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Abstract

The stability and ergodicity properties of two adaptive random walk Metropolis algorithms are
considered. Both algorithms adjust the scaling of the proposal distribution continuously based on the
observed acceptance probability. Unlike the previously proposed forms of the algorithms, the adapted
scaling parameter is not constrained within a predefined compact interval. The first algorithm is based
on scale adaptation only, while the second one also incorporates covariance adaptation. A strong law of
large numbers is shown to hold assuming that the target density is smooth enough and has either compact
support or super-exponentially decaying tails.
© 2011 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) is a general method often used to approximate integrals
of the type

1 :=/ f(x)m(x)dx < o0
Re
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where 7 is a probability density function (see, e.g., [9,15,18]). The method is based on a
Markov chain (X,),>1 that can be simulated in practice, and for which the ergodic averages
I, =n! Y i— f(Xk) converge to the integral I as n — oo. Such a chain can be constructed,
for example, as follows. Assume ¢ is a standard Gaussian probability density in R?, and let
X1 = x1 for some fixed point x| € RY. Forn > 2, recursively,

Sl)yset Y, = X,_1 + 0212w, where W, are independent random vectors distributed
according to ¢, and

(S2) with probability «, := min{l, 7 (Y¥,)/7w(X,—1)} the proposal is accepted and X, = Yj;
otherwise the proposal is rejected and X,, = X,,—1.

For any scale # > 0 and symmetric positive definite (covariance) matrix %~ € R?*? this
symmetric random walk Metropolis algorithm is valid: 7, — [ almost surely as n — oo (e.g.
[14, Theorem 1]). However, the efficiency of the method, that is, the speed at which 7, converges
to 1, is crucially affected by the choice of 6 and Y. Suppose for a moment that the matrix X'
is fixed, and we only vary & > 0. Then, for too large 6, few proposals become accepted and
the chain mixes poorly. If 6 is too small, most of the proposals Y, become accepted, but the
steps X, — X,,—1 are small, preventing good mixing. In fact, previous results indicate that the
acceptance probability is closely related with the efficiency of the algorithm. Commonly used
‘rule of thumb’ is that the acceptance probability «,, should be on the average about 0.234 even
though this choice is not always optimal [7,16,17,22]. In practice, such a 6 is usually found by
several trial runs, which can be laborious and time-consuming.

So called adaptive MCMC algorithms have gained popularity since the seminal work of
Haario et al. [11]. Several other such algorithms have been proposed after Andrieu and Robert [3]
noticed the connection between Robbins—Monro stochastic approximation and adaptive MCMC
[1,4,6,19,20]. The adaptive scaling Metropolis (ASM) algorithm optimises the scaling 8 > 0 of
the proposal distribution adaptively, based on the observed acceptance probability. Namely, in

step (S1) of the above algorithm, the constant @ is replaced, for example, with 6,_; = 5!
where (S,),>1 are random variables with §; = 51 € R and for n > 2 defined recursively as
follows

(83) Sy = Sp—1 + oy — a®)

where the parameter o* determines the desired mean acceptance probability, often 0.234, and
(nn)n>2 1s a sequence of positive adaptation step sizes decaying to zero.

A similar random walk Metropolis algorithm with adaptive scaling was actually proposed over
a decade ago by Gilks et al. [10]. Their approach differed from the ASM approach so that the
adaptation was performed only at particular regeneration times, which may occur infrequently or
may be difficult to identify in practice. The ASM algorithm presented above has been proposed
earlier by several authors [3,6,20], with a slightly different update formula (S3). The exact form
of (S3) was used by Andrieu and Thoms [4] and Atchadé and Fort [5]. The crucial difference
of the present paper compared to the earlier works is that the algorithm does not involve any
additional constraints on 6,. This difference is chiefly a theoretical advance, as discussed below.
Therefore, no empirical studies of the performance of the algorithms are included in the paper.

Since the ASM algorithm only adapts the scale of the proposal distribution, it is likely to be
inefficient in certain situations. For example, if 7 is high-dimensional and possesses a strong
correlation structure and Y does not match this structure, the ASM approach is likely to be
suboptimal. In such a situation, one can employ the Adaptive Metropolis (AM) algorithm [11]
to adapt the covariance shape with the scaling adaptation [4,5]. That is, in addition to using
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random 6,_1 in (S1), one also uses a random matrix X,_; instead of a fixed Y. Namely, Y, is a
covariance estimator based on X1, ..., X,; the details can be found in Section 2. This algorithm
will be referred here to as the adaptive scaling within AM (ASWAM).

It is not obvious that adaptive algorithms like the ASM and the ASWAM are valid, that is,
I, — I.In fact, there are examples of continuously adapting MCMC schemes that destroy the
correct ergodic! properties [19]. Many ergodicity results on adaptive MCMC algorithms in the
literature assume some ‘uniform’ behaviour for all the possible MCMC kernels [5,6,19]. In the
context of the adaptive scaling framework, this essentially means that 8, must be constrained to
a predefined set [a, b] with some 0 < a < b < oo. Recent findings of Saksman and Vihola
[21] allow one also to prove the ergodicity in a non-uniform case; Fort et al. [8] elaborate this
approach in a much more general setting. In order to employ these results, one would typically
enforce 6, € [ay, b,] where the sequences a, \( 0 and b, /' oo with a certain rate. Alternatively,
one can use a general reprojection technique due to Andrieu and Moulines [1] on the sets [a;,, b, ]
without the rate assumption on a,, and b,, but with the cost of possible ‘restarts’ of the process. It
is also possible to modify the adaptation rule to ensure stable behaviour [4]. Such constraints and
stabilisation structures are theoretically convenient, but may pose a problem for a practitioner.
Good values for the constraint parameters may be difficult to choose without prior knowledge
of the target distribution 7. In the worst case, the values are chosen inappropriately and the
algorithm is rendered useless in practice.

It is a common belief that many of the proposed adaptive MCMC algorithms are inherently
stable and thereby do not require additional constraints or stabilisation structures. Indeed, there
is considerable empirical evidence of the stability of several unconstrained algorithms, including
the adaptive scaling approach. There are yet only few theoretical results, especially Saksman and
Vihola [21] verifying the correct ergodic properties and the stability of the AM algorithm [11],
provided the target distribution 7 has super-exponentially decaying tails with regular contours.
These assumptions on 7 are close to those that ensure the geometric ergodicity of a non-adaptive
random walk Metropolis algorithm [13]. The result in [21] does not assume an upper bound,
but requires an explicit lower bound for the adapted covariance parameter.” In the context of the
scaling adaptation, the lower bound is analogous to constraining 6, to the interval [a, 00), where
a>0.

The main results of this paper, formulated in the next section, show that the stability and
ergodicity of the ASM algorithm can be verified under similar assumptions on the target
distribution as in [21], without any modifications or constraints on the adaptation parameter 6,, €
(0, 00). These are the first results that validate the correctness of a completely unconstrained,
fully adaptive MCMC algorithm. A similar result applies for the ASWAM approach, given that
stability is enforced on the covariance parameter 2, by bounding the eigenvalues away from zero
and infinity.

