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Abstract

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms are based on the construction of a Markov Chain
with transition probabilities Pµ(x, ·), where µ indicates an invariant distribution of interest. In this
work, we look at these transition probabilities as functions of their invariant distributions, and we
develop a notion of derivative in the invariant distribution of a MCMC kernel. We build around
this concept a set of tools that we refer to as Markov Chain Monte Carlo Calculus. This allows us
to compare Markov chains with different invariant distributions within a suitable class via what we
refer to as mean value inequalities. We explain how MCMC Calculus provides a natural framework
to study algorithms using an approximation of an invariant distribution, also illustrating how it
suggests practical guidelines for MCMC algorithms efficiency. We conclude this work by showing
how the tools developed can be applied to prove convergence of interacting and sequential MCMC
algorithms, which arise in the context of particle filtering.

1 Introduction

1.1 Notation

It it convenient to begin by introducing some notation that will be used throughout. (Ω,F ,P) is some
underlying probability space. (X,B(X)) is a Polish space equipped with metric ̺ for which we assume
that x 7→ ̺(x, y) is continuously differentiable for all y 6= x, and endowed with the associated Borel σ-
field. B(x, r) denotes a ball in X centered at x and having radius r > 0. We will slightly abuse notation
and use 1 to denote the unit function on any space. M(X) denotes the set of finite signed measures on X.
Mλ,0(X) ⊂ M(X) denotes the set of 0–mass signed measures with continuous bounded Radon-Nikodým
derivatives w.r.t. a reference σ-finite measure λ. P(X) ⊂ M(X) denotes the set of probability measures
on X, and similarly Pλ(X) ⊂ P(X) denotes the set of probability measures with continuous bounded
densities w.r.t. λ. ⇒ denotes weak convergence. For χ ∈ M(X) and a measurable function f , we often
write χ(f) :=

∫

f(x)χ(dx). When χ ∈ Mλ(X) for some λ which is implied by the context, we often
abuse notation and just write χ(x) for the value of dχ/dλ at x ∈ X. For V : X → [1,∞), we define the
V -norm of a measurable function f : X 7→ R as

|f |V := sup
x∈X

|f(x)|
V (x)

.

BV (X) denotes the space of measurable functions with V -norm lower or equal than 1; B1(X) that of
measurable functions with supremum norm no greater than 1. The V -norm of a signed measure χ ∈ M(X)
is instead defined by

‖χ‖V := sup
f∈BV (X)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fdχ

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

When V = 1, the V -norm of a function and of a signed measure are just the supremum norm |·|∞ and
the total variation norm ‖·‖tv, respectively. C1

V (X) is the space of continuously differentiable functions
with V -norm lower or equal than 1. We endow P(X) with the σ-algebra generated by B1(X).
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A Markov kernel on X × B(X) is a function P : X × B(X) 7→ [0, 1] such that (i) for each A ∈ B(X),
P (·, A) is a non-negative measurable function on X and (ii) for each x ∈ X, P (x, ·) ∈ P(X). P acts
on bounded measurable functions via P (x, f) := Pf(x) :=

∫

f(y)P (x, dy), and on probability measures
via ρP (dx) := P (ρ, dx) :=

∫

ρ(dy)P (y, dx) ∈ P(X). Whenever a probability measure µ on X satisfies
µ(dx) = P (µ, dx), we say that µ is an invariant distribution for P . A Markov kernel having an invariant
distribution µ will be denoted Pµ whenever the emphasis is important.

1.2 Markov chain Monte Carlo with approximations and calculus

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms are based on the construction of a Markov Chain with
transition probabilities Pµ(x, ·), where µ indicates an invariant density of interest one can evaluate point-
wise (up to a possibly unknown normalizing constant). It often happens, however, that µ is intractable,
or just very hard to target directly. In these situations, possible and popular remedies include simply
using an approximation µn of µ and hence simulating a homogeneous Markov Chain with transitions
Pµn

, or considering an evolving sequence {µn}n∈N converging to µ in some sense, and simulating an
inhomogeneous Markov Chain {Pµn

}n∈N perhaps in a tempering-like context. In these situations, one
usually has control over how good the approximation is, and it might be of interest to ensure that the
“approximate” chain Pµn

moves similarly to the “limiting” chain Pµ, and perhaps to quantify how the
“degree of similarity” depends on the quality of our approximation.

Roughly speaking, the ultimate goal of this paper is to look at Markov kernels as functions of their
invariant distribution, and to be able to say that Pµn

and Pµ are similar whenever we can say both that µ
and µn are similar and that the derivative in the invariant distribution of P· at µ towards µn is bounded.
In this paper, we shall make sense of this sentence, first by introducing a notion of a family of Markov
kernels, where one has a mapping from the invariant distribution to the Markov kernel (Section 2.1),
and then of derivative in the invariant distribution and of boundedness thereof (Sections 2.2 and 2.3).
We shall then provide a “Fundamental theorem of MCMC Calculus” to compare Markov chains with
different invariant distribution within the same family. When µ, ν have positive densities, this result will
allow us to easily derive mean-value type inequalities

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤‖µ− ν‖tv

∫ 1

0

Dρ,tdt

when ρ also has a positive density, and when ρ = δx,

∥

∥Pµ(x, ·) − Pν(x, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤‖µ− ν‖tv

∫ 1

0

D1,t,xdt+ |µ(x) − ν(x)|
∫ 1

0

D2,t,xdt,

for Hastings type and Gibbs kernels, with explicit values for the “Lipschitz constants”
∫ 1

0
Dρ,tdt,

∫ 1

0
D1,t,xdt

and
∫ 1

0 D2,t,xdt (Propositions 2.7 and 2.9).
When {µn}n∈N is a sequence of random measures and which has limiting Gaussian fluctuations around

µ, in a sense we shall make more precise later, we will see that provided the Markov kernel P· is differen-
tiable in the invariant distribution, then Pµn

will have also have limiting Gaussian fluctuations around
Pµ, with the magnitude of the fluctuations depending explicitly on its derivative (Proposition 2.10).
These results are immediately useful when one is using an approximate Chain Pµn

and wants it to move
like Pµ: it suffices to pick a Markov kernel with finite Lipschitz constants (which will mean that the
kernel has a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution) or to minimize fluctuations around Pµ. In
Section 3 we use our calculus approach to study the efficiency of approximation based MCMC algorithms
like Sequential MCMC or Interacting MCMC in terms of their asymptotic variance. Our approach allow
for a very natural study of these, allowing us to state conditions for convergence simply in terms of
good enough approximation quality, boundedness of the derivative, and enough uniformity of ergodic
constants along the approximation sequence, and we improve some existent convergence results in some
cases.
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2 Markov Chain Monte Carlo Calculus

2.1 Families of Markov kernels

To compare Markov kernels with different invariant distributions, our main tool will be the derivative
in the invariant distribution of a Markov kernel, which we introduce in the next section. This quan-
tity will describe the variation of the transition probabilities of a Markov Chain when µ is perturbed.
Certainly, there are many possible transition probabilities associated with each invariant distribution,
so to accomplish this we first have to restrict the class of Markov kernels considered. We introduce the
notion of family of Markov kernels—which is a collection of Markov kernels indexed by a convex subset
of invariant distributions:

Definition 2.1 (Family of Markov kernels). Let I be a convex subset of P(X). A family of Markov
kernels {P⋆} is a set {Pµ : X× B(X) 7→ [0, 1]|µ ∈ I}, where for all µ ∈ I one has µPµ = µ.

According to our definition, if for some µ, ν ∈ P(X), Pµ, Pν ∈ {P⋆}, then defining the curve µt :=
(1− t)µ+ tν, as the map t ∈ [0, 1] 7→ µt ∈ P(X), interpolating µ and ν, we have that Pµt

∈ {P⋆} for any
t ∈ [0, 1]. µt and Pµt

will play an important role. The following two examples describe some Markov
kernel families.

Example 2.1 (The Hastings family). Let µ ∈ P(X) be a probability measure dominated by some
measure λ in that µ ≪ λ, and write µ(y) for dµ/dλ(y). Typically, λ will be the Lebesgue measure
when X = R

d and the counting measure when X = Z. Let Q be a proposal Markov kernel such that
Q(x, dy) = q(x, y)λ(dy) for all x ∈ X and let g be a balancing function satisfying g(x) = xg(1/x),
g(x) ≤ 1. Consider the Markov kernels of the form

Pµ(x, f) :=

∫

f(y)Q(x, dy)g(rµ(x, y)) + f(x)

(

1 −
∫

Q(x, dy)g(rµ(x, y))

)

(1)

where

rµ(x, y) :=

{

µ(y)q(y,x)
µ(x)q(x,y) if µ(x)q(x, y) > 0,

1 if µ(x)q(x, y) = 0.

These kernels have µ as invariant distribution and are indexed by the convex set of all probability
distributions µ with a density w.r.t. λ on X, or any convex subset thereof. That is, they form proper
Markov families as per Definition 2.1. For generic Q and g, we refer to the Hastings family, as [24]
introduced kernels of this general form. When, for instance, Q is a Gaussian Random Walk (RW) and
g(x) = min(1, x) one obtain the RW Metropolis family [34] over the same set of invariant distributions.
If Q is a particular Gaussian RW and g(x) = x/(1 + x), they form the RW Barker family [7] etc. In
general, our framework imposes no requirement that Q be fixed across the family as described in this
simple example and in general it can depend upon µ.

Example 2.2 (The Gibbs family). Suppose µ is the probability distribution of a random vector (U1, U2).
Let P1|2 and P2|1 two Markov kernels on X×B(X) representing the conditional distributions of U1 given
U2 and U2 given U1, respectively. The Markov kernels on X

2 × B(X2) given by

Pµ((x, x′), f) :=

∫

P1|2(x′, dy)P2|1(y, dy′)f(y, y′) (2)

are µ-invariant. Kernels of the type (2) form a proper Markov family—the (two-stage) deterministic
scan Gibbs family.

We considered here the two-stage Gibbs family purely for ease for exposition and simplicity of nota-
tion; corresponding results can be obtained for much more general Gibbs samplers. Considering other
Markov kernel families is possible. For instance, if in Example 2.1 we also allow Q to depend on the
gradient of µ as in the Metropolis-Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA; [39]), one could obtain the
MALA family (over the probability distributions with differentiable densities). If P1|2, P2|1 in Exam-
ple 2.2 instead of being conditional distributions are Markov kernels invariant for the same, one could
obtain a Metropolis-within-Gibbs family etc. It is also possible to consider a Markov family that is
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using a given type of Markov kernel if the invariant distribution belong to a certain set (e.g. MALA
if the invariant density is differentiable), and another Markov kernel otherwise (e.g. RW Metropolis if
it is not). For Hastings-type and Gibbs-type algorithms of Examples 2.1 and 2.2 above, checking that
they form a Markov family in the sense of Definition 2.1 is easily done because the dependence on the
invariant distribution is somehow explicit. In principal one could define Markov families in which the
dependence of kernels on the invariant distribution is not made so explicit, but checking Definition 2.1
would be harder.

2.2 The derivative in the invariant distribution

Let {P⋆} be a Markov family indexed by the convex set of probability measures admitting densities w.r.t.
some σ-finite measure λ, or any convex subset thereof. We will define the derivative with respect the
invariant distribution of P· at a point µ indexed by the family by first accurately defining the derivative of
the functional P·(ρ, f) : µ ∈ P(X) 7→ Pµ(ρ, f) ∈ R, for all (ρ, f) in some suitable class. The derivative of
such functional will first be defined for all ρ in a subset of Pλ(X), and then defined for initial distributions
in its completion by extension.

Throughout this section, we fix a continuously differentiable function V : X 7→ [1,∞), and consider
f ∈ C1

V (X). This function directly influences how stringent the differentiability statement is, but also
what we are able to say with the objects we introduce next, and its role will become clear when we
introduce mean value inequalities later.

Definition 2.2. For ρ ∈ Pλ(X), the derivative of P·(ρ, f) in the invariant distribution at µ ∈ Pλ(X) is
the linear functional ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·] : Mλ,0(X) 7→ R such that for all ν ∈ Pλ(X),

d

dt
Pµ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

= ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] (3)

We denote with Dµ,λ(P, f) the set of ρ ∈ Pλ(X) for which P·(ρ, f) is differentiable at µ. In all our
examples, for ρ ∈ Pλ(X), the action of the functional ∂πPµ(ρ, f) will be expressible in integral form. In
particular, for a measurable function abusively denoted as ∂πPµ(ρ, f)(·) : X 7→ R we will have

∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] =

∫

(ν(y) − µ(y))∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y)λ(dy) and (4)

µ(∂πPµ(ρ, f)(·)) = 0. (5)

We sometimes distinguish the functional ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·] from the function of its integral representation
only via the brackets that follow. The context will always make obvious to which object we are referring
to. The function ∂πPµ(ρ, f)(·) will be referred to as density of the derivative in the invariant distribution.
The density of ∂πPµ(ρ, f) corresponds to the first variation of P·(ρ, f), and its analogues appears for
instance in [12] in the context of Mean Field Games and in Optimal Transport in [40]. Under some
conditions on X and P(X), these can be related to notions of derivatives in the Wasserstein geometry [2],
see also Theorem 2.2. Here, (5) is a centering condition, and it guarantees that the integral representation
is unique. Without, it would be unique only up to constants.
We defined the derivative in general as a linear functional ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·] despite in practice it admits an
integral representation for ρ ∈ Pλ(X) because this allows us an immediate extension to general ρ ∈ P(X)
for which such representation will not in general be available. Let dp be a distance function metrizing the
weak topology on P(X). dp could be the Lévy-Prokhorov or the Bounded Lipschitz metric [17, Chapter
11]. If the functional ρ 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is uniformly continuous w.r.t. dp on some subset A of

Dµ,λ(P, f), we can uniquely extend ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] on the weak completion Ã of A in a very natural
way via continuity.

Proposition 2.1. If ρ 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is uniformly continuous w.r.t. dp on some subset A of

Pλ(X), we can uniquely extend it on its weak completion Ã by defining

∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] := lim
j→∞

∂πPµ(ρj , f)[ν − µ], where {ρj}j∈N ∈ A ⇒ ρ ∈ Ã \ A.

Furthermore, the extension is uniformly continuous w.r.t. dp on Ã.
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Proof. See e.g. [28, Theorem 52].

We use this proposition to define the derivative of P·(ρ, f) for initial distributions that are not in
Pλ(X), but on which we have sufficient regularity to allow an extension. Let Ã be the weak completion
of a subset A of Dµ,λ(P, f) for which ρ 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is uniformly continuous w.r.t. dp for all
ν ∈ Pλ(X).

Definition 2.3. For ρ ∈ Ã \ A, the derivative of P·(ρ, f) in the invariant distribution at µ is the linear
functional ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·] : Mλ,0(X) 7→ R defined by

∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] := lim
j→∞

∂πPµ(ρj , f)[ν − µ], where {ρj}j∈N ∈ A ⇒ ρ ∈ Ã \ A. (6)

for all ν ∈ Pλ(X), where ∂πPµ(ρj , f) is the derivative in the invariant distribution of P·(ρj , f) as per
Definition 2.2.

