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

On the geometric convergence for MALA under verifiable conditions

Alain Durmus^1 and Éric Moulines^2

1Université Paris-Saclay, ENS Paris-Saclay, CNRS, Centre Borelli, F-91190 Gif-sur-Yvette, France.

2CMAP - École 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 π on (R^d , B(R^d )), where B(R^d ) is the Borel σ-field of R^d 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:

dX_t = −∇U(X_t)dt + √ 2dB_t , (1)

where (B_t)_{t≥0} is a d-dimensional Brownian motion. It is known that under mild conditions this diffusion admits a strong solution (X^{(x)}_t )_{t≥0} for any starting point x ∈ R^d

1Email: alain.durmus@ens-paris-saclay.fr 2Email: eric.moulines@polytechnique.edu

and defines a Markov semigroup (P_t)_{t≥0} for any t ≥ 0, x ∈ R^d and A ∈ B(R^d ) by P_t(x, A) = P(X^{(x)}_t ∈ A). Moreover, this Markov semigroup admits π as its unique stationary 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

Y_{k+1} = Y_k − γ∇U(Y_k) + � 2γZ_{k+1} , (2)

where γ is the step size of the discretization and {Z_k : 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 : k ∈ N} has a unique stationary distribution π_γ and is ergodic (which is guaranteed under mild assumptions about U), π_γ 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 {X_k : k ∈ N} by:

X_{k+1} = X_k + 1_{R+} (U_{k+1} − α_γ (X_k, Ỹ_{k+1})){Ỹ_{k+1} − X_k} , (3)

where Ỹ_{k+1} = X_k − γ∇U(X_k) + √ 2γZ_{k+1}, {U_k : k ∈ N^∗ } is a sequence of i.i.d. uniform random variables on [0, 1] and α_γ : R^{2d} → [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 complete 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 associated 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 interest, 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^d ) the Borel σ-field of R^d and by F(R^d ) the set of all Borel measurable functions on R^d and for f ∈ F(R^d ), ‖f‖_∞ = sup_{x∈R}d |f(x)|. Denote by M(R^d ) the space of finite signed measure on (R^d , B(R^d )) and M_0(R^d ) = {μ ∈ M(R^d ) | μ(R^d ) = 0}. For μ ∈ M(R^d ) and f ∈ F(R^d ) a μ-integrable function, denote by μ(f) the integral of f w.r.t. μ. Let V : R^d → [1, ∞) be a measurable function. For f ∈ F(R^d ), the V -norm of f is given by ‖f‖_V = sup_{x∈R}d |f(x)|/V (x). For μ ∈ M(R^d ), the V -total variation distance of μ is defined as ‖μ‖_V = sup

f∈F(R^d ),‖f‖_V ≤1 � � � � � R^d

f(x)dμ(x) � � � � If V ≡ 1, then ‖ · ‖_V is the total variation denoted by ‖ · ‖_{TV}.

2 Main results

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

r_γ (x, y) = (4πγ)^{−d/2} exp � −(4γ)^{−1}‖y − x + γ∇U(x)‖^2 � . Then, the Markov kernel R_γ of the MALA algorithm (3) is given for γ > 0, x ∈ R^d , and A ∈ B(R^d ) by

R_γ (x, A) = � R^d

1_A(y)α_γ (x, y)r_γ (x, y)dy + δ_x(A) � R^d

{1 − α_γ (x, y)}r_γ (x, y)dy , (4)

α_γ (x, y) = 1 ∧ � π(y)r_γ (y, x) π(x)r_γ (x, y) � . (5)

It is well-known, see e.g. [25], that for any γ > 0, R_γ 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 : R^d → R is twice continuously differentiable. In addition, ∇U(0) = 0 and there exists L ≥ 0 such that sup_{x∈R}d ‖D^2U(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 : R^d → R is three times continuously differentiable. In addition, there exists M ≥ 0 such that sup_{x∈R}d ‖D^3U(x)‖ ≤ M.

We consider the two conditions H1 and H2 separately. In fact, we derive a nonquantitative 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,

D^2U(x){y}^{⊗2} ≥ m .

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

D^2U(x){y}^{⊗2} ≥ m − (m + L)1_{B(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 ∉ B(0, K̃), ⟨∇U(x), x⟩ ≥ (m/2)‖x‖^2. Therefore, for any x ∉ 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),

H 4 (β). There exist m_β > 0 and L_β, K_β ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ K_β and ‖y‖ = 1,

L_β/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4}) ≥ D^2U(x){y^{⊗2}} ≥ m_β/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) .

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

D^2U(x){y^{⊗2}} ≥ m_β/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) − (m_β /(1 + ‖x‖^β ) + L)1_{B(0,Kβ )}(x) ,

D^2U(x){y^{⊗2}} ≤ L_β/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4}) + (−L_β/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4}) + L)1_{B(0,Kβ )}(x) .

We show in Lemma 23 that under H1 and H4(β), there exists K̃_β ≥ 0 such that for any x ∉ B(0, K̃_β ), ⟨∇U(x), x⟩ ≥ (m_β /2)‖x‖^2/(1 + ‖x‖^β ). Therefore, for any x ∉ B(0, K̃_β ), we have by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that ‖∇U(x)‖ ≥ m_β‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^β ). Finally, Lemma 24 shows that under the same conditions, there exists K̄_β ≥ 0 such that ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ 2L_β‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4}) for x ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ K̄_β.

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 η > 0, V_η : R^d → [1, +∞) for any x ∈ R^d by

V_η(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 C_γ ≥ 0 and ρ_γ ∈ [0, 1) such that for any x ∈ R^d ,

‖δ_xR_γ − π‖_{Vη̄} ≤ C_γ ρ^k_γ V_{η̄}(x) ,

where η̄ = m/16.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 3.4.

The constants C_γ , ρ_γ 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, Ā_{η̄} > 0 (defined in (40) and (38)), such that for any γ̄ ∈ � 0, Γ̄ � , there exist C_{γ̄} ≥ 0 and ρ_{γ̄} ∈ [0, 1) (given in (41)) satisfying for any x ∈ R^d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δ_xR_γ − π‖_{Vη̄} ≤ C_{γ̄} ρ^{γk}_{γ̄} {V_{η̄}(x) + π(V_{η̄})} , (8)

where η̄ = m/16 and π(V_{η̄}) ≤ Ā_{η̄}.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 3.5.