2. Main results

The scaling adaptation introduced in Section 1 can be generalised by considering a function
¢ mapping real-valued parameter values S, to a scaling in (0, 0o).

L the present work, the word ‘ergodicity’ refers to the convergence of ergodic averages I, to I, unlike Roberts and
Rosenthal [19] who define ‘ergodic’ by the convergence of the marginal distributions of X, to 7 in the total variation
sense.

2 The recent work [23] gives partial stability results of the AM also without the lower bound.
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Assumption 1. The scaling function ¢ : R — (0, 00) is increasing and surjective, piecewise
differentiable and there are constants /2, ¢ > 0 and « > 1 such that

@' (s +h) < cmax{1, $*(s)}
foralls e Randall0 < /i < h.

The function ¢ (s) = e® was suggested above, but Assumption 1 allows one to use also, for
example, piecewise polynomially defined ¢. For example, defining ¢(x) = x whenever x is
greater than some xo > 0 and continuing ¢ appropriately for x < xg gives an algorithm in the
spirit of Atchadé and Rosenthal [6].

The results hold also for other than a Gaussian proposal, as long as the proposal density is
spherically symmetric and satisfies a certain tail behaviour.

Assumption 2. The proposal density ¢ can be written as g(z) = g(||z||) where ¢ : [0, 00) —
(0, 00) is a bounded, decreasing and differentiable function. Moreover, for any £ € (0, 1) there
exist an €* > 0, constants 0 < a < b < oo and ¢y, ¢2, ¢3 > 0 such that for all € € [0, €*], the
following bounds hold for the derivative of ¢

£EG(x)—¢'(x+¢€)>cy, foralla <x <bh,

o0
/ min{0, £¢'(x) — ¢’ (x + €)}dx > —626_63671
0

Proposition 27 in Appendix B shows that Assumption 2 holds for Gaussian and Student
distributions g.
We also need certain conditions for the adaptation step size sequence (1),)n>2-

Assumption 3. The sequence (17,),>2 is non-negative, Y oo, 7, = oo and Y o2 , n? < o0.

Assumption 3 is classical in the context of stochastic approximation. A typical choice for the
step size sequence satisfying Assumption 3 is 1, & n~7 with some constant y € (1/2, 1].

We are now ready to define the adaptive scaling Metropolis (ASM) and the adaptive scaling
within adaptive Metropolis (ASWAM) algorithms.

Definition 4 (ASM). Suppose that the matrix X € R?*¢ is symmetric and positive definite,
¢ satisfies Assumption 1, g satisfies Assumption 2 and (1,),>2 satisfies Assumption 3. Let
{U,, W, },>2 be a set of independent random variables where each U, is uniformly distributed in
the unit interval [0, 1] and each W), has the distribution g foralln > 2. Let X1 = x; € R4 with
m(x1) > 0and S; = s1 € R, and for n > 2 define recursively

Yy =Xn1 4+ ¢S EPW, (1)
_ | Y, itUy < ap

Xn = {X,,_l, otherwise @

Sn = Sp—1 + nulay — O[*), 3)

where o, := min{l, 7 (Y},) /7w (X, —1)} stands for the acceptance probability.
Definition 5 (ASWAM). Assume the setting of the ASM algorithm in 4, but instead of (1) use

Yy = Xooi + ¢S 22 W (4)
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The covariance process (X)), >1 is determined as follows: let u; = x; € R, suppose X € RAxd
is a symmetric and positive definite matrix and

/ln = (1 - nn)//«n—l + 77an (5)

211 =1- ﬂn)En—l + 10 (X — n—1) Xy — l/«n—l)T (6)
_ G S0, if (i, $) € S¢ and

(Hn, 2) = {(;L,,_l, Y.—1), otherwise, @)

where the truncation set is defined as S; = {(u, X)) : ull < ¢, A(X) C (=1, ¢1) with A(D)
being the set of the eigenvalues of X and ¢ € [1, o) is a constant parameter.

The step (7) enforces the stability of the covariance adaptation process, while the scaling
parameter S, follows Eq. (3).

Before stating the first ergodicity result, consider the following condition on the regularity of
a collection of sets. Before that, recall that a C! domain in R? is a domain whose boundary is
locally a graph of a continuously differentiable function.

Definition 6. Suppose that {A;};c; is a collection of sets A; C R? each consisting of finitely
many disjoint components that are closures of C! domains. Let n; (x) stand for the outer-pointing
normal at x in the boundary dA;. Then, {A;};c; have uniformly continuous normals if for all
€ > Othereisad > O such that for any i € [ it holds that ||n; (x) —n;(y)|| < eforallx,y € dA;
such that ||x — y|| <.

Definition 6 essentially states that the boundaries d A; must be regular enough to ensure that if
one looks at any dA; at a sufficiently small scale, it will look locally almost like a plane.

Theorem 7. Assume 7 has a compact support X C R? and  is continuous and bounded away
from zero on X. Moreover, assume that X has a uniformly continuous normal (Definition 6) and
a* € (0, %). Then, for either the ASM or the ASWAM process and for any bounded function f,
the strong law of large numbers holds that is,

l Zf(Xk) = / f(x)m(x)dx almost surely. ()
n =1 R4

The proof of Theorem 7 is given in Section 5.
Let us consider next target distributions = with unbounded supports, satisfying the following
conditions formulated in [21].

Assumption 8. The density 7 is bounded, bounded away from zero on compact sets,
differentiable, and

lim sup -Vlogr(x) = —o0 9
r=00 > IX]1?
for some constant p > 1, where || - || stands for the Euclidean norm. Moreover, the contour
normals satisfy
Vr(x)
Iim sup — ——— < (10)
7= x> Xl IVl

This assumption is very near to the conditions introduced by Jarner and Hansen [13] to ensure
the geometric ergodicity of a (non-adaptive) Metropolis algorithm, and considered by Andrieu
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and Moulines [1] in the context of adaptive MCMC. In particular, [1,13] assume that 7 fulfils the
contour regularity condition (10). Instead of (9), they assume a super-exponential decay on 7,

lim sup X Viogn(x) = —00

r=00 = 1X]l
which is only slightly more general than (9) allowing p = 1. See [13] for examples and
discussion on these conditions.

Theorem 9. Suppose o* € (0, %), 7 fulfils Assumption 8 and there is a ty > 0 such that
the collection of contour sets {x € RY : m(x) > tlo<t<i, have uniformly continuous
normals (Definition 6). Assume that there exist constants ¢ < oo and p € (0, 1) such that
| f(x)| < e ™P(x) for all x € R%. Then, for the ASM and the ASWAM processes, the strong law
of large numbers (8) holds.

The proof of Theorem 9 is given in Section 5.

