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Diffusion approximations and control variates for MCMC
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Abstract

A new methodology is presented for the construction of control variates to re-
duce the variance of additive functionals of Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
samplers. Our control variates are defined through the minimization of the asymp-
totic variance of the Langevin diffusion over a family of functions, which can be
seen as a quadratic risk minimization procedure. The use of these control variates is
theoretically justified. We show that the asymptotic variances of some well-known
MCMC algorithms, including the Random Walk Metropolis and the (Metropolis)
Unadjusted/Adjusted Langevin Algorithm, are close to the asymptotic variance of
the Langevin diffusion. Several examples of Bayesian inference problems demon-
strate that the corresponding reduction in the variance is significant.

1 Introduction

Let U : R — R be a measurable function on (RY, B(R?)) such that [p, e V@dz < 0.
This function is associated to a probability measure 7 on (R? B(R?)) defined for all
A € B(R?) by
w(A) = / e_U(x)da:/ e U@ qy
A R4

We are interested in approximating m(f) := [pa f(2)7(dz), where f is a m-integrable
function. The classical Monte Carlo solution to this problem is to simulate i.i.d. random
variables (X )gen with distribution 7, and then to estimate 7(f) by the sample mean

n—1
() =n"t Y F(Xi). (1)
=0

In most applications, sampling from 7 is not an option. Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC) methods provide samples from a Markov chain (Xj)ren with unique invariant
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probability 7. Under mild conditions [MT09, Chapter 17], the estimator 7, (f) defined
by (1) satisfies for any initial distribution a Central Limit Theorem (CLT)

*ﬂzy ) " N(0,02%a(F) (2)

n—-+oo

where f = f—n(f) and 0207 4(f) = 0 is referred to as the asymptotic variance associated
to f and N (m,0?) denotes a Gaussian distribution with mean m and variance o2.

The aim of the present paper is to propose a new methodology to reduce the asymp-
totic variance of a family of MCMC algorithms. This method consists in construct-
ing suitable control variates, i.e. we consider a family of m-integrable functions H C
{h:R!—R: m(h) =0} and then choose h € H such that Ugo,d(f + h) < aé,d(f).
Reducing the variance of Monte Carlo estimators is a very active research domain: see

g. [RC04, Chapter 4], [Liu08, Section 2.3], and [RK17, Chapter 5] for an overview of
the main methods - see also Section 2.2.

Analysis and motivation are based on the Langevin diffusion defined by
dY; = —VU(Y,)dt + v2dB, , (3)

where (Bi)i>0 is a d-dimensional Brownian motion. In the sequel, we assume that
the Stochastic Differential Equation (SDE) (3) has a unique strong solution (Y;);>o for
every initial condition € R?. Under appropriate conditions (see [Bha82, CCG12]), m
is invariant for the Markov process (Y;):>0 and the following CLT holds:

1”/f ds " N(0,02%,(7) (4)

The main contribution of this paper is the introduction of a new method to compute
control variates based on the expression of the asymptotic variance o2 (f) given in (4).
For any twice continuously differentiable function ¢, the differential generator acting on
 is denoted by

Lo=—(VU, Vo) + Ap. (5)

Under appropriate conditions on ¢ and m, it may be shown that 7(£¢) = 0. This
property suggests to consider the class of control functionals H = {h = ZLg : g € G} for
the Langevin diffusion, where G is a family of “smooth” functions, and minimize over
‘H, the criterion

hi— o2 S(f+h). (6)

The use of control functionals h € H has already been proposed in [AC99] with applica-
tions to quantum Monte Carlo calculations; improved schemes have been later considered
in [MSI13, PMG14] with applications to computational Bayesian inference. Although
‘H is a class of control functionals for the Langevin diffusion, the choice of controls vari-
ates minimizing the criterion (6) for some MCMC algorithms is motivated by the fact
the asymptotic variance aqu( f), defined in (2) and associated to the Markov chains



associated with these methods, is (up to a scaling factor) a good approximation of the
asymptotic variance of the Langevin diffusion o2 (f) defined in (4).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present our
methodology to minimize (6) and the construction of control variates for some MCMC
algorithms. In Section 3, we state our main result which guarantees that the asymp-
totic variance o2 ,(f) defined in (2) and associated with a given MCMC method is
close (up to a scéling factor) to the asymptotic variance of the Langevin diffusion
02, (f) defined in (4). We show that under appropriate conditions on U, the Metropo-
lis Adjusted/Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA and ULA) and the Random Walk
Metropolis (RWM) algorithm fit the framework of our methodology. In Section 4, Monte
Carlo experiments illustrating the performance of our method are presented. The proofs
are postponed to Sections 5 and 6 and to the Appendix.

Notation

Let B(R?) denote the Borel o-field of R%. Moreover, let L*(11) be the set of u-integrable
functions for 41 a probability measure on (R?, B(R?)). Further, pu(f) = [pa f(z)dp(x) for
an f € LY(u). Given a Markov kernel R on R?, for all z € R? and f integrable under
R(z,-), denote by Rf(z) = [pa f(y)R(z,dy). Let V : R — [1,00) be a measurable
function. The V-total variation distance between two probability measures p and v on
(R4, B(RY)) is defined as ||u — v|v = sup| i<y |[u(f) —v(f)|. TV =1, then || - |lv is
the total variation denoted by || - |[Tv. For a measurable function f : R? — R, define
Ifllv = supera [ f ()] /V (2).

For u,v € R? define the scalar product (u,v) = 25:1 u;v; and the Euclidian norm
lul| = (u,u)’%. Denote by S(R?) = {ueR?:|ju| =1}. For a,b € R, denote by
a Vb= max(a,b), a ANb=min(a,b) and ay = a V0. For a € R4, |a] and [a| denote
respectively the floor and ceil functions evaluated in a. We take the convention that
for n,p € N, n < p then 377 = 0, [[; = 1 and {p,...,n} = 0. Define for ¢t € R,
d(t) = (2n)1/2 ffoo e /2dr and ®(t) = 1 — ®(¢). In addition, ¢ stands for the d-
dimensional standard Gaussian density, i.e. ¢(z) = (21t)_d/ge_HZ”2/2 for z € R%.

For k € N, m,m’ € N* and Q,€ two open sets of R, R™ respectively, denote by
Ck(Q, ), the set of k-times continuously differentiable functions. For f € C2(R? R), de-
note by V f the gradient of f and by Af the Laplacian of f. For k € Nand f € C*(R? R),
denote by D’ f the i-th order differential of f for i € {0,...,k}. For x € R% and i €
{1,...,k}, define |D° f(z)|| = |f(2)|, [|D" f(z)| = SUPy, . yesrdy D' f(2)[ur, ..., uil.
For k,p € N and f € C*(R%,R), define the semi-norm

1 llkp = sup D f(@)|| /(1 + [l]P) -
z€R4, i€{0,....k}

Define CF | (R4, R) = {f € C*(R%R) : infyen || f|lkp < +oo} and for any f € CF | (R% R),

poly poly
we consider the semi-norm

11l = 11/l where p=min{qg € N : [|f[lrq < +oc} .
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Finally, define C;%ly(]Rd,R) NkenC R4, R).

poly(

2 Langevin-based control variates for MCMC methods

2.1 Method

We introduce in the following our methodology based on control variates for the Langevin
diffusion. In order not to obscure the main ideas of this method, we present it informally.
Results which justify rigorously the related derivations are postponed to Section 3.

We consider a family of control functionals G C C2 Oly(Rd, R). There is a great
flexibility in the choice of the family G. We illustrate our methodology through a simple
example

Giin = {9 =(0,¢) : 6 €O} where ¢ = {¢;})_|, ¢ € Cpoly( JR), ie{l,....,p}, (7)

with © C RP, but the method developed in this paper is by no means restricted to a
linear parameterized family.

A key property of the Langevin diffusion which is the basis of our methodology is the
following “carré du champ” property (see for example [BGL14, Section 1.6.2, formula

1.6.3)): for all g1, 92 € Cpoly( R),

T (1L g2) = 7 (92ZL 1) = —7 ((Vg1,Vg2)) , (8)

which reflects in particular that . is a self-adjoint operator on a dense subspace of L?(r),
the Hilbert space of square integrable function w.r.t. m. A straightforward consequence
of (8) (setting g1 = 1) is that 7(¥g) = 0 for any function g € Cpoly(Rd,R). This
observation implies that f and f+.%Z g have the same expectation with respect to 7 for
any f € Cpoly( R)and g € Cpoly( ,R). Therefore, as emphasized in the introduction,
if the CLT (4) holds, a relevant choice of control variate for the Langevin diffusion to
estimate f € Cpoly (R4, R), is h* = Zg*, where g* is a minimizer of

g oo(f+Zg) . (9)

In the following, we explain how this optimization problem can be practically solved.

It is shown in [Bha82] (see also [GM96] and [CCG12]) that under appropriate con-
ditions on U and f, the solution (¥;):>¢ of the Langevin diffusion (3) satisfies the CLT
(4) where the asymptotic variance is given by

o2 (f) =2n(f{f —7(F)}), (10)

and f € Cpoly( ,R) satisfies Poisson’s equation:
ZLf=~J, where f=[—n(f). (11)
Another expression for o2, (f) is, using (8) and (11):
0% (f) = 2n(ff) = —2n(f2f) = 2 (|VFII?) . (12)



Based on (8), (10) and (12), we see now how the minimization of (9) can be computed
in practice. First, by definition (11), forallg € G, f —g € Cioly(Rd,R) is a solution to
the Poisson equation

L(f—g)=7(f+ZLg) — (f+ZLyg).

Therefore, we get for all g € G, using 7(-Zg) = 0 and (10)

oA (f+2g) =2 ((f-9) {7+ 2Zg}) .= 2m(IVf - VgI*) .
In addition, by (8) and (11), we get that 7(f.%g) = —7(fg), and we obtain using (12)
that

o2 (f +ZLg) =2n(ff) — 2n(gf) + 2n(fLg) — 2n(9Lg)
=2n(ff) — 4n(gf) + 2x(|Vg|?) . (13)

Minimizing the map (9) is equivalent to minimization of g — —4x(gf) + 27 (|Vg||?). It

means that we might actually minimize the function g — o2 (f+.%g) without computing

the solution f of the Poisson equation, which is in general a computational bottleneck.
When gy = (0,v) € Gy, then (13) may be rewritten as:

o2 (f + Lgo) = 20T HO — 4(0,b) + 02 (f) ,

where H € RP*P and b are given for any 7,7 € {1,...,p} by

Hij = m((Vi, Vib;)) and b = m(¢if) .

Note that H is by definition a symmetric semi-positive definite matrix. If (1,¢1,...,p)
are linearly independent in C;2>oly (R4, R), then H is full rank and the minimizer of o2, (f+
Zgg) is given by

0*=H'b. (14)

In conclusion, in addition to its theoretical interest, the Langevin diffusion (3) is an
attractive model because optimization of the asymptotic variance is greatly simplified.
However, we are not advocating simulation of this diffusion in MCMC applications.
The main contribution of this paper is to show that the optimal control variate for the
diffusion remains nearly optimal for many standard MCMC algorithms.

One example is the Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (ULA), the Euler discretization
scheme associated to the Langevin SDE (3):

Xir1 = Xy —VU(Xy) + V27241

where v > 0 is the step size and (Zj)ren is an i.i.d. sequence of standard Gaussian
d-dimensional random vectors. The idea of using the Markov chain (X)gen to sample
approximately from 7 has been first introduced in the physics literature by [Par81]
and popularized in the computational statistics community by [Gre83] and [GM94]. As



shown below, other examples are the Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA)
algorithm (for which an additional Metropolis-Hastings correction step is added) but
also for MCMC algorithms which do not seem to be “directly” related to the Langevin
diffusion, like the Random Walk Metropolis algorithm (RWM).

To deal with these different algorithms within the same theoretical framework, we
consider a family of Markov kernels {R, : v € (0,7]}, parameterized by a scalar param-
eter v € (0,7] where ¥ > 0. For the ULA and MALA algorithm,  is the stepsize in
the Euler discretization of the diffusion; for the RWM this is the variance of the random
walk proposal. For any initial probability ¢ on (R?, B(R?)) and v € (0,7], denote by P¢ ,
and E¢ , the probability and the expectation respectively on the canonical space of the
Markov chain with initial probability £ and of transition kernel .. By convention, we
set By, = Es,  for all z € R?. We denote by (Xk)r>0 the canonical process. It is as-
sumed below that {R, : v € (0,7]}, f and G satisfy the following assumptions. Roughly
speaking, these conditions impose that for any v € (0,5] and g € G, the discrete CLT (2)
holds for the function f+.Zg, and that the associated asymptotic variance ag(w( f+Zg)
is sufficiently close to oo (f + -Zg) given by the continuous CLT (3), as v | 0", so that
control functionals for the Markov chain (Xj)ren can be derived using the methodology
we developed above for the Langevin diffusion.

(I) For each v € (0,7], Ry has an invariant probability distribution 7, satisfying
(| f+Zg|) < oo for any g € G.

