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Metropolis–Hastings estimates intractable expectations — can dif-
ferentiating the algorithm estimate their gradients? The challenge is
that Metropolis–Hastings trajectories are not conventionally differ-
entiable due to the discrete accept/reject steps. Using a technique
based on recoupling chains, our method differentiates through the
Metropolis–Hastings sampler itself, allowing us to estimate gradients
with respect to a parameter of otherwise intractable expectations. Our
main contribution is a proof of strong consistency and a central limit
theorem for our estimator under assumptions that hold in common
Bayesian inference problems. The proofs augment the sampler chain
with latent information, and formulate the estimator as a stopping
functional of the tail of this augmented chain. We demonstrate our
method on examples of Bayesian sensitivity analysis and optimizing
a random walk Metropolis proposal.

1. Introduction. Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods are used to esti-
mate expectations by appealing to an ergodic theorem,

(1) πθf = EX∼πθ
[f(X)] = lim

N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
i=0

f(Xi),

where {Xn}n∈N0 is a Markov chain engineered to converge to the target distribution πθ, in
particular when πθ is only known up to an intractable normalizing constant. For example,
in Bayesian inference, quantities such as posterior expectation, variance, or probabilities
are all integrals with respect to the posterior distribution commonly estimated in this
manner. A wide class of such MCMC methods employs Metropolis–Hastings (MH)
accept/reject steps to preserve the target distribution [32, 51, 78]. Examples used in
practice are random walk Metropolis, Metropolis-adjusted Langevin algorithm (MALA)
[8, 68, 72] and certain versions of Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) [18, 57].

If the target distribution πθ depends on a parameter θ as above, it is natural to ask
how the expectations change with respect to the parameter, quantified as the derivative
at a parameter value of interest

∂

∂θ
EX∼πθ

[f(X)]
∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

,

which itself must be estimated. This problem of Monte Carlo gradient estimation arises
in for example optimization of stochastic systems, sensitivity analysis and experimental
design, as well as reinforcement learning and variational inference in machine learning
[54]. Particularly within the machine learning literature, there has been interest in
differentiating through Monte Carlo samplers. Unfortunately, the MH sampler trajectory
is not conventionally differentiable due to the discrete accept/reject steps. Instead,
practitioners use unadjusted methods [17, 81], ignore the discrete contributions and
work with biased estimates [11, 12], or enumerate the state space [13, 14].
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In this paper following up on [4], we obtain a gradient estimator by differentiating
through the MH sampler itself, successfully accounting for the discreteness within the
framework of stochastic perturbation analysis (SPA) [10, 19, 20]. SPA-type gradient
estimators weigh together several alternative trajectories of the chain. By introducing
a recoupling coupling for the alternatives [48, 77], we exploit the stochasticity to
make the estimator stable and computationally tractable. Our main contribution is
a theoretical convergence guarantee under assumptions expected to hold for models
commonly considered in Bayesian inference. Under these assumptions, we establish that
our estimator essentially inherits the ergodicity of the underlying MH chain, and show
that this entails strong consistency of as well as a central limit theorem for our gradient
estimates.

Three major classes of gradient estimators appear in the literature [54]: pathwise esti-
mators [23, 45], also known as the reparameterization trick, fully extract the parameter
dependency from the target distribution, yielding a very simple gradient estimator. How-
ever, a tractable differentiable reparameterization is not available for all targets, and the
method requires that f is differentiable. Likelihood ratio methods [27–29, 65], also known
as score function methods or REINFORCE, interchange derivative and expectation
to directly differentiate the target density, yielding a reweighted cost f(x)∇θ logπθ(x).
This direct approach can even be applied to unnormalized target densities if the gradient
of the log-normalizing constant is additionally estimated. However, the variance of the
method deteriorates with increasing state space dimensionality [54]. Furthermore, f is
treated like a black box, which has the benefit of wide applicability but the drawback
of ignoring possible variance reduction from structural properties of f . Measure-valued
derivatives (MVD) [33–36] estimate the gradient as a weighted difference of a target-
dependent measure decomposition. At the cost of simulating multiple alternatives, their
difference-based approach allows nondifferentiable f while accounting for structure.
However, finding a tractable measure decomposition is nontrivial.

The performance of these gradient estimators in terms of variance and computational
cost depends on the target πθ and the function f under consideration, and in general
none of the estimators are universally better than any other [54]. Our estimator does
not fit cleanly within the framework of any of the classes, aiming for the generality of
the likelihood ratio method while using an alternative simulation approach similar to
MVD. Working with the MH dynamics replaces the need for target-specific tricks with a
proposal-specific coupling. We source suitable couplings for MH kernels from the recent
extensive literature on this topic [59, 60, 63, 80], which has been stimulated in part by
the closely related application of debiased MCMC [30, 39, 53], where the recoupling
property is used to derive a bias correction term. Couplings have also appeared in both
SPA literature [10, 15] and MVD literature [33], where they have been used for more
efficient simulation, but to our knowledge the explicit use of general recoupling couplings
to construct a consistent estimator for general state spaces is novel.

1.1. Related work on Markov chain gradient estimation. The aforementioned classes
of gradient estimators have also been applied to Markov chains, and in this section, we
contrast our estimator with some prior work.

As an extension of pathwise estimators, SPA has previously been used for consistent
gradient estimation in among others queuing theory, financial modeling, and optimization
of stochastic systems [19]. Nevertheless, the usual formalization by generalized semi-
Markov processes does not apply to our setting, as their state space is taken to be at
most countable. SPA has been extended to more general Markov chains, notably by [15]
where even couplings are used for efficient simulation, but too strong assumptions on
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countability, boundedness of the performance f , and uniform ergodicity are imposed to
obtain consistency. We avoid these restrictions by exploiting the convergence properties
of the coupling both in simulation and in the proof of consistency.

Likelihood ratio methods have been applied to the Markov chain itself [28, 29],
estimating the gradient as “a sequence of finite horizon expectations”. Although their
assumptions are similar to ours, they differ in one critical point: the Markov kernel is
assumed to be absolutely continuous with respect to some reference measure, which
is not the case for the MH kernel due to the rejection dynamics. Furthermore, they
consider a weaker notion of consistency than us, so that unlike our estimator the gradient
estimator for a single infinite chain does not converge almost surely to the true derivative,
but rather only in mean.

Measure-valued derivative theory has been applied to Markov chains through a
“product rule” for kernels [33, 35, 36]. These estimators apply to non-differentiable kernels,
and use a similar structure of alternative chains called “phantoms” in the estimator, with
a similar approach to efficient simulation of “phantoms” through pruning or coupling
as in our algorithm. Furthermore, our SPA weight computations are related to the
corresponding measure-valued derivative for a Bernoulli random variable. Unfortunately,
the kernel factorization we introduce below to make explicit use of the coupling violates
smoothness assumptions of measure-valued derivatives, so we are unable to immediately
apply the theory. Nevertheless, we hope that our recoupling trick also can be transferred
to infinite-horizon measure-valued derivatives.

1.2. Notation. Let (X,BX, µ0) be a Polish (separable completely metrizable) space
equipped with the Borel σ-algebra and a reference measure µ0. This setting includes
the familiar Euclidean space with Lebesgue measure but also allows for more general
spaces. We will without loss of generality assume that the parameter of interest θ is
one-dimensional and lies in some compact interval Θ ⊂ R (usually a neighborhood of
some θ0). The extension to multi-dimensional parameter vectors can then be done by
applying the one-dimensional results for directional derivatives.

We write x ∧ y for the minimum of x and y. Given a probability measure µ, we
denote the countable product Let δx(dy) : X × BX → [0,1] be the Dirac measure, that
is δx(E) = 1{x}(E) for all E ∈ BX. For a general Markov kernel K(dy |x) =K(x, dy) :
X × BY → [0,1], we define by µK(A) =

∫
XK(A |x)µ(dx) the resulting measure when

acting on a measure µ, and define by Kf(x) =
∫

Y f(y)K(dy |x) the resulting function
when acting on a measurable (integrable) function f . Hence kernels K1(dy |x) : X×BY →
[0,1],K2(dz |y) : Y ×BZ → [0,1] compose as K1K2(B |x) =

∫
YK2(B |y)K1(dy |x). These

notations may be combined and are associative.

