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Abstract

We design and analyze unbiased Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) schemes based on
couplings of blocked Gibbs samplers (BGSs), whose total computational costs scale linearly
with the number of parameters and data points. Our methodology is designed for and
applicable to high-dimensional BGS with conditionally independent blocks, which are often
encountered in Bayesian modeling. We provide bounds on the expected number of iterations
needed for coalescence for Gaussian targets, which imply that practical two-step coupling
strategies achieve coalescence times that match the relaxation times of the original BGS
scheme up to a logarithmic factor. To illustrate the practical relevance of our methodology,
we apply it to high-dimensional crossed random effect and probabilistic matrix factorization
models, for which we develop a novel BGS scheme with improved convergence speed. Our
methodology provides unbiased posterior estimates at linear cost (usually requiring only a
few BGS iterations for problems with thousands of parameters), matching state-of-the-art
procedures for both frequentist and Bayesian estimation of those models.

1 Introduction

In recent years, unbiased Markov Chain Monte Carlo via couplings (UMCMC) has emerged as a
promising framework to remove bias from MCMC estimates, thus potentially allowing for early
stopping, simplifying the convergence diagnostic process and facilitating parallelization (Glynn
and Rhee, 2014; Jacob et al., 2020). In UMCMC, coupled chains are run for a random number
of iterations (at least up to coalescence) and their values are combined to produce unbiased
estimates. A natural question that arises is whether this class of estimates incurs a greater
computational cost than conventional MCMC based on simple ergodic averages and to quantify
this potential difference. Framing the question differently, one may ask whether it is possible
to devise UMCMC methods with computational cost matching top performing MCMCs, while
enjoying the above mentioned benefits.

On a different line of research, various works showed how carefully designed blocked Gibbs
Samplers (BGSs), i.e. Gibbs sampling schemes that update entire blocks of coordinates jointly,
can achieve state-of-the-art performances for sampling from the posterior distributions of various
challenging high-dimensional Bayesian models, such as non-nested models with crossed depen-
dencies (Papaspiliopoulos et al., 2019, 2023). In particular, BGSs achieve linear computational
costs in the number of parameters and observations in asymptotic regimes where both diverge
to infinity.



In this work, we seek to combine these two lines of research, aiming to design UMCMC
BGS methods with linear computational cost in the aforementioned high-dimensional regimes.
Specifically, we provide a theoretical contribution, i.e. the analysis of BGS couplings for Gaussian
targets via explicit bounds on the expected number of iterations, showing that practical two-step
BGS coupling schemes achieve coupling times that match relaxation times up to a logarithmic
factor; and some methodological ones, discussing implementation aspects of couplings of BGS
with conditionally independent blocks and developing a novel BGS scheme for probabilistic
matrix factorization which empirically reduces the MCMC complexity to linear for those models.
To illustrate the practical relevance of our methodology, we apply it to crossed random effect
models (Gelman, 2005; Baayen et al., 2008), a commonly used class of additive models that
connect a response variable to categorical predictors, and to probabilistic matrix factorization
(PMF) models (Salakhutdinov and Mnih, 2008; Miller and Carter, 2020), which can be seen as
dimensionality reduction models based on low-rank representations.

The remaining part of the article is organized as follows: after briefly presenting the objectives
of the paper and the three running examples that motivate our research in Section 2, we review
how to exploit couplings to obtain unbiased estimates in Section 3. The main theoretical results
are presented in Section 4: we provide bounds on the expected number of iterations needed
for coalescence of coupled chains and specialize it for different classes of Markov chains. We
apply the methodology and the theoretical results to Gaussian crossed random effect models in
Section 5, generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs) with crossed effects in Section 7 and to
PMF models in Section 8. Section 6 discusses some methodological aspects related to couplings
of BGS with conditionally independent blocks. The code to reproduce the simulations reported
in this paper can be found at https://github.com/paoloceriani/couplings_bgs.

2 Motivation and objectives

Many high-dimensional Bayesian models with a high degree of conditional independence are well-
suited for BGSs. For these classes of models, BGSs often achieve state-of-the-art performance
and in particular, unlike most available sampling schemes, result in a total computational cost
scaling linearly in the number of observations and parameters. In this paper we will consider the
following three models as running examples motivating the methodology and theory developed
later. Despite their relatively simple formulations, these models are computationally challenging
to estimate: correlated errors lead to expensive GLS estimates and strong posterior dependence
induced by observations results in slow mixing of standard MCMC:s.

Model 1 (Gaussian crossed random effects). Cross-classified data, where each observation can
be simultaneously classified according to two or more variables, are commonly found in the
modern scientific literature, with applications in various domains including health and social
sciences (Gelman, 2005; Baayen et al., 2008). More in detail, a univariate response variable
y is assumed to depend additively on the unknown effects of K categorical variables, termed
factors, each one with I different possible values, called levels, for k = 1,..., K. The effect
of the i-th level of the k-th factor is described by a random variable agk), object of inference.
Let at®) = (agk),...,ay;)) denote the Ip-dimensional vector of effects of the k-th factor, for
k=1,..K;y=(y)Y,, a= (a(k))ff:l and 7 = (75)K_, the vectors of all data, effects and
precisions respectively. Furthermore let ix[n] denote the level of the k-th factor associated to the
n-th observation (see e.g. Section 1.1 and Chapter 11 of Gelman and Hill (2006) for more details
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on this notation). In this paper, for clarity of exposition, we will consider the intercept-only
version, although the concepts discussed extend to more general versions with covariates as well
as random slopes (Gao and Owen, 2016; Papaspiliopoulos et al., 2023). The model with its
standard prior can then be written as

K
Ynlp, 8,70 ~ N <M+Za§ffn],fo‘1> n=1,.N,
k=1
al? | ~ N(0, 7 i=1,., I k=1,...K, (1)
p(tk) oc 77, 0 for k=0,.., K,
p(p) < 1,

where (4 is a random intercept. In (1), p(-) denotes the density of the random variable inside
the brackets and N(u,0?) denotes a Gaussian distribution with mean p and variance o?. We
will often consider the model with K = 2 factors, where one can think of y,, as the rating that
user i1[n] gave to film is[n].

Model 2 (GLMMs with crossed effects). Generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs) extend
the framework of linear mixed models to accommodate non-Gaussian response variables by
incorporating a link function, but still retaining the same dependence structure. They are
a powerful tool widely used in many academic fields, such as political science, biology and
medicine; see e.g. (Wood, 2017, Ch.3) and Jiang and Nguyen (2021). Extending Model 1 to
allow for general response gives

K
L(ynlp,a) = L(Yn|nn) with n, = p + Zagf[)n} forn=1,...,N, (2)
k=1

where £(-) denotes the law of the random variable within brackets. Different choices of the con-
ditional distribution £(yn|n,) lead to different models, e.g. L£(yn|nn) = N(n,, 7y ") is equivalent
to Model 1 or L(yn|n,) = Bern(p) with p = 1%%% leads to a logit model for binary data. In
Section 7 we will consider the case L£(yn|u,a) = Lapl(n,,1/+/2), where Lapl(u,b) denotes the
univariate Laplace distribution with mean p and scale b.

Model 3 (Probabilistic matrix factorization). Low rank matrix approximation methods provide
one of the simplest and most effective approaches to collaborative filtering (Salakhutdinov and
Mnih, 2008; Miller and Carter, 2020), i.e. forecasting of users’ interests exploiting other users’
preferences. As for Models 1 and 2 with K = 2, one can think of observation y,, as representing
the rating that user i[n] gives to film j[n]. Denoting by u; and v; respectively the d-dimensional
latent user-specific and film-specific factors for I = 1,...,Jyand j = 1, ..., Is, and by u = (ui)gl €
RIxd v = (vj)l2 € R2%4 their collections, the model can be formulated as

j=1
Ynlp,u, v, 7o NN(pu;I[—n]vj[n],Tgl) n=1,..,N,
u;, v, NN(O, 1d) iZl,...,I1, jZl,...,IQ, (3)
70 ~ Gamma(c, d), p_% ~ Gamma(a, b),

where Gamma(a, b) denotes a Gamma random variable with shape parameter a and scale param-
eter b, 1; denotes the d-dimensional identity matrix and p indicates a positive quantity acting
as scaling factor for the random effects. PMF models can be seen as a multiplicative extension



of the models in (1) and (2), and are usually more computationally challenging to estimate (due
to invariances with respect to rotations, a lower degree of linearity, etc).

All the models above feature a small number of high-dimensional blocks whose conditional
distributions are relatively easy to manage, while the joint distribution is computationally much
harder to deal with. This is a common structure arising in Bayesian modelling scenarios (Gelman,
2005), and we expect the discussion below on couplings of BGS to be generally relevant to
Bayesian models with sparse conditional independent structure where BGS perform well.

2.1 Asymptotic regimes of interest and computational cost

Models 1, 2 and 3 naturally lead to situations where both the number of observations N and
parameters p = O(Y1_ I,) are large. We use the notation (T},)neny = O(f(n)) if there exist
constants ¢,C € R with 0 < ¢ < C < oo such that ¢f(n) < T,, < Cf(n) for all n. In the
following we will talk about asymptotic regimes in terms of N — oo, implicitly assuming that p
is a function of N that is also diverging as N — oo.

Also, the above models are commonly used in sparse settings, where a small fraction of the
possible combinations of effects are observed, i.e. N < H,le I. For example, when K = 2
one often has 1 < p < N <« I1 x I (see Gao and Owen (2016) for further discussion). Using
the analogy of films and ratings for recommender systems, the above means assuming that the
number of ratings, users and films is large, but only a small fraction of the film is rated by
each user. Depending on the degree of sparsity in the observation design, one could have either
p=O(N)orp/N —0as N — cc.

We consider the task of performing posterior inference for the above models using MCMC
methods. We are interested in quantifying the computational effort needed for the posterior
estimation (both in the MCMC and UMCMC context) as N — oo. In the (U)MCMC context,
the total cost is defined as the product between the cost per iteration and the expected number
of iterations for the convergence (coalescence) of the chains. As discussed below, recent works
suggest that BGS can achieve state-of-the-art performances of O(N) posterior estimation cost.
Our main objective is to assess whether UMCMC methods with the same cost can be devised
for this problem, as well as to provide some guidance on how to do so.

2.2 Related literature and block-updating schemes

Models with crossed dependencies are computationally harder than classical Bayesian hierar-
chical models with nested structures. For example, even in the Gaussian case (i.e. Model 1),
evaluating the marginal likelihood once (e.g. computing L(y | 7, 1) for a given 7 and ) requires
the inversion of a O(Zi;l Ij)-dimensional matrix. Despite the matrix being sparse, the crossed
dependence structure leads to a dense Cholesky factor (Pandolfi et al., 2024, Sec.3), and more
generally prevents the use of efficient sparse linear algebra tools available for, e.g., nested or
spatial hierarchical model, leading to a computational cost of at least O(N 3/ 2) for each evalu-
ation (Gao and Owen, 2016; Perry, 2017; Papaspiliopoulos et al., 2023; Menictas et al., 2023).
The situation is obviously worse in the non-Gaussian case, where analogous computation involve
general O(Zszl Ij)-dimensional integrals.

On the other hand, the above models lend themselves naturally to block updating schemes,



such as BGSs in the sampling context or block coordinate ascent (aka backfitting) for maximum
a posteriori (MAP) or generalized least square (GLS) computations. For example, given the
conditional independence structure of Model 1, the posterior conditional distribution of a(*)
factorizes as L(a®|u,al=®) 7 y) = ®filﬁ(a§k)\,u,, a(=k) 7 y) where ® denotes the product
of independent distributions. Thus a BGS with components x,aV, ...,a™ and 7, which we
will call wanilla BGS, can be trivially implemented at O(N) cost per iteration for Model 1.
However, such vanilla version can mix slowly. In particular, Gao and Owen (2016) showed
that for Model 1 with K = 2 factors, known variances and full observation designs, the vanilla
BGS requires O(v/N) to converge, leading to a prohibitive O(N %) total cost. This follows from
the fact that observed values create strong a posteriori dependence between unknown factors.
Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2019) proposed a collapsed Gibbs Sampler (see Algorithm 2 below)
which preserves the O(N) cost per iteration and converges in O(1) iterations under appropriate
assumptions, see also (Papaspiliopoulos et al., 2023, Thm.2). Similar techniques have been
employed to develop a back-fitting algorithm to perform GLS estimation for an analogue of Model
1 with O(N) cost in Ghosh et al. (2022). A first question of interest that we consider is whether
the same computational efficiency can be extended to the UMCMC context, which we answer
positively in Section 5. The extension to the UMCMC case allows one to stop MCMC runs after
few (e.g. around 10, see Section 5.3) iterations while still obtaining unbiased estimates, getting
closer to what one could do in the GLS case (where backfitting is often reported to converge in
few iteration, see e.g. the discussion in Ghosh et al. (2022, Section 7) about comparison between

the cost of Bayesian and frequentist computations for those models).

3 Background on couplings for estimation and blocked Gibbs
samplers

We now provide some background material on UMCMC and BGSs. Specifically, Section 3.2
provides a concise recap of how to exploit couplings for unbiased MCMC estimation, as presented
in Jacob et al. (2020), while Sections 3.3 and 3.4 introduce, respectively, two-step coupling
algorithms and BGS kernels.

