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Abstract

While the Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA) is a popular and
widely used Markov chain Monte Carlo method, very few papers derive conditions
that ensure its convergence. In particular, to the authors’ knowledge, assumptions
that are both easy to verify and guarantee geometric convergence, are still missing.
In this work, we establish V -uniformly geometric convergence for MALA under
mild assumptions about the target distribution. Unlike previous work, we only
consider tail and smoothness conditions for the potential associated with the target
distribution. These conditions are quite common in the MCMC literature and are
easy to verify in practice. Finally, we pay special attention to the dependence of
the bounds we derive on the step size of the Euler-Maruyama discretization, which
corresponds to the proposal Markov kernel of MALA.

1 Introduction

This paper deals with the convergence of the Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm
(MALA) for sampling from a positive target probability density π on (Rd,B(Rd)), where
B(Rd) is the Borel σ-field of Rd endowed with the Euclidean topology. For simplicity, we
also denote by π, the distribution corresponding to the density π, and let U = − log π
be the associated potential function. MALA is a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
method based on the Langevin diffusion associated with π:

dXt = −∇U(Xt)dt+
√

2dBt , (1)

where (Bt)t≥0 is a d-dimensional Brownian motion. It is known that under mild con-
ditions this diffusion admits a strong solution (X(x)

t )t≥0 for any starting point x ∈ R
d
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and defines a Markov semigroup (Pt)t≥0 for any t ≥ 0, x ∈ R
d and A ∈ B(Rd) by

Pt(x,A) = P(X(x)
t ∈ A). Moreover, this Markov semigroup admits π as its unique sta-

tionary measure, is ergodic and even V -uniformly geometrically ergodic with additional
assumptions on U (see [25, 22]). However, sampling a path solution of (1) is a real
challenge in most cases and discretizations are used instead to obtain a Markov chain
with similar long-time behaviour. Here we consider the Euler-Maruyama discretization,
associated with (1), defined for all k ≥ 0 by

Yk+1 = Yk − γ∇U(Yk) +
√

2γZk+1 , (2)

where γ is the step size of the discretization and {Zk : k ∈ N
∗} is an i.i.d. sequence of

d-dimensional standard Gaussian random variables. This algorithm has been suggested
[14, 24] and later studied by [16, 17, 23, 25]. Following [25], this algorithm is called
the Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (ULA). A drawback of this method is that even if
the Markov chain {Yk : k ∈ N} has a unique stationary distribution πγ and is ergodic
(which is guaranteed under mild assumptions about U), πγ is different from π most of
the time. To circumvent this problem, it was proposed in [27, 25] to use the Markov
kernel associated with the recursion defined by the Euler-Maruyama discretization (2)
as a proposal kernel in a Metropolis-Hastings algorithm defining a new Markov chain
{Xk : k ∈ N} by:

Xk+1 = Xk + 1R+(Uk+1 − αγ(Xk, Ỹk+1)){Ỹk+1 −Xk} , (3)

where Ỹk+1 = Xk − γ∇U(Xk) +
√

2γZk+1, {Uk : k ∈ N
∗} is a sequence of i.i.d. uni-

form random variables on [0, 1] and αγ : R2d → [0, 1] is the usual Metropolis acceptance
ratio defined in (5). This algorithm is called Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm
(MALA) and has since been used in many applications. It may be surprising that a com-
plete theoretical understanding of its properties is still lacking. While some interesting
results have been derived in [25, 2], they are only partially satisfactory. More precisely,
[25] does not give practical conditions for either the step size or the target distribution
that guarantee geometric convergence for MALA. On the other hand, [2, 10, 5] provides
non-quantitative or quantitative bounds between the iterates of the Markov kernel as-
sociated with MALA and π, but they do not establish convergence. In this paper, we
address this problem and give practical conditions to ensure that MALA V -uniform is
geometrically ergodic. Part of our results were already included in the pre-publication
[3]. Since they are not the main focus of this work and have attracted independent in-
terest, we have decided to extract them from the forthcoming revision of [3] and extend
them.

The paper is organized as follows. First we state the assumptions on the potential
U and our main results. In Section 2.1 we provide a detailed comparison of our paper
with the existing literature. Finally, in Section 3 we summarize the proofs of our results.
Finally, we also consider a generalization of our results in Section 4. However, the
resulting proofs are more complicated and, in our opinion, would hinder the flow of the
paper. Therefore, we have moved them to another section.
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Notation and convention

Denote by B(Rd) the Borel σ-field of Rd and by F(Rd) the set of all Borel measurable
functions on R

d and for f ∈ F(Rd), ‖f‖∞ = supx∈Rd |f(x)|. Denote by M(Rd) the space
of finite signed measure on (Rd,B(Rd)) and M0(Rd) = {µ ∈ M(Rd) | µ(Rd) = 0}. For
µ ∈ M(Rd) and f ∈ F(Rd) a µ-integrable function, denote by µ(f) the integral of f
w.r.t. µ. Let V : Rd → [1,∞) be a measurable function. For f ∈ F(Rd), the V -norm of f
is given by ‖f‖V = supx∈Rd |f(x)|/V (x). For µ ∈ M(Rd), the V -total variation distance
of µ is defined as

‖µ‖V = sup
f∈F(Rd),‖f‖V ≤1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd
f(x)dµ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

If V ≡ 1, then ‖ · ‖V is the total variation denoted by ‖ · ‖TV.

2 Main results

Denote by rγ the proposal transition density associated to the Euler-Maruyama dis-
cretization (2) with stepsize γ > 0, i.e., for any x, y ∈ R

d,

rγ(x, y) = (4πγ)−d/2 exp
(

−(4γ)−1‖y − x+ γ∇U(x)‖2
)

.

Then, the Markov kernel Rγ of the MALA algorithm (3) is given for γ > 0, x ∈ R
d, and

A ∈ B(Rd) by

Rγ(x,A) =
∫

Rd
1A(y)αγ(x, y)rγ(x, y)dy + δx(A)

∫

Rd
{1− αγ(x, y)}rγ(x, y)dy , (4)

αγ(x, y) = 1 ∧
[

π(y)rγ(y, x)
π(x)rγ(x, y)

]

. (5)

It is well-known, see e.g. [25], that for any γ > 0, Rγ is reversible with respect to π
and π-irreducible.

We establish that MALA is V -uniformly geometrically ergodic, under the following
assumptions on the potential U .

H1. The function U : Rd → R is twice continuously differentiable. In addition, ∇U(0) =
0 and there exists L ≥ 0 such that supx∈Rd ‖D2U(x)‖ ≤ L.

The condition ∇U(0) = 0 is satisfied (up to a translation) as soon as U has a local
minimum, which is the case when lim‖x‖→+∞ U(x) = +∞, since U is continuous. It
could be relaxed but at the cost of more complicated computations that would hinder
the derivation of our proofs.

The other condition in H1 is standard in the analysis of ULA. In particular, it implies
that ∇U is Lipschitz, which is a necessary condition to ensure that this scheme is stable;
see e.g. [25]. Finally, note that H1 implies that for x ∈ R

d, ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ L‖x‖.
H 2. The function U : Rd → R is three times continuously differentiable. In addition,
there exists M ≥ 0 such that supx∈Rd ‖D3U(x)‖ ≤ M.
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We consider the two conditions H1 and H2 separately. In fact, we derive a non-
quantitative convergence result under H1 only, while H2 allows us to obtain quantitative
convergence bounds. While H1 and H2 impose regularity constraints on the potential
U , we now consider tail conditions.

H3. There exist m > 0 and K ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≥ K and ‖y‖ = 1,

D2U(x){y}⊗2 ≥ m .

Note that under H1 and H3, for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖y‖ = 1, it holds that

D2U(x){y}⊗2 ≥ m− (m + L)1B(0,K)(x) .

In the case K = 0, H3 boils down requiring that U is strongly convex with convexity
constant equals to m. However, when K > 0, H3 is a slight strengthening of the strong
convexity at infinity condition considered in [4, 13]: there exist m

′ > 0 and K
′ ≥ 0 such

that for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x− y‖ ≥ K

′

〈∇U(x)−∇U(y), x− y〉 ≥ m
′‖x− y‖2 . (6)

Indeed, if (6) holds for any x, y ∈ R
d satisfying ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≥ K

′ in place of ‖x− y‖ ≥ K
′,

then an easy computation implies that H3 holds with m ← m
′ and K← K

′ + 1. Besides,
Lemma 21 shows that the converse is true. Finally, while the condition (6) for x, y ∈ R

d,
‖x − y‖ ≥ K

′, is weaker than H3, it can be more convenient in many situations to
verify that the latter holds. Note that under H1 and H3, m ≤ L. In addition, we show
in Lemma 22 that under these two conditions, there exists K̃ ≥ 0 such that for any
x 6∈ B(0, K̃), 〈∇U(x), x〉 ≥ (m/2)‖x‖2. Therefore, for any x 6∈ B(0, K̃), we have by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that ‖∇U(x)‖ ≥ m‖x‖.

