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ON THE LARGE DEVIATION PRINCIPLE FOR

METROPOLIS-HASTINGS MARKOV CHAINS: THE

LYAPUNOV FUNCTION CONDITION AND EXAMPLES

FEDERICA MILINANNI AND PIERRE NYQUIST

Abstract. With an aim to analyse the performance of Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods, in our recent work [MN24] we de-
rived a large deviation principle (LDP) for the empirical measures of
Metropolis-Hastings (MH) chains on a continuous state space. One of
the (sufficient) assumptions for the LDP involves the existence of a par-
ticular type of Lyapunov function, and it was left as an open question
whether or not such a function exists for specific choices of MH sam-
plers. In this paper we analyse the properties of such Lyapunov functions
and investigate their existence for some of the most popular choices of
MCMC samplers built on MH dynamics: Independent Metropolis Hast-
ings, Random Walk Metropolis, and the Metropolis-adjusted Langevin
algorithm. We establish under what conditions such a Lyapunov func-
tion exists, and from this obtain LDPs for some instances of the MCMC
algorithms under consideration. To the best of our knowledge, these are
the first large deviation results for empirical measures associated with
Metropolis-Hastings chains for specific choices of proposal and target
distributions.

1. Introduction

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods have become ubiquitous
across scientific disciplines as the standard tool for sampling from a given
probability distribution. This is an essential problem in a range of different
areas, from machine learning, to computational chemistry, to ecology, and
MCMC methods are now integral in these areas and beyond.

The canonical MCMC method, and the central building block for many
of the modern methods now being used, is the Metropolis-Hastings (MH)
algorithm [Met+53; Has70]; for formulations on more general state spaces,
see, e.g., [Tie98; GKM23]. Examples of some of the most popular methods
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built on the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm are the Independent Metropolis-
Hastings (IMH) algorithm [Tie94; RC04], the Random Walk Metropolis
(RWM) algorithm [MT96] and the Metropolis-adjusted Langevin algorithm
(MALA) [Bes94; RT96a; RR98]. In principle, any MCMC method can be
used to sample from essentially any target measure π, by generating an er-
godic Markov chain {X}i≥0 with π as stationary measure. However, for
many π, using a standard method, such as Metropolis-Hastings, can come
with slow convergence and/or great computational cost for a desired accu-
racy. Performance analysis of MCMC methods has therefore become an im-
portant topic at the intersection of applied probability and (computational)
statistics.

An important first step towards understanding the performance of a given
MCMC method is an analysis of the convergence to the target π. Classical
tools for such an analysis include the spectral gap of the associated dynamics,
mixing times, asymptotic variance and functional inequalities (Poincaré, log-
Sobolev); see, e.g., [BR08; Ros03; DHN00; Fra+10; Fri+93; HHS05]. Some
important results on properties and performance of Metropolis-Hastings
algorithms are given in [MT96; RT96a; RT96b; GGR97a; RR97; RR01;
CRR05; GKM23]; see also the references therein. Adding to these classical
results, and overall to the toolbox for analysing MCMC methods, in a se-
ries of recent papers [And+22; And+23; Pow+24], Andrieu, Lee, Power and
Wang and co-authors use weak Poincaré inequalities to study convergence of
discrete time Markov chains, aiming specifically at analysing various MCMC
algorithms.

An important quantity in the study of MCMC methods, and for com-
paring their performance, is the convergence rate of time averages. At the
heart of MCMC is the property that for an ergodic chain {Xi}i≥0 with in-
variant distribution π and an observable f ∈ L1(π), the n-step averages
1
n

∑n−1
i=0 f(Xi) can be used to approximate Eπ[f(X)]. Such averages can in

turn be viewed as integrals of f with respect to the empirical measures of the
Markov process. The convergence of time averages is therefore intrinsically
linked to the convergence of the empirical measures to π, and the latter can
thus be used to understand the performance of the corresponding MCMC
methods.

Starting with the study of parallel tempering in [Pla+11; Dup+12], be-
cause of the integral role the empirical measures play, in the past decade we
have seen an increased interest in using the theory of large deviations for em-
pirical measures to study MCMC methods. In addition to the original work
on parallel tempering/infinite swapping by Doll, Dupuis and co-authors,
the following are some other notable examples of using empirical measure
large deviations in the MCMC setting: in [RS15a; RS15b; RS16] the conver-
gence properties of certain reversible and irreversible Markov processes are
studied using empirical measure large deviations, showing improved perfor-
mance of non-reversible methods by probing the associated rate function;
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in [Bie16] Bierkens considers a continuous-time Metropolis-Hastings algo-
rithm on a finite state space and uses large deviations to prove improved
convergence for an irreversible version of the method; for parallel temper-
ing and infinite swapping, in [DDN18] Doll et al. use large deviation rate
functions, combined with associated stochastic control problems, to analyse
the convergence properties of the methods; in [BNS21] Bierkens et al. use
empirical measure large deviations to study the zig-zag process, obtaining
the first optimality result for the so-called switching rate in one dimension;
in [DW22] Dupuis and Wu use empirical measure large deviations to solve a
long-standing open problem on temperature selection for parallel tempering
and infinite swapping in the low-temperature regime.

In our recent work [MN24], with a performance analysis of methods built
on the Metropolis-Hastings mechanism in mind, we derive a large deviation
principle (LDP) for the empirical measures of Metropolis-Hastings chains
on a continuous state space; the results in fact hold for a general collection
of discrete-time Markov processes whose transition kernels take on a par-
ticular form, of which Metropolis-Hasting is a special case. To the best of
our knowledge this is the first large deviation result that covers Metropolis-
Hastings chains, and [MN24] therefore opens the possibility for new analysis
and insights into Metropolis-Hastings-type methods, similar to how empiri-
cal measure large deviations are used in the works described in the previous
paragraph. However, the results in [MN24] are of a general type, in that
they hold for any choice of proposal distribution that satisfy certain assump-
tions; the critical assumption in [MN24] is the existence of a particular type
of Lyapunov function (see Assumption (A.3) in Section 2.4). For specific
choices of proposal distribution, and for non-compact state spaces, show-
ing whether or not such a Lyapunov function exists becomes a challenging
task. By extension, for specific choices of proposal distribution it therefore
remains an open question whether or not the LDP of [MN24] holds.

The aim of this work is to answer the question of existence of a Lyapunov
function, and therefore give (partial) answers to the question of whether or
not an LDP holds, for IMH, RWM and MALA, three of the most common
MCMC methods based on the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. These three
methods are staples within MCMC and there is a vast literature on their
properties and use in various applications—the following are some of the
most relevant existing (theoretical) results for the three methods: [MT96;
AP07; Wan22; BJ24] (IMH); [MT96; RT96b; JH00; GGR97b; MPS12;
HSV14; And+22] (RWM); [RT96a; RR98; RR01; CRR05; JLM14] (MALA).
In this paper we study whether or not the assumptions used in [MN24] to
obtain an LDP (see Section 2.4, specifically Assumption (A.3)) hold for the
corresponding choices of proposal distributions. In the cases where the as-
sumptions do hold, we obtain an LDP for the underlying empirical measures.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that studies LDPs for
particular instances of Metropolis-Hastings algorithms when the state space
is a (uncountable) subset of Rd. The main results are Theorems 3.1 and 4.1,
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stating an LDP for the IMH and MALA methods, respectively, and Propo-
sition 5.1, stating that the necessary type of Lyapunov function cannot exist
for any RWM algorithm.

Whether or not an empirical measure LDP holds for a given Markov
process depends highly on the properties of the underlying transition ker-
nel. This topic—large deviations for empirical measures of Markov pro-
cesses—dates back to the pioneering work by Donsker and Varadhan [DV75a;
DV75b; DV76]. Their results have been extended in numerous directions,
for a general overview and further references see [DZ09; FK06; BD19]. In
particular, the requirements on the underlying transition kernel for an LDP
to hold have been generalised in different ways [DL15; KM03; KM05]. De-
spite these advances, prior to [MN24], none of the existing conditions cover
Metropolis-Hastings chains, due to the rejection part in the kernel (see Sec-
tion 2.3). In [MN24] we show that it is still possible to obtain an LDP, by
extending previous work of Budhiraja and Dupuis [BD19], using the weak
convergence method, to also cover a class of Markov processes that includes
Metropolis-Hastings chains. This is but a first step towards a more general
theory of large deviations for Metropolis-Hastings chains, and future work
includes extending our results to more general state spaces, and to give less
restrictive conditions for the LDP to hold. A specific topic arising from the
results of this paper, in particular when combined with previous results such
as [KM03; KM05], is the relationship between geometric ergodicity for the
underlying Markov chain and whether or not an LDP holds. A concrete
question, which is the topic of future work, is whether an LDP holds for the
RWM in the setting where the underlying chain is geometrically ergodic.
We show in Section 5 that the assumptions used in [MN24], and originally
taken from [DE97; BD19], cannot hold for the RWM. However, to the best of
our knowledge these assumptions are only sufficient, and whether or not an
LDP can hold for certain instances of the RWM reamins an open problem;
see Section 6 for more details. In a similar vein, in [DGM08], building on
previous work by de Acosta [Aco97], moderate deviations are considered for
Markov chains exhibiting sub-geometric ergodicity. An interesting question
is what the corresponding results are for Metropolis-Hastings-type chains
when one only has sub-geometric convergence.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we
provide the preliminaries needed for the subsequent sections: notation and
definitions (Section 2.1); a brief overview of convergence and ergodicity of
Markov chains (Section 2.2); a description of the Metropolis-Hastings algo-
rithm (Section 2.3); an overview of large deviations for empirical measures,
including the results obtained in [MN24] (Section 2.4). In Section 2.5 we take
a closer look at Assumption (A.3). We obtain in Lemma 2.1 an equivalent
version of Part (b) of this assumption, more tailored to the MCMC setting.
Using this result, we then consider Markov chains arising from the three
common MCMC methods—Independent Metropolis-Hastings, Metropolis-
adjusted Langevin Algorithm, and Random Walk Metropolis—in Sections
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3, 4 and 5, respectively. Informed by the results obtained in these sections,
and previous large deviation work such as [KM03; KM05], we end the pa-
per with a brief discussion about LDPs for Metropolis-Hastings chains and
geometric ergodicity in Section 6, summarising the results of the preceding
sections; the open problems posed in this sections are topics for on-going
and future work.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation and definitions. Throughout the paper we work with some
probability space (Ω,F ,P). The state space of the stochastic processes under
consideration is denoted by S. In the Euclidean case, i.e., when S ⊆ R