Note that the constants C_{γ̄} , ρ_{γ̄} 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(ρ_{γ̄} ) 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 : R^d → R, C^∞ with compact support, R_γ φ(x) − P_γ φ(x) = γ^2(1 + ‖x‖^q)ψ_{γ,φ}(x), for q ≥ 0 and some function ψ_{γ,φ} : R^d → R satisfying sup_{x∈R}d_{, γ∈(0,γ̄]} |ψ_{γ,φ}(x)| < +∞. On the other hand, if (P_t)_{t≥0} is V_L-uniformly geometrically ergodic, i.e., there exist V_L : R^d → [0, 1), ρ_L ∈ [0, 1) and C_L ≥ 0 such that for any t ≥ 0 and x ∈ R^d , ‖δ_xP_t − π‖_{VL} ≤ C_Lρ^t_L, P_γ as a discrete Markov kernel converges to π with a convergence rate, i.e., γ log(ρ_L) which scales linearly with respect to γ. Hence, such a convergence is expected for R_γ with some constants C_{γ̄} and ρ_{γ̄} independent of γ ∈ (0, γ̄] as stated in Theorem 2. This type of convergence is important to obtain bounds on Poisson solution associated with

R_γ 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 conditions for R_γ 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] R_γ V_{η̄} ≤ λ^γ V_{η̄} + γb ; (9)

(II) there exists ε ∈ (0, 1] such that for all γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x, x^′ ∈ {V_{η̄} ≤ 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 V_{η̄} ≤ λV_{η̄} + 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(V_{η̄}) < +∞. 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)r_γ (x, y) ≤ π(y)r_γ (y, x) � , I^{RT}(x) = � y ∈ R^d : ‖y‖ ≤ ‖x‖ � . We say that A^{RT} converges inward in r_γ for γ > 0 if lim ‖x‖→+∞ � R^d

1_ART_{(x)∩I}RT_{(x)}(y)r_γ (x, y)dx = 0 .

Define for any a ≥ 0, W_a(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 r_γ . Then R_γ is W_a-uniformly geometrically ergodic for a ∈ (0, γη), i.e., there exist C_γ ≥ 0 and κ_γ > 0 such that for any x ∈ R^d , ‖δ_xR_γ − π‖_{Wa} ≤ C_γ e^{−κγ γk}W_a(x) .

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 r_γ 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 Q_γ 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 π_1. Even if these constants were independent of γ^1, we can see that the parameter a of the Lyapunov function W_a 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 ϵ > 0, these works are interested in finding a minimal number of iterations N_ϵ ∈ N^∗ and a step size γ_ϵ > 0 that ensures that ‖ξR^{Nϵ}_{γϵ} − π‖_{TV} ≤ ϵ, 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 → ‖D^2U(x)‖ can be unbounded. [2, Theorem 3.1] shows that under suitable regularity conditions and H3, there exist ρ ∈ [0, 1), γ̄ > 0 and C_2 ≥ 0 such that for any E_0 ∈ R, there exists C_1(E_0) ≥ 0 such that for any x ∈ R^d , U(x) ≤ E_0 and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], ‖δ_xR^{k⌊1/γ⌋} γ − π‖_{TV} ≤ C_1(E_0){ρ^k + 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(R^d ), the Markov kernel corresponding to ULA (2) is given by

Q_γ (x, A) = � R^d

1_A(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

where φ(z) = (2π)^{−d/2}e^{−‖z‖2/2} is the density of the d-dimensional standard Gaussian distribution and

R_γ (x, A) = � R^d 1A(x − γ∇U(x) + √ 2γz) min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)})φ(z)dz (14) + δ_x(A) � R^d {1 − min(1, e

−τ_γ (x,z))}φ(z)dz ,

τ_γ (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 measurable function f : R^d → R by

R_γ f(x) − Q_γ f(x) = � R^d

{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 τ_γ . Most analyses of MALA dealing with either its convergence [15, 11] or its optimal scaling [26] establish that τ_γ (x, z) is of order O(γ^{3/2}) 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)) C_{1,γ̄} < ∞ such that for any x, z ∈ R^d , γ ∈ (0, γ̄], it holds

|τ_γ (x, z)| ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{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, m^3/(4L^4) � , there exists an explicit constant (see (22)) C_{2,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

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ C_{2,γ̄} γ‖z‖^2 . (18)

To show Lemma 4 and Lemma 5, we provide a decomposition in γ of τ_γ defined in (15). For any x, z ∈ R^d , by [9, Lemma 24]^2, we have that

τ_γ (x, z) = 6� k=2 γ^{k/2}A_{k,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}

where, setting x_t = x + t{−γ∇U(x) + √ 2γz},

A_{2,γ} (x, z) = 2

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[z^{⊗2}](1/2 − t)dt

A_{3,γ} (x, z) = 2^{3/2}

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[z ⊗ ∇U(x)](t − 1/4)dt ,

A_{4,γ} (x, z) = −

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[∇U(x)^{⊗2}]tdt + (1/2) � � � � �_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[z]dt � � � � 2

A_{5,γ} (x, z) = −(1/2)^{1/2}

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[∇U(x)]dt,

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[z]dt �

A_{6,γ} (x, z) = (1/4) � � � �_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[∇U(x)]dt � � �^2 .

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

�_1 0 D^2 U(x)[z^{⊗2}](1/2 − t)dt = 0, we get setting x_t = x + t{−γ∇U(x) + √ 2γz}, with x, z ∈ R^d ,

A_{2,γ} (x, z) = √ γ �_1 0 �_1 0 D^3 U(sx_t + (1 − s)x) � z^{⊗2} ⊗ {−γ^{1/2}∇U(x) + √ 2z} � (1/2 − t)tdsdt .

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

|τ_γ (x, z)|

γ^{3/2}

≤ 2^{1/2}M‖z‖^3 + γ̄^{1/2}ML‖z‖^2‖x‖ + 2L^2(‖z‖^2 + ‖x‖^2)[1 ∨ γ̄^{1/2} ∨ 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

C_{1,γ̄} = 2(2^{1/2}M ∨ γ̄^{1/2}ML ∨ 2L^2[1 ∨ γ̄^{1/2} ∨ 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| ≤ (a^2 + b^2)/2 and ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ L‖x‖, we get setting

A_{4,0,γ} (x, z) =

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[∇U(x)^{⊗2}]tdt ,

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖^2 − γ^2A_{4,0,γ} (x, z)

+ (2γ)^{3/2}L^2‖z‖‖x‖ + (γ^2/2)L^2‖z‖^2 + (γ^5/2)^{1/2}L^3‖z‖‖x‖ + (γ^3/4)L^4‖x‖^2 . (21)

By Lemma 25, ‖x_t‖ ≥ ‖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

A_{4,0,γ} (x, z) ≥ (m/2)^3‖x‖^2 .

