arXiv:2201.01951v1 [stat.CO] 6 Jan 2022

On the geometric convergence for MALA under verifiable
conditions

Alain Durmus! and Eric Moulines?

YUniversité Paris-Saclay, ENS Paris-Saclay, CNRS, Centre Borelli, F-91190 Gif-sur-Yvette,
France.
2CMAP - Ecole polytechnique, France

January 7, 2022

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 7 on (R, B(R?)), where
B(R?) is the Borel o-field of R? endowed with the Euclidean topology. For simplicity, we
also denote by m, the distribution corresponding to the density m, and let U = —logw
be the associated potential function. MALA is a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
method based on the Langevin diffusion associated with :

dX; = —VU(X,)dt + V2dB, , (1)

where (B¢)>0 is a d-dimensional Brownian motion. It is known that under mild con-
(z)

ditions this diffusion admits a strong solution (X;’);>o for any starting point z € R4
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and defines a Markov semigroup (P;)i>o for any ¢t > 0, + € R? and A € B(RY) by

P(z,A) = ]P’(Xl(f) € A). Moreover, this Markov semigroup admits 7 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 £ > 0 by

Yig1 =Y —vVU(Yy) + V2vZk41 (2)

where 7 is the step size of the discretization and {Z; : 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 {Y}, : k € N} has a unique stationary distribution 7, and is ergodic
(which is guaranteed under mild assumptions about U), m, is different from 7 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
{Xi : keN} by:

Xir1 = Xi + Ir, (U1 — oy (X, Yier 1)) { Y1 — X}, (3)

where Y11 = X — yVU(X) + V27211, {Ux : k € N*} is a sequence of i.i.d. uni-
form random variables on [0,1] and a, : R?¢ — [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 m, 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.



Notation and convention

Denote by B(R?) the Borel o-field of R? and by F(RY) the set of all Borel measurable
functions on R? and for f € F(RY), ||f|lcoc = Sup,epe |f(z)]. Denote by M(R?) the space
of finite signed measure on (R%, B(R?)) and Mo(R?) = {1 € M(R?) | u(RY) = 0}. For
p € MR and f € F(R?) a p-integrable function, denote by u(f) the integral of f
w.r.t. . Let V : R? — [1,00) be a measurable function. For f € F(R9), the V-norm of f
is given by || f|lv = sup,ega |f(2)|/V (x). For u € M(RY), the V-total variation distance

of p is defined as
[, f@)dna)
R4

If V =1, then || - ||y is the total variation denoted by || - ||1v.

ullv = sup
FEFR),| fllv<

2 Main results

Denote by r, the proposal transition density associated to the Euler-Maruyama dis-
cretization (2) with stepsize v > 0, i.e., for any z,y € R?,

ry(@,y) = (4m7) " exp (=(47) My — 2 + VU (@)]?)

Then, the Markov kernel R, of the MALA algorithm (3) is given for v > 0, x € R?, and
A € B(R%) by

Ry(z,A) :/

[ 1AW @9 @)y +8.(8) [ (1= s}y @)y, (@)

W(y)r’y(ya x
™ (w,y)] ' 5)

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

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

Oé’\/(x7y) =1A

H1. The function U : R — R is twice continuously differentiable. In addition, VU(0) =
0 and there exists L > 0 such that sup,cga |D*U(z)|| < L.

The condition VU (0) = 0 is satisfied (up to a translation) as soon as U has a local
minimum, which is the case when lim ;4o U(x) = +o00, 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 VU 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 z € RY, ||VU ()| < L||z].

H 2. The function U : R — R is three times continuously differentiable. In addition,
there exists M > 0 such that sup,cga |D3U (z)|| < M.



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 existm > 0 and XK > 0 such that for any z,y € R%, ||z|| > K and ||y|| = 1,
DU () (s} > m
Note that under H1 and H3, for any z,y € R?, ||y| = 1, it holds that
D*U(2){y}** > m — (m + L)1) (z) -

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 =,y € RY, ||z —y|| > K

(VU(z) = VU(y),z —y) 2 ulla -yl . (6)

Indeed, if (6) holds for any z,y € R? satisfying ||z|| V ||ly|| > K’ in place of ||z — 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 z,y € RY,
|z —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 K > 0 such that for any
r ¢ B(0,K), (VU(x),x) > (m/2)||z||?>. Therefore, for any = ¢ B(0,K), we have by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that |VU (z)| > m|/z||.
We can also consider the following generalization for 5 € [0, 1),

H4 (B). There exist mg > 0 and Lg,Kg > 0 such that for any z,y € R, ||z| > Ksz and
lyll =1,
Lg/(1 + |[***) = D*U (2){y**} = mg/(1 + ||z|”) -

Note that under H1 and H4(B) it holds that mg < Lg and for any z,y € R?, |y| =1,

DU (@) {y®?} > mp/(1+ al|”) — (ms/(1 + [|2]|%) + L) Ln(ox,) () ,
D?U(2){y®*} < Lg/(L+ lP**) + (=Lp/ (1 + [[2]*"/*) + L) Lo ) () -

We show in Lemma 23 that under H1 and H4(j), there exists Kg > 0 such that
for any = ¢ B(0,Kg), (VU(x),2) > (mg/2)||z||?/(1 + ||z||®). Therefore, for any = &
B(0,Kg), we have by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that || VU (z)| > maz||/(1 + ||z]|).
Finally, Lemma 24 shows that under the same conditions, there exists Kz > 0 such that
IVU(@)| < 2Lgllall/(1 + [2]*8/4) for o € RY, [lz] > Rp.

