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Fast Mixing of Data Augmentation Algorithms:

Bayesian Probit, Logit, and Lasso Regression

Holden Lee∗ Kexin Zhang∗

Abstract

Despite the widespread use of the data augmentation (DA) algorithm, the theoretical understanding
of its convergence behavior remains incomplete. We prove the first non-asymptotic polynomial upper
bounds on mixing times of three important DA algorithms: DA algorithm for Bayesian Probit regres-
sion [AC93] (ProbitDA), Bayesian Logit regression [PSW13] (LogitDA), and Bayesian Lasso regression
[PC08, RSKZ15] (LassoDA). Concretely, we demonstrate that with η-warm start, parameter dimension
d, and sample size n, the ProbitDA and LogitDA require O

(
nd log

(
log η

ǫ

))
steps to obtain samples with

at most ǫ TV error, whereas the LassoDA requires O
(
d2(d log d+ n log n)2 log

(
η

ǫ

))
steps. The results

are generally applicable to settings with large n and large d, including settings with highly imbalanced
response data in Probit and Logit regression. The proofs are based on Markov chain conductance and
isoperimetric inequalities. Assuming that data are independently generated from either a bounded, sub-
Gaussian, or log-concave distribution, we improve the guarantees for ProbitDA and LogitDA to Õ(n+d)
with high probability, and compare it with the best known guarantees of Langevin Monte Carlo and
Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm. We also discuss the mixing times of the three algorithms
under feasible initialization.

Keywords: MCMC Algorithm, Gibbs Sampling, Data Augmentation Algorithm, Log-concave Sampling,
Non-log-concave Sampling, Conductance Method, Isoperimetric Inequality

1 Introduction

A key task in Bayesian inference is to draw samples from posterior distributions. The data augmentation
(DA) algorithm ([Hob11, RKH24]) is a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method that generates auxiliary
variables to enable a Gibbs sampling procedure. Ever since the DA algorithms were proposed ([TW87]),
they have been applied to a wide range of models. Some of the auxiliary variables are intrinsic to the model,
including missing data, unobserved variables, and latent states (e.g., [DW16, DR94, JGC95, JP08, CE07]).
Others carry no explicit meaning. They are introduced purely to facilitate the sampling algorithm. Although
they vary across different models, a typical DA algorithm exhibits a two-block Gibbs sampling structure:
To draw samples from the posterior π(β|y), with y ∈ R

n denoting the observed data and β ∈ R
d denoting

the parameters, it alternatively updates the parameters β and the auxiliary variables z. Specifically, at the
(m+ 1)th iteration, the algorithm draws sample according to

z(m+1) ∼ π(z|β(m), y) β(m+1) ∼ π(β|z(m+1), y), (1)

where m,m+ 1 denote which iteration the sample is drawn at.
DA algorithms, like other Gibbs samplers, are favorable because they are automatic with no user-tuned

parameters. This motivates researchers to design DA algorithms for many posterior distributions that are
difficult to handle, especially in common Bayesian inference settings. A key challenge is to find auxiliary
variables z that make a full set of conditional distributions accessible. Concretely, under (1), an efficient DA
algorithm requires easy sampling from both π(z|β, y) and π(β|z, y). Despite the simplicity in implementation,
the DA algorithm has a complex structure and additional variables, making its running time the central
practical concern. To address this, researchers have been trying to prove theoretical guarantees for the
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running time of DA algorithms. Roughly speaking, we can describe the running time as the product of the
cost per iteration and the number of iterations needed. The cost per iteration is typically easily characterized
and can probably be minimized using parallel computing. This leaves the number of iterations to be of central
theoretical interest. In the context of MCMC algorithms, this refers to how fast the underlying Markov chain
converges, which can be quantified by the mixing time, the number of iterations needed to get samples within
ǫ-distance to the target distribution.

Among various perspectives of mixing time analysis, a basic theoretical question is to understand the
quantitative relationship between mixing time and the quantities of interest. Typically, the focus is on how
the mixing time scales with the parameter dimension d and the sample size n in nonasymptotic settings.
Of particular interest is determining whether the chain has a polynomial dependency (rapid/fast mixing) or
exponential dependency (slow mixing) in n and d. Fast mixing results are desirable, as they guarantee the
algorithm runs fast in high-dimensional and large-sample settings.

This paper provides quantitative theoretical guarantees for the fast mixing of three DA algorithms. In
particular, we focus on the three DA algorithms designed for the Bayesian probit, logit, and lasso regression,
respectively. The three algorithms are representative because they address standard settings, have attracted
long-standing theoretical attention, and are widely used (e.g. [NNT21, XLZ+17, DD18, GMB+20, ZSMS18,
GMS+16]). We briefly introduce them below and will present the details in Section 2.

Albert and Chib’s DA algorithm for Bayesian Probit Regression (ProbitDA) [AC93] The
pioneering work [AC93] proposes a DA algorithm for sampling from the posterior distribution of β in the
following Bayesian probit regression with Gaussian prior:

yi ∼ Ber(Φ(xTi β)), i = 1, . . . , n; β ∼ N (b, B),

where xi ∈ R
d, b ∈ R

d, B ∈ R
d×d, Φ denotes the standard Gaussian c.d.f., and Ber is a shorthand for the

Bernoulli distribution. The algorithm requires n independent truncated normal auxiliary variables in each
iteration.

Polson, Scott, and Windle’s DA algorithm for Bayesian logistic Regression (LogitDA) [PSW13]
Ever since [AC93], there has been considerable effort devoted to designing an analogous DA algorithm for
the Bayesian logistic regression under Gaussian prior ([HH06, FSF07, PSW13, ZFSW23]):

yi ∼ Ber

(
1

1 + e−x
T
i β

)

, i = 1, . . . , n; β ∼ N (b, B).

We focus on [PSW13] which requires n independent Pólya-Gamma auxiliary variables in each iteration.

Park and Casella’s DA algorithm for Bayesian Lasso Regression (LassoDA) ([PC08, RSKZ15])
Bayesian Lasso regression is the Bayesian formulation of Lasso regression [Tib96]. Instead of using the
L1 penalty, it imposes a shrinkage Laplace (double-exponential) prior to the parameters. Among various
proposals ([Han09, MY14, PC08]), we focus on the earliest one [PC08] with the following setting:

y ∼ N (µ +Xβ, vIn), π(β|v) =

d∏

j=1

λ

2
√
v
e
−λ |βj |√

v ,

where µ ∈ R
d, λ ∈ R

+, v ∈ R
+, X ∈ R

n×d. Here, λ is a tuning parameter analogous to the weight of
the penalty term in Lasso regression, and µ and v have independent flat prior and inverse-Gamma prior,
respectively. The DA algorithm in [PC08] generates d independent inverse-Gaussian auxiliary variables in
each iteration. In particular, we consider the two-block improved version studied by [RSKZ15].

1.1 Past Work on ProbitDA, LogitDA, and LassoDA

The convergence behaviors of ProbitDA, LogitDA, and LassoDA have received long-standing attention.
Nevertheless, a theoretical understanding of this behavior remains incomplete, especially on how the mixing
time scales with n and d.
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A large body of early works are devoted to proving geometric ergodicity using drift and minorization
conditions (d&m, [Ros95, Car01]): [RH07] for ProbitDA, [CH13] for LogitDA, [KH13] for the original version
of LassoDA in [PC08], and [RSKZ15] for LassoDA. Geometric ergodicity is a desirable convergence property,
which refers to the existence of a geometric convergence rate of the total variation distance to the stationary
distribution. These works are only sufficient to show the existence of such a geometric rate, without explicit
dependence on n and d, or imply an upper bound on mixing time with exponential dependence on n and d.
The latter point is rigorously developed by [RS15], who show that the provided geometric convergence rates
in [CH13] and [KH13] converge exponentially fast to one as n → ∞ or d → ∞. Furthermore, [QH22] and
[QH21] point out the limitations of d&m in obtaining tight dependence on n and d.

To improve the early convergence results, recent attention has been drawn towards the dependency
of convergence on n and d, which is referred to as the “convergence complexity” analysis by [RS15]. In
particular, [RS15] demonstrates that the geometric convergence rate of LassoDA’s v-marginal chain is at
most d

n+d−2 , through constructing a lower bound on the correlation between consecutive v samples and
running numerical experiments. Albeit promising, the study does not address the convergence of the joint
(β, v)-chain. Following [RS15], [QH19] improves upon [RH07], providing two sets of results supporting that
the geometric convergence rate of ProbitDA can be bounded away from one when (1) d is fixed, n → ∞
or (2) n is fixed, d → ∞. To address the problem with both n and d growing, the follow-up work [QH22]
demonstrates that the geometric convergence rate can be bounded away from one in particular settings: (1)
n and d are arbitrary and the prior provides enough shrinkage, or (2) n→ ∞, d→ ∞, and the design matrix
has repeated structure. The joint dependency of n and d in general cases remains unknown. After all, albeit
insightful, the asymptotic results generally have no direct implications for non-asymptotic settings.

More recently, [JSPD19] provides theoretical and empirical evidence to support that ProbitDA and
LogitDA mix slowly with highly imbalanced response data. They perform the analysis under a 1-dimensional
perfectly imbalanced model with the response data being the all-one vector. Precisely, they show upper

bounds on the conductance: O( (log n)
2.5)√
n

) for ProbitDA and O( (logn)
5.5

√
n

) for LogitDA. These account for

lower bounds on mixing times with a warm start: Ω( n
(log n)5 ) for ProbitDA and Ω( n

(logn)11 ) for LogitDA.

They demonstrate that the two DA algorithms underperform a Metropolis-Hasting algorithm under the
simplified model. As opposed to their study, ours provides upper bounds on mixing times under warm starts
for ProbitDA and LogitDA in general settings, including the settings with imbalanced response data.

1.2 The Conductance-Based Method for Mixing Time Analysis

To show fast mixing in terms of n and d, we consult a body of mixing time analysis based on convex geometry
and isoperimetric inequalities, originating from the sampling problem on convex bodies ([DFK91, KLS97,
LV04, Lov99]). Within this literature, fast mixing has been justified for various important algorithms,
including hit and run (e.g. [LV03, LV07, LV06]), ball walk (e.g. [LV07]), Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC,
e.g. [DM19, Dal17a, DK19, DMM19]), Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA, e.g. [DCWY19,
CLA+21, AC24]), Hamilton Monte Carlo (HMC, e.g. [MS21]), and Metropolis Adjusted Hamilton Monte
Carlo (MAHMC, e.g. [CDWY20]). Instead of studying concrete target distributions, a typical study at this
line analyzes a general class of target distributions satisfying a certain assumption, such as bounded support,
log-concavity, or an isoperimetric inequality.

In particular, we employ the conductance-based method ([DCWY19, Nar16, CDWY18, Lov99, LV07,
LV04, MHW+19, AK91, LS90, SJ89, CDWY20]) to upper bound mixing times. The conductance-based
method requires a one-step overlap condition for the kernel and an isoperimetric inequality for the target
distribution. Although the method is well-established, new technical ideas are needed to handle the two-step
DA kernels and to make precise the isoperimetric constants for the three target distributions.

One-Step Overlap for the DA Kernels The main challenge of analyzing DA chains is to deal with the
two-step Gibbs transition kernels. We notice that the special structure of DA kernels makes establishing the
one-step overlap condition straightforward. Specifically, we observe that under (1), the auxiliary variables
are sufficient for the parameters, meaning that β(m+1) is independent of β(m) if conditioned on z(m+1). To
establish the one-step overlap condition, one needs to study the geometric distance of two points and the
probabilistic distance between them after one iteration. The sufficiency of z for β reduces the problem to
solely studying the probabilistic distance of the z step with independent variables. The independence allows
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us to further simplify it from a high-dimensional problem to a 1-dimensional one. The same method can
probably be extended to other DA chains with a similar structure.

Isoperimetric inequality for a Concrete Distribution Isoperimetry is a desirable property, indicating
the absence of bottlenecks and a light tail. This makes isoperimetry a preferable assumption in the works
that study the sampling problem for a general class of distributions, expressing the final results in terms of
isoperimetric constants. These works include analyses using the conductance-based method, and a recent line
of research that wishes to generalize some log-concave sampling problems to cover non-log-concave targets
([BCE+22, ZCL+23, VW19, EHZ22, Wib19, MHFH+23, CEL+24, ZXG21]).

Unlike many other works that use isoperimetric inequalities, our study deals with concrete problems.
This requires us to specify the dependency of the isoperimetric constant on n and d. Although isoperimetric
inequalities can potentially cover a large class of probability distributions, we found it an open question
how to verify them for weakly log-concave and non-log-concave distributions, which are of practical interest.
Apart from the results for special cases ([Che23, Section 2.3], [HS86, Tal91, Tal96, Cou20, BK19]), existing
methods include establishing a Lipschitz transport map from a distribution with well-studied isoperimetric
properties (e.g. the standard Gaussian measure) ([Caf00, Kol11, KM11, DGH+23, MS24]), using results
regarding the famous KLS conjecture ([Kla23, Bob99, KLS95, LV17, Eld13, AGB15]), and employing a set
of flexible transference inequalities ([BM13, Mil10, CG20]). Our solution to the non-log-concave LassoDA’s
target is to apply a transference inequality to a transformed Markov chain with a log-concave target.

1.3 Our contribution

In summary, our main contributions are the following.

• Assuming bounded entries, we prove non-asymptotic polynomial mixing time guarantees for the three
DA algorithms with η-warm start and ǫ-error tolerance in TV : O(nd log( log ηǫ )) for ProbitDA and
LogitDA, and O(d2(d log d + n logn)2 log(ηǫ )) for LassoDA. These are the first non-asymptotic poly-
nomial guarantees for the three algorithms in general settings, in contrast with many previous results
with exponential dependency or in restricted settings.

• We further demonstrate that with feasible starts, the mixing time of ProbitDA and LogitDA is

O
(

nd log
(
d lognd

ǫ

))

, whereas LassoDA mixes in O
(
d2(d log d+ n logn)2

(
d log d+ n logn+ log

(
1
ǫ

)))

steps. See Section 3.2 for details.

• Under the assumption of independent generation from a bounded, a sub-gaussian, or a log-concave
distribution, we show an improved guarantee Õ(n + d) for ProbitDA and LogitDA. See Theorem 3.6
for details.

• We compare the mixing time of the three DA algorithms with Langevin Monte Carlo and Metropolis
Adjusted Langevin Algorithm in terms of upper bounds. See Section 4 for details.

We outline our theoretical results in Table 1.

1.4 Notations

We reserve c, c′ for universal constants, independent of all the parameters of interest (in particular n and d),
whose values can change from one occurrence to the other. We commonly employ superscripts Probit,Logit , and
Lasso to restrict a general quantity to a particular algorithm, ProbitDA, LogitDA, and LassoDA, respectively.