Combining this result with (21), we obtain using γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ m^3/(4L^4)

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖^2 − γ^2(m^3/2^4)‖x‖^2

+ (2γ)^{3/2}L^2‖z‖‖x‖ + (γ^2/2)L^2‖z‖^2 + (γ^5/2)^{1/2}L^3‖z‖‖x‖ ,

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

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ γ‖z‖^2 � 2L + 2^{1/2}L^2ϵ^{−1} + (γ/2)L^2 + 2^{−3/2}γ^{3/2}L^3ϵ^{−1} � + ‖x‖^2γ^2 � ϵ � 2^{1/2}L^2 + 2^{−3/2}γ̄^{1/2}L^3 � − m^3/2^4 � . Choosing ϵ = (m^3/2^4){2^{1/2}L^2 + 2^{−3/2}γ̄^{1/2}L^3}^{−1} concludes the proof with

C_{2,γ̄} = 2L + 2^{1/2}L^2ϵ^{−1} + (γ̄/2)L^2 + 2^{−3/2}γ̄^{3/2}L^3ϵ^{−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 , Q_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ exp � −η̄mγ‖x‖^2/4 � V_{η̄}(x) + b^U_{η̄,γ̄} γ1_{B(0,K}U_)(x) ,

where V_{η̄} is defined by (7), η̄ = m/16, K^U = max(K̃, 4 � d/m), K̃ is defined in Lemma 22 and b^U_{η̄,γ̄} = � η̄ �

m/4 + (1 + 16η̄γ̄)(4η̄ + 2L + γ̄L^2)

� (K^U)^2 + 4η̄d � × exp � γ̄η̄ �

m/4 + (1 + 16η̄γ̄)(4η̄ + 2L + γ̄L^2)

� (K^U)^2 + 4η̄γ̄d � . Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. First note that η̄γ ≤ mγ̄/16 ≤ m^2/(2^6L^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)^{1/2}η̄ 1 − 4η̄γ

{x − γ∇U(x)}‖^2 + η̄ 1 − 4η̄γ

‖x − γ∇U(x)‖^2 ,

which implies since 1 − 4η̄γ > 0 that

Q_γ V_{η̄}(x) = (2π)^{−d/2} � R^d 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)

We now distinguish the case when ‖x‖ ≥ K^U and ‖x‖ < K^U.

By Lemma 22, for any x ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ K^U ≥ 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

Q_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ exp � −γη̄(m/2)(1 − 4η̄γ)^{−1}‖x‖^2 − (d/2) log(1 − 4η̄γ) � V_{η̄}(x)

≤ exp � γη̄{−(m/2)‖x‖^2 + 4d} � V_{η̄}(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‖ ≥ K^U ≥ 4 � d/m.

In the case ‖x‖ < K^U, 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

Q_γ V_{η̄}(x)/V_{η̄} (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, e^t − 1 ≤ te^t, 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 Γ_{1/2} ≥ Γ > 0 (given in (26)-(27) in the proof) such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d ,

R_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ (1 − ϖγ)V_{η̄}(x) + b^M_{η̄,γ̄} γ1_{B(0,K}M_)(x) ,

where V_{η̄} is defined by (7), R_γ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄ = m/16, ϖ = η̄m(K^M)^2/16,

K^M = max(2^4, 2K, K^U, K̃, 4b^{1/2}_{1/2}/(mη̄)^{1/2}) , b_{1/2} = C_{2,Γ1/2} d + sup_{u≥1}{ue^{−u/27} } , (24)

b^M_{η̄,γ̄} = b^U_{η̄,γ̄} + η̄m(K^M)^2e^{η̄(KM)2} /16 + C_{1,γ̄}γ̄^{1/2} � d + √ 3d^2 + (K^M)^2 � , K^U, b^U_{η̄,γ̄} are defined in Proposition 6 and C_{1,γ̄} and C_{2,Γ1/2} in (20) and (22) respectively.

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, � R^d\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 u_t = 4^{−1}( √ 2t − d − √ d)^2. In addition for t ≥ 8d, we have that u_t ≥ t/2^2 using u_t = 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 (−u_t) ≤ 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 ,

R_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ Q_γ V_{η̄}(x) + V_{η̄}(x) � R^d

{1 − min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)}}φ(z)dz

≤ e^{−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4}V_{η̄}(x) + b^U_{η̄,γ̄} γ1_{B(0,K}U_)(x) + V_{η̄}(x) � R^d

{1 − min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)}}φ(z)dz , (25)

where K^U and b^U_{η̄,γ̄} are given in Proposition 6. Let Υ ≤ 1 and

Γ_{1/2} = min � Υ, m^3/(4L^4), d^{−1} � , K_{1/2} = max � 2^4, 2K, K^U, K̃ � , (26)

where K̃ is given in Lemma 22. Note that Γ_{1/2} ≤ m/(4L^2) since m ≤ L and K_{1/2} ≥ � 2^8γd for γ ∈ � 0, Γ_{1/2} � . Then, by Lemma 5 and Lemma 8 with c = 1/2^5, for any x ∈ R^d ,

‖x‖ ≥ K_{1/2}, γ̄ ∈ � 0, Γ_{1/2} � and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

R_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ e^{−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4}V_{η̄}(x) + V_{η̄}(x) � C_{2,Γ1/2} dγ + exp(−‖x‖^2/(2^7γ)) � ≤ e^{−η̄mγ‖x‖2/4}V_{η̄}(x) + V_{η̄}(x)γb_{1/2} ,

where b_{1/2} is defined in (24). For ease of notation, we simply denote K^M by K. Note that K = max(K_{1/2}, 4b^{1/2}_{1/2}/ √ η̄m) and let

Γ = min � Γ_{1/2}, m^3/(4L^4), d^{−1}, 4/ �

mη̄K^2

� . (27)

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],

R_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ e^{−η̄mγK2/4}V_{η̄}(x) + V_{η̄}(x)γb_{1/2} ≤ � 1 − γ � η̄mK^2/8 − b_{1/2} � V_{η̄}(x) ≤ � 1 − γη̄mK^2/16 � V_{η̄}(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],

R_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ V_{η̄}(x) + b^U_{η̄,γ̄} γ1_{B(0,K3)}(x) + C_{1,γ̄} γ^{3/2} � R^d

{‖z‖^2 + ‖x‖^2 + ‖z‖^4}φ(z)dz

≤ (1 − γη̄mK^2/16)V_{η̄} (x) + γη̄mK^2e^{η̄K2} /16 + γb^U_{η̄,γ̄}

+ C_{1,γ̄} γγ̄^{1/2} � d + √ 3d^2 + K^2 � , 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

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)) .

with ε(K) = 2Φ � −(1 + 1/L)^{1/2}(3L)^{1/2}K � . (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

‖δ_xQ_γ − δ_xR_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{3/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + ‖x‖^2) . (30)

If in addition and H3 holds and let γ̄ ∈ � 0, m/(4L^2) � . Then, for any x ∈ R^d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{1/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + ‖x‖^2 + 2b̃^U_{γ̄} /m) , (31)

where C_{1,γ̄} is defined in (20) and

b̃^U_{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 , � R^d ‖y‖

2Q_γ (x, dy) ≤ {1 − (mγ)/2} ‖x‖^2 + γb̃^U_{γ̄} , where Q_γ is the Markov kernel of ULA defined in (13) and K̃ is defined in Lemma 22, and b̃^U_{γ̄} is defined in (32).