d—for
most of the paper we will consider the specific choice S = R

d—for x, y ∈ S,
we denote by 〈x, y〉 the scalar product between the two vectors, and |x| =
√

〈x, x〉 is the Euclidean norm of x.
Given a set A ⊆ S, let −A = {x ∈ S : −x ∈ A} and let A◦ be the interior

of A. We denote by x 7→ I{x ∈ A} the indicator function of A.
We denote by P(S) the space of probability measures on S, and by B(S)

the Borel σ-algebra on S. When S ⊆ R
d, if not otherwise specified, almost

all and almost surely refer to the Lebesgue measure on S, which is denoted
by λ; for integration with respect to λ, we use the standard notation dx
for λ(dx). Given γ ∈ P(S2), let [γ]1 and [γ]2 denote the first and second
marginal of γ, respectively. For µ ∈ P(S), define

A(µ) = {γ ∈ P(S2) : [γ]1 = [γ]2 = µ}.(2.1)

Given two probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(S), we denote the total variation
distance between µ and ν by

‖µ − ν‖TV = sup
A∈B(S)

|µ(A) − ν(A)|.

For ν ∈ P, the relative entropy (with respect to ν) is defined as the map
R(· ‖ ν) : P(S) → [0,∞] given by

R(µ ‖ ν) =

{

∫

S
log
(

dµ
dν

)

dµ, µ ≪ ν,

+∞, otherwise.

Here dµ/dν denotes the Radon-Nikodym derivative of µ with respect to ν
(when well-defined).

For a measurable space (Y,Y), let q(y, dx) be a collection of probability
measures on S parametrized by y ∈ Y : q(y, ·) ∈ P(S) for y ∈ Y . Such a q is
called a stochastic kernel on S given Y if, for every A ∈ B(S), y 7→ q(y,A) ∈
[0, 1] is a measurable function. The transition kernel of a Markov chain
{Xi}i≥0 taking values in S is a stochastic kernel q, such that the conditional
distribution of Xi+1 given Xi is q(Xi, ·). The notation qj(x, ·) is used for
the j-th iterate of the transition kernel, i.e.,

qj(x,A) = P(Xi+j ∈ A|Xi = x).
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Given a transition kernel q, a set C ⊂ S is called small if there exist j ∈ N,
ε > 0 and a probability measure ν ∈ P(S) such that

(2.2) qj(x,A) ≥ εν(A),

for all x ∈ C and all A ∈ B(S).
For a measure µ ∈ P(S) and a transition kernel q(x, dy), we say that µ is

invariant for q, or for the corresponding Markov chain, if for all A ∈ B(S),

µ(A) =

∫

S

q(x,A)µ(dx).

Lastly, for {Xi}i≥0 a Markov chain on S, for each n ∈ N, the associated
empirical measure Ln ∈ P(S) is defined as

Ln(·) = 1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

δXi
(·).(2.3)

2.2. Convergence and ergodicity of Markov chains. Throughout this
section we consider a Markov chain {Xi}i≥0 taking values in S, with tran-
sition kernel q and invariant distribution π. Much of the standard Markov
chain theory (see, e.g., [MT09]) is concerned with studying convergence
properties for the distribution of Xi, as i → ∞. If the initial state of the
chain is X0 = x0, then the distribution of the i-th term in the chain is given
by the i-th iterate of the transition kernel,

Xi ∼ qi(x0, ·).
Questions about the convergence, or ergodicity, of the Markov chain can
therefore be phrased in terms of qi(x0, ·). The two notions of convergence
considered in this paper are uniform ergodicity and geometric ergodicity.

Definition 2.1. The Markov chain {Xi}i≥0 is uniformly ergodic if there
exist R < ∞ and r > 1 such that

‖qi(x0, ·) − π‖TV ≤ Rr−i,

for all x0 ∈ S.

Uniform ergodicity provides a strong form of convergence to the invariant
distribution π. However, on continuous and unbounded state spaces it is
often too strong, and a weaker notion of ergodicity is needed.

Definition 2.2. The Markov chain {Xi}i≥0 is geometrically ergodic if there
exist R : S → (0,∞) and r > 1 such that

‖qi(x0, ·)− π‖TV ≤ R(x)r−i,

for π-almost every x0 ∈ S.

See [MT09] for a more in-depth account of different forms of ergodicity of
Markov chains, and associated convergence results. For the setting of this
paper, the important point is that whereas uniform ergodicity is too strong
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to hold for a large class of Markov chains arising in the MCMC context,
geometric ergodicity is weak enough to hold much more widely.

A convenient way of establishing geometric ergodicity is via the drift and
minorization condition (see, e.g., [MT09; Liv21]): geometric ergodicity of
{Xi}i≥0 is equivalent to the existence of a Lyapunov function V : S →
[1,∞), λ < 1, b < ∞ and a small set C ⊂ S (see (2.2)) such that the
following holds,

(2.4)

∫

S

V (y)q(x, dy) ≤ λV (x) + bI{x ∈ C}.

In the literature on Markov processes, (2.4) is referred to as the drift condi-
tion and (2.2) as the minorization condition. As previously stated, combined
they guarantee geometric ergodicity for the underlying Markov chain.

In this paper, for the large deviation results we are concerned with find-
ing, or establishing that there cannot exist, a different type of Lyapunov
functions, satisfying slightly different conditions than the drift condition;
the details are given in Section 2.4 and onward. To facilitate comparison of
the different criteria, it is useful to reformulate the drift condition (2.4) in
terms of the function U = log V : S → [0,∞). For this U , the condition
(2.4) becomes

(2.5) U(x)− log

∫

S

eU(y)q(x, dy) ≥ − log
(

λ+ e−U(x)bI{x ∈ C}
)

.

2.3. The Metropolis-Hastings algorithm. We now give a brief descrip-
tion of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, introduced in [Met+53] and [Has70],
which provides a way to generate a Markov chain {Xi}i≥0 on S, with a given
target distribution π ∈ P(S) as its invariant distribution. As indicated in
Section 2.1, in this paper we consider state spaces S ⊆ R

d; see [Tie98]
for extensions of the Metropolis-Hastings method to more general settings,
including more abstract state spaces.

The key ingredient of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is the proposal
distribution J(·|x) ∈ P(S), which is assumed to be defined for all x ∈ S; with
a slight abuse of notation we denote by π(·) and J(·|x) both the measures
and the corresponding probability density functions. Here we consider target
and proposal distributions that have a density with respect to the Lebesgue
measure: π ≪ λ and J(·|x) ≪ λ for almost all x ∈ S.

The Metropolis-Hastings algorithm is as follows: Assume that at step i,
the chain is in state x, Xi = x. A proposal Yi+1 for the next value of the
chain, Xi+1, is obtained by sampling from the proposal distribution J(·|x).
This proposal is then accepted or rejected according to the Hastings ratio,
defined as

(2.6) ̟(x, y) = min

{

1,
π(y)J(x|y)
π(x)J(y|x)

}

.

That is, with probability ̟(x, Yi+1), we accept the proposal and set Xi+1 =
Yi+1. Otherwise, with probability 1−̟(x, Yi+1), we reject the proposal and
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set Xi+1 = x; for a more detailed description and discussion see [And+03;
AG07; RC04] and the references therein.

2.3.1. The Metropolis-Hastings transition kernel. In analysing both large
deviation and ergodicity properties of Metropolis-Hastings chains, a central
object is the associated transition kernels. For a Markov chain generated via
the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, the transition kernel, which we hence-
forth denote by K, is of the form

(2.7) K(x, dy) = a(x, y)dy + r(x)δx(dy),

where a(x, y) is given by

(2.8) a(x, y) = ̟(x, y)J(y|x).
This term corresponds to moves that are proposed via J(·|x), and accepted
with probability ̟(x, y). The second term on the right-hand side of (2.7)
represents transitions to the current state, i.e., no move. This is caused by
the proposed new state being rejected, which occurs with probability

(2.9) r(x) = 1−
∫

S

a(x, y)dy.