The case we are mostly interested is defining ∂πPµ(δx, f) =: ∂πPµ(x, f), the derivative of P·(x, f) in
the invariant distribution at µ. The results above supply its definition and its uniqueness whenever δx is
in the weak completion of a subset of Pλ(X) where ρ 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f) is uniformly continuous. We denote
with Dµ(P, f) the set of initial distributions ρ for which P·(ρ, f) is differentiable at µ. This comprise
all initial distributions for which we may also obtain a definition by extension, and it has Dµ,λ(P, f)
as subset. It might happen that ρ is in the weak completion of two different sets A and A′ on which
the derivative is uniformly continuous. In this case the definition of ∂πPµ(ρ, f) can be defined by either
the limit of limj→∞ ∂πPµ(ρj ,) with ρj in A or the limit limj→∞ ∂πPµ(ρ′j ,) with ρ′j in A′. We have not
sought to establish that these limits coincide, but that is no cause of concern for our purposes. Any such
derivative will satisfy the properties and equations we investigate next.

We can now leverage these quantities to define the derivative of transition probabilities.

Definition 2.4. The derivative of P·(ρ, ·) in the invariant distribution at µ is the operator ∂πPµ(ρ, ·)[·] :
f ∈ C1

V (X) 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·], where ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·] is defined in Definitions 2.2 and 2.3.

The differentiability of P·(ρ, ·) amounts to ask that P·(ρ, f) is differentiabile in the sense of Defini-
tions 2.2 and 2.3 for all f ∈ C1

V (X). Hence, Dµ(P ) =
⋂

f∈C1
V
(X) Dµ(P, f). We are now in a position to

naturally define the derivative of a Markov kernel itself.

Definition 2.5. The derivative of P· in the invariant distribution at µ is the operator ∂πPµ(·, ·)[·] :
(ρ, f) ∈ Dµ(P ) ×C1

V (X) 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·], where ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[·] is defined in Definitions 2.2 and 2.3.

We will sometimes refer to the differential and the derivative in the invariant measure of a Markov
Kernel simply as “kernel differentials” and “kernel derivative”, respectively. Since that is defined in-
directly for each point (ρ, f) ∈ Dµ(P ) × C1

V (X), we sometimes also refer to ∂πPµ(ρ, f) as a kernel
derivative.

Let us come to the interpretation of these derivatives and differentials at µ: they provide a map
from the initial distribution to signed integral operators which capture the variation of the transitions
associated with Markov kernels within a particularly family with small perturbations of the associated
invariant measure, µ. In other words, the derivative in the invariant measure quantifies how much
the conditional expectation Pµ(ρ, ·) changes when the invariant distribution µ is perturbed by the 0-
mass measure χ = ν − µ or—alternatively—since µ + tχ = (1 − t)µ + tν, when µ is contaminated
infinitesimally by any ν. In a spatial perspective, it quantifies the variation in mean displacement of a
particle in Markovian motion Pµ initially distributed as ρ when µ is perturbed by ν. The density of the
kernel derivative ∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y)—when it exists—can be heuristically interpreted as the change in the
transition probabilities when µ is contaminated infinitesimally by a point mass δy for all y ∈ X. In fact,
using (3)-(5) we informally see that

∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y) = ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[δy − µ] =

∫

∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y′)d(δy − µ)(y′) =
d

dt
Pµ+t(δy−µ)(ρ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

.

This is similar to the role played by Influence functions in robust statistics, which describe variations in
estimators when the data distribution is contaminated - see [26].
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In the remainder of this section we develop some basic properties to build up our intuition and
understanding of kernel derivatives. In the end of the section we investigate the differentiability of
Hastings and Gibbs families. The next proposition supplies a recursive formula for the derivative of
iterated kernels. These recursions are really expression of the Chapman–Kolmogorov equations. Consider
the conventions P 0

µ(·, f) := f and P 0
µ (ρ, ·) := ρ.

Proposition 2.2. Let k ∈ N and assume that P j
µ(ρ, ·) ∈ Dµ,λ(P, f) and that P j

µ(·, f) ∈ C1
V (X) for all

j ≤ k. For all k ∈ N the derivative in the invariant distribution of an iterated Markov kernel satisfy the
formulæ

∂πP
k
µ (ρ, f) =

k−1
∑

j=0

∂πPµ(P k−j−1
µ (ρ, ·), P j

µ(·, f)).

provided one can differentiate inside the integral P k
µ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f) at t = 0.

Proof. Let ρ ∈ Pλ(X) and f ∈ C1
V (X), we have

d

dt
P k
µ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

=
d

dt

∫

Pµ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, dz)P k−1
µt

(z, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

=
d

dt
Pµ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, P

k−1
µ (·, f))

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

+
d

dt
P k−1
µ+t(ν−µ)(Pµ(ρ, ·), f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

= ∂πPµ(ρ, P k−1
µ (·, f))[ν − µ] + ∂πP

k−1
µ (Pµ(ρ, ·), f)[ν − µ]

therefore, exploiting this recursion yields,

∂πP
k
µ (ρ, f) = ∂πPµ(ρ, P k−1

µ (·, f)) + ∂πP
k−1
µ (Pµ(ρ, ·), f) =

k−1
∑

j=0

∂πPµ(P k−j−1
µ (ρ, ·), P j

µ(·, f)).

Ergodicity can give us some information on how the derivative of iterated kernels behave when k → ∞.
A kernel derivative quantifies variations in transition probabilities P k

µ (ρ, f) when the invariant changes

is perturbed infinitesimally by χ := ν − µ. Under ergodicity for large k we will have P k
µ (ρ, f) ≈ µ(f),

hence, intuitively, in the limit the kernel derivative ought to be χ(f). Define

N (µ, ν) := {µt ∈ P(X) : µt = (1 − t)µ+ tν, t ∈ [0, 1]}.

This set is known as contamination neighbourhood in robust statistics [26], although it is not a neigh-
bourhood in the sense of the total variation or the weak topology. For some starting distribution ρ, say
that a Markov kernel is ergodic uniformly in N (µ, ν) if supt∈[0,1] |P k

µt
(ρ, f) − µt(f)| → 0 as k → ∞. We

note that this is a definition of ergodicity uniform over a collection of invariant distributions and is quite
distinct from the notion of uniform ergodicity of an individual Markov kernel.

Proposition 2.3. For all starting distributions ρ ∈ Dµ,λ(P, f) for which the Markov kernel P is ergodic
uniformly in N (µ, ν),

lim
k→∞

∂πP
k
µ (ρ, f)[ν − µ] = [ν − µ](f).

Proof. We compute directly

lim
k→∞

∂πP
k
µ (ρ, f)[ν − µ] = lim

k→∞
lim
t→0

P k
µ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f) − P k

µ (ρ, f)

t

= lim
t→0

lim
k→∞

P k
µ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f) − P k

µ (ρ, f)

t

= lim
t→0

(µ+ t(ν − µ))(f) − µ(f)

t
= [ν − µ](f),

where the limit exchange if justified by the uniformity across the neighbourhood.
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Hence, informally, its density in the limit is given by limk ∂πP
k
µ (ρ, f)(y) = f(y) − µ(f). It is inter-

esting to point out another connection between derivatives in the invariant distributions and ergodicity.
∂πPµ(µ, f) is understood as the infinitesimal variation of the transition probability Pµ(X, f) when the
invariant measure is perturbed with a 0–mass measure, the starting point X follows the (non-perturbed)
original distribution µ. The density of the derivative takes a very natural expression in this case that
does not require further computations. Denote µt := (1 − t)µ+ tν. Write

Pµt
(µt, f) = µt(f).

Differentiating this expression w.r.t. t in t = 0 one obtains, provided d
dtPµt

(µ, f) exists at t = 0,

d

dt
Pµt

(µ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

+ Pµt
(χ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

+ t
d

dt
Pµt

(χ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

= χ(f)

Therefore, d
dtPµt

(µ, f)
∣

∣

t=0
= χ(f − Pµf), which via (3) and (5) imply

∂πPµ(µ, f)(y) = f(y) − Pµ(y, f). (7)

This relationship can also be heuristically proved using our interpretation of derivative in the invariant
measure at a point y as the variation in conditional expectation caused by a point mass δy. We have
then, up to constants,

∂πPµ(µ, f)(y) = lim
t→0

Pµ+t(δy−µ)(µ, f) − µ(f)

t
,

but Pµt
(µ, f) = µt− tPµt

(y, f)+ tPµt
(µ, f) so that Pµt

(µ, f) = (µt− tPµt
(y, f))/(1− t). Hence, the right

hand side of the expression above becomes

lim
t→0

µt(f) − tPµt
(y, f) − (1 − t)µ(f)

(1 − t)t
= lim

t→0

f(y) − Pµf(y)

1 − t
= f(y) − Pµ(y, f).

This points out to an interesting connection with discrete-time generators and Foster-Lyapunov type
arguments. One way to exploit this identity is simply by restating classical Markov Chains regularity
conditions, very often expressed and verified in terms of drifts. The result below is a (partial) restatement
of [35, Theorem 13.0.1].

Theorem 2.1 (Ergodic Theorem with kernel derivatives). Suppose that {Xn}n∈N is an aperiodic, µ-
irreducible Markov Chain with transition probabilities Pµ and invariant distribution µ. If there exists
some petite set C, some b <∞ and a non-negative finite function f bounded on C such that

−∂πPµ(µ, f)(x) ≤ −1 + b1C(x), x ∈ X

whenever such kernel derivative exists, then for all x ∈ X, as k → ∞,
∥

∥

∥P k
µ (x, ·) − µ

∥

∥

∥

tv
→ 0.

Many other regularity conditions can be expressed in terms of drift conditions, and therefore in terms
of ∂πPµ(µ, f). The main applications of kernel derivatives in this work will be however in the context of
comparing Markov chains with different invariant distributions within the same family, and in particular
in what we will refer to as mean value inequalities. First, for illustration, we compute the derivative in
the invariant distribution for Markov kernels in the Hastings and Gibbs families of Examples 2.1 and 2.2
for V = 1. The next example also illustrates why we defined ∂πPµ(x, ·) only as a weak limit.

Example 2.3 (Derivatives of Hastings kernels). Consider the Hastings family of Example 2.1 with
x 7→ g(x) is twice differentiable, with g′ and g′′ bounded. This class of kernel includes, for instance,
the Barker form of the acceptance probability (g(x) = x/(1 + x)), but not the Metropolis-Hastings form
(g(x) = min(1, x)). Further consider the following assumption which we discuss after.

H1 The indexed invariant distributions have upper bounded continuously differentiable positive den-
sities. The proposal has an upper bounded continuously differentiable positive densities in both
arguments. For all x ∈ X there exist an r > 0 and L1(λ) functions ψ1, ψ2 such that

sup
z∈B(x,r)

|∂z(q(z, y)g′(rµ(z, y)))| ≤ ψ1(y) and sup
z∈B(x,r)

|∂z(q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y)))| ≤ ψ2(y).
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Let WH := {ρ ∈ Pλ(X) : dρ/dµ2 is bounded for all indexed µ}.

Proposition 2.4. The Hastings kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable in the invariant distribution at µ for all
ρ ∈ WH provided only the proposal is upper bounded. In this case, the derivative ∂πPµ(ρ, ·) admits an
integral representation, with its density given for all f ∈ C1

V (X) by

∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y) =

∫

(f(y) − f(z))q(y, z)
ρ(z)

µ(z)
g′(rµ(z, y))λ(dz)

− ρ(y)

µ(y)2

∫

(f(z) − f(y))q(z, y)g′(rµ(y, z))µ(z)λ(dz). (8)

Furthermore, if Assumption H1 holds, P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at µ for all ρ in the weak completion of
the set Ax := {ρ ∈ Pλ(X) : supp(ρ) ⊆ B(x, r)}. In particular, P·(x, ·) is also differentiable for all x ∈ X.
In this case, ∂πPµ(x, ·) is given for all f ∈ C1

V (X) and ν ∈ Pλ(X) by

∂πPµ(x, f)[ν − µ] =

∫

(f(y) − f(x))
g′(rµ(x, y))q(y, x)

µ(x)
(ν − µ)(y)λ(dy)

− (ν − µ)(x)

µ(x)2

∫

(f(y) − f(x))q(y, x)g′(rµ(x, y))µ(y)λ(dy). (9)

Proof. If we can interchange differentiation and integration, one has, with χ := ν − µ,

d

dt
Pµ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

=

∫ ∫

ρ(du)f(w)Q(u, dw)g′(rµ(u,w))
d

dt
rµt

(u,w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

+

∫

ρ(du)f(u)

(

1 −
∫

Q(u, dw)g′(rµ(u,w)
d

dt
rµt

(u,w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

)

=

∫ ∫

(f(w) − f(u))
q(w, u)g′(rµ(u,w))

µ(u)
ρ(u)χ(w)λ(du)λ(dw)

−
∫ ∫

(f(w) − f(u))
q(w, u)g′(rµ(u,w))

µ(u)2
µ(w)ρ(u)χ(u)λ(du)λ(dw)

=

∫ [∫

(f(w) − f(u))
q(w, u)g′(rµ(u,w))

µ(u)
ρ(u)λ(du)

]

χ(dw)

−
∫ [∫

(f(w) − f(u))
q(w, u)g′(rµ(u,w))µ(w)

µ(u)2
λ(dw)

]

ρ(u)χ(du).

Hence, using the expressions above and (3) one identifies (8). Integrating the latter w.r.t. µ shows that
(5) is also satisfied. Appendix A.2 shows that the the limit exchange performed is justified under our
assumptions. Now consider Ax. In Appendix A.2 we show that ρ 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is uniformly
continuous on Ax for all ν ∈ Pλ(X). We can then apply Proposition 2.1 to prove the differentiability
of P·(ρ, ·) for all ρ ∈ Ãx. Since clearly δx ∈ Ãx, this also proves the differentiability of P·(x, ·) and the
expression (9) follows from the direct computation ∂πPµ(x, f)[ν − µ] = limj ∂πPµ(ρj,x, f)[ν − µ] for all
f ∈ C1

V (X), where ρj,x ⇒ δx.

Let us notice that the operator ∂πPµ(x, f) has no integral representation. The boundedness of ρ/µ2

is a warm-start type condition. If ρ has lighter tails than µ2, it will hold. In particular, if ρ is compactly
supported, P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at all µ. On the other hand, if ρ is heavy tailed, P·(ρ, ·) will seldom
be differentiable. The assumptions in Assumption H1 are rather weak and often verified in practice.
The requirement that |∂z(q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y)))| is uniformly bounded by a L1(λ) function on z ∈ B(x, r)
is a requirement on the regularity of the proposal and the balancing function around the point x ∈ X

where we want to show P·(x, ·) is differentiable at µ, and it is very often satisfied. For instance, for the
Gaussian Random Walk we have

|∂z(q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y)))| ∝ |y − z|q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y)) + q(y, z)g′′(rµ(z, y))µ(y)∂zµ(z)/µ(z)2

≤ q(y, z)(|y|g′(rµ(z, y)) + |z|g′(rµ(z, y)) + g′′(rµ(z, y))µ(y)∂zµ(z)/µ(z)2)

≤ (|y| + |r| + µ(y)c) sup
z∈B(x,r)

q(z, y)
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where c := supz∈B(x,r) ∂zµ(z)/µ(z)2 <∞ due our positivity and continuous differentiability of the target
assumption, and where we used g′, g′′ ≤ 1. The other domination condition on |∂z(q(z, y)g′(rµ(z, y)))|
–which is not used here but later to prove a Feller-type property– is equivalent to the former in the
Random Walk case. It is possible to find kernel derivatives with other assumptions on the starting
distributions, on the invariant distributions, the proposal, the balancing function, and for general V by
adapting the arguments used above and in the relevant appendixes. For instance, for an unbounded
V one would additionally require that µ(V ) < ∞ for all µ indexed by the family to perform the limit
exchange justified in Appendix A.2. This naturally (and notationally) suggests the use of a V that is
a suitable Lypunov function for the different distributions indexed by the family—see Section 3. The
requirement that g is differentiable however cannot be immediately relaxed. Although the result above
then does not guarantee differentiability of Metropolis-Hastings kernels, we will be able to obtain results
for the Metropolis choice indirectly later.

