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Abstract

Time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) samplers, includ-

ing deterministic scan Gibbs samplers and Metropolis within Gibbs samplers, are exten-

sively used for sampling from multi-dimensional distributions. We establish a multivariate

strong invariance principle (SIP) for Markov chains associated with these samplers. The

rate of this SIP essentially aligns with the tightest rate available for time homogeneous

Markov chains. The SIP implies the strong law of large numbers (SLLN) and the central

limit theorem (CLT), and plays an essential role in uncertainty assessments. Using the

SIP, we give conditions under which the multivariate batch means estimator for estimat-

ing the covariance matrix in the multivariate CLT is strongly consistent. Additionally, we

provide conditions for a multivariate fixed volume sequential termination rule, which is

associated with the concept of effective sample size (ESS), to be asymptotically valid. Our

uncertainty assessment tools are demonstrated through various numerical experiments.

1. Introduction

An MCMC algorithm simulates an irreducible Markov chain with the target distribution

serving as its stationary distribution. Expectations with respect to the target distribution
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are then estimated by sample averages. Deterministic-scan Gibbs samplers and Metropolis-

within-Gibbs samplers are time in-homogeneous MCMC algorithms characterized by transi-

tions that cyclically update each component in a multi-dimensional state space. We call such

samplers deterministic scan Gibbs type samplers. This type of “cyclic” time in-homogeneous

samplers are frequently used to study multi-dimensional distributions, which are commonly

seen in modern Bayesian studies (see e.g., the BUGS [Lunn et al., 2009] software package).

Oftentimes, one circumvents time-inhomogeneity by subsampling the underlying chain to

a homogeneous subchain. But outside some special circumstances, subsampling results in

a loss in efficiency [MacEachern and Berliner, 1994, Greenwood et al., 1996, 1998]. Indeed,

time in-homogeneous cyclic samplers are more efficient than their time homogeneous coun-

terparts in plenty of situations. For instance, a deterministic scan Gibbs sampler with two

components converges faster than its random scan counterpart [Qin and Jones, 2022]. More-

over, the former can outperform the latter in terms of asymptotic variance [Greenwood et al.,

1998, Qin, 2024+]. Despite the usefulness of in-homogeneous samplers, there is a lack of

strong approximation results and tools for uncertainty assessment associated with them.

We establish multivariate strong invariance principle (SIP) results for the sample averages

of time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chains. The SIP, also commonly referred to as strong

approximation, is a convergence result that is significantly stronger than the strong law of

large numbers (SLLN) and the central limit theorem (CLT). With the help of the SIP, we

prove the strong consistency of the batch means estimator for estimating the asymptotic

covariance matrix in the CLT. This in turn leads to an asymptotic valid termination rule for

the Monte Carlo simulation.

Let (X ,F) be a countably generated measurable space, and π be a probability measure

on (X ,F). Consider a time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chain {Xt}∞t=0 on the state space

(X ,F) with stationary distribution π. The chain can start from an arbitrary initial distri-

bution. Let f : X → Rd be a measurable function, where d is a positive integer, and let

θ = π(f) =
∫
X f(x)π(dx) be the quantity we want to estimate. Define the Monte Carlo

sample mean estimator as θ̂n = (
∑n

t=1 f(Xt)) /n, where n is the Monte Carlo sample size.

The SLLN holds, if with probability 1, θ̂n → θ as n → ∞. The uncertainty of Monte Carlo
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estimator can be assessed through the CLT. The multivariate CLT holds if

√
n(θ̂n − θ)

d−→ N (0,Σ), as n→ ∞, (1)

for some d × d positive definite matrix Σ, and Σ is called asymptotic covariance matrix. A

strong invariance principle (SIP) holds if on a suitable probability space, one can redefine

the sequence {Xt}∞t=0 (while preserving its law) together with {C(t)}∞t=1, where {C(t)}∞t=1 are

i.i.d. d dimensional standard normal random vectors, such that for almost all sample paths

ω, for n large enough,

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

t=1

(f(Xt(ω))− θ)− ΓB(n)(ω)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤M(ω)φ(n), (2)

where B(n) =
∑n

t=1 C(t),M is a finite random variable, Γ is a d×d constant matrix satisfying

ΓΓ⊤ = Σ, ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm, and the rate φ(n) is a non-negative increasing function

on N+ := {1, 2, . . . } with φ(n)/
√
n→ 0 as n→ ∞. The SIP ensures the SLLN and the CLT.

The SIP also plays a crucial role in uncertainty assessments.

There are a number of existing results that establish the SIP for time homogeneous

Markov chains. For stationary α-mixing processes, including polynomially ergodic stationary

Markov chains, Kuelbs and Philipp [1980] derived (2) with φ(n) = n1/2−λ for some unknown

λ > 0. Merlevède and Rio [2012] constructed univariate, i.e., d = 1, version of (2) with

φ(n) = n1/λ(log n)1/2−1/λ, λ ∈ [2, 3], for stationary α-mixing processes, under conditions

related to the quantile function and the rate of mixing. Under a 1-step minorization condition

and when d = 1, Jones et al. [2006] obtained explicit SIP rates for geometrically ergodic

Markov chains, and the result by Csáki and Csörgő [1995] forms the basis of their result. For

a rich class of time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chains, when the function f has a finite

2 + γ + γ∗ moment under the distribution π, and the chain is polynomially ergodic of order

larger than (1 + γ + (2 + γ)2/γ∗) for some γ > 0 and γ∗ > 0, we establish the SIP (2) with

φ(n) = nρ for ρ > max{1/(2 + γ), 1/4}. This rate essentially aligns with the tightest result

achieved for homogeneous Markov chains [Csáki and Csörgő, 1995].

We prove the SIP using a new regenerative construction suitable for cyclic time in-

homogeneous, especially Gibbs type, chains. This construction allows us to apply an existing

SIP result for a certain class of stationary dependent process [Liu and Lin, 2009]. Some of the
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techniques herein are adopted from the recent work of Banerjee and Vats [2022] who studied

homogeneous chains.

We provide tools for assessing the uncertainty of Monte Carlo estimators formed from

time in-homogeneous cyclic MCMC samplers. The uncertainty of Monte Carlo estimation

can be quantified by combining the CLT and a consistent estimator of the asymptotic covari-

ance matrix in the CLT. The batch means estimator is frequently employed for estimating the

asymptotic covariance matrix. The consistency of the batch means estimator can be estab-

lished through the SIP. This is demonstrated by Jones et al. [2006], Flegal and Jones [2010],

and Vats et al. [2019], who studied time homogeneous chains. For time in-homogeneous cyclic

Markov chains, we establish the strong consistency of the multivariate batch means estimator

through the SIP.

Determining the necessary sampling length for achieving a certain level of accuracy is

a fundamental question in MCMC. Given a stochastic simulation, Glynn and Whitt [1992]

studied a class of sequential termination rules that can be used to obtain confidence sets

with a fixed volume. Jones et al. [2006] applied these sequential termination rules to time

homogeneous Markov chains in a univariate setting. Vats et al. [2019] applied the rules to

a multivariate setting for time homogeneous Markov chains and connected the rules to the

concept of effective sample size (ESS). Utilizing the SIP, we study Vats et al.’s [2019] version

of the rule in the context of time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chains, and give conditions

for the rule to be asymptotically valid.

We apply our results for uncertainty assessment and termination rule to two numerical

examples. In each example, we show that a time in-homogeneous sampler is more efficient

than its natural homogeneous counterpart.

The rest of the paper is arranged as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the preliminary

background for our work. We present our main results in Section 3. These include an SLLN,

a CLT, and an SIP for time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chains, and tools for uncertainty

assessment based on them. Numerical experiments are provided in Section 4.
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2. Preliminaries

2.1 Time homogeneous Markov chains

A Markov chain with state space (X ,F) is time homogeneous if its transition law stays the

same for all t ∈ N+. Let K : X ×F → [0, 1] be the transition kernel of the chain. For a signed

measure µ and a measurable function f on (X ,F), with a slight abuse of notation, let µ(f) =
∫
X f(x)µ(dx). The kernel K can act on µ and f as follows: µK(A) =

∫
X K(x,A)µ(dx),

A ∈ F , Kf(x) =
∫
X f(y)K(x,dy), x ∈ X , provided that the integrals are well defined. Given

two measures µ and ν on (X ,F), define ‖µ(·)−ν(·)‖TV as the total variation distance between

µ and ν. Assume that the chain has a stationary distribution π, i.e., πK(·) = π(·).
Two transition kernels K and K ′ on (X ,F) can be multiplied through the formula

KK ′(x, ·) =
∫
X K(x,dy)K ′(y, ·). In particular, for t ∈ N+, K

t(x, ·) gives the conditional

distribution of the tth element of a chain associated with K assuming that the chain starts

from x. The transition kernel K is Harris ergodic if limt→∞ ‖Kt(x, ·) − π(·)‖TV = 0 for all

x ∈ X . Harris ergodicity is equivalent to the chain being φ-irreducible, aperiodic, and Har-

ris recurrent; it is also equivalent to limt→∞ ‖νKt(·) − π(·)‖TV = 0 for an arbitrary initial

distribution ν [Nummelin, 2004, Section 6.3]. Let ρ : X → [0,∞] be a function satisfying

π(ρ) <∞, and let η(t) be a non-negative decreasing function on N+ such that for all x ∈ X
and t ∈ N+,

‖Kt(x, ·) − π(·)‖TV ≤ ρ(x)η(t). (3)

The transition kernel K is polynomially ergodic of order q if it is Harris ergodic and (3) holds

with η(t) = t−q, where q is a positive real number. If the kernel is Harris ergodic, and (3)

holds with η(t) = ct for some c < 1, then the kernel is geometrically ergodic. The kernel

is at least polynomially ergodic of order q if it is either polynomially ergodic of order at

least q or geometrically ergodic. Polynomial ergodicity is usually established through a set of

drift and minorization conditions [see e.g., Fort and Moulines, 2003, Theorem 1 and Section

1.2], and geometric ergodicity can be established by a slightly stronger version of drift and

minorization conditions [see e.g., Roberts and Rosenthal, 2004].
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2.2 Time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chains

Let π be a probability measure on space (X ,F). Consider k transition kernels {Ki}ki=1,

where at least two of them are distinct. Assume that leave the distribution π invariant,

i.e., πKi(·) = π(·), for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. A time in-homogeneous k-cyclic MCMC sampler

applies the k transition kernels cyclically, i.e., its transition kernel at time kj + i− 1 is Ki,

i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, j ∈ N := {0, 1, 2, . . . }. Let {Xt}∞t=0 be a Markov chain associated with the time

in-homogeneous k-cyclic MCMC sampler, so that P (Xkj+i ∈ A | Xkj+i−1 = x) = Ki(x,A)

for x ∈ X and A ∈ F . The chain is not time homogeneous, but we have k homogeneous

subchains by subsampling. For i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, define {Zi
t}∞t=0 = {Xkt+i−1}∞t=0 as the ith

homogeneous subchain of {Xt}∞t=0. The first homogeneous subchain has transition kernel

K̃1 = K1K2 · · ·Kk. The block chain {Zblo
t }∞t=0 = {(Xkt, . . . ,Xkt+k−1)}∞t=0 also forms a time

homogeneous Markov chain.

The most common time in-homogeneous k-cyclic MCMC samplers are deterministic scan

Gibbs and Metropolis within Gibbs samplers. For example, when k = 2 and X = (U, V )

is a random vector distributed as π, the deterministic scan Gibbs chain targeting π has the

form {(U0, V0), (U1, V0), (U1, V1), (U2, V1), . . . }. The first homogeneous subchain is of the form

{(U0, V0), (U1, V1), . . . }, and the block chain is of the form

{((U0, V0), (U1, V0)), ((U1, V1), (U2, V1)), . . . } .

Note that in some existing works, the name “deterministic scan Gibbs sampler” is reserved

for the first homogeneous subchain {Z1
t }∞t=0.

The lemma below gives useful relationships regarding the convergence properties of the

block chain and subchains.

Lemma 1. Suppose that the time in-homogeneous chain {Xt}∞t=0 possesses a time homoge-

neous subchain whose transition kernel is Harris ergodic. Then the transition kernels of the

jth homogeneous subchain, j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and the block chain are Harris ergodic. Suppose

that the time in-homogeneous chain {Xt}∞t=0 possesses a time homogeneous subchain whose

transition kernel is polynomially ergodic of order q (resp. geometrically ergodic). Then the

transition kernels of the jth homogeneous subchain, j ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and the block chain are

polynomially ergodic of order q (resp. geometrically ergodic).
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Lemma 1 holds following the de-initializing process argument in Roberts and Rosenthal’s

[2001] Theorem 1.

3. Main Results

3.1 The SLLN and the multivariate CLT

We begin with some elementary convergence results for sample averages of a time in-homogeneous

cyclic chain.

