefit of sampling from a slightly better proposal
does not compensate the increased Monte Carlo variance from the importance weight. For
¢ and o0y, the values of n for which IIS-ABC starts to show advantage are smaller than
that for log 7. Because with the informative summary statistic E[Y*] the limit of which is
in a linear relationship with log &, the estimation of log & is easier than that of ¢ and oy,
and more improvement can be made upon the R-ABC estimators of ¢ and o,.

7. Summary and Discussion. The results in this paper suggest that ABC can scale
to large data, at least for models with a fixed number of parameters. Under the assumption
that the summary statistics obey a central limit theorem (as defined in Condition C3), then
we have that asymptotically the ABC posterior mean of a function of the parameters is
normally distributed about the true value of that function. The asymptotic variance of the
estimator is equal to the asymptotic variance of the MLE for the function give the summary
statistic. And without loss of asymptotic efficiency we can always use a summary statistic
that has the same dimension as the number of parameters. This is a stronger result than
that of [17], where they show that choosing the same number of summaries as parameters
is optimal when interest is in estimating just the parameters.

We have further shown that appropriate importance sampling implementations of ABC
are efficient, in the sense of increasing the asymptotic variance of our estimator by a factor
that is just O(1/N). However similar results are likely to apply to SMC and MCMC im-
plementations of ABC. For example ABC-MCMC will be efficient provided the acceptance
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probability does not degenerate to 0 as n increases. However at stationarity, ABC-MCMC
will propose parameter values from a distribution close to the ABC posterior density, and
Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 suggest that for such a proposal distribution the acceptance proba-
bility of ABC will be bounded away from O.

Whilst our theoretical results suggest that point estimates based on the ABC posterior
have good properties, they do not suggest that the ABC posterior is a good approximation
to the true posterior, nor that the ABC posterior will accurately quantify the uncertainty
in estimates. As shown by the Gaussian example in Section 1.1, the ABC posterior will
tend to over-estimate the uncertainty.

Acknowledgements This work was support by the Engineering and Physical Sciences
Research Council, grant EP/K014463.

Appendix. Here technical lemmas and proofs of the main results are presented. Through-
out the appendix the data are considered to be random, and O(-) and ©(:) denote the
limiting behaviour when n goes to co. For a vector & and a density f(z), let 1 be
the first k& coordinates of # and f (ml k) be the marginal density on z1.;. For two sets A
and B, the sum of integrals [, f(x)dx + [5 f(x)dz is written as ([, + [5)f(x)dx. Let
Tops = A(00)1/2an(sobs — s(609)) and by (C3), Tobs ~ N(0,1;) where I is the identity

matrix with dimension d.

APPENDIX A: PROOF OF SECTION 3

Denote Vary , 5. [R(8)[8obs, €] by Vapc(e) and Ex , ;. [R(0)|Sobs, €] by hapc(e). Then hape =
hapc(en). Consider the following conditions:

(C11) E[h(8)|sobs] = Op(1) and Var[h(0)|sems) = Op(l).

(C12) Let gc(sobs>5) = f ( )fABC(sobsw 5) da 9h sobsa fh fABC(sobs|0 5) do
and gpa(Sobs, ) = [(h(0)—hapc(e))*m(0 )fABC(sObsW e)do. Assurne that in D.gp(Sobs, €),
D.gc(Sobs, €) and D.gpa(8ops, €), the differentiation and integration can be exchanged.

(C13) Hcip > 0 such that max H.hapeo(e) = Op(1) and max H.Vapc(e) = Op(1).

£€(0,¢t01 €€(0,cto1
(C12) and (C13) are the technical conditions needed for applying Taylor expansions
on the ABC posterior moments. (C13) can be interpreted in the following framework. By

Remark 3.2, mapc(0|Sobs, €) is the posterior density taking the density of S), . as the like-

lihood and then hspc(e) and Vapc(e) are the corresponding posterior mean and variance

given Sy, . = 8yps. In this sense, since S, . = O,(1) for any ¢ > 0 by condition (C3), it
is reasonable to assume the uniform convergences of hapc(e) and Vape(e) in a compact
set. Comparing to this, (C13) is stronger for assuming uniform convergence on the second
derivative.

Let Vapc = Vapc(en)- The proof of Theorem 3.1 proceeds as follows. First, in Lemma 1,
the ABC posterior mean h4pc and variance V4 g are expanded to separate the bandwidth
€n and the posterior moments based on 8,,s. Then in Lemma 4, the Bernstein Von-Mises
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theorem is extended for the posterior distribution and expectation based on 8.5, which, in
Lemma 5, leads to the expansions of the posterior mean with the leading term being the
MLES and variance with the leading term being the asymptotic variance in Theorem 3.1.
Lemma 3 and Lemma 2 give the convergence of the MLES.

LEMMA 1. Assume conditions (C2)(i) and (C11)-(C13). For any € < ¢, hapc and
Vapc have the following expansion,

hABC = E[h(0)|sobs] + rl(sobs, n)ei, where Tl(sobsa n) = Op(l)’
and Vape = Var[h(8)|Sobs] + 72(Sobs, n)ei, where r2(8ops, 1) = Op(1).

PRrROOF. Given conditions (C2)(i) and (C12), a basic fact that will be used throughout
this proof is that D.fapc(Seps|@,0) = 0 for any . With the notation in (C12), hapc =

dh (sob37 5n)/gc(30b5a 5n)a VABC(sn) = dh2 (sob87 5n)/gc(30b5a 5n)‘ Applying Taylor expansion
on &, since D.gc(8ops, 0) = 0 and D.gp(8ops, 0) = 0 by condition (C12), we have

hapc = hapc(0) +r1(30bs,n)€i, where 71 (8ops, ) = H-hapo(ep) and 0 < g < &p,.

By condition (C12) and the product rule of differentiation, it is not difficult to see that
D.gna(Sobs,0) = 0. Then

VABc(en) = VABc(O) +r2(30bs, n)si, where 7‘2(301,5,71) = HsVABC(f‘:/v) and 0 < EQ/ < €&p.

By condition (C13) and noting that hapc(0) = E[h(0)|sws] and Vapc(0) = Var[0|sems),
the lemma holds. O

As n increases to 0o, based on the classical Bernstein Von-Mises theorem, it is well known
the posterior mean and variance of § conditional on the full dataset can be expanded with
the leading terms being the MLE and the Fisher information matrix respectively. See [19,
Sections 4.1-4.2]. The difference here is that the posterior moments are for the function
h(@) and conditional on the summary statistic instead of the full dataset. Therefore we
need extensions of the classical result. [12] gives the central limit theorem for éMLES when
an, = /n and P is compact. According to the proof in [12], extending the result to the
general a,, is straightforward. Additionally, we give the extension for general P.

LEMMA 2. Assume conditions (C1), (C3)-(C5). Then it holds that an(@rLEs — 00) =,
N(0,17%(00)) as n — oo.

PROOF. According to (C4), fn(Sobs|f0) = fn(Sobs|f0) + 0p(1) and hence f,(Sops|@0) has
the order Op(al) by (C3). Then by (C5), for large enough n, with probability 1, f,,(8ebs/60)

is larger than f,(s.s|@) for any 8 € P§ and hence 9MLES = argmaxgcsp, fn(8obs|@). Then
from [12], the lemma holds. O
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The central limit theorem of h(fyrgs) is needed. Given the condition (C9), by Lemma
2 and the delta method, the following holds.

LEMMA 3. Assume the conditions of Lemma 2 and (C9). Then
an(h(@rres) — h(Bo)) =, N(0, Dh(80)" 17" (80) Dh(8y)) as n — occ.