We henceforth refer to K on the form (2.7), for some proposal distribution
J , as a Metropolis-Hastings kernel, or MH kernel. An important observation
is that due to the definition of the Hastings ratio, and by extension the MH
kernel K, under mild assumptions on J the corresponding Markov chain has
π as its unique invariant distribution (see, e.g., [RC04] or [MN24]).

2.4. Large deviation principle for the empirical measures of Metropolis-
Hastings chains. Consider a Markov chain {Xi}i≥0 with state space S. We
can define the associated sequence {Ln}n≥1 ⊂ P(S) of empirical measures
as in (2.3),

Ln(·) = 1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

δXi
(·).

We say that the sequence {Ln}n≥1 satisfies a large deviation principle (LDP)
with speed n and rate function I : P(S) → [0,∞], if I is lower semi-
continuous, has compact sub-level sets, and for any measurable set A ⊂
P(S),

− inf
µ∈A◦

I(µ) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

1

n
log P(Ln ∈ A◦)

≤ lim sup
n→∞

1

n
log P(Ln ∈ Ā) ≤ − inf

µ∈Ā
I(µ).

Intuitively, the inequalities suggest that, for any µ ∈ P(S) and n large,

P(Ln ≈ µ) ≃ exp{−nI(µ)}.
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The definition of an LDP makes this statement rigorous in the limit n → ∞.
For a thorough treatment of the theory of large deviations and its applica-
tions, well beyond the setting of Markov chains and MCMC considered in
this paper, see, e.g., [DZ09; DE97; FK06; BD19] and references therein.

In our previous work [MN24] we consider Markov chains {Xi}i≥0 gener-
ated via the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, described in Section 2.3, on a
continuous state space that is a subset of Rd. We prove that, under Assump-
tions (A.1)-(A.3), the sequence of associated empirical measures {Ln}n≥1

satisfies an LDP on P(S) with speed n and rate function I : P(S) → [0,∞]
given by

I(µ) = inf
γ∈A(µ)

R(γ ‖ µ⊗K),(2.10)

where A(µ) is defined in (2.1). It is useful to note, e.g., for applications
to the analysis of MCMC methods, that the rate function in (2.10) admits
alternative representations that are not based on relative entropy. Deriving
such alternative representations, both in general and for specific choices of
the MH transition kernel K, is the topic of on-going work.

The following are the assumptions and main result of [MN24]; see [MN24]
for a longer discussion about interpretations and consequences, including
potential alternative formulations, of the assumptions.

(A.1) S is an open subset of Rd and the target probability measure π is
equivalent to λ on S (i.e., π ≪ λ and λ ≪ π). The probability
density π(x) is a continuous function.

(A.2) The proposal distribution J(·|x) is absolutely continuous with re-
spect to the target measure π (i.e., J(·|x) ≪ π), for all x ∈ S. The
probability density J(y|x) is a continuous and bounded function of
x and y, and satisfies

J(y|x) > 0, ∀(x, y) ∈ S2.

(A.3) There exists a function U : S → [0,∞) such that the following
properties hold:
(a) infx∈S

[

U(x)− log
∫

S
eU(y)K(x, dy)

]

> −∞
(b) For each M < ∞, the set

{

x ∈ S : U(x)− log

∫

S

eU(y)K(x, dy) ≤ M

}

is a relatively compact subset of S.
(c) For every compact set K ⊂ S there exists CK < ∞ such that

sup
x∈K

U(x) ≤ CK .

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 4.1 in [MN24]). Let {Xi}i≥0 be the MH chain from
Section 2.3 and K(x, dy) the associated MH kernel. Let {Ln}n≥1 ⊂ P(S)
be the corresponding sequence of empirical measures. Under Assumptions
(A.1)-(A.3), {Ln}n≥1 satisfies an LDP with speed n and rate function given
by (2.10).



10 F. MILINANNI AND P. NYQUIST

Assumption (A.3) is always satisfied when the state space is bounded—for
example, the function U ≡ 0 fulfills properties (a)-(c). When the space S
is non-compact, e.g., the case S = R

d considered in this paper, it is not
straightforward to show that there exists such a function U , satisfying all
three properties of Assumption (A.3). Note that, in line with [DE97; BD19],
we here refer to a function U that satisfies Assumption (A.3) as a Lyapunov
function. This differs slightly from the standard Markov chain literature
where, in the setting considered here, the term is often reserved for functions
V appearing in the drift condition (2.4) associated with geometric ergodicity.

As outlined in Section 1, the aim of this work is to investigate whether
or not the most restrictive assumption, Assumption (A.3), holds for some
specific choices of proposal distributions J . When this is the case, we also
obtain an LDP for the associated empirical measures by appealing to Theo-
rem 2.1. Before moving to the three examples considered in this paper–IMH,
MALA and RWM—in Section 2.5 we first obtain an equivalent formulation
of Property (b), which is the most challenging part of the assumption, more
amenable to analysis in the MCMC setting.

2.5. Properties of Lyapunov functions on R
d satisfying (A.3): a

necessary and sufficient condition. Establishing whether or not As-
sumption (A.3) holds is the most challenging step when using the results
of [MN24] to obtain an LDP for specific choices of proposal distribution J ,
and by extension the MH kernel K. Therefore, before considering specific
examples, in this section we inspect the assumption in some more detail.
In particular, we obtain an equivalent formulation of the most demand-
ing part, the relative compactness appearing in (b), that is tailored to the
MCMC setting.

Given a function U : Rd → [0,∞), we define FU : S → R as

(2.11) FU (x) = U(x)− log

∫

S

eU(y)K(x, dy).

Using this definition, we can reformulate Property (a) of Assumption (A.3)
as

inf
x∈S

FU (x) > −∞,

and Property (b) now requires that the sub-level sets of FU are relatively
compact.

Note that FU corresponds to the left-hand-side of (2.5) for the specific
choice of kernel q = K. Thus, there is a direct link between the function
FU appearing in the large deviation context and the Lyapunov function V
appearing in the drift condition (2.4) associated with the MH kernel K. We
recall that geometric ergodicity is equivalent to the drift and minorization
conditions, (2.4) and (2.2) respectively (see Chapter 15 in [MT09]), and
thus the type of Lyapunov function used in [MN24] to prove an LDP for
MH chains is intimately linked to those used in the Markov chain literature
to establish geometric ergodicity; this is discussed more in Section 6.
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As mentioned above, Property (b) is the more demanding part of (A.3).
To streamline the study of this property for specific choices of MH dynam-
ics, and thus the MH kernel K, in Lemma 2.1 we provide necessary and
sufficient conditions on K and the function U that are equivalent to relative
compactness of FU but more amenable to analysis. This result will be used
extensively in Sections 3-5, where we consider kernels K corresponding to
IMH, MALA and RWM samplers.

Lemma 2.1. For a given function U : S → [0,∞), Property (b) in As-
sumption (A.3) holds if and only if the transition kernel K, defined in (2.7),
satisfies

(2.12) lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy = 1,

and U satisfies

(2.13) lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy = 0.

It is worthwhile to emphasise here that the MH transition kernel K, and
therefore also the function a, depends on the specific choice of target π and
proposal density J , and that (2.12) is a property solely of K. That is, this
property does not involve any choice of (potential) Lyapunov function U .
Therefore, as we will see in the coming sections, for a specific choice of MH
dynamics, it is possible to have (2.12) satisfied but there being no functions
U that satisfies (2.13). We will also see examples where (2.12) is not satisfied
and thus there is no need to look for a suitable Lyapunov function.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. From the definition (2.11) of FU , Property (b) in As-
sumption (A.3) equivalent to FU having relatively compact sub-level sets.
Because we here consider S = R

d, this in turn holds if and only if for all
M ∈ R, there exists an R > 0 such that for all x in the sub-level set
{x ∈ R

d : FU (x) ≤ M}, we have that |x| ≤ R. This is equivalent to the
following statement: for all M ∈ R there exists an R > 0 such that for all x
with norm |x| > R, FU (x) > M holds, i.e.,

(2.14) lim
|x|→∞

FU (x) = +∞.

Using the decomposition (2.7) of the transition kernel K(x, dy), FU can
be rewritten as

FU (x) = − log

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)K(x, dy)

= − log

(
∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy + r(x)

)

.

(2.15)

From this we obtain that (2.14) is equivalent to

(2.16) lim
|x|→∞

(
∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy + r(x)

)

= 0.



12 F. MILINANNI AND P. NYQUIST

Because, by definition, a(x, y) ≥ 0 and r(x) ≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ S, (2.16)
is equivalent to satisfying both (2.13) and lim|x|→∞ r(x) = 0. From the
definition (2.9) of r(x), the latter limit can be reformulated as (2.12). We
conclude that (2.12) and (2.13) are necessary and sufficient conditions for
the relative compactness of the sub-level sets of FU (x), and therefore for
Property (b) in Assumption (A.3). �

In the context of the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, the measurable func-
tion r(x) represents the probability of rejecting a proposed state when the
current state of the chain is x, while 1− r(x) is the probability of accepting
the proposal. Thus, Lemma 2.1 indicates that 1 − r(x), the probability of
accepting a state proposed from state x, converges to 1 as |x| → ∞.