Recall that {Xt}∞t=0 is a time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chain, started from an arbi-

trary initial distribution, and θ̂n = (
∑n

t=1 f(Xt))/n is the sample mean estimator estimating

θ = π(f).

Theorem 1. Suppose that the time in-homogeneous chain {Xt}∞t=0 possesses a time ho-

mogeneous subchain whose transition kernel is Harris ergodic, and π(‖f‖1) < ∞, where

‖f(x)‖1 = |f1(x)|+ · · ·+ |fd(x)| for x ∈ X . Then with probability 1, θ̂n → θ as n→ ∞.

To prove Theorem 1, we apply Meyn and Tweedie’s [2005] Theorem 17.0.1 on the homo-

geneous subchains. Further details can be found in Appendix A.1.

For j ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1} and l ∈ Z, define the (j, l)th autocovariance matrix as

ψ(j, l) = Eπ{(f(Xj)− θ)(f(Xj+l)− θ)⊤}, l ≥ 0, and

ψ(j, l) = Eπ{(f(Xj−l)− θ)(f(Xj)− θ)⊤}, l < 0,
(4)

where Eπ(·) denotes the expectation of a function of {Xt}∞t=0 if X0 ∼ π. To be precise, for

an initial distribution ν and a random vector V (X0,X1, . . . ), we use EνV (X0,X1, . . . ) to

denote the expectation of V (X ′
0,X

′
1, . . . ) where {X ′

t}∞t=0 is a Markov chain that has the same

transition law as {Xt}∞t=0, and X
′
0 ∼ ν. Clearly, ψ(j, l) = ψ(j,−l)⊤. Different from the time

homogeneous situation, when j1 6= j2, ψ(j1, l) 6= ψ(j2, l). The theorem below provides the

multivariate CLT, and gives an exact form of the covariance matrix Σ in the CLT.

Theorem 2. Suppose that the time in-homogeneous chain {Xt}∞t=0 possesses a time ho-

mogeneous subchain whose transition kernel is at least polynomially ergodic of order q ≥
(1 + γ)(1 + 2/γ∗) and π(‖f‖2+γ∗

) < ∞, for some γ > 0, and γ∗ > 0. Then for a and b
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in {1, . . . , d}, ∑+∞
l=−∞

∑k−1
j=0 |ψa,b(j, l)| < ∞, where ψa,b(j, l) is the (a, b)th element of ψ(j, l).

Define

Σ =

+∞∑

l=−∞

k−1∑

j=0

1

k
ψ(j, l). (5)

Assume further that Σ is positive definite. Then the multivariate CLT (1) holds with asymp-

totic covariance matrix Σ.

The proof of Theorem 2 relies on an application of Jones’s [2004] Theorem 9 (2) on

the block chain, and Kuelbs and Philipp’s [1980] Lemma 2.1. Further details are given in

Appendix A.2.

3.2 The multivariate strong invariance principle

3.2.1 Sufficient conditions for an SIP

To establish the SIP using a regeneration argument, we shall impose the following condition

on {Xt}∞t=0.

Condition 1. There exist a measurable space (XU ,FU ), a Markov transition kernel KU :

XU ×FU → [0, 1], an integer k0 ∈ N+, a measurable function g0 : X k0 → XU , and measurable

functions gi : X 2
U → X , i = 1, . . . , k, that satisfy the following conditions:

(i) Regardless of the initial distribution of {Xt}∞t=0, the following hold: the process

Ut = g0(Xkt,Xkt+1, . . . ,Xkt+k0−1), t ∈ N,

forms a homogeneous Markov chain following the transition law KU ; moreover, for

i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and t ∈ N, Xtk+i = gi(Ut, Ut+1).

(ii) (1-step minorization) The transition kernel KU has a stationary distribution πU . More-

over, there exists a function h : XU → [0, 1] with πU (h) > 0 and a probability measure

µ(·) on (XU ,FU ) such that

KU (u,A) ≥ h(u)µ(A), u ∈ XU , A ∈ FU . (6)

Condition 1, while seemingly technical, is satisfied for a variety of samplers, including the

most common deterministic scan Gibbs-type algorithms. Examples will be given after we

state Theorem 3, the main result of this section below.
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Theorem 3. Assume that Condition 1 holds. Suppose that KU is at least polynomially

ergodic of order q > 1 + γ + (2 + γ)2/γ∗ and π(‖f‖2+γ+γ∗
) <∞ for some γ > 0 and γ∗ > 0.

Finally, assume that Σ in (5) is positive definite. Then, for any ρ > max{1/(2 + γ), 1/4},
on a richer probability space, an SIP (2) holds for {Xt}∞t=0 with rate φ(n) = nρ.

Remark 1. We shall establish Theorem 3 when {Xt}∞t=0 has an arbitrary initial distribution.

Establishing Theorem 3 would require some work, and we will present the proof in Sec-

tions 3.2.2 and 3.2.3. We now list some common time in-homogeneous cyclic MCMC samplers

that satisfy Condition 1.

When the Markov chain {Xt}∞t=0 is time homogeneous, one can take {Ut}∞t=0 = {Xt}∞t=0.

Then Condition 1 is satisfied if the transition kernel of {Xt}∞t=0 satisfies Condition 1-(ii).

This is a common assumption in works establishing the SIP for time homogeneous Markov

chains [Csáki and Csörgő, 1995, Jones et al., 2006].

Next, we consider deterministic scan Gibbs and Metropolis within Gibbs samplers. For

i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, let (Xi, σ(Xi)) be a measurable space. Let X = X1 × · · · × Xk and F =

σ(X1) × · · · × σ(Xk). For any x ∈ X and i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, denote by x{i} the ith component

of x, so that x = (x{1}, . . . , x{k}). Suppose that Ki is of the form

Ki((x
{1}, . . . , x{k}),d(y{1}, . . . , y{k})) = Hi(x,dy

{i})
∏

j 6=i

Dx{j}(dy{j}),

where Dx{j} : σ(Xj) → [0, 1] is the point mass (Dirac measure) at x{j} ∈ Xj, and Hi :

X × σ(Xi) → [0, 1] is a Markov transition kernel. In this case, Xkt+i and Xkt+i−1 differ

only in the ith coordinate for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and t ∈ N. Take {Ut}∞t=0 = {Xkt}∞t=0, i.e.,

{Ut}∞t=0 is the first homogeneous subchain of {Xt}∞t=0. For x ∈ X and i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, let
xi− = (x{1}, . . . , x{i−1}, x{i}) and xi+ = (x{i}, x{i+1}, . . . , x{k}). Then, for t ∈ N and i ∈
{1, . . . , k}, Xi−

tk+i = U i−
t+1, and, if i ≤ k − 1, X

(i+1)+
tk+i = U

(i+1)+
t . Then Condition 1-(i) holds

with KU = K1K2 · · ·Kk. Suppose, for example, that the Xi’s are Euclidean spaces, and that

Hi(x,A) ≥
∫

A
hi(x, y

{i}) dy{i}, x ∈ X , A ∈ σ(Xi),

where hi : X × Xi → (0,∞) is a strictly positive lower semicontinuous function. Then KU

satisfies Condition 1-(ii). Evidently, this is satisfied by a wide range of common Gibbs-type

samplers.

9



Consider another example of a time in-homogeneous cyclic sampler. Suppose now that

k = 2 andK ′
1 andK

′
2 are Gibbs updates. To be specific, assume that π is the joint distribution

of some random elementX = (X{1},X{2}), whereX{i} is Xi-valued for i = 1, 2. Let π2(x
{1}, ·)

be the conditional distribution of X{2} given X{1} = x{1} ∈ X1, and let π1(x
{2}, ·) be the

conditional distribution of X{1} given X{2} = x{2} ∈ X2. Let

K ′
1((x

{1}, x{2}),d(y{1}, y{2})) = π1(x
{2},dy{1})Dx{2}(dy{2}),

K ′
2((x

{1}, x{2}),d(y{1}, y{2})) = π2(x
{1},dy{2})Dx{1}(dy{1}).

One may apply the update K ′
1 multiple, say k1, times before moving on to K ′

2. This can

be beneficial if the computation cost of applying K ′
1 is much less than that of applying

K ′
2 [Qin, 2024+]. We call the resulting sampler a modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler.

We mandate that each update constitutes an iteration of the sampler, so this is a time in-

homogeneous k-cyclic sampler, where k = k1 + 1. We can specify the k transition kernels of

this sampler as follows: for i ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, Ki = K ′
1, and Kk = K ′

2. Denote by {Xt}∞t=0 the

underlying Markov chain. For t ∈ N, let Ut = (X
{1}
tk+1, . . . ,X

{1}
tk+k1

,X
{2}
tk ). Then {Ut}∞t=0 is a

homogeneous Markov chain with state space X k1
1 × X2 whose transition kernel is

KU ((u
{1}, . . . , u{k1}, u{k}),d(v{1}, . . . , v{k1}, v{k})) = π2(u

{k1},dv{k})

k1∏

i=1

π1(v
{k},dv{i}). (7)

Moreover, for t ∈ N, Xtk+i = (U
{i}
t , U

{k}
t ) if i ∈ {1, . . . , k1}, and Xtk+k = (U

{k1}
t , U

{k}
t+1).

Hence, Condition 1-(i) is satisfied. Condition 1-(ii) holds if there exists a function h∗ : X1 →
[0,∞] and a probability measure ν(·) on X2 such that

∫

X
h∗(x

{1})π(d(x{1}, x{2})) > 0,

and that

π2(x
{1}, A) ≥ h∗(x

{1})ν(A), x{1} ∈ X1, A ∈ σ(X2).

The convergence properties of the chain {Ut}∞t=0 is closely related to those of {Xt}∞t=0.

Indeed, we have the following lemma, proved in Appendix B.1.

Lemma 2. Assume that Condition 1-(i) holds. If KU is Harris ergodic, then K̃1, the tran-

sition kernel of the homogeneous subchain {Z1
t }∞t=0, is Harris ergodic. If KU is polynomially

ergodic of order q (resp. geometrically ergodic), then K̃1 is polynomially ergodic of order q

(resp. geometrically ergodic).
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Remark 2. Conversely, in the three examples above, K̃1 being Harris ergodic implies that

KU is Harris ergodic; K̃1 being polynomially ergodic of order q (resp. geometrically ergodic)

implies that KU is polynomially ergodic of order q (resp. geometrically ergodic). Indeed,

when {Xt}∞t=0 is homogeneous or a Metropolis within Gibbs chain, K̃1 = KU . When {Xt}∞t=0

corresponds to the modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler, the assertion can be verified

through a de-initialization argument.

3.2.2 A regenerative construction

The proof of Theorem 3 relies on a regenerative construction, which we describe below.

Assume that Condition 1 holds for a Markov transition kernel KU : XU × FU → [0, 1].

Define the residual measure as

R(u,dv) =





1
1−h(u) [KU (u,dv)− h(u)µ(dv)], h(u) < 1

µ(dv), h(u) = 1.

Then

KU (u,dv) = h(u)µ(dv) + {1− h(u)}R(u,dv).

Enriching the underlying probability space if necessary, one may define a sequence of

Bernoulli random variables {δt}∞t=0 conditioning on {Ut}∞t=0 through the following mechanism:

Given realization of {Ut}∞t=0, sequentially generate δt for t ∈ N according to the Bernoulli dis-

tribution whose success probability is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the measure h(Ut)µ(·)
with respect to KU (Ut, ·) evaluated at Ut+1. It can then be shown that

{Ũt}∞t=0 = {(U0, δ0), (U1, δ1), (U2, δ2), . . . }

is a time homogeneous Markov chain. This is called a split chain. Given {(Ut, δt)}n−1
t=0 and Un,

the indicator δn is 1 with probability h(Un) and 0 otherwise. Given {(Ut, δt)}nt=0, Un+1 ∼ µ(·)
if δn = 1 and Un+1 ∼ R(Un, ·) if δn = 0. See Section 3 of Mykland et al. [1995].

For t ∈ N, given {Ui, δi}i<t, if δt = 1, then Ut+1 ∼ µ(·) and does not depend on Ut. The set

of t for which δt−1 = 1 is called regeneration times, which can be defined by 0 = T0 < T1 < . . .

with Ti+1 = inf{t > Ti : δt−1 = 1}. Let τi = Ti+1 − Ti, i ∈ N, be the length from the ith

regeneration to the (i + 1)th regeneration. The τis, i ≥ 1, are i.i.d. random variables [see,
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e.g., Mykland et al., 1995]. The following two lemmas highlight some important properties

of the regeneration times.

Lemma 3 (Mykland et al. [1995] Theorem 1). Assume that KU is Harris ergodic. Then

regardless of the distribution of (U0, δ0), T1 is finite almost surely.

The distribution of τ1 does not depend on the initial distribution. The lemma below

provides conditions for finite moments.

Lemma 4. Suppose that KU is at least polynomially ergodic of order q for some q > 1. Then

Eτ q
′

1 <∞ for all q′ ∈ [0, q + 1).

