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Abstract

Lifted samplers form a class of Markov chain Monte Carlo methods which has drawn a lot atten-
tion in recent years due to superior performance in challenging Bayesian applications. A canonical
example of such sampler is the one that is derived from a random walk Metropolis algorithm for a
totally-ordered state space such as the integers or the real numbers. The lifted sampler is derived
by splitting into two the proposal distribution: one part in the increasing direction, and the other
part in the decreasing direction. It keeps following a direction, until a rejection, upon which it flips
the direction. In terms of asymptotic variances, it outperforms the random walk Metropolis algo-
rithm, regardless of the target distribution, at no additional computational cost. Other studies show,
however, that beyond this simple case, lifted samplers do not always outperform their Metropolis
counterparts. In this paper, we leverage the celebrated work of Tierney (1998) to provide an anal-
ysis in a general framework encompassing a broad class of lifted samplers. Our finding is that,
essentially, the asymptotic variances cannot increase by a factor of more than 2, regardless of the
target distribution, the way the directions are induced, and the type of algorithm from which the
lifted sampler is derived (be it a Metropolis–Hastings algorithm, a reversible jump algorithm, etc.).
This result indicates that, while there is potentially a lot to gain from lifting a sampler, there is not
much to lose.

Keywords: asymptotic variances; Bayesian statistics; Markov chain Monte Carlo; Metropolis–Hastings;
Non-reversible Markov chains.

1 Introduction

1.1 Context
Let us consider the situation where one is interested in sampling from π, a probability distribution
defined on a measurable space (X,X), where X ⊂ Rd is assumed to correspond to the support of π,
with d a positive integer, and X is a sigma-algebra on X. In a sampling context, π is often referred
to as the target distribution. Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods can be used to sample
from π. We consider in the first part of this paper that one wants to compare the performance of a
Metropolis–Hastings (MH, (Metropolis et al., 1953; Hastings, 1970)) algorithm with that of a lifted
version (Horowitz, 1991; Gustafson, 1998; Chen et al., 1999; Diaconis et al., 2000). Recently, Andrieu
and Livingstone (2021) proved that the latter outperforms the former in terms of asymptotic variances

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

15
95

2v
1 

 [
st

at
.C

O
] 

 2
4 

M
ay

 2
02

4



2 P. Gagnon and F. Maire

in specific situations. Empirically, it has been shown not to be the case in other situations (Gagnon and
Maire, 2024). In this paper, we fill some gaps in the theory by providing general guarantees.

In the rest of this section, we set the scene for a comparison between MH and its lifted version by
recalling how a MH algorithm works and by introducing its lifted version through an intermediate sam-
pler. We next present in Section 2 a theoretical result about performance guarantees and in Section 3
empirical results for an illustration. The MH framework of Sections 1-3 is explicit and, thus, easy
to understand. The presentation of this framework will facilitate the understanding of the content of
Section 4, which is a theoretical result analogous to that in Section 2 under a more general framework.
To introduce this framework, we define a generalized MH algorithm following Tierney (1998) and,
similarly as below, its lifted version through an intermediate sampler. This generalized MH algorithm
includes as special cases algorithms such as reversible jump (Green, 1995), Multiple-try Metropolis
(Liu et al., 2000) and pseudo-marginal (Beaumont, 2003). The result of Section 4 can be seen as a
complement to those about lifted versions of sophisticated sampling schemes such as simulated tem-
pering (Sakai and Hukushima, 2016b), parallel tempering (Syed et al., 2022) and reversible jump for
Bayesian nested model selection (Gagnon and Doucet, 2021).

1.2 MH algorithm and an auxiliary sampler

A MH algorithm proceeds at each iteration by first proposing a state y ∈ X using a proposal distribution
Q(x, · ), where x ∈ X is the current state of the Markov chain, and next by deciding whether or not the
proposal is accepted. If the proposal is accepted, the next state of the Markov chain is y, otherwise,
the chain remains at x. The decision to accept or reject the proposal is random and is based on an
acceptance probability, denoted by α(x, y), whose form is made explicit below.

We assume that π and Q(x, · ) admit positive densities with respect to a common dominating mea-
sure, denoted for simplicity dy. With an abuse of notation, we also denote these densities by π and
Q(x, · ). Let us denote by N(x) the support of Q(x, · ), where {N(x)} yields a neighbourhood structure
on X. We assume that x < N(x). This implies that, strictly speaking, N(x) is not a neighbourhood in
a topological sense; we nevertheless carry on with this abuse of terminology. The restriction x < N(x)
is not necessary but it simplifies the presentation of the auxiliary and lifted samplers below. We also
assume that N(x) is not empty and of positive Q(x, · )-measure, for all x. Finally, we assume that: for
any (x, y) ∈ X2,

y ∈ N(x) if and only if x ∈ N(y).

For instance, when X is the set of integers, {N(x)} can be such that N(x) = {x − 1, x + 1}, and when
X = R, {N(x)} can be such that N(x) = R \{x}. In the case where {x} is of null measure, for all x, like
with continuous random variables, one would typically include {x} in N(x), but in practice, including it
or not makes no difference in the algorithm.

Under the framework just described, the acceptance probability has the following form: for all
(x, y) ∈ X2, α(x, y) = 1 ∧ r(x, y), where x ∧ y = min{x, y}, r(x, y) = 0 whenever y < N(x), and
otherwise,

r(x, y) =
π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

.

The Markov kernel associated to the MH algorithm, denoted by PMH, is such that, for any x ∈ X,

PMH(x, dy) = Q(x, dy)α(x, y) + δx(dy)
∫

(1 − α(x,u)) Q(x, du),
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where δ is the Dirac measure. We consider that

Q(x, y) =
q(x, y)
c(x)

, y ∈ N(x),

where q(x, · ) represents the unnormalized density, and c(x) > 0 is the normalizing constant, that is

c(x) =
∫

N(x)
q(x, y) dy.

The MH Markov kernel is π-reversible. We now present a variant of the MH algorithm which uses
a notion of direction and will also be seen to be π-reversible. Let us define a direction variable ν ∈
{−1,+1} and directional neighbourhoods N−1(x) and N+1(x) that are such that N−1(x) ∪ N+1(x) = N(x)
and N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x) = ∅ for all x. Analogously to the MH case, we assume that: for any (x, y) ∈ X2

and ν ∈ {−1,+1},

y ∈ Nν(x) if and only if x ∈ N−ν(y). (1)

If x would belong to N(x), we would need to include x in both N−1(x) and N+1(x) to satisfy the condition
in (1), and we would have N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x) = {x} instead of N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x) = ∅; the result presented
in Section 2 would hold even in this case. We define a notion of boundary of X as ∂X := {x ∈ X :
N−1(x) = ∅} ∪ {x ∈ X : N+1(x) = ∅}. To simplify the presentation of the variant of MH, we assume
for now that ∂X = ∅. This is the case for example when X = Z and N(x) = {x − 1, x + 1} with
N−1(x) = {x − 1} and N+1(x) = {x + 1}.

The variant of MH proceeds similarly to MH, the main difference being that it starts by picking
uniformly at random a direction ν ∈ {−1,+1}. Next, it samples a proposal y using the conditional
distribution given that the proposal belongs to Nν(x) that we denote by Qν(x, · ). This conditional
distribution admits a density with respect to dy, which is denoted by Qν(x, · ) as well to simplify and
given by

y ∈ X, Qν(x, y) =
q(x, y)
cν(x)

1(y ∈ Nν(x)),

where
cν(x) =

∫
Nν(x)

q(x, y) dy,

and 1 is the indicator function. We refer to the conditional distribution Qν(x, · ) as the directional
proposal distribution. The last step of the variant of MH is a random decision of whether or not the
proposal y is accepted, based on an acceptance probability αν defined as follows: for all (x, y) ∈ X2,
αν(x, y) = 1 ∧ rν(x, y), where rν(x, y) = 0 whenever y < Nν(x), and otherwise,

rν(x, y) =
π(y) Q−ν(y, x)
π(x) Qν(x, y)

.

The resulting Markov kernel, denoted by Prev., is such that, for any x ∈ X,

Prev.(x, dy) =
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

1
2

Qν(x, dy)αν(x, y) + δx(dy)
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

1
2

∫
(1 − αν(x,u)) Qν(x, du). (2)

It can be readily verified that this Markov kernel is π-reversible by viewing Prev. as a MH Markov kernel
with a proposal kernel given by (1/2)Q−1 + (1/2)Q+1.
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When there exists a boundary, meaning that ∂X , ∅, and it is decided to try to go in the direction
ν while at some state x ∈ ∂X with Nν(x) = ∅, then the next state of the Markov chain is directly set
to the current state x. Note that in this case N−ν(x) = N(x). It is possible to have empty directional
neighbourhoods when, for instance, X is a bounded subset of the integers (in particular, when the
current state x corresponds to the upper bound, N(x) = {x − 1} and N+1(x) = ∅). We will use Prev. to
denote the Markov kernel of the variant of MH in the general case, that is including the special case
where ∂X , ∅; its general expression, including an acceptance probability similar as above, is provided
in Appendix A. We can thus think of the expression in (2) as that of the Markov kernel in the special
case where ∂X = ∅. We now present a proposition about the reversibility of Prev. in the general case.

Proposition 1. Under the framework presented in this subsection, Prev. is π-reversible.

Proof. By Lemma 2 in Appendix A, Prev. is the standard MH Markov kernel (in the sense of Tierney
(1998)) with π as invariant distribution and proposal distribution

Qrev.(x, · ) :=
{

(1/2)δx + (1/2)Q(x, · ) if x ∈ ∂X,
(1/2)Q−1(x, · ) + (1/2)Q+1(x, · ) otherwise.

Thus, Prev. is π-reversible and has the optimal acceptance probability (in the sense of minimizing the
asymptotic variances). ■

1.3 A lifted version
While using a notion of direction, Prev. does not really exploit it as it resamples the direction variable
at the beginning of each iteration. We now present a lifted sampler which does exploit that notion.
To simplify the presentation as in Section 1.2, we assume for now that ∂X = ∅. The main difference
with Prev. is that the lifted sampler does not resample the direction variable at the beginning of each
iteration; it keeps going in the same direction, until a rejection, upon which it starts going in the reverse
direction. The lifted sampler thus operates on a lifted (i.e., extended) state-space X × {−1,+1}. The
direction variable guides the Markov chain so as to avoid backtracking, a behaviour often exhibited by
MH or its variants that tends to increases the autocorrelation of the process. The lifting technique can
be seen as a way to equip the resulting stochastic process with some memory of its past (the direction
it comes from), while retaining the Markov property. Let us define the associated Markov kernel: for
any (x, ν) ∈ X × {−1,+1},

PLifted((x, ν), d(y, ν′)) := Qν(x, dy)αν(x, y) δν(dν′) + δ(x,−ν)(d(y, ν′))
∫

(1 − αν(x,u)) Qν(x, du). (3)

It can be shown that it satisfies a skewed detailed balance (Andrieu and Livingstone, 2021), implying
that the product measure π ⊗ U{−1,+1} is an invariant distribution, where U{−1,+1} denotes the
uniform distribution over the set {−1,+1}. Also, it is non-reversible. For completeness, the definition
of skewed detailed balance is presented in Appendix A.

