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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a weak approximation of the reflection coupling (RC) for stochastic differential equations
(SDEs), and prove it converges weakly to the desired coupling. In contrast to the RC, the proposed approximate
reflection coupling (ARC) need not take the hitting time of processes to the diagonal set into consideration and can
be defined as the solution of some SDEs on the whole time interval. Therefore, ARC can work effectively against
SDEs with different drift terms. As an application of ARC, an evaluation on the effectiveness of the stochastic
gradient descent in a non-convex setting is also described. For the sample size n, the step size 7, and the batch size
B, we derive uniform evaluations on the time with orders n=*, n'/2, and \/(n — B)/B(n — 1), respectively.

Keywords: Reflection Coupling; Stochastic Differential Equation; Gradient Descent; Non-convex Optimization

1. Introduction

Finding a good coupling v between two probability measures p and v is important for evaluating the difference
between them. Here, v is said to be a coupling between u and v if each marginal distributions of + coincide with p
and v, respectively. In fact, the Wasserstein distance ﬂﬁ], which measures the difference between two probability
measures through good couplings of them, is bounded by the Kullback-Leibler divergence E] and is one direction
to connect the probability theory with the information theory. In particular, it is worth finding a good coupling
between laws of solutions of stochastic differential equations (SDEs), which appear frequently in applications.

For a good coupling between laws of solutions of SDEs, ﬂﬁ] introduced the reflection coupling (RC). For a
continuously differentiable function H : R? — R and a d-dimensional Brownian motion W, for example, we consider
Langevin dynamics along with the gradient VH of H.

dX; = —VH(X,)dt + dW;. (1.1)
Then, the RC for (1) is defined by
dY; = =V H(Y,)dt + (Ig — 2ece] )dW;, t<T, Y,=X;, t>T. (1.2)

Here, I; denotes the d x d identity matrix, T = inf{¢t > 0 | X; = Y;} is the hitting time of (X,Y") to the diagonal
set, and e; = (X; — Y;)/||X; — Yi||ga. Thus, for each t < T, the orthogonal matrix I; — 2e.e] defines a plane
symmetric transformation with respect to a plane orthogonal to e;. Therefore, denoting the indicator function
of a set A by xa, W/ = fOt(Id — 2x(s<r}€ses )AWs defines the Brownian motion whose instant increments are
plane symmetric with those of W. In particular, Y is also a weak solution of (II]) by the Markov property of X,
and (X,Y) is a process that approaches to the diagonal set by the symmetry of W and W’. In fact, ﬂa] proved
the inequality E[pa(Xy,Y:)] < e “E[p2(Xo, Yp)] for some ¢ > 0 and a function ps : R? x R? — R that satisfies
|z = yllga < Cpa(z,y) for some C' > 0. Thus, the 1-Wasserstein distance between Langevin dynamics (1) with
different initial values converges to 0 as ¢ tends to infinity.

However, the RC does not work for Langevin dynamics with different or functional drift terms since, in this
case, Y is not the weak solution of the SDE it should solve because of the definition of it for ¢ > 7. For Langevin
dynamics with different drift terms, ﬂﬂ] proposed the sticky coupling as a substitute for the RC. However, the sticky
coupling can evaluate only the probability that this coupling is out of the diagonal set for each fixed time. That
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is, we cannot evaluate important quantities like 1-Wasserstein distance by the sticky coupling. Therefore, we can
conclude that good couplings for Langevin dynamics that are more general than (ILT]) have not been found.

In this paper, we propose the following approximate reflection coupling (ARC) that also works for Langevin
dynamics that are more general than (LT).

.
Ay, = —VHY,)dt + (I — 2h(|X¢ = VD |pa)elPel® Yawy, t> 0. (1.3)

Here, egs) = (Xt—Yt(E))/HXt—Yt(E) |ga and h. : R — [0, 1] is an arbitrary C'-function that values 0 in a neighborhood
of the origin and 1 outside of another neighborhood. (3] has an advantage in that it can define Y () as the solution
of the SDE defined on the whole time interval. In other words, in contrast to the RC, (L3) does not need the
particular definition of Y'(¢) for ¢ after the hitting time to the diagonal set and can handle the case of different or
functional drift terms. The first main result, Theorem 2.2 states that the ARC defined between a semi-martingale
and Langevin dynamics, which is a more general case than (ILT]) and ([3]), converges weakly to the desired coupling.

The second main result is an application of Theorem to the theoretical analysis of stochastic gradient
Langevin dynamics (SGLD) in a non-convex setting. As we will see later, the problem to evaluate the effectiveness
of SGLD is equivalent to the problem to evaluate the difference between Langevin dynamics with different drift
terms. Thus, we can derive a sharp evaluation of the effectiveness of SGLD by using ARC.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2l we give accurate statements of our main results of weak
convergence of ARC and evaluations for SGLD. Section [B] describes the proof of the first main result, Theorem 2.2]
and Sections @ Bl and [Glare devoted to the proofs of the three inequalities given in the second main result, Theorem
24l Finally, auxiliary results are given in Appendix.

2. Main Result

To formulate our first main result, we introduce the following notations. {F;} is a filtration that satisfies usual
condition (Definition 1.2.25 in [13]) and W is a d-dimensional {F; }-Brownian motion. X, and Y; are Fy-measurable
R<-valued random variables and V is a d-dimensional {; }-adapted continuous process with bounded variation and
initial value Vo = 0. C(]0,00); RY) denotes the set of all continuous functions from [0,00) to R? and a functional
G : [0,00) x C([0, 00); R?) — RY is progressively measurable (Definition 3.5.15, [13]). Then, we impose the following
assumption. Here, LP(€;R?) is the set of all p-th integrable random variables from Q to R? and V is the total
variation of V.

Assumption 2.1. For some p > 2, Xo, Yy € LP(;RY) and E[||Vt|\§d] < oo holds for all t > 0. In addition, there
exists a constant K (t) for all t > 0 such that the following inequalities hold for all v, € C(]0,00); RY).

1G (s, 0) = G(s,¥)llpe < K@) sup Jlo(w) = d(w)llpe, O<s<t, (2.1)
1G(s, 9)l[re < K(t) (1 + sup |</7(u)|]Rd> , 0<s<t. (2.2)
0<u<s

Under Assumption 2] for a constant o # 0, we define the semi-martingale X as
)(t::)QJA—YQ-+-UP®}, t 2 0 (2.3)

and denote the solution of the functional SDE
t
Yt:YO—I—/ G(s,Y)ds+ oWy, >0 (2.4)
0

by Y. Thus, Gronwall’s lemma yields E[supg<,<; ||Ys|[ha] < oo for all £ > 0.
Under the aforementioned notations, for all ¢ > 0, we define the ARC between X and Y by

.
dv,? = G, YO)dt + o(Ig — 2h (| Xs — Vi |pa)es el )aw, 2.5)
YéE)ZZYB. ’
Here, ega) =(X; — Yt(a))/HXt - Yt(E) |ga and h. : R — [0, 1] is an arbitrary C*-function that satisfies
he(a) =0, |a| <e, (2.6)
he(a) =1, |a| > 2e. '

Our first main result is stated as follows, where £(Z) denotes the law of a random variable Z.



Theorem 2.2. Under Assumption[21], we can take a subsequence e, and a coupling v between L(X) and L(Y') so
that L(X, Y(”)) converges weakly to .

