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Abstract

We provide a nonasymptotic analysis of the convergence of the stochastic gradient Hamil-
tonian Monte Carlo (SGHMC) to a target measure in Wasserstein-2 distance without as-
suming log-concavity. Our analysis quantifies key theoretical properties of the SGHMC as a
sampler under local conditions which significantly improves the findings of previous results.
In particular, we prove that the Wasserstein-2 distance between the target and the law of
the SGHMC is uniformly controlled by the step-size of the algorithm, therefore demonstrate
that the SGHMC can provide high-precision results uniformly in the number of iterations.
The analysis also allows us to obtain nonasymptotic bounds for nonconvex optimization
problems under local conditions and implies that the SGHMC, when viewed as a noncon-
vex optimizer, converges to a global minimum with the best known rates. We apply our
results to obtain nonasymptotic bounds for scalable Bayesian inference and nonasymptotic
generalization bounds.

Keywords: Non-convex optimization, underdamped Langevin Monte Carlo, non-log-concave
sampling, nonasmyptotic bounds, global optimization.

1. Introduction

We are interested in nonasymptotic estimates for the sampling problem from the probability
measures of the form

m(df) oc exp(—pU(0))d6. (1)

when only the noisy estimate of VU is available. This problem arises in many cases in ma-
chine learning, most notably in large-scale (mini-batch) Bayesian inference (Welling and Teh,
2011; Ahn et al., 2012) and nonconvex stochastic optimization as for large values of 3,
a sample from the target measure (1) is an approximate minimizer of the potential U
(Gelfand and Mitter, 1991). Consequently, nonasymptotic error bounds for the sampling
schemes can be used to obtain guarantees for Bayesian inference or nonconvex optimization.

An efficient method for obtaining a sample from (1) is simulating the overdamped
Langevin stochastic differential equation (SDE) which is given by

dL; = —h(Ly)dt + \/%dBt, (2)
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with a random initial condition Ly := 6y where h := VU and (B;);>0 is a d-dimensional
Brownian motion. The Langevin SDE (2) admits 7g as the unique invariant measure,
therefore simulating this process will lead to samples from 75 and can be used as a Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm (Roberts et al., 1996; Roberts and Stramer, 2002).
Moreover, the fact that the limiting probability measure w3 concentrates around the global
minimum of U for sufficiently large values of 8 makes the diffusion (2) also an attractive
candidate as a global optimizer (see, e.g., Hwang (1980)). However, since the continuous-
time process (2) cannot be simulated, its first-order Euler discretization with the step-size
1 > 0 is used in practice, termed the Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (ULA) (Roberts et al.,
1996). The ULA scheme has become popular in recent years due to its advantages in
high-dimensional settings and ease of implementation. Nonasymptotic properties of the
ULA were recently established under strong convexity and smoothness assumptions by
Dalalyan (2017); Durmus et al. (2017, 2019) while some extensions about relaxing smooth-
ness assumptions or inaccurate gradients were also considered by Dalalyan and Karagulyan
(2019); Brosse et al. (2019). The similar attractive properties hold for the ULA when
the potential U is nonconvex (Gelfand and Mitter, 1991; Raginsky et al., 2017; Xu et al.,
2018; Erdogdu et al., 2018; Sabanis and Zhang, 2019). In recent works, ULA has been ex-
tended for nonconvex cases in several different directions, e.g., under log-Sobolev inequality
(Vempala and Wibisono, 2019), under Holder continuity and specific tail growth conditions
(Erdogdu and Hosseinzadeh, 2021), under Poincaré inequality (Chewi et al., 2022). Fur-
ther work has extended these results, see, e.g., Balasubramanian et al. (2022) for averaged
Langevin schemes, Erdogdu et al. (2022) for the analysis under dissipativity in Chi-squared
and Renyi divergences, Mou et al. (2022) for results under dissipativity with smooth inital-
isation, and finally under weak Poincaré inequalities (Mousavi-Hosseini et al., 2023).

While the ULA performs well when the computation of the gradient A(-) is straightfor-
ward, this is not the case in most interesting applications. Usually, a stochastic, unbiased
estimate of h(-) is available, either because the cost function is defined as an expectation
or as a finite sum. Using stochastic gradients in the ULA leads to another scheme called
stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) (Welling and Teh, 2011). The SGLD has
been particularly popular in the fields of (i) large-scale Bayesian inference since it allows
one to construct Markov chains Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms using only subsets of the
dataset (Welling and Teh, 2011), (ii) nonconvez optimization since it enables one to estimate
global minima using only stochastic (often cheap-to-compute) gradients (Raginsky et al.,
2017). As a result, attempts for theoretical understanding of the SGLD have been recently
made in several works, both for the strongly convex potentials (i.e. log-concave targets),
see, e.g., Barkhagen et al. (2021); Brosse et al. (2018) and nonconvex potentials, see, e.g.
Raginsky et al. (2017); Majka et al. (2018); Zhang et al. (2023b). Our particular interest
is in nonasymptotic bounds for the nonconvex case, as it is relevant to our work. In their
seminal paper, Raginsky et al. (2017) obtain a nonasymptotic bound between the law of
the SGLD and the target measure in Wasserstein-2 distance with a rate 7°/%n where 7 is
the step-size and n is the number of iterations. While this work is first of its kind, the error
rate grows with the number of iterations. In a related contribution, Xu et al. (2018) have
obtained improved rates, albeit still growing with the number of iterations n. In a more
recent work, Chau et al. (2021) have obtained a uniform rate of order n'/? in Wasserstein-1
distance. Majka et al. (2018) achieved error rates of n'/2 and n'/* for Wasserstein-1 and
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Wasserstein-2 distances, respectively, under the assumption of convexity outside a ball. Fi-
nally, Zhang et al. (2023b) achieved the same rates under only local conditions which can
be verified for a class of practical problems.

An alternative to methods based on the overdamped Langevin SDE (2) is the class
of algorithms based on the underdamped Langevin SDE. To be precise, the underdamped
Langevin SDE is given as

2
dV; = —yVidt — h(6,)dt + / %dBt, (3)
d6, = Vidt, (4)
where (0, V;)i>0 are called position and momentum process, respectively, and h := VU.

Similar to eq. (2), this diffusion can be used as both an MCMC sampler and nonconvex
optimizer, since under appropriate conditions, the Markov process (8¢, V4)¢>0 has a unique
invariant measure given by

75(d6, dv) o exp <_5 <%Hv\|2 + U(G))) dodv. (5)

Consequently, the marginal distribution of (5) in 6 is precisely the target measure defined
in (1). This means that sampling from (5) in the extended space and then keeping the
samples in the #-space would define a valid sampler for the sampling problem of (1).

Due to its attractive properties, methods based on the underdamped Langevin SDE have
attracted significant attention. In particular, the first order discretization of (3)—(4), which
is termed underdamped Langevin MCMC' (i.e. the underdamped counterpart of the ULA),
has been a focus of attention, see, e.g., Duncan et al. (2017); Dalalyan and Riou-Durand
(2018); Cheng et al. (2018b). Particularly, the underdamped Langevin MCMC has dis-
played improved convergence rates in the setting where U is convex, see, e.g., Dalalyan and Riou-Durand
(2018); Cheng et al. (2018b). Similar results have been extended to the nonconvex case.
In particular, Cheng et al. (2018a) have shown that the underdamped Langevin MCMC
converges in Wasserstein-2 with a better dimension and step-size dependence under the
assumptions smoothness and convexity outside a ball. It has been also shown that the
underdamped Langevin MCMC can be seen as an accelerated optimization method in the
space of measures in Kullback-Leibler divergence (Ma et al., 2019).

Similar to the case in the ULA, oftentimes VU (+) is expensive or impossible to compute
exactly, but rather an unbiased estimate of it can be obtained efficiently. The underdamped
Langevin MCMC with stochastic gradients is dubbed as Stochastic Gradient Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo (SGHMC) and given as (Chen et al., 2014; Ma et al., 2015)

2
Vilia = Vil = 0Vl H(OL X)) + [~ e, (6)
01 = 0+ V], ()

where 7 > 0 is a step-size, V' = wo, 6] = 6y, and E[H (0, X()] = h(f) for every 6 €
R?. We note that SGHMC relies on the Euler-Maruyama discretisation which is of the
possible discretisation methods that can be used. Alternative discretisation methods can be
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considered and lead to different algorithms, e.g., see Cheng et al. (2018b); Li et al. (2019);
Zhang et al. (2023a).

In this paper, we analyze recursions (6)—(7). We achieve convergence bounds and im-
prove the ones proved in Gao et al. (2022) and Chau and Résonyi (2022) (see Section 2.1
for a direct comparison).