We first present non-quantitative V-uniformly geometric ergodicity results under
H1, H3; then we present a quantitative convergence statement under the additional



assumption H2. We postpone the statement of the results under H4 (instead of H3) to
Section 4.
Define for any n > 0, V;; : R? — [1,400) for any x € R by

Vi(z) = exp(nl|z[|) - (7)

Theorem 1. Assume H1 and H3. Then, there exists T' > 0 (defined in (27)) such that
for any v € (0,T), there exist C, > 0 and p, € [0,1) such that for any z € R,

”5va - 7THVﬁ < Cvplf/Vﬁ(x) )
where 1 =m/16.
Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 3.4. O

The constants C, p, 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 T, Az > 0 (defined in (40) and
(38)), such that for any 7y € (O,f}, there exist C5 > 0 and py € [0,1) (given in (41))
satisfying for any x € R% and v € (0,7],

k
182y — mllvy < Cp3 { V() + 7 (Vy)}, (8)
where 7 =m/16 and m(V;) < Aj.
Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 3.5. O

Note that the constants C5, p5; only depend on the characteristics of U appearing
in the conditions H1, H2 and H3 and are independent of the stepsize . As a result,
Theorem 2 establishes that the rate of convergence of MALA, i.e., v log(py) scales linearly
with respect to the stepsize . 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 ¢ : R? — R, C*® with
compact support, Ryo(x) — Pyo(x) = ¥2(1 + ||2||9) 1, (), for ¢ > 0 and some function
V.t RY — R satisfying SUPgcRrd, ve(0,5] ¥y, (T)| < +00. On the other hand, if (Py)i>o
is Vp-uniformly geometrically ergodic, i.e., there exist Vi, : RY — [0,1), pL € [0,1)
and Cp, > 0 such that for any ¢t > 0 and z € R%, ||§,P; — 7|y, < CrLpt, P, as a
discrete Markov kernel converges to 7 with a convergence rate, i.e., vlog(pr,) which
scales linearly with respect to . Hence, such a convergence is expected for R, with
some constants C5 and ps5 independent of v € (0,7] as stated in Theorem 2. This
type of convergence is important to obtain bounds on Poisson solution associated with



R, 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 R, for v € (0,7] for some ¥ > 0; see e.g. [7, Chapter 19]. In particular,
to obtain the stated dependence with respect to the stepsize v, we show that for some
¥ > 0:

(I) there exist A € (0,1) and b < 400 such that for all v € (0,7]
RV < NV +9b; (9)
(IT) there exists € € (0, 1] such that for all v € (0,7] and z, 2’ € {V;; < M},
IRE M () = RV @) ey < 2(1—¢) (10)

where

AT
A4><u—mbgum>VL

Then, (I) implies by an easy induction that for any v € (0, 7],

RIVIV, <AV +b(1+7) . (11)
Therefore, applying [7, Theorem 19.4.1] to RLI/’” for v € (0,74] using (II) and (39), it
follows that Theorem 2 holds and 7(Vj) < +00. 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 = € RY,

ART(2) = {y e RY : m(@)ry (@) < 7(@)ry(y,2)} , (@) = {y e R« ]| <|lall} .

We say that ART converges inward in ry for v > 0 if

i Ty () ) = 0.
Define for any a > 0, W,(x) = exp(a|z]|).
Theorem 3 ([25, Theorem 4.1]). Let v > 0. Assume that there exists n > 0 such that

liminf {|[z]| — [lz —yVU(@)[} =7, (12)
llz[|—=+o0
and ART converges inward in ry. Then R, is Wy-uniformly geometrically ergodic for
a € (0,vn), i.e., there exist Co, > 0 and k- > 0 such that for any x € RY,

[0z Ry — llw, < Cﬂ/einkaa(ﬂf) .



Let us comment on Theorem 3. First, while (12) is relatively easy to verify under
mild assumptions about the tail of 7, deriving practical conditions for U that ensure that
ART converges inward into r~ 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 @, to m may depend strongly on the step size vy, 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—'/3 with the dimension d — +o00 in the ideal scenario 7 = 7P? for a one-dimensional
distribution 7;. Even if these constants were independent of v', we can see that the
parameter a of the Lyapunov function W, must be chosen proportional to the step
size 7, which implies that convergence behaves poorly with respect to v for unbounded
functions. Finally, this result does not give a recommendation for the choice of v 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 € > 0, these works are interested in finding a minimal number
of iterations N, € N* and a step size 7. > 0 that ensures that [|€R)< — 7pv < ¢, where
£ 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., z +— ||D?U(7)|| can be unbounded. [2, Theorem 3.1] shows that under
suitable regularity conditions and H3, there exist p € [0,1), ¥ > 0 and Cy > 0 such
that for any Ey € R, there exists C1(Eg) > 0 such that for any = € R?, U(z) < Ey and
v € (0,71,

8. RELA) — wllay < Cr(Bo){pt 4"y

We show that in the case U is Lipschitz the extra term e~©2/ 7* 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 z € R? and A € B(R?), the Markov kernel corresponding to ULA
(2) is given by

Q@A) = [ Iae = 7VU @)+ V27 min(L,e ™ )p(2)dz (13)

!which is the case for the one-dimensional distribution considered in [25] after a careful review of the
computations



where ¢(z) = (2m)~%2e71I217/2 s the density of the d-dimensional standard Gaussian
distribution and
R, A) = fpa Tale = AVU(2) + y372) min(1, e ) p(2)dz (14)
+84(A) Jpa{l = min(1, e ™))} (2)dz |
m(2,2) = Uz —yVU(2) + v272) = U(x)
+(1/2){llz = (/2 {VU () + VU (z = yVU (z) + v2y2)} | — I|2]*} -

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

x (15)

R, f(z) 2) = [ @) = f@=VU() + vE72)
x {1 —min(1,e @)} p(2)dz . (16)

Since 1—min(1,e™?) < 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 7,. Most
analyses of MALA dealing with either its convergence [15, 11] or its optimal scaling [26]
establish that 7,(x, 2) is of order O(~v*/?) for fixed z, z € R%. More precisely, we have:

Lemma 4. Assume HI1 and H2 holds. Then, for any v > 0, there exists an explicit
constant (see (20)) C15 < 0o such that for any x,z € R, v € (0,7], it holds

Iy (@,2)] < CLay® Izl + 120t + N2} - (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 ||z| 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 7, but is independent of x.

