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Abstract. To solve problems in domains such as filtering, optimization, and posterior sampling,
interacting-particle methods have recently received much attention. These parallelizable and often
gradient-free algorithms use an ensemble of particles that evolve in time, based on a combination of
well-chosen dynamics and interaction between the particles. For computationally expensive dynam-
ics – for example, dynamics that solve inverse problems with an expensive forward model – the cost of
attaining a high accuracy quickly becomes prohibitive. We exploit a hierarchy of approximations to
this forward model and apply multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) techniques, improving the asymptotic
cost-to-error relation. More specifically, we use MLMC at each time step to estimate the interaction
term within a single, globally-coupled ensemble. This technique was proposed by Hoel et al. in the
context of the ensemble Kalman filter; the goal of the present paper is to study its applicability to a
general framework of interacting-particle methods. After extending the algorithm and its analysis to
a broad set of methods with fixed numbers of time steps, we motivate the application of the method
to the class of algorithms with an infinite time horizon, which includes popular methods such as
ensemble Kalman algorithms for optimization and sampling. Numerical tests confirm the improved
asymptotic scaling of the multilevel approach.
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1. Introduction. This paper studies interacting-particle methods (IPMs), al-
gorithms that solve various problems with an ensemble (or collection) of particles (or
points, evolving over time in, e.g., a state or parameter space). Three problem classes
for which IPMs have been particularly successful are filtering [1, 2, 3, 10, 15], opti-
mization [28, 34, 38], and Bayesian-posterior sampling [5, 17, 27]. Simulated with a
finite ensemble size J , IPMs can be viewed as Monte Carlo approximations to a corre-
sponding mean-field model. Some example methods are introduced in subsection 1.1.

Our main contribution is comparing this straightforward approximation to a
newly proposed multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) scheme. MLMC is discussed in
subsection 1.2, after which we can state our goal and discuss related literature in
subsection 1.3. Subsection 1.4 summarizes the layout of the paper.

1.1. Interacting-particle methods. This subsection discusses the use of IPMs
for filtering, optimization in Bayesian inverse problems, and posterior sampling. The
first of these domains, filtering, is concerned with reconstructing state variables from
noisy observations. Consider the discrete dynamics

(1.1) un+1 = Gn(un), 0 ≤ n < N,
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where un ∈ Rdu denotes the state at time step n and Gn is the potentially stochastic
forward model at that same time step. Now assume access to noisy observations

(1.2) yn = Hun + ηn, 0 < n ≤ N,

with H a linear state-to-observation map and ηn a noise term. The filtering problem
is to estimate the states {un}Nn=1 based on these noisy observations. One popular
filtering algorithm is the ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF).

Example 1.1 (Ensemble Kalman filter). The EnKF [15] is an IPM whose J par-
ticles {ujn}Jj=1 at time n estimate the expectation and uncertainty on un. It assumes
that ηn ∼ N (0,Γ) for some positive definite Γ. An ensemble member ujn evolves as

(1.3) ujn+1 = (I −KnH)Gn(ujn) +Kn(yn+1 +
√
Γηjn),

where Kn = Cgg
n H⊤(HCgg

n H⊤ +Γ)−1 (with Cgg
n the sample covariance of {Gn(ujn)}j)

is called the Kalman gain, and where ηjn ∼ N (0, I). Theoretical studies of the EnKF
and its properties often consider its mean-field limit (the limit for an infinite number
of particles); convergence to that limit for finite J is quantified in [31, 32].

A second problem class is that of Bayesian inverse problems. Here, we assume to
have a single, deterministic forward map G : Rdu → Rdg and an unknown parameter
u ∈ Rdu . We are given a prior distribution πprior(u) on u and an observation

(1.4) y = G(u) + η,

in which η ∈ Rdg follows a known noise model πη, such that we can define the likelihood
πli(y | u) := πη(y − G(u)). Bayes’ formula results in the posterior distribution

(1.5) πpost(u | y) = πli(y | u)πprior(u)

πev(y)
.

The evidence πev(y) in (1.5) is usually intractable to compute, as it involves integration
over the entire parameter domain. Hence, we work under the assumption that only
an unnormalized posterior πpost(u | y) ∝ πli(y | u)πprior(u) is available.

The posterior distribution is used in two main ways. Optimization methods can
target the maximum a posteriori (MAP) parameter, the most likely u value given y
and πprior. A more complete view of the posterior and its features is provided by
sampling methods, which construct a sequence of u values distributed according to
πpost(u | y). IPMs that perform these tasks include ensemble Kalman inversion (EKI)
[28] and ensemble Kalman sampling (EKS) [17], both inspired by the EnKF.

Example 1.2 (Ensemble Kalman inversion). We again assume that η ∼ N (0,Γ)
and now require a uniform prior on u. (General noise distributions are handled in [13];
prior regularization is discussed in, e.g., [8, 26].) EKI was proposed as the iterated
application of the EnKF (creating an artificial discrete time dimension) in [28], to
which time steps τn were added in [38]. With ηjn ∼ N (0, I), the resulting dynamics are

(1.6) ujn+1 = ujn + τnC
ug
n (τnC

gg
n + Γ)−1(y − G(ujn) +

√
Γ/τn η

j
n), 1 ≤ j ≤ J,

where Cug
n is the sample covariance of {ujn}j and {G(ujn)}j . A continuous-time limit

was studied in [38] and re-discretized in a slightly different form in, e.g., [30] – in that
work, the (artificial) time steps τn are also determined adaptively adaptively. For
simplicity, we omit this adaptivity and fix all τn in advance. Increasing J improves
exploration capabilities and reveals connections to gradient descent [4].
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Example 1.3 (Ensemble Kalman sampling). Assume again that η ∼ N (0,Γ) and
consider πprior(u) a zero-centered Gaussian with covariance Γ0. EKS was proposed
and motivated in continuous-time form in [17]. In practice, a discretization should be
used instead, and a common one is the linearly implicit split-step scheme (see [17])

u∗,j
n+1 = ujn + τnC

ug
n Γ−1(y − G(ujn))− τnC

uu
n Γ−1

0 u∗,j
n+1,(1.7a)

ujn+1 = u∗,j
n+1 +

√
2τnCuu

n ηjn,(1.7b)

where Cuu
n is the sample covariance of {ujn}j and where ηjn ∼ N (0, I). These dynamics

estimate the posterior (1.5), based on linear and Gaussian ansatzes, as n → ∞. Like
many ensemble Kalman methods, EKS is motivated by its mean-field limit [17], and a
larger J implies better performance [17] and convergence to the mean-field limit [12].

Two classes of IPMs. While the above division in terms of problem classes is nat-
ural from an application point of view, the example IPMs reveal another distinction,
relevant to algorithm development and analysis throughout the paper. We distinguish
two classes of discrete-time IPMs based on their time dimension:

• IPMs with a fixed number of discrete time steps. The ensemble Kalman
filter falls into this category, as do other filtering algorithms such as the
deterministic ensemble Kalman filter (DEnKF) [37].

• IPMs with an infinite number of discrete time steps. The EKS and EKI algo-
rithms use discrete time-stepping, but their target is the particle distribution
for the time step n → ∞. Another example in this class are the consensus-
based sampling (CBS) algorithm and its variants [5].

While many of the IPMs in this paper discretize continuous-time equations, refinement
to obtain lower errors typically uses more particles over more time steps, while keeping
the time step length (e.g., [6, 17, 34]). This justifies classifying them as discrete-time
methods. Other IPMs, such as the ensemble Kalman–Bucy filter [2] or EKI’s sampling
variant (see [11]), are defined in continuous time over a fixed interval – lowering their
error involves refinement in time. Those IPMs are outside the scope of this paper.

Advantages of IPMs. Many of these methods require no derivatives of the forward
model; instead of gradient information, interaction between the ensemble members
drives the particle evolution. This is crucial when gradients are expensive, unavailable,
or undefined due to a non-differentiable objective [30], or when they are noisy or highly
oscillatory [14]. In addition, these methods allow for straightforward parallelization,
as only the interaction term requires information from multiple particles.

Error sources for finite ensembles. When simulating an IPM with a finite number
of particles J , the interaction term depends on the stochastic positions of all particles.
Hence, simulating IPMs with a finite J should be interpreted as an approximation to
a theoretical mean-field model. In fact, when the end goal of IPM simulation is the
final particle distribution, three sources of errors compound:

1. The interaction effect at each time is computed based on a finite number of
particles. This introduces a bias and a statistical error in the dynamics.

2. The finite ensemble size introduces a statistical error on the final distribution.
3. A bias on the final particle distribution is introduced in infinite-time IPMs,

as we must truncate the time dimension in practical simulations.
It is plausible that error sources 1 and 2 decrease when the number of particles J
increases. For many methods, it turns out that this happens at the O(J−1/2) rate
typical for Monte Carlo [11, 12]. When particle evolution is computationally expensive
due to a complex forward model in the underlying problem, attaining a high accuracy
through straightforward Monte Carlo simulation of the IPM can become prohibitive.
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1.2. Multilevel Monte Carlo. To simulate interacting-particle methods with
expensive forward models more quickly, this paper will use multilevel Monte Carlo
(MLMC) [18]. The core MLMC idea is as follows. An expectation E[XL] of a com-
putationally expensive random variable XL, to which a hierarchy of cheaper and less
accurate approximations {Xℓ}L−1

ℓ=0 is available, is rewritten with a telescoping sum:

(1.8) E[XL] = E[X0] +
∑L

ℓ=1
E[Xℓ −Xℓ−1].