Asymptotic We say f(x) = O(g(x)) if there exists a universal constant such that f(x) ≤ cg(x) for all x.
Õ(g(x)) is O(g(x)) with the logarithmic terms concealed. We say f(x) = Ω(g(x)) if there exists a universal
constant such that f(x) ≥ cg(x) for all x.

Matrix We denote the operator norm of a matrix A by ‖A‖. If A is a square matrix, we use λmax(A) and
λmin(A) to represent its maximum and minimum eigenvalue, respectively. Id is the d-dimensional identity
matrix. 1n is the n-dimensional all-ones vector.
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Algorithm Initialization Data Distribution Mixing Time Thm

ProbitDA η-warm bounded O(nd log( log ηǫ )) 3.2

η-warm bounded/log-concave/
sub-Gaussian & independent

Õ(n+ d) 3.6

feasible bounded O(nd log(d logndǫ )) 3.7

LogitDA η-warm bounded O(nd log( log ηǫ )) 3.3

η-warm bounded/log-concave/
sub-Gaussian & independent

Õ(n+ d) 3.6

feasible bounded O(nd log(d logndǫ )) 3.8

LassoDA η-warm bounded O(d2(d log d+ n logn)2 log(ηǫ )) 3.4
feasible bounded O(

d2(d log d+ n logn)2(d log d + n logn+ log
(

1
ǫ

)

)
)

3.10

Table 1: Summary of ǫ-mixing time in TV distance of DA algorithms for sampling from posteriors of
Bayesian probit regression (ProbitDA, [AC93]), Bayesian logit regression (LogitDA, [PSW13]), and Bayesian
Lasso (LassoDA, [RSKZ15, PC08]) under different conditions on initial distributions and data distributions.
These statements hide the dependency on parameters of prior distributions and data distributions: the
covariance matrix B of the prior for ProbitDA and LogitDA, ξ for the prior for LassoDA, the ‖ · ‖∞-radius
for bounded distributions, and parameters of the log-concave and sub-Gaussian distribution. We refer the
readers to the links in the last column for the complete theorems.

Markov Chain We use Ψ to denote a general ergodic Markov chain on R
d, with P being its Markov

transition kernel, π being its stationary distribution, and ν being its initial distribution. We use Px as a
shorthand for δxP , where δx is the Dirac measure centered at x.

Probabilistic Distance For two probability measures µ1, µ2 in R
d, we use TV(µ1, µ2) to denote their

total variation distance given by

TV(µ1, µ2) = sup
measurable A⊆Rd

|µ1(A) − µ2(A)| (2)

Furthermore, we use KL(µ1||µ2) =
∫

log
(
dµ1

dµ2

)

dµ1 to denote their Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formally introduce the notion of
mixing time, as well as the three DA algorithms under study. In Section 3, we present the main results
of upper bounds on mixing times. We compare our results with the best known guarantees of alternative
algorithms in Section 4. Section 5 is devoted to the proofs of the main results. We conclude in Section 6 by
discussing several future research directions.

2 Problem Setup

This section is devoted to formally stating the goal of our analysis and introducing the algorithmic details
of ProbitDA, LogitDA, and LassoDA. To dive straight into our topic, we assume familiarity with the basic
concepts of Markov chains, a rigorous introduction of which can be found in [LP17].

2.1 Mixing Time with a Warm Start

To sample from a target distribution π on the state space Rd, one can design a Markov chain Ψ with a Markov
transition kernel P such that starting from any distribution ν, the distribution will eventually converge to π
as the number of iterations k tends to infinity:

νPk → π as k → ∞.

To quantify how quickly this convergence occurs, the notion of mixing time is commonly adopted to
describe the number of iterations needed to get ǫ-close in TV distance to the target distribution. It is not
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hard to see that the mixing time depends on how close the initial distribution ν is to π. For ease of the
analysis, we control and measure the distance between ν and π by the notion of warm start. Specifically,
for a scalar η ≥ 1, a η-warm start requires the initial distribution to satisfy

sup
A

ν(A)

π(A)
≤ η <∞

where the supremum is taken over all measurable sets A ⊆ R
d. In this work, we call a warm start constant-

warm if η does not depend on n and d, and exponential-warm if η depends exponentially on n and d.
If not specifically stated, a warm start refers to a constant-warm initialization. Throughout the paper, we
denote the mixing time of the Markov chain Ψ with η-warm start to ǫ-accuracy in TV distance (ǫ ∈ (0, 1))
by

tΨ(η, ǫ) = inf{k : TV(νPk, π) ≤ ǫ, ν is a η-warm start}.

We aim to obtain an upper bound of tΨ(η, ǫ) in terms of the sample size n and the dimension of the
parameter space d.

2.2 Laziness of Markov chain

For technical reasons, in this paper, we study the 1
2 -lazy version of the Markov chains underlying the three

DA algorithms. We say a Markov chain is ζ-lazy if, at each iteration, the chain stays at the previous state
with probability at least ζ. In particular, the 1

2 -lazy version has the transition kernel T that satisfies

T =
1

2
Id +

1

2
P (3)

where P is the transition kernel of the original chain.
Despite having the same stationary distribution, a lazy version is not practical as it slows down the

convergence. However, laziness is a convenient assumption for theoretical analysis, as it guarantees the chain
to be aperiodic, and we will use mixing time results that rely on this assumption. With ζ ≥ 1

2 , the laziness
further ensures that the Markov transition kernel is positive semidefinite. In practice, using the lazy version
of the chain only affects the mixing time by a constant factor.

2.3 ProbitDA

Model Given the binary response vector y ∈ R
n, a design matrix X ∈ R

n×d, and a gaussian prior N (b, B)
with b ∈ R

d and B ∈ R
d×d, a typical model for Bayesian probit regression is

yi ∼ Ber(Φ(xTi β)) i = 1, . . . , n,

β ∼ N (b, B), (4)

where we denote β ∈ R
d as the regression coefficients, yi as the ith entry of y, xi as the ith row of X , Ber(p)

as the Bernoulli distribution with parameter p, and Φ(x) as the standard Gaussian c.d.f. at x.

Posterior The posterior of this model is

π(β|y) ∝ π(y|β)π(β) ∝
n∏

i=1

(1 − Φ(xTi β))1−yiΦ(xTi β)yie−
1
2 (β−b)

TB−1(β−b). (5)

Auxiliary Variables and the Algorithm To address this complicated posterior, in each iteration, [AC93]
introduces independent draws from n truncated normal variables. We use the notation TN(µ, 1; y) to
denote the normal distribution N (µ, 1) truncated to [0,∞) if y = 1, and truncated to (−∞, 0] if y = 0.
Specifically, TN(µ, 1; 1) has a density

f(x) =
e−

1
2 (x−µ)

2

√
2πΦ(µ)

1{x ≥ 0}, (6)
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while the density of TN(µ, 1; 0) is

f(x) =
e−

1
2 (x−µ)

2

√
2πΦ(−µ)

1{x ≤ 0}. (7)

With this notation, the concrete idea of ProbitDA is to augment the data

zi|β, y ∼ TN(xTi β, 1; yi) i = 1, . . . , n. (8)

The ProbitDA goes by alternatively generate samples from π(z|β, y) and π(β|z, y) as in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The ProbitDA

1: Input: X ∈ R
n×d, y ∈ R

n, b ∈ R
d, B ∈ R

d×d

2: Draw β(0) from an initial distribution.
3: for m = 1, 2, . . . do

4: Draw independently z
(m)
i ∼ TN(xTi β

(m−1), 1; yi), i = 1, . . . , n.
5: Draw β(m) ∼ N ((B−1 +XTX)−1(B−1b+XT z(m)), (B−1 +XTX)−1).
6: end for

2.4 LogitDA

Model Bayesian logistic regression has the same setting as Bayesian probit regression in Section 2.3 except
for the link function. That is, the model becomes

yi ∼ Ber(l(xTi β)) i = 1, . . . , n,

β ∼ N (b, B), (9)

where l(x) = ex

1+ex is the logit link function.

Posterior The posterior of this model is

π(β|y) ∝ π(y|β)π(β) ∝
n∏

i=1

(

ex
T
i β

1 + ex
T
i β

)yi (
1

1 + ex
T
i β

)1−yi
e−

1
2 (β−b)

TB−1(β−b). (10)

Auxiliary Variables and the Algorithm To cope with this complex posterior, [PSW13] develop an
analogous DA algorithm to [AC93] for Bayesian logistic regression. Instead of generating additional truncated
normal variables, they propose using the Pólya-Gamma random variable and making n independent draws
from it in each iteration. The Pólya-Gamma variables take two arguments, denoted as PG(a, c), are infinite
convolutions of Gamma variables, and have efficient samplers. Two facts about Pólya-Gamma variables are
most related to our study: First, their densities satisfy the following relationship

f(x; a, c) = e−
c2

2 x cosha
( c

2

)

f(x; a, 0), (11)

where f(x; a, c) is the density of PG(a, c). Second, the mean of ω ∼ PG(a, c) is

E(ω) =
a

2c
tanh

( c

2

)

. (12)

The key to the design of [PSW13] is to augment the data

zi|β, y ∼ PG(1, xTi β), i = 1, . . . , n. (13)

The LogitDA proceeds by alternately generate samples from π(z|β, y) and π(β|z, y) as in Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2 The LogitDA

1: Input: X ∈ R
n×d, y ∈ R

n, b ∈ R
d, B ∈ R

d×d

2: Let κ = y − 1
21n.

3: Draw β(0) from an initial distribution.
4: for m = 1, 2, . . . do

5: Draw independently z
(m)
i ∼ PG(1, xTi β

(m−1)), i = 1, . . . , n.
6: Let Ω(m) = diag(z(m)).
7: Draw β(m) ∼ N ((B−1 +XTΩ(m)X)−1(XTκ+ B−1b), (B−1 +XTΩ(m)X)−1).
8: end for

2.5 LassoDA

Model The Lasso [Tib96] estimates linear regression coefficients by L1-constrained least squares. Con-
cretely, consider a linear regression model,

y = µ1n +Xβ + ǫ,

where y ∈ R
n is the response data, X ∈ R

n×d is the matrix of the regressors with centered columns, β ∈ R
d

is the vector of coefficients, and ǫ is independent and identically distributed mean-zero Gaussian residuals.
The Lasso estimates the coefficients by solving the following optimization problem

min
β

‖ỹ −Xβ‖22 + λ‖β‖1, (14)

where λ ≥ 0 is a tuning parameter and ỹ = y − ȳ1n is the centered response vector. Because of the nature
of the L1 penalty, the solution of the problem (14) tends to have some coefficients being exactly zero. This
excludes non-informative variables and hence makes Lasso useful for variable selection.

[Tib96] points out that one can study the Lasso estimate from a Bayesian point of view. They interpret
the solution of the problem (14) as the posterior mode of the coefficients under a Laplace (double-exponential)
prior. [PC08] formulate the Bayesian Lasso model as follows:

y ∼ N (µ +Xβ, vIn)

p(µ) ∝ 1 independent flat (improper) prior of µ

p(β|v) =

d∏

j=1

λ

2
√
v
e
−λ |βj |√

v conditional Laplace prior of β

p(v) ∝ e−ξ/v

vα+1
inverse gamma prior of v

Posterior The model allows the users to perform inference for all three parameters, µ, β, and v. The joint
posterior is

π(µ, v, β|y) ∝ π(y|µ, β, v)π(µ)π(β|v)π(v) ∝ 1

v(n+d+2α+2)/2
e
− 1

2v ‖y−µ1n−Xβ‖2
2−λ

‖β‖1√
v

− ξ
v . (15)

As µ is rarely of interest, [PC08] marginalizes it out to consider the posterior of β and v. Using the fact that
X is centered or 1Tn (y −Xβ) = nȳ, we have

p(β, v|y) ∝
∫

µ

p(µ, v, β|y)dµ ∝ 1

v(n+d+2α+1)/2
e
− 1

2v ‖ỹ−Xβ‖2
2−λ

‖β‖1√
v

− ξ
v . (16)

Auxiliary Variables and the Algorithm To generate samples from this posterior, [PC08] develop a DA
algorithm that introduces d independent inverse of inverse Gaussian variables. We use IG as a shorthand
for inverse Gaussian. Specifically, the augmented data is

1

zj

∣
∣
∣β, v, y ∼ IG

(√

λ2v

β2
j

, λ2

)

, (17)
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(m+1)
1
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z
(m+1)
n

β(m) β(m+1)

z
(m+1)
1

...

...
z
(m+1)
d

v(m)

β(m)

v(m+1)

β(m+1)

ProbitDA/ LogitDA LassoDA

Figure 1: Illustration of the transition kernels of ProbitDA, LogitDA, and LassoDA. Here, the arrow
represents conditional dependency.

where the density of IG(µ, λ′) is

f(x) =

√

λ′

2πx3
exp

[

−λ
′(x− µ)2

2µ2x

]

, x > 0.

There are multiple ways to perform Gibbs sampling for the three blocks of variables β, v, z. [PC08] adopts
a three-block structure to iteratively sample from π(z|β, v, y), π(v|β, z, y), and π(β|v, z, y). [RSKZ15] pro-
poses an improvement of taking a two-block update, meaning to sample alternately from π(z|β, v, y) and
π(β, v|z, y), with the latter step splitting into π(v|z, y) and π(β|v, z, y). We focus on this improved algorithm,
given as Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 The LassoDA

1: Input: X ∈ R
n×d, y ∈ R

n, λ ∈ R
+, α ∈ R

+, ξ ∈ R
+ ∪ {0}

2: Let ỹ = y − ȳ1n.
3: Draw β(0), v(0) from initial distributions.
4: for m = 1, 2, . . . do

5: Draw independently 1

z
(m)
j

∼ IG

(
√

λ2v(m−1)

(β
(m−1)
j )2

, λ2

)

, j = 1, . . . , d.

6: LetD
(m)
z = diag

(
z(m)

)
. Draw v(m) ∼ Inverse-Gamma

(
n+2α−1

2 , ξ +
ỹT (In−X(XTX+(D(m)

z )−1)−1XT )ỹ
2

)

.

7: Draw β(m) ∼ N
((

XTX +
(

D
(m)
z

)−1
)−1

XT ỹ, v(m)

(

XTX +
(

D
(m)
z

)−1
)−1

)

.

8: end for

We provide illustrative graphics for the three algorithms in Figure 1.

2.6 Log-Concavity and Important Quantities

Our analysis is closely related to the growing literature on log-concave sampling ([Che23]), whose focus lies
on proving the dependency of mixing times on the dimension d and the condition number κ of a class of
(strongly) log-concave distributions. It is helpful to study whether the target distributions of ProbitDA,
LogitDA, and LassoDA satisfy the desirable log-concavity property. If so, we can characterize them using
the quantities in the log-concave sampling literature for later use.