Lemma 5. Assume H1 and HS. Then, for anyy € (0,m3/(4L*)], there exists an explicit
constant (see (22)) Cy5 < 0o such that for any v € (0,7], z,z € R?, |lz|| > max(2K,K),
K given in Lemma 22, and ||z|| < ||z||/(4/27), it holds

7y(x,2) < Collz|® . (18)

To show Lemma 4 and Lemma 5, we provide a decomposition in vy of 7, defined in
(15). For any z,z € R?, by [9, Lemma 24]%, we have that

6
7(@,2) = D P A (@, 2) (19)
k=2

*Note that with the notation of [9], MALA corresponds to HMC with only one leapfrog step and step
size equals to (2)*/?



where, setting x; = x + t{—yVU (x) + /27z},
Ag~(2,2) =2 /1 D? U (2¢)[2%?)(1/2 — t)dt
0
1
As (2, 2) = 2%/ /0 D2 U(2)[z @ VU(2)](t — 1/4)dt ,

1 1 2
A (2,2) = — /0 DQU(xt)[VU(x)®2]tdt+(1/2)” /0 D2 U () [2]dt

As(z,2) = —(1/2)1/? </01 D2 U (x)[VU (2)]dt, /01 D? U(xt)[z]dt>

1
Ao (2, 2) = (1/4) /0 D2 U () [VU ()] dt

Proof of Lemma 4. Let ¥ > 0, v € (0,7]. Since fol D2 U (z)[2%?](1/2 — t)dt = 0, we get
setting ; = = + t{—yVU (z) 4+ \/272}, with 2,z € RY,

Ao (2, 2)
1 1
=7 [ [ D0 UG+ (1= 5)2) [+ @ (—12VU (@) + vE2}] (1/2 — st
0 JO
Therefore, we get using (19), H1, H2 |ab| < (a® +b?)/2 and ||VU(z)|| < L||z|,

(=, 2)|

S 21/2M)|2||* + 5'/2MLl| 2]l + 2L2(]|2]* + Jlz| %)L v 72 v ALV (FLY)P

The proof of (17) then easily follows using ||z||®> < ||z[|2 + ||z]|*, [|2]12[|=]| < ||2]|* + ||lz/|?
and setting

Chs =202V v 312uL v 2121 v 312 v AL v (ALA3)3/2)) (20)

U

Proof of Lemma 5. We now show (18). Let x,z € R? satisfying ||z|| > max(2K,K) and
2]l < ll=[l/(4v/27). Using (19), HL, |ab| < (a* +b)/2 and |[VU(z)| < L|jz]|, we get
setting

1
Avol@2) = [ DPUG@) VU@ et

7y(x,2) < 29L2)* = v* Aso5(2, 2)
+ (20)* PRzl el + (P /2L + (P /2) L3z 2] + (/AL el (21)

By Lemma 25, |jaf|| > [l2]}/2 since |l2] < |jall/(4y25) and 5 < 5 < u/(4L4) < 1/(4L).
Therefore, H3 and Lemma 22 imply since ||z| > max(2K,K) that

Aroq(,2) 2 (m/2)°||z]* .

9



Combining this result with (21), we obtain using v < 7 < m3/(4L*)
7y(x,2) < 29LlJ2]* — 7 (®/2%) ||
+ @022z ll=ll + (P /2)L2|=11? + (v°/2) L3 2 =]

Since for any a,b > 0 and € > 0, ab < (¢/2)a® + 1/(2¢)b?, we obtain

2 /272 —1 2 | 9-3/2,3/213 1

7 (z, 2) < ||| {2L+2 L€ + (v/2)L* + 272/ “y°/*L%¢ }

+ ||z|24? {6 {21/2L2 + 2_3/271/2L3} _m3/24} ‘

Choosing € = (m3/24){21/21.2 + 273/251/21.3}~1 concludes the proof with

Com = 2L+ 221271 4 (3/2)L2 4+ 2732332131 (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 7 € (0,m/(4L%)]. Then, for any v € (0,7],
z € R,
Q4 Vi(@) < exp (—imy|lz]?/4) Vo) + by s71p (0 k) ()
where Vi is defined by (7), i} = m/16, KV = max(K,4/d/m), K is defined in Lemma 22
and
by = [ {m/4+ (1 + 1677) (47 + 2L + 312) } (KY)? + 4|
X exp [’_yﬁ {m/4 + (1 + 1677) (47 + 2L + '_yLz)} (KU)? + 477%4 .

Proof. Let v € (0,7]. First note that 7y < my/16 < m?/(2°L2) < 1/8, since L > m, and
therefore 1 — 47y > 1/2. In addition for any = € R, we have

iz — VU (2) + v2y2|* — ||2]%/2

1 — dijy 2(27)/2 2 i 2
= T @ VU@ + e = VU @),

which implies since 1 — 47y > 0 that

Q:Vila) = @0~ [ exp (il =1 VU @) + VI — [121/2) dz

= (1= 4ip7) " exp (1 = 477) |}z = VU @)|?) - (23)

10



We now distinguish the case when |z| > K'Y and ||z|| < KV.
By Lemma 22, for any z € R?, ||lz|| > KV > K, using that 7 = m/16 and v < 7 <
m/(4L?), we have

(1= 477) "z = VU (@)|2 — |12
<yllal2(1 = 4im) 7 (47— m+912) < —y(@/2)ll2]2 (1 - 47) 7
Therefore, (23) becomes
QVy(w) < exp (—(m/2)(1 — 477) " |l2]2 — (d/2) log(1 — 4317 ) Vy(x)
< exp (yii{—(m/2)||2]]* + 4d}) Vy(a) |

where we have used for the last inequality that —log(1 —¢) < 2t for t € [0,1/2] and
4i7y < 1/2. The proof of the statement then follows since ||z| > K'Y > 4,/d/m.

In the case ||z|| < K'Y, by (23), H1 and since (1 —¢)~! < 1+ 4t for ¢t € [0,1/2], we
obtain

(1 —4ipy) Yz — VU (@)||? — ||=)|* < ~(1 — 4ig7y) " {47 + 2L + AL} ||z ||?
< (1 + 1677){47 + 2L + AL }|z[* ,

we have
nyvﬁ(x)/Vﬁ(,I) < e*ﬁm'y||m||2/4

The proof is then completed using that for any ¢ > 0, e — 1 < te!, for any s € [0,1/2],
—log(1 —s) < 2s and 47y < 1/2. O

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

Proposition 7. Assume H1 and H3. Then, there existI'yjp > T' > 0 (given in (26)-(27)
in the proof) such that for any 5 € (0,T], v € (0,7] and z € RY,

R\Vy(x) < (1 —@y)Vi(z) 4 b=y lp g ()

where Vi is defined by (7), Ry is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), 7 = m/16,
@ = m(KM)?/16,
KM = maX(24’ 2Ka KUa Ka 4b1?;/(mﬁ)1/2) ) b1/2 = C2,F1/2d + ilill){ue7U/27} ’ (24)
n7

bM’_Y = bg,,—y +’F]m(KM)2€ﬁ(KM)2/16 + le_yﬁl/? {d+ \/§d2 + (KM)2} ’