MLMC uses this representation to approximate E[XL]. Many cheap realizations of X0

are sampled, giving an accurate estimate of E[X0]. The difference terms are then each
approximated by sampling correlated realizations of Xℓ and Xℓ−1. This correlation
reduces the variance of the difference estimator, such that fewer samples are needed.
The challenge in designing MLMC algorithms is typically to find a way to correlate
these realizations, and to analyze the correlation mathematically.

1.3. Related work and objectives. The idea of using MLMC to speed up
simulation of IPMs is not new: multiple of these methods have been extended with
multilevel variants. Research on multilevel interacting-particle methods (MLIPMs)
has focused on algorithms for filtering. A multilevel EnKF was proposed in [23]
and extended to spatio-temporal processes in [9]. An alternative to this approach, is
developed in [24]; an adaptation to a multi-index scheme was made in [25].

Definition 1.4 (Single- and multiple-ensemble MLIPMs). We will refer to the al-
gorithms in [9, 23] as single-ensemble MLIPMs, as they employ one single ensemble
of pairwise-coupled particles – each assigned a level, with higher levels having fewer
particle pairs – that interact globally. The methods in [24, 25] use multiple indepen-
dent ensembles on each level. Higher levels contain ensembles that use more expensive
forward models and more particles per ensemble, but they have far fewer ensembles
than the lower levels. The fundamental difference between these paradigms is which
quantity is chosen as the target for MLMC. In the former, that target is the EnKF
covariance matrix at each time step. Hence all particles interact at each time step
as well. The multiple-ensemble case, however, performs a multilevel estimation of
particle distributions as a last step, after evolving all ensembles independently.

A multilevel EnKF algorithm has also been proposed that is suited for reservoir
history matching in the non-asymptotic regime [16]. Another variant uses reduced-
order models [35]. In addition, multiple-ensemble MLMC particle filters have been
described [20, 29]. The work [41] does not use MLMC, but is related to our work as
it selects an appropriate accuracy level for each time step in EKI (Example 1.2).

In the continuous-time context, a multilevel ensemble Kalman–Bucy filter [7] and
many multilevel schemes for general McKean–Vlasov equations (SDEs with interact-
ing particles) [22, 36, 39] are found in the literature. Of these, [36] comes closest to
the single-ensemble approach, but uses less coupling between levels and requires the
interaction term to be the expectation E[f(X)] of a function f of the particles X.

In [24], the multiple-ensemble MLEnKF is compared to the single-ensemble one
from [23] for some test problems. This shows the latter approach consistently out-
performing the former by a constant factor. Nevertheless, single-ensemble MLIPMs
remain restricted to the EnKF. The goal of this paper, then, is twofold.

1. Formulate a broad framework for interacting-particle methods and devise a
single-ensemble multilevel simulation algorithm.

2. Analyze the rate at which single- and multilevel simulation algorithms con-
verge to the mean-field model when more particles are added.
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1.4. Overview of the paper. The remainder of the paper is laid out as fol-
lows. After section 2 introduces our notational conventions, we formulate a general
framework for applying single-ensemble MLMC to IPMs with a fixed number of dis-
crete time steps in section 3. This completes our first objective. Then, for our second
objective, section 4 states our main theorems on the asymptotic cost-to-error rela-
tion of this technique when increasing the number of particles; they are then proven
in sections 5 and 6. Section 7 discusses how our algorithms extend to IPMs that
adapt the time horizon to the desired accuracy. The performance of our multilevel
interacting-particle methods is studied numerically in section 8, after which section 9
concludes the paper. Various proofs are relegated to Appendix A.

2. Notation and prerequisites. We denote the absolute value of a scalar u,
the 2-norm of a vector or matrix u, and the sum of the component norms of a tuple
u, by |u|. We will also make heavy use of the p-norm of a random variable U :

(2.1) ∥U∥p := E[|U |p]1/p with p ≥ 2.

For a random variable (RV) U ∼ δu that only takes one value u, it is straightforward
to see that ∥U∥p = |u| for any p ≥ 2. The following properties will also prove useful.

Property 2.1 (Generalized Hölder’s inequality). For any RVs (U, V ) and p ≥ 2,

(2.2) ∥UV ∥p ≤ ∥U∥q∥V ∥r

whenever 1/p = 1/q + 1/r. In particular,

(2.3) ∥UV ∥p ≤ ∥U∥2p∥V ∥2p.

Property 2.2 (Norm ordering). For any RV U and any p ≥ 2,

(2.4) |E[U ]| ≤ E[|U |] ≤ ∥U∥p.

Property 2.3 (Monotonicity of the p-norm). For any RVs (U, V ) and p ≥ 2,

(2.5) (∀(u, v) ∼ (U, V ) : |u| ≤ |v|) ⇒ ∥U∥p ≤ ∥V ∥p.

Property 2.4 (Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund inequality). Let X and X1, . . . , XJ be
zero-mean i.i.d. RVs such that ∥X∥p < ∞ for all p ≥ 2. Then, for any p ≥ 2, there
exists a constant cp such that

(2.6)
∥∥∥ 1
J

J∑
j=1

Xj

∥∥∥
p
≤ cpJ

−1/2∥X∥p.

Proof. This result is easily derived from, e.g., [21, Corollary 8.2].

We write A ≻ 0 (or A ⪰ 0) to indicate that a matrix A is positive (semi-)definite.
The expressions A ≻ B and A ⪰ B mean A − B ≻ 0 and A − B ⪰ 0, respectively.
For two positive expressions f(x) and g(x) in a variable x, the notation f(x) ≲x g(x)
will denote that there exists a constant c such that f(x) ≤ cg(x) for all x. We further
write f(x) ≂x g(x) to mean f(x) ≲x g(x) ≲x f(x). Often, the variable x in question
is clear from context and we simply write ≲ or ≂. For a set Ω and for any d ∈ N and
p ≥ 2, we introduce the space

(2.7) Lp(Ω,Rd) := {U : Ω → Rd | ∥U∥p < ∞}.

We will also use the shorthand notation L≥2(Ω,Rd) :=
⋂
p≥2 L

p(Ω,Rd).
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3. Presentation of the core framework. We now present our framework for
IPMs. For many practical problems, the potentially stochastic1 forward model G is
computationally intractable. Instead, approximations

(3.1) Gℓ(·) ≈ G(·) ∈ Rdg , ℓ ≥ 0

are available, with a higher ℓ indicating a more accurate but more expensive model.
We will work in this context. First, subsection 3.1 identifies a common structure to
the methods introduced so far. Starting from this unified notation, subsection 3.2
reformulates practical IPMs as approximations to underlying mean-field dynamics.
Subsection 3.3 then proposes a multilevel simulation algorithm that approximates the
mean-field model by using the hierarchy {Gℓ}ℓ.

3.1. Single-level simulation algorithm. The dynamics in Examples 1.1 to 1.3
display many similarities. More broadly, we will study interacting-particle methods
where the particles uL,jn+1 ∈ Rdu at time n+ 1 are defined as

(3.2) uL,jn+1 = Ψn(u
L,j
n ,GL(uL,jn ), Θ̂J(x

L
n), η

j
n), 1 ≤ j ≤ J.

Here, L ≥ 0 selects an accuracy level from the hierarchy (3.1). The variables ηjn ∼
N (0, I) are dη-dimensional random noise, and Θ̂J(·) is a sample statistic of the ensem-
ble that constitutes the interaction term between the particles. This may be a scalar,
a vector, a matrix, or a tuple Θ̂J(·) = (Θ̂

(1)
J (·), . . . , Θ̂(M)

J ) of multiple other sample
statistics. For example, Θ̂J(·) might be the mean EJ(·) or a tuple (EJ(·), CJ(·)) of
the mean and sample covariance. Throughout the paper, a variable using the letter
x denotes the concatenation of the corresponding u (particle position) and its image
under G, or under GL if the particle has a level L. Bold variables denote ensembles.
Hence, the argument to Θ̂J contains all particles and their GL-images:

(3.3) xLn :=
{[

uL,j
n

GL(uL,j
n )

]}J
j=1

.

We also define dx := du + dg.
The functions Ψn in (3.2), together with the choice of sample statistic Θ̂J and the

distribution from which the initial positions uL,j0 are sampled, define the interacting-
particle method. In Appendix A.2, we show that the IPMs from Examples 1.1 to 1.3
fit into the framework (3.2).

In general, the goal of simulating (3.2) is not the positions of the individual
particles, but some quantity of interest (QoI) of the entire ensemble. This quantity is
another sample statistic, Θ̂ f

J(·), of the ensemble at some time index N :

(3.4) qLN := Θ̂ f
J(x

L
N ), a realization of the random variable QL

N .