Notation. For an integer d > 1, the Borel sigma-algebra of R? is denoted by B(R?).
We denote the dot product with (-,-) while | - | denotes the associated norm. The set of
probability measures defined on a measurable space (RY, B(R?)) is denoted as P(R?). For
an R%valued random variable, £(X) and E[X] are used to denote its law and its expectation
respectively. Note that we also write E[X] as EX. For p,v € P(R?), let C(u,v) denote the
set of probability measures I on B(R??) so that its marginals are y, v. Finally, u, v € P(R%),
the Wasserstein distance of order p > 1 is defined as

1/p
= inf —0'|PT ! .
W)= nt ([ [ 10-opras.as) (5)

2. Main results and overview

Let (X, )nen be an R™-valued stochastic process adapted to (G, )nen where G, := o( X, k <
n,k € N) for n € N. It is assumed henceforth that 6y, v, Goo, and (&, )nen are independent.
The main assumptions about U and other quantities follow.

Assumption 2.1 The cost function U takes nonnegative values, i.e., U(8) > 0.
Next, the local smoothness assumptions on the stochastic gradients H(f,-) are given.

Assumption 2.2 There exist positive constants Ly, Ly and p such that, for all x,z’ € R™
and 6,6 € R4,

[H(0,2) — H(0',2)] < Li(1+ |2[)?|0 — 6],
[H(0,2) = H(0,2")| < Lo(1 + |2[ + [2'))* (1 + [0])]x — 2.

The following assumption states that the stochastic gradients are assumed to be unbiased.

Assumption 2.3 The process (X, )nen is i.i.d. with |Xo| € L*+Y) and |6, |vg| € L*. It
satisfies
E[H (6, Xo)] = h(6).

It is important to note that Assumption 2.2 is a significant relaxation in comparison
with the corresponding assumptions provided in the literature, see, e.g., Raginsky et al.
(2017); Gao et al. (2022); Chau and Résonyi (2022). To the best of the authors’ knowledge,
all relevant works in this area have focused on uniform Lipschitz assumptions with the
exception of Zhang et al. (2023b), which provides a nonasymptotic analysis of the SGLD
under similar assumptions to ours.

Remark 2.1 Assumption 2.2 implies, for all 6,6 € R,

[1(0) = 1(0")] < LiE[(1 + | Xo|)7l0 — 6", 9)
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which consequently implies
[7(0)] < LiE[(1 + [ Xo[)"110] + ho, (10)
where ho := |h(0)|. Let Hy := |H(0,0)|, then Assumption 2.2 implies
[H(0,2)] < La(1+ |2)7[0] + Lo(1 + [)*** + Ho.
We denote C), :=E [(1 + |X0|)4(p+1)]. Note that C, < oo by Assumption 2.3.

Assumption 2.4 There exist a measurable (symmetric matriz-valued) function A : R™ —
R b : R™ — R such that for any z,y € R, (y, A(z)y) > 0, and for all § € R? and
reR™,

The smallest eigenvalue of E[A(Xy)] is a positive real number a > 0 and E[b(Xy)] =b > 0.

Note that Assumption 2.4 is a local dissipativity condition. This assumption implies the
usual dissipativity property on the corresponding deterministic (full) gradient. In the next
remark, we motivate these assumptions for the case of linear regression loss.

Remark 2.2 We note that Assumptions 2.2 and 2.4 can be motivated even using the sim-
plest linear regression loss. Consider the problem

inE[|Z — (Y,0)?
minE (|2 — (Y, 6)],

where (Z,Y) ~ P(dz,dy) on R x R, The stochastic gradient here is given by, for a sample
(Zmyn) ~ P(dz, dy):

H(0,2,) = —2ynzn — Yn(yn, ),

where Ty, = (2n,Yn). This loss is not globally Lipschitz however we can prove that it is locally
Lipschitz. For example, it is easy to show that Assumption 2.2 is satisfied with L1 = 1,
Lo =2, and p = 2. Moreover, it is easy to see that this stochastic gradient is not dissipative
uniformly in x,, as

(0, H(0,20)) > [{yn, 0)|* — 25

However, our Assumption 2.4 is satisfied with A(x,) = yny,! and b(x,) = 22. We would
also like to note that we do not need to assume that stochastic gradient moments are bounded
as it is a result of our assumptions.

Remark 2.3 By Assumption 2.4, we obtain (h(6),0) > a|0|> — b, for € R? and a,b > 0.

Below, we state our main result about the convergence of the law £(6), V}"), which is gener-
ated by the SGHMC recursions (6)—(7), to the extended target measure 73 in Wasserstein-2
(W) distance. We first define

nJ 1 A Ky A
x = INin sy YAt 1 Yo (0
hna V2K, Ky 2K
where K, Ko, K3 are constants explicitly given in the proof of Lemma 3.2 and K is a
constant explicitly given in the proof of Lemma 3.4. Then, the following result is obtained.



AKYILDIZ AND SABANIS

Theorem 2.1 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold. Then, there exist constants CT,C5,C5,C} >
0 such that, for every 0 < n < Nmax,

Wa(L (03, Vi), T5) < Cin'/? + Cin!/* + Cge=Cimm. (11)
where the constants C7,C5,C5, Cy are explicitly provided in the Appendix.
Proof See Section 4. [ |

Remark 2.4 We remark that CF = O(d'/?), C3 = O(e?), C5 = O(e?), and CF = O(e™?).
We note that although the dependence of C7 on dimension is O(dl/z), and comes from our
main result, the dependence of C3, C3, and C} to dimension may be exponential as it is

an immediate consequence of the contraction result of the underdamped Langevin SDE in
FEberle et al. (2019).

The result in Theorem 2.1 demonstrates that the error scales like O(n'/*) and is uniformly
bounded over n which can be made arbitrarily small by choosing n > 0 small enough. This
result is thus a significant improvement over the findings in Gao et al. (2022), where error
bounds grow with the number of iterations, and in Chau and Résonyi (2022), where the
corresponding error bounds contain an additional term that is independent of 7 and relates
to the variance of the unbiased estimator.

Remark 2.5 Our proof techniques can be adapted easily when H(0,z) = h(6). Hence
Theorem 2.1 provides a novel convergence bound for the underdamped Langevin MCMC as
well. Our result is in Wy distance under dissipativity for the Euler-Maruyama discretisation
of the underdamped Langevin dynamics, which can be contrasted with existing work which
focus on alternative discretisations. Beyond the log-concave case, Ma et al. (2019) analy-
ses a second-order discretisation of underdamped Langevin diffusion under the assumption
that the target satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with a Lipschitz Hessian condition for the
log-target. More recently, Zhang et al. (2023a) removed the Lipschitz Hessian condition
and established the convergence of underdamped Langevin MCMC under log-Sobolev and
Poincaré inequalities. To the best of our knowledge, our result for the Fuler-Maruyama dis-
cretisation of the underdamped Langevin dynamics is the first nonasymptotic result under
dissipativity that is uniformly controlled by the step-size.

Let (0))ren be generated by the SGHMC algorithm. Convergence of the £(6)) to 74 in
W also implies that one can prove a global convergence result (Raginsky et al., 2017).
More precisely, assume that we aim at solving the problem 6, € argmingcra U(#) which is
a nonconvex optimization problem. We denote U, := infycpa U(6). Then we can bound
the error E[U(6})] — U, which would give us a guarantee on the nonconvex optimization
problem. We state it as a formal result as follows.

Theorem 2.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we obtain

—k —k — % * Z
BIU(0)] Vs < Thf2 + Tt/ + The i 4 Llog (— (% n 1)) |

where U;,EE,U; Cj, Ly are finite constants which are explicitly given in the proofs.
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Proof See Section 5. [ |

This result bounds the error in terms of the function value for convergence to the global
minima. Note that C},C, anf C have the same dependence to dimension as C¥,C} and
C3% (see Remark 2.4).

2.1 Related work and contributions

Our work is related to two available analyses of the SGHMC, i.e., Gao et al. (2022) and
Chau and Résonyi (2022). We compare the bounds provided in Theorem 2.1 and 2.2 to
these two works. Finally, we also briefly consider the relations to Zhang et al. (2023b) at
the end of this section.

The scheme (6)—(7) is analyzed by Gao et al. (2022). In particular, Gao et al. (2022)
provided a convergence rate of the SGHMC (6)—(7) to the underdamped Langevin SDE (3)—
(4) which is of order O(6Y/* + n/*),/mm+\/log(nn). This rate grows with n, hence worsens
over the number of iterations. Moreover, it is achieved under a uniform assumption on the
stochastic gradient, i.e., H(0,z) is assumed to be Lipschitz in § uniformly in z (as opposed
to our Assumption 2.2). Moreover, the mean-squared error of the gradient is assumed to
be bounded whereas we do not place such an assumption in our work. Similar analyses
appeared in the literature, e.g., for variance-reduced SGHMC (Zou et al., 2019) which also
has growing rates with the number of iterations.