KU,b}IJﬁ are defined in Proposition 6 and C15 and Car, ,, in (20) and (22) respectively.
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We preface the proof by a technical result.
Lemma 8. Let 7 > 0 and v € (0,5]. Then, for any ¢ > 0 and x € R, ||z|| > /83d/c,

/ () < exp(—clle|*/(47)) |
RAB(O, (/)2 |z])

where @ 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||* > d +2Vdu +2u) < e %,

where Z is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian vector. Note that for ¢ > d, the equation
d + 2v/du + 2u = t has a unique non-negative solution u; = 4~(v/2t — d — v/d)?. In
addition for ¢ > 8d, we have that u; > t/22 using u; = 27!(t — \/d(2t — d)) and s/2 —
V25 —1 > 0 for s > 8. Therefore, we get setting ¢ = d 4+ 2v/du + 2u,

P(||Z]* > t) < exp (—ug) < exp(t/4) .
Choosing now t = c||z||?/y > 8d for ||z|| > \/8d7y/c concludes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 7. By (16) and Proposition 6, for any 4 < m/(4L2), v € (0,7] and
z € RY,

Ry V() < QyVa(@) + Vila) [ {1 = min(L,e™™ @) Jp()dz
R
—am~l|z||? . —T~y (2,2
< eIV, (2) + b 5y g o ke (2) + V(@) / Al—min(l,e ™" }p(2)dz , (25)
where KV and b%{;{ are given in Proposition 6. Let T < 1 and
o 3 4y -1 _ 4 U 7
['y/2 = min (T,m /(4L%),d ) ,  Kip = max (2 ,2K, K ,K) ) (26)

where K is given in Lemma 22. Note that [y < m/(4L2) since m < L and K9 > /28vd
for v € (O,Pl/z}. Then, by Lemma 5 and Lemma 8 with ¢ = 1/2°, for any € RY,
”.%'H Z K1/27 ’_Y € (07F1/2:| and Y € (07’7]7

R Vy(w) < o W4V (2) 4 V(@) { Car, , dy + exp(=[l]?/(277)) |
< e Ay (1) 4 Vi ()b s

where by, is defined in (24). For ease of notation, we simply denote K M by K. Note
that K = maX(Kl/z,Zlb}g/\/ﬁm) and let

I = min Ty, m*/(4L%),d ", 4/ {mi K2 }) . (27)
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Then, since for any ¢ € [0,1], e* < 1 —t/2, we get for any z € R?, ||z > K, 5 € (0,T]
and v € (0,7],

iy K2
Ry Vy(x) < o ™V (2) 4 Vi (2)vb /2
< [1 =y {imK?/8 = by o }| Va(a) < {1 = 1imK?/16} V(). (28)
In addition, by (25) and Lemma 4, using that for any t € R, 1 — min(1,e™?) < [¢[, for
any © € RY, ||lz|| < K, 5 € (0,T] and v € (0,7],
Ry Vy(x) < Vy(x) + b 5710 i65) (@) + C157° /Rd{HZH2 + |z + [|2l|* b (2)dz
< (1 — yimK?/16)Vy(x) + yimE 2™ /16 +~bY -

+ Cr a7 {d+ V3d + K

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 HI. Then for any K > 0, z,y € R, ||z V |ly|| < K, and
v € (0,1/L] we have

18,QI/ 7 — 5,Q1 || ry < 2(1 — (K)) .

with
e(K) =2® (—(1+1/1)/2(3L) /2K ) . (29)

Proof. By H1 for any z,y € R%,
lz =y = H{VU(2) = VU()}? < (1 +yx(1)llz — y|?
where k() = (2L + L%y). The proof follows from [6, Corollary 5]. O

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 ¥ > 0. Then, for any x € R? and v € (0,7], we have

HMQV - 6va”TV < Cl,ﬁ73/2(d +V3d® + Hsz) . (30)
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If in addition and HS3 holds and let 5 € (0,m/(4L2)]. Then, for any v € R? and v € (0,7],
18, Q17 — 8, RIV ||y < Cy 57" (d + V3d® + ||x||* + 258 /m) (31)

where C 5 is defined in (20) and
B = 2d + [max(R, 2,/ (2d) /m)]* (T + 2L + m/2) . (32)

We preface the proof by a technical lemma.

Lemma 11. Assume HI, H3 and let ¥ € (0, m/(4L2)]. Then, for any v € (0,7] and
€ RY, [oa ly)?Qy (2, dy) < {1 — (my)/2} ||z|? —i—wb , where Q~ is the Markov kernel of
ULA defined in (13) and K is defined in Lemma 22, and Bg is defined in (32).

Proof. Let v € (0,7] and x € R%. By H1, we have
/Rd lyl?Q+ (2, dy) < 2yd + [[2|*(1 +~°L%) = 29(VU (2), ) .

Set K = max(K,2/(2d)/m). We distinguish the case when |z|| > K and ||z| < K. If
|z|| > K > K, by Lemma 22, and since v < 7 < m/(4L?), ||z|| > K > 2/(2d)/m,

/R ylPQy (@, dy) < llall” [1 =5 {m =422 = @d)/llz]?}] < ll2ll? {1 — m/2} .

If ||z|| < K, we obtain

L 11PQs () < 2l {1 = m/2} + ] (112 + 2L +m/2) +29d

which concludes the proof. ]

Proof. Let x € R? and y € (0,7]. We first show that (30) holds and then use this result
to prove (31). Let f : R — R be a bounded and measurable function. Then, by (16),
we have

Q@) = By @)
= | [ {f@=1VU@) + V272 — f@)H1 — min(l,e ) ()]

<2l [, |1 = min(Le )| p(2)dz < 2 Sl [ (@2 ()2

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

[1/~1-1

5xQL1/ﬂ 1/ﬂ Z 51Qk{Q7 — R }R] [1/7]=k=1
k=0

14



Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that

[1/7]-1
18,QIY N — 8, RV ry < N [18.Q5{Ry — Q}RIVITF Yy . (33)
k=0

We now bound each term in the sum. Let k& € {0,...,[1/7y] —1} and f: R? = R be a
bounded and measurable function. By (30), we obtain that