Formally, a probability distribution π ∝ e−f is log-concave if f is a convex function. Otherwise, π is
non-log-concave. Furthermore, π is m-strongly log-concave and L-smooth if

mId � ∇2f � LId

for some m > 0. The condition number κ of a strongly-log-concave distribution is defined as κ = L
m . We

call a log-concave distribution weakly-log-concave if m = 0. In practice, the exact m and L may not be
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obtainable. One can only access a feasible lower bound of m, denoted as m′, and a feasible upper bound
of L, denoted as L′. Before going forward, we make a basic regularity assumption on the prior covariance
matrix B for the Bayesian probit and logit regression.

Assumption 2.1. For some b0 ∈ R
+ and b1 ∈ R

+, we assume that the prior covariance matrix B in the
Bayesian probit regression (4) and Bayesian logit regression (9) satisfies 0 ≺ b0Id � B � b1Id, where b0 and
b1 are independent of n and d.

Next, we study how the targets of the three DA algorithms fit in this important setting.

ProbitDA The target of ProbitDA in equation (5) is strongly log-concave. This will be clear shortly.
The target’s log-concavity constant mProbit and smoothness constant LProbit can be studied by investigating
the maximum and minimum eigenvalue of the Hessian of fProbit. Let φ(x) be the standard Gaussian pdf at
x. Noting that φ′(x) = −xφ(x), we have

∇fProbit(β) = −
n∑

i=1

yixi
φ(xTi β)

Φ(xTi β)
+

n∑

i=1

(1 − yi)xi
φ(xTi β)

1 − Φ(xTi β)
+B−1(β − b)

∇2fProbit(β) = −
n∑

i=1

yixi

(−xTi βφ(xTi β)xiΦ(xTi β) − φ2(xTi β)xi
Φ(xTi β)2

)T

+

n∑

i=1

(1 − yi)xi

(−xTi βφ(xTi β)xi(1 − Φ(xTi β)) + φ2(xTi β)xi
(1 − Φ(xTi β))2

)T

+B−1

=
n∑

i=1

yi

(
φ2(xTi β)

Φ2(xTi β)
+ xTi β

φ(xTi β)

Φ(xTi β)

)

xix
T
i +

n∑

i=1

(1 − yi)

(
φ2(−xTi β)

Φ2(−xTi β)
− xTi β

φ(−xTi β)

Φ(−xTi β)

)

xix
T
i +B−1.

=

n∑

i=1

yiq(x
T
i β)xix

T
i +

n∑

i=1

(1 − yi)q(−xTi β)xix
T
i +B−1.

where the quantity

q(x) =
φ2(x)

Φ2(x)
+ x

φ(x)

Φ(x)
(18)

is the negative derivative of the inverse Mill’s ratio of the standard normal distribution, which is bounded
between (0, 1) [Sam53]. Therefore, we can get an upper bound L′Probit for LProbit and a lower bound m′Probit

for mProbit such that

m′Probit = λmin(B−1) ≤ mProbit and L′Probit = ‖XTX‖ + ‖B−1‖ ≥ LProbit (19)

The target is indeed strongly log-concave since m′Probit = 1
bProbit
1

> 0.

LogitDA The target of LogitDA in equation (10) is strongly log-concave. Similarly, we have

∇fLogit(β) = −XTy +
n∑

i=1

ex
T
i β

1 + ex
T
i β
xi +B−1(β − b)

∇2fLogit(β) =

n∑

i=1

ex
T
i β

(1 + ex
T
i β)2

xix
T
i +B−1 =

n∑

i=1




1

4
−
(

ex
T
i β

1 + ex
T
i β

− 1

2

)2


xix
T
i +B−1.

Since ex
T
i β

1+ex
T
i

β
∈ (0, 1), we can obtain

m′Logit = λmin(B−1) ≥ mLogit and L′Logit =
1

4
‖XTX‖ + ‖B−1‖ ≥ LLogit. (20)

The target is indeed strongly log-concave since m′Logit = 1

bLogit
1

> 0.
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LassoDA The target of LassoDA in equation (16) is non-log-concave. One can show that the target is
log-concave in β, but non-log-concave in v. This makes the whole target non-log-concave. The main trick in
our analysis is to consider an equivalent transformation of LassoDA, whose target is log-concave.

3 Main Results

This section presents our main results on mixing time upper bounds for the ProbitDA, LogitDA, and Las-
soDA. We show the mixing time guarantees with warm starts in Section 3.1. Though it simplifies theoretical
analysis, a good warm start is rarely available. This motivates our analysis in Section 3.2, where we prove
mixing time guarantees with feasible starting distributions.

3.1 Mixing Time with a Warm Start

In our first set of results, Theorem 3.2 for LogitDA, Theorem 3.3 for ProbitDA, and Theorem 3.4 for
LassoDA, we make no assumptions about the data samples except for bounded entries: they do not need
to be independent, identically distributed, or conform to any particular distribution. In addition to these
general statements, we provide improved results assuming independent generation in Theorem 3.6.

Assumption 3.1 (Bounded Entries). Assume that |xij | ≤ M for all i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . , d, where
M is independent of n and d.

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 3.1, we have for any η ≥ 1 and ǫ ∈ (0, 1), the mixing
time of 1

2 -lazy ProbitDA with η-warm start and ǫ-error tolerance satisfies

tΨProbit(η, ǫ) ≤ c M2bProbit
1 nd log

(
log η

ǫ

)

,

where c is a universal constant.

See Section 5.2 for proof of Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 3.3. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 3.1, we have for any η ≥ 1 and ǫ ∈ (0, 1), the mixing
time of 1

2 -lazy LogitDA with η-warm start and ǫ-error tolerance satisfies

tΨLogit(η, ǫ) ≤ c M2bLogit1 nd log

(
log η

ǫ

)

,

where c is a universal constant.

See Section 5.3 for proof of Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 3.4. Suppose n ≥ 2 − 2α. With Assumption 3.1 and a proper prior for the variance ξ > 0, we
have for any η ≥ 1 and ǫ ∈ (0, 12 ), the mixing time of 1

2 -lazy LassoDA with η-warm start and ǫ-error tolerance
satisfies

tΨLasso(η, ǫ) ≤ cd2(d log d+ n logn)2 log
(η

ǫ

)

,

where c is a constant depending on M and ξ.

See Section 5.4 for proof of Theorem 3.4.
It is common to assume the covariates {xi}ni=1 are generated independently from a common distribution,

as stated in Assumption 3.5. With this assumption, we improve the previous results for ProbitDA and
LogitDA using matrix concentration in Theorem 3.6.

Assumption 3.5 (Independent generation). Assume that {xi}ni=1 are independent realizations of random
vector x ∈ R

d from a distribution L. We assume that L has a covariance matrix Σ = ExxT , and that
‖Σ‖ ≤ S for some S independent of n and d.

Theorem 3.6. Suppose Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 3.5 are satisfied, as well as one of the following
assumptions on the data:

11



(a) Assumption 3.1

(b) L is sub-Gaussian. More precisely, assume that there exists K ≥ 1 such that

‖〈X, x〉‖ψ2 ≤ K
√

E〈X, x〉2 for all x ∈ R
d,

where ‖X ′‖ψ2 = inf{t > 0 : E exp{X ′2/t2 ≤ 2}} is the sub-Gaussian norm for the sub-Gaussian random
variable X ′ ∈ R.

(c) L is log-concave.

Let tΨ(η, ǫ) be the mixing times of 1
2 -lazy ProbitDA or LogitDA with η-warm start and ǫ-error tolerance in

TV. We conclude the following:

1. If condition (a) holds, with probability at least 1 − δ,

tΨ(η, ǫ) ≤ cM2b1

[

nS + log

(
2d

δ

)
dM2

3
+

√

2 log

(
2d

δ

)

ndM2S

]

log

(
log η

ǫ

)

.

In other words, with high probability,

tΨ(η, ǫ) = O
(

(n+ d log d) log

(
log η

ǫ

))

.

2. If condition (b) holds, with probability at least 1 − δ,

tΨ(η, ǫ) ≤ cM2b1



nS + nK2





√

d+ log 2
δ

n
+
d+ log 2

δ

n



S



 log

(
log η

ǫ

)

.

In other words, with high probability,

tΨ(η, ǫ) = O
(

(n+ d) log

(
log η

ǫ

))

.

3. If condition (c) holds, with probability at least 1 − exp(−c′
√
d),

tΨ(η, ǫ) ≤ cM2b1(n+ d)S log

(
log η

ǫ

)

.

In other words, with high probability,

tΨ(η, ǫ) = O
(

(n+ d) log

(
log η

ǫ

))

.

In summary, if either one of condition (a), (b), or (c) is satisfied, we have that with high probability

tΨProbit(η, ǫ) = Õ (n+ d) , tΨLogit(η, ǫ) = Õ (n+ d) .

See Appendix A.2 for proof of Theorem 3.6.

3.2 Mixing Time with a Feasible Start

In this subsection, we prove mixing time guarantees for the three DA algorithms starting from known and
implementable distributions. For simplicity, we perform the analysis under Assumption 3.1. The results can
be generalized to other data assumptions following the same procedure as in Theorem 3.6.
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3.2.1 Feasible starts for ProbitDA and LogitDA

We use the same notations as in Section 2.6. Utilizing the strong log-concavity of ProbitDA and LogitDA
target distributions, we adopt the following feasible starting distribution for general strongly log-concave
targets π in R

d proposed by [DCWY19],

ν⋆ = N
(

x⋆,
1

L′ Id

)

where x⋆ is the mode of π. Following the steps in Section 3.2 of [DCWY19], one can demonstrate that

sup
A

ν⋆(A)

π(A)
≤
(
L′

m′

) d
2

= η⋆, (21)

where the supremum is taken over all measurable sets A ⊆ R
d. Using the m′ and L′ in equation (19) and

equation (20), we can obtain

ηProbit
⋆ =

(‖XTX‖ + ‖B−1‖
λmin(B−1)

) d
2

, ηLogit⋆ =

(
0.25‖XTX‖ + ‖B−1‖

λmin(B−1)

) d
2

. (22)

We note that ‖XTX‖ = ‖∑n
i=1 xix

T
i ‖ ≤ ∑n

i=1 ‖xixTi ‖ =
∑n

i=1 ‖xi‖22 ≤ ndM2 under Assumption 3.1.

Substituting ηProbit
⋆ and ηLogit⋆ into Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8, we can obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 3.7. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 3.1, we have that for any error tolerance ǫ ∈ (0, 1),
the mixing time of 1

2 -lazy ProbitDA starting from N (xProbit
⋆ , Id

‖XTX‖+‖B−1‖ ) satisfies

tΨProbit(η, ǫ) ≤ c M2bProbit
1 nd log

bProbit
1 d log(ndM2 + 1/bProbit

0 )

ǫ
,

where c is a universal constant.

Corollary 3.8. Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 3.1, we have for any error tolerance ǫ ∈ (0, 1), the

mixing time of 1
2 -lazy LogitDA starting from N (xLogit⋆ , Id

0.25‖XTX‖+‖B−1‖ ) satisfies

tΨLogit(η, ǫ) ≤ c M2bLogit1 nd log
bLogit1 d log(ndM2 + 1/bLogit0 )

ǫ
,

where c is a universal constant.

Remark. v⋆ is a valid feasible start only if we can efficiently compute x⋆. [DCWY19] comments that a
δ-approximation of x⋆ can be obtained in O(κ log 1

δ ) steps using standard optimization algorithms such as
gradient descent, and discusses how an inexact x⋆ affects the mixing time. We refer interested readers to
[DCWY19] (Section 3.2) for a detailed discussion. In the cases of ProbitDA and LogitDA, κ = O(nd) under
Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 3.1. The computational complexity of optimization does not exceed that of
sampling in Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3, and thus is ignorable.

3.2.2 A Feasible start for LassoDA

One analyzable feasible start for LassoDA is the following:

ν†(β, v|y) ∝ 1

v
n+d+2α+1

2

exp

{

− 1

2v
‖y −Xβ‖22 − λ

‖β‖22
v

− ξ

v

}

. (23)

Despite the complicated form, one can directly sample from ν† by noticing that ν† is a push-forward measure
of the following ν′† by the map T−1 : (ϕ, ρ) 7→ (β, v) such that β = ϕ

√
v and v = 1

ρ2 :

ν′†(ϕ, ρ|y) ∝ ρn+2α−2 exp

{

−1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ

}

,
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and that under ν′†,

ρ2|y ∼ Gamma

(
n+ 2α− 1

2
, ξ +

1

2
yT (In −X(XTX + 2λId)

−1XT )y

)

ϕ|ρ, y ∼ N (ρ(XTX + 2λId)
−1XT y, (XTX + 2λId)

−1).

These altogether show a way to obtain samples from ν†(β, v|y), which we illustrate in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4 A Feasible Start for LassoDA

1: Input: X ∈ R
n×d, y ∈ R

n, λ ∈ R
+, α ∈ R

+, ξ ∈ R
+

2: Let ỹ = y − ȳ1n.
3: Draw γ(0) ∼ Gamma(n+2α−1

2 , ξ + 1
2 ỹ
T (In −X(XTX + 2λId)

−1)XT )ỹ).

4: Let ρ(0) =
√

γ(0).
5: Draw ϕ(0) ∼ N (ρ(0)(XTX + 2λId)

−1XTy, (XTX + 2λId)
−1).

6: Let v(0) = 1
(ρ(0))2

.

7: Let β(0) = ϕ(0)
√
v(0).

8: Output: β(0), v(0)

The next lemma measures the distance between ν†(β, v|y) and the target of LassoDA. One can get
an upper bound on mixing time starting from the feasible start (23) by plugging in this Lemma 3.9 to
Theorem 3.4, as we will state in Corollary 3.10.

Lemma 3.9. Suppose n ≥ 2 − 2α. With Assumption 3.1 and a proper prior for the variance parameter
ξ > 0,

sup
A

ν†(A)

πLasso(A)
≤ ec(d log d+n logn),

where the supremum is taken over all the measurable sets A ⊆ R
d, and c is a constant depending on M and

ξ.

See Appendix A.3 for proof of Lemma 3.9.

Corollary 3.10. Suppose n ≥ 2 − 2α. With Assumption 3.1 and a proper prior for the variance parameter
ξ > 0, we have for any error tolerance ǫ ∈ (0, 1), the mixing time of 1

2 -lazy LassoDA starting from ν† satisfies

tΨLasso(η, ǫ) ≤ c

(

d2(d log d+ n logn)2
(

d log d+ n logn+ log

(
1

ǫ

)))

where c is a constant depending on ξ and M .

4 Comparison to Best Known Guarantees of Alternatives

Apart from the DA algorithms, one can alternatively sample from the target distributions of the three DA
algorithms using generic sampling algorithms, such as Metropolis-Hastings and gradient-based algorithms.
It is a common problem in practice to decide which algorithms to choose. Certainly, without user-tuned
parameters, the DA algorithms are the easiest to implement, as the Metropolis-Hastings and gradient-based
algorithms usually require user-set proposal distribution or step size. Aside from the apparent advantage of
convenience, it is important to compare the DA algorithms and the alternatives in terms of computational
complexity. Furthermore, if the DA algorithms are slower, it is useful to specify how much the trade-off is
for implementation convenience. One way that theoretical complexity analysis benefits empirical studies is
by making quantitative and potentially comprehensive comparisons between alternative algorithms. This
section presents our attempt to contribute to this endeavor for the mixing time of the DA algorithm.