(IT) For any g € G and ~ € (0,7],

Y NO,0%,(f+ Zg)  (15)

n—

Vn(in(f + Zg) — m(f + Zg))

where 7, (f + £yg) is the sample mean (see (1)), and 02, (f + Zg) > 0 is the
asymptotic variance (see (2)) relatively to R,.

(IIT) For any g € G, as v | 0T,

V02 (f+ L) = 0% (f + ZLg) +o(1) (16)
T (f+Zg)=7(f+Zg) +O0(v), (17)

where 02 (f + Zg) is defined in (10).

The verification that these assumptions are satisfied for the ULA, RWM and MALA
algorithms (under appropriate technical conditions), in the case f € C;fﬂy(Rd,R) and
g C Cg‘gly(Rd,R), is postponed to Section 3. The standard conditions (I)—(II) are in
particular satisfied if, for any v € (0,%], R, is V-uniformly geometrically ergodic for
some measurable function V : R¢ — [1,4+00), i.e. it admits an invariant probability
measure 7, such that (V) < 400 and there exist C;, > 0 and p, € [0, 1) such that for

any probability measure ¢ on (R%, B(R?)) and n € N,
[ERY — myllv < CL8(V)pY

6



(see e.g. [MT09] or [DMPS18]). Condition (III) requires a specific form of the dependence
of C, and p, on 1.

Based on (I)—(ITI) and (14), the estimator of 7(f) we suggest is given for N,n,m € N*
by

TR () =0 >0 (F(X0) + Zg5(X0)) (15)

where N is the length of the burn-in period and g;;, € argmin g R, (g) is a minimizer
of the structural risk associated with (13)

N+m—1

R(9) =~ > {~20(X) (%) + I99(X0)IP} (19)
k=N
where fi,(z) = f(z) —m™* ZNHn ' f(X3). Here (Xj)ren can be an independent copy

of (or be identical to) the Markov chain (X)reny and m is the length of the sequence
used to estimate the control variate. In this article, we do not study to what extent
minimizing the empirical asymptotic variance (19) leads to the minimization of the
asymptotic variance of 7, . (f) (18) as n — 4o00; such a problem has been tackled
by [BIZ18] in the i.i.d. case. To control the complexity of the class of functions G, a
penalty term may be added in (19). The use of a penalty term to control the excess risk
in the estimation of the control variate has been proposed and discussed in [SMD18].
Concerning the choice of G, the simplest case is Gy, defined by (7), corresponding to the
parametric case, and it is by far the most popular approach. It is possible to go one
step further and adopt fully non-parametric approaches like kernel regression methods
[OGC16] or neural networks [ZWZ18].

If the control function is a linear combination of functions, gy = (#,v) where ¢ =
{¥; : 1 <i < p}, then the empirical risk (19) may be expressed as

where for 1 <1i,5 < p,

1 N+m—1 ~ ~ ~ 1 +m—
ki = — > (KO In(Xe) s [Haly = — Z <wl X0), V(X)) -
k=N k=N

In this simple case, an optimizer is obtained in closed form
0, = H by , (20)
where H} is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of H,y,.
2.2 Comparison with other control variate methods for Monte Carlo
simulation

The construction of control variates for MCMC and the related problem of approximating
solutions of Poisson equations are very active fields of research. It is impossible to give



credit for all the contributions undertaken in this area: see [DK12], [PMG14], [OGC16]
and references therein for further background. We survey in this section only the methods
which are closely connected to our approach. [Hen97] and [Mey08, Section 11.5] proposed
control variates of the form (R — Id)gy where gy := (0,%) and R is the Markov kernel
associated to a Markov chain (Xj)ren and ¥ = (1,...,1,) are known 7-integrable
functions. The parameter 6§ € RP is obtained by minimizing the asymptotic variance

. 2 . 2
Inin 02 a(f + (R—1d)gg) = min <{fd - 99} - {R(fd - ge)} ) ; (21)
where f4 is solution of the discrete Poisson equation (R —1d) fa = —f. The method
suggested in [Mey08, Section 11.5] to minimize (21) requires estimates of the solution fd
of the Poisson equation. Temporal Difference learning is a possible candidate, but this
method is complex to implement and suffers from high variance.

[DK12] noticed that if R is reversible w.r.t. m, it is possible to optimize the limiting
variance (21) without computing explicitly the Poisson solution fd. This approach is of
course closely related with our proposed method: the reversibility of the Markov kernel
is replaced here by the self-adjointness of the generator of the Langevin diffusion which
implies the reversibility of the semi-group.

Each of the algorithms in the aforementioned literature requires computation of Ri;
for each i € {1,...,p}, which is in general difficult except in very specific examples. In
[Hen97, Mey08] this is addressed by restricting to kernels R(x, -) with finite support
for each z. In [DK12] the authors consider mainly Gibbs samplers in their numerical
examples.

Our methodology is also related to the Zero Variance method proposed by [MSI13,
PMG14, OGC16, SMD18], which uses .Zg as a control variate and chooses g by minimiz-
ing 7({f+.Zg}?). A drawback of this method stems from the fact that the optimization
criterion is theoretically justified if (Xj)gen is i.i.d. and might significantly differ from
the asymptotic variance agoﬂ( f+Zg) defined in (15). We compare the two approaches
in Section 4.

3 Asymptotic expansion for the asymptotic variance of
MCMC algorithms

In this Section, we provide conditions upon which the approximations (16)-(17) are

satisfied for f € Cgf’)ly(]Rd,R) and G C CI")‘gly(Rd,R). We first assume that the gradient

of the potential is Lipschitz:

H1l. U € C;f)ly(Rd,R) and VU is Lipschitz, i.e. there exists L > 0 such that for all
z,y € RY,
IVU(z) = VU(y)ll < Lz —yll -
Denote by (P;)i>0 the semigroup associated to the SDE (3) defined by Pif(z) =

E [f(Y;)] where f is bounded measurable and (Y;)¢>¢ is a solution of (3) started at x.
By construction, the target distribution 7 is invariant for (P;)¢>o.



The conditions we consider require that {R,, v € (0,7]} is a family of Markov
kernels such that for any v € (0,7], R, approximates P, in a sense specified below. Let
V :R? — [1,+00) be a measurable functlon

H2. (i) For any v € (0,7], R, has a unique invariant distribution ..

(ii) There exists ¢ > 0 such that liminf| ;o {V (7) exp(—c|lz]))} > 0, 7(V) < 400
and sup,¢ (5 ™ (V) < +oo.

(i4i) There exist C >0 and p € [0,1) such that for all z € R?,

for anyn € N, v € (0,7], 18, R — my[lv < Cp™V(z), (22)
foranyt >0, 18P — m|lv < Cp'V(x) . (23)

These conditions imply that the kernels R, are V-uniformly geometrically ergodic
“uniformly” with respect to the parameter v € (0,5] with a mixing time going to infinity
as the inverse of the stepsize v when v | 07. Note that the mixing time of P, is also
inversely proportional to v when ~ | 0.

Under H1 and H2, by [Kopl5, Lemma 2.6], there exists a solution f eC

to Poisson’s equation (11) for any f € C

R% R)
poly( ’
poly(Rd? R) which is given for any x € R? by

~ +OO ~
fa) = / P f(z)dt (24)

Moreover, [CCG12, Theorem 3.1 shows that, for any f € Cpoly( ,R), t=1/2 fo Ys)ds
where (Y;)i>0 is the solution of the Langevin SDE, converges Weakly to N(O,aoo(f))
where o2 (f) is given by (10).
Note that the assumption H2 implies that for any z € R%,
for any v € (0,7], n € N* | RIV(xz) <Cp""V(z)+ sup 7y (V), (25)
7€(0,7]
for any t >0, PV (z) < Cp'V(x) +n(V).

We now introduce an assumption guaranteeing that the limit v~ !(R, — Id) as v | 0T
is equal to the infinitesimal generator of the Langevin diffusion defined, for a bounded
measurable function f and z € RY, as £ f(x) = limy_, 1 oo { (P, f (x) — f())/t}, if the limit
exists. This is a natural assumption if the semigroup of the Langevin diffusion evaluated
at time ¢t = v, P,, and R, are close as v | 07.

H3. There exist « > 1 and a family of opemtors ()~e(0,5) with & : C
Co R), such that for all f € Cpoly( R) and v € (0,7],

poly(
Ryf:f+7$f+7°‘c%f.

In addition, there exists ke € N, ke > 2 such that for all p € N there exist ¢ € N and
C >0 (depending only on ke,p) such that for any f € C ,R),

poly( R) -

poly(
sup || fllo < Cllfllk,p -

v€(0,7]



We show below that these conditions are satisfied for the Metropolis Adjusted /
Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA and ULA) algorithms (in which case v is the
stepsize in the Euler discretization of the Langevin diffusion) and also by the Random
Walk Metropolis algorithm (RWM) (in which case 7 is the variance of the increment
distribution). We next give an upper bound on the difference between 7, and = which
implies that (17) holds. The proofs are postponed to Section 5.

Proposition 1. Assume H1, H?2 and H3 and let p € N. Then there exists C < oo such

that for all f € Cg?ﬂy(Rd,]R) and v € (0,7],

[y (F) = 7()] < Cllfllrepr® ™
Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 5.1. O
The next result which is the main theorem of this Section precisely formalizes (16).

Theorem 2. Assume H1, H2 and HS3. Then, there exists C > 0 such that for all

fe Cg‘c’)ly(Rd,R), v €(0,5], * € RY, and n € N*

e (Z {F(X5) Tw(f)}> ~o%(1)
k=0

< O R 2 {770+ V(@) (02}

where o2 (f) is defined in (10).

oo

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 5.2. O

We now consider the ULA algorithm. The Markov kernel RY** associated to the
ULA algorithm is given for v > 0, 2 € R and A € B(R?) by

RV (z,A) = /

1a (x — VU (z) + \/ﬂz) p(z)dz , (26)
Rd

where ¢ is the d-dimensional standard Gaussian density ¢ : z > (2n)_d/ 26=I21”, Con-
sider the following additional assumption.

H4. There exist K1 > 0 and m > 0 such that for any x ¢ B(0,K,), and y € R,
(D*U(z)y,y) > m|yl|®. Moreover, there exists M > 0 such that for any = € R,
|ID*U ()| < M.

Proposition 3. Assume HI and H/. There exist 7 > 0 and V : R — [1,400) such
that H2 is satisfied for the family of Markov kernels {RJ** : v € (0,7]}.

Proof. The proof follows from [DBD19, Theorem 14, Proposition 24]. However, for
completeness and since all the tools needed for the proof of this result are used in the
study of MALA, the proof is given in Section 6.1. O

10



Remark 4. Note that in fact H2 holds for ULA under milder conditions on U using
the results obtained in [Ebe15, EM18, DBD19]. For example, if H1 holds and there exist
ai,as >0 and ¢ > 0 such that

(VU(x),2) 2 a1 |lz]| + a2 [VU(2)[|* — ¢, (27)

[DBD19, Theorem 14, Proposition 24] imply that H2 holds with V (z) = exp{(a1/8)(1+
%)/}

We now establish H3. Let ¢ € Cpoly( ,R), ¥ >0, v €[0,7] and = € R%. Denote

by X1 = 2 — yVU(z) + /2vZ where Z is a standard d-dimensional Gaussian vector,

the first step of ULA. A Taylor expansion of ¢(X;) at x and integration show that
RV () = () + 7L o(x) + v E7 (x) where

£ () = 5 D (@) [VU ()] - 57 D (@) VU ()]

~E[D* (@) [VU (2), 227
+é/1(1_t)3E D! (@ — 1yVU(2) +1/292)[(~AVU (@) + V22)*)| dt . (28)
0

A simple application of the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem implies then the
following result.

Lemma 5. Assume H1. Then for any 5 > 0, {RSLA : v €(0,%]} satisfies HS with
a=2, & =6 and ke = 4.

We now examine the MALA algorithm. The Markov kernel RY** of the MALA
algorithm, see [RT96], is given for v > 0, z € R?, and A € B(R?) by

R:{ALA(:C’ A) — / 1a (m — 7VU —|— \/72> mln T}y\/IALA(JC,Z))SO(Z)dZ
R4

+8.(A) /R {1 = min(1,e7" ““‘“’Z))} p(z)dz , (29)

A (2, 2) = U(w —yVU (2 )+ /27z2) —
Iz = (v/2)/2 {VU () +VU(z—7VU(m +\/ﬂz)}H2—||z||2
2

The analysis of the MALA algorithm is closely related to the study of the ULA algorithm.
Indeed, the difference between the two Markov kernels can be expressed for any bounded
measurable function ¢ : R — R by

_l’_

(30)

R} ¢(x) — RT p(x / {p(x) — p(x —yVU(z) + /272)}

MALA

x {1 —min(1,e”™ " " @N}p(z)dz. (31)

Since 1 — min(1,e*) < |¢| for any ¢t € R, properties of ULA can then be transferred to
MALA from perturbation arguments achieved by a careful analysis of 7}'*** which is
the content of the following result.
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Lemma 6. Assume H1 and Hj. Then, for any ¥ > 0, there exists C1 5 < 0o such that
for any x,z € R, v € (0,7], it holds

[Ty (@, 2)| < Coay®P{L+ |12 + llz)*) -
Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 6.2. O

A first easy consequence of (31) using (28) is that we get for any ¢ € Cpoly(Rd R),
,y > 0 ’Y c ( ] RNIALASD — ()0 _|_ ,yg(p _|_ ,}/Qéol\IALASO, Wlth gNIALA(P — égULASD + éf?l\lALA
and for any z € R?,

MALA

é?’yMALAcp(a:) =FE [7_3/2 {1 — min(1,e” ™ (z’Z))}

><{/01<w(x—tWU )+ t/272), JAVU () — f22>dt”,

where Z is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian vector. Note that by the Lebesgue dom-
inated convergence theorem, for any ¢ € Cpoly(Rd,R), ¥ >0, v € (0,7], &4y is
continuous. As a result and using Lemma 5 and Lemma 6, it follows that H3 holds.