8o {Ry — Q}RUVRTUE| < 015 oo™ {d + VB2 + |12}

and therefore using Lemma 11, we get

8, Q5 { Ry — Qv}Ry/ﬂ_k_lf‘ < Ci5llf v {d + V3 + (1 — my/2)"||2|* + 255 /m} .
Plugging this result in (33), we obtain

[1/4]-1
18,QI 7 — 8, RV |lpy < Crsv®? Y {d+V3d® + (1 —my/2)F |z + 2bY /m}
k=0

< Ciy*{d+ V3d® + ||z |* + 268 /m}
which concludes the proof. ]

Proposition 12. Assume H1 and H3. Then for any K > 0 there exists T > 0~(given
in (37) in the proof), such that for any z,y € R?, ||z|| V ||ly|| < K, and v € (0,Tx] we
have

182 R — 8, RV |1y < 2(1 — e(K)/2) (34)
where £(K) is defined in (29).

Proof. First note that for any z,y € R%, v > 0, by the triangle inequality, we obtain

H5xRL1M _ 5yRL1/ﬂ v < H%RDM _ 5zQL1M v
+ 118,Q171 = 8,Q1 ey + 118, RIYV7T = 8,00 iry . (35)

We now give some bounds for each term on the right hand side for any z,y € R¢,
lz|| V |ly]| < K for a fixed K > 0 and v < 1/L. By Proposition 9, for any z,y € RY,
[zl Vv llyll < K and v < 1/L,

18:Q1 1 — 5,QI |y < 2(1 - (K)) . (36)

In addition, consider for T > 0, f1/2 = T Am/(4L%). By Lemma 10, for any v € (O,f‘l/z],
and z € R?, ||z]| < K,

18:QE = 8, RIV  [lvy < Cy g, 72 (d 4 V3B + K* + 20f, , /m) .
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Combining this result with (36) in (35), we obtain that for any K > 0, v € (0, f1/2],
and z,y € RY, |z v [lyl| < K,

H%Rgl/ﬂ _ 5yRL1/ﬂ | <2(1 —e(K))+ 2Cl,fl/2wl/2(d +V3d>+ K% + 26%/2/111) .

Therefore, we obtain that for any z,y € R%, ||lz|| V ||y|| < K, v € (0,Tk], (34) holds

taking
2

e(K)

fK == fl/Q VAN =
20, 5, ,(d+ V3d2 + K2 + zbgl/2 /m)

(37)
O

3.4 Proof of Theorem 1

It is easy to prove that any compact set of R with positive Lebesgue measure is a
small set for the Markov kernel associated with MALA (14) and in particular that R,
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 I'; 5 > I > 0 (given in (26)-(27)) such that for any
€ (0,T], v € (0,7] and x € R,
R, V() < (1 — @) Vy(z) +by57

where Vj; is defined by (7), R, is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), 7 = m/16,

w,bﬁMﬁ are specified in the statement of Proposition 7. Using [7, Lemma 14.1.10], we

obtain 7(V5) < A5 5 = bM ~/@. Therefore, we get

We now show (8). Using 1 —t < e™! for t € R and setting A = e”® < 1, an easy
induction implies that for any v € (0,7],

RV < AV + b3 (1+7) . (39)
Set now
My = < ) V1, Ks=(log(Ms)/m)"?.
Note that B(0, K5) Vi < My}, v — b 5(1+7) and 7 = Kj are increasing on R;.

Then, T Ky 2> r Kp for < T where I' is deﬁned in (37), and Proposition 12 implies
setting - B
F=TATk, , (40)
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that for any 5 € (O,F} any z,y € {V; < M5}, and v € (0,7], |6, R/ 8, RIVT ||y <
2(1—¢(K5)). As aresult, [7, Theorem 19.4.1] applied to RI'/71 shows that for any = € R?,
n €N,

182 Ry — 7y, < C5{Vy () + m (V) 3o
where 3
log(1 — 27te(K5)) log A

(log(1 — 271¢(K5)) + log A — log b(B))

log p5 =

_ _ 41
A=A (1-n/2, B =M M (41)
5 —p,yl{)\—i—l}{l—i—b (1 =27 e(K5) (1= N)]} .
4 Extension to H4
Define for any € R? and ng >0,
W, (2) = exp{ns(1 + [|=[*)/*} . (42)

Theorem 13. Assume H1 and H/(B) for € [0,1). Then, there exists I'g > 0 (defined
in (57)) such for any v € (0,1'g], there exist Cy g > 0 and py g € [0,1) satisfying for any
z € RY,

”5va - 7THW775 < C’y BP»y 5W (z) ,

where 7z = mg/2°.

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

Theorem 14. Assume H1, H2 and H/(B) for B € [0,1). Then, there exist T'5, Ag >0
(defined in (65) and (64)), such that for any 7 € (O Pg}, there exist Cyg > 0 and
ps.5 € 10,1) (given in (66)) satisfying for any = € R and v € (0,7],

k
182 Ry = 7l < 5,805, 5{ Wi () + 7 (W, )}, (43)

where ijs = mg /2% and 7 (V;) < Ag.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.4. U

4.1 Bounds on the acceptance ratio

Lemma 15. Assume H1 and H/(B) for B € [0,1). Then, for any ¥ < (4L)7!
(m%/(?‘lL%)), there exists an explicz;t co_nstarft (see (47)) Ca 5.8 < 00 suc}_z that for any v €
(0,7], z,2 € RY, ||z|| > max(2Kg,Ks,Kg), Kz given in Lemma 23 and Kg in Lemma 2/,

and ||z|| < ||z]|/(4+/27), it holds
7y(x,2) < Cos)l2]* - (44)
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of Lemma 5. We show (44) using the decomposition (19). Let ¥ < (4L) "1 A (m%/(24L%)),
v € (0,7], 7,z € RY satisfying ||z| > max(2Ks,Kgs,Kp) and ||z]| < |lz]|/(4v/27). Note
that by Lemma 25, for any ¢t € [0,1], ||z¢|| > ||=|//2 > Kg. Therefore, using (19), HI,
H4(B3), Lemma 24, and |ab| < (a® + b%)/2, we get setting

1
Avoqlw.2) = [ D2UGIVU (@)t

7y(2,2) < 2LI|2)I? =72 Agoq (2, 2) +2(20) L3I 2] /(1 + N2lPP) + (72 /2)L2 2]
+ @) 2Lgllzlllll/ (1 + [l2lP7)? + 4 Ll /(L + PPt (45)