3.1 Notation

In the following, vectors are denoted in bold, matrices in capital letters and univariate quantities
in standard lowercase. We denote the space of probability measures over a space X by P(X).
Given p,q € P(X), I'(p, q) is the set of couplings between p and ¢, i.e. joint distributions on X x X
whose first and second marginals are, respectively, p and q. For a kernel P on X, we denote
by P, or more explicitly P[P], a kernel on X x X such that P[P]((z,y),-) € ' (P(z,-), P(y,-))
for every (xz,y) € X x X. We denote by (p ® q) € P(X x V) the product measure defined as
(p®q)(A x B) = p(A)g(B) for all A C X and B C ). With a slight abuse of notation we
use I'(p, ¢) to denote both the collection of distributions and that of random variables, i.e. we
also write (X,Y") € I'(p, q) for random vectors (X,Y") such that X ~ p, Y ~ ¢g. A coupling
(X,Y) € I'(p, q) is called mazimal if it maximises the probability of equality between the two
variables, i.e. if Pr(X =Y) = 1—||p—ql||/7v where ||- |7y denotes the norm induced by the total
variation distance. We will denote by I'yaz(p, ¢) C I'(p, q) the collection of maximal couplings
of p,q. Analogously, we write P[P] € [yaz[P] if P((2,Y),) € Dimaz(P(z,-), P(y,-)) for every



x,y € X. For a recap on maximal couplings and algorithms, we refer to Section A.1 in the
supplement.

A coupling (X,Y) € I (p, ¢) minimizing E[|| X — Y||?] among all couplings of p and q is called
Wasserstein-2 (Ws) optimal, and we will denote the family of such optimal couplings as 'y, (p, q).
Analogously, we say that P is a Wa-optimal coupling of a kernel P, and write P[P] € 'y, [P],
if P[P]((x,y),") € Tw,(P(x,-), P(y,-)) for every &,y € X. See Section A.2 for basic notions of
Wy optimal couplings.

3.2 Background on UMCMC

We are interested in approximating expectations of the form

E.[h] :/Xh(a:)ﬂ(dsc),

where m € P(X) is the target probability and h : X — R a test function. Following Glynn and
Rhee (2014) and Jacob et al. (2020), we consider unbiased estimators of E.[h] based on coupled
Markov chains that marginally evolve according to a common 7-invariant transition kernel P.

Let (X', Y");>0 be a Markov chain on X x X with coupled kernel P[P] such that: the two
chains evolving according to P must meet after finite time, i.e. if we define the meeting time
T =min{t >0 : X' =YY"}, it must hold Pr(T < oo) = 1; and after meeting the two chains stay
together, i.e. X* = Y for all t > T. The initial distribution is taken to be (X% Y ) ~ (myP) &g
for some 7o, meaning that we initialize X ~' ~ 19 and Y ~ g, with X ! and Y independent,
and then take X°| X! ~ P(X71,.).

Under the above assumptions and some regularity conditions on the distribution of 7' (see
Sec.2.1 of Jacob et al. (2020) or milder conditions in Middleton et al. (2020)), the random
variable

T-1
Hy, (XDez1, (Y )iz1) = h (X’“) + 3 (WX = h(Y") k>0,
t=k+1

is an unbiased estimator of Ex[h]. Note that Hy = h (X k) it k+1 > T —1. Taking the average
of H; for | € {k,...,m}, where k is a burn-in value and m a maximum number of iterations,
leads to the unbiased estimator

Hpm (X1, (Y1) = m—lk—i—l Zh(XZ)
=k

N TZ_I in <1’ l"“) (h(Xl) - h(Yl)) 0<k<m,

Nl m—k-+1

which coincides with the usual MCMC ergodic average estimate plus a bias correction term.
Standard guidelines in Jacob et al. (2020) suggest to choose k as a large quantile of the meeting
time 7" and m as a multiple of k. Hence, for the method to be most practical, the meeting time
should occur as early as possible.



3.3 Two-step couplings

In this paper we consider kernels P that follow a two-step strategy: whenever the chains are
“far away” we employ a contractive coupling P¢ whose aim is to bring the chains closer to each
other (see e.g. Section 6); when the chains are “close enough” we employ a maximal coupling
P™ (see e.g. Algorithm 5 or Algorithm 6 in the supplement), which maximizes the probability
of the chains being exactly equal at the next step. The resulting kernel P takes the form
. :
PPl 5),) = {Jf Pl(.y),) i dw,y) > < @
PP(z,y),-) ifd(z,y) <e,

where d(x,y) is a measure of distance between @ and y, such as d(x,y) = | P(x, ) — P(y,-)|rv
or d(xz,y) = ||l — y||, and ¢ is a threshold parameter. Algorithm 1 provides a pseudo-code
implementing this strategy.

Algorithm 1: Two-step coupling algorithm
Input: initial distribution mg, kernels P, P¢, P™
sample X ' ~ 7, Y ~ 19 and X° ~ P(X~!,.) while X* # Y do
if d(X',Y") > e then
L (XY~ PP((X YY), )
else
L (Xt+17Yt+1) ~ Pm[P]((XtaYt)a )
t—t+1
Output: trajectory (X!, Yt)te{O,...,T}

Two-step couplings have been previously used in the literature, see e.g. Roberts and Rosenthal
(2002); Alexandros and Roberts (2005); Bou-Rabee et al. (2020a); Biswas et al. (2022). The
motivation behind this construction is that one-step couplings, which aim for exact chain meeting
at each step, are generally suboptimal in terms of meeting times (Griffeath, 1975). The intuitive
reason is that high meeting probability and effective contraction are typically separate qualities
in couplings: when a maximal coupling fails, preserving marginals might imply sampling distant
points in X, thus reducing meeting probability in subsequent steps. Algorithm 1 avoids the
previous issue by using P¢ and P™ in order to, respectively, achieve optimal contraction rates
and maximal meeting probabilities. In Section 6 we show how to design P¢ and P™ in the BGS
context for distributions with high degree of independence.

3.4 Blocked Gibbs Sampler kernels

We now formally define BGS kernels. Let * = (z(1),..., %)) ~ 7, with 7 € P(X) and
X = X x--- x Xg partitioned in K blocks of dimension I for k =1, ..., K, i.e. Tk € X C Rk,
We indicate by & (_j) = (x(;j)) -k the whole vector except the k-th block and by 7 (m(k)|x(_k))
the so-called full conditional distribution of the k-th block. Various BGS variants can be derived
depending on the chosen updating order. For example, the (deterministic-scan) forward version
of BGS iteratively samples from w (w(k)|m(_k)) for k =1,..., K at each iteration. The resulting



(F)

kernel, which we denote as P\*/, can be written as the following composition of K kernels

PE) = pp... P, (5)
Py(x, dz’) = n(da |2 k))0z_,, (dT(_4) k=1,....K, z € X. (6)

Other natural updating orders include the backward order, as well as the forward-backward or
random-scan versions.

4 Bounds for couplings of Gaussian Gibbs Samplers

In this section we provide bounds on the meeting times of BGS coupled via Algorithm 1 when
the target distribution is Gaussian. As discussed later in Section 4.2, we seek to obtain UM-
CMC schemes whose coupling times 7" are of the same order of (or not much greater than) the
relaxation times of the original kernel P.

Algorithmic specification 1. For all the theoretical results of this section, we consider Al-
gorithm 1 with P™[P] being the mazimal reflection coupling reported in Algorithm 6 in the
supplement, P¢[P] being the common random numbers (crn) coupling reported in Lemma 6
and (64) in the supplement, and d(x,y) = |P(x, ) — P(y,)||rv. We defer more discussion on
general specifications and implementations of Algorithm 1 to Section 6.

Throughout this section we take A}, = R for k = 1,..., K, so that X = R¢ with d =
ILi+---+1Ig,and m = N(u, X) a d-dimensional multivariate Gaussian. In this case, the Markov
chain induced by BGS takes the form of a Gaussian auto-regression. We formally state it as a
lemma below, where we also provide an expression for the associated relaxation time, which will
be useful later. Recall that the relazation time of an irreducible m-reversible kernel P is defined
as Tyep = 1/AbsGap(P), where AbsGap(P) = 1 — supyc,(p) a1 |Al is the (absolute) spectral
Gap of P and o(P) denotes the spectrum of P. Relaxation times are closely related to mixing
times (see e.g. Levin and Peres (2017, Section 12)) and can be interpreted as the number of
iterations needed for the chain to be e close to the target distribution, up to a multiplicative
factor that depends on e and on the starting distribution (see also Rosenthal (2003) for more
discussion on the link between convergence, asymptotic variances and the spectrum of reversible
Markov chains).

Lemma 1. Let 1 = N(u, X) and P be a BGS kernel with updating order given by (ki1,...,ks) €
{1,...,K}* for some s €N, i.e. P = Py, - Py, with Py defined in (6). Then, one has

Plz,)=N (Bac + b BEBT> , (7)

where B depends on the updating order (ky, ..., ks) and on the target precision matriz Q = 71,
and b = (I — B)p. Furthermore the relaxation time of P is given by Ty.e; = 1/(1 — p(B)), where
p(B) denotes the largest modulus eigenvalue of B.

Lemma 1 is a well-known result, whose proof we omit, see e.g. Roberts and Sahu (1997, Lemma
1) for the explicit expression of B in the forward updating case, corresponding to s = K, k; =i
for all i and P = P,



4.1 Bound for reversible chains

Our first bound applies to m-reversible BGS kernels, i.e. one where the updating order satisfies
(k1,...,ks) = (ks,...,k1). A classical example is the forward-backward kernel, defined as

PFB) — P/ ... Pie_ | PxPr_1--P,. (8)

Algorithmically, P#'B) performs updates from (k) | T(—k)) sequentially for k =1,2,..., K —
1,K,K—1,...,2,1. If P is a m-reversible BGS kernel, it holds ¥B" = BY, with B as in Lemma
1 (see e.g. Proposition 4.27 of Khare and Zhou (2009)). This allows for neater theoretical results.
In Section 4.4 we extend the result to non-reversible Gibbs samplers, such as those generated
by the forward kernel P in (5), where the result requires additional technical assumptions.

Theorem 1 (Bound for reversible chains). Let 7 = N(u,X) and (X, Y")i>0 be a Markov chain
marginally evolving with w-invariant BGS kernel and coupled via Algorithm 1 with Algorithmic
specification 1. Then T := min{t > 0 : X' =Y} satisfies

1

E[T|X° Y] <4+ —In(p(B))

1
—§IH(1 —)\mzn<B)2) +CO+Ca ) (9)

where Amin denotes the minimum norm of the eigenvalues, B is as in (7), Co := In(||[L~H(X° —
Y9)|)) with L such that LLT = %, and C. < 6erf~'(e) — In(erf~1()), for erf=" the inverse
error function and erf(x) = % Iy et dt.

Remark 1. Both the distribution of 7" and the bound in (9) are invariant under block diagonal
linear transformations that preserve the K-partite block structure of (x(y), ..., Z(k)). See Section
D.1.3 in the Supplement for a more detailed statement and proof.

For the proof of Theorem 1 we exploited the following bound for the expected squared dis-
tance between Gaussian distributions coupled via reflection maximal coupling which can be of
independent interest.

Lemma 2. Let p = N(§,X) and ¢ = N(v,X) be d-dimensional Gaussians, and (X,Y) €
Cinaz (D, q) coupled via mazimal reflection coupling (see e.g. Algorithm 6). If |12 (é—v)|? < 1,
then for every A € R¥™4 it holds

E[AX - Y)|*IX # Y] < JAE~ V)H2H4 (12 + 8\/2) :

T ET2(E )

Note that, for fixed ¥ and A, the bound in Lemma 2 scales as O(||€ — v||72) as ||€ —v| — 0,
which can be easily checked to be the correct rate for d = 1.

4.2 Connection to relaxation times

Combining Theorem 1 with Lemma 1 leads to the following result.

Corollary 1. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1, we have

1
E[TX°, Y] < 4+ Tt |5 n(Trer) + Co + Ce | (10)



where Tpey := 1/(1 — p(BEFB))).

Proof of Corollary 1. The result follows from (9), noting that ﬁ(m) < ﬁ, —In(1 —2?%) <
In(1/(1 — z)) for x € (0,1) and the latter is monotonically increasing in x, hence allowing to
substitute Apin (B P)) with the quantity p(BFB)), greater by definition. Then since Tpe =

1/(1 — p(B¥B))) by Lemma 1 we get the result. O

Corollary 1 provides interesting insights and implications. In particular, interpreting T,; as
the number of iterations required for X' to converge, it suggests that in this context UMCMC
provides unbiased estimates with an average number of iterations (and an overall computational
cost) that is comparable to the minimal number of iterations required by standard MCMC to
converge (up to a logarithmic factor). Also, from an high-dimensional asymptotics perspective,
it also implies that whenever the relaxation time of BGS is bounded as the number of data point
and parameter grows (see e.g. Section 5.2), then also the meeting time is bounded in expectation,
meaning that UMCMC does not increase the overall complexity (while allowing for e.g. early
stopping and parallelization). On the other hand, (10) implies that whenever the meeting times
of the two-step strategy diverges for a chosen BGS scheme, also the respective T} diverges.