Lemma 7. Assume HI and Hj. Then for any 5 > 0, {RY*** : v € (0,7]} satisfies H
5 with a = 2, & = &M and ke = 4.

We now turn to verifying H2. Similarly to Lemma 7, a key tool is the decomposition
of RYAM given by (31).

Proposition 8. Assume H1 and Hj. There exist ¥ > 0 and V : R — [1,4+00) such
that H2 is satisfied for the family of Markov kernels { RY*** = v € (0,7]}.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 6.2. 0

We now turn to the analysis of the RWM algorithm. For v > 0, the Markov kernel
R of the RWM algorithm with a Gaussian proposal of mean 0 and variance 2 is
given for z € R? and A € B(R?) by

REWVN (g, A) = / La(z + v/272) min(1,e ™™ 2)p(2)dz
R4

+8,(A) {1 — min(l,e_TEWM(
R4

o

where 7"(x, 2) = U(z + /27z) — U(x). We first consider H3 and adapt the proof
of [FHSl5 Lemma 1]. To this end, consider the following decomposition for any ¢ €

Cg?)ly( R)7

R"™o(@) — p(a) = E [p(c + 272) - p(a)]
+E {(min(l,e_T‘l}WM(z’Z)) - 1) {SD(CC +v272) - ‘P(f’?)H , (32)

12



where Z is a standard d-dimensional Gaussian vector. While the first term in this
decomposition can be easily handled by a Taylor expansion, we rely on the following
result for the second term. Define ¢, : R? x R? — R for all z, 2z € R? and v € (0,7] by,

Gy(z,2) =1 —min (1,exp {—"(z, 2)}) — V27 (VU(2),2), .
Lemma 9. Assume H1 and HJ. Then, for all v € (0,7] and x, z € R4,
Gy, 2)] < v l|2l° {L + 2| VU (@)|* + 49 L2 | 2|} -

Proof. First, by a Taylor expansion and since ¢ — max(0, t) is 1-Lipschitz, we get for all
v € (0,7] and z, z € R?

M (@, 2) 4 — /27 (VU (), 2) | < Ly |||
where for any a € R, ay = max(0,a). Using that that for all z,z € R?,

min{1, exp(=7""(z, 2))} = exp(=7"" (2, 2)+)

and
T (@, 2) e = (12 {T M@, 2)4 ) S 1— e < (g 2).
concludes the proof. O
Let p € Cpoly( R). Using a Taylor expansion, we get for all z,z € R?,

p(z+\/272) -
=m<w<x>,z>+<2v>/ (1 - ) D% p(a + ty/272)[
= /27(Ve(z),2) + yD* p(2)[2 ®2]+(\@/3)73/2D3s0(w)[2®3]

1

+(2/3)7° | (1=t D p(z + t/272) [z
0
In addition, since for any = € R,

E[(VU(2), Z), (Ve(2), Z)] = (1/2) (VU (z), V() ,
where 7 is a standard d-dimensional Gaussian vector, we get that by (32) and Lemma 9,
for any ¢ € C R) and v > 0, R§"™p = ¢ + 7 Lp + 3/ 25$WMcp where for any
z € RY,

RWM
éa’Y

pOly(

o(z)

1
- —E[/O (1 —t)D?p(z + Z,)[ 2% dt {23/2 (VU(x), Z), + 27 2¢, (x, Z)}

1
+ V2 (2, 2) (Viplw), Z) - (2/3)ﬁ/0 (1—1)° Doz + Zt)[Z®4]df} ;

where Z; = t\/2yZ. Then, since (, is continuous and using the Lebesgue dominated
convergence theorem, we end up with the following result.

13



Lemma 10. Assume H1 and H/j. Then for any 5 > 0, {R;‘WM RS (07,7]} satisfies
H3 with & = &M, a=3/2 and k. = 4.

In Appendix A, we establish a similar result as Proposition 3 and Proposition 8 for
the RWM algorithm.

4 Numerical experiments

In this Section, we compare numerically our methodology with the Zero Variance method
suggested by [MSI13], see Section 2.2, that consists in minimizing the marginal variance
mingeg 7({f + Zg}?) instead of the asymptotic variance minyeg o2 (f +.Zg). In Sec-
tion 4.1, we consider a one dimensional example where explicit calculations are possible.
In Section 4.2, we study Bayesian logistic and probit regressions. The code used to run
the experiments is available at https://github.com/nbrosse/controlvariates.

4.1 One dimensional example

We consider an equally weighted mixture of two Gaussian densities of means (u1, p2) =
(—1,1) and variance 0? = 1/2, and a test function f(z) = = + 23/2 + 3sin(x). The
derivative of the Poisson equation (11) is in such case analytically known: f'(z) =
—(1/m(x)) [* 7(t) f(t)dt, see Appendix B.1 for a practical implementation.

We build a control variate gg € Gin = {(0,v) : 6 € RP} where ¢ = (¢1,...,1,) are p
Gaussian kernels regularly spaced on [—4,4], i.e. for all i € {1,...,p} and z € R

vi(x) = (275)_1/26_(27_“")2/2 ,  where u; € [—4,4] .

The optimal parameter #* € RP minimizing the asymptotic variance o2 (f + Zgy) can
be explicitly computed according to (14). For the Zero Variance estimator, the optimal
parameter is given by

05, = —H by (33)

where for 1 <4,§ < p, [Hulij = 7((:L%si, L;)) and [byy i = 7(f-Li). Hyy is invertible
if (LY, ..., Lp,) are linearly independent in C?_, (R%, R).

poly
The asymptotic variance o2 (f + .Zgg) for the two different parameters, 6* and 6},
are compared against the number of Gaussian kernels p € {4,...,10} in Figure 1. Note

that the asymptotic variance o2 (f) is 92.5. We observe that the variance reduction is

better for an even number p of basis functions; when p > 8, the two methods achieve an
almost identical large variance reduction. These results are supported by the plots of gj,
and Zgg for 0 € {6%, 6}, } in Figure 1, see also Appendix B.1.

We fix the number of basis functions p = 4 and we now turn to the application to
MCMC algorithms. We first define the sample mean with a burn-in period N € N* by

N+n—1

Fvalf) = > F(Xe). (34)

k=N
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3
Top Left. Plot of the asymptotic variance o2 (f + Lgy) for 6 € {6*,0;,
and p € {4,...,10}. Top Right. Autocovariances plot of ULA displaying w?v,n(k) for
h=f+2(0,¢), 0 {0,600}, } and 0 < k < 100. Bottom Left and Right. Plots of
g, and ZLgg for 6 € {6*,6;,} and p = 6.
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Vo aF) | V0Rn(f + L (05, 0)) | 1R (f + L (0%, 9))
ULA | 82.06 20.74 5.33
RWM | 105.2 28.19 841
MALA | 9327 23.40 5.00

Table 1: Values of 6]2V,n(f +.Z(0,1)), 6 € {0,0%,0%,} rescaled by the step size 7.

where n € N* is the number of samples. In this Section, we consider the following
estimators of 7(f): AN, (f +-Z(0%,7)) and Tn . (f + 2 (0}, %)) where 8 and 0}, are
given in (14) and (33) respectively. In this simple one dimensional example, the optimal
parameters 6* and 6, are explicitly computable; the problem of estimating them in
higher dimensional models is addressed numerically in Section 4.2.

The sequence (Xj)ren is generated by the ULA, MALA or RWM algorithms starting
at 0, with a step size ¥ = 1072 for ULA and v = 5 x 1072 for RWM and MALA, a burn-
in period N = 10° and a number of samples n = 10%. For a test function h : R — R
(h = f+Z(0,¢), 0 € {0,0%,05,}), we estimate the asymptotic variance o2, (k) of
#inn(h) by a spectral estimator 6%, (h) with a Tukey-Hanning window, see [FJ10],
given by 7

Lnl/QJ—l
CHOEEEDS {§+§ (%)}wx,nw, (35)
k::f(Lnl/QJfl)

1 N+n—1-k
Wiy (k) = - > A{MXS) = AN (WA Xosk) = Fnn(h)} -
s=N

We compute the average of these estimators (312\77”(]‘" +.Z(0,7)), 6 € {0,0%,05,} over 10
independent runs of the Monte Carlo algorithm (ULA, RWM or MALA), see Table 1.
We observe that minimizing the asymptotic variance improves upon the Zero Variance
estimator.

A more detailed analysis can be carried out using the autocovariances plots that
consist in displaying w]}{[n(k) for h=f+.2(0,v), 6 € {0,0*,0;,} and 0 < k < 100, see
Figure 1. The autocovariances plots for RWM and MALA are similar. By [DMPS18,

Theorem 21.2.11], the asymptotic variance Ugoﬂ(h) is the sum of the autocovariances:

+0o0
o2 (h) = Wv(ﬁi) +2 ZW’Y(ITL’YR’];}L’Y) ,  where h, = h — 7 (h) .

00,y
k=1

The two methods are effective at reducing the autocovariances compared to the case
without control variate. The zero variance estimator decreases more the autocovariance
at k = 0 compared to our method, which is indeed the objective of 8}, the minimizer of
0 — w((f + £ (8,1))?). Using 6 = 6* lowers more effectively the tail of the autocovari-
ances (for k large enough) compared to 6 = 6},. This effect is predominant and explains

the results of Table 1.
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4.2 Bayesian logistic and probit regressions

We illustrate the proposed control variates method on Bayesian logistic and probit re-
gressions, see [GCST14, Chapter 16], [MR07, Chapter 4]. The examples and the data
sets are taken from [PMG14]. Let Y = (Yi,...,Yn) € {0,1}" be a vector of binary
response variables, z € R? be the regression coefficients, and Z € RV*? be a design
matrix. The log-likelihood for the logistic and probit regressions are given respectively
by

N
log(Y12,2) = 3 {¥izFe —m (14 e57) |
i=1
N
(Y2, Z) =Y {Yiln(®(Z] ) + (1 = Yi) In(@(~Z]2))} ,
i=1
where Z;F is the i*" row of Z for i € {1,...,N}. For both models, a Gaussian prior of

mean 0 and variance ¢?Id is assumed for z where ¢2 = 100. The unnormalized posterior
probability distributions e and 7., for the logistic and probit regression models are
defined for all z € R? by

Tog (2|Y, Z) oc exp (=Ulog(x)) with Uleg(x) = —liog(Y|z,Z) + (2§2)_1 ||:1:||2 ,
Tpro(2]Y, Z) o< exp (—Upro(x)) With  Upro() = —Llpro (Y], Z) + (267) " [|2* .

The following lemma enables to check the assumptions on Uj,e and Uy, required to
apply Theorem 2 for the ULA, MALA and RWM algorithms.

Lemma 11. U,z and Uy, satisfy HI and HJ.
Proof. The proof is postponed to Appendix B.2. O

Following [PMG14, Section 2.1], we compare two bases for the construction of a
control variate, based on first and second degree polynomials and denoted by 'St =
(st . k) and ?0d = (rd, L ¢§?§+3)/2) respectively, see Appendix B.3 for their

definitions. The estimators associated to ' and ! are referred to as CV-1 and
CV-2, respectively.

For the ULA, MALA and RWM algorithms, we make a run of n = 10% samples with
a burn-in period of 10° samples, started at the mode of the posterior. The step size is
set equal to 1072 for ULA and to 5 x 1072 for MALA and RWM: with these step sizes,
the average acceptance ratio in the stationary regime is equal to 0.23 for RWM and 0.57
for MALA, see [RGG97, RR98]. We consider 2d scalar test functions {fx}2¢, defined
for all z € R and k € {1,...,d} by fi(z) =z and fria(z) = 2.