Equipped with Lemma 2.1, we are now ready to consider Assumption
(A.3) for the three classes of samplers mentioned in Section 1: Indepen-
dent Metropolis-Hastings (Section 3), the Metropolis-adjusted Langevin al-
gorithm (Section 4), and Random Walk Metropolis (Section 5).

3. Independent Metropolis-Hastings algorithm

The first choice of Metropolis-Hastings dynamics we consider is the Inde-
pendent Metropolis-Hastings (IMH) algorithm [Tie94; RC04]; see also Sec-
tion 1 for more general references about IMH and its theoretical properties.
In the IMH algorithm, moves from a state x ∈ S are proposed with a pro-
posal distribution J(·|x) that is independent of x, i.e. J(dy|x) = Ĵ(dy) ∈
P(S). Let f(y) be the probability density of Ĵ(dy). With this choice of
proposal distribution, the density a(x, y) of the acceptance part in the MH
transition kernel K(x, dy) simplifies to

a(x, y) = min

{

1,
π(y)f(x)

π(x)f(y)

}

f(y).

We consider target and proposal distributions with densities of the form

π(x) ∝ e−η|x|α and f(y) ∝ e−γ|y|β ,

respectively, with η, γ, α, β > 0. In Theorem 3.1 we prove an LDP for the
IMH sampler for certain values of these hyperparameters.

We consider a target π and proposal f on these forms in order to facilitate
comparison with the results presented in [MT96]. Therein, Mengersen and
Tweedie show that the Markov chain generated through the algorithm is
uniformly ergodic, and hence geometrically ergodic, if the proposal density
is bounded below by a multiple of the target; otherwise even geometric
ergodicity fails. In Proposition 3.1, we characterise the conditions on the
parameters η, γ, α, β that are necessary and sufficient for the existence of a
Lyapunov function U satisfying Property (b) of (A.3). It turns out that these
conditions correspond to the cases where the target density π has lighter tails
than the proposal density f , i.e., precisely the cases where the IMH chain is
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uniformly ergodic. The LDP in Theorem 3.1 is a direct corollary of Theorem
2.1 combined with Proposition 3.1.

Theorem 3.1. Consider a target density π(x) ∝ e−η|x|α and the indepen-

dent proposal density f(y) ∝ e−γ|y|β in the Independent Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm. Suppose that either of the following holds:

i) α = β and η > γ,
ii) α ≥ β.

Then, the empirical measures of the associated Metropolis-Hastings chain
satisfies an LDP with speed n and rate function I given by (2.10).

Proposition 3.1. Consider the target density π(x) ∝ e−η|x|α and the in-

dependent proposal density f(y) ∝ e−γ|y|β in the Independent Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm. Assumption (A.3) is satisfied if and only if either of
the following holds:

i) α = β and η > γ,
ii) α ≥ β.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Start by considering Property (b) in Assumption (A.3).
By Lemma 2.1, this property is equivalent to satisfying both (2.12) and
(2.13).

In the IMH case, limit (2.12) can be rewritten as

(3.1) lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

min

{

1,
π(y)f(x)

π(x)f(y)

}

f(y)dy = 1.

With our choice of π and f we have the following pointwise convergence:

lim
|x|→∞

π(y)f(x)

π(x)f(y)
= e−η|y|α+γ|y|β lim

|x|→∞
eη|x|

α−γ|x|β

=











0 if α < β, or α = β and η < γ,

1 if α = β and η = γ,

+∞ if α > β, or α = β and η > γ,

and therefore

lim
|x|→∞

min

{

1,
π(y)f(x)

π(x)f(y)

}

=

{

0 if α < β, or α = β and η < γ,

1 if α = β and η ≥ γ, orα > β.

Because f is, by definition, a probability density, by dominated convergence
the limit in (3.1), and therefore the first condition (2.12) in Lemma 2.1), is
satisfied if and only if

lim
|x|→∞

min

{

1,
π(y)f(x)

π(x)f(y)

}

= 1,

i.e. if and only if α = β and η ≥ γ, or α > β.
We will now show that by choosing U(x) = γ

2 |x|β , the limit (2.13) in
Lemma 2.1 is satisfied for any choice of η, γ, α, β > 0. Therefore, using the
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above results related to verifying the limit (2.12), we have that Property (b)
in Assumption (A.3) is satisfied if and only if α = β and η ≥ γ, or α > β.

Let C ∈ R such that f(y) = Ce−γ|x|β . If U(x) = γ
2 |x|β , the limit in (2.13)

becomes

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

e
γ
2
|y|β− γ

2
|x|β min

{

1,
π(y)f(x)

π(x)f(y)

}

f(y)dy

≤ lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

e
γ
2
|y|β− γ

2
|x|β · 1 · Ce−γ|y|βdy

= C

∫

S

e−
γ
2
|y|βdy lim

|x|→∞
e−

γ
2
|x|β = 0.

Thus, U(x) = γ
2 |x|β satisfies Property (b) in Assumption (A.3).

We proceed by showing that this choice of U(x) also satisfies Property (a).

Because a(x, y) ≤ f(y) = Ce−γ|x|β and r(x) ≤ 1,

inf
x∈S

FU (x) = inf
x∈S

{

− log

(
∫

S

e
γ
2
|y|β− γ

2
|x|βa(x, y)dy + r(x)

)}

≥ − sup
x∈S

{

log

(
∫

S

e
γ
2
|y|β− γ

2
|x|β · Ce−γ|y|βdy + 1

)}

= − log

(

C

∫

S

e−
γ
2
|y|βdy · sup

x∈S
e−

γ
2
|x|β + 1

)

= − log

(

C

∫

S

e−
γ
2
|y|βdy · 1 + 1

)

> −∞.

Thus, U(x) = γ
2 |x|β satisfies Property (a) in Assumption (A.3).

Lastly, since U(x) = γ
2 |x|β is continuous, it is bounded on every compact

set, hence it also satisfies Property (c) in (A.3). This completes the proof. �

4. Metropolis-adjusted Langevin algorithm

In this section we consider the Metropolis-adjusted Langevin algorithm
(MALA) [Bes94; RT96a], which is characterised by the following proposal
density

J(y|x) = C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣
y − x− ε

2
∇ log π(x)

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

This proposal is obtained by a discretisation with step size ε > 0 of the
continuous-time Langevin process X = {Xt}t≥0 in R

d, defined by

dXt =
1

2
∇ log π(Xt)dt+ dBt,

where Bt denotes the standard d-dimensional Brownian motion.
The aim of the section is to prove necessary and sufficient conditions

for the existence of a Lyapunov function U(x) satisfying Assumption (A.3)
when the target density is

(4.1) π(x) ∝ e−γ|x|β ,
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with β > 0. In this case the corresponding MALA proposal density is given
by

(4.2) J(y|x) = C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

Such necessary and sufficient conditions are obtained in Proposition 4.1.
Similar to the results for IMH in Section 3, combined with the large deviation
result in [MN24], Proposition 4.1 yields the following LDP for the empirical
measure of the MH chain with MALA proposal.

Theorem 4.1. Consider a target density π(x) ∝ e−γ|x|β and let J(y|x) be
the corresponding MALA proposal density with discretization step ε,

J(y|x) ∝ exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

Suppose that either of the following holds,

i) β = 2 and εγ < 2,
ii) 1 < β < 2.

Then, the empirical measures of the associated Metropolis-Hastings chain
satisfy an LDP with speed n and rate function I given by (2.10).

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is an immediate consequence of combining
Theorem 2.1 with the following result, the proof of which is the main focus
of this section.

Proposition 4.1. Let the target density be π(x) ∝ e−γ|x|β and let J(y|x) be
the corresponding MALA proposal density (4.2) with discretisation step ε.
Assumption (A.3) is satisfied if and only if either of the following holds:

i) β = 2 and εγ < 2,
ii) 1 < β < 2.

We split the proof of Proposition 4.1 into a series of Lemmas, considering
different ranges of the parameter values.

Before embarking on the proof, we compare the results of Proposition 4.1
to the analysis of the MALA algorithm in [RT96a]. Therein, Roberts and
Tweedie analyse one-dimensional target distributions π ∈ P(R) with density

π(x) ∝ e−γ|x|β , |x| > |x0|,
for some x0 ∈ R, γ > 0 and β > 0. Thus, in the case of d = 1, the tail
behaviour is the same as in Proposition 4.1. The result of their analysis
states that the MALA Markov chain is geometrically ergodic when 1 <
β < 2, and when β = 2 and εγ < 2. These are precisely the cases in
Proposition 4.1 for which a Lyapunov function exists, and therefore the LDP
in Theorem 4.1 holds. In [RT96a] it is also shown that the Markov chain
associated with MALA, with the given forms of π and J , is not geometrically
ergodic when β ∈ (0, 1), β > 2 or β = 2 and εγ ≥ 2. For the same
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values of parameters β, γ and ε, Proposition 4.1 states that there does not
exist a function U satisfying Assumption (A.3). For the remaining case,
β = 1, Roberts and Tweedie cite an argument by Meyn and Tweedie [MT09]
showing that the resulting Markov chain is geometrically ergodic for positive
x. However, we show here that when β = 1 there cannot exist a function U
as in Assumption (A.3).