One could interpret Corollary 1 as a best-case result for UMCMC. The underlying assumption
would be that obtaining coupling times that are of smaller order than 7,.; is typically unfeasible.
While we are not aware of rigorous results in this direction (i.e. showing that E[T] cannot be
much smaller T, under appropriate conditions), this seems reasonable to assume given that,
for example, T,..; provides lower bounds on total variation mixing times (Levin and Peres, 2017,
Section 12) and that the quantiles of 7" can be used to derive non-asymptotic upper bounds on
those (see e.g. equation (4) in (Biswas et al., 2019)). While interesting, we leave a more detailed
and rigorous exploration of lower bounds to E[T] to future works.

4.3 Bound for two-block Gibbs samplers

We now consider the two-block case. In this context, it is possible to find a block-diagonal
transformation, in the spirit of Remark 1, which allows for a direct extension of the bound in
Theorem 1 also to the non-reversible kernel P4,

Theorem 2. Let m = N(u, %), K =2 and (Xt,Yt)t>0
with P | coupled via Algorithm 1 with Algorithmic specification 1. Then

be a Markov chain marginally evolving

E[T|IX°, Y ) <5+ Tra [Co+ Cc], (11)
where Tpoy = 1/(1 — p(BE))), B as in (7), and (T,Cy, C:) as in Theorem 1.

Note that in contrast to Corollary 1, the bound has the same order of magnitude of T}¢
without additional logarithmic terms.

4.4 Bound non-reversible case Gibbs samplers

We have the following result for the case of BGS with general updating order.
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Theorem 3. Let m = N(u,X) and (X', Y");>¢ be a Markov chain evolving with kernel P as in
(7), coupled via Algorithm 1, with Algorithmic specification 1. For any § > 0, it holds that

1
E[T|X° Y" <4+ 3max (ng, (14 6)Tre [—2 In(1 = Apin (NN ) 4+ Co + C’D : (12)
with Ty = 1/(1 — p(B)), N = L~'BL, (T, Cy,C:, L) as in Theorem 1, and

11— p(N

The bound in (12) features the additional term n}. The reason for it is that, due to the non-
reversibility of P, N is generally not symmetric. Thus ||V ”||% — p(N) from above (Gelfand,
1941), but in general HN”H% # p(N) for finite n. In order to make the result in (12) fully
informative, like the ones in the reversible and two-block cases, one would need to provide
an explicit bound on nj for the given matrix N under consideration. In all our numerical
experiments we observed nj to be smaller than the second term and never the leading term of
the bound, and we expect it to be well-behaved in our contexts of interest. On the other hand,

we are not aware of general tight bounds for n§ and we thus left it as an explicit term in the
bound.

Remark 2. Since the focus of this section is primarily to provide explicit and sharp bounds on
E[T] for Gaussian BGS schemes, we did not specifically address issues related to the regularity
assumptions necessary for the validity and finite variance of the unbiased estimator. However,
we expect that the proofs of this section can be extended quite naturally to control higher
moments of T, e.g. proving E[T*] < 400 for k > 1. In view of Theorem 2.1 in Atchadé and
Jacob (2024), this would imply finite variance of the unbiased estimator.

5 Application to Gaussian crossed random effect models

In this section we combine the findings of Section 4 with existing results on Model 1. We
highlight that all the theoretical results we will derive hold under the assumption of fixed T in
(1) of Model 1. We first describe in Section 5.1 state-of-the-art marginal algorithms for Model
1, then present in Section 5.2 the resulting bound for meeting times if a two-step coupling is
implemented and finally report numerical simulations in Section 5.3.

5.1 Collapsed Gibbs sampler for Model 1

Despite the favourable cost per iteration of the vanilla Gibbs sampler for Model 1 presented in
Section 2.2, there are many settings of interest where its mixing is provably poor, often leading to
a super linear overall computational cost. Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2019) noted that integrating
out the global mean p while updating the remaining regression parameters in K blocks, leads
to a much more efficient (i.e faster mixing) updating scheme, while preserving the same O(N)
cost per iteration of vanilla BGS. The resulting algorithm is called collapsed Gibbs sampler (Pa-
paspiliopoulos et al., 2019) and reported in Algorithm 2: at every iteration we first sample from
L(u|a=® 7 y) and then iteratively update the factor effect block from L(a®|u,al=") = y),
repeating the procedure for kK = 1,.., K. The exact form of the full conditionals is reported in

11



Section C.1 of the supplement.

Algorithm 2: One iteration of the collapsed Gibbs sampler for Model 1

for k= 1,...,K do
draw p ~ L(pla_g), T,y)
for i=1,...,1; do
t draw agk) ~ C(agk)!a(_ky,u, T,Y)

draw 73, ~ £(Tk’a7ﬂv T—ka)
draw 9 ~ E(To\a, M77—07Y)

5.2 Bound on meeting times under random design assumptions

For Model 1 with K = 2 factors, balanced level designs (i.e. the same number of observations is
observed for every level of each factor) and fixed 7, Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2019) show that the
relaxation time of the collapsed algorithm, denoted by T¢,, is upper bounded by T,.; < C Ty,
where C' =1+ ﬁ is constant with respect to IV and p, and T, is the relaxation time of
the auxiliary two-block Gibbs sampler on the discrete space {1, ..., I1} x {1, ..., Is} with invariant
distribution Pr((4, 7)) = nij/N, where ni; = SN 1(iy[n] = i)I(i2[n] = j) denotes the number
of observations of level i of factor 1 and j of factor 2. Under random design assumptions, the
quantity T, can be bounded using random graph theory results, as done in Papaspiliopoulos
et al. (2023). In particular, for N multiple of d; and d2, denote by D(N, d;,d2) the collection
of all the possible observation patterns with exactly N observations, Iy = N/dy, Is = N/ds
and binary balanced levels (i.e. there must be exactly d; and dy observations for each level of
factor 1 and 2 respectively and n;; € {0,1} for all i = 1,...,1; and j = 1,...I3). Then, supposing
uniformly at random designs among D(n, dy,ds2) with dy,ds > 4, one has

2
Tour <1+ +
o y/min{dy, dy} — 2

7

asymptotically almost surely as N — +oo, for every v > 0. The result follows from relating
Tpuz to the spectrum of a random bipartite bi-regular graph, and then applying an extension of
the Friedman’s second largest eigenvalue theorem to bipartite graphs developed in Brito et al.
(2018). Combining the above with Theorem 2, we obtain the following bound for the expected
meeting times.

Corollary 2. Let (X', Y")>0 be as in Theorem 2, where P is the collapsed Gibbs kernel (Algo-
rithm 2) and let m = N(u, ) be the posterior distribution of Model 1 with K = 2 factors, fized
T and design (ngj)i; picked uniformly at random from D(n,dy,d2). Then

Pr (IE[T|X0, YO <5+ <1 SR

2
sten) (1 v ) e ed)

as N — +oo, with (T, C.,Cy) as in Theorem 2, and the probability is with respect to the ran-
domness of the design.

Interestingly, Corollary 2 provides an upper bound on the average coupling time that remains
bounded as N (and p) diverge. In the next section we explore numerically the tightness of the
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bound, and its robustness to the specific assumptions used to derive it.

5.3 Numerics

We compare the bounds of Theorems 1, 2 and 3 with the average meeting times of simulated
coupled chains for both the vanilla and collapsed Gibbs samplers of Sections 2.2 and 5.1, for
synthetic and real data in Section 5.3.1 and 5.3.3 respectively. Although the bounds are valid
only for Gaussian chains (hence for Model 1 with fixed 7), we compare them with the average
meeting times of coupled chains with known (i.e. fixed) as well as unknown (i.e. assigning to it
a prior and including it into the Bayesian model) 7, yielding similar behaviours. The results
support the intuition that, for the models under consideration, the convergence properties of
the known and unknown variances case are very similar and thus the bounds are reasonably
predictive also of the behaviour in the practically-used unknown variance case.

Algorithmic specification 2. We implement the two-step coupling procedure of Algorithm 1
for both the vanilla and the collapsed Gibbs sampler of Algorithm 2, with the standard priors
in (1). More precisely, we use the block-wise coupling reported (13) and (14) (see Section
6 for further details), with maximal reflection coupling of Algorithm 6 as Pq:[Px] whenever
implementable (e.g. Gaussian with same variance), or Algorithm 5 otherwise; Py, [Py] is the
crn coupling of Lemma 6. The distance in Algorithm 1 is set to d(X*, Y") = | X' — Y|| and
the threshold parameter e = O((K I)™1).

Remark 3. The bounds of Theorems 1, 2, 3 are derived for strategies implementing Py,qz[P]
and Py, [P], respectively maximal reflection and Ws optimal couplings of the kernel P in (7).
For ease of implementation, in this section we run simulations with successive composition of
Praz|Pi] and Py, [Pi)for k = 1,..., K as in (13) and (14), hence obtaining in principle worse
performing couplings. We highlight that for Gaussian distributions (14) is actually equivalent
to the W5 optimal and P,,4.[P] is implementable with a computational cost of the same order of
(13). A detailed proof of the equivalence of the costs is deferred to Section D.4 of the supplement.

5.3.1 Simulated data

We simulate data according to Model 1, with o =17 =...=7m, =1, I = ... = Ix = I for fixed
I, and different number of factors K. Observations are generated according to two different
asymptotic regimes, with completely missing at random designs.

Asymptotic regime 1. Each combination of factor levels is either observed once or not with

probability p = 0.1 independently from the rest, i.e. ng’l) ud Bern(p) for i = 1,...,1, j =

1,...,;and s #1 € {1, ..., K}, where ng;’l) = 25:1 I(is[n] = i)I(i;[n] = j) denotes the number
of observations of level i of factor s and j of factor I. In this regime, one has I = O(NVK).
Asymptotic regime 2. Same as Regime 1 but with p = 10/I"~!. This regime induces more

sparsity, e.g. one has I = O(N).

We plot the average of the meeting times as a function of the total number of parameters of
the model, i.e. 1 + K1 plus the number of scale parameters if any. Figure 1 reports results for
the collapsed Gibbs sampler coupled with Algorithmic specification 2, for K =2, I = I, =1 €
{50, 100, 250, 500, 1000} levels, fixed and free variances. The bound of Theorem 2 for the two
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blocks collapsed Gibbs sampler with fixed variances (using the true generating values) is also
reported. The left and right panel corresponds, respectively, to Regime 1 and Regime 2. The
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Figure 1: Estimated meeting times and bounds for K = 2, Iy = I, = I €

{50, 100, 250, 500, 1000}, 79 = 71 = 7o = 1 for Algorithm 2. Left: Regime 1, right: Regime
2.

results yield remarkably low meeting times and highlight a close resemblance of the meeting
time behaviour with that of the bound. As a comparison, we report in Figure 2 the results for
the vanilla algorithm on the same model. As expected, the provably higher relaxation time of

& I 3
E —— plain, fixed g 75
50750 plain, free_v /’ o
g | bound, fixed var % 250
3500 o
g = —— plain, fixed
%250 %25 —— plain, free_v
) § ******* bound, fixed var
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101 201 501 1001 2001 101 201 501 1001 2001
Parameters number Parameters number
Figure 2: Estimated meeting times and bounds for K = 2, I} = I, = I €

{50, 100, 250, 500, 1000}, 79 = 71 = 72 = 1, for plain vanilla algorithm. Left: Regime 1, right:
Regime 2.

the vanilla Gibbs scheme results in an higher bound and, more importantly, higher on average
meeting times of the coupled chains.

In Figure 3 we report the average meeting times for K = 3 (left) and K = 4 (right) factors,
only for Regime 2, and the bound of Theorem 3. For these models the relaxation time is
not computable explicitly even under the usual simplifying assumptions (fixed variances and
balanced levels or cells), see e.g. Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2019). Thus proving scalability of the
meeting times (or lack thereof), in light of Theorem 3, provide interesting insights on the mixing
properties of the single chains themselves.

5.3.2 Omne-step vs two-step couplings

In Figure 4 we report the estimated distribution of meeting times for the collapsed Gibbs scheme
with Algorithmic specification 2, when traditional or two-step coupling is implemented on a
synthetic dataset with K = 3 factors and Regime 2. As can be seen from the above, the
distribution of meeting times for the two-step strategy is more concentrated on smaller values
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Figure 3: Estimated mean number of iterations and bounds for K = 3 (left), K = 4 (right),

L =..=1,=1 € {50,100, 250, 500, 1000}, 7, = 1 for k € {0,1,2,3,4}. Regime 2, Algorithm
2.
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Figure 4: Estimated distribution of meeting times for K = 3, I = ... = Is = 1 €

{50, 100, 250, 500, 1000}, 73, = 1 for k € {0, 1,2, 3} one vs two-step. Regime 2, Algorithm 2.

with considerably lighter tails, thus supporting the choice of a two-step coupling. On the other
hand, we see that, in our context, using one- versus two- step coupling is less influential than,
for example, in the one of (Biswas et al., 2022, Fig.3).