2. Differentiable Metropolis–Hastings estimator. Recall that the MH chain
{Xn}n∈N0 is defined as follows [32, 51, 78]: suppose πθ is absolutely continuous with
respect to µ0, and gθ is an unnormalized µ0-density of πθ. Let q(dx◦ |x) be the proposal
kernel used in the sampler which we assume has a density q(x◦ |x) with respect to µ0
independent of θ, and let αθ(x′ |x) be the acceptance probability

αθ(x′ |x) = gθ(x′)q(x |x′)
gθ(x)q(x′ |x) ∧ 1.

The sampler proceeds by iterating the following kernel:

KMH(dx′ |x) = αθ(x′ |x)q(dx′ |x) +
[∫

(1 − αθ(x◦ |x))q(dx◦ |x)
]
δx(dx′).
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Convergence of the sampler relies on some regularity conditions, the definitions of which
are recalled in Appendix A. A sufficient condition for πθ-irreducibility of the sampler is
the positivity of the proposal density q for any pair of states, and a sufficient condition
for aperiodicity is the ability to reject a move from any state [66, Section 7.3.2]. The
MH chain is Harris recurrent if it is πθ-irreducible [66, Lemma 7.3]. Then, for integrable
f we indeed have the Markov chain law of large numbers (1) a.s. for any starting state
X0 [66, Theorem 7.4].

For the estimator, we introduce a particular way to construct alternative chains to
capture the impact of a perturbation of θ. This requires that we specify how to run
two chains in parallel. Let q(dx◦ × dy◦ | x, y) be a coupled proposal kernel, which to
be a valid coupling must preserve the marginals and satisfy q(dx◦ × X | x, y) = q(dx◦ |
x) and q(X × dy◦ | x, y) = q(dy◦ | y) for all x, y ∈ X2. We will use a reparameterized
expression of the coupling, so that we may express y◦ given x,x◦, y as y◦ = q̃(ϵ, x, x◦, y)
with a deterministic function taking x,x◦, y and independent “latent randomness” ϵ
on ([0,1],B[0,1], η). The existence1 of such a q̃ follows by standard disintegration and
conditioning results [42, Lemma 4.22, Theorem 8.5].

We are now ready to formulate the Differentiable MH (DMH) estimator, expanding on
the algorithm first introduced by [4, Algorithm 2]. The result is an SPA-type approach
that intuitively takes the form of weighted counterfactuals (in the case where the param-
eter enters discretely, as in the accept/reject step). For MH, the discrete counterfactuals
come from the trajectory switching between acceptance and rejection or vice versa.
Although the trajectory itself changes discontinuously under parameter perturbations,
by forcing the perturbations to occur in simulation and instead differentiating the
conditional probabilities we obtain an estimate of the derivative [3, 19, 20]. We focus
in the next definition on introducing the construction, with the proof of correctness
contained within the later main results.

Construction 1 (Differentiable Metropolis–Hastings estimator). Suppose the MH
algorithm is run for N transitions starting from X0. The contribution to the DMH
derivative estimate from a perturbation at the nth transition is the SPA estimator

Wn

N−n−1∑
k=1

[f(Yn,k) − f(Xn+k)] ,

where Wn is the weight and Yn,k is the alternative chain started in n after k transitions,
both quantities introduced below. The full estimate is then the average over all transitions
of these contributions.

Consider the nth state of the MH chain. Suppose the accept/reject step is implemented
by thresholding an independent Un ∼ Unif[0,1] with the acceptance probability αθ(X◦

n |
Xn). Then, inspecting Xn, X◦

n, and Un reveals whether the primal chain accepted
or rejected the proposed move, whence we obtain the weight as the derivative of the
acceptance probability with a sign correction:

(2) Wn = ∂

∂θ
αθ(X◦

n |Xn)
(
1 − 2 · 1Un≤αθ(X◦

n |Xn)

)
.

It may however be the case that Wn = 0, for example, if the proposed state is always
accepted and no alternative is possible. The alternative chain {Yn,k}k∈N started from n

1Explicit knowledge of q̃ is not strictly necessary for implementation, although such a formulation
is not only theoretically convenient but also practically useful [47].
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can be split off by making the opposite decision to the primal in the transition:

Yn,1 =
{
Xn, if Un ≤ αθ(X◦

n |Xn)
X◦
n, if Un > αθ(X◦

n |Xn)
.

Once the alternative is split, we continue using the reparameterized expression for the
coupling to obtain the alternative as

(3)

Y ◦
n,k = q̃(ϵn,k,Xn+k,X

◦
n+k, Yn,k), k = 1,2, . . .

Yn,k+1 =
{
Y ◦
n,k if Un+k ≤ αθ(Y ◦

n,k |Yn,k)
Yn,k if Un+k > αθ(Y ◦

n,k |Yn,k)
, k = 1,2, . . . ,

where we chose to couple the accept/reject step according to a monotone coupling or
common random numbers [25]. This procedure can be continued indefinitely.

2.1. Implementation details. We implement2 the DMH estimator for our numerical
experiments in Julia [9] using the package StochasticAD.jl [3]. Given an implemen-
tation of a proposal coupling, this allows us to automatically obtain the procedure
in Construction 1 from a straightforward implementation of the usual MH algorithm.
Nevertheless, the mathematical aspects treated in this paper are not dependent on the
choice of any particular implementation. In our previous work [4] the description of
the algorithm additionally incorporated specific details of weight computations and
pruning (importance sampling between alternatives to deterministically bound the
computational effort) present in StochasticAD.jl; we have here chosen to avoid such
implementation details for clarity, although an efficient implementation would also
consider for example the choice of pruning scheme and whether to use forward or reverse
mode [6, 64] automatic differentiation in gradient computations.

3. Main results. We begin by introducing our assumptions, which are directly
linked to the different parts of the estimator.

Assumption 1. The MH chain is πθ-irreducible and πθ|f |<∞. (This implies that
the MH chain is Harris recurrent and that the averages converge a.s. to πθf .)

Assumption 2. The target unnormalized density gθ(x) is continuously differen-
tiable3 in θ ∈ Θ. Furthermore, for all θ0 ∈ Θ we have

EX∼πθ0

[
sup
θ∈Θ

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ logπθ(X)
∣∣∣∣2
]
<∞.

Assumption 3. At least one of the following holds:

(a) f is bounded on X,
(b) the MH chain is geometrically ergodic with drift function V : X → [1,∞] such that
πθV <∞ and πθqV <∞, for which f satisfies supx∈X|f(x)|2+γ/V (x)<∞ for some
γ > 0.

Assumption 4. The coupling satisfies the following:

2The code is available from https://github.com/gaurav-arya/differentiable_mh.
3It is possible to weaken the differentiability assumptions at the cost of providing a more careful

bound on the derivative as one runs into measurability concerns, see for example [46].

https://github.com/gaurav-arya/differentiable_mh
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(i) It is faithful,4 that is recoupled chains stay together after they first couple: q(dx◦ ×
dy◦ | x,x) = q(dx◦ | x)δx◦(dy◦).

(ii) The chains recouple in square-integrable time: let τx,y = infn∈N{Xn = Yn | X1 =
x,Y1 = y} denote the recoupling time for parallel chains starting in x, y, then we
have for all x, y ∈ X2 that E[τ 2

x,y]<∞.

Essentially, Assumption 1 yields the baseline convergence of MH, Assumption 2 yields
the existence of the derivatives and moment bounds on weights in the estimator, and
finally Assumptions 3 and 4 yield moment bounds on the difference between chains
and the applicability of the recoupling trick. The assumption of geometric ergodicity is
convenient and holds in many practical cases [61, 69]; although it could be possible to
relax this with some additional work, we are interested in establishing a central limit
theorem, where geometric ergodicity is a common sufficient condition [41]. We note
that a drift function V with πθV <∞ always exists for a geometrically ergodic Markov
chain, such that the drift condition

(4) (KMHV )(x) ≤ αV (x) + β

holds for some α ∈ [0,1), β ∈ [0,∞) [21].
The following examples describe couplings for two common variants of MH that

satisfy the assumptions for use in the DMH:

Example (Independent MH). The simplest possible proposal is one that is inde-
pendent of the current state, that is q(· |x) = q(·). Then, the proposal has a trivial
self-coupling q̃(ϵ, x, x◦, y) = x◦ which always succeeds (and ϵ can be ignored). If there
exists a constant C such that πθ(x) ≤Cq(x) on the support of πθ, then the sampler is
uniformly ergodic [66, Theorem 7.8] and the acceptance probability in stationarity is
lower-bounded by 1/C [66, Lemma 7.9]. Since recoupling always occurs on acceptance,
we deduce that the meeting times satisfy P(τ > t) ≤ (1 − 1

C )t, and hence all moments of
τ are finite.