Here we prove a posterior normality result more general than the Bernstein Von-Mises
type of normality, which is given in Corollary 1, by following the the derivations for posterior
normality in [20]. Let 1,(8) = log fn(Sobs|@). The following conditions about how fast the
likelihood changes around 6y are needed.

(C14) 1,(9) € C3(Py).

(C15) a,,? supgesp, |%ln(a)| < M (8ops) for any i, j, k of coordinate indices of 6, and
M (80ps) = Op(1).

Since 0 is the true parameter, it is natural to assume that the log-likelihoods of the the

parameters outside Py is smaller than and do not converge to that of 8y as n — oo, as
stated below.

(C16) Py, {limn_mo a,? SUPgeps > 5, [n (8) — 1n(00)] < —e} =1 for some € > 0.

Let 7 = a,(0 —9MLES) be the normalised 8. Then we have the following convergence results
for the posterior distribution of 6.

LEMMA 4. Assume the conditions of Lemma 2, (C14)-(C16) and (C7). Let w} (t|Sobs)
be the posterior density of T. For any real function gn(t;Sops) = g (t; Sobs)v(t) satisfying
the following conditions:
(a) The limit of g;;(0; Sops), denoted by go, exists in probability and V||t || = o(an), |9 (tn; Sobs)—
gol = 0p(1);
(b) max|t|<soa, 195 #; Sobs)| = Op(1);
(c) 3k > 0 such that [v(t)| < ||t||* for anyt and [ 197 (T3 Sobs ) |[|0—0 a1 5] F 7 (0) dB = O,(1),

it holds that

% 1
/ Ot 800 ) " (El500e) it 5> g0 / o(t)

—tTI(00)t/2
(27r)p/2|[(90),—1/26 dt as n — oo.

The introduction of g, (t; Seps) is needed for extending the Bernstein Von-Mises conver-
gence to the posterior moments, which can be seen later in the proof of Lemma 5. An
example of gy (t;Sops) satisfying (a)-(c) is gn(t;Seps) = h(a;'t + Oypes) where the real
function h(@) is continuous at 6y, bounded in {0 : | — 0| < dp} and [ h(0)7(0) df < co.
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PRrROOF. By the fact that 9MLES is a constant given S,ps, 7 (t|Sops) can be obtained by
transforming the posterior density of § which is proportional to f,,(Sops|@)7(8). Then we
have

T (E8obs) O T (£]80ps) 2 exp{ln(@nLEs + a;; 't) — Ly (Onires )} (Onnes + a 't),

which holds since [,, (9MLES) does not depend on ¢t. We only need to show

(6) / O (t: 80 ) o (5002 )t 5> g0 (80) / o(t)et @02y

Because ¢y, (t; Sops) = 1 obviously satisfies (a)-(c) with v(t) = 1, and hence the normalising
constant of 7, (£8,ps) converges in probability to (2m)?/2|1(8¢)|~'/?7(8y). Then by Slutsky’s
theorem, Lemma 4 holds.

We break P into three regions, By = {t € P : [|t| > doan}, Bo ={t € P: cloga, < ||t|| <
dpan} and By = {t € P : ||t]| < cloga,} for non-negative c. (6) will be justified by showing
that the integrals of gy (t; Sobs)mn (t|Sops) in By and By are op,(1) and that in B converges
to the RHS of (6) in probability.

In the region B;, we have

/ ‘gn(t;sobs”ﬂ-n(ﬂsobs) dt
By

<e( s [n@ues +,'8) ~ Oues))je / 10 (75 800 | (6) dB
t||>doan

=exp{ sup [l,(0)—1,(00)] + op(l)}affk / |gZ(T;sOb5)v(7‘)]a;k7r(0) de,
16—80|>60

Then by condition (C16) and (c), it holds that fB1 |Gn (t; Sobs) |Tn (E|Sobs )dt = 0p(1).
In the region By, we have

/ |gn(t;30bs)’ﬂ-n(t|sobs)dt < max ’g;(t;sobs)‘/ ‘v(t)‘ﬂ'n(t‘sobs)dt‘
BQ Htllgéoa‘n B2

By condition (b), for proving the LHS of the above inequality is o,(1), we only need to
show f32 |v(t)|7n (t]S0ps)dt is 0p(1). By the definition of @wrrs, Dely(6mrEs) = 0. Then Ve,

(7)
R . 1 1

ln(Onies + a;, ') — 1, (Onpes) = —§tTD2t + —a,; tT D3(e1(t), t)t,

83

,27 A <
a, 3(9ia¢9j89kln(0MLES + 61(t)) ti. and |€1(t)’ < 4.

where Dy = _a;2H0ln(éMLES)7 Ds(e1(t),t) = Z |:
k pPXp
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By condition (C4), the Hessian matrix of [,,(8) is similar to the Hessian matrix of its normal
log-likelihood approximation, since

Hyl,,(8) = Hp{log f(s0050) + a2 LR, (6)}
= Hp{a?(80bs — 1(8))T A7 (8)(80ps — 1(6))/2} + a2 HeLR,,(6)
= —a21(8) + aZ0p(sobs — 1(6)) + 0p(1),

where in the RHS of the last equation, Op(8es — 1(0)) is a polynomial of sps — 7(8)
without constant terms and the convergence of 0,(1) uniformly holds in Pg. Then Dy =
I(60) + 0p(1). By condition (C15), the absolute value of each element in D3(e;(t),t) is less
than or equal to M (Seps) Y. |tk|- Since ty/a, < & for any t € By, by choosing appropriate
0, 1(60)/4 — a; ' D3(€1(t),t)/6 can be positive definite. Then with probability 1,

(8) In(OriLEs + ay't) — 1y (Bvres) < —itTf(ao)t

Therefore for t € Bo,

1 p t
[0 ()] (Elsops) < [[£]]* exp{— 2" 1(B0)t} 7 (Brires + —)

n

1
< obak exp{—=c*rloga,} max  w(8),
4 [10—6nLEs [|<do

for some positive constant r, which implies that

/ (0(8) [ (E]80p )t < 2aEH-FTAGE max x(6).
Bo 10—0nrEs||<do

Therefore by (C7) and choosing a large enough c, fBz [(t) |7 (E|80bs)dt is 0p(1).
In the region Bs, we have

/ dn (t; sobs)ﬂn(t‘sobs) dt
B3
(9) ZQO/ U(t)ﬂ'n(ﬂsobs)dt"’_/ [g;(t;sobs) - QO]U(t)Trn(ﬂsobs) dt.
Bg BS
For the first integral in (9), by (7) we have
/ V()7 (E|505s) dt
B3
1 T A t
= v(t) exp{—=t" Dot} (OnLEs + — ) dt
Bs 2 a

n

(10) + /B | v(t) exp{—%tTDgt}[exp{éagltTDg(el(t),t)t} — 1] (@mres + ai) dt.

mn
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Since Bs goes to P and logay,/a, — 0 as n — oo, the first integral in (10) converges
to m(6o) [ v(t)e " 100)t/2 gt in probability. For the second integral in (10), by noting that
le? — 1] < el*l|z| for z € R, we have

1 1 _ A t
/ 0(8)| exp{ ¢ Dt} exp{ o't Dy(er (), )¢} — Un(Burvs + ) d
B3

n

1 1 1 - t
g/ [#)|* exp{—=t" Dot + |Za,, 't" D3(e1(t),t)t|}| ~a,, 't" Ds(e1 (), )t 7 (Orimrs + —) dt
Bs 2 6 6 Qp,
1
<Ma=" max ¢+ / exp{— T I@) ) dt max  7(0),
teby Bs 4 10—6nEs || <do
for some positive constant M, where the second inequality follows the previous arguments
about D3(e1(t),t) when t € Bs. Since maxsep, |[t||*3 = (cloga,)*3, when a, is large
enough, the second integral in (10) is 0,(1).
For the second integral in (9), we have