In the example below, a probability distribution with a numerical subscript denotes the marginal
in the indicated coordinate of the underlying probability distribution, we write y = (y1, y2) for a point
y ∈ X

2, λ2 for λ⊗ λ and a single integral sign for multiple integrals when no confusion is possible.

Example 2.4 (Derivatives of Gibbs kernels). Consider the MCMC kernels of Example 2.2 with P1|2

and P2|1 admitting a common dominating measure with µ1 and µ2. Further consider the following
assumption.

G1 The indexed invariant distributions have upper bounded continuously differentiable and positive
densities. The full conditionals are bounded in the starting point and for all x ∈ X they satisfy
supz∈B(x,r) |∂zP1|2(z, y)| ≤ ψ(y) for some function ψ ∈ L1(λ).

Let WG := {ρ ∈ Pλ(X) : dρ2/dµ2 is bounded for all indexed µ}.

Proposition 2.5. The Gibbs kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable in the invariant distribution at µ for all
ρ ∈ WG. In this case, the derivative ∂πPµ(ρ, ·) admits an integral representation, with its density given
for all f ∈ C1

V (X2) by

∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y) =

∫

f(y1, w2)
ρ(y2)

µ2(y2)
P2|1(y1, dw2) −

∫

f(w1, w2)
ρ(y2)

µ2(y2)
P1|2(y2, dw1)P2|1(w1, dw2)

+

∫

f(y1, y2)
ρ(dw2)

µ1(y1)
P1|2(w2, y1) −

∫

f(y1, w2)
ρ(du2)

µ1(y1)
P1|2(u2, y1)P2|1(y1, dw2). (10)

Furthermore, if Assumption G1 holds, P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at µ for all ρ in the weak completion of the
set Ax := {ρ ∈ Pλ2(X2) : supp(ρ) ⊆ B(x, r)}. In particular, P·(x, ·) is also differentiable for all x ∈ X

2.
In this case, ∂πPµ(x, ·) is given for all f ∈ C1

V (X2) and ν ∈ Pλ2(X2) by

∂πPµ(x, f)[ν − µ] =

=

∫ (∫

f(y1, w2)
P2|1(y1, dw2)

µ2(x2)
−
∫

f(w1, w2)
P1|2(x2, dw1)P2|1(w1, dw2)

µ2(x2)

)

(ν − µ)(y1, x2)λ(dy1)

+

∫ (

f(y1, y2)
P1|2(x2, y1)

µ1(y1)
−
∫

f(y1, w2)
P1|2(x2, y1)P2|1(y1, dw2)

µ1(y1)

)

(ν − µ)(y)λ2(dy). (11)

Proof. This is similar the proof of Proposition 2.4. First we notice that for the deterministic scan we
can just write the full conditionals in terms of µ as P1|2(x′, y) = µ(y, x′)/

∫

µ(z, x′)λ(dz) and similarly
for P2|1, hence

Pµ((x1, x2), f) =

∫ ∫

f(w1, w2)
µ(w1, x2)

∫

µ(z, x2)λ(dz)

µ(w1, w2)
∫

µ(w1, z)λ(dz)
λ2(dw).

Then, by exploiting the fact that the transition probabilities do not depend on the first coordinate of
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the starting point we compute

d

dt
Pµ+t(ν−µ)(ρ, f)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

=

∫ ∫

χ(dw1, du2)

∫

f(w1, w2)
ρ2(u2)

µ2(u2)
P2|1(w1, dw2)

−
∫ ∫

χ(dz, du2)

∫ ∫

f(w1, w2)
ρ2(u2)

µ2(u2)
P1|2(u2, dw1)P2|1(w1, dw2)

+

∫ ∫

χ(dw1, dw2)

∫

f(w1, w2)
ρ2(du2)

µ1(w1)
P1|2(u2, dw1)

−
∫ ∫

χ(dw1, dz)

∫ ∫

f(w1, w2)
ρ2(du2)

µ1(w1)
P1|2(u2, dw1)P2|1(w1, dw2).

Using the expression above and (3) one identifies (10). Integrating the latter w.r.t. µ shows that (5)
is also satisfied. The details on the limit exchange are in Appendix A.2. To show differentiability for
all starting distribution in the weak completion of Ax we show that ρ 7→ ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is uniformly
continuous on Ax for all ν ∈ Pλ2(X2). This is similar to the proof of Proposition 2.4 - the details are in
Appendix A.2.

Again, the boundedness of dρ2/dµ2 is a warm-start type condition, which we note is in general weaker
than the warm-start required to differentiate Hastings kernels. We again note that the assumption
Assumption G1 is rather weak, and it is somehow the analogue of the domination condition required in
Assumption H1 discussed above. Let us notice that also here the operator ∂πPµ(x, f) has no integral
representation.

Using the fact that the balancing function g has to satisfy g(x) = xg′(x) + g′(1/x), it is possible
to check that when ρ = µ, the derivative in the invariant measure of the Hastings kernels at y ∈ X

becomes (minus) the generator of the Markov chain, and the same is true for Gibbs kernels derivatives,
as expected.

2.3 FTC Formula and bounded derivatives

We now state a formula that, under a weak-Feller type condition on which we comment below, allow us
to compare Markov Chains with different invariant distributions belonging to the same Markov family
in terms of the derivative in the invariant distribution. This is a Fundamental Theorem of Calculus-like
formula, whose analogue appears in Robust Statistics [26, Chapter 2] and Mean Field Games [12].

A1 The Markov kernels family {P⋆} satisfies a Feller-type condition: f ∈ C1
V (X) implies Pµf ∈ C1

1(X)
for all Pµ ∈ {P⋆}.

Theorem 2.2 (Fundamental Theorem of MCMC Calculus Formula). For all ρ ∈ Pλ(X) for which P·(ρ, ·)
is differentiable at µt := (1 − t)µ+ tν for all t ∈ [0, 1], i.e. ρ ∈ ⋂1

t=0 Dµt,λ(P ),

Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(ρ, f) =

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)[ν − µ]dt. (12)

for all f ∈ C1
V (X).

If Assumption A1 holds and ∂πPµt
(ρ, f)[ν−µ] is bounded in t, (12) is true also for all ρ ∈ ⋂1

t=0 Dµt
(P ).

Furthermore, if ∂πPµt
(ρ, f) admits a continuously differentiable density and ν can be expressed via

some pushforward T from µ in that ν = T∗µ we also have

Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(ρ, f) =

∫ 1

0

∫ ∫ y

T (y)

DπPµt
(ρ, f)(s)dsdµ(y)dt

=

∫ 1

0

∫

(T (y) − y)

∫ 1

0

DπPµt
(ρ, f)(s(T (y) − y) + y)dsdµ(y)dt, (13)

where DπPµ(ρ, f)(y) := (d/dy)∂πPµ(ρ, f)(y).
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Proof. Let (ρ, f) ∈ Pλ(X) ×C1
V (X). Write µt = (1 − t)µ+ tν, so that µ1 = ν and µ0 = µ. Then,

Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(ρ, f) =

∫ 1

0

d

dt
Pµt

(ρ, f)dt =

∫ 1

0

lim
s→0

Pµt+s
(ρ, f) − Pµt

(ρ, f)

s
dt

Now, since for all fixed t, µt+s = µt + s(µ1 −µt)/(1− t) = µt + s((µ1 − tµt)/(1− t)−µt), and then using
(3) with (µ1 − µt)/(1 − t) ∈ Mλ,0(X) being a 0–mass perturbation one can write under our hypotheses
that for t ∈ [0, 1)

Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(µ, f) =

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)

[

µ1 − µt

1 − t

]

dt =

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)[ν − µ]dt,

with last equality following because µ1 − µt = ν − µt = (1 − t)(ν − µ). This proves the claim for all
ρ ∈ Pλ(X) for which the differentiability requirement is met. Now assume Assumption A1 and consider

a ρ ∈ ⋂1
t=0 Dµt

(P ) not necessarily in Pλ(X). By definition, ρ is in the weak completion Ã of some set
A ⊂ Pλ(X) on which ρ 7→ ∂πPµt

(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is uniformly continuous for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Considering a

sequence ρj ∈ A ⇒ ρ ∈ Ã under Assumption A1 we compute

Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(ρ, f) = lim
j→∞

Pµ(ρj , f) − Pν(ρj , f) = lim
j→∞

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρj , f)[ν − µ]dt

=:

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)[ν − µ]dt, (14)

where the limit exchange follows from the assumed boundedness of t 7→ ∂πPµt
(ρ, f)[ν−µ] via dominated

convergence. To prove (13), use (12) with µt := (1 − t)µ+ tT∗µ to obtain

Pµ(ρ, f) − PT∗µ(ρ, f) =

∫ 1

0

∫

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(y)d(T∗µ− µ)(y)dt

=

∫ 1

0

∫

[

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(T (y)) − ∂πPµt

(ρ, f)(y)
]

dµ(y)dt.

Since y 7→ ∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(y) is continuously differentiable by assumption, an application of the Fundamental

Theorem of Calculus completes the proof.

Remark 2.1. We have seen in Examples 2.3 and 2.6 that for Hastings and Gibbs type kernels in fact,
under regularity conditions, such

⋂1
t=0 Dµt

(P ) contains at least the set {δx}x∈X.

Remark 2.2. When V is bounded, Assumption A1 is mild and satisfied by many MCMC kernel used
in practice, including the Hastings and Gibbs families under assumption Assumptions H1 and G1. For
instance, for the Hastings chain, if f ∈ C1

V (X) then Pf is clearly bounded, and to show it is also con-
tinuously differentiable in all x ∈ X, we can show that each x is in a neighbourhood B(x, r) in which
Pf is continuously differentiable. Under our assumptions q(x, y)g(rµ(x, y)) is continuously differen-
tiable and by the (first) domination condition we can conclude that

∫

f(y)q(x, y)g(rµ(x, y))λ(dy) and
∫

q(x, y)g(rµ(x, y))λ(dy) (and so Pf) are too at x by e.g. [29, Theorem 6.28].

When V is not bounded, Pf might not be bounded. Thus to obtain (12) for ρ ∈ ⋂1
t=0 Dµt

(P )
not necessarily in Pλ(X), we can instead require that for f ∈ C1

V (X), Pf is continuously differentiable
and it satisfies a suitable uniform integrability condition. Call A the subset of Pλ(X) that has ρ in
its weak completion, and consider a sequence ρj ∈ A ⇒ ρ. If supj≥0

∫

|Pf(y)|1+ǫρj(dy) < ∞ and
supj≥0

∫

|Pνf(y)|1+ǫρj(dy) <∞ for some ǫ > 0 for all such sequences {ρj}j∈N, we would still obtain (14)

(e.g. [10, Section 3.5]). For instance, using the preceding remark, we have seen that δx ∈ ⋂1
t=0 Dµt

(P ),
and that δx is the weak completion of Ax := {ρ ∈ Pλ(X) : supp(ρ) ⊆ B(x, r)}. Clearly for any sequence
ρj in Ax, for supj≥0

∫

|Pµf(y)|1+ǫρj(dy) <∞ to hold it is sufficient that Pµf is bounded in the compact
B(x, r), which is very often the case for Hastings and Gibbs kernels. In particular, the Hastings and
Gibbs families under assumption Assumptions H1 and G1 satisfy this property.

Remark 2.3. The assumption of boundedness of t 7→ ∂πPµt
(ρ, f)[ν − µ] is simply verified simply

whenever ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] and ∂πPν(ρ, f)[ν − µ] exist for our Hastings and Gibbs families.
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We put together the last three Remark for reference.

Lemma 2.1. For the Hastings and Gibbs families (12) is true for all ρ ∈ WH and ρ ∈ WG, respectively,
and if Assumptions H1 and G1 hold, also for all ρ ∈ {δx}x∈X.

Remark 2.4. The quantity DπPµ(ρ, f) can be related to rigorous notions of derivatives in the Wasser-
stein geometry studied in [2]. It describes variations of the transition probabilities when µ is perturbed
in the direction ν along the curves that are not simple interpolations like µt but rather transport maps.
In fact, one can substitute T with Id − hT in (13) to obtain

Pµ(ρ, f) − PT∗µ(ρ, f) = h

∫ 1

0

∫

T (y)

∫ 1

0

DπPµt
(ρ, f)(sh+ y)dsdµ(y)dt.

Dividing by h and letting h→ 0 we get

lim
h→0

P(Id−hT )∗µ(ρ, f) − Pµ(ρ, f)

h
=

∫

DπPµ(ρ, f)(y)T (y)dµ(y).

We will employ Theorem 2.2 mainly as a way to obtain mean value type inequalities in the next
section. However, formulæ such as (12) or (13) could be used in general to obtain a possibly hard to
guess expression for the difference in expectations given by two Markov kernels with different invariant
distributions within the same family. We will often think of one of them as being an approximation of the
other. In this context, we think of T in (13) as a map that makes the distribution µ easier to work with.
For instance, for diffeomorphisms T1, ..., Tj , one can let T = T1 ◦ ....◦Tj obtaining a so-called normalizing
flow, that can be used to smooth out complicated distributions when sampling via MCMC—see [21, 36]
Notice that with ρ = ν one also obtains

Pµ(ν, f) − ν(f) =

∫ 1

0

∫

∂πPµt
(ν, f)(y)d(ν − µ)(y)dt;

an expression for the difference in expectation with respect to a Markov kernel applied to an initial
distribution to that with respect to the distribution itself.

2.4 Bounded kernel derivatives and Mean-Value inequalities

We want to argue that if the derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν is bounded in some
sense, then the Markov Chains associated with kernels Pµ and Pν move similarly whenever µ and ν are
close. We define the concept of bounded derivative in the invariant distribution accordingly. We aim to
provide a statement similar to the fact that on R a differentiable function has a bounded derivative if
and only if it is Lipschitz.