Results similar to those of [RT96a] can be obtained also for arbitrary
dimensions d ∈ N by applying the results from [RZ23], where Roy and
Zhang provide sufficient conditions for geometric ergodicity of Markov chains
arising from MALA. If we apply their results (Theorem 1 in [RZ23]) to the
setting of Proposition 4.1, we obtain that if the conditions i) and ii) are
satisfied, then the MALA chain is geometrically ergodic. In addition, by
the same theorem, when β = 1, if the product

√
εγ is sufficiently large, the

sufficient conditions for geometric ergodicity hold. Consistent with the one-
dimensional case, this is an example where the MALA chain is geometrically
ergodic, but Assumption (A.3) is not satisfied. Moreover, in the same paper
necessary conditions for geometrical ergodicity are also derived. Using such
results (Theorem 4 in [RZ23]) we establish that if β > 2, or β = 2 and
εγ > 2 (cases where Assumption (A.3) does not hold) the MALA chain is
not geometrically ergodic.

Throughout this section we will use the following quantities repeatedly:
for x, t ∈ S, let

(4.3) y(x, t) = t+ x− εγβ

2
|x|β−2x,

and

g(x, t) =− γ

(

1− β

2

)

(|y(x, t)|β − |x|β)

− ε

8
(γβ)2

(

|y(x, t)|2β−2 − |x|2β−2
)

− γβ

2

(

|y(x, t)|β−2 − |x|β−2
)

〈x, y(x, t)〉.

(4.4)

With this definition for y(x, t), we have

(4.5) 〈x, y(x, t)〉 = |x|2 − εγβ

2
|x|β + 〈t, x〉.

We take the first step towards a proof of Proposition 4.1 by deriving,
in Lemma 4.1, a condition on g(x, t) that is equivalent to the necessary
condition (2.12) in Lemma 2.1. Next, we analyse conditions (2.12) and
(2.13), the former via Lemma 4.1, for different ranges of the parameters β, γ
and ε. In Lemmas 4.2-4.3 we show that for β ∈ (0, 1], condition (2.12) holds
but there does not exist a function U satisfying (2.13). Next, in Lemmas
4.4-4.5 we consider the necessary condition (2.12) for β ∈ (1, 2) and β = 2,
respectively. In Lemma 4.6, for β ∈ (1, 2] and γ, ε such that (2.12) holds,
we construct a Lyapunov function U satisfying Assumption (A.3). Lastly,
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in Lemma 4.5, we show that for β > 2, even the condtion (2.12) related to
the MH kernel is violated and there cannot exist such a Lyapunov function.
Proposition 4.1 is an immediate consequence of the combination of these
lemmas.

Lemma 4.1. The necessary condition (2.12) in Lemma 2.1 is satisfied if
and only if, for almost all t ∈ R

d,

(4.6) lim inf
|x|→∞

g(x, t) ≥ 0.

Proof. Given the choice of target (4.1) and the corresponding MALA pro-
posal (4.2), the density (2.8) of the acceptance part of the Markov transition
kernel K(x, dy) becomes

a(x, y) = min

{

1, exp

{

− γ(|y|β − |x|β)

− 1

2ε

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

x− y +
εγβ

2
|y|β−2y

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

−
∣

∣

∣

∣

y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
)}}

× C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

The term coming from the ratio J(x|y)/J(y|x) can be rewritten as

∣

∣

∣

∣

x− y +
εγβ

2
|y|β−2y

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

−
∣

∣

∣

∣

y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

= |x− y|2 +
(

εγβ

2

)2

|y|2β−2 + εγβ|y|β−2(〈x, y〉 − |y|2)

− |y − x|2 −
(

εγβ

2

)2

|x|2β−2 − εγβ|x|β−2(〈x, y〉 − |x|2)

=

(

εγβ

2

)2
(

|y|2β−2 − |x|2β−2
)

− εγβ
(

|y|β − |x|β
)

+ εγβ
(

|y|β−2 − |x|β−2
)

〈x, y〉.
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Thus,

a(x, y) = min

{

1, exp

{

− γ

(

1− β

2

)

(|y|β − |x|β)

− ε

8
(γβ)2

(

|y|2β−2 − |x|2β−2
)

− γβ

2

(

|y|β−2 − |x|β−2
)

〈x, y〉
}}

× C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

Applying the change of variables

t = y − x+
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x,

we obtain
∫

S

a(x, y)dy =

∫

S

min

{

1, exp

{

− γ

(

1− β

2

)

(|y(x, t)|β − |x|β)

− ε

8
(γβ)2

(

|y(x, t)|2β−2 − |x|2β−2
)

− γβ

2

(

|y(x, t)|β−2 − |x|β−2
)

〈x, y(x, t)〉
}}

Ĵ(t)dt,

=

∫

S

min {1, exp {g(x, t)}} Ĵ(t)dt

(4.7)

where y(x, t) is given by (4.3), and Ĵ(t) = C exp
{

− 1
2ε |t|2

}

is a probabil-
ity density. By dominated convergence, the necessary condition (2.12) is
satisfied if and only if

lim
|x|→∞

min {1, exp {g(x, t)}} = 1,

which is equivalent to (4.6). �

To study the limit of g(x, t), as |x| → ∞, for different values of β, we
analyse the behaviour of |y(x, t)|α − |x|α as |x| → ∞ with α = β, 2β − 2,
and β−2. For this purpose, observe that, from the definition (4.3) of y(x, t),

|y(x, t)|2 = |t|2 +
(

1− εγβ

2
|x|β−2

)2

|x|2 + 2

(

1− εγβ

2
|x|β−2

)

〈t, x〉

= |x|2
(

1− εγβ|x|β−2 +

(

εγβ

2

)2

|x|2(β−2)

+
|t|2
|x|2 + 2

〈

t

|x| ,
x

|x|

〉

− εγβ|x|β−3

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉

)

.

(4.8)
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It will also be useful to consider the Taylor expansion

(4.9) (1 + s)α = 1 + αs+ o(s),

for |s| < 1.

Lemma 4.2. Let 0 < β < 1. Then,

(4.10) lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy = 1.

However, there does not exist a function U : Rd → [0,+∞) such that

(4.11) lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy = 0.

Proof. We will use Lemma 4.1 to show (4.10). For 0 < β < 1, as |x| → ∞,
(4.8) behaves as

|y(x, t)|2 = |x|2
(

1 + 2

〈

t

|x| ,
x

|x|

〉

+ o(|x|−1)

)

.

Using the Taylor expansion (4.9) with s = 2〈t, x〉/|x|2 + o(|x|−1), then for
α = β/2 we obtain

|y(x, t)|β = |x|β
(

1 + β

〈

t

|x| ,
x

|x|

〉

+ o(|x|−1)

)

,

and for α = (β − 2)/2,

|y(x, t)|β−2 = |x|β−2

(

1 + (β − 2)

〈

t

|x| ,
x

|x|

〉

+ o(|x|−1)

)

.

Note that the term − ε
8(γβ)

2
(

|y(x, t)|2β−2 − |x|2β−2
)

in (4.4) is negligible as
|x| → ∞ for the values of β considered here. Recalling the inner product
(4.5), the limit (4.6) in Lemma 4.1 becomes

lim inf
|x|→∞

[

− γ

(

1− β

2

)

(|y(x, t)|β − |x|β)− γβ

2

(

|y(x, t)|β−2 − |x|β−2
)

〈x, y(x, t)〉
]

= lim
|x|→∞

[

− γ

(

1− β

2

)(

β|x|β−1

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)

− γβ

2

(

(β − 2)|x|β−3

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)(

|x|2 − εγβ

2
|x|β + 〈t, x〉

)

]

= lim
|x|→∞

[

ε

(

γβ

2

)2

(β − 2)|x|2β−3

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉

− γβ

2
(β − 2)|x|β−2

(〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)2
]

= 0

Thus, lim|x|→∞ g(x, t) ≥ 0 for almost all t ∈ R
d, and by Lemma 4.1 we have

lim|x|→∞

∫

S
a(x, y)dy = 1.
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We now proceed by proving by contradiction that a Lyapunov function
U that satisfies (4.11) cannot exist. Assume that U : S → [0,∞) satisfies
(4.11). By applying the change of variable w = y − x this is equivalent to

0 = lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

eU(x+w)−U(x)a(x, x+w)dw

= lim
|x|→∞

e−U(x)

∫

S

eU(x+w)̟(x, x+ w)J(x+ w|x)dw,
(4.12)

where

J(x+ w|x) = C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

w +
εγβ

2
|x|β−2x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

= C exp

{

−|w|2
2ε

− γβ

2
|x|β−1

〈

w,
x

|x|

〉

− εγ2β2

8
|x|2β−2

}

.

Note that for a fixed w ∈ S, as |x| → ∞,

(4.13) lim
|x|→∞

J(x+ w|x) = Ce−
|w|2

2ε .

Fix a direction v ∈ S, with |v| = 1, and let x = ρv. Then, if (4.12) holds,
we have

(4.14) lim
ρ→+∞

e−U(ρv)

∫

S

eU(ρv+w)̟(ρv, ρv +w)J(ρv + w|ρv)dw = 0.