Another related work was provided by Chau and Résonyi (2022) who also analyzed the
SGHMC recursions essentially under the same assumptions as in Gao et al. (2022). How-
ever, Chau and Résonyi (2022) improved the convergence rate of the SGHMC recursions
to the underdamped Langevin SDE significantly, i.e., provided a convergence rate of order
(’)((51/ 4yl 4) where § > 0 is a constant. While this rate significantly improves the rate of
Gao et al. (2022), it cannot be made to vanish by choosing 7 > 0 small enough, as 6 > 0 is
(a priori assumed to be) independent of 7.

In contrast, we prove that the SGHMC recursions track the underdamped Langevin
SDE with a rate of order @(n'/4) which can be made arbitrarily small as with small 7 > 0.
Moreover, our assumptions are significantly relaxed compared to Gao et al. (2022) and
Chau and Résonyi (2022). In particular, we relax the assumptions on stochastic gradients
significantly by allowing growth in both variables (6, 2) which makes our theory hold for
practical settings (Zhang et al., 2023b).

Note that we analyze the SGHMC under similar assumptions to Zhang et al. (2023b)
who analyzed SGLD, since these assumptions allow for broader applicability of the results.
However, the SGHMC requires the analysis of the underdamped Langevin diffusion and
the discrete-time scheme on R?? and requires significantly different techniques compared to
the ones used in Zhang et al. (2023b). We show that the SGHMC can achieve a similar
performance with the SGLD as showed in Zhang et al. (2023b). However, due to the non-
convexity, we do not observe any improved dimension dependence as in the convex case and
this constitutes a significant direction of future work.
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3. Preliminaries

In this section, preliminary results which are essential for proving the main results are pro-
vided. A central idea behind the proof of Theorem 2.1 is the introduction of continuous-time
auxiliary processes whose marginals at chosen discrete times coincide with the marginals of
the (joint) law L£(6), V7). Hence, these auxiliary stochastic processes can be used to ana-
lyze the recursions (6)—(7). We first introduce the necessary lemmas about the moments of
the auxiliary processes defined in Section 3 and contraction rates of the underlying under-
damped Langevin diffusion. We give the lemmas and some explanatory remarks and defer
the proofs to Appendix C. We then provide the proofs of main theorems in the following
section.

Consider the scaled process (¢, Z}') := (One, Vie) given (6, Vi)ier, as in (3)—(4). We
next define

dZ0 = —n(vZ" + h(CM))dt + /2ynB~LdBY, (12)
d¢)! = nzjdt, (13)

where n > 0 and B} = \%

Fi. We denote the natural filtration of (B/);er L as F. /. We note that F/ is independent of
Goo V 0(00,v0). Next, we define the continuous-time interpolation of the SGHMC

By, where (By)scr, is a Brownian motion with natural filtration

AV = (W + H(O],), X[))dt + /2ynB-1dBY, (14)
6y = Vi, dt. (15)

The processes (14)(15) mimic the recursions (6)-(7) at n € N, i.e., L(07,V;)) = L@ vh.
Finally, we define the underdamped Langevin process (""", Z;"""") for s <t

d/Z\ts’u’U’n _ _n(/y’Z\ts,u,v,n + h(Z;S,u,vﬂ?))dt + 2,7775—1(13;7, (16)
d’C\ts,u,v,n _ nZtS,uﬂ}Wdt, (17)

with initial conditions 85" = v and V"V = 4.
Definition 3.1 Fizn € N and for T := |1/n], define

nn nT, 0"+, , =nn a0 0 Varn,
—Ct nT nTn’ and Z? :Zt nT 7LT7777.

The process (ZZ ’",7? ’n)thT is an underdamped Langevin process started at time n1T" with
VAl
(enTv VnT)’
To achieve the convergence results, we first define a Lyapunov function, common in the
literature (Mattingly et al., 2002; Eberle et al., 2019), defined as

V(6,v) = BU(H) + s 2(

10+ 0 + [y o2 = A6 (18)
where A € (0,1/4]. This Lyapunov function plays an important role in obtaining uniform
moment estimates for some of the aforementioned processes. First we recall a result from
the literature about the second moments of the processes (0, V;);>0 in continuous-time.
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Lemma 3.1 (Lemma 12(i) in Gao et al. (2022).) Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold. Then
Jza V(0,0)p10(d0, dv) + T2e

E|6:* < C§ == , 19
sup 16" < (1= 2057 (19)
V(0,v)p0(d6, dv) + He
supE|V;|> < C¢ := Jez2a V0O, Vol i (20)
>0 (1 —2)\)B
Proof See Gao et al. (2022). [ |

Next, we obtain, uniform in time, second moment estimates for the discrete-time processes

(Gk)k>o and (V)0
Lemma 3.2 Let Assumptions 2.1-2./ hold. Then, for 0 < n < Nmax,

,0) (0, dv) + HAstd)

SupIEl|977|2 < Cy fRZd

%(1 —20)By? ’
L AAcrd)
supIE'lH/’"]2 < C, fde 9,1))1 Ho(dh, dv) + 775 .
L1—2))8
Proof See Appendix C.1. |

Using Lemma 3.2, we can get the second moment bounds of our auxiliary process ({; ’n)tzo.

Lemma 3.3 Under the assumptions of Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, we obtain

_ Jg2a V(8 0)o (6, dv) + 8dtac)

sup sup E|C"P? < Ce (21)
neN te(nT,(n+1)T) ! %(1 —2)\)8v?
Proof See Appendix C.2. |

Moreover, in order to obtain the error bound distance between the laws £(C; ’n,7?’n) and
L(¢], Z"), we need to obtain the contraction of EV2(92, V1), which is established in the
following lemma.

Lemma 3.4 Let 0 < 1 < Npax and Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold. Then, we have
2D

sup E[V*(6}, V)] < E[V*(0o, v0)] + —
keN YA

where D = O(d?) constant independent of n and provided explicitly in the proof.
Proof See Appendix C.3. u

Finally, we present a convergence result for the underdamped Langevin diffusion adapted
from Eberle et al. (2019). To this end, a functional for probability measures u, v on R?? is
introduced below

W,(p,v) = inf /p((x,v),(:L"',v/))I‘(d(a:,v),d(x/,v/)), (22)

recC(pv)

where p is defined in eq. (2.10) in Eberle et al. (2019). Thus, in view of Remarks 2.1 and
2.3, one recovers the following result.
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Theorem 3.1 (Eberle et al., 2019, Theorem 2.3 and Corollary 2.6) Let Assumptions 2.1-
2.4 hold and the laws of the underdamped Langevin SDEs (01, V;) and (0;,V}) started at
(00, Vo) ~ p and (6}, V]) ~ v respectively. Then, there exist constants ¢,C € (0,00) such
that

Wa(L(0r, Vi), L(0;,V/)) < V Ce 2 /W, (u,v), (23)

where the constants ¢ = O(e~%) and C = O(e?) are given in Appendiz A.

4. Proof of Theorem 2.1

In order to prove Theorem 2.1, we note first that W, is a metric on P(R??). The main
strategy for this proof is to bound Wa(L (6, Vi), T5) by using appropriate estimates on the
continuous time interpolation of (67, V' )nen. In particular, we obtain the desired bound
by decomposing first as

WQ(E(??,V?),?B) < WQ(E(g?vvg)vE(_?7nv7t7n)) + W2(£(_;77"’7;7:”),£(<Z7’ Zz?))
+W2(£(CZ77ZZ7)7%B)7 (24)

for nT <t < (n+ 1)T for every n € N and then by obtaining suitable (decaying in n)
bounds for each of the terms on the rhs of (24). This leads to the proof of our main result,
namely, Theorem 2.1. All proofs are deferred to the Appendix. First, we bound the first
term of (24).

Theorem 4.1 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and 0 < 1 < Nmax. Then, for every t €
[nT,nT + 1),

Wa(L(0), V), L& ZY™)) < Cin'? (25)
where CF = O(dY?) is a finite constant.
Proof See Appendix D.1. [ |
Next, we prove the following result for bounding the second term of (24).
Theorem 4.2 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and 0 < n < nmax. Then,
Wa(L(S", Z]™), £(¢F, Z7)) < Cin'/,
where C3 = O(e?).
Proof See Appendix D.2. [ ]

The constant C3 comes from the contraction result of Eberle et al. (2019, Corollary 2.6)
which might scale exponentially in d. Finally, the convergence of the last term follows from
Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 4.3 (Eberle et al., 2019) Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold. Then,
W2(£(C1277 Zy)7ﬁ6) < Cge_cmt,

where C§ = \/OW, (110, v0) and Cf = ¢/2. In particular, C% = O(e?) while CF = O(e™).

Finally, considering Theorems 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 together by putting ¢ = n leads to the full
proof of our main result, namely, Theorem 2.1.

