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Abstract

This article shows how coupled Markov chains that meet exactly after a random number of
iterations can be used to generate unbiased estimators of the solutions of the Poisson equation.
We establish connections to recently-proposed unbiased estimators of Markov chain equilibrium
expectations. We further employ the proposed estimators of solutions of the Poisson equation
to construct unbiased estimators of the asymptotic variance of Markov chain ergodic averages,
involving a random but finite computing time. We formally study the proposed methods under
realistic assumptions on the meeting times of the coupled chains and on the existence of moments
of test functions under the target distribution. We describe experiments in toy examples such as

the autoregressive model, and in more challenging settings.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Central Limit Theorem and the Poisson equation

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods form a convenient family of simulation techniques with
many applications in statistics. With (X, X) a measurable space and 7 a probability measure of
statistical interest, MCMC involves simulation of a discrete-time, time-homogeneous Markov chain
X = (X{)t>0, with a m-invariant Markov transition kernel P and some initial distribution my. Letting
LP(mr) = {f : n(|f|") < oo}, where 7(f) = [ f(z)m(dx), the interest is to approximate m(h) for some
function h € L (7).

In particular, after simulating the chain until time ¢, one may approximate an integral of interest
7(h) via the average ¢! Zi;é h(Xs). Under weak assumptions, such averages converge almost surely

to w(h) as t — oo, and under stronger but still realistic assumptions on 7y, P and h that hold in many



applications, they satisfy central limit theorems (CLTs),

Vi <1 z::o h(X,) — 7r(h)> 4 N(0,v(P, 1)), as t — 00, (1.1)

where v(P, h) is the asymptotic variance associated with the Markov kernel P and the function h (see,
e.g., Jones 2004). One standard route to proving a CLT is via a solution of the Poisson equation for

h associated with P, i.e. any function g such that
(I = P)g=h—m(h) = ho, (1.2)

where P is viewed as a Markov operator and I is the identity. In particular, if h, g € L?(7) then (1.1)
holds with initial distribution 7 by Douc et al. (2018, Theorem 21.2.5), and

o(P,h) = Ex [{9(X1) = Pg(Xo)}*| = 2m(ho - g) — 7(1}), (13)

where E, indicates that Xy ~ . We focus on solutions g = g, + ¢ with g, defined as follows.

Definition 1. Let h € L!(), define hg = h — 7(h) and the function
o
Jx = ZPtho. (1.4)
t=0

If g, is well-defined, then it is straightforward to deduce that (I — P)g, = ho, so that g, is indeed
fishy. In addition, g, + c is fishy for any constant ¢ € R. Moreover, if g, € L'(w) then 7(g,) = 0,
and by Douc et al. (Lemma 21.2.2, 2018) any other fishy function ¢ is equal to g, up to an additive

constant. Inserting the function g, in place of g in (1.3) leads to the expression

v(P, h) = varr(h(Xo)) + 23 covx(h(Xo), h(Xy)), (1.5)
t=1
where the subscript « indicates that Xy ~ «. That familiar expression can be obtained with simple

calculations from lim;_, o, var, (/2 ZZ;E h(X5)).

1.2 Monte Carlo methods using the Poisson equation

Despite its convenience for theoretical analysis, the Poisson equation is not analytically solvable for
most Markov chains and functions of interest, and consistent approximations have been lacking. As
a result, the asymptotic variance v(P, h) is commonly estimated using batch-means, spectral variance
(see, e.g., Flegal & Jones 2010, Vats et al. 2018, 2019, Chakraborty et al. 2022), or initial sequence
estimators (Geyer 1992, Berg & Song 2022). On the other hand, inconsistent approximations of the
solution of the Poisson equation have been proposed for the purpose of variance reduction via control
variates. This involves replacing h by h — ¢ in an ergodic average, where ¢ € L{(mw) = {f € L(n) :
w(f) = 0}, so that m(h — ¢) = w(h) and the limit of the MCMC estimator is unchanged, but the
variance may be smaller with a judicious choice of ¢. A convenient family of ¢ is {(I—P)f : f € L'(n)}
since ¢ € Lj(m) by construction and indeed an optimal choice of f is g. Approximations of g have
been considered for this purpose in, e.g., Andradéttir et al. (1993), Henderson (1997), Dellaportas &
Kontoyiannis (2012), Mijatovi¢ & Vogrine (2018), Alexopoulos et al. (2023).



We aim to contribute to methodological aspects of the Poisson equation, with a focus on asymptotic
variance estimation via (1.3). We develop novel approximations of the solution g, which are unbiased
under fairly weak conditions, using coupled Markov chains. Couplings have often been used as formal
techniques to analyze the marginal convergence of Markov chains (e.g. Jerrum 1998), but many cou-
plings are also implementable, with applications to exact sampling (Propp & Wilson 1996), unbiased
estimation (Glynn & Rhee 2014), convergence diagnostics (Johnson 1996), or variance reduction (Neal
& Pinto 2001). Here we find new uses for couplings of MCMC algorithms: in Section 2 we propose
unbiased estimators of evaluations of the solution g. Then we find strong connections between these
estimators and the family of unbiased estimators of 7(h) pioneered by Glynn & Rhee (2014), which
we leverage to obtain new results on unbiased MCMC (Jacob et al. 2020). In Section 3 we use the
proposed estimators of g to approximate (1.3) in combination with unbiased MCMC, leading to novel
estimators of v(P,h) that are unbiased and with finite variance under fairly mild conditions. The

proposed asymptotic variance estimators are studied numerically in Section 4.

2 Coupled chains and fishy functions

2.1 Coupled Markov chains

For a given m-invariant Markov kernel P, we consider the time-homogeneous, discrete-time Markov
chain (X,Y) = (X, Y;)i>0 with Markov kernel P, which is a “faithful” coupling of P with itself
(Rosenthal 1997), i.e. it satisfies

P(z,y; AxX) = P(z,A), P(z,;;Xx A)=P(y,A), AeX, (2.1)

and P(z,z;{(z',y) : ' = ¢'}) = 1 for all z € X. We observe that X = (X;);>0 and Y = (Y;);>0 are
both time-homogeneous, discrete-time Markov chains with kernel P. We use subscripts to denote the
distribution of (Xy,Yy). For example P, ,, is the law of (X,Y") when (Xo,Y)) = (z,y), and P, indicates
(Xo,Yy) ~ v. When only one chain is referenced, e.g. X, we may similarly write P, and P, to indicate
Xo =z and Xy ~ p, respectively. An important random variable when using coupled Markov chains
is the meeting time,

T:=1inf{t > 0: X; =Y;}, (2.2)

which is the first time at which X and Y take the same value. Since P is faithful, X; = Y; with
probability 1 for all times ¢t > 7. Johnson (1998), Jacob et al. (2020) and others have shown how to
construct the coupled kernel P for various MCMC algorithms, such that 7 has finite expectation; see
Appendix A for pointers.

The main assumption throughout this paper is that 7 has a finite xkth moment, x > 1, when

(Xo,Yy) ~ 7@ 7, the product measure of 7 and itself.
Assumption 2. The Markov kernel P is w-irreducible and for some k > 1, E g, [1"] < cc.

The assumption implies a polynomially decaying survival function P, ,(7 > t) of order s and,
conversely, one may verify the assumption by showing that P, ,(7 > t) decays polynomially with
order s > k with a dependence on (z,y) that is not too strong. The proof of the next result is in
Appendix D.1.



Proposition 3. If Assumption 2 holds then for allt > 0,
Poy(T >1t) <Egpy[r7](t+1)7",

and B, ,[7"] < 0o for m@m-almost all (z,y). Conversely, if for some s > &, there exists C : XxX — R

with 7 @ w(C) < oo such that for m @ w-almost all (x,y), we have for allt >0,
P,y (1 >t) < Oz, y)(t+1)7%,

then Ergq [T7] < 00.

Our assumption on the moments of the meeting time allows us to employ the CLT of Theorem 4,
that provides that the expression of v(P, h) at the basis of our proposed estimators in Section 3. The
proof in Appendix D.2 relies heavily on the strategy of Douc et al. (2018, Section 21.4.1) but features
gx from Definition 1 more prominently, and uses the CLT condition from Maxwell & Woodroofe (2000)
rather than Douc et al. (2018, Theorem 21.4.1). Note that the CLT does not require g, € L3(r).

Theorem 4. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™(r) for some m > 2x/(k — 1). Then g, € L§(w),
ho - g« € LY() and the CLT (1.1) holds for m-almost all Xo with v(P,h) = 27(hg - g+) — w(h3) < co.

2.2 Unbiased approximation of fishy functions

In the Markov chain setting, solutions of the Poisson equation for h, or fishy functions for brevity,
have been studied extensively (see, e.g., Duflo 1970, Glynn & Meyn 1996, Glynn & Infanger 2022).
It is known, for example, that fishy functions exist under fairly weak conditions. We focus on the
particular, and more restrictive, core expression of g, from Definition 1.

Although g, is not necessarily well-defined 7-almost everywhere in general, Assumption 2 implies
that for p > 1, g, € LP(w) for h € L™(w) when k and m are sufficiently large in relation to p; see

Theorem 24. We now define a family of fishy functions that will play a central role in what follows.

Definition 5. For y € X, the function

Gy : T gu(T) — 9+ (y), (2.3)

is fishy if g, is well-defined, since g.(y) is a constant. When y is fixed, in the sequel we may write g

instead of g,.

A priori, links between couplings of Markov chains and fishy functions may not appear as obvious.
However, the definition of g, lends itself naturally to unbiased approximation via coupled Markov

chains.
Definition 6. For z € X, the proposed estimator of g,(x) is, with (X, Yo) = (z, ),

T—1

Gyl) = 32 h(X0) ~ (YD), (24)

t=0
where (X,Y) and 7 are defined in Section 2.1. In particular, the dependence of G,(x) on x and y
is that the law of (X,Y) is P, , in (2.4), and so we may omit the subscript (z,y) when there is no

ambiguity. We will also denote G, by G below, in places where the explicit mention of y is unnecessary.



The simple intuition behind Definition 6 is that we can equivalently write

Gy(@) =D h(Xy) = h(Yy) =Y ho(Xy) — ho(Ys),
t=0 t=0

and upon justifying the interchange of expectation and infinite sum as we do in Appendix D.3,
E[Gy(x)] = P'ho(z) =Y P'ho(y) = gu(z) — g.(y).
t=0 t=0

We have the following, which is established in Appendix D.3 as a special case of Theorem 34.

Theorem 7. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™(w) for some m > k/(k — 1). For m @ m-almost all
(z,y), E[Gy(2)] = g«(x) — g«(y) and for p > 1 such that % > L4 L E[G,(2)["] < oo.

m

Theorem 34 in Appendix D.3, also provides bounds on moments of |Gy(x)|. For our subsequent
analysis of asymptotic variance estimators, it is important that this is a pointwise result. The random
variable G, (x) may be simulated using Algorithm 2.1 with L = 0. The cost of sampling G,(x) is the
cost of running a pair of chains until they meet, which is typically comparable to twice the cost of
running one chain for the same number of steps, i.e. 2E, ,[7] on average.

As a generalization of Definition 6 we might sample Yy ~ v, for an arbitrary distribution v, and
then generate Gy, (z) given Yy, which, under adequate assumptions, would be unbiased for the fishy
function

gv T gi(x) — v(gs). (2.5)

Algorithm 2.1 Simulation of coupled lagged chains.

Input: initial states z, y, Markov kernel P, coupled kernel P, lag L > 0.
1. Set Xg =z, Yy =y.
2. L>1,fort=1,...,L, sample X; from P(X;_1,").
3. For t > L, sample (X¢41,Y; 1) from P((Xy,Y; 1)) until Xy =Y 111.

Output: coupled chains and the meeting time defined as the smallest ¢ at which X; =Y;_p.

Remark 8. The above reasoning demonstrates how one can approximate the difference between two
fishy function evaluations. In contrast, to unbiasedly approximate g,(x) we would need to estimate

gv(x) and 7(g,) in an unbiased manner, for an arbitrary distribution v, and take their difference.

An alternative estimator to Definition 6 could employ a random “truncation” variable as in Glynn
& Rhee (2014) or Agapiou et al. (2018). This would allow the use of coupled chains that do not
exactly meet, as long as the distance between them goes to zero fast enough. We do not pursue this
generalization here, as exact meetings can be obtained in a variety of MCMC settings (Jacob et al.
2020).



2.3 Recovering Glynn—Rhee estimators

Through the Poisson equation we can recover the unbiased estimation techniques of Glynn & Rhee
(2014) and Jacob et al. (2020). First observe that we may rearrange (1.2) as

m(h) = h(z) + Pg(x) —g(x),  z€X, (2.6)

where the left-hand side does not depend on x and g is any fishy function for h. It then seems natural

to estimate 7(h) by estimating the terms on the right-hand side, for any x. With g = g, we may write
x)+ Z P 0(x) — P'h(z), (2.7)
t=0

where the right-hand side is a familiar quantity in the light of Glynn & Rhee (2014). In particular, one
may run Algorithm 2.1 with L = 1: starting from X, = Yy = z, sample X; ~ P(Xy, ), and iteratively
sample (X;41,Y;) ~ P((Xt,Yi_1),-) for t > 1, where P is as defined in Section 2.1. The generated
(X,Y) process is such that (X4, Y;)i>0 is Markov and X, = Y; almost surely for all ¢ large enough.
Since P'h(x) is the expectation of both h(X;) and h(Y;), the estimator Xo + Y2 {h(Xi11) — h(Y3)}
is unbiased for 7(h) under suitable assumptions.

This same perspective on (2.6) suggests that for any z € X we may define the equivalent and
notationally convenient approximation h(z) + G.(X1), where X; ~ P(z,-), and it is clear that if

E[Gy (z')] = gy (2') for m-almost all 2’ and ¢’ = x, then

E; [h(z) + G (X1)] = h(z) + By [9:(X1)]
= h(z) + Eqy [g:(X1)] — g+(2)
= h(z) + Pg.(z) — g«(2)
= m(h).

The initialization of the chains can be generalized from a point mass at x € X to any probability

distribution 7y. Indeed, a re-arranged and integrated Poisson equation is
m(h) = mo(h) + moP(g) — mo(9), (2.8)

and this suggests the following estimator of 7(h), with essentially the same justification as above.

Definition 9. For h € L!(7), denote the approximation of 7(h) by
H = h(Xg) + Gyy(X7), (2.9)

where marginally X ~ p, Yj ~ p and X| ~ pP for some probability measure u. We denote by v the
joint probability measure for (X1,Y]), since this features in our analysis, noting that this is a coupling

of uP and p.

The estimator in Definition 9 is identical to the estimator denoted by Hy(X,Y) in Jacob et al.
(2020) if one chooses X| ~ P(X{,-) and (X{,,Yy) is drawn from some coupling of p = my with itself.
We can also retrieve the more efficient variants proposed in Jacob et al. (2020). By changing the initial

distribution +, Definition 9 also admits the estimators denoted by Hy(X,Y) for some k € N in Jacob



et al. (2020), and the estimators denoted by Hy.,(X,Y) are obtained as averages of Hy(X,Y") over a
range of values of k. Unbiased estimators based on chains coupled with a lag L > 1 (Vanetti & Doucet
2020) can be retrieved as well by considering the Poisson equation associated with the iterated Markov

kernel PY. To make this precise, we make the following definition.

Definition 10. The L-lagged and k-offset approximation of 7(h) is

HP o= (X)) + Y WXy ) = BV -1yp)-

J=1

where kK € N, L € N, (Xt/+L7 Y/ )i>0 is a time-homogeneous Markov chain with Markov kernel P, and
(X)L, is a Markov chain with transition kernel P and initial distribution 7y and Y ~ 7 independent
of (X{..). In particular, (X},Yy) ~ v = moPL @ mp. We also define for any k,£ € N with k < ¢, the

average of such estimators as
¢
@, 1 (L)
H., = Y — tE_kHt .

The following result is established in Appendix D.4, as a particular case of Proposition 40, where
upper bounds are given for E[|H ,g{z)|p}. This result can be compared with Jacob et al. (Proposition 1,
2020) and Middleton et al. (Theorem 1, 2020), which provide only finite second moments. The latter
obtains the same conditions on x and m for p = 2. The bounded dmy/dm assumption allows one to

avoid the less explicit assumption that sup,,~ uP™(|h|?>T") < oo and can often be verified in practice.

