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Abstract
We analyze the optimized adaptive importance sampler (OAIS) for performing Monte
Carlo integration with general proposals. We leverage a classical result which shows that
the bias and the mean-squared error (MSE) of the importance sampling scales with the
χ2 -divergence between the target and the proposal and develop a scheme which performs
global optimization of χ2 -divergence. While it is known that this quantity is convex for exponential family proposals, the case of the general proposals has been an open problem.
We close this gap by utilizing stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) and its underdamped counterpart for the global optimization of χ2 -divergence and derive nonasymptotic
bounds for the MSE by leveraging recent results from non-convex optimization literature.
The resulting AIS schemes have explicit theoretical guarantees uniform in the number of
iterations.

1 Introduction
Importance sampling (IS) is one of the most fundamental methods to compute expectations
w.r.t. a target distribution π using samples from a proposal distribution q and reweighting these
samples. This procedure is known to be inefficient when the discrepancy between π and q
is large. To remedy this, adaptive importance samplers (AIS) are based on the principle that
one can iteratively update a sequence of proposal distributions (qk )k≥1 to obtain refined and
better proposals over time. This provides a significant improvement over a naive importance
sampler with a single proposal q. For this reason, AIS schemes received a significant attention
over the past decades and enjoy an ongoing popularity, see, e.g., Bengio and Senécal (2008),
Bugallo et al. (2015), Martino et al. (2015), Kappen and Ruiz (2016), Bugallo et al. (2017),
Elvira et al. (2017), Martino et al. (2017b), Elvira et al. (2019). The general and most generic
AIS scheme retains N distinct distributions centred at the samples from the previous iteration
and constructs a mixture proposal; variants of this approach include population Monte Carlo
(PMC) (Cappé et al., 2004) or adaptive mixture importance sampling (Cappé et al., 2008). Although these versions of the methods have been widely popular, all these methods still lack
theoretical guarantees and convergence results as the number of iterations grows to infinity
(see Douc et al. (2007) for an analysis in terms of N ). In other words, there has been a lack
of theoretical guarantees about whether this kind of adaptation moves the proposal density towards the target, and if so, in which metric and at what rate. The difficulty of providing such
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rates stems from the fact that it is difficult to quantify the convergence of the nonparametric
mixture distributions to the target measure.
In this paper, we aim to address this fundamental question for a different (and more tractable)
class of samplers, parametric AIS schemes, using the available results from nonconvex optimization literature. Recently, this fundamental theoretical problem was addressed by Akyildiz and Míguez
(2021) who considered a specific family of proposals, i.e., the exponential family as fixed proposal family. In this case, a fundamental quantity in the MSE bound of the importance sampler,
specifically the χ2 -divergence (or equivalently the variance of the importance weights), can be
shown to be convex which leads to a natural adaptation strategy based on convex optimization, see, e.g., Arouna (2004a,b), Kawai (2008), Lapeyre and Lelong (2011), Ryu and Boyd
(2014), Kawai (2017, 2018) for the algorithmic applications of this property. This quantity appeared and was investigated in other contexts, e.g., sequential Monte Carlo methods
(Cornebise et al., 2008), asymptotic analysis (Delyon and Portier, 2018), or to determine the
necessary sample size for the IS (Sanz-Alonso, 2018, Sanz-Alonso and Wang, 2021). The convexity property of χ2 -divergence when the proposal is from the exponential family was exploited
error bounds for the AIS, in parby Akyildiz and Míguez (2021) to prove finite, uniform-in-time
√
ticular, providing a general convergence rate O(1/ kN + 1/N ) for the L2 error for the importance sampler, where k is the number of iterations and N is the number of Monte Carlo samples
used for integration. However, this result does not apply for a general proposal distribution, as
this results in a function in the MSE bound that is non-convex in the parameter of the proposal.
We address the problem of globally optimizing AIS by designing non-convex optimization
schemes for χ2 divergence. This enables us to prove global convergence results for the AIS
that can be controlled by the parameters of the non-convex optimization schemes. Specifically, we use stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) (Welling and Teh, 2011) and its underdamped counterpart, stochastic gradient Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (SGHMC) (Chen et al.,
2014), for non-convex optimization. Recently, global convergence of these algorithms for nonconvex optimization were shown in several works, see, e.g., Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al.
(2018), Erdogdu et al. (2018), Zhang et al. (2019), Akyildiz and Sabanis (2020), Gao et al.
(2021), Lim and Sabanis (2021), Lim et al. (2021). We leverage these results for proving that
optimizing a general non-convex χ2 -divergence leads to a global convergence result for the resulting AIS schemes. In particular, we design two schemes, (i) Stochastic Overdamped Langevin
AIS (SOLAIS) which uses SGLD to adapt its proposal, (ii) Stochastic Underdamped Langevin AIS
(SULAIS) which uses SGHMC to adapt its proposal, and prove global convergence rates of these
two schemes.
We note that the use of Langevin dynamics within the AIS is explored before, see, e.g.,
Fasiolo et al. (2018), Elvira and Chouzenoux (2019), Mousavi et al. (2021), also see, Martino et al.
(2017b,a), Llorente et al. (2021) for the use of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) based proposals. However, these ideas are distinct from our work, in the sense that they explore driving the parameters (or samples) w.r.t. the gradient of the log-target, i.e., log π, rather than
χ2 -divergence. Our proposal adaptation approach is motivated by quantitative error bounds,
hence has provable guarantees. Other MCMC-based methods also perform well and interesting
for a future analysis – but require a different approach.
Organization. The paper is organized as follows. In Sec 2, we provide a brief background
of adaptive importance sampling schemes and, specifically, the parametric AIS which we aim
at analyzing. We also introduce the fundamental results on which we rely in later sections. In
Sec. 3, we describe two algorithms which are explicitly designed to globally optimize the χ2 divergence between the target and the proposal. In Sec. 4, we prove nonasymptotic error rates
for the MSE of these samplers using results from non-convex optimization literature. These
bounds are then discussed in detail in Sec. 5. Finally, we conclude with Sec. 6.
2