However, a complete answer is impossible up to this point. Part of the challenge comes from the fact
that a conclusive comparison relies on lower bound analysis, which is unavailable for DA algorithms and
underdeveloped for alternative algorithms. Specifically, to demonstrate that Algorithm 1 is faster than
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Algorithm 2, one needs to show that an upper bound of Algorithm 1 is smaller than a lower bound of
Algorithm 2. As a compromise, we make the comparison based on upper bounds : the upper bound of DA
algorithms from this work and the best known upper bounds of the alternative algorithms in the literature.
We remark on the possibility that the upper bounds could not be tight, failing to reflect the actual complexity,
and thus making the comparison invalid.

In addition, we remind the readers of the potential risk of understating the efficiency of the generic
algorithm, if one directly applies the generic guarantees to specific algorithms. While the DA algorithms
work for specific targets, most guarantees for alternative algorithms are proposed for a general class of
distributions. They can be possibly improved for the three specific distributions. Furthermore, without
access to their exact values, we can only substitute the best attainable upper bounds of the important
quantities, such as condition numbers and isoperimetric constants, into the guarantees of alternative generic
sampling algorithms. This could worsen the guarantees. As a result of these limitations, we only take
our comparison as a heuristic discussion, without drawing an affirmed conclusion of the superiority of any
algorithm.

We will focus on ProbitDA and LogitDA, as the target of LassoDA is not regular enough to fit in the
settings of most existing analyses. As we introduce in Section 2.6, standard assumptions of the analysis
on the generic sampling algorithm include a strong log-concavity constant m > 0 and a gradient Lipschitz
constant L. It is not hard to generalize the strong log-concavity to isoperimetry, which is satisfied for the
transformed LassoDA’s target (Lemma 5.9). However, the transformed LassoDA’s target does not have a
uniform gradient Lipschitz constant, making it hard to apply the existing guarantees.

We choose Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC) and Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA) as
representative examples of alternative sampling algorithms. The choice is based on a general classification of
sampling algorithms: low-accuracy sampler and high-accuracy sampler. Low-Accuracy Sampler refers to
the sampling algorithm obtained by discretization of stochastic processes, where the discretization introduces
bias for the stationary distribution. Examples of low-accuracy samplers include Langevin Monte Carlo and
Hamiltonian Monte Carlo. On the other hand, High-Accuracy Sampler refers to the sampling algorithm
that has an unbiased stationary distribution, such as Gibbs samplers and Metropolis-Hasting algorithms.
The DA algorithms are high-accuracy samplers. Considering the simplicity of theoretical results, we employ
LMC as an example of an alternative low-accuracy sampler and MALA as an example of an alternative
high-accuracy sampler.

ProbitDA/LogitDA v.s. LMC Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC) is a canonical sampling algorithm, which
iterates according to the discretization of the Langevin diffusion. Despite the long history, it was only
analyzed in non-asymptotic settings recently (e.g. [CB18, DMM19, VW19, DM17, DT12, Dal17a, Dal17b,
DM19]). Among the works in the standard m-strongly log-concave and L-smooth setting, [DMM19] obtains
the mixing time guarantee Õ(κd/ǫ) in KL divergence for LMC with the Euler–Maruyama discretization,
where the dependencies on both d and κ are currently the best. This can be translated into Õ(κd/ǫ2) in TV
distance using Pinsker’s inequality. Applying the results in (19) and (20) and supposing that Assumption 3.1
and Assumption 2.1 hold, we can obtain that κProbit= O(nd) and κLogit= O(nd), resulting in a Õ(nd2/ǫ2)
mixing time guarantee for LMC on the targets of ProbitDA and LogitDA. We first note that the LMC result
has a polynomial dependence on the error parameter ǫ while our results for ProbitDA and LogitDA have
a superior logarithmic dependence on ǫ. Furthermore, the guarantee for LMC has an extra d dependence
compared to our results for ProbitDA and LogitDA.

Some more sophisticated designs could potentially make LMC faster. Motivated by the acceleration
phenomenon in optimization, the Underdamped LMC (ULMC) is an important variant of LMC in which the

momentum is refreshed continuously. The current best mixing time guarantees for ULMC is O(κ
3
2
√
d√
ǫ

) in KL

divergence ([MCC+21, ZCL+23]), equivalently O(κ
3
2
√
d

ǫ ) in TV distance. Using the same method as in LMC,

the bound becomes Õ(n
3
2 d2

ǫ ) for the targets of ProbitDA and LogitDA, which is worse than our guarantees
for ProbitDA and LogitDA. Equipping ULMC with the randomized midpoint discretization, [SL19] obtains

a mixing time guarantee Õ(κd
1
3

ǫ2/3
+ κ

7
6 d

1
6

ǫ1/3
) in Wasserstein distance. Although Wasserstein distance and TV

distance are not directly comparable, we can heuristically translate the bound into TV distance; however,

the translated bound Õ(nd
4
3

ǫ2/3
+ n

7
6 d

4
3

ǫ1/3
) still has superlinear dependencies in n and d.
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ProbitDA/LogitDA v.s. MALA Metropolis Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA) is a fundamental
high-accuracy sampler. MALA runs an additional Metropolis accept-reject step in each iteration of LMC,
which adjusts the bias in stationary distribution. Among the recent line of works analyzing the mixing time
of MALA ([AC24, WSC22, CG23, CDWY20, DCWY19, LST20, CLA+21, AC24]), [WSC22, AC24] obtain
the state-of-the-art O(κd1/2) complexity bound in TV distance for MALA in m-strongly log-concave and
L-smooth setting. Following the same argument as in our discussion of LMC, the bound can be translated
into O(nd3/2) for the targets of ProbitDA and LogitDA. We note that the MALA guarantee has an extra
d1/2 dependence compared to our results for the two DA algorithms.

Despite the obstacles, the comparison provides insight into the superiority of ProbitDA and LogitDA over
some generic sampling algorithms. We leave a more thorough and more conclusive comparison for future
research.

5 Proofs

Our proofs for upper bounds on mixing times rely on isoperimetry inequalities and the conductance of Markov
chains. We will first introduce the techniques and general ideas in Section 5.1 and dive algorithm-specific
treatments in the rest of the subsections.

5.1 Proof Strategy Overview and Preliminaries

5.1.1 Isoperimetry

In order to define isoperimetric inequality, we first introduce the notion of the Minkowski content. The
Minkowski content, or the boundary measure, of a measurable set A ⊆ R

d is defined as

π+(A) = lim
r→0+

π(Ar) − π(A)

r

whereAr = {x ∈ R
d : ∃y ∈ A, ‖x−y‖ ≤ r}. We say the measure π satisfies the Cheeger-type isoperimetry

inequality with constant Ch(π) > 0 if for all measurable set A ⊆ R
d,

π+(A) ≥ 1

Ch(π)
min{π(A), π(Ac)},

and this is the minimal such constant. We call Ch(π) the Cheeger constant of π. We will employ
the following lemmas to calculate or upper bound the Cheeger constants of the ProbitDA, LogitDA, and
LassoDA’s target distributions.

Lemma 5.1. Let π be a probability measure on R
d.

1. ([BH97, Tal91]) If π is a product of double exponential measures, that is π(x) =
∏d
i=1

1
2be

− |xi|
b , we

have Ch(π) = 1
b .

2. ([CV14]) If π is m-strongly log-concave, meaning that π ∝ e−f with f being m-strongly convex, we
have Ch(π) = O( 1√

m
).

Lemma 5.2 ([Mil12, Corollary 3.4 (1) and equation (3.7)]). Let µ1, µ2 be two log-concave probability mea-
sures. If ‖ dµ2

dµ1
‖L∞ ≤ exp(D), then

Ch(µ2) ≤ O(D) Ch(µ1).

See Appendix B.1 for the proof of Lemma 5.2.
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5.1.2 Conductance and Mixing Time

With the notion of isoperimetry, we are ready to introduce the conductance-based argument for studying
the mixing times. Given an ergodic Markov chain on R

d with transition kernel P and stationary distribution
π, we define the conductance as

Φ = inf
A

∫

A Pu(Ac)π(u)du

min{π(A), π(Ac)} (24)

where A is any measurable set in R
d. The conductance measures how much probability mass flows between

measurable partitions of the state space relative to the stationary measure of the two components, whichever
is smaller. By the definition, we can expect a high conductance to contribute to fast mixing. The relationship
is stated formally in the next lemma.

Lemma 5.3 ([LS93, Corollary 1.5]). For a 1
2 -lazy reversible Markov chain with η-warm start ν,

TV(νPk, π) ≤ √
ηe−kΦ

2/2.

Remark. The β-marginal chain of the DA chain in (1) is reversible ([LWK94]).

The lemma above shows that a lower bound on conductance gives an upper bound for the mixing time.
The following lemma provides a way to obtain a lower bound on the conductance.

Lemma 5.4 ([Che23, Lemma 7.4.6] and [DCWY19, Lemma 2]). Consider a Markov chain on R
d with

transition kernel P and stationary distribution π satisfying the following conditions:

1. (Isoperimetry) π satisfies a Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequality with constant Ch(π) > 0.

2. (One-step overlap) For all x, y ∈ R
d satisfying ‖x− y‖2 ≤ ∆, we have TV(Px,Py) ≤ 1 − h.

Then, the conductance of the Markov chain satisfies

Φ = Ω

(
h∆

Ch(π)

)

.

See Appendix B.2 for the proof of Lemma 5.4.
One can obtain an upper bound on mixing time by applying the lower bound for Φ in Lemma 5.4 to

Lemma 5.3 to give that

TV(νPk, π) ≤ √
ηe−kΦ

2/2 ≤ √
ηe

−ck ∆2

Ch2(π) .

For any error tolerance ǫ ∈ (0, 1), there exists k ≤ cCh(π)2

∆2 log
√
η

ǫ such that TV(νPk, π) ≤ ǫ. This implies

tΨ(η, ǫ) ≤ c
Ch(π)2

∆2h2
log
( η

ǫ2

)

(25)

5.1.3 An Improved Technique based on Conductance Profile

Lemma 5.3 and Lemma 5.4 comprise the standard conductance-based method for bounding mixing times of
Markov chains in general state space, which will result in logarithmic dependence on the warmness parameter
(see equation (25)). Building upon this, [CDWY20] propose a technique that leads to mixing time guarantees
with double-logarithmic dependence on the warmness parameter. This is a significant improvement especially
when the warmness parameter depends exponentially on dimension. The new technique avoids introducing
additional polynomial dependence in n or d in this case.

Instead of requiring the target distributions to satisfy a Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequality, the new
technique applies to distributions satisfying a log-isoperimetric inequality. Formally, a distribution π in
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R
d satisfies the log-isoperimetric inequality with constant Ch1/2(π) if for any measurable partition

R
d = S1 ⊔ S2 ⊔ S3, we have

π(S3) ≥ 1

2 Ch1/2(π)
d(S1, S2) min{π(S1), π(S2)} log1/2

(

1 +
1

min{π(S1), π(S2)}

)

(26)

where d(S1, S2) = inf{‖x − y‖2 : x ∈ S1, y ∈ S2}, and this is the minimal such constant. In particular,
the class of strongly log-concave distributions satisfies the log-isoperimetric inequality, as shown in the next
lemma.

Lemma 5.5 ([CDWY20, Lemma 16]). A m-strongly log-concave distribution π satisfies the log-isoperimetric
inequality (26) with constant Ch1/2(π) = 1√

m
.

With a log-isoperimetric inequality, [CDWY20] adapts the proof of Lemma 5.4 to lower bound the whole
spectrum of conductance instead of the worst-case conductance. Specifically, they derive a lower bound for
the conductance profile defined as

Φ(v) = inf
π(A)∈(0,v]

∫

A P(u,Ac)π(u)du

π(A)
for any v ∈

(

0,
1

2

]

.

One can see that the standard conductance in equation (24) is indeed the conductance profile with v = 1
2

and is the least possible conductance profile over (0, 12 ]. The next lemma states the lower bound on the
conductance profile they obtain.

Lemma 5.6 ([CDWY20, Lemma 4]). Consider a Markov chain on R
d with transition kernel P and stationary

distribution π satisfying the following conditions:

1. (Log-Isoperimetry) π satisfies a log-isoperimetric inequality (26) with constant Ch1/2(π) > 0.

2. (One-step overlap) For all x, y ∈ R
d satisfying ‖x− y‖2 ≤ ∆, we have TV(Px,Py) ≤ 1 − h.

Then, the conductance profile of the Markov chain satisfies

Φ(v) = Ω

(

h∆

Ch1/2(π)
log1/2

(

1 +
1

v

))

for any v ∈
(

0,
1

2

]

.

Similar to conductance, the conductance profile can be used to upper bound the mixing time. This is
formally stated in the next lemma, which utilizes the extended conductance profile Φ̃(v) defined as

Φ̃(v) =

{
Φ(v) v ∈ (0, 12 ]
Φ(12 ) v ∈ [ 12 ,∞)

.

Lemma 5.7 ([CDWY20, Lemma 3]). Consider a reversible, irreducible, ζ-lazy, and smooth1 Markov chain
Ψ with stationary distribution π. Then, for any error tolerance ǫ > 0, and a η-warm distribution, the mixing
time of the chain is bounded as

tΨ(η, ǫ) ≤
∫ 8/ǫ

4/η

8dv

ζvΦ̃2(v)
.

One can further lower bound the conductance profile in Lemma 5.6 by Ω( ∆
Ch1/2(π)

log1/2( 1
v )) and apply

it to Lemma 5.7. If η ≥ 8, we have

tΨ(η, ǫ) .
8 Ch2

1/2(π)

ζ∆2h2

(
∫ 1/2

4/η

1/v

log 1/v
dv +

∫ 8/ǫ

1/2

1/v

log 2
dv

)

=
8 Ch2

1/2(π)

ζ∆2h2

(

log log t
∣
∣
∣

η/4

2
+

log v

log 2

∣
∣
∣

8/ǫ

1/2

)

with t =
1

v
.