Theorem 11. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™(w) with m > r/(k — 1), and dmo/dn < M with

M < oo. Then for any k,f € N with k < ¢, IE[H,ELZ] = 7w(h) and for p > 1 such that % > % + %,
L

E[|Hf )] < oo.

Remark 12. By Theorem 11 it is sufficient that x > 2 and m > 2k/(k — 2) for H to have a finite
variance. On the other hand, Theorem 4 implies that a CLT holds for h if £ > 1 and m > 2x/(k — 1),
which is weaker. The stronger condition in Theorem 11 is because finite second moment of the unbiased

estimator is shown via finite second moment of the approximation of g,, and this requires g, € L3(7).

Remark 13. There are known links between bias of MCMC estimators and fishy functions. Kon-
toyiannis & Dellaportas (2009, Section 4) observe that the average ¢ ~* ZZ;E h(Xs) has expectation
t=! ZZ;}) P*h(xp) given X = x, thus g.(x) represents the leading term in the asymptotic bias:

gx(z) = lim ¢ {]Ez

t—o0

tt § h(Xs)] — w(h)} . (2.10)
s=0

To numerically quantify that asymptotic bias, if g, € L{(m) and an approximation of g = g, + ¢ is
available, we may use the identity g, = g — m(g) to approximate g.. On the other hand, even without
accounting for ¢, the behaviour of g may be informative about the asymptotic bias, e.g. how g(x)

changes as |z| increases, as illustrated in Section 4.1.

2.4 Subsampled unbiased estimators

) in Definition 10 as equivalent to the

In practice, it can be convenient to view the estimator H ,gLf
integral of h with respect to an unbiased signed measure #; details are presented in Appendix B. This

perspective allow us to define a subsampled version of the estimator with lower computational cost, for



example if evaluations of h are expensive in comparison to the simulation of 7, and this is particularly
beneficial for the asymptotic variance estimator proposed in the sequel. The computational benefits
of subsampling in this context are related to the thinning ideas in Owen (2017).

The following result is established in Appendix D.4 as a simplification of Proposition 42. It demon-
strates that the sufficient conditions for lack-of-bias and finite pth moments are identical for both H ,i:LZ)
and the subsampled estimator S for any R > 1.

Theorem 14. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ (x) for some m > k/(k — 1), dmg/dn < M, k,L € N

)

with k < £, and # = vazl w;ilz, be the unbiased signed measure associated with H,gLe . Define for some

R>1,
1 R
SR = E ; Nwlih(Z[i),
where I, ..., Ig are conditionally independent Categorial{y,...,&n} random variables with
¢ < ming; < maxé; <
— <min& < max§; < —,
N = i i N
for some constants 0 < a < b < oo independent of N. Then E[Sg] = w(h) and for p > 1 such that
2>+t B[Sk < co.

1
Remark 15. The more detailed Proposition 42 in Appendix D.4 provides a bound on E[|Sg["]” but
this bound does not depend on the value of R. For p = 2, we can see that increasing R decreases the

variance of Sg, through the law of total variance

var (Sg) = E [var(Sg | 7)] + var (E[Sg | 7])

= %E [var(Sy | )] + var(7(h)).

Hence, there is a tradeoff between computational cost and variance, with increasing R potentially

improving efficiency up to point where the variance is dominated by var(7(h)).

3 Asymptotic variance estimation

3.1 Ergodic Poisson asymptotic variance estimator

We consider the task of estimating the asymptotic variance in the CLT, v(P,h) in (1.3). Various
techniques have been proposed to estimate v(P, h) from one or multiple MCMC runs (see the references
provided in Section 1.2), and these estimators are consistent when the length of each chain goes
to infinity. Here we employ coupled Markov chains, as generated by Algorithm 2.1, to define new
estimators of v(P, h): we start with a consistent estimator before introducing unbiased estimators in

the next section. We first re-express (1.3) as
v(P,h) = —v(m, h) + 2n((h —m(h)) - g), 3.1)

where v(m, h) is the variance of h(X) under X ~ 7. Expectations with respect to 7 can be consistently

estimated from long MCMC runs. Using ¢ steps after burn-in we define the empirical measure 7M€ =

t—1 Zt_}) dx,. We can thus approximate w(h) and v(m, h) using the empirical mean and variance,

s=

denoted by 7€ (h) and v™M€(h), and these are typically consistent as ¢ — oo.



The difficulty is in the term w((h — 7(h)) - ¢g) in (3.1), since g cannot be evaluated exactly. We
employ unbiased estimators G(x) in Definition 6 in place of evaluations g(z). This leads to the following

estimator of v(P, h), which we call the ergodic Poisson asymptotic variance estimator (EPAVE),

O(Ph) = —MO(h) + 23 (h(X.) — TMO(h) - G(X.), (3.2)

where each G(X;) is conditionally independent of all others given (Xp,...,X¢—1). The proposed
EPAVE might be practically relevant, but in this paper we view it as an intermediate step toward the

estimators of Section 3.2, which have the advantage of being unbiased.

Remark 16. We can compute (3.2) online by keeping track of the sums

DOh(X) DX GX) D A(X)G(X).

We can also modulate the relative cost of estimating the fishy function evaluations in (3.2) by generating
G(X;) only for some of the times, e.g. when s mod D = 0 for some D € N, which amounts to a

thinning strategy.

In Appendix D.7, we show that this estimator is strongly consistent and satisfies a \/¢-CLT under
Assumption 2 and moment assumptions on h. The following summarizes Proposition 52 and Theo-
rem 53. An expression for the asymptotic variance can be extracted from the proof, which depends
implicitly on the coupling used to define G. Note that standard asymptotic variance estimators do not
in general converge at the Monte Carlo v/f rate (see, e.g., Chakraborty et al. 2022, regarding batch
means). On the other hand, EPAVE requires unbiased fishy function estimates in addition to Markov

chain trajectories.

Theorem 17. Under Assumption 2, let X be a Markov chain with Markov kernel P, and h € L™ ()
with m > 2k/(k — 1). Then for m-almost all Xy and w-almost all y,

1. The CLT holds for h and v(P,h) = —v(m, h) + 2n(ho - gy)-
2. The estimator (3.2) with G = G, satisfies 0(P,h) =45 v(P,h) ast — co.

3. If m > 4r/(k — 3), the estimator (3.2) with G = G, satisfies a \/t-CLT.

3.2 Subsampled unbiased asymptotic variance estimator

Starting again from (3.1), we propose an unbiased estimator of v(P,h) by combining unbiased es-
timators G(z) of g(x) with unbiased approximations of 7w (Glynn & Rhee 2014, Jacob et al. 2020),
as reviewed in Appendix B. We thus assume that we can generate random signed measures # =
25:1 wndz, , where N is a random integer, (w,)N_; are R-valued random weights, and (Z,)N_; are
X-valued random variables. The random measure # is such that E[#(h)] = ]E[Efj:l wrh(Zy)] = w(h)
for a class of test functions h, where the expectation is with respect to coupled lagged Markov chains
as generated by Algorithm 2.1, with Xy, Y, initialized from an arbitrary coupling of my with itself.
Combining these measures 7 with G(x) in (2.4), each term in (3.1) can be estimated without bias,

as we next describe. First, unbiased estimators of v(m, h) = V,.[h(X)] can be obtained using two

10



independent unbiased measures #() and #(?), by computing
1
o(m, h) = §{ﬁ(1)(h2) + 7@ )} — 2 () x 2@ (h). (3.3)

Unbiased estimation of the term w((h — w(h)) - g) in (3.1) is more involved. We first provide an
informal reasoning that motivates the proposed estimator given below in (3.5) and described in pseudo-
code in Algorithm 3.1. Consider the problem of estimating m(h - g) without bias, and assume that we
can generate unbiased measures T = 25:1 wndz, of m and estimators G(z) with expectation equal to
g(z) for all z. Then we can generate EnN:1 woh(Zy) - G(Z,,), where all (G(Z,))N_, are conditionally

independent of one another given (Z,,). Conditioning on #, we have

N N
> wnh(Zn) - G(Zn)| 7| =Y wnl(Zy) - g(Zn) = 7(h-g),

and then taking the expectation with respect to # yields 7(h - g), under adequate assumptions on h - g.
However, the variable 271:/:1 wnh(Zy,)-G(Z,,) requires estimators of the fishy function for all N locations,
and N could be large. Alternatively, after generating # we can sample an index I € {1,...,N}
according to a Categorical distribution with strictly positive probabilities £ = (&1,...,&n), and given
Z; we can generate G(Z5). Then we observe that, conditioning on #, integrating out the randomness

in G(Z1) given Z;, and then the randomness in I,

S i e s R L |V
el
. ih(zgmg
=#(h-g),

and therefore wih(Zy) - G(Zy) /& is an unbiased estimator of 7(h - g) that requires only one estimation
of g at Z;. The estimator proposed below employs R > 1 estimators of the fishy function for each
signed measure 7, where R is a tuning parameter. Its choice and the selection probabilities £ are
discussed in Section 3.3.

We can finally introduce the proposed estimator, for which empirical performance is illustrated in
Section 4. We write #() as ZNU; w,(mj)ézm for j € {1,2}. Given #1), we sample integers 1) ¢
{1,...,NU} with probabilities ( ]), . ,EJ(\J,zﬂ), independently for r € {1,..., R}. Noting that each
(h(z) — 7(Rh))g(z) is the expectation of (h(z) — #\)(h))G(z) given x, we obtain

R (J)

W w) ) =E | g Y DS, - A OmeZ,) | 6

i#je{1,2} r=1 §I(TJ)

Our proposed unbiased estimator of v(P, h) is thus

R
~ ~ 1 T, A~ (7 j
8(P.h) = —o(m.h) + >y (I;) L((24) ) - 7D (m)Ga(zY) ), (3.5)

1#j€{1,2} r=1 5[(?])
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Algorithm 3.1 Subsampled unbiased asymptotic variance estimator (SUAVE).

Input: generator of unbiased signed measures 7, generator of unbiased fishy function estimators G,
method to compute selection probabilities £, integer R.

, @ (
1. Obtain two independent unbiased signed measures, 7#() = ij:]l ng)ézm for j € {1,2}.

2. Compute 9(m, h) as in (3.3).

w

. For j € {1,2},

(a) Compute selection probabilities ( %j), . ,fj(gzj)).

(b) Draw 1) among {1,..., NU)} with probabilities (¢”,...,0)), for r € {1,..., R}.

) and generate estimator G(Z @)

(c) Evaluate h(Z(j) 1(m9)

1)
4. Return 0(P, h) as in (3.5).

) in (2.4), for r € {1,..., R}.

and its generation is described in Algorithm 3.1. The total cost of o(P, h) will typically be dominated
by the cost of obtaining two signed measures #(7) for j € {1,2} and 2R estimators of evaluations of g.
We call 9(P, h) the subsampled unbiased asymptotic variance estimator (SUAVE).

We show that under Assumption 2, 9(P, k) is unbiased and has p finite moments whenever i has

sufficiently many moments. For simplicity the statement here assumes that El(gj ) =1 /N @) for all
k€ {1,...,NU} but the results are more flexible. The following statement combines Theorem 50

and Remark 51 in Appendix D.6.

Theorem 18. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ (x) for some m > 2k/(k — 2). Assume §](€j) =1/NG)
forke{1,...,ND}. Then for any R > 1 and w-almost all y, E[6(P,h)] = v(P,h) and for p > 1 such
that L > 2 + 2 E[[a(P,h)|"] < oo,

Remark 19. Parallel processors can be employed to generate M independent copies (0(™ (P, h))M_, of
(P, h), and their average v/l (P, h) constitutes the proposed approximation of v(P, h). If each (™) (P, h)
has finite variance and finite expected cost, then v“(P7 h) is unbiased, consistent as M — oo and with

a variance of order M 1.

Remark 20. If Assumption 2 holds for all x > 1 (respectively h € L™(w) for all m > 1), one requires
only slightly more than 2 moments of h (respectively 7) to estimate the asymptotic variance consistently
and slightly more than 4 moments of h (respectively 7) to approximate the asymptotic variance with
a variance in O(1/M), if M is the number of independent unbiased estimators averaged. This seems
close to tight, since 4 moments of h are required for the sample variance to have a finite variance in

the simpler setting of independent and identically distributed random variables.

3.3 Implementation and improvements

Tuning of unbiased MCMC. The proposed estimator relies on unbiased signed measures @ of 7.
In the notation of Appendix B, for all experiments below we generate lagged chains, record the meeting
times, and choose L and k as large quantiles of the meeting times. Then we choose ¢ as a multiple
of k such as 5k, following the suggestions in Jacob et al. (2020): this ensures a low proportion k/¢ of

discarded iterations.
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Choice of y. The proposed estimator requires setting y to define g, as in Definition 5 and its
estimator in Definition 6. Then G,(x) is generated for various  which are approximately distributed
according to m. As G (z) should preferably have a smaller cost and a smaller variance, we should set
y such that two chains starting at  ~ 7 and y are likely to meet quickly. Thus y should preferably
be in the center of the mass of 7, or generated according to an approximation v of m. We experiment
with the choice of y in Section 4.4, where we see that it can have a significant impact on computational

efficiency.

Selection probabilities. To implement SUAVE we need to choose selection probabilities & =
(&1, &n0) given NG| the number of atoms in the signed measure 7). We set these probabilities
to 1/N () as a default choice. We can also try to minimize the variance of the resulting estimators
with respect to . This requires information on the variance of G. Indeed, if we condition on the
realizations of 707, j € {1,2}, then the variance of the term

(4)

w r,j) . ~ (7 y
PR TG,
2(r.9)

), where () ~ Categorical(fij), e ,51(32”), (3.6)

is minimized over £ as follows. Since its expectation is independent of &, we can equivalently minimize

its second moment, thus we define

o = (W (W(Z0)) = 7O (W) VE [G(20)2| 29|
=S n=1,... NV, (3.7)
Zn’:l Qe

N@
n=1

&)
a,)?, but for any & such that ZT]:/:J1 &n=1,

the Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality implies ij:l) on/En > (Zgzul) /)2 Therefore £* in (3.7) results in

the smallest variance of the term in (3.6). It might sometimes be possible to approximate E[G(2)?] as

The use of £* leads to a second moment equal to (>

a function of z using pilot runs. We investigate this with numerical experiments in Section 4.1.

Choice of R. We also need to choose R, where 2R is the number of states in X at which the fishy
function g is estimated. We can guide the choice of R numerically by monitoring the inefliciency
defined as the product of expected cost and variance, which can be approximated from independent
copies of the proposed estimator. In all of our experiments we observed gains in efficiency when using
R greater than 1, as reported in multiple tables in Section 4. Recall that the total cost of 0(P,h) is
1) the cost of generating two unbiased signed estimators of 7 plus 2) the cost of 2R fishy function
estimators. Therefore, if we choose R such that these two sub-costs are matched, at most half our
computing efforts are allocated sub-optimally. We note that when we run SUAVE for a given choice of
R, we can also easily output estimators corresponding to smaller values of R, at no extra cost, which

helps in assessing the impact of R.

Reservoir sampling. A naive implementation of SUAVE with Algorithm 3.1 could incur a large
memory cost when each state in X is large, as in phylogenetic inference (Kelly et al. 2023). Indeed
storing all the atoms of the generated signed measures might be cumbersome. However, for SUAVE
we only need to select within each measure R atoms at which to evaluate i and to estimate g; see Line

3¢ in Algorithm 3.1. We can address the memory issue by setting & ](gj ) =1 /N () for all k and by using
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reservoir sampling (Vitter 1985). This technique allows to sample £(9) uniformly in {1,..., N¥W} R
times independently, without knowing N in advance and keeping only R objects in memory.

We mention other methodological variations that we do not investigate further in this manuscript.
Instead of sampling R atoms from each signed measure with replacement, we could sample without
replacement. Also the 2R estimators G employed in (3.5) could be generated jointly instead of inde-
pendently. In particular, we can couple 2R chains starting from (Zy;))E , j € {1,2} with a common
chain starting from y: in other words, we could simulate a single coupling of 2R + 1 chains instead of

simulating 2R couplings of two chains.