The following type of construction, and calculations following it, will
be used multiple times in the paper. Define the terms in the sequence
{Un}n∈N ⊂ [0,∞) according to

Un = inf
ρ≥n

U(ρv).

For a fixed ε > 0, for every n ∈ N there exists ρn ≥ n such that

(4.15) 0 ≤ U(ρnv) < Un + ε.

We define a sequence {ρn}n∈N ⊂ [1,∞) with terms ρn that satisfy (4.15) for
each n. By construction, limn→∞ ρn = +∞, therefore (4.14) implies

(4.16) lim
n→∞

e−U(ρnv)

∫

S

eU(ρnv+w)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw = 0.

Define the set

(4.17) H = {w : 〈w, v〉 ≥ 0} ⊂ S.

Observe that if w ∈ H, then for each n,

|ρnv + w| =
√

ρ2n + |w|2 + 2ρn〈w, v〉 ≥ |ρn| ≥ n

and therefore, from the definition of Un,

(4.18) U(ρnv + w) ≥ Un.
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Recall that ̟(x, y) ≤ 1 for all x, y ∈ S. Then

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw ≤
∫

H

J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw.(4.19)

By dominated convergence and (4.13),

lim
n→∞

∫

H

J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw =

∫

H

lim
n→∞

J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

=

∫

H

Ce−
|w|2

2ε dw =
1

2
.

(4.20)

Equations (4.19) and (4.20) combined imply

lim
n→∞

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv +w|ρnv)dw ≤ 1

2
.

In the other direction, using that lim|x|→∞

∫

S
a(x, y)dy = 1 (shown above),

we obtain the asymptotic lower bound

lim
n→∞

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv +w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

= 1− lim
n→∞

∫

S\H
̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

≥ 1− lim
n→∞

∫

S\H
J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

= 1−
∫

S\H
lim
n→∞

J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

= 1−
∫

S\H
Ce−

|w|2

2ε dw.

From (4.20) and symmetry of the standard d-dimensional Guassian distrbu-
tion, we have

∫

S\H
Ce−

|w|2

2ε dw =

∫

H

Ce−
|w|2

2ε dw =
1

2

This proves that

(4.21) lim
n→∞

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv +w|ρnv)dw =
1

2
.



22 F. MILINANNI AND P. NYQUIST

Thus, from (4.15), (4.18) and (4.21), we obtain

lim
n→∞

∫

S

eU(ρnv+w)−U(ρnv)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−ε

∫

S

eU(ρnv+w)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−ε

∫

H

eU(ρnv+w)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv +w|ρnv)dw

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−εeUn

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

= e−ε lim
n→∞

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv +w|ρnv)dw

=
e−ε

2
> 0.

This contradicts (4.16), and using Lemma 2.1 we conclude that a Lyapunov
function U satisfying (4.11) cannot exist. �

Lemma 4.3. Let β = 1. Then,

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy = 1.

However, there does not exist a function U : Rd → [0,+∞) such that

(4.22) lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy = 0.

Proof. When β = 1, g(x, t), as defined in (4.4), becomes

(4.23) g(x, t) = −γ

2
(|y(x, t)| − |x|)− γ

2

(

|y(x, t)|−1 − |x|−1
)

〈x, y(x, t)〉.

Moreover, from (4.8), as |x| → ∞ and with β = 1, |y(x, t)|2 behaves as

|y(x, t)|2 = |x|2
(

1 + |x|−1

(

−εγ + 2

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)

+ o(|x|−1)

)

.

Using the Taylor expansion (4.9) with s = |x|−1 (−εγ + 2〈t, x〉/|x|)+o(|x|−1),
for α = 1/2 we have

|y(x, t)| = |x|
(

1 +
1

2
|x|−1

(

−εγ + 2

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)

+ o(|x|−1)

)

,

and for α = −1/2,

|y(x, t)|−1 = |x|−1

(

1− 1

2
|x|−1

(

−εγ + 2

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)

+ o(|x|−1)

)

.
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Moreover, recalling the inner product (4.5), the limit in (4.6) becomes

lim inf
|x|→∞

[

− γ

2

(

−εγ

2
+

〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)

− γ

2
|x|−2

(

εγ

2
−
〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)

(

|x|2 + 〈t, x〉 − εγ

2
|x|
)

]

= lim
|x|→∞

γ

2
|x|−1

(

εγ

2
−
〈

t,
x

|x|

〉)2

= 0.

By Lemma 4.1, this implies that lim|x|→∞

∫

S
a(x, y)dy = 1.

To show that there cannot exist a function U satisfying (4.22), we now
follow the same strategy as in Lemma 4.2. Suppose that there is such a
function. With the change of variable w = y−x, the proposal density takes
the form

J(x+ w|x) = C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

w +
εγ

2

x

|x|

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

Because the proposal depends on x/|x|, fix a direction v ∈ S, with |v| = 1
and consider x = ρv, ρ ∈ R. Then,

lim
ρ→∞

J(ρv + w|ρv) = C exp

{

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣
w +

εγ

2
v
∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

Similar to Lemma 4.2, define the sequence {Un}n∈N according to

Un = inf
ρ≥n

U(ρv).

For a fixed ε > 0, we can extract a sequence {ρn}n∈N such that ρn ≥ n and

0 ≤ U(ρnv) < Un + ε.

Then ρn → +∞ as n → ∞, and by the assumption on U ,

(4.24) lim
n→∞

e−U(ρnv)

∫

S

eρnv+w̟(ρnv,̟nv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw = 0,

with ̟ and J associated with the MALA density with β = 1. With H
defined as in (4.17), an argument analogous to that used in Lemma 4.2, for
a fixed direction v, we have

lim
n→∞

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw = c

for some 0 < c < 1; the difference compared to Lemma 4.2 is that the limit
of J is no longer the density of a centred Gaussian distribution, why the
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mass on H is not 1/2 but rather some c ∈ (0, 1). It follows that

lim
n→∞

∫

S

eU(ρnv+w)−U(ρnv)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−ε

∫

S

eU(ρnv+w)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−ε

∫

H

eU(ρnv+w)̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv +w|ρnv)dw

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−εeUn

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv + w|ρnv)dw

= e−ε lim
n→∞

∫

H

̟(ρnv, ρnv + w)J(ρnv +w|ρnv)dw

= ce−ε.

Since ce−ε > 0, this contradicts the assumption that U satisfies (4.24). By
extension, U cannot satisfy (4.22), which completes the proof.

�

Lemma 4.4. Let 1 < β < 2. Then,

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy = 1.

Proof. To prove the claim we will once again rely on Lemma 4.1. From the
definition of y(x, t) and (4.8), when 1 < β < 2 and as |x| → ∞,

|y(x, t)|2 = |x|2
(

1− εγβ|x|β−2 + o
(

|x|β−2
))

.

Using the Taylor expansion (4.9) with s = −εγβ|x|β−2 + o
(

|x|β−2
)

, we
obtain that for α = β/2,

|y(x, t)|β = |x|β
(

1− εγβ2

2
|x|β−2 + o

(

|x|β−2
)

)

,

and for α = (β − 2)/2,

|y(x, t)|β−2 = |x|β−2

(

1− εγβ(β − 2)

2
|x|β−2 + o

(

|x|β−2
)

)

.

Using (4.5) for the inner product 〈x, y(x, t)〉, g(x, t) becomes

g(x, t) = −γ

(

1− β

2

)

(|y(x, t)|β − |x|β)− γβ

2

(

|y(x, t)|β−2 − |x|β−2
)

〈x, y(x, t)〉

= −γ

(

1− β

2

)(

−εγβ2

2
|x|2β−2

)

− γβ

2

(

−εγβ(β − 2)

2
|x|2β−4

)(

|x|2 − εγβ

2
|x|β + 〈t, x〉

)

= −ε2
(

γβ

2

)3

(β − 2)|x|3β−4 + ε

(

γβ

2

)2

(β − 2)|x|2β−4〈t, x〉.
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Note that

−ε2
(

γβ

2

)3

(β − 2)|x|3β−4 ≥ 0,

and

lim
|x|→∞

ε

(

γβ

2

)2

(β − 2)|x|2β−4〈t, x〉,

for all t ∈ R
d. As a consequence, lim inf |x|→∞ g(x, t) ≥ 0, and by Lemma 4.1

we obtain the desired limit. �

Lemma 4.5. Let β = 2. Then,

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy = 1

if and only if εγ < 2.

Proof. When β = 2, |y(x, t)|2 becomes (see (4.8))

|y(x, t)|2 = |x|2
(

1− 2εγ + (εγ)2 +
|t|2
|x|2 + 2(1− εγ)

〈

t

|x| ,
x

|x|

〉)

.

If we restrict to the two cases εγ < 2 and εγ > 2, the limit of g(x, t), as
defined in (4.4), simplifies to

lim
|x|→∞

−ε

2
γ2(|y(x, t)|2 − |x|2) = −ε2γ3

2
(εγ − 2) lim

|x|→∞
|x|2

=

{

+∞, if εγ < 2,

−∞, if εγ > 2.

Thus, when β = 2 and εγ < 2, (4.6) holds and, by Lemma 4.1,

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy = 1.