Definition 2.6. We say that a differentiable Markov kernel P·(ρ, ·) has a bounded derivative at µ towards
ν if there exist constants M1,ρ,M2,ρ <∞ such that

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

V
≤M1,ρ‖µ− ν‖V +M2,ρρ(|µ− ν|). (15)

Noting that d(µ, ν) = ||µ − ν||V + ρ(|µ − ν|) is itself a metric, this could be written as a standard
statement of Lipschitz continuity with respect to that distance, with constant given by the larger of M1,ρ

and M2,ρ. However, the form we have here allow us to separate the role of two separate contributions
and we believe that this refinement can be informative. With this in mind, we will sometimes refer to
M1,ρ,M2,ρ as Lipschitz constants, and to inequalities of the form (15) a mean value inequalities. The
next Propositions show that Definition 2.6 work as intended: we will see that if P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable
in µt = (1 − t)µ + tν for all t ∈ [0, 1] and a boundedness condition on the derivative holds, then P·(ρ, ·)
will have a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν. Of course the boundedness
depend on V , but we often silence this dependence because it is implicit in the context. When ρ ∈ Pλ(X),
this Definition 2.6 is equivalent to the existence of a constant Mρ <∞ such that

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

V
≤Mρ‖µ− ν‖V . (16)
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i.e. to the operator P·(ρ, ·) from P(X) (via the invariant distribution) to P(X) (the corresponding
transition probabilities) being Lipschitz continuous w.r.t. ‖·‖V . In fact, obviously if (16) is true then
(15) holds with M2,ρ := 0, and on the other hand when ρ ∈ Pλ(X) we can bound M2,ρρ(|µ − ν|) ≤
M2,ρ sup(ρ/V )‖µ− ν‖V , and (16) holds true with Mρ := M1,ρ +M2,ρ sup(ρ/V ). If ρ = δx, (15) becomes

∥

∥Pµ(x, ·) − Pν(x, ·)
∥

∥

V
≤M1,x‖µ− ν‖V +M2,x|µ(x) − ν(x)|. (17)

This express the fact that as for many kernels employed in MCMC settings in particular, P·(x, ·) typically
depends on the values of the density of the invariant distribution at x ∈ X, one cannot expect Pµ(x, ·)
to be close to Pν(x, ·) unless µ(x) is close to ν(x), since the closedness of µ to ν in V -distance does
not imply that their densities functions at single points are close, at least without further assumptions.
Sometimes, like in the Gibbs case, P·(x, ·) depends on the values of the invariant at some coordinate of
the vector x only. In this situation, if J is an index set, xJ denote the element of the vector x indicated
by J and a sub-scripted probability measures indicate the marginal in the indicated coordinate, a more
sensible definition of bounded derivative of P·(x, ·) would be the existence of M1,x,M2,x <∞ such that

∥

∥Pµ(x, ·) − Pν(x, ·)
∥

∥

V
≤M1,x‖µ− ν‖V +M2,x|µJ (xJ ) − νJ (xJ )|.

where dxJ indicates that we integrate out all the coordinates in some index set J . The case J = ∅
corresponds to (17). This relaxed definition, although useful in certain contexts, is slightly cumbersome
so we opted for (17) to illustrate concepts parsimoniously.

Notice that if a Markov kernel has a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν
and µ is close to ν, the Markov Chains following Pµ(x, ·) and Pν(x, ·) never move too differently starting
from x, in that their V -distance is small. We can similarly consider other integral probability metrics
and obtain related inequalities. Here we focused on the V -norm due its popularity within the MCMC
literature arising from its close connection with Lyapunov functions for ergodicity [38, 35]. In Section 3
we exploit these connections. We now introduce a stronger form of boundedness.

Definition 2.7. We say that a Markov kernel P·(ρ, ·) has a Q-uniformly bounded derivative at µ towards
ν if there exist constants M1,M2 <∞ such that for all ρ ∈ Q:

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

V
≤M1‖µ− ν‖V +M2ρ(|µ− ν|).

If Q = {δx}x∈X the chains move alike uniformly in the space if their invariant distributions are close
at all points. Notice that a Markov kernel has an Q-uniformly bounded derivative at µ towards ν if it
has bounded derivative and the associated Lipschitz constants can be bounded uniformly over ρ ∈ Q.
See at the end of this section for such an example where Q is the set of warm-start distributions. Finding
conditions for P·(ρ, ·) to have a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution when ρ ∈ Pλ(X) is rather
immediate from Theorem 2.2.

Proposition 2.6. For all ρ ∈ Pλ(X) for which the Markov kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at µt :=
(1 − t)µ+ tν for all t ∈ [0, 1] with its derivative admitting a density, and

Mρ := sup
f∈C1

V
(X)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(·)dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

V

<∞,

P·(ρ, ·) has a bounded derivative at µ towards ν with Lipschitz constant Mρ, i.e.
∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

V
≤‖µ− ν‖V Mρ

Proof. For all ρ ∈ Pλ(X) obeying the differentiability requirement and f ∈ C1
V (X), from (12) we obtain

|Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(ρ, f)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ ∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(y)dtd(ν − µ)(y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

However, for any f ∈ C1
V (X), we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ ∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(y)dtd(ν − µ)(y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤‖µ− ν‖V

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(ρ, f)(·)dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

V

,

and the claim follows by Lemma A.2 upon taking the supremum over functions in C1
V (X).
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In other words, the mapping P·(ρ, ·) : µ ∈ (P(X),‖·‖V ) 7→ Pµ(ρ, ·) ∈ (P(X),‖·‖V ) is a Lipschitz
continuous function of its invariant distribution with Lipschitz constant Mρ.

Proposition 2.6 provides a condition for a Markov kernel to have bounded derivative when ρ ∈ Pλ(X).
Proving boundedness for more general ρ and obtaining mean value inequalities is harder, and there is
not in general a direct analogue to Proposition 2.6 since in this case ∂πPµ(ρ, ·) is only defined weakly,
and one has to retrieve Mean-Value inequalities on a case to case basis. In the next example we illustrate
this point for ρ = δx and we study when the kernel derivatives of the Hastings and Gibbs type kernels
are bounded for V = 1.

Example 2.5 (Bounded derivatives and Mean Value inequalities for Hastings kernels).

Proposition 2.7. Let {P⋆} be a Hastings family.

1. Let ρ ∈ Pλ(X). If the Markov kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at µt := (1− t)µ+ tν for all t ∈ [0, 1],

and Mρ :=
∫ 1

0 Dt,ρdt <∞ with

Dt,ρ := 2 sup
y

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ρ(z)

µt(z)
q(y, z)g′(rµt

(z, y))λ(dz) +
ρ(y)

µt(y)2

∫

µt(z)q(z, y)g′(rµt
(y, z))λ(dz)

∣

∣

∣

∣

, (18)

then P·(ρ, ·) has a bounded derivative at µ towards ν with Lipschitz constant Mρ and we have the
mean value inequality

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤‖µ− ν‖tv

∫ 1

0

Dt,ρdt. (19)

2. If Assumption A1 holds, the Markov kernel P·(x, ·) is differentiable at µt := (1 − t)µ + tν for all

t ∈ [0, 1], and M1,x :=
∫ 1

0
D1,t,xdt <∞,M2,x :=

∫ 1

0
D2,t,xdt <∞ with

D1,t,x := 2 sup
y

∣

∣

∣

∣

g′(rµt
(x, y))q(y, x)

µt(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

, and D2,t,x := 2

∫

µt(z)

µt(x)2
q(z, x)g′(rµt

(x, z))λ(dz), (20)

then P·(x, ·) has a bounded derivative at µ towards ν with Lipschitz constants M1,x.M2,x and we
have the mean value inequality

∥

∥Pµ(x, ·) − Pν(x, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤‖µ− ν‖tv

∫ 1

0

D1,t,xdt+ |µ(x) − ν(x)|
∫ 1

0

D2,t,xdt. (21)

Furthermore, if Q is a subset of P(X) such that Mρ can be bounded uniformly in ρ ∈ Q, or Q = {δx :
x ∈ X} and M1,x,M2,x can be bounded uniformly in x ∈ X, then P·(ρ, ·) has a Q-uniformly bounded
derivative at µ towards ν.

Proof. The expression for Dt,ρ and (19) are immediate from Propositions 2.4 and 2.6 and the fact that
if f ∈ C1

V (X), |f(y) − f(z)| ≤ 2 when V = 1. To prove the inequality (21), notice that under our
assumptions we can use Theorem 2.2 and then Proposition 2.4 to write

∣

∣Pµ(x, f) − Pν(x, f)
∣

∣ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

∂πPµt
(x, f)[ν − µ]dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤‖µ− ν‖
∫ 1

0

D1,f,t,xdt+ |µ(x) − ν(x)|
∫ 1

0

D2,f,t,xdt,

with

D1,f,t,x := sup
y

∣

∣

∣

∣

(f(y) − f(x))
g′(rµt

(x, y))q(y, x)

µt(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2 sup
y

∣

∣

∣

∣

g′(rµt
(x, y))q(y, x)

µt(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=: D1,t,x,

D2,f,t,x :=

∫

(f(z) − f(x))
µt(z)

µt(x)2
q(z, x)g′(rµt

(x, z))λ(dz) ≤ 2

∫

µt(z)

µt(x)2
q(z, x)g′(rµt

(x, z))λ(dz) =: D2,t,x.

Taking the supremum over functions in C1
V (X) and using Lemma A.2 one obtains (21).

Putting together Propositions 2.4 and 2.7 and Lemma 2.1 yields the following.
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Corollary 2.1. Let ρ ∈ WH . For all indexed µ, ν, the Hastings kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at
µt := (1 − t)µ + tν for all t ∈ [0, 1] and Mρ < ∞, where Mρ is given in (18). Therefore, P·(ρ, ·) has a
bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν, and the mean value inequality (19) holds.

Corollary 2.2. Assume Assumption H1. For all indexed µ, ν, the Hastings kernel P·(x, ·) is differentiable
at µt := (1−t)µ+tν for all t ∈ [0, 1] andM1,x,M2,x <∞, where M1,x,M2,x are given in (20). Therefore,
P·(ρ, ·) has a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν, and the mean value inequality
(21) holds.

Although Proposition 2.4 does not guarantee the differentiability of Metropolis-Hastings kernels in
the invariant distribution, we can still obtain Lipschitz inequalities for such kernels indirectly by looking
at Metropolis-Hastings kernels as limit of a sequence of differentiable ones. The function gj(x) :=
(x+ · · · + xj)/(1 + x+ · · · + xj) is a proper balancing function, it yields a differentiable Markov family,
and it satisfies gj(x) → min(1, x) =: g(x) for all x > 0 [1]. Let {P⋆} be now a Metropolis-Hastings family,
with the same restrictions on the indexed invariants and q as above.

Proposition 2.8. For all ρ ∈ WH the Lipschitz inequality (19) holds with

Dt,ρ := 2 sup
y

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

ρ(z)

µt(z)
q(y, z)λ(dz) +

ρ(y)

µt(y)2

∫

µt(z)q(z, y)λ(dz)

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (22)

For all x ∈ X the Lipschitz inequality (21) holds with

D1,t,x := 2 sup
y

∣

∣

∣

∣

q(y, x)

µt(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

and D2,t,x := 2

∫

µt(z)

µt(x)2
q(z, x)1{z:rµt

(x,z)≤1}(z)λ(dz). (23)

Proof. Let P·,j be the differentiable Hastings kernel employing the balancing function gj. For ρ ∈ W2,H

proceeding as in Propositions 2.6 and 2.7 we obtain |Pµ,j(ρ, f)−Pν,j(ρ, f)| ≤‖µ− ν‖tv
∫ 1

0 Dt,ρ,jdt, where
Dt,ρ,j is as in (18) with balancing function gj . Noting then that supj gj ≤ 1 we can take the limit j → ∞
both sides. At the left hand side we obtain |Pµ(ρ, f) − Pν(ρ, f)| via bounded convergence. At the right
hand side we can use supj |g′j | ≤ 1 to bound Dt,ρ,j ≤ Dt,ρ and prove the first claim upon taking the

supremum across f ∈ C1
V (X). The second claim is proved very similarly by following the second part of

Proposition 2.7 and using gj as above, however, upon taking the limit j → ∞ at the left hand side we
also use the fact that g′j(x) → 1{x≤1}(x) and the bounded convergence theorem to obtain the displayed
Lipschitz constants.

Roughly speaking, we have shown that we can ensure that if µ and ν are close, two Hastings chain Pµ

and Pν move similarly with some proper choice of the initial distribution, the proposal distribution and
the balancing function. Proposition 2.7 also allows to easily find conditions for Q-uniformly bounded
derivatives. If we let QH := {ρ ∈ Pλ(X) : dρ/dµ2, dρ/dν2 ≤ C} for some finite C, then of course
dρ/dµ2

t ≤ C for all t ∈ [0, 1] and it is easy to see that we can bound Dt,ρ uniformly in ρ ∈ QH .
This means that we can get two Hastings chain Pµ and Pν to move similarly, uniformly in the starting
distribution, provided that a warm-start condition holds, i.e. that they are not initialized too far into
the tails of their invariant distributions. On the other hand, if we start our Markov chains from a point
x ∈ X, to get Pµ and Pν to move alike uniformly in the starting point x ∈ X seems to be much harder
on non-compact spaces, and conditions such as supx q(y, x)/µ(x)2, supx q(y, x)/µ(x)2 < ∞ seem to be
required.

Example 2.6 (Bounded derivatives and Mean Value inequalities for Gibbs kernels).

Proposition 2.9. Let {P⋆} be a deterministic scan Gibbs family.

1. Let ρ ∈ Pλ(X). If the Markov kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at µt := (1− t)µ+ tν for all t ∈ [0, 1],

and it holds that Mρ :=
∫ 1

0
Dt,ρdt <∞ with

Dρ,t := sup
y

(∫

ρ2(y2)

µ2,t(y2)
P2|1,t(y1, dw2) +

∫

ρ2(y2)

µ2,t(y2)
P1|2,t(y2, dw1)P2|1,t(w1, dw2).

+

∫

ρ2(du2)

µ1,t(y1)
P1|2,t(u2, y1) +

∫

ρ2(du2)

µ1,t(y1)
P1|2,t(u2, y1)P2|1,t(y1, dw2)

)

(24)
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then P·(ρ, ·) has a bounded derivative at µ towards ν with Lipschitz constant Mρ and we have the
mean value inequality

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤‖µ− ν‖tv

∫ 1

0

Dρ,tdt. (25)

2. If Assumption A1 holds, the Markov kernel P·(x, ·) is differentiable at µt := (1 − t)µ + tν for all

t ∈ [0, 1], and it holds that M1,x :=
∫ 1

0
D1,t,xdt <∞ and M2,x :=

∫ 1

0
D2,t,x,zdt <∞ with

D1,t,x := 4 sup
y

(

P1|2,t(x2, y1)

µ1,t(y1)

)

, (26)

D2,t,x := 2

(

1

µ2,t(x2)
+

∫

P1|2,t(x2, dw1)P2|1,t(w1, dw2)

µ2,t(x2)

)

, (27)

then, P·(x, ·) has a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν with Lipschitz
constants M1,x,M2,x,z and we have the mean value inequality

∥

∥Pµ(x, ·) − Pν(x, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤‖µ− ν‖tv

∫ 1

0

D1,t,xdt+ |µ2(x2) − ν2(x2)|
∫ 1

0

D2,t,xdt (28)

Furthermore, if Q is a subset of P(X) such that Mρ can be bounded uniformly in ρ ∈ Q, or Q = {δx :
x ∈ X} and M1,x,M2,x can be bounded uniformly in x ∈ X, then P·(ρ, ·) has a Q-uniformly bounded
derivative at µ towards ν.

Proof. This follows by basically the same arguments used in Proposition 2.7 by using Proposition 2.5 in
place of Proposition 2.4.

Combining Propositions 2.5 and 2.9 and Lemma 2.1 yields the following. The claim on the finiteness
of the Lipschitz constants follows from Bayes’ formula.

Corollary 2.3. Let ρ ∈ WG. For all indexed µ, ν, the Gibbs kernel P·(ρ, ·) is differentiable at µt :=

(1 − t)µ + tν for all t ∈ [0, 1] and
∫ 1

0 Dt,ρdt < ∞, where Dt,ρ is given in (24). Therefore, P·(ρ, ·) has a
bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν, and the mean value inequality (25) holds.

