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ITERATED SAMPLING IMPORTANCE RESAMPLING WITH
ADAPTIVE NUMBER OF PROPOSALS

PIETARI LAITINEN! AND MATTI VIHOLA'!

ABSTRACT. Iterated sampling importance resampling (i-SIR) is a Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) algorithm which is based on N independent proposals. As N grows, its
samples become nearly independent, but with an increased computational cost. We discuss
a method which finds an approximately optimal number of proposals N in terms of the
asymptotic efficiency. The optimal N depends on both the mixing properties of the i-SIR
chain and the (parallel) computing costs. Our method for finding an appropriate N is
based on an approximate asymptotic variance of the i-SIR, which has similar properties as
the i-SIR asymptotic variance, and a generalised i-SIR transition having fractional ‘number
of proposals.” These lead to an adaptive i-SIR algorithm, which tunes the number of pro-
posals automatically during sampling. Our experiments demonstrate that our approximate
efficiency and the adaptive i-SIR algorithm have promising empirical behaviour. We also
present new theoretical results regarding the i-SIR, such as the convexity of asymptotic
variance in the number of proposals, which can be of independent interest.

1. INTRODUCTION

Importance sampling is an ubiquitous method in Bayesian statistics which can be used
to estimate expectations of the form

w(f) = Ex[f(X)] = / f(x)m(x)de,

where 7 is a probability density on a state space X,! and f : X — R is a (measurable)
test function. In importance sampling, N independent samples are drawn from a ‘proposal’
distribution ¢ which dominates m,> and the samples X, are associated with importance
weights W; o< m(X;)/q(X;).

Iterated sampling importance resampling (i-SIR) algorithm, which was proposed in [30]
and generalised to a conditional sequential Monte Carlo algorithm in [7], is a Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) method, which uses the same ingredients as importance sampling,
but is iterated n times with fixed (moderate) N, and leads to an (approximate and corre-
lated) sample Xi,..., X, ~ 7.

In contrast with importance sampling, the i-SIR produces an unweighted sample, which
can be more convenient in some applications. The i-SIR can also be used as ‘burn-in’
to (self-normalised) importance sampling in order to mitigate its bias; this aspect was
investigated in [14]. The i-SIR can also be readily used within a component-wise MCMC
sampler; for instance, in a latent variable model, i-SIR can serve as a Markov update
for latent variables given hyperparameters. In this context, there is another strategy to
use importance sampling within MCMC, known as the ‘grouped independent Metropolis—
Hastings’ (GIMH) [3]. It is known to suffer from problematic mixing behaviour, which does
not improve as N increases, contrary to the i-SIR [5, §].
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1Usually, X ¢ R? and the integral is with respect to the Lebesgue measure, but the method works with
any underlying space X equipped with a o-finite dominating measure ‘dz’.
2That is, 7 is absolutely continuous with respect to ¢, or ¢(z) = 0 implies 7 (z) = 0.
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We present an adaptive i-SIR algorithm, which automatically selects the number of pro-
posals N, which minimises the cost weighted approximate asymptotic variance [17]. We
start by presenting the i-SIR and its continuous-number-of-proposals relaxation (Section 2)
and summarise some its theoretical properties (Section 3). In particular, Theorem 4 guar-
antees that the asymptotic variance of i-SIR is strictly decreasing and convex with respect
to the number of proposals. We then discuss its efficiency and present an approximate effi-
ciency in Section 4, which our adaptive algorithm discussed in Section 5 aims to minimise.
We prove a strong law of large numbers for our adaptive i-SIR algorithm (Theorem 7),
which guarantees consistency of estimates based on its output.

Sections 6-9 are devoted to technical results required by our theoretical results. Section
6 is about the behaviour of stationary covariances and acceptance rates, which lead to
the convexity of the asymptotic variance in Section 7. Section 8 presents upper and lower
bounds for i-SIR acceptance rate and asymptotic variance and Section 9 discusess i-SIR in
discrete state spaces, and its alternative approximation.

Our empirical findings in Section 10 suggest that our approximate efficiency criterion can
be quite robust, but also exposes some problematic cases. Our adaptive algorithm shows
promising behaviour in our experiments. Section 11 concludes with a discussion, including
possible directions in which our algorithm could be extended.

2. THE 1-SIR ALGORITHM

The i-SIR algorithm defines a Markov chain Monte Carlo method targetting a probability
density w(z). It uses samples from a proposal probability density ¢(z), which is assumed to
dominate 7, so that the (unnormalised) importance weights w(z) = cn(z)/q(x) € [0, 00) are
well-defined for all z, where ¢ > 0 is a constant, whose value need not be known; typically
it stems from that we can evaluate only the unnormalised target density m,(z) = cm(x), in
which case ¢ = ([ m,(x)dx) ! is the unknown normalising constant.

Algorithm 1 summarises the iteration k of i-SIR, that is, the Markov transition X3 ; —
Xg. In Algorithm 1 and hereafter, we use the notation ¢:5 to denote a range of integers,
that is, i:j = (4,i+ 1,...,j — 1,7) to mean integers from i to j and I ~ Categorical(w?)
means a categorical distribution with weights w!, ... w", that is, P(I = k) = w*.

Algorithm 1 1SIR(X;_1, N)
1: Draw independent Y>V ~ ¢ and set Y}! = Xk
2: Calculate weights W} = w(X})/ Zjvzl w(XY)
3: Sample I ~ Categorical(W)
4: Return X =Y}/

The i-SIR algorithm does not involve an explicit ‘accept/reject’ decision; instead, sam-
pling I = 1 leads to a ‘rejection’ because X = X;_1. In the case N = 2, the i-SIR coincides
with independence sampler having Barker’s acceptance rate [10]. We focus on the i-SIR of
Algorithm 1, but note that the algorithm can be extended to cover dependent proposals
[e.g. 20, 25] with similar flavour as some other multiple-try Metropolis algorithms [see, e.g.,
the review 24].

It is not hard to check that the i-SIR algorithm has the following transition probability:

N

(1) Pr(z, A) = / (}iq(zn)> S W) e Aydn - da,

i=1 Zj:l w(z;
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We present a simple ‘continuous relaxation’ of the i-SIR algorithm, when we discuss the
adaptation of the number of proposals in Section 5. It is defined for a ‘fractional number
of proposals’” A > 1 (although later we will focus on A > 2 only). Namely, let A > 1 and N
be an integer such that N < A < N + 1, then

P/\(.CE,A) = BPN('CE’A) + (1 - ﬁ)PN-H(x’A)v

where the interpolation constant § = N +1— X € (0,1]. Algorithm 2 presents a particular
way of sampling from P\, which will be useful later.

Algorithm 2 1STR(X;_1, )

1: Draw independent Y,f:Nﬁ ~ ¢ where Ny, = [A] +1 )
2: With probability S, = N, — A set N = N, — 1, else set N, = Nj. and calculate weights
i i N j
Wi = w(Xp)/ 32525 w(Xy)
3: Sample I ~ Categorical(W,""*)
4: Return X =Y/

3. PROPERTIES OF THE I-SIR

It is well-known that the i-SIR algorithm Py is reversible with respect to 7 [e.g. 8, 30], and
therefore the generalised i-SIR P,, as a convex combination of Py and Py, is m-reversible.
We assume the following to hold throughout Sections 3-5.

Assumption (A1l). The weight function is bounded:

w = supw(z) < oo.
zeX

This assumption requires, roughly speaking, the target density 7 to have lighter tails than
the proposal ¢, which can often be guaranteed by a suitable choice of ¢. It is known that
i-SIR is slowly mixing (subgeometric) essentially if (A1) does not hold, and if (A1) holds,
then the i-SIR is guaranteed to be well-behaved (uniformly ergodic) [cf. 8]. In fact, for large
A, Py corresponds asymptotically to independent sampling from 7. Hereafter, we denote by
7 the probability measure corresponding to the density =, that is, 7(A) = [, 7(z)dx.

Proposition 1. The i-SIR transition probability Py satisfies the following strong minoriza-
tion condition: N1
Py(z, A) > ————7(A).

This result is from [8] for integer A and detailed in Lemma 48 in Appendix E for non-
integer .

Our main focus will be on the asymptotic variance of the i-SIR chain, defined for finite-
variance functionals. Hereafter, we denote the integral of a (measurable) function f : X — R
with respect to © by n(f) = [ f(x)r(x)dx and by L?*(w) the set of all finite variance
functionals with respect to m, that is, such that 7(f?) < oo, and also define var,(f) =

m(f?) == (f)*.

Definition 2. Fiz A € [2,00) and assume that (Xy)g>o is the stationary i-SIR chain fol-
lowing Py, that is, Xo ~ m and X, | (X1 = ) ~ Py(x, - ). The asymptotic variance of
f e L*(m) is:

var(Py, f) = var(f(Xo)) + QZCOV(f(Xo)a f(X1)).

k=1
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Thanks to the uniform ergodicity of Py ensured by Proposition 1, var(Py, f) is always
well-defined and finite. Moreover, a central limit theorem holds [e.g. 19, Theorem 9]:

Theorem 3. Let X, be the i-SIR chain with an arbitrary initial state Xo = x. Then, for
any f € L*(m):

% ST F(X) = w(f)] 222 N(0,var(P, f)).

Theorem 3 shows that var(Py, f) quantifies the statistical (per sample) efficiency of esti-
mating 7(f) with a Markov chain following P,. While we do not know var(Py, f) in general,
we know that it has certain properties.

Theorem 4. Let [ € L*(r) such that var,(f) > 0. Then,

(i) var.(f) < var(Py, f) < 2= var (f).
(ii) X — var(Py, f) is strictly conver and decreasing.

Theorem 4 (i) is similar to the bound in [8], and follows from Proposition 1; see Lemma
33.Theorem 4 (ii) is to our knowledge new and given in Theorem 27.

4. OVERALL EFFICIENCY AND APPROXIMATION BASED ON AVERAGE ACCEPTANCE RATE

The asymptotic variance measures the statistical efficiency of Py, but because sampling P
involves simulation of O(\) samples and evaluation of the weight function at each simulated
sample, the number of computer operations is O(\). This affects the overall efficiency of
P,. However, thanks to the independence of the samples, the sampling and evaluation of
the weight can be performed in parallel, so number of computer operations might not be
directly useful.

We will assume that ¢(\) is a function that defines the ‘cost’ of (time spent on) one
iteration of Py. In particular, we will focus on a simplified cost of the form c(\) = a + bA,
which assumes an initial (‘parallelisation overhead’) cost @ > 0 and a term which increases in
terms of A (‘parallel computing cost’), with rate b > 0; see [18] for other ways to characterise
parallel computing speedups.

When we take into account the A-dependent cost ¢(\), we would ultimately want to
minimise the so-called inverse relative efficiency L(\) = ¢(A)var(Py, f) in terms of a test
function f of interest [cf. 17]. However, this is difficult in practice, for two reasons. The
asymptotic variance var(Py, f) is unknown, and notoriously difficult to estimate. Further-
more, we often have multiple test functions fi,..., f,, which we want to estimate, which
will generally have different asymptotic variances.

The upper bound of the asymptotic variance (i) might be a possible proxy to optimise.
However, while the ezistence of w < oo in (A1) might be known, its value is rarely known.
It is also unclear how well the upper bound matches with the actual asymptotic variance.
(We present some numerical comparisons in Section 10 regarding this.)

Instead of the asymptotic variance upper bound, we consider the following approximation
of the i-SIR transition inspired by Proposition 1:

Definition 5. The approzimate i-SIR transition Py of Py is defined as
By, 4) = (1= e(0)7(4) + €N, (A)
where the average holding probability e(\) is

e(A) = /W(x)P)\(x, {z})dx.
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In words, Py corresponds to independent sampling with probability 1—€(\) and ‘rejection’
(not moving) with probability e(\). Proposition 1 guarantees that we can write Py(z, A) =
(I1=0(N\))m(A)+0(N)Qx(x, A), where §(A) — 0 as A — oo, and the ‘residual’ kernel Q,(x, A)
is m-reversible. This suggests that at least for X large, Py ~ P.

The approximate transition probability Py is simple enough to admit an explicit form of
asymptotic variance:

Proposition 6. For any f € L*(r) such that var,(f) >0
~ 1
(i) var(By, f) = %Zggvarw( f).
(ii) var.(f) < var(Py, f) < 222 =1var (f)
(iii) X~ var(Py, f) is strzctly convex and decreasing.

Proposition 6 (i) follows from Lemma 37 in Appendix A, (ii) from Lemma 29 and (iii)
from Lemma 24. Proposition 6 indicates that Var(P,\, f) has similar properties as var(Py, f)
(cf. Theorem 4). Our method for finding an appropriate ‘number of proposals’ A is based
on this expression: we aim for approximately minimising ¢(\)var(Py, f), which we discuss
next.

5. ADAPTATION OF THE NUMBER OF PROPOSALS

Our method for finding an appropriate A is a stochastic gradient type algorithm. To
simplify discussion in this section, we focus on a continuous case (e.g. X C R?), and assume
following to hold:

Assumption (A2). The proposal distribution q is non-atomic, that is, if Y ~ q, then
P(Y =¢)=0 for all c € X.

The i-SIR is valid also when ¢ has atoms, like when X is discrete; we include discussion
about this case in Sections 6-9.
Under (A2), the i-SIR chain has X = Xj;_; exactly when [ = 1, and therefore, the

average holding (or rejection) probability of the chain is:

W= [t <qu’) <z}§fiu)<zj>+Zlii“ﬁg<)zj>)dz“'dz"’

where S(A) = |A\| + 1 — A. Clearly, the function e is differentiable at non-integer points A:

@ = [t TTated o0 (s = gy ) oo

and even though the derivative is not defined on integer points, the cadlag function on the
right hand side of (2) is. Hereafter we denote by € the extended derivative function. If
we iterated Algorithm 2 (with fixed ), we could estimate €(A) and €'(\) by averaging the
following quantities:

(3> ék()‘) = w<Yk1) (ZNk—fkw(YJ) + Z : _wﬁ(kyj))

@ &) = w<Y,3>(Z S M).