10
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5. Proof of Theorem 2.2

The bound provided for the convergence to the target in W5 distance can be used to obtain
guarantees for the nonconvex optimization. In order to do so, we proceed by decomposing
the error as follows

E[U(0)] — Ux = E[U(0;)] - E[U(0)] + E[U (6)] — U,
i T2

where 0, ~ mg. The following proposition presents a bound for 7; under our assumptions.

Proposition 5.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we have,
E[U(67)] — E[U(6o)] < Tyn'/* + Con'/* + Ty i, (26)
where C; = CF(CynLy + ho) fori=1,2,3 and C2, = max(C§,Cy).

Proof See Appendix D.3. u

Next, we bound the second term 75 as follows. This result is fairly standard in the literature
(see, e.g., Raginsky et al. (2017); Gao et al. (2022); Chau and Résonyi (2022)).

Proposition 5.2 (Raginsky et al., 2017) Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we have

E[U(0s0)] — U, < % log (%Zl (% + 1>> .

Merging Props. 5.1 and 5.2 leads to the bound given in Theorem 2.2 which completes our
proof.

6. Applications

In this section, we present two applications to machine learning. First, we show that the
SGHMC can be used to sample from the posterior probability measure in the context of
scalable Bayesian inference. We also note that our assumptions hold in a practical setting
of Bayesian logistic regression. Secondly, we provide an improved generalization bound for
empirical risk minimization.

6.1 Convergence rates for scalable Bayesian inference

Consider a prior distribution m(f) and a likelihood p(y;|0) for a sequence of data points
{yl}f‘il where M is the dataset size. Often, one is interested in sampling from the posterior
probability distribution p(6|y1.as)dé o< m(0) [T, p(y:]0)dé. This is a sampling problem of
the form (1). The SGHMC is an MCMC method to sample from the posterior measure
and, therefore, our explicit convergence rates provides a guarantee for the sampling. To see
this, note that the underdamped Langevin SDE with h() = —V logp(0|y1.ar) converges to
the extended target 7 whose #-marginal of 7 is p(6|y1.as), hence the underdamped Langevin
SDE samples from the posterior distribution.

We note that, our setting specifically applies to cases where M is too large. More pre-
cisely, note that we have h(6) = —V log p(8|y1.ar) = —V log mo(0)— >, V1og p(y;i|f). When

11
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M is too large, evaluating h(#) is impractical. However, one can estimate the sum in the last

term in an unbiased way. To be precise, consider random indices iy,...,ix ~ {1,...., M}
uniformly, then one can construct a stochastic gradient by using u = {y;,,..., i, } and
obtaining H(#,u) = —logmo(d) — 3£ S Vliogp(yi,|#). Then, we have the following

corollary follows from Theorem 2.1.

Corollary 6.1 Assume that the log-posterior density log p(0|y1.ar), its gradient, and stochas-
tic gradient H(6,-) satisfy the Assumptions 2.1-2.4. Then,

WaL(0n), p(Oly1:an) < Ci'/2 + 3/t + Ce i,
where C5,C5,C3,CY are finite constants.

This setting becomes practical under our assumptions, e.g., for the Bayesian logis-
tic regression example. Consider the Gaussian mixture prior mo(6) o exp(—fo(0)) =
e 10=mI*/2 | =10+mI*/2 and the likelihood p(z]0) = (1/(1+e~% O))¥i(1—1/(1+e = 9))L-vi
for # € R? and z; = (2;, ;). Then, it is shown by Zhang et al. (2023b) that the stochastic
gradient H (A, u) for a mini-batch in this case satisfies assumptions 2.1-2.4. In particular,
our theoretical guarantee in Theorem 2.1 and Corollary 6.1 apply to the Bayesian logistic
regression case.

6.2 A generalization bound for machine learning

Leveraging standard results in machine learning literature, e.g., Raginsky et al. (2017), we
can prove a generalization bound for the empirical risk minimization problem. Note that,
many problems in machine learning can be written as a finite-sum minimization problem
as

M
* . 1
0" € arg min U(0) =+ ; £(8, z). (27)

Applying the result of Theorem 2.2, one can get a convergence guarantee on E[U(6])] — U..
However, this does not account for the so-called gemeralization error. Note that, one can
see the cost function in (27) as an empirical risk (expectation) minimization problem where
the risk is given by U(0) := [ f(0,z)P(dz) = E[f(0, Z)], where Z ~ P(dz) is an unknown
probability measure where the real-world data is sampled from. Therefore, in order to bound
the generalization error, one needs to bound the error E[U(6;)] — U,. The generalization
error can be decomposed as

E[U(6;)] — Ux = E[U(6;)] = E[U(00)] + E[U(6o0)] — E[U(00)] + E[U(6o0)] — Us .

B1 Ba Bs

In what follows, we present a series of results bounding the terms Bi, B, B3. By using the
results about Gibbs distributions presented in Raginsky et al. (2017), one can bound B; as
follows.

Proposition 6.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we obtain
E[U(67)] — E[U(6o)] < Cn*/* + Con'/* + T i,
where C; = C}(CpyLy + ho) fori =1,2,3 and C2, = max(C§, Cp).

12
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The proof of Proposition 6.1 is similar to the proof of Proposition 5.1 and indeed the rates
match.

Next, we seek a bound for the term Bs. In order to prove the following result, we
assume that Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.4 hold uniformly in x, as required by, e.g.,
Raginsky et al. (2017).

Proposition 6.2 (Raginsky et al., 2017) Assume that Assumptions 2.1, 2.3 hold and As-
sumptions 2.2 and 2.4 hold uniformly in x, i.e., |H(0,z)| < L}|0|*> + By. Then,

B0 - BV ) < 22 (B )+ 1)

where crs is the constant of the logarithmic Sobolev inequality.

Finally, let ©* € arg mingeg U(6). We note that Bs is bounded trivially as
E[U(0s)] = Us = E[U(0s0) — U] + E[Us — U(07)] < E[U(0) — U.], (28)

which follows from the proof of Proposition 5.2. Finally, Proposition 6.1, Proposition 6.2
and (28) leads to the following generalization bound presented as a corollary.

Corollary 6.2 Under the setting of Proposition 6.2, we obtain the generalization bound for
the SGHMC,

/
EIU6])] - U, < T2 + Tt/ 4 Tyt 1 2808 (Lo ay5) 4 31

+%log <ea£ <%+1>> (29)
We note that this generalization bound improves that of Raginsky et al. (2017); Gao et al.
(2022); Chau and Résonyi (2022) due to our improved Wy bound which is reflected in
Theorem 2.2 and, consequently, Proposition 6.1. In particular, while the generalization
bounds of Raginsky et al. (2017) and Gao et al. (2022) grow with the number of iterations
and require careful tuning between the step-size and the number of iterations, our bound

decreases with the number of iterations n. We also note that our bound improves that of
Chau and Résonyi (2022), similar to the Ws bound.

7. Conclusions

We have analyzed the convergence of the SGHMC recursions (6)—(7) to the extended target
measure 7g in Wasserstein-2 distance which implies the convergence of the law of the iter-
ates L£(6]) to the target measure 73 in W5. We have proved that the error bound scales like
(’)(771/ 4) where 7 is the step-size. This improves the existing bounds for the SGHMC signif-
icantly which are either growing with the number of iterations or include constants cannot
be made to vanish by decreasing the step-size n. This bound on sampling from 75 enables
us to prove a stochastic global optimization result when (07),en is viewed as an output
of a nonconvex optimizer. We have shown that our results provide convergence rates for
scalable Bayesian inference and we have particularized our results to the Bayesian logistic

13
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regression. Moreover, we have shown that our improvement of W5 bounds are reflected in
improved generalization bounds for the SGHMC.
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Appendix

A. Constants in Theorem 3.1

The constants of Theorem 3.1 are given as follows Eberle et al. (2019).

2 —1.-1
C= 262+A(1+77)2 max (174(1 +2a+ 2042)M>

min(1, &) min(1, Ry)f
and
NS T oa=1.-2 pA1/2 —AF p—1_ -2 ,1/2 —A
cf384m1n()\L1,8 YA e L BTy A e )
where
A=TiR%/8 = %(1 420+ 200)(d+ A)T1 By 2A (1 — 20) L

and a € (0, 00).

B. Additional lemmata

We prove the following lemma adapted from Raginsky et al. (2017).

Lemma B.1 For all 6 € R?,

b L
2161 — 3 log 3 < U(0) < o + Z10I* + hold].

where uo = U(0) and L1 = L1E[(1 4 | Xo|)"].

Proof See Appendix C.4. [ |

Lemma B.2 Let G,H C F be sigma-algebras. Consider two R*-valued random vectors, denoted XY, in
LP with p > 1 such that Y is measurable w.r.t. HV G. Then,

E'7(|X —E[X[H v G]]’|G] < 2EVP[|X — Y|”|G].