3.2. Mean-field interacting-particle methods. Simulating (3.2) with finite
J and L can be seen as a finite-cost approximation of J independent particles follow-
ing a mean-field equation. Let (Ω,F ,P) be a complete probability space, such that
the single-level particles’ initial positions are sampled from the known distribution
U0 ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdu). Then, a mean-field particle taking N time steps is a realization of
the correlated random variables {ūn : Ω → Rdu}Nn=0, with u0 = ū0. At further time
steps, the particle evolves as

(3.5) ūn+1(ω) = Ψn(ūn(ω),G(ūn(ω), ω),Θ[X̄n], ηn(ω)),

1Except when relevant, the random input to G will be omitted in notation.
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where Θ[·] is a statistical parameter corresponding to the finite-sample statistic Θ̂J(·).
Capital letters denote random variables and the variable X̄n follows our established
convention, where the letter x indicates the concatenation of the corresponding u and
its G-image. For ease of notation, we will write ūjn := ūn(ω

j) and ηjn := ηn(ω
j) with

ωj ∈ Ω, and omit G’s second argument. Instead of (3.5), then, we write

(3.6) ūjn+1 = Ψn(ū
j
n,G(ūjn),Θ[X̄n], η

j
n).

The similarity to (3.2) is apparent. The difference lies in the use of the exact forward
model G and the statistical parameter Θ[·] of the entire particle distribution. Due
to this latter difference, the particles ūjn+1 no longer interact; they depend on their
own law instead. The mean-field equivalent to the QoI computed by the finite-sample
statistic (3.4) is a statistical parameter Θf [·] ∈ Rdf of the particle distribution:

(3.7) q̄N := Θf [X̄N ].

3.3. Single-ensemble multilevel simulation algorithm. Subsection 3.1 de-
scribed the typical, single-level Monte Carlo approximation of the unattainable mean-
field dynamics and quantity of interest (3.6)–(3.7): one fixes an accuracy level L and
a number of particles J , simulates (3.2), and performs the estimate (3.4). In contrast,
our single-ensemble multilevel Monte Carlo approach mixes particles on different lev-
els, generalizing the MLEnKF from [23]. We select a maximum level L and a number
Jℓ of particles or particle pairs for each level 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ L. The ensemble then consists
of base-level particles and higher-level correction pairs:

(3.8) uML
n = ({u0,F,j

n }J0j=1, {(u
ℓ,F,j
n , uℓ,C,jn )}Jℓ,Lj=1,ℓ=1).

We define multilevel x variables similarly to before, now using Gℓ for fine particles on
level ℓ and Gℓ−1 for coarse ones. The (F,C) pairs are correlated by setting uℓ,F,j0 =

uℓ,C,j0 (for ℓ ≥ 1) and evolving (with the same random input to both G invocations)

uℓ,F,jn+1 = Ψn(u
ℓ,F,j
n ,Gℓ(uℓ,F,jn ), Θ̂ML(xML

n ), ηℓ,jn ), ℓ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L},(3.9a)

uℓ,C,jn+1 = Ψn(u
ℓ,C,j
n ,Gℓ−1(uℓ,C,jn ), Θ̂ML(xML

n ), ηℓ,jn ), ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L},(3.9b)

where ηℓ,jn ∼ N (0, I) and, analogously to (1.8), the multilevel sample statistic Θ̂ML is

(3.10) Θ̂ML(xML
n ) := Θ̂J0({x0,F,j

n }j) +
L∑
ℓ=1

(
Θ̂Jℓ({xℓ,F,jn }j)− Θ̂Jℓ({xℓ,C,jn }j)

)
.

After evolving these dynamics, a multilevel estimation of q̄N is performed as

(3.11) qML
N := Θ̂f,ML(xML

N ), a realization of the random variable QML
N .

Remark 3.1 (Alternative multilevel estimator). As an alternative to (3.9)–(3.10),
consider using a different interaction term for each level ℓ′, independent of finer levels:

(3.12) Θ̂ML,ℓ′(xML
n ) := Θ̂J0({x0,F,j

n }j) +
ℓ′∑
ℓ=1

(
Θ̂Jℓ({xℓ,F,jn }j)− Θ̂Jℓ({xℓ,C,jn }j)

)
.

The dynamics of uℓ,F,jn and uℓ,C,jn can then use Θ̂ML,ℓ and Θ̂ML,ℓ−1, respectively.
Notice that (3.12) is an estimator of the single-level interaction term on level ℓ′,
rather than on level L. In our tests, this variation on our multilevel scheme performs
comparably to (3.9)–(3.10). Hence, we will focus on (3.9)–(3.10), which is a more
direct generalization of the methods in [9, 23].
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4. Theoretical properties and convergence. In subsection 4.1, we will for-
mulate assumptions on the ingredients of the framework outlined in section 3. Under
these assumptions, subsections 4.2 and 4.3 will prove convergence rates to the mean-
field model for our single- and multilevel simulation algorithms, respectively.

4.1. Assumptions. To prove convergence of the single- and multilevel algo-
rithms from subsections 3.1 and 3.3, we need some assumptions on the ingredients of
IPMs in the framework: (i) the approximations Gℓ to the exact forward model G, (ii)
the functions Ψn defined in (3.2), and (iii) the parameter Θ and its estimator Θ̂. These
conditions are local, and hence contain locality conditions such as ∥U1 − U0∥r ≤ d.

Assumption 4.1. There exist constants ρ, β, and γ such that, for any p ≥ 2 and
U0 ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdu), there exist constants d, cg,{1,2,3} > 0 and r ≥ 2 such that for any
U{1,2} ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdu) with ∥U{1,2} − U0∥r ≤ d, the following hold for ℓ ≥ 0.

(i) The forward models Gℓ satisfy a Lipschitz bound:

(4.1a) ∥Gℓ(U1)− Gℓ(U2)∥p ≤ cg,1∥U1 − U2∥r.

(ii) All Gℓ are bounded:

(4.1b) ∥Gℓ(U1)∥p ≤ cg,2.

(iii) The rate at which Gℓ approximates G is described by β:

(4.1c) ∥Gℓ(U1)− G(U1)∥p ≤ cg,3ρ
−βℓ/2.

Convergence as ℓ → ∞ justifies the notation G∞ := G.
(iv) The rate at which Gℓ increases in cost is described by γ:

(4.1d) Cost(Gℓ) ≲ℓ ργℓ.

Assumption 4.2. For any X0 ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdx), Θ0 ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdθ ), and p ≥ 2, and
with η ∼ N (0, I), there exist constants d, cψ > 0 and r ≥ 2 such that, for any
X{1,2} ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdx) and Θ2 ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdθ ), and for any fixed θ1, the following
property holds if ∥X{1,2} −X0∥r ≤ d, ∥θ1 −Θ0∥r ≤ d, and ∥Θ2 −Θ0∥r ≤ d.

(i) All functions Ψn satisfy a local Lipschitz bound:
(4.2)
∥Ψn(U1, G1, θ1, η)−Ψn(U2, G2,Θ2, η)∥p ≤ cψ(∥X1 −X2∥r + ∥θ1 −Θ2∥r).

Assumption 4.3. For any X0 ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdx) and p ≥ 2, there exist constants r ≥ 2
and d, cθ,{1,2,3,4} > 0 such that, for any X{1,2} ∈ L≥2(Ω,Rdx) with ∥X{1,2}−X0∥r ≤ d,
the following hold (with Xi an ensemble, each distributed as Xi).

(i) The summary statistic Θ̂ satisfies a local Lipschitz bound:

(4.3a) ∥Θ̂J(X1)− Θ̂J(X2)∥p ≤ cθ,1∥X1 −X2∥r.

(ii) With Xi i.i.d., a difference in Θ is efficiently estimated by a difference in Θ̂:
(4.3b)

∥(Θ̂J(X1)− Θ̂J(X2))− (Θ[X1]−Θ[X2])∥p ≤ cθ,2J
−1/2∥X1 −X2∥r.

(iii) With Xi i.i.d., the parameter Θ is efficiently estimated by Θ̂:

(4.3c) ∥Θ̂J(X1)−Θ[X1]∥p ≤ cθ,3J
−1/2.

(iv) The parameter Θ and the statistic Θ̂ are bounded:

(4.3d) |Θ[X1]| ≤ cθ,4 and ∥Θ̂J(X1)∥p ≤ cθ,4.

The properties formulated here for Θ and Θ̂ must be satisfied by Θf and Θ̂f as well.
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Remark 4.4. By setting J = 1 in Assumption 4.3(i–ii), another property emerges:

(4.4) |Θ[X1]−Θ[X2]| ≤ (cθ,1 + cθ,2)∥X1 −X2∥r.

This inequality, then, does not need to be proven separately.

Assumption 4.1 pertains to G and hence must be checked on a case-by-case basis.
Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3 are discussed for the IPMs used in this paper in Appendix A.

4.2. Single-level convergence. This subsection studies the properties of (3.2)
as an approximation to the intractable (3.6). More specifically, we propose a choice
of L and J and discuss the resulting cost-to-error relation.

Theorem 4.5. Let ϵ > 0. If Assumptions 4.1 to 4.3 are satisfied and

(4.5) L =
⌊2 logρ(ϵ−1)

β

⌋
and J ≂ϵ ϵ−2,

then for every p ≥ 2, there exists an ϵ0 > 0 such that we have that

(4.6) ∥QL
N − q̄N∥p ≲ϵ ϵ when ϵ ≤ ϵ0

when running the single-level simulation algorithm from subsection 3.1, with a cost

(4.7) Cost ≂ϵ ϵ−(2+2γ/β).