Remark 10. For many practical target densities satisfying Assumption 8 the tail contours are
(essentially) scaled copies of each other, in which case they have automatically uniformly
continuous normals. This indicates that the conditions of Theorem 9 are practically similar to
[21, Theorem 10] verifying the ergodicity of the Adaptive Metropolis algorithm.

Remark 11. The ‘safe’ values for the desired acceptance rate stipulated by Theorems 7 and 9
are ¢ € (0, 1/2). The values [1/2, 1) are excluded due to technical reasons, in particular due
to Proposition 17 establishing the lower bound for ¢ (S,,). It is expected that Theorems 7 and 9
hold assuming only o* € (0, 1), but this cannot be verified with the present approach. The range
a* € (0, 1/2) is, however, often sufficient in practice, as the most commonly used values for a
random walk Metropolis algorithm are probably «* = 0.234 and o* = 0.44, and it has been
suggested that values o™ € [0.1, 0.4] should work well in most cases [7,16,17,20].

Remark 12. The conditions on the proposal density in Assumption 2 are not optimal. The
technical tail decay condition on ¢ is needed in the case of 7 with an unbounded support in
Theorem 9. Theorem 7 considering compactly supported 7 can be established for a more general
class of proposal distributions, but this is not pursued here.

Remark 13. Theorems 7 and 9 ensure that the trajectories of the ergodic averages converge
almost surely but do not state explicit results on the convergence of the marginal distributions
of X,. The marginal convergence (in the total variation sense) could be established using the
stability results in Section 4 and the recent work of Fort et al. [8].

The rest of the article is organised as follows. Section 3 describes a general framework for
scale adaptation covering simultaneously both the ASM and the ASWAM algorithms. Section 4
develops stability results for this process. In particular, Corollary 19 ensures the stability of the
sequence ¢ (S,) with the assumptions of Theorem 7, and Proposition 20 controls the growth
of ¢(S,) when & fulfils the conditions of Theorem 9. Once the stability results are obtained,
Theorems 7 and 9 are proved in Section 5 using the results in [21].

3. Framework and notation

Consider a process (X,,, I';),>1 evolving in the measurable space X x G, where the support of
the target density X := {x € R : 7 (x) > 0} is the space of the ‘MCMC’ chain (X},),>1, and the
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adaptation parameters (I,),>1 = (S, fn, 2)n>1 evolve in G = R x S;; the scaling parameters
(Sn)n>1 are real-valued and the covariance adaptation process (i, 2,),>1 takes values on the
space S; C R? x C; with

Cr={Y¢e RY>4 . 57 is symmetric and A(X) C [¢ 7!, ¢}

and where A(Y) stands for the set of eigenvalues of Y. By this definition, we may define
S¢ = {(n, X)} in the case of the ASM whence %, = X and u, = p forall n > 1 and for
the ASWAM, (u,, 2,) is determined through (5)—(7). We need the specific form of adaptation
of (in, 2y) only in Section 5. For the stability results in Section 4 it is sufficient that %, € C;.

Denote F,, := o(W,,U, : 1 < k < n) so that (F,),> is a filtration and also each I}, is
Fn-adapted. With these definitions, we may write

Yop1r | Fu ~qr,(Xn, ) (11)
Xnt1 = Yo Lw, <o) + Xal{u,4 150041 (12)
Sn41 = Sp + Mnt1 H (X, Yg1) (13)
where 1,4 stands f(;r( yt)he indicator function of a set A and H(x,y) = a(x,y) — o™ with

a(x,y) = min{l, m}. Moreover, for y = (s, u, X)) € G the proposal density is defined
as

a9y (@) = qi5.5) (@) = [p()]7 det(2) ™ 2q ([ ()] £71/22). (14)

Note that the form (13) of adaptation can be considered as the Robbins—Monro stochastic
approximation; see [1-3] and references therein.

We will need the notion of expected acceptance rate at x € X with parameter y € G as

acc(x, y) = /Xa(x,y)cn(x — y)dy.

On average, the adaptation rule decreases S, whenever acc(X,, I;) < a*, and vice versa. So, it
is plausible to expect that the algorithm would eventually result in I;, — y* € G such that
the overall expected acceptance rate fX acc(x, y)m(x)dx = «*. In this paper, however, the
convergence of I}, is not the main concern, but the stability of it, as it turns out to be crucial
for the validity of the algorithms considered.

The Metropolis transition kernel with a proposal density g, is given as

Py(x,A) =1 (x) /Rd[l —a(x, y)lgy (x — y)dy +/Aa(x, Y)qy (x — y)dy. (15)

Using the kernels P,, one can write (11) and (12) as P(X,11 € A | F,) = Pr, (X, A). As
usual, integration of a function f with respect to a transition kernel is denoted as

Py f(x) = /X F )Py (x, dy).
Let V > 1 be a function. The V-norm of a function f is defined as

I fllv :=sup %
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The closed ball in R¥ is written as B(x,r) := {y € R? : |x — y|| < r}, and the distance of a
point x € R? from the set A C R¥ is denoted as d(x, A) = inf{|lx — y| : y € A}.

4. Stability

This section develops stability results for the general adaptive scaling process of Section 3. We
start with a general stability theorem based on a martingale argument. This theorem is auxiliary
for the present paper, but may have applications also in other settings.

Theorem 14. Suppose (Fp)n>1 is a filtration, (n,)n>2 are non-negative constants such that
3 17,% < oo and H, are F,-adapted random variables satisfying limsup,,_, . n, H, < 0 and

> nrBLH, | Foi] = ELH, | Fuoi]?) < oo (16)
n=2

Let S1 = 51 € R, and define S,,+1 := S + nn+1Hn41 recursively for alln > 1.
(i) If there is a constant a < oo such that for alln > 1
]E[Hn+1]l{Snza} | Ful <0,

then limsup,_, ., S, < 00 a.s.
(ii) If also > n, = 0o and there is a non-decreasing sequence of F,-adapted random variables
(An)n>1 C Rand a constant b < 0 such that for all n > 1

ElHr11is,>4,) | Ful < bLis,>a,)
then limsup,,_, .. (S, — Ap) <O a.s.

Proof. Let W, = Hnjl{sn,lza} for n > 2, and define the martingale (M,, F,),>1 by setting
M| =0,and M,, = ZZ=2 dMy for n > 2 with the differences dM,, := n, (W, —E[W, | F,—1]).
Now,

o0
ZE[de | Feorl =Y i @LH, | Fooi] = E[Hy | Faoit ) Ls, 2a) < 00
k=2 k=2

by assumption. This implies that almost every path of M, converges to a finite limit M, (e.g.
[12, Theorem 2.15]).