In the case where there exists a boundary and the current state is (x, ν) with x ∈ ∂X and Nν(x) = ∅,
then, analogously to the variant of MH in Section 1.2, the next state of the Markov chain is directly
set to (x,−ν). We will use PLifted to denote the Markov kernel in the general case, that is including
the special case where ∂X , ∅. The general definition is presented in Appendix A; it generalizes that
in (3). We now present a proposition about PLifted in the general case whose proof can be found in
Appendix A.
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Proposition 2. Under the framework presented in Section 1.2, PLifted satisfies a skewed detailed bal-
ance.

Note that the definition of lifted sampler presented above is in fact specific. Andrieu and Living-
stone (2021) present a more general definition in which Q−1 and Q+1 are not necessarily defined through
splits of neighbourhoods as in Section 1.2; they can be any proposal kernels. In such generality, it can
be shown that it is not possible to establish a comparison with the MH algorithm (see Appendix B for
a demonstration). At least, it is not possible using the route proposed in Section 2 that allows for a
comparison when considering the definition of Q−1 and Q+1 in Section 1.2. Note that most applications
of the lifting technique in practice use this definition.

2 A comparison between the MH algorithm and its lifted version
Lifting is usually thought of as a technique that reduces the auto-correlation of the Markov chain and
increase the efficiency of the MCMC estimators. Some important works indeed point in this direction,
whether theoretically (Diaconis et al., 2000; Andrieu and Livingstone, 2021) or empirically (Sakai and
Hukushima, 2016a; Vucelja, 2016). In particular, Andrieu and Livingstone (2021) prove that lifting
a one-dimensional random walk MH sampler with unbounded stationary distribution, referred to as
a guided walk (Gustafson, 1998), can only decrease the asymptotic variances of the MCMC estima-
tors. However, there exists some counterexamples (Gagnon and Maire, 2024, Example 1) showing that
the lifting technique may increase the asymptotic variances. In this section, we show that, under the
framework presented in Section 1, a general result exists. It essentially guarantees that the asymptotic
variances cannot increase by a factor of more than 2, which is shown to be the strongest possible result
in such generality.

Let us recall that, for an homogeneous Markov chain {Xk} of ergodic transition kernel P leaving π
invariant started in stationarity, the asymptotic variance of a MCMC estimator of π f , the expectation
of f (X) under X ∼ π, is defined as

var( f , P) := lim
T→∞

TVar

 1
T

T∑
k=1

f (X0)

 = Var[ f (X0)] + 2
∞∑

k=1

Cov[ f (X0), f (Xk)], (4)

where the second equality holds provided that P is π-reversible and π( f 2) < ∞ (Häggström and Rosen-
thal, 2007, Theorem 4). A standard route to compare the asymptotic variances of MCMC estimators
produced by two different samplers (e.g., PLifted and PMH) is by establishing a Peskun-type ordering
(Peskun, 1973; Tierney, 1998) between the Markov kernels. In our context, a challenge is that PLifted

and PMH are not defined on the same state-space and thus cannot be ordered. The strategy proposed by
Andrieu and Livingstone (2021) to compare the asymptotic variances is to see Prev. as a Markov kernel
that can also be defined on the extended state-space X × {−1,+1} and to consider only estimators of
expectations of functions of X ∼ π. When focusing on functions f of solely the first argument, ex-
tending the state-space to include the direction variable in Prev. is superfluous. Let us be more specific
and consider such a function f : X × {−1,+1} → R with f (x, ν) = g(x). For such a function f , the
asymptotic variance of an estimator produced by Prev., but when the latter is defined on the extended
state-space, is equivalent to the asymptotic variance for g of an estimator produced by Prev. defined on
X (as in Section 1.2). The kernel Prev. is thus used as an intermediate kernel through which comparison
of the asymptotic variances of PMH and PLifted is possible. With an abuse of notation, we will use f to
denote both a function acting on X × {−1,+1} of solely the first argument and a function acting on X.
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The proof of our theoretical result is thus based on establishing a Peskun-type ordering between
PMH and Prev.. The fact that the MCMC estimators produced by Prev. cannot have smaller asymptotic
variances than those produced by PLifted (Andrieu and Livingstone, 2021, Theorem 7) concludes the
argument. Intuitively, this latter fact can be seen as following from the observation that Prev. proceeds
as PLifted with only one difference: Prev. resamples the direction variable at the beginning of each iter-
ation instead of keeping it fixed until a rejection. The Markov kernel Prev. is thus seen as a reversible
counterpart to PLifted.

In our theoretical result, we use the notion of λ-asymptotic variance (as in Andrieu and Living-
stone (2021)) defined, for an homogeneous Markov chain {Xk} of ergodic transition kernel P leaving π
invariant started in stationarity, as

varλ( f , P) := Var[ f (X0)] + 2
∞∑

k=1

λk Cov[ f (X0), f (Xk)], λ ∈ [0, 1),

whenever π( f 2) < ∞. Note that limλ→1 varλ( f , P) = var( f , P) under some conditions (not requiring
reversibility). A general condition is that

∑∞
k=1 |Cov[ f (X0), f (Xk)]| < ∞, which can be established

under fairly mild assumptions (Andrieu and Livingstone, 2021, Corollary 3). A more concrete (but
stronger) condition is uniform ergodicity (Gagnon and Maire, 2024). Note that, when P is reversible,
the limit always holds, whether var( f , P) is finite or not (Tierney, 1998).

We are now ready to present our result.

Theorem 1. For any x ∈ X and A ∈ X,

Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥
1
2

PMH(x, A \ {x}).

Therefore, for any f such that π( f 2) < ∞ and whenever limλ→1 varλ( f , PLifted) = var( f , PLifted),

var( f , PLifted) ≤ var( f , Prev.) ≤ 2var( f , PMH) + Var[ f (X)], X ∼ π.

Proof. We first establish the order between PMH and Prev.. Let A ∈ X be an event. Define B := A \ {x},
x being the current state. Let us consider for now the case where ∂X = ∅. For any x, we have that

Prev.(x, B) = Prev.(x, B ∩ N(x))

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
B∩Nν(x)

1
2

Qν(x, dy)
(
1 ∧
π(y) Q−ν(y, x)
π(x) Qν(x, y)

)
=

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
B∩Nν(x)

1
2

q(x, dy)
cν(x)

(
1 ∧
π(y) q(y, x)/c−ν(y)
π(x) q(x, y)/cν(x)

)
=

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
B∩Nν(x)

q(x, dy)
c(x)

c(x)/2
cν(x)

(
1 ∧
π(y) q(y, x)/c(y)
π(x) q(x, y)/c(x)

c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

cν(x)
c(x)/2

)
(5)

≥
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
B∩Nν(x)

q(x, dy)
c(x)

c(x)/2
cν(x)

(
1 ∧
π(y) q(y, x)/c(y)
π(x) q(x, y)/c(x)

) (
1 ∧

c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

cν(x)
c(x)/2

)
=

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
B∩Nν(x)

Q(x, dy)α(x, y)
(
c(x)/2
cν(x)

∧
c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

)
(6)

≥
1
2

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
B∩Nν(x)

Q(x, dy)α(x, y) =
1
2

PMH(x, B ∩ N(x)) =
1
2

PMH(x, B),
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using in the first inequality that

π(y) q(y, x)/c(y)
π(x) q(x, y)/c(x)

c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

cν(x)
c(x)/2

≥
π(y) q(y, x)/c(y)
π(x) q(x, y)/c(x)

(
1 ∧

c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

cν(x)
c(x)/2

)
,

and that, for any a > 0 and b ∈ (0, 1], we have 1∧ ab ≥ b(1∧ a); in the second inequality, we used that

c(x)/2
cν(x)

∧
c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

=
cν(x)/2 + c−ν(x)/2

cν(x)
∧

cν(y)/2 + c−ν(y)/2
c−ν(y)

=
1
2
+

1
2

(
c−ν(x)
cν(x)

∧
cν(y)
c−ν(y)

)
≥

1
2
.

In the case where ∂X , ∅, we can obtain the same bound using the same strategy as above, but
we have to use the definition of the proposal distribution given at the end of Section 1.2 and that of the
acceptance probability given in Appendix A. For instance, if x < ∂X, we can proceed exactly as above,
but it is possible that, while integrating over B ∩ Nν(x), we obtain y ∈ ∂X in a certain area. For such a
value of y, Q−ν(y, · ) = Q(y, · ) and

c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

=
1
2
.

If x ∈ ∂X, there is one term in the sum in the mathematical development above (that with ν such that
Nν(x) = N(x)), and, while integrating over B ∩ Nν(x), we have to separate the cases where y < ∂X to
those where y ∈ ∂X.

From the order between PMH and Prev., we can deduce that

var( f , Prev.) ≤ 2var( f , PMH) + Var[ f (X)], X ∼ π,

using Lemma 33 in Andrieu et al. (2018). Theorem 7 in Andrieu and Livingstone (2021) states that

varλ( f , PLifted) ≤ varλ( f , Prev.).

The proof is concluded by taking the limit λ→ 1 on both side of this inequality. ■

We now make a few remarks about Theorem 1. Firstly, the result reflects a notion of universality:
in addition to being stated in a context of general state-spaces, it is valid for any distribution π, any
proposal mechanism (represented by the unnormalized density q(x, · )), and for any way of inducing
directions (through the definition of {N−1(x)} and {N+1(x)}).

Secondly, we observe in the proof that the factor(
c(x)/2
cν(x)

∧
c(y)/2
c−ν(y)

)
in (6) is an explanation of the difference between Prev. and PMH. It is a measure of whether the di-
rectional neighbourhoods N−1(x) and N+1(x) (and N−1(y) and N+1(y)) are well balanced or not. When
cν(x) = c−ν(x) and cν(y) = c−ν(y) for all y ∈ B∩Nν(x) and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, that factor is always equal to 1 in
the integral in (6). Therefore, under this condition, we can conclude that Prev.(x, A\{x}) ≥ PMH(x, A\{x})
from (6). When this condition holds for all x ∈ X and A ∈ X, we say that we are in a situation
of perfect balance and we have a guarantee that the lifted sampler outperforms the MH one, that is
var( f , PLifted) ≤ var( f , PMH) whenever limλ→1 varλ( f , PLifted) = var( f , PLifted). It is for instance the case
with the guided walk, by symmetry of the proposal distribution in the random walk MH (implying that
cν(x) = c−ν(x) = 1/2 for all x ∈ X). Note that before introducing the first inequality in the mathe-
matical development in the proof, we had that Prev.(x, A \ {x}) = PMH(x, A \ {x}) under the condition
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cν(x) = c−ν(x) and cν(y) = c−ν(y) for all y ∈ B∩Nν(x) and ν ∈ {−1,+1} (see (5)). This indicates that the
first inequality in the mathematical development in the proof is tight because, under this condition, the
inequality yields Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥ PMH(x, A \ {x}) but we know that Prev.(x, A \ {x}) = PMH(x, A \ {x}).