Proof. The proof is given in section 5.

4.3. Multilevel convergence. Our main theorem bounds the asymptotic cost-
to-error relation of the single-ensemble MLIPM algorithm from subsection 3.3, given
that the number of levels and of particles on each level are chosen in a specified way.
It generalizes [23, Theorem 3.2] from the EnKF case to our framework.

Theorem 4.6. Let ϵ > 0. If Assumptions 4.1 to 4.3 are satisfied and

(4.8) L =
⌊2 logρ(ϵ−1)

β

⌋
and Jℓ ≂{ℓ,ϵ} ρ−

β+2γ
3 ℓ


ρβL if β > γ,

L2ρβL if β = γ,

ρ
β+2γ

3 L if β < γ,

then for every p ≥ 2, there exists an ϵ0 > 0 such that we have that

(4.9) ∥QML
N − q̄N∥p ≲ϵ ϵ logρ(ϵ−1)N when ϵ ≤ ϵ0

when running the multilevel simulation algorithm from subsection 3.3, with a cost

(4.10) Cost ≂ϵ


ϵ−2 if β > γ,

ϵ−(2+δ) if β = γ,

ϵ−2γ/β if β < γ,

for any δ > 0.

Proof. The proof is given in section 6.

Remark 4.7 (On the extra factor in (4.9)). The factor logρ(ϵ
−1)N in (4.9) also

appears in the bounds of [23] and its follow-up work [9]. Like us, they note that this
factor does not manifest in numerical tests. This is important for the feasibility of the
method: while the asymptotic effect of the factor is limited since logρ(ϵ

−1)N ϵ ≲ϵ ϵ1−δ

for all δ > 0, it would introduce an enormous constant when N is moderate or large.
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5. Proof of Theorem 4.5. To prove the theorem, we study the random variable
UL
n of ensembles of particles following the IPM dynamics. The p-norms in the proof

below are with respect to realizations uLn = {uL,jn }j of this variable and to the various
sources of noise. For each of those realizations, we designate an arbitrary but fixed
particle uLn := uL,1n . To this particle, we correlate another particle ūℓn on every level
ℓ, following the dynamics

(5.1) ūℓn+1 = Ψn(ū
ℓ
n,Gℓ(ūℓn),Θ[X̄n], ηn)

with ūℓ0 = uL0 and using the same ηn as uLn . We will make use of ūLn and ūn := ū∞
n .

We choose ϵ0 > 0 as some ϵ such that, whenever we use Assumptions 4.1 to 4.3
in this section, their locality conditions can be satisfied with U0 = Ūn, X0 = X̄n, and
Θ0 = Θ[X̄n]. Such ϵ0 must exist, as our proof starts at time 0 (where all particles
coincide for any ϵ) and continues by induction. Hence, we can use Assumptions 4.1
to 4.3 throughout this section. In addition, Assumptions 4.1(ii) and 4.3(iv) will ensure
that X1, X2, and Θ2 in Assumption 4.2 will always be in L≥2(Ω,Rdx), as required.

The main challenge of the proof is to show that, at each time index n,

(5.2) ∥Ūn − UL
n ∥p ≲ ϵ.

That is, given the same driving noise ηn, a particle following (3.2) and one following
(3.6) are at a distance from each other whose p-norm is at most proportional to ϵ.

To prove (5.2), we can use the triangle inequality to write

(5.3) ∥Ūn − UL
n ∥p ≤ ∥Ūn − ŪL

n ∥p + ∥ŪL
n − UL

n ∥p.

The right-hand side terms are dealt with in Lemmas 5.1 and 5.4, with Lemma 5.3
providing an auxiliary result for the latter. Corollary 5.2 will be useful in section 6.

Lemma 5.1. It holds that

(5.4) ∥Ūn − ŪL
n ∥p ≲ ϵ.

Proof. For n = 0, the statement definitely holds, as ū0 = ūL0 . We now proceed
by induction. If (5.4) holds for n, then, by applying Assumptions 4.2 and 4.1(i, iii),

∥Ūn+1 − ŪL
n+1∥p = ∥Ψn(Ūn,G(Ūn),Θ[X̄n], ηn)−Ψn(Ū

L
n ,GL(ŪL

n ),Θ[X̄n], ηn)∥p
≤ cψ∥X̄n − X̄L

n ∥r
≤ cψ

(
(1 + cg,1)∥Ūn − ŪL

n ∥r′ + cg,3ρ
−βL/2) ≲ ϵ.

The last inequality holds since ∥Ūn− ŪL
n ∥r′ ≲ ϵ due to the induction hypothesis, and

since ρ−βL/2 ≂ ϵ due to (4.5). All other factors are independent of ϵ.

Corollary 5.2. From Lemma 5.1 follows that

(5.5) ∥Ū ℓ
n − Ū ℓ−1

n ∥p ≲ ρ−βℓ/2.

Proof. Let us make the relation between L and ϵ in (5.4) explicit:

(5.6) ∥Ūn − ŪL(ϵ)
n ∥p ≲ ϵ ⇔ ∥Ūn − ŪL

n ∥ ≲ ϵ(L).

Then we can bound

∥Ū ℓ
n − Ū ℓ−1

n ∥p ≤ ∥Ūn − Ū ℓ
n∥p + ∥Ūn − Ū ℓ−1

n ∥
≲ ϵ(ℓ) + ϵ(ℓ− 1) ≲ ρ−βℓ/2 + ρ−β(ℓ−1)/2 ≤ (1 + ρβ/2)ρ−βℓ/2 ≲ ρ−βℓ/2.
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Lemma 5.3. It holds that

(5.7) |Θ[X̄n]−Θ[X̄L
n ]| ≲ ϵ.

Proof. Application of Assumption 4.3(i) yields

|Θ[X̄n]−Θ[X̄L
n ]| ≤ cθ,1∥X̄n − X̄L

n ∥r

≤ cθ,1

(
(1 + cg,1)∥Ūn − ŪL

n ∥r′ + cg,3ρ
−βL/2

)
≲ ϵ,

where the second inequality holds due to Assumption 4.1(i, iii). The last inequality
uses Lemma 5.1 and (4.5).

Lemma 5.4. It holds that

∥ŪL
n − UL

n ∥p ≲ ϵ,(5.8a)

∥Θ[X̄n]− Θ̂(XL
n )∥p ≲ ϵ.(5.8b)

Proof. The proof is one by induction. At n = 0, (5.8a) is clearly true. We first
prove that (5.8b) follows from (5.8a):

∥Θ[X̄n]− Θ̂(XL
n )∥p

≤ |Θ[X̄n]−Θ[X̄L
n ]|+ ∥Θ[X̄L

n ]− Θ̂(X̄L
n )∥p + ∥Θ̂(X̄L

n )− Θ̂(XL
n )∥p

≤ |Θ[X̄n]−Θ[X̄L
n ]|+ cθ,3J

−1/2 + cθ,1∥X̄L
n −XL

n ∥r
≲ ϵ.

For the second inequality, we used Assumptions 4.3(iii) and 4.3(i). For the last in-
equality, the first term was bounded as ≲ ϵ due to Lemma 5.3, the second due to
(4.5), and the last due to the induction hypothesis combined with Assumption 4.1(i).

If (5.8) is satisfied at time index n, then at n+1, by Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2(i),

∥ŪL
n+1 − UL

n+1∥p = ∥Ψn(ŪL
n ,GL(ŪL

n ),Θ[X̄n], ηn)−Ψn(U
L
n ,GL(UL

n ), Θ̂(XL
n ), ηn)∥p

≤ cψ∥X̄L
n −XL

n ∥r + cψ∥Θ[X̄n]− Θ̂(XL
n )∥r

≲ cψ(1 + cg,1)ϵ+ cψϵ

≲ ϵ.

Lemmas 5.1 and 5.4 together prove (5.2). The proof of (4.6) is then identical to
that of (5.8b), but with Θf and Θ̂f instead of Θ and Θ̂, respectively.

6. Proof of Theorem 4.6. For the multilevel convergence proof, we will first
need additional definitions. The object of study is UML

n , the random variable of mul-
tilevel ensembles of particles generated by our algorithm in subsection 3.3. Similarly
to section 5, we associate to realizations uML

n of this random variable another ensem-
ble ūML

n , which uses the same η noise for each particle, but replaces the multilevel
statistic estimates by the mean-field Θ[X̄n]. Again we designate uℓn := uℓ,Fn := uℓ,F,1n

and uℓ,Cn := uℓ,C,1n . Other notations that will be used are uℓ,Fn := {uℓ,F,jn }j and
uℓ,Cn := {uℓ,C,jn }j . For notational convenience, we allow ourselves to write Θ[X̄0,C

n ],
Θ[X0,C

n ], Θ̂(X̄0,C
n ), and Θ̂(X0,C

n ), which all equal zero.
We set an ϵ0 analogously to that in section 5, which means that, in this section,

Assumptions 4.1 to 4.3 can always be used.
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Lemma 6.1. It holds that

(6.1) ∥Θ̂ML(X̄ML
n )−Θ[X̄L

n ]∥p ≲ ϵ.