Using ||z¢|| > ||z||/2 > K again, H4(3) and Lemma 23 imply since ||z|| > max(2Kg,Kg,Kg)
that

Agpn(@,2) = (mg/2)* |a|® /(1 + [l2]|)? . (46)
Note that using that (1 + a)>* < 1+ a%* for a > 0, therefore (1 + |z||®)~® > (1 +
||||34/4)~*. Combining this result with (46) in (45), we obtain using v < 7 < mg/(24L%)

7y(2,2) < 29L2)* — o (md/2Y)l|2]1? /(1 + Jl|7)?
+229)* L3 2|2 /(L + [l2lPP4)? + (27201212017 + (29°)2LE =l /(L + D))

Since for any a,b > 0 and € > 0, ab < (¢/2)a® + 1/(2¢)b?, and (1 + [|z||®)™> > (1 +
|||38/4) =%, we obtain

7y, 2) < All2l? {21 + 222137 + (7/2)12 + 27129 2Lk
+ [l2l|29? [ { 2%/ + 271251203 ) — md /2t ] /(1 + 2] )
Choosing € = (m%/24){23/2L% + 2*1/2’71/2L%}*1 concludes the proof with

Coyp = 2L+ 252037 + (7/2)L% + 27125321871 (47)

4.2 Lyapunov drift condition

Proposition 16. Assume H1, H/(B) for 5 € [0,1) and let 7y € (O,mg/(?ﬁ%)] Then
for any v € (0,7] and z € R?,

) ymgns|z|| .
QW (2) < s { -2 sy | Wi (o) + B ().

where

ng = m5/25 , Kg=1V Kﬂ V Kg V [25d/m5]1/(275) ) (48)

= 211/2
mgns(1 + Kg) / efyf]/B(L(l—‘,—L/Q)K%-i—d-i-ﬁ,a)
16(1 + (Kp)?) ’

bg = {ﬁg(L(l + L/2)K§ +d+1ng) +
Kz and Kg are defined in Lemma 2/ and Lemma 23 respectively.
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Proof. Let € R? and « € (0,7]. By definition (13) and [1, Proposition 5.5.1, (5.4.1)],

5,Q., satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality and since y +— (1+]y||?)'/? is 1-Lipschitz we have
QW (@) < exp (2% + 35 [ (14 [0I) Qs (. dy)) (49)

1/2
< exp {7(775)2 +1lp (/Rd(l +ly1*)@4 (=, dy)) } ; (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 z ¢ B(0,1 V Kg V Kp),

pa (L + [91)172Q4 (@, dy)'/? = (1 + |2 = yVU (@) ]* + 27d)"/?
< (L [l2l) (1 = 27 mp /(1 + [|2)%) + 41372/ (1 + [|2))? + 29d/ |12, (51)
>

where we have used that 1 > t2/( + %) > 1/2 for t > 1. Since 1/(1 + Hmﬂﬂ)
1/(1+ [|2]7)? and v < 7 < mg/(2°L3), we get —mg/(1 + [l]|¥) + 2°LFy/(1 + [l2|7)* <

for any € R?. In addition, for € R?, ||z > 1V [2°d/mg]"/ =B mg > 25d||x|5~2 2
24d(1 + ||z]|?)/||z||>. Combining these two results in (51), we obtain that for any z ¢
B(0, K), with Kz given in (48),

(Jra (1 + Il 2 Q4 (w, dy)) /> < (1 + [l2]*)/2(1 = 4™ mgry/ (1 + |]|*)) 1/
< (L [l /21 = 87 mp /(1 + J|”)) . (52)

where we have used that for any [0,1), (1 —t)1/2 <1 —¢/2. Since t — t/(1 +t9) is
non-decreasing on R, we get for any = ¢ B(0,1), 16 mg||z||/(1 + [|=|?) > 27°ms > ijs.
This result with (50) and (52) imply that for any « ¢ B(0, Kg),

Qy Wi, (2) Sexp( 16~ mpigs (1 + )2 /(1 +H$HB)) 7 () - (53)

We now consider the case € B(0, K3). First note by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
|IVU (x)|| < L|x| under H1, we have

LG+ 101920, (2 dy) < (14 (1 + 912 + 1) ol + 290) /2
Therefore using that (1 + a1)1/2 -1+ a2)1/2 < |ay — ag| /2 for a1, as > 0, we get
/Rd(l +11y1%)12Qx (2, dy) — (1 + J|*)/? < 27912 + A1) J2|* +7d -
Plugging this result in (49), we get setting A, () = 75(27'L(2 +L)||z||* + d + 7) that

[Q'ywﬁg( ) — o167 mas (L)1 2/l Py ] /W%
< @Ay p@) _ o167 mp s (14| )2 /(14| ]|?)
<Ay p(@) + 16 maijp(1 + [[]) /2 /(1 + [|z]|7) e e )
where we have used that e® — e < |a; — ag| €™V for aj,as € R. Combining this

inequality with (53) completes the proof. O
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Proposition 17. Assume H1 and H/(3) for 8 € [0,1). Then, there exist '3 3 > I'g >
0 (given in (56)-(57) in the proof) such that for any 7 € (0,T5], v € (0,7] and x € RY,

Ry Wiy (2) < (1= @)Wy (2) + 620150 1, (@)

where Vi is defined by (7), R is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), g = mg/25,

K = max(1,2Kg, K, 2K5,Kg, [27D1 2,5/ (71sma)] /' =7) ,
bijos = Corypopsd+ Sgl;{ue‘“/ 71, (54)
b = by +’Yﬁﬁmﬁké_ﬁeﬁﬁ(l+[(§)l/2/27 A {d+ V342 +ff§} ,
K, bg are defined in Proposition 16 and C1 5 and Car, ,, ;.5 in (20) and (47) respectively.
Proof. By (16) and Proposition 16, for any 5 € (mg/(25L26)}, v € (0,7] and = € RY,
R Wi () QWi () + Wi (@) [ {1 = min(1,e 7)) p(2)dz
ms7s ] }
e 1
16(1 + [|z||%) Wi (€) + 705 1B(0,54) (%) (55)
Wi (@) [ (1= min(1,e ™ @)}p(2)dz
R