1In our cases, the existence of transition kernel guarantees the Markov chain to be smooth. We refer interested readers to
[CDWY20] for the formal definition of smoothness.
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This implies the following useful upper bound on the mixing time for a ζ-lazy chain,

tΨ(η, ǫ) ≤ c
Ch2

1/2(π)

ζ∆2h2
log

(
log η

ǫ

)

. (27)

In the following sections, we dive into the proofs for mixing time upper bound for ProbitDA, LogitDA,
and LassoDA. Thanks to the strong log-concavity and Lemma 5.5, we can use the improved technique in
Section 5.1.3 for ProbitDA and LogitDA to get a better dependency on the warmness parameter. We turn
to the standard conductance-based argument in Section 5.1.2 to analyze LassoDA. At a high level, the
proof consists of two parts: First, we upper bound the Cheeger constant Ch(π) or log-isoperimetric constant
Ch1/2(π). Second, we determine the order of ∆ in the one-step overlap condition of Lemma 5.4 or Lemma 5.6.
With these results in hand, we can obtain a lower bound of conductance and then use equation (25) or (27)
to get an upper bound on the mixing time.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof. As mentioned at the end of the last section, the proof will be structured as verifying the two conditions
in Lemma 5.6 and then applying equation (27).

Log-Isoperimetry We recall from equation (19) that m′Probit = λmin(B−1) is a lower bound of mProbit,
the strong log-concavity constant of the target of ProbitDA. By Lemma 5.5 and Assumption 2.1,

Ch1/2(πProbit) =
1√

mProbit
≤ 1√

m′Probit
=

1
√

λmin(B−1)
=
√

λmax(B) ≤
√

bProbit
1 .

One-Step Overlap We study the 1
2 -lazy chain for ProbitDA with kernel T Probit = 1

2 Id + 1
2PProbit. Con-

sider β1, β2 ∈ R
d. Let zi be the truncated normal auxiliary variables chosen for βi, i = 1, 2. We are interested

in how TV(T Probit
β1

, T Probit
β2

) can be upper bounded by ‖β1 − β2‖2. We have

TV(T Probit
β1

, T Probit
β2

) ≤ 1

2
sup
A

|δβ1(A)−δβ2(A)|+ 1

2
sup
A

|PProbit
β1

(A)−PProbit
β2

(A)| =
1

2
+

1

2
TV(PProbit

β1
,PProbit

β2
)

where the supremum is over measurable sets A ⊆ R
d. Furthermore,

TV(PProbit
β1

,PProbit
β2

) ≤(i) TV(z1, z2) ≤(ii)

√

2 KL(z1||z2)

≤(iii)

√
√
√
√2

n∑

i=1

KL(z1i||z2i) =

√
√
√
√2

n∑

i=1

KL(TN(xTi β1; yi)||TN(xTi β2; yi)),

where we obtain (i) by data processing inequality (DPI), (ii) by Pinsker’s inequality, and (iii) by indepen-
dence of auxiliary variables. This reduces the problem to studying the KL divergence of the 1-dimensional
truncated normal distribution. First, we consider yi = 1. Below, Eβ1 denotes the expectation taken over
x ∼ TN(xTi β1, 1; 1).

KL(TN(xTi β1, 1; 1)||TN(xTi β2, 1; 1)) = Eβ1 log






e−
1
2
(x−xT

i β1)2

√
2πΦ(xT

i β1)
1{x ≥ 0}

e−
1
2
(x−xT

i
β2)2

√
2πΦ(xT

i β2)
1{x ≥ 0}






= Eβ1

[

−1

2
(x− xTi β1)2 − log Φ(xTi β1) +

1

2
(x− xTi β2)2 + log Φ(xTi β2)

]

= log Φ(xTi β2) − log Φ(xTi β1) + Eβ1

[
(x− xTi β1 + xTi β1 − xTi β2)2 − (x− xTi β1)2

2

]

= log Φ(xTi β2) − log Φ(xTi β1) + xTi (β1 − β2)Eβ1

[
x− xTi β1

]
+

1

2
(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2)

= log Φ(xTi β2) − log Φ(xTi β1) + xTi (β1 − β2)
φ(xTi β1)

Φ(xTi β1)
+

1

2
(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2).
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The last equation comes from the fact that Eβ1 [x] = xTi β1 +
φ(xT

i β1)

Φ(xT
i β1)

.

To study the dependency on ‖β1 − β2‖2, we define the unit vector u = β1−β2

‖β1−β2‖2
and a function fi(t) =

log Φ(xTi (β2 + ut)). One can check that fi(0) = log Φ(xTi β2) and fi(‖β1 − β2‖2) = log Φ(xTi β1). By taking
the second-order Taylor expansion of fi(t) at t = ‖β1 − β2‖2, we have that there exists ti ∈ [0, ‖β1 − β2‖2]
such that

log Φ(xTi β2) = log Φ(xTi β1) +
φ(xTi β1)

Φ(xTi β1)
xTi (β2 − β1) − 1

2
q(xTi (β2 + uti))(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2)

where q is defined in (18). Plugging this back into the KL divergence formula gives

KL(TN(xTi β1, 1; 1)||TN(xTi β2, 1; 1)) =
1

2
(1 − q(xTi (β2 + uti)))(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2)

≤(i)
1

2
(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2)

where (i) is due to q(x) ∈ (0, 1) for all x.
We can derive a similar formula for yi = 0: for some ti ∈ [0, ‖β1 − β2‖2],

KL(TN(xTi β1, 1; 0)||TN(xTi β2, 1; 0)) =
1

2
(1 − q(−xTi (β2 + uti)))(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2)

≤ 1

2
(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2).

The upper bound of TV(PProbit
β1

,PProbit
β2

) can be written as

TV(PProbit
β1

,PProbit
β2

) ≤

√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

(β1 − β2)TxixTi (β1 − β2) =
√

(β1 − β2)TXTX(β1 − β2) =
√

λmax(XTX)‖β1 − β2‖2.

By Assumption 3.1, we can bound λmax(XTX) by

λmax(XTX) = λmax

(
n∑

i=1

xix
T
i

)

≤
n∑

i=1

λmax(xix
T
i ) =

n∑

i=1

‖xi‖22 ≤ ndM2. (28)

Therefore,

TV(PProbit
β1

,PProbit
β2

) ≤ c
√
ndM2‖β1 − β2‖2.

Overall, we have

TV(T Probit
β1

, T Probit
β2

) ≤ 1

2
+ c

√
ndM2‖β1 − β2‖2.

If we choose ∆ = 1

4c
√
ndM2

and h = 1
4 , we have TV(PProbit

β1
,PProbit

β2
) ≤ 1 − h whenever ‖β1 − β2‖2 ≤ ∆.

Theorem 3.2 follows if we substitute ∆ = 1

4c
√
ndM2

, h = 1
4 , ζ = 1

2 , and Ch1/2(πProbit) ≤
√

bProbit
1 into

equation (27).

5.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. The proof of Theorem 3.3 is similar to Section 5.2 except for some special treatment for Pólya-Gamma
variables. Similarly, we verify the two conditions in Lemma 5.6 and then apply equation (27).

Log-Isoperimetry By equation (20), m′Logit = λmin(B−1) ≤ mLogit, and thus by Lemma 5.5 and As-
sumption 2.1,

Ch1/2(πLogit) =
1√

mLogit
≤ 1√

m′Logit
=

1
√

λmin(B−1)
=
√

λmax(B) ≤
√

bLogit1
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One-Step Overlap We study the 1
2 -lazy version of LogitDA with kernel T Logit = 1

2 Id+ 1
2PLogit. Consider

β1, β2 ∈ R
d. Let zi be the Pólya-Gamma auxiliary variables chosen for βi, i = 1, 2. We have

TV(T Probit
β1

, T Probit
β2

) ≤ 1

2
+

1

2
TV(PProbit

β1
,PProbit

β2
).

Using data processing inequality in (i), Pinsker’s inequality in (ii), and independence of the auxiliary variables
in (iii), we have

TV(PLogit
β1

,PLogit
β2

) ≤(i) TV(z1, z2) ≤(ii)

√

2 KL(z1||z2)

=(iii)

√
√
√
√2

n∑

i=1

KL(z1i||z2i) =

√
√
√
√2

n∑

i=1

KL(PG(1, xTi β1)||PG(1, xTi β2)).

We use Eβ1 to denote the expectation taken over PG(1, xTi β1). Applying equations (11) and 12, we have

KL(PG(1, xTi β1)||PG(1, xTi β2)) = Eβ1 log




e−

(xT
i β1)2

2 x cosh(
xT
i β1

2 )f(x; 1, 0)

e−
(xT

i
β2)2

2 x cosh(
xT
i β2

2 )f(x; 1, 0)





=
(xTi β2)2 − (xTi β1)2

2
Eβ1 [x] + log cosh(

xTi β1
2

) − log cosh(
xTi β2

2
)

=
(xTi β2)2 − (xTi β1)2

4xTi β1
tanh(

xTi β1
2

) + log cosh(
xTi β1

2
) − log cosh(

xTi β2
2

)

=
(xTi β2 − xTi β1 + xTi β1)2 − (xTi β1)2

4xTi β1
tanh(

xTi β1
2

) + log cosh(
xTi β1

2
) − log cosh(

xTi β2
2

)

=
(xTi β2 − xTi β1)2

4xTi β1
tanh(

xTi β1
2

) +
xTi (β2 − β1)

2
tanh(

xTi β1
2

) + log cosh(
xTi β1

2
) − log cosh(

xTi β2
2

). (29)

We define a unit vector u = β1−β2

‖β1−β2‖ and a function fi(t) = log cosh
xT
i (β2+ut)

2 . By Taylor expansion of fi(0)

at t = ‖β1 − β2‖2, we obtain that there exists ti ∈ [0, ‖β1 − β2‖2] such that

log cosh
xTi β2

2
= log cosh

xTi β1
2

+
tanh(

xT
i β1

2 )

2
xTi (β2 − β1) +

1

8 cosh2(
xT
i (β2+uti)

2 )
(β1 − β2)Txix

T
i (β1 − β2).

Plugging this back into the KL divergence formula (29) yields

KL(PG(1, xTi β1)||PG(1, xTi β2)) =

(

tanh(
xT
i β1

2 )

4xTi β1
− 1

8 cosh2(
xT
i (β2+uti)

2 )

)

(β1 − β2)Txix
T
i (β1 − β2)

Since cosh(x) ≥ 1 and tanh x
x ≤ 1, we have




tanh(

xT
i β1
2 )

4xT
i β1

− 1

8 cosh2

(

xT
i

(β2+uti)

2

)



 ≤ 1
8 . We can then express the

upper bound for TV(PLogit
β1

,PLogit
β2

) in terms of ‖β1 − β2‖2,

TV(PLogit
β1

,PLogit
β2

) ≤

√
√
√
√

1

4

n∑

i=1

(β1 − β2)TxixTi (β1 − β2) =

√

1

4
(β1 − β2)TXTX(β1 − β2)

≤
√

1

4
λmax(XTX)‖β1 − β2‖2 ≤ c

√
ndM2‖β1 − β2‖2, (30)

where the last inequality follows a similar argument as in equation (28). Therefore, we have

TV(T Logit
β1

, T Logit
β2

) ≤ 1

2
+ c

√
ndM2‖β1 − β2‖2
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By choosing ∆ = 1

4c
√
ndM2

and h = 1
4 , we can verify the one-step overlap condition in Lemma 5.6 that

TV(PLogit
β1

,PLogit
β2

) ≤ 1 − h whenever ‖β1 − β2‖2 ≤ ∆.

We finish the proof of Theorem 3.3 by using ∆ = 1

4c
√
ndM2

, ζ = 1
2 , h = 1

4 , and Ch1/2(πLogit) ≤
√

bLogit1

in equation (27).

5.4 Proof of Theorem 3.4

Direct analysis of the LassoDA could be complicated. Instead, we consider a one-to-one transformation of
the Markov chain underlying LassoDA. The transformation simplifies the problem in two ways: (1) it makes
the non-log-concave target of LassoDA log-concave, and (2) it simplifies the transition kernel.

Next, we make precise the notion of transformation of a Markov chain. For simplicity of notation,
given a Markov chain with state space Ω, we define a Markov chain triple as the composite of its target
distribution π, its starting distribution ν, and its transition kernel P , denoted as (ν,P , π). For any bijective
measurable function T : Ω → Ω′, we denote the T -transformed Markov chain of Ψ by ΨT . If Ψ is the
Markov chain triple (ν,P , π), then ΨT is the triple (νT ,PT ,πT ) satisfying

πT = T#π

νT = T#ν

PT (x, ·) = T#(δT−1(x)P)

where δa is the Dirac measure centered at a, and T#π is the push-forward measure of π by T . Additionally,
we call πT and PT the T -transformed target distribution and T -transformed transition kernel,
respectively. Intuitively, the idea underlying the T -transformed Markov chain is to view the original Markov
chain from a parameter space transformed by T . To validate the analysis under a transformed Markov chain,
we establish the equivalence of the mixing time under one-to-one transformation in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.8. Suppose we have a Markov chain Ψ on Ω with transition kernel P and stationary distribution
π, and a bijection T : Ω → Ω′. For any error tolerance ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and warmness η ≥ 1 of the initial
distributions, we have that πT = T#π is the stationary distribution of PT and

tΨ(η, ǫ) = tΨT (η, ǫ).

Proof of Lemma 5.8. Suppose the Markov chain Ψ has an associated triple (ν,P , π). Then, its T -transformed
Markov chain has the triple (νT ,PT , πT ). First, note that

µPT = T#(((T−1)#µ)P).

In particular, for µ = νT , νTPT = T#(νP). Iterating this and putting µ = T#ν gives νTPkT = T#(νPk).
By the invariance of TV distance under one-to-one transformation, we have for any k ∈ N

+ that

TV(νPk, π) = TV(νTPkT , πT ).

Furthermore, T being a bijection implies that νT is also an η-warm start, and thus the lemma follows.

Remark. We remark that for any ergodic Markov chain Ψ, the T -transformation of 1
2 -lazy Ψ is the same

as 1
2 -lazy version of the T -transformed Ψ, because

T#

(((
T−1

)

#
µ
)(1

2
T +

1

2
I

))

=
1

2
T#

(((
T−1

)

#
µ
)

P
)

+
1

2
T#

((
T−1

)

#
µ
)

= µ

(
1

2
PT +

1

2
I

)

That is, to study the mixing time of 1
2 -lazy Ψ, it is equivalent to consider the mixing time of the 1

2 -lazy
version of the T -transformed Ψ.

This section is arranged as follows: Section 5.4.1 comprises the core of the proof for Theorem 3.4.
Section 5.4.2 and Section 5.4.3 are devoted to the deferred proofs of the two lemmas used in Section 5.4.1.
In order to simplify notation, we drop the superscripts Lasso from our notation for the rest of this section.
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5.4.1 Mixing Time of the Transformed LassoDA Chain

By Lemma 5.8, we can study the mixing time of the 1
2 -lazy LassoDA with kernel T = 1

2 I(d+1) + 1
2P on an

equivalent one-to-one transformed chain. In particular, we use the same bijective map as in Appendix A
of [PC08]: T : Rd × R

+ → R
d × R

+ that transforms (β, v) to a new parameter space (ϕ, ρ) according to

ϕ =
β√
v
, ρ =

1√
v
.

We first analyze the effects of the transformation T on the target and Markov transition kernel. Then, we de-
velop an upper bound of the mixing time for the transformed Markov chain using the standard conductance-
based argument introduced in Section 5.1.2.