Proof See Lemma 6.1 in Chau et al. (2019). [ |

Lemma B.3 Let Assumption 2.1, 2.3, 2.2 and 2.4 hold. For any k =1,..., K +1 where K +1 < T, we
obtain

sup sup E [‘h(_g”") — H(™, XnT+k)|2] <oy
neNte[nT,(n+1)T)

where
on = 8L307(1 4 C¢) < oo,

where oz = E[(1 4 | Xo| + |E[X0]|)*| X0 — E[X0]|%] < co.

Proof See Appendix C.5. [ |
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Lemma B.4 Under Assumptions 2.1-2.4

E [Wfﬂ —V?ﬂ <oy,

where
oy = 477720U + 477(le9 + 5’1) + 47571‘1-
Moreover,
il 12 2
E[Qm —0; :| <n°C,.
Proof See Appendix C.6. [ |

Next, it is shown that a key assumption appearing in Eberle et al. (2019) holds.
Lemma B.5 There exist constants A, € (0,00) and X\ € (0,1/4] such that

(0,h(0)) = 2X (U (0) + 710" /4) — 24:/8 (30)
for all z € RY.

Proof See Appendix C.7. |

C. Proofs of the preliminary results

C.1 Proof of Lemma 3.2

For this proof, we use the Lyapunov function defined by Eberle et al. (2019) and follow a similar proof
presented in Gao et al. (2022). We first define the Lyapunov function as

V(0,v) = pU(0) + g’vz (116 +~7 0l + Iy~ oll* = Allg)®) -

Next, we will use this Lyapunov function to show that the second moments of the processes (V,])nen and
(07)nen are finite.
We start by defining

2
Ma(k) = EV(O7,Vi)/8 = E | UG + 2 (107 + VI + 2 = N6l | (31)

Recall our discrete-time recursions (6)—(7)

Vil = (=) = nH (0}, Xi1) + /20787 €ket1,
92+1 =0 +nV, 0y = 6o, Vo' = wo,

where (§x)ren is a sequence of i.i.d. standard Normal random variables. Consequently, we have the equality
E (Vi P] = B[l =mVy = nHOF, Xxsn)P] +29n87"d,
= (1= )’E [[V{1?] = 2n(1 = m)E V7, h(OR)] + 0°E [|H(OF, Xis1) ] +29m8 ™" d,
which immediately leads to
E (Vi) < (L= 7m)E [[VIP] = 2000 = ymE [V RO + 7 [LaE (7] + o] +2m87'd, (32)
where

Ly =2L3C, and  C) =4L3C, +4H3. (33)
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Next, we note that
E |07 " = |6} + 20E (0], Vi) + "B |V, (34)

Recall h := VU and note also that
UO2) = U0+ = U0+ [ (6] + )i
which suggests
[UO71) = U@} = (h(03), V)] = ‘/OIUL(@Z + V) = h(0)),nVhdT |,
< [ g+ ro) — nop i
< %Lloﬂf |an|2 y

where the second line follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the final line follows from (9). Finally
we obtain

1
EU(07,,) — BU(0]) < nB(h(0]), Vi) + 2 Lr GBIV, (35)
Next, we continue computing
B[]+~ Vi =E|0] + 77V — iy H (O], X))+ 297 87 nd
+1 7 Vel = ETY Ve =Y (05, k+1)‘+7/3777
=E |67+~ V7" = 20y RGO} + 4 VL h(OD)
+0*y PEH (07, Xe)* + 2y 'np 7 d,
SE|6] + vV — 2y B 49 VL ()
+ Py (LR 107 + Cr) + 2y 0B d. (36)
where L; and C is defined as in (33). Next, combining (32), (34), (35), (36),
Ma(k + 1) — Ma(k)

2
UOD] + L (B10L, +77 VL —E|6] +47 V)

Q:

k+1

+1‘ E|Vn| )——(E‘& +1’ E|‘92|2):
Lle
2

(=2 B0 + 2V ROD) + 0’y (LEOI + Cr) + 29787 na)

)Jkl>—‘
A ,—.

IN
3

E(h(0)), Vi) +

+
~|=,

+ 5 ((2m+ VP = 201 = BV, h(OD) + 77 (LEIGLP + G ) +29mB ™)
2
A

|
N

5 |

(2nE(07, Vi) + n°E[V})?)

2 , , L O 2 2_2 2 ZA ,
(o7, D) + TLEehoD, v + (25T + T - - T g

27 ZnA Cin? _
+ 1 1IElt‘)” —% (04, Vi) + 1277 +nB~d,

?7L1

A - § I "
<~ ABU(6]) — SLIEION” + Ayt + ZRE(hED), Vi) + TR 0]

LiCon® %% ym A 2nA (7177
—_— L0 E n 0”1 n
+( 5 T 2 4 i - 2 E{0, Vi) + 2
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Next, using the fact that 0 < A < 1/4 and the form of the

where the last line is obtained using (30)

Lyapunov function (31), we obtain
02,V < —Ma(k) + EU(0}) + ZE|HZ| + E|V}]]

Using this, we can obtain
2L .
1 1IE|(9’| +nB8td

Ma(k) < ey ™" + TLE(R(G]), V1) +

Ma(k+1) —
LiCon®  n*Y*  am A v 5 Om
L - REARS 8] Vel — A AnMa (k).
T e o) LI S VAT
Next, reorganizing and using (a,b) < (|a|® + [b|*)/2
—1 n Ll 712 C,
Ma(k+1) < (1 —yAn)Ma(k) + AepyB~" + ~——E|0]
LiCo* v’ om0 /\ YA . ’Y77 .
+< St 5 1 4+4 E V7> + LLE w6,
_ L Cin? _
< (1= yAn)Ma(k) + AeyB~ +1 <71+7L§C§>E|9g|2+ 12’7 +nB~d

L:C 2 vy D) 7] 2h3

2 1Cp i n D) 0
— - E

+ ( 5 + + ) v | + —

where the last inequality follows since A < 1/4 and (10). We note that

V(0,v) > max{é(l—Z)\)B’y 012, (1—2)\)|v| }

which implies by the definition of M2 (k) that
Ma(k) >m {;(1—2» E|67)7,

> %6(1 — 20)°E|67 ] + %(1 —20\)E|V/]|

2 i(1—2>\)]E|V’7| }

since max{z,y} > (x + y)/2 for any =,y > 0. Therefore, we obtain
(1= yAn + Kin*) Ma (k) + Kan® + Ks1)

My(k+1) <
where
o B B
1= )
1(1-2)) =(1—2X)y2
and
— 2
KF% and K3 = (Ao + d)yB
For 0 < n < min %7%7%} we obtain

Ma(k +1) < (1 _ VTA”> Ma(k) + 2Ksn

which implies

4
My (k) < M3(0) + — K.
2(k) a( )+7A 3

Combining this with (37) gives the result
21
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C.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

We recall that ;" is the Langevin diffusion started at 6, and run until ¢+ € (nT, (n 4 1)T). First notice
that Lemma 3.1 implies

4(d+Ac)
sup B < PO Vi) + T
te(nT,(n+1)T) - 1(1—2X)By?
which, noting that, EV(0],, V.".) = BMa2(nT), implies

(38)

sup  E|¢PP <
te(nT,(n+1)T)

M (0) + B8
s(1 2/\)[37
Substituting M2(0) gives

V(0,v) 10(d6, dv) + 2dt4c)
sup EICZ”"|2 <Cpi= fde ( 1)1“‘0( )2 by
te(nT, (n+1)T) (1 —=2))By

C.3 Proof of Lemma 3.4

We need to obtain the contraction of EV2(027 V,1). Recall again the Lyapunov function defined by Eberle et al.
(2019)

/3

1

V(,0) = BUO) + 77 (10 +~ "0l + Iy oll* = Allol) -

In this proof, we follow a similar strategy to the proof of Lemma 3.2 and approaches of Gao et al. (2022)
and Chau and Rdsonyi (2022). We define the notation Vi = V(6}, V,") and note

2
Vil = VIO VB = U] + T (107 49V + 1 Vol = Nog?) (39)
Recall our discrete-time recursions (6)—(7)

Viliy = (=g V = nH (0}, Xi11) + /20787 k41,

92+1 =0 + 0V, 03 = 0o, Vo' = wo,
where (£x)ren is a sequence of ii.d. Normal random variables. We first define Aj = (1 — Vi —
n H(0}, Xr+1) and write
Vil ? = 1AL+ 2¢/20y B (AL, &k sa) + 2087 |€rra |,

= |(1 — )V = nH (0}, Xir1)[” + 2¢/207B= (A%, Exgr) + 208 €,
= (1 =) [V")? = 2n(1 — yn)(V}!, H(0}, X141))

+ 07 [HO, Xks1)|? + 242078~ (A%, Errr) + 298 k|, (40)
Next, we note that
1072 = 10717 + 2000, Vi) +0” [V (41)