Proof. We use the definition (3.10) of Θ̂ML to decompose the left-hand side of
(6.1), write Θ[X̄L

n ] as a telescoping sum, and then use the triangle inequality to get∥∥∥Θ̂ML(X̄ML
n )−Θ[X̄L

n ]
∥∥∥
p
≤

L∑
ℓ=0

∥∥∥(Θ̂(X̄ℓ,F
n )− Θ̂(X̄ℓ,C

n )
)
−
(
Θ[X̄ℓ,F

n ]−Θ[X̄ℓ,C
n ]
)∥∥∥

p
.

Then, there exists some L′ ≥ 0 that is independent of ϵ such that Assumption 4.3(ii)
with X0 = X̄L′,F

n bounds each term with ℓ > L′ as2

(6.2)
∥∥∥(Θ̂(X̄ℓ,F

n )− Θ̂(X̄ℓ,C
n )

)
−
(
Θ[X̄ℓ,F

n ]−Θ[X̄ℓ,C
n ]
)∥∥∥

p
≤ cθ,2J

−1/2
ℓ ∥X̄ℓ,F

n −X̄ℓ,C
n ∥r,

while Assumption 4.3(iii) with X0 ∈ {X̄ℓ,F
n , X̄ℓ,C

n } ensures that the others are at most
2cθ,3J

−1/2
ℓ . By Assumption 4.1(i) and Corollary 5.2 with U0 = Ū ℓ

n, we conclude that

(6.3)

∥Θ̂ML(X̄ML
n )−Θ[X̄L

n ]∥p ≲
L∑
ℓ=0

J
−1/2
ℓ ρ−βℓ/2 +

L′∑
ℓ=0

J
−1/2
ℓ

≤

(( L∑
ℓ=0

ρ
γ−β

3 ℓ

)
+ L′ρ(β+2γ)L′/6

)
ρ−βL/2 if β > γ

L−1ρ−βL/2 if β = γ

ρ−(β+2γ)L/6 if β < γ

≲ ϵ+ ϵ ≲ ϵ,

where the first term of the first inequality starts at ℓ = 0 instead of ℓ = L′ + 1 to
simplify the calculations, while clearly still providing an upper bound.

Lemma 6.2. It holds that

∥Ū ℓ,{F,C}
n − U ℓ,{F,C}

n ∥p ≲ ϵ logρ(ϵ
−1)n−1,(6.4a)

∥Θ̂ML(X̄ML
n )− Θ̂ML(XML

n )∥p ≲ ϵ logρ(ϵ
−1)n.(6.4b)

Proof. The proof is by induction. When n = 0, both left-hand sides are zero. If
both inequalities hold at index n, we have (by Assumption 4.2 with X0 = X̄

ℓ,{F,C}
n

and Θ0 = Θ[X̄n]) that

∥Ū ℓ,{F,C}
n+1 − U

ℓ,{F,C}
n+1 ∥p ≤ cψ∥X̄ℓ,{F,C}

n −Xℓ,{F,C}
n ∥r + cψ∥Θ[X̄n]− Θ̂ML(XML

n )∥r

≲ ϵ+
(
|Θ[X̄n]−Θ[X̄L

n ]|+ ∥Θ[X̄L
n ]− Θ̂ML(X̄ML

n )∥r

+ ∥Θ̂ML(X̄ML
n )− Θ̂ML(XML

n )∥r
)

≲ ϵ+ ϵ+ ϵ+ ϵ logρ(ϵ
−1)n ≲ ϵ logρ(ϵ

−1)n.

The first ϵ appears due to the induction hypothesis and Assumption 4.1(i) with
U0 = Ū ℓ

n. The other terms follow from Lemma 5.3, Lemma 6.1, and the induction
hypothesis.

2L′ is chosen such that the conditions ∥X̄ℓ,F
n − X̄L′,F

n ∥r ≤ d and ∥X̄ℓ,C
n − X̄L′,F

n ∥r ≤ d of
Assumption 4.3 are satisfied for all ℓ > L′. Clearly, L′ is independent of ϵ.
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For the second induction step, let (6.4b) hold for n and (6.4a) for n+ 1. Then

(6.5)

∥∥∥Θ̂ML(X̄ML
n+1)− Θ̂ML(XML

n+1)
∥∥∥
p

=
∥∥∥ L∑
ℓ=0

(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,F

n+1)− Θ̂(X̄ℓ,C
n+1)

)
−
(
Θ̂(Xℓ,F

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,C
n+1)

)∥∥∥
p

=
∥∥∥ L∑
ℓ=0

(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,F

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,F
n+1)

)
−
(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,C

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,C
n+1)

)∥∥∥
p

≤
∣∣∣ L∑
ℓ=0

(
Θ[X̄ℓ,F

n+1]−Θ[Xℓ,F
n+1]

)
−
(
Θ[X̄ℓ,C

n+1]−Θ[Xℓ,C
n+1]

)∣∣∣
+
∥∥∥ L∑
ℓ=0

(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,F

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,F
n+1)

)
−
(
Θ[X̄ℓ,F

n+1]−Θ[Xℓ,F
n+1]

)∥∥∥
p

+
∥∥∥ L∑
ℓ=0

(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,C

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,C
n+1)

)
−
(
Θ[X̄ℓ,C

n+1]−Θ[Xℓ,C
n+1]

)∥∥∥
p
.

For the first term, we recall that Θ[X̄ℓ,F
n+1] = Θ[X̄ℓ

n+1] and Θ[X̄ℓ,C
n+1] = Θ[X̄ℓ−1

n+1],
and an analogous result holds for the variants without bars. The term is thus a
telescoping sum equal to |Θ[X̄L

n+1]−Θ[XL
n+1]|. If Assumption 4.3(ii) would apply to

the second and third terms, we could bound the norms of the sums by ϵ and avoid
the logarithmic term in (4.9). Unfortunately, the particles in the ensembles X

ℓ,{F,C}
n+1

are not independent. Hence, we use the third line of (6.5) and bound it as

(6.6)

∥∥∥ L∑
ℓ=0

(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,F

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,F
n+1)

)
−
(
Θ̂(X̄ℓ,C

n+1)− Θ̂(Xℓ,C
n+1)

)∥∥∥
p

≲ logρ(ϵ
−1) max

0≤ℓ≤L

(
∥X̄ℓ,F

n+1 −Xℓ,F
n+1∥r + ∥X̄ℓ,C

n+1 −Xℓ,C
n+1∥r

)
≲ ϵ logρ(ϵ

−1)n+1.

For the first inequality, we used (4.8) and Assumption 4.3(i) with X0 = X̄
ℓ,{F,C}
n+1 . The

second is due to Assumption 4.1(i) with U0 = Ū
ℓ,{F,C}
n+1 and the induction hypothesis.

The proof of (4.9) is then equivalent to the combination of those of (6.4b) and
(6.1), but with Θf and Θ̂f instead of Θ and Θ̂, respectively.

7. Infinite time horizons. For IPMs such as EKI and EKS (Examples 1.2
and 1.3), the goal is to approximate the mean-field particle distribution for n → ∞.
In practice, a finite truncation must be made. This can be achieved by simulating the
IPM as in section 3, but with an added dependence of the number of time steps N on
the error tolerance. We detail the differences in methodology, cost, and accuracy. In
this section, we assume that ∥QML

N − q̄N∥p ≲ϵ ϵ without the logρ(ϵ
−1)N factor – see

Remark 4.7 for a discussion and section 8 for supporting numerical tests.
Denote by r a bound for the convergence of the QoI of the mean-field in time:

(7.1) |q̄N − q̄∞| ≤ r(N).

Let QN be equal to either QL
N or QML

N , depending on the context. Suppose we want
the error ∥QN − q̄∞∥p to be at most asymptotically proportional to some tol > 0:

(7.2) ∥QN − q̄N∥p + |q̄N − q̄∞| ≲ tol.
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(a) Single-level, |Θ[X̄n]−Θ̂(xL
n )|

|Θ[X̄n]|
(b) Single-level, |ūL

n − uL
n |/|ūL

n |

(c) Multilevel, |Θ[X̄n]−Θ̂ML(xML
n )|

|Θ[X̄n]|
(d) Multilevel, |ūL

n − uL
n |/|ūL

n |

Fig. 7.1: EKS errors on the statistic and particle paths compared to the mean field.

We then adapt our algorithms from subsections 3.1 and 3.3 to simulate not until a
fixed N , but until N(tol) = r−1(tol). This prompts us to make the N -dependence
in the asymptotic inequality (4.6) or (4.9) explicit; define a function s such that

(7.3) ∥QN − q̄N∥p ≲ s(N)ϵ.

