
ar
X

iv
:2

20
5.

12
95

9v
2 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 5

 J
un

 2
02

2

Uniform Generalization Bound on Time and Inverse Temperature for Gradient

Descent Algorithm and its Application to Analysis of Simulated Annealing

Keisuke Suzuki

Biometrics Research Laboratories, NEC Corporation, 1753, Shimonumabe, Nakahara-Ku, Kawasaki, Kanagawa 211-8666, Japan

Abstract

In this paper, we propose a novel uniform generalization bound on the time and inverse temperature for stochastic
gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) in a non-convex setting. While previous works derive their generalization
bounds by uniform stability, we use Rademacher complexity to make our generalization bound independent of the
time and inverse temperature. Using Rademacher complexity, we can reduce the problem to derive a generalization
bound on the whole space to that on a bounded region and therefore can remove the effect of the time and inverse
temperature from our generalization bound. As an application of our generalization bound, an evaluation on the
effectiveness of the simulated annealing in a non-convex setting is also described. For the sample size n and time s,
we derive evaluations with orders

√

n−1 log(n + 1) and |(log)4(s)|−1, respectively. Here, (log)4 denotes the 4 times
composition of the logarithmic function.

Keywords: Generalization Bound, Stochastic Differential Equation, Gradient Descent, Similated Annealing,
Non-convex Optimization

1. Introduction

Numerical calculation methods have become practical due to the development of computers, and therefore it
has become more and more important to guarantee their performance theoretically. In fact, almost all algorithms
that achieve numerical solutions include hyperparameters, which are arbitrarily set by the user. In general, the
setting of hyperparameters greatly affects the performance of the algorithm. In particular, it is important to derive
an explicit evaluation of the relationship between hyperparameter settings and algorithm performance to determine
the optimal hyperparameter settings.

For stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD), which is one of the typical optimization algorithms, [3, 5, 6,
7, 8, 10, 14, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30], have derived evaluations on the effectiveness of SGLD from which
we can choose appropriate hyperparameter settings. Let Z be the set of all data points and ℓ(w; z) : Rd×Z → [0,∞)
denote the loss on z ∈ Z for a parameter w ∈ R

d. z1, . . . , zn are independent and identically distributed (IID)
samples generated from the distribution D on Z, and we define the empirical loss by Ln(w) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ℓ(w; zi).

Then, for the step size η > 0 and the inverse temperature β > 0, SGLD is defined as follows.

X
(n,η)
k+1 = X

(n,η)
k − η∇Ln(X

(n,η)
k ) +

√

2η/βǫk, k ≥ 0. (1.1)

Here, ǫk are IIDs, each of which obeys the d-dimensional standard normal distribution. Assuming the dissipativity
of the loss ℓ(w; z) and Lipschitz continuity of its gradient, [26] showed the following evaluation to (1.1), where
L(w) = Ez∼D[ℓ(w; z)] denotes the expected loss for the parameter w and Ci > 0 are constants independent of η, n,
β, and k.

E[L(X
(n,η)
k )] − min

w∈Rd
L(w) ≤ C1

(

eC2β

n
+
√
ηeC2β + exp

{

C2β − C3kη

eC4β

}

+
log(β + 1)

β

)

. (1.2)

According to (1.2), by determining hyperparameters in the order of β, η, k, and n, SGLD (1.1) can minimize the
expected loss with arbitrary accuracy.

However, SGLD (1.1) always contains a constant error with order β−1 log(β + 1) since it uses the fixed inverse
temperature β. The algorithm that increases the inverse temperature and decreases the step size with time evolution
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to remove this error term is called as simulated annealing (SA). For SA, as (1.2) indicates, by setting increase
and decrease rates of the inverse temperature and step size properly, the error terms caused by the setting of
hyperparameters except for n vanish with time evolution. Whereas, as in the first term in the R.H.S of (1.2),
previous works on SGLD [22, 24, 26] only have derived generalization bounds, which are bounds for n, that explode
as β tends to infinity. Hence, it seems that the sample size n should increase with time evolution to control the
effect of β when SA is applied. However, in general, the sample size n has its upper bound and we cannot take n
arbitrarily large enough to control the effect of β. In fact, previous works on SA [1, 2, 4, 9, 11, 13, 16, 19] have
not derived generalization bounds, which indicates it is difficult to derive practical generalization bounds to the SA
algorithm.