Notation
For an integer k ∈ N, we denote [k] = {1, . . . , k}. The state-space is denoted as X where X ⊆ Rdx
with dx ≥ 1. We use B(X) to denote the set of bounded functionsRon X and P(X) to denote the
set of probability measures on X, respectively. We write (ϕ, π) = ϕ(x)π(dx) or Eπ [ϕ(X)] and
varπ (ϕ) = (ϕ2 , π) − (ϕ, π)2 .
We will use π to denote the target distribution. Accordingly, we use Π to denote the unnormalized target, i.e., we have π(x) = Π(x)/Zπ . We denote the proposal distribution with qθ
where θ ∈ Rdθ where dθ denotes the parameter dimension. We denote both the measures, π
and qθ , and their densities with the same letters.
To denote the minimum value of functions ρ, R, we use ρ⋆ , R⋆ .

2 Background
In this section, we give a brief background and formulation of the problem.

2.1 Importance sampling
Given a target density π ∈ P(X), we are interested in computing integrals of the form
Z
ϕ(x)π(x)dx.
(ϕ, π) =

(1)

X

We assume that we can only evaluate the unnormalized density and cannot sample from π
directly. Importance sampling is based on the idea of using a proposal distribution to sample
from and weight these samples to account for the discrepancy between the target and the
proposal. These weights and samples are finally used to construct an estimator of the integral.
In particular, let qθ ∈ P(X) be the proposal with parameter θ ∈ Rdθ , then the unnormalised
target density Π : X → R+ is given as
Π(x)
,
Zπ

π(x) =
where Zπ :=
R+ as

R

X Π(x)dx

< ∞. Next, we define the unnormalized weight function Wθ : X×Rdθ →
Wθ (x) =

Π(x)
.
qθ (x)

Given a target π and a proposal qθ , the importance sampling procedure first draws a set of
independent and identically distributed (iid) samples {x(i) }N
i=1 from qθ . Next, we construct the
empirical measure πθN as
πθN (dx) =

N
X

(i)

wθ δx(i) (dx),

i=1

where,
Wθ (x(i) )
(i)
.
wθ = PN
(j)
j=1 Wθ (x )
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Finally this measure yields the self-normalizing importance sampling (SNIS) estimate
(ϕ, πθN ) =

N
X

(i)

wθ ϕ(x(i) ).