We can also consider the following generalization for β ∈ [0, 1),

H4 (β). There exist mβ > 0 and Lβ, Kβ ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≥ Kβ and

‖y‖ = 1,
Lβ/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) ≥ D2U(x){y⊗2} ≥ mβ/(1 + ‖x‖β) .

Note that under H1 and H4(β) it holds that mβ ≤ Lβ and for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖y‖ = 1,

D2U(x){y⊗2} ≥ mβ/(1 + ‖x‖β)− (mβ/(1 + ‖x‖β) + L)1B(0,Kβ)(x) ,

D2U(x){y⊗2} ≤ Lβ/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) + (−Lβ/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) + L)1B(0,Kβ)(x) .

We show in Lemma 23 that under H1 and H4(β), there exists K̃β ≥ 0 such that
for any x 6∈ B(0, K̃β), 〈∇U(x), x〉 ≥ (mβ/2)‖x‖2/(1 + ‖x‖β). Therefore, for any x 6∈
B(0, K̃β), we have by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that ‖∇U(x)‖ ≥ mβ‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖β).
Finally, Lemma 24 shows that under the same conditions, there exists K̄β ≥ 0 such that
‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ 2Lβ‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) for x ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ≥ K̄β.
We first present non-quantitative V -uniformly geometric ergodicity results under

H1, H3; then we present a quantitative convergence statement under the additional
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assumption H2. We postpone the statement of the results under H4 (instead of H3) to
Section 4.

Define for any η > 0, Vη : Rd → [1,+∞) for any x ∈ R
d by

Vη(x) = exp(η‖x‖2) . (7)

Theorem 1. Assume H1 and H3. Then, there exists Γ > 0 (defined in (27)) such that
for any γ ∈ (0,Γ], there exist Cγ ≥ 0 and ργ ∈ [0, 1) such that for any x ∈ R

d,

‖δxRγ − π‖Vη̄ ≤ Cγρ
k
γVη̄(x) ,

where η̄ = m/16.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 3.4.

The constants Cγ , ργ appearing in Theorem 1 are non quantitative. Indeed, the
proof of Theorem 1 only relies on a Foster-Lyapunov drift condition and the fact that
all compact sets are 1-small.

To obtain geometric convergence with quantitative constants we need to consider the
additional regularity assumption H2.

Theorem 2. Assume H1, H2 and H3. Then, there exist Γ̄, Āη̄ > 0 (defined in (40) and

(38)), such that for any γ̄ ∈
(

0, Γ̄
]

, there exist Cγ̄ ≥ 0 and ργ̄ ∈ [0, 1) (given in (41))

satisfying for any x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δxRγ − π‖Vη̄ ≤ Cγ̄ρ
γk
γ̄ {Vη̄(x) + π(Vη̄)} , (8)

where η̄ = m/16 and π(Vη̄) ≤ Āη̄.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 3.5.

Note that the constants Cγ̄ , ργ̄ only depend on the characteristics of U appearing
in the conditions H1, H2 and H3 and are independent of the stepsize γ. As a result,
Theorem 2 establishes that the rate of convergence of MALA, i.e., γ log(ργ̄) scales linearly
with respect to the stepsize γ. It is in accordance with the convergence rates of ULA
[12, 6] and with the result that under appropriate conditions, MALA is at the first order
an approximation of the Langevin diffusion. Indeed, [3, Lemma 7] (see also [15, 20, 26]
and the references therein for similar results) shows that for any ϕ : Rd → R, C∞ with
compact support, Rγϕ(x)−Pγϕ(x) = γ2(1 + ‖x‖q)ψγ,ϕ(x), for q ≥ 0 and some function
ψγ,ϕ : Rd → R satisfying supx∈Rd, γ∈(0,γ̄] |ψγ,ϕ(x)| < +∞. On the other hand, if (Pt)t≥0

is VL-uniformly geometrically ergodic, i.e., there exist VL : R
d → [0, 1), ρL ∈ [0, 1)

and CL ≥ 0 such that for any t ≥ 0 and x ∈ R
d, ‖δxPt − π‖VL

≤ CLρ
t
L, Pγ as a

discrete Markov kernel converges to π with a convergence rate, i.e., γ log(ρL) which
scales linearly with respect to γ. Hence, such a convergence is expected for Rγ with
some constants Cγ̄ and ργ̄ independent of γ ∈ (0, γ̄] as stated in Theorem 2. This
type of convergence is important to obtain bounds on Poisson solution associated with
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Rγ which holds uniformly with respect to the discretization parameters. We refer to
[3, 20, 8] for further discussions on this matter.

The proof of Theorem 2 consists in establishing explicit minorization and drift con-
ditions for Rγ for γ ∈ (0, γ̄] for some γ̄ > 0; see e.g. [7, Chapter 19]. In particular,
to obtain the stated dependence with respect to the stepsize γ, we show that for some
γ̄ > 0:

(I) there exist λ ∈ (0, 1) and b < +∞ such that for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄]

RγVη̄ ≤ λγVη̄ + γb ; (9)

(II) there exists ε ∈ (0, 1] such that for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x, x′ ∈ {Vη̄ ≤M},

‖R⌈1/γ⌉
γ (x, ·)−R⌈1/γ⌉

γ (x′, ·)‖TV ≤ 2(1 − ε) , (10)

where

M >

(

4bλ−γ̄

(1− λ) log(1/λ)

)

∨ 1 .

Then, (I) implies by an easy induction that for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

R⌈1/γ⌉
γ Vη̄ ≤ λVη̄ + b(1 + γ̄) . (11)

Therefore, applying [7, Theorem 19.4.1] to R
⌈1/γ⌉
γ for γ ∈ (0, γ̄] using (II) and (39), it

follows that Theorem 2 holds and π(Vη̄) < +∞. Accordingly, it is enough to show that
conditions (I) and (II) hold.

2.1 Comparison with existing litterature

MALA has been shown to be uniformly geometrically ergodic in [25] but under very
restrictive conditions which we recall. Define for any x ∈ R

d,

A
RT(x) =

{

y ∈ R
d : π(x)rγ(x, y) ≤ π(y)rγ(y, x)

}

, I
RT(x) =

{

y ∈ R
d : ‖y‖ ≤ ‖x‖

}

.

We say that A
RT converges inward in rγ for γ > 0 if

lim
‖x‖→+∞

∫

Rd
1ART(x)∩IRT(x)(y)rγ(x, y)dx = 0 .

Define for any a ≥ 0, Wa(x) = exp(a‖x‖).
Theorem 3 ([25, Theorem 4.1]). Let γ > 0. Assume that there exists η > 0 such that

lim inf
‖x‖→+∞

{‖x‖ − ‖x− γ∇U(x)‖} ≥ η , (12)

and A
RT converges inward in rγ . Then Rγ is Wa-uniformly geometrically ergodic for

a ∈ (0, γη), i.e., there exist Cγ ≥ 0 and κγ > 0 such that for any x ∈ R
d,

‖δxRγ − π‖Wa ≤ Cγe−κγγkWa(x) .
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Let us comment on Theorem 3. First, while (12) is relatively easy to verify under
mild assumptions about the tail of π, deriving practical conditions for U that ensure that
A

RT converges inward into rγ is very difficult, and [25] only succeeds in showing that
this holds in the one-dimensional setting and under strong conditions for U . Second,
Theorem 3 is not quantitative and therefore the constants in the geometric convergence
of Qγ to π may depend strongly on the step size γ, which in general must be chosen small
to ensure that a non-negligible fraction of candidates is accepted during the algorithm.
For example, from the optimal scaling for MALA in [26], the step size should scale as
d−1/3 with the dimension d→ +∞ in the ideal scenario π = π⊗d

1 for a one-dimensional
distribution π1. Even if these constants were independent of γ1, we can see that the
parameter a of the Lyapunov function Wa must be chosen proportional to the step
size γ, which implies that convergence behaves poorly with respect to γ for unbounded
functions. Finally, this result does not give a recommendation for the choice of γ that
ensures geometric convergence. Note that our results Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 address
all these issues.

Recent studies [10, 5] based on conductance arguments [21, 18] establish quantitative
complexity bounds for MALA in the case where the potential U is strongly convex. More
precisely, given a precision ǫ > 0, these works are interested in finding a minimal number
of iterations Nǫ ∈ N

∗ and a step size γǫ > 0 that ensures that ‖ξRNǫ
γǫ
− π‖TV ≤ ǫ, where

ξ is either a warm start or a well-chosen initial distribution. In contrast to these works,
we do not impose a strong convexity condition and our result can be applied to any
initial distribution. Finally, we show V -uniform geometric ergodicity, which is a stronger
convergence guarantee.

Finally, we mention [2], which studies the case where U satisfies H3 but potentially
violates H1, i.e., x 7→ ‖D2U(x)‖ can be unbounded. [2, Theorem 3.1] shows that under
suitable regularity conditions and H3, there exist ρ ∈ [0, 1), γ̄ > 0 and C2 ≥ 0 such
that for any E0 ∈ R, there exists C1(E0) ≥ 0 such that for any x ∈ R

d, U(x) ≤ E0 and
γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δxR
k⌊1/γ⌋
γ − π‖TV ≤ C1(E0){ρk + e−C2/γ1/4} .