/ [g;kl(ta sobs) - gO]U(t)Fn(ﬂsobs) dt < max |g;(t7 sobs) - 90’ / U(t)ﬂ'n(tlsobs) dt.
Bg BS

T |Itll<clogan

By (a), since loga, = o(an), max|s<cioga, |9nE;Sobs) — go| = 0p(1). Then since the
first integral in (9) has been shown to be Op(1), the second integral is 0,(1). Therefore

st Gn(t; Sops ) Tn (E|8ops ) dt i gom(0o) [ v(t)e_tTI(‘go)t/2 dt which concludes the proof. O

The Bernstein Von-Mises type of asymptotic normality is stated below and holds obvi-
ously by letting gy, (t; Sops) = LieB-

COROLLARY 1. Assume the conditions of Lemma 2, (C14)-(C16) and (C7). It holds
that for any measurable set B C P,

. P 1 —tT1(B0)t/2
/B7Tn(t|sobs)dt — /B (27T)d/2|1(00)|71/2€ dt as n — oc.

Based on the convergence of 7, we can now expand the posterior moments E[h(8)|sps]
and Var[h(0)|s.s). For simplicity, consider the scalar function h(f) and the results can be
easily extended to the vector case.

LEMMA 5.  Assume the conditions of Lemma 4, (C8)-(C10). Then we have
E[h(0)|8ops] = h(éMLES)—i—op(a;l) and Var[h(0)|s.s] = a,,2Dh(60)" T~ (80) Dh(8o)+o0p(a,?),
PROOF. Since 8 = éMLES + a7, we have

E[h(8)[80ps] = h(Ories) + ELg7 (T 8obs)|Sobs)

where g7 (7;80ps) = h(éMLEs + a;l'r) - h(éMLES),
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and

Var[h(0)[sons] =V ar(g5(T; Sobs)v2(T) — 93(T; 80bs)v3(T) |Sobs]ar,
=V ar[g5 (T; 8obs ) U2(T)|Sops] a2 +Va7"[g3('r Sobs) L 03(T)|Sops] a2
- 2E[923(T sobs) U23( )‘sobs] n >

h(@nLes + a; 1) — h(Ovpes) — Dh(Byees)Ta; !
an 7|

923(T; Sobs) = 92 (T3 80bs) 93 (T 80bs), v2(T) = [T, v3(7) =7 and va3(7) = 7|7 |].

where g;(’r;sobs) = ’ g;(’r;sobs) = Dh(éMLES)a

If (a)-(c) of Lemma 4 are satisfied for the following functions: g7 (7; Sobs), G5 (T; Sobs)V2(T),

573 800s) T03(T), (95 (T3 800s)02(1))2, (95(T5 800s) T03(7))” and gy (75 80ps) Tvas(T), the ex-
plicit forms of the expansions would be given by Lemma 4.

For g¢j(T;80bs), (a) is obviously satisfied with go = 0 and (b) is satisfied by condition
(C9). Since by condition (C10),

/ 197 (73 800)|7(0) B — / 11(8) — hBriws)|7(6) d6 = O, (1),

(c) holds for v(t) = 1 and k = 0. Therefore by Lemma 4, E[g}(T; Sobs)|Sobs] = 0p(1).

For g5(T; 8ops)v2(7) and (g5 (7; 80ps)v2(7))?, by condition (C9), g3 (tn; Sobs) L, 0 when
[tn| = o(an) and g5 (tn; Seps) is bounded when |[¢,| = O(ay,). Hence (a) and (b) are satisfied
for g (T Sops) and g3 (T; 80ps)? with g = 0. For (c), by condition (C10) and (C8) and noting
that a,,'7 =0 — OMLES, we have

/\92 T:80ps)|||0 — OniLis |7 (0) dO = /!h h(@yres) — Dh(Oyies)” (0 — Onwes)|7(0) d6
= Op( )

Similarly, [ [g3(T; 8obs)?| |0—Bnirus |27 (0) db = Op(1). Hence (c) is satisfied for g5 (7; 8ops)v2(T)
and (g;(T;SObS)Ug(T))Q. Then by Lemn}a 4, Var([gs(T; Sobs)v2(T)|Sobs] = 0p(1).
For g4 (7; 8ops) T v3(T), consider Dyh(Oypgs)Tk where T}, is the ky, coordinate of T for each
k. (a)-(c) are obviously satisfied with go = Dyh(8). Hence by Lemma 4, E[g5(T; 8ops) v3(T)|80bs] =
op(1). Similarly, (gg‘(f;sobs)Tvg(T))2, consider Dih(éMLEs)Djh(éMLES)TiTj for each (i, )
pair. (a)-(c) are obviously satisfied with gy = D;h(69)D;h(60). Hence by Lemma 4, E[(g5(T; Sobs) v3 ('r))2 |Sobs]
L, Dh(8o)TI(80)Dh(8).
For g34(T; 8ops) ! v23(T), following the arguments for g3 (7; 8ops) and g3 (T; 8ops) and Cauchy-

Schwartz inequality, we have E[g3s(T;80bs)? v23(T)|80bs] = 0,(1). Therefore the lemma
holds. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. Combining Lemma 1 and Lemma 5, we have

hasc = h(@nies) + op(an ) +11(8ops, n)e2.
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1/2)

Then with &,, = o(an and Lemma 3, the central limit theorem holds. O

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF SECTION 4

In the following we use the convention that for a d-dimension vector z, the matrix zz”

is denoted by z2.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.1. For the i.i.d sample (qbl,a,,s(l)) (Oi,sff)) are generated
from ¢,(0)f(s,|0), and conditional on s, = s, ¢; are generated from the Bernoulli dis-
tribution with probability K¢, (s, — Seps). Then since h is the ratio of means of sample
functions, we can use the delta method to show that the central limit theorem holds, with
mean

Eh(6:1)w;¢1] _ E[h(el)leen(sq(zl) — Sobs)] _ [ h(0)7(0) f1(50]0) K-, (Sn, — Sobs) dsy dO _
Efw;61] Bl K. (89 — s45)] [7(0)Fn(5010)Kc, (55 — S0bs) dspndd P

and variance

1 E?[h(6:)w;1¢1] E[h(61)w1¢1]
E?[wi¢1] Varlh@uwion] + E4wi¢] E3[wi¢1]

paCQC s {(E[h(ol)zw%gbl] - h’ilBCchc,Tr) + h12430 (E[w (bl] - pZCCﬂT) - zhABC (E[h(el)w%(bl] - hABCp?zchr)T}
paccw [(h(el) - 2hABCh(01)T + hiBC)w%K (snl) sobs)]

—pik By [(hw) - hABo>2;((‘2)] |

In the above expression we have used the fact that pgee » = E[wi¢1]. It is easy to verify by
algebra that

Var[wi¢i] — 2 Covlh(01)w1 1, wi1]"

m(9)
qn(0)
Therefore the CLT holds. O]

YABCn = p;CICﬂrEﬂ'ABC |:(h(0) - hABC)2

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF SECTION 5

Denote fapc(Sops|@,6n) by fapc(Sops|@) for short. By plugging in the expression of
()

T apc(0), the acceptance probability and the IS variance for wfﬁgc(a) are
- [ 7(0) fapc(Sobs|0) T d9

aCC’TrAaBC = f ( )fABC’(sob5|0)

fABC sobs‘e)lJra de

0) fapc(8ovs|0) d6]?