(2)

i=1

Although the estimator (2) is biased in general, one can show that the bias and the MSE vanish
with a rate O(1/N ). Below, we present the well-known MSE bound (see, e.g., Agapiou et al.
(2017) or Akyildiz and Míguez (2021)).
Theorem 1. Assume that (Wθ2 , qθ ) < ∞. Then for any ϕ ∈ B(X), we have
E

h

2 i cϕ ρ(θ)
≤
(ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθN )
,
N

where cϕ = 4kϕk2∞ and the function ρ : Θ → [ρ⋆ , ∞) is defined as
 2

π (X)
ρ(θ) = Eqθ 2
,
qθ (X)

(3)

(4)

where ρ⋆ := inf θ∈Θ ρ(θ) ≥ 1.
Proof. See Agapiou et al. (2017, Thm. 2.1) or Akyildiz and Míguez (2021, Thm. 1) for a proof.

Remark 1. It will be useful for us to write the bound (3) as
h
2 i cϕ R(θ)
≤
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθN )
,
N Zπ2

(5)

where
R(θ) = Eqθ




Π2 (X)
.
qθ2 (X)

(6)

Note that while the function ρ and related quantities (such as its gradients) cannot be computed
by sampling from qθ (since we cannot evaluate π(x)), same quantities for R(θ) can be computed
since Π(x) can be evaluated.
Remark 2. As shown in Agapiou et al. (2017), the function ρ can be written in terms of χ2
divergence between π and qθ , i.e.,
ρ(θ) := χ2 (π||qθ ) + 1.
Note also that ρ(θ) can also be written in terms of the variance of the weight function wθ =
π(x)/qθ (x), which is the χ2 -divergence, i.e.,
ρ(θ) = varqθ (wθ (X)) + 1.
Finally, a similar result can be presented for the bias from Agapiou et al. (2017).
Theorem 2. Assume that (Wθ2 , qθ ) < ∞. Then for any ϕ ∈ B(X), we have


c̄ϕ ρ(θ)
,
E (ϕ, πθN ) − (ϕ, π) ≤
N

where c̄ϕ = 12kϕk2∞ and the function ρ : Θ → [ρ⋆ , ∞) is the same as in Thm. 1.
Proof. See Thm. 2.1 in Agapiou et al. (2017). 
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Algorithm 1 Parametric AIS
1: Choose a parametric proposal qθ with initial parameter θ = θ0 .
2: for t ≥ 1 do
3:
Adapt the proposal,
η
θkη = Tk,η (θk−1
),

4:

Sample,
(i)

xk ∼ q θ η ,

for i = 1, . . . , N,

k

5:

Compute weights,
(i)

(i)
wθη
k

6:

Wθη (xk )

=P
N

k

(i)
η
i=1 Wθk (xk )

, where

(i)
Wθ η
k

(i)

Π(xk )
=
.
qθη (x(i) )
k

Report the point-mass probability measure
πθNη (dx) =
k

N
X

(i)

wθη δx(i) (dx),

i=1

k

k

and the estimator
(ϕ, πθNη ) =
k

7:

N
X
i=1

(i)

(i)

wθη ϕ(xk ).
k

end for

2.2 Parametric adaptive importance samplers
Importance sampling schemes tend to perform poorly in practice when the chosen proposal is
“far away” from the target – leading to samples with degenerate weights, resulting in lower
effective sample sizes. We can already see this fact from Thm. 1: For any parametric family
qθ , the function ρ(θ) defines a distance measure between π and qθ . A large discrepancy between the target and the proposal implies a large ρ, which degrades the error bound. For this
reason, in practice, the proposals are adapted, meaning that they are refined over iterations
to better match the target. In literature, mainly, the nonparametric adaptive mixture samplers
are employed, see, e.g., (Cappé et al., 2004, Bugallo et al., 2017) and many variants including
multiple proposals are proposed, see, e.g., (Martino et al., 2017b, Elvira et al., 2019).
In contrast to the mixture samplers, we review here the parametric AIS. In this scheme,
the proposal distribution is not a mixture with weights, but instead, a parametric family of
distributions, denoted qθ . Adaptation, therefore, becomes a problem of updating the parameter
θkη , where η is the parameter of the updating mechanism, which results in a sequence of proposal
distributions denoted (qθη )k≥1 .
k
Consider the proposal distribution qθη at iteration k − 1. For performing one step of this
k−1
η
scheme, the parameter θk−1
is updated via a mapping
η
θkη = Tη,k (θk−1
),