Thirdly, in a context that fits within the framework of Theorem 1, Gagnon and Maire (2024) prove
that Prev.(x, A \ {x})/PMH(x, A \ {x})→ 1/2 for some x and A, as a dimension parameter grows without
bounds (Proposition 2 in that paper). We can therefore conclude that our result is (essentially) optimal,
in the sense that it is (essentially) not possible to obtain a better bound without additional assumptions.

Finally, in a context of comparison between two samplers, the magnitude of the asymptotic vari-
ances, which is proportional to Var[ f (X)], is irrelevant. Thus, it is appropriate to consider standardized
functions. When Var[ f (X)] = 1, the expression in (4) corresponds to the integrated autocorrelation
time. In this case, the factor 2 and the additive term in the bound on the asymptotic variances (and
thus on the integrated autocorrelation times) are independent of all problem parameters, whether it is
the dimension of the state-space, the sample size in Bayesian statistics contexts, etc. This implies that
the lifted sampler is at worst comparable to the MH algorithm, in the sense that the asymptotic vari-
ances can be smaller, but at worst, the factor 2 and the additive term explaining the difference between
the asymptotic variances do not deteriorate when a problem parameter changes. All that suggests the
following practical suggestion: when one as a way of inducing directions which does not significantly
increase the computational cost of the algorithm, better do it as there is not much to lose, but there is
potentially a lot to gain (as observed many times in the past).

3 Examples

In this section, we illustrate Theorem 1 by presenting empirical results and instances of lifted samplers
in two concrete situations: one where the state-space is discrete and partially ordered (Section 3.1),
and one where the state-space is the real numbers, and thus, totally ordered (Section 3.2). We use
this illustration to highlight that, even in situations where it is suspected that the lifted sampler will
not offer a great performance, the asymptotic variances are at worst comparable to those of MH, as
guaranteed by Theorem 1. In particular, we show that, in very unfavourable situations, the upper bound
in Theorem 1 is attained. The code to reproduce our numerical results is available online (see ancillary
files on the arXiv page of the paper).

3.1 Example 1: Partially-ordered discrete state-space

In this example, we consider that X is a finite state-space which admits a partial order. This partial
order will be exploited to induce directions to follow by the lifted sampler. We consider more precisely
that x = (x1, . . . , xn), where each component xi can be of two types. Many statistical contexts fit within
this framework, such as the modelling of binary data using networks or graphs and in variable selection.
Indeed, for the former,X can be parameterized such thatX = {−1,+1}n, where for example for an Ising
model, xi ∈ {−1,+1} represents the state of a spin. For variable selection, X = {0, 1}n and xi ∈ {0, 1}
indicates whether or not the i-th covariate is included in the model employed.

The use of lifted algorithms to sample from distributions defined on partially-ordered discrete state-
spaces has been thoroughly studied in Gagnon and Maire (2024). In particular, the Ising model is
studied. We here provide numerical results that are complementary to those presented there. The spe-
cific model that we study is the two-dimensional Ising model. For this model, the state-space (Vη, Eη)
is a η × η square lattice regarded here as a square matrix in which each element takes either the value
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−1 or +1. We write each state as a vector as above: x = (x1, . . . , xn), where n = η2. The states can be
encoded as follows: the values of the components on the first line are x1, . . . , xη, those on the second
line xη+1, . . . , x2η, and so on. The probability mass function is given by

π(x) =
1
Z

exp

∑
i

αixi + λ
∑
⟨i j⟩

xix j

 ,
where α1, . . . , αn ∈ R and λ > 0 are fixed parameters, Z is the normalizing constant and the notation ⟨i j⟩
indicates that sites i and j are nearest neighbours. The notion of neighbourhood on (Vη, Eη) should not
be confused with that on X on which the samplers rely. The neighbourhood of a site i ∈ Vη comprises,
when they exist, its North-South-East-West neighbours on the lattice. The parameter α := (α1, . . . , αn)
is often referred to as the external field and λ plays the role of a spatial correlation parameter. The
external field tends to polarize each spin, while the spatial correlation tends to create patches of identical
spin states.

To simulate an Ising model, the MH algorithm typically proceeds by proposing to flip a single bit
at each iteration. More formally, the neighbourhood structure {N(x)} is given by N(x) = {y ∈ X :∑

i |xi − yi| = 2}. A uniform proposal distribution is often employed. This strategy has been shown to
be often inefficient in Zanella (2020), who proposed a generic approach to sample from distributions
defined on discrete state-spaces. The approach leverages local target-distribution information and is
thus less naive than a uniform approach. It possesses appealing properties and is referred to as locally
balanced. The term locally balanced comes form the fact that, in the limit, when the state-space
becomes larger and larger (but the neighbourhoods have a fixed size and proposed moves are thus local),
there is no need for an accept-reject step anymore; the proposal distribution leaves the distribution π
invariant. The locally-balanced proposal distribution that we use in this example is the Barker proposal
distribution, with

q(x, y) =
π(y)/π(x)

1 + π(y)/π(x)
,

for x ∈ X and y in N(x), where the name is in reference to Barker (1965)’s acceptance probability
choice.

To explicitly define the directional neighbourhoods that are used in the lifted sampler, we leverage
that X admits a partial order. Indeed, an inclusion-based partial order on X can be defined through a
set:

R := {(x, y) ∈ X ×X : {i : xi = +1} ⊂ {i : yi = +1}} .

Pairs (x, y) ∈ X2 with x , y are said to be comparable when either (x, y) ∈ R or (y, x) ∈ R and are said
incomparable otherwise. The existence of incomparable pairs (x, y) with x , y represents the difference
with a totally-ordered set such as N or R in which every pair of different elements is comparable. We
denote x ≺ y whenever (x, y) ∈ R and x , y. Hence, setting N(x) = {y ∈ Xn :

∑
i |xi − yi| = 2}

yields neighbourhoods with states y that are all comparable with x. For the lifter sampler, we can set
N−1(x) := {y ∈ N(x) : y ≺ x} and N+1(x) := {y ∈ N(x) : x ≺ y}. States y in N+1(x), for instance, are
equal to x except for one component which is flipped from −1 to +1.

We are now ready to present simulation results. They are about a common problem in statistical
physics which is to estimate the average magnetisation of an Ising model, the magnetisation being de-
fined as the mapping x 7→

∑n
i=1 xi. The numerical results that we present are more specifically about the

asymptotic variances of estimators of the expectation of the standardized version of the magnetisation.
We consider a base target distribution for which n = 102 and the spatial correlation is moderate and



10 P. Gagnon and F. Maire

more precisely λ = 0.5. We set the αi as follows: αi = −µ + ϵi if the column index is smaller than
or equal to ⌊η/2⌋ and αi = µ + ϵi otherwise, where µ = 1, the ϵi are independent uniform random
variables on the interval (−0.1,+0.1) and ⌊ · ⌋ is the floor function. We can thus think of the external
field as a matrix with negative values on the left, and positive ones on the right. The base target is
moderately rough, in the sense that it concentrates on a subset of the state-space, but with directional
neighbourhoods that have a smoothly varying mass on this subset (implying similar cν(x) and c−ν(x)).

The base target distribution described above is favourable for lifted samplers with locally-balanced
proposal distributions which leverage variations in the target distribution and create persistent move-
ment (as seen in Figure 1 by looking at the starting points on the left of the plots). In Figure 1 (a), we
observe the impact of dealing with larger systems for a moderately rough target, by increasing η from 10
to 50. Increasing η in this case leads to longer paths along which the state-space can be explored, which
is again favourable for lifted samplers. In Figure 1 (a), we observe that the lifted sampler scales better
with the system size than the MH algorithm. When comparing the latter with the reversible counterpart
to the lifted sampler, we observe a stable absolute difference of asymptotic variances, which translates
into a diminishing relative difference. With Figure 1 (b), we consider an opposite situation which is
increasingly unfavourable for lifted samplers, with a fixed system size of η = 10 but an increasing
µ yielding an increasingly rougher target distribution with an increasing level of concentration. As
the level of concentration increases, the mass of the directional neighbourhoods becomes increasingly
variable (implying increasingly different cν(x) and c−ν(x)). Also, when the mass is concentrated on
few configurations, it leaves not much room for persistent movement for the lifted sampler, and it thus
loses its advantage. Such a situation corresponds to one where it is suspected that the lifted sampler
will not offer a great performance. When the lifted sampler is at the mode and leaves it, it “wastes” an
iteration because it tries continuing in the same direction whereas the MH sampler has the possibility
to return to the mode the following iteration. In Figure 1 (b), we also observe an increasing difference
in asymptotic variance between Prev. and PMH, with that of Prev. reaching the upper bound provided by
Theorem 1 of 2var( f , PMH) + 1. Note that the numerical results are based on 100 independent runs of
1,000,000 iterations for each algorithm and each value of η and µ, with burn-ins of 100,000.
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Figure 1. Asymptotic variance of the MCMC estimator of the standardized version of the mapping x 7→
∑n

i=1 xi

for the MH algorithm, the lifted sampler and the reversible counterpart of the latter, all using the Barker proposal
distribution when: (a) η increases from 10 to 50 and the other parameters are kept fixed (µ = 1 and λ = 0.5); (b)
µ increases from 1 to 3.5 and the other parameters are kept fixed (η = 10 and λ = 0.5); in (b), the upper bound
provided by Theorem 1 is also presented.
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3.2 Example 2: Totally-ordered continuous state-space

In this section, we study the simple case where X = R. When the MH sampler is the random
walk Metropolis algorithm, the lifted version described in Section 1.3 corresponds to the guided walk
(Gustafson, 1998). The latter has essentially the same computation cost as the random walk Metropo-
lis algorithm, and has been proved to outperform the latter for any target distribution π (Andrieu and
Livingstone, 2021, Theorem 7). This is a consequence of the symmetry of the normal distribution used
in the random walk Metropolis. This symmetry leads to a situation of perfect balance, as described in
Section 2, where, cν(x) = c−ν(x) = 1/2, for all x ∈ R.

But what if the proposal distribution is not symmetrical? This is the case that we now study.
In this case, one may suspect that the lifted sampler will not offer a great performance because of
possible significant differences between cν(x) and c−ν(x). In our example, we consider that the proposal
distribution is the continuous version of the Barker proposal distribution described in Section 3.1. It
has recently been proposed in Livingstone and Zanella (2022) and has the following density:

Q(x, y) = 2
φσ(y − x)

1 + exp
(
−(y − x)∇ log π(x)

) , x ∈ R, y ∈ N(x) = R \{x},

where φσ is the density of a normal distribution with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of σ > 0, and
∇ log π is the gradient of the log-target density. The gradient injects skewness: the more substantial is
∇ log π(x), the more asymmetrical is the density Q(x, · ). The scale parameter σ is a tuning parameter.