Similarly to the Hastings case, we can also envisage conditions to bound the Lipschitz constants
uniformly in the starting distributions. In fact, recently, [5, Proposition 2.4] derived the inequality

∥

∥Pµ(ρ, ·) − Pν(ρ, ·)
∥

∥

tv
≤ 2KM‖µ− ν‖tv (29)

for the deterministic scan Gibbs kernel, where K represents the number of stages, for ρ having a density
and satisfying the warm-start conditions dρ2/dµ2 ≤ M , dρ2/dν2 ≤ M for some M > 0. In fact,
we can verify using Bayes formula that for all initial distributions with warm-start ρ ∈ QG := {ρ ∈
Pλ(X) : dρ2/dµ2, dρ2/dν2 ≤ M} we have Mρ < ∞, with Mρ given in Proposition 2.9 above, and that
in particular supρ∈W Mρ ≤ 4M . That is, by Proposition 2.9, the deterministic Gibbs kernel has a QG-
uniformly bounded derivative at µ towards ν and the mean value inequality (29) holds, providing an
alternative proof of the result in [5] in the case K = 2 studied here (and the argument could be extended
to the general case at the expense of introducing some slightly cumbersome notation). As noted in [5],
under warm-start we do not have to require any other regularity from the full conditionals P1|2, P2|1

to obtain this mean value inequality. If we also require some extra regularity we can also obtain the
following.

Corollary 2.4. Assume Assumption G1. For all indexed µ, ν, the Gibbs kernel P·(x, ·) is differentiable

at µt := (1 − t)µ+ tν for all t ∈ [0, 1] and
∫ 1

0 D1,t,xdt,
∫ 1

0 D2,t,xdt < ∞, where D1,t,ρ, D2,t,ρ are given in
(26) and (27). Therefore, P·(ρ, ·) has a bounded derivative in the invariant distribution at µ towards ν,
and the mean value inequality (21) holds.

As in the Hastings case, requiring uniformity in the starting point will typically restrict the results
applicability to compact spaces.
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2.4.1 Fluctuations of Markov kernels

One can use the kernel derivatives defined to infer weak laws for Markov kernels using random invariant
distributions without much trouble. This result is potentially useful to design efficient MCMC algorithms
when using approximations instead of an invariant distribution of interest. In the preceding section, we
argued that one can ensure that the approximated chain move similarly to the limiting one by choosing a
Markov kernel with a bounded derivative. An alternative is to minimize fluctuations of the approximated
kernel around the limiting one. These fluctuations depend directly on the derivative in the invariant
distribution.

Proposition 2.10. Let G(X) be some function class. Let P·(ρ, f) be a Markov kernel differentiable in µ,
with ∂πPµ(ρ, f) admitting a density. Suppose that {µn}n∈N ∈ P(X) are random measures w.r.t. P and
suppose that the random field {√n(µn − µ)(f); f ∈ G(X)} converges in law to a Gaussian random field
{N(f); f ∈ G(X)} specified by E(N(f)) = m(f) and E(N(f)N(g)) = v(f, g). Then, if ∂πPµ(ρ, f) ∈ G(X),

√
n(Pµn

(ρ, f) − Pµ(ρ, f)) ⇒ N
(

∂πPµ(ρ, f)
)

. (30)

I.e. the random field {√n(Pµn
(ρ, f) − Pµ(ρ, f)), f ∈ G(X)} converges in law to a Gaussian random field

{N ′(f); f ∈ G(X)} specified by E(N ′(f)) = m
(

∂πPµ(ρ, f)
)

and E(N ′(f)N ′(g)) = v
(

∂πPµ(ρ, f), ∂πPµ(ρ, g)
)

.

Proof. Denoting µt,n := (1 − t)µ+ tµn, we have by definition

|Pµt,n
(ρ, f) − Pµ(ρ, f) − ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[µ− µt,n]| = o(t)

as t→ 0. Now, whenever ∂πPµ(ρ, f) admits a density such that ∂πPµ(ρ, f)(·) ∈ G(X) one has

√
n∂πPµ(ρ, f)[µn − µ] =

√
n (µn − µ)

(

∂πPµ(ρ, f)
)

⇒ N
(

∂πPµ(ρ, f)
)

,

and the claim follows.

3 Applications to Monte Carlo

We now demonstrate the applications of the tools developed in the previous section to Monte Carlo
Methods. The tools we developed allow an easy comparison between Markov Chains of the same family
with different invariant distributions. Usually we think of one of these distributions as an approximation
of the other. Therefore, other than being of theoretical interest, this framework is naturally appealing to
study the use of approximations in Markov Chain Monte Carlo. In this context, we compare a Markov
Chain targeting a limiting distribution of interest, µ, with a Markov Chain targeting an approximation
thereof. Using an MCMC kernel with an approximation is common and can occur in a number of
contexts. For instance, when µ is intractable, or when µ is tractable, but rather inefficient to target
directly, so one targets an approximation instead. For instance, (i) Griddy Gibbs Sampling [37] proposes
to use “griddy” approximations of the full conditionals when sampling from the latter is not possible;
(ii) [36] proposes to use Normalizing Flows to smooth away distributions that are complicated to sample
from via MCMC—see also [21] for an application; (iii) [31, 32] employ a stochastic collocation approach
to approximate complicate target distribution to target via Metropolis-Hastings. These approximations
could be evolved or not as the Markov Chain runs, or the output of the resulting MCMC can be used
to approximate the invariant distribution of another MCMC, giving rise to the framework for Sequential
MCMC and Interacting MCMC we study in Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2. In these two settings belong (iv)
Sequential Particle Filters [9, 23, 41, 30] and Example 3.1, based on running a sequence of MCMC
algorithms, each with an approximate invariant distribution obtained with another MCMC output; and
(v) Interacting Particle Filters [4, 6, 11, 15, 19] and Example 3.2 where we run an inhomogeneous Markov
Chain of which invariant distribution evolves, perhaps depending on another Markov Chain running on
another level. Another natural context would be the Uncertainty Quantification literature, where the
ideal distribution µ to target as a distribution over a function space, and one instead targets µn being
measures over discretisations.

Let us denote with ν an approximation of µ. It might be of interest to ensure that the Markov chains
Pµ and Pν move similarly. We have seen that this can be ensured when the derivative in the invariant
distribution at µ towards ν is bounded. Also, it might be of interest to study the rate of convergence of Pµ
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to Pν , and this can be done via the Mean-Value inequalities of Section 2.4. If ν is random, perhaps is also
of interest to minimize the fluctuations of the kernel Pν around Pµ—see Proposition 2.10. For Hastings
type kernels, these strategies can be for instance implemented by choosing the initial distribution, the
proposal q and the balancing function g accordingly, see Example 2.5.

As an illustration of why it might be of interest to ensure that Pµ and Pν move similarly, we show in
the next section that (under suitable regularity conditions) this ensures that estimators associated with
the two associated Markov chains achieve similar asymptotic variances, up to an additional variability
due to the fluctuations of ν around µ.

3.1 Efficiency of MCMC with approximations

In this section we combine MCMC Calculus tools with results from [19] and [20] to study the efficiency
of Markov chains employing approximations in place of a limiting distribution of interest. Let {P⋆}
be a Markov Family. Consider a “limiting” Markov chain {Xk}k∈N with transitions Xk+1|Xk = xk ∼
Pµ(xk, ·), targeting a distribution µ of interest, that might be intractable or inefficient to target directly.
We consider two approaches to approximate {Xk}k∈N. In the first we consider a situation in which
one has access to a sequence {µn} of increasingly good approximations of µ and study the convergence
of a sequence of approximating chains which make use of this sequence as its invariant measures; that
is, it comprises a triangular array of Markov chains {Yn,k}k≤n, where for each k ≤ n, Yn,k+1|Yn,k =
yn,k ∼ Pµn

(yn,k, ·). Since in our examples below µn comes from a previously run chain, we refer to this
scheme as Sequential MCMC (sMCMC). In this framework belong [9, 23, 41, 30] among others. The
second approach to approximate {Xk}k∈N is to consider an (inhomogeneous) Markov chain {Zk}k∈N

targeting at each k a distribution µk that is refined at each step and that is getting closer to µ i.e. with
transitions Zk+1|Zk = zk ∼ Pµk

(zk, ·). We refer to this scheme as Interacting MCMC (iMCMC). In
this framework belong [4, 6, 11, 15, 19] among others. We are interested in studying the fluctuations of
n−1/2

∑n
i=1 f(Yn,i) and n−1/2

∑n
i=1 f(Zi) around µ(f) for some test functions f to be specified. Studying

these fluctuations desirable as it provides information on the properties of sampled values viewed as
estimators of expectations w.r.t. µ and characterizes the additional variability of estimators arising from
using Markov kernels targeting (random) approximations of distributions rather than the distributions
themselves. Fluctuations for these algorithms have already been studied in some of the papers cited
above, but we express the results somehow naturally in terms of boundedness of the derivatives in the
invariant distributions and the quality of the approximation scheme µn → µ, and in some cases we
improve on existing results.

For both sMCMC and iMCMC, we assume that µn ∈ Pλ(X) for each n ∈ N, and we employ the
following standard (if strong) assumptions.

B1 (a) For all n ≥ 1, Pµn
are µn-irreducible, aperiodic Markov kernels. Furthermore, there exists a

function V : X 7→ [1,∞) and constants b <∞, λ ∈ (0, 1) such that for all n ≥ 1:

Pµn
V ≤ λV (x) + b1C(x),

where C := {x : V (x) ≤ d} for some d ≥ b/(2(1 − λ)) − 1.

(b) There exist an integer j ≥ 1, a positive constant κn with infn κn > 0 and a probability
measure υn such that for all x ∈ C, P j

µn
(x,A) ≥ κnυn(A) for all A ∈ B(X).

B2 There exist an integer j > 1 such that supn µn(V j) <∞, supn E(V j(Zn)) <∞ (for {Zk}k∈N) and
supn,k E(V j(Yn,k)) <∞ (for {Yn,k}k≤n).

Assumption B1 is an uniform (in the sequence of invariant distributions {µn}n∈N) geometric drift and
minorization assumption, similar to the conditions considered in [3] and in the adaptive MCMC literature
(e.g. [19, 20]). For the algorithms under examination, we can in fact just look at the invariant distribu-
tions as an adaptation parameter living in the infinite dimensional space P(X). Using the techniques in
[19, 20] it is also possible to let (λ, b) depend on n in some judicious way, but we require their uniformity
w.r.t. n to allow the arguments which follow to focus upon the use of MCMC Calculus tools rather than
technical details. Verifying Assumption B1 requires that µn does not behave too differently with n. By
way of an illustration, to verify the minorization condition Assumption B1b, following [33, Lemma 1.2]
one has Pµn

(x,A) ≥ (ε/bn)µn(A), with ε := infx,y∈B q(x, y), bn := supx∈B µn(x), B being any compact
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set with positive Lebesgue measure. Therefore, it suffices to require that the approximation sequence
satisfies infn supx∈B µn(x) > 0, which is arguably not hard to verify in practice. If this holds, then any
compact set is small, and adapting [27, Lemma 3.5] one can verify Assumption B1a whenever

sup
n

lim sup
|x|→∞

Pµn
V (x)

V (x)
< 1 and sup

n
sup
x∈X

Pµn
V (x)

V (x)
<∞

Which, adapting the proof of [33, Theorem 3.2], can be verified with the Lyapunov function V (x) =
exp(γ|x|) for Random Walk Metropolis (and other Random Walk Hastings kernels) if all µn are uniformly
log-concave in the tails i.e. when for all n ≥ 1 there exist a γ > 0 and z > 0 such that

log(µn(x)) − log(µn(y)) ≥ γ(y − x) for y ≥ x ≥ z (31)

log(µn(x)) − log(µn(y)) ≥ γ(x− y) for y ≤ x ≤ −z. (32)

See Example 3.1 later for a concrete setting where we verify this. In the case where Pµn
is a Hastings

Independence sampler Q(x, dy) = Q(dy) and the proposal has heavier tail than any distribution in the
approximation sequence in that infn dQ/dµn(y) ≥ β for some β > 0, then the whole state space X is
small for any Pµn

simultaneously, and the drift condition will hold with a bounded V . Assumption B2
is a growth condition which can actually always be verified with some drift function if Assumption B1
holds. In fact, via the drift condition Assumption B1a we have

E(V (Zn)) ≤ λE(V (Zn−1)) + b ≤ λnE(V (Z0)) + b

n−1
∑

i=0

λi

where we just iterated the first inequality in n, and upon taking the supremum in n we obtain that
supn E(V (Zn)) < ∞ and also supn µn(V ) < ∞ via Lemma B.1 (i.e. Assumption B2 holds with j = 1).
On the other hand, for j > 1, we can adapt the proof of [22, Proposition 6.5] and define Ṽ := V 1/j , so
that supn µn(Ṽ j) = supn µn(V ) <∞. By Jensen’s inequality,

Pµn
Ṽ ≤ (Pµn

V )1/j ≤ (λV + b1C)1/j ≤ λ̃V + b̃1C

with λ̃ := λ1/j and b̃ := b1/j . Hence, Ṽ also satisfies Assumption B1 and arguing as above we may verify
supn E(V j(Zn)) <∞ and supn µn(V j) <∞. For {Yn,k}k≤n it is similar.

3.1.1 Sequential MCMC

For the Sequential MCMC sampling scheme {Yn,k}k≤n we employ the following assumptions. Let V
satisfy Assumption B1.

C1 µn(x) → µ(x) P-a.s. for all x ∈ X.

C2 The Markov kernel P·(x, ·) is differentiable in the invariant distribution at µ, and has a V -bounded
derivative at µ towards every µn.

C3 As n→ 0, for all f in some functions class G(X) and for some variance functional v,

n−1/2[µn − µ](f) ⇒ N(0, v(f)).

Assumption C1 is a requirement on the nature of the approximation scheme, which has to occur pointwise.
Assumption C2 will ensure that the Markov Chains using µ and µn will in fact not move too differently
when Assumption C1 holds. In fact, it is sufficient that a mean value inequality (17) holds, and by
Proposition 2.8 also the Metropolis-Hastings kernels satisfy that under the boundedness conditions stated
therein. Assumption C3 is a mild assumption that says that if the employed approximation is random
w.r.t. some P, it also has a limiting Gaussian fluctuations around µ, and it will be fulfilled by most
approximation schemes used in practice.

Let σ2 denote the asymptotic variance achieved by {Xk}k∈N.
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Theorem 3.1. Assume Assumptions A1 to C2. For all f ∈ C1
V (X),

n−1/2
n
∑

i=0

f(Yn,i) − µn(f) ⇒ N(0, σ2(f)) (33)

and if Assumption C3 holds too, for f ∈ C1
V (X) ∩ G(X),

n−1/2
n
∑

i=0

f(Yn,i) − µ(f) ⇒ N(0, σ2(f) + v2(f)). (34)

Theorem 3.1 tells us in fact {Yn,k}k≤n possess a limiting Normal law around µ as n → ∞, with the
asymptotic variance equal to the asymptotic variance of an ideal MCMC scheme targeting µ plus the
variability due of the fluctuations of µn.

Example 3.1 (Sequential MCMC for Feynman-Kac flow). [9, 23, 41, 30] among others consider the
following algorithm, recently theoretically analyzed by [18]. Let {G(p)}p∈N be a sequence of non-negative
functions, and {M (p)}p∈N be a sequence of Markov kernel, and η(1) an initial distribution.