<o

Let T <1 and

F1/2,6 = min (Tﬁ’(m%/(QE)L%))a(E;d)il) ) K1/2 = max(l’QKﬁaKﬁ,QKﬁ,Kﬁ) ) (56)
where Kg is given in Lemma 23 and Kg in Lemma 24. Note that I'y /5 5 < mg/(25L%) since
mg < Lg and Ky > /87d for v € (O,Fl/zﬁ}. Then, by Lemma 15 and Lemma 8 with
c=1/2% for any x € RY, ||z > Ky, 7 € (O,I‘l/zﬁ} and v € (0,7],

—Fam -8
R, Wy, () < e W20 (@) 4+ Wi, (2) {Cary .0 dy + expl(=[l2l/(279)) }
< e—ﬁﬂmmllwlllfﬁ/fwﬁﬂ () + Wi, (x)’)’gl/z,ﬁ 7

where 51/275 is defined in (54). Note that Kz = max (K o, [2751/275/(ﬁ5m5)]1/(1*5)) and
let
Ty = min (Ty5.4,2°/ {mgis K3} - (57)
Then, since for any ¢ € [0,1], e™* < 1—¢/2, we get for any = € R?, ||z|| > Kz, 75 € (0,T'4]
and ~y € (0,7],
e ~1-8 -
R’YWﬁB (.%') <e WBmB'YKﬂ /25W77,6 (1‘) + wa (.%')’)’bl/gﬁ

< [1 5 {ﬁgmgkg’ﬂ/? — 51/2,5}} Wi (x) < {1 - ’Yﬁﬂmﬁkéiﬂ/f} Wig (@) .
(58)

20



In addition, by (55) and Lemma 4, using that for any t € R, 1 — min(1,e™?) < [¢[, for
any z € RY, ||z|| < Kg, 7 € (0,T5] and ~ € (0,7],

Ry Wi, () < Wiy (2) + s + C157° /Rd{IIZH2 + |z + [z} (2)dz

& o l— _ ~1-8 7 211/2
< (1 —yiigmgK 7 12T Wi, (2) + b + yijpma Ky~ e IHEE T oT
+Cry77 2 {d+ VBd2 + K3}

Combining this result and (58) completes the proof.

U
4.3 Minorization condition
Lemma 18. Assume H1 and let ¥ > 0. Then, for any k € N*, v € (0,7] and x € R,
[ ll@A . dy) < 7 a2 4 2y 00
R4
where Q. is the Markov kernel of ULA defined in (13), and
Ly =2L+AL%. (59)

Proof. Let v € (0,7] and x € R%. By H1, we have
/Rd Iyl Q- (2, dy) < [l2*(1 + 291 +~7L%) + 29d < ||z e +29d

using that 1+t < e’ for t > 0. A straightforward induction completes the proof. O
Lemma 19. Assume H1 and let ¥ > 0. Then, for any x € R? and v € (0,7], we have
18:Q0/71 = 8, R TMllry < Cogn/(d 4+ V3 + ™ (|lal]” + 2d)

where Cy 5 is defined in (20) and Ls in (59).
Proof. Let x € R% and v € (0,7]. Consider the following decomposition

[1/4]-1
5,Q) [/ 5, Rl [/ — Z éka{Qv ~ R, )Rl [1/7]=k=1
k=0

Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that
[1/~1-1

18:Q1 T = 8, RV lrw < 37 18.QM Ry — Q3R Yy
k=0

We now bound each term in the sum. Let k € {0,...,[1/y] — 1} and f : R? — R be a
bounded and measurable function. By (30) in Lemma 10, we obtain that

QIR £ < Cusl Fllan® (d + V3 + 1a]?)
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and therefore using Lemma 18, we get

5xQE/{R»y _ QW}RLI/’Y]fkflf’ < Cl,'_nyHOOr73/2{d+ \/§d2+ek[ﬁ/‘/”x”2+2,}/kjde(k71)[m‘/‘{} .
Plugging this result in (33), we obtain

[1/41-1
18:QI T — 8, RV |lpy < C1 5732 > {d + V3> + 97| |z]|? + 2ykdeF D7}
k=0

< C1 7Y H{d +V3d® + e ||z |? + 2deT }
which concludes the proof. ]

Proposition 20. Assume HI1. Then for any K > 0 there there exists I'x >0 (given
in (63) in the proof), such that for any ¥ € (0,I'k], z,y € RY, ||z|| V |ly|| < K, and
v € (0,7] we have

18 BRI — 8, RV |y < 2(1 — £(K)/2)
where £(K) is defined in (29).
Proof. First note that for any z,y € R% v > 0, by the triangle inequality, we obtain

H5xRL1M _ 5yRL1/ﬂ v < H%RDM _ 5zQL1M v
+118,Q571 = 8,Q1 Miry + 118, RIY7T = 8,00 iry . (60)

We now give some bounds for each term on the right hand side for any z,y € R¢,
lz|| V |ly]| < K for a fixed K > 0 and v < 1/L. By Proposition 9, for any z,y € RY,
[zl Vv llyll < K and v < 1/L,

18,Q17 = 8,QIM vy < 2(1 - £(K)) . (61)
In addition, by Lemma 19, for any 7 > 0, v € (0,7], and z € R?, ||z]| < K,
16:QI — . BRI gy < €1 o7 2(d + VB + e (K2 +2d) . (62)

Consider now for Tg > 0, f1/2,5 = Y5 AL~L. Combining (61)-(62) in (60), we obtain
that for any 2,y € RY, [lz]| v [ly]l < K, 7 € (0,1 2,5], 7 € (0,3,

LA
8. BT — 8, RIVAT| < 21 — e(K) + 20, | AM2(d+ V3 + e 28 (K2 + 2d)) .