5.3.3 Real data example

We now consider a real dataset, containing university lecture evaluations by students at ETH
Zurich. The dataset is freely available from the R package lme4 (Bates et al., 2015) under
the name “InstEval”. Each observation includes a score ranging from 1 to 5, assigned to a
lecture, along with 6 factors that may potentially impact the score, including the identity of the
student giving the rating or department that offers the course. Following the notation in (1),
we have N = 73421, K = 6 and (I4, ..., Is) = (2972,1128,4,6, 2, 14). We implement the two-step
coupling with Algorithmic specification 2. We compute the estimated meeting times for different
numbers and combinations of factors for Model 1 with fixed variances (estimated via standard
MCMC and plugged in the coupling procedure). We numerically computed the bound for each
combination using the MCMC variance estimates. The results of the experiment are shown in
Table 1.
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Algorithm | Factor number | mean #iter | bound for fixed T
collapsed [1,2] 10.1 15
collapsed [1,6] 9.3 17
vanilla [1,2] 50.7 73
vanilla [1,6] 127.6 69

Table 1: Average meeting times for InstEval Dataset

The fact that for the vanilla scheme the bound is smaller than the estimated meeting time is
not undermining the validity of our theory: as highlighted in Remark 3 of Section 3, the bound
is derived for strategies coupling directly the kernel P of (7), while for ease of implementation
we used (13) and (14). Furthermore, the bound holds for d(x,y) = || P(x, ) — P(y, -)||rv while
we used d(z,y) = ||z — y||.

6 Coupling strategies for blocked Gibbs samplers

The current section discusses alternative coupling strategies for BGSs with high degrees of
conditional independence, providing some justification to the ones employed in Sections 4 and
5.3. Specifically, Section 6.1 focuses on aspects related to the general structure of Gibbs samplers,
namely the necessity to couple successively composed kernels, while Section 6.2 focuses on those
related to the updates of conditionally independent blocks.

6.1 BGS and compositions of couplings

In order to implement Algorithm 1, we need to specify P°[P] and P™[P], where P is a BGS
kernel. Since P is defined as a composition of kernels, i.e. P = Py --- P, with s € N and
(k1,...,ks) € {1,..., K}® as in Lemma 1, a natural strategy is to sequentially compose maximal
or optimally contractive couplings of Py, for i = 1,...,s. We denote the resulting coupling
kernels as

Pm*((wvy)f) = pmafﬂ[Pks]"'pmdr[Pkl]((wvy)7') Vac,y € X? (13)
PC*((m’y)7') : PWQ Pks]"'PWQ[Pkl]((mvy)v') Ve,y € X, (14)

where Prax[Pi] € Timax[Pie] and Py, [Pi] € Twy[Py] for all k = 1,..., K. By construction,
both P™*((x,y),-) and P**((z,y),-) belong to T'[P]. In all implementations of Algorithm 1,
we employ P™[P] = P™ and P¢[P] = P°. The appeal of P™ and P is that, in order
to implement them, one needs to work only with the individual full conditionals involved in
the original BGS scheme, which are often available in closed form, while the joint distribution
P(x,-) might be harder to work with. Note that these strategies are not guaranteed to be
optimal since in general one has P™ ¢ T'y,,.[P] and P** ¢ 'y, [P]. For example, in the case
P = PW) | p* coincides with the so-called Knothe-Rosenblatt map (Rosenblatt, 1952; Knothe,
1957) of PF)(x,-) and P¥)(y,-), which is in general different from the optimal transport one
(Santambrogio, 2015, Section 2.3). Nonetheless, we still observe very fast contraction of P°* in
our numerics, which might be partly explained by the fact that in the Gaussian case one indeed
has P € T'y,[P], as shown below.
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Lemma 3 (Optimality of composition of Wy couplings for Gaussians). Let 1 = N(u,X) and
P as in (14), with s = K and (ky,...,kg) being a permutation of (1,...,K). Then for all
integers n > 1 it holds (P°*)" € Dy, [P"].

The proof of Lemma 3 builds upon well known results about contractive couplings of Gaussian
distributions. Firstly we exploit the fact that the optimal transport map between Gaussian
distributions whose variance covariance matrices commute is the c¢rn coupling (see Lemma 6 in
Section A.2 and Dowson and Landau (1982); Olkin and Pukelsheim (1982)). Then, given the
autoregressive form of Gaussian Gibbs samplers of Lemma 1, it is possible to write explicitly
the Wy optimal coupling for such kernel (see (64) in the supplement). Lastly, it is left to prove
that such coupling is indeed equivalent to P¢*.

6.2 Couplings of conditionally independent blocks

We now discuss how to implement P,q.[P;] and Py,[Py] in cases where the associated full
conditional factorizes as

Ik

T (@wle ) = 95T (2w,

:B(,k)) s (15)

for ;) ; denoting the i-th component of the vector (), i.e. T = (T(k)15 -+ T(k),1,)> and Iy is

large.

By (15), independently sampling from the univariate distributions 7 (a:(k),i|a:(,k)) is equiva-
lent to sampling directly from the entire block 7 (az(k) |m(_k)). The same intuition extends to Wy
optimal couplings but not to maximal ones. In particular, one has that the product of indepen-
dent Ws-optimal couplings of m (:L‘(k)j]ac(_k)) for i = 1,..., I is Wa-optimal for 7 (m(k)|m(_k))
while the same is not true for maximal ones. In particular, when p and ¢ are two product
measures, one has the following well-known facts, which we collect in a lemma whose proof we
omit for brevity.

Lemma 4. Let p,q € P(X) X ---x Xy) with p = ®§l:1 p; and q = ®§l:1 qi- Then p; € Tw, (pi, qi)
for all i = 1,...,d implies (2%_1;) € Tw,(p,q). On the contrary, p; € Tiaz(pirqi) for all
1=1,...,d does not imply (®?:1,ui) € Tinaz(p, @) in general. In particular, one has

d
min Prmam (piv Qi) > Prmaac(pv Q) > HPrmax(pia qi) ) (16)

i=1,..., paley
where we use the notation Prp..(p,q) == 1 —||p — qll7v, and all the inequalities can be strict.

Lemma 4 implies that, under (15), we can simply take a contractive coupling Py, [P;] which
factorizes across coordinates. On the contrary, joint maximal couplings of 7 (w(k)|a:(_k)) do
not factorize across coordinates under (15). The lower bound Pry,q.(p, q) > H?Zl Priaz (pi, @)
in (16) implies that setting ||p;, ¢;||7v = O(d™!) ensures Pryq.(p,q) is bounded away from 0.
Lemma 5 quantifies the tightness of such lower bound for d-dimensional Gaussian distributions
with same variance covariance matrix. We consider the regime where d goes to infinity and the
distance between each rescaled mean decreases with d, which is arguably descriptive of what
happens when using the two-step algorithm (Algorithm 1) of Section 3.3 in high dimensions.
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Lemma 5. Consider p = N(u,diag(o)) and g = N(v,diag(o)), d-dimensional Gaussian dis-
tribution with o = (02, ...,03) such that B8 = qd™i=1,...,d, with 0 < inf; |¢;| < sup;[e;] <
400 and a > 0, then:

. &2
_2 oxp (—%d*%‘“) foro<a<i

Prmax(pa Q) = med _ as d — 0,
1-— 2—\/67%(1_“*'% for a > %
d
[T Pronee (i ) = exp(—d"~) as d - oo,

=1

—

d 2 d .
where ¢4 1= \/%7 G = 2(;27\/1271?' and we write f(x) < g(x) whenever limg 4o % =1

It follows that both probabilities go to zero for 0 < o < 0.5 as d — +o0, while for 0.5 < a < 1
only Pri,q.(p, q) goes to 1. For a > 1, both probabilities converge to 1 (although with different
regimes). In Figure 5 we report the ratio of the blocked and the component-wise meeting
probabilities, i.e. Pry,q.(p,q)/ (H‘ij:1 Ptz (pi, ¢i)), for a d-dimensional Gaussian distribution
with independent components, where ¢; = 1 for all ¢ and different values of «, along with a
dotted line representing the value 1. Figure 5 shows that for o > 1, the blocked maximal

105_
alpha=0.25
alpha=0.75
o 1031 alpha=1.25
T
0~
101_

0 20 40 60 80 100

Figure 5: Ratio of blocked and component-wise meeting probability for d-dimensional Gaussian,
different o values. Dimension on z-axis, logarithmic scale on y-axis.

coupling has meeting probabilities comparable to that of the independent counterpart.

7 High-dimensional GLMMs with crossed effects

We now consider applications to Model 2. First, Section 7.1 reviews state-of-the-art samplers
and their computational cost for this class of models, and briefly discusses our coupling strategy,
which requires to extend some of the methodologies of Section 6 to the case of Metropolis-within-
Gibbs algorithms. Then Section 7.2 reports experimental results on simulated data.

7.1 Algorithms for Model 2

Similarly to what seen for Model 1 in Section 2.2, also for Model 2 the vanilla Gibbs proce-
dure, i.e. the one updating from the full conditionals u, a, ... a¥) 7 suffers from slow mixing
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because of the posterior correlation among the unknown random effects. Given the impossibil-
ity of analytically integrating out the global mean, Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2023) propose to
perform at each iteration a £ (u, a(k)|y, T, a(*k))—invariant update using local centering within
each block, hence updating a new pair of variables (u,f(k)), where £(k) = pu+al® . For the
re-parametrized model it holds that £(plat=",£®) 7 y) = £(u|€®)) and that the £*) are con-
ditionally independent, although their full conditional might not be available in closed form.
In such cases one can replace exact Gibbs updates of £(k) with more general invariant Markov
updates. The resulting scheme is described in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: One iteration of Metropolis-within-Gibbs sampler with local centering
for Model 2
for k= 1,...,K do
reparametrize (p,a®)) — (u, €®)
draw p from £(p|e™)
for i=1,...,I; do
t update @Uﬂ) with a £(§§k)|u, a~(®) 7 y)-invariant Markov kernel

reparametrize (p, €F)) — (1, a%)
draw 75 from L(7|u, a,y)

For Gaussian targets and fixed 7, Corollary 1 in Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2023) shows that
Tog <Tie <Tpg+C, (17)

where T, and Tj. denote the relaxation times of Algorithms 2 and Algorithm 3, respectively,
and C' is a constant depending only on 7. The previous inequality allows to directly extend the
results developed in Section 5.2 for the collapsed Gibbs scheme to the local centering version
in Algorithm 3. Although the inequality holds only for Gaussian targets, numerical results in
Papaspiliopoulos et al. (2023) show that also in the non conjugate case, where sampling of 51@)
is done through Metropolis-Hastings updates, the convergence speed remains bounded as N and
the number of parameters increase.

Remark 4 (Couplings of Metropolis-Hastings). Analogously to (15), ﬁ(é(k)]u,a_(k), T,y) fac-
torizes as Hfil [,(fi(k) lu,a=®) 7 y). The difference is that E(ﬁi(k)\,u, a~() 7, y) are not available
in closed form and thus we update each {i(k) with a MH step in Algorithm 3. Similarly to Section
6.2, leveraging conditional independence in the coupling of the MH kernels allows to have meet-
ing times that grow at most logarithmically with I, see Section B in the supplement for details.
In the MH case, however, there is additional flexibility (Wang et al., 2021), such as deciding
how to couple both the proposal and acceptance steps as well as which of those to factorize. In
Section B in the supplement, we discuss these aspects in some detail, suggesting to use a fully
factorized strategy both on the proposal and acceptance. Also, due to the computational diffi-
culty of efficiently implementing Ws-optimal couplings of MH, we avoid the two step strategy
of Algorithm 1 and rather use a one-step approach for those updates, see again Section B in the
supplement.
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7.2 Numerical results

We apply the methodology discussed above to Model 2 and compare its performances with state-
of-the-art black-box sampling algorithms such as the No-U-Turn-Sampler (NUTS) (Hoffman and
Gelman, 2014) implemented in the popular software STAN (Carpenter et al., 2017). Note that
the latter approach does not specifically use the structure of Model 2 and thus might be expected
to be sub-optimal for that reason.

We simulate data from Model 2 with K = 2 factors, for Laplace response L(y,|u,a) =
Lapl(p + agll[)n} + agz[)n], 1) and 71 = 79 = 1, for Regime 2 of Section 5.3. We implement the
Metropolis-within-Gibbs (MwG) scheme of Algorithm 3 with Random Walk Metropolis (RWM)
updates. As for the coupling, in light of the results of Section B in the supplement, we implement
Algorithm 8, with Gaussian proposals Q(x,dz’) coupled via maximal independent coupling
(Algorithm 5), and paired acceptance. We report below the graph of the resulting average of

the meeting times for different numbers of RWM steps within each iteration (S = 1,3). It can
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Figure 6: Estimated mean meeting times for K = 2, I = I, = I € {100, 200,500, 1000},
71 = 7 = 1,b = 1 with Laplace response. Algorithm 3 with different number of Metropolis
steps S.

be noted from Figure 6 that the average of the meeting times remains almost constant as the
number of parameters grows. Furthermore, the higher the number of Metropolis steps S within
each iteration, the smaller the meeting time. Intuitively, as S grows, the conditional updates get
closer to exact Gibbs updates and the resulting chain converges faster, leading to smaller meeting
times. To put into context the performances of our estimation procedure, we illustrate in Figure
7 the convergence speed of the STAN implementation (Carpenter et al., 2017) of NUTS with
the default setting, for estimating the same model. Specifically, we report the average number
of gradient evaluations per Effective Sample Size (ESS), considering the minimum ESS across
parameters. As Figure 6 and Figure 7 show, the O(1) scaling of the meeting times of the MwG
sampler with local centering as N and p diverge results in a O(1) number of full likelihood
evaluations per unbiased estimate, while a black-box method such as NUTS requires a number

of gradient evaluations growing with p.