Recall h := VU and note also that
U(60],,) = U] + V") = U(O7) + /0 O]+ V) vy
which suggests
[UO1) = U@} = (h(0),nVi!)| = ’/01<h(92 +1nVy!) = h(6)), nVi)dr ],

1
< / WO + V") — h(6D)] [V} dr,
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where, similarly as in the previous proof, the second line follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and
the final line follows from (9). Finally we arrive at

) ) M 1
U(92+1) - U(akl) < 77<h(0k])7 Vkl> + §Llcp772 |an|2 . (42)

Next, we note that A} = 0] +~+ V" —ny ' H(0}, Xx+1) and continue computing

— 7 ) — — ) 2 — —
67+ VL = 100+ VY =y T H (O, X)) | 4 20/29 B (A, ) + 29 BT €k,
= |67+~ VI =2y O VL H O] X))
+ 202y 1B (AR, €era) + 0Py P IH (O], Xy )P + 29 0B €rra (43)
Next, combining (40), (41), (42), (43),
Vk _ Vk 7 72 7 - - 2
% = (U(92+1) - U(akl)) + — (|0kI+1 + 1V+1‘ ‘92 + 1an‘ )

i (\Vk”ﬂ\ |an|2) A (‘9 - |92|2)7
2

1 _ _
n(h(6]), V") + 5L Con” |v:|2+z<—2m O+ VL H (O X))
_ _ _ 1
1Py N H (O, Xeen) 4+ 20 08 e ) + 7 ((=29m+ 970" VI = 20(1 = m)(V1, H(OF, X))

_ )
1 [H (0, Xewn) 4+ 20m87 enal?) = T2 (20000, V) + 0 IV ) + 3,

LiC, 2
<~ L0, HOL X))+ alh0D), V) + (2D~ TR I T 4 (0], )

2
A
+ 08w [ +<7;7 )<v,:,H(9z,Xk+1>>—U<9Z,V:>+Ek

where

1
Sk = 5 V2 BTIN(AL Gein) + 5V 2B (A, k).

1/4 and the form of the Lyapunov function (39), we obtain

A o=,

Next, using the fact that 0 < A

Yy vk n 2 7 1
— 3OV < =+ U@ + IO + SV

Using this and merging some terms, we obtain

A2 < TG0 O] Xiw) + n(h(8]) = H(OL Xicen), V7))
L C 2 2)\ 2 2 2 2 B
(2 YA T TN R L H 6], X))+ 0B [l
2 4 2 4 2
n n Vk n i )\77 n ’7)‘77 il
+ —(Vk7 (07, Xp41)) —w\ng + AU 0]) + L1071 + V) + S (44)

Next, by reorganizing and using (a,b) < (|a|* + |b|?)/2, we arrive at

V v ) 7 7 7]
S < (=) — O hOD) + 5 (O, R(OR) = H (O, Xisa)) + (O] = H(O, Xiey), V)

LiCon® A ? A , , - AN
s (LG 2 T D e 0] X ) 8 i) + L

(45)
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Using (30), and A < 1/4, we obtain

V v
L < (L= )T = AT — SRR+ As ™+ 6L hOD) — H(O] Xiyn))
L,C 2 2A 2 2 A 2
n(h(0) = H(0}, Xien), V) + (T” S %) VI + B (0], Xie)

-1 2 n ’Y3>\77 "2
+ 0B €kl +’Y)\77U(0k)+—|9k| + i,

—(1- wAn)%mwcﬁ + V07, h(02) — (B, Xrs1)) + n(h(8]) — H(6], Xns1), V')

2

L O 2 2)\ 2 2 )\ 2 B

(L A Y N 7 DY R+ TH O], X)) P+ mvB7 €rga | + S,
2 4 2 4 2
Vi

<(1- MI)F +mAL T+ 5 107 h(O]) — H(O, Xir1)) +n(h(0]) — H(0, Xis1), Vi)

LiCon®  ¥*A>  n | P 7/\77 02
+( _ Lo Tl VA

2
+ 7 <2L%(1 + X1 ) 10717 + AL5 (1 + | X ) + 4H3) + 178 ks |* + i,

by Remark 2.1. Let ¢ = (1 —yAn) and let Hy = G V o(&1,...,&). By using A < 1/4, we obtain

E[VE, 1| Hx] V2 V _ LiCon® P 2n? ,
S S @ 20 (mAls T+ (TP - R T WP

+L ric, o +4L§cp+4H§)+wa*d) [(mw + 000, h(0}) — H (O], Xi1))

L.C 2 2A 2 2 A
ob0) — 100 X)) + (LG TN T T 200

2 2
+% (2L§(1 X1 21072 + AL2(1 + [ Xppa |)2FD 4 4H§) B ) + m) ’Hk] .

We first note that

% 2max{é(1—2)\) 2072, 1(1—2>\)|V’7| }
> (=216 + 51— 20V, (46)

since max{x,y} > (x +y)/2 for any z,y > 0. Then we first obtain

E[V? ; -
W < (6" + 20Ku?) 2k 5 +2¢7 (M AB™" + 20° LaCp + 20° Hg +my5 ™" d)

+E [(myAc8™ + TL(07, h(8]) — H(B}, X))

, L.C 2 2)\ 2 2 A ,
(b0 — HO Xo), V) + (LG - TR 20 D D0 e

2 2
+ (2R + [ X D107 + ALE (L + | Xicqa PO +4HE ) + 1787 0 + Ek) \Hk]

where
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Next using (a,b) < (|a* + [b|*)/2, we obtain

2
W < (& 1 2050 )ZZ +2¢? (17 AB~" + 20*LaCy + 207 HE + B~ d)
+E[ (A8~ + Dior? + (T + 1) fncep)

L.C,n? 2n? A
+< Con® A 7477 +’Y77+g>|vkn|2

— H(0}, Xp41)[”
2

2
+y (2L%(1 Xk )10 P+ ALS(1 + [ Xpea )PP + 4H§) + 0787 k[P + Ek) \m]

< (9% + 20K’ ),32 +2¢? (MYAB ™ + 202 LaCly + 20> HE + nyB )

+E [ (myAc8 ™ + TP + (L +n) (RODP + 1H (0], Xesn) )

E
2 2 2 2, 2
n <L10pn A /B o/ N 2\ Q) e

> 4 271 T3

2
O (2E20+ Xl P + 4L3C -+ 1Xa ) 4 485) £ 195l + 54 \m]

where we have used |a + b|* < 2|a|® + 2|b]>. Now using Remark 2.1, we obtain

E[V£+1|Hk]

5 < (¢ + 20K 11’ )52 + 2¢7 (myAB™" + 20" LaC, + 20" Ho + nyB~ " d)

+E [(myAcs™ + ZLouP + (L +n) LICIOL + 203 + 223 (1 + | Xasa )67
L C 2 2A 2 2 2 )\
FALZ(1 + | Xpga )20HD) +4H§) /| N L i Rt e/ + ik
2 4 2 4
2
+ (2L + 1Xkaa D107 + AL3(L + [ X DD + 4H3 ) + 8 g + Ek) \”’“]

= (6% + 20K &

o +2¢7 (M7 AB™" + 20°L2Cp + 20° HY + 1787 d)

m m 2 2 2 2 n’ 2 2
+E {(W’YAcﬂ + ( R (7 +77) (2L1C; + 2L (1 + [Xk41])™) + 72111(1 + [ Xkt1l) p)

1072
2 2 2 2 2
+ (% +n) (2h§ FALR(1 + | Xpga )2 +4H§) + (LC”" RN/ U B 7/\"
n
2

A A 72
5 . st T + >|Vk|

2
(4L§(1 + [ X )20 + 4H§) +0vB ek |® + Zk) "Hk]

Now taking the expectation, regrouping and simplifying the terms above, we finally arrive at

2
W < (¢ + 20K 1 )B2 +2¢B2ncl+2¢ﬁn éa+n

52 +ésn’|07]" + ésn' 16}
+ el VI + 0tV + n’es + ntes + 0

52 + E[ZM'H;@] (47)
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where
¢ =vAc +vd,
é1 = 2L,C, + 2Hg
52 :6’}/2143
.9 2/ 744 4
€3 = ? + 18(7—'_2) (Llop +Llcﬂ)7
é3 = 18L1C,,
_ 2

G =t ="

4
R L.C, v  1\°

=6 T4 Z

“ ( 2 T4it3)>

& = (v +2)* (30hg + 120L5 + 120H; + 30L5C, + 30H; ),
és = 48(Ly + Hy),
G =~ d(d +2).