Let (tx)i>1 be the exit times of S, from (—o0, a), defined as 7 = inf{n > 7—; : S, >
a, Sy—1 < a} using the conventions 79 = 0, Sp < a, and inf@#) = oco. Define also the latest exit
from (—o0, a) until time n by 0,, := sup{tx : k > 1, 7z < n}. Whenever S,, > a, one can write
Sn =86, + (M, — My,) + Zs, n Where

n

Zy = Z E[Wi | Fr—11 <0
k=m+1

by assumption. In this case,
Sp <86, + (M, — M;,) < max{Sy, a} + No, Ho, + (M| + |M(rn|

< max{Si, a} + supnyHy + 2sup |My| < C a7n
k>1 k=1

where C is a.s. finite. If S, < a the claim is trivial and (i) holds.
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Assume then (ii). If S, < A, for all n greater than some Nj(w) < o0, the claim is trivial.
Suppose then that S, > A, infinitely often. Define (zx)r>1 as the exit times of S, from (—oo, A,)
as above, iy .= inf{n > 7p_1 : S, = A, Sy—1 < Ay—1} with tp = 0 and Sy < Ag. The times
7, must be a.s. finite in this case (and S, returns to (—oo, A,) infinitely often), for suppose the
contrary: then the last exit times o, are bounded by some 0;,, < ¢ < 00, and for n > o one may

write
Sn = SO' + (Mn - MU) + Zc,n =< CO’ + Zo,n

where M, and Z, ,, are defined as above, but using the random variables W,, := Hnll{gn_l >An1}
and the random variable C, is a.s. finite as in (17). Now, Z;, — —oc0 a.s. as n — 00, SO
S, < A, as. for sufficiently large n.

Consider then the case (tx)x>1 are all finite and M,, converges to a finite M. Fix ane > 0
and let Ng = Np(w, €) be such that for all n > Ny, it holds that n,, H;, < €/3 and that
My — M| < €/3 as. for all k > o,,. The claim follows from the estimate

Sp < SG,, + M, — MU,,) = SJ,,—I + nanHon + M, — Mo,,)
< A, +€/3+ My — M| + | Moo — Mg, | < Ap + €

foralln > Nog. O

Hereafter, we shall consider the adaptive scaling process described in Section 3. One can give
simple conditions under which the result of Theorem 14 applies, since

E[H (X, Yn+1) | Ful =acc(Xy, I}) — 05*:

so by the boundedness of H it is sufficient to find out when acc(x, y) is below or above a*.

Lemma 15. Suppose q satisfies Assumption 2 and qs, 5 is defined through (14). Then, there
exists a constant ¢ < oo such that

Sup g5, :)(2) < Elp()]™! foralls € R. (18)
zeR4, XeCy

Moreover, for any € > 0 there exist M < oo such that for all s € R and any plane P C RY

inf ﬁ 4o (@dz>1—¢ (19)
XeCr JB,4(s)M)

sup

/ q(s, %) (r)dz <e. (20)
2eCr J{dz.P)<p(s)M~"}

The proof of Lemma 15 is straightforward; the details are given in Appendix A.
Let us then record a simple estimate on the expected acceptance rate when 7 is compact and
Sy is large.

Proposition 16. Suppose q satisfies Assumption 2 and 7 is supported on a compact set X C R¢
and a* > 0. Then, there is b < 0 and a € R such that

E[H (X, Ynt1) | Ful < b whenever S, > a. 2n
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Proof. Compute forany x € Xandally = (s, u, X) € G

qy (2)dz

B (x,diam(X))

acc(x, ) =/ a(x, y)q, (x — y)dy 5/
Rd

Sup g5, (2)dz < &l ()] / dz

<
N /E (x,diam(X)) ¥eC, B(0,diam(X))

by (18) in Lemma 15. We may choose a to be sufficiently large so that acc(x, y) < «a*/2
whenever s > a. That is, (21) holds with b = —a*/2 < 0, whenever S, > a. [0

Next, we shall consider the case S, small, simultaneously for both cases where 7 is compactly
supported and 7 has a super-exponential tail.

Proposition 17. Suppose that there is a ty > 0 such that L;y = {y € R? : w(y) > to}) is
compact and 7 is continuous on Lg,. Moreover, suppose that the sets in the collection {L;}o<s<q,
have uniformly continuous normals (Definition 6) and q satisfies Assumption 2. Then, for any
a* < 1/2, there are a € R and b > 0 such that

E[H (X, Yy 1) | Ful = b whenever S, < a. (22)

Before giving the proof of Proposition 17, let us outline the simple intuition behind it. For

all s small enough and for any X e C,, the mass of g 5 is essentially concentrated on a

small ball B(0, €). If one looks the target 7 only on B(x, €), there are, roughly speaking, two

alternatives. The first one is that 7 is approximately constant on that small ball and acc(x, y) ~ 1.

The second alternative is that = decreases very rapidly to one direction, in which case the set

{y : m(y) > m(x)} looks like a half-space on the ball B(x, €), and consequently acc(x, y) > 1/2.
Before the proof, we shall formulate a lemma on this ‘half-space approximation.’

Lemma 18. Suppose that the sets {A;}ic; with A; C RY have uniformly continuous
normals (Definition 6). Then, for any € > 0, there is a § > 0 such that for any i € I, any
x € Aj and any r € (0, 8], there is a half-space T such that B(x,r)NT C B(x,r)N A;, and
the distance d(x, T) < er.

The claim is geometrically evident. The technical verification is given in Appendix A.

Proof of Proposition 17. Fix ane¢* € (0, 1) and let M = M (e*) be the constant from Lemma 15
applied with € = €*.

By compactness of L;, and continuity of 7 one can find §; > 0 such that for all x, y € L,
with || x — y|| < 8y, it holds that |log 7 (x) — log 7 (y)| < €* so that

1 —ax,y) = &0 — min{0.logm(y)—logm(n)} < [logmw(y) — logm(x)| < €.

Let 8, > 0 be sufficiently small to satisfy Lemma 18 with the choice € = M 2.
Choose a small enough a € R so that 2¢ (a) M < min{d, §2}. Lets < a, denote ry := ¢ (s)M,
and write for any x € L,

/ a(x, y)qy (x —y)dy > /, a(x, y)qy(x — y)dy
X B(x,rs)NLy,

>(1—-€ | gy (x — y)dy
B(x,rx)ﬁL,0
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ﬂnce 2ry < §1. Denote by T the half-space from Lemma 18, such that Bx,rg))NT C
B(x,rs) N Ly, and the distance d(x, T) < M ~2r;. One obtains

f a(x, y)gy,(x —y)dy = (1 —€) | qy(x — y)dy
X B(x,rg)NT

>(1—-€ [ _qy(x — y)dy
B(x,rg)NT

- / gy (x — y)dy
{d(y’P)SMizrs}
1
> (] —€* 2 %
> 2( €) —«€

where T is the half-space with the boundary plane P parallel to the boundary of T, and passing
through x. Lemma 15 yields the last inequality, specifically (19) with the symmetry of g, and
(20). The same estimate clearly holds for any x € L; with ¢ € (0, #p).

To conclude, for any «* < 1/2 one can choose a sufficiently small €* = €*(a*) > 0 such that
for all x € X and for any y = (s, u, X)) withs < a

1

11
acc(x, y) = fxa(x, Y)gy(x — y)dy > ) <§ - a*) .