3.4 Multivariate extension

Using the Cramér-Wold theorem (Billingsley 1995, Theorem 29.4), we can also consider the mul-
tivariate case where the test function h takes values in RY. Write h(z) = (hi(z),...,hq(r)), and
write hg = h — w(h). Consider the Poisson equation for each h; and introduce the associated so-
lutions denoted by g¢;, and g = (g1,...,94). The sum ZZ;B(hZ(XS) — m(h;)) can be re-written as
S (9i(Xs) — Pgi(Xeo1)) + gi(Xo) — Pgi(Xi—1). Observe that S; = (gi(X;) — Pgi(Xi—1))i>1 is a
martingale difference sequence for which a central limit theorem applies, with asymptotic variance as
in (1.3), with g; instead of g. Write S = (S1,...,S;). For any vector t € R, we find that t7S is a
martingale difference sequence as well, and by the Cramér—Wold theorem the multivariate asymptotic

variance is

v(P,h) = Ex [(9(X1) — Pg(Xo0))(9(X1) — Pg(X0))"]. (3.8)

Next, the multivariate extension of the alternate representation in (3.1) is obtained by developing the

product of terms, then by using Pg = g — hg pointwise, and elementwise. Eventually we obtain
v(P,h) = ~Er [ho(X)ho(X)" + (M(X) = m(h))g(X)" + g(X)(M(X) — m(h))"]. (3.9)
The (i, j)-th entry of that matrix can be written
= (w(hi - hy) = w(hi)m(hy)) + Ex [(hi(X) — 7(hi))g;(X) + gi(X) (h;(X) — 7 (R ))] - (3.10)

Therefore we can estimate multivariate asymptotic variances with the proposed technique, using pairs
of independent unbiased signed measure approximations of 7, and unbiased estimators of evaluations

of each coordinate of the fishy function g.

3.5 Assessing the efficiency of unbiased MCMC without long runs

Although the asymptotic variance v(P, h) is of independent interest, we consider how its approximation
may aid tuning of unbiased MCMC estimators. Consider the following CLT for H IE:LZ) in Definition 10.

Proposition 21. Assume the conditions of Theorem 4 and let k € N. Then H,gZLe) in Definition 10

satisfies

VI—k+1 {H,g:? - w(h)} 4 N(0,v(P, h)),

as ¥ — oo.
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Figure 4.1: Cauchy-Normal example: target density (left) and upper bounds on |7q P! — 7|y for two
algorithms (right).

Proof. As recalled in Appendix B, we may write Ht(L) = h(X]) + B;. It follows that we may write

4 4
1 1
VI—k+1{HY) —ah)} = ——=—="ho(X)) + ——=_ B..
{ } VI—k+1% VIi—k+1%

Since By = 0 for t > 7, we have \/ﬁ Ef: « Bt — 0 in probability as £ — oo, and by Theorem 4 and

Slutsky, we may conclude. O

Under these conditions, for suitably large ¢ — k the concentration of H ,i:Lé) is similar to the standard
MCMC estimator of a similar computational cost, noting that one is simulating only a single chain after
the meeting time. The approximation of the asymptotic variance v(P, h) typically requires long chains.
Therefore, articles on unbiased estimation such as Glynn & Rhee (2014), Agapiou et al. (2018), Jacob
et al. (2020) include efficiency comparisons relative to ergodic averages based on long chains. The
proposed estimator of v(P, h) enables such efficiency comparisons without ever running long chains.
The comparison can then be used to validate choices of k, L and ¢, as well as the chosen coupling. We

illustrate this in Sections 4.3 and 4.4.

4 Numerical experiments

We investigate the performance of the proposed estimators and some of their distinctive features. In
Section 4.1 we start with visualizations of the fishy functions associated with two MCMC algorithms
targeting the same distribution, and consider the effect of the number of selected atoms R and of the
selection probabilities . Section 4.2 focuses on a simple autoregressive process, for which v(P, h) can
be computed analytically, and we compare SUAVE against standard asymptotic variance estimators.
In Section 4.3 we consider Bayesian high-dimensional regression with shrinkage priors (Biswas et al.
2022), and we use SUAVE to assess the efficiency of unbiased MCMC. In Section 4.4 we consider a
particle marginal Metropolis-Hastings algorithm (Andrieu et al. 2010, Middleton et al. 2020), which is
known to be polynomially and not geometrically ergodic, and we investigate the effect of the number

of particles, and of the choice of location y in the definition of g, and G,.
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4.1 Comparing two MCMC algorithms

The target is the posterior distribution in a Cauchy location model, with a Normal prior on the
location parameter denoted by 6. We observe n = 3 measurements z; = —8,20 = +8,23 = +17,
assumed to be realizations of Cauchy(f,1). The prior on # is Normal(0, 100). We consider the test
function h : z — 2. The first algorithm considered here is the Gibbs sampler described in Robert

(1995), alternating between Exponential and Normal draws:

14 (6 —2)?
;|0 ~ Exponential <+(22)> Vi=1,...,n,

22;1 Nizi 1 )
Z?:l n; + o2’ Z?:l ni + o2/’

0'|ni, ..., ~ Normal (

where 02 = 100 is the prior variance. The coupling of this Gibbs sampler is done using common

random numbers for the n-variables, and a maximal coupling for the update of ; see Appendix A.
We can show that Assumption 2 holds for all k for this coupled Gibbs sampler. Consider any pair

0, 6, and the pair of next values, ¢, . Write 7 and 7 for the auxiliary variables in each chain. First

observe that the means of the Normal distributions, being of the form

D iy Mi%i _ Sor Mz e M
Z;L:l n+ o2 Z?:1 i Z;L:l ni+o=2

takes values within (—a, +a) with a = max |z;]|, since it is a weighted average of (z;) multiplied by a
value in (0,1). Therefore the mean of the next 6’ is within a finite interval that does not depend on the
previous 6. Regarding the variance (3., 7; + 0~ 2)~!, note that n; = —2/(1 + (8 — 2;)?) log U;, where
U; is Uniform(0,1), thus n; < —2logU; and finally (30 i+ 072"t > (72 + >0, (—2logU;)) L.
Also, (31 mi+072)71 < o2, The distribution of ;" ,(—2log U;) does not depend on 6, thus we can
define an interval (¢, d) C (0,00) and € € (0, 1), independently of § and 0, such that (31", ni+0~2)"' €
(¢,d) and (31, 7 + 072)~! € (¢,d) simultaneously with probability e.

Therefore, with probability €, the pair (6’,6’) is drawn from a maximal coupling of two Normals,
which means and variances are in finite intervals defined independently of (6, ). Two such Normals
have a total variation distance that is bounded away from one, therefore there exists some § > 0 such
that, overall, P(§' = #'|0,0) > €6, for some € > 0, § > 0 and all (6,6). Therefore the meeting time has
Geometric tails.

The second algorithm is a Metropolis—Rosenbluth—Teller—Hastings (MRTH) algorithm with Normal
proposal, with standard deviation 10. Its coupling employs a reflection-maximal coupling of the propos-
als. Verification of Assumption 2 can be done using Proposition 4 in Jacob et al. (2020). Indeed Jarner
& Hansen (2000) describe a generic drift function for MRTH when the target is super-exponential:
lim|g| 00 (2/]2])V1og m(x) = —oo. This applies here because the prior is Normal and the likelihood
is upper-bounded. We conclude that the meeting times have Geometric tails and thus Assumption 2
holds for any « > 1.

The initial distribution, for both chains, is set to my = Normal(0, 1), for which one can verify that
dmg/dm is bounded. Figure 4.1a shows the target density and Figure 4.1b provides upper bounds on
|mo Pt — w|pv for the two algorithms, using the method of Biswas et al. (2019). The state y used
to define g = g, in (2.3) is set to zero. Figure 4.2a shows the estimated fishy functions for the two

algorithms, and Figure 4.2b shows the estimated second moments E[G(z)?], for a grid of values of
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Figure 4.2: Cauchy-Normal example: estimation of g(x) (left) and of second moment of the estimator,

E[G(z)?] (right).

R | estimate total cost fishy cost variance of estimator | inefliciency
1| [736 - 992] | [1049 - 1054] | [32 - 36] [3e+06 - 6.4e+06] [3.1e+09 - 6.7e+09]
10 | [835-923] | [1349 - 1363] | [332 - 345] 4.7e+05 - 5.9e+05 6.4e+08 - 8e+08]
50 | [849 - 903] | [2686 - 2713] | [1667 - 1696] | [1.7e+05 - 2.1e+05 4.7e+08 - 5.6e+08]
100 | [856 - 903] | [4379 - 4423] | [3361 - 3406] | [1.4e405 - 1.7e+405] [6.3e+08 - 7.4e+08]

Table 4.1: Cauchy-Normal example: estimators of v(P, h) for the Gibbs sampler.

and using 10% independent repeats of G(z) for each z. Here the fishy functions g are markedly different
for both algorithms. If we interpret the fishy function as an indication of the asymptotic bias of MCMC
as in Remark 13, we see that this bias diverges for MRTH whereas it seems uniformly bounded for
the Gibbs sampler. Indeed by inspecting the updates of the Gibbs sampler, we note that if |6 goes to
infinity, the n-variables will be drawn from Exponential distributions with increasingly high rates, and
in turn the next ¢’ will be drawn from a Normal distribution with mean going to zero and variance
going to 0. Thus the bias of estimators produced by the Gibbs sampler does not increase arbitrarily
when the starting point diverges, as it does with the MRTH sampler.

From Figure 4.1b we select & = 100, L = 100 for the Gibbs sampler, and k = 75, L = 75 for MRTH.
In both cases we use ¢ = 5k. We generate SUAVE estimators using different values of R, for both
MCMC algorithms. We first use uniform selection probabilities, £ = 1/N. The results of M = 103
independent runs are shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. Each entry shows a 95% confidence interval obtained
with the nonparametric bootstrap from the M independent replications. The columns correspond to:
1) R: the number of atoms in each signed measure 7 at which fishy function estimators are generated,
2) estimate: overall estimate of v(P,h), obtained by averaging M = 10 independent estimates, 3)
total cost of each proposed estimate, in units of “Markov transitions” 4) fishy cost: subcost associated
with the fishy function estimates (increases with R), 5) empirical variance of the proposed estimators
(decreases with R), and 6) inefficiency: product of variance and total cost (smaller is better). We
observe that it is worth increasing R up to the point where the fishy cost accounts for a significant
portion of the total cost. From these tables we can confidently conclude that MRTH leads to a smaller
asymptotic variance than the Gibbs sampler. Combined with an implementation-specific measure of
the wall-clock time per iteration this can lead to a practical ranking of these two algorithms.

Using the fishy function estimates shown in Figure 4.2, we fit generalized additive models (Wood
2017) with a cubic spline basis for the function z + E[G(x)?] in order to approximate the optimal

selection probabilities £ in (3.7). We then run the proposed estimators of v(P, h), for both algorithms,
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R | estimate total cost fishy cost variance of estimator | inefficiency
1| [299 - 388] | [786 - 788] (23 - 25] [4e+05 - 7.3e+05] [3.2e+08 - 5.8e+08]
10 | [331 - 364] | [996 - 1003] [233 - 240] [6.2e404 - 7.9e+04] [6.3e+07 - 7.8e+07]
50 | [333 - 351] | [1947 - 1966] | [1185 - 1203] | [1.9e+04 - 2.3e+04 3.8e+07 - 4.6e+07]
100 | [335 - 349] | [3139 - 3168] | [2376 - 2405] | [1.3e+04 - 1.6e+04 4.2e407 - 5e+07]

Table 4.2: Cauchy-Normal example: estimators of v(P, h) for the MRTH sampler.

algorithm | selection ¢ | fishy cost | variance of estimator | inefficiency

Gibbs uniform [332 - 345] | [4.7e+05 - 5.9e+05] [6.4e+08 - 8¢+08]
Gibbs optimal [408 - 422] | [2.2e+05 - 2.8e405] [3.1e+08 - 4e+408]
MRTH uniform [233 - 240] | [6.2e+04 - 7.8e+04] [6.2e+07 - 7.8e+07]
MRTH optimal [190 - 196] | [2.2e404 - 2.7e+04] [2.1e4+07 - 2.6e407]

Table 4.3: Cauchy-Normal example: estimators of v(P, h) for Gibbs and MRTH, using either optimal
or uniform selection probabilities &.

with R = 10 and M = 103 independent replicates, using the approximated optimal ¢. The results
are shown in Table 4.3. We report the fishy cost, and we note that it is impacted by the optimal
tuning of selection probabilities: for Gibbs it increases, while for MRTH it decreases. The variance of
the estimator decreases, as expected. Overall the inefficiency decreases by a factor of 2 or 3 in this

example.

4.2 Comparison with standard asymptotic variance estimators

We consider the autoregressive process Xy = ¢X;—1 + Wy, where Wy ~ Normal(0,1), and (W;) are
independent. We set ¢ = 0.99. The initial distribution is 79 = Normal(0,4?). The target distribution
is Normal(0, (1 — ¢?)~ 1), and for h : z — z the asymptotic variance is v(P,h) = (1 — ¢)~2. We use
a reflection-maximal coupling to define the coupled kernel P, see Appendix A. Appendix E verifies
Assumption 2 for all K > 1. Figure 4.3a provides upper bounds on the TV distance to stationarity,
and from this we will choose k& = 500, L = 250, { = 5k for unbiased MCMC approximations in the
sequel. The state y € X = R, used to define g = g, in (2.3), is set as y = 0. Figure 4.3b shows the
estimated fishy function, from 100 independent runs for a grid of values of ¢. We can calculate that
gy here is the function z — (1 — ¢) " 'z.

The performance of the proposed estimator of v(P, h) is shown in Table 4.4. The columns are as in
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 in the previous section. The results are based on M = 103 independent replicates.
We see that increasing R improves the efficiency with diminishing returns. Overall we obtain accurate
estimates of v(P, h) with parallel runs that each costs of the order of 10* iterations.

Next we compare the proposed estimator with the following “naive” strategy: generate a chain of
length T' (post burn-in), compute the estimate 7! ZZ:Ol h(X¢), repeat M times independently and
compute the empirical variance of the M estimates. We set T = 13,000 to match the cost of our
estimator with R = 50. We find that the naive strategy has a bias (as M — o0) equal to —77, and
an asymptotic variance of 2 x 108. This is about 10 times larger than the variance of the proposed
estimator reported in Table 4.4.

We continue the comparison with two standard families of asymptotic variance estimators: “batch
means” (BM) and “spectral variance” (SV) as implemented in the mcmcse package (Flegal et al.
2020). These estimators are based on batch sizes determined with the method of Liu et al. (2022).
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Figure 4.3: AR(1) example: upper bounds on |moP! — 7|py (left), estimation of g(x) (right) in full
blue with exact g in dashed white.

R | estimate total cost fishy cost variance of estimator | inefficiency
1| [8178 - 10364] | [5234 - 5261] [145 - 168] [2.4e+08 - 4.8e+08] [1.3e+12 - 2.5e+12]
10 | [9414 - 10250] | [6676 - 6756] 1585 - 1667 4e+07 - 5.5e407] 2.6e+11 - 3.7e+11]
50 | [9748 - 10206] | [13148 - 13350] | [8069 - 8256 1.2e+07 - 1.5e+07] 1.6e+11 - 2e+11]
100 | [9840 - 10240] | [21259 - 21558] | [16163 - 16475] | [9.2e406 - 1.1e+07] [2e+11 - 2.4e+11]

Table 4.4: AR(1) example: unbiased estimation of the asymptotic variance v(P, h). Here v(P, h) = 10%.

For each class of methods, we use three values of the lugsail parameter, r € {1,2,3}. We compute
these estimators of v(P, h) using chains of lengths in {10%,10%,10°}, and numbers of parallel chains
in {1,2,4,8}. We base all the results on 400 independent trajectories of length 10°, so for example
we obtain 400 independent estimators based on one chain, 200 based on two chains, etc. For each
configuration we approximate the mean squared error (MSE), and the total cost is equal to number
of chains multiplied by the time horizon. Finally, we report the MSE that would be achieved by our
proposed method, using R = 50, if we generated sequentially a number of independent replicates of
SUAVE corresponding to the given total cost. The comparison here does not account for any potential
speed up on parallel architectures. The results are shown in Figure 4.4, where both axes are on
logarithmic scale. Overall we note that our proposed method is competitive with standard asymptotic
variance estimators. We also observe that the different estimators converge at different rates as a
function of the total cost.