8 Probabilistic matrix factorization

Finally, we consider Model 3. A well-known feature of such model is that, for fixed u, the model
reduces to a standard linear regression with coefficients v, and viceversa for fixed v. On the
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Average complexity for Laplace GLMMs
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Figure 7: Average number of gradient evaluations divided by ESS (minimum across parameters)
for NUTS, for K =2, I} = I, = I € {50,100, 250, 500,1000}, 71 = 72 = 1, b = 1 with Laplace

response.

contrary, the likelihood is not analytically tractable if u and v vary jointly. As mentioned in
Section 2, this structure naturally lends itself to conditional updating schemes, such as BGS for
sampling or block coordinate ascent (usually called alternating least squares whenever applied to
Model 3) for optimization. However, the vanilla BGS scheme, which updates u, v, p, 7 from their
full conditionals at every iteration, often results in slow mixing of the chain, for reasons analogous
to the ones discussed for Models 1 and 2 in previous sections (see also numerics in Figure 8).
We thus propose a “local centering” version of BGS for Model 3, where we reparametrise the
random effects using p, i.e. at each iteration we update (p, ), with u := pu, and then (p, V),
for v := pv analogously. Algorithm 4 provides high-level pseudo-code for one iteration of the
resulting scheme, while Algorithm 9 in the supplement provides full implementation details.

Algorithm 4: One iteration of BGS with local centering for Model 3
for (r,s) € {(u,v),(v,u)} do
reparametrize (p,r) — (p,7), with 7 := pr
draw p ~ L(p|7, s,70,y)
draw 7 ~ L(%|p, s,70,y)
reparametrize (p,7) — (p,r)

draw T ~ ﬁ(TO‘PﬂLV,Y)

Regarding the UMCMC version of Algorithm 4, since the high-dimensional full condition-
als involved are multivariate Gaussian, we can implement the same coupling strategy as for
Model 1, namely Algorithmic specification 2. In particular, joint maximal couplings for the
high-dimensional updates of # can be implemented efficiently. Below we provide numerical il-
lustrations of the performances of the UMCMC version of Algorithm 4 and vanilla BGS. As
discussed in more details in Remark 6, we restrict ourselves to the case d = 1.

Remark 5 (Related literature on Bayesian factor models). Model 3 is closely related to Bayesian
factor analysis. With the same notation as in (3), a factor model (Gorsuch, 2014) can be written
as

yn‘:uaFvAaT ~ N(Mz[n] +Aj[n},:Fi[n]7T(;1)7 (18)

for p € RIL F = (Fi)ih:1 being the collection of unknown factors, F; € R, and A € R2x4
the factor loading matrix, with d being the latent dimension. Indeed, factor models exhibit the
same structure of Model 3, and BGS schemes are also widely used in that context (Conti et al.,
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2014; Papastamoulis and Ntzoufras, 2022), even if there the focus is usually on the full design
case (where all the combinations users/films are observed) and on regimes where Is < I; and
I, grows.

Remark 6 (Issues related to rotational invariance). A well-known issue of Model 3 is the
invariance with respect to joint rotations of u and v. This creates multimodality in the posterior,
thus inducing slow convergence and lack of posterior interpretability. Many ad hoc methodologies
have been developed to deal with such issue, including constraining a priori the matrix of factor
loadings or post-processing (Conti et al., 2014; Papastamoulis and Ntzoufras, 2022). Although
of interest, these issues and techniques are somehow orthogonal to our focus here, and thus we
restrict to the case d = 1 for simplicity and leave further exploration to future work.

8.1 Numerical results

We simulate data coming from Model 3 for different asymptotic regimes and parameter speci-
fications. We consider I1 = I = I € {100,200, 500, 1000} levels and data coming from Regime
1 and 2. In Figure 8 we report the average meeting times for both vanilla BGS (PV in the
legend) and Algorithm 4 (Local Centering) with Algorithmic specification 2 as discussed above.
As expected, the slow mixing of vanilla BGS results in exploding meeting times of the coupled

3 3
E£1501 — PV £100
tc —— Local Centering :c
= £
£100 ° — PV
QE" GE" 50 Local Centering
& 50 &
o o
= — S : .
< 0 ’ < 0
202 402 1002 2002 202 402 1002 2002
Number of parameters Number of parameters

Figure 8: Estimated mean meeting times for Probabilistic Matrix Factorization model. I} =
I, = I €{100,20,500,1000}. Left: Regime 1, right: Regime 2.

chains, which are not reported for I greater than 500 for visual convenience. Remarkably, as few
as 10 iterations are on average sufficient for the coupled chains evolving according to Algorithm
4 to meet even in the high-dimensional cases.

9 Conclusion

Building on the recent advancements presented in Jacob et al. (2020) and Papaspiliopoulos et al.
(2019, 2023), we propose a UMCMC procedure specifically tailored for high-dimensional BGS
with high degree of conditional independence. In the Gaussian case, we show the resulting
expected meeting times are bounded by a quantity that depends on the relaxation time of the
individual chains, multiplied by its logarithm. In several applications, this results in procedures
that require as few as a dozen iterations to obtain unbiased estimates for complex models with
over 10,000 parameters, thus enhancing the appeal of efficient and cost-effective parallelization.

Interestingly, unlike many sampling algorithms (such as gradient-based ones), no adaptation
of tuning parameters is required for BGS. This couples particularly well with the UMCMC
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framework: specifically, it avoids the need for potentially long preliminary runs or adaptation
phases, thus genuinely allowing for parallelizable short runs and ”early stopping” in case of fast
mixing chains, see also Biswas et al. (2022) for analogous examples.

We conclude by mentioning some possible directions for future research. First, while chal-
lenging, it would be valuable to extend the theoretical results of Section 4 beyond the Gaussian
case. A possible approach would be to leverage the recent results on BGS for log-concave dis-
tributions in Ascolani et al. (2024). More generally, it is relevant to assess which coupling
methodologies lead to meeting times that are of the same order of mixing or relaxation times of
the original chain, similarly to Theorems 1, 2 and 3. As discussed in Remark 2, we expect the
results in Section 4 to extend relatively directly to control higher moments of 7', thus implying
finite variance of the unbiased estimator (Atchadé and Jacob, 2024, Thm.2.1). Also, it would
be interesting to derive lower bounds for the average meeting times of coupled chains explicitly
depending on the convergence properties of the original chain, in order to make the arguments
of Section 4.2 rigorous. Finally, on a different line of research, an interesting direction could
be to provide a broader analysis and development of local centering schemes for probabilistic
matrix factorization (PMF).
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A Background on couplings

A.1 Maximal Coupling Algorithms

We briefly review algorithms for sampling from maximal couplings of two distributions p,q €
P(X), with X = R Provided p and ¢ admit densities, there always exists an algorithm with
maximal meeting probability (Thorisson, 2000, Sec. 4.5 of Chap 1), referred to as mazimal
rejection (Algorithm 5). However, in the case of spherically symmetric distributions (e.g. mul-
tivariate Gaussian with the same covariance matrix), an alternative approach called mazimal
reflection coupling (see Algorithm 6 or (Eberle et al., 2019; Bou-Rabee et al., 2020b)) allows
for sampling with a deterministic cost and yet allowing for a good contraction of the square
distance between the resulting draws (see e.g. Lemma 2).

Maximal rejection coupling. Algorithm 5 reports the pseudo code for implementing a max-
imal rejection coupling of p, g. The computational cost of Algorithm 5 depends on the number of

Algorithm 5: Maximal rejection coupling of p,q € P(R%)

sample X ~ p

sample W ~ U(0,1)

if Wp(X) < ¢(X) then

L set Y =X

else
sample Y* ~ g and W* ~ U(0,1)
while W*q(Y*) < p(Y*) do

| sample Y* ~ g and W* ~ U(0,1)

set Y =YY"

iterations required to accept the proposed sample. Only one sample is required if X is accepted
as value for Y, and this happens with probability Pr(p(X)W < ¢(X)) =1 — |lp — q|lrv. If
instead X is rejected, the number of trials before acceptance follows a Geometric variable with
parameter Pr(q(Y™*) W* > p(Y™)), the latter being equal to ||p — ¢||7v. The resulting expected
number of iterations is

L—1p—qllrv +llp = qllrv(1/|lp — qllrv + 1) = 2.

The variance of the expected number of iterations is equal to %, which tends to
infinity as ||p — ¢||7v approaches zero. Gerber and Lee proposed accepting the first draw with
a lower probability, thereby avoiding the problem of infinite variance, but at the cost of losing

maximality (see the discussion in Jacob et al. (2020)).

Maximal reflection coupling. Algorithm 6 reports an implementation of maximal reflection
coupling for Gaussian distributions with same covariance matrix. Note that, differently from
Algorithm 5, in Algorithm 6 no rejection mechanism is required and the algorithm’s runtime
is deterministic. Furthermore, in high-dimensional cases, this procedure shows favourable be-
haviours: in addition to being maximal, the algorithm contracts the distance between chains
with a good rate. Thus, when applicable, it is generally preferred to Algorithm 5.
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Algorithm 6: Maximal reflection coupling of N(&,%) and N(v,X)
stz =5 (€ 1), e = z/lla
sample X ~ Ny(0, 14), W ~ U(0,1)
if W <exp{—1z'"(2X +z)} then
L set Y =X +z

else
| Y=X-2(e"X)e
X =%/2X 4+ ¢

Y =2Y2y 4 v

A.2  Ws-optimal maps

For all univariate distributions, it is known that the monotone map coupling (i.e. using same
random number for inverse cdf method) is optimal for every cost function of the form c(x,y) =
h(z — y) with h convex (Santambrogio, 2015, Thm.2.9), and hence is Ws-optimal. For p,q
univariate distributions, let Fj,(-) and Fg(-) denote their cumulative density function (cdf). We
define the inverse cdf as

prl(u) = 1%gﬂf%{t : Fy(t) > u},

and F;l accordingly. It is then possible to sample from the W5 optimal coupling as in Algorithm
7.

Algorithm 7: monotone transport map for univariate distributions
sample U ~ U(0,1)
set X = F, 1 (U)
set Y = F,H(U)

No universal optimality result exists for general multivariate distributions, but a natural
extension of the monotone map above, called common random number (crn) coupling, is indeed
optimal for multivariate Gaussians whose covariance matrices commute (Dowson and Landau,
1982; Olkin and Pukelsheim, 1982), as stated below. While the following result is known, we
report a proof for self-containedness.

Lemma 6 (Optimality of c¢rn coupling for Gaussian distributions). Let p = N(&,%;1) and
q = N(v,X9) be d-dimensional Gaussian, with ¥1%9 = ¥9%. Define

ol EE)

where FFT = %1,GG" = %y, ThenT* € Ty, (p,q), i.e. T* is the Wa-optimal coupling of p and
q.

Proof of Lemma 6. Let (X,Y) ~ T*. If Z ~ N(0,1), we have X £ ¢ + FZ, Y £ v + GZ,
where FFT = %, and GGT = ¥, and 2 denotes equality in distribution. Denote the (7, j)-th
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entry of F' and G as f;; and g;j, respectively. It holds

2

d d
E[IX - Y[ =E[||¢ —v+ (F-G)Z|") =) E vi) + > (fis — 94)Z
i=1 j=1
d d d 2 d d
= Z(éz _Vi)2+ZE Z(f%j gz]) +2Z(§i Z fzy g’bj ]
=1 =1 7j=1 =1 7j=1

Since E[Z;] = 0, E[Z;Z;] = 0 for i # j and ZJ2 ~ x(1), then

E[|X — Y] = [|€ - v|* + E[|(F - G)Z|]]
=& —vI*+ > 1fij — gil® = I€ = vIP + |F = GIf3,,

ij
where || - ||¢, denotes the Frobenius norm of matrices. The latter expression exactly equals
the minimizer of the optimal transport problem in the Gaussian case, whenever the variance
covariance matrices commute (Givens and Shortt, 1984). O

Thus, in order to obtain draws from I'* in Lemma 6, one can simply sample Z ~ N (04, 14)
and then set

(20)

X =p+ FZ,
Y =v+GZ.

We will refer to (20) as c¢rn coupling. Recall also that the W-optimal map is unique (Brenier,
1991).