Example (Gaussian Random Walk MH). One of the prototypical versions of MH
is Gaussian Random Walk MH, which we here consider with the simple proposal
q(· |x) ∼ N(0, σ2I) with fixed scale σ2. Consider a maximal reflection coupling of the
proposal [59, 80]. This coupling is faithful and reparameterizes with ϵ∼ Unif[0,1] as

q̃(ϵ, x, x◦, y) =


x◦, ϵ≤ φ([x◦ − y]/σ)

φ([x◦ − x]/σ)
x◦ +

[
1 − 2⟨y − x,x◦ − x⟩

∥y − x∥2

]
(y − x), otherwise

.

where φ is the pdf for N(0, I). This idea can be extended to a non-isotropic proposal by
applying a whitening transform before coupling and then transforming back the results.
Obtaining an analytical expression for the recoupling time is in general difficult as it
will depend on how the proposals interact with the target distribution. A tail bound on
meeting times of the form P(τ > t) ≤Cδt for t,C ≥ 0, δ ∈ (0,1), hence sufficient for all
moments of τ to be finite, was found by [39, Proposition 4] based on the behavior of an
appropriate Lyapunov function, most often obtained by assumptions on the tails of πθ
[69].

4Terminology due to [71].
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Remark. In a certain sense, geometric ergodicity implies Assumption 4, as one can
then manufacture a proposal kernel coupling where τx,y has geometric tails, which by
its Markovian nature can trivially be made faithful [39, Section 3.2]. The important
theoretical restrictions introduced by the assumptions here are therefore on the MH
chain {Xn}n∈N0 , f , πθ, and q. Nevertheless, for computations, it is important that the
coupling is computationally tractable, and shorter recoupling times reduce the variance.

3.1. Augmented chain. Inspecting the DMH algorithm makes it clear that given only
the MH chain {Xn}n∈N0 we do not have enough information to compute the coupling
or the DMH estimator. Hence, we will now augment the transition kernel to preserve
this information. Our goal in this section is then to show that this augmented chain
inherits its convergence properties from the MH chain. A simpler augmented chain with
only proposal information was analyzed similarly by [73], although we will use different
proof strategies.

Construction 2 (Augmented MH chain). Consider the state space X × X ×
[0,1] × [0,1]N and the product σ-algebra BX ⊗ BX ⊗ B[0,1] ⊗ B⊗N

[0,1], where B⊗N
[0,1] is the

corresponding Borel σ-algebra on countable sequences [42, Lemma 1.2]. Define a kernel
that augments the current MH state x with the hidden information about the proposed
next state, a uniform random value used to couple acceptance, and a sequence of i.i.d.
latent randomness distributed according to some η used to couple proposals:

(5) Q(dx′ × dx◦′ × du′ × dϵ′ | x) = δx(dx′)q(dx◦′ |x)du′ η⊗N(dϵ′)

where η⊗N is the infinite product measure [42, Corollary 8.25]. Note that that the
uniform and latent sequence are sampled independently from the current state. Next,
define a kernel that given this augmented state deterministically executes the MH
transition:

(6) R(dx′ |x,x◦, u, ϵ) = 1{u≤αθ(x◦ |x)}δx◦(dx′) + 1{u>αθ(x◦ |x)}δx(dx′).

Finally, define the augmented kernel Kaug =RQ which iterated yields the augmented
chain {(Xn,X

◦
n,Un,{ϵn,k}k∈N)}n∈N0 .

By inspection KMH =QR and hence one can interpret the new kernel Kaug as instead
stopping “in the middle of” the MH transitions. From this characterization it follows
that for N ∈ N we have

KN
aug = (RQ)N =R(QR)N−1Q=RKN−1

MH Q

and that the invariant distribution of Kaug is νθ := πθQ by a direct verification:

νθKaug = (πθQ)(RQ) = πθ(QR)Q= πθQ= νθ.

We next establish the necessary technical results to inherit the desired properties and
establish ergodicity; the proofs, as well as reminders of the definitions of ϕ-irreducibility
and Harris recurrence, are given in Appendix A.

Proposition 3 (Inheriting ϕ-irreducibility). If the original MH chain is ϕ-
irreducible, then the augmented MH chain is ϕQ-irreducible.

Proposition 4 (Inheriting Harris recurrence). If the original MH chain is Harris
recurrent, then the augmented MH chain is Harris recurrent.
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Corollary 5. Under Assumption 1, the invariant probability distribution νθ for
Kaug is unique and ergodic.

Although it is not necessary for the consistency argument that follows, and we do
not assume that the original MH chain is geometrically ergodic in all cases, we also
establish the inheritance of geometric ergodicity under an additional technical condition
for later use in a central limit theorem. The proof, which relies on a data processing
inequality in total variation, is also given in Appendix A.

Proposition 6 (Inheriting geometric ergodicity). Under Assumptions 1 and 4, addi-
tionally assuming q(x◦ |x)> 0 for all x,x◦ ∈ X, if the original MH chain is geometrically
ergodic, then the augmented MH chain is geometrically ergodic.

3.2. Tail functional. With the augmented chain and the reparametrization version
of the coupling, we can express the DMH estimator in Construction 1 as a tail functional
of the augmented chain. Let X→

n = {(Xn+k,X
◦
n+k,Un+k,{ϵn+k,ℓ}ℓ∈N)}k∈N0 be the tail

from the nth augmented state. The contribution to the DMH derivative estimate from
a perturbation at the nth transition with a horizon m is

hm(X→
n ) =Wn

m−1∑
k=1

[f(Yn,k) − f(Xn+k)]

which by construction is a deterministic function of the tail. We define h= limm→∞ hm
as the a.s. limit. In fact, under Assumption 4, faithfulness implies only the terms before
recoupling will be non-zero, so we may let5 τn = τXn+1,Yn,1 and write

hm(X→
n ) =Wn

(τn∧m)−1∑
k=1

[f(Yn,k) − f(Xn+k)]

and similarly for h. To apply our convergence theorems, we must show that the random
variable h is integrable with respect to the induced measure on sample paths Pνθ

under
our assumptions. We give the moment bound proofs in Appendix B.

Lemma 7 (Weight moments). Under Assumption 2, Wn ∈ L2(Pνθ
) uniformly in θ.

Proposition 8 (Integrability of terms). Under Assumptions 2 to 4, h ∈ L1(Pνθ
),

supm∈N|hm| ∈ L1(Pνθ
), and hm → h in L1(Pνθ

).

Remark. The preceding results generalize to the existence of higher moments of
∂
∂θ logπθ(X) implying the existence of higher moments of Wn, although this seems less
well-known for many classes of models compared to the Fisher information. Combining
this with a stronger growth condition on f similarly yields higher moments of h.

3.3. Limit theorems. Once we have established sufficient conditions for integrability,
we are ready to establish our main results of unbiasedness in stationarity, strong consis-
tency, and a central limit theorem. All proofs in this section are given in Appendix C.

First, we show that the estimator is unbiased for a finite horizon when starting in
stationarity. Similar results have been proven under various conditions and for various
types of gradient estimators in for example [3, 19, 36, 74]. This theorem is the critical
step for the validity of the estimator and relies on a conditioning argument from SPA.

5Note that the recoupling time was deliberately defined starting from time 1, so that we can form
excursions from a common state at time 0.
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Theorem 9 (Unbiasedness in stationarity). Let Pνθ
denote the induced measure on

sample paths following Kaug started according to νθ. If Assumptions 1 to 4 hold, then
the DMH estimator is finite-horizon unbiased:

EPνθ

[
1
N

N−1∑
n=0

hN−n(X→
n )
]∣∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

= ∂

∂θ
EX∼πθ

[f(X)]
∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

for all N ∈ N and interior θ0 ∈ Θ.

Next, using that the augmented MH chain inherits the ergodic properties of the
original MH chain, we apply Maker’s ergodic theorem [50] (recalled in Appendix C) to
show that the finite-horizon version of the estimator converges to the constant infinite-
horizon expectation. This allows us to lift unbiasedness to consistency, since what we
converge to must then be the desired expectation. Indeed, establishing consistency by
lifting (asymptotic) unbiasedness through a regenerative structure has been a general
strategy of SPA literature [24, 38].