where {Tη,k : Θ → Θ, k ≥ 1}, is a sequence of deterministic or stochastic maps parameterized
5

by η, typically in the form of optimizers (hence η can be the step-size). We then continue with
the conventional importance sampling technique, by simulating from this proposal
(i)

xk ∼ qθη (dx),

for i = 1, . . . , N,

k

computing the weights
(i)

(i)
wθη
k

Wθη (xk )
k

=P
N

(i)

η
i=1 Wθ (xk )

,

k

and finally constructing the empirical measure
πθNη (dx) =
k

N
X

(i)

wθη δx(i) (dx).

i=1

k

k

The estimator of the integral (1) can be computed as in Eq. (2).
The parametric AIS method is given in Algorithm 1. We can now adapt Thm. 1 to this
particular, time-varying case.
Theorem 3. Assume that, given a sequence of proposals (qθη )k≥1 ∈ P(X), we have (Wθ2η , qθη ) < ∞
k
k
k
for every k ≥ 1. Then for any ϕ ∈ B(X), we have


2
cϕ ρ(θkη )
N
≤
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη )
,
k
N
where cϕ = 4kϕk2∞ and the function ρ(θkη ) : Θ → [ρ⋆ , ∞) is defined as in Eq. (4).
Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of Thm. 1. We have just re-stated the result to introduce the iteration index k. 
This result is useful in the sense of providing a finite error bound, however, it does not
indicate whether iterations of the AIS help reducing the error. This is the core problem we
address in this paper: We aim at designing maps Tη,k : Θ → Θ explicitly to optimize ρ, which is
essentially the χ2 divergence.

2.3 Adaptation as global nonconvex optimization
When qθ is an exponential family density, it is shown that ρ(θ), and consequently R(θ), are
convex functions (Ryu and Boyd, 2014, Ryu, 2016, Akyildiz and Míguez, 2021). Based on this,
Akyildiz and Míguez (2021) have derived algorithms which minimize ρ and R assuming an exponential family qθ . They proved finite-time uniform MSE bounds since convex optimization
algorithms have well-known convergence rates. In particular, they showed that
√ the optimized
AIS with stochastic gradient descent as the minimization procedure has O(1/ kN + 1/N ) convergence rate which vanishes as k and N grows. While this rate is first of its kind for adaptive
importance samplers, it has been limited to a single proposal family (the exponential family).
In general, when qθ is not from exponential family, then ρ and R are non-convex functions.
In this paper, we do not limit the choice of qθ to any fixed proposal family. Therefore, in the
adaptation step, we are interested in solving the global nonconvex optimization problem
θ ⋆ ∈ argmin R(θ),
θ∈Rdθ

6

where R(θ) is given in (6). This will lead to a global optimizer θ ⋆ which will give the best
possible proposal in terms of minimizing the MSE of the importance sampler. We use stochastic
gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) (Zhang et al., 2019) and its underdamped counterpart
stochastic gradient Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (SGHMC) (Akyildiz and Sabanis, 2020) for global
optimization. We summarize the algorithms in the next section.

3 The Algorithms
In this section, we describe two methods for adaptation of AIS that leads to globally optimal
importance samplers. We note that, within this section, we only consider the case of selfnormalized importance sampling (SNIS) which is the practical case. We also assume, we have
only stochastic estimates of the gradient of the R(θ) function.
Remark 3. We remark that the gradient can be computed as (see Appendix A for a derivation)
 2

Π (X)
∇R(θ) = −Eqθ
∇ log qθ (X) .
(7)
qθ2 (X)
Therefore the stochastic estimate of ∇R(θ) can be obtained by sampling from qθ , a straightforward and routine operation of the AIS. We also remark that this gradient can be written in
terms of the unnormalized weight function


∇R(θ) = −Eqθ Wθ2 (X)∇ log qθ (X) .