Next, to formulate our second main result, we introduce the following notations. Z is the set of all data
points and £(w; z) denotes the loss on z € Z for a parameter w € R%. z;,...,z, are independent and identically
distributed (IID) samples generated from the distribution D on Z. For the batch size B < n, {I;}7°, denotes
the sequence of random extraction from {1,...,n} with size B. Finally, for each parameter w € R?, we define
the expected loss, the empirical loss, and its mini-batch by L(w) = E.p[l(w;z)], Ln(w) = 237" | (w; 2;) and

Ly p(w) = % Zielk £(w; z;), respectively. For the step size 7 > 0 and the inverse temperature 8 > 0, we define the
SGLD X (m-B) as

X = xB) (k)T L (X)) + 2]BWe = W), k<t < (k+1)n. (2.7)
There are many existing works @, B, @, B, , , , , , , , , , , , , ] aimed at evaluating the

effectiveness of SGLD. In almost all of them, the goal is to derive a sharp bound for fixed large ¢ to the quantity

E[L(X™ )] — min L(w) (2.8)

weRd

in terms of n, n, B and .
Let two processes X (™ and X (™" defined by

dx™ = VL, (X")dt + \/2/BdW;,  t>0, (2.9)
X = —(t = kn)VLa(X0") + V2/BWe = W), kn<t<(k+1)p (2.10)

have the same initial values as X ("5) Then, the quantity (Z8) can be decomposed as

E[L(X{™""))] = min L(w) = {BILX")] = E[L, (X))} + {E[L.(X{™)] — min L(w)}. (2.11)

wER weRd

According to (3.26) in @] and the result in ﬂa], the second term in the R.H.S of (ZII) is bounded by the form
of constant times e~* 4+ df~!log(8/d + 1). Thus, the problem to derive a bound to ([ZJ) can be reduced to the
problem to evaluate the first term in the R.H.S of (211]), which is the difference between Langevin dynamics with
different drift terms, and ARC can be applied to evaluate it.

To evaluate the first term in the R.H.S of (ZI1]), we impose the following assumption, which is commonly used
in previous works. Here, C*(R%;R) is the set of all C*-functions from R¢ to R.

Assumption 2.3. The same initial value of (2.7), (Z3) and (ZI0) belongs to L*(;RY). The loss ((w;z) is
nonnegative and satisfies sup, ¢z [£(0; z)| < oo and sup,cz || VE(0; 2)||ge < A for some A > 0. Thus, the expected
loss L(w) = E.p[l(w; 2)] is well-defined. In addition, ((-;z) € C*(R?; R) satisfies the following two conditions for
all z € Z.

(1) (m,b)-dissipative for some m,b > 0. Here, H € C1(R%R) is said to be (m,b)-dissipative when the following
inequality holds.

(VH(z),z)ga > ml|z||2s —b, =R (2.12)

(2) M-smooth for some M > 0. Here, H € C*(R% R) is said to be M -smooth when the following inequality holds.
IVH(z) = VH(y)|ps < M|z — yllge, @,y € R (2.13)
As in previous works [18, 20, 23, [24], we decompose the first term in the R.H.S of @II) to the sum of

E[L(X™" PN — B[L(X{"™™)], B[L(X™™)] — B[L(X™)] and E[L(X{™)] — E[L,,(X™)], and prove the following
bounds. Here, f = O,(g) means that there exists a constant C\, > 0 depends only on « such that f < Cyg.

Theorem 2.4. Under Assumption [Z3, for some ng = O (1), the following inequalities hold uniformly on
0< n < To- HET@, Qo = (mabv MvﬂvAaE[HXO”]?Qd]?d)

(1) |EIL(X{™)] = E[Lu(XI))| < Oag(n),



(2) |BIL(X"™)] = BIL(X{))| < Oay(n'/?),

(3) |BILX" )] — BIL(X™))| < Oay(n/? +/(n — B)/B(n — 1)).

Since ¢ is large, Theorem ] (2) and (3) are refinements of Corollary 2.9 in [24] and Theorem 3.6 in [23], which
are the sharpest evaluation on 17 and B among previous works, respectively. On the other hand, a bound equivalent
to Theorem [Z4] (1) has already been shown in Theorem 1 in M], which is the sharpest evaluation on n among

previous works. However, in this p per, we prove Theorem 241 (1), (2), and (3) by a single same method based
ARC, while previous works HE . . have derived bounds for n, n and B in individual ways.

3. Proof of First Main Result

In this section, we prove our first main result, Theorem The scheme of our proof is as follows. First, we
prove the tightness of (X,Y(®)) and the existence of its weak limit (X,Y). Next, we confirm that ¥ solves the
martingale problem corresponding to ([24]) and the law of Y coincides with that of Y. Therefore, the weak limit
(X,Y) defines a coupling between £(X) and £(Y'), and Theorem 22 is proved.

3.1. Auziliary lemmas

To prove Thorem 2221 we prepare the following three lemmas assuming Assumption 2.1

Lemma 3.1. There exists the strong solution (X,Y®)) of (Z3) uniquely and sup,- Elsupg< < |(Xs, v Mzal <
oo holds for each fized t > 0.

Proof. The existence and uniqueness are standard. The latter claim can be proved by Gronwall’s lemma. O
Lemma 3.2. The family {(X,Y®)}.s is tight.

Proof. According to Theorem 2.4.10 and Problem 2.4.11 in ﬂﬂ], we only have to prove the following two conditions
since X is independent of ¢ > 0.

[T1] sup,.o B[ Yy |[4] < oo,

[T2] sup.., B, - v{|¢

[ga] < Cp(t—s)*,  T>0, 0<s<t<T.

Here, v > 0 and ¢,r > 0 are constants independent of 7', while C7 > 0 may depend on T.
For [T1], we can take v = p by Lemma[31] For [T2], we have

t
Bl - v O|5,) < 2° {(t —s)7 / B[ G(u, Y )|Pldu + Oy ((t - SW)}

by Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality. Thus, [T2] holds for ¢ = p, r = min{p/2—1,p/(p—1)} by Lemma3Il O

Lemma 3.3. For any subsequence ¢, we can extract a further subsequence €y, so that
. (eey,) (ee,,)
Jim {1 = he, (12,7 NIz Yhe,, (12 [lra) = 0
—00

holds almost everywhere on [0,00) x §2. Here, Zt(a) =X, — Yt(E).

Proof. Since el(-;) = ZZ-(Z)/HZS(E)HW, for all 6 > 0, we have

d (s) (©)
Z( o - D >< ) = g ,
S 125912, + )12 (||Z§€|Rd+5>3/2 (128912, + )32

Here, 6;; denotes the Kronecker’s delta. Thus, Ito’s formula yields
1
12130 + 9172

289 |gahe (|| 25 t
/ H ”(ﬂfd ( ”Rd)< @) dW,)g d+202/
(125 +0)1/2 o (

t
1129120+ 8)Y2 = (|22 +6)/% + / : (2, dV, — G(s,YO)ds)ga

She (| 281))2
12812, + 8)3/2

12



Since h is not 0 only on {|a| > &},

2y o 179 )men (129 |z)

She (|28 ) 5
— Xy €s s <
(||Z§€)||]§d+5)1/2 {Z:7#0} (||Z§€)||]§d+6)1/2

_>
(1257130 + 022 — (224 9)2

he(29),

hold as 6 — 0. Therefore, taking the limit § — 0, we find that ||Z ||Rd is a one-dimensional semi-martingale
satisfying

t
1252 s + / X 0y €67V, = Gs, Y O s+ 20 [ hel(1240) ) €9 AW,
0

128 g + Vi + M.