Contrary to the one dimensional case handled in Section 4.1, the optimal parameters
0* and 6}, corresponding to our method and to the zero variance estimator can not be
computed in closed form and must be estimated. We consider then the control variate
estimator 7, (f) defined in (18) where m = n and (Xi)ken is equal to (Xi)pen; 0

17



is approximated by 6 given in (20). For k € {1,...,2d}, we compute the empirical
average TN n(fi) defined in (34) and confront it to W]?/Vnn( fx). For comparison purposes,
the zero-variance estimators of [PMG14] using the same bases of functions t'st, ¢)2nd
are also computed and are referred to as ZV-1 for ¢t and ZV-2 for )24,

We run 100 independent Markov chains for ULA, MALA, RWM algorithms. The
boxplots for the logistic example are displayed in Figure 2 for z; and l’% Note the
impressive decrease in the variance using the control variates for each algorithm ULA,
MALA and RWM. It is worthwhile to note that for ULA, the bias |w(f) — m(f)| is
reduced dramatically using the CV-2 estimator. It can be explained by the fact that
for n large enough, gpx = <0 1/}2nd> approximates well the solution f of the Poisson

equation .Z f = —f. We then get

7 (f) + 7y (La0;) ~ o (f) = 7 (F) = 7).

To have a more quantitative estimate of the variance reduction, we compute for each
algorithm and test function h € Cpoly( ,R), the spectral estimator 6]2V7n(h) defined in
(35) of the asymptotic variance. The average of these estimators 6A,2V7n( f+Z(0,¢)) for
0 € {0,07,10:,]n} over the 100 independent runs of the Markov chains for the logistic
regression are reported in Table 2. [0}, ], is an empirical estimator of 6}, see [PMG14]
for its construction. The Variance Reduction Factor (VRF) is defined as the ratio of
the asymptotic variances obtained by the ordinary empirical average and the control
variate (or zero-variance) estimator. We again observe the considerable decrease of
the asymptotic variances using control variates. In this example, our approach produces
slightly larger VRF's compared to the zero-variance estimators. We obtain similar results

for the probit regression; see Appendix B.3.

5 Proofs of Proposition 1 and Theorem 2

In the proof the notation A(vy,n,z, f) S B(v,n,x, f) means that there exist 5 > 0, and
C < oo such that for all f € C2, (R4 R), v € (0,7], z € RY, n € N, A(y,n,z, f) <
CB(y,n,z, f).

We preface the proofs by a technical result which follows from [Kopl5, Lemma 2.6,
Proposition 2.7] and (24) establishing the regularity of solutions of Poisson’s equation.

poly

Proposition 12. Assume H1 and H2 and let k € N*. For all f € Cpoly( R), there

exists f € Cgf’ﬂy(Rd,R) such that Lf = —f, where f = f — w(f), L is the generator
of the Langevin diffusion defined z'n (5). In addition, for all p € N, there exist C' > 0,
q € N such that for all f € Cpoly( JRY, N kg L Cl fllkp-

5.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Let p € N. Under H1 and H2, by Proposition 12, there exists q; € N such that for all

f 6 Cpoly( R)’ Hf:Hk’e,ql g C‘|f||ke7p7 Where Zf = _f7 f = f - Tr(f)' Under H37 we
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MCMC | CV-1-MCMC CV-2-MCMC ZV-1-MCMC ZV-2-MCMC

Var. VRF  Var. VRF Var. VRF  Var. VRF Var.

r1 | ULA 2 33 0.061 | 3.2e4+03 6.2¢-4 33 0.061 | 3e+03 6.6e-4
MALA 0.41 33 0.012 | 2.6e+03 1.6e-4 30 0.014 | 2.5e4+03 1.7e-4
RWM 1.3 33 0.039 | 2.6e+03 4.9e-4 32 0.04 | 2.7e+03 4.8e-4

z9 | ULA 10 57 0.18 | 8.1e+03 1.3e-3 53 0.19 | 7.4e+03 1.4e-3
MALA 2.5 59 0.042 | 7.7e+03 3.2e-4 54 0.046 | 7.3e4+03 3.4e-4
RWM 5.6 52 0.11 | 5.6e+03 1.0e-3 50 0.11 | 5.6e+03 1.0e-3
z9 | ULA 10 56 0.18 | 7.3e+03 1.4e-3 52 0.19 | 6.7e+03 1.0e-35
MALA 2.4 58 0.041 | 6.8e+03 3.5e-4 52 0.045 | 6.5e4+03 3.7e-4
RWM 5.6 45 0.13 | 5.1e4+03 1.0e-31 42 0.13 | 5.1e+03 1.0e-31

x4 | ULA 13 26 0.5 3.9e+03 3.3e-3 22 0.59 | 3.4e+03 3.8e-3
MALA 3.1 25 0.12 | 3.6e+03 8.7e-4 21 0.14 | 3.3e4+03  9.5e-4
RWM 7.5 19 0.4 2.5e+03  3.0e-3 18 0.43 | 2.4e+03 3.0e-31

7 | ULA 4.6 10 0.46 | 5.5e+02 8.4e-3 9.3 0.49 | 4.8e+02 9.5e-3
MALA 0.98 9.6 0.1 4.6e+02 2.1e-3 8.6 0.11 | 4.2e+02 2.3e-3
RWM 3 8.3 0.36 | 4.3e+02  6.9¢-3 8 0.37 | 4.3e+02  6.9¢-3

:):% ULA 29 11 2.6 5.2e+02  0.055 10 2.8 4.7e+02  0.062
MALA 7 11 0.64 | 5.2e+02 0.013 10 0.68 | 4.8e4+02 0.014
RWM 16 9.1 1.8 4.4e+02  0.037 8.8 1.8 4.3e+02  0.037

x% ULA 46 11 4.1 6.7e+02  0.069 10 4.5 5.9e+02  0.079
MALA 11 11 0.97 6e-+02 0.018 10 1 5.6e+02  0.019
RWM 26 9 2.9 4.3e+02 0.061 8.6 3.1 4.2e+02  0.062

xi ULA | 5.1e+02 14 37 8.2e+02 0.62 12 43 6.9e+02 0.73

MALA | 1.2e+02 14 9 7.9e+02 0.15 12 10 7.1e4+02 0.17

RWM | 2.9e+02 11 27 5.8e+02 0.51 10 29 5.6e+02 0.53

Table 2: Estimates of the asymptotic variances for ULA, MALA and RWM and each
parameter x;, arf for i € {1,...,d}, and of the variance reduction factor (VRF) on the
example of the logistic regression.
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have for all v € (0,7],

Ryf = f+1LF +7°6f = f = H{f —n(H)} +7°EF (36)
Integrating (36) w.r.t. 7., we obtain that 7 (f) —7(f) = v* 1m, (&, f). Under H3, there
exists @2 € N such that £, flog S [k By H2, we get |n,(&,0)] < m,(16,f) S
| fll0,g2, Which concludes the proof.
5.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof is divided into two parts. In the first part which gathers Lemma 13, Lemma 14
and Lemma 15, we establish preliminary and technical results. In particular, we derive
in Lemma 13 an elementary bound on the second order moment of the estimator 7, (f)
defined in (1), where (X})ren is a Markov chain of kernel R,. The arguments are based
solely on the study of R, and rely on H2. In a second part, using our preliminary results,
the proof of Theorem 2 is then derived.

Lemma 13. Assume HI and H2. Let f : RY — R be such that || f|\1/2 < +00. For all
n € N*,

n—1 2
(Z {f (Xk) —m(fﬂ) S e {n+97 V(@)
k=0

Proof. Note that under H2-(iii), by [DMPS18, Definition D.3.1-(i)] and Jensen inequality,
8 R2 = mllyue S 072V A2(a) (37)

We have for all n € N*

(Z [F(X0) — Tw(f)}>
k=0

n

|
,_.

1-k

_Z Eoq [(f(Xk) = 75 () (f (Xis) = 75 ()] - (38)

s=0
For k€ {0,...,n—1} and s € {0,...,n — 1 — k},
Eary [(F(X0) = 70 () (F(Xis) = 7 (F)] = By [(F(X) = 7 (1)) (B3 F(X0) = 7 (£)] -
By (37), we obtain
Bary [(F(X0) = 73(£)) (F(Xiss) = 7 ()]
S 1 F vz By |1 (Xk) = 7y (F) | VI2(X0)|
S Ise By V(X0

e
Il
=
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using that V' > 1 and | f(x) — 7 (f)] < || fllya/2(VY/?(x)+7) where 7 = SUPyc (0,5 T (V) S
1. By (25), we get

By [(FX0) =73 (F) (FKp) = my (O S U132 072 {07V (@) 47}

Combining it with (38), we have

n—1 2 9
1flve [ V(e) |
Es {(kzo{f(Xk)ﬂv(f)}> ] S 1_;7//2 {1_pv+n7r} )

Using that 1 — pY > Bylog(1/p)pP" for all B € (0,1] concludes the proof. O

Define for any f:R? — R, z € R? and v € (0,7], such that R, f%(x) < +oo,

my(z) = Bapy [{f(X1) — Ry f(2)}?] .

Lemma 14. Assume H1 and HS3. For all v € (0,7] and f € Cpoly( ,R), my €
Cgfﬂy( R) and in addition for all p € N there exists ¢ € N such that for all v € (0,7],

||m'y||0,q SR, -

Proof. Let pe Nand f € C ,R). By H3, for all v € (0,7] and x € RY,

poly(
0 < mo (@) = By [{£(X1) = f(2) = 1L () =126, f ()]
Ee [{(X1) = f@)F] = ? {2F (@) + 17728, f (@)}
< B, [(/(X0) - f@))] - (39)
Besides, for all v € (0,7] and = € R?,
Eory [{£(X1) = F@)F] = Bap [F2(X0)] + /2(@) = 2/ (2)Bay [F(X0)]
= 1.2(f7)(@) +1°E () (@) — 29 (@)L f (x) — 2 f (2)&, ()
= {219/ @I +7°7 (&) @) - 2 (@)& f(@) } |

Then, combining this result and (39), under H3, m, € Cpoly( ,R) and since k. > 2,

there exists ¢ € N such that ||m,[joq S 7||f”ke i O

Lemma 15. Assume H1, H2 and H3. Then for any p € N,
”W(fiﬂf) (f
(f) = —2n(f

Al S 1 2" (40)
ZH Sy (41)

where for any f € C°, (R4, R), f is the solution of Poisson’s equation (11) (see Propo-

sition 12).

poly



Proof. Let p € N. By Proposition 12 and H1, there exists ¢ € N satisfying

[fllket2.q S [ fllker2p and [|Ul[ge414 S 1 (42)
In addition, using Proposition 1, we have

7y (fLF) = m(FZLO S THNFL Fllke,sa -
Using that for any k € N and p1,p2 € N, there exists Cp, 5, > 0 such that for any

91,92 € Cpoly ) Hfg|’k7pl+P2 > Ckypl,pzufuk,mHng,PQ by the general Leibniz rule,
we get by deﬁmtlon of Z (5),

0 (f2LF) = n(FLH| S 77 W lkeial L Fllke,2g S 27N IR 2. gU o1, -
The proof of (40) then follows from (42). Similarly, by H2,
M =-2m(f2)) s

o allZFllo2a SIAIBNU g
since [|Ull1,g < |U|lke+1,4 S 1. Using that ||f|]27q < || f]l2,p concludes the proof of
(41). O
Proof of Theorem 2. Let p € N. For any f € Cpoly( R), let f € Cpoly( ,R) be the

solution of Poisson’s equation . f =—f (see Proposmon 12). Using H3, we get for all
v € (0,7,

Rf = [+ Zf+ 776 f = f =S =m (N} 176 f = Am(f) = 7())} . (43)
which implies that

A n—1
k=0 v v k=0
n—1
+12 Y {8 f () = () = 7 ()} (49)
k=0

Consider the following decomposition based on (44),

n—1 2
nE, , (Z{f(Xw—m(f)}) =Y al@n),
k=0 i

where,



and by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

(1/2) ’Af (z,n,7) ’ Z Af (z,n ’y)l/QAf(x n 7)1/2 (45)
1<i<j<3

We bound below ‘A{(m,n,'y)‘ for any ¢ € {1,...,4}. By Proposition 12, there exists
¢1 € N such that R
[ llkear S 1 ke > (46)

which combined with H2-(iii) and (25) yield for all n € N*,

Al (@,n,7) S P2IvV()/ () S If IR, V) /(7P - (47)
For any v € (0,7], by (43) and since £f = —f, Ty (Ey f) =y n (f) — = (f )} Under
H3, there exists g3 € N such that for all y € (0,7], |& fllviz < 16 Ffllogs < 1k <
| fllk..p by (46). Hence, applying Lemma 13 and using o > 3/2 yield
2(a—1) 2
Meny g T e (i V) (48)
n Y Y

SIAIR » {1+ V(@)/ ()} -

Since (Zz;é F(Xp1) — va(Xk))keN is a P, ,-square integrable martingale, we get that
for all n € N,

n—1
Af(x,n,7) =7 *Eapy !n‘l Zg'y(Xk)] : (49)

k=0

where X R
9(@) = Eoy [1£(X0) = By f@)}?] (50)

Lemma 14 shows that g, € Cpoly(Rd,R) and that there exists g2 € N such that ||g4|v <

gy ll0,g2 S 'YHfer,ql < 7Hfer’p. Applying (22), we get that for all n € N*,

n—1
]Ex,’y [nl Zg’y(Xk)] - 7T’Y(g’7)
k=0

S llgylly () "'V (2) St ISR, , Vi) - (51)

We now show that 7.,(g,) is approximately equal to yo2 (f). Observe that by (50) and
since 7, is invariant for R, for any v € (0,7,

my(9y) = Er, [{f(Xl) vf(XO)}Q}
Er, o [{f(X1) = f(X0)1?| = En, o [{f(X0) = B f(X0)P] . (52)
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Using that 7 is the invariant distribution for R, again and (43), we have for any
7 € (0,71,

Er, o [{£(X0) = F(X0)Y?] = 2B, [F(Xo){F(Xo) = Ry f(X0)}]
= _2'777(f$f) - 27047”(]?57]5) . (53)
In the next step, we consider separately the cases ., = m and m, # 7. If 7 = 7, then
—m (FLF) = (1/2)0%(f) (54)

If m, # m, Lemma 15 shows that

T (f2f) + (1/2)0% ()| = |m(F2) = n(f.2 ) (55)

2 _
S ||f||ke+2,p7a .