We study the natural case where the target distribution is a standard normal. We present empirical
results in Table 1 and Figure 2. The directional neighbourhoods are given by N−1(x) = {y : y < x}
and N+1(x) = {y : y > x}. In Table 1, we present results for the MH sampler, its lifted version and
the reversible counterpart of the latter. We more precisely present acceptance rates and asymptotic
variances of the MCMC estimators of π f when f is the identity mapping x 7→ x, for different values
of σ. Note that the identity mapping is already standardized given that the target distribution is a
standard normal. The values of σ in Table 1 represent optimal values for the different samplers (at
least according to our grid search). For the MH algorithm, the optimal value is 2.5, associated with an
acceptance rate of 62%. When using this algorithm, the asymptotic variance of the MCMC estimator
of the mean is 1.94. The lifted sampler suffers from instability among directional-neighbourhood mass
cν(x) and c−ν(x). To compensate for smaller acceptance rates, σ has to be reduced. The optimal value
for this sampler is 2.0 and is associated with an acceptance rate of 46%. When using this algorithm, the
asymptotic variance of the MCMC estimator of the mean is 2.31. We observe in Figure 2 that the reason
why the lifted sampler manages to offer a performance that is not so bad (despite significantly smaller
σ and acceptance rate) is persistent movement. Nevertheless, the impact of persistent movement is
not significant enough. In addition, the computational cost associated to sampling from conditional
distributions Qν(x, · ) and computing the normalizing constant of the latter is quite high in this case:
runtime is about 130 times larger.1 Regarding the reversible counterpart to the lifted sampler, the
optimal value of σ is 2.2, which is in between those of the two other samplers. When using this value,
the asymptotic variance is 4.08, which is not so far below the bound provided by Theorem 1 of 4.99.
The smallest difference between the bound and the asymptotic variance among those calculated from
Table 1 is 0.76 when σ = 2.5.

1We do not claim optimality of our implementation, but we employed commonly used techniques for sampling from the
conditional distributions Qν(x, · ) and computing the normalizing constant of the latter.
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MH sampler Lifted sampler Reversible counterpart Upper bound

Acc. rate Asymp. var. Acc. rate Asymp. var. Acc. rate Asymp. var. Asymp. var.

σ = 2.0 71% 2.10 46% 2.31 46% 4.17 5.20
σ = 2.2 67% 2.00 43% 2.35 43% 4.08 4.99
σ = 2.5 62% 1.94 38% 2.47 38% 4.13 4.89

Table 1. Acceptance rates and asymptotic variances for a MH sampler with a Barker proposal distribution, its
lifted version and the reversible counterpart of the latter, along with the upper bound on the asymptotic variances
provided by Theorem 1, for different values of σ.

MH sampler with σ = 2.5 Lifted sampler with σ = 2.0
Asymptotic variance = 1.94 Asymptotic variance = 2.31
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Figure 2. Trace plots for a MH algorithm on the left panel and a lifted sampler on the right panel, both with a
Barker proposal distribution.

4 Generalized MH algorithm and its lifted version: A comparison

In Section 4.1, we present a generalized version of the MH algorithm. It essentially includes any π-
reversible MCMC algorithm which proceeds with a proposal distribution Q(x, · ) and an accept/reject
step; π and Q(x, · ) thus do not necessarily admit densities with respect to a common dominating mea-
sure. This represents a significant difference, both conceptually and technically, to the special case
where π and Q(x, · ) do admit densities with respect to a common dominating measure treated in detail
in Section 1.2. As mentioned, additionally to the usual MH algorithm presented in Section 1.2, this
framework includes MCMC algorithms such as reversible jump, Multiple-try Metropolis and pseudo-
marginal. For the presentation of the generalized MH algorithm, we follow Tierney (1998). In Sec-
tion 4.2, we present the generalized auxiliary sampler through which the lifted one is defined. In Sec-
tion 4.3, we present a generalized version of Theorem 1. The proofs of all theoretical results presented
in this section are deferred to Appendix A.

4.1 Generalized MH algorithm

As before, we consider that π, the target, is a probability distribution on (X,X), and that {Q(x, · ) : x ∈ X}
is a collection of (proposal) probability distributions on (X,X), however, here the support of π and
Q(x, · ) is left unspecified. Let µ and µT be two probability measures on the product space (X2,X ⊗ X)
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defined as:
µ(A × B) =

∫
A
π(dx) Q(x, B) , µT (A × B) =

∫
B
π(dx) Q(x, A).

Also, let ν := µ+ µT . From these definitions, we conclude that both µ and µT are absolutely continuous
with respect to ν and that, from the Radon–Nikodym theorem, there exist two (essentially unique)
measurable functions h : X2

→ [0,∞) and hT : X2
→ [0,∞) such that

A ∈ X, µ(A) =
∫

A
h(x, y) ν(dx, dy), µT (A) =

∫
A

hT (x, y) ν(dx, dy),

with the usual notation dµ/dν := h and dµT/dν := hT . As observed by Tierney (1998), hT (x, y) = h(y, x)
for all (x, y) given that ν(dx, dy) = ν(dy, dx). We also define the set

R := {(x, y) ∈ X2 : h(x, y) > 0 and h(y, x) > 0},

which is symmetric given that (x, y) ∈ R if and only if (y, x) ∈ R. Finally, we define a function
r : R→ (0,∞) that verifies

r(x, y) =
dµT

dµ
(x, y) =

dµT/dν(x, y)
dµ/dν(x, y)

=
h(y, x)
h(x, y)

, for all (x, y) ∈ R, (7)

meaning that for any bounded measurable function ϕ : X2
→ R,∫

R
ϕ r dµ =

∫
R
ϕ dµT .

The (generalized) MH kernel, PMH, is defined for all x ∈ X as

PMH(x, dy) = Q(x, dy)α(x, y) + δx(dy)
∫

(1 − α(x,u)) Q(x, du),

where α : X2
→ [0, 1]; note that we reused the same notation as in Section 1.2 to simplify. Theorem

2 in Tierney (1998) states that PMH is π-reversible if and only if the function α verifies: α(x, y) = 0 if
(x, y) < R, and

α(x, y) = r(x, y)α(y, x) if (x, y) ∈ R. (8)

We restrict our attention here to the case where α is defined as follows:

α(x, y) =
{
φ(r(x, y)) if (x, y) ∈ R,
0 otherwise, (9)

with φ : (0,∞) → [0, 1] verifying φ(r) = rφ(1/r) for all r ∈ (0,∞). Such functions φ appeared
in several sampling contexts, for instance as efficient balancing functions in Zanella (2020). In our
context, this class of functions allows for the usual acceptance probability φ(r) = 1 ∧ r and Barker’s
acceptance probability φ(r) = r/(1 + r) (Barker, 1965). If we assume that, on R, the function α in (8)
must involve r(x, y) in some way, then the special case with α(x, y) = φ(r(x, y)) represents a natural
one. Indeed, if we consider that r : X2

→ (0,∞) (instead of r : R → (0,∞)), defined as in (7) on
R and equal to 1 otherwise, then we can consider that α is a function with a third argument, that is
α : X2

× (0,∞)→ [0, 1], and such that α(x, y, r(x, y)) = 0 if (x, y) < R, and

α(x, y, r(x, y)) = r(x, y)α(y, x, r(y, x)) = r(x, y)α(y, x, 1/r(x, y)) if (x, y) ∈ R.
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From this perspective, the special case considered in (9) with φ(r) = rφ(1/r) corresponds to that where
α(x, y, r(x, y)) = φ(r(x, y)) if (x, y) ∈ R, and thus to a function that does not use its first two arguments
x and y, but only its third one r(x, y) which can be seen as a summary statistic.

Such a function φ has interesting properties, as stated in Lemma 1, which will be useful to prove a
generalized version of Theorem 1 in Section 4.3.

Lemma 1. For any function φ : (0,∞)→ [0, 1] verifying φ(r) = rφ(1/r) for all r, we have that:

1. φ is non-decreasing,

2. φ is continuous on (0,∞),

3. φ(r) ↓ 0 when r ↓ 0,

4. φ is either a null function, that is φ(r) = 0 for all r, or it is a positive function,

5. for any a > 0, b > 0, φ(ab) ≥ φ(a)φ(b),

6. for any a > 0, b ∈ (0, 1], φ(ab) ≥ bφ(a).

What can be difficult in practice to implement a generalized MH algorithm is the identification of
explicit forms for the function r and the set R (when available). The results in Andrieu et al. (2020) can
help in this task.

4.2 Generalized auxiliary sampler and the lifted one
We now present the generalized auxiliary sampler, constructed from the generalized MH algorithm
presented in Section 4.1. The generalized auxiliary sampler will in turn be used to construct the gen-
eralized lifted sampler. The presentation of the generalized auxiliary and lifted samplers consists es-
sentially of definitions; it will allow to understand how a lifted sampler can be constructed under the
general framework of Section 4.1.

For each x ∈ X, we define two measurable sets N−1(x) and N+1(x). The collection of sets is assumed
to satisfy the following properties:

• for any x ∈ X, Q(x, A) = Q(x, A ∩ N−1(x)) + Q(x, A ∩ N+1(x)) for all A ∈ X,

• for any (x, y) ∈ X2 and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, y ∈ Nν(x) if and only if x ∈ N−ν(y), and for such a related
couple (x, y), Q(x,Nν(x)) > 0 and Q(y,N−ν(y)) > 0.

The sets N−1(x) and N+1(x) can be constructed as in Section 1.2 by splitting into two the sup-
port of Q(x, · ) that can be seen as defining a neighbourhood N(x). From the properties of the di-
rectional neighbourhoods {N−1(x)} and {N+1(x)}, we have that if x ∈ Nν(x) then x ∈ N−ν(x), and
from this, we can deduce that Q(x, {x}) = 2Q(x, {x}) = 0 for all x. We now define a notion of
interior of X (that depends on the choice of directional neighbourhoods {N−1(x)} and {N+1(x)}) as
X̊ := {x ∈ X : Q(x,N−1(x))Q(x,N+1(x)) > 0}. For instance, Q(x,N−1(x))Q(x,N+1(x)) = 0 when one
of the two directional neighbourhoods is empty. Let ∂X := X\X̊. For all x ∈ X̊ and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, we
denote the conditional proposal distribution given that the proposal belongs to Nν(x) as Qν(x, · ) which
is such that

Qν(x, A) =
Q(x, A ∩ Nν(x))

Q(x,Nν(x))
, A ∈ X.
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Note that, when x ∈ ∂X, there exists ν ∈ {−1,+1} such that Q(x,N−ν(x)) = 0, which implies that
Q(x,X) = Q(x,X ∩ Nν(x)) = Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1 and that Q(x, · ) = Qν(x, · ).

We define

Qrev.(x, · ) :=
{

(1/2)Q−1(x, · ) + (1/2)Q+1(x, · ) if x ∈ X̊,
(1/2)δx + (1/2)Q(x, · ) otherwise.

Similarly as in Section 4.1, we define

µrev.(A × B) :=
∫

A
π(dx) Qrev.(x, B) , µT

rev.(A × B) :=
∫

B
π(dx) Qrev.(x, A).