This implies (22) with b = (1/2 —a*)/2 > 0. O

As an easy corollary of the propositions above, one establishes the stability of the adaptive
scaling process on the case of compactly supported .

Corollary 19. Suppose q and (n,)n>2 satisfy Assumptions 2 and 3, respectively, & has a compact
support X C R? and 7 is continuous, bounded and bounded away from zero on X. Moreover,
assume that X has a uniformly continuous normal (Definition 6). Then, for the general adaptive
scaling process in Section 3 with any o* € (0, %) there exist a.s. finite random variables A1 and
Ay such that for alln > 1

AL = §p = Ao, (23)

Proof. The conditions of Propositions 16 and 17 are satisfied, so there are constants —oo0 < aj <
ay < oo and b < 0 such that

E[H (Xu, Yot1) | Ful < b whenever S, > ap,
E[H(X,, Y,+1) | Fu] = —b whenever S, < aj.

Theorem 14 can be applied to —S,, and S,,, since by the boundedness of H (16) is implied
by > nﬁ < 00. Theorem 14 guarantees that a; < liminf,_ « S, and limsup,_, ., S < a2,
respectively, from which one obtains a.s. finite A{ and A, for which (23) holds. U

The rest of this section considers targets 7 with an unbounded support. Under a suitably
regular m, it is shown that the growth of S, can be controlled. The following estimate for the at
most polynomial growth of ¢ (S},) is crucial for the ergodicity result in Theorem 9.

Proposition 20. Suppose m fulfils Assumption 8 and there is a to > 0 such that the collection
of contour sets {x € RY : 7(x) > t}o<t<ty have uniformly continuous normals (Definition 6).
Suppose also that ¢, q and (n,)n>2 satisfy Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, respectively. Then, for the
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general adaptive scaling process in Section 3 with «* € (0, %), and for any B > 0, there exist an
a.s. positive ©1 = O1(w) and an a.s. finite Oy = 6 (w, B) such that for all n > 1

61 < ¢(Sy) < Oan®.

Before the proof, let us consider an estimate of acc(x, (s, i, 2')) depending on both x and s.

Lemma 21. Assume g satisfies Assumption 2 and m satisfies Assumption 8. Then, for any € > 0,
there is a constant ¢ = c(€) > 1 such that acc(x, (s, i, X)) < € for all $(s) > cmax{l, ||x]|}.

Proof. Let r; > 1 be sufficiently large so that for some v > 0 it holds that = AELIC R Y

X Vr(x
and W -Vlogm(x) < —v forall ||x|| > ry. Increase ry, if necessary, so th‘zlnlt”for”any( |Tgc|| >
one can write Ly = {y : #n(y) > n(x)} = {ru : u € $40 < r < g(u)} where
S4 .= {u € R% : |lu|| = 1} is the unit sphere and the function g : ¢ — (0, co) parametrises
the boundary of L ). Notice also that the contour normal condition implies the existence of an
M > 1such that L) C B(0, M||x]||) for all ||x|| > ry (see [21, Lemma 22)).
Write for ||x|| > r2 := Mr; and denoting Ty = {d(y, Lx(x)) > Ilx|I}

acc(x,y) = /Rd a(x, y)gy (x —y)dy
< / gy (x — y)dy + sup gy (x — y)/ o(x, y)dy.
Rd\rx yGRd T
The first term can be estimated from above by (18) of Lemma 15
- _ _ €
/, gy (x — )y < ()17 ﬁ dz < e1lp (Il < 5
B(O, M|l x|I+lxI BO,(M+1)]lx1l)
whenever ¢ (s) > (c12/€)'/9| x|
For the integral in the latter term, we use polar integration to estimate
/ a(x, y)dy < g sup /oo rdflelogn(ru)flogn(g(u)u)dr
Ty ueSd Jr>gu)+|x||

where cy is the surface measure of the sphere S¢. Since ||x|| > r», one has that g(u) > r| > 1,
and from the gradient decay condition, one obtains that for r > g(u) + 1

r t r
log 77 (ru) — log 7w (g (1)) :/ Y Vlogr(uydr < —v/ P~ lar
g lltu]] gw)

< —vg)’~'r — g(w)]
from which
o0 oo vw v p—1
/ rd—lelogn(ru)—logn(g(u)u)dr < / e~ 2 dw sup rd—le—jg(u) [r—g(u)].
r>g)+|lx|| 0 r>gu)+|lx||
Consequently,

2 -~ o~ Vo1~
a(x,y)dy <cq— sup exp [(d —1Dlog(g +7) — Egp r] <c

T g>1,7>1

with a finite constant ¢ whenever || x| > r,.
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To sum up, there is a c3 > 0 such that for any ||x|| > r, and any s satisfying

2¢1\ /4 28¢,\ V4
¢ (s) = c3max{l, ||x||} > max (T) llxIl, (T) ,

it holds that acc(x, (s, u, X)) < €. For any ||x|| < rp there is a ro < ||xg|| < Mr, such that
7 (x0) < m(x). Consequently, o(x, y) < a(xg, y) forall y € R? and therefore

acc(x, y) < / a(xo, y)qy (x — y)dy
Rd

< / gy(x — y)dy + sup gy (x — y)/ a(xp, y)dy.
R4\ TXO yeRd TXO

Repeating the arguments above, there is a finite constant ¢4 such that acc(x, (s, u, X)) < € for
all (1, 2) € S; and for all s € R such that ¢ (s) > c4 max{l, ||lx|}. O

Having Lemma 21 and the lower bound from Proposition 17, the proof of Proposition 20 can be
obtained by applying the growth condition on || X,, || established in [21].

Proof of Proposition 20. Proposition 17 applied with Theorem 14 for —S,, gives an a.s. finite
Aj such that A} < S, for all n > 1. The random variable @ := ¢ (A}) is a.s. positive, showing
the lower bound.

To check the polynomial growth condition for ¢(S,), it is first verified that || X, | grows
at most polynomially. Fix an € > 0 and let 6, = 61(¢) > 0 and a; = aj(e) € R be
such that 81 = ¢(ay), and that P(B;) > 1 — ¢, with By = {©; > 61} = {A] > a1}.
Let V(x) = cym~Y%(x), where the constant ¢; = [sup, 7(x)]Y/? ensures that V. > 1.
Proposition 25 in Appendix B shows that the drift inequality

P, myV(x) =V(x)+b (24)

holds for all X’ € C4 and ¢(s) > 6; > 0 with some b = b(6;) < oo. Construct an auxiliary
process (X, I')),>1 coinciding with (X, I};),>1 in B by setting (X,,, I'}) = (X<, I';,) where
the stopping times t,, are defined as

_n, ifp(Sg) =6 foralll <k <n
"= Ninf(l <k <n—1:¢(Sip1) <61}, otherwise.