Next, recall

2
1
Sk = V2 T BTNAY, €e) + 5 VB T(AL Gr),

where
Ak =1 =m)V —n H(O}, Xs1)
AL =00+ VI —y TH(6], Xeta)-
Note that
Sk < 2987 AP €1 + 297 BT 0| AR €r 1 |,
<287 ek | (Vi = n(YV + H (07, Xi)) [ + 77108 + 47V — oy H (0], X))
< 29yB &k (20 — )|V + 20H 0k, Xx1)|* + 39210717 + 3|V, > + 30° | H (07, Xx11)[?)
<2387 el (200 =)’ VP + 2 (BL3(1 + Xt D101 + BL3(1 + | X )Y + 3H )
+39° 107 + 31V + 307 (BL3(L+ [ Xiaa ) 10717 + BL3(L+ | Xoaa )@V + 303 ).
Therefore, taking expectation and using (46) and n < 1/, we obtain

E[S3[He] < 20987 'd (5|V;1> + (6LTC, + 3y + 9LIC,) |0}|* + 15L5C, + 15H7) .
_V ¢
< 7707,8—2 + UES

where

2 2 2
& = max{ - 10’}/d 7 (2'yd)(6L110p + 3’Y 1‘ 9L1C'p) }

s = 30ydL3C, + 30ydH;.

Now plugging this into the inequality (47), we arrive at

E[V?, | H - Vi I ¥ Vi o, G2 - . N "
EWVis 7] H;' d < (9% +20K1n°) 25 + (2061 + &1)oon + 20— e +1° = + can’ |07 | + can’ |67 |
B B B B B
B . _ ) é é
GV Gl VI n’e e+ g+ g
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Now, recall our step-size condition for the above inequality, in particular, n < 1, which leads to

EVi 1 |H Vi R ;
BVl < (g2 4 apiap) 2 + 200 + ) Yo+ 20 en?er +07 2 + (@ + ex?lo} )
B B2 B 5 5
+ 07 (& + eV + 07 (@ + &) + 1 ;z g ﬂ
Next, recall that
Vk 1 2 1
— > —(1—2\ 0" 1-—2))|V"
2 2 max { (- 20" 10 - 20
which implies
Vi 1 2 4 1 4
b 2 max { 20— 207 1, 55 (- 2071
1 2 41n 1 211 m 4
> — .
> (1= 201+ 5 (1 20V
Now inequalities (49) and (50) together imply
E[VZ 1 [He 2 = o Vi R
2 < (¢" +2¢Kan )ﬁ2 (201 +C7)52n+2¢ 3 e+ 52 +n° (C5+Cs)+n 52 +n /3
where f(g = Kl + ¢9 and
Eg:max{ C3+¢3 Ca+ Ca }
(1= 20)29%7 (1 — 2))2

Now we take unconditional expectations, use the fact that ¢ < 1, and obtain
EViia] < (1= 2m + Kn?) EDE] + G0EVin + 26 B B0° + n’é + n° (&5 + &) 6% + 1°E + 1és B,
where K = 2I~(g, C10 = 2¢1 + ¢7. First note that, it follows from the proof of Lemma 3.2 that

4Act+d) _

EVi] <EMWo] + Y

Therefore, using n < 1, we obtain
E[Vii] < (1= Myn+ an) E[Vi] + Dn
where D = ¢€10¢11 + 2¢11618 + ¢2 + (&5 + 55)52 + & + & 8. Now recall that 7 < \y/2K which leads to
A
EVi] < (1 - %) E[Vi] + Dn,

which implies that

2D

21 2y, <
EVE) <EDE)+ 23,

which concludes the proof. [J

C.4 Proof of Lemma B.1
We start by writing that

U() — U(0) = /01(97h(t9)>dt

1
< / 10] R (t6)|dt,
0

1
< / |0](L1t|0| + ho)dt
0

27
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from Remark (10) where L1 = L1E[(1 + |Xo|)?]. This in turn leads to
U(O) < uop+ —|9| + h0|9|
where ug = U(0). Next, we prove the lower bound. To this end, take ¢ € (0, 1) and write
1
U0) =U(ch) +/ (6, h(t0))dt,
14 ‘
> / g(tﬁ, h(t0))dt

!
/ ~ (alto]” — b) at,

_ 2
= %Wz +blogec.

Y

Taking ¢ = 1/+/3 leads to the bound.

C.5 Proof of Lemma B.3
Let Hi® = FL V G|;). Following Zhang et al. (2023b), we obtain

E [|M(E™) — H@G" Xura) ]
=E[E[|n(C) — HE™ Xorsa) | 1] |
=B[B[[E[HE", Xura)| H35] - HE™, Xura) | 77 ]
<4E [E[|H@G" Xurar) = HC E [ Xurax Har)) | 737
<4130z [(1+]G)°]
where the first inequality holds due to Lemma B.2 and
oz = E[(1+ | Xo| + [E[X0]|)*”| X0 — E[Xo][’]-
Then, by using Lemma 3.3, we obtain

E [[M(&) = HEG™, Xz '] < 81307 +8L304C.

C.6 Proof of Lemma B.4

Note that for any ¢, we have
t
V=Vl —nw/w V’fstS—n/Lt H(0)s), Xps))ds + /2ynB~1(B] — BY,).
We therefore obtain
E[[V]’H _v;’y = [ m/ Visds —n / H(04), X1a1)ds + /2081 (B} — Bl,))

< An*y2Cy + 40> (L1 Co + Ch) + 4ynB~ " d.

Next, we write

t
T =T+ / WVl dr,
[t]

d

which implies

0; — 0],

2
} < n2cv.
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C.7 Proof of Lemma B.5

Choose A > 0 such that

Using Assumption 2.4, we obtain
(0,h(0)) > al” — b,
Ly 7 ’72 2
> - J _
72)\<2 +le+4 |0 b,
> 2\ (U(a) —uo — L1b|0) + L10|6)* + ZW) —b,

2
> 2 (U(O) — o — Lib+ %wﬁ) —b,

where the third line follows from Lemma B.1 and the last line follows from the inequality |z| < 1 4 |z|°.
Consequently, we obtain

(0,h(0)) > 2X (U(e) + ’Y;W) —2A./8

where

A, =

[N

(b + 2 \up + 2)\E1 b)7

which proves the claim.

D. Proofs of main results
D.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1
We note that

_ —n ., 1/2
0, - ¢ P

9 1/2 .
] +E (V) -Z;

WAL, V). L2 <E |
We first bound the first term of (51). We start by employing the synchronous coupling and obtain

t
-G <0 [ VL -7 as,
nT

which implies

sup E [az o

nT<u<t

2] <mn sup /u E [{V?SJ —7:'"’2] ds,

nT<u<t JnT

t
. / B[Vl - 20" ] as
nT
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Next, we write for any ¢ € [nT, (n + 1)T")

Vo =27 < [Py = V2470 =227,

t

t
<|Viy = VY| +W/ Vi) = Z" | ds +
nT
t
<[Vl =Vl [ 71 =Z2"as
n

t
[
nT

t
< |Viy - Vi +’Y77/T Vi) =277 ds
n

H(0), X)) —H(ZZ’",erw)‘dsﬂLn

t
+n/ L1+ X0)” [0 = T ds +
nT

We take the squares of both sides and use (a + b)* < 2(a” + b*) twice to obtain

t 2
Vi =2 < 4|V = Vi + 4% (/ Vi —Z" ds)
nT

t 2
+ 4 (/ Li(1+ X)) — cZ’"]ds) + 4
nT
t
<4V, — VI +472n/ V0, - 70" P as
nT

t _ _ 2
+4nL§/ (1+erw)2”‘9’{ﬂ —CZ'”‘ ds + 4n°
nT

Taking expectations of both sides, we obtain

t
B[V - Z0"] < 4B [\V’{” - V?ﬂ + 47277/ E [V, - 20" as

M ,t
+4nLiC, { [ ]ds+4n E / [H(C,
nT
2 —n, 2
<40v77+4’y77/ E LSJ_ ‘]ds
[t
+4nLicC, / { o ]ds+4n E / [HCT",
nT

By applying Gronwall’s lemma, we arrive at

GLSJ Cm

t
E [‘V?ﬂ — Z?'n‘z] < 4010"/77 + 477C1L§Cp/ [

nT

+ 4017]2E

30

/ H@" Xp) — @ s

(H(0]s), X[a1) —
nT

(Zz’nv X!’s]) -

/ [H(C™, Xa)) — h(C!
nT

(EZv”y X[s} ) -

X)) —

Xrs1) —

}d
|

h(C

h(¢

h(C

7,M

t t
S |V7[’tj - V?‘ + ’—’777/ [V?SJ - Z;h ]dS - 77/ [H(G?sij(s]) - h(Cs
nT nT

h(C")]ds

7,M
s

"]ds| .