This means that we can choose (with “ih” or “fh” denoting infinite or fixed horizons)

(7.4) ϵih(tol) ≂
tol

s(r−1(tol))
with Costih ≂ r−1(tol)Costfh

( tol

s(r−1(tol))

)
and, through (7.3), achieve the desired ∥QN − q̄N∥p ≲ tol. Notably, if s(N) ≂ 1 (i.e.,
if the constant hidden in (4.6) or (4.9) is N -independent), we can choose ϵih = tol

and the cost for an infinite-horizon IPM is r−1(tol) times the fixed-horizon cost.
Deriving s for specific IPMs is outside the scope of this paper, but we will study

one case numerically. Consider EKS (Example 1.3) applied to the first test problem
from subsection 8.2, with N = 500 and J ∈ {100, 1000} (single-level) or L ∈ {3, 4}
(multilevel). The constant hidden in (4.6) comes from those in (5.8), which pertain
to the distance between the exact parameter Θ[X̄n] and the sample statistic Θ̂(xLn),
and that between the particle ūLn using the exact parameter and a correlated particle
uLn using the statistic. An analogous relation exists between (4.9) and the bounds
(6.4). After approximating Θ[X̄n] by using 105 particles, we plot in Figure 7.1 these
quantities evolving over time n. For this IPM and this example, all graphs plateau
after a short transition period, at a level proportional to ϵ. This suggests that, for
EKS and this forward model, s(N) ≂ 1, which indicates time-uniform errors. This
situation is similar to that of multilevel particle filters [29], whose theoretical error
bounds are time-dependent, while numerical tests show time-uniformity.
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8. Scaling experiments. In this section, we set out to corroborate our single-
level and multilevel asymptotic cost-to-error bounds under the assumptions in sub-
section 4.1. First, in subsection 8.1, we consider state estimation of an Ornstein–
Uhlenbeck process in one and in twenty dimensions, by use of a filtering IPM with a
fixed number of discrete time steps. Then we move to Bayesian inverse problems in
subsection 8.2, and apply various infinite-horizon IPMs to state estimation in an ODE,
a set-up with the time-dependent heat equation, and Darcy flow. We show empirically
that our analytic cost-to-error rate still holds. Finally, we discuss and interpret our
results in subsection 8.3. Our code is open-source and can be found in the repository

https://gitlab.kuleuven.be/numa/public/paper-code-mlipm.

8.1. IPMs with a fixed number of time steps. Our rigorous convergence
results in Theorems 4.5 and 4.6 apply to IPMs with a fixed number of time steps.
One such method, the ensemble Kalman filter, is extensively studied in [23], whose
MLEnKF algorithm matches our method when applied to the EnKF. Hence, we do
not repeat their experiments; we instead study an alternative that can now also be
simulated in a multilevel way within our framework. It is introduced in Example 8.1.

Example 8.1 (Deterministic ensemble Kalman filter). The work [37] proposes
the deterministic ensemble Kalman filter (DEnKF) as an alternative to the EnKF
from Example 1.1. It uses the dynamics

(8.1) ujn+1 = (I − 1

2
KnH)(G(ujn)− EJ(gn)) + EJ(gn) +Kn(yn+1 −HG(ujn)),

where Kn is the Kalman gain introduced in Example 1.1.

An Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process. We mean to estimate the state of a du-
dimensional Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process with parameters θ and σ, described by

(8.2) du = −θudt+ σdW, u(0) =
[
1, 1, . . . , 1

]⊤ ∈ Rdu ,

based on noisy measurements of u. We will consider two cases: du = 1 and du = 20.
The one-dimensional variant of this problem was also used as an example in [23].
When du = 1, we choose scalar parameters θ = σ = 0.3; when du = 20, we set

(8.3) θ =
1

10

[
3 1

1
...

...
...

...
1 3

]
∈ R20×20 and σ =

1

10

[
3
...

...
3

]
∈ R20×20.

Noisy observations yn of the process (8.2) are available at times tn = n. Let us
call G the operator that evolves (8.2) exactly over a time interval of 1. Then,

(8.4)
un+1 = G(un),

yn = un + ηn,

with measurement noise ηn ∼ N(0,Γ). We assume that computing an exact solu-
tion to (8.2) is infeasible and introduce approximations {Gℓ}ℓ, which are Milstein
discretizations at resolutions hℓ = 2−ℓ. In other words, Gℓ(un) = un,2ℓ , where

(8.5) ûℓn,k+1 = (1− hℓθ)ûℓn,k + σ
√
hℓ∆W ℓ

n,k and ûℓn,0 = un.

To ensure correlation between a pair of particles on level ℓ, the Brownian increments

(8.6) ∆W ℓ
n,k = W (tn + (k + 1)hℓ)−W (tn + khℓ)

are computed from the same Brownian path W . The cost of (8.5) scales with ℓ as

(8.7) Cost(Gℓ) = 2ℓCost(G0).

https://gitlab.kuleuven.be/numa/public/paper-code-mlipm
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Fig. 8.1: RMSE as a function of relative cost (total cost compared to the cost of G0)
for state estimation of an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process with DEnKF.

Therefore γ = 1. We also have β = 2 (see [19, 23]). For the QoI of the filtering
distribution, we choose the particle mean. As a gold standard, a highly accurate
approximation of the expected value of the mean-field particle distribution is obtained
by averaging the means of 10 large-scale (J = 104) single-level simulations using a very
accurate forward model (L = 12). We consider the root-mean-square error (RMSE)
between 10 independent ensemble means and this gold standard.

The cost of simulating a single-level or multilevel ensemble can be quantified as

CostSL = J2LγNCost(G0),(8.8a)

CostML =
(
J0 +

∑L

ℓ=1
Jℓ(2

ℓγ + 2(ℓ−1)γ)
)
NCost(G0).(8.8b)

In Figure 8.1, this cost is plotted against the RMSE for a number of both single-level
and multilevel experiments. The values of L, J , and Jℓ are chosen in accordance with
the scaling laws set out in (4.5) and (4.8). From β and γ, by Theorems 4.5 and 4.6,
we predict RMSE ≲ (CostSL)−1/3 for single-level and RMSE ≲ (CostML)−1/2 for
multilevel. The figure shows that the multilevel scheme adheres closely to this rate at
all time points N ∈ {5, 20, 50}. The single-level method initially converges somewhat
faster than its expected rate, but later decreases its slope to −1/3.
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8.2. IPMs with an infinite number of time steps. Section 7 discussed ap-
plying our single- and multilevel simulation algorithms to IPMs whose time horizon
grows as the required accuracy increases. In this subsection, we test this idea nu-
merically using the EKI and EKS methods introduced earlier. The first example
problem will use the base versions of these methods. For the other two examples, to
stabilize and accelerate both the single-level and the multilevel methods, we use the
adaptive time steps introduced in [30] and also used in [17]. This step is defined as
τn = α/(|Dn|F + ε) for some ensemble-dependent matrix Dn encoding the distance
from the particles to each other and to the observation. Here, we denoted by | · |F the
Frobenius norm. We compute τn for each level separately, and use their minimum.

We will choose the parameters of our multilevel interacting-particle methods as
if s(N) ≂ 1 in (7.3), which is what was observed for EKS in Figure 7.1. Based on the
match between experiments and the expected cost-to-error relation (7.4), we can then
assess the accuracy of this assumption. The bound r(N) for the convergence of EKI
in time is estimated as r(N) ≂ N−1, motivated by [26]. EKS and adaptive versions
of both methods converges exponentially [17], but since the base of this exponential
is unknown, we choose the conservative r(N) ≂ N−1/δ (with δ = 0.1).

Low-dimensional Bayesian inversion: A simple ODE. As a first problem,
we consider the identification of the parameter u = [u1, u2]

⊤ in the linear ODE

(8.9) v′(t) = u2v(t), v(0) = u1

given the observation, influenced by measurement noise η ∼ N (0,Γ),

(8.10) y = G(u) + η :=
[
v(0.25)
v(0.75)

]
+ η.

While the solution v(t) = exp(u2t)u1 is trivial to compute, we will purport for this
exploratory example that it must be approximated numerically with a hierarchy of
implicit-Euler schemes with resolutions hℓ ≂ 22+ℓ/2, such that β = 1 and γ = 1/2:

(8.11) Gℓ(u) =
[
vℓ(0.25)

vℓ(0.75)

]
where vℓ(t) = u1(1− hℓu2)

−t/hℓ

.

We use the observed value y = [0.85, 0.65]⊤ and a noise covariance Γ = 0.52I2. The
prior for EKS is set to a zero-centered Gaussian with covariance Γ0 = I2. The initial
ensemble is sampled as u1 ∼ N (1, 0.25) and u2 ∼ U([−1, 0]). We apply two IPMs to
the problem of recovering u given y: EKI with time steps τn = 1 and EKS with τn =
0.001 for n ≤ 50 and τn = 0.1 otherwise. By (7.4), we expect single- and multilevel
cost-to-error relations of RMSE ≲ (CostSL)−1/4 and RMSE ≲ (CostML)−1/3 for EKI,
and of RMSE ≲ (CostSL)−1/(3+δ) and RMSE ≲ (CostML)−1/(2+δ) for EKS.

When L, J , {Jℓ}ℓ, and N are chosen according to our scaling laws (4.5), (4.8), and
N = r−1(ϵ), Figure 8.2 shows that these asymptotic rates are matched in practice.
A non-asymptotic comparison of single- and multilevel IPMs should not be made on
the basis of these experiments; see the discussion in subsection 8.3.

Higher-dimensional Bayesian inversion: A heat equation. A first higher-
dimensional inverse problem we consider is concerned with recovering source terms in
a time-dependent heat equation, based on noisy measurements. The physical set-up
consists of the one-dimensional domain x ∈ [0, 20] with boundaries of fixed tempera-
ture θb = 293. All non-boundary integer positions are fitted with heat point sources
or temperature sensors; sensors at the odd positions and sources at the even ones.
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Fig. 8.2: RMSE as a function of relative cost (total cost compared to the cost of G0)
for inversion of a low-dimensional ODE problem. Note that the theoretical multilevel
rate hides a logarithmic factor, which is visible in the computational results (which
otherwise match the theorized rates well).