7j=1
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Under stationarity, that is, when X, | ~ 7, it is easy to see that the expected values of
éx(A) and €, () are indeed €(\) and € (), respectively. Ignoring the multiplicative constant
var,(f) in var(Py, f), which does not depend on A, we consider the following loss function:

5) L) = 15550

which is continuous and differentiable (at non-integer \):

PO =/ oy = ((?z :(;’;;)(1 ()

AN (1= e2(N) + 2¢(N)e'(N)
(1—e(n)? ’
For a gradient-like minimisation algorithm, we may ignore the positive denominator, which
scales the gradient. Furthermore, we simplify €2(\) & €,(\), which is where ergodic averages
of the squares é(\) of (3) converge; see (12) in Section 8. Thanks to Jensen’s inequality,
e2(\) < e,(N).
We end up with a rescaled approximate gradient of the form

GO\ = (L — e,(\) + 2¢( N (V).

Furthermore, when we adapt A, we use a monotone reparametrisation A\ = 1 + ef, where
¢ € R is the parameter we adapt.

One iteration of the algorithm, that is, update (&1, Xi_1) to (&, Xi) is summarised
in Algorithm 3. The algorithm uses stochastic observations, whose stationary expecta-

Algorithm 3 1ISTRADAPT(X} 1,8k 1)
Let A\p_y = €51 + 1

Let Yk Xk—1 and simulate Y,
With probability A1 — [Ar_ 1j set N = [ A1) + 1, else Np = [Ap1]
Draw I ~ Categ(w(Yy), ..., w(Y;"*))

Set Xk = YI

Calculate ek()\k 1) and €. (A\—1) as in (3) and (4), respectlvely

Calculate &, = PrOJ{ék,l — ’yk[ (Me—1 ( — ép(Ak1 ) + 20()\;6,1)6%()\;@,1)}}

2:([Ak—1]+1) 1id. q

tions coincide with G. It is in instance of stochastic approximation type adaptive MCMC
[cf. 1, 2, 4] where ~; is a constant step size sequence, which we choose as k=? where
B = 0.75; values § € (1/2,1) are advisable [e.g. 1]. The additional projection function
Proj{¢} = min { max{0, ¢}, log(Nmax — 1)} ensures that 2 < A, < Nyayx < 0o0. The upper
bound is added to guarantee the stability of the adaptation, but also simplifies the practical
implementation of the method. The initial value of &, is arbitrary, and can correspond for
instance to A\g = Nyax /2

Theorem 7. Suppose that v, = k=% where 8 > 0 and the cost function ¢ : [2, Npax] —
(0, 00) is continuous and differentiable. Then, the variables X1, Xa, ... generated by iteration
of Algorithm 3 satisfy the following strong law of large numbers for any bounded (measurable)
test function f:

—Zf (Xi) === (/).
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Proof. Let us denote
Hk = — [C/()\k_l)<1 — ék(Ak_l)Q) + 20()\]6_1)&2,()%_1)} .

By definition ¢ is bounded. Additionally |1 — éx(M\r_1)?| < 1 holds always. Now Ay =
e*=1 + 1, let us denote N(x) = [e® + 1], then

[ ) w(Y;!)
E[&,(un)] | Xoor, 5] = E| | 2TE) : Xt b
H k 1 1 1 i Z;'V:(fkil)w(ylg> Zﬂ§k71)+l w(Y,ﬁ) 1 1
i w(Y D w YN(gk—1)+1
=K (Vie)w (¥ ) v ) ‘Xk17§k1:|

NG )+1
ij(lk 1)

Xk*h €k1‘|

T .
(S w(v)))
r N(&—1)+1
<E l]lif((z:k 1)+1 )j
-Zj:l - w(Yy)

:E' L S () !
N (k- 1)ZN(€’“ (v N(&-1)’

where the last equality follows from the fact that Y5, ..., Yy are exchangeable for fixed N.
Therefore

‘ Xk-1, fk—1:| <

e(est + D] _ Je(et— + 1)

N
Elle(Me—0)[|€x(Ae=1)] | Xi—1,&k—1] < EEEST A ;

which is bounded and thus

E[|Hil] < E[ld (A=) I(1 = éx(Ae-1)?] + 2E[E[| (A1) &, (Ae-1)] | X1, Geal] < M,
for some M > 0. By definition

Eo1 + Vel &1 + el € [0,108(Nmax — 1)],
Proj(&k—1 + v Hi) = 4 0, &1 +vH, <0
log(Nmax) - 1a glcfl + ’Yka > 1Og(]\[max - 1)

Proj(§k—14+vHy)—
Yk

& = Proj(&_1 + v Hy) = &1 + v Hy

$=1 then we obtain

Let us choose lflk =

and
Ak — Ar—1] = |exp(§k) — exp(&p-1)] < L& — 1| < Lyl Hyl,
where L is Lipschitz constant for g : [0,log(Npax — 1)] = R, g(x) = exp(z). Clearly
Vil Hi| < | Hy|
and thus

E (| Hy] Zk: CHVE[| Hy ] <M2k: (1) < o0,
k=1 k=1

By combining this, Lemma 47 and 49 in Appendix E with [21, Lemma 16 (i7), Theorem 9
(71)] we obtain strong law of large numbers. O

Theorem 7 ensures that the simulated samples lead to consistent inference, but does not
guarantee the convergence of the adaptation, that is, whether there exists a limit A, such
that Ay — A,. Our empirical observations in Section 10 suggest that such convergence
happens, and that A, does indeed (approximately) minimise the loss in (5) (and also ap-
proximately minimises the inverse relative efficiency). However, precise theoretical results
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about this convergence are out of the scope of this paper. We conclude this section with a
discussion of some partial results related to the convergence analysis.

Here, we consider a gradient descent like stochastic approximation for an unbounded
interval A € (1,00). If it converges, the limit point is the zero of the ‘gradient-like’ function

G(N).

Proposition 8. Let ¢(\) =a+ b\, a >0, b> 0 and hy, hy, hs : [1,00) = R,
hi(A) = (A)(1 = A72) +2¢(N)€(N)
ha(A) = ¢ (A)(L = €(A)?) +2c(N)e' ()
ha(A) = (ML = €5(A) + 2c(A)e (N).

Then hg < hy < hy, liminfy o h;i(A) > 0 and limsup,_,,, hi(A) <0 for all .

Proposition 8 follows from properties listed in Theorem 21, Lemma 29, 30 and 31. If we
consider an affine cost function ¢(A) = a + b\, then Proposition 8 implies that if we used
G = hs as the gradient like function, the gradient descent is expected to remain bounded,
and therefore the stochastic gradient descent is expected to converge to a stationary point
within (1, 00). Furthermore, the minimiser of L(\) corresponds to the zero of hy, which has
similar behaviour. We conclude this section by a (crude) upper bound for the minimiser of
true asymptotic variance:

Remark 9. For a cost function ¢(\) = a 4+ bA where a > 0 and b > 0 and a test function
L3(7), var,(f) > 0, the minimiser \* of ¢(\)var(Py, f) satisfies \* < 44/w(a/b+1)+4w+1
by Proposition 50 in Appendix F.

6. CONVEXITY AND MONOTONICITY OF I-SIR COVARIANCES AND ACCEPTANCE RATES

Next, we discuss some technical properties of the i-SIR (Algorithm 1) and its continuous
relaxation (Algorithm 2). Namely, Sections 6.1 and 6.2 establish properties for asymptotic
covariances and rejection probability for the i-SIR, and Section 6.3 extends these properties
to the continuous relaxation. In particular, the results are necessary for establishing con-
vexity of asymptotic variance in Section 7. Recall the notion of convexity of a sequence, or
sequential convexity [cf. 26].

Definition 10. A real sequence (a;) is called conver if 2a;41 < a; + a2 for all i.

Sequential convexity is convenient because it ensures convexity for the interpolations of
the sequence; see Lemma 44 (i) in Appendix D.

We will now give the definitions we require. We denote the natural numbers as N =
{0,1,2,...} and positive natural numbers as N, = {1,2,...}. Throughout the upcoming
sections we have fixed 7 and ¢ as mentioned in Section 1 (more detailed in Appendix B).
We use the shorthand notation 7(dz) = m(x)du(z) and ¢(dz) = ¢(x)dpu(z), where p is the
dominating measure. When we speak of atoms, we mean atoms with respect to m. The
support of 7 is denoted by S, the set of atoms in the support by S, = {x € S: 7({z}) > 0}
and the set of non- atoms by So = {z € S: n({z}) = 0}. We define the inner product

(glh)x = [ g(z)h(z)m(dz) for g,h € L*(m), the corresponding norm || f||, = \/(f|f)x, and
the function spaces

Li(m) ={g € L*(m) : Exlg] = 0}, Lg,(m) = {g € Li(m) : lgll= > 0}.

The centred version of a 7-integrable function is denoted as f = f — E;[f]. The counting
measure, that is, the number of elements in a set, is denoted by #.

In our proofs, symmetricity of functions plays a central role, because of exchangeability
of the variables.
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Definition 11. Let n € Ny and U C X". The function f : U — R is symmetric if
flzr, .o xn) = flay, ... x)
for any permutation iy,...,i, of 1,...,n

Let N € N, then in particular the mapping z Zfil w(z;) is symmetric. We use the
following notation for set of states where this mapping is positive:

WN:{ZEXN szl >0} U{zGXN : w(zi)>0}.

=1

We will also use the following notation

[ f(w)(ﬁq(dzn)) .

when N = 1. When we use a test set A we always mean a measurable set. The transi-
tion probability which we obtain from Algorithm 1 when N € N, will be denoted by Py
throughout the upcoming sections, and is defined in (1),

(21, dy) = /XN 12 = 32, dy)(ﬁq(dzn))

with Py (z1,dy) = 6., (dy).

1wzj

6.1. Stationary covariances. If (Xj);>1 is the stationary i-SIR chain, then the expres-
sions E[f(X}) f(Xks1)] may be written in terms of inner products (f|Pyf).. In particular,
when 7(f) = 0, this expression coincides with Cov (f(Xx), f(Xk+1)), so we will call these
inner products ‘covariances’ hereafter.

For f € L*(r) and N € N, we have Py f € L*(r) and therefore the inner products are
well-defined and finite. They can be written as

(FIPxS)n //XMZ szlwzj <quzn> (dz)
/W P (20 (21)] ) (ﬂq(d%)),

j 1 w(z]) n=1

because w(z)q(dz;) = m(dz1). Note also that (f|P1f) = (f|f)». The following result shows
that integrals similar to the one above can be written in a form involving a quadratic term.

Lemma 12. Let N € N, M € N, f € L*(w) and h : XN¥*M — [0, 00) be measurable
bounded function and symmetric with respect to the first N coordinates, then

[0 3 R (T )

P o w(z)) nel
[, o) ()
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Proof. Since h is symmetric with respect to the first N coordinates and zi,...,zy are
exchangeable under the integral, the expression on the left can be written as

N+M
/WNXxM ;; ] 1w(2’g ( H q dZn)

which equals the expression on the right. 0

Lemma 12 shows that the covariances in equation (6) are positive:

Lemma 13. Let N € N, and f € L*(n), then

L (S eGse)
N > w(z) (
and (f|Pn f)r = 0 if and only if HfH,r =0.

Proof. Equation follows from Lemma 12 for any M € N, and h = 1. If ||f|| = 0, then
f = 0 m-almost surely, hence (6) implies (f|Pnf)r = 0. If || f]l= # 0, then f # 0 in a
m-positive set and thus at least A={z € S: f(z) >0} or B={z € S: f(z) < 0} has to
be m-positive, which is also g-positive. It holds for all x € S that w(z) > 0, hence if A is
m-positive it follows that

Pz 5 [ fvlw(z)f(zi)y(ﬁq(dzn)) >0

j 1 ’lU(ZJ)

and if B is m-positive we get similar inequality. 0

Il

n=1

(fIPNf)r =

q(dzn)) >0,

n—=

The following lemma connects expressions similar to the one above for different V:

Lemma 14. Let N € Ny, f € L*(w) and let h : XNT2 — [0,00) be measurable bounded
function and symmetric with respect to the first N + 1 coordinates, then

1 " (ZX, w()f) <N+2 )

(7) N e S w(z) g )
Z% 1 w(Zz) < N+-2
i N;H /WN+1XX hz) < ZNH ) (}_[1 q(dz, )

(2)
If f € L§_(w) and in addition for z € XNT2 holds h(z) > 0 whenever zy4y € A, where A
15 a m-positive set, then the inequality is strict.

Proof. Let us define g, 5 : XVT2 — R,

2
(Z?:l,i;ék w(zi)f(?«’i))
Ink(215- -, 2N12) = Djmrgew(zi) 2= (1) > 0

0, Z?:l,l;ékw(zl) =0,
forne{2,3,...,N+2}, ke {1,2,...,n}. We have

(8)
N+1 N+2 h(z) N+2
fowtt s L) = [ 5omnveata( (o)
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by Lemma 41 in Appendix C. The left hand side of (7) equals the left hand side of (8), since
h is symmetric with respect to the first N 41 coordinates and z1, ..., zy11 are exchangeable
under the integral.