Theorem 10. If Assumptions 1 to 4 hold, then the DMH estimator is strongly
consistent:

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0

hN−n(X→
n ) = ∂

∂θ
EX∼πθ

[f(X)]
∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

PX0 -a.s.

for interior θ0 ∈ Θ and every starting state X0 ∈ X × X × [0,1] × [0,1]N. In particular,
for every starting state X0 ∈ X one can sample X0 ∼Q(· |X0).

For practical purposes, guarantees on the rate of convergence are of interest. With
geometric ergodicity and stronger moment assumptions, we exploit the stopping func-
tional structure to obtain a central limit theorem along [7]. Note that this strengthening
is essentially the same as a common sufficient assumption for the classical Markov chain
central limit theorem (see for example [41, Corollary 2]).

Theorem 11. If Assumptions 1 to 4 hold, the augmented MH chain is geometri-
cally ergodic (for example by Proposition 6), supm∈N|hm| ∈ L2+γ(Pνθ

), and hm → h in
L2+γ(Pνθ

) for some γ > 0, then the DMH estimator obeys a central limit theorem: there
exists σ ≥ 0 such that

1√
N

N−1∑
n=0

(
hN−n(X→

n ) − ∂

∂θ
EX∼πθ

[f(X)]
∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

)
D−−−−→

N→∞
N(0, σ2)

(where the limiting distribution could be degenerate δ0 if σ = 0) for interior θ0 ∈ Θ and
every starting state X0 ∈ X × X × [0,1] × [0,1]N.

The hypotheses on h in the above theorem could, if one strengthens Assumptions 2
to 4 to impose the existence of moments up to order 4 + γ, be recovered by adapting
the proofs of Lemma 7 and Proposition 8 following a previous remark.

4. Extensions. We conclude the theoretical treatment with comments on a few
extensions to the above results which are of interest to practitioners.
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4.1. Performance functionals. Assumption 3 is stated in terms of a real-valued
performance function for a single state f(Xn), but this can easily be extended. The
extension to vector-valued performance functions is an immediate consequence of
applying the theorems componentwise. A further benefit of the general ergodic results
used is that the extension to performance functionals f(Xn,Xn+1, . . . ,Xn+L) or a fixed
finite number of states L is straightforward; the proof of Theorem 9 only needs to
be altered so that the partition accounts for that the nth term can be affected by
perturbations in the first n+L states of the chain. This allows us to differentiate for
example autocovariance, as demonstrated in Section 5.2.

4.2. Pruning. For simplicity, the mathematical formalization does not encompass
the pruning scheme described in the original introduction of the DMH estimator in
[4]. Finite-horizon unbiasedness in stationarity of the original weight-based pruning
estimator follows from the remarks by [3, Section B.5], but this estimator does not
directly admit the tail functional form of hm as future alternatives also depend on the
past. However, simpler schemes such as independent subsampling6 are clearly consistent
by a simple modification of the proofs for Theorems 9 and 10.

4.3. Parameter-dependent proposals. In the preceding, we have assumed that the
proposal kernel q is independent of the parameter θ. However, this is a priori not the
case in many practical applications; often one wishes to incorporate gradient information
of gθ into the proposal, as in MALA and HMC, or proposal parameters themselves could
be the target of optimization in order to tune the sampler. Nevertheless, depending on
the application it may not be necessary to consider the sensitivity of the proposal. When
the main purpose of a gradient-informed proposal is MCMC performance, one can fix
the parameter in the proposal for each run, as the marginal expectation in stationarity
is independent of the proposal.

Nevertheless, the actual implementation of the algorithm can be extended easily to a
truly parameter-dependent proposal with StochasticAD.jl, but the introduction of
general non-discrete sensitivity unfortunately significantly complicates the formalization
in the theoretical framework above. We sketch some of the necessary extensions in
Appendix D. In special cases, there may be significant simplifications that allow us to
incorporate the sensitivity. For example, if proposal admits a linear reparameterization,
one can transfer the ergodicity results of the chain to pathwise gradient estimates. This
is the case in the RWMH proposal tuning example in Section 5.2.

Finally, on discrete spaces or with a proposal kernel that itself factorizes into a
continuous and a discrete part, such as the Barker proposal of [49] which incorporates
target gradient information, one could instead introduce new alternatives for diverging
paths due to the proposal, just as we have done for the accept-reject step.

5. Numerical examples.

5.1. Prior sensitivity analysis. In [43] the authors introduce a distance-based metric
to diagnose sensitivity of the posterior with respect to prior or likelihood by power-scaling,
which is computed using post hoc importance sampling of the MCMC chain. In this
example, we demonstrate how one can automatically obtain an equivalent to the simpler
quantity-based sensitivity metric in [43, Eq. 8] from our framework, illustrating how our
general methodology can form a building block in sensitivity analysis problems. Letting

6See also [36, Section 4.4] for discussion of such a scheme in the context of MVD.
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(a) Posterior mean estimate, with 95%
credible intervals. (Intercept and σ omit-
ted due to differing scales.)

(b) Sensitivity as gradient estimate for
posterior means, with cross-chain stan-
dard errors.

Fig 1. Case study of prior sensitivity analysis on bodyfat dataset. Blue/top with original prior,
orange/bottom with adjusted prior to resolve conflict.

p(ϕ) denote the prior probability and p(x |ϕ) denote the likelihood, power-scaling the
prior introduces a hyperparameter θ into the posterior

p(ϕ |x) ∝ p(x |ϕ) [p(ϕ)]2
θ

where the scaling 2θ is suggested [43, Section 2.4.3] to obtain a natural symmetry at zero.
The simple prior sensitivity metric then corresponds to the derivative of the posterior
mean ∂

∂θ E[ϕ] at θ = 0.
We consider the case study in [43, Section 5.1], where a prior-data conflict is diagnosed

in a Bayesian linear regression model. The goal is to predict body fat percentages given
13 simple body measurements, using the bodyfat dataset [40]. The model is

yi ∼ N(µi, σ2), µi = β0 +
13∑
k=1

βkxik,

β0 ∼ t3(0,9.2), βk ∼ N(0,1), σ ∼ t+3 (0,9.2)

where the standard Gaussian priors on the regression coefficients are selected with the
goal of noninformativity.

We implement the model with a Turing.jl specification [22] which conveniently takes
care of target density computations and transforming σ to an unbounded parameter
space, only needing a small amount of bridging code to introduce the power-scaling
hyperparameter. To reproduce the original case study faithfully, we also center the
covariates and set the prior mean for β0 to the response mean. For the DMH, we use a
Gaussian random walk proposal with a reflection coupling, adjusting for covariate scales
by preconditioning with the ordinary least squares covariances. The derivative estimate
is computed with 4 chains of 350 000 MH steps where 100 000 steps are burn-in starting
from a zero initial parameter vector.
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In Fig. 1 we see the resulting parameter estimates and derivatives. A clear non-zero
sensitivity is reported for the wrist coefficient, which agrees with the results in the
original case study. To resolve the prior-data conflict, we follow [43] and adjust the priors
to account for the empirical scales of the covariates, so that βk ∼ N(0, (2.5sy/sxk

)2). The
posterior mean of the wrist coefficient is now subject to less shrinkage towards the
prior and the sensitivity is reduced, as expected. Although the computational properties
of the DMH estimate are naturally worse than that of the original, specialized method,
we emphasize that no additional theoretical derivation and little code was required to
obtain these analogous results.

5.2. Proposal kernel tuning. The performance of MCMC is highly dependent on the
proposal distribution. Different strategies have been used to find suitable proposals, such
as adaptive MCMC methods [2] or variational tuning methods [11]. In this example we
consider minimizing the 1-lag autocovariance, defined in stationarity as

γ1 = EPν [(X0 −Eπ[X])(X1 −Eπ[X])] = EPν [X0X1] −Eπ[X]2,

with respect to the proposal “step size” σ in Gaussian random walk MH. For a multidi-
mensional target, we will minimize the determinant of the corresponding cross-covariance
matrix. Autocovariance is chosen as a proxy objective for mixing speed, with the under-
lying intuition that an efficient sampler should yield as uncorrelated samples as possible.
This objective is related to the expected squared jump distance of the chain [75, 76].