This suggests that the adaptation will use weights and samples from qθ , which makes this operation much closer to the classical mixture AIS approaches.

3.1 Low Variance Gradient Estimation
We assume that the proposal is reparameterizable: We assume x ∼ qθ can be performed by first
sampling ε ∼ rε and setting x = gθ (ε). Therefore, the gradient expression in eq. (7) becomes
 2

Π (gθ (ε))
∇R(θ) = −Erε
∇ log qθ (gθ (ε))∇gθ (ε) .
qθ2 (gθ (ε))
We remark that this does not limit the flexibility of our parametric family, as reparameterization
is widely used as a variance reduction technique in variational inference (VI) and variational
autoenconders (VAEs) and a flexible choice of parametric families is possible via this mechanism
(see Dieng et al. (2017) and Lopez et al. (2020) for applications of χ2 -divergence minimization
in VI and VAEs, respectively). A second motivation to do so is to consider the numerical difficulties related to high-variance in estimating χ2 -divergence as laid out by Pradier et al. (2019).
Finally, the Langevin dynamics with stochastic gradients is well studied when the randomness
in the gradient is independent of the parameter of interest. It is therefore natural to consider
this setting for gradient estimation.
We denote the stochastic gradient accordingly as H(θ, ε) and define
H(θ, ε) = −

Π2 (gθ (ε))
∇ log qθ (gθ (ε))∇gθ (ε).
qθ2 (gθ (ε))

(8)

In order to prove convergence of the schemes we analyze, we assume certain regularity conditions of this term, see Sec. 4 for details.
7

3.2 Stochastic Overdamped Langevin AIS
We aim at the global optimization of R(θ). We consider two schemes for this purpose. The
first method we consider uses stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) (Welling and Teh,
2011, Zhang et al., 2019) to adapt the proposal. For this purpose, we design the mappings Tη,k
as SGLD steps
r
2η
η
η
η
ξk+1 ,
(9)
θk+1 = θk − ηH(θk , εk ) +
β
q
i.e., Tη,k (θkη ) = θkη − ηH(θkη , εk ) + 2η
β ξk+1 , where εk ∼ rε , E[H(θ, εk )] = ∇R(θ), and (ξk )k∈N
are standard Normal random variables with zero mean and unit variance. The parameter β is
called the inverse temperature parameter. Note that we consider a single sample estimate of the
gradient ∇R(θ) as it is customary in the gradient estimation literature with reparameterization
trick. This mapping Tη,k acts as a global optimizer in Algorithm 1 as we described before. The
method is dubbed as stochastic overdamped Langevin AIS (SOLAIS).

3.3 Stochastic Underdamped Langevin AIS
The second method we use is the stochastic gradient Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (SGHMC)
(Chen et al., 2014, Akyildiz and Sabanis, 2020) which read as
r
2γη
η
η
η
η
Vk+1 = Vk − η[γVk + H(θk , Xk+1 )] +
ξk+1 ,
(10)
β
η
θk+1
= θkη + ηVkη .
(11)
where γ > 0 is the friction parameter, (Vkη )k∈N are so-called momentum variables, E[H(θkη , εk+1 )] =
∇R(θkη ), and (ξk )k≥1 are standard Normal random variables with zero mean and unit variance.
In this case, the mapping Tη,k comprises of two steps (10)-(11). This method is dubbed as
stochastic underdamped Langevin AIS (SULAIS).

4 Analysis
In this section, we provide the analysis of the adaptive importance samplers described above. In
particular, we start by assuming that the adaptation can be driven by an exact gradient ∇R(θ)
as an illustrative case and analyze this case in Sec. 4.1. Albeit unrealistic, this gives us a starting
point. Then we analyze the SOLAIS and SULAIS schemes in Sec. 4.2 and 4.3, respectively.