Having the inequality (24), set 8/ = k! where the constant ¥ > 1 is from Assumption 1
and use Proposition 7 of [21] to obtain the bound || X, | < OcnP for some a.s. finite ©,. The
€ > 0 was arbitrary, so one can let ¢ — 0 and obtain an a.s. finite © such that | X, || < on?'.
Applying Lemma 21, one obtains that acc(X,,, (S, X)) < o*/2 whenever ¢ (S,,) > ©'nf" with
O’ == ¢y max{1, O}.

Fix again an € > 0 and let 6 = 62(¢) < oo be such that P(By) > 1 — € where
By = {O' < 61}. Construct an auxiliary process (X}, S,),>1 coinciding with (X, S,)n>1 in Bz
by stopping the process if ¢ (Sx) > 6,kP" as in the construction above. Theorem 14 ensures that

lim sup[S, — a,] <0

n—oo
where a, are defined so that ¢(a,) = 6n?". That is, S, < ap + E, with E, — 0 almost
surely. Consider Assumption 1 and take Ny so large that E,, < h for all n > Ny. Then,
d(x +h) = ¢(x) + ho'(x + h) for some 0 < h < h, and hence ¢ (x + h) < ¢, max{1, ¢ (x)*}.
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For n > Ny, one has
G(S)) < (an + En) < camax{l, ¢(@,)"} = cymax{1, 05 1%} < 04nP
for some finite 6. Summing up, there is an a.s. finite @), such that
$(S,) < O5n”
on Bj;. Finally, letting € — 0, one can find an a.s. finite ©; such that ¢ (S,) < 6nf. O

5. Ergodicity

Section 4 established stability or controlled growth for the adaptive scaling process of
Section 3. This section employs these results to prove strong laws of large numbers in Theorems 7
and 9 for the ASM and the ASWAM processes defined in Section 2, relying on the results
introduced in [21]. For this purpose, consider the following theoretical adaptation framework
introduced in [21] using a sequence of restriction sets Ky C K C--- C K, C--- C G.

Assume (X, Yy, I, n)n=>1 follow the general adaptation framework as descrlbed in Section 3.
Assume F1 = y1 € K| and instead of (13) let (F )n>1 follow the ‘truncated’ recursion

Tt = 0k, (D a1 H(Xp, Y1) (25)
where the restriction function og : G x G — G is defined as

N Jy+y. ify+y ek
ok (y,y) = {y, otherwise,

G =R x R? x R¥*d 5 G and the function H : G x X2 — G is defined as

. H(x,y)
H((s,jt. X),x,y) = X—u
(x—wx—w’ -

That is, ok, ensures that fn € K, for all n > 1. Observe that such a ‘truncated process’
can be constructed using an ‘original process’ (X,, I},,),>1 from Section 3 and the random
variables (Y, Uy)n>2 following (12) and (13), so that the two processes coincide in the set
N2 {1 € K}

Before stating the ergodicity result from [21] for this truncated chain, four technical
assumptions are listed, which must hold for some constants ¢ > 1 and § > O and ¢ € (0, %).

(A1) For all measurable A C X, it holds that P(X,41 € A | F,) = P; (X,, A) almost surely,
and for each y € G, the transition probability P, has 7 as the unique invariant distribution.

(A2) For each n > 1, the following uniform drift and minorisation conditions hold for all
y € K, for all x € X and all measurable A C X

PyV(x) <2V (x) + balc, (x)

Py(x, A) = 8, 1¢, (x)vy (A)
where C,, C X is a subset (a minorisation set), V : X — [1, co) is a drift function such that
sup,ec, V (x) < by and vy, is a probability measure on X concentrated on Cy,. Furthermore,

the constants 1, € (0, 1) and b, € (0, o0) are increasing, &, € (0, 1] is decreasing with
respect to n and they are polynomially bounded so that

max{(1 — x,) "1, 81 by} < cnf.

’n’
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(A3) Foralln > 1 and any r € (0, 1], there is ¢’ = ¢/(r) > 1 such that for all y and y’ in K,,,
1Py f — Py fllve < nPllfllvely =¥/

with the norm on the space G defined as |y| = |(s, i, 2)| = |s| + Il + |1 2.
(A4) The inequality |I:I(y, x, y)| < cenPVi(x) holds forall y € K, and all x, y € X.

Theorem 22. Assume (Al1)—(A4) hold and let f be a function with || f|ly: < oo for some
T € (0,1 —1). Assume B <« ' min{1/2, 1 — ¢ — v} and Y 72, kK*P~Ini < oo where i, > 1is
an independent constant. Then,

l Z f(}zk) 7 / fx)m(x)dx almost surely. (26)
= X

Proof. This theorem is a straightforward modification of Theorem 2 in [21]. In particular, the
assumption (A4) here is only slightly more general than assumption (A4) in [21] and the changes
required for the proof are obvious. [

Now we are ready to give a proof to the first main result considering the case of compactly
supported 7.

Proof of Theorem 7. Corollary 19 ensures that for any € > 0, there are —oco < afe) < aée) < 00
such that P(B®)) > 1 — €, where

B@ :={a\” < S, <al foralln > 1}.
Set K\ = K© = [afe),aée)] x S¢ for all n > 1, and construct the truncated process

(X9, ') using these restriction sets in (25). Define 91(6) = qb(afe)) > 0 and 92(6) = qb(aée))
< 0.

Let us next verify the above assumptions (A1)—(A4) withsome ¢ > 1, 8 =0and V = 1. The
assumption (A1) holds by construction of the process and the Metropolis kernel. For (A2), take
C, = Xforall n > 1, and notice that P,V (x) = 1 forall x € X and y € G. By Assumption 2
one can estimate for all y € K© and all x € X,

P, (x, A) = /Aa(x,y)qy(x—y)dy

> ( inf qy(x—y)>/ T gy
x,yeX, yeK© A Supm(z)

zeX

> pg—d--1/2 . n =1 ,1/2 .
>0,"°¢ <|Z|Séif;1:n(x)q(||91 ¢ Z”))CIVV(A)_S\)V(A)

witha § > 0, where v, (A) = v(A) = cl_1 fA %dy and ¢; > 0 chosen so that v(X) = 1.
(e) (e

Assumption 1 ensures that the derivative of ¢ is bounded on [a;’, a, )] and therefore we
have

e EV = ¢HE" | < 121 - 19 () — ) + )] - 15 = 5|l < caly — 7|
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with some finite ¢ = c>(€) and Proposition 26 in Appendix B implies (A3). Finally, it holds that
|H(y,x,y)| <cforally € K, and x, y € X, implying (A4).