Algorithm 1 sMCMC for Feynman-Kac flow

For p = 1,

1. Simulate Y
(1)
i+1 ∼ Pη(1)(Y

(1)
i , ·) for i = 0, . . . , n.

Set η
(1)
n := n−1

∑n
i=0 δY (1)

i

.

For p ≥ 2,

1. Simulate Y
(p)
n,i+1 ∼ P

Φ(η
(p−1)
n )

(Y
(p)
n,i , ·) for i = 0, . . . , n.

Set η
(p)
n := n−1

∑n
i=0 δY (p)

n,i

.

In the algorithm above, at each level p, the random variable Y
(p)
0 is sampled according to some initial

distribution possibly depending on p. Here, Φ(η(p))(dx) :=
∫

η(dy)G(p)(y)M (p)(y, dx)/η(G(p)) is the
so-called Boltzmann-Gibbs transformation associated to the Feynman-Kac model {G(p),M (p)}p∈N.

This is very flexible class of models, used perhaps most popularly in the filtering context within
state space models, where one has an underlying unobserved Markovian state space process with some
transition kernels m(p) at time p, and an observable process having likelihood g(p) at p. {G(p),M (p)}p∈N

can be identified with different relevant quantities related to m(p) and g(p), giving rise to different filters.
The classic but usually inefficient choice G(p) = g(p) and M (p) = m(p) for all p yields the Bootstrap
particle filter, see [14, 13]. Sampling from Φ(η(p)) with a particle filter amounts to being able to evaluate
pointwise G and sample i.i.d. from M . When one tries to implement more sophisticated filters, this
might not be possible. In such case, a natural choice is to try to target Φ(η(p)) with a MCMC algorithm,
giving rise to the algorithm above. By targeting otherwise non implementable filters, this class of
algorithms can outperform standard particle filters in some settings—see [18], which gives the only CLT

for
√
n[η

(p)
n − η(p)](f) of which we are aware. This CLT holds under conditions that are both restrictive

and difficult to verify, and that have only been shown to hold for independence samplers in finite spaces.
We can extend their results using our theory. We prove below a CLT for bounded test functions for ease
of exposition, but one can do much better using the theorems above. We consider the following very
weak assumption regarding the Feynman-Kac flow.

FK1 G(p) is positive and M (p)(x, ·) has a bounded density for all x ∈ X and p ∈ N.

Provided an LLN holds for the first Markov Chain {Y (1)
k }k∈N, for each subsequent Chain {Y (p)

n,k}k≤n, p > 1
we are in the setting studied for the process {Yn,k}k≤n earlier.

In particular, suppose that Assumption B1 holds. If follows that the Markov Chain {Y (1)
k }k∈N, t > 1

satisfies a LLN and a CLT in that η
(1)
n (f) → η(1)(f) P-a.s. and

√
n[η

(1)
n − η(1)](f) ⇒ N(0, ση(1)(f)) for
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all f ∈ C1
1. By the decomposition

[Φ(η(1)n ) − Φ(η(1))](f) = [η(1)n − η(1)](Q̄(1)(f − Φ(η(1)n )(f))) (35)

with the integral operator Q̄(p)(x, f) := G(p)(x)M (p)(x, f)/η(p)(G(p)), under Assumption FK1 one then

also has Φ(η
(1)
n )(x) → Φ(η(1))(x) P-a.s. for all x ∈ X, Φ(η

(1)
n )(x) → Φ(η(1))(x) for all x ∈ X P-a.s.

by separability and
√
n[Φ(η

(1)
n ) − Φ(η(1))](f) ⇒ N(0, σ2

η(1)(Q̄
(1)(f − Φ(η(1))(f))). If P has a bounded

derivative at Φ(η(1)) towards every Φ(η
(1)
n ) then Theorem 3.1 shows

[η(2)n − η(2)](f) ⇒ N

(

0, σ2
η(2)

(

f − η(2)(f)
)

+ σ2
η(1)

(

Q̄(1)(f − η(2)(f)
)

)

.

Repeating this argument allows us to establish the following result by induction.

Theorem 3.2. Let p ∈ N and f ∈ C1
1. Let {P⋆} be a Markov family such that Φ(η(j)),Φ(η

(j)
n ) for all

j ≤ p belong to its index set, and for which Assumptions A1 to B2 hold. If P· has a bounded derivative

at Φ(η(j)) towards every Φ(η
(j)
n ) for all j ≤ p and if the Feynman-Kac model {G(p),M (p)}p∈N satisfies

Assumption FK1 it holds

[η(p)n − η(p)](f) ⇒ N



0,

p
∑

j=1

σ2
η(j)

(

Q̄(j:p)(f − η(j)(f)
)



 .

where we defined Q̄(j:p)(f) := [Q̄(j+1) ◦ · · · ◦ Q̄(p)](f) for j < p and Q(j:p)(f) = Id for j = p.

For a concrete setting where this theorem is applicable, consider the following simple example, which
can be easily extended. Let p ∈ N and let {P⋆} be the Metropolis-Hastings kernel. Consider the
State-Space model given by the latent process Wj+1|Wj ∼ N(wj+1;ϕ(wj), 1/2) and the observable
Sj+1|Wj+1 ∼ N(sj+1;wj+1, 1/2), where ϕ is a function bounded away from −∞ and +∞, say −ϕ̄ ≤
ϕ(x) ≤ ϕ̄ for some finite and positive ϕ̄. State-space models provide a very flexible way to model
quantities that evolve in time, and that are widely used in engineering, physics, quantitative finance and
other fields, see e.g. [13] for more details. Let us consider a Bootstrap interpretation of the Feynman-Kac
flow, by identifying the Markov kernels M (p) with W ’s transitions, and the potential functions G(p) with
the likelihoods of the observable. With this choice, it is easy to see that Assumption FK1 always hold

and that Φ(η(j)),Φ(η
(j)
n ) are for all n ≥ 1, j ≤ p, continuously differentiable bounded above densities,

and bounded away from 0 on any compact set. Hence, by Proposition 2.8, P·(x, ·) satisfies a mean

value inequality at Φ(η(j)) towards every Φ(η
(j)
n ) for all j ≤ p. We now verify Assumption B1 with

V (x) = exp(γ|x|) for any γ > 0 by verifying (31) and (32) hence showing that Φ(η
(j)
n ) are for all n, j ≥ 1

uniformly log-concave in the tails. Let z := ϕ̄+ γ/2. If y ≥ x ≥ z, for x, y ∈ X, we compute

Φ(η
(j)
n )(x)

Φ(η
(j)
n )(y)

=

∑n
i=1 e

−(sj−Y
(j)
i

)2e−(x−ϕ(Y
(j)
i

))2

∑n
i=1 e

−(sj−Y
(j)
i

)2e−(y−ϕ(Y
(j)
i

))2
= e−x2+y2

∑n
i=1 e

−(sj−Y
(j)
i

)2+2xϕ(Y
(j)
i

)−ϕ(Y
(j)
i

)2

∑n
i=1 e

−(sj−Y
(j)
i

)2+2yϕ(Y
(j)
i

)−ϕ(Y
(j)
i

)2
.

Now, since e−(sj−Y
(j)
i

)2+2xϕ(Y
(j)
i

)−ϕ(Y
(j)
i

)2/e−(sj−Y
(j)
i

)2+2yϕ(Y
(j)
i

)−ϕ(Y
(j)
i

)2 = e2ϕ(Y
(j)
i

)(x−y) ≥ e(2z−γ)(x−y),

where the last inequality follows from ϕ(Y
(j)
i ) ≤ z − γ/2, we have

Φ(η
(j)
n )(x)

Φ(η
(j)
n )(y)

≥ e−x2+y2

e(2z−γ)(x−y) = e(y−x)(y+x−2z+γ) ≤ eγ(y−x),

thus verifying (31). (32) follows from analogous computations when considering the case y ≤ x ≤ −z.

3.1.2 Interacting MCMC

For {Zk}k∈N we strengthen the assumptions to

D1 n−1/2
∑n

k=1 supx |µk(x) − µk−1(x)| → 0 and n−1/2
∑n

k=1‖µk − µk−1‖V → 0 P-a.s.
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D2 The Markov kernel P·(x, ·) is differentiable in the invariant distribution at µ, and has a (V, {δx}x∈X)-
uniformly bounded derivative at µn towards µn−1 for all n ≥ 1.

D3 As n→ 0, for all f in some functions class G(X) and for some variance functional w,

n−1/2
n
∑

k=1

[µk − µ](f) ⇒ N(0, w(f)).

The first condition Assumption D1 strengthen Assumption C1 requiring that the approximation schemes
is uniformly convergent on the space, and that the convergence occurs fast-enough. We believe that the
second condition of Assumption D1 will often follow from the first, just as Assumption C1 implies
‖µn − µ‖V → 0 P-a.s. (see Lemma B.3) and this is quite immediate if X is compact. Assumption D2
strengthens Assumption C2 to require that the “Lipschitz constants” of the differentiable Markov kernel
P are bounded in the starting point as per Definition 2.7. Assumption D3 is an asymptotic normality
assumption concerning the approximation scheme that will often hold in the same situations as those in
which Assumption C3 does—see Example 3.2.

Theorem 3.3. Let α ∈ (0, 1/2). If Assumptions A1 to B2, as well as Assumptions D1 and D2, hold,
then for all f ∈ BV α(X),

n−1/2
n
∑

i=1

f(Zi) − µi−1(f) ⇒ N
(

0, σ2(f)
)

; (36)

and if Assumption D3 holds too, for f ∈ BV α(X) ∩ G(X),

n−1/2
n
∑

i=1

f(Zi) − µ(f) ⇒ N
(

0, σ2(f) + w2(f)
)

. (37)

Theorem 3.3 tells us that {Zk}k∈N also possess a limiting Normal law, with asymptotic variance equal
to that of an ideal MCMC scheme targeting µ plus someadditional variability due the approximation.
This latter is often greater than the one we obtain with a Sequential MCMC scheme, as in the Example
below.

Example 3.2 (Interacting MCMC for Feynman-Kac flow). [4, 6, 11, 15, 19] study the following type of
algorithm.

Algorithm 2 iMCMC for Feynman-Kac flow

For n = 1, ...

1. Simulate Z
(1)
n ∼ Pη(1)(Z

(1)
n−1, ·), set η

(1)
n := n−1

∑n
i=1 δZ(1)

i

2. Simulate Z
(2)
n ∼ P

Φ(η
(1)
n )

(Z
(2)
n−1, ·), set η

(2)
n := n−1

∑n
i=1 δZ(2)

i

...

p. Simulate Z
(p)
n ∼ P

Φ(η
(p−1)
n )

(Z
(p)
n−1, ·), set η

(p)
n := n−1

∑n
i=1 δZ(p)

i

At each level p, the random variable Z
(p)
0 is sampled according to some initial distribution possibly

depending on p. Each {Z(p)
k }k∈N, p > 1 is in the setting studied for the process {Zk}k∈N. On the top of

Assumption FK1, consider

FK2 y 7→M(x, y) is continuous on X P-a.s. for all x ∈ X.

Under Assumption FK1, as argued in Example 3.1, one has Φ(η1n)(x) → Φ(η1)(x) for all x ∈ X P-a.s.. If
X is compact and Assumption FK2 holds too, the convergence can be made uniform, verifying Assump-
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tion D1. To prove that Assumption D3 holds too, use (35) to write

n−1/2
n
∑

k=1

[Φ(η
(1)
k ) − Φ(η(1))](f) =

n
∑

k=1

n−1/2

k

k
∑

j=1

[Q̄(1)(f − Φ(η
(1)
k )(f))(Z

(1)
j ) − η(1)(Q̄(1)(f − Φ(η

(1)
k )(f))]

=

∫ 1

0

n−1/2

s

sk
∑

j=1

[Q̄(1)(f − Φ(η
(1)
k )(f))(Z

(1)
j ) − η(1)(Q̄(1)(f − Φ(η

(1)
k )(f))]ds + oP(1)

⇒ ση(1) (Q̄(1)(f − Φ(η(1))(f))

∫ 1

0

Bs

s
ds,

where in the last line we used the fact that a (functional) CLT holds for {Z(1)
n ;n ≥ 0}, and where

B is a standard Brownian Motion. The right hand side is a Gaussian random variable with variance
w(f) := 2σ2

η(1)(Q̄
(1)(f − Φ(η(1))(f)). Theorem 3.3 then applies to prove

Theorem 3.4. Let f ∈ B1. Assume that X is compact, and that the Markov family {P⋆} Assumption B1

holds and that P has an uniformly bounded derivative at Φ(η(p)) towards every Φ(η
(p)
n ) for all p ≤ 2.

Then, if the Feynman-Kac flow (G,M) satisfies Assumption FK1 and Assumption FK2 it holds

[η(2)n − η(2)](f) ⇒ N(0, σ2
η(2)

(

f − η(2)(f)) + 2σ2
η(1)(Q̄

(1)(f − η(2)(f))
)

, (38)

where we defined the operator Q̄ as in Theorem 3.2.

The case p > 2 can be dealt with using Theorem 3.3, but it also requires complex multilevel expansion
formulæ—we refer to [8].

4 Closing remarks and research directions

We have developed herein a basic theory for methods allowing an easy and natural comparison between
Markov Chains of the same family with different invariant distributions, by deriving analogues of the
Fundamental Theorem of Calculus and Mean-Value Inequality for MCMC kernels viewed as functions of
their invariant distributions. These tools allow us to study when Markov chains with different invariant
distributions will move alike. For instance, under regularity conditions, we have seen that this can be
ensured for Hastings and Gibbs samplers if the Markov chain is started under warm-start Corollaries 2.1
to 2.4, with a slightly “warmer” condition required for Hastings chains.

Other than being of theoretical interest to derive interesting relationships and inequality per se
(see also the discussion in Example 2.6), this framework is naturally appealing to study the use of
approximations of invariant distributions in Markov Chain Monte Carlo, as shown in Section 3, where,
roughly speaking, we have seen that under boundedness of the kernel derivatives estimators associated
with a Markov chain employing an approximation µn of the invariant distribution µ achieve a similar
asymptotic variances to the limiting chain employing µ, up to an additional variability due to the
fluctuations of the approximation.

In particular, we used our framework and the derived inequalities to prove Central Limit Theorems
for Sequential and Interacting MCMC algorithms. We also notice that the techniques developed can also
be adapted can to study Markov chain Monte Carlo kernels as functions of their proposal, for instance.
We believe that interesting research directions include extending the methods developed in this article to
compare Markov Chains in different but somehow related Markov families, explore the other notions of
gradient and derivatives in P(X), making further connections with the theory in [2], exploring the use of
higher-order derivatives, and developing methods to study Markov families where the dependence on the
invariant distribution is not explicit. Furthermore, it might be of interest to explore other applications
of these tools, perhaps in the contexts discussed in Section 3.
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MCMC beyond Metropolis”. In: Advances in Applied Probability 55 (2023), pp. 492–509.

[2] Luigi Ambrosio, Nicola Gigli, and Giuseppe Savaré. Gradient flows: in metric spaces and in the
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A Appendix to Section 2

A.1 Auxiliary Lemmas

We collect here some technical results which are used throughout our proofs.

Lemma A.1. Let µ, ν ∈ P(X). We have

‖µ− ν‖V := sup
f :|f |≤V

|µ(f) − ν(f)| = (µ− ν)+V − (µ− ν)−V =

∫

V (x)|µ(x) − ν(x)|λ(dx),

with the last equality holding only if µ, ν ∈ Pλ(X), and where (µ − ν)+, (µ − ν)− is the Hahn-Jordan
decomposition of µ− ν.