12| ga

According to (3.7.10) in [13], the local time A©) (¢, a) of ||Zt(s)||Rd is given by
t t
AO @, z) = |2 ||ga — al = 128 |[a — al — / sgn([| 2 |ga — a)dM) — / sgn([| 2 | ga — )V
0 0

In particular, for each fixed ¢, sup.~ <1 E[A®)(t,a)] < oo holds by Lemma [B1l In addition, by the definition of
the local time, we have

/ o(1Z49 |[g) d(M ), = / w(@A©(t, a)da (3.1)
0 R

for all measurable function v : R — [0, 00). Taking v =1 — h. in B1), since 1 — h. is not 0 only on {|a| < 2¢}, we
obtain

[0 2O 120 s = 15 [ (1= ne@)A O aia= 15 [0 ne@a© s ayin

Thus,
lim E/ {1 = he (125 |za) }he (1 2 ||pa)*ds] < Tim = swp EAC(ta)] =0

L—00 {—o00 O 8>0,‘a‘§2€

holds and we can extract a subsequence g, so that {1 — hsek(”ngek)HRd)}hslk(”ngek)HRd) — 0 holds almost
everywhere on [0, ¢] x €. Applying the diagonal argument, we obtain the desired result. O

3.2. Proof of Theorem [2

By Lemma [3.2] and Prohorov’s theorem, we can extract a subsequence ¢ so that (X, Y (£2)) has its weak limit
(X,Y). To confirm that £(X,Y) is a coupling between £(X) and L(Y), we only have to show £(Y) = L(Y) since
L(X) = L£(X) is obvious. Furthermore, the pathwise uniqueness of ([Z4) yields the weak uniqueness of itself by
corollary to Lemma 5.1.2 in ] Therefore, according to Propositions 5.4.6 and 5.4.11 in ], we only have to
prove that M/ defined by ([3.2) below is a martingale for all compact supported f € C?(R%; R).

MY = f5) = F50) = [ (G 7). Tgeds = [ ArTyas (3.2

For each s > 0, let By be the smallest o-algebra on C([0, 00); R?) such that the map C([0, 00); RY) > ¢ +— ¢(min{-, s})
is Bs-measurable. By Ito’s formula,

MED = ) — 1) - /t<G<s,Y<E>>,Vf<YS<E>>>Rdds—”—2 [ s
2 0

0

+ 20 Z / Y1 = he([1 28 |ra) he (| 289 [l )l e ds. (3.3)
7,7=1
is a martingale for all ¢ > 0. Thus, for all s < ¢ and Bs-measurable bounded continuous functional F :

C(]0,00); RY) — R, we have

EM D PO = BMEDF(YO)) (3.4)



By Lemma B3] extracting a further subsequence of ¢, if needed, we may assume that
{1 = he, (1289 |ma) Yhe, (126 |a) — 0
holds almost everywhere. As a result, taking the limit € — 0 along with &, in (34]), Lemma [A2] yields
E[M/F(Y)] = E[M{F(Y)]. (3.5)

([@3) means that M/ is a martingale. O

4. Bounds on the Difference between Langevin Dynamics with Different Drift Terms

In this section, we describe the first application of Theorem 2.2l We apply Theorem 2.2] to the evaluation of the
difference between Langevin dynamics along with gradients of F, G € C*(R%;R), and prove Theorem 24 (1) as its
corollary. Here, F' and G are assumed to be (m, b)-dissipative and M-smooth.

Let X and Y be the solutions of SDEs with initial values X and Yj

dX, = —VF(X,)dt + \/2/BdW, (4.1)
dY, = =V G(Y;)dt + \/2/BdW;, (4.2)

respectively. First, adopting the technique developed in ﬂa], we derive a bound on the difference between £(X;) and
L(Y;) on the bases of the ARC (X, Y(®)) of (X,Y) defined by

{dYt(E) — VGV dt + /2TB(La — 2 (| Xe — Vi |ga)el e yaw, (43)

v = v,
Here, ei”) = (X, — Y*)/|1X; — ¥ ||pa.

4.1. Notations form [6]

Before going into the details, we prepare the special case of notations used in ﬂa] For p > 0, define V,, : R? - R
by Vp(x) = ||z}, and let Vj(x) = 1 + V,(z). For constants C(p) and A(p) defined in Lemma[A.3] let

C=C@2)+A2), A=)x(2) (4.4)
and let
Sy = {(z,y) € RE x R | Va(x) + Va(y) < 2271C3, (4.5)
So = {(z,y) € RY x R? | Va(x) + Va(y) < 4C(1+A7H)}. (4.6)

The diameters of S; and Sy are denoted by R; and R, respectively, where the diameter of a set I' C R? is defined

by SUPg yer lz — yl|ga-
For a constant  defined by (AI0), we define Q(x) b

197 (0) s 2
- 4 - —ov/r—rZe (0,1 47
Q) = S Va@ e T} ool (1 + o By 2V e €00 (4.7

and functions ¢, ® : [0,00) — [0,00) by

olr) = exp( MB o2 aq(eyr ) o) = [ ols)is (15)
0
respectively. For constants ¢ and & defined by
Rz Rl
%::/O (s)p(s) 'ds, %::/O (s)p(s)ds, (4.9)
let
min{r, Rg} g min{r,Ry}
yi=1-—2 s — > P ~lds. 4.10
t/ et [ (s)p(s) " ds (4.10)



Furthermore, for
min{r,Ra}
>
f(r) = /0 pls)gls)ds, =0 (4.11)
T, r <0
and U(z,y) =1+ &Va(x) + £Va(y), let
pa(a,y) = f(lz = yllea)U(z,y),  z,y € RE (4.12)

Finally, for probability measures p and v on R?, denoting the set of all couplings between them by II(u,v), let

W)= ot [ palo)ldady), (4.13)
YEM(p,v) JRd «Rd

Here, for random variables Z; and Z, W,,(L(Z1), L(Z>)) may be abbreviated as W,,(Z1, Z2).

4.2. Uniform bound on the time for the difference between ([f-1]) and ({7-2)

The following Proposition dIlis an extension of Theorem 2.2 in ﬂa] to the case of different drift terms. Although
Proposition ] is proved in the same manner as Theorem 2.2 in ﬂa], we give the complete proof of it to explain that
the error terms caused by adopting ARC do not disturb the proof.

Proposition 4.1. Let Xg,Yy € L*(;RY) and let ¢ == min{%, %,20)\.%}. Then, for the solutions X and Y of
(1) and {f-3), we have

t
Wi (X0 ¥0) < = Epa(Xo, Yol + 0 (7 [ e BIIVF(Y) ~ VG000 205 (114)
0
Here, o= (mv b7 Mvﬁv HVF(O)HRdv HVG(O)HRdv E[”XO”]?W]? E[HYEJ”]?WL d)'
Proof. Fix e > 0 and let Zt(s) =X, - Yt(s) for X, and Yt(s) defined by ([@3)).
Step 1 Evaluation of f(||Zt(8)||Rd).