We show that in the case U is Lipschitz the extra term e−C2/γ1/4
can be omitted and

the convergence occurs in a particular V -norm.

3 Proof of the main results

3.1 Bounds on the acceptance ratio

The analysis of MALA is naturally related to the study of the ULA algorithm. More
precisely, since for any x ∈ R

d and A ∈ B(Rd), the Markov kernel corresponding to ULA
(2) is given by

Qγ(x,A) =
∫

Rd
1A(x− γ∇U(x) +

√

2γz) min(1, e−τγ (x,z))ϕ(z)dz (13)

1which is the case for the one-dimensional distribution considered in [25] after a careful review of the
computations
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where ϕ(z) = (2π)−d/2e−‖z‖2/2 is the density of the d-dimensional standard Gaussian
distribution and

Rγ(x,A) =
∫

Rd 1A(x− γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz) min(1, e−τγ (x,z))ϕ(z)dz (14)

+ δx(A)
∫

Rd{1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z))}ϕ(z)dz ,

τγ(x, z) = U(x− γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz)− U(x) (15)

+(1/2){‖z − (γ/2)1/2 {∇U(x) +∇U(x− γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz)} ‖2 − ‖z‖2} .

the difference between the two Markov kernels can be expressed for any bounded mea-
surable function f : Rd → R by

Rγf(x)−Qγf(x) =
∫

Rd
{f(x)− f(x− γ∇U(x) +

√

2γz)}

× {1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z))}ϕ(z)dz . (16)

Since 1−min(1, e−t) ≤ max(0, t) for any t ∈ R, properties of ULA can then be transferred
to MALA from perturbation arguments achieved by a careful analysis of τγ . Most
analyses of MALA dealing with either its convergence [15, 11] or its optimal scaling [26]
establish that τγ(x, z) is of order O(γ3/2) for fixed x, z ∈ R

d. More precisely, we have:

Lemma 4. Assume H1 and H2 holds. Then, for any γ̄ > 0, there exists an explicit
constant (see (20)) C1,γ̄ <∞ such that for any x, z ∈ R

d, γ ∈ (0, γ̄], it holds

|τγ(x, z)| ≤ C1,γ̄γ
3/2{‖z‖2 + ‖z‖4 + ‖x‖2} . (17)

This result is a first step in the proof of Theorem 2, from which we will be able
to transfer the explicit minorization condition of ULA (Proposition 9) to MALA; see
Lemma 10 and Proposition 12 below. Unfortunately, the dependence on ‖x‖ in the
upper bound of (17) prevents us from doing the same for the Lyapunov drift condition
of ULA Proposition 6. Instead, we rely on the following upper bound, which does not
have the correct order with respect to γ, but is independent of x.

Lemma 5. Assume H1 and H3. Then, for any γ̄ ∈ (0, m3/(4L
4)
]

, there exists an explicit
constant (see (22)) C2,γ̄ < ∞ such that for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄], x, z ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ≥ max(2K, K̃),
K̃ given in Lemma 22, and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ), it holds

τγ(x, z) ≤ C2,γ̄γ‖z‖2 . (18)

To show Lemma 4 and Lemma 5, we provide a decomposition in γ of τγ defined in
(15). For any x, z ∈ R

d, by [9, Lemma 24]2, we have that

τγ(x, z) =
6
∑

k=2

γk/2Ak,γ(x, z) (19)

2Note that with the notation of [9], MALA corresponds to HMC with only one leapfrog step and step
size equals to (2γ)1/2
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where, setting xt = x+ t{−γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz},

A2,γ(x, z) = 2
∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[z⊗2](1/2 − t)dt

A3,γ(x, z) = 23/2
∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[z ⊗∇U(x)](t− 1/4)dt ,

A4,γ(x, z) = −
∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[∇U(x)⊗2]tdt+ (1/2)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[z]dt

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

A5,γ(x, z) = −(1/2)1/2
〈∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[∇U(x)]dt,

∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[z]dt

〉

A6,γ(x, z) = (1/4)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[∇U(x)]dt

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

Proof of Lemma 4. Let γ̄ > 0, γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. Since
∫ 1

0 D2 U(x)[z⊗2](1/2 − t)dt = 0, we get
setting xt = x+ t{−γ∇U(x) +

√
2γz}, with x, z ∈ R

d,

A2,γ(x, z)

=
√
γ

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
D3 U(sxt + (1− s)x)

[

z⊗2 ⊗ {−γ1/2∇U(x) +
√

2z}
]

(1/2 − t)tdsdt .

Therefore, we get using (19), H1, H2 |ab| ≤ (a2 + b2)/2 and ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ L‖x‖,

|τγ(x, z)|
γ3/2

≤ 21/2
M‖z‖3 + γ̄1/2

ML‖z‖2‖x‖+ 2L
2(‖z‖2 + ‖x‖2)[1 ∨ γ̄1/2 ∨ γ̄L ∨ (γ̄L

4/3)3/2] .

The proof of (17) then easily follows using ‖z‖3 ≤ ‖z‖2 + ‖z‖4, ‖z‖2‖x‖ ≤ ‖z‖4 + ‖x‖2
and setting

C1,γ̄ = 2(21/2
M ∨ γ̄1/2

ML ∨ 2L
2[1 ∨ γ̄1/2 ∨ γ̄L ∨ (γ̄L

4/3)3/2]) . (20)

Proof of Lemma 5. We now show (18). Let x, z ∈ R
d satisfying ‖x‖ ≥ max(2K, K̃) and

‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ). Using (19), H1, |ab| ≤ (a2 + b2)/2 and ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ L‖x‖, we get
setting

A4,0,γ(x, z) =
∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[∇U(x)⊗2]tdt ,

τγ(x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖2 − γ2A4,0,γ(x, z)

+ (2γ)3/2
L

2‖z‖‖x‖ + (γ2/2)L2‖z‖2 + (γ5/2)1/2
L

3‖z‖‖x‖ + (γ3/4)L4‖x‖2 . (21)

By Lemma 25, ‖xt‖ ≥ ‖x‖/2 since ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ) and γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ m
3/(4L

4) ≤ 1/(4L).
Therefore, H3 and Lemma 22 imply since ‖x‖ ≥ max(2K, K̃) that

A4,0,γ(x, z) ≥ (m/2)3‖x‖2 .
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Combining this result with (21), we obtain using γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ m
3/(4L

4)

τγ(x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖2 − γ2(m3/24)‖x‖2

+ (2γ)3/2
L

2‖z‖‖x‖ + (γ2/2)L2‖z‖2 + (γ5/2)1/2
L

3‖z‖‖x‖ ,

Since for any a, b ≥ 0 and ǫ > 0, ab ≤ (ǫ/2)a2 + 1/(2ǫ)b2, we obtain

τγ(x, z) ≤ γ‖z‖2
{

2L + 21/2
L

2ǫ−1 + (γ/2)L2 + 2−3/2γ3/2
L

3ǫ−1
}

+ ‖x‖2γ2
[

ǫ
{

21/2
L

2 + 2−3/2γ̄1/2
L

3
}

− m
3/24

]

.

Choosing ǫ = (m3/24){21/2
L

2 + 2−3/2γ̄1/2
L

3}−1 concludes the proof with

C2,γ̄ = 2L + 21/2
L

2ǫ−1 + (γ̄/2)L2 + 2−3/2γ̄3/2
L

3ǫ−1 . (22)

Properties (I) and (II) follow from Lemma 4 and Lemma 5

3.2 Foster-Lyapunov drift condition

To show that MALA satisfies a Lyapunov condition of the form (9), we first show that
it holds for ULA from the following result.

Proposition 6. Assume H1 and H3 and let γ̄ ∈ (0, m/(4L
2)
]

. Then, for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄],
x ∈ R

d,

QγVη̄(x) ≤ exp
(

−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4
)

Vη̄(x) + bU
η̄,γ̄γ1B(0,KU)(x) ,

where Vη̄ is defined by (7), η̄ = m/16, KU = max(K̃, 4
√

d/m), K̃ is defined in Lemma 22
and

bU
η̄,γ̄ =

[

η̄
{

m/4 + (1 + 16η̄γ̄)(4η̄ + 2L + γ̄L
2)
}

(KU)2 + 4η̄d
]

× exp
[

γ̄η̄
{

m/4 + (1 + 16η̄γ̄)(4η̄ + 2L + γ̄L
2)
}

(KU)2 + 4η̄γ̄d
]

.