If fe L (), then there exists two disjoint m-positive sets U and V such that f differs
on them, these sets and set A are also g-positive. If we replace XV*2 with U x V xSV~1x A
(for N =1 we omit S¥~1) in the inequality (8) we get strict inequality by Lemma 41 and
42 in Appendix C, which implies that strict inequality also holds for (8). O

In particular, Lemma 14 implies that covariance decreases with respect to V:
Lemma 15. Let N € N, and f € L*(x), then
(FIPN ) = (fI1PN+1.f)re
The inequality is strict if and only if f € L(2)7+(7r).

Proof. If f ¢ La +(m), then there exists ¢ € R such that f = ¢ 7m-almost surely, hence
(f|Pnf)z = ¢ for all N € N,. Combining this with Lemma 14 with 2 = 1 we obtain the
claim. ]

The next result shows that the covariances form a convex sequence with respect to IN:
Lemma 16. Let N € N, and f € L*(r), then
(fIPNS) = 2(f|Pnyrf) + (f|Pny2f) > 0
The inequality is strict if and only if f € Lg,+(7r).
Proof. We first show that
(FIPNf)r = 2(f[Prni1 f)n + (fIPNs2f)r

o w(ZN+2) vazl w(z1) f(z)w(z) f(2) .
o =2 S () S wla) (ILota)

. /W w(znga) i w(z) f(z)w(z) f (=) (foq(d%))

N+1xX ijf w(z;) Zjvtl w(z;)
Let us denote A, = > w(z)w(z) f(z1)f(z) and B, = >, w(z). We have
(F1Pxf) = 2(f|Pvia f) = (f|Prnaf)

N42
:/ (ﬂ_2AN+1 AN+2)(Hq (dz,) )
sxxN+1 \By Bni1 Bngo

_ / (BN+QBN+1AN — 2BN4oBnANn41 + BN+IBNAN+2> (Jiifq(dz )>
SxXN+1 Byi2Bn41By A

n=1

By Lemma 43 in Appendix C.
BnioByiiAn — 2Byi2ByvAni1 + By BNAn+
= 2w(2N+2)BN+1AN - 2w(2N+2)BNAN+1
— BysiByw(z1) f(z1)[w(zn41) f(2nv41) — wlzni2) f(2n42)]

+ By An[w(zni1) — w(zn2)]-
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The claim follows, since 241 and 2y are exchangeable under the following integrals

w(21) f(z)w(zni1) f(2ni) ( )
/SxXNH BN+2 H ¢ dzn
_ w(z1) f(z)w(zng2) f(2ns2) phs )
= éxxN+1 BN+2 ( H q dZn

and

Ayw(z N+2 Ayu(z N+2
NW(ZN+1 Anw(zn42)
(dz,) | = / ( (dzy) )
/8xxN+1 Byy2By ( ,H « ) sxxv+1 ByyaBy }_[ d

Combining (9) with Lemma 12, it follows that (f|Pnf)r — 2(f|Pnvi1f)x + (f|Pni2f)x
may be written as

2 w(ZNH) (Zz cw(zi) f(z ) N+2
N Wy xX2 Z i=1 w(ZJ> Zl 111)( ) (Hq dzn)

[ e (SE)

N+ 1 Jwy,ixx ZJ 1 w('ZJ) ZJ  w(z)

Therefore, the claim follows from Lemma 14 and 15. 0

n=1

Covariances can be expressed with the help of IID random variables from ¢. We will use
this property and the fact that if X ~ ¢, then E[w(X)f(X)] = E,[f] for m-integrable f and
E[w(X)] = 1, to show the following limit property:

Proposition 17. Let f € L?(x), then
(f1Pwf) == Eal 17

Proof. Let Zy,Zs,... be IID from . Let us define sequences of random variables (Ay),
(BN), (CN) and (DN>I

ae LY w(Z)H(Z) b LXn X w(Zw(Z)1(Z)§(2))
YON Y L w(zy) YN S w(Zy) ’
w(Z1)2 f(Z1)? 1 (SN, o w(Zw(Z) F(Z:) f(2;))°

C’N: ) DN

)

Z;'V:1 w(Z;) N2 Zk=1 Zl:l,l;ﬁk w(Zk)w(Z)

whenever the denominator is positive, and otherwise 0. We have by Lemma 13, that

(fIPnf) = E[An] + E[By].

By strong law of large numbers Cy — 0 and Ay + By — E,[f]? almost surely. Since
E[CN(Z)] < w(Zy)f(Z1)? for all N, we have by dominated convergence E[Cy] — 0 and
because Z; are exchangeable we have E[Ay]| = E[Cy]| — 0, hence Ay — 0 in probability
and we obtain By — E.[f]? in probability. It holds that E[|By|?] < E[Dy| and for N > 2
we have

EDN <E[15 Y 3 wizwz)fzzy] = Yo Ve e,

i=1 j=1j#i
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where the inequality follows from Sedrakyan’s inequality (Lemma 41 in Appendix C) and
the equality from the fact that Z;, ..., Zy are IID. Thus supy E[|By|?] < oo, which implies
that (By) is uniformly integrable and therefore E[By] — E.[f]*. O

6.2. Rejection probabilities. The rejection probability for Algorithm 1 is defined as

e(N,z) = Xle e (quzn>

and the average rejection probability

e(N) = /S e(N, z)m(dz) = - ZZ lw(Zl (}_[1(] dzn)

when N € N,. We shall use these notations throughout the upcoming sections. Mono-
tonicity and sequential convexity are quite easy to show for the rejection probabilities:

Lemma 18. Let N € N, then
€e(N)—e(N+1) >0, €(N)—2¢(N+1)+e(N+2)>0
and if z; € S, then
€(N,z1) —e(N +1,21) >0, €(N,z1) —2e(N 4+ 1,21) + (N +2,2,) > 0.
Proof. Let us denote B,, = > w(z;), then

N+1
ZN+1
N, —¢e(N +1, = (dz,
€(N,z1) — (N +1,2) w(21)/XNBNBN+1(Hq z)
We have also

E(Nv Zl) - QE(N + 17 Zl) + E(N + 27 Zl)

1 9 1 N+2
=w(z —_— = + dz, )
( 1)/XN+1 By Bnt1 By ( ,1_[2 aldz)
N—+2
waﬁ/ Bmﬁ%w—ﬂh&w+Bﬂhﬂ(ﬁﬁmw)
XN+1 BNBN+1BN+2 n=2
N+2
— B 2
:w(zl)/ [w(zn 1) — w(eny2)| By + 2w(zns1)w(Zy12) ( 11 q(dzn))
XN+ BnBy11Bn+2

2w(z (z e

N+1)W(2N 42

=w(z dzn

() /W ByBy+1Bys ( 1:[ « )

where the third equality follows from Lemma 43 in Appendix C, and the fourth from

Z N+2 Z N+2
W(ZN41) B W(ZN+2)
w(z) /XNH BnBy 2 ( H aldzn) > w(z) /XNH BnBnyo < H a(dzn) )

where the equality follows since zx,; and zy,o are exchangeable under the integral. Strict
inequalities hold also for the average rejection probability, since ¢(N) = [ e(N, z)n(dz). O
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Note that the holding probability of Algorithm 1 for z; € S satisfies

Pyn(z,{n}) = /XN IZZk () 1(z =2z) (i‘lq(dzn))

In the case z; is not an atom, the holding probability Py(z1,{z1}) coincides with the
rejection probability €(V, 21 ), for which the monotonicity and sequential convexity are shown
above. When z; is an atom, we cannot use the same results directly, but we can show instead
that there exists g € L?(m) such that Py(z1,{z1}) = (g|P\g)~ (see Lemma 22 in Section
6.3), so the same properties follow from results in Section 6.1.

Rejection probability and holding probability can be expressed with the help of IID
random variables from ¢q. We will use this property to show the following lemma:

Lemma 19. Let x € S. It holds that
lim €(N) =0, lim €(N,z) =0, A}im Py(xz,{z}) = n({x}).
—00

N—oo N—oo

Proof. Let Zy, Zs3,... be IID from ¢, then

N
Pulo o)) = B| 2T L W= 0] -y gy | @) ),
w(z) + Zj:Q w(Z;) w(z) + Zj:Q w(Z;)
In both equations the term inside the expectation is dominated by 1 for all N and by
strong law of large numbers these terms converge to 7({z}) and 0 almost surely as N —
0o. Therefore by dominated convergence we obtain the claim for holding probability and

rejection probability. Thus, the claim follows for average rejection probability by dominated
convergence. ([l

6.3. Properties for the continuous relaxation. We can generalise the properties of the
i-SIR (Algorithm 1) for its continuous relaxation (Algorithm 2). This is possible, since as
mentioned in Section 2 it holds for the Markov chain of Algorithm 2, that if A\ € [1,00),
then

Pz, 4) = BN Py (1, 4) + (1= BOV)Pogs (2, A),
where S(\) = |A] +1— X € (0,1], which yields
(FI1PAfYr = BNSIP )x+ (1= B IP 1S )
(10) e\ x) = BA)e([A], ) + (1= B(N))e([A] +1,2)
e(A) = BVe([A]) + (1 = BN))e([A] +1),

where f € L*(w) and x € S. We use this notation throughout the upcoming sections.
Because of the interpolation form of (10), the properties established for integer A above can
be generalised to the space [1,00):

Theorem 20. Let f € L*(x), then X\ — (f|Pxf)x, A > 1 is continuous non-negative
decreasing convex function. Additionally we have the following properties:

(i) For any A > 1 it holds that (f|Pxf)= = 0 if and only if | f|l= = 0.

(i) X (f|Pxf)x is strictly decreasing if and only if f € L§ (7).

Proof. Follows from Lemma 44 in Appendix D, when combined with Lemma 13, 15 and
16. 0J

Theorem 21. [t holds that A\ — €(\), X > 1 is positive continuous conver and strictly
decreasing function, same holds for X\ — €(\, ) > 1 when x € S.
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Proof. By definition ¢(N) and €(N,z) are positive for all N € N,. Therefore, the claim
follows from Lemma 44 in Appendix D, when combined with Lemma 18. 0

Lemma 22. Let A > 1 and x € S. If x s an atom, then
( {JZ}) <gac|P>\ga:>7r>

where g, (y) = 1(y=ux).

1
m({z})
Proof. Since z is an atom we have Py (z,{z}) = (¢2|¢z)~ and if N € N, N > 2, then

Py(z, {z}) = /le e )Jzz):fj:g:zw(z; - (Hq (o) >

[ e e = ([

=1

Thus from (6) we get the claim for N € N, from which the general version follows. |

Theorem 23. If #(S) > 1 and x € S, then X\ — Py\(z,{x}), A > 1 is positive continuous
convex and strictly decreasing function.

Proof. When x is not an atom the claim follows from Theorem 21. When z is an atom the
claim follows from Lemma 22 and Theorem 20 by noticing g, € L§_ (). O

We will also give convexity results for the functions related to the approximate i-SIR.

Lemma 24. The function
1+ €(N)
1—e(N)’

15 positive, strictly convex and decreasing.

A= A>1

Proof. Function € : (1,00) — [0,1), €()) is positive convex and strictly decreasing by The-

orem 21. Thus by noticing that g : [0,1) — R, g(z) = T is positive strictly increasing

strictly convex function, we get that g(e()\)) is positive strictly decreasing function and it
holds for 1 < A\ < Ay and ¢ € (0,1) that

gle(tAr + (1 —1)A2)) < g(te(Ar) + (1 —t)e(X2)) <tg(e(M)) + (1 —t)g(e(A2)). O
When integrating holding probability, we can divide the integral into two parts

/S Py, {y})r(dy) = / e\ y)r(dy) + / Pu(y. {y})n(dy),
/S r({x})m(dz) = / r({z})m(dz).

The equations above are helpful in the following lemma:

Lemma 25. If #(S) > 1, then

Js[Pa(z, {=}) — 7T({x})] (dz)
1-— fs r({x})m ’

15 positive convex and strictly decreasing functwn cmd

L+9())

=00\’

is positive strictly conver and decreasing function.

A= A>1

A= A>1
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Proof. Function A = [g €(, z)m(dx) —I—fS 7({x})Py(x,{z}) € fs 7({x})n(dz), 1] is posi-

tive convex and strictly decreasing by Theorem 21, 23 and Lemma 19. T herefore we obtain
y—Js, {z})m(dz)

the claim for ¢ by noticing g : fS n({z})m(dz), 1] = (0,1], g(y) = = INOIECD) is linear
function. Since (1) = 1, we have ¢(y) € [O, 1) for all y € (1, 00), hence rest of the proof is
similar to the proof of Lemma 24. O

7. ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE

One of our main results is showing for Algorithm 2, that the asymptotic variance as
a function A — var(Py, f), A € [1,00) is monotonic and convex for all f € L?*(w). The
monotonicity can sometimes be shown with the Peskun order [27, 29], but for i-SIR, a
straightforward calculation shows a contradiction with

)2z, x<l0,1] _
O T OB

1, ze€]l0,1]

0, = ¢]0,1],

when choosing = 0.2 and comparing Ps(z, - ) and Ps(z, - ) with both sets (0,0.1) and
(0.9,1). However there is a weaker condition for showing monotonicity of asymptotic vari-
ance, namely the covariance ordering [9, 29], which in our setting means the monotonicity
of A= (f|Prf)x for all f € L?(m). In this paper monotonicity and convexity of asymptotic
variance are obtained in a similar fashion as in [e.g. 6, Proposition 26] using Dirichlet forms,

these results are combined in Theorem 59 in Appendix H. Without loss of generality we
can study L3(m) functions.

Lemma 26. Let A > 1, then Py is w-reversible. If Assumption (A1) holds, then I — Pj :
L3(m) — Li(w) is invertible for X\ > 1.

