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Abstract

Bayesian computational algorithms tend to scale poorly as data size increases. This has motivated divide-
and-conquer-based approaches for scalable inference. These divide the data into subsets, perform infer-
ence for each subset in parallel, and then combine these inferences. While appealing theoretical proper-
ties and practical performance have been demonstrated for independent observations, scalable inference
for dependent data remains challenging. In this work, we study the problem of Bayesian inference from
very long time series. The literature in this area focuses mainly on approximate approaches that usually
lack rigorous theoretical guarantees and may provide arbitrarily poor accuracy in practice. We propose
a simple and scalable divide-and-conquer method, and provide accuracy guarantees. Numerical simula-
tions and real data applications demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach.

Keywords Dependent data; Dynamic models; Embarrassingly parallel; Markov chain Monte Carlo; Scal-
able Bayes; Wasserstein barycenter.

1 Introduction

Massive amounts of data are routinely collected in a variety of settings. This has necessitated the develop-
ment of algorithms for statistical inference that scale well with data size. While variational (Beal, 2003; Blei
et al., 2017) and sequential Monte Carlo (Del Moral et al., 2006) methods are popular, Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) algorithms remain the default approach for most Bayesian statisticians. Unfortunately, usual
MCMC scales at least linearly with the size of the data, which is inadequate for truly massive datasets. This
has motivated the development of scalable versions of MCMC algorithms.

One approach is to use sub-sampling-based algorithms for scalable MCMC (Ma et al., 2015; Quiroz
et al., 2018; Nemeth and Fearnhead, 2020). The main idea is to use random subsets of the data to ap-
proximate likelihoods and gradients at each MCMC iteration. This includes algorithms based on Langevin
(Welling and Teh, 2011) and Hamiltonian (Chen et al., 2014) dynamics. Such algorithms were initially
developed for independent and identically distributed observations, and have since been extended to hidden
Markov models (HMMs) (Ma et al., 2017b; Aicher et al., 2019), and more recently to general stationary time
series models (Salomone et al., 2020; Villani et al., 2022). These algorithms incorporate approximations to
the transition kernel that can have an unclear impact on the stationary distribution of the Markov chain, and
theoretical guarantees require verifying challenging conditions in a case-by-case basis.

*The two authors contributed equally to this paper.
†Corresponding author; deborsheesen@gmail.com.
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A promising recent approach based on stochastic gradients for independent observations has been the
use of non-reversible continuous-time Markov processes, in particular, piecewise-deterministic Markov
processes (Bouchard-Côté et al., 2018; Bierkens et al., 2019). These are appealing because, unlike other
stochastic gradient MCMC algorithms, they preserve the exact posterior distribution as the invariant distri-
bution of the process. While promising, current algorithms require the construction of certain upper bounds
for gradients, which limits their practical applicability. Moreover, recent results by Johndrow et al. (2020)
have shown that sub-sampling based posterior sampling algorithms have fundamental limitations on scalable
performance in big data settings.

An alternative class of methods relies instead on divide-and-conquer based approaches for scalable
Bayesian inference. In this case, the entire data are divided into subsets, inference is carried out using
MCMC for each subset in parallel, and finally the so-called subset posteriors are combined. A key focus in
the literature has been on how to combine the subset posteriors. An early proposal was the consensus Monte
Carlo algorithm of Scott et al. (2016), which is based on averaging draws from each subset posterior – a
strategy that can be justified theoretically when the subset posteriors are approximately Gaussian. Subse-
quent work has exploited the product form of the joint posterior to obtain combining algorithms, including
using kernel smoothing (Neiswanger et al., 2014), multi-scale histograms (Wang et al., 2015), or a Weier-
strass approximation (Wang and Dunson, 2013). Alternatively, Minsker et al. (2014) proposed to combine
via the geometric median of subset posteriors.

A recent thread has focused on using the Wasserstein barycenter (WB) of subset posteriors to combine
them (Li et al., 2017; Srivastava et al., 2018). Each subset posterior is raised to an appropriate power to ob-
tain a subset-based approximation to the full data posterior. Then one can ‘average’ these approximations to
obtain a provably accurate approximation to the full data posterior. The Wasserstein barycenter provides an
appropriate geometric notion of average for probability measures. In addition to impressive practical perfor-
mance, it has also been shown that WB-based combining algorithms result in optimal posterior contraction
rates and give the correct coverage probabilities of credible sets in certain settings (Szabó and Van Zanten,
2019).

The approaches described in the previous two paragraphs are termed ‘embarrassingly parallel’ proce-
dures where communication between cores is limited to a single unification step. These algorithms introduce
an additional source of error beyond the MCMC sampling error(s) by combining posterior samples from the
subset posteriors in an approximate manner. This means that the samples produced from the posterior are
approximate even if one is able to produce exact samples from the subset posteriors. In contrast, Dai et al.
(2023) have developed an algorithm which, while not embarrassingly parallel, does not induce this addi-
tional source of error for essentially independent data (see also Dai et al., 2019 for an earlier related paper).
In this paper, we focus on embarrassingly parallel approaches for simplicity.

The above literature on divide-and-conquer algorithms focuses on independent data settings. In this
article, we are motivated by the considerable practical and theoretical success of the WB-based algorithms
to study appropriate modifications for very long time series. To our knowledge, although Guhaniyogi et al.
(2017) developed a related approach for massive spatial datasets, there has been no consideration of divide-
and-conquer Bayesian algorithms in the time series setting. For very long time series, usual MCMC and
sequential Monte Carlo algorithms are impractical to implement. There is a rich literature, mostly in ma-
chine learning, on alternatives – ranging from variational approximations (Johnson and Willsky, 2014; Foti
et al., 2014) to assumed density filtering (Lauritzen, 1992). In general, these approaches lack any theoret-
ical guarantees on accuracy in approximating the true posterior, and indeed it is well known that they can
perform arbitrarily poorly in practice – for example, substantially under-estimating posterior uncertainty.
When parallel computing resources are available, the divide-and-conquer approach can have major practical
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advantages over such stochastic-gradient based methods.
In this article, we develop a simple, broadly applicable, and theoretically supported class of WB-based

divide-and-conquer methods for massive time series – considering general models and not just HMMs. We
call this divide-and-conquer for Bayesian time series (DC-BATS). Our approach is based on dividing the
time series sequentially over time. One could alternatively devise a divide-and-conquer approach based on
the Whittle likelihood (Whittle, 1951) which consists of transforming a stationary time series to its frequency
domain; Salomone et al. (2020); Villani et al. (2022) devise sub-sampling MCMC algorithms based on this.
However, this will be unable to handle things like state space models and missing data as naturally as
using the standard time domain approach, and we do not pursue this further here. Moreover, Guhaniyogi
et al. (2017) considered a divide-and-conquer approach for large scale kriging, and a couple of differences
between their work and ours are that (a) they only consider dependence using Gaussian processes, whereas
we consider arbitrary time series models, and (b) we provide error guarantees for the difference between the
Wasserstein posterior and the true posterior (Theorem 1), which in turn implies error rates for the bias and
variance of the Wasserstein posterior (Theorem 2), whereas they provide guarantees on the mean and bias
(Theorem 3.1 in their paper), which in turn implies error rates for the L2 risk.

In a work independent from ours, Wang and Srivastava (2023) propose a divide-and-conquer approach
for finite state-space HMMs. Three differences between their work and ours are that (a) we use the Wasser-
stein barycenter to combine subset posteriors, whereas they use an extension of the double-parallel Monte
Carlo algorithm of Xue and Liang (2019), (b) we consider generic time series models and not just finite state-
space HMMs, and (c) they consider likelihoods which can be calculated exactly for finite state-space HMMs
using the forward-backward filtering algorithm, whereas we are more flexible as described in Section 2.2.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. We introduce the proposed DC-BATS method in Section 2.
Section 3 is devoted to a theoretical analysis of the method. In particular, we show that the proposed method
returns asymptotically exact estimates of the posterior distribution. We demonstrate the proposed method
on a variety of time series models with synthetic data in Section 4. We apply the proposed method to a
Los Angeles particulate matter dataset in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes the article. All proofs are
contained in the Supplementary Material.

2 Divide-and-conquer for time series

2.1 Generic time series model

We are interested in observations indexed by time in this article. We follow the definition of Cinlar (2011)
to define such a time-indexed stochastic process. We let Z be the set of integers. For each t ∈ Z, let Xt

be a random variable taking values in (X,X ). The collection {Xt : t ∈ Z} is a stochastic process with
state space (X,X ). For any two integers t1 ≤ t2, we use the notation Xt1:t2 to denote (Xt1 , . . . , Xt2). Of
primary interest in this article will be a time series X1:T = (X1, . . . , XT ); these will be our observations.
We assume that the conditional distribution of Xt | (X1:(t−1), Xs) is independent of Xs for any s > t.
This means that there is indeed a temporal dependence among the observations and precludes things like
spatial dependence where an observation Xt depends on both “past” and “future” observations. Divide-
and-conquer approaches for spatial data using Gaussian processes have been proposed by Guhaniyogi et al.
(2017), and we do not focus on this here. We assume that the conditional distribution of Xt | X1:(t−1) is
parametrised by θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) ∈ Θ ⊆ Rd for every t = 2, . . . , T , and the marginal distribution of X1 is
also parameterised by the same θ.
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We assume in the sequel that all measures we consider on Θ admit densities with respect to a reference
measure corresponding to the Lebesgue measure on Rd. These will include the conditional distributions and
the marginal distribution defined above, as well as posterior distributions to be defined below.

In general, the log-likelihood of the observations X1:T can be written as

ℓ(θ) =

T∑
t=1

log pθ(Xt | X1:(t−1)), (1)

where pθ(Xt | X1:(t−1)) denotes the likelihood of Xt given the previous values X1:(t−1); when t = 1,
pθ(Xt | X1:(t−1)) = pθ(X1) is the marginal density of X1. The likelihood of any temporal sequence of
observations can be written as equation (1), including independent observations. In this article, we are
specifically interested in the situation where the observations are not independent. This includes a variety
of commonly-used statistical models for time series analysis such as autoregressive moving average models
and autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity models. More generally, this includes hidden Markov
models as well.

Bayesian inference for θ involves placing a prior distribution Π0(dθ) on θ and computing the posterior
distribution

ΠT (dθ | X1:T ) ∝ pθ(X1)

{
T∏
t=2

pθ(Xt | X1:(t−1))

}
Π0(dθ). (2)

We call this the full posterior as it is the posterior conditional on the entire dataset. Samples from the
posterior (2) can be drawn using Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms such as the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm (Metropolis et al., 1953; Hastings, 1970), including efficient gradient-based algorithms
such as the Metropolis-adjusted Langevin algorithm (MALA; Roberts and Tweedie, 1996) and Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo (HMC; Duane et al., 1987). Unfortunately the log-likelihood (1) needs to be evaluated at every
iteration of MCMC algorithms, making it computationally intractable when T is large. Moreover, for large
T , memory constraints may make it infeasible to store and manipulate the entire dataset on a single com-
puter, thus precluding standard MCMC on the entire dataset. In this paper, we propose an embarrassingly
parallel divide-and-conquer strategy to tackle this issue.

2.2 Divide-and-conquer algorithm

A generic divide-and-conquer strategy proceeds by dividing the T observations into K disjoint subsets of
sizes m1, . . . ,mK , respectively, such that

∑K
k=1mk = T . To keep things simple, we assume that the

subset sizes are equal, that is, m1 = · · · = mK = m = T/K. While independent observations can be
divided arbitrarily into subsets, in the time series setup we divide them sequentially over time; we thus
consider subsequences instead of subsets. We denote the observations within the kth subsequence by X[k]

and the complete dataset by X = (X[1], . . . ,X[K]). In particular, we have that X[1] = X1:m,X[2] =
X(m+1):2m, . . . ,X[K] = X((K−1)m+1):T .