Lemma 4 is proved using Bolthausen’s [1982] Lemma 3. The details are provided in

Appendix B.2.

For the remainder of this subsection, assume that KU is Harris ergodic, which implies

that the transition kernel of the split chain is also Harris ergodic. For i ∈ N+, let

∆i = (UTi , ..., UTi+1−1, τi) (8)

By the regenerative structure of the split chain, the ∆is are i.i.d. random elements and the

distribution of ∆1 does not depend on the initial distribution of the split chain [see, e.g.,

Nummelin, 2004, Section 5.3].

Recall that f : X → Rd is a measurable function, and θ = π(f). For i ∈ N+, let

Yi =

kTi+1∑

t=kTi+1

f(Xt) =

Ti+1−1∑

t=Ti

k∑

j=1

f(gj(Ut, Ut+1)).

Then Yi is a function of ∆i and ∆i+1. Define ΞY = EY1 and Ξτ = Eτ1. By Kac’s theo-

rem [Meyn and Tweedie, 2005, Theorem 10.2.2], Ξτ = 1/(πU (h)) < ∞. Using an argument

similar to the discussions in Hobert et al.’s [2002] Section 2, we have Lemma 5 below. The

details of the proof is provided in Appendix B.3.

Lemma 5. If π(‖f‖1) <∞, then ΞY = kΞτθ <∞.

Assume that π(‖f‖1) <∞. For i ∈ N+, define

Ỹi = Yi − τiΞY /Ξτ = Yi − kθτi.

12



Then there exists an Rd-valued measurable function g̃ such that

Ỹi = g̃(∆i,∆i+1) :=

Ti+1−1∑

t=Ti





k∑

j=1

f(gj(Ut, Ut+1))



− kθτi. (9)

Clearly, sequence {Ỹi}∞i=1 is a mean-zero stationary 1-dependent sequence. The following two

lemmas list some important properties of {Ỹt}∞t=1.

Lemma 6. Suppose that KU is at least polynomially ergodic of order q > 1+γ+(2+γ)2/γ∗,

and π(‖f‖2+γ+γ∗
) <∞ for some γ ≥ 0 and γ∗ > 0. Then

E‖Y1‖2+γ ≤ E




kT2∑

t=kT1+1

‖f(Xt)‖




2+γ

<∞, E
∥∥∥Ỹ1
∥∥∥
2+γ

<∞.

The proof of Lemma 6 is given in Appendix B.4. We use some arguments similar to the

proofs of Banerjee and Vats’s [2022] Lemma 3 and Lemma 6.

Lemma 7. Assume that the conditions in Theorem 3 hold. Then

ΣY := lim
n→∞

n−1Var

(
n∑

t=1

Ỹt

)
,

where Var(·) returns the variance of a random vector, is positive definite.

We prove Lemma 7 by contradiction. See Appendix B.5 for details. Part of the proof uses

an argument from Section 17.2.2 of Meyn and Tweedie [2005]. The proof relies on Lemma 9

in Section 3.2.3, which is of course developed independently of Lemma 7.

3.2.3 Establishing the SIP

To prove the SIP in Theorem 3, we make use of Liu and Lin’s [2009] Theorem 2.1. The

original result is somewhat complicated, so we will state only a simplified and less general

version of it.

Lemma 8. [Liu and Lin, 2009, Theorem 2.1, simple version] Let 2 < ̺ < 4. Let ε1, ε2, . . .

be i.i.d. random elements and suppose that, for n ∈ N+, W̃n = g(εn, εn+1), where g is some

Rd-valued measurable function. Suppose further that EW̃1 = 0 and E‖W̃1‖̺′ < ∞ for some

̺′ > ̺. Finally, assume that ΣW = limn→∞ n−1Var(
∑n

t=1 W̃t) is positive definite. Then on

a suitable probability space, one can redefine the sequence {W̃i}∞i=1 together with {C(t)}∞t=1,

13



where {C(t)}∞t=1 are i.i.d. d dimensional standard normal random vectors, such that such

that with probability 1, for n large enough,

∥∥∥∥∥
n∑

t=1

W̃t − ΓWB(n)

∥∥∥∥∥ = o(n1/̺),

where B(n) =
∑n

t=1 C(t), and ΓW is some d× d constant matrix satisfying ΓWΓ⊤
W = ΣW .

For n ∈ N+, let

ξ(n) = max{i : Ti ≤ n}.

This is the number of regenerations up to time n. We shall approximate
∑n

t=1(f(Xt)− θ) by

ξ(n)−1∑

i=1

Ỹi =

kTξ(n)∑

t=kT1+1

f(Xt)− kθ(Tξ(n) − T1),

and apply Lemma 8 to
∑ξ(n)−1

i=1 Ỹi. The following lemma will be used to handle the errors of

this approximation.

Lemma 9. Assume that Condition 1 holds. Suppose that KU is at least polynomially ergodic

of order q > 1 + γ + (2 + γ)2/γ∗, and π(‖f‖2+γ+γ∗
) <∞, for some γ ≥ 0 and γ∗ > 0. Then

each of the following holds, regardless of the initial distribution of {Xt}∞t=0.

(i) With probability 1,

lim
n→∞

n−1/(2+γ)

∥∥∥∥∥
kT1∑

t=1

f(Xt)

∥∥∥∥∥ = 0, and lim
n→∞

n−1/(2+γ)T1 = 0.

(ii) For r ∈ {1, . . . , k}, with probability 1,

∥∥∥∥∥∥

kn+r∑

t=kTξ(n)+1

f(Xt)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= O(n1/(2+γ)), as n→ ∞.

(iii) With probability 1,

|n− Tξ(n)| = O(n1/(2+γ)), as n→ ∞.

(iv) For q′ ∈ [1, 2), with probability 1,

lim
n→∞

n−1/q′(n− ξ(n)Ξτ ) = 0.
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The proof of Lemma 9 is provided in Appendix B.6. The proof of (ii)-(iv) in Lemma 9

uses some arguments from the proof of Banerjee and Vats’s [2022] Theorem 1. We are now

ready to prove Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. Fix ρ > max{1/(2 + γ), 1/4}.
We begin by checking the conditions in Lemma 8, taking εn = ∆n and W̃n = Ỹn for

n ∈ N+. Clearly, EỸ1 = 0. By Lemma 6, E
∥∥∥Ỹ1
∥∥∥
2+γ

< ∞. By Lemma 7, the matrix ΣY

is positive definite. Let ̺ ∈ (2,min{2 + γ, 4}) be such that 1/̺ < ρ. By Lemma 8, there

exists a richer probability space, on which one can redefine the sequence {Ỹi}∞i=1 together

with {C(t)}∞t=1, where {C(t)}∞t=1 are i.i.d. d dimensional standard normal random vectors,

such that with probability 1,

∥∥∥∥∥
m∑

i=1

Ỹi − ΓYB(m)

∥∥∥∥∥ = o(m1/̺), as m→ ∞, (10)

where B(m) =
∑m

t=1 C(t), and ΓY is come d× d constant matrix satisfying ΓY Γ
⊤
Y = ΣY .

Following Lemma 10, stated right after the proof, we may and shall, on a suitable prob-

ability space, redefine the sequences {f(Xt)}∞t=1 and {δt}∞t=0 together with {B(t)}∞t=0 and

{B(t/kΞτ )}∞t=0, so that the following hold: {B(t)}∞t=0 and {B(t/kΞτ )}∞t=0 have the same

law as the corresponding elements in a d dimensional standard Brownian motion; and with

probability 1, (10) holds.

By Lemma 9-(iii), ξ(n) → ∞ as n → ∞, almost surely. Then, by (10), with probability

1,

∥∥∥∥∥∥

ξ(n)−1∑

i=1




kTi+1∑

t=kTi+1

f(Xt)


−

ξ(n)−1∑

i=1

τikθ − ΓYB(ξ(n)− 1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= o

(
(ξ(n)− 1)1/̺

)
= o(n1/̺).

That is, with probability 1, as n→ ∞,

∥∥∥∥∥∥

kTξ(n)∑

t=kT1+1

f(Xt)− k(Tξ(n) − T1)θ − ΓYB(ξ(n)− 1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
= o(n1/̺). (11)

We shall now show, with probability 1, for r ∈ {1, . . . , k}, as n→ ∞,

∥∥∥∥∥
nk+r∑

t=1

f(Xt)− (nk + r)θ − ΓYB(ξ(n)− 1)

∥∥∥∥∥ = o(n1/̺). (12)
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Comparing (11) and (12), we see that it suffices to show the following four remainder terms

are o(n1/̺) almost surely:
∥∥∥
∑t=kT1

t=1 f(Xt)
∥∥∥, T1,

∥∥∥
∑kn+r

t=kTξ(n)+1 f(Xt)
∥∥∥, and n−Tξ(n). But this

is implied by (i)-(iii) of Lemma 9.

The final stage of the proof is replacing B(ξ(n) − 1) in (12) with the Brownian motion

evaluated at a non-random time.

Let q′ ∈ [1, 2) be such that 1/(2q′) < ρ. By Lemma 9-(iv), with probability 1, for

r ∈ {1, . . . , k} and n large enough,

|ξ(n)− 1− (nk + r)/(kΞτ )| ≤ n1/q
′
.

By Csörgo and Révész’s [2014] Theorem 1.2.1 (1.2.4), we have with probability 1, as n→ ∞,

sup
{ξ∗:|ξ∗−(nk+r)/(kΞτ )|≤n1/q′}

‖B(ξ∗)−B((nk + r)/(kΞτ ))‖ = O(βn),

where

βn =

[
2(n1/q

′
)

{
log

(
(n+ 1)/Ξτ + n1/q

′

n1/q′

)
+ log log((n+ 1)/Ξτ + n1/q

′
)

}]1/2

= O(n1/(2q
′) log n).

Therefore, with probability 1,

‖B(ξ(n)− 1)−B((nk + r)/(kΞτ ))‖ = O(n1/(2q
′) log n). (13)

Using the triangle inequality, by (12) and (13), we have with probability 1, for r ∈
{1, . . . , k},
∥∥∥∥∥
kn+r∑

t=1

f(Xt)− (nk + r)θ − ΓYB((nk + r)/(kΞτ ))

∥∥∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∥∥∥
kn+r∑

t=1

f(Xt)− (nk + r)θ − ΓYB(ξ(n)− 1)

∥∥∥∥∥+ ‖ΓY {B(ξ(n)− 1)−B((nk + r)/(kΞτ ))}‖

≤ O(n1/(2q
′) log n) + o(n1/̺).

Recall that 1/̺ < ρ and 1/(2q′) < ρ. Then

∥∥∥∥∥
kn+r∑

t=1

f(Xt)− (nk + r)θ − ΓYB((nk + r)/(kΞτ ))

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ O(nρ). (14)
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Define C ′(t) =
√
kΞτ{B(t/kΞτ ) −B((t− 1)/kΞτ )}, t ∈ N+. Then {C ′(t)}∞t=1 are i.i.d. d

dimensional standard normal random vectors. Let B′(n) =
∑n

t=1 C
′(t) for n ∈ N+. Since,

for r ∈ {1, . . . , k},

B((nk + r)/(kΞτ )) =
1√
kΞτ

nk+r∑

t=1

C ′(t) =
1√
kΞτ

B′(nk + r),

by (14), we have with probability 1, as n→ ∞,
∥∥∥∥∥
kn+r∑

t=1

f(Xt)− (nk + r)θ − ΓY√
kΞτ

B′(nk + r)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ O(nρ),

Therefore, with probability 1, as n→ ∞,
∥∥∥∥∥

n∑

t=1

f(Xt)− nθ − ΓY√
kΞτ

B′(n)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ O (nρ) . (15)

By (15) and Theorem 2, ΣY = kΞτΣ, so Γ := ΓY /
√
kΞτ satisfies ΓΓ⊤ = Σ. This establishes

the desired SIP.

Lemma 10. There exists a probability space, on which one redefine the sequences {f(Xt)}∞t=1

and {δi}∞i=0 together with {B(t)}∞t=0 and {B(t/kΞτ )}∞t=0, such that the following holds: {B(t)}∞t=0

and {B(t/kΞτ )}∞t=0 have the same law as the corresponding elements in a d dimensional stan-

dard Brownian motion; and with probability 1, (10) holds.

Lemma 10 can be established in a straightforward manner through the gluing lemma. See

Appendix B.7 for details.

3.3 Strong consistency of the multivariate batch means estimator

For time in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chains, we describe the multivariate batch means

estimator, and give conditions under which it is a strongly consistent estimator of the asymp-

totic covariance matrix Σ with the help of the SIP established in Section 3.2.