Proof. This is immediate from the definition, and well known—see, e.g., equation 9 in [25].

Lemma A.2. Let χ be a finite regular signed measure on (X,B(X)). If V is a continuously differentiable
χ-integrable function we have

‖χ‖V := sup
f∈BV (X)

|χ(f)| = sup
f∈C1

V
(X)

|χ(f)|.

Proof. The inequality supf∈BV (X) |χ(f)| ≥ supf∈C1
V
(X) |χ(f)| is immediate, so we focus on the converse.

By Lemma A.1, ‖χ‖V = χ(V 1X+) − χ(V 1X−), where X = X
+ ∪ X

− is an Hahn decomposition w.r.t. χ.
Thus it suffices to prove that the latter is equal to limr→∞ |χ(ϕr)| for some sequence {ϕr ∈ C1

V (X)}r∈N

as limr→∞ |χ(ϕr)| ≤ supf∈C1
V
(X) |χ(f)|. Since χ is regular, one can find closed sets (X̃+, X̃−) such that

χ(1
X+\X̃+) and χ(1

X−\X̃−) are both as small as we wish. By the integrability of V one then has that for

arbitrarily small ǫ > 0, χ(V 1
X+/X̃+) < ǫ/2 and χ(V 1

X−/X̃−) < ǫ/2. Recall that ̺ denotes the (assumed

continuously differentiable) metric on X. Employing the notation (a)+ = min(1,max(0, 3a2 − 2a3)) to
denote a Hermite interpolant acting as a smooth, monotonic approximation of the positive part function
on (−∞, 1], we define

ϕ+
r := V 1

X̃+ + V (1 − ̺(·, X̃+)/r)+1
X/X̃+ , ϕ−

r := V 1
X̃− + V (1 − ̺(·, X̃−)/r)+1

X/X̃−

and ϕr := ϕ+
r −ϕ−

r . In fact, ϕr ∈ C1
V (X) and ϕr → V 1

X̃+−V 1
X̃−

pointwise almost everywhere as r → ∞.

Therefore χ(ϕr) → χ(V 1
X̃+) − χ(V 1

X̃−) by dominated convergence and then by choice of (X̃+, X̃−),

∣

∣

∣

∣

lim
r→0

χ(ϕr) −‖χ‖V
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ǫ.

We conclude by letting ǫ→ 0.

A.2 Technical conditions in Propositions 2.4 and 2.5

A.2.1 Technical conditions in Proposition 2.4.

Limit exchange. To justify the interchange of differentiation and integration performed in Proposi-
tion 2.4 one can simply show that for all f ∈ C1

V (X), ϕt(u,w) := |(d/dt)f(w)g(rµt
(u,w))q(u,w)ρ(u)|

is uniformly bounded in t ∈ [0, 1] by an L1(λ(du) ⊗ λ(dw)) function (e.g. [29, Theorem 6.28]). Since
|f | ≤ V = 1 and g′ is bounded, say by ḡ′,

ϕt(u,w) = f(w)g′(rµt
(u,w))

|χ(w)q(w, u)µt(u)q(u,w) − χ(u)q(u,w)µt(w)q(w, u)|
(µt(u)q(u,w))2

q(u,w)ρ(u)

≤ ḡ′
|χ(w)µt(u) − χ(u)µt(w)|

µt(u)2
q(w, u)ρ(u) = ḡ′

|µ(w)ν(u) − µ(u)ν(w)|
µt(u)2

q(w, u)ρ(u)

≤ ḡ′|µ(w)ν(u) + µ(u)ν(w)|ab

where a := supx,y q(x, y), b := supx ρ(x)/min(µ(x), ν(x))2 <∞ by our assumptions.
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Uniform continuity of ∂πPµ(ρ, f). We need to show that for all ǫ > 0 there exists a δ > 0 such that
for every ρ, ρ′ ∈ Ax with dp(ρ, ρ′) < δ we have |∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν−µ]−∂πPµ(ρ′, f)[ν−µ]| < ǫ. Let ρ, ρ′ ∈ Ax,
and let dp be the Bounded-Lipschitz metric [17, Chapter 11] dp(ρ, ρ′) := sup |

∫

fd(ρ−ρ′)|, the supremum
being taken across functions f on B(x, r) with bounded Lipschitz norm |f |bl := |f |l+|f |∞ no greater than
1, |f |l denoting the Lipschitz seminorm. Notice that for all ρ ∈ Ax we have ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν−µ] = ρ(h1−h2),
where

h1(z) :=µ(z)−1

∫

(f(y) − f(z))q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))(ν − µ)(dy)

and h2(z) :=(ν − µ)(z)µ(z)−2

∫

(f(z) − f(y))µ(y)q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))λ(dy).

Since |h1 − h2|bl ≤ |h1|bl + |h2|bl, the claim follows with the choice δ = ǫ/(|h1|bl + |h2|bl) provided
h1, h2 have finite bounded Lipschitz norm on B(x, r). Since g′ is bounded, and q, µ are continuous and
bounded away from 0 on the (compact closure of) B(x, r), it follows immediately that both h1 and h2
are bounded on B(x, r). To show that they are Lipschitz, we show they are continuously differentiable
on B(x, r). Since µ, ν are assumed to be continuously differentiable and f is too, we only need to show
that z 7→

∫

f(y)q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))µ(dy) and z 7→
∫

f(y)q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))(ν − µ)(dy) are continuously
differentiable on B(x, r). Whenever the assumed domination condition hold, we have

∂z

∫

f(y)q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))µ(dy) =

∫

f(y)∂z(q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))µ(dy)

(e.g. [29, Theorem 6.28]) which is a continuous function of z on B(x, r) too, because the integrand is
continuous in z and we have shown above it can be bounded uniformly in z by a µ-integrable function
([29, Theorem 6.27]). This proves that z 7→

∫

f(y)q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))µ(dy) is continuously differentiable
on B(x, r). For z 7→

∫

f(y)q(y, z)g′(rµ(z, y))(ν − µ)(dy) the proof is analogous.

A.2.2 Technical conditions in Proposition 2.5.

Limit exchange. Much as in the proof of uniform continuity above, it suffices to show that for all
f ∈ C1

V (X2), ϕt(u,w) := |(d/dt)f(w1, w2)P1|2,t(u2, w1)P2|1,t(w1, w2)ρ2(u2)| is uniformly bounded in
t ∈ [0, 1] by an L1(λ(du) ⊗ λ2(dw)) function. Write ϕt(u,w) = ϕ1,t(u,w) + ϕ2,t(u,w), and compute,
recalling that we take V = 1:

ϕ1,t(u,w) = f(w1, w2)ρ2(u2)
|χ(w1, u2)µ2,t(u2) − χ2(u2)µt(w1, u2)|

µ2,t(u2)2
P2|1,t(w1, w2)

≤ ρ2(u2)
|χ(w1, u2) − χ2(u2)P1|2,t(u2, w1))|

min(µ2(u2), ν2(u2))
P2|1,t(w1, w2)

≤ b(|χ(w1, u2)| + |χ2(u2)|P1|2,t(u2, w1)))P2|1,t(w1, w2)

≤ b(|χ(w1, u2)| + |χ2(u2)|(P1|2,0(u2, w1)) + P1|2,1(u2, w1)))(P2|1,0(w1, w2) + P2|1,1(w1, w2))

where b := supx ρ2(x)/min(µ2(x), ν2(x)) <∞ by assumption. To bound ψ2,t(u,w) we use Bayes’ formula
to write

ψ2,t(u,w) = f(w1, w2)ρ2(u2)
χ(w1, w2)µ1,t(w1) − χ1(w1)µt(w1, w2)

µ1,t(w1)2
P1|2,t(u2, w1)

= f(w1, w2)ρ2(u2)
χ(w1, w2)µ1,t(w1) − χ1(w1)µt(w1, w2)

µ1,t(w1)µ2,t(u2)
P2|1,t(w1, u2)

and then we proceed as for ψ1,t(u,w).
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Uniform continuity of ∂πPµ(ρ, f). This is almost analogous to the proof of Proposition 2.4. We
notice that for all ρ ∈ Ax we have ∂πPµ(ρ, f)[ν − µ] = ρ(h1 − h2 + h3 − h4), where

h1(z) :=

∫

f(y1, w2)
P2|1(y1, dw2)

µ2(z)
(ν − µ)(y1, z)λ(dy1),

h2(z) :=

∫

f(w1, w2)
P1|2(z, dw1)P2|1(w1, dw2)

µ2(z)
(ν − µ)(y1, z)λ(dy1),

h3(z) :=

∫

f(y1, y2)
P1|2(z, dy1)

µ1(y1)
(ν − µ)(y1, y2)λ(dy2), and

h4(z) :=

∫

f(y1, w2)
P1|2(z, dy1)P2|1(y1, dw2)

µ1(y1)
(ν − µ)(y1, y2)λ(dy2).

Hence, following the same reasoning, we just need to show that these functions are bounded and Lipschitz
on B(x, r). Since µ being continuous, positive and bounded implies that the marginal densities µ1, µ2 are
bounded away from 0 on B(x, r) and since we assumed that the full conditionals are upper bounded, we
check that h1(z), h2(z) ≤ (ν2−µ2)(z)/µ2(z) are in fact bounded, we then use Bayes’ formula to compute

h3(z) =

∫

f(y1, y2)
P2|1(y1, z)

µ2(z)
(ν − µ)(y1, y2)λ2(dy),

h4(z) =

∫

f(y1, w2)
P2|1(y1, z)P2|1(y1, dw2)

µ2(z)
(ν − µ)(y1, y2)λ2(dy)

after which we can use our upper bounds on the full conditionals and lower bounds on the marginals
on B(x, r). To prove they are Lipschitz on B(x, r), we show again they are continuously differentiable.
This follows immediately using our domination assumption similarly to the proof of Proposition 2.4.

B Appendix to Section 3

Before the proofs of Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 can be given, a number of auxiliary Lemmas and results are
required. We use an approach based on the Poisson equations and resolvents. For a Markov kernel Pυ

having υ as invariant measure, the Poisson equation is
{

(Pυ − Id)Rυ = υ − Id,
υRυ = 0,

(39)

with Rυ being the resolvent operator defined by Rυf(x) :=
∑∞

k=0[P k
υ (x, f)−υ(f)]. The following Lemma

is an immediate consequence of [19, Lemma 2.3]

Lemma B.1. If Assumption B1 holds, for all n ∈ N the Markov chains {Pµn
}n∈N are V -geometrically

ergodic in that for all x ∈ X, for some finite Cn and ρn ∈ (0, 1),
∥

∥

∥P k
µn

(x, ·) − µn

∥

∥

∥

V
≤ Cnρ

k
nV (x).

Furthermore, L := supn Ln <∞, where Ln := Cn ∨ (1 − ρn)−1.

Using the Lemma above and the definition of the Poisson resolvent we also immediately obtain that
for f ∈ BV (X), |Rµn

f(x)| ≤∑∞
k=1 |P k

µn
(x, f) − µn(f)| ≤ |f |V V (x)Cn

∑∞
k=0 ρ

k
n and hence the following.

Lemma B.2. If Assumption B1 holds then, for all n ≥ 1 and α ∈ (0, 1], |Rµn
f(x)| ≤ V α(x)L2 |f |V α .

In particular, supn

∥

∥Rµn
f
∥

∥

V α <∞.

The role of α will become clear later.

Lemma B.3. If Assumptions B1, B2 and C1 hold, then ‖µn − µ‖V → 0.

Proof. Since‖µn − µ‖V =
∫

V (x)|µn(x)−µ(x)|λ(dx) by Lemma A.1, by Scheffé’s lemma, and the point-
wise convergence given by Assumption C1, it suffices to prove that µn(V ) → µ(V ). The convergence of
V -moments is then verified by uniform integrability (e.g. [10, Theorem 3.5]) via Assumption B2.
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The following Theorem gives the Law of Large Numbers we will need to prove the Central Limit
Theorems for sMCMC. The proof is similar to [19, Theorem 2.7] but in a sequential rather an interacting
setting. This result extends the LLN of [18] under much less stringent conditions, although it does not
supply non-asymptotic estimates.

Theorem B.1. Let F : X × P(X) 7→ R
d be a measurable function satisfying supn

∣

∣F (·, µn)
∣

∣

V
< ∞ and

assume limn

∫

F (x, µn)µn(dx) exists and that Assumptions B1 and B2 hold. Then, in probability,

lim
n
n−1

n
∑

i=1

F (Yn,i, µn) = lim
n

∫

F (x, µn)µn(dx). (40)

If Assumption C1 also holds and F (·, µ) := limn F (·, µn) exists, the latter limit is equal to
∫

F (x, µ)µ(dx).

Proof. Write Fn := F (·, µn), Rn := Rµn
, Pn := Pµn

. We first use the Poisson equation to obtain the
following decomposition

n−1
n
∑

i=1

Fn(Yn,i) − µn(Fn) = Mn + rn

where Mn := n−1
∑n

i=1RnFn(Yn,i) − PnRnFn(Yn,i−1); rn := n−1[PnRnFn(Yn,0) − PnRnFn(Yn,n)]. The
result follows if we show that both Mn, rn converge to 0 in probability. Let Un,i := n−1[RnFn(Yn,i) −
PnRnFn(Yn,i−1)]. {Un,i; i ≤ n} is a triangular array of martingale difference sequences with respect to
the triangular array of σ-fields {Fn,i}, where Fn,i :=

∨

m≤n σ(Ym,j ; j ≤ m) ∨ σ(Yn,j ; j ≤ i). Mn →P 0
then follows by [16, Lemma A.1] if we estabish the asymptotic negligibility of individual increments, i.e
that for all ǫ > 0,

n
∑

i=1

E[|Un,i|1|Un,i|≥ǫ|Fn,i−1] →P 0.

For any γ > 1 and ǫ > 0 we compute

E[|Un,i|1|Un,i|≥ǫ|Fn,i−1] ≤ ǫ−γ+1
E[|Un,i|γ |Fn,i−1]

≤ ǫ(nǫ)−γ
E[|RnFn(Yn,i) − PnRnFn(Yn,i−1)|γ |Fn,i−1]

≤ ǫ(nǫ)−γ2γ−1
E[|RnFn(Yn,i)|γ + |PnRnFn(Yn,i−1)|γ |Fn,i−1]

≤ ǫ(nǫ)−γ2γL2γ
∣

∣Fn(·)
∣

∣

γ

V
PnV

γ(Yn,i)

≤ ǫ(nǫ)−γ2γL2γ sup
n

∣

∣Fn(·)
∣

∣

γ

V
PnV

γ(Yn,i)

where in the third line we used the Cp inequality, and in the fourth Lemma B.2. Assumption B2
guarantees that, for some γ > 1, PnV

γ(Yn,i) is uniformly bounded in both i, n and Mn →P 0 follows. To
prove rn →P 0 we use again Lemma B.2 to estimate

|rn| ≤ n−1[|PnRnFn(Yn,0)| + |PnRnFn(Yn,n)|] ≤ n−1 sup
n

∣

∣Fn(·)
∣

∣

V
L2(PnV (Yn,0) + PnV (Yn,n)).