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. First note that η̄γ ≤ mγ̄/16 ≤ m
2/(26

L
2) ≤ 1/8, since L ≥ m, and

therefore 1− 4η̄γ ≥ 1/2. In addition for any x ∈ R
d, we have

η̄‖x− γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz‖2 − ‖z‖2/2

= −1− 4η̄γ
2

‖z − 2(2γ)1/2η̄

1− 4η̄γ
{x− γ∇U(x)}‖2 +

η̄

1− 4η̄γ
‖x− γ∇U(x)‖2 ,

which implies since 1− 4η̄γ > 0 that

QγVη̄(x) = (2π)−d/2
∫

Rd
exp

(

η̄‖x− γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz‖2 − ‖z‖2/2
)

dz

= (1− 4η̄γ)−d/2 exp
(

η̄(1− 4η̄γ)−1‖x− γ∇U(x)‖2
)

. (23)
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We now distinguish the case when ‖x‖ ≥ KU and ‖x‖ < KU.
By Lemma 22, for any x ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ≥ KU ≥ K̃, using that η̄ = m/16 and γ ≤ γ̄ ≤
m/(4L

2), we have

(1− 4η̄γ)−1‖x− γ∇U(x)‖2 − ‖x‖2

≤ γ‖x‖2(1− 4η̄γ)−1
(

4η̄ − m + γL
2
)

≤ −γ(m/2)‖x‖2(1− 4η̄γ)−1 .

Therefore, (23) becomes

QγVη̄(x) ≤ exp
(

−γη̄(m/2)(1 − 4η̄γ)−1‖x‖2 − (d/2) log(1− 4η̄γ)
)

Vη̄(x)

≤ exp
(

γη̄{−(m/2)‖x‖2 + 4d}
)

Vη̄(x) ,

where we have used for the last inequality that − log(1 − t) ≤ 2t for t ∈ [0, 1/2] and
4η̄γ ≤ 1/2. The proof of the statement then follows since ‖x‖ ≥ KU ≥ 4

√

d/m.
In the case ‖x‖ < KU, by (23), H1 and since (1 − t)−1 ≤ 1 + 4t for t ∈ [0, 1/2], we

obtain

(1− 4η̄γ)−1‖x− γ∇U(x)‖2 − ‖x‖2 ≤ γ(1− 4η̄γ)−1{4η̄ + 2L + γL
2}‖x‖2

≤ γ(1 + 16η̄γ){4η̄ + 2L + γL
2}‖x‖2 ,

we have

QγVη̄(x)/Vη̄(x) ≤ e−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4

+ exp
[

γη̄
{

m/4 + (1 + 16η̄γ)(4η̄ + 2L + γL
2)
}

‖x‖2 − (d/2) log(1− 4η̄γ)
]

− 1 .

The proof is then completed using that for any t ≥ 0, et − 1 ≤ tet, for any s ∈ [0, 1/2],
− log(1− s) ≤ 2s and 4η̄γ ≤ 1/2.

Combining the previous result with Lemma 5, we can show that MALA satisfies (9).

Proposition 7. Assume H1 and H3. Then, there exist Γ1/2 ≥ Γ > 0 (given in (26)-(27)
in the proof) such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0,Γ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R

d,

RγVη̄(x) ≤ (1−̟γ)Vη̄(x) + bM
η̄,γ̄γ1B(0,KM)(x) ,

where Vη̄ is defined by (7), Rγ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄ = m/16,
̟ = η̄m(KM)2/16,

KM = max(24, 2K,KU, K̃, 4b1/2
1/2/(mη̄)1/2) , b1/2 = C2,Γ1/2

d+ sup
u≥1
{ue−u/27} , (24)

bM
η̄,γ̄ = bU

η̄,γ̄ + η̄m(KM)2eη̄(KM)2
/16 + C1,γ̄ γ̄

1/2
{

d+
√

3d2 + (KM)2
}

,

KU, bU
η̄,γ̄ are defined in Proposition 6 and C1,γ̄ and C2,Γ1/2

in (20) and (22) respectively.
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We preface the proof by a technical result.

Lemma 8. Let γ̄ > 0 and γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. Then, for any c > 0 and x ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≥

√

8γ̄d/c,
∫

Rd\B(0,(c/γ)1/2‖x‖)
ϕ(z)dz ≤ exp(−c‖x‖2/(4γ)) ,

where ϕ is the density of the d-dimensional standard Gaussian distribution with respect
to the Lebesgue measure.

Proof of Lemma 8. Let u > 0. By [19, Lemma 1],

P(‖Z‖2 ≥ d+ 2
√
du+ 2u) ≤ e−u ,

where Z is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian vector. Note that for t ≥ d, the equation
d + 2

√
du + 2u = t has a unique non-negative solution ut = 4−1(

√
2t− d −

√
d)2. In

addition for t ≥ 8d, we have that ut ≥ t/22 using ut = 2−1(t −
√

d(2t − d)) and s/2 −√
2s− 1 ≥ 0 for s ≥ 8. Therefore, we get setting t = d+ 2

√
du+ 2u,

P(‖Z‖2 ≥ t) ≤ exp (−ut) ≤ exp(t/4) .

Choosing now t = c‖x‖2/γ ≥ 8d for ‖x‖ ≥
√

8dγ̄/c concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 7. By (16) and Proposition 6, for any γ̄ ≤ m/(4L
2), γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and

x ∈ R
d,

RγVη̄(x) ≤ QγVη̄(x) + Vη̄(x)
∫

Rd
{1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z)}ϕ(z)dz

≤ e−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4Vη̄(x) + bU
η̄,γ̄γ1B(0,KU)(x) + Vη̄(x)

∫

Rd
{1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z)}ϕ(z)dz , (25)

where KU and bU
η̄,γ̄ are given in Proposition 6. Let Υ ≤ 1 and

Γ1/2 = min
(

Υ, m3/(4L
4), d−1

)

, K1/2 = max
(

24, 2K,KU, K̃
)

, (26)

where K̃ is given in Lemma 22. Note that Γ1/2 ≤ m/(4L
2) since m ≤ L and K1/2 ≥

√

28γd

for γ ∈
(

0,Γ1/2

]

. Then, by Lemma 5 and Lemma 8 with c = 1/25, for any x ∈ R
d,

‖x‖ ≥ K1/2, γ̄ ∈
(

0,Γ1/2

]

and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

RγVη̄(x) ≤ e−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4Vη̄(x) + Vη̄(x)
{

C2,Γ1/2
dγ + exp(−‖x‖2/(27γ))

}

≤ e−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4Vη̄(x) + Vη̄(x)γb1/2 ,

where b1/2 is defined in (24). For ease of notation, we simply denote KM by K. Note

that K = max(K1/2, 4b
1/2
1/2/
√
η̄m) and let

Γ = min
(

Γ1/2, m
3/(4L

4), d−1, 4/
{

mη̄K2
})

. (27)
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Then, since for any t ∈ [0, 1], e−t ≤ 1− t/2, we get for any x ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≥ K, γ̄ ∈ (0,Γ]

and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

RγVη̄(x) ≤ e−η̄mγK2/4Vη̄(x) + Vη̄(x)γb1/2

≤
[

1− γ
{

η̄mK2/8− b1/2

}]

Vη̄(x) ≤
{

1− γη̄mK2/16
}

Vη̄(x) . (28)

In addition, by (25) and Lemma 4, using that for any t ∈ R, 1 −min(1, e−t) ≤ |t|, for
any x ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ≤ K, γ̄ ∈ (0,Γ] and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

RγVη̄(x) ≤ Vη̄(x) + bU
η̄,γ̄γ1B(0,K3)(x) +C1,γ̄γ

3/2
∫

Rd
{‖z‖2 + ‖x‖2 + ‖z‖4}ϕ(z)dz

≤ (1− γη̄mK2/16)Vη̄(x) + γη̄mK2eη̄K2
/16 + γbU

η̄,γ̄

+ C1,γ̄γγ̄
1/2
{

d+
√

3d2 +K2
}

,

Combining this result and (28) completes the proof.

3.3 Minorization condition

We follow the same strategy as the proof of the Lyapunov drift condition for MALA
regarding the minorization condition (10). We first show it holds for ULA in the following
result.

Proposition 9. Assume H1. Then for any K ≥ 0, x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, and

γ ∈ (0, 1/L] we have

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ 2(1− ε(K)) .

with
ε(K) = 2Φ

(

−(1 + 1/L)1/2(3L)1/2K
)

. (29)

Proof. By H1 for any x, y ∈ R
d,

‖x− y − γ{∇U(x)−∇U(y)}‖2 ≤ (1 + γκ(γ))‖x − y‖2

where κ(γ) = (2L + L
2γ). The proof follows from [6, Corollary 5].

We then use Lemma 4 to obtain the following bounds on the total variation distance
between the iterates of MALA and ULA starting from the same initial point. Combined
with the previous result, this will allow us to use a perturbation argument to show (10).

Lemma 10. Assume H1 and let γ̄ > 0. Then, for any x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], we have

‖δxQγ − δxRγ‖TV ≤ C1,γ̄γ
3/2(d+

√
3d2 + ‖x‖2) . (30)
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If in addition and H3 holds and let γ̄ ∈ (0, m/(4L
2)
]

. Then, for any x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ C1,γ̄γ

1/2(d+
√

3d2 + ‖x‖2 + 2b̃U
γ̄ /m) , (31)

where C1,γ̄ is defined in (20) and

b̃U
γ̄ = 2d+ [max(K̃, 2

√

(2d)/m)]2
(

γ̄L
2 + 2L + m/2

)

. (32)

We preface the proof by a technical lemma.