Let n represent the length of the in-homogeneous cyclic Markov chain of interest. Suppose

that n can be written into the product of two positive integers, an and bn. We can partition

the chain into an number of batches, and each batch contains bn consecutive elements. We

call bn the batch length. For i ∈ {1, . . . , an}, let

θ̂(i)n =

∑ibn
t=(i−1)bn+1 f(Xt)

bn
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be the sample mean of the ith batch, and recall that θ̂n =
∑n

t=1 f(Xt)/n is the sample mean

of the whole chain. Since f(Xt) ∈ Rd, θ̂
(i)
n , i ∈ {1, . . . , an}, and θ̂n are d dimensional random

vectors. Define a multivariate batch means estimator as

Σ̂BM
n =

bn
an − 1

an∑

i=1

(θ̂(i)n − θ̂n)(θ̂
(i)
n − θ̂n)

⊤. (16)

For time homogeneous samplers, Σ̂BM
n is a commonly used estimator for the asymptotic

variance of θ̂n.

The main contribution of this section is the following theorem, which states that, for

in-homogeneous cyclic chains, Σ̂BM
n is consistent for estimating the asymptotic covariance

matrix Σ.

Theorem 4. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 3 hold. If the batch length bn satisfies

Conditions 2 and 3 below, then with probability 1, Σ̂BM
n → Σ as n→ ∞.

Condition 2. Each of the following holds.

a. The number of batches sequence {an}∞n=1 is monotonically increasing, and an → ∞ as

n→ ∞.

b. The batch length sequence {bn}∞n=1 is monotonically increasing, and bn → ∞ as n→ ∞.

c. There exists c ≥ 1 such that
∑∞

t=1(1/at)
c <∞.

Condition 3. There exists a number ρ > max{1/(2 + γ), 1/4}, where γ is defined in Theo-

rem 3, such that b−1
n n2ρ log n→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Remark 3. One natural choice of the batch length bn is ⌊nκ⌋, κ ∈ (0, 1), which satisfies

Condition 2. In order to satisfy Condition 3, pick κ > max{2/(2 + γ), 1/2}.

Theorem 4 follows from the SIP in Theorem 3 herein and Theorem 4 in Vats et al.’s [2019]

Supplement. Vats et al.’s [2019] Theorem 4 states that under regularity conditions, the SIP

implies the consistency of the batch means estimator. Although Vats et al. [2019] focused

on time homogeneous chains, their proof for that theorem remains valid for in-homogeneous

chains.
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3.4 A multivariate sequential termination rule

For time homogeneous Markov chains, Vats et al. [2019] developed an asymptotically valid

multivariate fixed volume sequential termination rule. Using the SIP and the multivariate

batch means estimator developed in previous sections, we adopt their approach to time in-

homogeneous cyclic Markov chains. We specify conditions under which the multivariate fixed

volume sequential termination rule can achieve fixed volume confidence region asymptotically.

Let α ∈ (0, 1) be a constant. Define T 2
1−α,d,p to be the (1− α)th quantile of a Hotelling’s

t-squared distribution with dimension parameter d and degrees of freedom p. Recall that

Σ̂BM
n defined in (16) is the multivariate batch means estimator of Σ. Assume that Σ is

positive definite, so almost surely, Σ̂BM
n is positive definite for large n. An asymptotic (1−α)

confidence region for θ can be defined as

Sα(n) = {x ∈ Rd : n(θ̂n − x)⊤(Σ̂BM
n )−1(θ̂n − x) < T 2

1−α,d,pn}, (17)

where the degrees of freedom pn = an − d. Then Sα(n) is a d dimensional ellipsoid with axes

along the direction of the eigenvectors of Σ̂BM
n . The volume of Sα(n) is

V (Sα(n)) =
2πd/2

dG(d/2)

(
T 2
1−α,d,pn

n

)d/2

|Σ̂BM
n |1/2,

where G(·) is the Gamma function.

Let the volume parameter ε be a small positive value. Let Ψ = Varπf , the covariance

matrix of f(X), where X ∼ π, and let Ψ̂n be the usual sample covariance estimator of Ψ. Let

M(f, π) > 0 be a number that is determined by f and π, and let M̂n(f, π) > 0 be a strongly

consistent estimator of M(f, π). Some choices of M(f, π) are: M(f, π) = 1 and M̂n(f, π) = 1,

or M(f, π) = |Ψ|1/(2d) and M̂n(f, π) = |Ψ̂n|1/(2d). Let n0 ∈ N+, and let I(x < n0) be the

indicator function with I(x < n0) = 1 if x < n0, and I(x < n0) = 0 otherwise. Consider

terminating the MCMC simulation at time

N(ε) = inf{n ∈ N : {V (Sα(n))}1/d + s(n, ε) ≤ εM̂n(f, π)}, (18)

where s(n, ε) = εM̂n(f, π)I(n < n0)+n−1. It is easy to show that, almost surely, N(ε) <∞.

The term s(n, ε) guarantees that the MCMC simulation executes at least n0 iterations, pre-

venting early stopping. Terminating the simulation at time N(ε) roughly equates terminating

when the volume of the 1− α confidence region Sα(n) drops below εMn(f, π).
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When M(f, π) = |Ψ|1/(2d), the termination rule has a close connection to the concept of

effective sample sizes (ESS). Define the multivariate ESS

ESS = n

( |Ψ|
|Σ|

)1/d

, (19)

and the estimated ESS

ÊSSn = n

(
|Ψ̂n|
|Σ̂BM

n |

)1/d

,

and assume that Σ̂BM
n and Ψ̂n are strongly consistent estimators of Σ and Ψ respectively.

Then, with probability 1,

ÊSSn
ESS

→ 1, as n→ ∞.

When M(f, π) = |Ψ|1/(2d), for n > n0 and large enough, the sequential termination rule

n ≥ N(ε) can be rearranged as

ÊSSn ≥





(
2πd/2

dG(d/2)

)1/d

(T 2
1−α,d,pn)

1/2 +
1

|Σ̂BM
n |1/(2d)n1/2





2

1

ε2
≈
(

2πd/2

dG(d/2)

)2/d
T 2
1−α,d,pn

ε2

Define χ2
1−α,d to be the (1−α)th quantile of a chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom

d. When n → ∞, pn → ∞, and T 2
1−α,d,pn

→ χ2
1−α,d. Therefore, when n is sufficiently large,

the termination rule roughly becomes

ÊSSn ≥
(

2πd/2

dG(d/2)

)2/d
χ2
1−α,d

ε2
.

By this display, one can a priori determine the minimum ESS required to obtain a (1 − α)

confidence region with volume ε|Ψ|1/(2d).
The theorem below shows that the fixed volume sequential termination rule in (18) is

asymptotically valid.

Theorem 5. Suppose that the assumptions in Theorem 3 hold, and that M̂n(f, π) is a strongly

consistent estimator of M(f, π). If the batch length bn satisfies Conditions 2 and 3, then, for

α ∈ (0, 1), as ε→ 0, N(ε) → ∞ and P (θ ∈ Sα(N(ε))) → 1− α.

Remark 4. Consider M(f, π) = |Ψ|1/(2d) and M̂n(f, π) = |Ψ̂n|1/(2d). Then M̂n(f, π) is a

strongly consistent estimator of M(f, π) by Theorem 1 and the continuous mapping theorem.
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The proof of Theorem 5, given in Appendix C.1, relies on the SIP in Theorem 3 as well

as the consistency of Σ̂BM
n established in Theorem 4. Part of its proof uses some arguments

from earlier works on sequential stopping rules [Glynn and Whitt, 1992, Vats et al., 2019].

4. Numerical Experiments

With our uncertainty assessment tools, we are able to perform output analysis for time in-

homogeneous cyclic MCMC samplers. We use numerical examples to illustrate the methods

described in Sections 3.3 and 3.4. In each of the following numerical examples, we specify a

target distribution π, a function f , and estimate π(f) using MCMC samplers. We compare

the efficiency of two samplers: a time in-homogeneous cyclic MCMC sampler with stationary

distribution π and a natural homogeneous counterpart of that sampler. Each example com-

prises two experiments: a fixed length experiment, and a termination rule experiment. The

experiments are replicated multiple times.

In the fixed length experiment, we employ the two samplers to generate two Markov

chains with the same fixed length. For the two chains, we calculate the ESS and record

the computation time to generate them. We compare the in-homogeneous chain and the

homogeneous chain in terms of their ESS per minute (ESSpm). When the function f is

multivariate, the ESS defined in (19) is based on determinants, tracking the products of the

eigenvalues of Ψ and Σ, respectively. In one of our examples, we will also assess sampler

performance by estimating the traces of Ψ and Σ, which correspond to the sums of the

eigenvalues. Define the trace effective sample size (TESS) as

TESS = n
tr(Ψ)

tr(Σ)
, (20)

which is estimated by

T̂ESSn = n
tr(Ψ̂n)

tr(Σ̂BM
n )

.

We compare the in-homogeneous chain and the homogeneous chain based on their TESS per

minute (TESSpm). The asymptotic covariance matrices are estimated by the batch means

approach with batch length bn ≈ n0.51. We create 90% confidence regions for θ = π(f)

via (17). We use repeated experiments to find the empirical coverage rates of the confidence

regions.
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In the termination rule experiment, we execute both the time in-homogeneous cyclic

MCMC sampler and its corresponding time homogeneous sampler under the same fixed vol-

ume sequential termination rule. The computation costs up to termination are then com-

pared. We also construct 90% confidence regions for θ at the time of termination via (17),

and we compute their empirical coverage rates through repeated experiments. The sequential

termination rule is based on 90% confidence regions with volume parameter ε = 0.05. We

check the rule every 20% increments of iterations.

4.1 Bivariate uniform models

Let h(·) be a real valued function on R. Consider the area under the curve S = {(x1, x2) ∈
R×R : 0 ≤ x2 ≤ h(x1)}. Let π be the uniform distribution on the area S, and let f(x1, x2) =

x1 × x2 for (x1, x2) ∈ R2. We aim to estimate π(f). The conditional distribution of X2

given X1 = x1 is uniform on internal [0, h(x1)]. Given (x1, x2) ∈ S, a y-axis step draws a

point x′2 from the conditional distribution of X2 given X1 = x1 and outputs (x1, x
′
2). The

conditional distribution of X1 given X2 = x2 is uniform on region {x1 ∈ R : h(x1) ≥ x2}.
Given (x1, x2) ∈ S, an x-axis step draws a point x′1 from the conditional distribution of

X1 given X2 = x2 and outputs (x′1, x2). Alternating between the two steps constitutes a

two-component Gibbs sampler. Implementing the x-axis step involves solving h(x1) = x2,

and is apparently more difficult than the y-axis step. To achieve smaller variance under

a given computation time, one can use a modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler that

conducts the y-axis step k − 1 times, where k may be greater than 2, before conducting

the x-axis step once [Qin, 2024+]. As noted in Section 3.2.1, this is a time in-homogeneous

cyclic sampler. For this experiment, we take k = 4. We also consider a time homogeneous

counterpart, which performs a y-axis step followed by an x-axis step in each iteration. Note

that the chain associated with the homogeneous sampler has the same transition law as the

first homogeneous subchain of the in-homogeneous sampler.

Let h(x) = 2x + 1 − ex. The conditional distribution of X1 given X2 = x2 is uniform

on region {x1 ∈ R : h(x1) ≥ x2} = [rl, rr], where rl and rr are the left and right roots

for h(x1) − x2 = 0. The roots are found using the uniroot function in the stats R pack-

age [R Core Team, 2022].
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By the discussion in Section 3.2.1, Condition 1 holds. In addition, by Roberts and Rosenthal’s

[2004] Theorem 8, the transition law of the first homogeneous subchain is geometrically er-

godic. By Remark 2, KU defined in (7) is geometrically ergodic. This guarantees that

Theorems 3, 4, and 5 all apply to the two samplers being investigated.

We carry out the fixed length and termination experiments described at the beginning of

this section, and we repeat the process 1000 times.

In the fixed length segment, we run each sampler for 3× 104 iterations. The results from

1000 repeated experiments are shown in Table 1 with standard errors in parenthesis.

Table 1: Bivariate uniform: fixed length experiment. The Sampler column labels the samplers

used; the Time column stores the computation time in seconds; the ESS and ESSpm columns

record the ESS and ESS per minute, respectively; the Coverage column stores the empirical

coverage probability of the 90% confidence region.

Sampler Time ESS ESSpm Coverage

In-homo 33.11 (0.06) 9885 (36) 17963 (72) 0.895 (0.010)

Homo 123.50 (0.28) 22694 (83) 11071 (46) 0.895 (0.010)

From Table 1, the ESSpm of the in-homogeneous sampler is 62.3% greater than that of

the homogeneous sampler. The empirical coverage probability is close to 90%, suggesting

that our estimated asymptotic variance in the CLT is accurate. After taking both the ESS

and the computation time into account, the modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler is

more efficient than its time homogeneous counterpart. This highlights the usefulness of tools

for the output analysis of in-homogeneous cyclic chains.

Table 2 gives the result of 1000 repetitions of the termination rule experiment.