T -transformed Target Distribution of LassoDA The T -transformed target of LassoDA is πT = T#π.
We recall from (16) that the (non-log-concave) LassoDA target is

π(v, β|y) ∝ 1

v(n+d+2α+2)/2
e
− 1

2v ‖ỹ−Xβ‖2
2−λ

‖β‖1√
v

− ξ
v .

Next, we will show that the transformation by T makes a log-concave target. We have that

det(∇T−1) = det












1
ρ 0 · · · 0 0

0
. . .

... 0
...

. . .
...

...
0 · · · · · · 1

ρ 0

−ϕ1

ρ2 · · · · · · −ϕd

ρ2 − 2
ρ3












= − 2

ρ3+d
.

The T -transformed LassoDA target is

πT (ϕ, ρ|y) ∝ ρn+2α+d+1 exp

(

−1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖1 − ρ2ξ

)

| det(∇T−1)|

∝ ρn+2α−2 exp

(

−1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖1 − ρ2ξ

)

. (31)

Suppose that πT ∝ e−fT , we have

fT = −(n+ 2α− 2) log ρ+
1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 + λ‖ϕ‖1 + ρ2ξ.

It is not hard to see fT is a convex function for n ≥ 2 − 2α in (β, v). Therefore, πT is log-concave.

1
2 -Lazy T -Transformed Transition Kernel of LassoDA The transformation also largely simplifies the
Markov transition kernel. We claim that given the special structure of T -transformed LassoDA’s kernel, it
suffices to study the ϕ-marginal chain of 1

2 -lazy T -transformed LassoDA.
By Lemma 5.8, the (non-lazy) T -transformed LassoDA’s kernel PT is illustrated below:

(ϕ(m−1), ρ(m−1))
T−1

−−−→ (β(m−1), v(m−1)) → z(m) → (β(m), v(m))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

The original kernel of LassoDA

T−→ (ϕ(m), ρ(m)). (32)

We first note that in (32), z(m) is sufficient for ϕ(m) and ρ(m). Furthermore, one can show that z(m) depends
only on ϕ(m−1), and is independent of ρ(m−1), because

z(m) = IG

(√

λ2v(m−1)

(β(m−1))2
, λ2

)

= IG

(√

λ2

(ϕ(m−1))2
, λ2

)

(33)
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These altogether imply that the ϕ sample is sufficient to generate next-step ρ and ϕ on the non-lazy T -
transformed LassoDA. The transformed kernel is illustrated in Figure 2. The structure has the following
important implications.

First, the independence of z(m) on ρ(m−1) ensure that the ϕ-marginal chain is well-defined. Specifically,
we use

(
νTϕ ,PTϕ , πTϕ

)
to denote the Markov chain triple of the ϕ-marginal chain of the T -transformed

LassoDA ΨT . Furthermore, we use ΨTϕ to denote the ϕ-marginal chain of 1
2 -lazy ΨT , with transition kernel

TTϕ = 1
2PTϕ + 1

2 Id. Note that ΨTϕ is also 1
2 -lazy.

Second, the sufficiency of ϕ for the next-step ρ enables us to control the mixing time of the 1
2 -lazy ΨT

by that of ΨTϕ . To show this, we consider the samples or the corresponding distributions of 1
2 -lazy ΨT at

the mth iterations as ϕ
(m)
lazy and ρ

(m)
lazy, and the transition kernel as TT = 1

2 I + 1
2PT . Interpreting the 1

2 -lazy
chain as the process of flipping a fair coin at each iteration to decide whether to stay at the previous state,
we have

ϕ
(m)
lazy =

(
1

2

)m m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k) ρ
(m)
lazy =

(
1

2

)m m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ρ(k). (34)

To demonstrate the sufficiency of the ϕ-marginal chain, we consider another (non-lazy) Markov chain that
evolves according to the same kernel as in equation (32), but starts from the stationary distribution πT .
Then the chain will remain at the distribution πT . We use a subscript π to indicate the samples are from

this stationary chain. Similarly, we define the samples of 1
2 -lazy stationary chain as ϕ

(m)
π,lazy and ρ

(m)
π,lazy. The

same equations as (34) hold for the stationary chain.
Using PTϕ→ρ to denote the transition kernel from ϕ(m−1) to ρ(m), we have that under a η-warm start,

TV
(

ρ
(m)
lazy, ρ

(m)
π,lazy

)

= TV

((
1

2

)m m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ρ(k),

(
1

2

)m m∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ρ(k)π

)

= TV

((
1

2

)m

ρ(0) +

(
1

2

)m m∑

k=1

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k−1)PTϕ→ρ ,

(
1

2

)m

ρ(0)π +

(
1

2

)m m∑

k=1

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k−1)
π PTϕ→ρ

)

≤(i)

(
1

2

)m

TV
(

ρ(0), ρ(0)π

)

+
1

2
TV

((
1

2

)m−1 m−1∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k)PTϕ→ρ ,

(
1

2

)m−1 m−1∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k)
π PTϕ→ρ

)

≤(ii)

(
1

2

)m

TV
(

ρ(0), ρ(0)π

)

+
1

2
TV

((
1

2

)m−1 m−1∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k),

(
1

2

)m−1 m−1∑

k=0

(
m

k

)

ϕ(k)
π

)

=

(
1

2

)m

TV
(

ρ(0), ρ(0)π

)

+
1

2
TV

(

ϕ
(m−1)
lazy , ϕ

(m−1)
π,lazy

)

≤(iii)

(
1

2

)m

η +
1

2
TV

(

ϕ
(m−1)
lazy , ϕ

(m−1)
π,lazy

)

where (i) is by the definition of TV distance in (2), (ii) is due to data processing equality, (iii) follows from
the fact that

TV
(

ρ(0), ρ(0)π

)

≤ TV (νT , πT ) = sup
A

|νT (A) − πT (A)| = sup
A
πT (A)

∣
∣
∣
∣

νT (A)

πT (A)
− 1

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ η.

Furthermore,

TV (νTT m
T , πT ) = TV

((

ϕ
(m)
lazy, ρ

(m)
lazy

)

,
(

ϕ
(m)
π,lazy, ρ

(m)
π,lazy

))

≤ TV
(

ϕ
(m)
lazy, ϕ

(m)
π,lazy

)

+ TV
(

ρ
(m)
lazy, ρ

(m)
π,lazy

)

≤ TV
(

ϕ
(m−1)
lazy , ϕ

(m−1)
π,lazy

)

+ TV
(

ρ
(m)
lazy, ρ

(m)
π,lazy

)

≤
(

1

2

)m

η +
3

2
TV

(

ϕ
(m−1)
lazy , ϕ

(m−1)
π,lazy

)
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Figure 2: Illustration of the kernel of T -transformed LassoDA

Overall, we have

TV (νT m, π) = TV (νT T m
T , πT ) ≤

(
1

2

)m

η +
3

2
TV(νTϕT (m−1)

Tϕ
, πTϕ) (35)

Equation (35) gives us a way to control the mixing time of the 1
2 -lazy LassoDA by that of ϕ-marginal of its

T -transformed chain. Therefore, studying the mixing times of the ϕ-marginal chain is sufficient.
The target of the marginal chain is

πTϕ(ϕ) = πT (ϕ|y) ∝ exp{−λ‖ϕ‖1}
∫

R+

ρn+2α−2 exp

{

−1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ

}

dρ. (36)

Note πTϕ is log-concave because it is a marginal of the log-concave distribution πT in (31).

Mixing Time of the 1
2 -Lazy T -Transformed Chain The analysis above reduces the problem to proving

an upper bound of the mixing time of ΨTϕ . We perform the analysis using the standard conductance-based
method in Section 5.1.2. For clarity, we extract the two main parts of the proof as lemmas below. We defer
their proofs to Section 5.4.2 and Section 5.4.3.

Lemma 5.9. (Isoperimetry of πTϕ) The Cheeger constant of the ϕ-marginal of the T -transformed LassoDA’s
target in equation (36) satisfies

Ch(πTϕ) = O(d log d+ n logn).

See Section 5.4.2 for proof of Lemma 5.9.

Lemma 5.10. (One-step overlap of ΨTϕ) The transition kernel of ϕ-marginal of the 1
2 -lazy T -transformed

LassoDA satisfies

TV(P ′
x,P ′

y) ≤ 3

4
whenever x, y ∈ R

d and ‖x− y‖2 ≤
c

d
,

where c is a universal constant.

See Section 5.4.3 for proof of Lemma 5.10.
Using Lemma 5.9, Lemma 5.10, and Lemma 5.4, we can obtain a lower bound on the conductance of the

ΨTϕ ,

Φ ≥ c
1

d(d log d+ n logn)
.

Lemma 5.3 implies that with a η-warm start, we have

TV(νTϕT k
Tϕ
, πTϕ) ≤ √

ηe
−ck 1

d2(d log d+n log n)2 .

Then, by (34),

TV(νT k, π) ≤
(

1

2

)k

η +
3

2

√
ηe

−c k−1

d2(d log d+n log n)2 .
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To guarantee that TV(νT k, π) is within ǫ, it suffice to ensure that

(
1

2

)k

η ≤ ǫ

2
and

3

2

√
ηe

−c k−1

d2(d log d+n log n)2 ≤ ǫ

2
,

which implies that k ≥ c log
(
2η
ǫ

)
and k ≥ 1 + cd2(d log d+ n logn)2 log

(
3
√
η

ǫ

)

. Therefore, the mixing time

of the 1
2 -lazy LassoDA satisfies

tΨLasso(η, ǫ) ≤ cd2(d log d+ n logn)2 log
(η

ǫ

)

.

Theorem 3.4 follows.

5.4.2 Proof of Lemma 5.9

Proof. The target (36) is in general weakly-log-concave. We use Lemma 5.2 to relate the Cheeger constant of
the target of LassoDA to the known Cheeger constant of the double exponential distribution (Lemma 5.1(1)).
Let µ(ϕ) = (λ2 )de−λ‖ϕ‖1 be the reference double exponential distribution. To utilize Lemma 5.2, we need to
measure the infinity-divergence between πTϕ and µ (the L∞ norm of their ratio):

∥
∥
∥
∥

dπTϕ

dµ

∥
∥
∥
∥
L∞

= max
ϕ

e−λ‖ϕ‖1
∫

ρ∈R+ ρ
n+2α−2e−ρ

2ξ− 1
2 ‖ρy−Xϕ‖

2
2dρ

∫

ρ∈R+ ρn+2α−2e−ρ2ξ
∫

ϕ∈Rd e
−λ‖ϕ‖1− 1

2‖ρy−Xϕ‖2
2dϕdρ

(2/λ)d

e−λ‖ϕ‖1

= (2/λ)d max
ϕ

∫

ρ∈R+ e
− 1

2 ‖ρy−Xϕ‖
2
2ρn+2α−2e−ρ

2ξdρ
∫

ρ∈R+ ρn+2α−2e−ρ2ξ
∫

ϕ∈Rd e
−λ‖ϕ‖1− 1

2 ‖ρy−Xϕ‖2
2dϕdρ

≤ (2/λ)d

∫

ρ∈R+ ρ
n+2α−2e−ρ

2ξdρ
∫

ρ∈R+ ρn+2α−2e−ρ2ξ
∫

ϕ∈Rd e
−λ‖ϕ‖1− 1

2 ‖ρy−Xϕ‖2
2dϕdρ

(37)

=
(2/λ)d 1

2Γ(n+2α−1
2 )ξ−

n+2α−1
2

∫

ρ∈R+ ρn+2α−2e−ρ2ξ
∫

ϕ∈Rd e
−λ‖ϕ‖1− 1

2‖ρy−Xϕ‖2
2dϕdρ

.

It remains to lower bound the partition function in the denominator. Since ‖ϕ‖1 =
∑d

j=1 |ϕj | ≤
∑d
j=1(ϕ2

j +

1) = d+ ‖ϕ‖22, we have

∫

ρ∈R+

ρn+2α−2e−ρ
2ξ

∫

ϕ∈Rd

e−λ‖ϕ‖1− 1
2‖ρy−Xϕ‖

2
2dϕdρ

≥ e−λd
∫

ρ∈R+

ρn+2α−2e−ρ
2ξ

∫

ϕ∈Rd

e−λ‖ϕ‖
2
2− 1

2‖ρy−Xϕ‖
2
2dϕdρ

= e−λd
∫

ρ∈R+

ρn+2α−2e−ρ
2ξ

∫

ϕ∈Rd

e−
1
2 (ϕ

T (XTX+2λI)ϕ−2ρyTXϕ+ρ2yT y)dϕdρ

= e−λd
∫

ρ∈R+

ρn+2α−2e−ρ
2ξ− 1

2ρ
2yT (I−X(XTX+2λI)−1XT )y

·
∫

ϕ∈Rd

e−
1
2 (ϕ−ρ(X

TX+2λI)−1XT y)T (XTX+2λI)(ϕ−ρ(XTX+2λI)−1XT y)dϕdρ

= e−λd(2π)d/2|(XTX + 2λI)−1|1/2
∫

ρ∈R+

ρn+2α−2e−ρ
2ξ− 1

2ρ
2yT (I−X(XTX+2λI)−1XT )ydρ

=
1

2
e−λd(2π)d/2|(XTX + 2λI)−1|1/2

∫

γ

γ
n+2α−3

2 e−γ(ξ+
1
2y

T (I−X(XTX+2λI)−1XT )y)dγ
(
γ = ρ2

)

=
1

2
e−λd(2π)d/2|(XTX + 2λI)−1|1/2Γ

(
n+ 2α− 1

2

)(

ξ +
1

2
yT (I−X(XTX + 2λI)−1XT )y

)−n+2α−1
2

.
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Therefore,

∥
∥
∥
∥

dπTϕ

dµ

∥
∥
∥
∥
L∞

≤ eλd

( √
2

λ
√
π

)d

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a)

|XTX + 2λI|1/2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(b)

(
ξ + 1

2y
T (I−X(XTX + 2λI)−1XT )y

ξ

)n+2α−1
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

(c)

. (38)

Next, we analyze the dependency on n and d of the logarithm of the three parts in (38).

Part (a)

log eλd

( √
2

λ
√
π

)d

= λd+ d log

( √
2

λ
√
π

)

= O(d).

Part (b) Suppose λd ≥ · · · ≥ λ1 ≥ 0 are the eigenvalues of XTX . Then, we have

log |XTX + 2λI| = log

d∏

i=1

(λi + 2λ) ≤ log

d∏

i=1

(λd + 2λ) = d log(λd + 2λ) =(i) O(d log nd)

where in (i) we use (28).

Part (c) We first notice that

yT (I−X(XTX + 2λI)−1XT )y ≤ ‖y‖22(1 − λmin(X(XTX + 2λI)−1XT )) ≤ ‖y‖22,

where the last inequality comes from the fact that X(XTX + 2λI)−1XT is positive semi definite. Then,

log

(
ξ + 1

2y
T (I−X(XTX + 2λI)−1XT )y

ξ

)n+2α−1
2

≤ log

(
ξ + 1

2‖y‖22
ξ

)n+2α−1
2

= O(n logn).