Proof. We have Py is m-reversible for N € N, N > 2 [e.g. 8, 30], which also holds for
N =1, since Pi(x,dy) = d,(dy). Therefore we have P, is m-reversible for A > 1, since

Pr(@,dy) = (IA] + 1= APy (@.dy) + (O — [A]) Pl (. dy),
If A > 1, then by Lemma 48 in Appendix E

Py(z,A) = cm(A) + (1 — ¢)Q(z, A),
where ¢ = 2=~ and Q is m-reversible Markov kernel. Thus for f € L(r)

U-=P)f=f-(1-0Qf =cf+(1-)(I-Q)f

and

(I = POAT = P)f)e = (f1f)n+ e = ) (fIT = Q) f)x + c(1 = ){(I = Q) f|f)
+ (1= = QI = Q)f )=
> c(f1f)r,

since the Dirichlet form is non-negative for Markov kernel. Therefore I — P, is invertible
by Lemma 55 in Appendix H. O

Theorem 27. Let Assumption (A1) hold and f € L (m), then X — var(Py, f), X > 1 is
strictly convexr and decreasing function.

Proof. The claim follows from Theorem 59 in Appendix H when combined with Lemma 26
and Theorem 20. U
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In some applications Dirichlet form can be more interesting than the inner product
(f|Pxf)=x. Let A > 1, then the Dirichlet form for Algorithm 2 is defined

E) = {FII = Paf))r,
where f € L?*(r). Thus, we can give another version of Theorem 20:

Proposition 28. Let f € L§  (n), then for Algorithm 2, it holds that X — Ex(f), A > 1 is
non-negative, continuous, concave and strictly increasing function.

Proof. Since Ex(g9) = (f|f)r — (fIP\f)x and (f|Pif)= = (f|f), the claim follows from
Theorem 20. O]
8. BOUNDS FOR I-SIR REJECTION RATE AND ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE

We shall now present upper and lower bounds for certain functions obtained from Algo-
rithm 2. These bounds may also provide asymptotic speed of the function.

8.1. Rejection probabilities. When Assumption (A1) holds certain upper and lower
bounds can be obtained for rejection probabilities with the help of Jensen’s inequality.

Lemma 29. If Assumption (A1) holds, A > 1 and z; € S, then

w(z1) +2[A] — A 2w
Oy D) T -1 = S
%gb(/\)<e()\)_2wflf\_1,
where A— (A
1 —
V=100 I
and for A > 1

IA2+3[N] =2 +1 St b +A—1
MZ—=[A+A—=1 " 1—¢)) — A—1

Proof. By definition both €(A, z1) and () are non-negative. Let N € {2,3,...}

(Wozm)= | 5 1w<zz (,ng dzn)zl— XNI%(]E(J@%))

n

1<

1oy [ sy

N-1  2w-1
20+ N —2 20+ N—2
where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. Therefore

e(N)—/SdN,Zl) m(dz) < ﬂ%
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and for N = 1 the inequality is clear for both cases. If A > 1, then by Lemma 45 in
Appendix D

2
NGRS M e
2
O v w—

Let N € Ny and z; € S, then €(1) = €(1,2;) = 1 and for N > 2 it holds by Jensen’s
inequality, that

(N, z) = XmZ () (quzn>— <z1§U§_Z?@_1

n=2

and

w(z1) w(z1)?
(V) 2 /Sw(zl) + N — 17T(d21) - /X w(z)+ N — 1q(dz1)
= [ stwlaa@a) = 5

where the last inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality, since
CC2
_ )N T 0
9(x) {07 £ <0
is convex. Thus for A > 1 it holds by Lemma 46 in Appendix D
w(zr) +2[A] — A
(w(z1) + [A)(w(z1) + [A] = 1)

e(A, 21) > w(z) >0

and

200 +1—=2A 1

e()\)>—: (A > —.

([N + DA A
Therefore for A > 1

2N 41X B .

1<LAJ2+3LAJ—A+1_1+Q&JJ+%<1+6(A)<1+ﬁ_4w+x—1 .
_ _ - A+1-\ — 1 _ —= 20 - _ :

We have by Jensen’s inequality

o e[ (2 0 )

Jj= 1
where B(\) = |[A\|+1-X € [O, 1). We shall define the functlon on the right hand side of (11),
which was already mentioned in Section 5: For Algorithm 2 the upper bound function of
squared rejection probability obtained by Jensen’s inequality is denoted by €5 : [1,00) — R,
[A]+1

0= [, (Lt Ul (] )i

oo () (o),

Lemma 30. It holds that €5 : [1,00) — R is strictly decreasing positive function and
e(N)? < e,(N). If Assumption (A1) holds e,(\) < |A] 1.

(12)
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Proof. First inequality follows from (11). When N € Ny and N < A\; < Ay < N + 1, then
by the definition of €, we have €5(\1) > €,(X2). If A € [N, N 4+ 1), then

€s(A) —es(N + 1)

= o T (fng(w]zf) TZ%N;Z(») ) ~ula)’ <2Ni11w<zz~> ) (NH i)

1=

= w(z s (BO)wlan) + 30, wz)? = (Zi, w(z)) m z
o S ()

_ w(z s BN w(zns1) [BN)w(zn11) +22k w(z) N4l z
/WNH (21) (N w(z))2 (N w(z))? <H q(dz, )

Therefore €, is strictly decreasing. When Assumption (A1) holds we have

<0, (Hq e ) /w %(ﬁ“d))
_o M(Hq@zn))s%

where the last equality follows from exchangeability of zq,...zy under the integral. Since
€, is decreasing e,(\) < [\ lb. O

Let us define for Algorithm 2 the derivative of average rejection probability. The deriva-
tive function € is undefined for A € N, which can be seen from (10) and Lemma 18. We
will use the same notation for the extended derivative function

€(A) =€(IN]+1) —€([N]), A€l 00),

since they are the same everywhere the derivative is defined. The following bounds hold for
this function:

Lemma 31. The extended derivative function €'(\) : [1,00) — R is negative function and
when N € N, it holds

€(x) =¢(y) for N<z<y<N+1,
€x)<eé(ly) forN<z<N+1<y.
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Proof. Let us assume first Assumption (A1) holds. Let N € N, and let us denote B, =
Yo w(z), then
e(N) —e(N + 1)

(2 N+1 (z N+1
N+1 N+1
(dzy) |w(dz) / ( (dz,) )
//XN BNBN—H (}_[ a > 2 Wy xX BNBN—H H l
N+1

N+1 .
. w(z)w(zyi1) w Byw( ZN+1
cof e ()0 (o)

o Z N+1 B N+1
N+1 N+1
qdzn):_/ (1)
N WN+1 x X BN+1 ( nHI (N + 1) WN+1 xX BN+1 H

~

w

< —7

~ N(N+1)
where the third equality follows from exchangeability of zq,...,2zy and the last from ex-
changeability of 21, ..., zy.1 under the integral. We have also

€(N> Zl) o G(N + 17 Zl)

N+1 N+1

w ZN+1 w ZN+1
: ) = [ B0 (T
/XN BNBN+1 (g d > XN BN+1 ( H « )
N+1
w(Z1 ZN+1 ( ) / (Zl) (ZN+1)
> q(dz,) | > q(dz
/XN (2w + ZZ , W(2;))? }_[2 (2w + N —1)? (dzny1)
_ w(z1)
(2w + N —1)%’
where the last inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. Rest of the claims follow from
Lemma 18 and the definition of €. O
By summing up Lemma 31, we have that the extended derivative function € : [1, ) — R
is negative step function with positive steps on each integer and €'(\) = O(A2). We can

also give bounds for the holding probability:
Lemma 32. If #(S) > 1, then for allz € S and A > 1

m({z}) < P(z,{z}) < n({z}) + (1 - Mﬂ))m

/S r({e))r(dr) < / Py(, {z})m(dr) < / r({ah)r(de) + (1 - /gﬂ{w})ﬂdx))wf%

and for 1 : [1,00) = R,

/\

Js[Pr(z {a}) —m({= })] (dz)

Y = e e(d)
holds
240 1+9(\) _ dd+A—1
T = WL 70V K e T

where all the upperbounds require Assumption (A1) to hold.

Proof. We have Py(x,{z}) > w({x}) by Lemma 19 and Theorem 23. Rest of the inequalities
follow from each other and Lemma 48 in Appendix E, when A = {z}. O
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8.2. Asymptotic variance. When Assumption (A1) holds, we can give upper and lower
bounds for the asymptotic variance:

Lemma 33. If Assumption (A1) holds, A > 1 and f € L§,+(7r), then
4+ A—1
o )

Proof. The transition probability Py is m-reversible by Lemma 26, hence (f|Prg), = (Prf|g)~
for all g € L?(m), it also holds that (g|Pyg) > 0 and (f|P\f), > 0 by Theorem 20. There-
fore

varg (f) < var(Py, f) <

(I =P e =Y B e =Y ABIPU ) e+ D _(PLFIPAPY e > (f1 )
k=0 7=0 k=0
and thus
var(Py, f) = 2(f|(I = P\)™)r = (f1f)x > (FIf) = varz(f).

The upper bound can be found by combining [8, Proposition 32 in the supplement| with
Lemma 48 in Appendix E. O

9. APPROXIMATE I-SIR IN THE CASE OF ATOMS

We will show how approximation of the i-SIR kernel (Definition 5 in Section 4) is derived

in the general case. Let us denote by P, the transition probability in Lemma 37 in Appendix
A, where ¢ is the holding probability (rejection probability when 7 has no atoms), then it
also holds that

(13) /Pc(l“, {x})dﬂ(x)z/ + (1= or({z})n(dz).

Finding the approximate kernel is done by solving ¢ from (13), where P, is replaced with
i-SIR transition probability Py. Then the single proposal Markov chain P, with the corre-
sponding holding probability ¢ is used as the approximate. The solution ¢ to (13) with the
replacement is

»(A) = Js[P» (1 _{9}}) —{;f{x}ﬂ m(dz)
(14) B fSo e\, z)m(dz) + fg [Py (x {33}) —n({z})]r(dx)
fg ({z})m(dz) .

Thus we obtain the following:

Definition 34. The approzimate i-SIR transition Qy of Py is defined as
Qx(w, A) = (1= () 7(A) + ¥ (V)8 (A),

where ¥ is given in (14).

Proposition 35. If (A1) holds, then for any f € L*(m) such that var.(f) >0
(i) var(Qy, ) = i—mmﬂ( f).
(it) vary(f) < var(Qy, f) < 222=1var, (f)

(iii) \ — V&I‘(Q)\, f) is strictly conver and decreasing.

Proof. Case (i) follows from Lemma 37 in Appendix A, case (ii) from Lemma 32 and case
(iii) from Lemma 25. 0
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We note that Definition 5 and Proposition 6 in Section 4 correspond with Definition 34
and Proposition 35, when Assumption (A2) holds.
We use the following shorthand notation

Cl+e(N) _ 1+9()
1=V R0V

Both functions Gy and Hj are well defined (Lemma 24 and 25) and have similar properties
compared to the asymptotic variance V; when (A1) holds, namely they are strictly convex
decreasing functions and they all behave between the same bounds (Theorem 4, Proposition
6 and 35). These imply that to some extent we can use Gy and Hy as approximates of V}.
Nevertheless the smaller w gets, the closer the Gy and Hy are to the asymptotic variance
and when w = 1, they are the same:

(15)  Vi(A) = var(Py, f), Gr(N) var, (f), He(N) var,(f).

Proposition 36. If 7 = q almost surely, then the following holds for all x € S and A > 1
P\(z,A)=b\1(z € A)+ (1 —by)m(A), €(A, ) = by, €(\) = by,

where by = ﬁ — ﬁ and for f € L§ , ()
1+0

var(Py, f) = Gy(A) = Hy(\) = 1— bivarw(f).

Proof. Since m = q almost surely, we have w = 1 almost surely in S. Let N € N, then
1 N -1 1 1

It holds for A > 1 and S(\) = [A\| +1 — A that

1 1 A —1 B
AN—+ (1 —=B(N\)———— =0y, AN)————+ 1 —-8(\)———=1-b,.

Combining these with the definitions and Lemma 37 in Appendix A we get the claim. [

Namely if 7 = ¢ almost surely, then Algorithm 2 gives the Markov chain in Lemma 37 in
Appendix A.

10. EXPERIMENTS

We investigate three questions in our experiments: the quality of the approximation of
the asymptotic variance, the minimisation based on it, and the behaviour of the adaptive
i-SIR algorithm in practice. Section 10.1 focuses on the two first questions, investigating the
behaviour of i-SIR in finite state spaces S C R, where we can either calculate numerically
or estimate efficiently the asymptotic variance of the i-SIR from its transition probabil-
ity. Sections 10.2 and 10.3 investigate the use of the adaptive i-SIR in S = R%: Section
10.2 presents a simple mixture example and Section 10.3 an example on Bayesian logistic
regression.

10.1. Quality of asymptotic variance approximations in a finite state space. We
first compare the behaviour of the asymptotic variance V; of the i-SIR algorithm with respect
to the approximate asymptotic variances Gy and Hy given in (15), the corresponding loss
functions and their minimisers. We consider different cost functions of type ¢(\) = a + A
for a > 0, different target and proposal distributions and test functions.

In a finite state space (A1) always holds, and the asymptotic variance of a Markov chain
can be calculated in principle using the spectral decomposition of its transition probability
(Lemma 39 in Appendix A). In the case of i-SIR, the transition and rejection probabilities
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are not directly available, and direct calculation is too costly for large state space (and/or
large number of proposals). Therefore, we consider two cases:

(i) Direct calculations (S small; Experiments 1-4).

(ii) Monte Carlo approximations (S large; Experiment 5; see Proposition 51 in Appendix

G).