As in the proof of Lemma B3] we can show that ||Zt(8) |lga is an one-dimensional semi-martingale satisfying

t D) t
1780 = 1 [ X 10 e VEOE) = VGO s + 20/ [ 17 2, W
0 0

Let A®)(t,a) be the local time of ||Z(®)||ga. Since f is a concave function by Lemma [AT10, Tanaka’s formula
(Theorem 3.7.1 in [13]) yields

t
FUIZE ) = 126 |e) = — / FLUZONm)x 500 40y (€8, VF(X,) = VGV gads
2 [ 1z ©) ©) L ANE
+2/5 [ 020 I0he (178 ) (e, aWlsa + 5 | A aus(da)

Here, f’ and gy denote the left derivative and the second derivative measure of f, respectively. Whereas, by the
definition of the local time, for a measurable function v = x(r, r,}, we have

8 t
5/ X{Rth}(HZS(E)||Rd)h€(||Zs(s)”Rd)2d5:/RX{Rth}(a)A(E)(tva)da:0' (4.15)
0

Since h.(a) is equal to 1 if |a| > 2, the occupation time of ||Z(®)||ga on {Ri, Ry} must be 0 by @IH) if ¢ is
sufficiently small for By and Rs. Thus, we may assume f € C%(R;R) when we consider its value at ||ZS€) |lga-



Similarly, since pr({R1, R2}) <0 by Lemma [ATT] the definition of the local time yields

/ At a)pug(da) < / X (s o (@A (¢, @)y (dar)

— 00 —

= / Xe\(Ry,Ro} (@) 7 (@)AE)(t, a)da

8 t
=5 [ 02O 1h12 o s,
0
Therefore, we obtain

df (12 ma) < =1 (122 )X o 2y (e, VE(X0) = VGV padt
4

Bf”<||Z§€>||Rd>hs<||Z§€>||Rd>2dt.

2
+20 2021287 o e, W) +
Finally, by M-smoothness of F', we have
(ef), VF(Xy) = VE(Y,)za < M[|Z{ 0. (4.16)
Furthermore, by Lemma [A12] we have also
Mp
P12 o) < = (2120 s + 2009 ) 702 )

¢ §
= F 027 lr)x 0,1 (1267 ) = 5 £ UV ZE o) x0,1) (1267 1m)-
As a result, noting 0 < f’ < 1, we obtain

df (122 ||ga) < |[VF(Y) = VG(V) |gadt + M| ZE |[ga{l — he(| 25 |[ga)}dt

2 £ £ € 8@ R € £
20 202128 e e, a0 = S 120 e 1240 o Pt
C g g 5 g €
= 502 )X, 126 )t = 5 £ U2 o) 0,10 (1227 )t (4.17)

Step 2 Evaluation of U(Xy, Yt(a)).

Tto’s formula yields

) B © d )
AU (X1, Y,®) = w(LrTa(X,) + LoV, — LA o) ¥ PelZ ) S 90z vt
ij=1

2 _ — 2 _
[ STT000) + FTK), W — 2002124 ) e, DTl
(4.18)
Here, Ly = —(VH,V)ga — A, for H € C'(R%R). According to Lemma [A8] by the (m,b)-dissipativity of F'

and G, we have
LeVa(X) + LeVa(Y ) < 20 = AVa(X™) + Va(¥,))).

Furthermore, by Lemma [A29] and ([@3)), we have also

L™ oras) = &
2Ck < 3 </0 o(s) @(s)ds) =3



Thus, (A]) and (A9) yield
K(LrVa(Xe) + La VoY)

A
= K(LPVa(X0) + LVa (V) X0, (127 l1ra) = 5 min{ 1L ACKIU (X0 Y )X (Ra,00) (1207 1)

IN

@ |

A
X012 Ige) = 5 min{1,4CK}U (X, V)X Rz 00 (1227 |10)

IN

A
U Y 0 (127 llra) = 5 min{ 1, 4ACKIU (X0, Y )X (a0 (1207 ).
As a result, since the Hessian matrix of V5 is nonnegative-definite, we obtain
dU (%, Y

A
< (5000 YO0 1287 o) = 5 min{ 1 ACKYU (X0 VS (1287 ) )

+n\/%<vv2<xt>+vv2< ), th>Rd—2m¢; he(128 ) (el VVa (Y ) g (i), dWi )

Step 3 Evaluation of pa(Xy, Yt(E)).

According to the representations of f(HZt(E)”Rd) and U (X, Y;(E)) as semi-martingales,

4

A f(1ZO ), UX, YO = = /(128 gy he (122 | 20)2 (€82, VVa(X2) = VVa(VE))padt

(4.19)

4K _ _
+ =128 ) {1 = he (128 [ra) e (1282 ma) (), VVa(X) + V(Y )gadt

B
holds. By the definition of Q(k), for all x # y we have

. <vv2<x> VTh(y). i> < K| VTa(@) — VTa(y) g

e
IVl Vo0l
< (F0E )
< 20U ().

Thus,

FUZE ea)U(Xe, YV (1128 ||pa)2d

17 o) U (XY ), < 2

4K _ _
+ 5= he(| 28 |2a) e (1 2 [pa) el VVa(Xy) + VTa(V))gadt

holds.
For the first term in the R.H.S of

d(f (12 ||ga), U (X0, V)

= U(Xe, YY) df (1 2 |ga) + F(1 2 ||0a)dU (X2, Y O) + d{f (| 29| a), U(X, Y O)),,

the following holds by Step 1.
U(X0, Y )df (|2 |1za)
¢ ¢
< —szm,n@))xm)(nzt@||Rd>dt = (XY, Y X 0.0 (12 |[a)dt

8Q(x)

5 FUZE ) U(Xe, Y he (120 ||pa)2d

+UX, YVFES) - VG, )| |gadt —

(4.20)

(4.21)

”ﬁ N2 1ga)U (Xe, YV he (1 252 |ga) (e, dWe)ga + MU (X4, V) 282 | ma{l — he (| 282 | a)? bt



Similarly, for the second term in the R.H.S of (£2I)), the following holds by Step 2.
U2 |ra)dU (X, Y

A B
s<§p2<xt,n< X0, (1267 |a) = 5 min{1, 4Ck} pa(X,, ¥)x (Rz,oo><||zt“||w>> di
2 g [/ [/ g
o[22 ) (T2 + T3, aWis

20y 2 P28 e 128 ) el T el Wi
As a result, there exists a martingale M) such that

dpa (X1, Y,))

A £ 1> £ £
< mindS 2cm}p2<xt,n< Nt + U (X, V) VE(Y) = VG(YD) |[gadt

B2
+ MU (X4, YY) 28 |ma {1 = he (|1 25 | pa)? Yt
4 £ 1>
+§{ he(1287|za)}he (1287 ||ga) (el WV (X,) + VR(YS)) gadt
+dM®. (4.22)

Since ||Zt€) lga{l— hE(HZt(E)HRd)2} < 2¢, taking expectation in both sides of [@22]) and the limit ¢ — 0, Lemma [33]
and Theorem yield

¢ ¢
Wi (X, Y) < Elpa(Xo, o)) = ¢ [ Wy (X Yo)ds + [ BV YOIVF(Y.) = V(Y. salds
0 0
Thus, d(e“W,,(X:,Y:)) < e E[U (X, Y1)||VF(Y:) — VG(Y2)||ga]dt, and therefore we obtain
¢
Woo (X, Y1) < e Elp2(Xo, Yo)] +€7Ct/ e“EU(X, Y5)[IVF(Ys) = VG(Ys)[[ralds
0

t
e_CtE[pg(Xo,Yo)]+supE[U(Xu,Yu)2]1/2e_Ct/ e E[|VF(Y,) — VG(Y,)|[3a]?ds.
u>0 0

Since sup, o E[U(Xu, Yu)?]"/? = Oq(1) by Lemma[A4] the proof is completed. O

As a corollary to Proposition 1] we can bound the difference between Gibbs measures 74 r(dz) oc e #F(@)dyg
and 7g,G(dr) o< e #¢@)dz in term of the difference between gradients VF and VG. The integral of a function h
with respect to measure u is denoted by p(h).