From Table 2, under the same termination rule, the computation time of the in-homogeneous

sampler is 42.5% shorter than that of the homogeneous sampler. Compared with the homoge-

neous sampler, the modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler uses much less number of costly

x-axis iterations and implements more y-axis steps. The empirical coverage probabilities are

close to 90%, which is consistent with our Theorem 5.
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Table 2: Bivariate uniform: termination rule experiment. The Sampler column indicates

samplers used; the Time column records the computation time in seconds at termination; the

Iter (x-axis) column and Iter (y-axis) column store the numbers of x-axis and y-axis steps

used, respectively; the Coverage column stores the empirical coverage probability of the 90%

confidence region.

Samplers Time Iter (x-axis) Iter (y-axis) Coverage

In-homo 17.97 (0.09) 3815 (17) 11444 (51) 0.909 (0.009)

Homo 31.25 (0.21) 6970 (34) 6970 (34) 0.891 (0.010)

4.2 Bayesian linear mixed models

We consider a Bayesian linear mixed model with a proper prior and a Gibbs sampler described

in Román and Hobert [2015] targeting the posterior.

Let g be the number of subjects, and suppose that, in each subject i, i ∈ {1, . . . , g}, there
are ni observations. Consider the following linear mixed model

Ỹi,j = x⊤i,jβ + γi + ǫi,j,

where for i ∈ {1, . . . , g} and j ∈ {1, . . . , ni}, the feature xi,js are p×1 known vectors, the fixed

effects β is a p × 1 vector, the γis are i.i.d. N (0, λ−1
γ ), and the ǫijs are i.i.d. N (0, λ−1

e ) and

independent of the γis. The random variables γ1, . . . , γg are usually called subject specific

intercepts and the ǫi,js are within subject errors. Let ñ =
∑g

i=1 ni be the total number of

observations. Let Y be an ñ × 1 vector obtained by stacking all responses Ỹi,js so that the

bth element of Y is Ỹi,j if b =
∑i

l=1 nl + j. Similarly, let X be a ñ× p known feature matrix

obtained by stacking all x⊤i,js so that the bth row of X is x⊤i,j if b =
∑i

l=1 nl + j, and let E

be an ñ × 1 vector obtained by stacking all errors ǫijs so that the bth element of E is ǫi,j

if b =
∑i

l=1 nl + j. Define γ = (γ1, . . . , γg)
⊤, and let Z = (Zs,t)

ñ
s=1

g
t=1 be an ñ × g matrix.

For t ∈ {1, . . . , g}, Zs,t = 1 if s ∈ {∑t−1
i=1 ni + 1, . . . ,

∑t
i=1 ni} and Zs,t = 0 otherwise. In

other words, Zs,t = 1 if and only if, after the stacking, the sth observation belongs to the tth

subject. Then the linear mixed model can be summarized as

Y = Xβ + Zγ + E.
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The Bayesian linear mixed model with proper priors can be described in the following

hierarchical form. The first stage is

Y |β, γ, λe ∼ Nñ(Xβ + Zγ, λ−1
e Iñ×ñ),

where Iñ×ñ is ñ × ñ identity matrix and Nñ represents ñ dimensional multivariate normal

distribution. The second stage is

γ|λγ , λe ∼ Ng(0, λ
−1
γ Ig×g), and β|λγ , λe ∼ Np(µβ ,Σβ),

where given λγ and λe, γ and β are mutually independent. Denote a Gamma distribution

with shape parameter a and rate parameter b by Gamma(a, b). The density of Gamma(a, b)

is fG(x; a, b) ∝ xa−1e−bx, x > 0. The third stage is

λγ ∼ Gamma(aγ , bγ) and λe ∼ Gamma(ae, be),

where λγ and λe are mutually independent. The hyperparameters µβ,Σβ, aγ , bγ , ae, and be

are known, where Σβ is positive definite, and aγ , bγ , ae, and be are positive real values. Let

fN (x; a,B) denote the density of N (a,B). Given Y = y, the posterior π(·|y) is

π(β, γ, λγ , λe|y) ∝fN (y;Xβ + Zγ, λ−1
e In×n)fN (γ; 0, λ−1

γ Ig×g)fN (β;µβ ,Σβ)

fG(λγ ; aγ , bγ)fG(λe; ae, be).

The posterior is intractable in the sense that it is hard to analytically calculate its expec-

tation. This motivates the use of Gibbs samplers targeting the posterior.

Given (β, γ) and Y = y, λγ and λe are independent with

λγ |(β, γ), y ∼ Gamma(aγ + g/2, bγ + ‖γ‖2/2),

λe|(β, γ), y ∼ Gamma(ae + ñ/2, be + ‖y −Xβ + Zγ‖2/2),
(21)

where ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm of a vector. We refer to the process of sampling from it as

the lambda step.

Given λγ , λe, and Y = y, (β, γ) is a multivariate normal distribution. Define Aλ =

(λeX
⊤X +Σ−1

β )−1 , Bλ = Iñ×ñ − λeXAλX
⊤, and Cλ = (λeZ

⊤BλZ + λγIg×g)
−1. The mean

of the multivariate normal distribution is

µ((β, γ)|λγ , λe, y) =


Aλ(λeX

⊤y +Σ−1
β µβ)− λ2eAλX

⊤ZCλZ
⊤(Bλy −XAλΣ

−1
β µβ)

λeCλZ
⊤(Bλy −XAλΣ

−1
β µβ)


 ,
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and the covariance matrix is

Σ((β, γ)|λγ , λe, y) =


Aλ + λ2eAλX

⊤ZCλZ
⊤XAλ −λeAλX

⊤ZCλ

−λeCλZ
⊤XAλ Cλ


 .

We call sampling from it beta-gamma step.

Alternating between the two steps constitutes a two-component Gibbs sampler, and the

beta-gamma step requires significantly more computational resources compared to the lambda

step. To achieve smaller Monte Carlo variance and computation time, we use a modified

deterministic scan Gibbs sampler suggested by Qin [2024+]. In this experiment, we update

the lambda step three times before updating the beta-gamma step once, i.e., k = 4. The

modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler is thus a time in-homogeneous 4-cyclic MCMC

sampler. Denote the underlying chain by {(βt, γt, λγt, λet)}∞t=0. This chain will be compared

with one of its homogeneous counterpart, which has the same transition law as its first

homogeneous subchain {(β4t, γ4t, λγ,4t, λe,4t)}∞t=0.

By Section 3.2.1, Condition 1 holds. Assume that that X has full column rank, g ≥ 2,

and that there exist i, j ∈ {1, . . . , g} such that i 6= j and ni ≥ 2, nj ≥ 2. Then the transition

kernel of the first homogeneous subchain is geometrically ergodic by the proposition below.

Thus, the kernel KU defined in (7) is geometrically ergodic by Remark 2.

Proposition 1. The transition kernel of the first homogeneous subchain is geometrically

ergodic if the feature matrix X has full column rank, the number of subjects g ≥ 2, and there

exist at least two subjects i, j ∈ {1, . . . , g}, such that the number of observations within the

ith subject are larger than 1, i.e., ni ≥ 2 and nj ≥ 2.

Proof. By a de-initialzing argument, the first homogeneous subchain has the same con-

vergence properties as the underlying Markov chain of the data augmentaiton algorithm

that Román and Hobert [2015] studied. Then we can show geometric ergodicity by checking

the conditions in Román and Hobert’s [2015] Proposition 1.

Consider the Orthodont data from Potthoff and Roy [1964]. The investigators followed

the change in an orthdontic measurement every 2 years from age 8 until age 14 for several

young subjects. There are g = 27 subjects including 16 boys and 11 girls. The response

is the distance from the pituitary to the pterygomaxillary fissure (in mm) measured on X-

ray images of the skull. The features include the age and sex of the subject. We use the
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Bayesian linear mixed model with fixed effects including the intercept, age effect, and sex

effect. Set the hyperparameters as follows: (aγ , bγ) = (1, 1) for λγ , (aǫ, bǫ) = (1, 1) for λǫ, and

µβ = (0, 0, 0) and Σβ = I3×3 for β. The slope parameter for gender and the precision of the

random intercept (βMale, λγ) is the function f of interest. We use the modified deterministic

scan Gibbs sampler and its homogeneous counterpart to sample from the posterior. It can be

checked that, for this dataset, the conditions of Proposition 1 are satisfied, so Theorems 3, 4,

and 5 all apply to the two samplers. The experiment process, which is described in the

beginning of Section 4, is repeated 400 times.

In the fixed length segment, we run each sampler for 16000 iterations. The results from

400 repeated experiments are given in Table 3. In order to estimate the empirical coverage

rate, we need to know the true value π(f), which is approximated using an exceedingly long

chain with a length of 3× 106.

Table 3: Bayesian linear mixed model: fixed length experiment. The Sampler column specifies

the samplers used, with Inhomo and Homo representing In-homogeneous and Homogeneous,

respectively; the Time column records the computation time in seconds; the ESS, ESSpm,

TESS, and TESSpm columns record the ESS, ESS per minute, TESS and TESS per minute,

respectively; the Coverage column stores the empirical coverage probability of the 90% con-

fidence region.

Sampler Time ESS ESSpm TESS TESSpm Coverage

Inhomo 85.40 (0.05) 6056 (28) 4255 (20) 9062 (57) 6368 (41) 0.890 (0.016)

Homo 350.09 (0.77) 15218 (67) 2613 (13) 14930 (91) 2563 (17) 0.898 (0.015)

From Table 3, the ESSpm of the in-homogeneous sampler is 62.8% greater than that

of the homogeneous sampler, and the TESSpm of the in-homogeneous sampler is 148.5%

greater than that of the homogeneous sampler. The empirical coverage probability, closely

approximating 90%, indicates the accuracy of our estimated covariance matrix in the CLT.

Considering both the Monte Carlo estimator performance and the computation time, the

modified deterministic scan Gibbs sampler proves to be more efficient than its time homo-

geneous counterpart. This again shows the importance of having specialized output analysis

tools for time in-homogeneous samplers.
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Table 4 gives the result of 400 repetitions of the termination rule experiment.

Table 4: Bayesian linear mixed model: termination rule experiment. The Sampler column in-

dicates samplers used; the Time column records computation time in seconds until terminate;

the Iter (beta-gamma) column and Iter (lambda) column store the numbers of beta-gamma

and lambda steps used, respectively; the Coverage column stores the empirical coverage prob-

ability of the 90% confidence region.

Samplers Time Iter (beta-gamma) Iter (lambda) Coverage

In-homo 91.51 (0.55) 4364 (23) 13093 (70) 0.890 (0.016)

Homo 152.09 (0.70) 7249 (30) 7249 (30) 0.910 (0.014)

From Table 4, the computation time of the in-homogeneous sampler is 39.8% shorter

than that of the homogeneous sampler. This is because the number of computationally

expensive beta-gamma steps iterated in the in-homogeneous sampler is much smaller than

in the homogeneous sampler. The empirical coverage probability is close to 90%, which is

consistent with our Theorem 5.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank Prof. Galin Jones for introducing the general SIP topic, and for his

valuable suggestions regarding the exact form of the covariance matrix in the CLT and the

design of numerical experiments for sampler comparison. The first and second authors were

supported by the National Science Foundation [grant number DMS-2112887].

28



Appendix

A. Proofs for Section 3.1

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

By Lemma 1, the transition kernel of the ith homogeneous subchain {Zi
t}∞t=0, i ∈ {1, . . . , k},

is Harris ergodic. Applying the SLLN for homogeneous chains [Meyn and Tweedie, 2005,

Theorem 17.0.1] to each subchain, we have with probability 1, for i ∈ {1, . . . , k},

θ̂m,i :=

m−1∑

t=0

f(Zi
t)

m
=

m−1∑

t=0

f(Xkt+i−1)

m
→ θ, as m→ ∞.

Then, with probability 1, for r ∈ {1, . . . , k},

θ̂km+r−1 =
m+ 1

km+ r − 1

r∑

i=1

θ̂m+1,i −
f(X0)

km+ r − 1
+

m

km+ r − 1

k∑

i=r+1

θ̂m,i → θ, as m→ ∞.

That is, with probability 1, for any ǫ > 0 and r ∈ {1, . . . , k}, one can find a (random) integer

Mǫ,r large enough so that ‖θ̂km+r−1 − θ‖ < ǫ whenever m ≥ Mǫ,r. Take Mǫ = maxrMǫ,r.

Then, with probability 1, for ǫ > 0, ‖θ̂n − θ‖ < ǫ whenever n/k ≥ Mǫ. Thus, θ̂n → θ almost

surely.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We begin by stating a CLT for homogeneous chains.

Lemma 11. Let {Yt}∞t=0 be a time homogeneous Markov chain with state space (Y,F∗) and

stationary distribution π∗, starting from an arbitrary initial distribution. Let f : Y → Rd be

a measurable function. Assume that the transition kernel of {Yt}∞t=0 is at least polynomially

ergodic of order q ≥ (1+γ)(1+2/γ∗), and that π∗(‖f‖2+γ∗
) <∞ for some γ > 0 and γ∗ > 0.