The experiments reported in Figure 4.4 suggest that if the practitioner’s interest lies in very cheap
but not necessarily accurate estimators of v(P,h), SUAVE appears worse than BM and SV, and
furthermore SUAVE involves the extra effort of designing and implementing couplings. However for
accurate estimates SUAVE appears valuable, particularly for practitioners with access to parallel
processors.

Finally we produce similar plots for the bias instead of the mean squared error, shown in Figure 4.5.
The figure includes only batch means and spectral variance estimators since the proposed method is
unbiased by design. We see that the r lugsail parameter has a strong effect on the bias. In particular,
the value r = 1 that resulted in the smallest MSE in Figure 4.4 corresponds to a noticeable negative

bias, that diminishes as the computing budget increases.
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spectral variance (SV, right) estimators of v(P,h). The performance of the proposed method (with
R = 50) is indicated with a full line.
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Figure 4.5: AR(1) example: bias against total cost, for batch means (BM, left) and spectral variance
(SV, right) estimators of v(P, h). The proposed method is, on the other hand, unbiased.

4.3 High-dimensional Bayesian linear regression

We examine a more challenging example, with a linear regression of n = 71 responses on p = 4088
predictors of the riboflavin data set (Bithlmann et al. 2014). The model, MCMC algorithm and its
coupling are taken from Biswas et al. (2022) and a self-contained description is provided in Appendix C;
essentially we use a shrinkage prior on the coefficients (e.g. Bhadra et al. 2019) and the target distri-
bution is the posterior distribution of the regression coefficients, denoted by 3, along with the global
precision, the local precisions, and the variance of the observation noise. The state space is of dimen-
sion 2p 4+ 2 = 8178. This example motivates the implementation of reservoir sampling to select the
states at which to estimate the fishy function, as described in Section 3.3. In this example, the meeting
times have been shown to have Exponential tails in Biswas et al. (2022, Proposition 6) under mild
assumptions, so that Assumption 2 holds for any k.

Based on preliminary runs, we choose the test function A : z +— fo564, which is a coordinate of the
regression coefficients with a clearly bimodal marginal posterior distribution. Figure 4.6a shows three
independent traces of h(X;) over the first 1000 iterations. Figure 4.6b presents a histogram of Sase4,
obtained from 10 independent chains run for 50,000 iterations each and discarding 2000 iterations as
burn-in. Figure 4.6¢ shows upper bounds on |moP* — 7|1y obtained with the method of Biswas et al.
(2019), using a lag L = 1000 and 103 independent meeting times. From this we choose k = L = 1000
and ¢ = 5k.
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Figure 4.6: High-dimensional Bayesian linear regression example. Left: trace of the component [o564
of three independent chains. Middle: histogram of (2564, obtained from long MCMC runs, with y-axis
on logarithmic scale. Right: upper bounds on |7q P! — 7|7v.

R | estimate | total cost fishy cost variance of estimator | inefficiency
1| [77-98] | [12310 - 12383] | [1522 - 1597] [2.2e4+04 - 3.3e+04] [2.8¢408 - 4.1e+08]
5 | [78 - 88] | [18466 - 18626] | [7687 - 7840) [5.5e+03 - 6.9e+03] [9.9e407 - 1.3e+08]
10 | [78 - 85] | [26225 - 26436] | [15437 - 15645] | [2.6e403 - 3.1e+403] [6.8¢407 - 8.2e+407]

Table 4.5: High-dimensional Bayesian linear regression example: proposed estimators of v(P, h).

To define g = g,, we draw y once from the prior, and keep it fixed. We generate M = 103
independent estimates of v(P, h), for R € {1,5,10}. The results are summarized in Table 4.5. We
again observe tangible gains in efficiency when increasing R, with diminishing returns. Overall we
obtain relatively precise information about v(P,h).

Next we illustrate the point made in Section 3.5 about the use of estimates of v(P,h) to tune
unbiased MCMC estimators. Here, with £ = 500, L = 500 and ¢ = 5k, unbiased MCMC estimators
of w(h) have an expected cost of 5394 and a variance of 0.020, leading to an inefficiency of 106. This
is not much larger than the asymptotic variance v(P, h), estimated to be around 80. Users can then

decide whether increasing the values of k, L or ¢ is warranted.

4.4 Particle marginal Metropolis—Hastings

We consider the state space model (SSM) example in Middleton et al. (Section 4.2 2020), inspired
by a model capturing the activation of neuron of rats when responding to a periodic stimulus. The
observations are counts of neuron activations over 50 experiments. We consider 100 data points

represented in Figure 4.7a. They are modelled as
y¢|zy ~ Binomial(50, logistic(zy)),
where logistic : z — 1/(1 + exp(—z)) and
zg ~ Normal(0,1), and Vt>1 x|z, 1 ~ Normal(az, 1,0?).

The prior is Uniform(0, 1) on «, and o2 is fixed to 1.5 here for simplicity. The likelihood is intractable
but can be estimated using a particle filter. Asin Middleton et al. (2020) we use controlled SMC (Heng
et al. 2020), and we plug the likelihood estimator in the particle marginal Metropolis—Hastings algo-
rithms (PMMH, Andrieu et al. 2010). We use 3 iterations of controlled SMC at each PMMH iteration.
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Figure 4.7: SSM example: 100 observations (left) and posterior distribution on « (right) approximated
with particle marginal Metropolis—Hastings.
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Figure 4.8: SSM example: survival function P(7 > t) when using 64 particles (left) or 256 particles
(right) in PMMH. Both axes use logarithmic scale.

The proposal on « is a Normal random walk, with a standard deviation drawn from Uniform(0.001,0.2)
at each iteration. The coupling operates with a reflection-maximal coupling of the proposals, and in-
dependent runs of SMC if the proposals differ. Formal verification of Assumption 2 is difficult, but
relevant elements can be found in Middleton et al. (2020, Section 2.3). We initialize the chains from the
prior Uniform(0,1). An approximation of the posterior distribution is shown in Figure 4.7b, obtained
from 14 chains of length 10,000 and a burn-in of 1000 steps.

Expecting PMMH to be polynomially ergodic, we examine the tails of the distribution of the
meeting times. We generate 105 meeting times, either using 64 or 256 particles in each run of SMC
within PMMH. The empirical survival functions of the meeting times 7, or more exactly of 7— L with a
lag L = 100, are shown in Figure 4.8. Since both axes are on logarithmic scale, a straight line indicates
a polynomial decay for P(7 > t). We indeed observe straight lines on the parts of figure where ¢ is
large enough. Using linear regression we estimate the polynomial rate to be around 1 when using 64
particles (focusing on ¢ > 200), and above 2 when using 256 particles (focusing on ¢ > 100).

Given the heavy tails of 7 when using 64 particles, we were not able to reliably estimate the
associated v(P,h). We thus focus on the use of 256 particles, and we generate SUAVE to estimate
v(P,h), M = 500 times independently, for h : x — x. We set y = 0.5 in the definition of the fishy
function estimator G,. We use k = L = 500 and ¢ = 5k for unbiased MCMC approximations. We
choose R = 50, the number of atoms at which g, is estimated per signed measure. From the SUAVE

runs, we can extract all the locations at which g, is estimated by G, along with the estimates. We
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Figure 4.9: SSM example: using y = 0.5, estimation of g, (z) (left) and histogram of proposed estima-
tors of v(P, h) (right).
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Figure 4.10: SSM example: using y = 0.975, estimation of g,(z) (left) and histogram of proposed
estimators of v(P, h) (right).

then represent an approximation of g, in Figure 4.9a, and a histogram of the 500 estimates of v(P, h)
in Figure 4.9b. We see that the relative variance is fairly large, and notice that many estimates are
negative.

We then change y from 0.5 to 0.975, i.e. we place y in the middle of the posterior distribution as
shown in Figure 4.7b, and reproduce the same plots in Figure 4.10. We see that the fishy function
takes smaller values and its estimation is more precise. As a result, the distribution of (P, h) is
considerably more concentrated. The effect of the choice of y is summarized in Table 4.6, where all
entries are confidence intervals based on the nonparametric bootstrap. We observe that the choice of y
impacts the cost of fishy function estimation, as well as its variance and thus the variance of SUAVE.
Here this results in orders of magnitude of difference in efficiency.

Finally we can compare v(P,h) ~ 2.9 x 1073 to the inefficiency associated with unbiased MCMC,
here with £ = L = 500 and ¢ = 5k. We compute the variance and the expected cost of unbiased
MCMC estimators of 7(h) and find an inefficiency of 3.8 x 1073, so the loss of efficiency of unbiased
MCMC relative to standard MCMC is approximately 30%.

5 Discussion

When a Markov chain admits an accessible atom «, a solution of the Poisson equation (e.g. Glynn &
Meyn 1996) is g(z) = E, [>_72, ho(Xk)], where o = inf{n > 0: X,, € a}. This allows approximation
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y estimate fishy cost variance of estimator | inefficiency
0.5 [2.64€-03 - 5.32e-03] | [3.62e+03 - 3.67e4+03] | [2.2e-04 - 2.8e-04] [1.9e+00 - 2.5e+00]
0.975 | [2.85e-03 - 2.99¢-03] | [1.01e+03 - 1.05e+03] | [5.4e-07 - 7.4e-07] [3.3e-03 - 4.5e-03]

Table 4.6: SSM example: effect of y on the proposed confidence interval for v(P, h), the cost of fishy
function estimation, the variance of 9(P, h) and its inefficiency, based on M = 500 independent repeats,
and using R = 50, k = L = 500, £ = 5k.

of g pointwise by simulation if one can identify entries into « and one can approximate hg = h — w(h)
pointwise. The approach we took in this article is different in that it does not rely on identifying atoms,
and hence may be applicable in scenarios where this regenerative approximation is not implementable.
For example, proper atoms may not exist for a given general state space Markov chain, and identifi-
cation of hitting times of an atom for a suitable split chain as in Mykland et al. (1995) is not always
feasible. While it is often possible to define a modified Markov chain that admits an easily identified,
accessible atom (Brockwell & Kadane 2005, Lee et al. 2014), the corresponding solution of the Poisson
equation may not be similar to that of the original chain. Note also that, when atoms can be identified,
one would often use regenerative simulation to approximate the asymptotic variance (Hobert et al.
2002), which can be expressed as v(P, h) = m()Eq [{>_1%, ho(Xk)}Q} (see, e.g., Bednorz et al. 2008).

Coupling techniques have been extensively used to study distances between a Markov chain at
time t and its limiting distribution. Couplings yield upper bounds on these distances and on the
resulting mixing time, and these bounds are rarely sharp. Therefore, without matching lower bounds,
coupling techniques cannot determine whether an algorithm converges faster than another. On the
other hand, the proposed coupling-based asymptotic variance estimators are unbiased, even with sub-
optimal couplings, under conditions presented in this article. Thus, with sufficient computing resources
we can determine which algorithm leads to the smallest asymptotic variance.

Our experiments suggest that the proposed estimators of v(P,h) are practical and competitive.
They only apply to settings where the requisite couplings are available, so that the proposed methods
demand more from the user, compared to batch means and spectral methods. On the other hand, the
proposed estimators are unbiased, with the important consequence that averages of independent copies
achieves the Monte Carlo rate of convergence. This compares favourably to batch means estimators,
for which, under general assumptions, convergence occurs at rate ,/a,, where a, is the number of
batches, and a,, is often chosen as a, = nt/2
Theorem 2.1, Chakraborty et al. 2022).

As with other works on unbiased MCMC, it is worth emphasizing that the performance depends

or a, = n?/3 where n is the length of the chain (see

on both the MCMC algorithm under consideration, its initialization and its coupling. We refer to
the bimodal target in Section 5.1 of Jacob et al. (2020) for a situation where multimodality in the
target distribution combined with a poor design of the MCMC sampler gives misleading estimates
in finite samples, despite the lack of bias and the finite variance. In our theoretical results, we have
prioritized assumptions on the moments of meeting times of the coupled Markov chains under strong
but reasonable initialization assumptions, which can be cleanly separated from assumptions on the
moments of functions. Given this emphasis, the results appear to be fairly strong and provide a sensible
relationship between the moments of the meeting time and of moments of estimators. In applications,
however, obtaining a precise estimate of the largest £ in Assumption 2 is not straightforward and in
many ways is similar to obtaining non-asymptotic convergence bounds for Markov chains.

Appendix A contains reminders on practical couplings of MCMC algorithms, Appendix B contains
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reminders on unbiased MCMC, Appendix C provides details on the Gibbs sampler for high-dimensional
Bayesian regression employed in Section 4.3, Appendix D contains proofs of our main results, and
Appendix E verifies Assumption 2 for the AR(1) process considered in Section 4.2. Code to reproduce
the figures of this article can be found at: https://github.com/pierrejacob/unbiasedpoisson/.
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A Coupling of MCMC algorithms

For completeness we recall some implementable coupling techniques for MCMC. We focus on Metropolis—
Rosenbluth-Teller-Hastings (MRTH) algorithms (Metropolis et al. 1953, Hastings 1970). The goal is
to couple generated trajectories such that exact meetings can occur. Various relevant considerations
are presented in Jacob et al. (2020), Wang et al. (2021).

Algorithm A.1 describes a simple way of coupling P(X,-) and P(Y,-) where P is the transition
associated with MRTH, with proposal transition ¢ and acceptance rate aygry. In the algorithmic
description, a maximal coupling of two distributions p and v for random variables X and Y, respec-
tively, refers to a joint distribution + for (X,Y’) with marginals p and v, and such that P(X =Y) is

maximized over all such joint distributions; examples are provided below.

Algorithm A.1 A coupled Metropolis—Rosenbluth—Teller—Hastings kernel

1. Sample (X*,Y™) from a maximal coupling of ¢(X,-) and ¢(Y,-).
2. Sample U ~ Uniform(0, 1).
If U < ayrru (X, X*), set X' = X*, otherwise X’ = X.

U < ayrru(Y,Y™), set Y = Y™, otherwise Y’ =Y.

oo W

Return (X', Y").

Next we provide details on how to sample from maximal couplings of ¢(x, -) and ¢(y, -). A possibility,
mentioned in Section 4.5 of Thorisson (2000), and called v-coupling in Johnson (1998), is described
in Algorithm A.2. The algorithm requires the ability to sample from g and v. The cost of executing
Algorithm A.2 is random, its expectation is independent of p and v, and its variance goes to infinity
as |p—v|ry — 0. A variant of the algorithm for which the variance is bounded for all p, v is described
in Gerber & Lee (2020).

When p and v are Normal distributions with the same variance, an alternative maximal coupling

procedure is described in Algorithm A.3; it was proposed in Bou-Rabee et al. (2020). Its cost is
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Algorithm A.2 Sampling from a maximal coupling of p and v.

1. Sample X ~ p.
2. Sample W ~ Uniform(0, 1).
3.UW <v(X)/u(X),set Y = X.

4. Otherwise, sample Y* ~ v and W* ~ Uniform(0, 1)
until W* > u(Y*)/v(Y™*), and set Y = Y™,

5. Return (X,Y).

deterministic and independent of y and v. In the algorithmic description, ¢ refers to the probability

density function of the standard Normal distribution.

Algorithm A.3 Reflection-maximal coupling of Normal(u;,X) and Normal(uz, X).

1. Let 2= %"Y2(uy — po) and e = z/|z|.
2. Sample X ~ N (04, I3), and W ~ Uniform(0, 1).

w

I (X)W < (X +2),set Y = X 4 2z; else set Y = X —2(eT X)e.
4. Set X = XY2X 4 1, Y = 2Y2Y + py, and return (X,Y).

In the case of univariate Normal distributions Normal(y;,0?) and Normal(us,o?), the procedure
simplifies to Algorithm A.4. We used Algorithm A.4 to couple AR(1) processes in Section 4.2.

Algorithm A.4 Reflection-maximal coupling of (univariate) Normal(u;,0?) and Normal(uz, o?).