We will drop the derivative of the second term in γ1 in our estimator, as it van-
ishes in stationarity, and hence our target derivative to estimate for optimization is
∂
∂σ EPνσ

[X0X1]. This problem fits into our framework if we consider two of the extensions
to our theoretical result since the 1-lag autocovariance depends on pairs of states and
the proposal is parameter-dependent. For consistency higher moments of the target
suffice; we elaborate on the theoretical details in Appendix D.1.

First, we compare with the classical theory for d-dimensional isotropic Gaussian
distributions, for which the optimum σ = 2.38/

√
d is well-known [67]. The proposal

covariance is taken as σ2I , giving us a single parameter to tune. In Fig. 2 results for a
range of σ are shown, where each estimate is based on 100 MCMC chains with 250 000
steps starting from zero. The suggested objective recovers the theoretical optimum,
which indicates that it is a reasonable choice for proposal tuning.

We now use our DMH gradient estimator in the Adam optimizer [44] to fit a full
proposal covariance to some multidimensional distributions. Each iteration will run a
single chain for 250 000 steps, and the optimizer is run for 800 iterations starting with a
diagonal proposal covariance matrix. The d× d covariance matrix is parameterized in
an unconstrained domain by the d(d+ 1)/2 non-zero elements in its Cholesky factor,
essentially learning component scales and pairwise correlations. We show three two-
dimensional distributions: a single Gaussian with correlation for which the optimum is
known, a toy non-Gaussian mixture “Dual Moon” [11], and a challenging Rosenbrock-
type distribution [31, 62, 70]. The learning rate of Adam is set to 0.005 for the first two
targets and 0.003 for the Rosenbrock target.

The resulting proposals are shown in Fig. 3. We recover essentially the known optimal
proposal in the Gaussian case and a very plausible proposal for the “Dual Moon” with
good diagnostics that arguably performs better than the rule of thumb in terms of
effective sample size. For the Rosenbrock-type target we have slow tail exploration
(compare discussion in [62]) that makes the optimization slow to converge and prone to
sticking in local optima, but the resulting large proposal perhaps slightly improves in
the first coordinate on the rule of thumb. Note that the acceptance rates of the resulting
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(a) d = 1 (b) d = 3 (c) d = 5

Fig 2. Tuning an isotropic RWMH proposal targeting a d-dimensional isotropic Gaussian. Estimated
1-lag autocorrelation (top) and corresponding derivative (bottom) with cross-chain standard errors.
Gray dashed line is the theoretical optimum at σ = 2.38/

√
d.

(a) Gaussian with unit variance
and correlation 0.5

(b) Rotated “Dual moon” mix-
ture landscape

(c) Rosenbrock π(x1, x2) ∝
exp(−50(x2 − x2

1)2 − 5
2 x2

1)

Fig 3. Fitting a Gaussian proposal distribution for RWMH with a given target by minimizing the 1-lag
autocorrelation. The contour of the final proposal distribution is shown overlaid on the contour of the
target distribution centered in the origin in gray.

proposals for the latter two targets are lower than what would naïvely be targeted using
acceptance rates derived from Gaussian asymptotics, as is expected [76]. Full diagnostics
are given in Appendix E. Finally, though this example is comparatively computationally
demanding, we repeat a remark from [67] that it is unnecessary to tune to the precise
optimum, as reasonable efficiency can be achieved with sufficiently close parameters;
indeed we observe diminishing returns in the optimizer indicating a quite flat objective
once having found a reasonable proposal.
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APPENDIX A: PROOFS OF SECTION 3.1

Definition A.1 (ϕ-irreducibility). A Markov chain on (X,X ) with transition kernel
K is ϕ-irreducible for a non-trivial σ-finite measure ϕ on (X,X ) if with κ(dx′ |x) =
1
2
∑∞
n=0 2−nKn(dx′ |x) one has for all x ∈ X that ϕ≪ κ(· |x), where ≪ denotes absolute

continuity, that is for all A ∈ X we have κ(A |x) = 0 =⇒ ϕ(A) = 0.

There exist more commonly used equivalent definitions of ϕ-irreducibility [52, Propo-
sition 4.2.1], but this specific formulation is useful in the following result:

Proof of Proposition 3. Fix y = (x,x◦, u, ϵ). From (6) it follows that R(· |y) is
a Dirac measure in some fixed x′ ∈ X. Let κ= 1

2
∑∞
n=0 2−nKn

MH. Then∫
f dϕQ=

∫∫
f(y)Q(dy | ξ)ϕ(dξ) =

∫
dϕ

dκ(· |x′)(ξ)
(∫

f(y)Q(dy | ξ)
)
κ(dξ |x′)

=
∫
f(y) dϕ

dκ(· |x′)d(κQ)(· |x′)

as the first component of y is ξ, so ϕQ has a (κQ)(· |x′) density. Thus

ϕQ≪ (RκQ)(· |y) ≪
(

1
2

∞∑
n=0

2−nKn+1
aug

)
(· |y) ≪

(
1
2

∞∑
n=0

2−nKn
aug

)
(· |y)

for arbitrary y and the statement follows.

Definition A.2 (Harris recurrence). A Markov chain {Xn}n∈N0 on (X,X ) is Harris
recurrent (w.r.t. ϕ) if for all A ∈ X such that ϕ(A)> 0 it holds that P(

∑∞
n=1 1A(Xn) =

∞) = 1, that is the chain a.s. visits A infinitely many times.

Proposition A.3 ([26, Theorem 3]). The chain {Xn}n∈N0 is Harris recurrent if
and only if there exists a random time τ ≥ 1 such that Xτ is independent of the starting
value x0 (that is, the distribution of Xτ under Px0 does not depend on x0).

Proof of Proposition 4. We fix a starting state y = (x,x◦, u, ϵ) and write x′ =
γ(y) for the map induced by the Dirac kernel R. Consider the Markov chain X with
kernel KMH starting in X1 = x′. Since X is Harris recurrent, and our state space is
Polish and hence countably generated, we can use the Athreya–Ney–Nummelin splitting
technique [5, 56, 58]. Hence there exists a function s with positive expectation under
the invariant measure and a probability measure ρ such that

KMH(x, ·) ≥ s(x)ρ(·)

which can then be used to construct a Markov chain on an augmented state space as
follows: given Xi, sample a Bernoulli Si with success probability s(Xi); conditional on
success, draw Xi+1 from ρ, and conditional on failure, draw from the residual kernel

KMH(x, ·) − s(x)ρ(·)
1 − s(x) .

We may now augment the split chain setting Yn = (Xn,X
◦
n,Un, ϵn). Here X◦

n,Un, ϵn are
draws from the conditional law of the augmented chain as defined earlier given Xn and
Xn+1. Then Yn is distributed as the augmented chain in Construction 2. The random
time τ = infi{Si = 1} + 1 renders Xτ independent from x′, moreover Yτ+1 is independent
of y0. By Proposition A.3, the augmented chain is Harris recurrent.
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Proof of Corollary 5. By assumption KMH is πθ-irreducible. From Proposi-
tion 3 we obtain that Kaug is νθ-irreducible. The statement now follows by a standard
Markov chain result; see for example [16, Theorem 5.2.6, Corollary 9.2.16]. Note that
we need not worry about aperiodicity for the convergence of averages.

For the final proof, we recall a useful characterization of geometric ergodicity:

Proposition A.4 ([21], Theorem 1.ii). Assume that the measurable space (X,X ) is
countably generated. Let K be the transition kernel of a ϕ-irreducible, aperiodic Markov
chain on (X,X ) with invariant measure π. Then the chain is geometrically ergodic if
and only if there exists A ∈ X with π(A)> 0 such that for all x ∈A, there exist ρx < 1
and Cx <∞ where ∥Kn(· |x) − π(·)∥TV ≤Cxρ

n
x for all n ∈ N.

Proof of Proposition 6. The technical assumptions in Proposition A.4 hold
since the state space is assumed Polish and KMH is geometrically ergodic. Previously we
established for Kaug the invariant distribution πQ and the inheritance of ϕ-irreducibility
(Proposition 3).