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

‖y‖^2Q_γ (x, dy) ≤ 2γd + ‖x‖^2(1 + γ^2L^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, � R^d

‖y‖^2Q_γ (x, dy) ≤ ‖x‖^2 � 1 − γ �

m − γL^2 − (2d)/‖x‖^2

� ≤ ‖x‖^2 {1 − γm/2} .

If ‖x‖ < K, we obtain � R^d

‖y‖^2Q_γ (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 : R^d → R be a bounded and measurable function. Then, by (16), we have

|Q_γ f(x) − R_γ f(x)| = � � � � R^d

{f(x − γ∇U(x) + � 2γz) − f(x)}{1 − min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)})}φ(z)dz � � � ≤ 2‖f‖_∞ � R^d � � �1 − min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)}) � � � φ(z)dz ≤ 2‖f‖_∞ � R^d

|τ_γ (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

δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ =

⌈1/γ⌉−1 � k=0 δ_xQ^k_γ {Q_γ − R_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ .

Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤

⌈1/γ⌉−1 � k=0 ‖δ_xQ^k_γ {R_γ − Q_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ ‖_{TV} . (33)

We now bound each term in the sum. Let k ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈1/γ⌉ − 1} and f : R^d → R be a bounded and measurable function. By (30), we obtain that � �δ_x{R_γ − Q_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ f � � ≤ C_{1,γ̄} ‖f‖_∞γ^{3/2}{d + √ 3d^2 + ‖x‖^2}

and therefore using Lemma 11, we get � �δ_xQ^k_γ {R_γ − Q_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ f � � ≤ C_{1,γ̄} ‖f‖_∞γ^{3/2}{d + √ 3d^2 + (1 − mγ/2)^k‖x‖^2 + 2b̃^U_{γ̄} /m} .

Plugging this result in (33), we obtain

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{3/2}

⌈1/γ⌉−1 � k=0 {d + √ 3d^2 + (1 − mγ/2)^k‖x‖^2 + 2b̃^U_{γ̄} /m}

≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{1/2}{d + √ 3d^2 + ‖x‖^2 + 2b̃^U_{γ̄} /m} ,

which concludes the proof.

Proposition 12. Assume H1 and H3. Then for any K ≥ 0 there exists Γ̃_K > 0 (given in (37) in the proof), such that for any x, y ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, and γ ∈ (0, Γ̃_K ] we have ‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yR^{⌈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

‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ ‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} + ‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} + ‖δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈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,

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)) . (36)

In addition, consider for Υ̃ > 0, Γ̃_{1/2} = Υ̃ ∧ m/(4L^2). By Lemma 10, for any γ ∈ (0, Γ̃_{1/2}], and x ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≤ K,

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,Γ̃1/2} γ^{1/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + K^2 + 2b̃^U_{Γ̃1/2} /m) .

Combining this result with (36) in (35), we obtain that for any K ≥ 0, γ ∈ (0, Γ̃_{1/2}], and x, y ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K,

‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖ ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)) + 2C_{1,Γ̃1/2} γ^{1/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + K^2 + 2b̃^U_{Γ̃1/2} /m) .

Therefore, we obtain that for any x, y ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, γ ∈ (0, Γ̃_K ], (34) holds taking Γ̃_K = Γ̃_{1/2} ∧ � � ε(K) 2C_{1,Γ̃1/2} (d + √ 3d^2 + K^2 + 2b̃^U_{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 R_γ 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 Γ_{1/2} ≥ Γ > 0 (given in (26)-(27)) such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d ,

R_γ V_{η̄}(x) ≤ (1 − ϖγ)V_{η̄}(x) + b^M_{η̄,γ̄} γ ,

where V_{η̄} is defined by (7), R_γ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄ = m/16, ϖ, b^M_{η̄,γ̄} are specified in the statement of Proposition 7. Using [7, Lemma 14.1.10], we obtain π(V_{η̄}) ≤ A_{γ̄,η̄} = b^M_{η̄,γ̄} /ϖ. Therefore, we get

π(V_{η̄} ) ≤ Ā_{η̄} = inf_{γ̄∈(0,Γ]} A_{γ̄,η̄} . (38)

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

R^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ V_{η̄} ≤ λV_{η̄} + b^M_{η̄,γ̄} (1 + γ̄) . (39)

Set now M_{γ̄} = � 4b^M_{η̄,γ̄} (1 + γ̄)

1 − λ � ∨ 1 , K_{γ̄} = (log(M_{γ̄} )/η̄)^{1/2} .

Note that B(0, K_{γ̄} ) = {V_{η̄} ≤ M_{γ̄} }, γ̄ → b^M_{η̄,γ̄} (1 + γ̄) and γ̄ → K_{γ̄} are increasing on R_+ . Then, Γ̃_{Kγ̄} ≥ Γ̃_{KΓ} for γ̄ ≤ Γ where Γ̃_K is defined in (37), and Proposition 12 implies setting Γ̄ = Γ ∧ Γ̃_{KΓ} , (40) that for any γ̄ ∈ � 0, Γ̄ � , any x, y ∈ {V_{η̄} ≤ M_{γ̄} }, and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], ‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉} −δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}‖_{TV} ≤ 2(1−ε(K_{γ̄} )). As a result, [7, Theorem 19.4.1] applied to R^{⌈1/γ⌉} shows that for any x ∈ R^d , n ∈ N, ‖δ_xR^{n⌈1/γ⌉} γ − π‖_{Vη̄} ≤ C_{γ̄} {V_{η̄} (x) + π(V_{η̄} )}ρ^n_{γ̄} , where log ρ_{γ̄} = log(1 − 2^{−1}ε(K_{γ̄} )) log λ̄ � log(1 − 2^{−1}ε(K_{γ̄} )) + log λ̄ − log b̄^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} � , λ̄ = λ + (1 − λ)/2 , b̄^M_{η̄,γ̄} = λb^M_{η̄,γ̄} + M_{γ̄} , C_{γ̄} = ρ^{−1}_{γ̄} {λ + 1}{1 + b̄^M_{η̄,γ̄} /[(1 − 2^{−1}ε(K_{γ̄} )(1 − λ̄)]} .

(41)

4 Extension to H4

Define for any x ∈ R^d and η_β > 0,

W_{ηβ} (x) = exp{η_β(1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2}} . (42)

Theorem 13. Assume H1 and H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1). Then, there exists Γ_β > 0 (defined in (57)) such for any γ ∈ (0, Γ_β ], there exist C_{γ,β} ≥ 0 and ρ_{γ,β} ∈ [0, 1) satisfying for any x ∈ R^d , ‖δ_xR_γ − π‖_{Wη̄β} ≤ C_{γ,β}ρ^k_{γ,β}W_{η̄β} (x) , where η̄_β = m_β/2^5.