1. Let z = (u1 — p2)/o.

2. Sample X ~ Normal(0,1), and W ~ Uniform(0, 1).

3. Set X =y +0X.

4. W <@(z+ X)/p(X),set Y = X; else set Y = pg — 0 X.
5. Return (X,Y).

Beyond MRTH, various MCMC algorithms can be coupled so as to trigger exact meetings, for
example Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (Heng & Jacob 2019, Xu et al. 2021), Gibbs samplers to sample
partitions (Nguyen et al. 2022), or samplers for phylogenetic inference (Kelly et al. 2023). However
there is no automatic recipe to construct efficient couplings, and it remains a task to solve on a

“per-algorithm” basis.

B Unbiased MCMC estimators

B.1 Unbiased estimators of expectations and signed measures

Glynn & Rhee (2014) show how coupled Markov chains can be employed to construct unbiased esti-
mators of stationary expectations. These estimators were considered in the Monte Carlo setting by

Agapiou et al. (2018). We recall here the variations presented in Jacob et al. (2020) and follow-up
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works, that rely on a coupled Markov kernel P that induces meetings of the two chains. This removes
the need to specify a truncation variable as in Glynn & Rhee (2014) and Agapiou et al. (2018).

Specifically, we construct the chains with a time lag L € N, which is a tuning parameter. The
construction is as in Algorithm 2.1. We also introduce a “starting time” k € N, a “prospective end
time” ¢, with k < ¢, which are tuning parameters. Under assumptions provided in Section D.4 (see
also Jacob et al. 2020, Middleton et al. 2020), the following random variable is an unbiased estimator
of 7(h):

L
H{Y = h(Xk) + > {h(Xiri) = h(Vir g-1n)}- (B.1)
j=1
Consider a range of integers k, ..., ¢ for k < ¢ and associated estimators H ,EL), . H éL) obtained from

the same trajectories (X, Y;)i>0. All of these estimators (Ht(L))f:,C are unbiased, so their average is

unbiased and reads

4
1 L
HyY) = ———=> " HY
k:£ K_k,_i_lt:k t

L L oo
1 1
= T 2 M g 2 L (Kassn) — Y}

s=k j=1

We can find a simpler representation for the double sum in the above equation. Denote by v; the
number of times that the term A; = h(X;) — h(Y;—1) appears in the double sum. Then v; is the
number of terms of the form s+ jL equal to ¢ as s moves in {k,...,¢} and j > 1. We can focus on ¢
in{k+L,...,7—1} since v; = 0 for ¢ outside of that range. Note that, for a given s, there can be at

most one value of j such that s 4+ jL =t. So
vw={se{k,....0}:3j>1:s+jL =t}

We can re-write this as
v=[nef{t—1t,..  t—k}: % ezt

where ZT is the set of positive integers. In other words we are counting the positive multiples of L
within the range {t — ¢,...,t — k}, for any ¢t > k + L. We can restrict that range to {max(L,t —
£),...,t—k}, since we cannot find a positive multiple of L smaller than L. Now the range is between

two positive integers. This yields:
vy = |(t —k)/L] — [max(L,t—¢£)/L] + 1. (B.2)

Indeed for two positive integers a < b, the number of multiples of L within {a, ...,b}is |b/L]|—[a/L]+1.

Thus we obtain ,

@ _ 1 (L)
Hy., = —— ; h(X:) +BCpis (B.3)
where BCIE:LZ) refers to a “bias cancellation” term,
(1
L v
BO = > g (X0 — h(¥ip)). (B4)
t=k+L
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Instead of the above expressions that involve a test function h, we can consider the signed measure

£ (1
N o 1 Vt .
Fdr) = 7= t;c(sx,, (dz) + t:kZ;L 1 (O~ v} (da), (B.5)

as an unbiased approximation of 7. This is of the form

N
#(dx) = Z wndz, (dz), (B.6)

where N = max(0,7(5) — (k4 L)) + ({ —k+1), Z,, are states from either (X;) or (Y;) and w; are either
(¢ —k+ 1)~ or of the form +v;(¢ — k + 1)~1; in particular the weights can be negative.

If we count the cost of sampling from the kernel P as one unit, and the cost of sampling from P as
one unit if the chains have met already, and two units otherwise, then the random cost of obtaining
(B.3), or (B.5), equals max(L,¢ + L — 7)) 4+ 2(7(X) — L) units.

The above unbiased estimators are to be generated independently in parallel, and averaged to
obtain a final approximation of w. Since they are unbiased, the mean squared error is equal to the
variance. To compare unbiased estimators with different cost, e.g. to compare different configurations
of the tuning parameters k, ¢, L, we can compute the asymptotic inefficiency defined as the expected
cost multiplied by the variance, as described in Glynn & Whitt (1992); the lower value, the better.

B.2 Upper bounds on the distance to stationarity

A by-product of the above estimator is an upper bound on |7 — 7|y (Jacob et al. 2020, Biswas et al.
2019, Craiu & Meng 2022), given by

|my — wlrv < E [max (0, F(L)_LL_tD} : (B.7)

The upper bound can be estimated using independent replications of the meeting time 7(%). To justify

(B.7), first use the triangle inequality to write

o0

| — mlry < Z |Terin — e (j—1yLlTv
=1

<Y P(Xiyjn # Yir-nz)
Jj=1

P(r'D) >t + jL),

o

<.
Il
—

where the second inequality comes from the employed coupling being sub-optimal, and in the last line
7(F) is defined as inf{t > 1: X; = Y;_r}. By writing P(r(/) > ¢t + jL) = E[1(r¥) > t 4+ jL)], and
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interchanging the infinite sum and the expectation, we obtain

|m —mlry < E ZH(T(L) >t+jL)
=1

:E[|{jez+;jL<T<L>—t}| .

Recall that Z+ = {1,2,...}. If 7(/) —¢ < L then the set in the above display is empty. If 7(5) —t > L,
then the set has cardinality equal to the number of multiples of L within the range {L, ... I —p— 1}.
Using the same formula as before this is |(7(*) — ¢ — 1)/L] — [L/L] 4+ 1. Finally we observe that
|(r®) —¢ —1)/L] and [(1¥) —t — L)/L] are identical when 7(/) —¢ > L, which can be seen by
considering the cases: (7(5) —#)/L € N and (7(/) —t)/L ¢ N separately. Thus we retrieve (B.7).

C MCMC for Bayesian linear regression with shrinkage prior

We provide details for the numerical experiments of Section 4.3. The example is taken from Biswas
et al. (2022), where the authors consider couplings of the Gibbs sampler of Johndrow et al. (2020).
We provide here a short and self-contained description of one particular version of the Gibbs sampler

and its coupling; many more algorithmic considerations can be found in Biswas et al. (2022).

C.1 Model

The context is that of linear regression, with n individuals and p covariates, with p > n. The generative
model is described below, where Y is the outcome, X the vector of explanatory variables, § € R? the
regression coefficients, 02 € Ry the observation noise, ¢ is called the global precision and 7; is the

local precision associated with j; for j € {1,...,p},

Y ~ Normal(X 3, 0°1,,),
o? ~ InverseGamma(ag/2, by /2),
€Y% ~ Cauchy(0,1),
for j=1,...,p B; ~Normal(0,0%/&n;), 77;1/2 ~t(v)t.

The distribution ¢(v)* refers to the Student t-distribution with v degrees of freedom, truncated on
(0, 00), with density 2 ~ (14 22/v)~#+1)/21(z € (0,00)) up to a multiplicative constant. The hyper-
parameters are set as ag = 1,bg = 1, = 2. In our experiments we initialize Markov chains from the

prior distribution.

C.2 Gibbs sampler

The main steps of the Gibbs sampler under consideration are as follows.
e For j=1,...,p, sample each 7; given B, &, 02 using slice sampling.
o Given 1, sample 3, €, 0%

— & given 7 using an MRTH step,

— 02 given 1), ¢ from an Inverse Gamma distribution,
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— B given 1,£, 02 from a p-dimensional Normal distribution.

Overall the computational complexity is of the order of n?p operations per iteration, therefore it can

be used with large p and moderate values of n. Details on each step can be found below.

n-update. The conditional distribution of 7 given the rest has density

—m;n; gﬁ?
where m; = 202"

p
2 e
(I8, 0% &) o | [ = e
j=1m;? (L4wvm;) =

which we can target with the slice sampler described in Algorithm C.1, applied independently component-

wise.

1—v v41

Algorithm C.1 Iteration of slice sampling targeting n; — (nj 2 (14vwvnj) =

)~te=™i"i on (0, 00).

1. Sample V' ~ Uniform(0, 1).
2. Sample Uj|n; ~ Uniform(0, (1 + an)_uT-H) by setting U; = V x (1 + an)_l%rl.

3. Sample n;|U; from the distribution with unnormalized density 7; — njfle—mﬂj on (0,7}), with
T; = (U;Z/(lw) —1)/v and s = (1 + v)/2. This can be done by sampling U* ~ Uniform(0, 1)
and setting

1

nj = m7j75—1 (vs(m;T;)U™)

where y(z) :=T(s)™ [ t*"te~"dt € [0,1] is the cdf of the Gamma(s, 1) distribution.

&-update. The conditional distribution of £ given n has density

m(€ln oc L(yl€, n)me(§),

where L(y|¢, n) is the marginal likelihood of the observations given £ and n, and 7¢ is the prior density
for £&. We sample &|n using a Metropolis—Rosenbluth—Teller—-Hastings scheme. Given the current value

of &, propose log(¢*) ~ Normal(log(€), 0%z ), Where we set onrra = 0.8. Then calculate the ratio

_ L(ylgr, mme(€7)¢
L(y|&, m)me(€)€

using
Qo

1 +n B
log(L(ylé, ) = —5 log(IMe.y|) — =5 log(bo +y" M 1y).

where Mg, = I, + £ X Diag(n=1) XT. Set ¢ := £* with probability min(1,q), otherwise keep &

unchanged.

o%-update. Using the same notation Meyp =1, + £~ 1 X Diag(n~!) X7, the conditional distribution

of 02 given ¢, n is Inverse Gamma:

ao+n Y M,y +bo
2 2 '

o?lEn ~ InverseGamma(
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B-update. With the notation ¥ = X7 X + ¢Diag(n), the distribution of 3 given the rest is Normal
with mean X' X7y and covariance matrix ¢2X~'. We can sample from such Normals in a cost of

order n?p using Algorithm C.2, as described in Bhattacharya et al. (2016).

Algorithm C.2 Sampling from Normal((X7 X + ¢Diag(n)) " X7y, 0?(XT X + ¢Diag(n))~1).
1. Sample r ~ Normal(0, I,,), 6 ~ Normal(0, I,,)

2. Compute 4 = ——7, v = Xu + 9.

NG
3. Compute v* = M~ (£ —v) where M = I,, + (§) "' XDiag(n~*) X 7.
4. Define U as X7 with the j-th row divided by &n);.
5. Return 8 = o(u + Uv*).

C.3 Coupled Gibbs sampler

We consider only one of the variants in Biswas et al. (2022), which is not necessarily the most efficient
but achieves good performance in the experiments of Section 4.3 and is simpler than the “two-scale”
coupling described in Biswas et al. (2022). We describe how to couple each update, with the first chain

in state 1, £, 02, B and the second in state ﬁ,g, 52, 3.

n-update. We consider two strategies to couple the slice sampling updates of 7;, as described in
Algorithm C.1.

1. We can use a common uniform V' in the first step of Algorithm C.1, to define U; for the first
chain and U ; for the second. Then we can sample from a maximal coupling of the distributions

of n;|U; and ﬁj|Uj, using Algorithm A.2. This strategy results in a non-zero probability for the
event {n; = 7j;}.

2. We can use a common uniform V' in the first step of Algorithm C.1, and then a common uniform

U* in the third step. This is a pure “common random numbers” (CRN) strategy.

We adopt a “switch-to-CRN” strategy: we scan the components j € {1,...,p}, and sample 7;, 7j; using
the maximal coupling strategy above. If any component fails to meet, we switch to the CRN strategy

for the remaining components.

¢-update. To update &, €, we draw the proposals in the MRTH step using a maximal coupling as in

Algorithm A.2. We then employ a common uniform variable for the two acceptance steps.

2

o2-update. To sample 02,52, we employ a maximal coupling of Inverse Gamma distributions im-

plemented using Algorithm A.2.

f-update. We use a CRN strategy, which amounts to using the same draws r,¢ in the first step of
Algorithm C.2 to sample both 3 and f.
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D Theoretical results

D.1 Assumption on the meeting time
We first prove Proposition 3, which can be used to verify Assumption 2.

Proof of Proposition 3. The first part follows by Markov’s inequality:
Ppy(T>1t) =Py, 77 > (t+1)"] <Eg[r7](t+1)7".

For the second part, we have P, (7 < 0o) = 1. Using Tonelli’s theorem,

Eror [T7] = Ergn [/ mﬁ_ldu}
0
= Eﬂ'@ﬂ |:/ HUH11(077)(u)du]
0

o0
:/ K" P g (T > u)du
0
e} i+1
= Z]P)ﬂ-@ﬂ—(’]’ > z)/ kutdu
i=0 g

<Y Prgal(r > i)r(i+ 1)
=0
<ten(C)k Z(z + 1)L
i=0

?

which is finite since s > k, and we conclude. O

The following sufficient condition for g, € LP(m) is used to ensure that g, is well-defined under

Assumption 2 when A has sufficiently many moments.

Proposition 22 (Douc et al. 2018, Prop. 21.2.3). Let P be a Markov kernel with unique invariant
distribution w. Let hg € Lb(m) for some p > 1. If

o0
Z ||Pth’OHLP(7r) < 00,
t=0

then g, =Y 1o Ptho is fishy for ho and g, € LP(x).

We consider here what Assumption 2 implies about the corresponding P and its fishy functions.
First, we observe that this assumption implies that P is aperiodic, and also ergodic of degree 2 (as
defined e.g. in Nummelin 1984, Section 6.4), which implies e.g. that a CLT holds for ergodic averages

of bounded functions.

Proposition 23. If Assumption 2 holds then

/W(dx) HPt(.r, )= 7rHTV < Ergr[m"](t+1)7", (D.1)

and P is aperiodic and ergodic of degree 2.
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Proof. Using Proposition 3,

HPt(x,~) - 7THTV = HPt(CEV) _”PtHTV

< /ﬁ(dy)P%y(T >t)

< (t4+1)7"Ey £ [T, (D.2)

and since Assumption 2 provides x > 1 and E, . [7"] < oo for m-almost all z, lim;_, || P* (2, ) — 7|y =
0 for m-almost all 2 and so P is aperiodic by Douc et al. (2018, Lemma 9.3.9). We also observe that
(D.2) implies (D.1) and since £ > 1 we have

;/W(dx) HPt(I, )= 7THTV < 0,

and P is ergodic of degree 2 by Chen (1999, Theorem 11.4.1). O

We now turn to the implication of Assumption 2 on properties of g,. In particular, we see that

k > p with sufficiently many moments of h implies that g, € LP(r).

Theorem 24. Under Assumption 2, let h € Li*(m) for some m > k/(k —1). For p > 1 such that
5> o+ s € Li(m).

Proof. For arbitrary t € N, since 7(h) = 0 and 7P = T,

|P*h(z)| = [Eox [M(X:) — h(YY)]]
< Epr [I(m > ) {|R(X0)| + [R(YD)[}],

and hence by Jensen’s inequality and (a + b)P < 2P~1(aP + bP) for a,b > 0,

|P'h(x)|” < Eor [1(7 > ) {[(Xe)] + [h(Y2) [}
< Epr [I(7 > 1) {|A(X0)] + [A(Y2)[}]
<P By [I(7 > ) {IR(X)] + [h(YD)P}].

Using Hoélder’s inequality with § = p/m, which is in (0, 1) by assumption,
ty||P _ ¢ P
[P*hl ) = [ (o) [Pthia)]
< 2P B [I(7 > ) {{(X0)[” + [h(Ye)[P}]

P 5
< PP o (1 > 1)K, [|h(Xt)| a}

= 2PPgr (1 > t) " mw(|h|™) .
Since k(m — p)/(mp) > 1 by assumption, using Proposition 3,

Z HpthHLP(ﬂ) < 2l pm ) Z]Pw@w(T > 1) < oo,
t>0 t>0

and we conclude by appealing to Proposition 22. O
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Remark 25. The results above and Theorem 4 rely only on the existence of meeting times with poly-
nomial survival functions, so one can deduce that they hold for any Markov kernel P such that
|Pt(z,) = 7|lpy < M(z)(t+ 1) with s > k and (M) < oo, since then

[P (@) = P(y. )| py < {M(2) + M ()} (¢ +1)°

Conversely, for such a Markov kernel there exists a possibly non-Markovian coupling that would satisfy

Assumption 2 (see, e.g., Griffeath 1975), but we do not pursue this here.