Define ψ′(l) = E∗{(f(Y0)−θ)(f(Yl)−θ)⊤} if l ≥ 0, and ψ′(l) = E∗{(f(Y−l)−θ)(f(Y0)−θ)⊤}
if l < 0, where E∗(·) denotes the expectation taken if Y0 ∼ π∗, and define

Σ∗ =
+∞∑

l=−∞

ψ′(l). (22)

Assume further that Σ∗ is positive definite. Then the multivariate CLT holds:

√
m

(∑m
t=1 f(Yt)

m
− π∗(f)

)
d−→ N (0,Σ∗), as m→ ∞. (23)
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Proof. By Jones’s [2004] Theorem 9 (2), a univariate CLT holds. Then the multivariate

CLT (23) holds by the Cramér–Wold Theorem.

We now prove Theorem 2. We shall begin with a few technical results.

By Lemma 1, the transition kernel of the block chain is at least polynomially ergodic of

order q. IfX0 ∼ π, by Jones’s [2004] Section 3, the block chain is α-mixing with α(n) ≤ O(nq),

where q ≥ (1 + γ)(1 + 2/γ∗).

Recall that ψ(j, l), j ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1} and l ∈ Z, is the (j, l)th autocovariance matrix de-

fined in (4). We will show the absolute convergence of
∑+∞

l=−∞

∑k−1
j=0 |ψa,b(j, l)|, where ψa,b(j, l)

denotes the (a, b)th element of ψ(j, l), and a and b are in {1, . . . , d}. Since π(‖f‖2+γ∗
) <∞,

for X ∼ π, we have ‖f(X)‖2+γ∗ < ∞, where ‖ · ‖p denote the Lp-norm of random vectors.

By Kuelbs and Philipp’s [1980] Lemma 2.1 (see also Deo’s [1973] Lemma 1) and the α-mixing

coefficient of the block chain, we have for all a ∈ {1, . . . , d}, b ∈ {1, . . . , d}, j ∈ {0, . . . , k−1},
and l large enough,

|ψa,b(j, l)| ≤ O(⌊l/k⌋−q)γ
∗/(2+γ∗) = O(l−qγ∗/(2+γ∗)) ≤ O(l−1−γ).

Therefore,
∑+∞

l=−∞

∑k−1
j=0 |ψa,b(j, l)| <∞.

Consider the function f ′ : X k → Rd, where f ′(x1, . . . , xk) = f(x1) + · · · + f(xk). Let

Σ′ =

0∑

l=−∞

Eπ{(f ′(Zblo
−l )− kθ)(f ′(Zblo

0 )− kθ)⊤}+
+∞∑

l=1

Eπ{(f ′(Zblo
0 )− kθ)(f ′(Zblo

l )− kθ)⊤}.

Define
∑−1

l=0 ψ(j, l) = 0. By the series rearrangement theorem [Rudin, 1976, Theorem 3.55],
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we get

Σ′ =

−1∑

l=−∞

Eπ

{
k−1∑

i=0

(f(X−lk+i)− θ)

}


k−1∑

j=0

(f(Xj)− θ)⊤





+ Eπ

{
k−1∑

i=0

(f(Xi)− θ)

}


k−1∑

j=0

(f(Xj)− θ)⊤





+

+∞∑

l=1

Eπ





k−1∑

j=0

(f(Xj)− θ)





{
k−1∑

i=0

(f(Xlk+i)− θ)⊤

}

=
k−1∑

j=0





−1∑

l=−∞

k−1∑

i=0

ψ(j, j + lk − i) +
−1∑

l=j−k+1

ψ(j, l) +

k−1−j∑

l=0

ψ(j, l) +
+∞∑

l=1

k−1∑

i=0

ψ(j, lk + i− j)





=

k−1∑

j=0





j−k∑

l=−∞

ψ(j, l) +

−1∑

l=j−k+1

ψ(j, l) +

k−j−1∑

l=0

ψ(j, l) +

+∞∑

l=k−j

ψ(j, l)





=

+∞∑

l=−∞

k−1∑

j=0

ψ(j, l).

That is, Σ′ = kΣ where Σ is given by (5).

For an arbitrary initial distribution, we apply Lemma 11 to the block chain and function

f ′. Given the assumption in Theorem 2 that Σ is positive definite, Σ′ is also positive definite.

By Lemma 11, we have

√
m

(
mk−1∑

t=0

f(Xt)

m
− kθ

)
d−→ N (0,Σ′), as m→ ∞,

It follows that
√
mk

(
mk−1∑

t=0

f(Xt)

mk
− θ

)
d−→ N (0,Σ), as m→ ∞, (24)

For a distribution ν on (X ,F) and A ∈ FN (where FN =
∏∞

i=0 F means the product

σ algebra generated by cylinder sets), we use Pν({Xt}∞t=0 ∈ A) to denote the probability of

{X ′
t}∞t=0 ∈ A where {X ′

t} is a chain with the same transition law as {Xt} and X ′
0 ∼ ν. By

the ergodicity of the transition kernel of the subchain {Xkt+i−1}∞t=0, for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and

ε > 0,

Pν(‖f(Xmk+i−1)‖/
√
mk ≥ ε)

≤Pπ(‖f(Xi−1)‖/
√
mk ≥ ε) + ‖ν(KiKi+1 · · ·KkK1 · · ·Ki−1)

m(·)− π(·)‖TV → 0,
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as m→ ∞. Then, regardless of the initial distribution, for r ∈ {1, . . . , k},

mk+r∑

t=mk

f(Xt)√
mk

P−→ 0, as m → ∞, (25)

By (24), (25), and Slutsky’s theorem, for r ∈ {1, . . . , k}, the law of
√
mk + r(θ̂mk+r−1 − θ)

converges weakly to N (0,Σ) as m → ∞. Evidently, this implies that the law of
√
n(θ̂n − θ)

converges weakly to N (0,Σ) as n→ ∞.

B. Proofs for Section 3.2

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Suppose that KU is Harris ergodic. Let ν be the starting distribution of {Xt}∞t=0. Let

π̃U : F2
U → [0, 1] be such that

π̃U (du,du
′) = πU(du)KU (u,du

′).

Since KU is Harris ergodic, routine calculations show that the law of (Ut, Ut+1) converges in

the total variation distance to π̃U as t → ∞. Recall that Xkt+k = gk(Ut, Ut+1) for t ∈ N.

Then the law of Xkt+k converges to the distribution π̃U ◦ g−1
k . Since ν is arbitrary, K̃1, the

transition kernel of the first homogeneous subchain {Z1
t }∞t=0 = {Xkt}∞t=0, is Harris ergodic.

Suppose further that KU is at least polynomially ergodic of order q. That is, for u ∈ XU

and t ∈ N+,

‖Kt
U (u, ·) − πU (·)‖TV ≤ ρU (u)t

−q,

where πU(ρU ) < ∞. Let x ∈ X . Consider a copy of {Ut} and {Xt} such that X0 = x,

Ut = g0(Xkt,Xkt+1, . . . ,Xkt+k0−1) for t ∈ N, and Xkt+k = gk(Ut, Ut+1) for t ∈ N+. Denote

the distribution of U0 by ν. Recall that K̃1 = K1 · · ·Kk. Then, by the polynomial ergodicity
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of KU , for t ∈ N+ and A ∈ F ,

|K̃t
1(x,A)− π(A)| =

∣∣∣∣∣

∫

X 2
U

{νKt
U (du)− πU (du)}KU (u,du

′) I{gk(u, u′) ∈ A}
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖νKt
U (·)− πU (·)‖TV

= sup
B∈FU

∣∣∣∣
∫

XU

ν(du)
{
Kt

U (u,B)− πU (B)
}∣∣∣∣

≤ sup
B∈FU

∫

XU

ν(du)
∣∣Kt

U (u,B)− πU(B)
∣∣

≤ ν(ρU )t
−q.

(26)

Note that, if k0 − 1 = kt′ + r for some t′ ∈ N and r ∈ {1, . . . , k},

ν(ρU ) = ρ(x) :=

∫

Xk0−1
ρU{g0(x, x1, . . . , xk0−1)}K1(x,dx1) · · · Kr(xk0−2,dxk0−1),

so

π(ρ) =

∫

Xk0

ρU{g0(x, x1, . . . , xk0−1)}π(dx)K1(x,dx1) · · · Kr(xk0−2,dxk0−1).

(If k0 = 1 then π(ρ) is just π(ρU ◦ g0).) It was already shown that K̃1 is Harris ergodic, so

as t → ∞, the law of Xkt converges in the total variation distance to π. Then, by the cyclic

nature of the transition laws of {Xt}∞t=0, the law of Ut = g0(Xkt,Xkt+1, . . . ,Xkt+k0−1) must

converge in the total variation distance to the law of g0(X
′
0,X

′
1, . . . ,X

′
k0−1) where X ′

0 ∼ π

and {X ′
t}∞t=0 is a Markov chain with the same transition laws as {Xt}∞t=0. The limiting

distribution of νKt
U must coincide with the stationary distribution of KU , so the law of

g0(X
′
0,X

′
1, . . . ,X

′
k0−1) is πU . The most recent display then implies that π(ρ) = πU (ρU ) <∞.

It then follows from (26) that the first homogeneous subchain K̃1 is at least polynomially

ergodic of order q.

The proof for geometric ergodicity is analogous.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 4

Denote by Ěν the expectation of a function of the split chain if (U0, δ0) ∼ ν, where ν is

an arbitrary initial distribution. To be more precise, for a function V , ĚνV ({Ut, δt}∞t=0)

denotes the expected value of V ({Ut, δt}∞t=0) when the chain {Ut, δt}∞t=0 is redefined on some

probability space so that it has the same transition law as before, but (U0, δ0) ∼ ν. Our goal

is to show that Ěν(T2 − T1)
q′ <∞ where q′ is an arbitrary number in [0, q + 1).
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Let S = inf{t > 0 : δt = 1}. Note that T2 − T1 = inf{t > 0 : δT1−1+t = 1},
T1 − 1 is a stopping time, and δT1−1 = 1. Then, by the strong Markov property [see, e.g.,

Meyn and Tweedie, 2005, Proposition 3.4.6] and the split chain construction, Ěν(T2−T1)q′ =
Ě̟S

q′ , where ̟ is any distribution concentrated on XU × {1}. Indeed, XU × {1} is an atom

for the split chain, so T2 − T1 = (T2 − 1) − (T1 − 1), being the time difference between the

first and second times that chain is in the atom, has the same distribution as S, which is

the first return time to the atom if the split chain starts from the atom. Hence, it suffices to

show that Ě̟S
q′ <∞.

By a de-initialization argument [Roberts and Rosenthal, 2001, Theorem 1], the transition

kernel of {Ut, δt}∞t=0 is at least polynomially ergodic of order q. Then, if (U0, δ0) ∼ π∗U ,

where π∗U is the stationary distribution of the split chain {Ut, δt}∞t=0, the process {Ut, δt}∞t=0

is α-mixing with α(n) ≤ Cn−q, where C is a constant [Jones, 2004, Section 3]. Let q∗ =

max{2, q′}. Then, recalling that q > 1 and q′ < q + 1, we see that
∑∞

n=1 n
q∗−2n−q <∞, and

q∗ − 2 ≥ 0. It then follows from Bolthausen’s [1982] Lemma 3 that Ě̟S
q∗ < ∞. Thus, we

have Ě̟S
q′ <∞.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 5

By Lemma 3, T1 is finite almost surely. Since {τt}∞t=1 are i.i.d. random variables, and

T2n+1 =
∑2n

t=1 τt + T1, by the classic SLLN, we have with probability 1,

1

2n
T2n+1 =

1

2n

(
2n∑

t=1

τt

)
+

1

2n
T1 → Ξτ , as n→ ∞. (27)

Since with probability 1, T2n+1 → ∞ as n→ ∞, by Lemma 2 and Theorem 1, we have with

probability 1,

1

kT2n+1




kT2n+1∑

t=1

f(Xt)


→ θ, as n→ ∞. (28)

Noticing that

2n∑

t=1

Yt =
2n∑

t=1

kTt+1∑

i=kTt+1

f(Xi) =

kT2n+1∑

t=kT1+1

f(Xt) =

kT2n+1∑

t=1

f(Xt)−
kT1∑

t=1

f(Xt),

by (27) and (28), we have with probability 1,

1

2n

(
2n∑

t=1

Yi

)
=
T2n+1

2n

1

T2n+1




kT2n+1∑

t=1

f(Xt)


− 1

2n

(
kT1∑

t=1

f(Xt)

)
→ Ξτkθ, as n→ ∞.
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On the other hand, it is easy to see that {Y2t−1}∞t=1 are i.i.d. random vectors, and so are

{Y2t}∞t=1. Then, by the classic SLLN, we have with probability 1,

1

2n

(
2n∑

t=1

Yi

)
=

1

2n

(
n∑

t=1

Y2t−1

)
+

1

2n

(
n∑

t=1

Y2t

)
→ ΞY , as n→ ∞.