For each subsequence X[k], k = 1, . . . ,K, we first define pseudo likelihoods p̃θ(X[k]) by ignoring
past observations and assuming that X[k] starts at time one. We require some additional notation to define
this formally. Let p1, θ denote the marginal density of X1, and for t = 2, . . . , T , let pt|−, θ denote the
conditional density of Xt | X1:(t−1). Using this notation, the density of the first subsequence X[1] is
pθ(X[1]) = p1, θ(X1)×

∏m
t=2 pt|−, θ(Xt | X1:(t−1). We define p̃θ(X[1]) = pθ(X[1]), and for k = 2, . . . ,K,
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we define

p̃θ(X[k]) = p1, θ(X(k−1)m+1)×
m∏
t=2

pt|−, θ

(
X(k−1)m+t | X((k−1)m+1):((k−1)m+t−1)

)
. (3)

While the notation here is somewhat clunky, all we do is simply ignore observations before each subsequence
and treat it as if it starts at time one. This is easy to implement in practice.

Using these pseudo likelihoods, we define subsequence posteriors Πm(dθ | X[k]) for every subsequence
X[k] as

Πm(dθ | X[k]) =
p̃θ(X[k])

γkΠ0(dθ)∫
Θ p̃θ(X[k])

γkΠ0(dθ)
, (4)

where γ1, . . . , γK > 0. In other words, we define subsequence posteriors for each subsequence X[k] by
ignoring observations before it. We have used the subscript m in Πm(dθ | X[k]) to signify that the lengths
of the subsequences are equal tom. For a more compact notation, we shall use Πm,k(dθ) to denote Πm(dθ |
X[k]).

The quantities γ1, . . . , γK in equation (4) control the interplay between the prior and the likelihood, as
well as the relative importance of each subsequence. Consider the situation where we divide the time series
into only one subsequence, that is, K = 1. In this case, choosing γ1 = 1 in equation (4) gives the full
posterior (2). More generally, for K subsequences, choosing γ1 = · · · = γK = 1 results in equation (4)
giving the usual posteriors for the subsequences. This results, however, in the subsequence posteriors having
a different scale than the full posterior as they are based on only a fraction of observations as compared to
the full posterior.

We shall assume for our theoretical analysis that the series is stationary (defined formally in Assump-
tion 1), which means that the joint distribution of X[k] is the same for all k. Heuristically, this suggests that
the amount of ‘information’ contained within each subsequence is the same, and it also suggests that the
‘information’ contained in the entire time series of length T is intuitively K times more than that contained
within each subsequence. This leads us to choose γ1 = · · · = γK = T/m = K. Indeed, our theoretical
results in Section 3 and numerical experiments in Section 4 indicates that this is an appropriate choice in our
setting.

A key question is how to combine these subsequence posteriors to approximate the full posterior. We
use the Wasserstein barycenter of the set of subsequence posteriors in this article. Let P2(Θ) denote the set
of all probability measures on Θ ⊆ Rd with finite second moments. In such a setting, the Wasserstein-2
(W2) distance between probability measures µ, ν ∈ P2(Θ) is defined as

W2(µ, ν) =

{
inf

γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

∫
Θ×Θ

∥θ1 − θ2∥2γ(dθ1 dθ2)
}1/2

,

where Γ(µ, ν) denotes the set of all probability measures on Θ × Θ with marginals µ and ν, respectively,
and ∥ · ∥ denotes the Euclidean norm. Convergence in W2 distance on P2(Θ) is equivalent to weak conver-
gence plus convergence of the second moment (Bickel and Freedman, 1981, Lemma 8.3). The Wasserstein
barycenter of the subsequence posteriors is defined as

ΠT (dθ | X) = argmin
µ∈P2(Θ)

K∑
k=1

W2
2(µ,Πm,k), (5)

where we use the subscript T to denote that the Wasserstein barycenter is based on T total observations. We
also assume that ΠT (dθ | X) admits a density πT (θ | X) with respect to the Lebesgue measure, that is,
ΠT (dθ | X) = πT (θ | X) dθ.
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Remark 1. Although other distances between probability measures can potentially be used in place of W2
2

in equation (5), Wasserstein-2 is particularly appealing because it is the geometric center of the subse-
quence posteriors (Agueh and Carlier, 2011; Srivastava et al., 2015); Agueh and Carlier (2011) showed
some desirable properties of the Wasserstein barycenter such as existence and uniqueness, and a strong
consistency result was provided for the Wasserstein barycenter by Srivastava et al. (2015). Moreover, it has
been shown theoretically that Wasserstein-based posteriors have appealing asymptotic properties as well
(Szabó and Van Zanten, 2019).

Li et al. (2017) used this approach to combine subset posteriors for the independent observations setting.
Their approach cannot be directly applied to the time series setting because their approach leverages the fact
that the full data likelihood can be factorized as a product of likelihoods for each observation – this is the
case for independent data but not for time series. We show that surprisingly this issue is not a problem,
and that defining subsequence posteriors as above and combining them via equation (5) results in provably
accurate approximations to the true posterior.

Computing the Wasserstein barycenter exactly is computationally very expensive and remains an open
area of research as such. However, efficient numerical algorithms have been developed to approximate
the barycenter (Cuturi and Doucet, 2014; Dvurechenskii et al., 2018). For one-dimensional functionals of
the parameter θ, the Wasserstein barycenter can be obtained by simply averaging quantiles. Let a ∈ Rd

and b ∈ R, and let ξ = a⊤θ + b be a one-dimensional linear functional of θ. We abuse notation to let
Πm(θ | X[k]) and ΠT (θ | X) denote the cumulative distribution functions corresponding to Πm(dθ | X[k])

and ΠT (dθ | X), respectively. For any u ∈ (0, 1), the quantile function of the subsequence posterior
distribution of ξ is

Π
−1
m (u | X[k]) = inf{ξ ∈ R : u ≤ Πm(ξ | X[k])},

and the quantile function of its Wasserstein posterior is

Π
−1
T (u | X) = inf{ξ ∈ R : u ≤ ΠT (ξ | X)} =

1

K

K∑
k=1

Π−1
m (u | X[k]),

where Πm(dξ | X[k]) and ΠT (ξ | X) are the posteriors induced by making the linear transformation
ξ = a⊤θ + b from Πm(θ | X[k]) and ΠT (θ | X), respectively. Given samples from the subsequence poste-
riors, this can be used to straightforwardly obtain credible intervals for each component of the Wasserstein
posterior.

The proposed divide-and-conquer for Bayesian time series (DC-BATS) method is summarized in Algo-
rithm 1.

Remark 2. If there is only finite-order dependence in the observations (for example, dependence of order r,
meaning that Xt depends only on X(t−r):(t−1)), then one can write the full log-likelihood exactly as a sum
over subsets, where each subset conditions on the r last observations from the previous subset. In such a
case, one can use the log-likelihood split as described above rather than our proposed strategy which ignores
the r last observations from the previous subsequence, and then use Wasserstein averages. For a fixed r,
such an approach would have similar computational cost as our proposed method, and we conjecture that
it is also possible to provide similar theoretical results as the ones we provide in Section 3.2. However, we
do not pursue this here as our proposed method can also handle situations when it is not possible to write
down the dependence structure as a finite-order dependence (for example, for hidden Markov models).
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Input: time series X1:T , prior Π0(θ), subsequence sizes m, number of subsequences K = T/m.

1: Divide time series sequentially as X[1] = X1:m, X[2] = X(m+1):2m, . . . , X[K] = X((K−1)m+1):T .
2: Compute subsequence posteriors as Πm,k(dθ) = {p̃θ(X[k])

KΠ0(dθ)}/{
∫
Θ p̃θ(X[k])

KΠ0(dθ)},
k = 1, . . . ,K.

3: for k = 1, . . . ,K do
4: Obtain posterior samples from Πm,k(dθ) using a desired sampling algorithm.
5: end for
6: Combine samples from the subsequence posteriors using their Wasserstein barycenter.

Output: samples from the Wasserstein posterior.
Algorithm 1: Divide-and-conquer for Bayesian time series (DC-BATS).

3 Theoretical guarantees

3.1 Notations and main assumptions

For notational convenience, we assume that there exists an infinitely long stationary stochastic process
X−∞:∞ = (. . . , X−2, X−1, X0, X1, X2, . . . ), and that X1:T is the observed sequence from said series.
Our proposed methodology does not involve time indices outside {1, . . . , T}, and indeed we are interested
in the posterior distribution ΠT (dθ | X1:T ) as given by equation (2).

We assume that θ0 ∈ Θ ⊆ Rd is the “true” model parameter, and that X−∞:∞ is generated by Pθ0 ,
the probability measure induced by θ0. We use EPθ0

to denote expectation with respect to the probability
measure Pθ0 . We use Φ(·;µ,Σ) to denote a normal distribution with mean µ and variance Σ.

We define ℓk(θ) = log p̃θ(X[k]) to be the pseudo log-likelihood of the kth subsequence, where p̃θ(X[k])
is as defined in equation (3). We use ∇θℓ(θ) and ∇2

θℓ(θ) to denote the gradient and Hessian matrix of ℓk(θ)
with respect to θ, respectively. We use θ̂k to denote the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) of the kth sub-
sequence under ℓk(θ), that is, θ̂k = argmaxθ∈Θ ℓk(θ), and θ =

∑K
k=1 θ̂k/K to be the average MLE across

the K subsequences. We let θ̂ be the MLE based on the complete dataset, that is, θ̂ = argmaxθ∈Θ ℓ(θ),
where ℓ(θ) is the log-likelihood of the entire dataset as given in equation (1). We assume that the MLEs are
unique.

Throughout this paper, we denote the Lp norm by ∥ · ∥p = {EPθ0
(| · |p)}1/p. We use Euclidean and

Frobenius norms for vectors and matrices, respectively, that is, ∥v∥ = (
∑d

i=1 v
2
i )

1/2 if v ∈ Rd and ∥V ∥ =

(
∑d

i=1

∑d
j=1 V

2
ij)

1/2 if V ∈ Rd×d. For a sequence of real-valued random variables {Zn}n≥1, where each
Zn is measurable with respect to the sigma-algebra generated by X−∞:∞, and a sequence of real numbers
{an}n≥1, we say that Zn = OPθ0

(an) if for any ϵ > 0, there exists a real number s > 0 and a positive
integer N such that Pθ0(|Zn/an| > s) < ϵ for any n > N . Moreover, we say that Zn = oPθ0

(an) if for any
ϵ > 0, limn→∞ Pθ0(|Zn/an| > ϵ) = 0. We let σ(·) represent the sigma-algebra generated by a (potentially
infinite) collection of random variables ·. We use ∇θ as a shorthand for ∂/(∂θ), that is, to represent the
gradient with respect to θ.

We describe the main assumptions related to the time series nature of the observations in this section.
There are additional assumptions which are similar to those made by Li et al. (2017), but we defer these to
Appendix A to simplify the exposition.

We consider time series which are stationary and ergodic in this article, as formalised in Assumption 1.

Assumption 1 (Stationarity). X−∞:∞ is a strictly stationary and ergodic process.
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Moreover, we make the following assumption on the mixing time of the process.

Assumption 2 (Mixing time). The α-mixing coefficient of X−∞:∞, a measure of dependency defined as

α(n) = sup
A∈σ(...,X−1,X0), B∈σ(Xn,Xn+1,... )

|Pθ0(A)Pθ0(B)− Pθ0(A ∩B)|,

is such that
∑∞

j=1 α(j)
δ/(2+δ) <∞ for a real number δ > 0.

Assumption 2 precludes long-range dependence. For processes with large δ, a slow mixing rate will be
sufficient to guarantee

∑∞
j=1 α(j)

δ/(2+δ) < ∞. Moreover, this assumption always holds for geometrically
ergodic processes as, for such processes, there exists a 0 < ρ < 1 such that α(j) < ρj for all sufficiently
large j, and thus the sum of interest is upper bounded by

∑∞
j=1(ρ

j)δ/(2+δ) =
∑∞

j=1{ρδ/(2+δ)}j <∞.
Finally, we make an assumption on the score function as follows.

Assumption 3 (Geometrically decaying score function). There exists a constant ρ0 ∈ (0, 1), a sufficiently
large integer N , and a constant C0 > 0 such that

EPθ0
∥∇θ log pθ0(X1 | X−j:0)−∇θ log pθ0(X1 | X−j′:0)∥1 ≤ C0 ρ

N
0 for all j, j′ > N.