4.1 Convergence rates for deterministic overdamped Langevin AIS
In this section, we provide a simplified analysis to give the intuition of our main results. This
case considers a fictitious scenario where the gradients of R can be exactly obtained. Hence,
we can use overdamped Langevin dynamics to optimize the parameters of the proposal
r
2η
η
η
η
ξk+1 .
(12)
θk+1 = θk − η∇R(θk ) +
β
We place the following assumptions on R.
Assumption 1. The gradient of R is LR -Lipschitz, i.e., for any θ, θ ′ ∈ Rd ,
k∇R(θ) − ∇R(θ ′ )k ≤ LR kθ − θ ′ k.
8

(13)

Next, we assume the standard dissipativity assumption in non-convex optimization literature.
Assumption 2. The gradient of R is (mR , bR )-dissipative, i.e., for any θ
h∇R(θ), θi ≥ mR kθk2 − bR .

(14)

We can now adapt Thm. 3.3 of Xu et al. (2018).
Theorem 4. (Xu et al., 2018, Thm. 3.3) Under Assumptions 1-2, we obtain
E[R(θkη )] − R⋆ ≤ c1 e−c0 kη +

c2
η + c3 ,
β

where
d
log
c3 =
2β



eLR (bR β/d + 1)
mR



,

(15)

where R⋆ = minθ∈Rd R(θ) and c0 , c1 , c2 > 0 are constants given in Xu et al. (2018, Thm. 3.3).
In order to shed light onto some of the intuition, we note that c0 is related to the spectral
gap of the underlying Markov chain, characterizing the speed of convergence of the underlying
continuous-time Langevin diffusion to the target. The constant c2 is a result of the discretization
error of the Langevin algorithm. Finally, c3 is the error caused by the fact that the latest sample
of the Markov chain θkη is used to estimate the optima, i.e., c3 quantifies the gap between
E[R(θ∞ )] − R⋆ ,
where θ∞ ∼ exp(−R(θ)), i.e., a random variable with the target measure of the chain. This gap
is independent of η.
We next provide the MSE result of the importance sampler whose proposal is driven by the
Langevin algorithm (12).
Theorem 5. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, let (θkη )k≥1 be generated by the recursion in (12), and
assume that for a sequence of proposals (qθη )k≥1 ∈ P(X), we have (Wθη , qθη ) < ∞ for every k.
k
k
k
Then for any ϕ ∈ B(X), we have


2
c2 cϕ,π η
cϕ,π c3 cϕ ρ⋆
cϕ,π c1 e−c0 kη
N
+
+
+
.
(16)
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη )
≤
k
N
β N
N
N
where cϕ,π = cϕ /Zπ2 and c0 , c1 , c2 , c3 are given in Thm. 4.
η
Proof. Let Fk−1 = σ(θ0η , . . . , θk−1
). We note using Thm. 3, we have

E



(ϕ, π) −

(ϕ, πθNη )
k

2



cϕ R(θkη )
,
Zπ2 N
cϕ (R(θkη ) − R⋆ ) cϕ ρ⋆
.
+
≤
Zπ2 N
N

Fk−1 ≤

Taking expectations of both sides and using Thm. 4 for the first term on the r.h.s. concludes the
result. 
This result provides a uniform-in-time error bound for the adaptive importance samplers
with general proposals.
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4.2 Convergence rates of SOLAIS
In this section, we start with placing assumptions on stochastic gradients H(θ, ε) as defined in
(8). We note that these assumptions are the most relaxed conditions to prove the convergence
of Langevin dynamics to this date, see, e.g., Zhang et al. (2019), Chau et al. (2021). We first
need to assume that sufficient moments of the distribution rε exists.
Assumption 3. We have |θ0 | ∈ L4 . The process (εk )k∈N is i.i.d. with |ε0 | ∈ L4(ρ+1) . Also,
E[H(θ, ε0 )] = ∇R(θ).
Next, we place a local Lipschitz assumption on H.
Assumption 4. There exists positive constants L1 , L2 , and ρ such that
|H(θ, ε) − H(θ ′ , ε)| ≤ L1 (1 + |ε|)ρ |θ − θ ′ |

|H(θ, ε) − H(θ, ε′ )| ≤ L2 (1 + |ε| + |ε′ |)ρ (1 + |θ|)|ε − ε′ |
Finally, we assume a local dissipativity assumption.
Assumption 5. There exist M : Rdε → Rdθ ×dθ , b : Rdε → R such that for any x, y ∈ Rdθ ,
hy, M (x)yi ≥ 0
and for all θ ∈ Rdθ and ε ∈ Rdε ,
hH(θ, ε), θi ≥ hθ, M (ε)θi − b(ε).
Remark 4. We note that we can relate parameters introduced in these assumptions to the ones
we introduced in the deterministic case LR and bR . In particular,
LR = L1 E[(1 + |ε0 |)ρ ],

and bR = E[b(ε0 )].