We also define the following sets: Rν := {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y ∈ Nν(x)} for ν ∈ {−1,+1}, and ∆ := {(x, y) ∈
X

2 : x = y}. Finally, we introduce a function β : X2
→ [0,∞):

β(x, y) =


0 if (x, y) ∈ Rc,
Q(x,Nν(x))/Q(y,N−ν(y)) if (x, y) ∈ Rν ∩ Rc

−ν ∩ ∆
c ∩ R for some ν ∈ {−1,+1},

1 otherwise.

We now present a result which will allow to define a valid acceptance probability for a sampler
using Qrev. as proposal kernel.

Proposition 3. The restriction of the measures µrev. and µT
rev. to R are mutually absolutely continuous

and, for all (x, y) ∈ R,

rrev.(x, y) :=
dµT

rev.

dµrev.
(x, y) = r(x, y)β(x, y).

Following Tierney (1998), this result allows to state that Prev. defined as

Prev.(x, dy) = Qrev.(x, dy)αrev.(x, y) + δx(dy)
∫

(1 − αrev.(x,u)) Qrev.(x, du), for all x ∈ X,

with the function αrev. defined as

(x, y) ∈ X2, αrev.(x, y) =
{
φ(rrev.(x, y)) if (x, y) ∈ R,
0 otherwise,

is in fact a generalized MH kernel, but one that uses Qrev. as proposal kernel. It is thus π-reversible.
From the properties of the directional neighbourhoods {N−1(x)} and {N+1(x)}, we can deduce that,

for all x,
Q(x,N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x)) = 2Q(x,N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x)) = 0,

and also,
Q(x,N−1(x)c ∩ N+1(x)c) =

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

Q(x,Nν(x)c ∩ N−ν(x)c ∩ Nν(x)) = 0,

the latter implying that Q(x,N−1(x) ∪ N+1(x)) = 1. Therefore, for µrev.-almost all (x, y) with (x, y) ∈ R,
the acceptance probability αrev.(x, y) is equal to

φ(rrev.(x, y)) = φ
(
r(x, y)

Q(x,Nν(x))
Q(y,N−ν(y))

)
for some ν ∈ {−1,+1}, except if y = x, in which case φ(rrev.(x, y)) = 1.
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From the generalized auxiliary sampler, we can introduce the generalized lifted sampler. For all
x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, let Tν(x, · ) be a measure on (X,X) defined as:

A ∈ X, Tν(x, A) =
{ ∫

A
αrev.(x, y) Qν(x, dy) if x ∈ X̊ or x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1,

0 otherwise.

Let PLifted be defined as: for all x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1},

PLifted((x, ν), d(y, ν′)) = δν(ν′) Tν(x, dy) + δ−ν(ν′) δx(dy) (1 − Tν(x,X)).

Note that, if (x, ν) is such that x ∈ X̊ or x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1,

Qν(x,Nν(x) ∩ N−ν(x)c ∩ {x}c) = 1,

given that

Qν(x,Nν(x)c ∪ N−ν(x) ∪ {x}) ≤
Q(x,Nν(x)c ∩ Nν(x))

Q(x,Nν(x))
+

Q(x,N−ν(x) ∩ Nν(x))
Q(x,Nν(x))

+
Q(x, {x} ∩ Nν(x))

Q(x,Nν(x))
= 0,

by the union bound. Therefore, if (x, ν) is such that x ∈ X̊ or x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1, the lifted
sampler proceeds with a proposal y ∼ Qν(x, · ) such that, with probability 1, the acceptance probability
αrev.(x, y) is equal to

φ(rrev.(x, y)) = φ
(
r(x, y)

Q(x,Nν(x))
Q(y,N−ν(y))

)
if (x, y) ∈ R or 0 if (x, y) < R.

We now present a result ensuring that PLifted leaves the product measure π ⊗U{−1,+1} invariant.

Proposition 4. Under the framework of this section, PLifted satisfies a skewed detailed balance.

4.3 The comparison
With the definitions and results of Sections 4.1 and 4.2, we are ready to present the generalized version
of Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. For any x ∈ X and A ∈ X,

Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥
1
2

PMH(x, A \ {x}).

Therefore, for any f such that π( f 2) < ∞ and whenever limλ→1 varλ( f , PLifted) = var( f , PLifted),

var( f , PLifted) ≤ var( f , Prev.) ≤ 2var( f , PMH) + Var[ f (X)], X ∼ π.

Under the general framework of this section, there exists a situation of perfect balance which is
analogous to that described in Section 2 (it is described in the proof of Theorem 2). Under this situation
of perfect balance, Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥ PMH(x, A \ {x}) for all x ∈ X and A ∈ X. Therefore, for any f such
that π( f 2) < ∞ and whenever limλ→1 varλ( f , PLifted) = var( f , PLifted),

var( f , PLifted) ≤ var( f , Prev.) ≤ var( f , PMH).

This implies that Theorem 2 generalizes Theorem 7 in Andrieu and Livingstone (2021) as the latter is
stated under the general framework of this section, but with the restriction to the situation of perfect
balance and to the function φ(r) = 1 ∧ r.
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A Lemmas and proofs
In this section, we present proofs of results in the same order as these results appeared in the paper. We
start in Section A.1 with proofs of results in Section 1. In Section A.1, we also present Lemma 2 which
is used to prove Proposition 1. In Section A.2, we present proofs of results in Section 4.

A.1 Proofs of results in Section 1 and Lemma 2
Before presenting Lemma 2, which is about the reversibility of Prev., we introduce definitions. To intro-
duce those definitions, it is useful to recall the definitions presented in Section 1.2. We first introduce
X̊ := X \ ∂X and define Q̃(x, · ) := (1/2)Q−1(x, · ) + (1/2)Q+1(x, · ) for all x ∈ X. We use αrev. to
denote the acceptance probability in the variant of MH in the general case which is defined as: for all
(x, y) ∈ X2, αrev.(x, y) = 1 ∧ rrev.(x, y), where rrev.(x, y) = 0 whenever y < N(x) and

rrev.(x, y) =


π(y)Q̃(y, x)/[π(x)Q̃(x, y)] if (x, y) ∈ X̊ × X̊,
π(y)Q(y, x)/[2π(x)Q̃(x, y)] if (x, y) ∈ X̊ × ∂X,
2π(y)Q̃(y, x)/[π(x)Q(x, y)] if (x, y) ∈ ∂X × X̊,
π(y)Q(y, x)/[π(x)Q(x, y)] if (x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X,

(10)

whenever y ∈ N(x). In the general case, Prev. is defined as: for any x ∈ X,

Prev.(x, dy) = Qrev.(x, dy)αrev.(x, y) + δx(dy)
∫

(1 − αrev.(x,u)) Qrev.(x, du).

Lemma 2. Let µrev. and µT
rev. be two probability measures on the product space (X2,X ⊗ X) defined as:

µrev.(A × B) =
∫

A
π(dx) Qrev.(x, B) , µT

rev.(A × B) =
∫

B
π(dx) Qrev.(x, A).
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The set R := {(x, y) : x ∈ X , y ∈ N(x)} is symmetric. The measures µrev. and µT
rev. are mutually

absolutely continuous (they are positive on R and null on the complement of R, Rc). For all (x, y) ∈ R,

rrev.(x, y) =
dµT

rev.

dµrev.
(x, y),

and we have that 0 < rrev.(x, y) < ∞ and rrev.(x, y) = 1/rrev.(y, x) for all (x, y) ∈ R.

An implication of Lemma 2 is that, by definition, Prev. is the standard MH Markov kernel (in the
sense of Tierney (1998)) with π as invariant distribution and proposal distribution Qrev.(x, · ). Thus, Prev.

is π-reversible.

Proof of Lemma 2. We have that (x, y) ∈ R if and only if (y, x) ∈ R (using that y ∈ N(x) if and only if
x ∈ N(y)). Therefore, R is symmetric.

We have that µrev.(A × B) = 0 if, for all (x, y) ∈ A × B, y < N(x), meaning that A × B ⊂ Rc.
Therefore, for all such (x, y), x < N(y), and µT

rev.(A × B) = 0. Note that, for the same reasons, we have
that µT

rev.(A × B) = 0 implies that µrev.(A × B) = 0. Consequently, µrev. and µT
rev. are mutually absolutely

continuous (they are positive on R and null on Rc).
Now, we prove that, for all (x, y) ∈ R,

rrev.(x, y) =
dµT

rev.

dµrev.
(x, y).

To prove this, we show that for any bounded measurable function ϕ : X2
→ R,∫

R
ϕ rrev. dµ =

∫
R
ϕ dµT .

The equivalence between these two previous statements can be derived from Proposition 3 in Roberts
and Rosenthal (2004). For all (x, y) ∈ R, we have that

rrev.(x, y) =
π(y) Q̃(y, x)
π(x) Q̃(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × X̊) +
π(y) Q(y, x)

2 π(x) Q̃(x, y)
1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × ∂X)

+
2 π(y) Q̃(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × X̊) +
π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X).

We thus write
∫

R
ϕ rrev. dµ as a sum of 4 integrals and analyze each of them. First,∫

R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q̃(y, x)
π(x) Q̃(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × X̊) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) Q̃(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × X̊)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) Qrev.(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × X̊).

Second, ∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
2 π(x) Q̃(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × ∂X) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)
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=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) (1/2) π(dy) Q(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × ∂X)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy)

[
(1/2) Q(y, dx) + (1/2) δy(dx)

]
1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × ∂X)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) Qrev.(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ X̊ × ∂X).

Third, ∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

2 π(y) Q̃(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × X̊) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) Q̃(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × X̊)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) Qrev.(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × X̊).

Fourth,∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X) (1(x = y) + 1(x , y)) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X)1(x = y) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)

+

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X)1(x , y) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X)1(x = y) π(dx) (1/2)δx(dy)

+

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)

π(y) Q(y, x)
π(x) Q(x, y)

1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X)1(x , y) π(dx) (1/2)Q(x, dy)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X)1(x = y) π(dy) (1/2)δy(dx)

+

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2)Q(y, dx)1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X)1(x , y)

=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X) π(dy)

(
1(x = y) (1/2)δy(dx) + 1(x , y) (1/2)Q(y, dx)

)
=

∫
R
ϕ(x, y)1((x, y) ∈ ∂X × ∂X) π(dy) Qrev.(y, dx).

Putting all those results together yields∫
R
ϕ rrev. dµ =

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) Qrev.(x, dy) =

∫
R
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) Qrev.(y, dx) =

∫
R
ϕ dµT ,

which concludes the proof. ■

Before presenting the proof of Proposition 2, we introduce definitions. We use αLifted,ν to denote the
acceptance probability in the lifted sampler in the general case which is defined as: for all (x, y) ∈ X2



Theoretical guarantees for lifted samplers 21

and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, let αLifted,ν(x, y) := 1 ∧ rLifted,ν(x, y), where rLifted,ν(x, y) = 0 whenever Nν(x) = ∅ or
y < Nν(x) and

rLifted,ν(x, y) =
π(y) Q−ν(y, x)
π(x) Qν(x, y)

whenever y ∈ Nν(x). For all x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, let Tν(x, · ) be a measure on (X,X) with a density
with respect to dy, which is denoted by Tν(x, · ) as well to simplify and defined as:

Tν(x, y) =
{

0 if Nν(x) = ∅ or y < Nν(x),
αLifted,ν(x, y) Qν(x, y) if y ∈ Nν(x).