The first main result in this paper, Theorem 2.2, is a refined generalization bound to SGLD (1.1). While
previous works [24, 26] use uniform stability [12], we use Rademacher complexity to make our generalization bound
independent of the time and inverse temperature.

The second main result, Theorem 2.4, is the evaluation of the same form as (1.2) on the effectiveness of the SA
algorithm. Using the generalization bound capable of increasing the inverse temperature, we can derive a practical
generalization bound to the SA algorithm.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give accurate statements of our main results of uniform
generalization bound on the time and inverse temperature for SGLD algorithm and its application to the evaluation
on the SA algorithm. Sections 3 and 4 are devoted to the proof of the first and second main results, respectively.
Finally, the results used in Sections 3 and 4 are stated and proved in Appendix.

2. Main Result

To formulate our first main result, we introduce the following notations. S = (z1, . . . , zn) ∈ Zn are IIDs
generated from the distribution D on Z. Let ℓ(w; z) be a loss function and we define the expected loss and the
empirical loss by L(w) = Ez∼D[ℓ(w; z)] and Ln(w) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ℓ(w; zi), respectively. For a d-dimensional Brownian

motion W , the initial value x0 ∈ R
d, and the inverse temperature β > 0, we consider

dX
(n)
t = −∇Ln(X

(n)
t )dt +

√

2/βdWt, X
(n)
0 = x0. (2.1)

We impose the following assumption on the loss function ℓ(w; z), and therefore the drift coefficient −∇Ln of (2.1).

Assumption 2.1. The loss ℓ(w; z) is nonnegative and satisfies supz∈Z |ℓ(0; z)| ≤ B and supz∈Z ‖∇ℓ(0; z)‖Rd ≤ A
for some A,B > 0. Thus, the expected loss L(w) = Ez∼D[ℓ(w; z)] is well-defined. In addition, ℓ(·; z) ∈ C1(Rd;R)
satisfies the following two conditions for all z ∈ Z.

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

〈∇H(x), x〉Rd ≥ m‖x‖2
Rd − b, x ∈ R

d. (2.2)

(2) M -smooth for some M > 0. Here, H ∈ C1(Rd;R) is said to be M -smooth when the following inequality holds.

‖∇H(x) −∇H(y)‖Rd ≤ M‖x− y‖Rd , x, y ∈ R
d. (2.3)

Under the notation of (1.1) and (2.1), previous works on SGLD [22, 24, 26] use the following decomposition.

E[L(X
(n,η)
k )] − min

w∈Rd
L(w)

=
{

E[L(X
(n,η)
k )] − E[L(X

(n)
kη )]

}

+
{

E[L(X
(n)
kη )] − E[Ln(X

(n)
kη )]

}

+

{

E[Ln(X
(n)
kη )] − min

w∈Rd
L(w)

}

. (2.4)

Then, the generalization bound for SGLD corresponds to the bound to the second term in the R.H.S of (2.4).
The first main result in this paper is a uniform evaluation on the time and inverse temperature to the second

term in the R.H.S of (2.4). In the following, we denote f = Oα(g) if there exists a constant Cα > 0 that depends
only on α such that f ≤ Cαg holds. Similarly, we denote f = Ωα(g) when f ≥ Cαg holds.

Theorem 2.2. Under Assumption 2.1, for sufficiently large β > 0 and α0 = (m, b,M,A,B, d), the following
inequality holds.

|E[L(X
(n)
t )] − E[Ln(X

(n)
t )]| ≤ Oα0

(
√

log(n + 1)

n
+ (1 + ‖x0‖3Rd) exp

{

− t

eΩα0(β)
+ Oα0(β)

}

+ (1 + ‖x0‖2Rd)

√

log(β + 1)

β

)

.
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Next, to formulate our second main result, we introduce the following notations. γ : [0,∞) → (0,∞) is a

strictly increasing function and for a monotone decreasing sequence η = {ηk}∞k=1, we set Tk :=
∑k

j=1 ηj . Denoting

φ(η)(t) =
∑∞

k=1 Tkχ(Tk,Tk+1](t), we define the SA Z(n) and its discretization Z(n,η) with initial values x0 ∈ R
d as

follows. Here, χΓ denote the indicator function of Γ.

dZ
(n)
t = −∇Ln(Z

(n)
t )dt +

√

2/γ(s)dWs, Z
(n)
0 = x0, (2.5)

dZ
(n,η)
t = −∇Ln(Z

(n,η)

φ(η)(t)
)dt +

√

2/γ(s)dWs, Z
(n,η)
0 = x0. (2.6)

Finally, for each s ≥ 0, we define the function α(s, ·) by

∫ α(s,t)

s

γ(s)

γ(u)
du = t. (2.7)

The properties of α(s, ·) is described in Lemma A.8. For the function γ and the sequence η, we impose the following
assumption.