Assumption 3 states that the dependence of score functions on the history decays geometrically as
the number of time steps increases. Such an assumption is automatically true for finite order Markov
processes. For an n-order Markov process, we can choose N = n so that ∇θ log pθ0 (X1 | X−j:0) ≡
log pθ0 (X1 | X−n, . . . , X0) for all j > N . Therefore, we have

EPθ0
∥∇θ log pθ0 (X1 | X−j:0)−∇θ log pθ0

(
X1 | X−j′:0

)
∥1 = 0.

It also holds for finite state-space hidden Markov models under some additional regularity assumptions (for
example, Bickel et al., 1998, Lemma 6). In this lemma, there exists an η1 such that EPθ0

∥∇θ log pθ0(X1 |
X−j:0)− η1∥1 ≤ C0 ρ

N
0 , which implies that there exists N > 0 such that

EPθ0
∥∇θ log pθ0 (X1 | X−j:0)−∇θ log pθ0(X1 | X−j′:0)∥1

≤ EPθ0
∥∇θ log pθ0(X1 | X−j:0)− η1∥1 + EPθ0

∥∇θ log pθ0
(
X1 | X−j′:0

)
− η1∥1 ≤ 2C0 ρ

N
0 .

While this may appear as a strong assumption, we have seen in our numerical experiments that DC-BATS
has good performance even when this is not necessarily satisfied.

3.2 Main results

We present the main theoretical results of the paper in this section. Our results are based on asymptotic
theory as the total length T = Km of the time series increases to infinity. We prove that the error due to
combining the subsequence posteriors using DC-BATS is asymptotically negligible as T → ∞. This will
require increasing the size of each subsequence m, but at a potentially much slower rate than T . The proofs
are in the Supplementary Material, and leverage on results of Li et al. (2017) but extended to the time series
setting. We first present the following Lemma 1, which is novel to this work and is instrumental in proving
our later results.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1–3 in the main text and Assumptions 4–9 in Appendix A, ∥θ − θ̂∥ =
oPθ0

(m−1/2). If we assume further that θ̂1 is an unbiased estimator for θ, that is, EPθ0
(θ̂1) = θ0, and m is

at least O(T 1/2), then ∥θ − θ̂∥ = oPθ0
(T−1/2).

8



Based on Lemma 1, the following Theorem 1 is the first main theoretical result of this paper, where we
recall that θ̂k is the MLE of the kth subsequence and θ =

∑K
k=1 θ̂k/K is the average MLE across the K

subsequences.

Theorem 1 (Error due to combining subsequence posteriors). Suppose Assumptions 1–3 in the main text
and Assumptions 4–9 in Appendix A hold. Let ξ = a⊤θ + b for some fixed a ∈ Rd and b ∈ R. Let
Iξ(θ0) = [a⊤{I−1(θ0)}a]−1, ξ = a⊤θ + b, and ξ̂ = a⊤θ̂ + b. Then we have the following.

1. As m→ ∞,

T 1/2W2

(
ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),Φ

[
dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1

])
→ 0,

T 1/2W2

(
ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),Φ

[
dξ; ξ̂, {TIξ(θ0)}−1

])
→ 0,

m1/2W2

{
ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),ΠT (dξ | X1:T )

}
→ 0,

where the convergences are in Pθ0-probability.

2. If

(a) θ̂1 is an unbiased estimator for θ, that is, EPθ0
(θ̂1) = θ0, and

(b) m is at least O(T 1/2),

then T 1/2W2

{
ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),ΠT (dξ | X1:T )

}
→ 0 in Pθ0-probability as m→ ∞.

For the first part of the theorem to hold, it suffices to let m → ∞ at a much slower rate than T .
The second part of the theorem is more interesting and guarantees that the error between the Wasserstein
posterior ΠT and full posterior ΠT has the asymptotically optimal rate T−1/2, under a special circumstance
when the MLE estimator is unbiased, andm is at least O(T 1/2). While we requirem to be at least O(T 1/2),
this is not restrictive in practice as one typically divides the entire dataset into a fairly small number K of
subsequences in divide-and-conquer algorithms (which is in the order of tens or hundreds), whereas T is
much larger by comparison (in the order of hundreds of thousands or more). For instance, if T is large,
say T = 106, then we require the number of subsequences K to be less than 103, which is a reasonable
requirement in practice. Moreover, we have observed good performance of DC-BATS even when T and m
are not very large. It is possible to leverage Theorem 1 to obtain accuracy guarantees on moments of the
posterior. These are provided in the following Theorem 2.

Theorem 2 (Guarantees on first and second moments). Let ξ = a⊤θ + b for some fixed a ∈ Rd and b ∈ R,
and let Ξ ⊆ R be the domain of ξ under the transformation. Since ξ0 is the truth, we define the “bias” of a
distribution Π(dξ | X1:T ) as bias[Π(dξ | X1:T )] =

∫
Ξ ξΠ(dξ | X1:T ) − ξ0, where ξ0 = a⊤θ0 + b. Under

Assumptions 1–3 in Section 3.1 and Assumptions 4–9 in Appendix A, we have the following.

1. bias{ΠT (dξ | X1:T )} = ξ − ξ0 + oPθ0
(T−1/2) and bias{ΠT (dξ | X1:T )} = ξ̂ − ξ0 + oPθ0

(T−1/2).

2. var{ΠT (dξ | X1:T )} = T−1I−1
ξ (θ0) + oPθ0

(T−1) and var{ΠT (dξ | X1:T )} = T−1I−1
ξ (θ0) +

oPθ0
(T−1).

Remark 3. The definition of bias in Theorem 2 is adopted from Li et al. (2017). The bias in Theorem 2 is
defined to be the difference between the posterior mean and ξ0. Unlike the usual definition of bias (which is
a fixed quantity), the term refers to a random quantity here.
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Theorem 2 quantifies the order of the biases and variances of both the Wasserstein posterior and the full
posterior. The difference in the biases of these two posteriors is controlled by ξ − ξ̂ up to an asymptotically
negligible term oPθ0

(T−1/2). Lemma 1 further shows that the bias difference is oPθ0
(m−1/2) in general,

and is improved to oPθ0
(T−1/2) when the MLE is unbiased and m is at least O(T 1/2). In terms of the

posterior variance, both posteriors align on the dominating term T−1I−1
ξ (θ0) and the difference is only up

to an asymptotically negligible term oPθ0
(T−1).

Remark 4. We note that our theory focuses on the exact Wasserstein barycenter, while in practice we will
instead calculate the Wasserstein barycenter between Monte Carlo approximations to the subset posteriors.
Conceptually, our theory can be easily extended to also account for the Monte Carlo error component
following a similar approach to Li et al. (2017); however, we do not consider that extension in this article.

4 Synthetic data experiments

We demonstrate DC-BATS on different time series models. We have noticed that stochastic gradient
MCMC algorithms tend to under-estimate posterior variances and are therefore not accurate in quantify-
ing posterior uncertainty. This has also been noticed in the literature (for example, Figure 2 of Nemeth
and Fearnhead, 2020). Furthermore, it has been established that stochastic gradient MCMC algorithms
have fundamental limitations in terms of their scalability versus accuracy (Johndrow et al., 2020). Given
these reasons, we compare the proposed method with running MCMC to sample from the full poste-
rior. Since we have proven theoretically that DC-BATS performs well for stationary models for large T
and m, we also consider non-stationary models, as well as models with low/moderate T and m, to test
the method outside of idealized cases. All numerical experiments have been performed on a 2018 i7-
8700 CPU with 3.20 GHz processing power. Code for all numerical experiments is available online at
https://github.com/deborsheesen/DC-BATS-deborshee. Averaging the credible intervals
produced by the subsequence posteriors takes negligible time as compared to sampling from them, and we
do not report this in our experiments.

4.1 Linear regression with auto-regressive errors

We first consider a linear regression model with auto-regressive errors as follows:

Xt = α+ β⊤Zt + εt,

εt = φ1εt−1 + φ2εt−2 + ξt, with ξt
i.i.d.∼ N(0, σ2),

(6)

and ε1, ε2
ind∼ N(0, σ2), where Xt, α, εt ∈ R, and β, Zt ∈ Rp; here X1:T denotes observations and Z1:T

denotes covariates. We set φ1 = 0.4 and φ2 = −0.6. We choose p = 50 and generate T = 105 observations
from this model.

We choose independent N(0, 102) priors on α,φ1, φ2, and on each component of β. We also choose an
inverse-gamma(3, 10) prior on σ2. We choose K ∈ {10, 20} and draw 104 samples from each subsequence
posterior as well as from the full posterior using the no-U-turn sampler (NUTS; Hoffman and Gelman, 2014)
as implemented in Stan (Carpenter et al., 2017), of which the first half are discarded as burn-in in each case.
It took ten minutes to sample from the full posterior, about a minute to sample from each subsequence
posterior for K = 10, and about half a minute to sample from each subsequence posterior for K = 10. We
plot 95% credible intervals for β in Figure 1, and observe that the credible intervals obtained by DC-BATS
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are virtually indistinguishable from those obtained by full data MCMC. The frequentist coverage of the
credible intervals for β for DC-BATS is 94% forK = 10 and 92% forK = 20, and is 94% when we sample
from the full posterior.

In addition to a single simulation example, we also include a simulation example under multiple sets of
(φ1, φ2) to represent different degree of mixing in the time series, and different numbers of machines Ks in
Table 1. We consider (i) the i.i.d case (φ1, φ2) = (0, 0), (ii) the fast mixing case (φ1, φ2) = (0.2, 0), (iii)
the slow mixing case (φ1, φ2) = (0.8, 0), (iv) the unit root case I when (φ1, φ2) = (1, 0), and (v) the unit
root case II when (φ1, φ2) = (−1,−2). We set T = 105, p = 5 and simulate 100 datasets for every setting.
For each setting, we thus obtain 100 credible intervals and check their frequentist coverage across all the
credible intervals. The results in Table 1 suggest that DC-BATS achieves a comparable frequentist coverage
with the full MCMC method when K is small. However, the performance deteriorates as K increases.

i.i.d. fast mixing slow mixing unit root case I unit root case II
DC Full DC Full DC Full DC Full DC Full

K = 5 94 95 92 91 92 92 87 88 88 86
K = 10 92 95 90 91 88 92 85 88 85 86
K = 20 92 95 88 91 88 92 86 88 85 86
K = 50 92 95 85 91 82 92 82 88 81 86

Table 1: Frequentist coverage of DC-BATS and the full MCMC method under different sets of parameters.
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Figure 1: Credible intervals for DC-BATS for the linear regression with auto-regressive errors model (6) for
T = 105.

4.2 Generalized autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity (GARCH) model

GARCH models (Bollerslev, 1986) are very popular for modelling financial time series. These assume
that the variance of the error term follows an autoregressive moving average process. Apart from finance,
GARCH models have also been used in other domains such as healthcare (Nkalu and Edeme, 2019) and
engineering (Ma et al., 2017a). We consider the following GARCH model with covariates

Xt = Z⊤
t b+ εt, εt ∼ N(0, σ2t ),

σ2t = ω2 +

q∑
i=1

αiε
2
t−i +

q∑
j=1

βjσ
2
t−j ,

(7)
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where Zt ∈ Rd denotes covariates, b ∈ Rd denotes coefficients, α = (α1, . . . , αq)
⊤ ∈ Rq

+, β =
(β1, . . . , βp)

⊤ ∈ Rp
+, and ω ∈ R+ are coefficients. We let r = max(p, q) and set σ21 = · · · = σ2r = 1.

We choose small values of T and m to test DC-BATS. We generate a time series of length T = 2× 105

from model (7) for d = 5, p = 2, and q = 2. We set α = (0.16, 0.16)⊤, β = (0.16, 0.16)⊤, and ω = 1. The
observations X1:T and corresponding variances σ21:T are plotted in Figure 2. We observe that the variances
σ2t vary significantly across time (up to several orders of magnitude), as do the observations. We divide
observations into K = 10 subsequences as before, and it is evident that this results in a lot of variation
among the observations across subsequences.
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20

40
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0 25000 50000 75000 100000 125000 150000 175000 200000
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Figure 2: Observations X1:T and variances σ21:T for the GARCH model (7) with T = 2× 105.