We let Ay = argminys; ¢(A)V(A), and similarly Ag, and Ay, stand for the minimisers of
the loss and the approximate loss functions using Gy and Hy in place of V}, respectively.
We define the following suboptimality factors:

—Vf()\Gf) and SO}; = —VfO\Hf)y

Vi(Af) Vi(Af)

which measure the effective loss of using the minimisers of the approximate losses instead
of the true loss minimiser A;. For any (non-constant) f € L*(r), we define its standardised
version f(z) = Varfl/Q(f) (f(x) — 7(f)). Note that the minimisers Ay, A¢ and Ay are
unaffected by the standardisation, and that H; and G; do not depend on the test function
at all. We denote G = G H H; )\G—)\G and Ay = )‘Hf'

If the number of states n = #(S) =2, then Hy =V} by Proposition 52 in Appendix G,
but for n > 3, Vy generally differs from G s and Hy. If the weight upper bound w is close to
one, then Proposition 36 and the upper and lower bounds in Section 8 imply that all these
functions are close to each other. But for large w, these functions can differ more.

It is relatively easy to see from Algorithm 2 that the i-SIR chain can get stuck to states
s € S for which w(s) is large. We denote by Y™ = {s € S: w(s) > M} and Y™ = {s €
S : w(s) < m} the superlevel and sublevel sets of w, and consider the standardised versions
of the following test functions: the identity function f(z) = z, the inverse weight function
g(z) = w™(x), the function

h(m):{x’ r¢Y,

S ricmmy ¢ €Y,

the superlevel indicator k(z) = 1 (z € ;) and the sublevel indicator I(z) = 1 (z € ;™).
The function f admits its smallest and largest values at the endpoints of S, and for g,
these occur at the largest and smallest weight, respectively. Function A is similar to f , but
h(s) = 0 whenever w(s) > M. In all the experiments, we calculate the asymptotic variance,
its upper and lower bounds (Section 8), and the approximations G and H for A € [2,150]
with a spacing of 0.01. In Experiments 1-5 we have omitted from the tables results related
to H , since in these examples Ay was equal to A\ with the tested a values.

SOL =

Ezperiment 1. We consider the state space S = {1,2,3,4,5} and target m and proposal ¢
shown in Figure 1(a). We choose M = 1w and m = minsesw(s), hence Y'Y = {4} and
Y™ = {3}. The results of the experiment are illustrated in Figure 1; note the logarithmic
scale in 1(b) and 1(c). The weight upper bound is @ ~ 1.76, so the lower and upper
bounds are not far off from the functions in Figure 1(b) and 1(c), although there are some
differences for test functions & and f, which are concentrated on the extreme weights. The
suboptimality factors in Table 1 show that their values stay close to 1 for all test functions,
even when a increases.

Ezperiment 2. Next, we consider state space S = {1,2,...,6} and the probability mass
functions 7, ¢ : S — [0, 1] shown in Figure 2(a), where states 1 to 4 have the same mass
as in Experiment 1. As in Experiment 1 we choose M = @ and m = mingesw(s), hence
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FIGURE 1. Experiment 1:

(black).

a=0

a=5

2 10

(a) probability mass functions 7 (red) and ¢
(b) functions V; (red), V; (orange), Vj; (brown), Vi (purple), V;
(pink), G (green dashed), H (blue dashed) with upper/lower bounds (black
dotted). (c) loss i.e. the functions in (b) multiplied by the cost ¢(A) = a + .

a | Ag | Az | SOL | A5 | SOL | A, | SOB | & | SOk | ;| SOL
0 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 2 1.06
0.1 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 2 1.04
1 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 4 1.02 3 1
2 4 4 1 4 1 4 1 4 1 3 1.04
5 5 5] 1 [ 5] 1t [ 5] 1 |[6]100]4]103
106 6] 1t [6] 1 [6] 1 [ 71015101
20 8 8 1 8 1 8 1 9 1.01 6 1.01

TABLE 1. Experiment 1: Minimisers and their corresponding suboptimality

factors.
a | xg | A; | SOL | A | SOL | a, | SOk | X | SOE | A | SOL
0 | 3 |21 [ 137 | 19 [ 135 3 | 1 | 33| 14l 113
01 3 |22 140 | 20 | 139 | 3 | 1 | 34 | 145 | 6.5 | 1.15
1 | 3 [20[ 175 | 26 | 173 | 3 | 1 | 45 | 184 | 8 | 1.32
2 | 4 [35 | 170 | 32 | 1.68 | 4 | 1 | 55 | 1.80 | 9.7 | 1.24
5 | 5 |49 | 2.00 | 4485 | 196 | 5 | 1 | 78 | 2.16 | 13.1 | 1.31
10 6 |66 237 | 60 | 231 | 6 | 1 | 104 | 2.63 | 17.48 | 1.39
20 | 8 |91 | 2.68 | 82 | 259 | 8 | 1 | 143 | 3.07 | 2382 | 1.39

TABLE 2. Experiment 2: Minimisers and their corresponding suboptimality

factors.

= {6} and Y™ = {5}. The weights can take much larger values w(6) = w ~
than in Exper1ment 1, so the lower and upper bounds are much more apart, and the shape of
the asymptotic variance varies among the test functions. The approximations H and G are
fairly good for h and l but have a noticeable discrepancy for f , g and k. This reflects also
in the discrepancy of the minimisers, which is sometimes ten-fold, and the suboptimality

factors shown in Table 2.
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a=0 a=5 a=20

0.4

FIGURE 2. Experiment 2: (a) probability mass functions 7 (red) and ¢
(black). A(b) functions V; A(red), V; (orange), V; (brown), V; (purple), V;

(pink), G (green dashed), H (blue dashed) with upper/lower bounds (black
dotted). (c) loss i.e. the functions in (b) multiplied by the cost ¢(A) = a + .

a | Mg | A | SOL | A5 | SOL | A, | SOB | A | SOL | & | SOL
0 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 30 1.41 2 1.06
0.1 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 32 1.45 2 1.04
1 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 43 1.82 3 1
2 4 4 1 4 1 4 1 52 1.79 3 1.04
5 5 5 1 5 1 5 1 73 2.14 4 1.03
106 6] 1t [ 6] 1 [ 6] 1 |9 [260]5]101
20 8 9 1.00 9 1.00 8 1 136 | 3.02 6 1.01

TABLE 3. Experiment 3: Minimisers and their corresponding suboptimality
factors.

Ezperiment 3. We consider again the same state space S = {1,2,...,6}. The probability
mass functions 7,¢ : S — [0, 1] shown in Figure 3(a) are the same as in Experiments 1
and 2 for states 1, 2, 3 and 4, and & is same as in Experiment 2, but 7(6) and ¢(6) are
1000 times smaller than in Experiment 2. We choose M and m as before, hence YM = {6}
and Y, = {3}. The results in Figure 3 and Table 3 are similar to Experiment 1 for most
test functions, but the results for k resemble those in Experiment 2: as a increases, the
suboptimality factor increases.

Ezperiment 4. Here, we let S = {1,2,3,4,5} and consider the probability mass functions
7,q : S — [0, 1] shown in Figure 4(a). The proposal ¢ is the same as in Experiment 1 but
7 is modified: we divide the mass from state 5 evenly to the other states in a way that
w(5) = 1/d, where d is w of Experiment 2 and 3. The weights are small w(4) = w ~ 2.50.
We choose M and m as before, hence Y = {4} and Y = {5}. With test functions § and ,
which take their extremal values at state 5, the results differ from earlier experiments: with
large a, the cost function minimisers are much smaller than with approximations. These
functions admit their extreme values at 5, which the i-SIR chain does not visit often. For
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a=0 a=5 a=20

0.4

FIGURE 3. Experiment 3: (a) probability mass functions 7 (red) and ¢
(black). A(b) functions V; A(red), V; (orange), V; (brown), V; (purple), V;

(pink), G (green dashed), H (blue dashed) with upper/lower bounds (black
dotted). (c) loss i.e. the functions in (b) multiplied by the cost ¢(A) = a + .

a=0 a=5 a=20
0.4 160 :
0.3
80
0.2
01- ' N
0.0-5% & o
1 2 3 4 5 .
20 e
(a)
10437
5_

FIGURE 4. Experiment 4: (a) probability mass functions 7 (red) and ¢
(black). (b) functions V; (red), V; (orange), V;, (brown), V; (purple), V; (pink

N ~

dashed), G (green dashed), H (blue dashed) with upper/lower bounds (black
dotted). (c) loss i.e. the functions in (b) multiplied by the cost ¢(\) = a + .

the rest of the test functions, the losses looks similar to the approximate losses as the results
in Table 4 confirm.



I-SIR WITH ADAPTIVE NUMBER OF PROPOSALS 27
a | Ag | Ap | SOL | Ay | SO% | A; | SO& | A, | SOE | A | 8OL
0 | 3|4 10l 3] 1 | 3] 1 |4]101]3] 1
01] 3 | 4 | 102 ]3] 1 | 3| 1 |4]102]3] 1
1| 44| 1 |3 |108] 4| 1 | 5] 101 ]3] 108
2 |5 | 5] 1 |3 |115]5 | 1 |5 1 |3]115
51 6 | 7| 100 | 4114 ] 6 | 1 | 7|10l ]| 4] 115
10 8 | 8 | 1 | 4| 119 ] 7 | 100 | 9 | 1.00 | 4 | 1.19
20 | 10 | 11 | 1.00 | 5 | 1.17 | 9 | 1.00 | 11 | 1.00 | 5 | 1.17
TABLE 4. Experiment 4: Minimisers and their corresponding suboptimality
factors.
a=0 a=5 a=20
160
0.08
0.06
804
0.04
0.02 404
0.00-;
20
8: 10\

[ T 1 | T 1 | T 1
2 10 20 2 10 20 2 10 20

FIGURE 5. Experiment 5: (a) probability mass functions 7 (red) and ¢
(black). (b) functions V; (red), V; (orange), Vj, (brown dashed), V; (purple),

V; (pink), G (green dashed), H (blue dashed) with upper/lower bounds (black
dotted). (c) loss i.e. the functions in (b) multiplied by the cost ¢(A) = a + .

FExperiment 5. Contrary to the previous, purely artificial examples, this example is a dis-
cretisation of a continuous state model. We consider S which is a discretisation of [—3, 3]
to 61 equally spaced states, and 7 and ¢ correspond to discretisation of two normal distri-
butions N(0,1/4) and N(0, 1), respectively, illustrated in Figure 5(a).

For integers N > 2 we have used Monte Carlo estimation to estimate the transition and
rejection probabilities (i.e. (20) and (21) of Proposition 51 in Appendix G) by simulating
ZY, . 2o 000 ~ Multinom(N — 1,Q). We calculate both Py and e(N) using the same
(ZN), and also create new Z ™' conditional on ZY. The estimates Py and ¢(\) for non-
integer A > 1 are derived from these.

The weight upper bound w = 2.00 is fairly small. We choose Y, and Y;", where M =
1.9 and m = 0.2, for which 7(YM) ~ 0.23 and 7(¥;") ~ 0.012. Figures 5(b) and 5(c)
show that the asymptotic variances have some variation, but Table 5 indicates that all the
suboptimality factors are relatively small. With g, the factors are the highest, but as a
grows, they get smaller.



28 I-SIR WITH ADAPTIVE NUMBER OF PROPOSALS

a | g | Ap | SOL | x| 8OZ | A;, | SOk | A; | SOE | A | 8OL
0 3 3 1 2 1.47 3 1 3 1 2 1.04
0 3 3 1 2 1.47 3 1 3 1 2 1.04
0.1 3 3 1 2 1.45 3 1 3 1 2 1.02
1T [ 4 [ 3[100 |2 [163 |3 |10l 4| 1t |3]1LI2
2 4 4 1 2 1.47 4 1 5 1.02 3 1.08
5 6 5 1.02 2 1.54 5 1.02 6 1 3 1.16
10 7 6 1.01 2 1.39 6 1.01 8 1.01 4 1.13
20 9 8 1.01 2 1.29 8 1.01 10 | 1.01 5 1.11

TABLE 5. Experiment 5: Minimisers and their corresponding suboptimality

factors.
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FIGURE 6. Average running time 7T; for different IN; and the fitted regression
line (left), the evolution of A, (middle) and the trace plot of the first coordi-
nate of adaptive i-SIR output (right) in the mixture example of Section 10.2.

10.2. Mixture distribution. We run our adaptive i-SIR (Algorithm 3) on a 7-dimensional
Gaussian mixture target example from [14]. The modes of the target are m; = (1,...,1)
and my = (—=2,0,...,0)7 and the components have identity covariance The proposal has
zero mean and identity shape student’s ¢ distribution with v = 3 degrees of freedom. We
consider the same two test functions as in [14]: fi(x) = z1 and fo(x) =1 (z € A)—1(x € B),
with sets A = [—2,6] x [—1,1]% and B = [0.75,1.25] x [1,2] x [-0.1,0.1]°.

The methods are implemented in the Julia programming language [11], using its native
parallelisation to the i-SIR proposal/density evaluation. The number of threads is set to
four, which is the number of performance cores in the Macbook Pro 2020 with Apple M1
processor, where the tests are run. We first do pilot runs of n = 10, 000 iterations with i-SIR
having fixed N; = 2° + 1 for i € {2,...,13}. The runs are timed, and a linear regression
model is fit to the times T; = a + bN; + ¢;, where ¢; are the residuals (Figure 6). The cost
function is formed by scaling the fitted model: ¢(\) = (a/b) + \. After this, we run the
adaptive i-SIR for the model. Figure 6 (middle) shows the evolution of the adapted A\ and
the trace plot of the first coordinate of the samples, after a 10% burn-in.