We begin by establishing a “data processing inequality” in total variation for Q. Total
variation distance between two measures ϕ,ψ on (X,X ) can be characterized with the
help of their possible couplings [48, Theorem 5.2] as

∥ϕ(·) − ψ(·)∥TV = min
X∼ϕ,Y∼ψ

P(X ̸= Y )

where there exists a coupling for which the minimum is attained. (Total variation is here
defined to be normalized to [0,1].) Any coupling of ϕ,ψ can be then used to construct
a coupling of ϕQ,ψQ by always taking the independent components U, ϵ′ the same (a
trivial self-coupling) and using our proposal coupling q in Assumption 4. As the proposal
coupling is faithful, it follows that

∥ϕQ(·) − ψQ(·)∥TV ≤ min
X∼ϕ,Y∼ψ

(X◦,Y ◦)∼q(· |X,Y )

P(X ̸= Y ∨X◦ ̸= Y ◦)

= min
X∼ϕ,Y∼ψ

(X◦,Y ◦)∼q(· |X,Y )

P(X ̸= Y ) = ∥ϕ(·) − ψ(·)∥TV.

Now, since KMH is geometrically ergodic there exists a set A with π(A) > 0 as
given by Proposition A.4. Let B = A × A × [0,1] × [0,1]N. Then πQ(B) > 0 by the
positivity assumption on the proposal q. Hence, for any starting state y ∈B we have a
corresponding x′ = γ(y) ∈A from the map induced by the Dirac kernel R. Fix n ∈ N.
Then

∥Kn
aug(· |y) − πQ(·)∥TV = ∥(RKn−1

MH Q)(· |y) − πQ(·)∥TV

= ∥(Kn−1
MH Q)(· |x′) − πQ(·)∥TV

≤ ∥Kn−1
MH (· |x′) − π(·)∥TV

≤ max{Cx′ ,1}ρn−1 ≤ max{Cx′ ,1}
ρx′

ρnx′

using the geometric ergodicity of KMH to obtain the last line of inequalities. Hence Kaug
is geometrically ergodic by Proposition A.4.
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APPENDIX B: PROOFS OF SECTION 3.2

Proof of Lemma 7. We will make use of the “score expansion” of the acceptance
probability derivative

∂

∂θ
αθ(x◦ |x) = 1αθ(x◦ |x)<1αθ(x◦ |x) ∂

∂θ
log gθ(x

◦)q(x |x◦)
gθ(x)q(x◦ |x) .

and with αθ ≤ 1 and the elementary inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 we can expand the
weights into two terms as the proposal derivatives vanish:

E[|Wn|2] = E
[∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θαθ(X◦

n |Xn)
∣∣∣∣2
]

≤ 2E
[∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log gθ(Xn)

∣∣∣∣2
]

+ 2E
[
αθ(X◦

n|Xn)
∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log gθ(X◦

n)
∣∣∣∣2
]
.

The first term is a “translated” version of the Fisher information of πθ owing to the
missing normalization constant Zθ, so by the triangle inequality∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log gθ(Xn)

∣∣∣∣≤ ∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log gθ(Xn)
Zθ

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log Zθ

∣∣∣∣
and hence is finite by hypothesis.

The second term is bounded by the using the sub-invariance of πθ for the continuous
part of KMH, that is

∫∫
f(x)αθ(x◦|x)q(dx◦|x)πθ(dx) ≤

∫
f(x◦)πθ(dx◦) for non-negative

f and hence∫ (∫ ∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log gθ(x◦)
∣∣∣∣2αθ(x◦|x)q(dx◦|x)

)
πθ(dx) ≤

∫ ∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θ log gθ(x◦)
∣∣∣∣2 πθ(dx◦)

and hence is also finite.

Proof of Proposition 8. There are two cases depending on the version of As-
sumption 3. If we have Assumption 3a, then using the boundedness of f we have
immediately

|h(X→
0 )| ≤ |W0|

τ0−1∑
k=1

|f(Y0,k) − f(Xk)| ≤ 2|W0|τ0∥f∥∞

and hence applying Hölder’s inequality

E [|h(X→
0 )|] ≤ 2∥f∥∞ E[|W0|2]1/2 E[|τ0|2]1/2 <∞

by the assumptions and Lemma 7.
If we have Assumption 3b the result requires more work. Let S(X)

T (f) =
∑T
k=1|f(Xk)|

and S
(Y )
T (f) =

∑T
k=1|f(Y0,k)|. By the triangle inequality and Hölder’s inequality, we

have

E [|h(X→
0 )|] ≤ E[|W0|2]1/2

(
E
[
(S(Y )

τ0 (f))2
]1/2

+E
[
(S(X)

τ0 (f))2
]1/2

)
and the expectation of the squared weights is bounded by Lemma 7, so it remains to
bound the expectations of the squared stopped sums. Under our hypotheses, the marginal
chains for X and Y are geometrically ergodic MH chains, and without loss of generality,
they have initial distributions πθ and πθq, respectively. Hence, the drift condition (4)
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holds. We also have f(x)2 ≤C1V (x). By Cauchy-Schwarz, the drift condition also holds
for

√
V as

KMH

√
V (x) ≤

√
KMHV (x) ≤

√
αV (x) + β ≤

√
α
√
V (x) +

√
β.

In this setting, we can apply a result by [1, Theorem 3.1], in a special form that follows
from its proof in the case of exponent 2, to deduce for some C2 > 0 that

E
[
S(X)
τ0 (f)2

]
≤C2

(
E
[
S(X)
τ0 (V )

]
+ πθ(V ) +E[τ 2

0 ]
)
,

E
[
S(Y )
τ0 (f)2

]
≤C2

(
E
[
S(Y )
τ0 (V )

]
+ πθq(V ) + πθqKMH(V ) +E[τ 2

0 ]
)
.

where in particular using the drift condition yields

πθqKMH(V ) ≤ απθq(V ) + β <∞.

Next, using a result by [55, Lemma 2.2] we have

E
[
S(X)
τ0 (V )

]
≤ 1

1 − α
(πθ(V ) + βE[τ0])<∞,

E
[
S(Y )
τ0 (V )

]
≤ 1

1 − α
(πθq(V ) + βE[τ0])<∞,

both finite by hypothesis. The first statement follows.
To obtain the remaining statements, apply the triangle inequality to |hm| and note

that τ0 ∧m≤ τ0 allows using the same bounds as before to obtain integrable domination
uniformly in m; then use dominated convergence.

APPENDIX C: PROOFS OF SECTION 3.3

Proof of Theorem 9. Fix N ∈ N and interior θ0 ∈ Θ. To avoid excessive indices,
let ν := νθ0 and let E denote EPν as we will consider the path measure fixed and study
the impact by perturbing the kernel itself. By stationarity and linearity of expectation

EX∼πθ
[f(X)]|θ=θ0

= E
[

1
N

N−1∑
n=0

f(Xn)
]

= 1
N

N−1∑
n=0

E [f(Xk)]

and so using the linearity of derivatives we will consider each state separately.
The dependence on θ in Kaug is entirely structural in the sense that perturbations

come from acceptance probabilities in R. If we consider

(7) (Rθ+ϵ −Rθ−ϵ)f(x,x◦, u, ϵ′) =


f(x◦) − f(x) αθ−ϵ(x◦|x)< u≤ αθ+ϵ(x◦|x)
f(x) − f(x◦) αθ+ϵ(x◦|x)< u≤ αθ−ϵ(x◦|x)
0 otherwise

it is clear that a specific interval of u causes the path to diverge in a manner dependent
on the sign of ∂α

∂θ . This will allow us to form events on which perturbations occur.
Hence, we use a filtered Monte Carlo approach [19] with two versions of the chain

running in parallel for θ0 ± ϵ according to the coupling we have defined in (3). Let Ak(ϵ)
be the event on which no perturbation occurs through the kth state, and let Bk(ϵ) be
the event on which the first perturbation occurs leaving the kth state. By definition
Ak−1(ϵ) \Ak(ϵ) =Bk−1(ϵ). Hence B0(ϵ),B1(ϵ), . . . ,Bn−1(ϵ), and An(ϵ) form a partition
for any fixed n ∈ N.
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Fixing n ∈ {1, . . . ,N − 1}, writing X(θ0+ϵ)
n ,X

(θ0−ϵ)
n for the alternative paths described

above, we partition the derivative written as a central difference:
∂

∂θ
E [f(Xn)] = lim

ϵ→0

1
2ϵ E

[
f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

]
= lim
ϵ→0

E
[
f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

2ϵ 1An(ϵ)

]
(8)

+
n−1∑
k=0

lim
ϵ→0

E
[(
f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

) 1Bk(ϵ)

2ϵ

]
.(9)

In the first term (8), where no perturbation occurs on the event, the difference is zero
by definition. It remains to compute the limit in the second term (9). Consider a fixed
k ∈ {0,1, . . . , n− 1}, then condition on Bk(ϵ) and the states Xk,X

◦
k to obtain

E
[(
f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

) 1Bk(ϵ)

2ϵ

]

= E
[
E
[
f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣Bk(ϵ),Xk,X
◦
k

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:∆n,k,ϵ

P(Bk(ϵ)|Xk,X
◦
k)

2ϵ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Pk,ϵ

]

First, we note that the conditional difference is integrably dominated, either trivially
by Assumption 3a or by using the θ-uniform drift condition (4) from Assumption 3b to
obtain ∣∣∣f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣≤ 2Cf
(
αn−k(V (X◦

k) + V (Xk)) + β

1 − α

)
.