Assumption 2.3. For sufficiently large t > 0, γ(t) = (log)3(t) holds. Here, (log)k denotes the k times composition
of the logarithmic function. Furthermore, ηk = 1/k for all k ∈ N. Thus, limk→∞ Tk = ∞ holds.

The second main result in this paper is an evaluation on the effectiveness of the SA.

Theorem 2.4. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.3, for sufficiently large s > 0 and α1 = (m, b,M,A,B, γ(0), d), the
following inequalities hold.

E
[

Ln(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]

− min
w∈Rd

L(w) ≤ Oα1

(

1 + ‖x0‖4Rd

(log)4(s)

)

, (2.8)

∣

∣

∣
E
[

L(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]

− E
[

Ln(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]
∣

∣

∣
≤ Oα1

(
√

log(n + 1)

n
+

1 + ‖x0‖4Rd

(log)4(s)

)

, (2.9)

∣

∣

∣
E
[

L(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]

− E
[

L(Z
(η,n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]∣

∣

∣
≤ Oα1

(

(1 + ‖x0‖3Rd) exp{−Ωα1(s1/2)}
)

. (2.10)

In particular, we have

E
[

L(Z
(η,n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]

− min
w∈Rd

L(w) ≤ Oα1

(
√

log(n + 1)

n
+

1 + ‖x0‖4Rd

(log)4(s)

)

.

Almost all of the previous works on SA [1, 2, 4, 9, 11, 13, 16, 19] consider the optimization problem on the discrete
or bounded space. In addition, these works only show that the SA algorithm approaches any fixed neighborhood
of minimizers of objective functions. Therefore, Theorem 2.4 is novel in that it considers the optimization problem
on R

d and derives the evaluation equivalent to (1.2).

Remark 2.5. The sequence {Z(n,η)
Tk

}∞k=0, which is constructed by extracting values from Z(n,η) at each Tk, has the
same law as the sequence

Z̃
(n,η)
k+1 = Z̃

(n,η)
k − ηk∇Ln(Z̃

(n,η)
k ) +

√

η̃kǫk, Z̃
(n,η)
0 = x0. (2.11)

Here, η̃k =
∫ Tk+1

Tk
2γ(t)−1dt.

3. Proof of Theorem 2.2

In this section, we prove our first main result, Theorem 2.2. Generalization bounds given in [24, 26] are based
on uniform stability [12]. In the following, by Rademacher complexity, we derive a generalization bound capable of
increasing the inverse temperature. While our bound is capable of increasing the inverse temperature, the order of
it degrades from n−1 to

√

n−1 log(n + 1) compared with the results by previous works.
First, we show Lemma 3.1 below, which is based on existing results Theorems A.12 and A.13 on Rademacher

complexity.
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Lemma 3.1. For any R > 0, we have

E

[

sup
‖w‖

Rd
≤R

|L(w) − Ln(w)|
]

≤ OM,A,B,d,R

(
√

log(n + 1)

n

)

.

Proof. Let F = {ℓ(w; ·) | ‖w‖Rd ≤ R}. If ‖w‖Rd ≤ R, then supz∈Z ‖∇ℓ(w; z)‖Rd ≤ A + MR holds. Thus,
for any ‖w‖Rd , ‖v‖Rd ≤ R, we have |ℓ(w; z) − ℓ(v; z)| ≤ (A + MR)‖w − v‖Rd . Furthermore, for any δ > 0,
{w ∈ R

d | ‖w‖Rd ≤ R} can be covered by (δ−1R
√
d + 1)d closed balls with radius δ. Therefore, with the notation

in Theorem A.12, we obtain

C(F , n−1, ‖ · ‖1,S) ≤ (nR(A + MR)
√
d + 1)d.