All (A1)~(Ad) holdand Y 72 k" < (352 k)20, nH)/? < oo by Assumption 3,
so Theorem 22 yields a strong law of large numbers for the truncated process X ,(f) in case of a
bounded function f. Since (f(ff))nz 1 coincides with the original process (X,),>1 in B© | the
ergodic averages corresponding to X, () converge to [ f(x)7 (x)dx with almost every @ € B©.
Since € > 0 was arbitrary, the strong law of large numbers (8) holds almost surely. [

Remark 23. Theorem 22 (Theorem 2 of [21]) is a modification of Proposition 6 in [1]. Having
Corollary 19 ensuring the boundedness of the trajectories of S;, Theorem 7 could be obtained
also using other techniques, in particular, the mixingale approach described in [6,11], or the
coupling technique of [19] (resulting in a weak law of large numbers). These other techniques
do not, however, apply directly to Theorem 9, since in this case the trajectories of S, are not
necessarily bounded from above, but only satisfy the polynomial bound of Proposition 20.

Proof of Theorem 9. Proposition 20 ensures that for any 8’ > 0 there are a.s. positive ©; and
a.s. finite @, such that

61 < ¢(Sy) < P 27)

Now, similarly as in the proof of Theorem 7, for any € > 0, one can find 0 < 91(6) < 92(6) < 00
such that

P(Va > 1:609 < ¢(S,) <0 ) >1—¢ (28)
and construct (X', §)),=| using the restriction sets K\ := [a{e), aé”’é)], where ¢(a§€)) =
6\ and ¢ (aS") = 05 nP".

Let £ € (p,1) and let V(x) = cyn§(x) with ¢y = sup, 75 (x). Assumption (Al)

holds by construction and (A4) holds for any given ¢ € (0,1 — &) as verified in the proof of
Theorem 10 in [21], observing that |H (x, y)| < 1. Proposition 25 in Appendix B with the fact
det(0 %) = 09 det(X) yields (A2) with 8 = dB’. Assumption 1 ensures that ¢'(s) < c1¢*(s)
for all s € R, from which |¢(s) — ¢(s')] < cl(Gz(e)nﬂ/)"ls — '] < con®F'|s — | for all
s, s’ € [aié), aé"’é)]. Now, Proposition 26 in Appendix B shows (A3) with 8 = c3p’ as in the
proof of Theorem 7. To conclude, the assumptions (A1)—(A4) hold with constants (c, 8), where
B = B(e, B’) > 0 can be selected to be arbitrarily small and ¢ = c(e, B) < o0.
In particular, one can let 8 < 1/2/(*_1, so that ) po, kfP=n, < oo as in the proof of
Theorem 7. Take now © = p/é € (0, 1) so that |f(x)|/V*(x) = cy|f(x)|7P(x), implying
that || f]lyr < oo. Theorem 22 guarantees that the strong law of large numbers holds in the set
(28), and a.s. by lettinge — 0. [
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Appendix A. Proofs of geometric lemmas

Proof of Lemma 15. Let ' e S, with { € [1, 00), that is, the set of eigenvalues satisfy
M) c[¢71, ¢]. Then ¢ =% < det(X) < ¢¢ and the claim (18) follows by

SUp g5 ) (2) < [p()17¢%? sup q(2).
YeS;, zeR4 zeR4

Observe then that for any constant M > 0 one has

f, [¢(5)]7¢ det(2) ™ 2q (¢ ()] 27 22)dz = f, q (u)du
B(0.9(s)M) BO,c-1/2M)
since u € B(0, é_l/zM) implies that [¢>(s)]21/2u € B(0, ¢(s)M). Clearly M can be chosen
sufficiently large so that (19) holds.

Letthen P C R? be a plane, and let z € R4 such that d(z, P) < d)(s)M_l. Denote by z* the
orthogonal projection of z to P, whence ||z* —z|| < ¢(s)M ~!. Denote then u = [¢(s)] "' X ~1/?z
and u* = [¢(s)]~ ' £~ 1/2z*. We obtain that

lu —ull <o ¢z — ¥ < ¢VPm

Having this estimate, we can estimate

qi,2)(2)dz < f q(u)du

/{d(z,P)<¢(s)M—1} {du,Py<¢!/2M~1)

where P = [¢(s)]"' X ~1/2P is a plane. To conclude, we may choose M sufficiently large so
that (20) and (19) hold. [

Proof of Lemma 18. Fix an ¢/ > 0. By the uniform smoothness of {3 A;};cs, one can find § > 0
so that ||n;(y) —n;(z)|| <€ foralli € I and y, z € 0A; with ||y — z|| < 26.

Fixani € I,anx € A; and ar € [0,8]. If B(x,r) \ A; = @, one can let T be any
half-space passing through x. Suppose for the rest of the proof that B(x, ) \ A; # @ and let
y € B(x,r)NdA;. Consider the open cones

C_={y+z:m©) - z<—=€|zl}
Cy={y+z:n(Q)- z> E/HZ”}

illustrated in Fig. A.1. We shall verify that B(y, 28) NC_ C B(y,28)NA; and B(y,28)NCy C
B(y,28) \ A;. _

Namely, let u € B(y,28) N C_ and write u = y + z. Suppose that ¥ ¢ A; and define
to = inf{t € [0,1] : y +1z & A;}. Let ug := y + foz and notice that ug € B(y, 28) N dA;.
Moreover, the line segment y + ¢tz with ¢ € [0, 1] passes through 9dA; at up and therefore
n;(up) - z > 0, since n; is the outer-pointing normal of A;. On the other hand,

ni(uo) - — = (ni (o) — ni(y)) - — +ni(y) - —
Iz Izl Izl

< lIni(uo) —ni ()|l — € <0,

which is a contradiction, implying C_ N B(y, 28) C A; N B(y, 28). The case with C is verified
similarly.

Let us define the half-space T = {y — 2¢’rn;(y) + z : z - n;(y) < 0}. It holds that
E(y, 2ryNT C E(y,Zr) N C_ since taking y + w € E(y,Zr) N T one has n;(y) - w <
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Fig. A.1. Illustration of the half-space approximation. The set A; is shown in light grey, and the cones C_ and C+ in
dark grey.

—2¢'r < —€’||lw||. On the other hand, B(y,2r) N C_ C B(y,2r) N A; and B(x,r) C B(y, 2r),
so B(x,r)NT C B(x,r) N A;. Clearly, d(y,T) = 2€’r, and since x ¢ C, one has
ni(y) - (x —y) < €|lx —y|| <€'r.Toconclude, d(x, T) < 3€’r, and taking €’ = €/3 yields the
claim. [

Appendix B. Simultaneous properties for Metropolis kernels
We shall consider here the following general assumption on the proposal densities.

Assumption 24. Let C; ¢ R4*? stand for the symmetric and positive definite matrices. Suppose
P C Cy4 and {gr} rep is a family of probability densities defined through

qr(z) = |det(R)|"'g(IR™'z|)), (B.1)

where g : [0, 0c0) — (0, 00) is a bounded, decreasing, and differentiable function, satisfying the
conditions in Assumption 2. Moreover, suppose that there is a constant ¥ > 0 such that all the
eigenvalues of each R € P are bounded from below by «.