On the other hand, when β = 2 and εγ > 2, the limit in (4.6) is negative,
and the claim again follows from Lemma 4.1.

It remains to consider the case β = 2 and εγ = 2. With these parameter
values,

|y(x, t)|2 − |x|2 = |t|2 − 2〈t, x〉,
and the sign of lim|x|→∞− ε

2γ
2(|y(x, t)|2 − |x|2) depends on the direction

x/|x|. Take a direction v ∈ R
d with |v| = 1, set x = ρv with ρ ≥ 0, and

consider the limit in the direction v. Let H−
v and H+

v be the half-spaces of
R
d defined as H−

v = {t : 〈t, v〉 < 0} and H+
v = {t : 〈t, v〉 > 0}. Then,

lim
ρ→+∞

−ε

2
γ2(|y(ρv, t)|2−|ρv|2) = lim

ρ→∞
−ε

2
γ2(|t|2−2ρ〈t, v〉) =

{

−∞ if t ∈ H−
v ,

+∞ if t ∈ H+
v .
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Recall the expression (4.7) for
∫

S
a(x, y)dy and observe that

∫

H−
v
Ĵ(t)dt =

∫

H+
v
Ĵ(t)dt = 1/2. Combined, for the choice x = ρv, this yields

lim
ρ→∞

∫

S

a(ρv, y)dy = lim
ρ→∞

∫

S

min {1, exp {g(ρv, t)}} Ĵ(t)dt

= lim
ρ→∞

[

∫

H−
v

min {1, exp {g(ρv, t)}} Ĵ(t)dt

+

∫

H+
v

min {1, exp {g(ρv, t)}} Ĵ(t)dt
]

=
1

2
· 0 + 1

2
· 1 =

1

2
.

This limit is independent of the direction v and it follows that

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy =
1

2
6= 1.

We thus conclude that the limit does not hold when β = 2 and εγ = 2,
which completes the proof. �

We now prove the positive part of Proposition 4.1: that a Lyapunov
function satisfying the desired properties exists when either β ∈ (1, 2) or
β = 2 and εγ < 2.

Lemma 4.6. If β = 2 and εγ < 2, or 1 < β < 2 there exists a function
U : Rd → [0,+∞) that satisfies Assumption (A.3).

Proof. We will show that the specific choice U(x) = |x|2

4ε satisfies Assump-
tion (A.3) for the given ranges of β, ε, γ.

First, we note that by continuity U(x) satisfies Property (c).
Next, we prove that Property (b) holds for this choice of U . By Lemma 2.1,

this property is equivalent to the limits (2.12) and (2.13), the first of which
was shown to hold for the parameter values considered here in Lemmas 4.4-
4.5. It therefore remains to show that this choice of U also satisfies (2.13).

Because a(x, y) ≤ J(y|x),

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy ≤
∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)J(y|x)dy.

= C

∫

S

exp

{

|y|2
4ε

− |x|2
4ε

− 1

2ε

∣

∣

∣

∣

y −
(

1− εγβ

2
|x|β−2

)

x

∣

∣

∣

∣

2
}

dy

= C exp

{

−|x|2
4ε

− 1

2ε

(

1− εγβ

2
|x|β−2

)2

|x|2
}

×
∫

S

exp

{

−|y|2
4ε

+
1

ε

(

1− εγβ

2
|x|β−2

)

〈y, x〉
}

dy.
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Consider the integral in the previous display,
∫

S

exp

{

−|y|2
4ε

+
1

ε

(

1− εγβ

2
|x|β−2

)

〈y, x〉
}

dy.

This integral is finite for every x ∈ S and behaves as O(e|x|) as |x| → ∞.
Therefore,

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy ≤ 0,

and, because the left hand side is always non-negative, the limit (2.13) fol-
lows.

We finish the proof by showing that Property (a) holds for U = |x|2/4ε.
Recalling (2.15), we can rewrite Property (a) as

inf
x∈S

− log

(
∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy + r(x)

)

> −∞.

This is equivalent to

(4.25) sup
x∈S

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy + r(x) < +∞.

Because (2.13) holds and r(x) ∈ [0, 1] for all x ∈ R
d, we have

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

eU(y)−U(x)a(x, y)dy + r(x) < +∞.

Moreover, because a(x, y), U(x) and r(x) are continuous functions, (4.25)
must hold. This proves Property (a) in Assumption (A.3), which in turn
completes the proof. �

We now move to the last step towards proving Proposition 4.1: showing
that for β > 2, Assumption (A.3) cannot hold, as the necessary condition
(2.12) from Lemma 2.1 is violated when β > 2.

Lemma 4.7. Let β > 2. Then,

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

a(x, y)dy < 1.

Proof. If β > 2, as |x| → ∞ the leading term in g(x, t) is

−ε

8
(γβ)2

(

|y(x, t)|2β−2 − |x|2β−2
)

.

Moreover, from (4.8) we see that, as |x| → ∞,

|y(x, t)|2 =

(

εγβ

2

)2

|x|2β−2 + o
(

|x|2β−2
)

.

This implies that |x|2β−2 = o
(

|y(x, t)|2β−2
)

. Consequently, the liminf in
(4.6) becomes

lim inf
|x|→∞

g(x, t) = lim inf
|x|→∞

(

−ε

8
(γβ)2|y(x, t)|2β−2

)

= −∞.
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By Lemma 4.1 we obtain that
∫

S
a(x, y)dy 6= 1. From the definition of

a(x, y) as a transition kernel, it cannot hold that
∫

S
a(x, y)dy > 1. This

completes the proof. �

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Lemmas 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 show that Assumption (A.3)
is satisfied if β = 2 and εγ < 2, or 1 < β < 2.

In all other cases, at least one of the two conditions (2.12) or (2.13)
is not satisfied, as shown in Lemmas 4.2, 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7. It follows by
Lemma 2.1 that there cannot exists a U that satisfies Property (b), and
therefore Assumption (A.3) does not hold for these choices of β, ε, γ. �

5. Random Walk Metropolis algorithm

The final example of an explicit Metropolis-Hastings algorithm considered
in this paper is the Random Walk Metropolis (RWM) algorithm; see, e.g.,
[RC04; MT96; Rob03] and references therein. The RWM is characterized
by proposal densities J(y|x) of the form

J(y|x) = Ĵ(y − x) = Ĵ(x− y),

where, with an abuse of notation, Ĵ(t) = Ĵ(−t) is the density of some

probability distribution in Ĵ(·) ∈ P(S). The proposal density is therefore
symmetric, i.e. J(y|x) = J(x|y), and the Hastings ratio (2.6) simplifies to

̟(x, y) = min

{

1,
π(y)

π(x)

}

.

With the following proposition we show that Assumption (A.3) cannot
be fulfilled when employing the RWM proposal.

Proposition 5.1. Let

(5.1) J(y|x) = Ĵ(y − x) = Ĵ(x− y)

be the proposal density in the Random Walk Metropolis algorithm. There
exists no function U : S → [0,∞) that satisfies Assumption (A.3).

Proposition 5.1 can be related to Theorem 3.1 in [MT96], which states
that the Markov chain generated via the RWM algorithm with a proposal
distribution of the form under consideration is not uniformly ergodic for any
π. However, in the same paper, Mengersen and Tweedie show that imposing
additional assumptions on the target leads to the associated MH chain being
geometrically ergodic. As we discuss in Section 6, we suspect that if the chain
is geometrically ergodic then an LDP does hold. This is not in conflict with
the result of Proposition 5.1, according to which Assumption (A.3) is not
satisfied for any U , even when specific tail decays are imposed.

Proof. When the proposal density J(y|x) is of random walk type (5.1), the
probability of accepting any proposal from state x ∈ S can be written as

∫

S

a(x, y)dy =

∫

S

̟(x, y)Ĵ(y − x)dy =

∫

S

̟(x, x+ t)Ĵ(t)dt,
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where we applied the change of variable y 7→ x+ t. Therefore, in the RWM
case, the two necessary conditions (2.12) and (2.13) for Property (b) of (A.3)
(see Lemma 2.1) can be expressed as

lim
|x|→∞

∫

S

̟(x, x+ t)Ĵ(t)dt = 1,(5.2)

and,

lim
|x|→∞

e−U(x)

∫

S

eU(x+t)̟(x, x+ t)Ĵ(t)dt = 0,(5.3)

respectively.
To show that Assumption (A.3) cannot be satisfied with the RWM tran-

sition kernel, we assume that the necessary condition (5.2) holds, and prove
that there cannot then also exist a function U : S → [0,∞) satisfying (5.3).

We now proceed in a manner analogous to the proofs of Lemmas 4.2
and 4.3. Consider a function U : S → [0,∞) and construct a sequence
{Un}n∈N ⊂ [0,∞) with terms

Un = inf
|y|≥n

U(y).

For a fixed ε > 0, for each n ∈ N, there exists xn ∈ S such that |xn| ≥ n
and

(5.4) Un ≤ U(xn) < Un + ε.

Let {xn} ⊂ S be such a sequence, i.e., |xn| ≥ n and (5.4) holds for xn. By
construction, limn→∞ |xn| = +∞, and if (5.3) holds then it also follows that

(5.5) lim
n→∞

e−U(xn)

∫

S

eU(xn+t)̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt = 0.