Similarly, if ‖w‖Rd ≤ R, then |ℓ(w; z)| ≤ B + (A + MR)R holds, and therefore

sup
f∈F

(

1

n

n
∑

i=1

f(zi)
2

)1/2

≤ B + (A + MR)R.

As a result, applying Theorem A.12 to ε = n−1, we obtain

R̂n(F , S) ≤ 1

n
+ {B + (A + MR)R}

√

2d log(nR(A + MR)
√
d + 1)

n
.

Theorem A.13 completes the proof.

Lemma 3.1 proves Theorem 2.2 as follows. Let R =
√

2m−1(2 + b log 2). If ‖x‖Rd > R, then we have Ln(x) −
minw∈Rd Ln(w) ≥ 1 by Lemma A.1. Thus, for the Gibbs measure πβ,Ln(dw) ∝ e−βLn(w)dw,

P (‖X(n)
t ‖Rd > R) ≤ E[Ln(X

(n)
t ) − πβ,Ln(Ln)] + E

[

πβ,Ln(Ln) − min
w∈Rd

Ln(w)

]

holds. Therefore, Lemma A.15, Proposition 4.1 in [26] and Proposition 11 in [24] yield

P (‖X(n)
t ‖Rd > R) ≤ Oα0

(

(1 + ‖x0‖2Rd) exp

{

− t

eΩα0(β)
+ Oα0(β)

}

+
log(β + 1)

β

)

. (3.1)

Since Lemmas A.1 and A.10 yield E[|L(X
(n)
t ) − Ln(X

(n)
t )|2]1/2 ≤ Oα0(1 + ‖x0‖2Rd),

E[L(X
(n)
t )] − E[Ln(X

(n)
t )] ≤ E

[

sup
‖w‖

Rd
≤R

|L(w) − Ln(w)|
]

+ Oα0

(

(1 + ‖x0‖2Rd)P (‖X(n)
t ‖Rd > R)1/2

)

holds. The desired result follows from Lemma 3.1 and (3.1).

4. Proof of Theorem 2.4

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.4. As for (2.8) and (2.9), we follow the same scheme as in [13]. That is, for
a sufficiently large time s, we approximate the SA (2.5) by SGLD

dY (n)(s, t) = −∇Ln(Y (n)(s, t))dt +
√

2/γ(s)dWt (4.1)

and reduce the problem of deriving bounds for (2.5) to that for (4.1). As an approximation of (2.5) by (4.1), we
use Lemma A.9, which is a refinement of Lemma 2 in [13]. On the other hand, we prove (2.10) directly using
approximate reflection coupling (ARC) proposed in [26].

4



4.1. Proof of (2.8)

For sufficiently large s > 0, we consider the decomposition

E[Ln(Zα(s,s2/3))] − min
w∈Rd

L(w) = E

[

Ln(Zα(s,s2/3)) − min
w∈Rd

L(w); {Ln(Z(n)
s ) ≤ (log)4(s)}

]

+ E

[

Ln(Zα(s,s2/3)) − min
w∈Rd

L(w); {Ln(Z(n)
s ) > (log)4(s)}

]

. (4.2)

By Chebyshev’s inequality and Lemmas A.1 and A.10, the second term in the R.H.S. of (4.2) has the desired bound.
To derive the bound for the first term, fix arbitrarily x ∈ R

d so that Ln(x) ≤ (log)4(s) holds. In addition, suppose
that Y (n)(s, ·) defined by (4.1) has an initial value x. Then, Lemma A.9 yields

∣

∣

∣
E[Ln(Zα(s,s2/3)) |S,Z(n)

s = x] − E
[

Ln(Y (n)(s, s2/3))
∣

∣S
]∣

∣

∣
≤ Oα1

(

1 + ‖x‖2
Rd

√

(log)2(s)

)

.

Furthermore, applying Lemma A.15, Proposition 4.1 in [26] and Proposition 11 in [24] to the R.H.S of

E
[

Ln(Y (n)(s, s2/3))
∣

∣S
]

− min
w∈Rd

Ln(w) ≤
{

E
[

Ln(Y (n)(s, s2/3))
∣

∣S
]

− πγ(s),Ln
(Ln)

}

+

{

πγ(s),Ln
(Ln) − min

w∈Rd
Ln(w)

}

,

we obtain

E
[

Ln(Y (n)(s, s2/3))
∣

∣S
]

− min
w∈Rd

L(w) ≤ Oα1

(

(1 + ‖x‖2
Rd) exp

{

− s2/3

eΩα1(γ(s))
+ Oα1(γ(s))

}

+
log(γ(s) + 1)

γ(s)

)

.