Using H3, (25) and ‘wv(féiyf)‘ S Hsze,p in (53), we obtain that

Er, o [{£(X1) = F(X0Y] +29m, (£.2)
=29 |m(FEN)| S 1l o™ (36)

Similarly, using H2-(ii), (25), (43), (5), H3 and (46), it holds since k. > 2 that

Er, o [{f(X0) = B f(X0)Y| S IFIE 07" S 1711, 07

Combining this result with (54) or (55) and (56) in (52) and using that | fll,, <
”f”ke+27p, we obtain

2
|73(97) = 103 ()] S N F Il 42 7" -

Plugging this inequality and (51) in (49), we obtain for all n € N*,
A7) =77 % (D] SR 420 (720 + 0D V@) (57)
Note that since a > 1, by (41) and (57),

A (@.n,7) S I rop {77+ (077 V (@)}

Combining it with (45), (47) and (48) conclude the proof.
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6 Geometric ergodicity for the ULA and MALA algorithms

In this Section, we show that (22) in H2 is satisfied for the family of Markov kernel
{RY™ + v € (0,7]} and {RY*** 1 v € (0,7]}, with ¥ > 0, associated to the ULA and
MALA algorithms (see (26) and (29)). Assume that there exist V € C2(R%,[1, +o0))
and a > 0 and b > 0 such that

2LV < —aV +b. (58)

Then, [RT96, Theorem 2.2] and [MT93, Theorem 4.5] show that (V) < 400 and (23) is
satisfied. It is standard to show that (58) holds under H4 but this result is given below
for completeness.

We begin the proof by two technical lemmas, Lemmas 16 and 17 which are used

repeatedly throughout this Section. In this Section, we assume without loss of generality
that VU(0) = 0. Note that under H1 and H4, m < L.

Lemma 16. Assume H1 and H/. Then there exists Ko > 0 such that for any x &
B(0, K>), (VU (z),z) > (m/2)||z|* and in particular |VU (x)|| > (m/2) |z|.

Proof. Using H1 and H4, we have for any = € R?, ||z| > K7,

(VU (x),z) = /OKI/”zl D? U (tz)[z®?]dt + /K1 " D? U (tz)[z®?]dt
> ma]* {1 = Ki(1+ L/m)/ ||z} ,

which proves the first statement. The second statement is obvious. O

Lemma 17. Assume HI and Hj. Then, for anyt € [0,1], v € (0,1/(4L)] and z, z € R,
1]l < [lz]l /(4v/27), it holds

e+ tH=2vU@) + V2323 2 llell /2.

Proof. Let t € [0,1], v € (0,1/(4L)] and =,z € R? |z| < ||=| /(4y/27). Using the
triangle inequality and HI, we have since t € [0, 1]

o+ H-rvU (@) + V2r2}| = (1= AL) Nzl - V27 21
The conclusion then follows from v < 1/(4L) and | z|| < ||z|| /(4v/27). O

We now show that (58) holds.

Proposition 18. Assume H1 and H/. Then, for any n € (0,m/8], (58) holds with
V=V, a=2n and

= 2nexp (77 {Kg V4(d+ 1)/m}) [d—{— 1+(2n+1L) {Kg V4(d+ 1)/m}] ,

where Ko is defined in Lemma 16.

26



Proof. Let n € (0,m/8]. By (5), for all z € R?,
LVy(2)/(20Vy(x)) = — (VU (@), 2) + d+ 22| * .
By Lemma 16, for all z € RY, x > max(Ks,2+/(d + 1)/m),
LVy(x)/(2nVy(x)) < —{(m/2) =20} [|z]* +d < 1,
which concludes the proof. O

Therefore, to check H2, it remains to show that for any v € (0,7], for ¥ > 0, RY**
(resp. RY*™*) has an invariant distribution 7, (resp. ) and there exists 7 > 0 such
that 7, (V) < 400 and (22) holds with V' = V.

To this end, we establish minorization and drift conditions on R, = REYJLA and R, =
RY*H%, see e.g. [DMPS18, Chapter 19] with an explicit dependence with respect to the
parameter . More precisely, assume that

(I) there exist A € (0,1) and b < 400 such that for all v € (0,7]

RV S AV +9b; (59)

IT) there exists € € (0, 1] such that for all v € (0,7] and z,2" € {V; < M ,
7
HRLW] (z,) — RLl/ﬂ (@, )rv <2(1—¢),

where

]\7>(1jgb(/\1_/1)_1)\/1'

Then, (I) implies by [DM17, Lemma 1] that for any v € (0, 7],
RV < AV, +6A77/log(1/)) - (60)

Therefore, applying [DMPS18, Theorem 19.4.1] to RLl/ﬂ for v € (0,%] using (IT) and
(60), it follows that (22) holds with V' = V5 and 7y(Vj) < 4o00. Accordingly, it is
enough to show that conditions (I) and (IT) hold. This is achieved for ULA in Proposi-
tion 20 and Proposition 19 in Section 6.1 and relying on these results and the analysis
of ULA, the Markov kernel of MALA is shown to fulfill (I) and (II) in Proposition 26
and Proposition 24 in Section 6.2.

For ease of notations, we denote in this Section RY*** by R, and RJ** by Q. for
any v > 0.
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6.1 Geometric ergodicity for the ULA algorithm

Proposition 19. Assume H1. Then for any K > 0, z,y € R, ||z|| V |ly| < K, and
v € (0,1/L] we have
18,0571 = 8,1 ey < 2(1—¢) .

with € = 2® (—(1+ 1/L)/*(3L)'/?K).
Proof. By H1 for any z,y € R?,
lz —y = {VU(z) = VU }* < (1 +vx(7) 1z =yl
where x(7) = (2L + L?7). The proof follows from [DBD19, Corollary 5]. O

Proposition 20. Assume HI and H/ and let7y € (0, m/(4L2)]. Then, for any v € (0,7],
Q V() < exp (—imy [l2l]® /4) V(@) + by Lno,uep) (@)
where 7 = min(m/16, (85)~!), K3 = max(Ks,4+/d/m), and

by = [ {m/4+ (1 + 1677)(47 + 2L + YL*)} K3 + 41d]

) ) (61)
x exp [y {m/4 + (1 + 16i7) (477 + 2L + YL*) } K3 + (d/2) log(2)] .
Proof. Let v € (0,7]. First since for any 2 € R%, we have
2
i - VU @) + VorE|| — 1121 /2
2
_ l-diy || 229)P 7 2

which implies since 1 — 47y > 0 that

Qi) = ()2 [ exp (]le 2 VU@) + v - a1 12) a

= (1~ 4i7) 2 exp (m(1 — 47) " e A VU (@) ) - (62)

We now distinguish the case when |z|| > K3 and ||z| < K3.
By H4 and Lemma 16, for any = € RY, ||z|| > K3 > K», using that 7 < m/16 and
v <5 < m/(4L?), we have

(1= 4i7) " |z = VU (@)|* - |l
< llel® (1= 4my) 7" (47 — m+~L%) < —(m/2) || (1 = 477) 7" .
Therefore, (62) becomes
Q V(@) < exp (—ii(m/2)(1 - 47) ! Ja|* = (d/2) log(1 - 477) ) Vy(x)

< exp (17{—(m/2) |z|* + 4d} ) Vi(x) .
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where we have used for the last inequality that —log(l —¢) < 2¢ for t € [0,1/2] and
47y < 1/2. The proof of the statement then follows since ||x| > K3 > 4y/d/m.
In the case ||z|| < K3, by (62), H1 and since (1 —t)~! < 1+ 4t for t € [0,1/2], we
obtain
(1 —4i)~ e = VU @)|° = a|® < y(1 = 477) ' {477 + 2L + L2} |||
< (L +16777) {47 + 2L +yL?} |||
which implies that

Q+Vii(x)/Vi(z) < o—myllz|?/4
+ exp [777 {m/4 + (14 1677y) (477 + 2L + ’YLQ)} H33||2 — (d/2)log(1 — 4i)] —1.

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

6.2 Geometric ergodicity for the MALA algorithm

We first provide a decomposition in 7 of 7)'*** defined in (30). For any z,z € R%, by
[DMS17, Lemma 24]', we have that

6
NN, 2) =Y A A (2, 2) (63)
k=2

where, setting x; = = + t{—yVU(z) + /2vz},

1
As (2, 2) = 2/ D? U (z)[2%?)(1/2 — t)dt

0

Ay (2,2) = 29 /0 D> U (wy)[z ® VU ()]t — 1/4)dt
2

/ D2 () )t

1
Ayy(z,2) = —/ D? U(ZL‘t)[VU(ZE)@Q]tdt +(1/2) ’ ;

0

1 1
Asofe2) = (/22 [ DU U@, [ D200
2

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

0

Proof of Lemma 6. Since fol D2U (2)[2%?])(1/2 — t)dt = 0, we get setting z; = = +
tH{—VU(z) + 27z},

As () 2)
= f// D3 U(sz; + (1 — s)x) {z®2 @ {—~2VU (z) + x/iz}] (1/2 — t)tdsdt . (64)

!Note that with the notation of [DMS17], MALA corresponds to HMC with only one leapfrog step
and step size equals to (2’y)1/2
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The proof follows from sup,cga [|D? U(z)|| < L and sup,cga |D? U(z)|| < M. O

Lemma 21. Assume H1 and HJ. Then, for any ¥ € (0, m3/(4L4)] there exists Co 5 <
oo such that for any v € (0,7], x,z € R? satisfying ||z|| > max(2K1, K2) and ||z|| <
||| /(4y/27), where Ko is defined in Lemma 16, it holds

YA (@, 2) < Cogyll2l* {1+ 12017} -

Proof. Let v € (0,7], x, 2 € R? satisfying ||z|| > max(2K7, K2) and ||z| < ||z]| /(4v/27).
Using (63), we get setting

1
Mg (0,2) = [ D2 UGV @)t

T’ly\/IALA(xj Z) < 2’}/A277(l’, Z) — ’y2A4,0,'y(«737 Z)

+ (29 PL2 ||z |2 + (VP /2) L2 1217 + (7P /2) 2L |2l + (P /4 L (=) 5 (65)
By H4, Lemma 16 and Lemma 17, we get for any z € R?, ||z|| > max(2K, K>),
Agpn(@,2) = (m/2)* ||z]* . (66)
Combining this result with (64), (66) in (65), we obtain using v < 5 < m3/(4L*)
A (7, 2) < 29M {27 2P + AL 2P 2l } = 72(m /2% [l
+ (@)L |zl 2l + (v /)L 1217 + (P /2) /2L |12 =]
Since for any a,b € RT and ¢ > 0, ab < (¢/2)a® + 1/(2¢)b?, we obtain
T’I;/IALA(:E,Z) <~ HZH2 {21/2L25_1 i (7/2)112 +2_3/273/2L35_1
+ (2 2M ||z + ML 2] }
I ||:c||2'y2 [5 {LM Lol/272 4 2—3/271/2113} _ m3/24} .
Choosing ¢ = (m?/2Y){LM + 2Y/2L? 4 273/231/231~1 concludes the proof. O

Lemma 22. Assume HI, H/ and let 5 € (0,m/(4L?)]. Then, for any v € (0,7] and
x € RY,

/Rd lyl* Qs (x, dy) < {1 = (my)/2} [l]® + byLp(o k) (2) +

where Q- is the Markov kernel of ULA defined in (26),

K4 = max (K2,2\/(2d)/m) . b=2d+ K? (L2 + 2L +m/2) .
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Proof. Let v € (0,7] and z € R?. By HI, we have
/Rd y11* Q4 (2, dy) < 2vd + [|=[|* (1 +7°L?) = 2y (VU (), 2) .

We distinguish the case when ||z|| > Ky and ||z|| < K4. If ||z|| > K4 > K5, by Lemma 16,
and since v <5 < m/(4L?), ||lz|| > K4 > 2+/(2d)/m,
/R Nyl Qs dy) < Jlal” [1 = {m = L2 = (2d)/ [0l }]
< Jll® {1 —ym/2} .