Lemma 11. Assume H1, H3 and let γ̄ ∈ (0, m/(4L
2)
]

. Then, for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and
x ∈ R

d,
∫

Rd ‖y‖2Qγ(x,dy) ≤ {1− (mγ)/2} ‖x‖2 + γb̃U
γ̄ , where Qγ is the Markov kernel of

ULA defined in (13) and K̃ is defined in Lemma 22, and b̃U
γ̄ is defined in (32).

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R
d. By H1, we have

∫

Rd
‖y‖2Qγ(x,dy) ≤ 2γd+ ‖x‖2(1 + γ2

L
2)− 2γ〈∇U(x), x〉 .

Set K = max(K̃, 2
√

(2d)/m). We distinguish the case when ‖x‖ ≥ K and ‖x‖ < K. If
‖x‖ ≥ K ≥ K̃, by Lemma 22, and since γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ m/(4L

2), ‖x‖ ≥ K ≥ 2
√

(2d)/m,
∫

Rd
‖y‖2Qγ(x,dy) ≤ ‖x‖2

[

1− γ
{

m− γL
2 − (2d)/‖x‖2

}]

≤ ‖x‖2 {1− γm/2} .

If ‖x‖ < K, we obtain
∫

Rd
‖y‖2Qγ(x,dy) ≤ ‖x‖2 {1− γm/2}+ γ‖x‖2

(

γL
2 + 2L + m/2

)

+ 2γd ,

which concludes the proof.

Proof. Let x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. We first show that (30) holds and then use this result

to prove (31). Let f : Rd → R be a bounded and measurable function. Then, by (16),
we have

|Qγf(x)−Rγf(x)|

=
∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd
{f(x− γ∇U(x) +

√

2γz)− f(x)}{1 −min(1, e−τγ (x,z))}ϕ(z)dz
∣

∣

∣

≤ 2‖f‖∞
∫

Rd

∣

∣

∣1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z))
∣

∣

∣ϕ(z)dz ≤ 2‖f‖∞
∫

Rd
|τγ(x, z)|ϕ(z)dz .

The conclusion of (30) then follows from an application of Lemma 4.
We now turn to the proof of (31). Consider the following decomposition

δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ =

⌈1/γ⌉−1
∑

k=0

δxQ
k
γ{Qγ −Rγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1

γ .
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Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤

⌈1/γ⌉−1
∑

k=0

‖δxQ
k
γ{Rγ −Qγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1

γ ‖TV . (33)

We now bound each term in the sum. Let k ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈1/γ⌉ − 1} and f : Rd → R be a
bounded and measurable function. By (30), we obtain that

∣

∣

∣δx{Rγ −Qγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1
γ f

∣

∣

∣ ≤ C1,γ̄‖f‖∞γ3/2{d+
√

3d2 + ‖x‖2}

and therefore using Lemma 11, we get
∣

∣

∣δxQ
k
γ{Rγ −Qγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1

γ f
∣

∣

∣ ≤ C1,γ̄‖f‖∞γ3/2{d+
√

3d2 + (1− mγ/2)k‖x‖2 + 2b̃U
γ̄ /m} .

Plugging this result in (33), we obtain

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ C1,γ̄γ

3/2
⌈1/γ⌉−1
∑

k=0

{d+
√

3d2 + (1− mγ/2)k‖x‖2 + 2b̃U
γ̄ /m}

≤ C1,γ̄γ
1/2{d+

√
3d2 + ‖x‖2 + 2b̃U

γ̄ /m} ,

which concludes the proof.

Proposition 12. Assume H1 and H3. Then for any K ≥ 0 there exists Γ̃K > 0 (given
in (37) in the proof), such that for any x, y ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, and γ ∈ (0, Γ̃K ] we
have

‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)/2) , (34)

where ε(K) is defined in (29).

Proof. First note that for any x, y ∈ R
d, γ > 0, by the triangle inequality, we obtain

‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ ‖δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV

+ ‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV + ‖δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV . (35)

We now give some bounds for each term on the right hand side for any x, y ∈ R
d,

‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K for a fixed K ≥ 0 and γ ≤ 1/L. By Proposition 9, for any x, y ∈ R
d,

‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K and γ ≤ 1/L,

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ 2(1− ε(K)) . (36)

In addition, consider for Υ̃ > 0, Γ̃1/2 = Υ̃∧m/(4L
2). By Lemma 10, for any γ ∈ (0, Γ̃1/2],

and x ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≤ K,

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ C1,Γ̃1/2

γ1/2(d+
√

3d2 +K2 + 2b̃U
Γ̃1/2

/m) .
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Combining this result with (36) in (35), we obtain that for any K ≥ 0, γ ∈ (0, Γ̃1/2],
and x, y ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K,

‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖ ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)) + 2C1,Γ̃1/2

γ1/2(d+
√

3d2 +K2 + 2b̃U
Γ̃1/2

/m) .

Therefore, we obtain that for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, γ ∈ (0, Γ̃K ], (34) holds

taking

Γ̃K = Γ̃1/2 ∧




ε(K)

2C1,Γ̃1/2
(d+

√
3d2 +K2 + 2b̃U

Γ̃1/2
/m)





2

. (37)

3.4 Proof of Theorem 1

It is easy to prove that any compact set of R
d with positive Lebesgue measure is a

small set for the Markov kernel associated with MALA (14) and in particular that Rγ

is strongly aperiodic and irreducible; see e.g. [7, Example 9.1.5]. The proof follows from
[7, Theorem 15.2.4.]

3.5 Proof of Theorem 2

Proposition 7 shows that there exist Γ1/2 ≥ Γ > 0 (given in (26)-(27)) such that for any
γ̄ ∈ (0,Γ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R

d,

RγVη̄(x) ≤ (1−̟γ)Vη̄(x) + bM
η̄,γ̄γ ,

where Vη̄ is defined by (7), Rγ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄ = m/16,
̟, bM

η̄,γ̄ are specified in the statement of Proposition 7. Using [7, Lemma 14.1.10], we
obtain π(Vη̄) ≤ Aγ̄,η̄ = bM

η̄,γ̄/̟. Therefore, we get

π(Vη̄) ≤ Āη̄ = inf
γ̄∈(0,Γ]

Aγ̄,η̄ . (38)

We now show (8). Using 1 − t ≤ e−t for t ∈ R and setting λ = e−̟ < 1, an easy
induction implies that for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

R⌈1/γ⌉
γ Vη̄ ≤ λVη̄ + bM

η̄,γ̄(1 + γ̄) . (39)

Set now

Mγ̄ =

(

4bM
η̄,γ̄(1 + γ̄)

1− λ

)

∨ 1 , Kγ̄ = (log(Mγ̄)/η̄)1/2 .

Note that B(0,Kγ̄) = {Vη̄ ≤ Mγ̄}, γ̄ 7→ bM
η̄,γ̄(1 + γ̄) and γ̄ 7→ Kγ̄ are increasing on R+.

Then, Γ̃Kγ̄ ≥ Γ̃KΓ
for γ̄ ≤ Γ where Γ̃K is defined in (37), and Proposition 12 implies

setting
Γ̄ = Γ ∧ Γ̃KΓ

, (40)
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that for any γ̄ ∈
(

0, Γ̄
]

, any x, y ∈ {Vη̄ ≤Mγ̄}, and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], ‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉−δyR

⌈1/γ⌉‖TV ≤
2(1−ε(Kγ̄)). As a result, [7, Theorem 19.4.1] applied to R⌈1/γ⌉ shows that for any x ∈ R

d,
n ∈ N,

‖δxR
n⌈1/γ⌉
γ − π‖Vη̄ ≤ Cγ̄{Vη̄(x) + π(Vη̄)}ρn

γ̄ ,

where

log ργ̄ =
log(1− 2−1ε(Kγ̄)) log λ̄

(

log(1− 2−1ε(Kγ̄)) + log λ̄− log b̄(β)
η̄,γ̄

)

,

λ̄ = λ+ (1− λ)/2 , b̄M
η̄,γ̄ = λbM

η̄,γ̄ +Mγ̄ ,

Cγ̄ = ρ−1
γ̄ {λ+ 1}{1 + b̄M

η̄,γ̄/[(1 − 2−1ε(Kγ̄)(1− λ̄)]} .

(41)

4 Extension to H4

Define for any x ∈ R
d and ηβ > 0,

Wηβ
(x) = exp{ηβ(1 + ‖x‖2)1/2} . (42)

Theorem 13. Assume H1 and H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1). Then, there exists Γβ > 0 (defined
in (57)) such for any γ ∈ (0,Γβ ], there exist Cγ,β ≥ 0 and ργ,β ∈ [0, 1) satisfying for any
x ∈ R

d,
‖δxRγ − π‖Wη̄β

≤ Cγ,βρ
k
γ,βWη̄β

(x) ,

where η̄β = mβ/25.