Combining the two most recent displays shows that ΞY = kΞτθ <∞.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 6

Denote by Ěν the expectation of a function of {Ut, δt}∞t=0 if (U0, δ0) ∼ ν. Denote by Êν′

the expectation of a function of {Ut}∞t=0 if U0 ∼ ν ′. Again, to be precise, when we write

Êν′V ({Ut}∞t=0) for some function V , we are redefining the chain {Ut}∞t=0 on some probability

space so that it has the same transition law as before, but U0 ∼ ν ′. For t ∈ N and i ∈
{1, . . . , k}, when Xkt+i appears in an expectation like Êν′ , it is redefined in terms of the

redefined sequence of {Un}∞n=0 through the formula Xtk+i = gi(Ut, Ut+1). The same goes

when Xkt+i appears in an expectation like Ěν .

Let ̟ be some distribution concentrated on XU × {1}. By Condition 1, we have for all

A ∈ FU ,

πU (A) = πUKU (A) =

∫

XU

πU (du)K(u,A) ≥ µ(A)

∫

XU

h(u)πU (du) = µ(A)πU (h).

Then, by the Markov property, for t ∈ N+ and i ∈ {1, . . . .k},

Ě̟(‖f(Xkt+i)‖2+γ+γ∗
) =

∫

XU

Ě̟{‖f(Xkt+i)‖2+γ+γ∗ | U1 = u}µ(du)

≤ 1

πU (h)

∫

XU

Ě̟{‖gi(Ut, Ut+1)‖2+γ+γ∗ | U1 = u}πU (du)

=
1

πU (h)
ÊπU

‖gi(Ut−1, Ut)‖2+γ+γ∗

=
1

πU (h)
ÊπU

‖gi(U0, U1)‖2+γ+γ∗
.

(29)

Define the distribution πi : F → [0, 1] so that

πi(A) = ÊπU
I{gi(U0, U1) ∈ A} =

∫

X 2
U

I{gi(u0, u1) ∈ A}πU (du0)KU (u0,du1).

Since KU is Harris ergodic, for the original sequence of {Xt}∞t=0, the distribution of Xkt+i =

gi(Ut, Ut+1) converges in the total variation distance to πi as t → ∞. By Lemmas 1 and 2,
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the transition kernel of the subchain {Xkt+i}∞t=0 is Harris ergodic, so π is the unique limiting

distribution of {Xkt+i}∞t=0, and π = πi. It then follows from (29) that, for t ≥ k + 1,

Ě̟‖f(Xt)‖2+γ+γ∗ ≤ 1

πU (h)
π(‖f‖2+γ+γ∗

) <∞. (30)

To continue, note that

Ě̟ ‖Y1‖2+γ ≤ Ě̟




kT2∑

t=kT1+1

‖f(Xt)‖




2+γ

≤ Ě̟

(
∞∑

t=k+1

I(t ≤ kT2)‖f(Xt)‖
)2+γ

.

By Minkowski’s inequality,



Ě̟

(
∞∑

t=k+1

I(t ≤ kT2)‖f(Xt)‖
)2+γ





1/(2+γ)

≤
∞∑

t=k+1

{
Ě̟ I(t ≤ kT2)‖f(Xt)‖2+γ

}1/(2+γ)
.

By Hölder’s inequality,

Ě̟ I(t ≤ kT2)‖f(Xt)‖2+γ

≤
{
Ě̟I(t ≤ kT2)

}γ∗/(2+γ+γ∗)
(
Ě̟‖f(Xt)‖2+γ+γ∗

)(2+γ)/(2+γ+γ∗)
.

Therefore,

(
Ě̟ ‖Y1‖2+γ

)1/(2+γ)

≤



Ě̟




kT2∑

t=kT1+1

‖f(Xt)‖




2+γ


1/(2+γ)

≤
∞∑

t=k+1

{{
Ě̟I(t ≤ kT2)

}γ∗/(2+γ+γ∗)
(
Ě̟‖f(Xt)

2+γ+γ∗‖
)(2+γ)/(2+γ+γ∗)

}1/(2+γ)

≤
{

1

πU(h)
π(‖f‖2+γ+γ∗

)

}1/(2+γ+γ∗) ∞∑

t=k+1

{
Ě̟I(t ≤ kT2)

}γ∗/{(2+γ+γ∗)(2+γ)}
,

(31)

where the last line follows from (30). Let q′ be a constant such that (2+γ){1+(2+γ)/γ∗} <
q′ < q + 1. Let S = inf{t > 0 : δt = 1}. Then T1 ≤ S + 1. It was shown in the proof of

Lemma 4 that Ě̟S
q′ = Ě̟τ

q′

1 <∞. By Jensen’s inequality,

Ě̟T
q′

2 = Ě̟(T1 + τ1)
q′ ≤ 2q

′−1(Ě̟T
q′

1 + Ě̟τ
q′

1 ) <∞.
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By Markov’s inequality and the fact that q′γ∗/{(2 + γ + γ∗)(2 + γ)} > 1,

∞∑

t=k+1

{
Ě̟I(t ≤ kT2)

}γ∗/{(2+γ+γ∗)(2+γ)}

=

∞∑

t=k+1

(
Ě̟I

{
T q′

2 ≥ (t/k)q
′
})γ∗/{(2+γ+γ∗)(2+γ)}

≤
{
Ě̟T

q′

2

}γ∗/{(2+γ+γ∗)(2+γ)}
∞∑

t=k+1

(t/k)−q′γ∗/{(2+γ+γ∗)(2+γ)} <∞.

Therefore, by (31),

Ě̟ ‖Y1‖2+γ ≤ Ě̟




kT2∑

t=kT1+1

‖f(Xt)‖




2+γ

<∞.

By Lemma 4, Ě̟τ1
2+γ < ∞. Thus, Ě̟

∥∥∥Ỹ1
∥∥∥
2+γ

< ∞. But the distributions of the ∆i’s do

not depend on the initial distribution of the split chain [Nummelin, 2004, Section 5.3], so

these expectations are finite regardless of the initial distribution.

B.5 Proof of Lemma 7

We prove Lemma 7 by contradiction. To this end assume that that ΣY is not positive definite.

Then there exists a ∈ Rd such that a 6= 0 and a⊤ΣY a = 0. We have

a⊤ΣY a = lim
n→∞

n−1Var

(
n∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi

)
= Var(a⊤Ỹ1) + 2Cov(a⊤Ỹ1, a

⊤Ỹ2) = 0.

For all m ≥ 2,

Var

(
m∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi

)
= mVar(a⊤Ỹ1) + 2(m− 1)Cov(a⊤Ỹ1, a

⊤Ỹ2) = −2Cov(a⊤Ỹ1, a
⊤Ỹ2)

is a constant.

Let ξ(n) = sup{i : Ti ≤ n}. Let ⌈·⌉ and ⌊·⌋ denote the ceiling and floor functions,

respectively. Define n∗ = ⌈n/Ξτ⌉. By Chebyshev’s inequality, for all ǫ > 0, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣n
−1/2

n∗∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ǫ

)
≤ n−1ǫ−2Var

(
n∗∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi

)

= −2n−1ǫ−2Cov(a⊤Ỹ1, a
⊤Ỹ2) → 0, as n→ ∞.
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Therefore,

n−1/2
n∗∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi
P−→ 0, as n→ ∞. (32)

We now use an argument from Section 17.2.2 of Meyn and Tweedie [2005] to show

that (32) continues to hold when n∗ is replaced by a particular random time. Let ǫ > 0

be arbitrary. Let n = ⌈(1/Ξτ − ǫ)n⌉, n = ⌊(1/Ξτ + ǫ)n⌋. By (iv) of Lemma 9, with prob-

ability 1, ξ(n)/n → 1/Ξτ as n → ∞. Then, there exists some nǫ ∈ N+ such that, for all

n > nǫ,

P (n ≤ ξ(n)− 1 ≤ n) ≥ 1− ǫ.

For n > nǫ and b > 0,

P



∣∣∣∣∣∣
n−1/2

ξ(n)−1∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi − n−1/2
n∗∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> b




≤ ǫ+ P

(
max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣
n∗∑

i=t

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣ > bn1/2

)
+ P

(
max

n∗≤t≤n

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

i=n∗

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣ > bn1/2

)
.

(33)

Notice that

P

(
max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣
n∗∑

i=t

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣ > bn1/2

)

≤ P


 max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Ievent

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> bn1/2/2


 + P


 max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Ioddt

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> bn1/2/2


 ,

(34)

where Ievent = {2j : t ≤ 2j ≤ n∗, j ∈ N}, and Ioddt = {2j + 1 : t ≤ 2j + 1 ≤ n∗, j ∈ N}. Since
{a⊤Ỹt}∞t=1 is a mean-zero stationary 1-dependent sequence, by Kolmogorov’s inequality [see,

e.g., Meyn and Tweedie, 2005, Theorem D.6.3], we have

P


 max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Ievent

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> bn1/2/2


 ≤ nǫ/2 + 2

nb2/4
Var(a⊤Ỹ1).

Similarly,

P


 max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

i∈Ioddt

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> bn1/2/2


 ≤ nǫ/2 + 2

nb2/4
Var(a⊤Ỹ1).

Therefore,

P

(
max

n≤t≤n∗

∣∣∣∣∣
n∗∑

i=t

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣ > bn1/2

)
≤ 4nǫ+ 16

nb2
Var(a⊤Ỹ1). (35)
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Using the same argument, we have

P

(
max

n∗≤t≤n

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

i=n∗

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣ > bn1/2

)
≤ 4nǫ+ 12

nb2
Var(a⊤Ỹ1). (36)

By (33) to (36), we have

P



∣∣∣∣∣∣
n−1/2

ξ(n)−1∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi − n−1/2
n∗∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
> b


 ≤ ǫ+

8nǫ+ 28

nb2
Var(a⊤Ỹ1).

Since ǫ > 0 is arbitrary,

n−1/2

ξ(n)−1∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi − n−1/2
n∗∑

i=1

a⊤Ỹi
P−→ 0, as n→ ∞. (37)

By (32) and (37),

n−1/2

ξ(n)−1∑

t=1

a⊤Ỹi
P−→ 0, as n→ ∞. (38)

Since
ξ(n)−1∑

t=1

a⊤Ỹi =

kTξ(n)∑

t=kT1+1

a⊤f(Xt)− a⊤(Tξ(n) − T1)kθ,

by (i)-(iii) of Lemma 9 and (38), for r ∈ {1, . . . , k},

n−1/2
kn+r∑

t=1

(
a⊤f(Xt)− a⊤kθ

)
P−→ 0, as n→ ∞.

On the other hand, since Σ is positive definite and a 6= 0, a⊤Σa > 0. Applying Lemma 2 and

Theorem 2, we have

n−1/2
kn+r∑

t=1

(a⊤f(Xt)− a⊤θ)
d−→ N (0, ka⊤Σa), as n→ ∞.

The two most recent displays contradict with each other. Therefore, ΣY must be positive

definite.

B.6 Proof of Lemma 9

By Lemma 3, T1 is almost surely finite. So (i) holds.

Next, observe that with probability 1, ξ(n) → ∞. To see this, note that Tξ(n)+1 = T1 +
∑ξ(n)

t=1 τt, and, by Lemma 4, τt <∞ for t ∈ N+ almost surely. Since n ≤ Tξ(n)+1, it holds that
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P (limn→∞ Tξ(n)+1 = ∞) = 1. If P (lim infn→∞ ξ(n) < ∞) > 0, then P (lim infn→∞ Tξ(n)+1 <

∞) > 0, which leads to a contradiction.

To prove (ii), let Q̃n,r =
∑kn+r

t=kTξ(n)+1 f(Xt) for n ∈ N and r ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and let Qm =
∑kTm+1

t=kTm+1 ‖f(Xt)‖ for m ∈ N+. By the regeneration property, EQ2+γ
m = EQ2+γ

1 , and by

Lemma 6, EQ2+γ
1 <∞. Then

∞∑

m=1

P (Qm > m1/(2+γ)) =

∞∑

m=1

P (Q2+γ
1 > m) ≤

∞∑

m=1

∫ m

m−1
P (Q2+γ

1 > x)dx

=

∫ ∞

0
P (Q2+γ

1 > x)dx = EQ2+γ
1 <∞,

where the last equality holds by Cinlar’s [2013] Theorem 1.9. By the Borel-Cantelli Lemma,

we have with probability 1, lim supm→∞m−1/(2+γ)Qm ≤ 1. Therefore, with probability 1,

Qm = O(m1/(2+γ)), as m→ ∞. (39)

Since with probability 1, ξ(n) → ∞ as n→ ∞, with probability 1,

Qξ(n) = O
(
(ξ(n))1/(2+γ)

)
= O(n1/(2+γ)), as n→ ∞.

By the triangle inequality,

‖Q̃n,r‖ ≤
kn+r∑

t=kTξ(n)+1

‖f(Xt)‖ ≤
kTξ(n)+1∑

t=kTξ(n)+1

‖f(Xt)‖ = Qξ(n).