If ||z]| < K4, we obtain
[ WP Q) < ol (1= /23 + ol (22 + 2L+ m/2) + 244,

which concludes the proof. O
>

Lemma 23. Assume HI and Hj and lety € (O, m/(4L2)]. Then, there exist C3 5, Cy 5
0 such that for any x € R? and v € (0,7], we have

18:Qy — 82 Ry llmv < Ca57*/2(1 + [l®) (67)
18:Q4 /7 — 8, RI M |lvy < Cagy 2 (1 + [l])?) - (68)

Proof. Let x € R% and « € (0,7]. We first show that (67) holds and then use this result
to prove (68). Let f : RY — R be a bounded and measurable function. Then, by (26)
and (29), we have

Q1 f(z) — Ry f ()]
_ ‘ /Rd{f(x — VU (z) + v/272) — f(z)}

7_I\4ALA

T e (2)dz
MALA

<2 HfHOO /Rd ‘1 — min(l,e_T'v (93’2))‘ cp(z)dz

x {1 —min(1,e”

<2fll [ ()

The conclusion of (67) then follows from an application of Lemma 6.
We now turn to the proof of (68). Consider the following decomposition

[/71-1
SQ:QLIM _ SIRLIM — Z g,IQ{f/{Q7 _ RW}RLI/ﬂ_k_l )
k=0
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Therefore using the triangle inequality, we obtain that

[1/~v]-1
18,Q1 7 — 8, RV oy < D7 [18,Q5{Ry — Q IRV py . (69)
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 (67), we obtain that

8. {Ry — QR | < Cas 10 21 + 2l

and therefore using Lemma 22, we get

B QL Ry — QuYRIVTITFUp| < G |l v {1+ (1= my/2)* o + 2B/m}
Plugging this result in (69), we obtain
[1/41-1
18, QL = 8, R vy < G572 Y7 {14 (1= m/2)" ||2]* + 2b/m}
k=0
< Cy " ?{1 +2(|l2]|* +b)/m}
which concludes the proof. O

Proposition 24. Assume H1 and H/. Then for any K > 0 there exist ¥ > 0 and
e >0, such that for any z,y € R?, ||z|| V |ly|| < K, and v € (0,7] we have

18, RV — 8, RIVIIpy < 2(1—¢) . (70)
Proof. First note that for any z,y € R%, v > 0, by the triangle inequality, we obtain
H5xRL1/ﬂ — 5yR[Y1/ﬂ rv < H&:Rfyl/ﬂ — 51@3/71 v
+ (18, Q1T = 8,1 vy + (18, RIVT = 8, QL oy . (71)

We now give some bounds for each term on the right hand side for any z,y € R¢,
|z V |ly|| < K for a fixed K > 0 and v < 1/L. By Proposition 19, there exists ¢ > 0
such that for any z,y € R?, ||z|| V ||ly|| < K and v < 1/L,

18 Q1Y —8,QI" |l ry < 2(1 —e1) . (72)

In addition, by Lemma 23, there exists C' > 0 such that for any v € (O,m/(4L2)], and
z € R ||z]| < K,
18.QI/ 7 — 5. RV ||py < 092 (1 + K?) .

Combining this result with (72) in (71), we obtain that for any =,y € R?, ||z||V|y| < K,
v € (0,m/(4L%)],

stRgl/ﬂ — 5, RV H < 2(1 —e1) + 20912(1 + K?) |
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Therefore, we obtain that for any =,y € R?, ||z|| V ||ly|| < K, v € (0,7], (70) holds with
€ < £1/2 taking

5 = m/(4L2) A [g% (2c(1 + K2))*2] .

Lemma 25. Let 7 > 0 and v € (0,7]. Then, for any x € R?, ||z|| > 20,/27d,

/ o(2)dz < exp(— ]2 /(1287)) .
RIA\B(0, |||/ (4+/27))

Proof. Let > 0. By [LM00, Lemma 1],
P(|Z])* > 2{Vd+ Vx}?) <P(||Z|]* > d+ 2Vdx + 22) < e |

where Z is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian vector. Setting t = 2{v/d + /z}?, we
obtain

P(|Z|2 > t) < exp (— {d+ t/2 - \/2td}> ,
and for v/t > 5v/d, we get P(||Z|| > v/t) < e~¥/* which gives the result. O

Proposition 26. Assume HI and HJ. There exist ¥ > 0, @w > 0, and K5,b > 0 such
that for any v € (0,7] and x € R?,

RyVi(x) < (1= wy)Vi(x) + byl iy (2) ,
where Ry is the Markov kernel of MALA defined by (29) and 7 is given by (61).
Proof. Let 41 = m/(4L?). By (31) and Proposition 20, for any v € (0,7] and = € R,

MALA (:E 2
7

R Vi(e) < Q:Vala) + Vata) [ {1 = min(1 e~

—nNm xT 2
< e MY () 4 by s (@)

Yo (2)dz

MALA

+ Vﬁ(m)/ {1 —min(1,e™™ " ®2p(2)dz,
Ra
where K3 and b; are given in (61). Let
2 = min (1, Y1, m3/(4L4)) ,  K{ =max (1, 2K, Ko, K3,204/ 2’72d> .

Then, by Lemma 21 and Lemma 25, there exist C; > 0 such that for any z € R%,
|z]| > K1 and v € (0,72],

R Vy(a) < e A, @) 4 Vi (@) { oy + exp(— 2] /(1287)) }

< o I, (@) 4 V() {Cry + exp(=1/(1287))) -
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Using that there exists Cy > 0 such that supte(ojl){t_l exp(—1/(128t))} < Cy we get for
any r € Rd? H.T” > Kl, Y E (077}/2]7

R Vy(x) < eI /Ay, (0) 4 Vi (2)y {Cy + Co} .
Let
Ky = max <K174(Cl + C2)1/2(77m)71/2) ;73 = min (’72, 4 {mﬁKg}_l) :
Then, since for any ¢ € [0,1], e=* < 1—1/2, we get for any x € R, ||z|| > Ko, v € (0,73],

Ry Vy(w) < e ™55 /1V5(2) + Vy(w)y {C1 + Ca}
< (17 (IS €1 — )] Vo)
< {1 —vimK3/16} V;(z) . (73)

In addition, by Lemma 6, using that for any ¢ € R, 1 — min(1,e~%) < |¢|, there exists
Cs > 0 such that for any z € R?, ||z|| < Ko and v € (0, 73],

Ry Vy(z) < Vy(x) + byyLp(o k4 (@) + C37°/ /Rd{l + [lll® + |12 *Yp(2)dz
< (1 —ymK3/16)Vy(z) + amK2e™3 /16 + by
+ 037’731,/2 {1+ K3+ Cy}

where Cy = [ga l|2]|* ¢(z)dz. Combining this result and (73) completes the proof.
O
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A Random Walk Metropolis (RWM) algorithm

We show (59) for the RWM algorithm. For that purpose, consider the following addi-
tional assumption on U.

S1. There exist X,f( > 0 such that for all v € R?, ||z|| > K,

IVU@)[| >x~",  [D*U@)]| < x[[D*U(2)]

. [PPU@)| < x|IVU(2)|
and lim,| 4o |[D2U(2)|| / IVU ()] = 0.

Lemma 27. Assume that U € Cgoly(Rd,R) and S1. There exists 7 > 0 such that for
all v € (0,7], RE™™ satisfies the drift condition (59) with V = exp(U/2).

The proof requires several intermediate results. In the sequel, C is a positive constant
which can change from line to line but does not depend on . We first introduce some
notation and state two technical lemmas. For M € R9*? denote by | M || the Frobenius
norm of M. For a set A C R? define by A° = R%\ A. For all z € R? and K > 0, we
denote by Bj(z, K) (respectively Bj(z, K)), the open (respectively close) ball centered
at x of radius K. When the dimension d of the state space R? is unambiguous, they
are respectively denoted by B(x, K) and B(z, K). For all 2 € R? and v > 0, define the
acceptance region

AT = {z eR?: M (@, 2) < O} . (74)
For all # € R? and y > 0, define G : R, — [0, 1] for all ¢t > 0 by
G(t) = 1/2 + 2628 (t) — 2 B(2t) . (75)

Lemma 28. There exists tg > 0 such that for all t € [0,to], G(t) < 1 — (t?/2) and the
function G is non-increasing.

Proof. We have for all ¢t > 0,
G (t) = 202 { (1) — 264 2(21) | (76)

and G'(0) = 0, G"”(0) = —1 so there exists tg > 0 such that for all t € [0, ], G(t) <
1 — (t2/2), which is the first statement of the lemma. Regarding the second statement,
by an integration by parts, we have for all s > 0

_ e—5°/2 1 00 o—u?/2
P(s) = — — — / ——du
V2rns  V2m Js U
and using a change of variables u = v 4 ¢, we get for all ¢ > 0

_ _ “+o00 t(t—’l)) —'u2/2
d(t) — 2e(3t2)/2<1>(2t) = / 2672 — i? ¢ .
t (v+1) v V2n
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We now show that ®(t) —2e(3*)/2&(2¢) < 0 for all t > 0 which will finish the proof using
(76). We distinguish the case t > 0.4 and ¢t € [0,0.4]. For ¢t > 0.4, define h; : [t,+00) = R
given for all v >t by

hi(v) = 2In(1 +t/v) — In(2) — t* + vt .

We show in the sequel that hy(v) > 0 for all v > t > 0.4, which implies ®(t) —
2e(3t2)/2<i>(2t) <0 for all £ > 0.4. We have for all v > ¢

hy(v) = t{=2/{v(t+v)} + 1}

and hy is decreasing on [t, vyin V t] and increasing on [vyin V t, +00) where vpyin = (—t +
Vt? 4+ 8)/2. Note that vyiy > ¢ is equivalent to ¢ < 1 and for all ¢t > 1, hy(t) = In(2) > 0.
Define £ : (0,1] — R given for all ¢ € (0, 1] by

V2 + 8+t
£(t) = hy(Umin) = 21In (\/m) —1In(2) + (¢/2) ( 3t+ V2 + )

:5ln(2)—4ln< t 2+ ) (t/2) (—3t+\/t2+8> .

We have for all ¢ € (0,1]
O(t)==3t+Vt2+8>0,

¢ is non-decreasing and ¢(0.4) > 0, which implies that for all ¢t € [0.4,1] and v > ¢,
hi(v) > 0. Therefore, G'(t) <0 for all ¢ > 0.4.

For t € [0,0.4], we use the following lower and upper bounds by [CCM11, Theorems
1 and 2] for all s >0

\f o (3/4)s? s
S < 1 2 S
and we get for all ¢ € [0,0.4]
_ _ 2\[ 1
2eB)2p(2) — B(t) > e /2 .
e (2t) (t) >e 3\[ ~5

The right hand side is decreasing on [0, 0.4] and positive because

(2v/ee” %) /(3y/m) — (1/2) > 0.02,
which implies that G'(t) < 0 for all ¢ € [0, 0.4]. O

Lemma 29. Assume that U € Cf)oly( ,R) and S 1. Let * € R

2]l > M and K > 0. For ally >0 and z € B(0, K), we have

HD2 Uz 4+ /272)

< |D*U(2)|| {1+ C(K)}
where C(K) = (CxK)Y2y /4eOVTK/2
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Proof. Let z € B(0, K). Define f :[0,1] — R4 by f(t) = D*U(z + t/27yz) — D*U(x)
for t € [0,1]. We have

D10 = (7.0 U+ 0y/572) - B2

where for i,j € {1,...,d}

( Uz +t\/2vz) ) Z@UkU (x +t\/272)\/ 272k -
Using the equivalence of norms in finite dimension and S1, we get

<O Wlp [P UG +ty/272) | V27|12
<ox (IF@IR + P2 U @) vl

which gives by Gronwall’s inequality,

1F())? < |[D*U@)|? (ecmnzu _ 1) .

Using (e® — 1)1/2 < (/se%/2 for all s > 0, we get the result. O

\ IO

We now proceed to the proof of Lemma 27. Note that we have for all z € R? and
v>0

RRWMV oIzl /2
/ARWM m(z —l— (27m) d/2

m(x 4+ /272) B 7(z +/272) e—lzl1?/2
+/(ARWM>° {1 i () () } (2m)d/2 dz (77)

where AZ"M is defined in (74).

Intuition behind the proof Before giving the proof of the lemma, we sketch here
the analysis of a simple case in one dimension where U(z) = a |z| (with a proper regu-
larization near 0), a > 0 and let = > 0 be large enough. By (77), we get

00 —22
REVG) 4 L e
V(x) 0 V2n
+00 7 T2 e—z2/2
14+ —an/v/2z _ —a~\/2vyz d
+/0 { e e }7\/% z

= (1/2) + 2674 (\/7/2a) — ¢” 7B (y/270)
= G(a\/7/2) = 1 — (va®) /4 + O(v**a®)
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(22, cee ,Zd)
cone(0, 6,)

B(0,K,)

<1

p(z-1)

Figure 3: Figure illustrating the definitions of cone(0, 6, ), b(z—1), c(2—1) and ¢(2—1).

and the expected contraction in 1 — Cv. The proof below is devoted to make this
intuition rigorous and the main steps are a localization argument, a comparison to the
one dimensional case and an upper bound on the remainder terms.