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 Γ̄_β, Ā_β > 0 (defined in (65) and (64)), such that for any γ̄ ∈ � 0, Γ̄_β � , there exist C_{γ̄,β} ≥ 0 and ρ_{γ̄,β} ∈ [0, 1) (given in (66)) satisfying for any x ∈ R^d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δ_xR_γ − π‖_{Wη̄β} ≤ C_{γ̄,β}ρ^{γk}_{γ̄,β}{W_{η̄β} (x) + π(W_{η̄β} )} , (43)

where η̄_β = m_β/2^5 and π(V_{η̄}) ≤ Ā_β. 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} ∧ (m^3_β/(2^4L^4_β)), there exists an explicit constant (see (47)) C_{2,γ̄,β} < ∞ such that for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄], x, z ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ max(2K_β, K̃_β , K̄_β), K̃_β given in Lemma 23 and K̄_β in Lemma 24, and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4 √ 2γ), it holds

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ C_{2,γ̄} γ‖z‖^2 . (44) of Lemma 5. We show (44) using the decomposition (19). Let γ̄ ≤ (4L)^{−1} ∧(m^3_β/(2^4L^4_β)), γ ∈ (0, γ̄], x, z ∈ R^d satisfying ‖x‖ ≥ max(2K_β , K̃_β, K̄_β) and ‖z‖ ≤ ‖x‖/(4 √ 2γ). Note that by Lemma 25, for any t ∈ [0, 1], ‖x_t‖ ≥ ‖x‖/2 ≥ K_β. Therefore, using (19), H1, H4(β), Lemma 24, and |ab| ≤ (a^2 + b^2)/2, we get setting

A_{4,0,γ} (x, z) =

�_1 0 D^2 U(x_t)[∇U(x)^{⊗2}]tdt ,

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖^2 − γ^2A_{4,0,γ} (x, z) + 2(2γ)^{3/2}L^2_β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4})^2 + (γ^2/2)L^2‖z‖^2 + (2γ^5)^{1/2}L^3_β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4})^3 + γ^3L^4_β‖x‖^2/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4})^4 . (45) Using ‖x_t‖ ≥ ‖x‖/2 ≥ K_β again, H4(β) and Lemma 23 imply since ‖x‖ ≥ max(2K_β , K̃_β, K̄_β) that A_{4,0,γ} (x, z) ≥ (m_β /2)^3‖x‖^2/(1 + ‖x‖^β )^3 . (46) Note that using that (1 + a)^{3/4} ≤ 1 + a^{3/4} 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/(2^4L^4_β) τ_γ (x, z) ≤ 2γL‖z‖^2 − γ^2(m^3_β /2^4)‖x‖^2/(1 + ‖x‖^β )^3 + 2(2γ)^{3/2}L^2_β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4})^2 + (γ^2/2)L^2‖z‖^2 + (2γ^5)^{1/2}L^3_β‖z‖‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4})^3 , Since for any a, b ≥ 0 and ϵ > 0, ab ≤ (ϵ/2)a^2 + 1/(2ϵ)b^2, and (1 + ‖x‖^β )^{−3} ≥ (1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4})^{−4}, we obtain

τ_γ (x, z) ≤ γ‖z‖^2 � 2L + 2^{3/2}L^2_βϵ^{−1} + (γ/2)L^2 + 2^{−1/2}γ^{3/2}L^3_βϵ^{−1} � + ‖x‖^2γ^2 � ϵ � 2^{3/2}L^2_β + 2^{−1/2}γ̄^{1/2}L^3_β � − m^3_β/2^4 � /(1 + ‖x‖^β )^3 .

Choosing ϵ = (m^3_β/2^4){2^{3/2}L^2_β + 2^{−1/2}γ̄^{1/2}L^3_β}^{−1} concludes the proof with C_{2,γ̄,β} = 2L + 2^{3/2}L^2_βϵ^{−1} + (γ̄/2)L^2 + 2^{−1/2}γ̄^{3/2}L^3_βϵ^{−1} . (47)

4.2 Lyapunov drift condition Proposition 16. Assume H1, H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1) and let γ̄ ∈ � 0, m_β/(2^5L^2_β) � . Then for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d ,

Q_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ exp � − γm_βη̄_β‖x‖ 16(1 + ‖x‖^β ) � W_{η̄β} (x) + γb_β1_{B(0,Kβ )}(x) ,

where

η̄_β = m_β/2^5 , K_β = 1 ∨ K̄_β ∨ K̃_β ∨ [2^5d/m_β ]^{1/(2−β)} , (48)

b_β = � η̄_β(L(1 + L/2)K^2_β + d + η̄_β) + m_βη̄_β(1 + K^2_β)^{1/2}

16(1 + (K_β)^β ) � e^{γη̄β (L(1+L/2)K2β +d+η̄β )} ,

K̄_β and K̃_β are defined in Lemma 24 and Lemma 23 respectively.

Proof. Let x ∈ R^d and γ ∈ (0, γ̄]. By definition (13) and [1, Proposition 5.5.1, (5.4.1)], δ_xQ_γ satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality and since y → (1+‖y‖^2)^{1/2} is 1-Lipschitz we have

Q_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ exp � γ(η̄_β )^2 + η̄_β � R^d

(1 + ‖y‖^2)^{1/2}Q_γ (x, dy) � (49)

≤ exp � γ(η̄_β)^2 + η̄_β � R^d

(1 + ‖y‖^2)Q_γ (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 ∉ B(0, 1 ∨ K̃_β ∨ K̄_β), ( � R^d (1 + ‖y‖

2)^{1/2}Q_γ (x, dy))^{1/2} = (1 + ‖x − γ∇U(x)‖^2 + 2γd)^{1/2} ≤ (1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2}(1 − 2^{−1}γm_β/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) + 4L^2_β γ^2/(1 + ‖x‖^β )^2 + 2γd/‖x‖^2)^{1/2} , (51)

where we have used that 1 ≥ t^2/(1 + t^2) ≥ 1/2 for t ≥ 1. Since 1/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) ≥ 1/(1 + ‖x‖^β )^2 and γ ≤ γ̄ ≤ m_β/(2^5L^2_β), we get −m_β/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) + 2^5L^2_βγ/(1 + ‖x‖^β )^2 ≤ 0 for any x ∈ R^d . In addition, for x ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ 1 ∨ [2^5d/m_β ]^{1/(2−β)}, m_β ≥ 2^5d‖x‖^{β−2} ≥ 2^4d(1 + ‖x‖^β )/‖x‖^2. Combining these two results in (51), we obtain that for any x ∉ B(0, K_β ), with K_β given in (48), ( � R^d (1 + ‖y‖

2)^{1/2}Q_γ (x, dy))^{1/2} ≤ (1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2}(1 − 4^{−1}m_βγ/(1 + ‖x‖^β ))^{1/2} ≤ (1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2}(1 − 8^{−1}γm_β/(1 + ‖x‖^β )) , (52)

where we have used that for any t [0, 1), (1 − t)^{1/2} ≤ 1 − t/2. Since t → t/(1 + t^β) is non-decreasing on R_+ , we get for any x ∉ B(0, 1), 16^{−1}m_β‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) ≥ 2^{−5}m_β ≥ η̄_β. This result with (50) and (52) imply that for any x ∉ B(0, K_β ),

Q_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ exp � −16^{−1}γm_βη̄_β (1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2}/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) � W_{η̄β} (x) . (53)

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

(1 + ‖y‖^2)^{1/2}Q_γ (x, dy) ≤ (1 + (1 + γL(2 + γL))‖x‖^2 + 2γd)^{1/2} .