(11) p

(12)  and Xys = f[ 0( / (1(8) — hapc)*m(8) fanc(sas|8)' ~ db.
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Extend the definition of 771(4%0(9) to v € [0,2]. It can be seen that the proof of Theorem

5.1 and 5.2 require to study the convergence order of the normalising constant of W?%C(O),

denoted by
¢ (8ops) = / 7(0) fanc (500516)7 d

The main idea is as follows. Divide R? into Bs = {0 : [|@ — 0y|| < 0} and B§ for some
0 < dp. First, in Bf§, Lemma 6 shows that the integration is ignorable. In Bj, by treating
fapc(s|@)" as a non-normalised density, Lemma 9 shows that its normalising constant is
independent of 8, and then (17) states that the integration in Bs can be written as the
product of the marginal density of 8,55, under the posterior distribution with the normalised
fapc(s|0)7 aslikelihood, and the normalising constant of f4pc(s|@)”. The convergence rate
of the normalising constant of fapc(s]@)” is given in Lemma 9, and that of the marginal
density is given in Lemma 11 by applying the posterior convergence results on non-normal
likelihood in [18]. Finally, the convergence rate of ¢, (ss) is stated in Lemma 12, implied
by the above results.

Consider the non-trivial case where v € (0, 2]. For some 0 < dy, decompose ¢ (Sqps) into
two parts, including

Cv,Bs (Sobs) £ /B 7r(0>fABC(30bs‘0)’y df and C'y,Bg (sobs) = /C 7T(e)fABC'(sobs|0)’7 de
5

B§

First of all, the following lemma shows that the integral in B§ can be ignored.

LEMMA 6. Assume conditions (C2) and (C5). Then¥§ > 0, ch 0)fapc(sops|@)Y dO =

op(a%d6 Py,

PROOF. It is sufficient to show that supgepe fapc (Sobs|f) = O, (e~%.=¢) for some positive
constants ¢ and a. Let ¢3 = min(cy, ¢2), @z = min(ag, ag) and v = ¢, v. Note that

e%es up / £ (8005 + £n010) K (v) dv
GGTC

— e gup / fo(Sobs + 0D B) K (e, 0D e ¢ vV
0cPe J v ||>M;

(13) +emes gup / Fo(Sons + £n0]0) K (v) d
0c?§ oM <M,

The first term in the RHS of (13) is bounded by K (e;!M;)e; %€= and hence has the
order O,(1) by (C2)(iii) and noting that ag® /e;;** = O(1). The second term is bounded by
SUPgeps SUP||s—s,, || <M; fn(s|0)ea3?sc3 and hence has the order O,(1) by (C5), Sops T s(6o)

and noting that ap%/an? = O(1). Therefore eanttcs SUPgcpe [ fn(Sobs + env]@) K (v) dv =
Op(1) and the lemma holds. O
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Then we only need to consider the integration in Bs. Let fapc(s|8) = i fn(s+e,0]0) K (v) dv

and LR Apc(0) = log(fapc (sobs\a)/fABc (80bs|@)). The following lemma states a result sim-
ilar to (C4) for fapc(Seps|@)-

LEMMA 7.  Assume the conditions (C4) and (C6). Then supgeyp, |[LRApc(0)] = o0p(1).

PrOOF. By (C6), fapc(Sops|@) is dominated by the integration in the set where [jv| <
Mae L. For fapc(sops|f), (C6) automatically holds and therefore it is also dominated by
the integration in this set. This can be seen by letting M3 to be big enough and comparing
the maximum of f,,(8ops +,v|0) in {v : |[v| > Mae,, '} and its minimum in {v : ||jv]| < m},
where m satisfies K(m) > 0, for big enough n. Then

faBc(8obs|0)

= / exp{log fn(sobs + 571”‘9) - log };’L(sobs + Env‘e)}ﬁz<sobs + En'v|0)K('U) d'U(l + Op(l))
lvll<Mzern

< exp{ sup ‘LRn(S,9)‘}1?,430(801;5’0)(1 + Op(l))v

||3*80[,SH§M2

and LRapc(0) < sup|s_s,, <, [ L8 (8,0)|40p(1). Similarly, —LRApc(0) < sup|s_s,, |<n, |LEn(S,0)|+
0p(1). Therefore by (C4), supgep, |[LRABc(0)] = 0p(1). O

Lemma 7 implies the approximation that
s (0uns) = [ 7(0) Fanc(smslB) dB(1 +0, (1),
Bs

and therefore ¢, p;(Sobs) can be evaluated based on the analytical form of fA BC(Sobs|0).
Regarding K (v), the following lemma states several useful properties of K (v).

LEMMA 8. Assume the condition (C2). Then it holds that

(i) [K(v 'Vd'v<ooandf|
as T — o0.

(ii) [ K(v1p)7 dvrp < 00 and [,
stants ¢ and cas x — 0o.

(iii) Let Kp(u) = K(||ul|) for w € RP. Then [ Kp(u)?du < co and ||

[[aa]| >

wfj>z K (v)Y dv = O(e~*") for some positive constants ¢ and o

- K(v1p)? dvy,, = O(e=*") for some positive con-

Ky(u)"du =

O(e=") for some positi d
positive constants ¢ and aas x — 0.

PROOF. By (C2)(iii), when ||| > z¢ for some large enough zg, K (v) < Me~I¥l** for
some positive constant M. Then by the decomposition

/K Vd'v—/ / Vd'v<VI0+/ K(v)" dv,
[[vo]|<zo |v||>l“o l[v][>z0
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where V, is the volume of the d-dimension sphere with radius zo, [ K (v)?dv is bounded
i fjpj>z, K (@) dv is bounded. Since fi, ., K(v)'dv < M fiy,, e=7"" dv the RHS

of which has the order O(e™ e1reg’ ) by integrating in the spherical coordinate, (i) of the
lemma holds.

For (ii), since K (v1,) = [ K (v) dvyy 1.4, by the inequality that e~ I*" < e=erllvrpli+lvpaal)™t /2.
it is easy to show that (ii) holds by the similar argument and integrating in the spherical
coordinate. For (iii), since Kp(u) = K(||ul|), it follows from the similar arguments. O

[v|[>zo

Consider fABC(sObS\G)V as a non-normalised density of 8,5 and define the normalised
density by fA;C( 10) o< fapc(s|@)”, with which ¢, p;(sobs) may be evaluated through the

results on posterior convergence. The following lemma verifies the validity of f A Bc(sobs\ﬂ)
being a density and evaluates its normalising constant.

LEMMA 9. Assume the conditions of Lemma 7 and (C2), then for @ € Py it holds that
/fABC 3|0 st = a(’y_l)dM'y ny

where My, = ©(1) and is independent of 8. More specifically,

(i) when c. < o0, limy,_yoo My, < 20+1(27)(1=7)d/2y=d/2 | 2*d+1cgl_7)d [ K(v)" dv;
(ii) when ¢ = 00, limy,_yoo My, = [ K(v)7 dv.