D.2 Proof of Theorem 4

Lemma 26. (Rio 1993, Theorem 1.1) Let X and Y be integrable random variables such that

a=supP(X € A,Y € B) —P(X € A)P(Y € B) =supcov(14(X),15(Y)),
A,B A,B

where the supremum is over all measurable sets. Then

2c

(XY <2 [ QxwQrudu <1 [ Qx(wQy(udu
0 0

where for a random variable Z, Qz is the tail quantile function of |Z|, i.e. Qz(u) = inf{t : P(|Z| >
t) <u}.

Lemma 27. Assume that, for all k € N,

[P0 =l <
Then for g, h measurable functions, and A, B measurable sets,
|cov (1a(9(Xo)), 1p(h(Xk)))| < pi-

Proof. Denote the preimage of B under h as h=!(B) = {x : h(x) € B}. We have

[Pr(9(Xo0) € A, h(Xy) € B) — Pr(9(Xo) € A)Px(h(X) € B)|
[Er [14(g(Xo))E [{15((Xr)) = Pr(h(Xk) € B)} | o(Xo)lll
|Ex [1a(9(Xo0)) {P*(Xo, A~ (B)) — m(h™}(B))}]]

< E, [|P*(Xo,h 7 (B)) — (™' (B))|]
< B [[|P"(Xo,) = 7| ]
<

Pk-

Lemma 28. Assume that

/W(dx) IP"(2,) = 7llpy < pn <1, meN
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Then with h such that m(h) =0, and k,¢ € N,
PeNPK
|m(Ph- PFR)| < 4/ Qo(u)%du,
0

where Qg is the tail quantile function of |h(Xy)|.
Proof. We follow the same strategy as in Douc et al. (2018, Lemma 21.4.3). By Lemma 27 with

g = P’h, we obtain

up cov (14(9(Xo)), 1p(h(Xx))) < pr,

a(g(Xo), h(Xy)) = sup

for use in Lemma 26. It follows that

|7(P*h - P*h)| = |cov(g(Xo), h(Xk))]

Pk
< 4 Qg(Xo)(u)Qh(Xk)(u)dua
0

where Q7 is the tail quantile function of | Z|. Since h(X}) has the same distribution as h(Xo), Qn(x,) =
Qo- On the other hand by Douc et al. (2018, Lemma 21.A.3) we have [1" Q(xy)(w)*du < [ Qo(u)?du.

Hence, by Cauchy—Schwarz, we have
/ & Pk
[m(P°h- PPR)| <4 [ Qqexy)(u)Qn(x,)(u)du
0

P 1/2 Pk 1/2
<4{ ; Qg(xo)(u)2du} {0 Qo(u)2du}

Pk
<4 Qo(u)?du.
0

By interchanging the use of k and ¢, we obtain the final bound. O
The following lemma is similar to Douc et al. (2018, Theorem 21.4.4).

Lemma 29. Assume that
[ @) 1P =y <pa <1 meN,

and let h € L' (w). Then

m—2

L |m(PEh - PUR)| < A LRIy 225 (o A pe)

m—2

2. If g € L{(m) and > po g pr,™ < 00, then w(h - g,) < .

Proof. We have by Markov’s inequality
Pr(|h(Xo)| > 1) < w(|n[™)/t",

from which we may deduce that Qo(u) < |||

—1/m
L () U and so

m m—2

“ 2
| @utwau < bl ) g
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By Lemma 28, it follows that

& / PrAPL 9 9 m m—2
Iw(P*h - PUh)| < 4/ Qo) du < 4 [l niry —" (pi A pe)
0
Moreover, if g, € L}(r),
o0
m(h-gy) = Z 7(h - P*h)
k=0
<> |m(h-P*n)
k=0
<4||hHLp( Zpk )
from which we may conclude. O

Proof of Theorem 4. Without loss of generality, assume 7(h) = 0. By Theorem 24, we have g, € L}(r)
since k > 1 and m > 2k/(k — 1) > k/(k — 1). Then, by Proposition 23 and Lemma 29 we obtain
m(h - gx) < oco. For the CLT, we appeal to Maxwell & Woodroofe (2000), for which it is sufficient to
show that
S0 Vil gy < o0 (D3)
n>1
where V,,f = 2775 P*f, and v(P, h) is then equal to lim,, .o n 'E. {{Z?zl h(X)}?|. We find using

Lemma 29,

n—1 2
IVahl 2y = [ w(dz) {ZP’%(@}
k=0
n—1 1
> > P
k £=0

-/
_ / (dz) : nz:: h(z) P'h(z)
x

1n—1
>N /n (dz)P*h(z) P'h(z)
=0 £=0
m n—1n—1 g
2 m=2
< ARl mmy S o Ape)
k=0 £=0
n—1n—1
2
§4||hHLm(7r) Zzak/\az,
2120
where we define ar = min{l,E, g [7"] = (k+ 1)~ mmz} by Proposition 23. Since (ax) is non-

increasing, we may deduce that

n—1ln—1 n—1
ZZak Nap = Z(2k+1)ak
k=0 £=0 k=0
It follows that
n—1 — _2 n—1 L
> 2k + 1)a Z (k+ Dag < Brgr[r™] ™ > (k+1) "5,
k=0 k=0 k=0
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and this is O(n!=2¢) for some € > 0 since m > 2x/(x — 1). Hence, IVl 2y = O(n'/?7¢) and (D.3)
is satisfied. Since 7(h - g,) < oo, this implies that lim,, o, n 'E [{Z?Zl h(Xi)}Z} =7(h-g.) — m(h?)
by Douc et al. (2018, Lemma 21.2.7), and we conclude. O
D.3 Unbiased approximation of fishy functions

The following technical lemma will be useful to obtain bounds on the moments of the fishy function

1
estimator in Definition 6. For a random variable X, we denote || X/ ,, :=E[|X|"]7.

Lemma 30. Let (U;), (Vi) be sequences of random wvariables, N a non-negative, integer-valued and

almost surely finite random variable, and p > 1. Then for any do, 51 € (0,1) with §g + 01 < 1,

mh o
— 01 2\ 5
<¢ ( % )E (N%) {SQP|U¢L£ +Sup||vi||L5p1})

where ((s) := Y o—, n~* is finite for s > 1.

N-1

Y UitV

=0

E

Proof. By Minkowski’s inequality, Holder’s inequality and Markov’s inequality,

P13

E

N—-1
Y Ui+V;
=0

N—-1
YU+
i=0

Lr

o0
<D IUIIN > 6) + Vi I(N > 4)
1=0 .
=0
- 1-6
g;wm SIwl e+ Vil g}
1-871
o JE(N%) v
< _\ /) . o
S5\ Gk {hoal, & + il 2 §
1—(51 p 1-4y
<( 5o >E{ 50} su_pHUiHL% +SHP||V1'||L£ .

O

The following lemma employs dominated convergence to justify the interchange of expectation of

infinite sum and thereby ensure that G, () is indeed an unbiased estimator of g,(x).

Lemma 31. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ (w) for some m > k/(k —1). For m-almost all x and y,
if Ppy(T < 00) =1 and

T—1

> WX+ [A(Y2)]

t=0

E, ., < o0, (D.4)

then E[Gy(z)] = gy ().

Proof. Fix z and y, let G, = Y.} h(X;) — h(Y;) with (Xo,Yy) = (z,y). Then
Eoy (G =Y P'h(x) = P'h(y) = Y _ P'ho(z) = P'ho(y)-
t=0
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Since m > k/(k — 1), Theorem 24 provides that g, € L{(r), and hence for m-almost all z and y we

have
Jim B,y [Go] = 94(2) = 94(y) = gy (2)-
Since P, (7 < o00) = 1 we have G,, = Gy(z) P, -almost surely as n — oo, so E[Gy(z)] =

E, , [lim,— o Gy]. For any n € N,

7—1

|Gl < 3 Ih(X)] + (Y],

t=0

and so the assumed integrability of the right-hand side implies, by dominated convergence, that

E[G,(z)] = Eq [lim Gn] = lim E,, [Gn] = g,(2).

n— oo n— oo

O

The following lemma is used several times to ensure that expectations of functions of X; are
uniformly bounded in ¢ under reasonable conditions. In the first case, the conclusion is a result
of stability properties of w-invariant Markov chains at almost all points, while in the second case
regularity is imposed by ensuring that g cannot place too much probability in possibly problematic
regions; for example it guarantees that ¢ € L' (). It is possible that one can weaken the condition in
the second statement to du/dm € LP(w) for some p > 1 but this would require stronger conditions on

¢ and hence complicate subsequent results.
Lemma 32. Let 0 < ¢ € L*(w). Under Assumption 2,

1. for w-almost all x

supE; [¢(X+)] < oo,
>0

2. if p < 7 is a probability measure such that du/dm < M < oo, then

sup By, [6(X)] < M(¢).

t>0

Proof. By assumption, P is m-irreducible and from Proposition 23 it is aperiodic. Since m(¢) < oo, we
may define f =14+ ¢ > 1 and 7(f) < co. By the f-norm ergodic theorem (Meyn & Tweedie 2009,
Theorem 14.0.1), for m-almost all z, P! f(z) is finite for all ¢ > 0 and

lim ||P'(z,-) — 7T||f =0,

t—o00

where

[P (z,) = 7|, = sup |P'g(z) —m(g)]-

Since ¢ = || < f,
Pt¢(x) < 7T(¢) + Hpt(x7) - 7THfa

it follows that for m-almost all x,

lim E, [¢(X})] = tlirgo Plo(z) = 7(¢) < oo,

t—o00
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and hence sup,~ E; [¢p(X¢)] < oo. For the second part, we have

Ey [¢(Xe)] = pnP'(¢)

:/u(dz)Pt(m,dyW(y)
- / W(dx)j—“(x)Pt(x,dy)é(y)

< MrP'(¢)
= Mn(9),

which concludes the proof. O

The following theorem provides sufficient conditions for the estimator G,(x) to be unbiased and

have finite pth moments.

Lemma 33. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™(xw) for some m > k/(k —1). Let ¥(h,m,v) =
sup;>o Ey [|h(Xt)|m}#, v be a probability measure on XxX, and let v; = (- xX) and v2 = (XX +) sat-
isfy 1,72 < . IfEL[1%], ¥ (h, m,v1) and ¢p(h, m,v2) are all finite then B, [Gy, (Xo)] = 71(gx) —72(9%),
and for p > 1 such that % > L4 %,

m

B, (6w (1P < ¢ () B )55 (ume) + plhm) <o (D)
where ((s) =Y .o n~% fors>1.
Proof. With (Xo, Yp) ~ 7, let
_ T—1
G = Ih(Xe)| + [h(Ye)] = |Gy, (Xo)] -
=0

If p>1and % > % + %, do = p/k and 61 = p/m are in (0,1) with dp + 61 < 1.We may therefore use
Lemma 30 with U; = |h(X})| and V; = |h(Y})] to deduce that

B, [I617]7 < ¢ (V2B b ()55 {sup By (HCEOIT -+ sup s, (ORI |

from which (D.5) follows. For the lack-of-bias property, m > r/(x — 1) implies 1 > L 4+ 1 5o the
RHS of (D.5) is finite for p = 1, and (D.4) holds for v-almost all (x,y). Since E,[7"] < oo implies
P, (7 < 00) for y-almost all (z,y), we deduce by Lemma 31 that E [Gy(z)] = gy(x) for y-almost all
(z,y). It follows that

Ey [E[Gy, (Xo) [ 0(Xo, Yo)ll = Ey [9«(X0) = 9x(Y0)] = 71.(95) — 72(92)-

O

Theorem 34. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™(xw) for some m > k/(k —1). Let p > 1 satisfy
% > % + %, and ¢ and i be as defined in Lemma 33. Let v be a probability measure with v1 = (- x X)
and v = (X x +).
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1. For m-almost all x and m-almost all y, if y1 = 6, and v2 = 6, and Eg ,[7"] < oo then (D.5) is
finite and E[Gy(z)] = g«(z) — g+(y)-

2. For m ® m-almost all (x,y), if y1 = 0, and o = dy then (D.5) is finite and E[Gy(z)] = g.(x) —
9+ (y)-

8. For m-almost all y, if vy < m, dy1/dm < M and v = 9§y,

B, (G (Kol ¥ < ¢ (2% ) i, o5 {00 [l + (08, } <

and B, [Gy,(Xo)] = 71(9+) — 9+(y).

4. If vi <, dy;/dm < M fori € {1,2} and E, [7%] < co then

o=

m—p)K P
E, |Gy, (Xo)"]F < ¢ (()) . (7] 55 M [hl] ey < 0,

mp

and B [Gy, (X0)] = 71(gx) — 7v2(gx)-

Proof. All of the parts are deduced from Lemma 33. For the first part, 1)(h, m,d,) is finite for m-almost
all z by Lemma 32. For the second part, we add to this that E, ,[7"] < oo for 7@ 7-almost all (z,y) by
Assumption 2. For the third part, ¢(h, m, d,) is finite for m-almost all y and ¢ (h, m,y1)™ < M= (|h|™)
by Lemma 32, while

B[] = Boy ) < M [ (o) 7] < o

for m-almost all y by Assumption 2. For the fourth part, we add to this that 1(h, m,vy2)™ < Mx(|h|™)
by Lemma 32. O

D.4 Unbiased approximation of w(h)

We next demonstrate that the approximation in Definition 9 is indeed unbiased and has finite pth
moments under suitable conditions. The proof of Theorem 37 is an application of Theorem 34 and its
statement can be compared with Middleton et al. (2020, Theorem 1), which treats the case p = 2, for
which we essentially arrive at the same condition for x and m. The lack-of-bias condition here is less
demanding, and we deduce finiteness of higher moments of H for m sufficiently large.

In Propositions 39-40 we establish that the properties obtained for H may be deduced also for
averages of lagged and offset estimators that are used in practice following Jacob et al. (2020). We
use such unbiased estimators as part of the proposed asymptotic variance estimator SUAVE of Section
3.2. Finally, in Proposition 42 we show that subsampled estimators are also unbiased and have finite
pth moments under the same conditions, because subsampling is an important aspect of SUAVE that
controls its computational cost.

The following lemma guarantees that if an “independent initialization” is used, and du/dr < M,
then E,[7"] < oo is guaranteed by Assumption 2, and similarly lack-of-bias results for y-almost all

(z,y) may be deduced from lack-of-bias results for 7 ® m-almost all (x,y).

Lemma 35. Let v = pP ® p with P a w-invariant Markov kernel. Then if du/dm < M then
duP/dx < M and dvy/d(r @ 7) < M?2.
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Proof. For A € X,
JP(A) = / j(dz)P(z, A) < M / ~(dz)P(z, A) = Mr(A),
from which we may deduce that duP/dr < M. It then follows that for A, B € X,
(4P @ (A x B) = [ uP(A)u(B) < M¥(r o m)(4 x B),

from which we may conclude. U

Lemma 36. If h,g, € L' (1) and E[Gy(z)] = gy(x) for y-almost all (z,y), then

E[H] =E [h(X() + Gyy (X7)] = m(h).

Proof. We have

E[H]

[h(X5) + Gy (X7)]

[(X5)] + E [Gyy (X7)]
h(X0)] + E [g.(X1) — g (Y7)]
(h) + pP(gs) — pu(g+)

(h) = p(h —m(h))

(h).