We place a Gamma(3, 10) prior on ω, independent N(0, 102) priors on each component of b, and inde-
pendent half-normal N+(0, 10

2) priors1 on each component of α and β. We draw 104 samples from each
subsequence posterior as well as from the full posterior using NUTS, of which the first half are discarded as
burn-in in each case. We present the boxplots of effective sample size (ESS) for each parameter in Figure 3
where we record the distribution of the effective sample sizes across different machines.. The ESS is satis-
factory for each parameter. The median effective sample size is over 40% of the total sample size for every
parameter. In comparison, we recorded 53.6% effective samples out of the total sample size. We conclude
that the full MCMC method and the divide-and-conquer MCMC are not significantly different regarding
effective sample size. It took around nine minutes to sample from the full posterior, and about a minute on
average to sample from each subsequence posterior.

We compare the credible intervals produced by DC-BATS with those obtained by running MCMC on
the full dataset, as well as those obtained using the double parallel Monte Carlo (DPMC) algorithm of Wang
and Srivastava (2023), Laplace’s approximation (Kass et al., 1991), and automatic differentiation variational
inference (ADVI; Kucukelbir et al., 2017) in Figure 4. We observe that DC-BATS produces more accurate
estimates of the credible intervals than those using the DPMC algorithm, Laplace’s approximation, or ADVI.

In addition to a single simulation example, we also include a simulation example under multiple sets of
(α, β) to represent different degree of mixing in the time series, and different numbers of machines K. In
this simulation, we fix w2 = 1, b = (1, . . . , 1)⊤, d = 5, p = 2, q = 2. We let α1 = · · · = αp = β1 = · · · =
βq = γ−1(p + q)−1, where γ ≥ 1 controls the mixing of σ2t . We vary γ ∈ {1, 2, 5} and K ∈ {5, 10, 20}.
The process is stationary when γ > 1, and the unit root exists when γ = 1. The results are presented in
Table 2. We observe that, as expected, the empirical posterior produced by the DC-BATS method is the
closest to the empirical posterior using the full dataset as compared to the other methods in Wasserstein-2
distance.

1This is the normal distribution restricted to the positive real line.

12



b1 b2 b3 b4 b5 1 2 1 2

350

400

450

500

550

600

650

Effective Sample Sizes

Figure 3: Effective sample size for the GARCH model (7) with T = 2× 105.

K = 5 K = 10 K = 20

γ = 1 γ = 2 γ = 5 γ = 1 γ = 2 γ = 5 γ = 1 γ = 2 γ = 5

DC-BATS 0.025 0.016 0.012 0.023 0.015 0.012 0.021 0.015 0.012

DPMC 0.040 0.027 0.020 0.038 0.027 0.019 0.037 0.027 0.019

Laplace’s approximation 0.124 0.087 0.081 0.124 0.087 0.081 0.124 0.087 0.081

ADVI 0.032 0.023 0.018 0.032 0.023 0.018 0.032 0.023 0.018

Table 2: Wasserstein-2 distance between the full MCMC posterior distribution and the approximations using
different methods.

4.3 Hidden Markov models

We consider inference for continuous state-space hidden Markov models (HMMs; Rabiner and Juang, 1986)
in this section. A HMM is a process {(Zt, Xt)}Tt=0, where {Zt}Tt=0 is an unobserved Markov chain, and
each observation Xt ∈ X is conditionally independent of the rest of the process given Zt ∈ Z. We consider
a linear Gaussian model having the form:

Z0 ∼ N(µ0,Σ0),

Zt | Zt−1 ∼ N(AZt−1,Σz), t ≥ 1,

Xt | Zt ∼ N(CZt,Σx). t ≥ 0.

(8)

Closely related models have numerous applications ranging from guidance and navigation to robotics (Mu-
soff and Zarchan, 2009).

We consider a two-dimensional latent Markov chain (that is, Z = R2) and a two-dimensional observation
space (that is, X = R2). In particular, we generate T = 103 observations from model (8) with true parameter
values

A =

(
0.9 −0.3
0.2 1

)
, C =

(
−1.1 0.5
−0.3 0.8

)
, Σx =

(
σ2x 0
0 σ2x

)
, Σz =

(
σ2z 0
0 σ2z

)
,

with σ2x = σ2z = 0.5. We plot the observed process in Figure 5, where we see that it does not appear to be
stationary. We nonetheless test DC-BATS on this model.

13



0 1 2 3 4 5 6

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

0 1 2 3

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0 1 2 3
0.08

0.10

0.12

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.20

0.22

0.24

0 2
0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

b

Credible intervals
Divide-and-conquer
MCMC on full data

double parallel MC
Laplace's approximation

ADVI

Figure 4: Posterior credible intervals for the GARCH model (7) with T = 2× 105.

We fix C at its true value and consider inference for A, σ2x, and σ2z . We place independent N(0, 102)
priors on each component of the matrix A ∈ R2×2. We also place independent log N(0, 102) priors on σ2x
and σ2z where log N denotes a log-normal distribution. We choose K = 5 subsequences. We write code
in Python and collect 104 posterior samples using an adaptive random walk Metropolis-Hastings algorithm
(Haario et al., 2001) from each subsequence posterior, as well as from the full posterior. It took around 48
minutes for the MCMC algorithm to sample from the full posterior, and 11 minutes on average for each
subsequence posterior. We display 95% credible intervals for DC-BATS and MCMC on the full dataset in
Table 3, where we observe that the credible intervals provided by DC-BATS are extremely accurate.

σ2x σ2z
DC-BATS (0.463, 0.572) (0.396, 0.540)

MCMC on full posterior (0.464, 0.576) (0.398, 0.538)

A11 A12 A21 A22

DC-BATS (0.900, 0.924) (−0.316,−0.288) (0.191, 0.215) (0.979, 1.007)

MCMC on full posterior (0.895, 0.925) (−0.327,−0.289) (0.182, 0.209) (0.964, 1.000)

Table 3: 95% posterior credible intervals for parameters of the hidden Markov model (8).

4.4 Binary auto-regressive model

We consider a model with binary observations Xt ∈ {0, 1} modelled as

P(Xt = 1) =
1

1 + exp{−(c+
∑p

i=1 αiXt−i + Z⊤
t b)}

, (9)
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Figure 5: Observed process X1:T for the hidden Markov model (8).

where α = (α1, . . . , αp)
⊤ ∈ R, Zt ∈ Rq denotes covariates at time t, and b = (b1, . . . , bq)

⊤ ∈ Rq denote
coefficients of covariates. In this example, we choose p = 5 and q = 5. We setα = (0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)⊤

and b = (0.5, 0.5, 0,−0.5,−0.5)⊤. We generate T = 2 × 105 synthetic observations. We choose the co-
variates Zt to be non-stationary. We plot the observations X1:T and the corresponding success probabilities
(P(X1 = 1), . . . ,P(XT = 1)) in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Observations Xt and success probabilities P(Xt = 1) for model (9) with T = 2× 105.

We consider independent N(0, 102) priors on c and on each component of α and b. We draw 104 samples
from the posterior p(c, α, b | X1:T ) using DC-BATS as well as MCMC on the full dataset. We use NUTS
and discard half of the 104 samples as burn-in in each case. It took around twelve minutes to sample from
the full posterior, and a little over a minute on average to sample from each subsequence posterior. We
compare the credible intervals produced by DC-BATS, full data MCMC, the double parallel Monte Carlo
(DPMC) algorithm of Wang and Srivastava (2023), Laplace’s approximation and ADVI in Figure 7. The
credible intervals from DC-BATS are virtually indistinguishable from those for full data MCMC, while the
intervals for DPMC deviate for certain parameters. We also present the boxplots of effective sample size
(ESS) for each parameter in Figure 8 where we record the distribution of the effective sample sizes across
different machines. We observe that the ESS is satisfactory for each parameter. The median effective sample
size is over 40% of the total sample size for every parameter. In comparison, we recorded a 48.1% effective
samples out of the total sample size for the full MCMC method. We again conclude that the full MCMC
method and the divide-and-conquer MCMC are not significantly different regarding effective sample size.

In addition to a single simulation example, we also include a simulation example under multiple sets
of (α, b) to represent different degree of mixing in the time series, and different numbers of machines Ks
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Figure 7: Posterior credible intervals for the binary auto-regressive model (9) for T = 2× 105 and m = 10.

in Table. In this simulation, we fix c = 0, p = 5, q = 5. We let α1 = · · · = αp = b1 = · · · = bq =
γ−1(p + q)−1 with γ ≥ 1; the parameter γ regulates the level of autocorrelation of the model. We use
the Wasserstein-2 distance between the obtained posterior distribution and the full posterior distribution
as a metric to compare the performance. The results are presented in Table 4. We observed a slightly
better performance for DPMC and Laplace’s approximation compared to DC-BATS. We also observe a
significantly better performance for DC-BATS compared to ADVI.

K = 5 K = 10 K = 20

ratio =
1

ratio =
2

ratio =
5

ratio =
1

ratio =
2

ratio =
5

ratio =
1

ratio =
2

ratio =
5

DC-BATS 0.173 0.123 0.119 0.176 0.119 0.115 0.172 0.119 0.121

DPMC 0.181 0.132 0.121 0.175 0.112 0.111 0.161 0.116 0.121

Laplace’s approximation 0.161 0.115 0.102 0.161 0.115 0.102 0.161 0.115 0.102

ADVI 0.223 0.246 0.212 0.223 0.246 0.212 0.223 0.246 0.212

Table 4: Average Wasserstein-2 distance between the full MCMC posterior distribution and the approxima-
tions of different methods for the binary auto-regressive model (9).

5 Application to Los Angeles particulate matter data

It is well understood that aerosol particulates have significant impact on human health, and hence under-
standing the dynamics of particulate matter (PM) is important in public health decision making. Modern
sampling technologies have made high-resolution air monitoring possible. This makes the data produced
by such monitors massive, and hence challenging to analyze with Bayesian methods. To tackle this com-
putational challenges, we apply DC-BATS to analyze a Los Angeles air quality dataset obtained from the
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Figure 8: Effective sample size for the binary auto-regressive model (9) with T = 2× 105.
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Figure 9: Preprocessed observations X1:T for the Los Angeles particulate matter dataset.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)2.
This dataset consists of T = 8760 hourly measurements of particulates including PM10 (1% missing-

ness) and PM2.5 (3.5% missingness) in Los Angeles during 2017. This dataset has some clearly invalid
measurements, which we treat as missing data. We apply Kalman smoothing imputation as suggested in
Hyndman and Khandakar (2008) to simplify handling of the missing data. After imputation, we transform
both PM observations by log(0.1 + PM). Our overarching goal is to build an interpretable model that can
capture the dynamics of these particulates.

We plot the values of the particulates over time after preprocessing in Figure 9. It is clear that the
variance of the observations changes over time. In order to capture the evolution of variance within a series
and correlation across series, we consider a bivariate GARCH model with constant conditional correlation
(Bollerslev, 1990) as follows:

Xt = µ+ vt, vt ∼ N2 (0, Ht) ,

Ht,ii = wi + aiv
2
t−1,ii + biHt−1,ii,

Ht,ij = rH
1/2
t,ii H

1/2
t,jj , i, j = 1, 2,

(10)

2The dataset is available online at https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data.
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for t = 1, . . . , T , where Xt ∈ R2 is the (PM10, PM2.5) levels at time t. We assume Xt is the sum of a
time-independent mean µ ∈ R2 and a time-dependent innovation vt ∈ R2 whose covariance matrix Ht

evolves with time t. We assume that each variance Ht,ii follows a univariate GARCH process, regressed on
an intercept term wi ∈ R+, a lag-1 innovation v2t−1,ii, and the lag-1 variance Ht−1,ii through coefficients
ai, bi ∈ R+ for i = 1, 2. We also assume the correlation between particulates is time-independent, which is
captured by r ∈ [−1, 1].