B Couplings for Metropolis-Hastings algorithms for product
targets

In this section we discuss procedures for efficient coupling of Metropolis-Hastings (MH) kernels
for targets with independent components. The motivation for such a construction stems from
Algorithm 3 applied to Model 2, where each iteration consists of updating K blocks of (condition-

k) T, y) factorizes in Hfil ﬁ({i(k) e, a (k) r. y)

ally) independent coordinates, since each £(& (k) |, a=(
for k =1,..., K, whose distribution might be known only up to constants. Exploiting such inde-
pendence in the coupling construction, one can derive coupling strategies whose meeting times
grows logarithmically with I, see below. Previous works on couplings for MH kernels include
Wang et al. (2021), where among other things the authors suggest employing a maximal re-
flection coupling on Gaussian proposals and paired acceptance, and Papp and Sherlock (2022),

where the authors focus on asymptotically optimally contractive couplings.

Consider a target distribution v on X = R’* with independent components, i.e. v = ®; I L7
The general Metropolis kernel targeting v has the form

PbMH(:I:, dz') = Qp(zx, dx)ap(x, ) + 05 (dx")ry(z), (21)

where Qp(x,dz’) denotes the proposal distribution on X = R+, ay(x, ) is the Metropolis
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acceptance ratio, i.e. ap(x, ') = 1 A V((w )) 82%5 ;f; and ry(z) =1 — [, Qp(x, dx’)ap(x, dx’). The
standard way to sample from PM# in (21) is sampling a proposal @’ from Qp(z,-), compute
ap(x, ") and accept if U ~ U(0,1) is smaller than the acceptance ratio. Given the known
independence structure of the target, however, it is possible to propose and accept/reject each
component individually, leading to much higher acceptance rates and better dimensionality

scaling. The resulting kernel, which is a product of univariate MH kernels, can be written as

P (x, da’) = @it PMH (27, daf)) = @y (Qp(wi, da)ayg (s, o)) + 0, (daf)rp(zs)) . (22)

_ Vi(x ) Qf(x wz)
%) = 1A LG Qtaal)
re(x) =1 — [p Qf(x;, da})as (s, dr}). Note that (21) proposes and accept jointly all the com-

where Qf(z;,dz}) is a proposal kernel on R, ay(z;, and analogously
ponents at once, while (22) does it component-wise. The coupling strategy can exploit such
independence in two different ways, namely factorizing both the proposal and acceptance step
or only the acceptance step.

Differently from models with conjugate full-conditional distributions (such as e.g. Models 1
and 3), (optimally) contractive couplings for MH kernels are difficult to implement, requiring
numerical integration, and in our simulations they did not provide significant enough decrease
in distance within subsequent steps to justify their use. Similarly, simple crn couplings of
the MH kernels, i.e. using same random number for the proposal distributions (amounting at
implementing the Wy optimal coupling on the proposals whenever Gaussians) and acceptance
steps, were also not effective in contracting efficiently the chains (specifically they typically soon
reach a plateau distance not small enough to provide high chances of coalescence). For the above
reasons, when using MH steps to update from high-dimensional and conditionally independent
blocks, we avoid the two step strategy of Algorithm 1 and instead concentrate on one-step,
maximal-only strategies.

Following guidelines in Wang et al. (2021), we consider kernels with synchronous acceptance,

i.e. using same uniform for accept-reject in the & and y chain. For ap,af, 7, and 7¢ as in (21)
and (22), we define
ap(x, /’) ) ¢ Rk 3 — af(xi,a:,'i) cR?,
(y7 ) 1I)¢ af(yzvyz)
/ / .
Ay = ( z(dz Tb(w; ) € Rk, Ay = ( 6$i(dxi§rf($1) > € R?,

where 17, denotes the vector of ones of length Ij,. Below we illustrate numerically the perfor-
mances of the following list of possible coupled kernels:

1. Blocked reflection: Py, := Prag[Qp] ® Gy + Ap, where Prqy[Qp)] is Algorithm 6 and ©
denotes the Hadamard product, i.e. component-wise product.

2. Blocked mazimal: Py := Ppaw[Qp] © Gy + Ap, where P, [Qp) is Algorithm 5.

3. lé’locked factorized reﬂe_ctvjon: bey,, = ®fil (Pmax[Qb][i] ©ay —i—Af_), where, if (z,y) ~
Prnaz[Qp], the symbol P [Q]f;) indicates the vector (z;,y;), and Praz[Qp] is Algorithm
6.

4. Blocked factorized maximal: Py, = ®Z-I§1 (Pmax[Qb] W ©as+ Af), where Ppa:[Qp) is
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Algorithm 5.

5. Fully factorized reflection: Pff,,n = ®f§1 (Pmax Qfl ©ay + Af), where Pp,q.[Qy) is Algo-
rithm 6.

6. Fully factorized mazximal: Pff,m = ®¢Iil (Pmaw[Qf] Oar+ Af), where P,.:[Qp] is Algo-
rithm 5.

We report in Algorithm 8 the pseudo-code for one iteration of either P, Firs P, Fm Pf f,r OT Pf Fmo
depending on the specification of P[Q)].

Algorithm 8: Coupling strategy for MH with independent target
Input: (X', Y?), target v, proposal @, desired coupling P
sample (X', Y') ~ P[Q]((X!,Y"),.) for i =1,...,I; do

! !/ t

sample U ~ U(0,1) if U < Zg;;% then
L set Xf“ = X!

else
| set X[ = X!

. v(Y)) QY;.Y?)

U< v Qo))
L set }/;t-‘rl _ 1/;/

else
L set Y;tﬂ — v}

t=t+1

then

We provide a numerical illustration where v is taken to be a product of independent Laplace
distributions, i.e. v = ®§l:1 Lapl(0,1/+/2). Consider (X, Y");>0 coupled chains marginally
evolving via the kernels 1 to 6 above with Qy(z,-) = N(z,v21y) or Q(w;,dx;) = N(x,v/2),
where step-size are chosen following the guidance in Roberts et al. (1997) for univariate Metropo-
lis steps. We plot in Figure 9 the average meeting times for coupled chains with different strate-
gies, as the target dimension d grows. As one might expect, Figure 9 shows that the strategies

», 300 .
() i/ T blocked reflection
§ ,',' —— blocked/fact reflection
:D ” " ----- fully fact reflection
g 200 ‘l ‘l ————— blocked maximal
<5} i —— blocked/fact maximal
E ,' f ----- fully fact maximal
o !
;%C 100
S
<
0

20 40 60 80 100
dimension

Figure 9: Average meeting times for different dimensions, Laplace target.

yielding smaller meeting times are those leveraging the independence structure of the target,
proposing and accepting the components independently. Blocked strategies instead generally
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perform worse, with the sole exception of block/fact reflection, due to the intrinsic contraction
properties of Algorithm 6.

To better illustrate the phenomenon, Figure 10 plots the proportion of components that did
not meet for the same chains as in Figure 9, for d = {3,100}.

Dimension 3 Dimension 100
» 1.00 » 1.00
O O
- -
£ £
£ 0.75 = 0.75
= =
g g
20.50 20.50
g —— Dblocked/fact reflection S —— blocked/fact reflection
1 : — :
é 0.25 blocked/fact maximal @ 0.25 blocked/fact maximal
= —— fully fact maximal 5 —— fully fact maximal
o —— fully fact reflection o —— fully fact reflection
= 0.00 = 0.00
0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
iteration iteration

Figure 10: Estimated percentage of non coalesced components for blocked/component-wise pro-
posals and component-wise acceptance; d = 3, 100.

The above examples suggest that, in case of conditionally independent blocks, fully-factorized
couplings of the MH updates are preferable. This is coherent with the consideration that, in
the fully-factorized case, the overall meeting time, which coincides with the one of the slowest
component that coalesces, is simply the supremum of d independent random variables, hence
typically growing logarithmically as the dimensionality grows (or at least sub-linearly, see Correa
and Romero (2021)).

C Algorithmic implementation details

In this section, we report the explicit expressions for the full-conditional distributions required
to implement the proposed algorithms for Models 1 and 3.

C.1 Full conditionals for Model 1

Under (1), the conditional distributions required to implement Algorithm 2 are

D (k]
Z (4@) B Zl;ék > ag )n§-¢ )> 1
Z 95 n’) Y8

» Sipro Sim ag "
(k)| . (—Fk) _ n; "7o ~(k) 1#k,0 Luj=1 ] zg 1
E(ai ’a ,M,T,Y) N (n( k) yl w—= (k) 3 n(k) ;

TO + Tk T0 + Tk

_ I, —1 2
£(Tk|a,//L,T k?Y) = Gamma < ) ) )
2 Y (e

where ngk) = 25:1 I(ig[n] = 1), s — n( To/(Tk—i—n( )7'0) n(k D_ ZnN:1 I(ig[n] = J)1(i[n] = ©)

J
denotes the number of observations of level j of factor k and ¢ of factor [ and finally g]z(k) =

L(ula™,7,y) =

> nsigfnj=i Yn/ {1+ ix[n] = i}| is the average of all observations with level ¢ on factor k. See also
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(Papaspiliopoulos et al., 2019, Eq. 4 and Prop. 2) for similar expressions.

C.2 Local centering algorithm for Model 3

Under (3), the conditional distributions required to implement Algorithm 4 are
_ _ 1 _
£(ui|va P, T0, Y) = N(p’uiv Quil)a ‘C(ui|va P70, y) = ;N(”ulv Quil)a
_ _ 1 _
L(vjlu, p,70,y) = Ny, Q3)); Lvslwpm.y) = Ny, Qs));

where M, “v]—7 Qui = (QTs)g,szl and QVj = (prs);is:l are given by

Grr = 1+ 19p° Z v?[n]’r, prr = 1+ 19p° Z u?[n],r forr=1,...,d,
n:i[n]=t n:jn]=j
drs = 7_0,02 Z Ujn],rVj[n],ss Prs = 7_0,02 Z Win],rUiln],s> forr,s =1,....d,
n:i[n]=t n:j[nl=j
Hu; = 1_111 Top Z Viny By, = \7]1 Top Z Wi[n]Y
n:i[n|=i n:j[n]=j

and

I -1
dI 1 ;]
_27 . 1
L(p~*|a,v,1,y) = Gamma at = (b E_: > 7
I 5\
9 (1,51l
2 _ 5 ;
L(p~"u,v,70,y) = Gamma a+— 5 :
]:
N Vi)’ -1
L(molu,v,p,y) = Gamma § W] Jn]

For the vanilla scheme with improper prior p(p) « 1, then

1 W Vi Yn 1
E(p‘Qlu,v,To,.V)ZTG< — ;0,+oo>. (23)
ZnNZI( ;En]v_] )2 70 Zn 1 (W Viin)?

We report in Algorithm 9 a more detailed pseudo-code for implementing the local centering
approach described in Algorithm 4.
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Algorithm 9: One iteration of BGS with local centering for Model 3

u=p-u

_ 1 -
p= (Gamma (a + %’ (% + 25;1 ||u5-||2) >>
for i=1,...,11 do

[NIES

u=1u/p
\_/:p.v
1
-2\ 1 -2
p= (Gamma <a + %’ (% + 2112:1 ||v5|| ) ))

for i=1,...,1> do
L Vi o~ N (“\_IHQ\;,})
v=v/p
—ous o2y —1
70 ~ Gamma <c+ ¥ (%1 + 2521 W) >

D Proofs

D.1 Proofs of the results in Section 4.1
D.1.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 builds upon Lemma 7 and Lemma 8, whose statements and proofs are
deferred after the end of the former.

Proof of Theorem 1. In the following, we will state the results assuming that X°, Y° are fixed,
or equivalently conditioning on their values, omitting the explicit conditioning in the notation
for brevity.

Define (D%);>0 as
D' = [ L(XTHXY) — LYY |y £>0, (24)
Denote by (t)r>1 as the sequence of times at which D! < ¢, i.e.
ty :=min{t > t)_1 : D' <&} k>1, (25)

with tg := —1 by convention. Note that by the form of Algorithm 1, the t;’s are exactly
the iterations at which a maximal coupling is implemented. Also, let Ay be a binary variable
indicating whether the maximal coupling attempt at ¢; is successful, i.e.

1 if Xt = ytetl
Ay = k> 1. (26)

0 otherwise

By faithfulness, A, = 1 implies that X! = Y, for all t > t;, and by convention A = 1 for all
k' > k. Note also that from (25) and (26), one has

E[l — Ag| X" Y™ Ay = 0] = Pr(Ay = 0| X", Y A;_; =0) = D'*. (27)
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Thus, T can be written as

“+00

T=t1+1+ Y (1—Ap)(ters — t). (28)
k=1

We bound E[T] using the form of (28). In particular, by Lemma 7, we have
t1+1< ALTHX = YO),e B), (29)

for fi defined therein. Note that, conditionally on (X°,Y?), the bound is deterministic: pro-
vided the chains evolve via crn coupling from iteration 1 up to t1, D is a deterministic function
of the starting points (X°,Y?) and matrices B, N, L (see (34) and (35) for further details).