Proof. The proof is identical to the one of Theorem 1 using Proposition 17 below in
place of Proposition 7. Therefore it is omitted.

Theorem 14. Assume H1, H2 and H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1). Then, there exist Γ̄β, Āβ > 0

(defined in (65) and (64)), such that for any γ̄ ∈
(

0, Γ̄β

]

, there exist Cγ̄,β ≥ 0 and

ργ̄,β ∈ [0, 1) (given in (66)) satisfying for any x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δxRγ − π‖Wη̄β
≤ Cγ̄,βρ

γk
γ̄,β{Wη̄β

(x) + π(Wη̄β
)} , (43)

where η̄β = mβ/25 and π(Vη̄) ≤ Āβ.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.4.

4.1 Bounds on the acceptance ratio

Lemma 15. Assume H1 and H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1). Then, for any γ̄ ≤ (4L)−1 ∧
(m3

β/(2
4
L

4
β)), there exists an explicit constant (see (47)) C2,γ̄,β <∞ such that for any γ ∈

(0, γ̄], x, z ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≥ max(2Kβ, K̃β , K̄β), K̃β given in Lemma 23 and K̄β in Lemma 24,

and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ), it holds

τγ(x, z) ≤ C2,γ̄γ‖z‖2 . (44)
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of Lemma 5. We show (44) using the decomposition (19). Let γ̄ ≤ (4L)−1∧(m3
β/(2

4
L

4
β)),

γ ∈ (0, γ̄], x, z ∈ R
d satisfying ‖x‖ ≥ max(2Kβ , K̃β, K̄β) and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ). Note

that by Lemma 25, for any t ∈ [0, 1], ‖xt‖ ≥ ‖x‖/2 ≥ Kβ. Therefore, using (19), H1,
H4(β), Lemma 24, and |ab| ≤ (a2 + b2)/2, we get setting

A4,0,γ(x, z) =
∫ 1

0
D2 U(xt)[∇U(x)⊗2]tdt ,

τγ(x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖2 − γ2A4,0,γ(x, z) + 2(2γ)3/2
L

2
β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4)2 + (γ2/2)L2‖z‖2

+ (2γ5)1/2
L

3
β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4)3 + γ3

L
4
β‖x‖2/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4)4 . (45)

Using ‖xt‖ ≥ ‖x‖/2 ≥ Kβ again, H4(β) and Lemma 23 imply since ‖x‖ ≥ max(2Kβ , K̃β, K̄β)
that

A4,0,γ(x, z) ≥ (mβ/2)3‖x‖2/(1 + ‖x‖β)3 . (46)

Note that using that (1 + a)3/4 ≤ 1 + a3/4 for a ≥ 0, therefore (1 + ‖x‖β)−3 ≥ (1 +
‖x‖3β/4)−4. Combining this result with (46) in (45), we obtain using γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ m

3
β/(2

4
L

4
β)

τγ(x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖2 − γ2(m3
β/2

4)‖x‖2/(1 + ‖x‖β)3

+ 2(2γ)3/2
L

2
β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4)2 + (γ2/2)L2‖z‖2 + (2γ5)1/2

L
3
β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4)3 ,

Since for any a, b ≥ 0 and ǫ > 0, ab ≤ (ǫ/2)a2 + 1/(2ǫ)b2, and (1 + ‖x‖β)−3 ≥ (1 +
‖x‖3β/4)−4, we obtain

τγ(x, z) ≤ γ‖z‖2
{

2L + 23/2
L

2
βǫ

−1 + (γ/2)L2 + 2−1/2γ3/2
L

3
βǫ

−1
}

+ ‖x‖2γ2
[

ǫ
{

23/2
L

2
β + 2−1/2γ̄1/2

L
3
β

}

− m
3
β/2

4
]

/(1 + ‖x‖β)3 .

Choosing ǫ = (m3
β/2

4){23/2
L

2
β + 2−1/2γ̄1/2

L
3
β}−1 concludes the proof with

C2,γ̄,β = 2L + 23/2
L

2
βǫ

−1 + (γ̄/2)L2 + 2−1/2γ̄3/2
L

3
βǫ

−1 . (47)

4.2 Lyapunov drift condition

Proposition 16. Assume H1, H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1) and let γ̄ ∈
(

0, mβ/(25
L

2
β)
]

. Then

for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R
d,

QγWη̄β
(x) ≤ exp

{

− γmβ η̄β‖x‖
16(1 + ‖x‖β)

}

Wη̄β
(x) + γbβ1B(0,Kβ)(x) ,

where

η̄β = mβ/25 , Kβ = 1 ∨ K̄β ∨ K̃β ∨ [25d/mβ ]1/(2−β) , (48)

bβ =

{

η̄β(L(1 + L/2)K2
β + d+ η̄β) +

mβ η̄β(1 +K2
β)1/2

16(1 + (Kβ)β)

}

eγη̄β (L(1+L/2)K2
β +d+η̄β) ,

K̄β and K̃β are defined in Lemma 24 and Lemma 23 respectively.
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Proof. Let x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. By definition (13) and [1, Proposition 5.5.1, (5.4.1)],

δxQγ satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality and since y 7→ (1+‖y‖2)1/2 is 1-Lipschitz we have

QγWη̄β
(x) ≤ exp

(

γ(η̄β)2 + η̄β

∫

Rd
(1 + ‖y‖2)1/2Qγ(x,dy)

)

(49)

≤ exp

{

γ(η̄β)2 + η̄β

(∫

Rd
(1 + ‖y‖2)Qγ(x,dy)

)1/2
}

, (50)

where we have used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the last line. We then bound the
second term. We have by Lemma 15 and Lemma 24 for x 6∈ B(0, 1 ∨ K̃β ∨ K̄β),

(
∫

Rd(1 + ‖y‖2)1/2Qγ(x,dy))1/2 = (1 + ‖x− γ∇U(x)‖2 + 2γd)1/2

≤ (1 + ‖x‖2)1/2(1− 2−1γmβ/(1 + ‖x‖β) + 4L
2
βγ

2/(1 + ‖x‖β)2 + 2γd/‖x‖2)1/2 , (51)

where we have used that 1 ≥ t2/(1 + t2) ≥ 1/2 for t ≥ 1. Since 1/(1 + ‖x‖β) ≥
1/(1 + ‖x‖β)2 and γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ mβ/(25

L
2
β), we get −mβ/(1 + ‖x‖β) + 25

L
2
βγ/(1 + ‖x‖β)2 ≤ 0

for any x ∈ R
d. In addition, for x ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ≥ 1 ∨ [25d/mβ ]1/(2−β), mβ ≥ 25d‖x‖β−2 ≥
24d(1 + ‖x‖β)/‖x‖2. Combining these two results in (51), we obtain that for any x 6∈
B(0,Kβ), with Kβ given in (48),

(
∫

Rd(1 + ‖y‖2)1/2Qγ(x,dy))1/2 ≤ (1 + ‖x‖2)1/2(1− 4−1
mβγ/(1 + ‖x‖β))1/2

≤ (1 + ‖x‖2)1/2(1− 8−1γmβ/(1 + ‖x‖β)) , (52)

where we have used that for any t [0, 1), (1 − t)1/2 ≤ 1 − t/2. Since t 7→ t/(1 + tβ) is
non-decreasing on R+, we get for any x 6∈ B(0, 1), 16−1

mβ‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖β) ≥ 2−5
mβ ≥ η̄β.

This result with (50) and (52) imply that for any x 6∈ B(0,Kβ),

QγWη̄β
(x) ≤ exp

(

−16−1γmβ η̄β(1 + ‖x‖2)1/2/(1 + ‖x‖β)
)

Wη̄β
(x) . (53)

We now consider the case x ∈ B(0,Kβ). First note by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ L‖x‖ under H1, we have

∫

Rd
(1 + ‖y‖2)1/2Qγ(x,dy) ≤ (1 + (1 + γL(2 + γL))‖x‖2 + 2γd)1/2 .

Therefore using that (1 + a1)1/2 − (1 + a2)1/2 ≤ |a1 − a2| /2 for a1, a2 ≥ 0, we get
∫

Rd
(1 + ‖y‖2)1/2Qγ(x,dy)− (1 + ‖x‖2)1/2 ≤ 2−1γL(2 + γL)‖x‖2 + γd .