We adopt a diffuse prior distribution N(0.5, 106) for every ai, bi, µi, respectively, and prior distribution
N(1.0, 106) for every wi. Since it is well known that these particulates are positively correlated apriori, we
adopt a Uniform(0, 1) prior distribution for r. We draw 104 samples from the posterior p(a, b, w, µ | X1:T ),
where a = (a1, a2) and b = (b1, b2) using DC-BATS with k = 10 subsequences as well as MCMC on the
full dataset. We use NUTS and discard half of the 104 samples as burn-in in each case. It took around 24
minutes to sample from the full posterior, and 3.8 minutes on average to sample from each subsequence
posterior. We compare the credible intervals produced by DC-BATS and full data MCMC in Table 5, where
it is evident that the credible intervals provided by both methods are well aligned with each other.

a1 a2
DC-BATS (5.12× 10−1, 5.85× 10−1) (6.50× 10−1, 7.30× 10−1)

MCMC on full posterior (5.33× 10−1, 6.19× 10−1) (8.76× 10−1, 9.76× 10−1)

b1 b2
DC-BATS (6.20× 10−2, 1.32× 10−1) (8.59× 10−5, 1.09× 10−2)

MCMC on full posterior (1.21× 10−1, 2.12× 10−1) (6.00× 10−5, 7.46× 10−3)

w1 w2

DC-BATS (1.22× 10−1, 1.42× 10−1) (2.01× 10−1, 2.24× 10−1)

MCMC on full posterior (9.07× 10−2, 1.10× 10−1) (1.23× 10−1, 1.40× 10−1)

µ1 µ2 r

DC-BATS (3.12, 3.14) (1.95, 1.98) (2.57× 10−1, 2.78× 10−1)

MCMC on full posterior (3.25, 3.28) (2.10, 2.12) (2.32× 10−1, 2.54× 10−1)

Table 5: 95% posterior credible intervals for parameters of the bivariate GARCH model (10) applied to the
Los Angeles particulate matter (PM) dataset.

6 Discussion

We have proposed a simple divide-and-conquer approach for Bayesian inference from stationary time se-
ries. There are several natural follow-up directions. In our theoretical development, we have assumed that
the time series is stationary and mixes fast; it would be interesting to relax these assumptions and develop
scalable posterior inference algorithms for non-stationary time series, as well as for series with long-range
dependence. Although our current algorithm has promising empirical results in certain simulation experi-
ments with non-stationarity, we expect long range dependence to present a more challenging problem.

We have not considered the problem of defining a ‘best’ choice of the number and lengths of the subse-
quences, and have instead focused on experiments testing our algorithm in challenging cases in which the
subset sizes are modest and/or assumptions of our theory are violated. In practice for truly massive datasets,
one should ideally run MCMC in parallel for the different subsequences; the best choice of m and K de-
pends on a tradeoff between statistical accuracy and ones computational budget in terms of wall clock time,
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number of nodes in a distributed computing network, and the capacity of each node. As a rule of thumb,
approximation accuracy should improve with subsequence length as long as ones computational budget al-
lows sufficient MCMC draws per subsequence posterior. Our simulation results are promising in suggesting
that, at least in certain cases, accuracy is high even with short subsequences. However, this depends on the
model and data.

Two additional important future directions include (1) modifying the simple divide-and-conquer algo-
rithm we are proposing to allow communication between nodes; and (2) modifying the algorithm and/or
theory to allow guarantees for fixed finite subsequence sizes. There has been work on both threads outside
of the time series setting; for example, refer to Dai et al. (2023).
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A Additional assumptions

We make the following additional assumptions to prove the theoretical results. These are similar to assump-
tions made by Li et al. (2017).

Assumption 4 (Support). For all t ≥ 1 and all θ ∈ Θ, all possible conditional distributions Xt | X1:(t−1)

have the same support as the stationary distribution of Xt.

Many classes of time series models satisfy Assumption 4, including the ones that are considered in this
paper. However, exceptions to this assumption include time-varying time series models where the support
of conditional densities change with respect to time t.

Assumption 5 (Envelope). This consists of three parts.

1. log pθ(xt | x1:(t−1)) is three times differentiable with respect to θ in a neighbourhoodBδ0(θ0) = {θ ∈
Θ : ∥θ − θ0∥ ≤ δ0} of θ0 for some constant δ0 > 0.

2. There exists functions Mt(x1:t), t ≥ 1, such that

sup
θ∈Bδ0

(θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θl1 log pθ(xt | x1:(t−1))

∣∣∣∣ ≤Mt(x1:t),

sup
θ∈Bδ0

(θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ∂2

∂θl1∂θl2
log pθ(xt | x1:(t−1))

∣∣∣∣ ≤Mt(x1:t),

sup
θ∈Bδ0

(θ0)

∣∣∣∣ ∂3

∂θl1∂θl2∂θl3
log pθ(xt | x1:(t−1))

∣∣∣∣ ≤Mt(x1:t),

for l1, l2, l3 = 1, . . . , d for all {xt}t≥1.

3. lim sup
T→∞

EPθ0
{T−1

∑T
t=1Mt(X1:t)

4+2δ} <∞, where δ is the same as that in Assumption 2.
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Assumptions 2 and 5 together imply a trade-off between moments and the mixing rate of the process
{Xt}t≥1. A higher value of δ leads to greater restriction on the moments on one hand; on the other hand, a
slower decay rate of α(j) is required for

∑∞
k=1 α(j)

δ/(2+δ) < ∞ to hold, thus leading to less restriction on
the mixing rate of the process {Xt}t≥1.

Assumption 5 can be verified by checking if the log-likelihood function of xt only depends of a fi-
nite number of past observations, that is, there existing an integer p > 0 such that log pθ(xt | x1:(t−1)) =

log pθ(xt | x(t−p):(t−1)). In this case, it suffices to find an envelope functionM(X1:p) such that EPθ0
M4+2δ(X1:p) <

+∞, where X1:p is under the stationary distribution. By the Lp Ergodic Theorem of Von Neumann (Neu-
mann, 1932), we have

lim sup
T→∞

EPθ0

{
T−1

T∑
t=1

Mt(X1:t)
4+2δ

}
= EPθ0

M4+2δ(X1:p) < +∞.

Assumption 6. The interchange of order of integration with respect to Pθ0 at θ0 is justified. The score
function ∇θℓk(θ) is a martingale at θ = θ0 for m ≥ 1. Moreover,

−T−1 ∂2

∂θ∂θ⊤
pθ0(X1:T )

a.s.→ I(θ0) in Pθ0-probability as T → ∞,

where I(θ0) is a positive definite matrix. Further, for all sufficiently large m, −m−1∇2
θℓk(θ) is positive

definite with eigenvalues bounded below and above by constants for all θ ∈ Bδ0(θ0) and all values of X[k].

Assumption 7. For any δ > 0, there exists an ϵ > 0 such that

lim
m→∞

Pθ0

(
sup

θ∈Θ : ∥θ−θ0∥≥δ

ℓ1(θ)− ℓ1(θ0)

m
≤ −ϵ

)
= 1.

We assume that the prior π0(θ) has finite second moment; this is a fairly relaxed assumption and is
required as we use the W2 distance to combine the subsequence posteriors.

Assumption 8 (Prior). The prior density π0(θ) is continuous at θ0. Moreover, 0 < π0(θ0) <∞. The second
moment of the prior exists, that is,

∫
θ ∥θ∥

2 π0(θ) dθ <∞.

Assumption 9 (Uniform integrability). Let ψ(X[1]) = EΠm(dθ|X[1]){Km∥θ− θ̂1∥2}, where EΠm(dθ|X[1]) is
the expectation with respect to θ under the posterior Πm(dθ | X[1]). Then there exists an integer m0 ≥ 1,
such that {ψ(X[1]) : m ≥ m0,K ≥ 1} is uniformly integrable under Pθ0 . In other words,

lim
C→∞

sup
m≥m0,K≥1

EPθ0

[
ψ(X[1])I{ψ(X[1]) ≥ C}

]
= 0,

where I(·) is the indicator function.

Assumptions 4, 5, 6 and 9 are generalizations of Assumptions 2, 3, 4, 7 of Li et al. (2017), respectively.
These can be verified more straightforwardly if there exists a finite integer n such that pθ(xt | x1:(t−1)) ≡
pθ(xt | x(t−n−1):(t−1)). In this case, Mt ≡ M(X(t−n−1):(t−1)) is also an ergodic sequence. To verify
Assumption 5, by the Lp-ergodic theorem, it suffices to find a δ such that EPθ0

{M(X(t−n−1):(t−1))
4+2δ} <

∞, where the expectation is with respect to the stationary distribution of Xt−n−1, . . . , Xt−1. Assumption 6
is a generalization of a common regularity condition to dependent processes. Again, in view of Assumption 5
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that bounds the moment of the second order derivative of the log density function, the ergodic theorem will
hold automatically to guarantee that

−T−1 ∂2

∂θ∂θ⊤
pθ0(x1:T )

a.s.→ I(θ0) in Pθ0-probability.

Assumption 7 will also hold if for any δ > 0, there exists an ϵ > 0 such thatm−1 infθ∈Θ : ∥θ−θ0∥≥δ KL(pθ ∥ pθ0) >
ϵ for all sufficiently largem, where KL denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence. Assumption 9 mirrors As-
sumption 7 in Li et al. (2017).
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Supplementary Material

S1 Main proofs

Simplifying notation: we use (X1k, . . . , Xmk) = X[k] to denote the observations within the kth subse-
quence. We also use ℓ′k(θ) and ℓ′′k(θ) to denote ∇θℓk(θ) and ∇2

θℓk(θ), respectively; this notation will be
handy as we shall consider ℓ′k(θ) and ℓ′′k(θ) at different values of θ.

The proofs of Theorem 1 and 2 rely on the following lemmas in addition to Lemma 1.

Lemma S1. Suppose that Assumptions 1–9 hold. Then the following are true.

1. There exists a weakly consistent estimator θ̂k that is measurable with respect to σ(X[k]) solving the

score equation ℓ′k(θ̂k) = 0. Moreover, this estimator is consistent, that is, θ̂k
Pθ0→ θ0 as m→ ∞.

2. Let θ̂ be a weakly consistent estimator of θ0 based on the complete dataset X solving the score

equation ℓ′(θ̂) = 0. Then θ̂
Pθ0→ θ0 as T → ∞.

3. Let ζ = T 1/2(θ − θ̂k) be a local parameter for the kth subsequence, and ϑ = T 1/2(θ − θ̂) be a
local parameter for the complete dataset. Let Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]) be the kth subsequence posterior
induced by Πm(dθ | X[k]) and ΠT,ϑ(dϑ | X1:T ) be the posterior of ϑ induced by the overall posterior
ΠT (dθ | X1:T ). Then

lim
m→∞

EPθ0
TV2

[
Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

]
= 0,

lim
m→∞

EPθ0
TV2

[
ΠT,ϑ(dϑ | X1:T ),Φ{dϑ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

]
= 0,

where TV2 denotes the the total variation of second moment distance.

Lemma S2 (Lemma 3 of Li et al., 2017). Let ξ̂k = a⊤θ̂k + b and ξ = a⊤θ + b. Then

W2

(
ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),Φ[dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]

)
≤ 1

K

K∑
k=1

W2

(
Πm(dξ | X[k]),Φ[dξ; ξ̂k, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]

)
.

Lemma S1 mirrors Lemma 2 of Li et al. (2017), and its proof can be straightforwardly modified from
their proof. We therefore focus our attention on the proof of Lemma 1, which is novel.