In particular, since γ(s) = (log)3(s) for sufficiently large s > 0,

E[Ln(Zα(s,s2/3)) |S,Z(n)
s = x] − min

w∈Rd
Ln(w) ≤ Oα1

(

1 + ‖x‖2
Rd

(log)4(s)

)

holds. In addition, E[minw∈Rd Ln(w)] ≤ minw∈Rd L(w) holds. Therefore, integrating both sides with respect to

P (Z
(n)
s ∈ dx) on {x ∈ R

d | Ln(x) ≤ (log)4(s)} and taking expectation on S, Lemma A.10 proves the desired
result.

4.2. Proof of (2.9)

As in the proof of (2.8), for sufficiently large s > 0, we consider the decomposition

E
[

L(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]

− E
[

Ln(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
)
]

= E
[

L(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
) − Ln(Z

(n)

α(s,s2/3)
); {Ln(Z(n)

s ) ≤ (log)4(s)}
]

+ E
[

L(Z
(n)

α(s,s2/3)
) − Ln(Z

(n)

α(s,s2/3)
); {Ln(Z(n)

s ) > (log)4(s)}
]

. (4.3)

Then, the second term in the R.H.S of (4.3) has the desired bound. To derive the bound for the first term, fix
arbitrarily x ∈ R

d so that Ln(x) ≤ (log)4(s) and suppose that Y (n)(s, ·) defined by (4.1) has an initial value x.
Then, we have by Theorem 2.2

∣

∣

∣
E
[

L(Y (n)(s, s2/3))
∣

∣S
]

− E
[

Ln(Y (n)(s, s2/3))
∣

∣S
]∣

∣

∣
≤ Oα1

(
√

log(n + 1)

n
+ (1 + ‖x‖3

Rd)

√

log(γ(s) + 1)

γ(s)

)

.

Therefore, we can prove (2.9) in a similar manner to the proof of (2.8).

4.3. Proof of (2.10)

(2.9) can be proved in the same way as Theorem 2.4 (2) in [26]. To explain this, we introduce the following
notations. For p > 0, define Vp : Rd → R by Vp(x) = ‖x‖p

Rd and let V̄p(x) = 1 +Vp(x). For constants C(p) and λ(p)
defined by

λ(p) =
mp

2
, C(p) = λ(p)

{

2

m

(

d + p− 2

γ(0)
+ b

)}p/2

, (4.4)

5



let

C = C(2) + λ(2), λ = λ(2).

For sets

S1 := {(x, y) ∈ R
d × R

d | V̄2(x) + V̄2(y) ≤ 2λ−1C},
S2 := {(x, y) ∈ R

d × R
d | V̄2(x) + V̄2(y) ≤ 4C(1 + λ−1)},

let R1 and R2 be the diameters of S1 and S2, respectively, where the diameter of a set Γ ⊂ R
d is defined by

supx,y∈Γ ‖x− y‖Rd .
Fix t > 0 and we define κt and Q(κt) by

κt := min

{

1

2
,

2

Cγ(t)(e2R1 − 1 − 2R1)
exp

{

−Mγ(t)

8
R2

1

}}

∈ (0, 1) (4.5)

and

Q(κ) := sup
x∈Rd

‖∇V̄2(x)‖Rd

max{V̄2(x), κ−1
t }

= sup
x∈Rd

2‖x‖Rd

max{1 + ‖x‖2
Rd , κ

−1
t }

= 2
√

κt − κ2
t ∈ (0, 1],

respectively. In addition, we define functions ϕt,Φt : [0,∞) → [0,∞) by

ϕt(r) := exp

(

−Mγ(t)

8
r2 − 2Q(κt)r

)

, Φt(r) =

∫ r

0

ϕt(s)ds.