Corollary 4.2. Let F and G be nonnegative and let H € C*(R% R) be M’-smooth. Then, we have

|ms,r(H) — 75,6 (H)|

1/2
< O b, MM B[V H(0)|ga [V F(0) g, VG (0) | ga <(/le |VF(z) — VG(:E)HD%dmg(d;v)) ) . (4.23)

Proof. According to (5.4.58) in [11], Gibbs measures mg,r and 7g ¢ are invariant measures for X and Y defined by
(@I) and [@2) , respectively. Thus, applying Proposition ] for £(Xo) = mg,r and L(Yy) = ms,¢ and taking the
limit ¢ — oo, we obtain by Lemma [A 1] that

1/2
W, (78,7, 78,G) < O b, MBIV H () o | VF(O) 0 VE(O) g d <</ [VF(x (x)llf@m,c(dﬂ:)> ) :

Since we have by Lemma [A.T5]

(mg,r(H) = 76,6(H)| < Omp a0, |0 Q) |gard Wee (78,7, T5,6)) »

the result follows from Proposition E11 O

10



4.3. Proof of Theorem[27) (1)

For zi,...,2, and zj,...,z,, suppose that there exists at most one ip such that z;, # z; . Then, setting

) “n

L (w) = 237" £(w; z]) and denoting X™ by Y™ when the L,, is replaced by L/, in [Z3), Proposition Ex1] and

T n

Lemma [A.15] yield the following for all z € Z.
t
BLACK™52)] - B2 < O, (e [ BIVE (1) = VL (V) 3l 205
0

< Og, (n_l) .
Here, we used Lemma [A4] in the second inequality. In particular, by Theorem 2.2 in [10], if 21,..., 2, are IIDs
generated from D, then
EIL(X") = ElLn(X{)]| < O, (n7")
holds. |

5. Bounds on the Discretization Error for Langevin Dynamics

In this section, we prove Theorem [2.4] (2) as the second application of Theorem 22l In our proof, it is important
that Theorem 2.2 admits the case of G is a functional.

In the following, we fix > 0 and assume F € C'(R%;R) is (m, b)-dissipative and M-smooth. For initial values
X and Y), we consider the solutions X and Y of ({1l and

dY; = —VF(YLt/an)dt—I— \/Q/ﬂth, (51)
respectively. Here, |-| denotes the floor function. Then we define the ARC between X and Y by
s)T

VAW,

&K@=—V”W%mw+wﬂmm—%ﬂwr4#%wé%§ 52)

YO(S) =Y.

Note that the functional G' defined by G(t,¢) = VE(p([t/n]|n)) for ¢ € C([0,00); R?) is progressively measurable
and satisfies (2I)) and (2.2)).

5.1. Uniform bound on the time for the difference between (4.1) and {51)

Proposition (] below gives a uniform evaluation on the time to the discretization error of () with order
n*/2. Since the proof of Proposition [5.1]is quite similar to that of Proposition EZI], we only explain the important
difference of those in the following proof.

Proposition 5.1. Let X and Y be the solutions of (1) and (Gl with initial values Xo, Yo € L*(Q;RY), respec-
tively. Then there exists some 1ng = Om a(1) and the following inequality holds uniformly on 0 < n < ng.

W, (X4, Vi) < e E[pa(Xo, Yo)] + Om,b,M,ﬂ,IIF(O)||Rd,E[nXo|\§d1,E[||YD|\§d],d(771/2). (5.3)
Here, ¢ > 0 is the constant defined in Proposition [{.]]
Proof. Fix € > 0 and let Ztg) =X — Yt(g) for X; and Yt(g) defined by ([&.2)).

Step 1 Evaluation of f(||Zt(8)||Rd).

In this case, [@I6]) is replaced by

Vet < MY — Y | lga + MIZE|za.

() ()
(e, , VF(X;) = VF(Y,; Lt/n)n

Ls/nln
Thus, f(||Zt(8)||Rd) is a semi-martingale that satisfies
ladt + M Z o {1 = he(11 2 o)}t

2 £ £ 5 8 / € €
44¢%fwdmemwﬁmwﬁpdwmw—i%@fmdmemwﬁmn%t

£ c c
WW%”WMQmM4UWMt

A (12 me) < MV - v

¢ c c
—7ﬁmdmwu@mmwﬁmuﬁ—
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Step 2 Evaluation of U(Xy, Yt(s)).

In this case, the term 2x(Y; VAR VF(Y(S)

Lt/an) VF( )>Rddt is added to [@I8). Thus, we have

13 A
dU (X, Y7 < (wat,n<€>>x<o,Rl]<||Z£€>||Rd> — 5 min{14CKIU (X0, Y, )X (o, (12,7 1) ) dt

+2M ||V MY — V)

Lt/ IR2dlE

+m\/%<vv2<xt>+vv2< ), th>Rd—2m¢; he (128 ) el VVa (VD)) ra el Wy )z

Step 3 Evaluation of pa(Xy, Yt(E)).

The martingale parts of semi-martingales f(||Zt(5) lga) and U (X, Yt(s)) are the same as those in the proof of Propo-
sition LT] Therefore, (£20) holds. For ([{2I)), in this case, M||Yt(€) Lt/ In |lgadt and 2M,‘$||Y(5 |lga ||Y(5

YLEf?)an |lgadt are added to the upper bounds of df(||Zt(s) lga) and dU (X, Yt( )), respectively. As a result, there exists
a martingale M () such that

< —nin{ £,3.200 b (X ¥t 4 MUCE YD) + 26 (12N IV N MY = ¥,
+ MU(X0, YN 2 |ra {1 = he (1287 ||ga)? Yt
- %{1 — he (12 | 2a) e (1 2 | 2a) (e, VVA(Xy) + VT (Y,)))adt
+dM®.
Hence, as in the proof of Proposition fIl we obtain
W, (X1, Y2) < Elpa(Xo, Yo)] — ¢ / W (X, Va)ds + M / B{U (X0, Y2) + 267 (B)|Yallaa Vi — Yie/njnlralds
Thus, since
(W, (X1, Y1) < M@ E[{U(X1,Yy) + 26 (R) | Yillra HIYe = Vit /il dt
we obtain
sz (Xt,Y})

t
< e “Ep2(Xo, Yo)| + Mefct/ e E{U(Xs,Ys) + 26f (R2)|[Ys|[ra }HYs = Yisn)y lIralds
0

t
< " Elpa(Xo,Yo)] + Mosup B[{U(X,. Yo) 4 20 (Re) |Valla 126 [ e E{IY. = Y 2] .
u> 0

Lemmas and complete the proof. O

5.2. Proof of Theorem[27) (2)
By Lemma [A.15] we have

[EILE™™)) = BILX™)]| < Ombir .. Wen (X", X (™).