S1.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. We use the first order Taylor expansion of ℓ′k(θ̂k),

0 = ℓ′k(θ̂k) = ℓ′k(θ0) + ℓ′′k(θ̃k)(θ̂k − θ0),

0 = ℓ′(θ̂) = ℓ′(θ0) + ℓ′′(θ̃)(θ̂ − θ0),

where θ̃ lies between θ̂ and θ0, and θ̃k lies between θ̂k and θ0. Therefore,

θ̂k = θ0 −
{

1

m
ℓ′′k(θ̃k)

}−1 ℓ′k(θ0)

m
= θ0 +

1

m
I−1(θ0)ℓ

′
k(θ0) + Zk

ℓ′k(θ0)

m
(S1)

θ̂ = θ0 −
{
1

T
ℓ′′(θ̃)

}−1 ℓ′(θ0)

T
= θ0 +

1

T
I−1(θ0)ℓ

′(θ0) + Z
ℓ′(θ0)

T
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After rearranging, we obtain the difference between θ and θ̂ as

θ − θ̂ =
1

K

K∑
k=1

Zk
ℓ′k(θ0)

m
− Z

ℓ′(θ0)

T
+Q (S2)

where

Zk =

{
− 1

m
ℓ′′k(θ̃k)

}−1

− I−1(θ0), Z =

{
− 1

T
ℓ′′(θ̃)

}−1

− I−1(θ0),

and

Q = I−1(θ0)

{∑K
k=1 ℓ

′
k(θ0)− ℓ′(θ0)

T

}
.

The second term on the right hand side of equation (S2) is oPθ0
(T−1/2). The convergence of T−1/2ℓ′(θ0)

to N{0, I−1(θ0)} in distribution is established by the martingale central limit theorem. Therefore, ℓ′(θ0)/T

is OPθ0
(T−1/2). Moreover, we have −ℓ′′k(θ̃)/T

Pθ0→ I(θ0) and thus Z
Pθ0→ 0 by the continuous mapping

theorem. Hence Zℓ′(θ0)/T = oPθ0
(T−1/2).

We show that the third term Q on the right hand side of equation (S2) is OPθ0
(m−1). Define

ℓ′k|−k(θ0) = ∇θ log pθ(X[k] | X[1], . . . ,X[k−1])
∣∣
θ=θ0

,

and thus ℓ′(θ0) =
∑K

k=1 ℓ
′
k|−k(θ0). Therefore we write

Q = I−1(θ0)

{∑K
k=1 ℓ

′
k(θ0)− ℓ′(θ0)

T

}

= I−1(θ0)

∑K
k=1{ℓ′k(θ0)− ℓ′k|−k(θ0)}

T
= I−1(θ0)Q1,

where

Q1 =

∑K
k=1{ℓ′k(θ0)− ℓ′k|−k(θ0)}

T

=
1

T

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

{
∇θ log pθ(Xik | X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)

−∇θ log pθ(Xik | X[1], . . . ,X[k−1], X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)}
∣∣
θ=θ0

by the fact that we can write

ℓ′k(θ0) =

m∑
i=1

∇θ log pθ(Xik | X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)
∣∣
θ=θ0

and

ℓ′k|−k(θ0) =
m∑
i=1

∇θ log pθ(Xik | X[1], . . . ,X[k−1], X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)
∣∣
θ=θ0

.
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Assumption 3 bounds the error between ∇θ log pθ(Xik | X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)|θ=θ0 and
∇θ log pθ(Xik | X[1], . . . ,X[k−1], X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k))|θ=θ0 , and thus the error between ℓ′k(θ0) and ℓ′k|−k(θ0).
We have that Q1 = OPθ0

(m−1) by Markov’s inequality, since for any s > 0,

Pθ0 (m ∥Q1∥1 > s)

≤ m

sT

K∑
k=1

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θ log pθ0(Xik | X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)
∣∣
θ=θ0

−∇θ log pθ0(Xik | X[1], . . . ,X[k−1], X1k, . . . , X(i−1)k)
∣∣
θ=θ0

∥∥
1

≤
mC0

∑K
k=1

∑m
i=0 ρ

i
0

sT
≤ C0

s(1− ρ0)
→ 0 as s→ ∞,

where the second inequality is by Assumption 3. Moreover, by Assumption 6, I−1(θ0) = OPθ0
(1). There-

fore Q = OPθ0
(1)×OPθ0

(m−1) = OPθ0
(m−1). Furthermore, if m = O(T 1/2), then Q = oPθ0

(T−1/2).
The convergence order of the first term on the right hand side of equation (S2) is established by Markov’s

inequality. We define Wk = Zkℓ
′
k(θ0)/m and prove later that EPθ0

(∥Wk∥2) → 0 as m→ ∞. Then

Pθ0

(∥∥∥∥ 1

K

K∑
k=1

Wk

m1/2

∥∥∥∥ ≥ cm−1/2

)
≤
mEPθ0

∥(1/K)
∑K

k=1Wk/m
1/2∥2

c2

≤ 1

c2K

K∑
k=1

EPθ0
(∥Wk∥2) =

1

c2
EPθ0

(∥W1∥2) → 0. (S3)

The convergence in equation (S3) is established by EPθ0
(∥Wk∥2) → 0 that we will prove below. Further,

when θ̂k is an unbiased estimator for θj , then EPθ0
(Wk) = 0 because

EPθ0
(θ̂k) = θ0 + EPθ0

{
1

m
I−1(θ0)ℓ

′
k(θ0)

}
+ EPθ0

(Wk) = θ0 + EPθ0
(Wk) = θ0,

recalling equation (S1). We will prove that in the case of unbiased θ̂k, expression (S2) converges in the order
of oPθ0

(T−1/2). By Markov’s inequality, for every c > 0,

Pθ0

(∥∥∥∥ 1

K

K∑
k=1

Wk

m1/2

∥∥∥∥ > cT−1/2

)
= Pθ0

(∥∥∥∥ 1

K

K∑
k=1

Wk

∥∥∥∥ > cK−1/2

)

≤
KEPθ0

∥(1/K)
∑K

k=1Wk∥2

c2
=

1

Kc2
EPθ0

( ∑
1≤k1,k2≤K

W⊤
k1Wk2

)

≤ 1

Kc2

∑
1≤k1,k2≤K

d∑
l=1

|covPθ0
(W l

k1 ,W
l
k2)|, (S4)

where we write Wk = (W 1
k , . . . ,W

d
k ), and covPθ0

denotes covariance under Pθ0 . The last inequality of

equation (S4) is by EPθ0
(Wk) = (0, . . . , 0) and |EPθ0

(W⊤
1 W2)| = |

∑d
l=1 covPθ0

(W l
1,W

l
2)|. To prove that

the last term of equation (S4) converges to zero as m→ ∞, it suffices to prove that for every 1 ≤ l ≤ d,

1

K

∑
1≤k1,k2≤K

|covPθ0
(W l

k1 ,W
l
k2)| → 0 as m→ ∞. (S5)
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The stationarity of the process (Assumption 1) allows us to denote |covPθ0
(W l

k1
,W l

k2
)| by δl(k1 − k2).

We employ the following α-mixing inequality of Rio (1993):

|covPθ0
(W l

k1 ,W
l
k2)| = δl(k1 − k2) ≤ 2

∫ 2α(|(k1−k2)m|)

0
QW l

k1

(u)QW l
k2

(u) du,

where α(·) is the alpha α-mixing coefficient as stated in Assumption 2 and QW l
k
(u) = inf{t : P(|W l

k| >
t) ≤ u} is the quantile function of |W l

k|. Further, by Markov’s inequality, Pθ0(|W l
k| > t) ≤ EPθ0

(|W l
k|2+δ)/t2+δ,

where δ > 0 is a positive real number as stated in Assumption 2, and so we haveQW l
k2

(u) ≤ u−1/(2+δ)∥W l
k∥2+δ.

Equation (S5) then follows as

1

K

∑
1≤k1,k2≤K

|covPθ0
(W l

k1 ,W
l
k2)| =

1

K

∑
1≤k1,k2≤K

δl(k1 − k2) =
K∑
k=1

K − k

K
δl(k)

≤
K∑
k=1

δl(k) ≤ 2
K∑
k=1

∫ 2α(km)

0
Q2

W l
1
(u) du ≤ 2

K∑
k=1

∫ 2α(km)

0
u−2/(2+δ)∥W l

1∥22+δ du

≤ C0

{ K∑
k=1

α(km)δ/(2+δ)

}
∥W l

1∥22+δ ≤
{ ∞∑

k=1

α(km)δ/(2+δ)

}
∥W l

1∥22+δ → 0,

as m → ∞, where the second inequality is by Assumption 1 and C0 is a constant independent of m. The
final inequality is by Assumption 2 and EPθ0

(∥Wk∥2+δ) → 0, which we will prove below.

Proof of EPθ0
(∥Wk∥2+δ) → 0 as m→ ∞ for every k = 1, . . . ,K:

We first show that EPθ0
(∥Wk∥2+δ) → 0, and thus EPθ0

(∥Wk∥2) also converges to zero by Jensen’s inequal-
ity. Since ℓ′k(θ0)/m = OPθ0

(1) and Zj = oPθ0
(1), ∥Wk∥ = ∥Zj ℓ

′
k(θ0)/m∥ is oPθ0

(1). The remaining part
of the proof is to show that ∥Wk∥2+δ is dominated by some Vk ∈ L1 under Pθ0 . The dominated convergence
theorem will then imply that EPθ0

(∥Wk∥2+δ) converges to zero.
By Assumption 6, let λ > 0 be the lower bound of −ℓ′′k(θ)/m for all θ ∈ Bδ0(θ0) and sufficiently large

m. We have ∥∥∥∥{− 1

m
ℓ′′k(θ̃k)

}−1∥∥∥∥ ≤ d1/2λ−1 and ∥I(θ0)−1∥ ≤ d1/2λ−1. (S6)

Moreover, Assumption 5 implies that∥∥∥∥− 1

m
ℓ′′k(θ̃k)

∥∥∥∥2 ≤ d2

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2. (S7)

It follows from equations (S6) and (S7) that for all sufficiently large m,

∥Zk∥2+δ =

∥∥∥∥{− 1

m

∂2ℓk(θ̃k)

∂θ∂θ⊤

}−1{
− 1

m

∂2ℓk(θ̃k)

∂θ∂θ⊤
− I(θ0)

}
I−1(θ0)

∥∥∥∥2+δ

≤ 1

2
d(2+δ)/2λ−(2+δ)

{
d2

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + ∥I(θ0)∥2+δ

}
d(2+δ)/2λ−(2+δ)

≤ c1
1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c2,
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where c1 and c2 are constants that are independent of m. Now define

Vk =

{
c1

1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c2

}
× ∥m−1/2ℓ′k(θ0)∥2+δ.

We will show that EPθ0
(Vk) < ∞ and then apply the dominated convergence theorem to ∥Wk∥2. We first

apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to Vk and obtain

EPθ0
(Vk) = EPθ0

{
c1

1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c2

}
∥m−1/2ℓ′k(θ0)∥2+δ

≤
[
EPθ0

{
c1

1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c2

}2]1/2
×
{
EPθ0

(∥m−1/2ℓ′k(θ0)∥4+2δ)
}1/2

.

(S8)

The first term of equation (S8) is bounded by Assumption 5 as

EPθ0

{
c1

1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c2

}2

= EPθ0

[
c21

{
1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ

}2

+ 2c1c2
1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c22

]

≤ EPθ0

{
c21

1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
4+2δ + 2c1c2

1

m

m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
2+δ + c22

}
<∞.

To bound the second term of equation (S8), recall that ℓ′k(θ) =
∑m

t=1 p
′
θ(Xtk | X1k, . . . , X(t−1)k)/pθ(Xtk |

X1k, . . . , X(t−1)k) is a martingale at θ = θ0 for m ≥ 1 by Assumption 8. We denote the lth component of
p′θ(Xtk | X1k, . . . , X(t−1)k)/pθ(Xtk | X1k, . . . , X(t−1)k) asUtl, so that p′θ(Xtk | X1k, . . . , X(t−1)k)/pθ(Xtk |
X0j , . . . , X(t−1)k) = (Ut1, . . . , Utd)

⊤. Further, by Assumption 6, EPθ0
(Utl) = 0 for every integer 1 ≤ t ≤

m and integer 1 ≤ l ≤ d. Then

EPθ0
{∥m−1/2ℓ′k(θ0)∥4+2δ} ≤ m−(2+δ)EPθ0

{∥ℓ′k(θ0)∥4+2δ}

≤ m−(2+δ)EPθ0

{ d∑
l=1

( m∑
t=1

Utl

)2}2+δ

≤
(
d1/2

m

)2+δ

EPθ0

{ d∑
l=1

( m∑
t=1

Utl

)4+2δ}

≤
(
d1/2

m

)2+δ

m2+δ
d∑

l=1

EPθ0

{
c(4 + 2δ)

1

m

m∑
t=1

EPθ0
(|Utl|4+2δ)

}

≤ d1+δ/2
d∑

l=1

EPθ0

[
c(4 + 2δ)

1

m
EPθ0

{ m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)
4+2δ

}]
<∞,

where c(ν) = {8(ν − 1) × max(1, 2ν−3)}ν is a constant independent of m. The third inequality is by
Jensen’s inequality, the fourth inequality is by Dharmadhikari et al. (1968), and the fifth inequality is by
Assumption 5.
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Therefore, we find a Vk that dominates ∥Wk∥2+δ with EPθ0
(Vk) <∞. Moreover, Wk

Pθ0→ 0 and thus by
the dominated convergence theorem, EPθ0

(∥Wk∥2+δ) → 0.