Then, we run i-SIRs with N fixed to each N; and the final value of the adaptation for
one million iterations. We use the initial sequence estimator to estimate the asymptotic
variance [16]. Figure 7 (left) shows the integrated autocorrelation time (IACT) estimates
for the test functions and based on our approximation. The TACT of f; behaves close to the
approximation, whereas the IACT of f; becomes close to the approximation only for higher
number of proposals N. Figure 7 (right) the estimated inverse relative efficiencies [17], that
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IACT IREs and loss
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FIGURE 7. The estimated integrated autocorrelation times (left) and the
inverse relative efficiencies and the loss (right) in the mixture example of
Section 10.2. The vertical grey line indicates the terminal value of adaptation.

is, average running time per iteration times asymptotic variance. Note that both the x and
y axes are logarithmic. The vertical line indicates the value of the number of proposals
corresponding to the final value of adaptation. The adaptation minimises the approximate
IRE, and approximately minimises the IRE of the second test function. For the first test
function, a greater number of proposals would be optimal. However, the loss of efficiency
is not large.

10.3. Logistic regression. Our final example is a Bayesian logistic regression model on
the Wisconsin Diagnostic Breast Cancer dataset (doi:10.24432/C5DW2B, [28]), consisting
of 569 patients’ data, with a binary outcome variable (benign/malignant), and with 30
covariates plus intercept. We use a Gaussian prior pr(x) = N(z;0,2013;) for the regression
coefficients. We first find the Laplace approximation 7(xz) = N(x;u,X) of the posterior,
and use a (‘defensive’) mixture ¢(z) = 0.1pr(z) + 0.97(x) as the proposal; this guarantees
bounded weights w(z) = 7(x)/q(x) as long as the likelihood is bounded. The test functions
are posterior density values fi(z) = 7(x) and fo(z) = ||z — ul.

We use the same implementation as in Section 10.2, the same number of preliminary
samples, but the actual simulations are now ten million iterations long. Figure 8 illustrates
the results similar to Figure 6 (middle) and 7. Also here, the adaptive algorithm appears
to minimise the approximate IRE, and the IACT and IRE of the first test function follows
the same shape as the approximation. The IRE of f5 seems to be roughly minimised, but
because there remains fluctuations in the estimated TACT of f;, no clear conclusions can
be drawn.

11. DISCUSSION

We presented an i-SIR algorithm with adaptive number of proposals, based on an ac-
ceptance rate based asymptotic variance approximation. The approximate asymptotic has
similar properties (convexity and monotonicity) as the true i-SIR asymptotic variance, and
our experiments suggest that it often leads to an appropriate choice of the number of pro-
posals. We focused on the adaptation with an affine cost, which is assumed to be known.
Our method can accommodate other forms of (smooth) cost functions, which might be ap-
propriate for instance when run times have a large variation — because the i-SIR selection
step requires to wait for the slowest sampling process to finish. We estimated the cost based
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FIGURE 8. The evolution of A\; (left), the estimated integrated autocorrela-
tion times (middle) and the inverse relative efficiencies and the loss (right) in
the logistic regression example of Section 10.3. The vertical grey line indicates
the terminal value of adaptation.

on a pilot run with a range of number of proposals, by simply fitting a linear model to the
observed running times. It might be possible to develop an online strategy to learn and/or
refine the cost function based on observed run times.

We used an approximate asymptotic variance based on modelling i-SIR as ‘lazy perfect
sampling.” The approximation was derived for the non-atomic case (A2), but our exper-
iments suggest that it is close to an approximation specifically tailored for discrete state
spaces (cf. Section 9). While the approximation appeared to work well in many settings, it
can be a bit crude, because sometimes the i-SIR chain can get stuck for longer time than
anticipated by the i-SIR approximation. One approach to generalise our approximation
might be to use a similar ‘slowed down’ perfect sampling, but in a semi-Markov manner:
replacing the geometric holding times with some other, heavier tailed distribution. This
could potentially account better for the excess ‘stickiness’ due to varying weights. Another
possible approach is to investigate the combination of asymptotic variance upper bound
based criteria [see 14], that is, to estimate the running mean of the weights to estimate the
upper bound W; < w use some combination of the bounds in the adaptation.

We presented our algorithm for the simplest possible variant of the i-SIR, and could be
elaborated and extended in a number of ways. For instance, it is possible to use develop

lower variance estimators of ¢ and € by exchangeability of Yk&N‘“j : the estimates (3) and

(4) remain valid if the last item YkN’“ is changed to each of the proposals. It is possible to
slightly increase the acceptance rate of the i-SIR by the forced-move variant [15, 23]. We
believe that our method could be used also with the forced-move extension, but we are
unaware which theoretical properties remain valid.

Instead of using only the current value of the i-SIR Markov chain, it is possible to use
the entire weighted sample in estimation; see for instance [14]. It might be possible to
modify our adaptation to this setting, but using all proposals leads to different efficiency,
and this must be accounted for by developing a new asymptotic variance proxy. The i-
SIR can be extended to non-independent proposals [25]; see also [20], who also suggest
covariance adaptation in this context. This setting also requires a different approximate
asymptotic variance. Finally, adapting the proposal distribution, for instance with ideas
from importance sampling [13], together with the number of proposals might be possible.
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The approximate asymptotic variance which we use as a basis for adaptation leads to a
loss function whose minimum does not depend on the test function f. We believe that this
is often favourable (when we care about multiple test functions), but if we focus on one
specific test function f, it may be possible to devise another function specific strategy for
instance based on asymptotic correlations (the mean square jumping distance).
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APPENDIX A. ASYMPTOTIC VARIANCE RESULTS

Recall that the asymptotic variance of a Markov chain P and function f € Li() is
(16) var(P, f) =2 (fIP*f)x = I£II%,
k=0

whenever the sum on the right is well-defined [cf. 29].

Lemma 37. Let w be a probability distribution on a general state space E, and let € € (0,1).
Consider the Markov transition probability:

P.(x,A)=€el(x € A)+ (1 —e)m(A).
The asymptotic variance of a function f € L3(w) is:

1+e¢
N
— €

Proof. Let us have IID random variables Uy, ..., U, ~ Unif(0,1) and Xo, Z1,...,Z, ~ 7
that are independent of each other. Let

Xo =X LUy, <€)+ Z,11(U, > ¢)
for n > 1, hence X,, ~ m. Let us standardise the function f and denote g(x) LCH
have for all n > 1, that
9(X5) = 9(Xn1)1 (Un < €) + 9(Z0)1 (Uy > €,

var(P,, f) =
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Thus ¢g(X,,) are identically distributed and it holds for all m > 0 that E[g(X,,)] = 0 and
Elg(X,,)?] = 1. By induction we get for 0 < m < n, that

n—1
i=m+1
where
Rj;k:{UjSE,...,UkSE}, Aj:{Uj>€}.
Therefore

E[g(Xm)g(Xn)]

n—1

= Blg(Xm)g(Xn)1 (R 1)l + 1 (n—=m >2) > Elg(X;n)g(Zi)1 (Ai N Rigyn)]

i=m+1
+ E[Q(Xm>g(zn)1 (An)]
= E[Q(Xm)2]E[1 (Rm+1:n)] = ]E[g(Xm)2]e"_m =t m

and it follows that

>ie1 9(X) 1 & 7 Iy
novar(S=EE0) = SB[ g(X0) | = = 0 Y Elp(X)g(X;)]
i=1 =1 j=1
n n—1 n
1
=~ (Y EG(X)+2)] Y Elg(x)g(x;)])
=1 =1 j=i+1
9 n—1 n n
=1 = J—i __ - o i
+nZAZe 1—|—n (n—1)e
=1 j=i+1 =1
We have by Kronecker
-~ N,
=1
Thus
) > 9(X5) > 1+4+¢€
lim p - var (SZELEEE) — 142 —
nl_g)lon var n + ; T
and it follows that
" X; 1
lim nw@r(zz:lf( )> = +€HfH3r
n—oo n 1—c¢

Since (X,,)52, is Markov chain with Markov transition probability P, and initial distribution
m, we have
I+e

var(P., f) = .

1117 O

When the state space is finite, we have the following formulation:

Lemma 38. Let P = [P, ;]; j=1,.n be a transition probability matriz, such that P is ir-
reducible, aperiodic and m-reversible with respect to some probability vector m € R™. Let
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(Xk)52 be a Markov chain in state space S = (s1,. .., S,) with transition probability P and
initial distribution w, then for f S — R it holds

(P = 3 (uwlf2 et

A 1=\

1€{1,...,nH\m
where A\, ..., A\, are eigenvalues and uq, ..., u, eigenvectors of matrixz P with \,, = 1 for
somem € {1,....n}, |Ni| <1 foralli #m, u, = (1,...,1), where the vectors uy, ..., u,

form an orthonormal basis for (R™, (-|-)x).

Proof. We obtain the given eigenvalues and eigenvectors by [22, Lemma 12.1, Lemma 12-2].
By these properties P is diagonalizable and

= CDFCH,
where D = diag(A1,...,A\,) and C' = [uy, ..., u,]. Let us denote
IT = diag(my, ..., m,),

then
HI/QPkH—l/Q — HI/QC«Dk;O_lH—l/2 _ QDkQ_l,

where Q = [1'/2C = [Hjl-/2uij}i,j:1 n. We can easily verify QTQ = I i.e. QT = Q7!, since

.....

1 a=
<ui|uj>7r—{0 i

We have
(FIP* ). = fTIIPF f = fTIV2QDRQ IV f = fTIIV2QDFQTIIV? f = €™ DPe,
where e = QTTI'/? f and thus
e= Q"2 f = CTII'VPIIV2 f = T = [(wi] f)xli=1,..n»
i.e. e; = (u|f)x, where e, = 0, since f € u, and

I£1% = (flf)m = 6—26 —Z uil )7 > (wlhi

=1 ie{l,..n}\m

Let us define diagonal matrix R = diag(A, ..., Am—1,0, Apt1,- -+, An), then

- 1 1 1 1
RF = di ( 1, )
kzzo S T L T W I WU I

and
o0 B _ ) o] B 1
k _ TNk, Tk, _ . 2
DAIPER) = eDre=D eTRe= (ulf)ig—
k=0 k=0 k=0 ie{l,...,n}\m
Therefore
_ i - - 2
var(P, f) =23 (P P = IFI2 = > (il 2=~ 1]
k=0 ie{l,...n}\m ’
DY
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Lemma 39. Let S = {s1,...,8,}, f: S —= R and A > 1. It holds for Algorithm 2 with
supp(m) =S, that

_ _ A
(P = Y Gl

it
i€{l,...,n\m
where Ay, ..., A\, are eigenvalues and uy, ..., u, eigenvectors of matrix Py with \,, = 1 for
some m € {1,....,n}, |N| < 1 for alli # m, u,, = (1,...,1) and the vectors uy, ..., u,

form the orthonormal eigenbasis of Py in the space (R™, {-|-);).

Proof. In the finite discrete case Assumption (A1) holds, thus Algorithm 2 forms 7-reversible
Markov chain by Lemma 26 and Py (z, {y}) > 0 for all x,y € S by Lemma 48 in Appendix
E, hence P, is irreducible and aperiodic and thus the claim follows from Lemma 38. 0

APPENDIX B. DETAILS ABOUT THE SETUP

In our setup we have a sigma-finite measure p and probability measures II and Q on a
measurable space (X, X') such that II < Q < p. The Radon-Nikodym derivatives of II and
@ with respect to u shall be denoted by 7w and q. These derivatives will be chosen so that
m,q € [0,00) and ¢(z) > 0 if 7(z) > 0, which can be done. The support of 7 is denoted by
S. The Radon-Nikodym derivative of II with respect to Q will be denoted by w i.e. m = wq
p-almost everywhere, which can be chosen to be

m(x)
w(z) = 4 @ €S
0 x ¢S.

For this weight function holds w € [0,00). We say that x € X is an atom for measure
i, when p({z}) > 0. For Q this condition is equivalent to g(z) > 0. Note that Q < pu
implies that if x is not an atom for pu, then it is neither for Q. However an atom for p
doesn’t require to be an atom for Q. Similar conditions also hold for Il with respect to Q.
Note that in general ¢(z) = Q({z}) doesn’t hold for an atom of Q, but for instance when
p restricted to the atoms of Q is counting measure, then ¢(z) = Q({z}). Especially when
p is Lebesgue measure/counting measure on R we can have the usual probability density
functions/probability mass functions as the Radon-Nikodym derivatives of 7 and g.

APPENDIX C. RESULTS ABOUT REAL SEQUENCES AND THEIR SUMS AND DIFFERENCES
The following lemma is well known and is easily verified by Cauchy-Schwarz:

Lemma 40 (Sedrakyan’s inequality). Letn e Ny, ay,...,a, € R and by,...,b, >0, then

@ (T, @)
> Siib

where equality holds if and only if (aq,...,a,) and (by,...,b,) are linearly dependent.

S
el

k=1

The following two lemmas use the following basic property: If n € N, and ¢1,...,¢01 €
R, then
n+1 n+1 n+1 n+1 n+1 n+1 n+1
DS SR 3 3AIERES W RLEEES o
k=1 j=1,j#k k=1 j=1 j=1 k=1

2
1 3 (i biae)” o (2 bias)
+1 = +1 )
" s Z?:Lz';ék bi Z?:1 b

Lemma 41. Letn € Ny, ay,...,ap11 €R, by, ... 0,01 >0, Zng > 0, then
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where J = {k € {1,2,...,n+1} : Z?;rll#k b; > 0}. Equality holds if and only if A =
(A1,...,Aus1) and B = (By,. .., Byy1) are linearly dependent, where Ay = Z;”Lll#k bja,
and By, = Z;’Z:ll,j;ék bj.