Considering the third addend in (28), by the definitions of D!, (¢x)k>1, (Ak)k>1 and the form
of Algorithm 1, it follows that {A; = 0} implies {A; = 0} for i < k, then, exploiting the equality
in (27), we get

Pr(A; =0/ X", Y"%) =Pr(A; =0,..., Ay_1 = 0, A, = 0| X' Y'¥)

=Pr(A; =0,...,Aj_1 = 0| X" Y'"*)Pr(A; = 0| X", Y Ap_, =0) (30)
< gtiph k> 1,
where the last inequality follows from the fact that Pr(A; = 0| X", Y%) < e forall j = 1,...,k
given that, by the form of Algorithm 1, coalescence is attempted only if it has probability greater
than €. Combining the last equality with the Monotone Convergence Theorem and Lemma 7
we can rewrite the third term of (28) as

+00 +oo
E | (1= Ap) (e —ta) | = D E[E[(1 = Ap)(ther — 1) X, Y]]
k=1 k=1

+oo
=3 E [Pr(4g = 0| X", Y™)E[(t41 — t)| X, Y™, Ay = 0]]
k=1

+oo
<> R [DRE[(trsr — te)| X, Y, Ay = 0]] (31)
k=1

By Lemma 8, we have
D Eltgy1 — te|Ar = 0, X™* Y] < fo(e, B),

for fo defined therein. Note that the inequality above holds almost surely, i.e. with probability
one. Crucially, the bound does not depend on the exact distance between the chains at time #,
but only on e. Substituting in (31) we obtain

+00 oo
B> (1= Atk — te)| < fa(e, B)D 71 = fae, B) (1 —¢) 7",
k=1 k=1

It then follows

E[T) <1+ f(IL7HX? = YO)),e,B) + (1 - )7 fale, B).
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After explicit computations

1 _ 1 _
ET] <2+ “I((B) <ln(IIL X =Y - 5 n(1 - Ain(B)) — In(2v2er f~ ()
+ %_E : (1 +1n(12 4 8\/2/m)erf 1 (e)/ /7 + \/E(ﬁre)—l)> .

It is possible to further simplify the bound provided € < 0.5, thus getting the expression in
Theorem 1, where we set Cp := In(||L~1(X? — Y?)||) and

C. = —In(erf~1(e)2v2)+2In(1248v/2/m)er f () +V2(v/me) ™t < —In(erf 1 (e))+6er f 1 (e) .
O
Lemma 7. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1 we have
t+1< A(ILTHX=Y)],e B),
with

In(r) — 3In(1 = A2, (B)) — In(erf~"(e)2v2)

hilre )= ~In(p(B)

“ r € (0,00), e € (0,1).
Proof of Lemma 7. Recall that given p = N(u,Y) and ¢ = N (v, %), it holds

Ip—allry = erf <\/ ) > ’”) . (52)

From (32) above, the autoregressive form of Gaussian chain in (7) and the equation of the crn

coupling in (20), for all ¢ < ¢t; we have

(33)

Dt — erf (\/(Xt _ Yt)TBT(Z _ ?EBT)IB(Xt _ Yt)) ‘

We are interested in sufficient conditions for having D; < e. Set N := L~'BL, with LLT = %,
and also

d' =L 'B(X'-Y!) =L'B"(X°-Y") (34)
— L*lBtJrlLLfl(XO _ YO) — Nt+1L71(XO _ YO)’

where the first equality follows since the draws are paired via crn coupling up to iteration ¢ (see
Algorithmic specification 1). Then (33) becomes

D' =erf \/(dt)T(ld - NNT)ldt) 7 (35)

8

where we used (X — BYB")™' = (LLT — BLL'B")™' = L=T(1 —= NNT)7'L~!. Given 7
reversibility of P, one has ¥BT = BY. (Khare and Zhou, 2009, Proposition 4.27), implying
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N = NT. Hence by properties of the spectral radius and symmetric matrices

(d)T(1—=NNT)d" < [|ld"|*p(la = NN 7)™
= [N'LHX = YO)|Pp(1g — NNT)™!
2 N3 (36)
p(l4— NNT)
p(N)*ED
1-— )\mm(NNT)’

<ILTHX - YY)

< IL7HX7 =YY

| Az ||
2

where for A € R™" we denote by [|All2 = supgq gern the induced 2 norm. Combining

(35) and (36), a sufficient condition for D; < ¢ is to have

—1/wv0 _ v-0y(2 P(N)Q(Hl) -1 2
IL~H(X" =Y") T Do (NNT) < 8(erf (E)) . (37)
Note that this also implies that
a2 < 8 (erf 7 ()" (1= Amin(NNT)). (38)

Again by m-reversibility of P, since N = N, one has Muin(NNT) = Apin (V)2 = Apin(B)? and
also p(B) = p(N). Substituting into (37) and solving for ¢ we get the result. O

Lemma 8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1 we have
D' ]E[tk-‘rl - tk|Ak =0, th) Ytk] < f2(87 B) a.s.,

where
In(12 + 8y/2/m)er f~1(e)//T + 2v2(\/me) !
—In(p(B))

f2(6, B) =

Proof of Lemma 8. The proof of Lemma 8 relies on two different parts. In the first we bound
the expected square distance between X%t and Y**! conditionally on A = 0, and this is
achieved controlling the first and second moments of truncated Gaussians (see Lemma 2 in the
main body of the paper). Then we bound the product of the former (possibly growing to +oo
as € goes to zero) times the total variation distance between the chains themselves.

We start by noting that the result of Lemma 7 can be extended for every t; —t;_1 with k > 2,
since the arguments rely only on the form of Algorithm 1 and on the expression in (32). It
follows that

E[tk-‘rl - tk‘Ak‘ =0, tha Ytk] < E[fl(||L_1(th+1 - Ytk+1)||>57 B)|Ak‘ =0, th’Ytk]_

Thus one can write

D'E [thy1 — ti] Ar = 0, X", Y]
<DHE [A(|LHX" T =Y )| e, B)|A, = 0, X", Y] (39)
< D% fy (B [IL7HX T — Y Hh[|4, = 0, X%, Y] ¢, B),

where the last inequality follows from Jensen applied to fi(-, e, B), and in particular to the
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logarithmic function in its expression. Define zt = \/(d%*)T(1 — NNT)-1d%, with d’ as in
(34). Since at iteration t; we implement maximal reflection coupling, we can apply Lemma 2
on the argument of fi, provided that z;, <1, thus getting

_ |L7'B(X" — Y™)|? 2
E [HL I(th-l-l _ Ytk+1)||2|Ak = 0] < (Ztk)4 12+ 8 ; .

Hence substituting the bound in the expression of f; in (39), one gets

D*E[(tg11 — t)| Ak = 0, X, Y]

Dtk 1 b 1 -
= Thi(B) (21H(Hd 1) = 5 (1 = A\%in(B)) — In(2v2er f 1(5))> (40)
Dt
S TR (=2m(z1,) + (12 + 8/2/) (41)

2tk

SN (—4ln(ztk)+ln(12+8\/2/7r)> (42)

ln (12 +8+/2/m)erf~1(e) //T +V2(/me) ™!
—In(p (B)) ’

(43)

where from (40) to (41) we used the condition in (38) and subsequent simplifications, and from
(41) to (42) we instead used that, by construction and (33), one has D' = er f(z /+/8). Finally

it holds erf(x) < %az and —In(z)z < 1/e for = > 0, and so 2zt < 2v/2erf~1(e) by (34). O

D.1.2 Proof of Lemma 2

In order to prove Lemma 2, we use an instrumental lemma, namely Lemma 9. In the following,

we denote TG (p1,0%; a,b) a truncated Gaussian with mean parameter yu, variance parameter o2,

and constrained between a and b.

Lemma 9. Let 0 € (0,00) and a € R and X ~ TG(0,0%; o, +00). It holds that

2 2
E[X] < max(0,a) + 0\/7, E[X?] <o? +a® + \/7(10’
T ™

Proof of Lemma 9. For T ~ TG (p,0?; a, +00), we know

o—p
E[T| =p+ C(I> 7 )#) o, (44)
EO (L o (S
E[T?)] = 0? + o2 MUJW +2MUM, (45)

where ¢(-), ®(-) denote respectively the density and the cumulative functions of the standard
normal distribution. We divide the proof in the cases a < 0 and a > 0.

Consider a < 0. Denote by ¢ the normalizing constant ¢, ,2., = [, Mt e da: Since

wo2a
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X ~TG(0,0%; o, +00) and o < 0, we have

+o0 6579622 +oo eng;
E[X] = x dzx < x dx.
o 0

€0,02;0

Multiplying and dividing by ¢y ,2.,9 and recalling that for Y ~ T'G(0,0%; 0, +00) one has E[Y] =
\/ga from (44), then

+ =
8} 202
e 20 CO 2.0 2
/ T de < =252 [ =0,
0 €0,02;0 Co,o20 V T

. €. 2. Co o2, .
Furthermore since -22-% = 0 < 1, it follows that
c0,0’2;04 0 —579
fa e 20 dm—’— C0,(72;0

E[X] </ Zo. (46)

- T

Consider now o > 0. We prove

E[X] < a+ \/za =E[Y], (47)

with Y ~ TG(«, 0%; o, +00). We exploit stochastic ordering: if there exists a coupling between
X ~TG(0,0% a,+o0) and Y ~ TG(a, 0?; a, +00) such that Pr(X < Y) = 1, then the desired
result follows. Given that the Gaussian distribution belongs to the exponential family, it has
monotone likelihood ratio in its canonical statistics, that is x, hence implying stochastic ordering.

For the second moment, by (45) and the bound just found in (46) and (47), we get

2
E[X? = 0%+ acE]Y] < 0?4+ o® + \/7040,
™

for Y ~ TG(0,1; %, +00). O
Proof of Lemma 2. We first prove the bound for d = 1 and then generalize. The explicit form
of Algorithm 6 will be exploited repeatedly throughout the proof.

Suppose X ~ N(&,02),Y ~ N(v,0%) where, without loss of generality, & > v, and define

z = ng” >0, W ~ U(0,1), X ~ N(0,1) as in Algorithm 1. Coalescence is not reached only

whenever W > S(j((;)z), or equivalently

%~ 2 _ W)
2 z

Then it holds X W, X #Y ~TN (0, ;-5 — (W) , —|—oo). Furthermore, whenever coalescence

z

is not reached we have X = o X + pand Y = —0X + v, then, for a > 0

E[a?(X — Y)2IW, X £ Y] = a®E[(20X + € — )| W, X #Y)
= a’0’E[(2X + 2)}|W, X #Y]
:&ﬁ4mﬁwx¢ywﬁ+@mmmx¢n]
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Therefore, one can apply the bounds of Lemma 9 to get bounds for the squared distance among
the two distributions.

We now extend for the multivariate case, leading to the result. Again denote by z := 53 (&E—
v), X ~ Ng(0,14), W ~ U(0,1) and e := H;—H as in the formulation of Algorithm 6. Whenever
coupling is not reached it holds that

2
z' X > — lI=I” “ — In(W).

It is possible to find an orthonormal matrix R, i.e. a rotation matrix, such that the first co-
ordinate of X := RX becomes z and has squared norm exactly z' X. It then follows from
orthonormality and symmetry of X that X ~ N4(0,14). Whenever coupling is not reached,
only the first coordinate X; = z' X is constrained to be greater or equal than —@ — In(W),
independently on the other coordinates, i.e. ZTX\X #Y , W ~TN(0,1; —@ — In(W)). For
this coordinate, the bounds in Lemma 9 still hold, giving

I={*
2

E[(z' X)?| X #Y, W] <1+ <—HZ2H2 — n(W)>2 + \/z (— ”Z2”2 — 1n(W)> . (49)

Then, leveraging the expression of X — Y |X # Y and e, we get

_ ln(W)> +4/2, (48)

s

Elz' X|X #Y,W] < max < -

E[JACX — Y)IFIX £ Y, W] = B[ A€ v + 26" X)She) 1 X £ Y, 7]
2 T 2
HA“ ) (1 S X))

_ 2 A Tx2, AT
— A - )| E[l—I— R X e XX £ Y W]

=E

|X7AY,W]

4 2 4
< [JA(E —v) | |2+ Tallt (1 + In?(W) — \/;hl(W)) + T2l <ln(W) + 1/\/%)
+ max (O, -2 — T2 ln(W)) (50)
By law of iterated expectations, one has
E[J|AX -Y)|?|X #Y] =E[E[[AX - Y)|P|X #Y,W]]. (51)

Hence we compute

E[max (0, —2—”;”2111(W)>] :/Olmax (0 - H2 (W)) dw

2
_ 1=

4 e 2 2 4 2112
_ 2/ ( HZ2| ln(w)) dw— e Iz
1z11* Jo =]l
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Knowing E[In(W)] = —1, E[In?(W)] = 2, plugging (50) in (51), one gets
E[JAX - Y)IPIX # Y] =Ew [E[|A(X — Y)HQ\X #Y, W]

< € 1P (2+ 8+ VIR + e 11V )

Given that ||z|| < 1 by hypothesis, then

12 +8,/2
E[|AX = Y)|?|X # Y] < | A(€ —v)|? 1248/

[l

D.1.3 Proof of the claim in Remark 1

Let x ~ m = N(u, ) divided in K blocks as in Section 3.4. Consider D € R%¥*? block-diagonal
matrix with same blocking structure and denote by p := Dx and by np the transformed ran-
dom variable and the induced distribution respectively. We now show that both the distribution
of the meeting time induced by Algorithm 1 and the bound in (9) will not change.