S2 Other proofs

The proof of Theorem 1 is similar to that of Theorem 1 of Li et al. (2017), but is included for concreteness.
The proof of Theorem 2 is the same as the proof of Theorem 2 of Li et al. (2017), and is mainly based on
Theorem 1 and does not involve features of dependent data. The proof of Lemma S1 is along the lines of
the proof of Lemma 2 of Li et al. (2017), but is included for completeness.

For any two probability measures µ, ν ∈ P2(Θ), the total variation of second moment distance TV2 is
defined as TV2(µ, ν) =

∫
Θ(1 + ∥θ∥2) |µ(dθ)− ν(dθ)|. By Villani (2009), W2

2(µ, ν) ≤ 2TV2(µ, ν).

Proof of Theorem 1. By the triangle inequality,

W2{ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),ΠT (dξ | X1:T )}
≤ W2{ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),Φ[dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]}

+W2(Φ[dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1],Φ[dξ; ξ̂, {TIξ(θ0)}−1])

+W2{Φ[dξ; ξ̂, {TIξ(θ0)}−1],ΠT (dξ | X1:T )}.

(S9)

We show that the first term of the right hand side of equation (S9) is oPθ0
(T−1/2), the second term is

oPθ0
(m−1/2) in general and is oPθ0

(T−1/2) when the MLE is unbiased and m is at least O(T 1/2), and the
third term is oPθ0

(T−1/2). Therefore, the W2 distance between ΠT (dξ | X1:T ) and ΠT (dξ | X1:T ) is
oPθ0

(m−1/2) in general and oPθ0
(T−1/2) when the MLE is unbiased and m is at least O(T 1/2).

We first estimate the order of the first term in equation (S9). For any c > 0,

Pθ0{W2(ΠT (dξ | X1:T ),Φ[dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]) ≥ cT−1/2}

≤ Pθ0

{
1

K

K∑
k=1

W2

(
Πm(dξ | X[k]),Φ[dξ; ξ̂k, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]

)
≥ cT−1/2

}

≤ T

c2
EPθ0

{
1

K

K∑
k=1

W2

(
Πm(dξ | X[k]),Φ[dξ; ξ̂k, {Iξ(θ0)}−1]

)}2

≤ T

c2K

K∑
k=1

EPθ0
W2

2

(
Πm(dξ | X[k]),Φ[dξ; ξ̂k, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]

)
≤ T

c2
EPθ0

W2
2

(
Πm(dξ | X[1]),Φ[dξ; ξ̂1, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]

)
≤ 2T

c2
EPθ0

TV2

(
Πm(dξ | X[1]),Φ[dξ; ξ̂1, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]

)
→ 0,

where the first inequality is by Lemma S2, the third inequality is by Jensen’s inequality, and the fourth
inequality is by stationarity. The convergence to zero is by Lemma S1.

For the second term, note that the Wasserstein-2 distance between two d-dimensional Gaussians Φ(m1,Σ)
and Φ(m2,Σ) is given by W2{Φ(m1,Σ),Φ(m2,Σ)} = ∥m1 − m2∥2. Therefore, Lemma 1 yields that
W2(Φ[dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1],Φ[dξ; ξ̂, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]) ≤ |ξ − ξ̂| = oPθ0

(m−1/2) in general and
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W2(Φ[dξ; ξ, {TIξ(θ0)}−1],Φ[dξ; ξ̂, {TIξ(θ0)}−1]) ≤ |ξ − ξ̂| = oPθ0
(T−1/2) when the MLE is unbiased

and m is at least O(T 1/2). The third term of equation (S9) is a special case of the first term when K = 1
and m = T , and is hence oPθ0

(T−1/2). This proves Theorem 1.

Proof of Lemma S1. We first show the existence of weakly consistent estimator θ̂k of θ0 such that ℓ′k(θ̂k) = 0

and θ̂k → θ0 in Pθ0-probability. By Assumption 5, ℓk(θ) is differentiable in a neighbourhood Bδ0(θ0). By
Assumption 6, E{Pθ0

{ℓ′k(θ0)} = 0. With Pθ0-probability arbitrary close to 1, there exists a root that solves

ℓ′k(θ) in Bδ0(θ0). We denote such a root by θ̂k. By Assumption 7, θ̂k → θ0 in Pθ0-probability. It suffices to
show limm→∞ EPθ0

TV2

[
Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

]
= 0, as the equation limm→∞ EPθ0

TV2[ΠT,ϑ(dϑ |
X1:T ),Φ{dϑ; 0, I−1(θ0)}] = 0 is just a special case when m = T and K = 1. We first show that

TV2

[
Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

] Pθ0→ 0.
Define w(ζ) = ℓk{θ̂k+ζ/(Km)1/2}−ℓk(θ̂k) and Cm =

∫
exp{Kw(z)}π0{θ̂k+z/(Km)1/2}dz. The

subsequence posterior for X[k] can be written as πm(θ | X[k]) = exp{Kℓk(θ)}π0(θ)/[
∫
θ exp{Kℓk(θ)}π0(θ) dθ].

The posterior of ζ induced by the posterior above is

πm(ζ | X[k]) = C−1
m exp{Kw(ζ)}π0{θ̂k + ζ/(Km)1/2}.

Define

gm(ζ) = (1 + ∥ζ∥2)
[
exp{Kw(ζ)}π0

{
θ̂k +

ζ

(Km)1/2

}
− exp

{
− 1

2
ζ⊤I(θ0)ζ

}
π0(θ0)

]
.

We define T = {ζ : ζ = T 1/2(θ − θ̂k), θ ∈ Θ}. If we can show that
∫
T |gm(z)| dz

Pθ0→ 0, then Cm

Pθ0→∫
Rd exp{−ζ⊤I(θ0)ζ/2}π0(θ0) dζ = (2π)d/2{det I(θ0)}−1/2π0(θ0), and thus

TV2

[
Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

]
=

∫
T
(1 + ∥ζ∥2)

∣∣∣∣exp{Kw(ζ)}π0{θ̂k + ζ/(Km)1/2}
Cm

− det{I(θ0)}1/2

(2π)d/2
exp

{
− 1

2
ζ⊤I(θ0)ζ

}∣∣∣∣dζ
≤ 1

Cm

∫
T
|gm(z)|dz

+

∣∣∣∣∣(2π)d/2{det I(θ0)}−1/2π0(θ0)

Cm
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣×
∫
Rd

(1 + ∥z∥2)
(2π)d/2 {det I(θ0)}−1/2

exp

{
− 1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
dz.

The second term in the previous equation converges to zero in Pθ0-probability.

We now show that
∫
T |gm(z)| dz

Pθ0→ 0. To achieve this, we divide T into three regions: A1 = {z :

∥z∥ ≥ δ1(Km)1/2}, A2 = {z : δ2 ≤ ∥z∥ ≤ δ1(Km)1/2}, and A3 = {z : ∥z∥ < δ2}, where δ1 and δ2 are
constants that will be chosen later. Since

∫
T |gm(z)|dz ≤

∫
A1

|gm(z)|dz+
∫
A2

|gm(z)| dz+
∫
A3

|gm(z)|dz,

to prove
∫
T |gm(z)|dz

Pθ0→ 0, it suffices to prove that
∫
Ai

|gm(z)| dz
Pθ0→ 0 for i = 1, 2, 3.

1. Proof of
∫
A1

|gm(z)| dz
Pθ0→ 0: we have∫

A1

|gm(z)| dz ≤
∫
A1

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}π0
{
θ̂k +

z

(Km)1/2

}
dz

+

∫
A1

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp
{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
π0(θ0) dz.

(S10)
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The second term on the right hand side of equation (S10) converges to zero as m → ∞. We use Assump-
tion 5 to prove that the first term of equation (S10) also converges to zero as m → ∞. For some ϵ > 0,
with probability approaching one and all sufficiently large m, we have exp{Kw(z)} = exp[K{ℓk(θ̂k +
ζ/(Km)1/2)− ℓk(θ̂k)}] ≤ exp(−Kmϵ). Moreover, with Pθ0-probability approaching 1, the consistency of
θ̂k guarantees that ∥θ̂k∥2 ≤ C1 where C1 ∈ R+ is some positive constant. Therefore, as m→ ∞∫

A1

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}π0
{
θ̂k +

z

(Km)1/2

}
dz

≤ exp(−Kmϵ)
{
1 + (Km)d/2

∫
Θ
2(∥θ∥2 + ∥θ̂k∥2)π0(θ) dθ

}
≤ exp(−Kmϵ)

{
1 + 2(Km)d/2C1 + (Km)d/2

∫
Θ
2∥θ∥2π0(θ) dθ

}
Pθ0→ 0,

where the convergence is by Assumption 8 that bounds the second moment of the prior.

2. Proof of
∫
A2

|gm(z)| dz
Pθ0→ 0: note that∫

A2

|gm(z)| dz ≤
∫
A2

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}π0
{
θ̂k +

z

(Km)1/2

}
dz

+

∫
A2

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp
{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
π0(θ0) dz.

(S11)

The second integral on the right hand side of equation (S11) is∫
{z : δ2≤∥z∥≤δ1(Km)1/2}

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp
{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
π0(θ0) dz

≤
∫
{z : ∥z∥≥δ2}

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp
{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
π0(θ0) dz,

which converges to zero by choosing δ2 large enough. The following step bounds the first term on the
right hand side of equation (S11). We use Taylor expansion: w(z) = ℓk{θ̂k + z/(Km)1/2} − ℓk(θ̂k).
Because ℓ′k(θ̂k) = 0, w(z) = ℓk{θ̂k + z/(Km)1/2} − ℓk(θ̂k) = −1/(2K)z⊤ℓ′′k(θ̂k)z/m + Rm(z), where
Rm(z) = (1/6)∂3ℓk(θ̃)/(∂θ

3){z/(Km)1/2, z/(Km)1/2, z/(Km)1/2}, where
{∂3ℓk(θ̃)}/(∂θ3) is a three-dimensional array with {∂3ℓk(θ̃)}/(∂θi∂θj∂θk) as its (i, j, k)th element. More-
over, θ̃ is a d-dimensional vector between θ̂k and θ̂k + z/(Km)1/2. By Assumption 5,

|Rm(z)| ≤ d3

6

∥∥∥∥ z

(Km)1/2

∥∥∥∥3 m∑
i=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik) ≤
d3δ1
6K

∥z∥2 1

m

m∑
t=1

Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik).

Also by Assumption 5, we have lim supm→∞ EPθ0
{m−1

∑m
i=1Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik)} < ∞. Therefore, for

all sufficiently large m, by Markov’s inequality, m−1
∑m

i=1Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik) is OPθ0
(1). If δ1 is chosen

to be small enough, |Rm(z)| ≤ 1/(4K)z⊤{ℓ′′k(θ̂k)/m}z with probability approaching one in Pθ0 since
Assumption 6 bounds the eigenvalues of ℓ′′k(θ)/m for θ ∈ Bδ0(θ0) from below. Hence, with probability
approaching one, for all sufficiently large m and z ∈ A2, w(z) = −1/(2K)z⊤ℓ′′k(θ̂k)z/m + Rm(z) ≤
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−1/(4K)z⊤ℓ′′k(θ̂k)z/m ≤ −1/(8K)z⊤I(θ0)z by ℓ′′k(θ̂k)/m
Pθ0→ −I(θ0). Moreover, given that θ̂k is con-

sistent for θ0 and π0(θ) is continuous at θ0, we have π0{θ̂k + z/(Km)−1/2}
Pθ0→ π0(θ0). Hence, to bound

the first term on the right hand side of equation (S11), we have∫
A2

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}π0
{
θ̂k +

z

(Km)1/2

}
dz ≤

∫
A2

2(1 + ∥z∥2) exp
{
− 1

8
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
π0(θ0) dz.