Plugging this result in (49), we get setting Aγ,β(x) = η̄β(2−1
L(2 + L)‖x‖2 + d+ η̄β) that

[

QγWη̄β
(x)− e−16−1γmβ η̄β(1+‖x‖2)1/2/(1+‖x‖β )Wη̄β

(x)
]/

Wη̄β
(x)

≤ eγAγ,β (x) − e−16−1γmβ η̄β(1+‖x‖2)1/2/(1+‖x‖β)

≤ γ{Aγ,β(x) + 16−1
mβ η̄β(1 + ‖x‖2)1/2/(1 + ‖x‖β)}eγAγ,β (x) ,

where we have used that ea1 − ea2 ≤ |a1 − a2| ea1∨a2 for a1, a2 ∈ R. Combining this
inequality with (53) completes the proof.
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Proposition 17. Assume H1 and H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1). Then, there exist Γ1/2,β ≥ Γβ >

0 (given in (56)-(57) in the proof) such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0,Γβ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R
d,

RγWη̄β
(x) ≤ (1−̟(β)γ)Wη̄β

(x) + b
(β)
η̄,γ̄γ1B(0,K̃β)(x) ,

where Vη̄ is defined by (7), Rγ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄β = mβ/25,

̟(β) = η̄βmβK̃
1−β
β /27,

K̃β = max(1, 2Kβ ,Kβ , 2K̃β , K̄β, [2
7b̃1/2,β/(η̄βmβ)]1/(1−β)) ,

b̃1/2,β = C2,Γ1/2,β ,β d+ sup
u≥1
{ue−u/27} , (54)

b
(β)
η̄,γ̄ = bβ + γη̄βmβK̃

1−β
β eη̄β(1+K̃2

β)1/2

/27 + C1,γ̄ γ̄
1/2
{

d+
√

3d2 + K̃2
β

}

,

Kβ, bβ are defined in Proposition 16 and C1,γ̄ and C2,Γ1/2,β ,β in (20) and (47) respectively.

Proof. By (16) and Proposition 16, for any γ̄ ∈
(

mβ/(25
L

2
β)
]

, γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R
d,

RγWη̄β
(x) ≤ QγWη̄β

(x) +Wη̄β
(x)

∫

Rd
{1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z))}ϕ(z)dz

≤ exp
{

− γmβ η̄β‖x‖
16(1 + ‖x‖β)

}

Wη̄β
(x) + γbβ1B(0,Kβ)(x) (55)

+Wη̄β
(x)

∫

Rd
{1−min(1, e−τγ (x,z))}ϕ(z)dz .

Let Υβ ≤ 1 and

Γ1/2,β = min
(

Υβ, (m
3
β/(2

5
L

4
β)), (8d)−1

)

, K1/2 = max (1, 2Kβ ,Kβ , 2K̃β, K̄β) , (56)

where K̃β is given in Lemma 23 and K̄β in Lemma 24. Note that Γ1/2,β ≤ mβ/(25
L

2
β) since

mβ ≤ Lβ and K1/2 ≥
√

8γd for γ ∈
(

0,Γ1/2,β

]

. Then, by Lemma 15 and Lemma 8 with

c = 1/25, for any x ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ≥ K1/2, γ̄ ∈

(

0,Γ1/2,β

]

and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

RγWη̄β
(x) ≤ e−η̄β mβγ‖x‖1−β /25

Wη̄β
(x) +Wη̄β

(x)
{

C2,Γ1/2,β ,β dγ + exp(−‖x‖2/(27γ))
}

≤ e−η̄β mβγ‖x‖1−β /25
Wη̄β

(x) +Wη̄β
(x)γb̃1/2,β ,

where b̃1/2,β is defined in (54). Note that K̃β = max(K1/2, [27b̃1/2,β/(η̄βmβ)]1/(1−β)) and
let

Γβ = min
(

Γ1/2,β, 2
5/
{

mβ η̄βK̃
1−β
β

})

. (57)

Then, since for any t ∈ [0, 1], e−t ≤ 1− t/2, we get for any x ∈ Rd, ‖x‖ ≥ K̃β , γ̄ ∈ (0,Γβ ]
and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

RγWη̄β
(x) ≤ e−η̄βmβγK̃1−β

β
/25

Wη̄β
(x) +Wη̄β

(x)γb̃1/2,β

≤
[

1− γ
{

η̄βmβK̃
1−β
β /26 − b̃1/2,β

}]

Wη̄β
(x) ≤

{

1− γη̄βmβK̃
1−β
β /27

}

Wη̄β
(x) .

(58)
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In addition, by (55) and Lemma 4, using that for any t ∈ R, 1 −min(1, e−t) ≤ |t|, for
any x ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ≤ K̃β, γ̄ ∈ (0,Γβ ] and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

RγWη̄β
(x) ≤Wη̄β

(x) + γbβ + C1,γ̄γ
3/2
∫

Rd
{‖z‖2 + ‖x‖2 + ‖z‖4}ϕ(z)dz

≤ (1− γη̄βmβK̃
1−β
β /27)Wη̄β

(x) + γbβ + γη̄βmβK̃
1−β
β eη̄β (1+K̃2

β)1/2

/27

+ C1,γ̄γγ̄
1/2
{

d+
√

3d2 + K̃2
β

}

.

Combining this result and (58) completes the proof.

4.3 Minorization condition

Lemma 18. Assume H1 and let γ̄ > 0. Then, for any k ∈ N
∗, γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R

d,
∫

Rd
‖y‖2Qk

γ(x,dy) ≤ ekγLγ̄‖x‖2 + 2γdke(k−1)γLγ̄ ,

where Qγ is the Markov kernel of ULA defined in (13), and

Lγ̄ = 2L + γ̄L
2 . (59)

Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R
d. By H1, we have

∫

Rd
‖y‖2Qγ(x,dy) ≤ ‖x‖2(1 + 2γL + γ2

L
2) + 2γd ≤ ‖x‖2eγLγ̄ + 2γd ,

using that 1 + t ≤ et for t ≥ 0. A straightforward induction completes the proof.

Lemma 19. Assume H1 and let γ̄ > 0. Then, for any x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], we have

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ C1,γ̄γ

1/2(d+
√

3d2 + eLγ̄ (‖x‖2 + 2d)) ,

where C1,γ̄ is defined in (20) and Lγ̄ in (59).

Proof. Let x ∈ R
d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. Consider the following decomposition

δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ =

⌈1/γ⌉−1
∑

k=0

δxQ
k
γ{Qγ −Rγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1

γ .

Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤

⌈1/γ⌉−1
∑

k=0

‖δxQ
k
γ{Rγ −Qγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1

γ ‖TV .

We now bound each term in the sum. Let k ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈1/γ⌉ − 1} and f : Rd → R be a
bounded and measurable function. By (30) in Lemma 10, we obtain that

∣

∣

∣δx{Rγ −Qγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1
γ f

∣

∣

∣ ≤ C1,γ̄‖f‖∞γ3/2{d+
√

3d2 + ‖x‖2}
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and therefore using Lemma 18, we get
∣

∣

∣δxQ
k
γ{Rγ −Qγ}R⌈1/γ⌉−k−1

γ f
∣

∣

∣ ≤ C1,γ̄‖f‖∞γ3/2{d+
√

3d2 +ekLγ̄γ‖x‖2 +2γkde(k−1)Lγ̄ γ} .

Plugging this result in (33), we obtain

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ C1,γ̄γ

3/2
⌈1/γ⌉−1
∑

k=0

{d+
√

3d2 + ekLγ̄γ‖x‖2 + 2γkde(k−1)Lγ̄ γ}

≤ C1,γ̄γ
1/2{d+

√
3d2 + eLγ̄‖x‖2 + 2deLγ̄} ,

which concludes the proof.

Proposition 20. Assume H1. Then for any K ≥ 0 there there exists Γ̂K > 0 (given
in (63) in the proof), such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ̂K ], x, y ∈ R

d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, and
γ ∈ (0, γ̄] we have

‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)/2) ,

where ε(K) is defined in (29).

Proof. First note that for any x, y ∈ R
d, γ > 0, by the triangle inequality, we obtain

‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ ‖δxR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δxQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV

+ ‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV + ‖δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV . (60)

We now give some bounds for each term on the right hand side for any x, y ∈ R
d,

‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K for a fixed K ≥ 0 and γ ≤ 1/L. By Proposition 9, for any x, y ∈ R
d,

‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K and γ ≤ 1/L,

‖δxQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyQ

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ 2(1− ε(K)) . (61)

In addition, by Lemma 19, for any γ̄ > 0, γ ∈ (0, γ̄], and z ∈ R
d, ‖z‖ ≤ K,

‖δzQ
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δzR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖TV ≤ C1,γ̄γ

1/2(d+
√

3d2 + eLγ̄ (K2 + 2d)) . (62)

Consider now for Υ̂β > 0, Γ̂1/2,β = Υ̂β ∧ L
−1. Combining (61)-(62) in (60), we obtain

that for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ̂1/2,β ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δxR
⌈1/γ⌉
γ − δyR

⌈1/γ⌉
γ ‖ ≤ 2(1− ε(K)) + 2C1,Γ̂1/2,β

γ1/2(d+
√

3d2 + e
LΓ̂1/2,β (K2 + 2d)) .