We also note that the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix E[M (ε0 )] is mR .
We can finally state the convergence result of the SGLD for non-convex optimization from
Zhang et al. (2019).
Theorem 6. (Zhang et al., 2019, Corollary 2.9) Let θkη be generated by the SOLAIS recursion (9).
Let Assumptions 3, 4, and 5 hold. Then, there exist constants c0 , c1 , c2 , c3 , ηmax > 0 such that for
every 0 < η ≤ ηmax ,
E[R(θkη )] − R⋆ ≤ c1 e−c0 ηk + c2 η 1/4 + c3 ,
where c0 , c1 , c2 , c3 , ηmax are given explicitly in Zhang et al. (2019).
With this result at hand, we can state the global convergence result of SOLAIS.
Theorem 7. Let θkη be generated by the SOLAIS recursion (9). Let Assumptions 3, 4, and 5 hold.
Then


2
cϕ,π c1 e−c0 ηk
c2 cϕ,π η 1/4
c3 cϕ,π
cϕ ρ⋆
N
≤
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη )
+
+
+
.
k
N
N
N
N
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η
Proof. Let Fk−1 = σ(θ0η , . . . , θk−1
) and Gk = σ(ξ1 , . . . , ξk ). Let Hk = Fk−1


2
cϕ,π R(θkη )
N
.
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη ) Hk ≤
k
N

W

Gk . We next note

We expand the r.h.s. as
cϕ,π R(θkη )
R(θkη ) − R⋆ cϕ ρ⋆
= cϕ,π
+
.
N
N
N
Taking unconditional expectations of boths sides, we obtain


2
E[R(θkη )] − R⋆ cϕ ρ⋆
N
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη )
≤ cϕ,π
+
.
k
N
N
Using Thm. 6 for the term E[R(θkη )] − R⋆ , we obtain the result. 
We can again see that this is a uniform-in-iterations result for the AIS. As opposed to Thm. 5,
the dependence to step-size in this theorem is worse: It is O(η 1/4 ) rather than O(η). The
difference between this result and Thm. 5 about the deterministic case is twofold: First, we
assume that the gradients are stochastic, which is the case for real applications. Second, for
the stochastic gradient H(θ, ε), our assumptions are the weakest possible assumptions, hence
allows us to choose a wider family. It is possible, for example, to obtain better dependence in η
if one assumes that stochastic gradients are uniformly Lipschitz, see, e.g., Xu et al. (2018).

4.3 Convergence rates of SULAIS
SGLD can be slow to converge for some problems. For this reason, its underdamped variant,
SGHMC (and similar others) received significant attention recently for their better numerical
behaviour. In this section, we provide the convergence rates for the case when SGHMC is used
to drive the adaptation to minimize the χ2 divergence.
Theorem 8. (Akyildiz and Sabanis, 2020, Thm. 2.2) Let θkη be generated by the SULAIS recursion
(10)-(11). Let Assumptions 3, 4, and 5 hold. Then, there exist constants c0 , c1 , c2 , c3 , ηmax > 0
such that for every 0 < η ≤ ηmax ,
E[R(θkη )] − R⋆ ≤ c1 e−c0 ηk + c2 η 1/4 + c3 ,

(17)

where c0 , c1 , c2 , c3 , ηmax are given explicitly in Akyildiz and Sabanis (2020).
We can finally conclude with our global convergence result for SULAIS.
Theorem 9. Let θkη be generated by the SULAIS recursion (10)-(11). Let Assumptions 3, 4, and 5
hold. Then under the setting of Thm. 8