PRrOOF. Let M, , = a% c f fABC 8|0)Y ds. When ¢, < oo, with transformation T =
an(s —s(0)), it can be written that

g
(14) /MM|W@—G ./UN )+ anenw; 0, 1)K @ﬂ dr®.
In the RHS of (14), VT € R?, by (C2)(ii), we have the decomposition that

r Y
/ N(T + anenw: 0, 1) K (v) dv]

.
_ (/ _|_/ )N(T+an5nv;07Id)K(v) d’l)]
| Y llanenv||<ITI/2  Sllanenv|>|T /2

2 T
< amy o - 12y | 7L | |
< | (2m)%* exp{— 3 —} o< 7! K(v) d’u—I—K(2an€n) o> T N(T + anenw;0, 1) dv
i T’ 1T
oz |
< _(27r) exp{ 5 }+ (anen)” K(2an€n)
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Note that for positive constants x and y, when v > 1, by Jensen’s inequality, (z + y)7 <
2771 (27 4+ y7) and when v < 1, by the order of I, norm, (z +y)? < 27 + 3. Therefore

(15)
VP

T (1)
M’y,n S 2/(27_‘_)’)/(1/2 eXp{ fYH H H

(1=)d v
YA 4 2(anen) [ (anea) K ()7 dT

and the inequality in (i) of the lemma holds by taking the limit of the RHS of (15).
When ¢. = oo, with the transformation T? = ¢,-1(s — 5(8)), it can be written that

_ ¥
/ fapc(s|8)Y ds = e, 04 / [ / N(T® +v;0, (anen) 21y K (v) dv] dr®.
By dominated convergence theorem, VT' € R%, we have

lim [ N(T +;0, (anen) 213)K (v) dv :/ lim N(T 4 v;0, (anen) 2Iq) K (v) dv = K(T).

n—oo n—oo

If the limit and the integral of T in M., ,, can be exchanged, then we have

)
lim M., = / [lim / N(T® +v;0, (anen) 1) K (v) d'v] aT? — / K(T®) a7,

n—o0 n—o0

and (iii) of the lemma holds. The exchangeability holds by the uniform integrability of
the integrands { [ N(T®) +v;0, (ane,) 214) K (v) dv}nen which is shown in the following.
Let pu(-) be the Lebesgue measure. When v < 1, Ve > 0, choose 0 = €7~!. By Jensen’s
inequality, VE C R? satisfying u(E) < o,

/E [/ N(T® +v;0, (anen) 210 K (v) dvr aT®

12 v
< [ / N(T® + 00, (anen) 211 K (v) dv{z(();)E} dT(Q)] u(E)

—u(E)' / / N(T® 4+ v;0, (anen)21y) dTP K (v) dv
E
<u(BE)' <e

When v > 1, Ve > 0, by Lemma 8, the ¢ can be chosen such that YE C RY satisfying
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W(E) <o, [ K®)'v <e Then let v@ = v +T®@ by Jesen’s inequality,

/ [/N ) + 0,0, (aney) 21y K (v) dq)}V dT®

.
/ { / N0, (anen)- 2[d>K<v<2>_T<2>>dv<2>] T
/ / N@?:0, (anen) 21 K (©? — T?) v a7
/ N@P,0, (anen)20y) | K@) dT® dv?),

E‘I

where T®) = T —y(?) and E’ is E under the transformation. Since yu(E’) = u(E) for any
@ [ K(T®)7dT®) < e and

/ [/N ) +v;0, (anen) 21y K (v) d'v] dT® < /N 0, (anen)2Iy) dv® = ¢

Therefore the integrands are uniformly integrable.
Since the RHS of (14) and (16) do not depend on 8, M., ,, is independent of 6. O

Then ¢, ;(Sops) can be written as

(17) & 54 (Sobs) = /B 7(0) T (800610) dB / Fanc(s180)7 ds(1 + op(1)),

that is the product of the marginal density of s.ps, for the posterior distribution with
prior 7(6) and fABC (8obs|@) as the likelihood, and the normalising constant of ﬂgc (Sobs|@)
which has been evaluated in Lemma 9. For the marginal density, the results of posterior
convergence in non-regular cases in [18] can be applied.

Since the posterior convergence results in [18] are based on the convergence of the likeli-
hood ratio between the true parameter and its neighbourhood, the following lemma about

the convergence rate of fABc(sobs|00) is needed.
LEMMA 10. Assume the conditions of Lemma 9. Then ﬂgc(sobswo) = @I,(afm).

PROOF. When ¢, = oo, since K (v) <1,

fABc(Sobs\eo) = €;d/ﬁz<sobs +vW180) K (e, 10Dy do < &, 9,
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and let M3 be a positive constant satisfying inf|,<az, K(v) <0, then

Fano(smslfo) > inf K() / Fo(80ps + £n0180) do
llvl|<Ms llv]|<Ms

= E;Ld inf K(v) / N(v+ (anan)*lTObs; 0, (anan)’QId) dv
[[vl|<M3 llw]|< M3

—-d -
=¢e,% inf K(v)(1+o0,(1)).
i, K@+ 0p(1)
Hence fapc(Sobs|00) = Op(e;%) and fapo(sosslo)? = Op(en?).
When c. < 00, fapc(8Sopslfo) < al(27)~%2 and

- . 1
FaBc(8obs|00) > al(2m)=4/2 eXP{—§ sup || Tops + (cc + 0(1))1’|’2}/ K(v) dv,
lv]| <M3 lv]| <3

where the RHS of this inequality has the order ©,(aZ). Hence FaBc(Sos|00) = Op(ad) and

n

FaBc(Sobs|B0)" = @p(azd). Then by Lemma 9, the lemma holds. O

Now we are ready to prove the posterior convergence taking ﬂgc(sobs\ﬂ) as the likeli-
hood.

LEMMA 11.  Assume conditions (C2)-(C5) and (C6). Then 36 > 0 such that
)\ 8) 6 = ©,(al?
5 ( )fABc(30b8’ ) p(an,a )-
§

PROOF. Let P(f) be the p x p matrix Ds(8)Ds(8)”. § is selected such that V8 € Bs,
P(#) and A() are positive definite. Such a § exists since Ds(fy) has rank p by (C3)(iii) and
A(8)) is positive definite. Then we can choose positive constants Ap min, APmaz, AA,min and
A maz such that V8 € Bs, P(0)—Apmindp, AP mazlp—P(0), A(0)—Aaminld, AAmazla—A(0)
are positive definite.

To simplify the notations, we can assume A(@) = I; without without loss of generality
by noting that

/B 7(0) Fanc (501:/60)" 0

'yd/2‘ X
Adﬂ/‘r;ln / 71'(0) (/ N(sobs + env; 8(0)’ )\A,minId)K(v) d’U> d0’
N Bs

A,maz
)\'yd/2 v
Aic’;;;ax /B 7'['(0) </ N(sobs + En’v;8<9), )‘A,maxId)K<v) d’l)) de
5

A,min
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Let Uy, = {an-(0 — o) : 0 € Bs}, and for u € U, let

Zo(u)w(8y + a; )

~ Fanc(sonslfo + ay lu)? B
. Zn(w)m(B0 + an tu) du’

Zn(u) —
JaBc(8obs|fo)”

d &, (u)

Here Z,(u) is the likelihood ratio, since the normalising constants are identical, and &, (u)
is the posterior density of a, (6@ —60p). Then we have

[ 7O 7 (018) 0 = T (sunl60)er? | Zu(w)m(Bo + ) da
Bs Un

From [18, Proposition 2], &,(u) =N Z(u)/ [g» Z(u) du as a random element in L'(RP)
and hence

/ Zo ()7 (8 + a; M) du S w(60) / Z(u)du,

n

by (IH3) below and the weak convergence of the ratio of random sequences, if Z,,(u) satisfies
the following conditions:

(IH1) For some M >0, m >0 and a > 0,
Eg,[Z)/*(w1) = Z/* (u2)]* < M(1+ R™) w1 — uz,

for all ui,uy € U, satisfying |[ui|| < R and |jus| < R;
(IH2) For all u € U,,

Egy Z)/*(w) < exp{—gu(|ul)},

where {g,} is a sequence of real-value functions on [0, c0) satisfying the following:
(a) for a fixed n > 1, gn(y) T 00 as y 1T oo; (b) for any N > 0,

lim " exp{—gn(y)} = 0;

Y—>00,N—00

(IH3) The finite-dimensional distributions of {Z,(u) : u € RP} converge to those of a
stochastic process {Z(u) : u € RP}.