Proposition 25. Suppose © satisfies Assumption 8 and the family {qr}rep satisfies Assump-
tion 24 with some k > 0 and B € (0, 1). Let Pg be the Metropolis transition probability defined
in (15) and using the proposal density qg. Then, there exists a compact set C C R?, a probability
measure v on C and a constant b € [0, 00) such that for all R € P, x € R? and measurable
A CRY

PRV (x) < ArV(x) +blc(x) (B.2)

Pr(x, A) = Sglc(x)v(A) (B.3)
where V (x) = cyrn P (x) > 1 withcy = sup, 78(x) and the constants Mg, Sg € (0, 1) satisfy
the bound

max{(1 —2g)~", 85"} < ¢l det(R)|™!

for some constant ¢ > 1.
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Proof. Proposition 25 is a generalisation of [21, Proposition 15] considering Gaussian densities
gr and the case B = 1/2. We shall describe the changes in the proof of [21, Proposition 15]
required for the class of proposal distributions in Assumption 24.

First, observe that with V (x) = ¢y ~#(x) one has

PRV (x) / <rr(x))’3
- =20 = 1— (== —x)d
Voo N [ ) qr(y —x)dy

T\ 7\’
- f - =\ —=] [4r(y —x)dy.
A\ m(x) 7 (x)
The 1/4 in the estimate (37) of [21] is replaced with ¢, = sup, (o 1 w =B —uP) € (0, 1). One

can easily make 1 — (& (x)/n(y))ﬂ > c*forall y € Ax, where ¢* is any chosen value in (cy, 1).
For a non-negative function f, one can write by Fubini’s theorem

q(0)
/ f(z+ x)qr(z)dz = | det(R)| ™! / / f(z + x)dzdr
R4 0 {GUIR'zIh=1}

| det(R)[! / / FO)dyq (o)
0 E,

where the substitution = §(u) was used, and E, = {x +z : ||[R™'z] < u}. One has
IR™'z|l < «~"|zll, and thus E, D B(x, ux).
The conditions in Assumption 2 for the derivative ¢’ correspond to the estimate obtained

in [21, Lemma 14] for a Gaussian family, that is, § = e’xz/2 and the case £ = 1/2. In
the present case, the choice & = c,/c* is used. These facts are enough to complete the proof
of [21, Proposition 15] to yield the claim. [l

Proposition 26. Suppose the family {qr}rcp satisfies Assumption 24 with some k > 0. Suppose,
in addition, that either

A V=1lor
(ii)  satisfies Assumption 8 and B € (0, 1), V(x) := cynw P (x) > 1 withcy = sup, 7P (x).

Then, there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that for the Metropolis transition probability Pg given
in (15), it holds that

IPRf = Pre fllve < emax{||RI, IR'IY* £ lvr IR = R (B.4)

forall R,R" € P and r € [0, 1]. The matrix norm above is the Frobenius norm defined as
IR = v/ tr(RT R).

Proof. Consider first (i). From the definition of the Metropolis kernel (15), one obtains

sup | Pr f(x) — Pr f(x)] = 2sup | f(x)] /X lgr(x) — gr (x)|dx.

For (ii), Proposition 12 of [1] shows that for any » € [0, 1] it holds that

I122f = e flvr < 201w [ lart) - a (i

so it is sufficient to consider only the total variation of the proposal distributions.
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Asin [1,11], one can write

|
/IQR(X)—qR'(X)IdX=/ ’/ —qR, (x)dr
X x [Jo dt

where R; := R’ +t(R — R’). Let us compute

dx

d _ A _ d _
—qgr,(x) = —tr(R;7 (R — R)))qr, (x) + | det(R)| "' §'(IIR, 1x||)5||R, x|l

dt
and
T
d R
a||R;1x|| = (||Rt_1x||> R7' (R — RHR; 'x.
t X

Since R— R’ and R;” are symmetric and R, ! positive definite, it holds that |tr(R;” ! (R—R))| <
tr(Rfl) maxj<i<g |Ail < tr(Rfl) |[R— R’|| where A; are the eigenvalues of R— R’ (see, e.g, [24]).
Since the Frobenius norm is sub-multiplicative,

/ lgr(x) — gr(x)|dx
X

< sup (tr<R71)+|det(Rt)|—1||er||2f ||x|||c}’<||Rr‘x||>|dx>||R—R’||
tel0,1] X

o0
< (dx‘1+dx—d—2cd sup / rd|c}’(r||R,—1u||)|dr)||R—R’||
lul=1, ref0,1] Jo

by polar integration. Denote A = A(u,t) = ||R, 4|, and observe that since q is decreasing,
integration by parts yields

M
d
/ rd1q’ (ar)|dr
0

M
X/ rd=1g(rydr — M
0
d [ a1, 4
= T ) u " qu)du = 3+

)
A

forall M > 0. Since A~ ! is smaller, for any ||u|| = 1 and # € [0, 1], than the maximum eigenvalue
of R and R’, which is smaller than max{||R||, || R’||}, we obtain

/ﬂ; 1R (1) = qr (0)ldx < e max{||R]l IR IR — R|
concluding the proof with ¢ = 2¢y. U

Proposition 27. Suppose the proposal density q is given as q(z) = cq(||z||) where ¢ > Qis a
constant and

(i) G(x) = ™72 or

(i) §(x) = (1 4+ x>)~42P for some p > 0.

That is, g is a (multivariate) Gaussian or Student distribution, respectively. Then, q satisfies
Assumption 2.
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Proof. It is sufficient to verify that the derivative of g satisfies the conditions in Assumption 2.
Fix £ € (0, 1) and assume € > 0. Consider first (i), in which case
570 — G (€)= (1 + e 2 e
Z xe—xz/Z[e—éx—62/2 _ E] > O
if and only if x < x¢ == —§ — lofg. Let €, € (0, 1) be small enough so that x, > 0 for all
€ € (0, €,], from which one obtains c; > 0and0 < a < b < cosuchthatég'(x)—g' (x+¢€) > ¢y
for all x € [a, b] and all € € [0, €,]. Moreover, for all € € (0, €,)

< ~/ = % X2 —ex—e2)2 —x2/2
/ min{0, £¢'(x) — ¢ (x + €)}dx > / xe ¥ P2 _ gldx > —ge N/
0 Xe
= g€ /8 10e®)/2,—(0g&)’ 22 5 _ ) peze”!

with ¢; = £¢7102)/2 and ¢3 = (log £)?/2.
Assume then (ii). By the mean value theorem, denoting ¢ :=d +2panda :=d/2+ p + 1,
one can write for some €’ € [0, €]

~/ ~/ 1 §
G —qxte) = ox <(1 +a e +x2)°‘)
B < 1-¢ _ 2kae(x+¢€) )
= CX (1 n (x +6)2)a (1 + (x +€/)2)a+1

c(l —&)x 28ae < 1+ (x +¢€)? )a
> 1-— >0
(14 (x +€)?) 1—&\1+(x+¢€)?

for all x > 0, whenever € > 0 is sufficiently small. The claim follows easily. [J
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