Combing the two most recent displays yields (ii).

We now establish (iii). By Lemma 4 and regeneration property, for all m ∈ N+, Eτ
2+γ
m <

∞. In the same way (39) is derived, we get with probability 1,

τm = O(m1/(2+γ)), as m → ∞.

Therefore, with probability 1,

τξ(n) = O
(
(ξ(n))1/(2+γ)

)
= O(n1/(2+γ)), as n→ ∞.

Since |n− Tξ(n)| ≤ τξ(n), (iii) holds.

It remains to establish (iv). By Lemma 4, Eτ q
′

1 < ∞. By the Marcinkiewics–Zygmund

strong law of large numbers [Boukhari, 2020, Introduction], with probability 1,

lim
m→∞

m−1/q′
m∑

t=1

(τt − Ξτ ) = 0.

40



It follows that, with probability 1,

lim
n→∞

(ξ(n))−1/q′
(
Tξ(n)+1 − ξ(n)Ξτ

)
= 0, and lim

n→∞
(ξ(n))−1/q′

{
Tξ(n) − (ξ(n)− 1)Ξτ

}
= 0.

Since Tξ(n) ≤ n ≤ Tξ(n)+1, we have

Tξ(n) − (ξ(n)− 1)Ξτ − Ξτ ≤ n− ξ(n)Ξτ ≤ Tξ(n)+1 − ξ(n)Ξτ .

Therefore, with probability 1,

lim
n→∞

ξ(n)−1/q′ (n− ξ(n)Ξτ ) = 0, and lim
n→∞

n/ξ(n) = Ξτ .

We have with probability 1,

lim
n→∞

(
n

ξ(n)

)−1/q′ {
(ξ(n))−1/q′(n− ξ(n)Ξτ )

}
= 0.

Thus, with probability 1,

lim
n→∞

n−1/q′(n− ξ(n)Ξτ ) = 0.

B.7 Proof of Lemma 10

First, we review some well-known topological results.

Lemma 12. For i ∈ N+, let Xi be a Polish space. Let J be a subset of N+. Then each of the

following holds:

(i) The space X =
∏

i∈J Xi equipped with the product topology is Polish.

(ii) The Borel algebra of X coincides with the σ algebra generated by cylinder sets, i.e., sets

of the form {(xi)i∈J ∈ X : xj ∈ Aj} where j ∈ J and Aj ∈ B(Xj).

Proof of Lemma 10. Let XA =
∏∞

i=1 R
kd+1, and let XB = XC =

∏∞
i=1R

d, each equipped

with the corresponding product topology. By (i) of Lemma 12, XA, XB , and XC are Polish

spaces. Denote by B(XA), B(XB), and B(XC) their respective Borel algebras.

Denote by (Ω1,F1, P1) the probability space on which {Xt}∞t=0 and {δt}∞t=1 are defined,

and recall that the sequence {Ỹi}∞i=1 is determined by {f(Xkt+1), . . . , f(Xkt+k), δt}∞t=0 through (9).

Recall from the proof of Theorem 3 that, by Liu and Lin’s [2009] Theorem 2.1, on another

probability space (Ω2,F2,P2), one can redefine the sequence {Ỹi}∞i=1 together with {C(t)}∞t=1,
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where {C(t)}∞t=1 are d dimensional standard normal random vectors, such that with probabil-

ity 1, (10) holds withB(m) =
∑m

t=1 C(t). We may view ({f(Xkt+1), . . . , f(Xkt+k), δt}∞t=0, {Ỹt}∞t=1)

as a function from (Ω1,F1) to (XA×XB ,B(XA)×B(XB)). We may view ({Ỹt}∞t=1, {B(t)}∞t=1)

as a function from (Ω2,F2) to (XB ×XC ,B(XB)×B(XC)). By (ii) of Lemma, B(XA)×B(XB)

and B(XB) × B(XC) are large enough to host the events (9) and (10), and small enough

so that the two functions above are measurable. Let PAB and PBC be the respective

laws of these two functions, which are distributions on (XA × XB ,B(XA) × B(XB)) and

(XB × XC ,B(XB)× B(XC)), respectively.

By the gluing lemma on Polish spaces [see, e.g., Ambrosio and Gigli, 2013, Lemma 3.1],

there exists a probability measure PABC on (XABC ,B(XABC)) := (XA × XB × XC ,B(XA)×
B(XB) × B(XC)), such that for all SAB ∈ B(XA) × B(XB), PABC(SAB × XC) = PAB(SAB),

and for all SBC ∈ B(XB) × B(XC), PABC(XA × SBC) = PBC(SBC). Then we may redefine

({f(Xkt+1), . . . , f(Xkt+k), δt}∞t=0, {Ỹt}∞t=1, {B(t)}∞t=0) to be the identity map on the probabil-

ity space (XABC ,B(XABC), PABC ). The gluing lemma ensures that the functional relationship

between {f(Xkt+1), . . . , f(Xkt+k), δt}∞t=0 and {Ỹt}∞t=1 is preserved almost surely, and that (10)

continues to hold.

Using the same argument, on yet another probability space, one can redefine

({f(Xkt+1), . . . , f(Xkt+k), δt}∞t=0, {B(t)}∞t=0)

together with {B(t/kΞτ )}∞t=0 so that {B(t)}∞t=0 and {B(t/kΞτ )}∞t=0 have the same law as the

corresponding elements in a d dimensional standard Brownian motion, while preserving (10).

C. Proofs for Section 3.4

C.1 Proof of Theorem 5

We begin by considering the asymptotic behavior of N(ε) as ε → 0. For simplicity, let M̂n

represent M̂n(f, π), and M represent M(f, π). With probability 1, M̂n → M as n → ∞.

Recall that s(n, ε) = εM̂n(f, π)I(n < n0) + n−1. Let

nS(ε) = inf{n ∈ N+ : s(n, ε) ≤ εM̂n} = inf{n ≥ n0 : n
−1 ≤ εMn}.
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Then, with probability 1, as ε→ 0, nS(ε) → ∞, and N(ε) ≥ nS(ε) → ∞.

To obtain the exact rate at which N(ε) tends to infinity, let L(n) = {V (Sα(n))}1/d +

s(n, ε), so that N(ε) = inf{n ∈ N : L(n) ≤ εM̂n}. Let

a =

(
2

dG(d/2)

)1/d

(πχ2
1−α,d)

1/2,

and recall that

V (Sα(n)) =
2πd/2

dG(d/2)

(
T 2
1−α,d,pn

n

)d/2

|Σ̂BM
n |1/2.

Since n1/2s(n, ε) → 0 as n→ ∞ and Σ is positive definite, we have with probability 1,

n1/2L(n) = n1/2
(

2

dG(d/2)

)1/d
(
πT 2

1−α,d,pn

n

)1/2

|Σ̂BM
n |1/(2d) + n1/2s(n, ε)

→ a|Σ|1/(2d) > 0, as n→ ∞.

(40)

By the definition of N(ε),

L(N(ε)− 1) > εM̂N(ε)−1, and L(N(ε)) ≤ εM̂N(ε). (41)

Since with probability 1, M̂n → M, and NS(ε) → ∞ as n→ ∞, we have with probability 1,

M̂N(ε) → M, as ε→ 0. (42)

By (40), (41) and (42), with probability 1,

lim sup
ε→0

εN(ε)1/2 ≤ lim sup
ε→0

N(ε)1/2L(N(ε) − 1)

M̂N(ε)−1

=
a|Σ|1/(2d)

M

lim inf
ε→0

εN(ε)1/2 ≥ lim inf
ε→0

N(ε)1/2L(N(ε))

M̂N(ε)

=
a|Σ|1/(2d)

M
.

We have with probability 1,

lim
ε→0

εN(ε)1/2 =
a|Σ|1/(2d)

M
. (43)

By Theorem 3, there exists a discrete time standard Brownian motion {B(t)}∞t=0 such

that the SIP (2) holds. Consider the asymptotic behavior of εB(N(ε)) as ε → 0. It will be

shown that

ε ‖B(N(ε)) −B (N0(ε))‖ P−→ 0, (44)
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as ε→ 0, where

N0(ε) =

⌈
a2|Σ|1/d
ε2M2

⌉
.

Let υ ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary. Let N = ⌈(1− υ)N0(ε)⌉, and N = ⌊(1 + υ)N0(ε)⌋. By (43), with

probability 1, for ε small enough, N ≤ N(ε) ≤ N , i.e.,

lim
j→∞

P


 ⋂

0<ε<1/j

[N ≤ N(ε) ≤ N ]


 = 1.

It follows that there exists ευ > 0 such that, whenever ε < ευ,

P (N ≤ N(ε) ≤ N) ≥ 1− υ.

Then, for ǫ < ευ, b > 0, and u ∈ Rd,

P
(
ε
∣∣∣u⊤B(N(ε))− u⊤B(N0(ε))

∣∣∣ ≥ b
)

≤ υ + P


 max

t∈[N,N0(ε)]

∣∣∣∣∣∣

N0(ε)∑

i=t

u⊤C(i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ bε−1


+ P


 max

t∈[N0(ε),N ]

∣∣∣∣∣∣

t∑

i=N0(ε)

u⊤C(i)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≥ bε−1


 ,

where C(i) = B(i+1)−B(i) are i.i.d. standard normal random variables. By Kolmogorov’s

inequality [see, e.g., Meyn and Tweedie, 2005, Theorem D.6.3], the right hand side is upper

bounded by

υ +
2ε2‖u‖2
b2

{υN0(ε) + 1} ≤ υ + υ
2a2|Σ|1/d‖u‖2

M2b2
+

4ε2‖u‖2
b2

.

Since υ is arbitrary, as ε→ 0, (44) holds. Evidently, as ε→ 0,

εB(N0(ε)) ∼ N
(
0, ε2

⌈
a2|Σ|1/d
ε2M2

⌉
Id×d

)
⇒ N

(
0,
a2|Σ|1/d
M2

Id×d

)
,

where ⇒ denotes the weak convergence of measures. Then, by (44) and Slutsky’s theorem,

εB(N(ε))
d−→ N

(
0,
a2|Σ|1/d
M2

Id×d

)
. (45)

We shall now consider the asymptotic behavior of θ̂N(ε). By Theorem 3, with probability 1,

for ε small enough,
∥∥∥∥∥∥

N(ε)∑

t=1

ε(f(Xt)− θ)− ΓεB(N(ε))

∥∥∥∥∥∥
≤Mεφ(N(ε)),
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where Γ satisfies ΓΓ⊤ = Σ, and φ(n)/
√
n→ 0 as n→ ∞. By (43), with probability 1, for an

arbitrary number b > 0,

lim sup
ε→0

εφ(N(ε)) ≤ lim sup
ε→0

bεN(ε)1/2 =
ab|Σ|1/(2d)

M
.

This implies that εφ(N(ε)) → 0 with probability 1. In particular, as ε→ 0,

N(ε)∑

t=1

ε(f(Xt)− θ)− ΓεB(N(ε))
P−→ 0.

Combining this with (45) and making use of Slutsky’s theorem yields

εN(ε)(θ̂N(ε) − θ)
d−→ N

(
0,
a2|Σ|1/d
M2

Σ

)
.

In light of (43) and Theorem 4, another application of Slutsky’s theorem gives

N(ε)1/2(Σ̂BM
N(ε))

−1/2(θ̂N(ε) − θ)
d−→ N (0, Id×d). (46)

Fix α ∈ (0, 1), and let α1 and α2 be such that 0 < α1 < α < α2 < 1. Recall that

T 2
1−α,d,pn

→ χ2
1−α,d as n→ ∞, so, almost surely, for ε small enough, χ2

1−α2,d
≤ T 2

1−α,d,pN(ε)
≤

χ2
1−α1,d

. By (46), with probability 1, for i = 1, 2,

lim
ε→0

P
(
N(ε)(θ̂N(ε) − θ)⊤(Σ̂BM

N(ε))
−1(θ̂N(ε) − θ) < χ2

1−αi,d

)
= 1− αi,

which implies that

lim sup
ε→0

P
(
N(ε)(θ̂N(ε) − θ)⊤(Σ̂BM

N(ε))
−1(θ̂N(ε) − θ) < T 2

1−α,d,pN(ε)

)
≤ 1− α1,

lim inf
ε→0

P
(
N(ε)(θ̂N(ε) − θ)⊤(Σ̂BM

N(ε))
−1(θ̂N(ε) − θ) < T 2

1−α,d,pN(ε)

)
≥ 1− α2.

But to say N(ε)(θ̂N(ε) − θ)⊤(Σ̂BM
N(ε))

−1(θ̂N(ε) − θ) < T 2
1−α,d,pN(ε)

is to say that θ ∈ Sα(N(ε)).

Since α1 and α2 can be arbitrarily close to α, it holds that

lim
ε→0

P (θ ∈ Sα(N(ε))) = 1− α.

This concludes the proof.
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