Therefore by Lemma 10, in order for the lemma to hold, we only need to verify (IH1)-(IH3)
for Z,,(u) and that [ Z(u)du € (0,00). The verification proceeds by discussing the cases of
e < 00 and ¢ = o0.

When ¢, < 00, ap e = ay,. For (IH1),

(18)
_ f fABC(SWO + a;lul)“f/ZfABc(s\Bg + a;lug)V/Q ds

E Z1/2 _Z1/2 2_911 —
0lZn"(w1) = 2" (u2)] J fapc(s]60)7 ds
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By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, in the RHS of (18),
/fABC(SWO + a;1u1)7/2ﬁ430(s|00 + a;1u2)7/2 ds
_ _ 2l
= / [/ f(s +envlfo + a,'ur) ' f(s + eqv|0 + @, 'uz) 2K (v) dv] ds
ay, -1 -1 2
= [ | [ expl= 21500 + 0 ws) 500+ wa) )

1 1 v
N (8 + env; ((00+a Luy) + 800 + a, 'us)), a2) ('v)d'v} ds

n

.
—exp{——Hs(eo—l-a Luy) — 5(80 + a; "us) |2} al W/ [/N (TD & apenw: 0, 1)K (v)dv} i)

where T®) = a,, [s —27(s(80 + a;,'u1) + s(60 + a,,'uz))]. By Taylor expansion, a,(s(fo+
a;uy) —s(00 +a; 'uz)) = Ds(0y + a; 'u')T (ug —uz) where ||a;, 'u’|| < 6. Then by (14) and
plugging in the above inequality in (18), we have

B[22/ (ur) — Z8/2s))? <2 [1 — exp(~ T | Da(By + a; ) (ur — ) )]
< 7>\P,ma:rHul - u2||2/47

where the last inequality holds by the fact that 1 — e™ < z for x > 0. Hence (IH1) is
satisfied.
For (IH2),

(19) E90Z1/2 /fABC \00+a u)7/2f,430( |00)1 /2 gs.

Since 7/2 < 1, by applying Jensen’s inequality twice, we have

Fapc(s|8) 7/
[ fapc(s|0o)1—7/2ds

/fABC(SWO +a, ') fapc(s)60)' /2 ds} [/ Fapc(sl8) /2 ds

Ep,Z,/*(w) /fABc sl6o + a,'u)?/? ds/fABC(SWO)I_’Yﬂ ds.

IN

:| 1—v/2

(20)

r - _ (
= Ep,Z}/*(u) < |ay® / fABc<s|0o+a;1u>fABc<s|eo>ds}

1—=7/2)v/2 N 1—v/2
[agdﬂ / fapc(s|fo) 772 ds] .

For the second term in (20), since 1 —/2 € (0, 2], by Lemma 9 and Lemma 8, it is bounded
by some positive constant. For the first term in the RHS of (20), by algebra and exchanging



ABC ASYMPTOTICS 33

the order of integration,

a;d / ]?ABC(SWO + a;l’u)]?ABc(SW()) ds

= a,* / F(s +€,9)00) (5 + eqwl|Bo + a;, 'u) K (v) K (w) dvdwds

v® ;
= / N(an(s(80 + a;'u) — s(00)); v —w 20K (—)K )(anen) "2 dv® dw™®

AnEn AnEn

where v®) = a,e,v and wV) = a,e,w. By Taylor expansion, an(8(0y + a;'u) — s(6y) =
Ds(0y + a;'u")Tu where ||a;; 'u”|| < 4. In order to evaluate the last integral in the above
equality, we divide the integration space R? x R? into two parts: Ry = {(v®,w) :
[v®) —wD|| < 271 Ds (0o + a;'u”)Tu|} and RS. Then we have

3) (1
N(Ds(0o + a; 'u") u; 0@ — w21 K( v VK d

R1 Anén Anén

<(r) M2exp{—%  inf  ||Ds(Bo+ a; u")Tu — @3 —wD)|2}
4 (v® wD)eRr,

3) ()
K kY

R AnEn Ann

_ 1
(21) <(4m) /2 exp{—g)\P,mmHUHQ},

)(anen) 24 dv® dw™

)(anen) "2 do® dw®

and by letting V®) and W) be independent random vectors with density K ((anen) ™ ) (ane,)

)

(3) M
N(Ds(By + a7 ") u;0® — w20 k(2K (¥

R¢ AnpEn Ann

<(m)~ 2PV, W) € RY)

)(anen) 2 do® dw™

<(m)~ PPV + WD > *HD8(9o+a )Tl and [V > W)
<2(4m)"2P(IVY) > *I!D8(0o+a fu”) )

_ )\P,min
(22) <2(4m) V2P(|V| > LI ),

where V' is the random vector with density K (v). Therefore,
(1=v/2)7/2
1 V/ APmi
EgyZy/*(u) < ¢ eXP{—g)\P,minH“HZ} +2P(|V] > TgmmHuH) ;
n-<n

where ¢ is some positive constant, and by Lemma 8, (IH2) is satisfied.
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For (IH3), with probability 1, by dominated convergence theorem,

limy o0 [ N (an(8obs — 860 + a; ') + anenw; 0, 1) K (v) dv]”
limy, 00 | N(an(Seps — 8(00)) + anenv; 0, 1) K (v) dv ]
[ limpyee N(an(Sobs — 8(80)) + Ds(0o + a;, 'uw”) u + anenv; 0, 1) K (v) dv 7
N [ S limy, 00 N (an(Sobs — 8(00)) + anenw; 0, 1) K (v) dv ]
S i Zy(w) = Z(w) & [[ N(Tops + Ds(00)"u + c-v;0, 1) K (v) alv]7
n—00 [[ N(Tops + ccv; 0, 13) K (v) dv]”

Hence (IH3) is satisfied.
For [ Z(u)du, when ¢. = 0, it is obviously in (0,00). When ¢, € (0,00), we only need
to show the integral in the numerator of Z(u) over R? is in (0, 00). By algebra,

im 2, () = |

n—oo

¥
/ [/ N(T gps + Ds(eo)Tu +cev;0, 1)K (v) dv| du

= [[| [ 5200 2+ P60) 2 D800 Tt + c0) 0,1y 1)
(23) eXp{_%(Tobs + cv)(I; — Ds(80)" P(80) ' Ds(60))(T ops + c-v)} K (v) dv} ! du.

Since I; — Ds(y)" P(6y) ' Ds(o) is a projection matrix and hence positive-semidefinite,
the RHS of (23) is bounded by

(24) (4m)- T / [ / N(P(60)%u + P(8y)~/2Ds(8)(T Obs+cgv);0,lp)K(v)dvrdu.

Since the eigenvalues of Ds(8y)” P(8y) 'Ds(6y) are 0 and 1, by singular value decomposi-
tion, there exists a p-dimension unitary matrix )1 and a ¢-dimension unitary matrix Qs

such that P(00)71/2D8(00) = Ql [IPO] QQ. Let vgyp = QQ'U, usyp = QIUSVD,I:pa u* =
pXxd

P(00)"?u + P(89)~/?Ds(80)T ops, Ksvpwsyp) = K(QYvsyp) and Ksyp,(lusyp) =
Ksvp(QTusyp). Then (24) can be transformed to be

r Y
(d ) * N *
(471') ~(d—p) ||P(00)|| 1/2/ /N('u, + Q1 |:Ip30:| ’USVD;O,Ip)K(Qg’USVD) d'USVD] du
L pxd

(25)
:(471')_ (

I Y
(90)||_1/2/ N(u* + ccusyp; 0, 1,) Ksyp p(usyp) dusvp} du*.