2
c2 cϕ,π η 1/4
c3 cϕ,π
cϕ ρ⋆
cϕ,π c1 e−c0 ηk
N
+
+
+
.
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη )
≤
k
N
N
N
N
Proof. The proof follows the same steps as the proof of Thm. 7 using Thm. 8. 
We should note that in general the rates of SOLAIS and SULAIS are the same, unlike in the
convex case (Akyildiz and Míguez, 2021, Remark 12). This is not an artefact of the analysis
above. In general, for dissipative potentials, the analysis of non-convex optimizers is difficult
because of the worst-case scenarios, which unlike the convex case, may cancel the advantages
of second order schemes like SGHMC in theory. We similarly observe that the rates of SOLAIS
and SULAIS are the same in the sense that the convergence rates of SGLD and SGHMC are
similar in the general non-convex setting.
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5 Discussion
In this section, we summarize and discuss the constants in error bounds to provide intuition
about the utility of our results. We restrict our attention to SOLAIS and SULAIS (i.e. we do not
consider the deterministic scheme). In our discussion, we use c0 , c1 , c2 , c3 to denote constants
both in Thm. 7 and 9 as they have the same dependence to problem parameters.
Dimension dependence. Because dissipative non-convex potentials can cover worst case scenarios, the dimension dependence of c1 , c2 are O(ed ) and c0 = O(e−d ) (Zhang et al., 2019,
Akyildiz and Sabanis, 2020). These bounds are, however, worst case scenarios and reflect the
edge cases. In practice, both SGLD and SGHMC perform well with non-convex potentials, leading to well-performing methods. Recall that c3 is given by
d
log
c3 =
2β



eLR (bR β/d + 1)
mR



.

(18)

In this case, one can see that c3 = O(d log(1/d)), which degrades the bound as d grows.
Dependence of inverse temperature β. We note that c0 , c1 , and c2 are O(1/β) whereas βdependence of c3 is O(log β/β) as can be seen from (18). This suggests a strategy to set β large
enough so that c3 = O(log β/β) ≤ ǫ to vanish c3 from the bound. If this is satisfied, then the
second term c2 η 1/4 can be controlled by the step-size and the first term c1 e−c0 ηk vanishes as
k → ∞.
Calibrating step-sizes and the number of particles. The discussion also suggests a possible
heuristic to calibrate the step-sizes and the number of particles of the method: For sufficiently
large k (so that the first term in (16) is sufficiently small), setting N = η −α with α > 0 provides
an overall MSE bound


2
N
≤ O(η α ).
(19)
E (ϕ, π) − (ϕ, πθη )
k

Therefore, one can trade computational efficiency with the statistical accuracy of the method as
manifested by our error bound. For example, a small α would correspond to a low number of
particles, but a potentially high MSE.

6 Conclusions
We have provided global convergence rates for optimized adaptive importance samplers as
introduced by Akyildiz and Míguez (2021). Specifically, we considered the case of general proposal distributions and described adaptation schemes that globally optimize the χ2 -divergence
between the target and the proposal, leading to uniform error bounds for the resulting AIS
schemes. Our approach is generic and can be adapted to several other schemes that are shown
to be globally convergent. In other words, our guarantees apply when one replaces the SGLD or
SGHMC with other optimizers, i.e., variance reduced variants (Zou et al., 2019), or tamed Euler
schemes (Lim et al., 2021) or polygonal schemes (Lim and Sabanis, 2021) which handle even
more relaxed assumptions and enjoy improved stability. Our future work plans also include a
separate and comprehensive numerical investigation of several different schemes to assess the
global optimization performance of these optimizers to be used within the AIS schemes.
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Appendix
A Gradient of R(θ)
We derive the gradient in (7) as follows.
∇R(θ) = ∇θ

Z

Π2 (x)
qθ (x)dx,
qθ2 (x)

Z 2
Π (x)
dx,
= ∇θ
qθ (x)
Z 2
Π (x)
=−
∇qθ (x)dx,
qθ2 (x)
Z 2
Π (x)
∇ log qθ (x)qθ (x)dx,
=−
qθ2 (x)

 2
Π (X)
∇ log qθ (X) .
= −E 2
qθ (X)
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