Putting the three parts together, we get that

log

∥
∥
∥
∥

dπTϕ

dµ

∥
∥
∥
∥
L∞

= O(d log d+ n logn).

Applying Lemma 5.2 and 5.1(1), the Cheeger constant of πTϕ satisfies

Ch(πTϕ) ≤ c(d log d+ n logn) Ch(µ) = O(d log d+ n logn).

5.4.3 Proof of Lemma 5.10

When studying the one-step overlap condition for ProbitDA and LogitDA, we upper bound the TV distance
of the latent variables by the KL divergence for ease of calculation. This is not possible for the LassoDA
at some extreme parameter values, as the KL divergence of the auxiliary inverse Gaussian random variables
diverges. We use the following lemma to deal with the extreme cases. Intuitively, the lemma characterizes
the limiting behavior of the IG variable with a growing mean and a fixed shape parameter.

Lemma 5.11. Suppose µ1, µ2, λ > 0. Then

TV(IG(µ1, λ), IG(µ2, λ)) ≤
√

4λ

πmin{µ1, µ2}
.

See Appendix A.1 for the proof of Lemma 5.11.

27



Proof of Lemma 5.10. For simplicity, we use P ′ to denote PTϕ . We study the 1
2 -lazy version of the ϕ-

marginal of the T -transformed LassoDA with kernel T ′ = 1
2 Id + 1

2P ′. For any ϕ1, ϕ2 ∈ R
d, let zi be the

latent IG variables chosen for ϕi, i = 1, 2. We have

TV (T ′
ϕ1
, T ′
ϕ2

) ≤ 1

2
+

1

2
TV (P ′

ϕ1
,P ′

ϕ2
).

Then, by the data processing inequality, we have

TV(P ′
ϕ1
,P ′

ϕ2
) ≤ TV(z1, z2)

= TV

({

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ2
)}d

j=1

,

{

IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ2
)}d

j=1

)

.

The TV distance of IG variables does not have a closed form. We can upper bound it by the KL divergence
using Pinsker’s inequality, as in the analysis of ProbitDA and LogitDA. We begin by showing that this is
feasible only when either |ϕ1j | or |ϕ2j | is large. Below, Eϕ1j denotes the expectation taken over IG( λ

|ϕ1j| , λ
2).

Let µij = λ
|ϕij| for 1, 2. We have that

KL

(

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ2
) ∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣ IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ2
))

= Eϕ1j log






√
λ2

2πx3 exp
{

−λ2(x−µ1j)
2

2µ2
1jx

}

√
λ2

2πx3 exp
{

−λ2(x−µ2j)2

2µ2
2jx

}






= λ2

[(

1

2µ2
2j

− 1

2µ2
1j

)

Eϕ1jx+

(
1

µ1j
− 1

µ2j

)]

= λ2

[(

ϕ2
2j

2λ2
−
ϕ2
1j

2λ2

)

λ

|ϕ1j |
+

( |ϕ1j |
λ

− |ϕ2j |
λ

)]

= λ

[(

ϕ2
2j

2
−
ϕ2
1j

2

)

1

|ϕ1j |
+ (|ϕ1j | − |ϕ2j |)

]

One can see that we cannot use the KL divergence to perform the analysis when both |ϕ1j | and |ϕ2j | are
small, as KL divergence diverges in this case. (Either |ϕ1j | or |ϕ2j | being small is sufficient because we can
bound TV distance by KL divergence in either direction.) We separate this extreme case and deal with it
using the bound in Lemma 5.11. Let mj = max{|ϕ1j |, |ϕ2j |} for j = 1, . . . , d. WLOG, we assume that for

some 1 ≤ k ≤ d, mj ≤ C
d2 for j = 1, . . . , k and mj ≥ C

d2 for j = k + 1, . . . , d, where C = π
64 . Then, we have

TV(P ′
ϕ1

,P ′
ϕ2

)

≤ TV

({

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ

2

)}k

j=1

,

{

IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ

2

)}k

j=1

)

+ TV

({

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ

2

)}d

j=k+1

,

{

IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ

2

)}d

j=k+1

)

≤

k∑

j=1

TV

(

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ

2

)

, IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ

2

))

︸ ︷︷ ︸

The extreme case: Using Lemma 5.11 to bound

+

√
√
√
√2

d∑

j=k+1

KL

(

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ2

)

, IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ2

))

︸ ︷︷ ︸

The regular case: Using ‖ϕ1j − ϕ2j‖2 to bound

(39)

The Extreme Case For j ≤ k, we have that max{|ϕ1j |, |ϕ2j |} ≤ C

d2
. By Lemma 5.11,

TV

(

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ

2

)

, IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ

2

))

≤

√

4λ

π λ
max{|ϕ1j |,|ϕ2j |}

≤
1

4d
. (40)

The Regular Case For j ≥ k + 1, WLOG, we assume that |ϕ1j | ≥ |ϕ2j |, then |ϕ1j | ≥ C

d2
. To control

KL
(

IG
(

λ
|ϕ1j |

, λ2
) ∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣ IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ2
))

using |ϕ1j − ϕ2j |, expand

ϕ2
2j

2
=

ϕ2
1j

2
+ ϕ1j(ϕ2j − ϕ1j) +

1

2
(ϕ2j − ϕ1j)

2
.
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Therefore,

KL

(

IG

(
λ

|ϕ1j |
, λ

2

) ∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣ IG

(
λ

|ϕ2j |
, λ

2

))

= λ





1

2

1

|ϕ1j |
(ϕ2j − ϕ1j)

2 + sign(ϕ1j)(ϕ2j − ϕ1j) + |ϕ1j | − |ϕ2j |
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0






≤
λ

2C
d
2(ϕ2j − ϕ1j)

2
. (41)

Using inequalities (40) and (41) in equation (39), we have

TV(P ′
ϕ1

,P ′
ϕ2

) ≤
k

4d
+ cd

√
√
√
√

d∑

j=k+1

(ϕ2j − ϕ1j)2 ≤
1

4
+ cd‖ϕ1 − ϕ2‖2.

Overall, we obtain

TV(T ′
ϕ1

, T ′
ϕ2

) ≤
5

8
+ cd‖ϕ1 − ϕ2‖2.

If we choose ∆ = 1

8cd
, ‖ϕ1 − ϕ2‖2 ≤ ∆ guarantees that TV(P ′

ϕ1
,P ′

ϕ2
) ≤ 3

4
.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

By establishing fast mixing guarantees for three important DA algorithms (ProbitDA, LogitDA, and Las-
soDA), our work addresses the non-asymptotic aspect of the long-standing “convergence complexity” problem
for the three DA algorithms ([RS15]), and methodologically builds on a long line of literature on mixing time
using convex geometry and isoperimetric inequalities.

To conclude, we list a few directions that merit further investigation:

Lower Bounds It is an interesting open question to obtain lower bounds on the mixing time of the three
DA algorithms. The lower bound analysis can provide insights for the tightness of the upper bounds, and
contribute to a more thorough comparison between the three DA algorithms and alternative algorithms.

Dependency on Warmness and Isoperimetry Constant for LassoDA Unlike the case in ProbitDA
and LogitDA, we found it challenging to study the isoperimetric constant of the target distribution and to
improve the dependency on warmness of initial distribution for LassoDA. This is partially because many
important underlying techniques that support the analysis for strongly log-concave distributions are not
readily carried over to weakly log-concave settings. We believe better guarantees will be available with
more research on the underlying techniques. Specifically, viewing the transformed-LassoDA’s target as a
log-concave perturbation of the double exponential distribution, one can establish a better bound if given
access to a generalized Caffarelli contraction theorem ([Caf00]) using the double exponential distribution as
the source distribution. Moreover, one can make the dependence on the warmness parameter milder (e.g.,
double logarithmic) and hence allow good convergence from cold starts, if more results on log-isoperimetric
inequalities for weakly log-concave distributions are available.

Despite these obstacles, we believe our guarantees provide useful insights for empirical studies using the
three DA algorithms and theoretical studies of other MCMC algorithms.
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A Deferred Proofs

A.1 Proof of Lemma 5.11

Proof. WLOG, we assume that µ2 > µ1. Let fi(x), Fi(x) be the pdf and the cdf of IG(µi, λ) at x, respectively.
By standard formulae,

fi(x) =

√

λ

2πx3
exp

(

−λ(x− µi)
2

2µ2
ix

)

Fi(x) = Φ
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−
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x
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.
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Solving for f1(x) = f2(x), we get a unique solution x∗ = 2µ1µ2

µ1+µ2
. Therefore,

TV(IG(µ1, λ), IG(µ2, λ)) =

∫ x∗

0

f1(x) − f2(x)dx = F1(x∗) − F2(x∗).

Then, we consider the limiting distribution as µ → ∞. Letting the pdf and cdf of the limiting distribution
be f∞(x), F∞(x), respectively, we have

f∞(x) =

√

λ

2πx3
exp

(

− λ

2x

)

,

F∞(x) = 2Φ(−
√

λ/x).

We denote the error function as Erf(x) = 2√
π

∫ x

0 e
−t2dt. We have

TV(IG(µi, λ), IG(∞, λ)) ≤
∫ ∞

2µi

f∞(x) − fµi(x)dx ≤
∫ ∞

2µi

f∞(x)dx = 1 − 2Φ
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−
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λ

2µi

)

=(i) −Erf
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−
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2
√
µi
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=(ii) Erf
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2
√
µi

)

≤(iii)

√
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πµi
,

where (i) is due to Φ(x) = 1
2 (1 + Erf(x/

√
2)), (ii) is because that the error function is odd, and (iii) comes

from the fact that Erf′(x) = 2√
π
e−x

2

. Hence,

TV(IG(µ1, λ), IG(µ2, λ)) ≤ TV(IG(µ1, λ), IG(∞, λ)) + TV(IG(µ2, λ), IG(∞, λ))

≤
√

λ

πµ1
+

√

λ

πµ2
≤ 2

√

λ

πmin{µ1, µ2}
.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Under Assumption 3.5 and the condition in Theorem 3.6, we can improve the results for ProbitDA and
LogitDA by getting a better bound for λmax(XTX) appearing in (28) and (30). We note that XTX can
be written as the sum of independent matrices such that XTX =

∑n
i=1 xix

T
i . This enables us to derive

high probability bounds for XTX using matrix concentration techniques. In addition, one can see that
XTX is closely related to the sample covariance matrix, defined as Σ̃ = 1

n

∑n
i=1(xix

T
i − Σ). Specifically,

XTX = n(Σ̃ + Σ). Therefore, we can also draw upon a rich literature of high probability error bounds for
covariance estimation. We first cite the techniques, and then use them to prove Theorem 3.6.

Lemma A.1 (Matrix Bernstein, [Tro15, Theorem 1.4]). Consider a finite sequence {Sk} of independent,
random matrices with dimension d1 × d2. Assume that

ESk = 0 and ‖Sk‖ ≤ L for each index k.

Let Z =
∑n

k=1 Sk and v(Z) = max{‖E(ZZT )‖, ‖E(ZTZ)‖} = max{‖∑n
k=1 E(SkS

T
k )‖, ‖∑n

k=1 E(STk Sk)‖}.
Then, for all t ≥ 0,

P(‖Z‖ ≥ t) ≤ (d1 + d2) exp

{ −t2/2
v(Z) + Lt/3

}

.

Lemma A.2 (Covariance Estimation for Sub-Gaussian Distributions, [Ver18, Exercise 4.7.3]). Let X be a
sub-gaussian random vector in R

d. More precisely, assume that there exists K ≥ 1 such that

‖〈X, x〉‖ψ2 ≤ K
√

E〈X, x〉2 for all x ∈ R
d.
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Then for all u ≥ 0,

‖Σ̃ − Σ‖ ≤ cK2

(√

d+ u

n
+
d+ u

n

)

‖Σ‖

with probability at least 1 − 2e−u.

Lemma A.3 (Covariance Estimation for Log-concave Isotropic Measures, [ALPTJ10, ALPTJ11]). Assume
X is a log-concave isotropic random vector in R

d. Then, there exists absolute constants K and ψ such that

1. If d ≤ n,

‖Σ̃ − Id‖ ≤ c(ψ +K)2
√

d

n

2. If d > n,

‖Σ̃ − Id‖ ≤ c(ψ +K)2
d

n

with probability at least 1 − exp(−c
√
d).

Proof of Theorem 3.6. We prove the theorem under each of the three conditions separately. First, we obtain
a high-probability bound on ‖XTX‖ under all three conditions.

Under Condition (a) We define Z = XTX − nΣ =
∑n
i=1(xix

T
i − Σ). Then, we have L ≤ dM2 and

v(Z) = n
∥
∥E(xix

T
i − Σ)T (xix

T
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∥
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i xix
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T
i + Σ2

∥
∥ = n

∥
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Exix
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2‖Σ‖

where (i) is due to ‖xi‖22 ≤ dM2 under assumption 3.1 and (ii) is because Σ2 is semi-positive definite. We

set δ = 2d exp
(
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, which implies
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Therefore,

‖XTX‖ ≤ n‖Σ‖ + ‖Z‖ ≤ n‖Σ‖ + c
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3
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)

with probability at least 1 − δ.

Under Condition (b) By Lemma A.2, we have

‖XTX‖ ≤ n‖Σ‖ + n‖Σ̃ − Σ‖ ≤ n‖Σ‖ + n‖Σ̃ − Σ‖ ≤ n‖Σ‖ + cnK2

(√

d+ u

n
+
d+ u

n

)

‖Σ‖.

This holds with probability at least 1 − 2 exp(−u) = 1 − δ, for u = log 2
δ .
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Under Condition (c) We consider a general log-concave random vector X with covariance Σ. Applying
Lemma A.3 to the isotropic random vector Σ−1/2X , we have

‖Σ−1/2Σ̃Σ−1/2 − Id‖ ≤ c

(√

d

n
+
d

n

)

By left- and right-multiplying both sides by ‖Σ1/2‖, we have

‖Σ̃ − Σ‖ ≤ ‖Σ1/2‖‖Σ−1/2Σ̃Σ−1/2 − Id‖‖Σ1/2‖ ≤ c

(√

d

n
+
d

n

)

‖Σ‖.

Therefore,
‖XTX‖ ≤ c(n+

√
nd+ d)‖Σ‖ ≤ 2c(n+ d)‖Σ‖

with probability at least 1 − exp(−c′
√
d).