In the sequel, let z € RY, ||z|| > M where M is given by S1.

Step 1: restriction to B(0, K,) Define for all v > 0
K., = {8log((1/7) V1) + 2dlog(2)}'/% . (78)

Let Z be a standard d-dimensional Gaussian vector. By Markov’s inequality and (78),
we have
K2

P(|Z]| > K,) < e 'S/ E [e“Z“Q/ﬂ < exp <—4” + Zlog(?)) <y (79)

Using 7(z)/m(z + +/27z) < 1 for 2 € AZWM,

14 /(@ + V/272) f7(2) — (o + /372) () < 5/4

41



for z € (AZYM)S, (77) and (79), we get

RRWMV(x) 7-‘-(:6) e—||z||2/2
A A 2 _
vy <G40 *A;w o) N ot vas eoiz

m(x+v2y2) (x4 2yz) | e 2
" /(AZRWM)C oo () {1 ! ()  7(a) } (2m)d/2 dz. (80)

Step 2: splitting B(0, K,) into B(0, K,) N AFY™ and B(0, K,) N (AFWM)  In this

paragraph, we introduce several geometric quantities illustrated with Figure 3. Define
~ > 0 by

max { (OXK3) 291 exp(Cx72K5/2), (3/2)v/27Kax} =1/2,  (81)
where C' is the positive constant given in Lemma 29. Denote by
Oy = (OxK5)Y?3* exp(Ox7Y2 K+ /2) € [0,1/2] . (82)

Let e1(z) = VU(z)/ ||[VU(z)|| and consider the decomposition z = (z1,...,24) of z in
an orthonormal basis (e1(z),e2(x),...,eq(x)) of R%. For all z € R, denote by z_1 =
(22,...,24) € RL For all v € (0,7], define 0., € [0,n/4] by

2 i
tan 6., = ZMKWW (1+Cy) €0,1] . (83)

Denote by
cone(0,0,) = {z eR?: |z < (tan6s) Hz_lH} .

Define b,c: B4—1(0, K) — R4 for all z_1 € B4_1(0, K,) by
b(z1) = (K2 = |z-1|)Y? and  e(z-1) = (tan6,) [z_1]| - (84)
By Lemma 29 with K = K, we have for all z € B(0, K)
[D2U@ + v232)|| < P2 U@)| 1+ ) (85)
where C} is given in (82). By Taylor’s theorem, we have for all z € B(0, K,)

Uz +/27z) = U(z) = V27 [[VU (2)]| 21 + 2r(2) (86)
where r, : B(0, K,) — R is defined for all z € B(0, K,) by

1
e (2) =~ /0 (1= ) D2U(z + ty/272)[=%2dt . (87)
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By (83), (85) and (87), we have for all z € B(0, K,) N cone(0, §.,)°

4y (2) < K, D U (@) (14 C1) (1] + 121 )
< V2 VU @) (1/2) tan b, {1+ (tan6y) "'} [za] < /27 [VU@)] || - (89)

By (86) and (88), we obtain for all z € B(0, K.,) N cone(0, 6,)¢, z # 0,

{ (z 4+ /272) — }21>0 (89)

Moreover, by S1 and (85), we have for all z € B(0, K.,)

1
(e1(2), VU(2 + V/272)) = VU ()] = /27 / D2 U + t/272) [z, e1 ()] dt
[(e1(2), VU@ + /292)) = [VU@)]]| < V291 + COXE, [ VU ()]

and (e1(z), VU (z + v/272)) > 0. By a version of the implicit function theorem given in
Proposition 30, there exists ¢ : B4q—1(0, Ky) — R continuous such that for all v € (0,7],

{z € B(0,K,): U(z + V2yz) = }
={(¢ 2.1 € Bg_1(0,K,)} . (90)
Combining (89) and (90), we obtain for all v € (0,7],
ABMAB(0,K,) = {2 € BO.K,) 21 < p(e1)) | oy
(Agij)C NB(0, K,) = {Z €B(0,Ky):21 > 90(2—1)} ’ (92)

and for all z_; € By_1(0, K,), |¢(2-1)] < ¢(2-1). These properties and definitions are
summarized in Figure 3.

Step 3: intermediate upper bound on RE"™V(z)/V(x) Using (80) and the defi-
nitions of b and ¢, see (84), (90), (91) and (92), we have

2
o—llz_112/2

RWM
M g (z_l)i
v (Qn)(d—l)m

V(x)

where g, : B4_1(0, K,,) = Ry is defined for all z_1 € B;4_1(0, K,) by

<G/ + [ ey (93)

z_1€Bgq_1(0,K~)

(=1 )V—b(z_1))Ab(_1) r@) e
g'Y(z—l) :/ 1/2d21
“b(=_1) m(z + v/27z) (2n)
N /b(zl) 1+ m(x +272)  w(x+/272) e ?1/2 d
_ 4
(@(2—1)V—b(2—1))Ab(21) () m(z) (2m)1/2
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For all z_1 € B4_1(0, K.,), we decompose g-(z_1) in g,(z—1) = A1(2-1) + A2(2_1) where
A1(z—1) and Aa(z_1) are defined by

) (¢(2-1)V=b(2-1))A0 () e—Z1/2
a-1) = /b(z_l) m(z + v/272) (275)1/2
+/0 n m(x+V2yz)  w(r+V2yz) et /2 doy . (94)
(p(z-1)V=b(2_1))A0 m(z) m(z) (2m)t/2 7
(¢(2-1)VO)Ab(2-1) () e—1/2
As(z_1) = dzy
2(2-1) /0 7@ + v272) (20)12
N /b(zl) 1+ m(r+v2v2) 7@+ v272) et/ & (95)
(o1 VOB ) () @) [ o2
Combining it with (93), we obtain
RRWMV(w) ef||z_1H2/2
0 < (5/4)4? / Aq(z_ As(z1)} —————=dz_1. (96
V) o (5/4)y" + e €Bys0 Kw){ 1(2-1) + A2(z-1) } (2n)@ /2 z-1. (96)
By (86) and (94), we have for all z_; € B4—1(0, K)
Aq (Z_l) = All(z_l) + Alg(z_l) + A13(Z_1) + A14(Z_1) (97)
where
© O WARIU@Ia €
All(z—l) :/ Y )| z1 d
b(z—1) ( )1/2

—b(z—1)V—c(z-1) z1/2
Az ) = / VAU 10y (2) {1 _ o (2)
12(2-1) o) { }( )1/2
€

(p(z=1)V=b(z=1))A 23 /2
Aqalz_ 1) = eV/2IVU@)[21414(2) [ { _ o= (2) d
13(2-1) /_b(21)v_c(Zl) { e }(2n)1/2 21,
0
e | L e ) ek )
((2_1)V—b(_1))A0 () ()
—22/2
_ V/21VU@)]z N
( )1/
By (86) and (95), we have for all z_; € B;_1(0, K.,)
Ax(z-1) = Ag1(z-1) + Aa(z—1) + Aa3(2—1) + A2a(z-1) + Aos(2-1)
z2—1)VO)Ab(z—
n /(“0( WOED [ @) ARIvu@e
0 m(x + /27z)
e—z%/Q
VIV @) Gmada (09)
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where

b(z —z2/2
VARRIVU@) 21 _ o —V2ZA VU ()21 !
A21 Z 1 /0 1—|—e (§] } (2n)1/2d21,
zZ_ 1 /\bZ 1) e—z%/Z
A o V2IVU@)|z1-14(2) [ _ ()L € 0 4
22(2-1) /(w b { ¢ }(zn)l/z 1
—VEIVU@)I 2 () /2
—/ 2y x)||z1 A 2ry(2
Ags(z-1) /( o) {1 e } 2n)1/2d21’
—22/2
—VA2IVU@)|z1—17(2) [1 _ ary()) & 7
Agy(z-1) /z Do e v {1 e }(Qn)l/Qth
Aps(2 1) = / o mivu e {1~ o)) 2
25(2-1 - PR S] —e™ ¥ L ————dz .
c(z,l)/\b(z,l) (2m)1/2

By (91), {m(z)/m(x + /272)}/2 < 1 for all z; € [0,¢(2_1) V 0]. Hence, the last term in
the right hand side of (98) is nonpositive and we get

AQ(Z_l) < Ay (2_1) + AQQ(Z_l) + A23(Z_1) + A24(Z_1) + A25(Z_1) . (99)

Combining (97) and (99), we obtain for all z_1 € B4_1(0, K)

Ai(z1) + Aa(z-1) < An(z—1) + A1 (z-1) + Ara(z-1) + Aig(2-1) + Ara(z-1)
+ Aga(z-1) + Asz(z-1) + Aga(z-1) + Aas(2—1) . (100)

Step 4: upper bound on A;(z_1)+ A2(z—1) We upper bound each term in the right
hand side of (100) and we first consider the terms A1; + Ag;. Define a : (0,7] x R? — R
for all 5 € (0,4) and & € R?, ||&| > M by

= VA2|IVU @) - (101)
We have for all z_; € By_1(0, K,),
A1 (z-1) + A21(221) < G(a(v,2)) (102)

where G is defined in (75).

We now consider the remainder terms A19(z_1), A13(2-1), A14(2-1), A22(2-1), Aa23(2-1), A24(2_1)
and Ags(z_1) in (100). Let z_1 € B4_1(0, K). By definition of ¢(z_1), see (84), we have
for all 21 € [=b(2—1), —c(2=1) V —b(2-1)], z ¢ cone(0, f), and by (88)

VA2|VU ()] 210+ 1y (2) < (1/2)/7/2([VU ()] 21 -

Combining it with 1 —e® < |s| for all s € R, (85) and (87), we get

—c(z-1)V—b(z
As(zq) < 0/ e<1/2>\/v/2uw<m>||zl,yHDz @) 11z ||

b(z—1) )1/2

45



Considering the upper bound ||z|* < K2 or the decomposition 121> = 23 + [|lz1 ]|, we
obtain

Ara(z1) < O [D* U (@) | min { K30 /50(a(y.2)/2). (2P + 1)}

where a(v, z) is defined in (101), and using for all t > 0, e!*/3®(¢/2) < V/2/(\/At), we get

2H H 2 P2 U@] U( )H

Similarly, we have the same upper bound (103) for As4(z_1) and Aas(z_1).
Using for all s € R, 1 —e® < min(1, |s]), W(.%')/ﬂ({—l— V27z) < 1for z € AFWM, (83),
(84), (85), (86), (87) and (91), we have for all z_; € B4_1(0, K),

(p(z-1)V=b(2-1))A0 o—72/2
Aig(z-1) < e min(1,|r7(z)|)mdz1
< ¢(z-1) min(1 CHD2 nyKQ
< C\fK2HD2 l min(1, C'|D* U(x)|| vK?2)
B VU ()|
D?U D2U
< C'min (fKQHHVU( )HH VK éHHVU( )’H a(v,z) ) . (104)

where a(v,z) is defined in (101). Similarly, we have the same upper bound (104) for
A22(271) and A23(Z,1).

Concerning A14(z—1), note first that by definition of ¢(z_1), see (90), (91), (92), and
(86), (87) we have for all z; € [(¢(z-1) V —b(2-1)) A0, 0]

o1 (2 ]\ﬁuvv ]21‘. (105)

Using 1 —e® < |s| for all s € R, \/7(z + /272)/7(x) < 1 for all 2z € (AZEM)E, (85), (87)
and (105), we obtain

{1— eV RIU@la Y | W {1— e VRITU@l )|

§min( 1,/7/2 | VU (z ||]21)
—|—min(1,
< Cmin (1,7 |D* U(z)| K2)

D)l 21 +1,(2)])

y (83), (84) and using |p(z-1)| < ¢(2-1), we obtain
< e [PV O
Ag(z-1) <C <\fK U VYK U@ ,x)? (106)

where a(y, z) is defined in (101).
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Step 5: conclusion Let ¢ = (1/4) min(1,#3) where tg is defined in Lemma 28. Let 5 >
0 be defined by C'v/7K. %X max (1, K %X2> = € where C' is the maximum of the positive
constants given in (103), (104) and (106). Define then ;3 =5 A ¥ A t3 Amin(1, x%/2)/10
where 4 is given in (81). By S1, there exists M > M such that for all 2 € R?, |zl > M,
Cd||D*U(z)| / |[VU(z)|? < e, where C is given in (103).