Fig. 8.3: RMSE as a function of relative cost (total cost compared to the cost of
G0) for inversion of a higher-dimensional time-dependent heat problem. Note, as in
Figure 8.2, the logarithmic factor visible in the multilevel results.

The sources are modelled as Dirac deltas of unknown but time-invariant magnitude.
At time t = 0, the entire domain has temperature θ(x, 0) = θb = 293 and the sources
are activated. The sensors take measurements at t = 5 and at t = 10. We thus have
du = 9 unknown sources and dg = 20 measurements.

The forward problem G is determining θ(x∗, t∗) at the 10 sensor positions x∗ at
each of 2 measurement times t∗, given that θ solves the time-dependent heat equation

(8.12) ∂tθ = ∂xxθ + f,

where the source f is the input. Approximations Gℓ solve (8.12) with a backward-time
centered-space scheme. We ensure that there are always spatial discretization points
on the sources and sensors, and temporal ones on the measurement times. With a
temporal step hℓt ≂ 2(4+ℓ)/2 and a spatial step hℓx ≂ 2(18+ℓ)/4, we obtain β = 1 and
γ = 3/4. We model a noise covariance Γ = I and, for EKS, use a zero-centered
prior with covariance Γ0 = 102I. The observation is generated by sampling the prior,
solving the forward model at high resolution, and adding noise from N (0,Γ).

We apply EKI and EKS to this problem, both with adaptive time steps; we choose
(α, ε) = (1, 0.001). For this higher-dimensional problem, too, Figure 8.3 reveals good
correspondence between the theoretical convergence rates and experimental results.
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Fig. 8.4: Measurement points in the pressure fields of the Darcy flow problem

Higher-dimensional Bayesian inversion: Darcy flow. Within the literature
on Bayesian inversion, the Darcy flow test problem is a classical one (see, e.g., [17, 26]).
On the two-dimensional spatial domain [0, 1]2, our forward model computes the map
of the positive permeability field a(x, u) of a porous medium to the pressure field p(x)
that satisfies

(8.13)
−∇ · (a(x, u)∇p(x)) = f(x) if x ∈ [0, 1]2,

p(x) = 0 if x ∈ ∂[0, 1]2.

We set f(x1, x2) = 1000 exp(x1 + x2). The parameter u to the model consists of the
first du = 16 terms in the Karhunen-Loève (KL) expansion

(8.14) log a(x, u) =
∑

k∈Z2\{(0,0)}

uk
√

λkϕk(x),

where the eigenpairs are [26]

(8.15) ϕk(x) =


√
2 cos(πk1x1) if k2 = 0,√
2 cos(πk2x2) if k1 = 0,

2 cos(πk1x1) cos(πk2x2) otherwise,

and

(8.16) λk = (π2(k21 + k22) + τ2)−d,

and which, for the purpose of truncation, is ordered by descending size of the eigenval-
ues λk. We model a(x, u) as a log-normal random field with covariance (−∆+ τ2)−d

that corresponds to a standard normal prior on the coefficients uk. The output of
the forward model consists of p evaluated on 49 equispaced points (as shown in Fig-
ure 8.4), and the noise added has covariance Γ = 0.01I. EKS uses a zero-centered
prior with covariance Γ0 = I.
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Fig. 8.5: RMSE as a function of relative cost (total cost compared to the cost of G0)
for inversion of a higher-dimensional Darcy flow problem. Note, as in Figure 8.2, the
logarithmic factor visible in the multilevel results.

Using central differences for the derivatives in (8.13), with steps hℓ ≂ 2(13+ℓ)/4,
yields a forward model with β = 1 and γ = 1/2. We show experimental results, next
to the theoretically expected rates, in Figure 8.5. As with the other examples, the
correspondence between the two is good.

8.3. Discussion. Theorems 4.5 and 4.6 imply that, for IPMs in our framework
with a fixed number of time steps, our multilevel simulation algorithm (3.9) asymptot-
ically enjoys faster convergence than the more straightforward single-level algorithm
(3.2). The numerical scaling tests conducted in subsections 8.1 and 8.2 demonstrate
that these rates are accurate. These conclusions hold for the whole range of IPMs
studied, and for both low- and higher-dimensional problems.

We stress that our theory only provides asymptotic rates and does not result in
guidelines for selecting the constants in (4.5), (4.8), or – in the case of non-fixed time
horizons – the function r(N). We give the following comments.

• Changing these constants should, in general, shift the convergence graphs
without changing their slopes.

• Since the constants are not optimized, we cannot compare the performance of
single- and multilevel simulation for a fixed cost in a meaningful way. Their
relative positions depend on these chosen values for these constants, which
can be found in our code repository. However, the convergence rates can be
compared, and those are the focus of this article.

• To improve the performance of our multilevel strategy in practice, adaptive or
non-adaptive schemes to tune these constants are vital. We comment further
on this aspect in the future-work part of section 9.

These limitations are also present in the experiments that are performed in [9, 23].
We intend to tackle this important aspect of multilevel interacting-particle methods
in a future paper.
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9. Conclusions. We have proposed a general framework for interacting-particle
methods, which includes many popular methods used for filtering, optimization, and
sampling. Two classes of methods are identified within this framework: those with
a fixed and those with an infinite number of discrete time steps. The setting we
considered is that where the dynamics of the IPM include an intractable forward
model G, to which an approximation hierarchy {Gℓ}ℓ is available.

For IPMs in the framework, we have described and analyzed two methods that
allow a numerical approximation of the particle density. The first is a standard Monte
Carlo simulation that uses a finite ensemble of particles. As an alternative, we have
developed a generalization of the multilevel Monte Carlo approach proposed for the en-
semble Kalman filter in [9, 23], which we call single-ensemble MLMC. This algorithm
uses a single, globally coupled ensemble whose base-level particles and higher-level
correction pairs use various different levels ℓ. The MLMC methodology is then used
to estimate the interaction term at each time step.

For IPMs with a fixed number of time steps, we formulated Assumptions 4.1
to 4.3, under which rigorous convergence results were shown in Theorems 4.5 and 4.6.
These bounds suggest that single-ensemble MLMC always asymptotically outperforms
standard Monte Carlo. For a variety of IPMs, we have shown that our assumptions
hold, such that the convergence bounds are valid. Experiments suggest that the
convergence rates implied by the bounds are accurate. Despite these results, two
open questions remain.

• The factor logρ(ϵ−1)N in the upper bound (4.9) is fortunately absent in prac-
tice, as discussed in Remark 4.7. An upper bound for single-ensemble mul-
tilevel interacting-particle methods that does not contain this factor would
improve the theoretical foundation of the MLMC approach. In this context,
we also refer to the discussion in [9, Remark 5].

• Next to this (ϵ,N)-dependent factor, the asymptotic bounds in Theorems 4.5
and 4.6 obscure a constant that is potentially N -dependent. Knowing more
about this constant for a given IPM is crucial when the number of time steps
depends on the required accuracy (see section 7). Fortunately, our tests in
sections 7 and 8 suggest that these effects can be negligible in practice; [23,
p. 1833] draws similar conclusions about the EnKF.

There are many interesting directions for further research in three main categories.
• Theoretical. The two open questions above require more theoretical work to

settle. In addition, theory that suggests good quantitative choices for {Jℓ}ℓ,
as opposed to the proportional rates in (4.8), may enhance performance.

• Algorithmic. For IPMs with an ϵ-dependent horizon, it may be feasible to
design a single-ensemble MLMC algorithm where only the fine-level particles
must take more time steps for increased accuracy. In addition, for problems
with high- or infinite-dimensional parameters or data, an extension of our
methodology can be developed that uses level-dependent dimensions. The
multilevel EnKF in [9] already deals with infinite-dimensional parameters.

• Numerical. The MLIPMs developed in this paper should be compared to
other, potentially algorithm-specific, MLMC approaches. For an effective
comparison, optimized techniques to select the number of particles on each
level (either adaptive or theory-based) are first needed.

In addition, this paper lays a clear path for developing multilevel simulation methods
for many other interacting-particle methods that have been proposed in the literature.
If Assumptions 4.1 to 4.3 hold for the specific forward model, dynamics, and interac-
tion term, then the algorithm (3.9)–(3.11) can be used and Theorem 4.6 applies.
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Appendix A. Proofs about specific IPMs. In this appendix, we give proofs
about various interacting-particle methods and parameter/statistic pairs. This links
the IPMs given throughout the text to the framework detailed in section 3 – and,
more specifically, to Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3. Appendix A.1 discusses parameters
and statistics, after which Appendix A.2 studies the IPM dynamics themselves.

A.1. Parameters and statistics. We start by proving that Assumption 4.3
holds for two parameter/statistic pairs used in most IPMs mentioned in this text: the
(sample) mean and the (sample) covariance. We then discuss whether a similar result
holds for self-normalized weighted variants.

Lemma A.1. When the parameter Θ[·] is the expectation E[·] and the sample
statistic Θ̂(·) is the sample mean E(·), Assumption 4.3 is satisfied.