With Lemma 8 and the arguments similar to the proof of Lemma 9(i), it can be shown that
(25) is in (0,00) which implies that the LHS of (23) is in (0, 00). Therefore [ Z(u)du €
(0, 00).
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Now we consider the case when ¢ = oo and a, = ¢,'. For (IH1), in (18), with the
transformation T™ = ¢, (s — s(8p + epu2)),

. r Y
Fapc (8|00 + epug)? = ell=1d / N(TW + 00, (anen) 2 K@) dv|

~ Y
and fapc(s|fo + epuy)? = ell=14 / N(TW + &7 (s(00 + epin) — 800 + eptur)) + v; 0, (anen) 21y K (v) dv}

.
= g(1=nd /N(T(4) + 0,0, (anen) 21 K (0 — Ds(00 + a; 'u')T (uy —uy)) dv(4)]
where vY) = v + Ds(0y + a;,;'u’)” (uy —uy). Then by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

/}VABC(SIO() + a;1u1)7/2fABc(s|00 + a;luQ)Vﬂ ds
(26)
Y
Zggll—w)d/ [/ N(TW 4+ v;0, (anen) 21 K (0)?K (v — Ds(00 + a; ') (ug —up)) 2 dv| dT™W.

The RHS of (26) is similar to the the RHS of (16), differing in the integrand that K (v)'/?K (v—
Ds(0o + a;'u')" (uy — u1))*/? is in the place of K (v). Note that in the proof of Lemma
9(ii), regarding K(v), the uniform integrability only needs [ K(v)”dv to be bounded.

Since [ K(©)/2K(v — Ds(8y + a;,'u')T (uz — u1))/2dv < [[ K(v)Ydv [ K(v — Ds(6o +

a; ') (ug — u1))" dv]'/? which is bounded, similar to the arguments in Lemma 9(ii), it

can also be shown that the integrands in the RHS of (26) are uniformly integrable and
then

h_)m N (y—1)d /fABC s|6o + a,, u1)7/2fABC(s|00 +a, u2)7/2 ds
.,
> / [ / 1131 N(T® +v;0, (anen) 1) K (©)?K (v — Ds(0y + a; 'v)  (ug —u1))?dv| dT™
/ K(TOY2E(TD — Ds(8y) (uy — wy))/2 dT®.

Then by Lemma 9(ii),

f fABc(sfao + a;lul)V/zfABC(slﬂo + a,;l’UIg)’Y/z ds
[ Fapc(sl8o)7 ds
>f K®)"/2K (v — Ds(00)" (uy — u1))"/? dv
- [ K(v)7dv

(27) + o(1).
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In order to obtain an appropriate lower bound for the leading term of the RHS of (27),
divide R? into two parts: Ry = {v : |lv — Ds(0o)” (ua —u1)|| > ||v||} and RS. Then

/K V2K (v — Ds(00)T (uy —u1))"? dv = / / (0)"2K (v — Ds(00)" (uy — u1))"/? dv
Ry <

> K — Ds(00)" (uz —u1))" dv + K(v)" dv
R RS

= K@W)Y do™® + K(v)7 dv,
Ry RS

where v = v—Ds(09+h1)” (ug—u1) and R, = {v® : v > |[vD +Ds(00)” (uz—u1)|}.
Let Q3 be the rotation matrix that QgDs(ﬂo) (uz —u1) = || Ds(6)" (ug — u1)|jer where
e1 = (1,0,0,...) € R% Then by letting v®) = Qqv,

/ / v) dv = (/ +/ VK (©®))7 do®
: 5 [0 [[2[v®)+[| Ds(60)T (wa—ur)llexll  J{lv®)[[>[[v®) || Ds(80)” (ua—u1)]lex |

VK (0O do®),

—l_/
/vis’|zv§5>+|Ds(oo>T<uz—u1> (%>l || Ds(80)T (wr—u1)]||
(5)

where v; " is the first coordinate of v<5),

>/ K@®) dw®.
9124 y/Xp s 1 -]

Therefore by (18) and (27),

K(v)”
Fp [22(u1) — 22 (up)2 < 2 |1 — / K@)
’ 01> \/Npmasllun —us)| J K (v)7 dv

>
< 2 sup KO (v, )V APmaz|[u1 — u2l|,

v1€ER

where K()(v) o K(v)7. Since [K(v)"dv < oo, K" (v) is a valid density and hence
SUDPy, cr K () < 0o, which implies that (IH1) is satisfied.
For (IH2), similar to (20), we have

(28)

. - 1—~v/2
0, 210) < [<4 [ Fanc(slbo-+ <, Facl00) ds

(1=v/2)v/2 _
] [5;7d/2/f,43@(s|00)1_7/2 ds

For the second term in (28), since 1 —/2 € (0, 2], by Lemma 8 and Lemma 9, it is bounded
by some positive constant. For the first term in the RHS of (28), by algebra and exchanging
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the order of integration,
ed / fapc(sl8o + enu) fapc(s|fo) ds
—(anen)" / N (an(s(60 + ent) — 5(60)): anen(v — w), 21) K (0) K (w) dvduw
= / N(Ds(0y + e,u"”) T u;v — w, 2(ane,) 21 K (v) K (w) dvdw,

where ||e,u”|| < §. Divide R? x R? into two parts: R} = {(v,w) : |[v — w]|| < 27| Ds(0y +
entt”)Tu||} and RY. Then similar to (21), we have
(29)

1
N(Ds (0o + a; u") u;v — w, 2(anen) 21g) K (v) K (w) dvdw < (47r)’d/2(an5n)dexp{—gansn)\p,mmHuHQ}.
Ry

For the integral in R, let w®) = v —w and we have
/ N(Ds(Bo + a; ' u") 'u;v — w, 2(ane,) 21y) K (v) K (w) dvdw
R/C

_ / N@®; Ds(B + a=u")Tu, 2(anen) 21, / KW)K®—w®) dodw®.
)] >2-1|Ds(@ +ew) ]

For any w(® satisfying |[w®| > 27| Ds(8 + c,u”) ul|,

/K(v)K(v—w(Q))dvz (/ +/ YK K (v —w®)dv
l[v]|> ;1| Ds (8o +enw ) Tul| [v[| <% 1Ds(B0+enu) Tull

1
< K(111Ds(8o + entt”) T ul]) + K( inf o —w®|)
||'U||<l||DS(90+snu’”)Tu||

< 2K(7HD3(00 + entt”)Tu||) < 2K( \//\pmmHuH
Then
(30)
1
N(Ds (0o + a; u") u;v — w, 2(anen) 21g) K (v) K (w) dvdw < 2K(Z\/)\p,mmHuH).
R
Therefore by (29) and (30), for some positive constant c,

_ 1 1
Fo, 7Y/ (w) < ¢ [(4@ U2 (anzn ) xp{ =5\ pamin 0]} + 2K (5 3/ Npanin )

and by (C2)(iii), (IH2) is satisfied.
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For (IH3), let v®) = an(Sops — 8(0p + €nv)) + anenv and by dominated convergence
theorem, we have

lim Z,(u) =

n—o0

limy o0 [ N@©®);0, 1)K ((anen) " 0® — e (8005 — 800 + £qu))) dvo® |”
hmn_)oofN W©);0, I;)) K ((anen) 100 — e (805 — 8(80))) dv(®)

f N@©);0,1,) hmn—>oo ((anen) " 0® — e (80ps — 5(80)) + Ds(B + cnte”)u) dv® |’
[ N@©®);0,1;) limy, 0 K((ansn)—lv(G) — 0 Y (8ops — 8(80))) dv(©
= K(Ds(8o)Tu).