The a.s. limit of the conditional difference is established by case analysis on the sign of
∂α
∂θ and Uk. By forcing the perturbation according to (7), thus forcing Bk(ϵ) to occur so
that the limit is only in the dynamics, we establish for the different cases

−E
[
f(Y (θ0−ϵ)

k,n−k ) − f(X(θ0+ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣Xk,X
◦
k

]
∂α
∂θ > 0 and Uk ≤ αθ0(X◦

k |Xk)
+E

[
f(Y (θ0+ϵ)

k,n−k ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣Xk,X
◦
k

]
∂α
∂θ > 0 and Uk > αθ0(X◦

k |Xk)
+E

[
f(Y (θ0+ϵ)

k,n−k ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣Xk,X
◦
k

]
∂α
∂θ ≤ 0 and Uk ≤ αθ0(X◦

k |Xk)
−E

[
f(Y (θ0−ϵ)

k,n−k ) − f(X(θ0+ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣Xk,X
◦
k

]
∂α
∂θ ≤ 0 and Uk > αθ0(X◦

k |Xk)

all of which by conditional dominated convergence have the same limit except for the
sign Sk =

(
1 − 2 · 1Uk≤αθ0 (X◦

k
|Xk)

)
sign

(
∂
∂θαθ0(X◦

k |Xk)
)
, which gives the expression

∆n,k,ϵ
a.s.−−→
ϵ→0

E [(f(Yk,n−k) − f(Xn))Sk|Xk,X
◦
k ] .

For the second factor, the characterization in (7) and Assumption 2 imply

Pk,ϵ = |αθ0+ϵ(X◦
k |Xk) − αθ0−ϵ(X◦

k |Xk)|
2ϵ

a.s.−−→
ϵ→0

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂θαθ0(X◦
k |Xk)

∣∣∣∣ .
By moving the sign Sk to the second factor, this establishes that the a.s. limit of
the product ∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ is in fact E [Wk (f(Yk,n−k) − f(Xn))|Xk,X

◦
k ] with our previously

defined Wk. It remains to show that we can apply dominated convergence to pass to a
limit in mean.
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Hence, we now establish that the product is uniformly integrable. We need to show

lim
K→∞

sup
ϵ≥0

E
[
|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|1|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|>K

]
= 0.

Apply Hölder’s inequality for fixed K,ϵ to obtain

E
[
|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|1|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|>K

]
≤ E

[
|∆n,k,ϵ|2+γ

] 1
2+γ E

[
|Pk,ϵ|2

] 1
2 P(|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|>K)

γ
4+2γ .

The first factor is uniformly bounded by the same argument as before; either trivially
by Assumption 3a or by using the θ-uniform drift condition (4) from Assumption 3b to
obtain the integrable bound∣∣∣f(X(θ0+ϵ)

n ) − f(X(θ0−ϵ)
n )

∣∣∣2+γ
≤ 22+γCf

(
αn−k(V (X◦

k) + V (Xk)) + β

1 − α

)
.

The second factor is uniformly bounded by hypothesis; applying the mean value theorem
[19, Theorem 1.2] and using the uniformity in Lemma 7 we deduce

sup
ϵ≥0

E
[
|Pk,ϵ|2

] 1
2 ≤ E

[
sup
θ∈Θ

|Wk|2
] 1

2

<∞.

Finally, the third factor has

sup
ϵ≥0

P(|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|>K)
γ

4+2γ ≤ P
(

sup
ϵ≥0

|∆n,k,ϵPk,ϵ|>K

) γ
4+2γ

−−−−→
K→∞

0

and uniform integrability follows.
Hence, summing over k,

∂

∂θ
E [f(Xn)] = E

[
n−1∑
k=0

Wk (f(Yk,n−k) − f(Xn))
]
.

To recover the tail functionals, we sum over all n and transpose the indices from the
average over past perturbations affecting the nth state to the average over future
perturbations beginning from the kth state. Since no perturbation can occur for the
initial state, and the transition out of the final state has no impact in this window, we
obtain

∂

∂θ
EX∼πθ

[f(X)]|θ=θ0
= 1
N

N−1∑
n=0

∂

∂θ
E [f(Xn)]

= E
[

1
N

N−1∑
n=1

n−1∑
k=0

Wk (f(Yk,n−k) − f(Xn))
]

= E
[

1
N

N−2∑
k=0

N−k−1∑
ℓ=1

Wk (f(Yk,ℓ) − f(Xk+ℓ))
]

= E
[

1
N

N−1∑
k=0

hN−k(X→
k )
]

as required.
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The usual Markov chain law of large numbers is stated for functions of the “current”
state. However, the general Birkhoff ergodic theorem also applies to tail functionals
such as our h under consideration.

Theorem C.1 ([16, Theorems 5.1.8, 5.2.9]). Let K be a Markov kernel on Z,
which admits an invariant probability measure ν such that (ZN,Z⊗N,Pν , T ) is an ergodic
dynamical system, where Pν denotes the induced measure on sample paths following K
started according to ν, and T is the sequence shift. Let h ∈ L1(Pν). Then for ν-almost
every z ∈ Z,

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0

h ◦ T n = EPν [h] Pz -a.s.

with convergence also in L1(Pν).

The infinite-horizon result also extends to the finite-horizon case by use of Maker’s
ergodic theorem:

Theorem C.2 (following [50, Theorem 10.4.1]; [37]). In the setting of Theorem C.1,
let supm∈N|hm| ∈ L1(Pν) and hm → h Pν-a.s.. Then for ν-almost every z ∈ Z,

lim
N→∞

1
N

N−1∑
n=0

hN−n ◦ T n = EPν [h] Pz -a.s.

with convergence also in L1(Pν).

Corollary C.3 (using [52, Proposition 17.1.6]). If in Theorems C.1 and C.2 the
kernel K is Harris recurrent, then “ν-almost every” is strengthened to “every” z ∈ Z.

Proof of Theorem 10. Under the hypotheses, convergence of the estimator PX0 -
a.s. and in L1(Pνθ0

) follows by Proposition 4, Theorem C.2, and Corollary C.3. The
sampling initialization regime is obvious by construction of νθ0 . It remains to prove that
the constant limit EPνθ0

[h] is the correct one. However, under the hypotheses Theorem 9
holds, and taking the limit as n→ ∞ of both sides in Theorem 9 yields

EPνθ0
[h] = ∂

∂θ
EX∼πθ

[f(X)]
∣∣∣∣
θ=θ0

as required.

Proof of Theorem 11. This is an almost7 direct application of [7, Theorem 5].
Consider first a central limit theorem for the infinite-horizon version h. The mixing
condition follows by geometric ergodicity as [7, Section 6.1.1] implies the α-mixing
coefficients decay geometrically fast Pνθ0

-a.s., the moment conditions on the stopping
time follow by Assumption 4 according to [7, Remark 3.1.1b], and the moment conditions
on the functional follow by hypothesis. The result holds for any starting distribution by
Harris recurrence from Proposition 4 using [52, Proposition 17.1.6].

7Although the theorem is stated for an Euclidean Borel state space, nothing in the proofs depends
explicitly on these values and we may extend to our setting.
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It remains to pass from an infinite horizon to a finite horizon. Consider the difference

1√
N

N−1∑
n=0

(hN−n(X→
n ) − h(X→

n ))

and observe that it is zero-mean in stationarity due to unbiasedness. Furthermore, using
the stationarity it follows (using the shift notation h(X→

n ) = h ◦ T n for conciseness)

Var
(

1√
N

N−1∑
n=0

(h(X→
n ) − hN−n(X→

n ))
)

= 1
N

N−1∑
n=0

Var (h− hN−n) + 2
N

N−1∑
n=0

N−1∑
k=n+1

Cov
(
h− hN−n, (h− hN−k) ◦ T k−n

)

= 1
N

N∑
m=1

Var (h− hm) + 2
N

N∑
m=1

m−1∑
ℓ=1

Cov
(
h− hm, (h− hm−ℓ) ◦ T ℓ

)
.