In the general case, PLifted is defined as: for any x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1},

PLifted((x, ν), d(y, ν′)) = δν(ν′) Tν(x, dy) + δ−ν(ν′) δx(dy) (1 − Tν(x,X)).

Note that this definition is equivalent to: for any x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1} such that Nν(x) , ∅,

PLifted((x, ν), d(y, ν′)) = Qν(x, dy)αν(x, y) δν(dν′) + δ(x,−ν)(d(y, ν′))
∫

(1 − αν(x,u)) Qν(x, du),

and for any x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1} such that Nν(x) = ∅,

PLifted((x, ν), d(y, ν′)) = δ(x,−ν)(d(y, ν′)).

Following Andrieu and Livingstone (2021), PLifted is said to satisfy a skewed detailed balance if the
part of the kernel associated to a move of the X component, that is Tν(x, dy), satisfies

π(dx) T+1(x, dy) = π(dy) T−1(y, dx).

More formally, it corresponds to proving that the two following measures on the product space (X2,X⊗
X) are equal:

µ+1(A × B) =
∫

A
π(dx) T+1(x, B) and µ−1(A × B) =

∫
B
π(dx) T−1(x, A).

From the skewed detailed balance, we can conclude that PLifted leaves the distribution π⊗U{−1,+1}
invariant. Indeed, considering an event A ∈ X and ν′ ∈ {−1,+1},∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
π(dx)

1
2

PLifted((x, ν), A × ν′)

=
1
2

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

(
1(ν′ = ν)

∫
π(dx) Tν(x, A) + 1(ν′ = −ν)

∫
π(dx)

∫
A
δx(dy) (1 − Tν(x,X))

)
=

1
2

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

(
1(ν′ = ν)

∫
A
π(dx) T−ν(x,X) + 1(ν′ = −ν)

∫
A
π(dx) (1 − Tν(x,X))

)
=

1
2

∫
A
π(dx) (T−ν′(x,X) + 1 − T−ν′(x,X)) =

1
2

∫
A
π(dx).

Therefore, the probability to reach A×ν′ in one step, if the chain is in stationarity (under π⊗U{−1,+1}),
is equal to the probability of A × ν′ under the stationary distribution π ⊗U{−1,+1}.
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Proof of Proposition 2. For ν ∈ {−1,+1}, let Rν := {(x, y) : x ∈ X , y ∈ Nν(x)}. Note that (x, y) ∈ Rν if
and only if (y, x) ∈ R−ν, using that y ∈ Nν(x) if and only if x ∈ N−ν(y).

We now prove that µ+1 and µ−1 are equal. To achieve this, we prove that for any bounded measurable
function ϕ : X2

→ R, ∫
ϕ dµ+1 =

∫
ϕ dµ−1.

We have that ∫
ϕ dµ+1 =

∫
R+1

ϕ(x, y) π(dx)αLifted,+1(x, y) Q+1(x, dy)1(y ∈ N+1(x))

=

∫
R+1

ϕ(x, y) π(dy)αLifted,−1(y, x) Q−1(y, dx)1(x ∈ N−1(y))

=

∫
ϕ dµ−1.

■

A.2 Proofs of results in Section 4
Proof of Lemma 1. We prove the results in the same order as they appear in Lemma 1.

Proof of Result 1. Let r > 0 and ϵ > 0, then φ(r + ϵ) = rφ(1/(r + ϵ)) + ϵφ(1/(r + ϵ)). Assume that
φ is decreasing, that is r < r′ implies that φ(r) > φ(r′). Then, φ(1/(r + ϵ)) > φ(1/r) and

φ(r + ϵ) = rφ(1/(r + ϵ)) + ϵφ(1/(r + ϵ)) > rφ(1/r) = φ(r),

which leads to a contradiction.
Proof of Result 2. Let r > 0. Take ϵ > 0 and note that φ(r + ϵ) − φ(r) ≥ 0 (by Result 1). Moreover,

φ(r + ϵ) = (r + ϵ)φ(1/(r + ϵ)) ≤ (r + ϵ)φ(1/r) ≤ φ(r) + ϵ,

using again Result 1 and the fact that φ ≤ 1. Thus, φ(r) ≤ φ(r + ϵ) ≤ φ(r) + ϵ and φ is continuous from
the right. A symmetric argument shows that φ is also continuous from the left, thus φ is continuous.

Proof of Result 3. We have that 0 ≤ φ(r) = rφ(1/r) ≤ r, which allows to conclude by taking r ↓ 0.
Proof of Result 4. The null function verifies φ(r) = rφ(1/r) = 0 for all r ∈ (0,∞). Now consider

that φ is not the null function. Then, φ(r) > 0 for some r and φ(r′) > 0 for all r′ ≥ r by Result 1. For
any r′ as small as we want, we also have φ(r′) > 0 given that φ(r′) = r′φ(1/r′) > 0. Result 1, thus
allows to confirm that φ(r) > 0 for all r ∈ (0,∞).

Proof of Result 5. If φ is the null function, then 0 = φ(ab) ≥ φ(a)φ(b) = 0 for any a > 0, b > 0.
Now consider that φ is not the null function; thus, it is a positive function. We consider two cases. First,
we consider that a ≤ 1, b > 0. Thus, 1/ab ≥ 1/b and φ(1/ab) ≥ φ(1/b) from Result 1. Then, using that
φ(1/a) ≤ 1, we have that

φ(ab) = abφ(1/ab) ≥ abφ(1/b) ≥ abφ(1/b)φ(1/a) = φ(a)φ(b).

Now, consider that a > 1, b > 0. Given that b = φ(b)/φ(1/b) and a = φ(a)/φ(1/a), we have that

φ(ab) =
φ(a)
φ(1/a)

φ(b)
φ(1/b)

φ(1/ab) = φ(a)φ(b)
φ(1/ab)

φ(1/a)φ(1/b)
≥ φ(a)φ(b) ,
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that φ(1/ab) ≥ φ(1/a)φ(1/b) using the result of the first
case: φ(a′b′) ≥ φ(a′)φ(b′) with a′ = 1/a ≤ 1 and b′ = 1/b > 0.

Proof of Result 6. We have that 1/ab ≥ 1/a so φ(1/ab) ≥ φ(1/a) (Result 1), but φ(ab) =
abφ(1/ab) ≥ baφ(1/a) = bφ(a). ■

Before presenting the proof of Proposition 3, we present and prove one lemma that will be useful.

Lemma 3. Let g : X2
→ R be such that

g(x, y) = 1((x, y) ∈ R−1 ∩ Rc
+1) + 1((x, y) ∈ R+1 ∩ Rc

−1),

for all (x, y) ∈ X2. Then, g = 1 µ-almost everywhere and µT -almost everywhere. In particular, for any
measurable function ϑ : X2

→ R, ∫
ϑ dµ =

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
Rν∩Rc

−ν

ϑ dµ,

and ∫
ϑ dµT =

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
Rν∩Rc

−ν

ϑ dµT .

Proof. For (x, y) ∈ X2,

g(x, y) =


0 if (x, y) ∈ (Rc

−1 ∩ Rc
+1) ∪ (R+1 ∩ Rc

+1) ∪ (R−1 ∩ Rc
−1) ∪ (R+1 ∩ R−1),

2 if (x, y) ∈ R−1 ∩ Rc
−1 ∩ R+1 ∩ Rc

+1,
1 otherwise.

Clearly,
µ(R−1 ∩ Rc

−1 ∩ R+1 ∩ Rc
+1) = 0.

Also,

µ((Rc
−1 ∩ Rc

+1) ∪ (R+1 ∩ Rc
+1) ∪ (R−1 ∩ Rc

−1) ∪ (R+1 ∩ R−1))
≤ µ(Rc

−1 ∩ Rc
+1) + µ(R+1 ∩ Rc

+1) + µ(R−1 ∩ Rc
−1) + µ(R+1 ∩ R−1).

Clearly,
µ(R+1 ∩ Rc

+1) = µ(R−1 ∩ Rc
−1) = 0.

By definition,

µ(R−1 ∩ R+1) =
∫

1((x, y) ∈ R−1 ∩ R+1) µ(dx, dy) =
∫
π(dx) Q(x,N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x)),

and

µ(Rc
−1 ∩ Rc

+1) =
∫

1((x, y) ∈ Rc
−1 ∩ Rc

+1) µ(dx, dy) =
∫
π(dx) Q(x,N−1(x)c ∩ N+1(x)c),

given that Rc
ν = {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y ∈ Nν(x)}c = {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y < Nν(x)}. But, we have that Q(x,N−1(x) ∩

N+1(x)) = 0 and Q(x,N−1(x)c ∩ N+1(x)c) = 0 for all x ∈ X, as proved in Section 4.2. This implies that
g = 1 µ-almost everywhere. We also have that g = 1 µT -almost everywhere given that g is symmetric
(using that y ∈ Nν(x) if and only if x ∈ N−ν(y)). ■
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Proof of Proposition 3. To prove that for all (x, y) ∈ R,

rrev.(x, y) :=
dµT

rev.

dµrev.
(x, y) = r(x, y)β(x, y),

we will prove that ∫
R
ϕ rrev. dµrev. =

∫
R
ϕ dµT

rev.,

for any bounded measurable function ϕ : X2
→ R. This will allow to conclude that the restriction of

the measures µrev. and µT
rev. to R are mutually absolutely continuous given that rrev. is positive on R.