(Y

/ @ X ) = BE s

7,1

E]

n,n

S

>1ds] |

)

>]ds‘ |

n)]ds

2
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where ¢1 = exp(4v?) since nT < 1. Next, we write

=n,n 2 t T - n
sup IE{ - ]gn/ ]E[]V’[SJ—ZZ’ 12] ds,
nT<u<t nT
<dcinov + 401772[,%0,3/ / [GLS/J — } ds’ds
nT
t 2
—|—461773/ E / [H(CL", X1e7) — h(C0™)ds ]d ,
nT
2
§4c1nav+4clnL¥C sup / UOLS’J C"v ]ds'
nT<s<tJnT
t i s _ _ 2
—|—461773/ E / [H(CL", X1o7) — h(CL™))ds ]ds. (52)
nT nT

First, we bound the supremum term (i.e. the second term of (52)) as

-=mn,n 2 / k -=nn 2 /
sup ’0L51J - C ds = ‘9\_3,] — C ds
nT<s<tJnT nT
t
S/ sup E[‘HWJ C ‘ ]ds
nT nT<u<s’
t 2
g/ sup E[ }ds'. (53)
nT nT<u<s’

Next, we bound the last term of (52) by partitioning the integral. Assume that nT4+ K < s <t <nT+K+1
where K + 1 < T'. Thus we can write

20 =mn
9u - Cu

/ [(C™) = H(C™, X))

T

where

nT+k -~ B s B _
I = / [h(C™) = H(C™, Xnr+r)]ds’ and R = / [R(C™) — H(CE™, Xnrarc41)]ds’.
nT+(k—1) nT+K

Taking squares of both sides

K K k-1 K
ZIk+RK Z|Ik| +2ZZ Iy, I; Z(Ik7RK>+|RK|
k=1 k=2 j=1 k=1

Finally, it remains to take the expectations of both sides. We begin by defining the filtration HS” = FL VG|,
and note that for any k =2,... K, j=1,...,k—1,

E(Iy, I;)
=E [E[(Ix, ;)| Hor+51] »

nT+k _ B nT+j _ _
=E [E [</ [H (D™, Xnrar) — h(CH™M)]ds, / [(H(CD", XnT4j) — h(CZ/")]ds’>‘HZ°T+jH ;

T+ (k—1) T+(j—1)
nT+k _ nT+j _
=E / E [H( :/'n7 XnT+k) 7]’ ‘ HnT+]] dS / [H( 5/ 7XnT+J) h(C;]/’n)]dS/ )
nT+(k—1) nT+(j—1)

=0.
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By the same argument E(Ii, Rx) = 0 for all 1 < k < K. Therefore,

/ [ ! 2:| ds
= /nT [iE [ /:Twc [h( ;7; ) — H(C'g;nyanM)]ds/

P T+ (k—1)
2
| | ds

2
:|:| ds
t
+[ ®
nT
t [ K nT+k B )
g/ Z/ E[|n(C2m) = HE" Xurs)[!] ds'| ds
nT |p—1J/nT+(k—1)

/ / |h &y — H(EY 7XnT+K+1)\2] ds'ds
nT JnT+K
< T2O'H +Top. (54)

2 /
]ds7
2 !
]ds

+ 4cinoa + 4617]20'}1, (55)

/ [H s/ 7X[s’]) h(C )]dS

/ (@™ — HEW™, X sc41))ds

T+K

Using (52), (53), and (54), we eventually obtain

-=n,n 7" 1,1
- Cu’ au - Cu’

sup E {_Z

nT<u<t

2 t
] <dcinoy + 477L?C,J sup E [

nT nT<u<s’

+ 4c1n3(T20H +Ton),

t
<dcinov + 40177L§C’p sup E [ C" "

nT nT<u<s’

since nT" < 1. Finally, applying Gronwall’s inequality and using again 71" < 1 provides

977 Cn n

sup E[

nT<u<t

2
} < exp(4clLfC’p)(4clov +4ciom + 4deinom)n,

?|
with Cf, = /exp(4e1L3C,)(4ciov + 4deioy + 4cinom). Note that oy = O(d) and og = O(d) hence

Cty = O(Vd).

Next, we upper bound the second term of (51). To prove it, we write

Vi -2Z!"| ”m/ Vi, —Z2"]ds +n‘/ — (" )] ds

which implies that

_ _ 2 1/2
0; - ¢ } < Ciavm (56)

)

which leads to

t
E[[V)-Z/""] <297 / E[|[V]y - Z0""] + 20°E [
nT

|

t
E UV? — 7:’”’2] < 27277/ E [‘VLSJ -z ‘ ] + exp(4clL§Cp)(4claHn + 401772011772)-
nT

[ 1@y @] as

By similar arguments we have used for bounding the the first term, we obtain

Using the fact that the rhs is an increasing function of ¢ and we obtain

t
sup E [‘V Z"’ | } < 27277/ sup E [|V" "’ ‘ ]ds—&—exp(401LlC,J)(ZJ(cloan—1—4017720'}1772)7

nT<u<t nT nT<u<s
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Applying Gronwall’s lemma and T < 1 yields

sup E [‘VZ — 7Z’n|2} < exp(2y® + 4a1 LiCy)dei (oun + oun?),

nT<u<t

which leads to

—n  —nn211/2 )
E[[Vi-Z0""] " <ciava, (57)

where Cf 5, = \/exp(272 + 41 L3C,)4ciom (1 +1). Note again that o = O(d), hence Cf., = O(d*/?).
Therefore, combining (51), (56), (57), we obtain

Wa(L(07, V), £, Z]™)) < Cin'?,
where C7 = C7 1 +Ci o = (’)(dl/Q).

D.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Triangle inequality implies that

3

=n,n =n,n =,k —=n,k Jk—1 k—1
Wa (L 207, £(¢, 20) < 3 Wa(L(C 200, £, 20 ),
k=1
since (22’0,7?0) (ZO R Z0 28 Vo,n) = (¢!, Z") by definition. Next we write out the definition of the

=,k )
process ((: ,Z? ) and obtain

Wa(L(C", Z"), £, 20)

/\kTQ , m SkT,00. V., ~(k=1)T,8, WV n (k=1)T.0] v i
<ZW2 wr Vi . Z, KTV kT n)MC(Ct (k—=1)T (k nyT . Z, (k=1)T (k nT ))

At this point, we have two processes and in order to be able to use the contraction result, we need their
starting times to match. For notational simplicity, let us define

.50 Vs,n .50 v

= (¢

Therefore, in order to be able to use a contraction result, we note

sM Z

B> 5,07, Vs,n)

A(k 1T, 07, m
~(k=1)T,00, |\ Vi _ypom KT, B, (k—1)T" (kfl)T m

L(B, eI =TT = (B,
This leads to
W =nn =n,n

Q(C(Ct 7Zt )7£( 1’5’]7227))
(k nTe) v m <k nT.H] v m
(k—1)yr"V (k—1)T (k—1)yr"V (k—1)T

, n SkT,0) , ~kT,B,, m SkT.B, ,

<§ ”72 kT an Z kT kT ’7) (Ct ’77Zt n))

The reader should notice at this point that this quantity can be upper bounded by a contraction result as
both processes are defined for time ¢ and both started at time k7. By using Theorem 3.1, we obtain

—=1,n =n,n — —né(t— k—=1)T —=n,(k—
Wa(L@)" Z07), (¢, 20)) < VO S e 02w (20, Vi), £V Z T,

Next, using Lemma 5.4 of Chau and Résonyi (2022) to upper bound the the last term leads
WL Z0), £(¢F, 27))

< 3max{1 +a, 771}\/62 efnc'(tfkT)/Z \/1 + €¢E1/2 [V2 (02T7 anT)] + €CE1/2 [v2 (Cﬁ J(k—1)T 777 J(k— I)T)]

k=1

(k—1T —=n,(k—1)T
X \/WQ(‘C(HZT?VI:]T) L(Cpr A ),
< C3n't,
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where the last line follows from Lemma 3.4 and Theorem 4.1. The bound for the term relating to the contin-
uous dynamics (i.e. E/2[V? (ZZL;IC*UT,7Z’T(I€71)T)]) follows from Remark 2.3 (dissipativity of the gradient)
and we have a constant diffusion coefficient, and uniform bound in Lemma 3.1 and, finally, the fact that the
initial data (which is the iterates of the numerical scheme) has finite fourth moments (Lemma 3.4). We note

that C3 = O(e?).

D.3 Proof of Proposition 5.1

We denote 7, ; := L(0;], V) and write

E[U(61)] — E[U(60)] = /

RrR2d
Recall from (10), we have

Using Raginsky et al. (2017, Lemma 6), we arrive at

UO)7! 5(d8,dv) — | U(8)ms(d6,dv)

R2d R2d

< (flcm + hO)WZ(WZﬁ: Tg),

where,

C2, := max </ ||0||27r275(d97dv)7/ H9H27r/3(d07dv)> = max(Cy, Cp).
RrR2d RrR2d
We therefore obtain using Theorem 2.1 that

E[U(6)] — E[U(0a)] < (T1Cm + ho) (C1d"/ 0"/ + Cin*/* + Crem i),
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