E
E
E
I
I’
T

U
Theorem 37. Under Assumption 2, let du/dm < M, E,[7"] < o0, h € L™(7 )for somem > k/(k—1).
With H defined in Definition 9, E[H] = w(h), and for p > 1 such that 1 > = + 2

1 1 — p—m m—p
BUAPT < M bl ¢ (2) {14 20 508, (5 } < (D.6)

Proof. Since m > k/(k—1) and E, [7"] < 0o, Theorem 34 gives E |G, (z)] = g, () for y-almost all (z,y)
and Lemma 36 then implies that E[H]| = w(h). By Minkowski’s inequality, Theorem 34, du/dn < M,
m>p,and 1 < ¢ ((mnzig)n) we obtain
1 1 1
E[HP]" <E[h(Xo) "] +E[|Gy;(XD)["]”

( —p) Kk m=P 1
< Il + 26 (2B B 55

1 m—p)K I
< 0 Pl + 26 (P2 )5 A

(m —p)lﬂl p—m o =P
L () {1 +2¢ (mp M me By [77] e

5 m—p)k p=—m e
< M ||l gy € <(mp)> (14 onE, (5 )

1
< M7 Al
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We now show how Theorem 37 can be used to extend the results to the approximations in Defini-
tion 10.

Remark 38. The approximation may be viewed as the sum of h(X},) and an unbiased approximation
Gg/z) (Xj4p) of gg,z) (Xiqr) = g&L)(X,’€+L) - g,(kL)(Yk’), where ¢! is the mean-zero solution of the
Poisson equation for (P, h), i.e.

(I — PLyg" = h—(h).

If ¢! e LP(7) then, noting that
L-1
(1= P1gl" = (1= P)(3 PM)el”,
k=0
1 _ (L)

we obtain gy’ = ( 52—01 Pk)g.™) € LP(r), since P is a bounded linear operator in LP (7).

The following shows that Theorem 37 holds for general L > 1 and k£ > 0, and in fact increasing

either of these decreases the upper bound on the moments of the estimator.

Proposition 39. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ () for some m > r/(k — 1), dmo/dm < M. For
any L>1,k>0, E[H,EL)] = 7(h) and for p > 1 such that zl) >1 41

m K’
m—p

P13 1 m—Dp)k m—p T—EkE\"] ™
]EHH,E”’ }” < M7v |h||Lm(7T)C<(mp)> 1+ 2M %% Epgr KO/\ - ) ] < o0, (D.7)

where T = inf{t > 0: X; = Y;} for the Markov chain (X,Y) with Markov kernel P.

Proof. Recall that a V b stands for the maximum and a A b for the minimum of a and b. Since P
is a coupling of P with itself and P is 7-invariant, and following Remark 38, we seek to apply
Theorem 37 to the approximation

WXE) + GV (Xin),

where the second term is obtained by considering a chain (X(©F) Y(Z:R)) with Markov transition
kernel PZ, with (XéL’k),YO(L’k)) ~ 'y,(CL), and 'y,(CL) = y(B) Pk = (1o P* @ 1) P*. This is analogous to

the coupled chain described in Section 2.1 which is used in Definition 6. We define
Lk =inf{t > 0: Xt(L’k) = Yt(L’k)},
and we seek to verify that Assumption 2 holds for 77, and obtain a finite bound for E* 7, [Tf k} , where
~ ;
E(F) denotes expectation w.r.t. to the law of (X (X®) Y(Z-F)) In Theorem 37, we take p = 7o P*.

If we define (X,Y) with Markov transition kernel P and (X, Yy) ~ v%), and define 7 = inf{t >
0: X; =Y;}, we observe that (X(L’k), Y(L’k)) may be taken as a skeleton of this chain, i.e.

(L)
(
k

d
(X V) £ (Xpr, Yiar), t20.

Therefore, we may deduce that

TL,kiO\/’VTZk—‘,

and therefore E g, [77] < oo implies Effgﬂ [Tf’k} < 00. By Lemma 35, we have du/dr = dm P* /dr <
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M and dyY) /d(r ® 7) < M?, and hence

= fon 77 s (2]

It follows from (D.6) that for p > 1 such that % > % + %,

)P l 1 (m—p)/i p=m __(], K 1m=P
E HHIE )‘ }p <Mv» ||hHLm(7r)C (mp) {1 +2M e ]Ei(ﬁ) [TL &)™ }

m—p
1 (m—p)k m—p T—k\"]
S MP ||hHL’"(ﬂ")C (TTLp) 1+2M mp Eﬂ—@)ﬂ— |:(0/\ L ) :|
< 00,
and that m > k/(k — 1) is sufficient for E[H,iL)} =m(h). O

The following shows that the unbiased signed measure used in Section 3 and described in Ap-
pendix B is indeed unbiased for functions with suitably large moments when k is large enough, and

that moments of averaged unbiased estimators are finite under the same conditions as for H.

Proposition 40. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ (w) for some m > k/(k — 1), dmg/dm < M. Then
for any k. £ € N with £ > k, IE[HISLZ)] =7(h) and for p > 1 such that % >L4 L

p % 1 — m— —k "7 e
El|af[] <m? hllemc(W) 1+2Mmew®ﬂK0ATL H < 0.

Proof. By Proposition 39, if m > x/(k —1) > 1 then E[Ht(L)] = m(h) for all t € {k,...,£} and so
E[H é@)] = m(h). Using Minkowski’s inequality, we have

"=

>

o] | —

1
P57 Vi
_ 1 (L)|P7
| < mmryelmer)”

from which we may conclude using the fact that the upper bound in (D.7) is non-increasing in k. O

We now demonstrate that estimators associated with subsampling the unbiased signed measure 7
described in Appendix B are unbiased and have finite pth moments under the same conditions as the

standard estimator.

)

Lemma 41. Let 7# = Ef\le w;ibz, be the unbiased signed measure associated with H,gLe in Propo-

sition 40. Let the weights be as in the statement of Proposition 42 with Z.,...,ZN corresponding
to those points Xy, ... Xg, Xp 0, Yo Xy Y 0,
particular, there may be duplicate points in Z1,...,Zn. Then

such that their weights are non-zero. In

. 1 L—k
< min |w;| < max |w;| < 1+

1
C—k+1 T l-k+1 L

Proof. For the lower bound it suffices to note that if a weight is non-zero, its absolute value is necessarily
greater than or equal to 1/(¢ — k + 1). For the upper bound, we find that |w;| <1/(¢ —k + 1) for the
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first £ — k + 1 points, and for the remaining points,

|(t —k)/L] — [max(L,t —¢)/L] +1

jwif < (—k+1
< (t—k)/L—max(L,t —¢)/L+1
- {—k+1
_(t—R)/L—(t—0)/L+1
- {—k+1
(C—k)/L+1

{—k+1

1 Lok
T l—k+1 L /)

O

Proposition 42. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ (w) for some m > k/(k—1), dmo/dm < M, k,£ € N

withk < /¢, and 7t = Zfil w;0z, be the unbiased signed measure associated with H,i:LZ) in Proposition 40:

L 7)1
1 |(t — k)/L| — [max(L,t — £)/L] + 1
z—k+1;5X4+t§L (—k+1 {5)9’ 5Yt’—L}’

where 7L = inf{t > L: X, =Y/ ;}. Define for some R>1,
1B
Sn= 5 ; Nuwg, h(Zx,),
where K1, ..., Kgr are conditionally independent Categorial{&y,...,{n} random variables satisfying
< <ming < max§ <
N i i N
for some constants 0 < a < b < oo independent of N. Then E[Sg] = w(h) and for p > 1 such that

1.1 41

D m K’

1 Eey 1 {—k m—p
BlIse] <0 { (1+28) bearr = ark

[e’e] 1 “rp
mu”ﬂ{E:ﬂﬁ} < o0,

i=1
where € = ﬁ - (km — kp —mp).

Proof. The signed measure 7 is such that #(h) = H IEZLE). Hence Proposition 40 may be applied to show
that E[#(h)] = 7(h) when m > k/(k — 1). It follows that

E[Sr] = E[E[Sg | 7]] = E[#(h)] = 7 (h).

To determine that E[|Sg|’] < oo for 1 > % > L 4 1 we define 1 = wi'h(Zk) where K | & ~
Categorial{y,...,{n}. Then Sg is less than S; in the convex order, i.e. Sk <cx S1 (see, e.g., Shaked
& Shanthikumar 2007) for any R > 2 since one may define S; by drawing K ~ % ZZRZI Ok, and it is

then clear that E[S; | 0(K1.r,w1.n, Z1.n)] = Sg. It follows that E[|Sg["] < E[|S1]] since z + |z|? is
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convex for p > 1. By Lemma 41 # is defined so that

max |w;| < 1 1+£_k
ic{l Ny T l—k+1 L /)
and N < ¢ —k+ 1+ 27) | we have by Hélder’s inequality
E($17) = E [Joxéi h(Zx)|']

< aPE[|Nwxh(Zg)|]

1 AN D wp 11=%
-p K1k K—p
<a {ekﬂ <1+ 7 )} E[IN)" E|h(zi)| 7] "

and since E[|N|"] < oo by Assumption 2 it remains to show that E {|h(ZK)|~%)} < oo. Now, since
P(K =i|o(N,Zy,...,Zxn)) <bi~!foralli > 1, and taking any € € (0, k), we obtain for ¢ = kp/(k—p),

E[|M(Zk)|"] = Z]E [I(K =) [n(Z:)|"]

For % > L 4+ 1 it follows that we may take ¢ = k(m — q)/m so that kg/(k — €) = m. Moreover,
since Z; ~ moP! for some t € N, E[|h(Z;)|""] < Mm(|h|™) by Lemma 32 and so using the fact that
(1-%)(1—-2)= 2 we obtain

=

1—
1 e—k\\" 2 : +
P < P K1 K 1-£ -
Blisit) <o { g (14 525) Ve O {bE[N] M En((h[") ZZHE}

1—k
» 1 0—k\)? T . =1 :
s (20 ) B E s i (e

i=1

which is finite and from which we may conclude. O

Example 43. Natural choices of &; are to take & = 1/N or & o |w;|. In the latter case, it follows

from Lemma 41 that

1 L—k .
max s <= e (1 ):1+(€ k)/L7
! Zj 1 |wj] Né—k+1 N
and
min || - k _ 1
] N o &y’
Cmwil T N k+1 ( +455) N1+
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and so one may take a = 1/(1+ “7%) and b =1+ (¢ — k)/L in Proposition 42 for this choice.

D.5 Unbiased approximation of m(hg - g)

We now look at combinations of unbiased fishy function estimation and unbiased estimation of 7(h).
This will involve estimators G, (x) at several points « drawn randomly. We first define an alternative
representation that will avoid some ambiguity in the following developments. We define a probability
measure @ such that, with U ~ @,

6y(x,U) £ Gy (2),

and we define an extended distribution 7(dz,du) = 7w(dz)Q(du) with #-invariant Markov kernel
T(z,u;dy,dv) = P(x,dy)Q(dv), and coupled Markov kernel

T(z,u,y,v;dx’,du’,dy’, dv’) = P(x,y;dz’, dy")Q(du’) - {I(z’ = y')du (dv') + I(x’ # y")Q(dv')} .

An interpretation of this Markov kernel is that if (X', U’ Y", V') ~ T(x,y,u,v;-) then (X',Y’) ~
P(z,y;-) and if X’ =Y’ then V' = U’ ~ Q but if X’ #Y” then U’, V' ~ Q independently.
We use G to indicate that é{jv (z,u) is an unbiased approximation of the fishy function for 7" and

f as opposed to P and h, i.e. such that
v f —x5f —f 5
E |:Gy,v(x7u):| - gy,v(x’u) = Gx (x,u) — 9% (y,'U),

where §f (z,u) := 3202, T fo(z,w), with fo := f — #(f), is the fishy function for T and f in L§(#).

The Markov chain (X, U, Y, V) has the same meeting time as the Markov chain (X,Y") by construc-
tion, so Assumption 2 holds for this chain with 7 replaced by 7. Similarly if du/dr < M then with
fL=p®Q and T = 7®Q we have dfi/dr < M. Hence, we may apply Proposition 40 or Proposition 42
to deduce lack-of-bias of an appropriate approximation of 7(¢) and finite pth moments if ¢ € L™ (%)
and 1 > 1% > % + i

The following two lemmas provide conditions for g, € L4(7) and h - g, € L*(7), which are used
to analyze both the MCMC estimator of v(P, h) of Section 3.1 and the unbiased estimators of Section
3.2.

Lemma 44. Let h € L™ (w) for some m > 1. Under Assumption 2, for m-almost ally, g, € Li(7) for
qzlsuchthat%>%+%'

Proof. Taking v =7 ® ¢, in Theorem 34 we obtain that, for m-almost all y,

o)t =B (6,001 < ¢ (P8 o o5 (i + 00,m. 5] < o

mq
O

Lemma 45. Let h € L™ () for some m > 1. Under Assumption 2, with ¢1(z,u) = h(z)g,(x,u), for
m-almost all y, ¢ € L*(%) for s > 1 such that 1 > 2 + 1.

Proof. Let f(xz,u) = h(z). By Holder’s inequality with § € (0, 1),

#(|on]") < #(f17) % (1g177)" =0 = m(|hlF) 7 (g 7=7)' .
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With ¢ = s/(1 — ), we deduce by Lemma 44 that if % > L 4 L then #(|g,|?) < oo for m-almost
all y. On the other hand, if s < mé, then 7(|h|) < oco. Taking § = x/(2x + m) we find that
md = (1 —6)(% + £)~', and this implies that + > 2 + L is sufficient for #(]¢1]*) < oo. O

Definition 46 (Estimator of w(ho - gy)). Let H be an unbiased estimator of m(h) as defined in
Proposition 40, with dmy/dr < M. Let ¢u(z,u) = (h(x) — H)g,(z,u) and, with random variables
independent to those used to define H, let @ (resp. ®g) be the approximation corresponding to Sg
(resp. H IE:LZ)) of %(¢p) in Proposition 42 (resp. Proposition 40) with the unbiased signed measure

approximating 7 involving random variables independent to those used to define H.

Proposition 47. Under Assumption 2 with k > 2, let h € L™ (w) for some m > 2k/(k —2). Then for
any R € {0,1,...},

1. E[®n] = n(ho - g,).
2. Forp>1 such that% >24 2 E[®g ]% < 0.

Proof. We first determine s > 1 such that ¢y € L°(%). Let ¢1(z,u) = h(z)gy(z,v) and ¢ (z,u) =
cgy(x,u), so that ¢g = ¢1 — @2 g. We find that for a fixed H and s > 1,

“ sy L “ sy L v sy 1 o sy L . sy 1

T(loul")s <7 (l)* + 7 (1g2,ul")s = 7(o1]")* + [H|7(|gy|")*-
By Lemma 44, #(|g,|*) < oo if L > L + 1 By Lemma 45, #(|¢1|°) < oo if 1 > 2 4+ 1 Hence,
¢m € L5(%) for 1 > 2 4+ LTt follows that if % > 2 4 2 then there exists s € [1,(2 + 1)71) such

that by Proposition 40,

- P p—s s— p
E[|2]" | H] < (4525) [ ane, () <o

and for R > 1, by Proposition 42,

k=P

» e’} 1 "
M ||¢H||ps(fr){zi1+5} < 00,
i=1

E[|Sgl” | H <E[IN|"]~

where e = ;- (ks—rp—sp). It follows that if E {||¢H||ps(7vr)} <oothenE[|®g|"| = E[E[|Pr|" | H]] <
oo for R > 0. We have

v <E[{F(6:1)E + 11179, )]
<2 {#(arl)* +EH) 7 (g}

and E[|H|?] < oo by Proposition 40 if LS E + L, which imposes no additional constraints on p or s.

Hence, we may conclude that for = > = + , E [|<I>R\p] < oo for R > 0. For the lack-of-bias property,
we consider p =1 and if m > 2/1/(,% — ) then7 by Proposition 40 and Proposition 42,

E[®r | H] = 7 (¢n) = (h - g,) — Hm(gy),

and since E[H] = w(h), we may conclude. O
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D.6 Subsampled unbiased asymptotic variance estimator

We show that the basic and subsampled unbiased asymptotic variance estimators are indeed unbiased,

and have finite pth moments under the same conditions.

Definition 48. Let H; and Hs be two independent unbiased estimators of w(h) and S be a unbiased
estimator of 7(h?), all of the type described in Proposition 40. Let R € {0,1,...} and ®g be as in
Definition 46 and define

Vi = —(S — HiHs) + 2P .