Proof. By Sedrakyan’s inequality (Lemma 40)

LA (e A" 1 (i Ay
n c Bk_n ZZGJBZ n n+1Bl ’

for which equality holds if and only if (Ag)res and (Bg)kes are linearly dependent which is
equivalent to A and B being linearly dependent, since Ay = 0 = By, for k ¢ J. Therefore,
the claim follows from (17). O

Lemma 42. Letn € Ny, ay,...,a4,01 € R, by, ..., 001 >0, Ay = Z;”rll#kb a; and By, =
trl . bi. Then A = (Ay,..., A1) and B = (B, ..., B,1) are linearly independent i
J=Lj#k 7J

a; # a; and b;,b; > 0 for some 1,5 € {1,2,...,n+ 1}.

Proof. Assume A and B are linearly dependent i.e. ¢cA+ dB = 0 for ¢ # 0 and d # 0, then
by (17)

n+1 n+1
0="> (cAp+dBy) =n_ blca +d|
k=1 =1

and thus for all k € {1,2,...,n+ 1}

n+1 n+1
bilcay + d] = Zbl [ca; + d] — Z b[cam + d) = —(cAg + dBy) =0,
m=1m#k

hence for each k£ has to hold either by = 0 or car + d = 0. We get a contradiction, since
a; 7é a; and bi,bj > 0. [

The final result is about differences of partial sums of sequences.

Lemma 43. Let N € N+, a1,09, € R, bhbg, SRS R, An = Z?:l a; and Bn = Z?:l bi,
then

BNnt1Bni2 — 2BnBnyo + BNByt1 = [bv+1 — bvia) By + 20y 410y o

and

Byi1Bni2AN — 2BNBnyoAny1 + BBy ANt
= 2by2o[Bny1ANn — BnAni1] — By Bylani: — anya] + By An (bt — bya).
Proof. These are straightforward, since B,,1 = B, + b,y and A, 1 = A, + apy1:

Bni1Bny2 — 2BNBnyo + BnByy1 = Byyobny1 — Bynbyio

= Bni1[bnt1 — byto] + 20N 410N o
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and thus
Byi1Bni2 AN — 2BNBnyoAny1 + BBy ANt

= By 1 An[bvi1 — bvya] + 26110y 2 AN

— 2BNBni2any1 + BnByiilans1 + ania)
= By41AN[bn+1 — bni2] + 2[Byt1 — Bybni2AN

— 2BN[Bny1 + byiolani1 + ByByiiani: + BNByiianio
= Bn1AN[bN1 — bvyo] + 2By 1by 2 AN — 2BNbN 12 AN

- BNBN+1[GN+1 - GN+2]- [

APPENDIX D. DETAILS ABOUT MODIFICATION

In the following lemma the assumption in case (i) is generalisation of sequential convexity
and matches this, if a; = 7 for all 7.

Lemma 44. Let (a;)icz € R be strictly increasing and let us denote d; = a;+1 — a;. Let
(bi)iGZ € R and f R — R,

fz) = (1 _ M)bg(x) + Mbgmﬂ,
Qg(z)+1 — Ag(x) Ag(x)+1 — Ag(x)

where

glx) =inf{i e R: 2z > a;}.
The function f is continuous and for alli € Z holds f(a;) = b;. Additionally if for alln € Z
holds

(i) dncf@jﬂbn — bpt1 + dnf—gnﬂbnﬁ >0 (<), then f is convex (concave).

(i) by, — b1 >0 (>), then f is decreasing (strictly).
(111) by, — b1 < 0 (<), then f is increasing (strictly).
),
),

(i) by, >0 (b, > 0), then f is non-negative (positive).
(v) b, <0 (b, <0), then f is non-positive (negative).

Proof. We have clearly that f is continuous on the intervals [a;,a;11), f(a;) = b; and
limgq,,, f(x) = bigq for all i € Z, hence f: R — R is continuous.
Let us assume (i) (convex version) holds, then

di—2 + di di—
b > ————bj_1 — —b;_
N di— Yo,
di3+di_o+d;_ di—o+d;_
> Gt dent “big — Lbi_:a-
di_3 di—3
Thus by induction for any m € N, m > 2 it holds that

i+ + di digrom+ o +di
b, > —; i 1bi+lfm SEAR ;li_ Tdia
(ai - ai7m>bi+1fm - (ai - aiJrlfm)bifm

Ait1—m — Qj—m

bifm
(18)

and in similar fashion we have

(19) b; > (@itm = @i)bism—1 — (Gigm—1 — ai)me.

Qitm — Qi4m—1
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Let us denote (x|y) = z1y; + z2y for z,y € R? and let w' = (a;,b;) € R? For every
T € [a;, a;41] we have that (z, f(x)) € J(w’, w'), where we denote by J the line segment.
Let y,z € R,y < zand t € (0,1), then

i =1—-ty+tz=(1—9)ar + sars:

for some s € [0,1) and k € Z. The vector v = (bg1 — bg, ar, — ax41) is perpendicular to the
line segment J(wk, w*™') > (¢, f(cy)). Let us define convex half space that contains this
line segment on its boundary

A={ucR?: (ufv) < (w"v)}.
Clearly (w*|v) = apbgpy1 — apy1by = (W) and by (18) we have for all 4 > k + 1 that

)+ (a; — ar)brpr — (a; — ak—i—l)bk(

(w'|v) < a;(br1 — by ay — apy1) = (o),

Ap41 — Qg
similarly by (19) we have for all 7 < k that (w'|v) < (w*|v), which together imply w® € A
for every i € Z. If x < f(ct), then (¢, x) ¢ A, since
(e, $)|U> = (b1 — b)er + (ar — agg1)r > (e — bi)er + (ar — argr) f(cr)
= b1 — apy1by = (WFv).
We have by convexity that (y, f(y)), (2, f(2)) € Aand ((1—t)y+tz, (1—t)f(y)+tf(z)) € A.
Therefore (1 —t)f(y) +tf(z) > f((1 — t)y + tz), which proves convexity. We can obtain

concavity similarly.
Assume b, > b, and x < y. If ap < x <y < agyq for some k, then

fa) = fy) =L b+ L b >0
Qg1 — Ak Qg1 — Ak

and f(z) > f(ar+1) is obvious, thus the claim follows. Similarly we obtain strict inequality
if b; > b;11, which proves (ii). We obtain (iii) similarly. Both (iv) and (v) are clear by the

definition of f. O
Lemma 45. Let 1 < a < oo. If g: N, — R is a function such that for all N € N
2a — 1
0<g(N) < ———
S9N s TN o

then for h:[1,00) — R
h(A) = (A +1=X)g([A]) + (A= [A)g([A] +1)
it holds for all A > 1, that

2a
<hD) < ————.
0< ()_2a+)\—1

Proof. If A > 1, A€ [N, N + 1), where N € N
h(\) = (N +1— NA(N) + (A — N)a(N + 1)

2a — 1 2a — 1
<(N+1-N—r-—+AN=N)————
SINHT=Ng 5 o
B 2a — 1 2a+2N—)\—1< 2a 2a+N—1_ 2a 8
204+ N-2 20+N-1 ~2a+N—-12a+X—1 2a+I—1

Lemma 46. Let b > —1 and f : Ny = R, f(N) = (b+ N)7!, then for k: [1,00) — R,
k(A) = (A +1=XNF(A) + A= AN+ 1)
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it holds for all X > 1 that

Cbr2A At
KN = o 200 D)
Proof. We have
k(A):(LAJ+1—A)b+1w+(A—w)m
B b+ (A +1 b+
B R YRSV AP Y A CERPYES VI CERPY)
b+l A=A _ b2 A+l g

b+ A +1D)B+A]) @+ MN+DO+N) b+ [A+DB+|A])
APPENDIX E. AUXILIARIES FOR THE ERGODICITY OF I-SIR

Here we list some properties related to the transition probability of Algorithm 2. The
total variation distance between two probabilities 4 and v is denoted by

do(pisv) = = sup |u(f) — v(f)] = sup |u(4) — v(A)].
2 o<t A

Lemma 47. It holds for all \, N € [1,00) and x € S, that
dey (Pr(, - ), Py (z, -)) <2]A = X|.
Proof. Let NN € N,. Let N <A< X < N+ 1, then
di (P (i, - ), Pa(x, - )) = sup [Py (2, A) — Px(x, A

= Sgp ‘(A/ - )\)PN+1(m7A> - (/\ o )\/)PN<I7A)|
= |A — XN|sup |Pn(z, A) + Pyyi(x, A)| < 2|\ — A
A

We get by triangle inequality that if N < N’ then
N'—1
dtv(PN’(xa : )7PN($7 ' )) < Z dtv(PH»l(x) : )7Pi(x7 ' )) = 2(N/ - N)
i=N

and if N <A< N+1<N <N <N +1, then

div(Py(, - ), PA(x, -))

< de(Py(z, - ), Py, - ) + dee(Pye (2, - ), Pya(z, - ) + doy(Pyaa(z, - ), Pa(z, +))

S2N =N)42(N' =N —-1)+2(N+1—-X) =2\ =\).
Thus if A\, X' € [1,00), then

diy (Py(z, + ), Pa(z, - ) < 2|N = Al O
Lemma 48. If Assumption (A1) holds, then for allz € S and A > 1
—%1 _Al_ (4) < Py, A4) < m(A)  m(A) 5 — fli —.

Proof. Let us denote z; = x. Let N € N, N > 2, then by dropping the first term ¢ = 1
from (1) an application of Jensen’s inequality yields [e.g. §]
N -1

Pyl A)> — 2 r(A
e T L
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which also holds for N =1, since P;(z;,A) > 0. f A>1, N <A< N + 1, where N € N,
then

N -1 N
PlaA) 2 (N =)y T A Nm gy =
N -1 N
>r(A)(N+1=N)s—+7(AA=N
z AN+ 1= N7 + DA = N)gr
A—1 A1

m(A)

Let N € N, N > 2, then

AT S AT
S Gk v e

N N
. )1 (z € A
Py( )= [ mEVEEA TG
N
XNt k1 w(zk) n=2
=1- ELICNACE: Hq (dzn)
X&N-1 Zk‘ lw
:1—(N—1)/ wl Zz%Aquzn
XNt Zk vw(zk) 55

gwa—n/ UM”(@¢M g(dz,)

w(z1) +w(ze) + N — 2
w(z9)1 (29 & A m(A°
Sl—UV—DA;g;+%f2Mm@pau4N—1hwalQ
20 — 1
200+ N —2’
where the first inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. The case N = 1 is clear. By
Lemma 45 in Appendix D it follows, that for all A > 1

= 1(A) + 7(A°)

0
0< Pa(z1,{4}) = w(A) + (A7) g ﬁi 1 -

Lemma 49. Let s > 1. If Assumption (A1) holds, then there exist constants C' < oo and
p € [0,1) such that for allz € S, X € [s,00) and k > 0 holds

dtV(P)If(:c, ), m) < Cp".

Proof. By the first lower bound in Lemma 48 we have for all x € S and A > s a constant
c= -1 ¢€(0,1) such that

Py(xz,A) = cm(A) + (1 — ¢)Qa(z, A),

where () is probability kernel. For probability kernel R and signed measure v on a measur-
able space (X, X') we have by Hahn decomposition theorem v-positive set Bt and v-negative
set B~ for which X = Bt UB™ and if G € X, then

lVR(G)| = |/u(dx)R(x, G)| = | . v(dz)R(z,G) + / v(dz)R(z, G)|

< max{’ /B+ v(dzr)R(x,G)|,

v(dr)R(z, G)| b < max{|v(B")],|v(B")]}

= sup [v(A)|
A
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and thus
sup [VR(A)| < sup |v(A)],
A A

which ensures for x € S and £ > 1

sup | P (z, A) — m(A)]
A
= sup |0, PY(A) — 7(A)| = sup |6, Py ' Py(A) — mPE ' Py (A)]
A A
= sup |em(A) + (1 — c)éfo’lQ,\(A) —cm(A) — (1 - c)ﬂP)’f’lQA(AM
A

= (1 ) sup |5, P} Qa(A) — PEQA(A)] < (1 - ¢)sup |6, P (A) — wPL(A)]
A A

IAIA

(1= ) sup [0,Qa(4) = 7QA(A)] < (1= ) sup[,(4) ~w(A) < (1 =) D

APPENDIX F. COST FUNCTION

The following holds for affine cost function:

Proposition 50. Let c,u: (1,00) = R, ¢(A) = a+bX and u(X) = c(\) 2L, where a > 0,
b>0 andd >0, then
(i) u is strictly convex positive function,
(1) im0 w(X) = limy_,00 ¢(A) = 00 and limy_,1, u(X) = oo,
(111) limy_yo0[u(N) — c¢(N)] = bd,
(i) the minimum value of u is 24/bd(a + b) + a + b+ bd attained at \/d(a/b+ 1)+ 1 and
the function c attains this value at 2y/d(a/b+ 1) +d + 1.

Proof. Let g1, g2 : (1,00) = R, g1(A) = E2=1 and go(\) = A2 then

0 d 0? 2d
AV ="nmE et W= o
0 d 0? 2d
592()\) == ()\_—1)27 Wgz(A) T =)

Therefore

= >0,

from which we obtain (i). The minimum value of u can be solved from Zu()), which is at

A =1+ (b+a) , thus the minimum value

m = u(Any) = (a+b)( ﬁﬂ) +b(d+ d(b:“)) = 2/bd(a+b) +a+b+bd

and if ¢(\) = m, then \ = ==¢

. (iv). We obtain (iii) from

d(a —+ b)\) A—00
A—1
and (ii) is clear by the definitions. O

u(A) —c(A) = bd
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APPENDIX G. FINITE DISCRETE CASE FOR I-SIR

Here we will use the same notations and assumptions as in Section 6. Estimating the
asymptotic variance of i-SIR can be challenging. In the finite discrete case asymptotic
variance can be solved via the formula in Lemma 39 in Appendix A, since the transition
probability matrix P\ as well as the eigenvalues and eigenvectors can be solved, even tough
this can be extremely slow for large A\, when S has many states. However in the finite case
transition probability matrix Py can be expressed with the help of multinomial distribution:

Proposition 51. Let us have Algorithm 1 with finite discrete w, S = {s1,82,...,8,}, n €
N, and let us denote U = supp(q) \ S.