Proof. We first deal with Assumption 4.3(i):

(A.1) ∥Θ̂J(X1)− Θ̂J(X2)∥p =
∥∥∥ 1
J

∑J

j=1
(X1,j −X2,j)

∥∥∥
p
≤ ∥X1 −X2∥

for any p ≥ 2. For (ii), we have

(A.2) ∥E(X1)− E(X2)− (E[X1]− E[X2])∥p = ∥E((X1 −X2)− E[X1 −X2])∥p.

Since a sample mean is an unbiased estimator, we use Properties 2.2 and 2.4 to obtain

(A.3) ∥E((X1 −X2)− E[X1 −X2])∥p ≤ 2cpJ
−1/2∥X1 −X2∥p.

Then, (iii) follows from (ii) by setting X2 = δ0, since E[δ0] = E(0) = 0 and cθ,2 is
d-independent. Finally, (iv) is easy to check using Properties 2.2 and 2.4.

Lemma A.2. When the parameter Θ[·] is the covariance C[·] and the sample
statistic Θ̂(·) is the sample covariance C(·), Assumption 4.3 is satisfied.

Proof. The proof of (i) is contained in that of [23, Lemma 3.9]; the proof of (ii)
in that of [23, Lemma 3.8]. Then, (iii) and (iv) can be checked as for Lemma A.1.

A.2. Interacting-particle methods. Next, we discuss Assumption 4.2 for the
interacting-particle methods in the paper. After giving Remarks A.3 and A.4, which
are relevant for multiple IPMs, we discuss the methods one by one.

Remark A.3 (Covariance matrices). IPMs such as the EnKF and EKS use a
sample covariance matrix as statistic. A mean-field covariance or a single-level sample
covariance is guaranteed to be positive semi-definite; this is important, as it ensures
operations such as matrix square roots and inverses (after addition with a positive
definite matrix) are well-defined. A multilevel sample covariance matrix computed by
(3.10), on the other hand, might have negative eigenvalues. In [9, 23], this is avoided
by setting all negative eigenvalues to zero in a preprocessing step. We will follow this
approach and, to this end, define the operator

(A.4) I+(M) =
∑

λk≥0
λkqkq

⊤
k with {(λk, qk)}k the eigenpairs of M,

which can be freely incorporated into existing dynamics where needed. Indeed, when
applied to sample covariance matrices in the single-level algorithm, it is the identity
operator. In the multilevel context, in ensures positive semi-definiteness.

In future work, it would be interesting to study multilevel covariance estimators
that guarantee positive semi-definiteness directly, such as that of [33]. The advantage
of the form (A.4) is that it builds on the naive multilevel estimation and thus is
compatible with our framework’s estimator (3.10) by updating only the dynamics.
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Remark A.4 (Matrix square roots). IPMs such as EKS use the square root of
the input covariance matrix θ. To prove Assumption 4.2, θ1 in (4.2) then needs to
be positive definite with its smallest eigenvalue bounded from below by some µ > 0,
since then Corollary A.6 applies. In sections 5 and 6, θ1 is always the mean-field
parameter Θ[X̄n]; thus, an additional assumption for IPMs using the square root of
the covariance matrix is that the mean-field ensemble does not collapse to zero.

Theorem A.5 ([40, Corollary 4.2]). If M1, M2 ⪰ 0 and M1+M2 ⪰ µI for some
µ > 0, then for any symmetric norm Φ, and 0 < m ≤ 1,

(A.5) |Mm
1 −Mm

2 |Φ ≤ (2/µ)1−m|M1 −M2|Φ.

Corollary A.6. From Theorem A.5 combined with Property 2.3 follows imme-
diately that, if M1, M2 ≥ 0 and M1 ≥ µI with µ > 0, then for all p ≥ 2,

(A.6) ∥
√
M1 −

√
M2∥p ≤

√
2/µ∥M1 −M2∥p.

We are now ready to tackle the individual IPMs.

Lemma A.7. The dynamics of the ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF; Example 1.1)
and of ensemble Kalman inversion (EKI; Example 1.2) fit into the single-level frame-
work (3.2) and satisfy Assumption 4.2.

Proof. We tackle the ensemble Kalman filter first. In the notation (3.2) of our
framework, we have Θ̂J(g) = CJ(g) and the EnKF uses the functions

(A.7) Ψn(u, g, θ, η) = g − θH⊤(HI+(θ)H⊤ + Γ)−1(yn+1 −Hg +
√
Γη),

with I+ from Remark A.3. Define Ki := θiH
⊤(HI+(θi)H

⊤ + Γ)−1; by Property 2.1,

(A.8)
∥Ψn(U1, G1, θ1, η)−Ψn(U2, G2,Θ2, η)∥p
≤ ∥G1 −G2∥p + |K1||H|∥G1 −G2∥p + ∥K1 −K2∥2p∥yn+1 −HG2 +

√
Γη∥2p.

Now notice that |K1| ≤ |θ1||H|/γmin, where γmin > 0 is Γ’s smallest eigenvalue.
In addition, [23, Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4] together prove, in our notation, the bound
∥K1 −K2∥2p ≤ |H|/γmin(1 + 2|K1||H|)∥θ1 −Θ2∥2p. Thus (A.8) is bounded by(
1+

|H|2

γmin
|θ1|
)
∥G1 −G2∥p+

( |H|
γmin

+2
|H|3

γ2
min

|θ1|
)
∥yn+1 −HG2 +

√
Γη∥2p∥θ1 −Θ2∥2p;

bounding factors with the locality conditions (e.g., |θ1| ≤ ∥Θ0∥ + d) and Assump-
tion 4.1(ii) concludes the proof for EnKF. The EKI dynamics (1.6) are an instance of
the EnKF dynamics (1.3), with an enlarged state space [28]. The proof still applies.

In the rest of this section, the use of Property 2.1 and the final step of using the
locality conditions and Assumption 4.1(ii) will be left implicit.

Lemma A.8. The dynamics of the deterministic ensemble Kalman filter (DEnKF;
Example 8.1) fit into the single-level framework (3.2) and satisfy Assumption 4.2.

Proof. With (Θ̂
(1)
J (g), Θ̂

(2)
J (g)) = (EJ(g), CJ(g)) in (3.2) follows from (8.1) that

Ψn(u, g, θ, η) = g+K(Hθ(1)/2+y−3Hg/2) with K := θ(2)H⊤(HI+(θ(2))H⊤ + Γ)−1;

∥Ψn(U1, G1, θ1, η)−Ψn(U2, G2,Θ2, η)∥p
=
∥∥(G1 +K1

(
Hθ

(1)
1 /2 + y − 3HG1/2

))
−
(
G2 +K2

(
HΘ

(1)
2 /2 + y − 3HG2/2

))∥∥
p

≤ ∥G1 −G2∥p + |K1|(∥H(θ
(1)
1 −Θ

(1)
2 )/2∥p + ∥3H(G1 −G2)/2∥p)

+ ∥K1 −K2∥2p∥HΘ
(1)
2 /2 + y − 3HG2/2∥2p.
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The proof can then be finished similarly to that of Lemma A.7.

Lemma A.9. The dynamics of ensemble Kalman sampling (EKS; Example 1.3)
fit into the single-level framework (3.2) and, if the mean-field particles do not collapse,
satisfy Assumption 4.2.

Proof. With Θ̂J(u, g) = (Cuu(u), Cug(u, g)), (1.7) can be manipulated into

(A.9) Ψn(u, g, θ, η) = (I + τnθ
(1)Γ−1

0 )−1
[
u+ τnθ

(2)Γ−1(y − g)
]
+
√
2τnI

+(θ(1)) η.

Then follows (since ∥Θ(1)
2 − I+(Θ

(1)
2 )∥p ≤ ∥Θ(1)

2 − θ
(1)
1 ∥p similarly to [23, Lemma 3.3]):

∥Ψn(U1, G1, θ1, η)−Ψn(U2, G2,Θ2, η)∥p ≤ ∥
√
2τn η∥2p ∥

√
θ
(1)
1 −

√
I+(Θ

(1)
2 )∥2p

+ ∥(I + τnΘ
(1)
2 Γ−1

0 )−1[U1 − U2 + τnθ
(2)
1 Γ−1(y −G1)− τnΘ

(2)
2 Γ−1(y −G2)]∥p

+ ∥((I + τnθ
(1)
1 Γ−1

0 )−1 − (I + τnΘ
(1)
2 Γ−1

0 )−1)[U1 + τnθ
(2)
1 Γ−1(y −G1)]∥p

≤ 2
√
2τn/µ∥η∥2p∥θ(1)1 −Θ

(1)
2 ∥2p

+ ∥U1 − U2∥p + τn|θ(2)1 Γ−1| ∥G1 −G2∥p + τn|Γ−1|∥(y −G2)∥2p∥θ(2)1 −Θ
(2)
2 ∥2p

+ ∥U1 + τnθ
(2)
1 Γ−1(y −G1)∥2pτn|Γ−1

0 |∥θ(1)1 −Θ
(1)
2 ∥2p.

The last inequality used Remark A.4 for the first line, bounded |(I+ τnθ
1
2Γ

−1
0 )−1| ≤ 1

for the second, and lastly used the Lipschitz inequality |(I + A1)
−1 − (I + A2)

−1| =
|(I +A1)

−1(A2 −A1)(I +A2)
−1| ≤ |A1 −A2| for positive semi-definite matrices Ai.
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