Therefore using that (1 + a_1)^{1/2} − (1 + a_2)^{1/2} ≤ |a_1 − a_2| /2 for a_1, a_2 ≥ 0, we get � R^d

(1 + ‖y‖^2)^{1/2}Q_γ (x, dy) − (1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2} ≤ 2^{−1}γL(2 + γL)‖x‖^2 + γd .

Plugging this result in (49), we get setting A_{γ,β}(x) = η̄_β(2^{−1}L(2 + L)‖x‖^2 + d + η̄_β ) that � Q_γ W_{η̄β} (x) − e^{−16−1γmβη̄β (1+‖x‖2 )1/2/(1+‖x‖β )}W_{η̄β} (x) � � W_{η̄β} (x)

≤ e^{γAγ,β (x)} − e^{−16−1 γmβη̄β (1+‖x‖2)1/2 /(1+‖x‖β )} ≤ γ{A_{γ,β} (x) + 16^{−1}m_βη̄_β(1 + ‖x‖^2)^{1/2}/(1 + ‖x‖^β )}e^{γAγ,β (x)} ,

where we have used that e^{a1} − e^{a2} ≤ |a_1 − a_2| e^{a1∨a2} for a_1, a_2 ∈ R. Combining this inequality with (53) completes the proof.

Proposition 17. Assume H1 and H4(β) for β ∈ [0, 1). Then, there exist Γ_{1/2,β} ≥ Γ_β > 0 (given in (56)-(57) in the proof) such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ_β], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d ,

R_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ (1 − ϖ^{(β)}γ)W_{η̄β} (x) + b^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} γ1_{B(0,K̃β )}(x) ,

where V_{η̄} is defined by (7), R_γ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄_β = m_β/2^5, ϖ^{(β)} = η̄_βm_βK̃^{1−β}_β /2^7,

K̃_β = max(1, 2K_β , K_β , 2K̃_β , K̄_β, [2^7b̃_{1/2,β} /(η̄_β m_β)]^{1/(1−β)}) , b̃_{1/2,β} = C_{2,Γ1/2,β ,β} d + sup u≥1 {ue^{−u/27} } , (54)

b^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} = b_β + γη̄_β m_βK̃^{1−β}_β e^{η̄β (1+K̃2β )1/2} /2^7 + C_{1,γ̄}γ̄^{1/2} � d + √ 3d^2 + K̃^2_β � , K_β, b_β are defined in Proposition 16 and C_{1,γ̄} and C_{2,Γ1/2,β ,β} in (20) and (47) respectively.

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

m_β/(2^5L^2_β)

� , γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d ,

R_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ Q_γ W_{η̄β} (x) + W_{η̄β} (x) � R^d

{1 − min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)})}φ(z)dz

≤ exp � − γm_βη̄_β ‖x‖ 16(1 + ‖x‖^β ) � W_{η̄β} (x) + γb_β 1_{B(0,Kβ )}(x) (55)

+ W_{η̄β} (x) � R^d

{1 − min(1, e^{−τγ (x,z)})}φ(z)dz .

Let Υ_β ≤ 1 and

Γ_{1/2,β} = min � Υ_β, (m^3_β/(2^5L^4_β)), (8d)^{−1} � , K_{1/2} = max (1, 2K_β , K_β , 2K̃_β, K̄_β ) , (56)

where K̃_β is given in Lemma 23 and K̄_β in Lemma 24. Note that Γ_{1/2,β} ≤ m_β/(2^5L^2_β) since

m_β ≤ L_β and K_{1/2} ≥

√ 8γd for γ ∈ � 0, Γ_{1/2,β} � . Then, by Lemma 15 and Lemma 8 with c = 1/2^5, for any x ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ K_{1/2}, γ̄ ∈ � 0, Γ_{1/2,β} � and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

R_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ e^{−η̄β mβ γ‖x‖1−β /25} W_{η̄β} (x) + W_{η̄β} (x) � C_{2,Γ1/2,β ,β} dγ + exp(−‖x‖^2/(2^7γ)) � ≤ e^{−η̄β mβ γ‖x‖1−β /25} W_{η̄β} (x) + W_{η̄β} (x)γb̃_{1/2,β} ,

where b̃_{1/2,β} is defined in (54). Note that K̃_β = max(K_{1/2}, [2^7b̃_{1/2,β}/(η̄_β m_β)]^{1/(1−β)}) and let Γ_β = min � Γ_{1/2,β}, 2^5/ �

m_βη̄_βK̃^{1−β}_β

� . (57)

Then, since for any t ∈ [0, 1], e^{−t} ≤ 1 − t/2, we get for any x ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ≥ K̃_β , γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ_β ] and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

R_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ e^{−η̄β mβ γK̃1−ββ /25} W_{η̄β} (x) + W_{η̄β} (x)γb̃_{1/2,β} ≤ � 1 − γ � η̄_βm_βK̃^{1−β}_β /2^6 − b̃_{1/2,β} � W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ � 1 − γη̄_βm_βK̃^{1−β}_β /2^7 � W_{η̄β} (x) .

(58)

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‖ ≤ K̃_β, γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ_β ] and γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

R_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ W_{η̄β} (x) + γb_β + C_{1,γ̄} γ^{3/2} � R^d

{‖z‖^2 + ‖x‖^2 + ‖z‖^4}φ(z)dz ≤ (1 − γη̄_βm_βK̃^{1−β}_β /2^7)W_{η̄β} (x) + γb_β + γη̄_βm_βK̃^{1−β}_β e^{η̄β (1+K̃2β )1/2} /2^7 + C_{1,γ̄} γγ̄^{1/2} � d + √ 3d^2 + K̃^2_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 , � R^d

‖y‖^2Q^k_γ (x, dy) ≤ e^{kγLγ̄} ‖x‖^2 + 2γdke^{(k−1)γLγ̄} , where Q_γ is the Markov kernel of ULA defined in (13), and L_{γ̄} = 2L + γ̄L^2 . (59) Proof. Let γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d . By H1, we have � R^d

‖y‖^2Q_γ (x, dy) ≤ ‖x‖^2(1 + 2γL + γ^2L^2) + 2γd ≤ ‖x‖^2e^{γLγ̄} + 2γd , using that 1 + t ≤ e^t 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 ‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{1/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + e^{Lγ̄} (‖x‖^2 + 2d)) , where C_{1,γ̄} is defined in (20) and L_{γ̄} in (59).