(1) If U =10, let Q = (q({s1}),---,a({sn}))-
(it) If U #0, let @ = (¢({s1}),-..,a({sn}), a(U)).

(
For both cases (i) and (ii) we have for N € N, N > 2 and i,5 € {1,...,n}
PP w(s;)
20 Py(si {s:}) =E[(1(i = j) + 7, ) ,
( ) N(S {8]}) _( (Z j) + J)@U(Si) + Zk:1 ka(sk)

T w(s;)
21 W) = B[S

o w(Y)
(V) =B| s 7o |

where Z ~ Multinom(N — 1,Q) and Y ~ 7 are independent.

Proof. Let us first take U = () and Q = (¢({s1}),...,q({sn})). For Algorithm 1 we have
Y = X, YV ~ g and I ~ Categorical(W*V), where Y/ are independent of each other.
Therefore

N

N
7 = (Zl(Yljzsl),...,Zl(Ylj zsn)> ~ Multinom(N — 1, q).

=2 j=2

Let v € R™ and let us define
A = {2, = v}, B:{UGN”:ka:N—l}.
k=1

Then for i,j € {1,...,n}

P(Xl = Sj | X() = Si) = Z]P)(Xl = Sj,A'll) | X() = Si)

veEB
=Y P(Xy =, | Xo = s, A})P(A})
veB
N
=D ) P(Xy =551 =k| Xo=s;, A})P(A})
veEB k=1

w(si) v o
- {ZUGBU ’ vi)“}(?i)jzzww(sk)P(Aﬁv =
2 ven Vs w(si)+zgzjl vkw(sk)P(Alf), i J.
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For the rejection

P(I=1|Xo=s)=> PI=1A7|Xg=s) =Y P(I=1]Xy=s;A})P(A})

vEB vEB

— ) v
=2 +zkwwmwM&’

Since (X;) is Markov Cham we obtain the case for U = (). The case U # () follows similarly,
when we have instead @ = (¢({s1}),---,q({sn}), ( ), v € R*HL

N N
A= <Zl(Yf :sl), ,Zl Y/ —sn Zl Y] §ZS > ~ Multinom(N — 1, Q),
j=2 =2
n+1
AV = {7, =0}, B:{veNn+1:ka:N—1},
k=1
since w(s) =0 for all s ¢ S. O

Proposition 51 can be easily generalised to Algorithm 2 and gives possibilities to esti-
mate the probability transition matrix, holding probability and rejection probabilities with
multinomial distribution. We have also the following special case:

Proposition 52. If #(S) = 2, i.e. S = {s1,52}, it holds for f € L§ , ()

Py(s1,{s1}) + Pa(s2, {s2})
2 = (Pa(s1, {s1}) + Pa(s2, {s2}))
Proof. We have P, is w-reversible by Lemma 26. We can solve eigenvalues A\ = 1, Ay =
Py\(s1,{s1}) + Px(s2,{s2}) — 1 and eigenvectors v; = (1,1), vy = (—\/:EETB, \/:EE;B) to
match conditions in Lemma 39 in Appendix A and thus

Py(s1,{s1}) + Pa(s2, {s2})
var(Py, ) = (va, f)2 : ’
D) = e ey P forn () + Pl (o))

Py(s1,{s1}) + Pa(s2, {s2})

Hy(A) = var(Py, f) = varx(f)

| - Varﬂ(f)Q — [Pa(s1,{s1}) + Pr(s2,{s2})]’
@2 m({s1}) ’
(o 12 = (= o TR oo 4 T ploapn(s))
:w@2>q nu@n F(s2))",
E.[f] =0 and

varz(f) = m({si)(m({s1}) + 7({s2})) £ (51)* + 7({s2}) (7 ({s1}) + 7({52})) f (52)"
= 2r({s: hr({s2})f(s1)f (s2) + 7({s1})m({s2}) (£ (51) = f(52))" +Z7T({3i})2f(3i)2

= m({si)m({s2})(f (1) — f(52))".
We have 1 — m({s1})? — 7({s2})? = 27({s1})m({s2}) and by reversibility
m({s1})Palse, {s1}) + m({s2}) Palsz, {s2}) =1 = =m({s1}) Pr(s1, {s2}) — m({s2}) Pr(s2, {1})
= —(n({s1}) + 7({s2})) (r({s1}) Pals1, {s2}) + 7({s2}) Pa(52, {s1}))
= —2r({s1})m({s2})[Pa(s1, {s2}) + Pal(s2, {s1})];
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therefore

1T+ 7w({si})Pa(st, {s1}) + m({s2}) Pa(s2, {s2}) — 2m({s1})* — 27?({52})2]Var

Hy00) = T a (s ) P(ons {51)) — 7({52) Pa(sa, {52]) (/)
_ 22— [Ba(suAs2}) + Palsz {su)] (f) = Pa(s1,{s1}) + Pa(s2, {s2})

Pr(s1,{s2}) + Pa(s2, {s1}) " 2 — [Px(s1,{s1}) + Px(s2,{s2})]

and we obtain the claim. O

varg (f)

APPENDIX H. SOME PROPERTIES ON HILBERT SPACES AND REVERSIBLE MARKOV
CHAINS

On most functional analysis books interesting operator properties are shown for the com-
plex Hilbert space. However as mentioned in [12] many of the results also hold in the real
case for self-adjoint operators and can be obtained via complexification. We shall denote
by || - || the norm induced by the inner product (:|-) of a Hilbert space H that is either real
or complex.

The following Lemma is combination of Theorems from [31, p. 330-331]:

Lemma 53. Let A be a bounded operator on a complex Hilbert space H satisfying (f|Af) >
0 for all f € H. Then it holds that A* = A and there exists square root AY? for which
(FIAY2f) >0 for all f € H. Additionally if A is invertible, so is AY/2.

Lemma 54. Let A be a bounded self-adjoint operator on a Hilbert space H, satisfying
(fIAf) > 0 for all f € H and such that the inverse A~ exists. Then it also holds that

(fIAf) =0 if and only if || f]| = 0.

Proof. 1t is clear by Cauchy-Schwarz that || f|| = 0 implies (f|Af) = 0. For the reverse it is
enough to show that || f|| > 0 implies (f|Af) > 0. If H is complex Hilbert space, then by
Theorem 53 there exists invertible square root A2 for which (AY/2)* = A'Y2 and thus for

fe#, fI>0
(fFIAf) = (fIAVPAYV2f) = (AV2f|AY2f) > 0,

where the strict inequality follows since A'/2 is invertible. In the case of Real Hilbert space
H let us do complexification of the Hilbert space, then Ac(g + ih) = Ag + iAh, g,h € H.
Since A is self-adjoint and (f|Af) > 0 for all f € H

(9 +1h|Ac(g +ih))c = (g|Ag) — i(g|Ah) + i(h|Ag) + (h|Ah)
= (g|Ag) — i(Ag|h) + i(h|Ag) + (h|Ah)
= (g9|Ag) + (h|AR) > 0.

Thus it holds that (f|Acf)c > 0 for all f € H¢ for which the earlier result holds and
therefore for all f € #H, [|f]| >0

(fIAf) = (f +i0[Ac(f +i0))c > 0. O

Lemma 55. Let A be a bounded self-adjoint operator on a Hilbert space H, satisfying
(fIAf) >0 for all f € H, then A is invertible if there exists such ¢ > 0 that

[Af]] > e[l f]]
for all f € H.
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Proof. Result holds for complex Hilbert space [e.g. 31, Theorem 12.12]. In the case of Real
Hilbert space H let us do complexification as in proof of Lemma 54. Then (f|Acf) > 0 for
all f € Hc and by Lemma 53 Ac is self-adjoint. Additionally for f,g € H

(f +iglf +ig)c = (fIf) — i(flg) +i{glf) + (glg)
= (fIf) —i(flg) +i(flg) + (glg)
= (fIf) + (9l9),
(A(f +i9)|A(f +ig))c = (AfIAS) + (AglAg) > E(fIf) + (glg) = E(f +iglf +ig).

By the complex case result Ac : He — Hc is invertible and therefore A : H — H is
invertible. OJ

Lemma 56. Let A be a bounded self-adjoint operator on a Hilbert space H, satisfying
(fIAf) >0 for all f € H and such that the inverse A~ exists. Then

(fIAT f) = 335[2@\9) — (glAg)],

where the supremum is attained uniquely with g = A1 f up to H-equivalence class.

Proof. As in [6, Lemma 16] equalities follow from noticing

(22) (fIATLf) = [2(f1g) — (9l Ag)] = (A" f — g, A(A™' f — g)) 2 0,
where the equality holds for ¢ = A~!f. By Lemma 54 equation (22) is equal to zero if and
only if |[A7'f —g| = 0. O

Assumption (A3). Let J C R and (Ax)aes be collection of bounded self-adjoint operators
on Hilbert space H for which (f|Axf) > 0 for all f € H, the inverse A" exists and
A= (flANf) is injective for || f|| > 0, when X € J.

Lemma 57. If (A8) holds, x,y € J, x #y and f € H, then || A, f = A fl| > 0 if || f]| > 0.

Proof. Let us make an assumption that [|A;'f — A" f|| = 0. Since A, is self-adjoint for all
reld

(ASUF AYAST) = (FL A ) = (AT F AGAS L) = (AU ALASLF),

where the assumption is used on the last equality. We have contradiction, since || A, LAl >0
and X — (A f|[A, A f) is injective by (A3). O

Lemma 58. If (A3) holds and x,y € J, x # vy, [ € H, ||f|| > 0, then there is no such
g € H, that both equations

sup[2(f|h) — (h|Azh)] = 2(flg) — (9]Ag)

heH
and
sup(2(flh) = (hlAyh)] = 2(flg) = (914s9)
hold.
Proof. Follows from Lemma 56 and 57. OJ

We have the following result for collection of m-reversible Markov kernels:

Theorem 59. Let J C R be and (Qx)res be collection of w-reversible Markov kernels and
the inverse operator (I — Qy)™" exzists for (I — Q) : L3(w) — L3(w). Let us define for fived
h € Li(m) functions up,vp, : J — R, up(A) = (h|Qrh), va(\) = var(Qy, h).

Let us state the following assumptions:
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(a) u, is decreasing (increasing) function for all g € Li(m).

(b) ug is strictly decreasing (increasing) function for all g € L§ ().

(¢) ugy is convex function for all g € L3(w), where J is interval.

(d) ug is strictly convex function for all g € L§  (m), where J is interval.
For f € L§ , (m) it holds that

(1) vy is decreasing (increasing) function if (a) holds,

(11) vy is strictly decreasing (increasing) function if (b) holds,
(iii) vy is convex function if (c) holds,

() vy is strictly convex function if (d) holds,

(v) vy is strictly conver and strictly decreasing (increasing) function if (b) and (c) hold.

Proof. Since Q) is w-reversible we have I — Q) : L3(m) — L3(7) is self-adjoint. For g € L3(m)
let us denote the Dirichlet form by

Ex(g) = (9T = QX)g)r = (glg)r — ug(N),

which is non-negative for the Markov kernel and the function A — —&,(g) preserves condi-
tions in (a)—(d). Let us denote hy = (I — Qy)~'f, for which holds by Lemma 56

2(flha)e — Ex(ha) = sup [2(flg)x — Ex(9)] = 2(flg)= — Ex(9)

geLi(m)
for all g € L3(r) and

var(Qx, f) = 2(fI(1 = Q\) "' f)r = {fIf)e =2 sup [2(flg)x — Ex(9)] = {f1f)x-

geL(m)

Thus for z,y € J, © < y, when (a) holds with the decreasing case (for y < z, when (a)
holds with the increasing case)

var(@e, f) = var(Qy 1) =2 sup 2Aflg)e — E9)] — sup [2f1h)x— &, (h)])

geL3(m) heL3(rw)

> 2((241Thy)r = Eul)) — (2Uflade — E() )
2( = Eu(hy) + &y(hy)) >0,

where the last inequality is strict if (b) holds. For z,y € J, x <y and t € (0,1), when (c)
holds

var(Qa+(1-tyy f)

= 2(2flhiat1-0u)x = Ewsa-oyhiasa-y)) = (F1F)s

< 2(H2(Flhuws1-09)x = Exlhuara-ny)] + (1= 2 hiara-0y)x = Exllhuara-on)]) = (1)
<2 sup (#2flg)s = Exl9)] + (1= )[2Flg)s — Ex(9)]) = (F1F)a

geL(m)
<2(t sup (Aflg)s — Exl)l + (1= 1) sup [27Ihbs = EB]) = {f11)s

=t -var(Qu, f) + (1 — t) - var(Q,, f),
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where the first inequality is strict if (d) holds. However if (b) and (c) hold, then also (A3)
holds and

V&I'(Qt:c—i—(l—t)ya f)
< 2<t[2<f|htgc+(l—t)y>ﬂ' — €x<htx+(1—t)y)] + (1 — t>[2<f|ht:c+(1—t)y>7r - 5y(htx+(1—t)y)]> - <f|f>7r

< 2<t es;;() )[2<f\g)7r — &9+ (1 —1) hes;r; )[2<f|h>w - <‘3y(h)]> — {f1f)=

=1- Var(Qxa f) + (1 - t) ' V&I"(Qy, f)’

where the strict inequality follows from Lemma 58. 0
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