Therefore, we obtain that for any x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖∨‖y‖ ≤ K, γ ∈ (0, γ̄], (34) holds taking

Γ̂K = Γ̂1/2,β ∧







ε(K)

2C1,Γ̂1/2,β
(d+

√
3d2 + e

LΓ̂1/2,β (K2 + 2d))







2

. (63)
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4.4 Proof of Theorem 14

Proposition 17 shows that there exist Γ1/2,β ≥ Γβ > 0 (given in (56) and (57)) such that
for any γ̄ ∈ (0,Γβ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R

d,

RγWη̄β
(x) ≤ (1−̟(β)γ)Wη̄β

(x) + b
(β)
η̄,γ̄γ ,

where Wη̄β
is defined by (42), Rγ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄β =

mβ/25, ̟(β), b
(β)
η̄,γ̄ are specified in the statement of Proposition 17. Using [7, Lemma

14.1.10], we obtain π(Wη̄β
) ≤ Aγ̄,β = b

(β)
η̄,γ̄/̟

(β). Therefore, we get

π(Wη̄β
) ≤ Āβ = inf

γ̄∈(0,Γβ]
Aγ̄,β . (64)

We now show (43). Using 1 − t ≤ e−t for t ∈ R and setting λ(β) = e−̟(β)
< 1, an easy

induction implies that for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄], x ∈ R
d,

R⌈1/γ⌉
γ Wη̄β

(x) ≤ λ(β)Wη̄β
(x) + b

(β)
η̄,γ̄(1 + γ̄) .

Set now

M
(β)
γ̄ =





4b(β)
η̄,γ̄(1 + γ̄)

1− λ(β)



 ∨ 1 , K
(β)
γ̄ = (log(M (β)

γ̄ )/η̄β)1/2 .

Note that B(0,K(β)
γ̄ ) = {Wη̄β

≤M (β)
γ̄ }, γ̄ 7→ b

(β)
η̄,γ̄(1 + γ̄) and γ̄ 7→ K

(β)
γ̄ are increasing on

R+. Then, Γ̂
K

(β)
γ̄ ,β

≥ Γ̂
K

(β)
Γβ

,β
for γ̄ ≤ Γβ where Γ̂K is defined in (63), and Proposition 12

implies setting
Γ̄β = Γβ ∧ Γ̂

K
(β)
Γβ

, (65)

that for any γ̄ ∈
(

0, Γ̄β

]

, any x, y ∈ {Wη̄β
≤ M

(β)
γ̄ }, and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], ‖δxR

⌈1/γ⌉ −
δyR

⌈1/γ⌉‖TV ≤ 2(1− ε(K(β)
γ̄ )). As a result, [7, Theorem 19.4.1] applied to R⌈1/γ⌉ shows

that for any x ∈ R
d, n ∈ N, γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δxR
n⌈1/γ⌉
γ − π‖Wη̄β

≤ Cγ̄,β{Wη̄β
(x) + π(Wη̄β

)}ρn
γ̄,β ,

where

log ργ̄,β =
log(1− 2−1ε(K(β)

γ̄ )) log λ̄(β)

(

log(1− 2−1ε(K(β)
γ̄ )) + log λ̄(β) − log b̄(β)

η̄,γ̄

)

,

λ̄(β) = λ(β) + (1− λ(β))/2 , b̄
(β)
η̄,γ̄ = λ(β)b

(β)
η̄,γ̄ +M

(β)
γ̄ ,

Cγ̄,β = ρ−1
γ̄,β{λ(β) + 1}{1 + b̄

(β)
η̄,γ̄/[(1 − 2−1ε(K(β)

γ̄ )(1 − λ̄(β))]} .

(66)
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A Technical results

Lemma 21. Assume H1 and H3 hold. Then U satisfies (6) with m
′ ← m/2, for any

x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≥ K + 8KL/m.

Proof. For x, y ∈ R
d, ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≥ K + 8KL/m, it holds that

〈∇U(x)−∇U(y), x− y〉 =
∫ 1

0
〈∇2U(xt){x− y}, x− y〉⊗2dt , with xt = tx+ (1− t)y .

(67)
Define I = {t ∈ [0, 1] : xt ∈ B(0, K)}. If I = ∅, then by (67) and H3, we get

〈∇U(x)−∇U(y), x− y〉 ≥ m‖x− y‖2 . (68)

If I 6= ∅, necessarily,
‖x− y‖ ≥ 8KL/m . (69)

Indeed, if this would not be true, using the triangle inequality we would have that
‖xt‖ ≥ ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ − ‖x− y‖ ≥ ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ − 8KL/m ≥ K which would give a contradiction.
Now since I 6= ∅ and is bounded, define t1 = inf I and t2 = sup I. Note by definition, we
have by continuity that xt1 , xt2 ∈ B(0, K) and therefore ‖xt1 − xt2‖ ≤ 2K. On the other
hand, by definition, we have ‖xt1 −xt2‖ = (t2− t1)‖x−y‖, so t2− t1 ≤ 2K/‖x−y‖ ≤ 1/4
since L ≥ m. This implies by (67), the condition that ∇U is Lipschitz and (69) that

〈∇U(x)−∇U(y), x− y〉 ≥ m(1− (t2 − t1))‖x− y‖2 +
∫ t2

t1

〈∇2U(xt){x− y}, x− y〉⊗2dt

≥ m(1− (t2 − t1))‖x− y‖2 + 〈∇U(xt2)−∇U(xt1), x− y〉
≥ (3/4)m‖x − y‖2 − L(t2 − t1)‖x− y‖2

≥ (3/4)m‖x − y‖2 − 2LK‖x− y‖ ≥ (m/2)‖x − y‖2 .

Combining this inequality with (68) completes the proof.

Lemma 22. Assume H1 and H3 hold. The function U satisfies for any x ∈ R
d,

〈∇U(x), x〉 ≥ (m/2)‖x‖2 − C̃1B(0,K̃)(x) ,

with
K̃ = 2K(1 + L/m) and C̃ = LK̃

2 .

Proof. Using H1 and H3 and the additional conditions we consider here on U , we have
for any x 6∈ B(0, K),

〈∇U(x), x〉 =
∫

K/‖x‖

0
D2 U(tx)[x⊗2]dt+

∫ 1

K/‖x‖
D2 U(tx)[x⊗2]dt+ 〈∇U(0), x〉

≥ m‖x‖2{1− K(1 + L/m)/‖x‖} ,

which implies that 〈∇U(x), x〉 ≥ (m/2)‖x‖2 for ‖x‖ ≥ 2K(1 + L/m). The final statement
is an easy consequence of H1 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
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Lemma 23. Assume H1 and H4(β) hold, for β ∈ [0, 1). The function U satisfies for
any x ∈ R

d,
〈∇U(x), x〉 ≥ (mβ/2)‖x‖2/(1 + ‖x‖β)− C̃β1B(0,K̃β)(x) ,

with
K̃β = [4Kβ(1 + L/mβ)] ∨ [4Kβ(1 + L/mβ)]1/(1−β) and C̃β = LK̃

2
β .

Proof. Using H1 and H4(β), we have for any x 6∈ B(0, Kβ),

〈∇U(x), x〉 =
∫

Kβ/‖x‖

0
D2 U(tx)[x⊗2]dt+

∫ 1

Kβ/‖x‖
D2 U(tx)[x⊗2]dt+ 〈∇U(0), x〉

≥ mβ‖x‖2
1 + ‖x‖β {1− (1 + ‖x‖β)Kβ(1 + L/mβ)/‖x‖} ,

which implies that 〈∇U(x), x〉 ≥ (mβ/2)‖x‖2/(1 + ‖x‖β) for ‖x‖ ≥ K̃β distinguishing the
case ‖x‖ ≤ 1 and ‖x‖ ≥ 1. The final statement is an easy consequence of H1 and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Lemma 24. Assume H1 and H4(β) hold, for β ∈ [0, 1). There exists K̄β ≥ 0 such
that for any x 6∈ B(0, K̄β), ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ 2Lβ‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) with K̄β = [2LKβ/Lβ] ∨
[2LKβ/Lβ]1/(1−3β/4).

Proof. Using H1 and H4(β), we have for any x 6∈ B(0, Kβ), x 6= 0, setting tβ = Kβ/‖x‖
and distinguishing the case ‖x‖ ≤ 1 and ‖x‖ ≥ 1,

‖∇U(x)‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∇U(0) +
∫ tβ

0
∇2U(tx)xdt+

∫ 1

tβ

∇2U(tx)xdt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ LKβ + Lβ‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) ≤ 2Lβ‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖3β/4) ,

which completes the proof.

Lemma 25. Assume H1. Then, for any t ∈ [0, 1], γ ∈ (0, 1/(4L)] and x, z ∈ R
d,

‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ), it holds

‖x+ t{−γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz}‖ ≥ ‖x‖/2 .

Proof. Note that for any x ∈ R
d, ∇U(x) = ∇U(0) +

∫ 1
0 ∇U(sx)xds and therefore H1

implies that ∇U(x) ≤ L‖x‖. Let t ∈ [0, 1], γ ∈ (0, 1/(4L)] and x, z ∈ R
d, ‖z‖ ≤

‖x‖/(4√2γ). Using the triangle inequality, we have since t ∈ [0, 1]

‖x+ t{−γ∇U(x) +
√

2γz}‖ ≥ (1− γL)‖x‖ −
√

2γ‖z‖ .

The conclusion then follows from γ ≤ 1/(4L) and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4√2γ).
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