Thus, applying Proposition b1l to F' = L,,, we obtain the desired result. O
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6. Bounds on the Mini-batch Error for Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.4 (3) as the third application of Theorem As in the previous section,
it is important that Theorem admits the case of G is a functional.
In the following, we fix 7 > 0 and for simplification, abbreviate X ™"5) and X (™" defined by 7)) and ZI0)
as X and Y, respectively. Then, we define the ARC between X and Y by
4Y, = ~VL (Y5, )t + /2B (La — 2he(|X; = Y, )l Yawr, (6.1)
v = Xo.

6.1. Uniform bound on the time for the difference between (2.7) and (210)

Proposition below gives a uniform evaluation on the time to the mini batch error of (ZI0) with order
\/(n — B)/B(n — 1). As in the previous section, we only explain the important difference between the proof of the
following Proposition and that of Proposition [£]]in the following proof.

Proposition 6.1. Under Assumption [2.3, there exists some ny = Opm a(1) and the following inequality holds
uniformly on 0 <n <.

W, (X1, Y:) < Ouo(nt/? ++/(n — B)/B(n — 1)). (6.2)
Proof. Fix e > 0 and let Zt(s) =X, - Yt(s) for X, and Yt(s) defined by (@GI)).
Step 1 Evaluation of f(||Z\%|za).
In this case, ([4.10) is replaced by

(&) v©
(€™ Vi, 1t/m) (Xt /mgn) = V(Y1) e

< MIX — Xpapmpnllre + MIZElga + I VEa (V) = VL 1) () e + MIYS = V() lza.

Thus, f(||Zt(8)||Rd) is a semi-martingale that satisfies

df (1127 [ga) < IVLa(Y ) = VL 1) (V) |madt + M| ZL||ga{l — he(| 207 ||ga)? Yt

+ MY =¥ E) | lgadt + M| X, = X1/ | Radt

”\ﬁ "2 )b (127 |ga) (el AWy ) 8Qg(ﬁ)f'<||zt<€>||Rd>ha<||zt<€>||]Rd>2dt

—%f(HZE”HRd) Xty (128 | )t —§f<||Z£E>||Rd>x<o,Rl (12 )t

Step 2 Evaluation of U(X¢, Yt(s)).

In this case, the terms 2(Y;", VL, (V) | )=V Ly (¥ ))zadt and 26(Xs, VLo, 1 /n) (X t/910) = VL, [ty (X0)) adlt
are added to ([I8). Thus, we have

A
4U(X,, Y,) < (%U(Xt,n“))x(o,m](nzt(”nw) _2 mm{l,40&}0()@,Yﬂx(m,m)(nzt(”||Rd>> at

+ 2M k)Y ||pa | Y — gadt + 2M || Xl gal| Xe — X1/ llpadt

Lt/an
z / ¥ d — 24K 8) ) (E) d (€
+H\/;<V‘/2(Xt)+VV2( ), dWi)pa — 2 \/; (12 |ra) (el , V() pa el W)

Step 3 Evaluation of pa(Xy, Yt(s)).

The martingale parts of semi-martingales f(||Z ||Rd) and U(Xy,Y, v, )) are the same as those in the proof of Propo-
sition @Il Therefore, (220) holds. For [@21]), in this case,

VL (Vi) = VL 1) (V) |gadt + M|V, radt + M| Xy — X |4/ |lmadt

(6) I
Lt/an
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and 2M k]| Y,? || zal |V, =Y | [radt+2M k]| Xil|gal| Xe— X |1/ | zedt are added to the upper bounds of df (| 2" |lz+)

and dU (X, Y;(E)), respectively. As a result, there exists a martingale M) such that
dpQ(Xh}/t(a))
A
< —min {% 5 mm} p2(Xe, Y, )t + U (X, YOV [V La(¥) = VL, (1) (V)| adt
+ M{U(X0, ) + 26 £ (| 20 o) 1V o HIYL = V) | et
+ M{U X0, YD) + 26 £ (|1 28 o) | Xe [ HIXe = X1y lzedt
+ MU (X3, Y28 |ga {1 = he (11 207 | a)? Yt
4K _ _

+ 5 (1= (12 ) Yre (120 lle) (€1, VT2 (X0) + VWY )t
+dM®.

Hence, as in the proof of Proposition fIl we obtain
t t
WPz (Xtv Y;?) < _C/O sz (st YS)dS + /0 E[U(st YS)HVLH(YLS/HM) - VLn,LS/nJ (YLS/an)HRd]dS

t
+ M/O E{U(X,,Ys) + 26f (R2)([[Ysllre + [| Xsllra) }(1Ys = Yis/ninlre + 11 Xs = X(s/njyllre)lds.

Thus, since

d(e“ Wy, (X1, Y)) < e BIU(Xe, YO)IVLn(Yi/nin) = VL, t/n) (Yt /njn) [ ma)dt
+ Me“B{U(Xy, Yy) + 26 f(Ro)([Yellga + 1 Xellma) (Ve = Yieynjnllre + 1 Xe = X t/nnllra)ldt

and M sup,>o E{U (X, Ya) + 26 (R2)(||Yullga + | Xullra)}?]*/2 = Oq, (1) holds by Lemma [AF] we obtain
t
WP2 (Xh}/t) < an <€_Ct/0 ecsE[HVLH(YI_S/an) - vLn,l_s/nj (Yl_s/njn)”]%d]lmds

t
+ ECt/O e {E[|[Ys = Yis/ninllaa)'’? + E[| Xs — XLs/anHfad]l/z}dS) -
Lemmas and complete the proof. O

6.2. Proof of Theorem[2F] (3)
By Lemma [AT5] we have

EILX™ )] = BILO™ ™) < Ot s,0,a0Wp, (X7, X7 E)).

Thus, Proposition proves Theorem 24 (3). O

A. Appendix

A.1. Lemmas on weak convergence

Lemma A.1. Let a continuous function H : R? — R satisfy |H(x)] < K(1+ ||z||ga)? for p >0 and K > 0. If a
R?-valued process Yy satisfies sup;>q E[||Yi||g] < 0o for some q > p and converges weakly to'Y as t — oo, then

t—o0

lim ce~et /O ¢* B[H(Y:)]ds = E[H(Y)]

holds for all ¢ > 0.
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Proof. Fix an arbitrary € > 0. By the assumption, we can take R > 0 so that

KE[(1+ [[Yillea)] _

BIHY))Yilles > B) < =D EHED o

holds. For this R, if we define

1, a < R,
¢r(a)=q1—-(a—R), R<a<R+]1,
0, a>R+1

and Hr(z) = H(z)$r([||re), then we have [H (v) —Hg(z)| = |H(z)|(1-¢r(z)) < [H(2)[X{||z|,4>r}- In particular,
|E[H(Y:)] — E[Hr(Y})]| < E[|H(Yy)|; ||Yz|lge > R] < € holds for all ¢ > 0. Therefore, we only have to handle the
case of H is bounded.