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

δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ =

⌈1/γ⌉−1 � k=0 δ_xQ^k_γ {Q_γ − R_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ . Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤

⌈1/γ⌉−1 � k=0 ‖δ_xQ^k_γ {R_γ − Q_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ ‖_{TV} .

We now bound each term in the sum. Let k ∈ {0, . . . , ⌈1/γ⌉ − 1} and f : R^d → R be a bounded and measurable function. By (30) in Lemma 10, we obtain that � � �δ_x{R_γ − Q_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ f � � � ≤ C_{1,γ̄} ‖f‖_∞γ^{3/2}{d + √ 3d^2 + ‖x‖^2} and therefore using Lemma 18, we get � � �δ_xQ^k_γ {R_γ − Q_γ }R^{⌈1/γ⌉−k−1} γ f � � � ≤ C_{1,γ̄} ‖f‖_∞γ^{3/2}{d+ √ 3d^2 +e^{kLγ̄ γ} ‖x‖^2 +2γkde^{(k−1)Lγ̄ γ} } .

Plugging this result in (33), we obtain

‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{3/2}

⌈1/γ⌉−1 � k=0 {d + √ 3d^2 + e^{kLγ̄ γ} ‖x‖^2 + 2γkde^{(k−1)Lγ̄ γ} }

≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{1/2}{d + √ 3d^2 + e^{Lγ̄} ‖x‖^2 + 2de^{Lγ̄} } , which concludes the proof.

Proposition 20. Assume H1. Then for any K ≥ 0 there there exists Γ̂_K > 0 (given in (63) in the proof), such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ̂_K ], x, y ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, and γ ∈ (0, γ̄] we have ‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yR^{⌈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

‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ ‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} + ‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} + ‖δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈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, ‖δ_xQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yQ^{⌈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, ‖δ_zQ^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_zR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖_{TV} ≤ C_{1,γ̄} γ^{1/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + e^{Lγ̄} (K^2 + 2d)) . (62) Consider now for Υ̂_β > 0, Γ̂_{1/2,β} = Υ̂_β ∧ L^{−1}. Combining (61)-(62) in (60), we obtain that for any x, y ∈ R^d , ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ ≤ K, γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ̂_{1/2,β} ], γ ∈ (0, γ̄],

‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ − δ_yR^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ ‖ ≤ 2(1 − ε(K)) + 2C_{1,Γ̂1/2,β} γ^{1/2}(d + √ 3d^2 + e^{LΓ̂1/2,β} (K^2 + 2d)) .

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

Γ̂_K = Γ̂_{1/2,β} ∧ � � � ε(K) 2C_{1,Γ̂1/2,β} (d + √ 3d^2 + e^{LΓ̂1/2,β} (K^2 + 2d))

� � � 2 . (63)

4.4 Proof of Theorem 14 Proposition 17 shows that there exist Γ_{1/2,β} ≥ Γ_β > 0 (given in (56) and (57)) such that for any γ̄ ∈ (0, Γ_β], γ ∈ (0, γ̄] and x ∈ R^d ,

R_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ (1 − ϖ^{(β)}γ)W_{η̄β} (x) + b^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} γ , where W_{η̄β} is defined by (42), R_γ is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (14), η̄_β =

m_β/2^5, ϖ^{(β)}, b^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} are specified in the statement of Proposition 17. Using [7, Lemma

14.1.10], we obtain π(W_{η̄β} ) ≤ A_{γ̄,β} = b^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} /ϖ^{(β)}. Therefore, we get π(W_{η̄β} ) ≤ Ā_β = inf_{γ̄∈} (0,Γβ ]

A_{γ̄,β} . (64)

We now show (43). Using 1 − t ≤ e^{−t} for t ∈ R and setting λ^{(β)} = e^{−ϖ(β)} < 1, an easy induction implies that for any γ ∈ (0, γ̄], x ∈ R^d , R^{⌈1/γ⌉}_γ W_{η̄β} (x) ≤ λ^{(β)}W_{η̄β} (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} )/η̄_β )^{1/2} .

Note that B(0, K^{(β)}_{γ̄} ) = {W_{η̄β} ≤ M^{(β)}_{γ̄} }, γ̄ → b^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} (1 + γ̄) and γ̄ → K^{(β)}_{γ̄} are increasing on R_+ . Then, Γ̂_K(β)_{γ̄ ,β} ≥ Γ̂_K(β)_{Γβ ,β} for γ̄ ≤ Γ_β where Γ̂_K is defined in (63), and Proposition 12 implies setting Γ̄_β = Γ_β ∧ Γ̂_{K(β)Γ} β , (65)

that for any γ̄ ∈ � 0, Γ̄_β � , any x, y ∈ {W_{η̄β} ≤ M^{(β)}_{γ̄} }, and γ ∈ (0, γ̄], ‖δ_xR^{⌈1/γ⌉} − δ_yR^{⌈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], ‖δ_xR^{n⌈1/γ⌉} γ − π‖_{Wη̄β} ≤ C_{γ̄,β}{W_{η̄β} (x) + π(W_{η̄β} )}ρ^n_{γ̄,β} , where log ρ_{γ̄,β} = log(1 − 2^{−1}ε(K^{(β)}_{γ̄} )) log λ̄^{(β)} � log(1 − 2^{−1}ε(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} , C_{γ̄,β} = ρ^{−1}_{γ̄,β}{λ^{(β)} + 1}{1 + b̄^{(β)}_{η̄,γ̄} /[(1 − 2^{−1}ε(K^{(β)}_{γ̄} )(1 − λ̄^{(β)})]} .

(66)

References

[1] D. Bakry, I. Gentil, and M. Ledoux. Analysis and geometry of Markov diffusion operators, volume 348 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer, Cham, 2014.

[2] N. Bou-Rabee and M. Hairer. Nonasymptotic mixing of the MALA algorithm. IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, 33(1):80–110, 2013.

[3] N. Brosse, A. Durmus, S. Meyn, É. Moulines, and A. Radhakrishnan. Diffusion approximations and control variates for mcmc, 2019.

[4] Mu-Fa Chen and Feng-Yu Wang. Estimation of spectral gap for elliptic operators.

Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 349(3):1239–1267, 1997.

[5] S. Chewi, C. Lu, K. Ahn, X. Cheng, T. Le Gouic, and P. Rigollet. Optimal dimension dependence of the metropolis-adjusted langevin algorithm. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1260–1300. PMLR, 2021.

[6] V. De Bortoli and A. Durmus. Convergence of diffusions and their discretizations:from continuous to discrete processes and back. arXiv preprint arXiv:1904.09808, 2019.

[7] R. Douc, E. Moulines, P. Priouret, and P. Soulier. Markov chains. Springer Series in Operations Research and Financial Engineering. Springer, 2018.

[8] A. Durmus, A. Enfroy, É. Moulines, and G. Stoltz. Uniform minorization condition and convergence bounds for discretizations of kinetic langevin dynamics. arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.14542, 2021.

[9] A. Durmus, E. Moulines, and E. Saksman. On the convergence of Hamiltonian Monte Carlo. arXiv preprint arXiv:1705.00166, 2017.