From well known Gaussian properties, it follows 7p = N(Du, DEDT), furthermore simple
calculations point that Bp = DBD~! and Lp = DL. Let (X', Y");>1 as in Theorem 1 and
(X5, Y%)>1 the chain targeting mp starting at (X%,Y?) := (DX, DY?). It follows that
|L(XTH XY — (YUY Y|y = [[L(XSHXY) — L(YSHYY) |7y for all ¢ > 1, hence the
equal behaviour of Algorithm 1.

D.2 Proofs of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 builds upon two results presented in Lemma 10 and Lemma 11 below.
In this section, under the assumption of Theorem 2, we will always assume PE) — p,p; and
B() as in Lemma 1 accordingly. Let also L be the block triangular matrix such that LLT = ¥.

Lemma 10. Under the assumption of Theorem 2, for NUF) .= L='BUVL it holds
Ain (NONENTY =0,

Proof of Lemma 10. Leveraging the results in Remark 1, we find a suitable block diagonal linear
transformation D of the chain and compute for the transformed chain Ay, (N ](DF) (N l()F))T) (using
the same notation as in Remark 1), then, since NI(DF) = LBIB(DF)LD =L 'D'pBE)D-IDL =
LB L = N we get the result. Consider D = diag(Q(Ll),Q(m))%. It follows that the

precision matrix of wp is
1 | M
o (1) o

_1 _1
where M = Q 2 Q 1 Q)Q(22) By Lemma 1, one gets
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If LpL}, = Xp (with ¥p full rank), then it follows Lp~ ' Lp~' = Qp. Suppose now

Lyt = (%%) , (53)

for A, B, C' matrices of suitable dimensions, one has

ATA+B'B=1
B'C=M (54)
cTC=1.

And therefore, solving for N (DF)

N _ 1-AAT | —ABT
b 0o | 0 '

From which Apin (N5 (NE”)T) = Ain(NNT) = 0. O

Lemma 11. Let B and BYFB) be respectively the auto-regressive matrices induced by PE)
of (5) and PYFB) of (8) for 1 = N(w,X), with K = 2 blocks. Let N¥) = L=1BU) L and
NFB) — [=1BIFB)L, For allt > 1 one has

(B(F))t _ AQ(B(FB))t_I,

with As as in (57). If furthermore

1 | M

1(30) 1o ((B) ) = (50) " = (ar721)"

where || - ||2 is the induced 2-norm.

it holds

Proof. For a two block Gaussian it holds E[x )|z ;)] = Aiz(j) + ag) for i # j € {1,2}. So

0| A 0| A12A21 412
B(F) — 12 , B(FB) = . 56
< 0| A21 412 0 ‘ Ao Asg (56)
Note that from the above p (B(F)) = p(A21412) =p (B(FB)). One can rewrite (56) as BY) =
A2A1 and B(FB) = A1A2A1 for

1 10 0 A
A: A: . 57
1(A210>, 2<01> 57

Simple algebra shows that A? = A;, A2 = Ay and (BU))t = Ay(BFB))=1, Furthermore:

(N(F))t — L_1<B(F))tL — L_lAQLL_l(B(FB))t_lL — A2(N(FB))t—l’ <58)
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where we defined Ay := L1 A,L. By symmetry of N¥5) and submultiplicativity of the matrix
norm, it follows:

INENY Y2 = [| Ao (NPl < [| Az fl2p(N P,

If furthermore @ has the form in (55), then one has Aj9 = M, Ay = —MT. Let L™! be such

that
L™= (#) , (59)

. 1 0
Ay =L 1Ayl =
T ((B—C’MT)A‘10>’

and from (54) it is easy to see that B = C~ "M = C'M and so ||As|s = 1. Plugging the result

in (58) gives
() < ((N“’B))t_l> = (M)

It follows

O]

Proof of Theorem 2. The result follows from an adaptation of Lemma 7 and Lemma 8 to the
case of K = 2 blocks, combined with Lemma 10 and Lemma 11 above. Specifically by Lemma
10 and Lemma 11 we have

(V)2
1= Appin (NE)(NN)T)

And then the sufficient condition in (37) becomes
[L7H X = YO Pp(NE) D <8 (erf 7 e))”.
Since then p(NBF)) = p(BFB)) = p(BW), it leads to

m([ZH(X? = YO)) — In(2v2erf~!(e)).

- “In(p(B))

Hence one can rewrite the formula for f; of Lemma 7 as

In(r) — In(erf~1()2v/2)

hine B = T ™)

The final formula is then obtained by plugging the above in the proof of Lemma 8 for fo. O

D.3 Proof of Theorem 3
Proof of Theorem 3. With the same reasoning as in Theorem 1, one can show that

T<1+fA(|IL7YX"=YY)|,e,B,8) + (1—e) " fale, B,6),
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where

fi(r.e.B.5) = max <n;, FHW b Lt quiV;(g . Inerf €)2v2) | 5)D |

and

Fy(e, B, ) = max (n§7 {111(12 + 8\/2/7T)er1f:1[§(5)B/)\/7r +V2(y/me) - 5)} ) |

Then combining the results with the same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 1 gives the
result.

The form of f; comes from a generalization of f; in Lemma 7. Given (33), a sufficient condition
for D! < ¢ is
141 < 8(1 = Amin (NN 1)) (erf~H(e))?,

where as before N = L™ BL (no longer symmetric) and d* = L7'B(X" — Y*). By properties
of matrix norm one has

1) = INTHLTHXO = YOI < INTHBIILTHX - YOI

The definition of n§ implies that for all t > nj:

L= o)\ L p(B)\' e
Nty < (1 =P _ ({2228 7
| ‘2—< 140 ) 1+s ) =¢ 7

Hence if ¢ is bigger than n§ we have
—p(B)
e T R &

Imposing the former to be smaller than 8(1 — A\pin (NN T))(erf~1(¢))? and solving for ¢ +1 leads
to the result.

As for fy, the result follows from substituting f; with f in the proof of Lemma 8. O

D.4 Proof of the claim in Remark 3

Proof of the claim in Remark 3. Consider a general d-dimensional Gaussian m = N(u, Q1)
divided in K blocks of dimensions I, ..., I, for d = >, I;;. Lemma 3 of Section 6 shows the
equivalence between Py, [P] and P°* of (14). As for the maximal coupling, note that the leading
term in the computational cost of Algorithm 6 is the cost of the Cholesky decomposition of Q
necessary for computing z, known to be O(d?). It follows that implementing naively Pq.[P]
has a cost of O((Y],, Ix)?), while implementing P** of O(max(I3,...,I3.)) (for fixed K), since
composition of K successive maximal reflection couplings. We show it is possible to implement

Ppa2[P] at the same cost. For 7 above it holds

T(@lzn) =N | D Awpze) +aiQul, | - (60)
J#k
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where A = 14 — diag(Q(fl}l), ...,Q(};K))Q and a; = Q(;i) Zj’:l Qi jy(j)- In the following we
consider the case of K = 3 blocks and forward kernel, although the procedure can be extended
straightforwardly to other specifications. A sweep of the Gibbs kernel P of (5) can be written
as

Xy = AunXig + Aus X +a1+ Q(ﬁ) Z
XU = A XU + A Xlg) +22 + Qb %2
= AenAn2 X + (AenAns + Aes) X + e 1)62(1 021+ Qg : ) Zo + €
X(5) = AsnX() +Ae)X() +as+ Q_s%s)Z
= (Aendny + AspAenias) X (A<3 nAas +AspdenAus + AsAes) Xt

_ _1 _1
+ (A +As24e) QunZi+ A(3,2)Q(2f2)z2 + Q3523 + ¢,

~ M\b—‘v

(61)

where Z1, 74, Z3 are Gaussian of dimensions I1, I2, I3 respectively and co, c3 vectors depending
solely on A, u and Y. That is

_1
X! Xy Cay | 0 0 Z, ay
i+1 _ t Z1 _1
ﬁ%ﬁl =5 ;9 * Aden@Quly Qeny O ;2 | e
-3 - -3 c
(3) ®) (A +As2Aen) Quly As2Qph) Qsk ’ ’
(62)

X | =BX'+ (X - BESB")2Z +b, (63)

_1
Quly 0 0
—= —= 1
Ap 1)@ 1:21) Q(2?2) 0 =X - BZBT)Q

Implementing Algorithm 6 for iteration of teh chains (X*, Y");>1, one has z := (Z—BZBT)_%B(Xt—
Y"), hence computing z is actually equivalent to solving the triangular system

(2 - BB )2z = B(X' - Y!).

Starting from the first coordinate, it can be proved the solution is
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Then
2() = Q(%z,z) <A<271>A<172)(X 2~ Yio) + (AenAns + Awes)(X(g — Yis) - A<271>Q(_1,%1>Zl>
= QA (Xly) — Vi),
and lastly
z(3) = 0.

From the above it follows that the computational cost of solving for (zi,z9,z3) is exactly
O(max(I}, I3, 13)). O

D.5 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof of Lemma 3. We first show that the distribution induced by P of (14) is the same as
the one induced by Py,[P] of Lemma 6. We then extend the result for the composition of n
kernels.

Given any updating order (ki,...,kx), let o be the permutation of (1,...,K), such that
(k1,....kx) = (o(1),...,0(K)). Define A =14 — diag(Q(_l%l), "'7Q(_I%,K)) @, A* the matrix whose
blocks are A?z‘,j) = A(ki,kj) and also B* = (I — L*)~'U*, for U* and L* upper and lower de-

= B*

composition of A*, i.e. U* + L* = A*. Lastly define the matrix B as B9 (irj

(kosky) ) From

Lemma 6 and Lemma 1 of Section 2.1, the Ws-optimal coupling of P is

_ (@) g + @)
PunlPl((,y),-) = N (( B 1 1o ) , ( o ) @ (z- B<0>2<B<">>T)> L (6

where b(®) = (I — B@))y. Tt follows from Lemma 6 and (60) that Py, [Ps] is

P, [Pe] (%, y). (d, dy)) = 2[V)(d2 k), dY (1)) (a1 1) (AT (k) Y(—k))> (65)

_ _ By + A (x — p) 11 1
vv|(de gy, dy =N , ®Q .
lda, dyg) (( By + Awy(y — 1) 11 (k:6)
Given that Py, [Py] € T[Py] for all k = 1, ..., K, it directly follows from the definition of couplings

that E[P*] = E[Py,[P]], and also the diagonal elements of the variance covariance matrix of P°*
and Py, [P] must be equal. As for the covariances, if (dz,dy) ~ P**((z,y),-), for s = 1,.... K

with

we have
ks—1 K
dy(s) — Eldy (o)) = dy(o) = o) = Y Al (@) — o) = D2 Al @ — Boy)
=1 I=ks+1
=F,Z;
ks—1 K
= dz(s) — H(s) — zz; Al (d iy — Biry) —l ; 1 Al (@) — ()
= =ko+

= dx(,) — Eldz(y)],
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where F, such that FyF,| = (Q_l)(&s), Zs~ N(07,,17,). For every 1 <r < s < K, it follows

cov (da (), dyq) ) = E [(day — Elda))(dy() — Eldy(,)"]
=E [(dfﬂ(r) = Eldz ) (da(s) — E[dw(s)])—r}
= cov (dx(r), da:(s))
- (2 - B(”)E(B("))T)

(r,s)’
hence the result for n = 1.

We now prove the result for n > 2. Given P = Py, [P] as proved above and leveraging
the equivalent formulation in (7) along with properties of Gaussian distribution, it follows that
iterating n times P(x,-) is the same as

.
n—1 n—1 n—1

P (z,) L N | (BO)g + S (B | @), [ ST (B (z—(3<0>)2(3<0>)T) N (B@)
j=0 j=0 j=0

Suppose that (dz’,dy’) ~ (Pw,[P])" ((z,y),"), then

Elllz’ - y'|I’) = |(B©)"e — (B))"y|> = W2 (P"(z,-), P"(y.)) -

O
D.6 Proof of Lemma 5
Proof of Lemma 5. By (32), and the definition of ¢4, it holds
1
Ip = allry = erf (cad™*%). (66)
If o> %, as d — 400, Taylor expanding the er f function around 0 gives
Proaa(p ) = 1~ p— allry = 1 — oot} (67)
max \F» TV ~ \/77_ .

If instead 0 < o < %, the argument of the erf function goes to +0o0. We exploit Gaussian tail
bounds to characterize the behaviour. Recall indeed that

erf(x) =20(v2z) —1,
Proaz(p,q) =1 —erf (Edd_a+%) =2 (1 -9 (\/id_a+%5d)) ,

where ®(-) indicates the standard Gaussian cumulative. Furthermore for = going to infinity, it
holds 1 — ®(z) < @, where ¢ denotes the density function of the standard Gaussian, it follows
d"‘_% E?i d—20+1

V2

Prmaa:(pa Q) = ﬁéde

On the other hand, considering the product of independent maximal couplings, the argument
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of each erf function goes to 0 as d — +oo and hence we exploit the same expansion as in (67),

getting

d d 2

HPrmax(piu Qi) = H (1 - GTf (da \/ é))

i=1 i=1

. i ;
— 1— —2Ld 4 o(d™ > = e 4 "0
i=1 < V2T ‘)
d

where ¢4 = 2=y lcil ]

dv2or
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