Therefore, we obtain that for any z,y € R?, |lz|| V |ly|| < K, v € (0,7], (34) holds taking

e(K)

Pk = IAjl/lﬁ A 7
2C 5, ,,(d+ V3d2 +e "1/28 (K2 4 2d))

(63)

O
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4.4 Proof of Theorem 14

Proposition 17 shows that there exist I'; 5 g > I'g > 0 (given in (56) and (57)) such that
for any 7 € (0,T'g], v € (0,7] and = € R,

R Wi, () < (1 — @y Wy, (2) + by »377

where Wi, is defined by (42), R, is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), 75 =

mg /25, w(ﬂ),bs—f % are specified in the statement of Proposition 17. Using [7, Lemma

14.1.10], we obtain 7(Wp,) < Ay 5 = b /w(ﬁ Therefore, we get

T(Wis) < Ag = Cinf As55p. (64)

We now show (43). Using 1 —t < e~* for t € R and setting A(#) = e < 1, an easy
induction implies that for any v € (0,7], z € R,

R,{Yl/ﬂ wa (-%') < )\(B)wa (.%') + b%?%(l + 7)/) )
Set now

Miﬁ):(w Vi, K = (log(a”) /7)1

Note that B(O,Kéﬁ)) = {W;, < M; ﬁ)} v b(B)(l +7) and 7 — K(B) are increasing on

R,. Then, I > fK(g) 3 for 7y <T'g where [k is defined in (63), and Proposition 12

(8)
Kiy 75 FB ?

implies setting
I‘g_FB/\F g), (65)
Us

that for any 5 € (0,1;5}, any z,y € {W;, < M,—Sﬁ)}, and v € (0,7], [|8.RM —
5, RIV || py < 2(1 — a(K,%B))). As a result, [7, Theorem 19.4.1] applied to R/ shows

that for any = € ]Rd, neN, ve(0,7],

180 B2V — 7w, < C 6 {Wa, () + (Wi )32 s

where

log(1 — 2*18(K%B))) log \(®)
(log(1 — 2_1€(K,£YB))) +log A®) — log b(ﬁ))
A8 = AB) 1 (1 - \B®)y/2 55753 — A(ﬂ)b% 3 + Méﬂ) ,
Cip= p5 5D + I+ B5/1(1 - 27 e(K5) (1 = X))}

log ps,5 =
(66)
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A Technical results

Lemma 21. Assume HI1 and HS3 hold. Then U satisfies (6) with m’ < m/2, for any
z,y € R |jz|| V |ly|| > K + SKL/m.

Proof. For z,y € R, ||z|| V ||ly|| > K + 8KL/m, it holds that

(VU(z) = VU(y),z —y) = /01<V2U(xt){x —y}z —y)®2dt , with oy = tx + (1 —t)y .

(67)
Define | = {t € [0,1] : z; € B(0,K)}. If | = (), then by (67) and H3, we get
(VU(z) = VU(y),x —y) > nllz —y|* . (68)
If | # 0, necessarily,
|z — y|| > 8KL/m . (69)

Indeed, if this would not be true, using the triangle inequality we would have that
el > Nzl V llyll = llz = yll > ||z]] V |Jy|]| — 8KL/m > K which would give a contradiction.
Now since | # () and is bounded, define ¢; = inf| and t5 = supl. Note by definition, we
have by continuity that z,,z, € B(0,K) and therefore |lzs, — 24,|| < 2K. On the other
hand, by definition, we have ||z, — 2, || = (ta —t1)||z —y||, so ta —t1 < 2K/[|z —y|| < 1/4
since L > m. This implies by (67), the condition that VU is Lipschitz and (69) that

(VU(z) = VU(y),z —y) >n(l — (ts — t1))]|z — y|* + /tt2<V2U(xt){w —y}z—y)®2dt
m(1 — (ty — t1))|lz — ylI*> + (VU (1,) — VU (21,), 2 — y)

(3/4)m|lx — y|* — Ltz — t1) |z — y|?

(3/4)m||z — y||* — 21Kz — y[| > (m/2)[|z — y|* .

ARV,

Combining this inequality with (68) completes the proof. O
Lemma 22. Assume H1 and HS3 hold. The function U satisfies for any x € R,
(VU(x), ) > (m/2)]|2]|* = Clpog)(2) ,

with
K =2K(1+L/m) and C = LK>.

Proof. Using H1 and H3 and the additional conditions we consider here on U, we have
for any = ¢ B(0,X),

(VU (x), z) :/OK/M D? U (tz)[z®?]dt + i” ” D? U (tz)[z®?)dt + (VU(0), x)

> nfz|*{1 =K1 +L/m)/|l2[l} ,
which implies that (VU (z),z) > (m/2)|z||? for ||z| > 2K(1 + L/m). The final statement

is an easy consequence of H1 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. U
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Lemma 23. Assume HI1 and H/((B) hold, for 5 € [0,1). The function U satisfies for
any x € RY,
(VU(@),2) > (mg/2)[|=]*/(1 + ||z[|”) = Colpg, (@) ,
with
Kg = [4Kg(1 + L/mg)] V [4Ka(1 + L/mg)]V/ =7 and G5 = LK .

Proof. Using H1 and H4(f3), we have for any = ¢ B(0,K3),

Kg/ ||| 1

(VU (2), 2) = / D2 U () [¢®%)dt + D2 U (t) [¢®%)dt + (VU (0), 2)
0 Kg /|||
21— (1 o0+ L) el

— 1l

which implies that (VU (z),z) > (mg/2)||=|?/(1+ ||z||) for | x| > Kz distinguishing the
case ||z|| < 1 and ||z|| > 1. The final statement is an easy consequence of H1 and the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. O

Lemma 24. Assume HI and HJ(B) hold, for 8 € [0,1). There exists Kg > 0 such
that for any x € B(0,Kg), |VU(z)| < 2Lgllz||/(1 + ||z||**/*) with Kz = [2LKg/Lg] V
[2LK5/L5]1/(1*35/4) )

Proof. Using H1 and H4(3), we have for any « ¢ B(0,Kg), x # 0, setting tg = Kg/||z||
and distinguishing the case ||z|| <1 and [|z|| > 1,

IVU(z)|| =

t 1
VU (0) + / " VU (t2)dt + / V2U (ta)xdt
0 tg

< LKg + Lgllall/(1 + [l2]*P/*) < 2Lg||z]| /(1 + [|l=]**/*) ,
which completes the proof. ]

Lemma 25. Assume HI. Then, for any t € [0,1], v € (0,1/(4L)] and z,z € R,
2]l < |lz]l/(4v/27), it holds

| + t{=yVU () + 272} > [lz]|/2 -

Proof. Note that for any = € RY, VU(x) = VU(0) + fo VU (sz)rds and therefore H1
implies that VU (z) < L||z|. Let t € [0,1], v € (0,1/(4L)] and =,z € R%, ||z|| <
|||l /(4y/27). Using the triangle inequality, we have since ¢ € [0, 1]

[+ H{=VU(z) + v2vz}]| = (1 = L)zl = V2o =] -
The conclusion then follows from v < 1/(4L) and ||z|| < ||z]|/(4v/27). O
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