[10] R. Dwivedi, Y. Chen, M. J. Wainwright, and B. Yu. Log-concave sampling:

Metropolis-hastings algorithms are fast! In Sébastien Bubeck, Vianney Perchet, and Philippe Rigollet, editors, Proceedings of the 31st Conference On Learning Theory, volume 75 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 793–797. PMLR, 06–09 Jul 2018.

[11] A. Eberle. Error bounds for Metropolis–Hastings algorithms applied to perturbations of gaussian measures in high dimensions. The Annals of Applied Probability, 24(1):337–377, 02 2014.

[12] A. Eberle and M. B. Majka. Quantitative contraction rates for markov chains on general state spaces. arXiv preprint arXiv:1808.07033, 2018.

[13] Andreas Eberle. Reflection couplings and contraction rates for diffusions. Probab.

Theory Related Fields, pages 1–36, 2015.

[14] D. L Ermak. A computer simulation of charged particles in solution. i. technique and equilibrium properties. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 62(10):4189–4196, 1975.

[15] Max Fathi, Ahmed-Amine Homman, and Gabriel Stoltz. Error analysis of the transport properties of Metropolized schemes. ESAIM: Proc., 48:341–363, 2015.

[16] U. Grenander. Tutorial in pattern theory. Division of Applied Mathematics, Brown University, Providence, 1983.

[17] U. Grenander and M. I. Miller. Representations of knowledge in complex systems.

J. Roy. Statist. Soc. Ser. B, 56(4):549–603, 1994. With discussion and a reply by the authors.

[18] R. Kannan, L. Lovász, and M. Simonovits. Isoperimetric problems for convex bodies and a localization lemma. Discrete Comput. Geom., 13(3-4):541–559, 1995.

[19] B. Laurent and P. Massart. Adaptive estimation of a quadratic functional by model selection. Ann. Statist., 28(5):1302–1338, 10 2000.

[20] Tony Lelièvre and Gabriel Stoltz. Partial differential equations and stochastic methods in molecular dynamics. Acta Numerica, 25:681–880, 2016.

[21] L. Lovász and S. Vempala. The geometry of logconcave functions and sampling algorithms. Random Structures Algorithms, 30(3):307–358, 2007.

[22] J.C. Mattingly, A.M. Stuart, and D.J. Higham. Ergodicity for {SDEs} and approximations: locally lipschitz vector fields and degenerate noise. Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 101(2):185 – 232, 2002.

[23] R. M. Neal. Bayesian learning via stochastic dynamics. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 5, [NIPS Conference], pages 475–482, San Francisco, CA, USA, 1993. Morgan Kaufmann Publishers Inc.

[24] G. Parisi. Correlation functions and computer simulations. Nuclear Physics B, 180:378–384, 1981.

[25] G. O. Roberts and R. L. Tweedie. Exponential convergence of Langevin distributions and their discrete approximations. Bernoulli, 2(4):341–363, 1996.

[26] Gareth O. Roberts and Jeffrey S. Rosenthal. Optimal scaling of discrete approximations to Langevin diffusions. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Statistical Methodology), 60(1):255–268, 1998.

[27] P. J. Rossky, J. D. Doll, and H. L. Friedman. Brownian dynamics as smart Monte Carlo simulation. The Journal of Chemical Physics, 69(10):4628–4633, 1978.

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(x_t){x − y}, x − y⟩^{⊗2}dt , with x_t = tx + (1 − t)y . (67) Define I = {t ∈ [0, 1] : x_t ∈ 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 ≠ ∅, necessarily, ‖x − y‖ ≥ 8KL/m . (69) Indeed, if this would not be true, using the triangle inequality we would have that ‖x_t‖ ≥ ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ − ‖x − y‖ ≥ ‖x‖ ∨ ‖y‖ − 8KL/m ≥ K which would give a contradiction. Now since I ≠ ∅ and is bounded, define t_1 = inf I and t_2 = sup I. Note by definition, we have by continuity that x_{t1} , x_{t2} ∈ B(0, K) and therefore ‖x_{t1} − x_{t2} ‖ ≤ 2K. On the other hand, by definition, we have ‖x_{t1} − x_{t2} ‖ = (t_2 − t_1)‖x − y‖, so t_2 − t_1 ≤ 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 − (t_2 − t_1))‖x − y‖^2 +

�_{t2}

t_1

⟨∇^2U(x_t){x − y}, x − y⟩^{⊗2}dt ≥ m(1 − (t_2 − t_1))‖x − y‖^2 + ⟨∇U(x_{t2} ) − ∇U(x_{t1} ), x − y⟩ ≥ (3/4)m‖x − y‖^2 − L(t_2 − t_1)‖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 − C̃1_{B(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 ∉ B(0, K),

⟨∇U(x), x⟩ =

�_{K/‖x‖} 0 D^2 U(tx)[x^{⊗2}]dt +

�_1

K/‖x‖

D^2 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.

Lemma 23. Assume H1 and H4(β) hold, for β ∈ [0, 1). The function U satisfies for any x ∈ R^d , ⟨∇U(x), x⟩ ≥ (m_β/2)‖x‖^2/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) − C̃_β1_{B(0,K̃β )}(x) ,

with K̃_β = [4K_β (1 + L/m_β)] ∨ [4K_β (1 + L/m_β)]^{1/(1−β)} and C̃_β = LK̃^2_β .

Proof. Using H1 and H4(β), we have for any x ∉ B(0, K_β ),

⟨∇U(x), x⟩ =

�_{Kβ /‖x‖} 0 D^2 U(tx)[x^{⊗2}]dt +

�_1

K_β /‖x‖

D^2 U(tx)[x^{⊗2}]dt + ⟨∇U(0), x⟩ ≥ m_β‖x‖^2

1 + ‖x‖^β

{1 − (1 + ‖x‖^β )K_β(1 + L/m_β)/‖x‖} ,

which implies that ⟨∇U(x), x⟩ ≥ (m_β/2)‖x‖^2/(1 + ‖x‖^β ) for ‖x‖ ≥ K̃_β 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 K̄_β ≥ 0 such that for any x ∉ B(0, K̄_β ), ‖∇U(x)‖ ≤ 2L_β‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4}) with K̄_β = [2LK_β /L_β] ∨ [2LK_β /L_β]^{1/(1−3β/4)}.

Proof. Using H1 and H4(β), we have for any x ∉ B(0, K_β ), x ≠ 0, setting t_β = K_β/‖x‖ and distinguishing the case ‖x‖ ≤ 1 and ‖x‖ ≥ 1,

‖∇U(x)‖ = � � � � �∇U(0) +

�_{tβ} 0 ∇^2U(tx)xdt +

�_1

t_β

∇^2U(tx)xdt � � � � � ≤ LK_β + L_β‖x‖/(1 + ‖x‖^{3β/4}) ≤ 2L_β‖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).