We’ve shown that ‖XTX‖ = Õ(n+ d) with high probability in all of the three situations. Plugging this
into (28) and (30), the theorem follows.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.9

Proof. Since the map T is a bijection, we have

sup
A

ν†(A)

πLasso(A)
= sup

A

T#ν†(A)

T#πLasso(A)
= sup

A

ν′†(A)

T#πLasso(A)
,

where the supremum is taken over all measurable sets A ⊆ R
d. By (31), we have that

T#π
Lasso(A) ∝ ρn+2α−2 exp

(

−1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖1 − ρ2ξ

)

≥ ρn+2α−2 exp

(

−1

2
‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ − λd

)

,

where the inequality is due to ‖ϕ‖1 ≤ ‖ϕ‖22 + d. Therefore,

sup
A

ν′†(A)

T#πLasso(A)
≤ eλd

∫

ρ∈R+

∫

ϕ∈Rd ρ
n+2α−2 exp

(
− 1

2‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖1 − ρ2ξ
)
dρdϕ

∫

ρ∈R+

∫

ϕ∈Rd ρn+2α−2 exp
(
− 1

2‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ
)
dρdϕ

≤ eλd

∫

ρ∈R+

∫

ϕ∈Rd ρ
n+2α−2 exp

(
−λ‖ϕ‖1 − ρ2ξ

)
dρdϕ

∫

ρ∈R+

∫

ϕ∈Rd ρn+2α−2 exp
(
− 1

2‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ
)
dρdϕ

= eλd

∫

ϕ∈Rd e
−λ‖ϕ‖1dϕ

∫

ρ∈R+ ρ
n+2α−2 exp

(
−ρ2ξ

)
dρ

∫

ρ∈R+

∫

ϕ∈Rd ρn+2α−2 exp
(
− 1

2‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ
)
dρdϕ

= eλd
(2/λ)d

∫

ρ∈R+ ρ
n+2α−2 exp

(
−ρ2ξ

)
dρ

∫

ρ∈R+

∫

ϕ∈Rd ρn+2α−2 exp
(
− 1

2‖ρy −Xϕ‖22 − λ‖ϕ‖22 − ρ2ξ
)
dρdϕ

.

The fraction is the same quantity as in (37). Following the same derivation as in Section 5.4.2, we can obtain

sup
A

ν′†(A)

T#πLasso(A)
≤ eλdeO(d log d+n logn) = eO(d log d+n logn).

B Auxiliary Proofs

The proofs in this Appendix are not new. We present them here to make the paper self-contained.
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B.1 Proof of Lemma 5.2

The complete proof is dispersed in a series of papers [MS08, Mil10, Mil12], where the authors consider
distributions satisfying a general class of isoperimetric inequalities and a general convexity condition on
manifolds. For simplicity, we present the proof restricted to the log-concave measures on R

d satisfying the
Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequality.

The proof utilizes the equivalence between Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequality and a type of concen-
tration inequality for log-concave measures. Specifically, a probability measure µ on R

d is said to satisfy the
concentration inequality with log-concentration profile α : R+ → R, if for any Borel set A ⊆ R

d with
µ(A) ≥ 1

2 , we have
1 − µ(Ar) ≤ exp{−α(r)} ∀r ≥ 0.

We first introduce the concepts and a lemma that will be used in the proof. Given a probability measure
on R

d, the isoperimetric profile is a pointwise maximal function I : [0, 1] → R
+, so that µ+(A) ≥ I(µ(A))

for all Borel sets A ⊆ R
d. The isoperimetric minimizer for a measure v ∈ (0, 1) is a Borel set A ∈ R

d

satisfying µ(A) = v and µ+(A) = I(v). Furthermore, we denote the µ-total curvature of an isoperimetric
minimizer A as Hµ(A). The definition of µ-total curvature is not important in this proof. We use it only in
the following lemma. We refer readers interested in this quantity to Section 2.3 of [Mil10].

Lemma B.1 ([Mor05, Theorem 2, Remark 3] and [Mil10, Theorem 2.3]). Let A ⊆ R
d be an isoperimetric

minimizer for a given measure v ∈ (0, 1). Then, for any r ≥ 0,

µ(Ar) − µ(A) ≤ µ+(A)

∫ r

0

exp{Hµ(A)t}dt.

Lemma B.2 ([MS08, Corollary 3.3]). Let A ⊆ R
d be an isoperimetric minimizer for a given measure

v ∈ (0, 1). Then,

Hµ(A) ≤ I(v)

v
.

Proof of Lemma B.2. By Lemma B.1,

1 − µ(Ac) ≤ µ+(Ac)

∫ ∞

0

exp{Hµ(Ac)t}dt.

Since µ+(A) = µ+(Ac) and Hµ(A) = −Hµ(Ac), we have

µ(A)

µ+(A)
≤
∫ ∞

0

exp{−Hµ(A)t}dt.

If Hµ(A) ≥ 0, this implies

Hµ(A) ≤ µ+(A)

µ(A)
=

I(v)

v
.

Otherwise, the statement trivially holds.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. At a high level, the proof is structured as three steps. First, we translate the isoperi-
metric inequality of µ1 into a concentration inequality. Second, using the condition that ‖ dµ2

dµ1
‖L∞ ≤ exp(D),

we transfer the concentration inequality for µ1 into a concentration inequality of µ2. One can see the transfer-
ence between concentration inequalities is straightforward. Finally, we translate the concentration inequality
of µ2 into its isoperimetric inequality.

Step 1: Isoperimetrc inequality for µ1 =⇒ Concentration inequality for µ1 ([MS08, Proposition
1.7]) Consider any Borel set B ⊆ R

d with measure µ1(B) ≥ 1
2 . Define f(r) = − log(1 − µ1(Br)). We have

df

dr
= − 1

1 − µ1(Br)
(−µ+

1 (Br)) ≥(i)
1

1 − µ1(Br)

1

Ch(µ1)
min{µ1(Br), µ1((Br)c)} =(ii)

1

Ch(µ1)
,
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where (i) is by the Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequality for µ1 and (ii) is by µ1(Br) ≥ µ1(B) ≥ 1
2 . Then,

f(r) ≥ f(0) +

∫ r

0

1

Ch(µ1)
dt = − log(1 − µ1(B)) +

r

Ch(µ1)
≥ log 2 +

r

Ch(µ1)
,

which is equivalent to the following concentration inequality

µ1(B) ≥ 1

2
=⇒ 1 − µ1(Br) ≤ exp

{

−
(

log 2 +
r

Ch(µ1)

)}

. (42)

Step 2: Concentration inequality for µ1 =⇒ Concentration inequality for µ2 ([Mil12, Lemma
3.1]) The concentration inequality for µ1 in equation (42) is equivalent to its contrapositive: considering
A = (Br)c, we have

µ1(A) > exp

{

−
(

log 2 +
r

Ch(µ1)

)}

=⇒ µ1(Ar) >
1

2
. (43)

To obtain a concentration inequality for µ2, consider any Borel set S ⊆ R
d with measure µ2(S) ≥ 1

2 . We
need to construct a related set with µ1 measure greater than 1

2 to invoke the concentration inequality for

µ1. Since ‖ dµ2

dµ1
‖L∞ ≥ exp(D) , µ1(S) ≥ µ2(S)(‖ dµ2

dµ1
‖L∞)−1 ≥ exp{−(log 2 +D)}. By equation (43), for any

r > D
Ch(µ1)

, µ1(Sr) > 1
2 , therefore,

µ1(Sr1) ≥ 1

2
, for r1 = DCh(µ1),

where Sr1 is the closure of Sr1 . By the concentration inequality for µ1 in equation (42),

1 − µ1(Sr1+r) ≤ exp

{

−
(

log 2 +
r

Ch(µ1)

)}

.

Again, by ‖µ2

µ1
‖L∞ ≥ exp(D), 1 − µ1(Sr1+r) = µ1(Rd \ Sr1+r) ≥ µ2(Rd \ Sr1+r) exp(−D). Therefore, we

obtain a concentration inequality for µ2: for any Borel set A ⊆ R
d, µ2(A) ≥ 1

2 , we have

1 − µ2(Sr1+r) ≤ exp

{

−
(

log 2 +
r

Ch(µ1)
−D

)}

for r1 = DCh(µ1).

This can be written in the standard form

µ2(S) ≥ 1

2
=⇒ 1 − µ2(Sr) ≤ exp{−α2(r)}, (44)

where

α2(r) =

{
log 2 r ≤ 2DCh(µ1)
log 2 + r

Ch(µ1)
− 2D r ≥ 2DCh(µ1)

Step 3: Concentration inequality for µ2 =⇒ Isoperimetric inequality for µ2 ([Mil10, Theorem
1.1 and Corollary 3.4]) Given an isoperimetric minimizer A of measure v ∈ (0, 12 ), we define rv =

α−1
2 (log( 1

v )) = Ch(µ1)(log( 1
v ) + 2D − log 2) > 2DCh(µ1). By the contrapositive of equation (44),

µ2(S) > exp{−α2(r)} =⇒ µ2(Sr) >
1

2
,

so we have µ2(Arv ) ≥ 1
2 . Applying Lemma B.1,

1

2
− v ≤ µ2(Arv ) − µ2(A) ≤ µ+

2 (A)

∫ rv

0

exp{Hµ2(A)t}dt.
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Using Lemma B.2, letting I2 be the isoperimetric profile of µ2,
∫ rv

0

exp{Hµ2(A)t}dt ≤
∫ rv

0

exp

{I2(v)

v
t

}

dt ≤ rv exp

{I2(v)

v
rv

}

.

Let f(v) = I2(v)
v rv. Then,

1

2
− v ≤ µ+

2 (A)rv exp

{I2(v)

v
rv

}

=⇒ f(v) + log f(v) ≥ log

(
1

2v
− 1

)

.

Then, f(v) ≥ b(v), where b(v) is the unique solution of x + log x − log( 1
2v − 1) = 0. We have for v ∈ (0, 12 )

that

I2(v) ≥ vb(v)
1

rv
≥ v

b(v)

log(1/v)

log(1/v)

rv
=

v

Ch(µ1)

b(v)

log(1/v)

log(1/v)

log( 1
v ) + 2D − log 2

≥ v

Ch(µ1)

b(v)

log(1/v)

log 2

2D
.

Since µ2 is log-concave, I2(v) is increasing on [0, 12 ]. Therefore, for v ∈ (0, 12 ],

I2(v) ≥ 1

Ch(µ1)

log 2

2D
sup

λ∈(0,v]

λb(λ)

log(1/λ)

It is elementary to check that supλ∈(0,v]
λb(λ)

log(1/λ) ≥ cv for some universal constant c > 0. Thus,

I2(v) ≥ c
v

Ch(π1)D
, ∀v ∈ (0,

1

2
].

By the symmetry of the isoperimetric profile,

I2(v) ≥ c

Ch(π1)D
min{v, 1 − v}, ∀v ∈ (0, 1).

The cases with v = 1 and v = 0 trivially hold. We prove the lemma by recalling the definition of Ch(µ2).

B.2 Proof of Lemma 5.4

The method of using conductance-based arguments and isoperimetric inequalities to analyze the mixing of
Markov chains can be found in [CV14, DCWY19, Nar16, CDWY18, Lov99, LV07, LV04, MHW+19]. [Che23]
generalizes the argument in [DCWY19] to Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequalities.

Proof. In order to fit in the conductance-based argument, we need the isoperimetric inequalities to be in the
“integral” form. Specifically, consider any measurable partition of the state space R

d = S1 ⊔ S2 ⊔ S3. We
define

r = d(S1, S2) = inf{‖x− y‖2 : x ∈ S1, y ∈ S2}.
Integrating both sizes of the Cheeger-type isoperimetric inequality from 0 to r yields

∫ r

0

π+(Sω1 )dω ≥
∫ r

0

1

Ch(π)
min{π(Sω1 ), π((Sω1 )c)}dω.

The definition of Minkowski content π+(Sω1 ) = limǫ→0
π((Sω

1 )ǫ)−π(Sω
1 )

ǫ implies that
∫ r

0 π
+(Sω1 )dω = π(Sr1) −

π(S1) = π(Sr1 \ S1). It follows from S1 6⊆ Sr1 \ S1 and S2 6⊆ Sr1 \ S1 that Sr1 \ S1 ⊆ S3, and thus π(Sr1 \ S1) ≤
π(S3). One the other hand, since S2 ⊆ (Sω1 )c, min{π(Sω1 ), π((Sω1 )c)} ≥ min{π(S1), π(S2)} for all ω ≤ r.
Therefore,

π(S3) ≥ r

Ch(π)
min{π(S1), π(S2)}. (45)
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In order to lower bound the conductance, we need to study the probability flows across all measurable
partitions. Consider an arbitrary partition R

d = A1 ⊔ A2 and define the bad sets in A1 and A2 by

B1 =

{

u ∈ R
d : Pu(A2) ≤ h

2

}

B2 =

{

v ∈ R
d : Pv(A1) ≤ h

2

}

We regard the rest as the good set G = R
d \ (B1 ∪B2).

The Good Case: π(B1) ≤ 1
2π(A1) or π(B2) ≤ 1

2π(A2). WLOG, assume π(B1) ≤ 1
2π(A1). Then,

∫

A1

Pu(A2)dπ(u) ≥
∫

A1\B1

Pu(A2)dπ(u) ≥(i)
h

2
π(A1 \B1) ≥(ii)

h

4
π(A1) ≥ h

4
min{π(A1), π(A2)},

where (i) is by the definition of B1 and (ii) is by π(B1) ≤ 1
2π(A1).

The Bad Case: π(B1) ≥ 1
2π(A1) and π(B2) ≥ 1

2π(A2). We have

∫

A1

Pu(A2)du =
1

2

(∫

A1

Pu(A2)dπ(u) +

∫

A2

Pv(A1)dπ(v)

)

≥ 1

2

(
∫

A1\B1

Pu(A2)dπ(u) +

∫

A2\B2

Pv(A1)dπ(v)

)

≥ h

4
(π(A1 \B1) + π(A2 \B2)) =

h

4
π(G).

Then, substituting S1 = B1, S2 = B2, and S3 = G into the integral form of the isoperimetric inequality (45),
we have

π(G) ≥ d(B1, B2)

Ch(π)
min{π(B1), π(B2)} ≥ d(B1, B2)

2 Ch(π)
min{π(A1), π(A2)}.

The one-step overlap condition makes sure the two bad sets are far apart in Euclidean distance because for
any u ∈ B1, v ∈ B2 and

TV(Pu,Pv) ≥ Pu(A1) − Pv(A1) = 1 − Pu(A2) − Pv(A1) ≥ 1 − h

2
− h

2
= 1 − h =⇒ ‖u− v‖2 ≥ ∆.

Therefore,

∫

A1

Pu(A2)dπ(u) ≥ h

4
π(G) ≥ d(B1, B2)h

8 Ch(π)
min{π(A1), π(A2)} ≥ ∆h

8 Ch(π)
min{π(A1), π(A2)}.

Combining the two cases, the conductance satisfies

Φ = sup
A

∫

A Pu(Ac)du

min{π(A), π(Ac)} ≥ chmin

{

2,
∆

Ch(π)

}

.

By assuming ∆
Ch(π) ≤ 2, we prove the lemma.
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