Therefore (IH3) is satisfied with Z(u) = K(Ds(0o)Tu)".
Finally,

/ﬂmwz/KmM@ﬂwvw=w%WW/mewu
which is in (0, 00) by Lemma 8(iii). O

LEMMA 12.  Assume conditions (C2)-(C5) and (C6). Then [ 7(0)fapc(Sobs|0)” d§ =
O, (a}P) for v € (0,2].

PROOF. Since ¢y (Sobs) = Cy,B5(Sobs) + c%BE(sobS), by Lemma 6, (17), Lemma 9 and
Lemma 11, the lemma immediately holds. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 5.1. Since 7(0) = wffj)gc(ﬂ) and Topc(0) = 771(41])30(0), the order of
their acceptance probabilities follow immediately from (11) and Lemma 11. For ¥;g ,,, when
qn(0) = 7(0), Xrsn = Vapc. By Lemma 1 and Lemma 3, Y5, = O,(a,2 + €2). When
qn(0) = maBC(0|80bs, €n), Plugging ¢, (6) into the alternative expression (3) of ¥ apc n, we
have

SABCH = Pacesn / (h(8) — hapc)*m(6) d8 = prge. [Varx[h(8)] + (Ex[h(6)] — hapc)?] .

Then since EIS,n = Pacc,qn EABC’,m EIS,n = CPacc,maBc /pa,ccnr = G(a%,s)- O

Due to the complication from the power o in ¥ 4pc,y, the following notations and con-
ditions similar to (C12), (C13), (C8) and (C10) are needed.

(C17) Let g (8obs, €) = [ 7(8) fanc(Sovs16, )7 dB and gy)) (Sobs ) = [ (A(8)—hapc)>m(8) fanc (80516, <) dB.

Assume that in Dggg )(sobs, e) and Dggf(ﬁ) (Sobs, €), the differentiation and integration

can be exchanged.
mw>mmﬁ@mmmww%mw=%mmmemm

€€ (O Ctol

(C19) [|A(8)%/2(|0]/*7(8) d8 < oo for k =0,1,2.
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(C20) [ |A(6)[/2]hy(8)|7(8) dB < 0o and [ |A(6)[*/2hy(8)2m(8) db < ..

PROOF OF THEOREM 5.2. For ¢(6) = Wfqagc(e), since a € (0, 1), the order of paccq, is

O(a? ), following from (11) and Lemma 11. Using the notations in (C17), from (12),

n,e<n
1— 1 1=
08 (805, 20) 08T (Sobsr 0) Gy (Sobss En)
Yrsn = 3 (1—a) ’
gc (sobSv En) ge (30b37 571)

which is a product of two ratios. The first ratio has the order ©,(1) by Lemma 11. For the
second ratio, by Taylor expansion and (C18),

(1-a) (1-a) (1-a)
9ho (sobsa 5n) ho (sob57 0) +H. {th (sobsa Clgg) } 5%

ggl_a) (sobsa En) ggl_a) (30b57 0) g((ll_a) (30b57 6/92)

_ J(h(8) — EIh(8)[01s)*m(6) £~ (501516) 6
- [7(0) fa~“(800s|6) dO +O0p(en).

(31) = Var'=[h(9) sos] + (E[R(B)[s0ss] — EV = [h(8)[s01s])* + Op(7),

where E(1=)[-|s,;,] and Var(1=®)[-|s,] are the posterior mean and variance with prior
density 7 (@) and likelihood proportional to f1=%(s.s|@). In order to evaluate (31), results
similar to Lemma 5 are needed. Although f!=%(s,s|@) is unnormalised, by noting that
the proof of Lemma 4-5 do not utilise the fact that f,(s.s|€) is normalised and Origs is
also the maximum point of f1=%(sy|@), similar results would hold for E1=%[h(8)|s,ps]
and Var('=[h(8)|sys] if the corresponding conditions, which are (C4) and (C14)-(C16)
with f,(80ps|0) replaced by fl=%(sus|@), are satisfied. It is easy to verify that (C4) and
(C14)-(C16) are also satisfied for f1=%(s.s|@). Therefore Var=[h(8)|s.s] = a;2(1 —
@)~ Dh(00)T 171 (80) Dh(8o) +0p(a;2) and EQ~)[h(8)|sps] = h(Brirrs)+0p(a; ) implying
that E[h(8)[sops] — B~ [h(8)|s0ps] = 0p(ay'). Therefore Xrg,, = 0,(a;2 +€2). O

APPENDIX D: CALCULATIONS FOR SIMPLE GAUSSIAN EXAMPLE

To obtain the ABC posterior for the Gaussian model of Section 1.1, we use the result of
[45]. For bandwidth, chosen so that the kernel is that of a Gaussian with marginal variance
e, the ABC posterior is equivalent to the posterior distribution if we fit a model where

sn(y) ~ MVN ((9,9), < 2/”0+ e* 2/n0+ P >)

From which the ABC posterior follows by standard calculations.

Now consider the acceptance probability of the IS-ABC algorithm using w;a;C(Q) as a
proposal. Conditional on the proposed 6 value, the simulated summary statistic is S ~
N(6,1/n). So, as the proposal distribution of 6 is

QSpps 1+ ne?
N ) Y
I/n+e2+ o’ na+ 1+ ne?
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this gives that the marginal proposal distribution of S as

agobs 1 + n€2 + 1
I/n+e24+a’na+1+ne?2 n)’
The resulting acceptance probability can be calculated using the moment generating func-
tion of a non-central chi-squared, as

E | ex _l(g_gobs)2 — 1 ex —7)\75
Pl 2 2 BV ET AR B EY

where
\ n(1 + ne?)?s?,, Qi L N 1 1+ne
= andt = — + 5————.
(1 +ne? + na)(n+n2e? + na + 1+ ne?)’ ne?  e2na+ 1+ ne?

Finally note that A < §gb s and t/(242t) < 1/2, so we can bound the acceptance probability
both above and below by a constant times 1/v/1 +t. For a = 0, we have t > 1/¢2 and this
will go to infinity as n — co because € = O(n~'/2). For a > 0 we have ¢ is bounded above
and below by a constant time 1/(ne?).

Simple but tedious manipulations gives that the variance of the importance sampling

weights for accepted 6 values is

_ 2 _ 2
U2acc /exp{<9 5ABC’) _ (9 ﬂacc) }d@,

2
OABC 0ABC 2Uacc

where papc and 012430 are the ABC posterior mean and variance, and e and agcc are

the mean and variance of accepted @ values. For this to be finite we need 202, < 0% BC-
Now we can calculate 02, in a similar to 0% 5, above. This gives

9 1+ ne?

Uacc_noz—l—l—}—neZ—l—n’

which using ne? = ¢ simplifies to

2 L+e 2 n+1l+c
g, = =0 - .
acc na+l+c+n ABCTLO[—I—]_—i—c—i—n
as 012430 = (1+c¢)/(n+ 1+ c). This gives
O-ch _ n+1l+c N 1

012430 no+1l+c+n 1+a’

as n — oo. Note further that this ratio in monotonically decreasing as n increases. We
require the ratio to be greater than 1/2, which occurs if and only if o < 1.
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