By (103), (104) and (106), we have for all z € R?, ||z|| > M and v € (0,7]

/ B {A12(2-1) + A13(2—1) + A1a(z—1) + Aa(2-1)

z_1€Bg_1(z,K~)

o llz_1l2/2

(2m)(@D)/2 dz

< min(e, ea(y, z)?) (107)

+ Agz(2-1) + Aga(z-1) + Azs(2-1)}

where a(7, ) is defined in (101). We consider now two cases:
e if a(y,z) > to, by (100), (102), (107) and Lemma 28, for all z € R?, ||z|| > M,
v € (0,71]
/ {A1(z21) + A2(2-1)} ﬂdz_l
z_1€B4_1(0,K,) (2m)(d=1)/2
<1 (B/2) +e<1— (/4 <1—(1/4)y.

e if a(vy,z) € (0,%], by (100), (102), (107), Lemma 28 and S1, for all z € R,
HxH > M7 Y E (07:)/1]7

/ (r(e) + An(er)y
1(z21) + As(21)} —————+~=d2z_4
2_1€B4-1(0,K~) (gn)(d—l)/z
2 -2
Sl—(l/Q—e)a(fy’x)Z < 1_WS 1_%'

Combining it with (96), we obtain for all z € RY, ||z|| > M, v € (0,71],
. -2
RNV (x)/V(z) <1 —min(1,x"~/2)7/8 .
Besides, denote by

o [V e ETVW)
A_y,||y||1§)M{ Vi(y) % V(y) }

By Lemma 10, we have for all z € R?, ||z]] < M, v € (0,71], RE™MV (2)/V (x) < 1+~A.
We get then for all 2 € RY, v € (0,741],

min -2
RO () < <1_ (1,>§ /2)7> V()

min(1, x~2/2)

XY v (el < 37)

—i—’y(A—i—

47



which concludes the proof.

A version of the implicit function theorem

The following proposition is taken from [Apo69, Theorem 7.21] and [Bor13, Theorem 6].

Proposition 30. Let K be a compact metric space and f: R x K — R be a continuous
function. Assume that there exist M > m > 0 such that for all z € K, z,y € R, x #£ y,

< f(x,z)—f(y,z)
T —y

<M. (108)

Then, there exists a unique continuous function & : K — R satisfying for all z € K,

f(&(2),2) = 0.

Proof. Denote by C(K) the set of real continuous functions on K. By standard arguments,
C(K) is complete under the uniform norm defined for all g1, g2 € C(K) by ||g1 — 92]|cc =
sup,ek [191(2) — g2(2)]|. Define ¢ : C(K) — C(K) for all g € C(K) and z € K by

P(9)(2) = g(2) = (1/M)f(9(2), 2) -

By (108), we have for all g,h € C(K) and z € K,

[¥(9)(2) = ¢ (h)(2)] < {1 = (m/M)}|g(2) — h(z)]

and |[¥(g) — ¥(h)]|eo < {1 = (m/M)}||g — h|loc- ¥ is a contraction on C(K) and has a
unique fixed point £ in C(K) which satisfies f(£(z),z) =0 for all z € K. O

B Additional results for the numerical experiments

B.1 One dimensional example: from theory to practice

We consider the setup of Section 4.1. In order to be able to numerically integrate, we
truncate the integrals to a finite interval [—a, a] for a > 0, i.e. we approximate 7(f), f’,

m(Yp), w(fpi) for 1 < i, j < p by
()~ [ fWmbar,

Fa) = ~(/ma) [ a0 {f(t) -/ Zf(U)ﬂ(U)dU} t |
mwiv) ~ [ mlouiood
w(fo)~ [

—a

{f(t) - f(u)w(u)du} Gi()dt .

48



a 3 4 5) 6
approx. of o2 (t) | 89.28 92.41 92.45 92.45
approx. of [0*]; | —30.19 | —34.37 | —34.42 | —34.42
approx. of [0} ]1 | —27.70 | —28.57 | —28.56 | —28.56

Table 3: Approximations of o2 (t), [#*]; and [0}

*]1, function of the truncation boundary
a.

0.30

0.251

0.201

0.151

0.054

0.001

Figure 4: Plot of .

We consider several values for a € {3,4,5,6} and we expect that when [ m(t)d¢ is
close to 1, the truncation is a good approximation of the true quantity. We are par-
ticularly interested in the value of the asymptotic variance of the Langevin diffusion
o2 (f) = 2x(ff) and the optimal parameters 6*, 65, defined in (14) and (33). Approx-
imations of these quantities are reported in Table 3 for different truncation boundaries
a € {3,4,5,6}; concerning 6* and 6}, which are p-dimensional vectors, we only list their
first coordinate, [0*]; and [0],];. We observe that truncating the integrals to a = 5 is
sufficient to obtain valid and stable results. It is coherent with the fact that most of the
mass of 7 is contained in this interval, see Figure 4.

It is worth to point out that, although the quantities of interest to construct a con-
trol variate, i.e. 02 (f), 0%, 0},, can be accurately estimated by truncating the integrals,
others, like f’ , highly depend on the truncation boundary a. We plot in Figure 5 several
approximations of f’ , by truncating the integrals to a € {3,4,5,6}. Note that by an

integration by parts, limg 40 f’(m)/x2 = (', with C' > 0. These plots highlight that
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boundary: 3 boundary: 4

10 10
8 8
6 6
4 4
2 2
0 0
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
boundary: 5 boundary: 6
10 10
8 8
6 6
4 4
2 2
0 0
-4 -2 0 2 4 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6

Figure 5: Plots of f’ for a € {3,4,5,6}.

truncating the integrals has a significant impact on the approximation of f’.

In Figures 6 and 7, we plot g, and Zgg for 0 € {6*,0;,} where go = (0,7), ¢ =
{4;}? are defined in (4.1) and p € {4,...,10}. It illustrates that f’ and f are better
approximated for even p; for p > 8, gp., gy. and ZLgg«, Lgg: are very close and the
two methods obtain similar variance reductions.
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Figure 6: Plots of g and Zgy for 6 € {6*,0;,} and p € {4,5,6}.
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B.2 Proof of Lemma 11

We have for all z € R4

N
VUiog(z) = ~ZTY + Y Zi/(1 + e 5%) + 2/,
=1
N e—Z;F$
D? Ulog(x) = » ﬁziz? +1d /<%,
=1 (1 +e 4 w)

3 N efZ;-Fac efz;-rx 23
e e e O G

Using for all i € {1,...,N} and # € R? that 0 < e Zi%/(1 4+ ¢ %i%)2 < 1/4, Ulog is
strongly convex, gradient Lipschitz and satisfies H1, (27), H4 and S1.
For Upyo, define h: R — R_ for all t € R by h(t) = In(P(t)). We have for all t € R,

=20 e 20, 2O

®(t) D(t) D(t)
(1) (t)\* . D)
R (t) = 30 {2 <<1>(t)) +3tq)(t) +12 — 1}

and for all x € R4

N
VUpro(x) = > {1 = Y)W (=Zf @) = Yil! (Z] )} Zi + x/5*

s
Il
R

D? Uppo(2) {-(1=Y)n"(-Z}2) - Y;h" (2} 2)} ;2] +1d /* |

I
.MZ

s
I
—

D? Uppo()

I
.EZ

(1—Y)h®(~z ) - Yih(?’)(ZiTx)} 788

By an integration by parts, we have for all ¢ < 0

/ t —s2
t+<1>(t):7t e8/2ds
D(t) O(t) J-oo V2ms?
and t + ®'(t)/®(t) > 0 forall t € R. Let t < 0 and s = —t > 0. We have ®(t) = &(s) =
erfc(s/v/2)/2 where erfc : R — R, is the complementary error function defined for all
u € R by erfc(u) = (2/4/n) f;oo e v’dv. By [GR14, Section 8.25, formula 8.254], we
have the following asymptotic expansion for s — 400

3 —52/2
d(s) = e\/ﬁs (1-s2+3s14+0(s79)) .

93



Using that ®'(t) = (2n)~/2¢~*/2 for all ¢ € R, we get asymptotically for ¢ — —oo and
s = —t — 400,
(t)/D(t) =s(1+5 225+ 0(s79)) (109)

and lim;_,_ h”(t) = —1. There exists then C' > 0 such that for all t € R, —C < h”(t) <
0. Upro is then strongly convex, gradient Lipschitz and satisfies H1 and (27). By (109),
we have for t — —oo and s = —t — +00, h3)(t) = O(s™!). Upyo satisfies then H4 and
S1.

B.3 Additional results for the Bayesian logistic and probit regressions

We first define the basis of functions ™" and 1** based on first and second order
polynomials respectively. Let !5 = (yf5t, ... 4Is") be given for i € {1,...,d} and
r = (21,...,74) € R? by ¢(z) = 2; and ¢?d = ( %nd,...,w§?§+3)/2) be given for
= (x1,...,74) € R? by

d(z) =ay forke{l,...,d} , v@%(x)=a2} forke{l,...,d},
ViY(x) = 2x; fork=2d+ (j—1)(d—35/2)+(i—j)andall 1 <j<i<d.

't and 4 are in Cgf)ly(Rd, R) and are linearly independent in C(R? R).

We provide additional plots for the logistic regression, see Figure 8 and Figure 9,
and the results for the Bayesian probit regression presented in Section 4, see Table 4,
Figure 10 and Figure 11. They are similar to the results obtained for the Bayesian
logistic regression.
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Figure 8: Boxplots of x1, x9,x3, x4 using the ULA, MALA and RWM algorithms for
the logistic regression. The compared estimators are the ordinary empirical average
(O), our estimator with a control variate (18) using first (CV-1) or second (CV-2) order
polynomials for v, and the zero-variance estimator of [PMG14] using a first (ZV-1) or
second (ZV-2) order polynomial basis.
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Figure 9: Boxplots of #7,23, 23, 23 using the ULA, MALA and RWM algorithms for
the logistic regression. The compared estimators are the ordinary empirical average
(O), our estimator with a control variate (18) using first (CV-1) or second (CV-2) order
polynomials for v, and the zero-variance estimator of [PMG14] using a first (ZV-1) or

second (ZV-2) order polynomial basis.
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the probit regression. The compared estimators are the ordinary empirical average (O),
our estimator with a control variate (18) using first (CV-1) or second (CV-2) order
polynomials for v, and the zero-variance estimator of [PMG14] using a first (ZV-1) or

second (ZV-2) order polynomial basis.

o7



0.134

0.132

e, 0.130
x

0.128

0.126

223
222
221
220
2.19
218
217

216

algorithm
. ULA
[ MALA
N RWM

- ?’ .

(¢} CV-1 CV-2 ZV-1 ZV-2
method
algorithm
N ULA
0 MALA
. RWM

o — ¢ —

o Cv-1 Cv-2 ZV-1 2ZV-2
method

3.96

3.94

3.92

3.90

3.88

3.86

3.84

3.82

‘?}'

t— '

CV-1

CV-2 ZV-1
method

algorithm
I ULA
B MALA
Bl RWM

< =0= O

2ZV-2

Figure 11:  Boxplots of z%, 23,23 using the ULA, MALA and RWM algorithms for
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MCMC CV-1-MCMC CV-2-MCMC ZV-1-MCMC ZV-2-MCMC
Variance | VRF Variance VRF Variance | VRF  Variance VRF Variance
T ULA 2.1 24 0.089 2.9e+03  0.00073 20 0.11 2.7e403  0.00078
MALA 0.41 22 0.019 2.7e+03  0.00015 18 0.023 2.6e4+03  0.00016
RWM 1.2 23 0.05 2.2e+03  0.00054 21 0.056 2.2e+03  0.00053
To ULA 27 24 1.1 2.8e+03 0.0099 18 1.5 2.4e+03 0.011
MALA 6.4 24 0.27 2.9e+03 0.0022 19 0.34 2.6e+03 0.0025
RWM 13 18 0.72 1.8e+03 0.0073 16 0.81 1.8e+03 0.0075
T3 ULA 11 24 0.47 6.7e+03 0.0017 18 0.62 6.3e+03 0.0018
MALA 2.6 23 0.11 Te+03 0.00037 18 0.14 6.8e+03  0.00038
RWM 5.5 18 0.3 4.3e+03 0.0013 16 0.34 4.3e+03 0.0013
x% ULA 0.75 3.5 0.22 1.6e+02 0.0048 2.8 0.26 1.3e+02 0.0057
MALA 0.15 3.5 0.043 1.5e+02 0.001 2.8 0.053 1.3e+02 0.0011
RWM 0.43 2.6 0.16 1.2e+02 0.0035 2.4 0.18 1.2e+02 0.0037
x5 ULA 4.7e+02 9.3 51 1.4e+03 0.33 7.5 63 1.2e4+03 0.4
MALA | 1.1e+02 9.1 12 1.5e+03 0.073 7.6 14 1.3e+03 0.085
RWM | 2.2e+02 7.7 29 1e403 0.22 6.9 33 9.8e+02 0.23
73 ULA 1.1e+02 9.8 11 9.7e402 0.11 7.9 14 7.9e4-02 0.14
MALA 24 9.7 2.5 9.8e+02 0.025 8.1 3 8.5e+02 0.029
RWM 52 7.9 6.7 6.1e+02 0.086 7.1 7.4 5.9e+02 0.088

Table 4: Estimates of the asymptotic variances for ULA, MALA and RWM and each
parameter z;, z7 for i € {1,...,d}, and of the variance reduction factor (VRF) on the
example of the probit regression.
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