For any bounded measurable function ϕ : X2
→ R,∫

{X̊×X̊}∩R
ϕ rrev. dµrev. =

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) Qν(x, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) Qν(x, dy),

using that π(dx) Qν(x, dy) assigns null measure to {X̊×X̊}∩(Rν∩Rc
−ν)

c and {X̊×X̊}∩∆, for ν ∈ {−1,+1}.
Indeed, ∫

{X̊×X̊}∩(Rc
ν∪R−ν)

π(dx) Qν(x, dy)

=

∫
{X̊×X̊}

1((x, y) ∈ Rc
ν ∪ R−ν) π(dx) Qν(x, dy)

≤

∫
{X̊×X̊}

1((x, y) ∈ Rc
ν) π(dx) Qν(x, dy) +

∫
{X̊×X̊}

1((x, y) ∈ R−ν) π(dx) Qν(x, dy)

=

∫
X̊

π(dx) Qν(x,Nν(x)c ∩ X̊) +
∫
X̊

π(dx) Qν(x,N−ν(x) ∩ X̊)

≤

∫
X̊

π(dx) Qν(x,Nν(x)c) +
∫
X̊

π(dx) Qν(x,N−ν(x))

=

∫
X̊

π(dx)
Q(x,Nν(x)c ∩ Nν(x))

Q(x,Nν(x)
+

∫
X̊

π(dx)
Q(x,N−ν(x) ∩ Nν(x))

Q(x,Nν(x)
= 0,

and ∫
{X̊×X̊}∩∆

π(dx) Qν(x, dy) =
∫
{X̊×X̊}

1(x = y) π(dx) Qν(x, dy) =
∫
X̊

π(dx) Qν(x, {x})

=

∫
X̊

π(dx)
Q(x, {x})

Q(x,Nν(x))
= 0,

using the definition of Rν, that Rc
ν = {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y ∈ Nν(x)}c = {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y < Nν(x)}, and

that Q(x,N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x)) = 0 and Q(x, {x}) = 0 for all x. Therefore, for ν ∈ {−1,+1} and for any
measurable function ϑ : X2

→ R,∫
{X̊×X̊}∩(Rν∩Rc

−ν)c
ϑ(x, y) π(dx) Qν(x, dy) =

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩∆

ϑ(x, y) π(dx) Qν(x, dy) = 0. (11)
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Also, ∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) Qν(x, dy)

=

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c

ϕ(x, y)
2Q(y,N−ν(y))

r(x, y) µ(dx, dy)

=

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c

ϕ(x, y)
2Q(y,N−ν(y))

µT (dx, dy)

=

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q−ν(y, dx)

=

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q−ν(y, dx).

In the first equality, we used the definition of rrev.. In the second equality, we used that
∫

R
ϕ r dµ =∫

R
ϕ dµT for all ϕ bounded measurable. Note that ϕ(x, y)/(2Q(y,N−ν(y)) is not necessarily bounded, but

we can limit ourselves to the case where Q(y,N−ν(y)) is bounded from below by an arbitrarily small
constant and use a limiting argument with the monotone convergence theorem (where we separate the
cases i) ϕ ≥ 0 and ii) ϕ < 0). In the third equality, we used that (x, y) ∈ Rν if and only if (y, x) ∈ R−ν.
In the fourth equality, we used the same arguments as before to obtain an equality by omitting the
intersection with ∆c and Rν ∩ Rc

−ν, recalling that (x, y) ∈ Rν if and only if (y, x) ∈ R−ν. Therefore,∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R

ϕ rrev. dµrev. =
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) Qν(x, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q−ν(y, dx)

=

∫
{X̊×X̊}∩R

ϕ dµT
rev..

Using similar arguments as above, we obtain that∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R

ϕ rrev. dµrev. =
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c

ϕ(x, y)
2Q(y,N−ν(y))

r(x, y) µ(dx, dy).

But, by the properties of the directional neighbourhoods, for any (x, y) ∈ {X̊ × ∂X} ∩ Rν, we have
that Q(x,Nν(x)) > 0, Q(y,N−ν(y)) > 0 and Q(y,N−1(y))Q(y,N+1(y)) = 0, which, together with 1 =
Q(y,X) = Q(y,N−1(y)) + Q(y,N+1(y)), implies that Q(y,N−ν(y)) = 1. Therefore,∫

{X̊×∂X}∩R
ϕ rrev. dµrev.

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c

ϕ(x, y)
2
µT (dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q(y, dx)

=

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R

ϕ(x, y)
(
1((x, y) ∈ R−1 ∩ Rc

+1) + 1((x, y) ∈ R+1 ∩ Rc
−1)

)
π(dy) (1/2) Q(y, dx)
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=

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q(y, dx)

=

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) ((1/2) Q(y, dx) + (1/2)δx(dy))

=

∫
{X̊×∂X}∩R

ϕ dµT
rev..

In the first equality, we used that
∫

R
ϕ r dµ =

∫
R
ϕ dµT for all ϕ bounded measurable. In the third equality,

we used that π(dy) Q(y, dx) assigns null measure to ∆ and an argument similar as in (11) (recall that
Q(y, {y}) = 0 for all y). In the fourth equality, we applied Lemma 3.

Symmetrically,∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R

ϕ rrev. dµrev. =

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y)
2

rrev.(x, y) µ(dx, dy)

=

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y)
2

rrev.(x, y) µ(dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c

ϕ(x, y)
2

Q(x,Nν(x))
Q(y,N−ν(y))

r(x, y) µ(dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c

ϕ(x, y)
2

1
Q(y,N−ν(y))

µT (dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2)Q−ν(y, dx)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2)Q−ν(y, dx)

=

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) ((1/2)Q−1(y, dx) + (1/2)Q+1(y, dx))

=

∫
{∂X×X̊}∩R

ϕ dµT
rev..

In the second equality, we used that µ(dx, dy) = π(dx) Q(x, dy) assigns null measure to ∆ and an
argument similar as in (11). In the third equality, we applied Lemma 3 and used the definition of the
function rrev.. In the fourth equality, we used that, similarly as in the previous case, Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1 for
any (x, y) ∈ {∂X × X̊} ∩ Rν. We also used that

∫
R
ϕ r dµ =

∫
R
ϕ dµT for all ϕ bounded measurable (again

we can use a limiting argument with the monotone convergence theorem). In the fifth equality, we used
that (x, y) ∈ Rν if and only if (y, x) ∈ R−ν. In the sixth equality, we used that π(dy) Q−ν(y, dx) assigns
null measure to {∂X × X̊} ∩ (Rν ∩ Rc

−ν)
c and {∂X × X̊} ∩ ∆ and a similar argument as in (11) (recall that

(x, y) ∈ Rν if and only if (y, x) ∈ R−ν).
Finally, using the definition of rrev.,∫

{∂X×∂X}∩R
ϕ rrev. dµrev. =

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆

ϕ(x, y) r(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) δx(dy)

+

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) Q(x, dy),
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because ∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) δx(dy) = 0,

and ∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) Q(x, dy) = 0,

given that µ(dx, dy) = π(dx) Q(x, dy) assigns null measure to ∆ and using an argument similar as in
(11). Using that r(x, y) = 1 when y = x,∫

{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆
ϕ(x, y) r(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) δx(dy) =

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆

ϕ(x, y) π(dx) (1/2) δx(dy)

=

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) δy(dx).

Also, ∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) π(dx) (1/2)Q(x, dy)

=

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) (1/2)µ(dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) rrev.(x, y) (1/2)µ(dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) r(x, y) (1/2)µ(dx, dy)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩Rν∩Rc

−ν∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y) (1/2) µT (dx, dy)

=

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) (1/2) µT (dx, dy)

=

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q(y, dx).

In the second and fifth equalities, we applied Lemma 3. In the third equality, we used that all (x, y) ∈
{∂X × ∂X} ∩ R ∩ Rν ∩ Rc

−ν ∩ ∆
c, Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1 and Q(y,N−ν(y)) = 1 (similarly as in the previous

cases). Therefore, for all (x, y) ∈ {∂X× ∂X} ∩ R∩ Rν ∩ Rc
−ν ∩∆

c, β(x, y) = 1. In the fourth equality, we
used that

∫
R
ϕ r dµ =

∫
R
ϕ dµT for all ϕ bounded measurable.

Putting those results together yields∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R

ϕ rrev. dµrev. =

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) δy(dx)

+

∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R∩∆c

ϕ(x, y) π(dy) (1/2) Q(y, dx) =
∫
{∂X×∂X}∩R

ϕ dµT
rev.,

using similar arguments as above.
This concludes the proof by additivity after having noted that

X ×X = {X̊ × X̊} ∪ {X̊ × ∂X} ∪ {∂X × X̊} ∪ {∂X × ∂X}.

■
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Proof of Proposition 4. As mentioned in Section A.1, to prove that PLifted satisfies a skewed detailed
balance, we need to show that the two following measures on the product space (X2,X ⊗ X) are equal:

µ+1(A × B) =
∫

A
π(dx) T+1(x, B) and µ−1(A × B) =

∫
B
π(dx) T−1(x, A),

which ensures that PLifted leaves the distribution π⊗U{−1,+1} invariant. To achieve this, we prove that
for any bounded measurable function ϕ : X2

→ R,∫
ϕ dµ+1 =

∫
ϕ dµ−1.

Let us define

G+1 := {(x, y) ∈ X2 : x ∈ X̊ or x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,N+1(x)) = 1},

and
G−1 := {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y ∈ X̊ or y ∈ ∂X with Q(y,N−1(y)) = 1}.

We have that ∫
ϕ dµ+1 =

∫
G+1

ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

=

∫
G+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy).

In the first equality, we used the definitions of µ+1 and T+1. In the second equality, we used that
αrev.(x, y) = 0 when (x, y) < R, that π(dx) Q+1(x, dy) assigns null measure to G+1 ∩ (R+1 ∩ Rc

−1)c and
G+1 ∩ ∆, as we now prove, and a similar argument as in (11). Let us recall that it has been shown in
Section 4.2 that, if (x, ν) is such that x ∈ X̊ or x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1, then Qν(x,Nν(x)c) = 0,
Qν(x,N−ν(x)) = 0 and Qν(x, {x}) = 0. Let

Gx
+1 := {x ∈ X : x ∈ X̊ or x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,N+1(x)) = 1}.

Recall the definitions of Rν and ∆. We have that∫
G+1∩(R+1∩Rc

−1)c
π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

=

∫
G+1

1((x, y) ∈ Rc
+1 ∪ R−1) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

≤

∫
G+1

1((x, y) ∈ Rc
+1) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy) +

∫
G+1

1((x, y) ∈ R−1) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

=

∫
Gx
+1

π(dx) Q+1(x,N+1(x)c) +
∫

Gx
+1

π(dx) Q+1(x,N−1(x)) = 0,

given that Rc
ν = {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y ∈ Nν(x)}c = {(x, y) ∈ X2 : y < Nν(x)}. Also,∫

G+1∩∆

π(dx) Q+1(x, dy) =
∫

G+1

1(x = y) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy) =
∫

Gx
+1

π(dx) Q+1(x, {x}) = 0.
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Let G1
+1 := {(x, y) ∈ X2 : x ∈ X̊} and G2

+1 := {(x, y) ∈ X2 : x ∈ ∂X with Q(x,N+1(x)) = 1} with
G1
+1 ∪G2

+1 = G+1 and G1
+1 ∩G2

+1 = ∅. We have that∫
G+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

=

∫
G1
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

+

∫
G2
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) Q+1(x, dy)

=

∫
G1
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) (Q+1(x, dy) + Q−1(x, dy))

+

∫
G2
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) (Q+1(x, dy) + δx(dy))

=

∫
G1
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) 2Qrev.(x, dy)

+

∫
G2
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) 2Qrev.(x, dy)

=

∫
G+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) 2µrev.(dx, dy),

using the definitions of Qrev. and µrev.. In the second equality, we used that∫
G1
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) Q−1(x, dy) = 0,

and ∫
G2
+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) π(dx) δx(dy) = 0,

where the latter follows directly from the definition of ∆c. The former follows from the fact that, for
any x ∈ X̊, Q−1(x,N+1(x)) = 0 and a similar argument as above.