Fix arbitrarily § > 0. Since Y; converges weakly to Y and H is bounded and continuous, we can take 7" > 0 so
that |E[H (Y:)] — E[H(Y)]| < ¢ holds for all t > T'. Thus, if ¢t > T, then

ce’Ct/ ¢ B[H(Y,)]ds —E[H(Y)]‘ < ce’Ct/ e |BH(Y;)] = BIH(Y)]|ds + ¢~ sup |H (z)]
o 0 zERA

T t
< ce_Ct/ e“|E[H(Ys)] — E[H(Y)]|ds + ce_Ct/ e“*dds + e~ sup |H(x)]
0 T z€RY

<3¢ up |H(z)| +6
z€R4

holds. O
As in the proof of Lemma[A Tl we can prove the following by reducing the proof to the case of H(t,-) is bounded.

Lemma A.2. For a functional H : [0,00) x C([0,00);R?) — R, assume that H(t,-) is continuous and satisfies

@2) for all t > 0. Furthermore, for a sequence of C([0,00); R?)-valued random variables Z™, assume that for

n) ”P(t)]

ra | <oo. If Z™) converges weakly to Z

each t > 0, there exists some p(t) > 1 such that sup,, ¢y Elsupg<g<; ||ZS(
as n — 00, then we have lim,, oo E[H(t, Z("))] = E[H(t, Z)] for all t > 0.

A.2. Lemmas on Langevin Dynamics
Lemma A.3. Let H € C*(R%R) be (m, b)-dissipative and let

Luf@) = —(VH(@),Vf(2))s + %Af(:v), f e CXR%R). (A1)

Then, for any p > 2 and v € R?,
LuVy(x) < Clp) — Mp)Vp(x)

holds, where

and

, Clp) = Ap)L(p)". (A-2)

Proof. Since VV,(z) = p|\x||§;2x and AV, (z) =p(d+p— 2)||a:||§;2, by the (m, b)-dissipativity of H, we have
(VH(2), VVp(2))re = pllzlga™(VH (2), 2)ga = pllz||fa” (mllz]Fa —b).

Thus, we obtain

AV, (x o pld+p—2 _
—WW@N%@WwF—AlSﬂ@M&+@M%ﬁ+i—g—lM@2
mp pld+p—2 mp _
= -, - (M2 gy ) el
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In particular, if ||x|ge > L(p), then Ly V,(z) < —A(p)V,(z) holds. On the other hand, if ||z|g« < L(p), then

p(d+p—2)
B

holds. O

LaVi(e) < —Ap)Vy(z) + ( ; bp) Ly2 = Cp) — M)V (o)

Lemma A.4. Let H € CY(R%R) be M-smooth and let p > 2. For a {F,;}-adapted process v, and Yy € LP(Q;R?),
there exists uniquely the strong solution Y€) of

(A.3)

{dy’f(a)——VHm“))dH\/2/ﬂ<1d—2hs<||% Y9 ga)elel Yaw,, t> 0,
(e) _
Y, =Y.

Here, ega) = (v — Yt(a))/H’yt — Yt(a)HRd. Furthermore, if H is (m,b)-dissipative, then, for all t >0, Y(®) satisfies

c _ C(p _
E(IYO)2.] < e *@”E[nyon;gdwﬁu—e Ao (A.4)

The same bound as (AF)) holds also for the solution of
dY, = =V H(Yy)dt + /2/ W, t>0. (A.5)

Proof. For each & > 0, the map R? > o — h.(||z||ge)(@/||2||ge)(x/]|7||ga) T € R?@R? is Lipschitz continuous. Thus,
(A3) has the unique strong solution Yt(s). Denoting Zt(s) =y — Yt(s), Ito’s formula yields

) - )
WV, D) = LV (V)dt — 4he(|[Zy ”Rd)(lﬁ (12 Ira)) Z Z(at gat 2, (v at

1,j=1

+\/%<vvpm<5>>,dwt>w—z\/g B2 ) (e, TV, (Y2 Y e, AWz

Since V,, is convex for p > 2, its Hessian matrix is nonnegative-definite. Thus, by Lemma [A3] we have

AV, (V) < {Cp) = M)V ()}t + @ (VV, (V7)) dWi)ga - 2\/%h5<||258>||w><e£8>, V() ga el dWy)za

Hence, since
BV,(Y{)] < B0+ Co)t = Aw) | BV
holds, by d(e*P*E[V,(Y;)]) < C(p)eMPtdt, we obtain
APLBV ()] < BV, (Y0)] + %W” -1).

The bound for (A5 can be proved in the same way. O
The following lemma is an extension of Lemma 3.2 in M] based on Young’s inequality.

Lemma A.5. Assume that Fy, € C*(R%R) is (m,b)-dissipative and M-smooth for each k and satisfies
Sup [[VEL(0) e < A.
For fired n > 0, we define the process Y as
Yi = Yy — (t — )V (Vi) + VBV = Wi)e  kn <t < (h+ .
Then, for all ¢ € N, there exists some 19 = Om ar,e(1) and the following inequality holds uniformly on 0 < n < ng.

sup E[|Yel|24) < Oumpna,p,4,0.0(1 + E[||[ Yo 24)).
t>0
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Proof. Let kn <t < (k+ 1)n and define Ay = Yi,, — (t — kn)VF,(Yiy) and Uiy = /2/B(Wy — Wiy). If s € Nis
odd, then we have E[(Ag.¢, Ur,t)5a | Yay] = 0. Thus, there exist constants a; that depend only on ¢ € N such that

E(I[Y2l24 | Yin] = E[(1Ak 0 + 2(Ak,e, Ur,e)ra + [Ukellga)” | Yien)
£
44
< N Akellgs + Y 4Bl Awelga ™ 1Unkellgs | Yy .

=1
By Young’s inequality, for any e >0and 1 <j </ -1,

0—3j
/

7T [ A2 + 2

2@ 2§ 20-2j 2§
INUk.ellzs = (ell Arellga ™) (@i Uneligh/e) < aJE NN

14

holds. In particular, setting ¢ = {£~'m(t — kn)} 7', we obtain

L=j

S
LRSS
[

< it — kn)
¢

2 14
a; || Arellga ™ | Un,el3 1Ak eI + = 1Uk.¢ 2
J

{m(t —kn

Hence, since E[||Up,||24] = Og.a((t — kn)*) and £ — % > 1, for n < 1, there exists a constant C; independent of k
such that

B[V 124 | Vi) < {1 4+ m(t — kn) Y| Apil|2% + (£ — kn)Ch.
For the first term, if n < 1, then there exist constants b; that depend only on ¢ € N such that
18kl = (¥i B = 20 = k) Vi, VB (Vi) + (¢ = )V Fi (Vi) [20)"
20
< ([ ¥igl13 = 260 — ) [V |35 Vg, VB (Vi ))s + (¢ = K)? 30311 Vi 135779 PV [
j=1

Since the map r + r? is convex for ¢ > 2, by M-smoothness of Fj, and the boundedness supy¢cy ||V Fr(0)|lge < A,
we have

HVFIC(Ykn)H%d < (M”YanRd + A)q < Qq_l(MqHYan%d + Aq)'
Thus, by the (m, b)-dissipativity of F, we can find constants Co and C5 independent of k so that
[Akella < {1 = 26m(t = kn) + Ca(t — kn) >} Yigll7a + b(t — kn)|[Yag |35 + Ca(t — kn)*.