For constants ζt, ξt and ct defined by

1

ζt
:=

∫ R2

0

Φt(s)ϕt(s)
−1ds,

1

ξt
:=

∫ R1

0

Φt(s)ϕt(s)
−1ds, ct := min

{

ζt
γ(t)

,
λ

2
, 2Cλκt

}

, (4.6)

let

gt(r) := 1 − ζt
4

∫ min{r,R2}

0

Φt(s)ϕt(s)
−1ds− ξt

4

∫ min{r,R1}

0

Φt(s)ϕt(s)
−1ds.

Furthermore, for

ft(r) :=







∫ min{r,R2}

0

ϕt(s)gt(s)ds, r ≥ 0

r, r < 0

and Ut(x, y) := 1 + κtV̄2(x) + κtV̄2(y), let

ρ2,t(x, y) = ft(‖x− y‖Rd)Ut(x, y), x, y ∈ R
d.

Finally, for probability measures µ and ν on R
d, denoting the set of all coupling between them by Π(µ, ν), let

Wρ2,t(µ, ν) := inf
γ∈Π(µ,ν)

∫

Rd×Rd

ρ2,t(x, y)γ(dxdy). (4.7)

Here, for random variables Z1 and Z2, Wρ2(L(X1),L(X2)) may be abbreviated as Wρ2(X1, X2).
With aforementioned notations, noting the monotonicity of the function γ, we can prove the following in the

same way as Proposition 5.1 in [26].

Proposition 4.1. For any 0 ≤ s ≤ t, the following inequality holds.

Wρ2,t(Z
(n)
s , Z(η,n)

s ) ≤ Oα1

(

(1 + ‖x0‖3Rd)e−cts

∫ s

0

ectu
∞
∑

k=0

√
ηk+1χ(Tk,Tk+1](u)du

)

. (4.8)
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Proposition 4.1 proves (2.10) as follows. Combining Lemma A.15 in [26] and Proposition 4.1, we obtain

∣

∣

∣
E[L(Z

(n)
t )] − E[L(Z

(η,n)
t )]

∣

∣

∣
≤ Oα1

(

(1 + ‖x0‖3Rd)eOα1 (γ(t))e−ctt

∫ t

0

ectu
∞
∑

k=0

√
ηk+1χ(Tk,Tk+1](u)du

)

. (4.9)

Let k be the natural number such that Tk <
√
t ≤ Tk+1. Then e

√
t−1 ≤ k + 1 since Tk =

∑k
j=1 j

−1 ≤ 1 + log k.
Therefore,

∫ t

0

ectu
∞
∑

k=0

√
ηk+1χ(Tk,Tk+1](u)du =

∫

√
t

0

ectu
∞
∑

k=0

√
ηk+1χ(Tk,Tk+1](u)du +

∫ t

√
t

ectu
∞
∑

k=0

√
ηk+1χ(Tk,Tk+1](u)du

≤ c−1
t (ect

√
t − 1) + c−1

t e−
√

t
2 + 1

2 (ectt − ect
√
t)

holds. In addition, by (4.6) and Assumption 2.3,

ct = Ωα1

(

exp
{

−|(log)2(t)|Oα1 (1)
})

holds for sufficiently large t > 0. Hence,

∣

∣

∣
E[L(Z

(n)
t )] − E[L(Z

(η,n)
t )]

∣

∣

∣

≤ (1 + ‖x0‖3Rd)Oα1

(

exp

{

− Ωα1(t−
√
t)

|(log)2(t)|Oα1 (1)
+ |(log)2(t)|Oα1 (1)

}

+ exp

{

1

2
+ |(log)2(t)|Oα1 (1) −

√
t

2

})

.

Taking t = α(s, s2/3), (2.10) follows from Lemma A.8.

A. Appendix

A.1. Difference between SGLD and SA

In this subsection, we prepare a result on the approximation of SA by SGLD (Lemma A.9), which is a refinement
of Lemma 2 in [13].