Lemma 49. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™ () for some m > 2k/(k — 1). Let H1, Hy and S be as
in Definition 48. Then

1. E[S — HiHs] = n(h?) — w(h)? = v(m, h).

2. Forp>1 such that%> 2+ LR[S — HiH|") < c.

m

Proof. We note that if h € L™ (x) then h? € L™/?(x). Hence, we deduce by Proposition 40 that if
m/2 > k/(k — 1), i.e. m > 2x/(k — 1) then E[S] = n(h?) and also E[H,Hy| = E[H;]|E[Hs] = n(h).
By Minkowski’s inequality, for p > 1:

=
=

E[|S — H Hy[")» <E[S])
—E[|S"]

+ E[|H1H["]

=

1 1
+E[H["]” E[|H"]”
and the terms on the right-hand side are finite by Proposition 40 if % > % + % O

Theorem 50. Under Assumption 2, let h € L™(w) for some m > 2k/(k — 2). Let Vg be as in
Definition 48 with R > 0. For w-almost all y:

1. E[Vg] =v(P,h).

2. For p > 1 such that % > % + %, E[|[Vr["] < co.
Proof. By Lemma 49, E[S — HyHs] = v(m, h) if m > 2k/(k — 2) and E|[|S — HyH5|"] < oo for the
range of p given. By Proposition 47, for m-almost all y, E[®g] = m(h¢ - gy) if m > 2k/(k — 2) and

E[|®r["] is finite for the range of p given. Hence, for m > 2x/(k — 2) we have E[Vg] = v(P, h) and we
may conclude the finiteness of E [|Vz|”] by Minkowski’s inequality. O

Remark 51. By Minkowski’s inequality we may similarly conclude that any average of estimators of
the form given in Definition 48 also has lack-of-bias and moments implied by Theorem 50, and hence
that the results apply to (3.5) when 5,(;) =1/NU for k€ {1,...,NOD}.

D.7 Ergodic Poisson asymptotic variance estimator

The asymptotic variance estimator in (3.2) can be analyzed using somewhat standard convergence
theorems. For the CLT in particular, it is helpful to view the Markov chain on the extended space

introduced in Section D.5.

Proposition 52. Under Assumption 2, let X be a Markov chain with Markov kernel P, and h €
L™(w) with m > 2k/(k — 1). For w-almost all Xy, the CLT holds for h and for m-almost all y,
v(P,h) = —v(m, h) + 2w(ho - gy). The estimator (3.2) with G = G, satisfies O(P,h) —as. v(P,h) as

t — 0.
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Proof. We have

t—1 t—1 2
oMO(h) = 1§h<xi)2 - {1 ;)h(Xi)} :

and these terms converge almost surely to m(h?) and 7(h)2, respectively, as t — oo by the Markov
chain law of large numbers (see, e.g., Douc et al. 2018, Theorem 5.2.9) and continuous mapping, and
hence vMC(h) — .5 7(h?) — m(h)? = var,(h). Now consider

= = t—1
7 2 {00 =)} Gy (X) = 5
The assumptions guarantee by Theorem 4 that for m-almost all y, h-g, € L' () and since E [G,(z)] =
gy(x) for m-almost all x by Theorem 34, the first term on the right-hand side converges almost surely
to w(h - gy) by the Markov chain law of large numbers, while similarly for the second term we have
7MC(h) —.s 7w(h) and %Zz;é Gy(Xs) —as. m(gy), so the second term converges almost surely to

m(h)m(gy). Hence, the left-hand side converges almost surely to m(hg - gy), and we conclude. O

Theorem 53. Under Assumption 2, let X be a Markov chain with Markov kernel P, and h € L™ ()
with m > 4rk/(k — 3). For m-almost all Xy, the estimator (3.2) with G = G, satisfies a \/t-CLT for

m-almost all y.

Proof. Define f = (f1,..., fa) with fi : (z,u) = h(z), f2 : (x,u) = h(z)?, fs = fi-gy and fy = g,.
‘We observe that

04(P k) = 4 (f1)? — Foe(f2) + 27 (f3) — 28 (f1) 7o (fa),

where 7, = %Zf;é d(x,,u;) is the empirical measure of the Markov chain introduced in Section D.5.

Hence, we define

Zy = (7e(f1), T (f2), 7o (f3), 7e(fa),
and pz = #(f) = (w(h),w(h?),n(h - gy),7(gy)). For each i € {1,...,4}, we need to check that
fi € L3(x) for appropriately large s. We find f; € L5(%) for s < m, fo € L*(%) for s < m/2,
f3 € L*(%) for s < (2 + L)~ by Lemma 45 and f; € L*(w) for s < (& + 1)~! by Lemma 44. It
follows that all of these are in L*(#) if s < (2 + 1)~!. The CLT then holds for all f; individually, i.e.

there exists 07 < oo such that
Vt(Zyi = 7(f) = VHE(fi) = 7(f)) =a N(0,07),

if s > 2k/(k — 1) by Theorem 4, and combining these inequalities leads to the condition x > 3 and
m > 4r/(k — 3). Using the Cramér-Wold device, we may then deduce that v/n(Z, — uz) —4 N(0,X),

where

Sij = cova(fi, f5) + Y cova(fi(Xo), £(Xe)) + cova(f;(Xo), fi(X1)) < o0.
t=1

Taking ¢(z) = 2?7 — 29 + 223 — 22124, we obtain ¢(uz) = v(P, h) and by the delta method,

V(0 (P, h) — v(P, h)) = Vn(é(Zy) — ¢(pz)) —a N(0,07),
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where 02 = Vo(uz)TEVo(uz) < oo. O

E Verifying the assumptions in the AR(1) case

Assumption 2 may be verified abstractly using polynomial drift and minorization via the argument
in Middleton et al. (2020, Theorem 2) by strengthening their Assumption 5 to include 7(V) < oc.
We demonstrate here how one can verify Assumption 2 directly in the AR(1) example, for which we
find that Assumption 2 holds with any x > 1 since the survival function of the meeting time decays
geometrically.

A Markov chain X is an AR(1, ¢,0?) chain if for a sequence of independent Normal(0, 1) random
variables Z = (Z,), X,, = ¢X,,_1+0Z, for all n > 1. We shall assume here that ¢ € (0,1). We use the
reflection-maximal coupling in Algorithm A.4 to construct a Markovian coupling of two AR(1,¢,0?)
chains X and Y started from xg and yq, respectively. For convenience in this section, we describe the

reflection-maximal coupling of Normal(z, 0?) and Normal(y, 0?) as follows:

1. Set z + (x —y) /0.

[\]

. Sample W ~ Normal(0, 1).

3. Sample B ~ Bernoulli(1A QDL(:(J‘CVV;/) ), where ¢ is the standard Normal probability density function.

4. If B =1, output (z + oW,z 4+ cW).

5. If B =0, output (x + oW,y — cW).

Algorithm E.1 Simulating pairs of AR(1,¢,0?) chains with reflection-maximal coupling.

1. Set Xg < g, Yy Yo-

2. For n = 1,2,... sample (X,,,Y,) from the reflection-maximal coupling of Normal(¢X,,_1,0?)
and Normal(¢Y,,_1,0?).

Lemma 54. For Algorithm E.1, the meeting time 7 = inf{n > 1: X,, =Y, } satisfies

n—1

[1 6D, Divy)

=0

IFJ9607110 (T > n) = IE:do

)

where D = (Dy,) is an AR(1, ¢, 1) chain with dy = (xo—yo)/(20) and G(z,2") = (1 — exp {—2¢zz'}), .

Proof. We consider the following equivalent construction of X and Y as in Algorithm E.1. Let (W,,)

be a sequence of independent Normal(0, 1) random variables. Set Xo = z¢ and define
Xn = ¢Xn71 + UWna n > ]-7

and then let Y = yo and define
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We can then define (B,) to be a sequence of conditionally independent Bernoulli random variables
with
By, ~ Bernoulli (1 A g(X—1,Yn—1,W5)),
where g(z,y,w) = ¢ ((b@ + w) Jo(w). X is the Markov chain described by the algorithm, while
Y’ is the Markov chain associated with the Y chain when the Bernoulli random variables B,, take the
value 0 for all n. In particular, if 7 = inf{n > 1: B, =1) then Y,, =Y, forn € {0,...,7 — 1} and
Y, = X,, for n > 7. Hence, the meeting time 7 can be determined by analyzing the X and Y chains,
and in particular
n—1
Py (T > 1) = Eay s [H(l —1Ag(X;, Y, Wis1))| =Pa, (7 > n).

=0

Now define D,, = (X,, — Y,))/(20). We notice that this is an AR(1, ¢, 1) chain with
Dy = ¢Dp 1+ W,

and that we may re-express the conditional distribution of B,, as

B,, ~ Bernoulli (1 AP (2¢Dn 1 + Wn)> 7

2 ( W )
where

2 (2¢Dn71 + Wn)
‘P(Wn)

= oxp {~20Dy-1($Dy-1 + W)}
= eXp{—2¢Dn—1Dn}'

It follows that, with do = (zo — y0)/(20),

Paoyo (T > 1) = Pyy o (B =0,..., B, = 0)
=Py (B =0,...,B, =0)

= Edo H (]_ — €xXp {—2¢D11D1})+]
i=1
n—1

= Eq, G(D;, Di+1)‘| .
=0

O

This equivalence suggests the relevance of that expectation with respect to an AR(1, ¢, 1) chain,
which we bound below. The proof is delayed to the end of this appendix as it requires several inter-

mediate results.

Proposition 55. Let X be AR(1,¢,1) and P its corresponding Markov kernel. Then

E,

n—1 n
2 ~_ log(d)
I | G(Xi,XiH)] < (5 + |x| + 3) {ﬁlog<5>+log<¢> } )

=0
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~ R 2
where B = B°, with B =1+ ¢?)/2 ,b=2—¢?, h=1— %QXP{*%}’ §= m'
Combining Lemma 54 with Proposition 55, we obtain the following.

Corollary 56. For Algorithm E.1, the meeting time 7 = inf{n > 1: X,, =Y, } satisfies

Pwmyo (T > Tl) = C'4’(1‘07 yO)Bn’

~ — ~ log(¢)
where with the same constants as in Proposition 55, C(z,y) = % + |52 4 3 and 3 = Blos@+1os()

and satisfies m @ w(C) < 00.

We see that the dependence on o and |z — y| is fairly mild. On the other hand, if one calculates
the dependence of 8 on ¢, one finds that it deteriorates quickly as ¢ * 1, even though it remains less
than 1. In contrast, numerical experiments suggest that the true geometric rate is in fact ¢, but we
are not aware of a proof technique that is able to capture such a rate. Indeed, the calculations we have
used to provide a rigorous bound are similar to those used to provide quantitative convergence rates

for Markov chains more generally and these are often loose in practice.
Lemma 57. Let X be a Markov chain with Markov kernel P. Assume there exists V. > 1, (8,b) €
(0,1) x [1,00) such that for some set C' C X,

PV(z) < BV (2)1ce(z) + 0V (2)1c(2),

where CC is the complement X \ C. Then for G : X x X —[0,1],

n—1

I ¢(xi. Xitm)

=0

A, =E, <V(x)°B" < V(x)p,

where we may take 6 = logh/(logh +log 8 —logb) € (0,1) for any (0,1) 3 h > sup,cc Eq [G(z, X7)].

Proof. By Holder’s inequality and the assumptions we have for any § € (0,1),

P{G(z,)'"°V(-)’} (x) < {PG(z,)(2)}' ° {PV(x)}
< 1o (2)B°V ()’ + 1o (2)h 00V (2)°
=BV (z)’,

where the equality is due to the specific choice of §. Now, since 0 < G <1 and V > 1, we have

{ﬁ G(X;, Xi+1)15} V(X,)°

i=0

It follows that

B, =E,

{"1—[ G(Xi,Xi+1)15} P{G(Xp_1,)' 7V ()} (Xn—l)]

=0

n—2

<E, { 1T G(XiaXi+1)1_5} 55V(Xn—1)5]
=0

= ﬁ(anfla
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and hence that A,, < "V (z)°.

Proposition 58. Let X be AR(1,¢,1) and P its corresponding Markov kernel. Then

PV (z) < BV (x)1lac(z) + bV (x)1c(x),

where V(z) =1+ (1 — ¢?)2?, B=(1+¢?)/2, C = {x:x2 < 3 }, b=2—¢?, and

1—¢2
supE;[G(z, X1)] <h=1 1e { 3¢2}
u x, <h=1-——expy———5,.
rec : V2O T
Hence,
n—1 ~
E. |[] G(Xi, Xia)| < V()8
i=0
where louh
0g 3 8
6: 1 == .
logh + log 8 —logb € 0.1, p=p

Proof. Let a =1 — ¢%. We have

PV(z)=1+aE [(qsx + W)ﬂ
=1+ad’z® +a
= ¢°V(x)+1-¢* +a.

Now take 3 = (1 + ¢?)/2. Then we find
PV(2) < 8V (@)1ea (&) + BV (2)1c(z),

where

3
C:{m:x2§1¢2},

and b=14a=2—¢>. With G(z,2') = (1 — exp {—2¢za’}), , we find

.60, x0] = [ {1- WL plw)duw
— [ tetw) - p 200+ w)}, dw

= ||[Normal(0, 1) — Normal(—2¢z, 1) ||y

= 20(gx]) - 1
1
<1- ﬁexp{—wxf},

and so we may take
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We conclude by Lemma 57. O
In combination with Lemma 54, we obtain the following.

Corollary 59. For Algorithm E.1, the meeting time 7 = inf{n > 1: X,, =Y, } satisfies

PImyO (T > n) = C’(l‘o, y0)6n7

where B € (0,1) is as in Proposition 58, and C(z,y) =1+ (1 — ¢?) (‘T(’T;yo)Q satisfies T @ w(C') < oo.

In the above, the dependence of C' on (z9 — 30)? is suboptimal, and we can improve this via the

following result.

Lemma 60. Let X be a Markov chain and

n—1

[ 6(xi. Xitm)

=0

P,(r >n)=E, , n €N,

for some G : X2 — [0,1]. Then for any distribution u, m € N and k € {0,...,m},
Po(r >m) <P,(r>m—k)+2 HPk(x, )= ,uHTV.

Proof. Let k € {0,...,m}. With uz(-) = P*(z,-), we have

P.(t >m)=E,

m—1
II cx., Xi+1>]
i=0

m—1

<E, H G(Xi,Xi-H)]
i=k

=P, (T >m—k).

Now f =z +— P,(7 > m — k) takes values in [0, 1], and

Po(r>m—k)= /I/(dx)]P)m(T >m—k)=v(f).

Hence, by the definition of TV:

[y

[ =vlpy =5 sup|u(f) —v(f)l;
fR—[—1,1]

[\

we conclude that
Po(r >m) <Py, (1>m—k) <Pu,(r>m—k)+ 2| — ptllpy -

O

Corollary 61. Assume that for alln € N, [|[P"(z,-) — pi|lpy < Cra™ and P, (7 > n) < Co8"™. Then

P,(r > n) < (C; + 201> {/31@% }n
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log(a)

where v = fre®+ee@ and P, (7 > n) is as in Lemma 60.
Proof. Lemma 60 provides that
P, (7 >n) <Pu(r>n—k)+2|Px,) — pl| oy
= Cof" % 120105,
and it remains to choose k appropriately. Let

. ()
T log(B) + log(a)’

which may not be an integer. If we take k = [k, ] > ks, we have n — k > n — k, — 1. Hence we have

P.(1 > n) < Cof" M1 4 2C1aF

< %ﬁn_k* + 2010[k*

- <C; +201> {5%}71

O

Proof of Proposition 55. We denote p, = P"(z,-) = Normal(¢"x %) and we take u to be the

stationary distribution Normal(0, ﬁ) Then we can compute

3 oF |z
ik iy < 397+ T

|z] + 3

< 2¢>’“,

where we have used Devroye et al. (2018, Theorem 1.3) in the first line. From Proposition 58, we find
that

P.(1 > n) < V(x)3",
where V(z) = 1+ (1 — ¢?)z? and since
Bu(r>m) = [ uda)Balr > m) < (V)3 = 25",
we may deduce that P, (7 > n) < 26™. Hence, we obtain by Corollary 61,
2 ~ log(o) "
P.(t>n) < (/3’ + |z + 3) {5log<6>+1og<¢> } ,

and obtain the final bound. O
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