(S12)

The right hand side of equation (S12) is arbitrarily close to zero if δ2 is chosen to be large enough. Both

terms on the right hand side of equation (S11) thus converge to zero, and thus
∫
A2

|gm(z)| dz
Pθ0→ 0.

3. Proof of
∫
A3

|gm(z)| dz
Pθ0→ 0: note that∫

A3

|gm(z)|dz ≤
∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2)
[
exp{Kw(z)}π0

{
θ̂k +

z

(Km)1/2

}
− exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
π0(θ0)

]
dz

≤
∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}
∣∣∣∣π0{θ̂k + z

(Km)1/2

}
− π0(θ0)

∣∣∣∣ dz (S13)

+

∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2)π0(θ0)
∣∣∣∣exp{Kw(z)} − exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}∣∣∣∣ dz (S14)

To show
∫
A3

|gm(z)| dz
Pθ0→ 0, it suffices to show that terms (S13) and (S14) both converge to zero as m →

∞. For all z ∈ A3 = {z : ∥z∥ < δ2}, supK≥1 |KRm(z)| ≤ d3K/6×∥z/(Km)1/2∥3×
∑m

i=1Mi(X1k, . . . , Xik) =
oPθ0

(1). Therefore, for all sufficiently large m, with Pθ0-probability approaching one,∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}
∣∣∣∣π0{θ̂k + z

(Km)1/2

}
− π0(θ0)

∣∣∣∣ dz
≤ 2

∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}π0(θ0) dz

= 2

∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp

{
−1

2
z⊤
ℓ′′k(θ̂k)

m
z +KRm(z)

}
π0(θ0) dz

≤ 2

∫
A3

(1 + ∥z∥2) exp{z⊤I(θ0)z}π0(θ0) dz <∞.

Moreover, with probability approaching one, for all z ∈ A3, (1+∥z∥2) exp{Kw(z)}|π0{θ̂k+z/(Km)1/2}−

π0(θ0)| dz
Pθ0→ 0. By the dominated convergence theorem, (S13) converges to zero with Pθ0-probability ap-

proaching one. Next, we prove that (S14) also converges to zero. For all z ∈ A3,∣∣∣∣exp{Kw(z)} − exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣exp
{
−1

2
z⊤
ℓ′′k(θ̂k)

m
z +KRm(z)

}
− exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}∣∣∣∣∣ Pθ0→ 0.
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Hence, for all z ∈ A3, (1 + ∥z∥2)π0(θ0)| exp{Kw(z)} − exp{−z⊤I(θ0)z/2}|
Pθ0→ 0. Moreover,

∫
A3

(1 +

∥z∥2)π0(θ0)| exp{Kw(z)} − exp{−z⊤I(θ0)z/2}|dz < ∞ with Pθ0-probability approaching one. By the
dominated convergence theorem, term (S14) also converges to zero with Pθ0-probability approaching one.

We have thus proved that
∫
A3

|gm(z)|dz
Pθ0→ 0. The final step of the proof is to show that this can be

strengthened to L1 convergence, that is, TV2

[
Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

] L1→ 0 as m → ∞ in
Pθ0-probability. We have

TV2

[
Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}

]
=

∫
T
(1 + ∥z∥2)

∣∣∣∣∣exp{Kw(z)}π0{θ̂k + z/(Km)1/2}
Cm

− 1

(2π)d/2 {det I(θ0)}−1/2
exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}∣∣∣∣∣dz
≤
∫
Θ
{1 + ∥T 1/2(θ − θ̂k)∥2}π(θ | X[k]) dθ +

∫
Rd

(2π)d/2 {det I(θ0)}−1/2 exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
dz

= 1 + EΠm(dθ|X[k]){Km∥θ − θ̂k∥2}+
∫
Rd

(1 + ∥z∥2)
(2π)d/2 {det I(θ0)}−1/2

exp

{
−1

2
z⊤I(θ0)z

}
dz. (S15)

The third term of (S15) is a finite constant and the second term isψ(X[k]) as defined in Assumption 9. By As-
sumption 9, we have thatψ(X[k]) is uniformly integrable in Pθ0 and thus TV2[Πm,ζ(dζ | X[k]),Φ{dζ; 0, I−1(θ0)}]
is also uniformly integrable.

S3 Verification of Assumption 9

We consider the following AR(2) normal linear model based on independent and identically distributed
observations:

Xt = β⊤Zt + εt,

εt = φ1εt−1 + φ2εt−2 + ξt, ε1, ε2, ξt
i.i.d.∼ N(0, σ2),

where β ∈ Rp. We write y = (y1, . . . , yT )
⊤, Z = (Z1, . . . , ZT )

⊤, ε = (ε1, . . . , εT )
⊤, and the true

parameter is θ0 = (β⊤0 , σ
2
0)

⊤. We assume that the roots of the characteristic polynomial of εt lie outside of
the unit circle of the complex plane, so that εt is a stationary process. We impose the following conjugate
prior on the parameter β :

β | (σ2, µ∗,Ω) ∼ N(µ∗, σ2Ω)

Let ∥β0∥ , ∥µ∗∥ ≤ c1 < +∞. Let the eigenvalues of Ω and m−1Z⊤Z be lower bounded by c2 > 0 and
upper bounded by c3 > 0. Let E(ε4i ) = c4 <∞. The subset posterior distributions of β and σ2 are given by

β | (y, Z, µ∗,Ω, a, b) ∼ N

{
β∗,

b∗

a+Km
(KZ⊤Σ−1Z +Ω−1)−1

}
.

By Yule Walker’s equation, for every i ≥ j + 2, we have the following recursive relationship for the
entries of Σ:

Σi,j := γi−j = φ1γi−j−1 + φ2γi−j−2.
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This is a second-order linear recurrence equation. We have Σi,j = O(c
|i−j|
4 ) where 0 < c4 < 1, since we

require the roots of the characteristic equation lie outside the unit circle. Therefore, Σi,j is a Toeplitz matrix
decaying at a geometric rate as (i− j) increases.

We seek to bound the smallest eigenvalue of

Σ =


γ0 γ1 · · · γT−1

γ1 γ0 · · · γT−2
...

...
. . .

...
γT−1 γT−2 · · · γ0

 .

To this end, we write the T × T matrix Σ as a sum of a K-banded Toeplitz matrix ΣK and a perturbation
matrix EK , where K will be chosen later to derive the lower bound for the smallest eigenvalue of Σ,
Σ = ΣK + EK , where

ΣK =



γ0 γ1 · · · γK 0 · · · 0

γ1 γ0 γ1
. . . γK

. . .
...

... γ1
. . . . . . . . . . . . 0

γK
. . . . . . γ0 γ1

. . . γK

0
. . . . . . γ1 γ0 γ1

...
...

. . . . . . . . . γ1 γ0 γ1
0 · · · 0 γK · · · γ1 γ0


and

EK =



0 0 · · · γK+1 γK+2 · · · γT

0 0 0
. . . γK+1

. . .
...

... 0
. . . . . . . . . . . . γK+2

γK+1
. . . . . . 0 0

. . . γK+1

γK+2
. . . . . . 0 0 0

...
...

. . . . . . . . . 0 0 0
γT · · · γK+2 γK+1 · · · 0 0


.

We will lower-bound the smallest eigenvalue of ΣK and upper bound the largest eigenvalue EK . To
lower bound the smallest eigenvalue of ΣK , we will use the proposition 4.5 of Bini and Capovani (1983).
WhenK = 4k+3, where k ≥ 1 is an integer, the eigenvalue of ΣK is given byP2k+1(µi) =

∑2k+1
j=0 µjiCj+1,

where 1 ≤ i ≤ T , µi = 2 cos[πi/(T + 8k + 1)] and Cj+1 > 0 are constants independent of i. We will
choose k = 3T/16. We have

P2k+1(µi) =

2k+1∑
j=0

µjiCj+1 ≥ C2 cos

(
πi

T + 8k + 1

)
≥ C2 cos

(
πT

T + 8k + 1

)
≥ C2 cos

(
2

5
π

)
(S16)

for every 1 ≤ i ≤ T .
The largest eigenvalue of EK is upper bound by the Frobenius norm of EK , that is, ∥EK∥. Hence, we

can upper bound on ∥EK∥ and hence provide an upper bound for the largest eigenvalue. When k = 3T/16,
we have
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∥EK∥ = tr(ET
KEK) ≥ T

T∑
i=K+1

γ2i = T

T∑
i=4k+4

γ2i = O
(
Tc

(3/2)T
4

)
. (S17)

Combining equations (S16) and (S17), when T is sufficiently large and k = 3T/16, the smallest eigen-
value of Σ is lower bounded by a positive constant. Therefore, the largest eigenvalue of Σ−1 is upper
bounded by a positive constant, which we denote by c5.

We will show that EPθ0
EΠm(·|y,Z)Km∥β−β̂∥2 <∞. The MLE of β is given by β̂ = (Z⊤Σ−1Z)−1Z⊤Σ−1y.

It is clear that

EPθ0
EΠm(·|y,Z)Km∥β − β̂∥2 = KmEPθ0

tr
{
varπm(·|y,Z)(β)

}
+KmEPθ0

∥EΠm(·|y,Z)β − β̂∥2,

where tr(A) denotes the trace of a generic square matrix A. The posterior variance of β can be bounded as

KmEPθ0
tr{varπm(·|y,Z)(β)}

= Km
a+Km+ p

a+Km+ p− 2
× tr

{
EPθ0

b∗

a+Km
(KZ⊤Σ−1Z +Ω−1)−1

}
≤ 2tr

{
EPθ0

(b+ c21c
−1
2 +Ky⊤y)(KZ⊤Σ−1Z +Ω−1)−1

}
≤ 2tr

{
EPθ0

(b+ c21c
−1
2 +Kmc21c2 +Kmσ20)(Kmc2c5Ip + c−1

3 Ip)
−1
}

= 2p
Km(c21c2 + σ20) + b+ c21c

−1
2

Kmc2c5 + c−1
3

→ 2p(c21c2 + σ20)

c2c5
as m→ ∞.

S4 ACF and PACF of time series used in synthetic data examples

S4.1 Linear regression with auto-regressive errors (Section 4.1 of main text)

We plot the autocorrelation function (ACF) and the partial autocorrelation function (PACF) of the error
terms ε1:T generated using model (6) in Figure 10; recall that this is for T = 105 observations. The ACF or
PACF is highest when lag = 2. The autocorrelation is mild for this simulation.
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0.5

1.0 Autocorrelation of t

0 5 10 15 20 25 301.0
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0.0

0.5

1.0 Partial Autocorrelation of t

Figure 10: ACF (left) and PACF (right) plots of the residuals εt for model (6) with T = 105.
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S4.2 GARCH model (Section 4.2 of main text)

We plot the autocorrelation function (ACF) and the partial autocorrelation function (PACF) of the error
terms ε1:T and observations X1:T generated using model equation (7) in Figure 11; recall that this is for
T = 2 × 105 observations. The variance series σ2t exhibits a strong autocorrelation, but the observation
series X1:T exhibits a negligible autocorrelation.
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Figure 11: ACF and PACF plots of σ21:T and X1:T for the GARCH model (7) with T = 2× 105.

S4.3 Binary auto-regressive model (Section 4.4 of main text)

We plot the autocorrelation function (ACF) and the partial autocorrelation function (PACF) of the success
probabilities P(Yt = 1) generated using model equation (9) in Figure 12; recall that this is for T = 2× 105

observations. The series P(Yt = 1) exhibits a weak autocorrelation, as we observe an auto-correlation of
less than 0.2 for every lag size.
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Figure 12: ACF (left) and PACF (right) plots of success probabilities P(Yt = 1) for model (9) with T =
2× 105.
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