Therefore,∫
ϕ dµ+1 =

∫
G+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(x, y) 2µrev.(dx, dy)

=

∫
G+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)φ(1/rrev.(x, y)) 2 rrev.(x, y) µrev.(dx, dy)

=

∫
G+1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)φ(1/rrev.(x, y)) 2 µT

rev.(dx, dy)

=

∫
G−1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)φ(rrev.(y, x)) 2 π(dy) Qrev.(y, dx)

=

∫
G−1∩R∩R+1∩Rc

−1∩∆
c
ϕ(x, y)αrev.(y, x) π(dy) Q−1(y, dx)

=

∫
G−1

ϕ(x, y)αrev.(y, x) π(dy) Q−1(y, dx) =
∫
ϕ dµ−1.
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In the second equality, we used the definitions of αrev. and φ. In the third equality, we used Proposition 3.
In the fourth equality, we used that, for all (x, y) ∈ R ∩ R+1 ∩ Rc

−1 ∩ ∆
c, (y, x) ∈ R ∩ R−1 ∩ Rc

+1 ∩ ∆
c and

1
rrev.(x, y)

=
1

r(x, y)
Q(y,N−1(y))
Q(x,N+1(x))

= r(y, x)β(y, x) = rrev.(y, x).

We also used that, for all (x, y) ∈ G+1 ∩ R ∩ R+1 ∩ Rc
−1 ∩ ∆

c, Q(x,N+1(x)) > 0 and Q(y,N−1(y)) > 0
according to the properties of the directional neighbourhoods {N+1(x)} and {N−1(x)}, implying that
G+1 ∩ R ∩ R+1 ∩ Rc

−1 ∩ ∆
c = G−1 ∩ R ∩ R+1 ∩ Rc

−1 ∩ ∆
c. Finally, we used the definition of µT

rev.. In the
fifth and sixth equalities, we used symmetrical arguments as above by recalling that (x, y) ∈ Rν if and
only if (y, x) ∈ R−ν. In the final equality, we used the definitions of µ−1 and T−1. This concludes the
proof. ■

Proof of Theorem 2. With some abuse of notation, let, for x ∈ X, Rx := {y ∈ X : (x, y) ∈ R}.
Let us first consider the case where x ∈ X̊. For A ∈ X, we have that

2Prev.(x, A \ {x}) = 2
∫

A\{x}
Qrev.(x, dy)αrev.(x, y) =

∑
ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
A\{x}

Qν(x, dy)αrev.(x, y)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
A∩Rx∩Nν(x)∩N−ν(x)c\{x}

Qν(x, dy)αrev.(x, y)

=
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
A∩Rx∩Nν(x)∩N−ν(x)c\{x}

Q(x, dy)
αrev.(x, y)

Q(x,Nν(x))
,

using the definitions of Prev. and Qrev.(x, · ), that, for any x ∈ X̊, Qν(x, · ) assigns null measure outside
Nν(x) ∩ N−ν(x)c \ {x} (see Section 4.2) with an argument similar as in (11), and that αrev.(x, y) = 0 for
all (x, y) < R.

For all (x, y) with x ∈ X̊ and y ∈ Rx ∩ Nν(x) ∩ N−ν(x)c \ {x},

αrev.(x, y)
Q(x,Nν(x))

=
φ(r(x, y)β(x, y))

Q(x,Nν(x))
≥
φ(r(x, y)(1 ∧ β(x, y)))

Q(x,Nν(x))

≥
φ(r(x, y))(1 ∧ β(x, y))

Q(x,Nν(x))

= φ(r(x, y))
(

1
Q(x,Nν(x))

∧
1

Q(y,N−ν(y))

)
≥ φ(r(x, y)) = α(x, y),

using the definitions of αrev. and β, and Results 1 and 6 of Lemma 1.
Therefore,

2Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥
∑

ν∈{−1,+1}

∫
A∩Rx∩Nν(x)∩N−ν(x)c\{x}

Q(x, dy)α(x, y)

=

∫
A∩Rx\{x}

(
1(y ∈ N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x)c) + 1(y ∈ N+1(x) ∩ N−1(x)c)

)
Q(x, dy)α(x, y)

=

∫
A\{x}

Q(x, dy)α(x, y) = PMH(x, A \ {x}),
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using in the first equality that, for any x ∈ X,

1(y ∈ N−1(x) ∩ N+1(x)c) + 1(y ∈ N+1(x) ∩ N−1(x)c) = 1 for Q(x, · )-almost all y,

which can be proved in a similar fashion as Lemma 3, and in the second equality that α(x, y) = 0 for
all (x, y) < R.

The case x < X̊ is done similarly after noticing that, in this case, there exists ν ∈ {−1,+1} such that
Q(x,N−ν(x)) = 0 and Q(x,Nν(x)) = 1, implying that Q(x, A) = Qν(x, A).

Under the general framework of Section 4, the situation of perfect balance corresponds to that where
Q(x,N−1(x)) = Q(x,N+1(x)) = 1/2 for all x ∈ X. In this case,

αrev.(x, y)
Q(x,Nν(x))

≥ 2α(x, y),

from which we can deduce that Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥ PMH(x, A \ {x}).
The result

Prev.(x, A \ {x}) ≥
1
2

PMH(x, A \ {x}), for any x ∈ X and A ∈ X,

implies that, for any f such that π( f 2) < ∞,

var( f , Prev.) ≤ 2var( f , PMH) + Var[ f (X)], X ∼ π,

by Lemma 33 in Andrieu et al. (2018).
The proof of

varλ( f , PLifted) ≤ varλ( f , Prev.),

in the case where φ(r) = 1 ∧ r follows from Theorem 7 in Andrieu and Livingstone (2021). It can be
readily verified that the result holds for any function φ considered here using the same proof technique
as in Andrieu and Livingstone (2021). The proof is concluded by taking the limit λ → 1 on both side
of the inequality. ■

B No Peskun ordering in all generality
In this section, we show using an example that it is not possible to obtain a Peskun ordering in all gen-
erality when considering the general definition of lifted samplers in Andrieu and Livingstone (2021).
The Peskun ordering that we consider is the generalized version given in Lemma 33 in Andrieu et al.
(2018). Let us consider two ergodic reversible transition kernels P1 and P2 operating on the same space
(X,X) and leaving π invariant. We say that there exists a (generalized) Peskun ordering between P1 and
P2 if there exists some M > 0 such that for each B ∈ X,

P2(x, B \ {x}) ≥ MP1(x, B \ {x}),

for all x ∈ X. Conversely, we say that P1 and P2 do not admit a Peskun ordering if for all M > 0 (as
small as we want), there exists BM ∈ X such that P2(x, BM \ {x}) < MP1(x, BM \ {x}) for some x ∈ X.

We now present the example. LetX = R and π = N(0, 1). Let Q+1(x, · ) = N(x, σ2) and Q−1(x, · ) =
N(x, 1/σ2) with σ ∈ (0, 1). Let Q = (1/2)Q−1 + (1/2)Q+1. For any B ∈ X such that 0 < B, we have that

PMH(0, B) =
∫

B

(
1
2

Q−1(0, y) +
1
2

Q+1(0, y)
) (

1 ∧ exp
(
−

y2

2

))
dy
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=

∫
B

(
1
2

Q−1(0, y) +
1
2

Q+1(0, y)
)

exp
(
−

y2

2

)
dy,

using the symmetry of Q.
We can define a lifted version similarly as in Section A.1. For all x ∈ X and ν ∈ {−1,+1}, let

Tν(x, dy) := Qν(x, y)
(
1 ∧
π(y) Q−ν(y, x)
π(x) Qν(x, y)

)
dy.

Note that the definition does not involve splits of neighbourhoods. As in Section A.1, we can prove
that µ+1(A × B) =

∫
A
π(dx) T+1(x, B) and µ−1(A × B) =

∫
B
π(dx) T−1(x, A) are equal, which implies that

PLifted((x, ν), d(y, ν′)) := δν(ν′) Tν(x, dy) + δ−ν(ν′) δx(dy) (1 − Tν(x,X))

leaves the distribution π ⊗U{−1,+1} invariant.
The reversible counterpart to the lifted sampler is defined as

Prev.(x, dy) :=
1
2

T+1(x, dy) +
1
2

T−1(x, dy) + δx(dy)
(
1 −

1
2

T+1(x,X) −
1
2

T−1(x,X)
)
.

This definition can be seen as being similar to that in Section A.1 and, like in that section, it can be
proved that Prev. is π-reversible.

For the same B ∈ X as above with 0 < B, we have that

Prev.(0, B) =
∫

B

1
2

Q+1(0, y)
(
1 ∧ exp

(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(y, 0)
Q+1(0, y)

)
dy

+

∫
B

1
2

Q−1(0, y)
(
1 ∧ exp

(
−

y2

2

)
Q+1(y, 0)
Q−1(0, y)

)
dy.

We have that

exp
(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(y, 0)
Q+1(0, y)

= σ2 exp
(
y2

2

(
1
σ2 − σ

2 − 1
))
,

and

exp
(
−

y2

2

)
Q+1(y, 0)
Q−1(0, y)

=
1
σ2 exp

(
−

y2

2

(
1
σ2 + 1 − σ2

))
.

Note that
1
σ2 + 1 − σ2 > 0

as σ ∈ (0, 1). We can choose σ small enough so that

1
σ2 − σ

2 − 1 > 0.

We choose σ accordingly. Therefore, we can choose B = {y ∈ R : |y| > k} with k a large enough
constant, so that, for all y ∈ B, we have that

exp
(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(y, 0)
Q+1(0, y)

≥ 1 and exp
(
−

y2

2

)
Q+1(y, 0)
Q−1(0, y)

≤ 1.
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Note that 0 < B. With such a set B, we have that

Prev.(0, B) =
∫

B

1
2

Q+1(0, y) dy +
∫

B

1
2

Q+1(0, y) exp
(
−

y2

2

)
dy.

Let M > 0. We have that

Prev.(0, B) − MPMH(0, B)

=

∫
B

1
2

Q+1(0, y) dy +
∫

B

1
2

Q+1(0, y) exp
(
−

y2

2

)
dy

− M
∫

B

(
1
2

Q−1(0, y) +
1
2

Q+1(0, y)
)

exp
(
−

y2

2

)
dy

=
1
2

∫
B

Q+1(0, y)
(
1 + exp

(
−

y2

2

)
− M exp

(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(0, y)
Q+1(0, y)

− M exp
(
−

y2

2

))
dy

≤
1
2

∫
B

Q+1(0, y)
(
1 + exp

(
−

y2

2

)
− M exp

(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(0, y)
Q+1(0, y)

)
dy

Note that

exp
(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(0, y)
Q+1(0, y)

= exp
(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(y, 0)
Q+1(0, y)

= σ2 exp
(
y2

2

(
1
σ2 − σ

2 − 1
))
.

Therefore, regardless the value of M, we could have chosen k such that(
1 + exp

(
−

y2

2

)
− M exp

(
−

y2

2

)
Q−1(0, y)
Q+1(0, y)

)
< 0.

Consequently, Prev.(0, B) − MPMH(0, B) < 0, which concludes the example.
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