The first term tends to zero as N → ∞, since Var(h− hm) → 0 by hypothesis and it
is the Cesàro mean of this sequence. The second term also tends to zero as N → ∞,
although the result is more complicated and requires a variant of [7, Theorem 3] with
the uniform moment bound hypothesis to deduce

|Cov
(
h− hm, (h− hm−ℓ) ◦ T ℓ

)
| ≤Amα

γ/(2+γ)(ℓ− [ℓ/2]) + Bm
[ℓ/2]2(1+γ)/(2+γ)

where α denotes the aforementioned mixing coefficients, Am = 16∥h− hm∥2+γ(∥h∥2+γ +
supn∈N∥hn∥2+γ), and Bm = ∥h − hm∥2+γ(∥h∥2+γ + supn∈N∥hn∥2+γ)E(τ 2)(1+γ)/(2+γ).
Hence, the covariances are summable in ℓ, and it follows for the sum∣∣∣∣∣

m−1∑
ℓ=1

Cov
(
h− hm, (h− hm−ℓ) ◦ T ℓ

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤Am

∞∑
ℓ=1

αγ/(2+γ)(ℓ− [ℓ/2]) +Bm

∞∑
ℓ=1

[ℓ/2]−2(1+γ)/(2+γ) −−−−→
m→∞

0

as Am,Bm → 0 by hypothesis. Hence the second term is also a Cesàro mean converging
to zero. Since the residuals are zero-mean, this shows that they converge to zero in
probability, hence vanishing in the distributional limit, and the statement follows.

APPENDIX D: PARAMETER-DEPENDENT PROPOSALS
Using a pathwise estimator (that is, a reparameterization trick, see [54]) for parameter-

dependent proposals accounts for the additional sensitivity, at the cost of introducing
new assumptions on the structure of the state space, the existence of gradients of f and
αθ, as well as integrability conditions on the pathwise estimator. This is the approach
taken in StochasticAD.jl, as it is a natural extension of automatic differentiation to
continuous random variables.

First, an additional weight term in (2) is required to account for the sensitivity of
the states to θ, yielding the total derivative chain rule

W̃n =Wn +
(
∂αθ
∂x◦ (X◦

n |Xn)dX
◦
n

dθ
+ ∂αθ

∂x
(X◦

n |Xn)dXn

dθ

)(
1 − 2 · 1Un≤αθ(X◦

n|Xn)

)
where dXn

dθ ,
dX◦

n

dθ denote the pathwise gradient estimators. Under additional assumptions
on the acceptance probability derivatives in x,x◦ similar to Assumption 2 as well as
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moment conditions on the pathwise gradient estimators, one may obtain a new version
of Lemma 7. Then, (8) now converges to E[⟨∇f(Xk), dXk

dθ ⟩] by a dominated convergence
argument [19, Section 1.2] and one obtains the extended estimator. Unfortunately, in
general, the pathwise estimator of a single sample could depend on the whole past chain,
and the existence of moments of W̃n is nontrivial, so any consistency argument will
likely be ad-hoc.

D.1. Proposal kernel tuning. We apply the above framework to the problem in
Section 5.2. In this special case, we will see that significant simplifications are possible.
The Gaussian random walk proposalX◦|X = x∼ N(x, θ2) has a direct reparameterization
using a latent Z ∼ N(0,1) as X◦(X,Z) =X + θZ. The pathwise derivative estimator
for the proposal thus becomes the recursion dX◦

dθ = dX
dθ +Z.

First, we consider the contribution from (8). The recursion suggests the pathwise
estimator in stationarity should be dX

dθ = X
θ . Indeed, if we take dX0

dθ = X0
θ then we have

a direct rescaling of the original MH chain and
dXk

dθ
(Xk) = 1

θ
Xk,

dX◦
k

dθ
(X◦

k) = 1
θ
X◦
k

where we can write the derivative estimates as functions of the current state, allowing
us to trivially transfer the ergodicity properties of the augmented chain to the sequence
of pathwise estimators. Hence the pathwise derivative appearing in ∂̂γ1

∂θ is

d

dθ
(XkXk+1) = dXk

dθ
Xk+1 +Xk

dXk+1

dθ
= 2
θ
XkXk+1

with consistency for this term following from the usual ergodic theorems, as long as the
target has second moments. In actual simulation, we may then start with dX0

dθ = 0 as
would be implied by a constant starting state and still have a guarantee that this term
converges.

Second, we consider the contribution from (9). Recall that g denotes the unnormalized
target density and observe that we, using the symmetry of the proposal, obtain the
acceptance probability derivative following the previous discussion

d

dθ
αθ(X◦

n|Xn) = ∂αθ
∂x◦ (X◦

n|Xn)dX
◦
n

dθ
+ ∂αθ

∂x
(X◦

n|Xn)dXn

dθ

= 1αθ(X◦
n|Xn)<1

αθ(X◦
n|Xn)
θ

(
∂

∂x
[log g(X◦

n)]X◦
n − ∂

∂x
[log g(Xn)]Xn

)
for which the analogue of Lemma 7 follows if EX∼π[|X ∂

∂x log g(X)|2]<∞. For the second
moment to exist of f(Xk,Xk+1) =XkXk+1 (to conclude Proposition 8) it is clear that
it is sufficient that the target distribution possesses fourth moments. Then, following
the discussion on performance functionals dependent on multiple states, we will have
consistency arguing similarly to the proofs of Theorems 9 and 10. Summing these two
terms together to form the estimator, unbiasedness follows from the previous discussion,
and consistency follows from the aforementioned arguments.

The multidimensional case is handled analogously; the entries of the cross-covariance
matrix are essentially component-wise products, so the derivative of the determinant
can be related to the derivative of each entry by Jacobi’s formula. Similarly, a full
parameter-dependent covariance matrix will also lead to a (more complicated) rescaling
of the original chain as the pathwise estimator.
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APPENDIX E: MCMC DIAGNOSTICS FOR SECTION 5.2
The diagnostics for the final proposals in Section 5.2 (and comparisons to the naïve

manual tuning) were obtained by running 4 chains of 250 000 steps starting from the
same state as the optimizer. The definitions of effective sample size (ESS) and R̂ follow
those of [79].

Table 1
Gaussian with unit variance and correlation 0.5, suggested proposal. Final acceptance rate 0.354.

Param. Mean Std. MC s.e. ESS (bulk) ESS (tail) R̂

x1 −0.0004 0.9995 0.0028 128 529.3669 171 540.5235 1.0000
x2 0.0033 0.9976 0.0027 136 899.0162 177 234.6313 1.0000

Table 2
Dual Moon, suggested proposal. Final acceptance rate 0.166.

Param. Mean Std. MC s.e. ESS (bulk) ESS (tail) R̂

x1 −0.0036 1.6003 0.0085 39 979.9761 82 117.3025 1.0001
x2 −0.0016 1.6020 0.0083 42 611.9025 86 820.3302 1.0001

Table 3
Dual Moon, naïve proposal. Final acceptance rate 0.234.

Param. Mean Std. MC s.e. ESS (bulk) ESS (tail) R̂

x1 −0.0025 1.6047 0.0110 25 431.7478 90 642.5985 1.0001
x2 −0.0043 1.5966 0.0112 23 931.9972 88 170.5031 1.0002

Table 4
Rosenbrock-type, suggested proposal. Final acceptance rate 0.156.

Param. Mean Std. MC s.e. ESS (bulk) ESS (tail) R̂

x1 −0.0049 0.4492 0.0029 24 031.4766 18 120.7512 1.0002
x2 0.2019 0.3003 0.0025 27 835.1758 15 459.7793 1.0002

Table 5
Rosenbrock-type, naïve proposal. Final acceptance rate 0.233.

Param. Mean Std. MC s.e. ESS (bulk) ESS (tail) R̂

x1 −0.0011 0.4497 0.0034 17 109.1143 18 581.6855 1.0002
x2 0.2023 0.3013 0.0025 29 602.4486 16 926.9068 1.0002
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