For each n, let
Hn = {t : 〈xn, t〉 ≥ 0} ⊂ S.

Observe that for t ∈ Hn,

|xn + t| =
√

|xn|2 + |t|2 + 2〈xn, t〉 ≥ |xn| ≥ n,

hence,

(5.6) U(xn + t) ≥ inf
|y|≥n

U(y) = Un.

Moreover, S \Hn = −H◦
n for all n, and since Ĵ is a symmetric measure (i.e.

Ĵ(B) = Ĵ(−B) for all measurable sets B) and Ĵ ≪ λ,

Ĵ(Hn) = Ĵ(H◦
n) = Ĵ(−H◦

n) = Ĵ(S \Hn).

Combining this with

Ĵ(Hn) + Ĵ(S \Hn) = Ĵ(S) = 1,

we obtain
∫

Hn

Ĵ(t)dt =
1

2
,
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which we use to determine

lim
n→∞

∫

Hn

̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt.

Because ̟(x, y) ≤ 1 for all x, y ∈ S, for any n ∈ N we have
∫

Hn

̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt ≤
∫

Hn

Ĵ(t)dt =
1

2
.

In the other direction, under the assumption that (5.2) holds, i.e.,

lim|x|→∞

∫

S
̟(x, x+ t)Ĵ(t) = 1, we have the asymptotic lower bound

lim
n→∞

∫

Hn

̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt = 1− lim
n→∞

∫

S\Hn

̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt

≥ 1− lim
n→∞

∫

S\Hn

Ĵ(t)dt = 1− 1

2
=

1

2
.

Combining the upper and lower bounds, if (5.2) holds we also have

(5.7) lim
n→∞

∫

Hn

̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt =
1

2
.

Using (5.4), (5.6) and (5.7) we can bound the term on the left-hand side
of (5.5) from below as follows:

lim
n→∞

e−U(xn)

∫

S

eU(xn+t)̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt

≥ lim
n→∞

e−U(xn)

∫

Hn

eU(xn+t)̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt

≥ lim
n→∞

e−Un−ε

∫

Hn

eUn̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt

= e−ε lim
n→∞

∫

Hn

̟(xn, xn + t)Ĵ(t)dt

=
e−ε

2
> 0.

This contradicts the necessary condition (5.3), which requires the limit to
be equal to 0. Therefore, (5.2) and (5.3) cannot both hold in this set-
ting. Using Lemma 2.1 we conclude that a Lyapunov function U satisfying
Assumption (A.3) cannot exist when the proposal distribution is of RWM
type. �

6. Large deviation principle for MH chains, Lyapunov condition

and geometric ergodicity: summary and open problems

In Sections 3-5, we considered different instances of the Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm and showed under what conditions Assumption (A.3) is satis-
fied. In the first two examples–IMH and MALA–we found a Lyapunov
function that satisfies (A.3) for certain values of the algorithms’ hyperpa-
rameters. However, for RWM we instead proved that a Lyapunov function
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as in (A.3) cannot exist for any combination of proposal and target dis-
tributions. Throughout Sections 3-5 we also compared our results on As-
sumption (A.3) to existing results on geometric ergodicity for the MH chains
corresponding to the three calsses of MCMC samplers. The conclusions are
summarised in Table 1.

Assumption
(A.3)

Geometric
ergodicity

IMH
α = β and η > γ, or α ≥ β ✓ ✓

otherwise ✗ ✗

MALA
d = 1

β = 2 and εγ < 2, or β ∈ (1, 2) ✓ ✓

β = 1, S = (0,+∞) ✗ ✓

β = 2 and εγ ≥ 2, or β ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (2,+∞) ✗ ✗

MALA
d ≥ 1

β = 2 and εγ < 2, or β ∈ (1, 2) ✓ ✓

β = 1,
√
εγ ≫ 0 ✗ ✓

β = 2 and εγ > 2, or β ∈ (2,+∞) ✗ ✗

RWM
tail decays as in [MT96] ✗ ✓

otherwise ✗ ✗

Table 1. Summary of the results from Sections 3-5, including existing
results on geometric ergodicity. For IMH, the target and proposal are
taken to be on the forms π(x) ∝ exp{−η|x|α} and f(x) ∝ exp{−γ|η|β},

respectively. For MALA, the target is on the form π(x) ∝ −γ|x|β,
and the MALA proposal becomes (4.2); here the results are split into
two cases, corresponding to the different results on geometric ergodicity
for d = 1, considered in [RT96a] (second row), and the more general
case analysed in [RZ23] (third row). For RWM the results refer to any
proposal of the form (5.1).

Assumption (A.3), in conjunction with (A.1) and (A.2), guarantees that
the empirical measure of the algorithm’s Markov chain satisfies an LDP with
speed and rate function described in Section 2.4. This combined with the
results of Sections 3-4 allow us to state Theorems 3.1 and 4.1, providing
LDPs for the empirical measures of IMH and MALA chains, respectively,
under certain conditions on their parameters. For the RWM, we emphasise
that the fact that Assumption (A.3) can never be satisfied does not imply
that an empirical measure LDP cannot hold for MH chains associated with
RWM dynamics. Rather, we believe that an LDP should exist for certain
choices of proposal and target, and that the three assumptions (A.1)-(A.3)
in this case are only sufficient, not necessary, for an LDP. This leads to the
following open problem.

Open problem. Let {Xi}i≥0 be a geometrically ergodic MH chain associ-
ated with RWM dynamics. Are there reasonable conditions on the target and
proposal distributions such that the empirical measures {Ln}n≥1 associated
with {Xi}i≥0 satisfy an LDP?.
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Note that, should such an LDP hold, the associated rate function does
not have to agree with that of Theorem 2.1. An analogous and informa-
tive example is that of reflected Brownian motion and related constrained
processes considered in [BD03]. Therein, Budhiraja and Dupuis consider
processes—both discrete-time Markov chains and diffusions—for which the
usual stability criterion assumed in order to obtain an LDP for the associ-
ated empirical measures (see p. 2 in [BD03], or the classical works [DV75b;
DV76]) does not hold. They still obtain an LDP, which highlights the fact
that the processes may wander out to ∞, and in turn this causes the em-
pirical measures to put some mass there. These results show that in order
to have an LDP, it is essential to take into account how many excursions
out to ∞ will take place for the underlying process; this is also reflected
in the corresponding rate function. There are also some analogies between
the setting considered in [BD03] and the “boundary case” of MALA defined
on (0,∞), where geometric ergodicity holds for β = 1 (see [RT96a]) but
Assumption (A.3) does not (see Table 1). Thus, techniques similar to those
of [BD03] adapted to the setting of MH chains may help in establishing an
LDP for this case.

Table 1 shows that for IMH and the bulk of MALA samplers, i.e., exclud-
ing the cases β = 1, conditions for geometric ergodicity coincide precisely
with those guaranteeing Assumption (A.3), and by extension the cases where
we have an affirmative answer to the question of whether or not an LDP
holds for the underlying empirical measures. Moreover, as the discussion
above hints at, there are reasons to believe that an LDP will hold also in
the cases where Assumption (A.3) is not satisfied but the MH chain is ge-
ometrically ergodic. One can extend this question—is there an LDP for
the empirical measures of a given MH chain—beyond the specific proposal
and target distributions considered in this paper. To this effect we pose the
following open problem, which contains the RWM one as a special case.

Open problem. Let {Xi}i≥0 be a geometrically ergodic MH chain. Is this
condition enough for the empirical measure {Ln}n≥1 associated with {Xi}i≥0

to satisfy an LDP? If not, are there other conditions that are sufficient whilst
also covering specific, or a large class, of MCMC samplers?

Implicit in the open problems above, in case there are affirmative answers,
is the statement that Property (b) is what makes Assumption (A.3) too
strict for some MH chains. To highlight this, we end this section with some
brief observations about Assumption (A.3) in the cases where geometric
ergodicity, i.e., the drift and minorization conditions (see Section 2.2), holds.
First, in this case Property (c) is a reasonable assumption on U , as e.g.,
continuity would be enough, and this holds for the standard functions used to
satisfy the drift condition. Second, Property (a) follows from the geometric
ergodicity, as we show in the following Proposition.

Proposition 6.1. Let {Xi}i≥0 be a geometrically ergodic Metropolis-Hasting
Markov chain, and let V : S → [1,+∞) be a Lyapunov function that satisfies
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the drift condition (2.4). Then Property (a) in Assumption (A.3) holds for
the Lyapunov function U = log V : S → [0,+∞).

Proof. As discussed in Section 2.2, the inequality (2.4) in the standard drift
condition for Markov chains is equivalent to (2.5), i.e., for some λ < 1, b < ∞
and a small set C ⊂ S,

(6.1) FU (x) ≥ − log
(

λ+ e−U(x)bI{x ∈ C}
)

,

with FU as in (2.11). Note that b in the drift condition (2.4) can be chosen
positive. Therefore, assume b > 0. For every x ∈ S, because U(x) ≥ 0,

λ+ be−U(x)I{x ∈ C} ≤ λ+ b < ∞.

Combining this with (6.1), we obtain

inf
x∈S

FU (x) ≥ − log (λ+ b) > −∞.

This completes the proof. �
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