By Lemma B.1, PnV (Yn,n), PnV (Yn,0) are both bounded in n, and (40) is proved. Now let F := F (·, µ),
by the triangle inequality,

|µn(Fn) − µ(F )| ≤ |µn(Fn) − µ(Fn)| + |µ(Fn) − µ(F )| ≤‖µn − µ‖V |Fn|V + |µ(Fn − F )|.
Since supn |Fn|V < ∞, under Assumption C1 the first term vanishes. Furthermore, we also have |Fn −
F | ≤ 2V , and the fact µ(V ) < ∞ guarantees that the second term also vanishes by the Dominated
Convergence Theorem. It follows that limn

∫

F (x, µn)µn(dx) =
∫

F (x, µ)µ(dx).

The next result is instead a Law of Large Numbers for iMCMC. This follows straight from [19,
Theorem 2.7] together with a mean value inequality.

Theorem B.2. Assume that Assumptions B1, B2, D1 and D2 hold. Let F : X × P(X) 7→ R
d be a

measurable function satisfying supn

∥

∥F (·, µn)
∥

∥

V
< ∞ and

∑∞
i=1 i

−1 supx

∣

∣F (·, µi) − F (·, µi−1)
∣

∣

V
< ∞.

Then, if limn

∫

F (x, µn)µn(dx) exists, in probability,

lim
n
n−1

n
∑

i=1

F (Zi, µi) = lim
n

∫

F (x, µn)µn(dx). (41)
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If F (·, µ) := limn F (·, µn) exists, the latter limit is equal to
∫

F (x, µ)µ(dx).

Proof. (41) follows from [19, Theorem 2.7]. By Lemma B.1, Assumption B2 and the implied fact that
supn V (Zn) is P-a.s.-finite, their assumptions their assumptions A3, A5 are all verified. To verify their
A4 we apply a mean value inequality and the assumed uniformly bounded derivative in the invariant
distribution Assumption D2 to write, for some M1,M2 <∞,

∞
∑

i=1

i−1(Lµi
∧ Lµi−1)6 sup

x

∥

∥Pµi
(x, ·) − Pi−1(x, ·)

∥

∥

V
V (Zi)

≤
∞
∑

i=1

i−1(Lµi
∧ Lµi−1)6[M1‖µi − µi−1‖V +M2 sup

x
|µi(x) − µi−1(x)|]V (Zi)

and the last expression is finite by supn Lµn
< ∞, Assumption D1 and the fact that supn V (Zn) is

P-a.s.-finite by Lemma B.1, verifying the conditions in [19, Theorem 2.7] and proving the claim. The
fact that under Assumption C1 or Assumption D1 limn

∫

F (x, µn)µn(dx) =
∫

F (x, µ)µ(dx) follows from
the same arguments used in Theorem B.1.

In the proof below, for ν, µ ∈ P(X), we employ the operator identity

Rν −Rµ = Rµ(Pν − Pµ)Rν + (µ− ν)Rν . (42)

The equation above is proved in [8, proof of Proposition 3.1]—we repeat the argument here for com-
pleteness. In operator sense, PµRµ = RµPµ Therefore it holds that Rµ(Pµ − Id) = (Pµ − Id)Rµ = µ− Id
by the Poisson equation, but then

Rµ(Pµ − Id)Rν = (µ− Id)Rν

and from the other side, again from an application of the Poisson identities, and since Rµν(f) = 0,

Rµ(Pν − Id)Rν = Rµ(ν − Id) = −Rµ

It follows that Rµ(Pµ − (+Id − Id) − Pν)Rν = Rµ(Pµ − Id)Rν + Rµ(Id − Pν)Rν = (µ − Id)Rν + Rµ =
(µ− ν)Rν − (Rν −Rµ), where in the last line we used νRν = 0. Hence, (42) follows.

For brevity, we will denote Pn = Pµn
, Rµn

= R,P = Pµ, R = Rµ in what follows.

Lemma B.4. Assume Assumptions B1, B2, C1 and C2 hold. Then, for all f ∈ C1
V (X), Rnf(x) →

Rµf(x) for all x ∈ X P-a.s..

Proof. From (42) we have that Rnf − Rf = R(Pn − P )Rnf + (µ − µn)Rnf . Since Rnf has uniformly
bounded V -norm by Lemma B.2, the second term vanishes with n→ ∞ under Assumption C1, and we
just need to show that R(Pn − P )Rnf(x) → 0 for all x ∈ X P-a.s.. Since (Pn − P )Rnf ∈ BV (X) by
Lemma B.2, the series

R(Pn − P )Rnf(x) =

∞
∑

k=1

[P k(x, (Pn − P )Rnf) − µ((Pn − P )Rnf)]

must be convergent, again by Lemma B.2. In particular for any given ε > 0 there exists a finite k̄
independent of n such that

R(Pn − P )Rnf(x) =

∞
∑

k=k̄

[P k(x, (Pn − P )Rnf) − µ((Pn − P )Rnf)] < ε.

Therefore, we just need to show that

P k(x, (Pn − P )Rnf) − µ((Pn − P )Rnf) → 0 (43)

for k = 1, ...k̄. Since k̄ is finite and also independent of n, it is enough to show that (43) holds for a fixed
finite k. In fact, by the derivative in the invariant measure being bounded by Assumption C2, by mean
value, for all x ∈ X we have some finite positive M1,x,M2,x such that

|(P − Pn)(x,Rnf)| ≤ |Rnf |V [M1,x‖µn − µ‖V +M2,x|µn(x) − µ(x)|]
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and the right hand side goes to 0 P-a.s. by Lemma B.2 and Assumptions C1 and C2 for all x ∈ X.
Also, |(P−Pn)(x,Rnf)| is uniformly bounded in n by a function in BV (X) by Lemma B.2. Because
P k(x, V ) < ∞ (Lemma B.1), an application of the Dominated Convergence Theorem shows that (43)
indeed holds P-a.s. for all x ∈ X. This proves Rnf(x) → Rf(x) P-a.s. for all x ∈ X.

We can now use a standard separability argument to prove that Rnf(x) → Rf(x) for all x ∈ X P-a.s..
Let {xj} be a countable dense subset of X, its existence guaranteed by X being separable. Notice that then
it is enough for the claim to prove that Rnf(x) → Rf(x) for all x ∈ X if and only if Rnf(xj) → Rf(xj)
for all xj ∈ {xj}. This because {xj} is countable, and because the intersection of countably many
probability 1 events has probability 1. The only if direction is trivial. To prove the if direction, we can
write, for some j,

|Rnf(x) −Rf(x)| ≤ |Rnf(x) −Rnf(xj)| + |Rf(x) −Rf(xj)| + |Rnf(xj) +Rf(xj)|

The last term is small with n by hypothesis. Since {xj} is dense in X, we can pick a xj sufficiently close
to x so that the continuity of x 7→ Rnf(x) and x 7→ Rf(x) (which follows from Assumption A1 and the
definition of the Poisson resolvent) ensure the first two terms are small, too. The claim follows.

For a kernel K on (X,B(X)) define‖K‖V := supx

∥

∥K(x, ·)
∥

∥

V
. The next lemma is a more quantitative

version of the one just proved.

Lemma B.5. Assume that Assumptions B1, B2, D1 and D2 hold. Then, for α ∈ (0, 1), we have
n−1/2

∑n
i=1‖Ri −Ri−1‖V α → 0 P-a.s..

Proof. Using [20, Lemma A.1] and the hypothesis of uniformly bounded derivative in the invariant
distribution Assumption D2 we have

‖Ri −Ri−1‖V α ≤ 3(Lµi
∧ Lµi−1)6µi(V

α) sup
x

∥

∥Pi(x, ·) − Pi−1(x, ·)
∥

∥

V α

≤ sup
i
µi(V

α) sup
i
L6
µi

[M1‖µi − µi−1‖V α +M2 sup
x

|µi(x) − µi−1(x)|]

and the claim follows by Lemma B.1 and Assumption D1.

Central Limit Theorem for sMCMC. We come to the proof of Theorem 3.1. Let f ∈ C1
V (X) and

denote

Sn(f) := n−1/2
n
∑

i=0

f(Yn,i) − µ(f) = S1,n(f) + S2,n(f)

where S1,n(f) = n−1/2
(
∑n

i=0 f(Yn,i) − µn(f)
)

and S2,n(f) = n−1/2(µn − µ)(f).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We first show that E[exp (iuS1,n)|Fn,0] → exp(−(u2/2)σ2), u ∈ R
d. Similarly to

Theorem B.1, we write n−1/2
∑n

i=1 f(Yn,i) − µn(f) =
∑n

i=1 Un,i + rn, where Un,i := n−1/2[Rnf(Yn,i) −
PnRnf(Yn,i−1)], rn := n−1/2[PnRnf(Yn,0) − PnRnf(Yn,n)].

rn →P 0 follows from the same arguments used in the proof of Theorem B.1. To verify the claim it
then suffices to check E[exp (iu

∑n
i=1 Un,i)|Fn,0] → exp(−(u2/2)σ2), and we aim to apply [16, Theorem

A.3]. We need to check that

N
∑

i=1

E[U2
n,i|Fn,i−1] →P σ

2 and

n
∑

i=1

E[|Un,i|21|Un,i|≥ǫ|Fn,i−1] →P 0.

The second condition follows using basically the same techniques we used in the proof of Theorem B.1 to
check E[|Un,i|1|Un,i|≥ǫ|Fn,i−1] →P 0. To prove the first, notice that

∑N
i=1 E[U2

n,i|Fn,i−1] = n−1
∑N

i=1 Fn(Yn,i),

where Fn(y) := Pn(Rnf(y))2− (PnRnf(y))2 and that σ2 = µ(F ), with F (y) := P (Rf(y)2)− (PRf(y))2.
We prove this via the LLN Theorem B.1. Since by Lemma B.2 supn |Fn|V α <∞, we only need to check
that Fn(y) → F (y) for all f ∈ C1

V (X). By the triangle inequality,

|Fn(y) − F (y)| ≤ |Pn(Rnf(y)2) − P (Rnf(y)2)| + |(PnRnf(y))2 − (PRnf(y))2|
+ |(PRnf(y))2 − (PRf(y))2| + |P (Rnf(y)2) − P (Rf(y)2)|, (44)
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and we can check that, indeed, since the derivative in the invariant distribution of P is bounded at µ
towards every µn,

|Pn(Rnf(y)2) − P (Rnf(y)2)| ≤
∣

∣

∣Rnf
2
∣

∣

∣

V α
[M1,y‖µn − µ‖V α +M2,y|µn(y) − µ(y)|]. (45)

The right hand side goes to zero under our assumptions by Lemma B.2. Similarly, the second term of
the triangle inequality vanishes because

|(PnRnf(y))2 − (PRnf(y))2| = |PnRnf(y) + PRnf(y)||PnRnf(y) − PRnf(y)|
≤ |PnRnf(y) + PRnf(y)| |Rnf |V α [M1,y‖µn − µ‖V α +M2,y|µn(y) − µ(y)|]
≤ 2 |Rnf |2V α [M1,y‖µn − µ‖V α +M2,y|µn(y) − µ(y)|] (46)

Also, since |P (Rnf(y)2)−P (Rf(y)2)| = |P (y,Rnf
2−Rf2)|, the third and the fourth vanish by Bounded

Convergence Theorem and Lemmas B.2 and B.4. Thus, we have proved

E(exp(iuS1,n(f))|Fn,0) →P exp
(

−u2σ2(f)/2
)

, u ∈ R
d.

Furthermore, by Assumption C3, for f ∈ G(X),

E(exp(iuS2,n(f))) → exp
(

−u2v2(f)/2
)

, u ∈ R
d

for f ∈ G(X). It follows that for f ∈ C1
V (X) ∩ G(X),

E(exp(iuSn(f))) = E((E(exp(iuS1,n(f))|Fn,0) − exp(−u2σ2(f)/2)) exp(iuS2,n(f))))

+ exp(−u2σ2(f)/2)E(exp(iuS2,n(f))) →P exp(−u2(v2(f) + σ2(f))/2).

Central Limit Theorem for iMCMC. We come to the proof of Theorem 3.3. Let f ∈ BV α(X) and
denote

Sn(f) := n−1/2
n
∑

i=1

f(Zi) − µ(f) = S1,n(f) + S2,n(f)

where S1,n(f) = n−1/2
∑n

i=1 f(Yi) − µi−1(f) and S2,n(f) = n−1/2
∑n

i=1(µi−1 − µ)(f).

Proof of Theorem 3.3. We first show that E[exp (iuS1,n)|Fn,0] → exp(−(u2/2)σ2), u ∈ R
d. To do that,

we check the conditions of [20, Theorem 2.2] to prove that S1,n ⇒ N(0, σ2(f)). Their A1 and A2 are
satisfied under our assumption by Assumption B1. To check their A3 we need to check that

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

|PiRif − Pi−1Ri−1f |V α V
α(Zi) →P 0 (47)

and
1

n1/2α

n
∑

i=1

L
2/α
i PiV (Zi) →P 0.

The last condition is satisfied by Lemma B.1 since supn V (Zn) is P-a.s.-finite and supn Ln < ∞. To
verify the first, we use [20, Lemma A.1] and then the uniformly bounded derivative Assumption D2 with
a mean value inequality to write

|PiRif − Pi−1Ri−1f |V α ≤ |f |V α 5L6µi(V
α) sup

x

∥

∥Pi(x, ·) − Pi−1(x, ·)
∥

∥

V α

≤ |f |V α 5L6µi(V
α)[M1‖µi − µi−1‖V α +M2 sup

x
|µi(x) − µi−1(x)|]

for some M1,M2 <∞. Since Lemma B.1 shows that lim supn µn(V ) <∞, under Assumption D1, (47) is
verified. We now need to check A4 in [20, Theorem 2.2], namely, that n−1

∑n
i=1 Fi(Zi) →P σ

2(f) = µ(F ),
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where Fn(y) := Pn(Rnf(y))2 − (PnRnf(y))2 and F (y) := P (Rf(y)2) − (PRf(y))2. For this we use
Theorem B.2. By Lemma B.2, supn |Fn|V α < ∞, and by using the same arguments of the proof of
Theorem 3.1, we see that Fn(y) → F (y) for all f ∈ BV α(X). Hence we only need to verify that
∑∞

i=1 i
−1 supx

∣

∣F (·, µi) − F (·, µi−1)
∣

∣

V
<∞. Since

|(Pi−1Rif(x))2 − (Pi−1Ri−1f(x))2 + |Pi−1(Rif(y)2) − Pi−1(Ri−1f(y)2)|
≤ sup

x
|Rif(x) +Ri−1f(x)||Rif(x) −Ri−1f(x)| + sup

x
|Rif

2(x) −Ri−1f
2(x)|

≤‖Ri − Ri−1‖V α ci

with ci := [|f2|V α + |f |V α supx |Rif(x)+Ri−1f(x)|], using again the mean value estimates (44)-(46) with
µi−1 instead of µ and M1,M2 instead of M1,y,M2,y (in light of Assumption D2) we obtain

∞
∑

i=1

i−1 sup
x

∣

∣F (·, µi) − F (·, µi−1)
∣

∣

V
≤

∞
∑

i=1

i−1[M1‖µi − µi−1‖V α +M2 sup
x

|µi(x) − µi−1(x)|]di

+‖Ri −Ri−1‖V α ci

where di := 2|Rif
2|V α + 2|Rif |2V α . Since supn cn, dn < ∞ by Assumption D1 and Lemma B.5 the

condition is verified. This proves that S1,n ⇒ N(0, σ2(f)) and then (36). The proof for (37) from (36)
follows the same steps as the one for (34) from (33).
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