In particular, when 1 < 1 is sufficiently small for m, M and ¢,
1Ak el3a {1 - —fm(t - kn)} ¥R + (£ = k) {01 Yy lI5a™* + Cs}
holds. Thus, taking K > 0 sufficiently large so that 1¢mK?* — bK?*~2 4+ C5 > 0, if || Yy ||z« > K, then we have
20 3 20 3 20-2
1Ak ellia < §1 = Sm(t = kn) ¢ [Viglga < Q1= Smlt = kn) o [[Vey [ + (¢ = k) {BK2 + Cs}. (A.6)
Since (A.6) holds when ||Yy,|lge < K, (A6) is always true. Therefore, by
3 3 3 5 9 3
1-— Em(t— En) ) (L+m(t—Ekn)=1- §m(t —kn) +m(t —kn) — oM (t—Fkn)*<1- Em(t — kn),
we can find a constant C independent of k£ such that

Bl Y] < (1= gt = k) ) [¥ig 2+ (¢ = bn)Co.
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From the aforementioned, we obtain
E[||YelIz] < (1 =27 m(t — k) E[|[Yin |Fa] + (¢ — kn)Ca
< (¢ = kn)Ca + (1= 27 m(t = k) { (1= 27 mn) B[ Vs -1) 2] + nCs |
< nCy{1+ (1 =27 m(t — kn))} + (1 — 27 m(t — kn) (1 — 27 mn) E[[| V-1, [135]
< nCa{1+ (1= 27 m(t — kn)} + (1 =27 (e — k) (1 — 27 ) { (1= 2 ) B[ Yiuap I35 + 0Cs }

k—1 ]
<nCa g1+ (=2 m(t —kn) > (1 =27 mn) p + (1 =2""m(t —kn))(1 — 2~ mn) B[ Yo||34]
j=1
k—1 )
<nCa Yy (1=2""mn) + (1 =27 m(t — kn))(1 — 2 mn)* E[||Yo|[34]
=0
1
< 1 =27 m(t — kn))(1 — 27 'mn) R E]|| Yo |2
< nCay— =2 ) +( m(t —kn))( mn)"* E]|Yol|z]
2C
= (U= 2 (e — ) (1= 27 ) B0 ).
Thus, E[|Y;||34] < 2Cs/m + E[||Y,||25] holds for all ¢ > 0. O

Lemma A.6. Let H : [0,00) x RY — R and let H(t,-) € C*(R%;R) be M-smooth for each t > 0. For fived n > 0,
if we define’Y by

d}/t - _vzH(Lt/anvy\_t/an)dt =+ V 2/ﬂth; t> 0; (A7)
then, for each t > 0, we have
EIY: = Yii/nnllgal < EMY e/ninllre + Vo H([t/1]n,0)|lre)?] + (2dn) /5.
Proof. According to (A7), we have
Ve = Yiiymn = == 1t/nIn)VeH([t/n]0, Yt /nin)dt + 2/ BWe = Wiesnpn)
Thus,
E(Y: = Yiesninllgal = ? ENNVH([t/0]0, Yt /min) el + (2dn)/ 5
<P E[(M||Y/njnllre + Vo H([t/n]n,0)|lra)?] + (2dn)/B
holds. O

The following lemma can be proved similarly to Lemma C.5 in ﬂﬁ]

Lemma A.7. For each k € N, we have

4 B
(" = B) Mfwlga + 47, we R

E[||VLn(w) = VL (w)|[7a] < B(n—__l)

A.8. Lemmas from E]
In this subsection, we use the notations introduced in subsection Il The following lemma is in Section 2 in [d)].

Lemma A.8. Let F,G € C'(R%R) be (m,b)-dissipative and M -smooth. Under the notations of ({{-9) and ({-0)),
if (z,y) & S1, then

LrTa(e) + LaValy) <0 (A.8)
holds, where for H € C*(R%:R), Ly = —(VH,V)ga — B7YA. Furthermore, if (z,y) ¢ Sa, then for any x > 0,
_ ~ A ~ ~
KLpVa(x) + KL Va(y) < . min{1,4Ck {1 + kVa(z) + kVa(y)} (A.9)

holds.
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The following condition (AIT) is the counterpart of (2.25) in [6].

Lemma A.9. Let

(1 P MB
K = min {5, CHm — 1) exp{—?R%}} € (0,1). (A.10)

Then we have

1 B o
3Chn 2/0 D(s)p(s)” "ds. (A.11)

Proof. Since Q(rx) € (0,1],

holds. O
The following three lemmas are in Section 5 in ﬂa]

Lemma A.10. The function [ defined by {{-I11) is nonnegative and bounded on [0,00) and satisfies f(0) = 0.
Furthermore, f is continuous, increasing and concave on R, and

ro(Re) < ®(r) < 2f(r) < 2®(r) < 2r, 0<7r<Ry
holds.
Lemma A.11. pf((—00,0]U (R2,00)) =0 and py({R;}) <0 hold.
Lemma A.12. For any r € (0, Ry) U (R1, R2), we have

7)< = (204 2009) 1100 = $70 000 = 100000

A.4. Inequalities based on couplings

Lemma A.13. (Lemma 6 in [20]) Let H € C*(R%;R) satisfy |VH (x)|ga < ¢1]|2||ga +c2. Then for any probability
measures p and v on R? and any v € U(u,v), we have

H(@)u(d) - H(y)u(dw\ </

C1 C1
(5 lallee + 5 Iyllzs + e2) I = ylizay(dody).
Rd Rd 2 2

dxRd

Lemma A.14. Let A > 0. For ps defined by ({.19),

M M
(ol + 3 ol + 4) llo = yls

2
< 2exp <M€R2 —|—2R2) max{l,Ri}max{A—l— %,% (? +M)}p2(x,y)
2

holds.
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Proof. For r € [0, R2), we have

Thus, since f(0) =0, if ||z — y||re < R2, then Taylor’s theorem yields

MBR2
8

1
Ul = yle) = gexp (-2 28 ) o = .

Therefore, if ||z — y||ge < Rz, then by r < 271(1 4 7?), we obtain

M M
(S lells + S las + 4) llo = yles < 2exp

MBR2 M M M
S omy ) (44 5+ Y elat I2e) £l = vl

2
< 2exp (MBR2 + 2R2> max {A + M %} p2(x,y).

8 2 4k

On the other hand, if |z — y||ge > Ra2, then we have

2
= yllo) = 5(F2) = rexp (257 — 21y

and therefore

M M A
(S lollas + ol +4) e = s < A+ (5 +30) (ol + Lol

2 MPBR2 1 /A
SR_2€XP( Z 2+2R2> ma'X{AaE<5+M>}p2(Iay)

holds. O

The following lemma is a simple corollary to Lemmas [A. T3] and [A.14]

Lemma A.15. Let H € C'(R%R) be M-smooth and let ji and v be probability measures on R?. Then we have

[(H) = v(H)| < O, 05,119 H(0) | pad(Wos (15 7)) (A.12)
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