Let F ∈ C1(Rd;R) be (m, b)-dissipative and M -smooth, and fix s > 0. We define the SA and SGLD along with
the gradient ∇F of F by

dZt = −∇F (Zt)dt +
√

2/γ(t)dWt, (A.1)

dY (s, t) = −∇F (Y (s, t))dt +
√

2/γ(s)dWt, (A.2)

respectively. Furthermore, for given 0 < r0 < r1 < r2, let

Ωi,F = {x ∈ R
d | F (x) ≤ ri}, ∂Ωi,F = {x ∈ R

d | F (x) = ri} (A.3)

and for two sets Γ1,Γ2 ⊂ R
d, we denote the distance between them by

dist(Γ1,Γ2) = inf{‖x− y‖Rd | x ∈ Γ1, y ∈ Γ2}. (A.4)

Finally, for any s ≥ 0, the solutions of (A.2) and

dXt = −∇F (Xt)dt, (A.5)

with the same initial values x ∈ R
d are denoted by Y x(s, ·) and Xx, and the path of Xx until t is denoted by

Γx
F (t) = {Xx

s | 0 ≤ s ≤ t}.

Lemma A.1. (Lemma 2 in [24]) For any c ∈ (0, 1) and x ∈ R
d,

F (cx) +
1

2
(1 − c2)m‖x‖2

Rd + b log c ≤ F (x) ≤ F (0) +
1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd +
M + 1

2
‖x‖2

Rd

7



holds. In particular, for r > 0, F (x) ≥ r and F (x) ≤ r indicate

‖x‖2
Rd ≥ 2

M + 1

(

r − F (0) − 1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd

)

(A.6)

and

‖x‖2
Rd ≤ 4

m

(

r +
1

2
b log 2 − inf

w∈Rd
F (w)

)

, (A.7)

respectively.

Proof. By Taylor’s theorem

F (x) − F (cx) =

∫ 1

c

〈x,∇F (tx)〉Rddt =

∫ 1

c

1

t
〈tx,∇F (tx)〉Rddt ≥

∫ 1

c

1

t
{mt2‖x‖2

Rd − b}dt =
1

2
(1 − c2)m‖x‖2

Rd + b log c,

F (x) − F (0) =

∫ 1

0

〈x,∇F (tx)〉Rddt ≤ ‖x‖Rd

∫ 1

0

(‖∇F (0)‖Rd + M‖x‖Rdt)dt = ‖∇F (0)‖Rd‖x‖Rd +
M

2
‖x‖2

Rd

hold. Taking c = 1/
√

2, the rest of the statement follows.

Lemma A.2. For any δ > 0, let

r̃0(δ) =
M + 1

2
δ + F (0) +

1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd . (A.8)

Then, if x ∈ R
d satisfies F (x) ≥ r̃0(2b/m),

‖∇F (x)‖2
Rd − 2

β
∆F (x) ≥ 0 (A.9)

holds for any β ≥ 4Md/mb.

Proof. According to (A.6), we have

‖x‖2
Rd ≥ 2

M + 1

(

r̃0(2b/m) − F (0) − 1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd

)

=
2b

m
.

Thus, by the (m, b)-dissipativity of F ,

‖∇F (x)‖Rd ≥ 1

‖x‖Rd

(m‖x‖2
Rd − b) = m‖x‖Rd − b

‖x‖Rd

≥
√

mb

2

holds. On the other hand, M -smoothness of F indicates ∆F (x) ≤ Md. Therefore, if β ≥ 4Md/mb, then (A.9)
holds.

Lemma A.3. For any δ > 0, let

r̃1(r0, δ) ≥ F (0) +
1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd +
4(M + 1)

m

(

r0 +
mδ2

4
+

1

2
b log 2 − inf

w∈Rd
F (w)

)

. (A.10)

Then, if r1 ≥ r̃1(r0, δ), we have dist(Ω0,F , ∂Ω1,F ) ≥ δ.

Proof. Fix arbitrarily x ∈ Ω0,F and v ∈ R
d such that ‖v‖Rd < δ. Then, Lemma A.1 yields

F (x + v) ≤ F (0) +
1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd +
M + 1

2
‖x + v‖2

Rd

< F (0) +
1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd + (M + 1)(‖x‖2
Rd + δ2)

≤ F (0) +
1

2
‖∇F (0)‖2

Rd +
4(M + 1)

m

(

r0 +
mδ2

4
+

1

2
b log 2 − inf

w∈Rd
F (w)

)

,

and therefore x + v ∈ Ω1,F cannot hold.
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Lemma A.4. With the notation of (A.10), let r1 ≥ r̃1(r0, 1). If we define

ε =
1

2
√

2

{

‖∇F (0)‖2
Rd +

4M2

m

(

r1 +
1

2
b log 2 − inf

w∈Rd
F (w)

)}−1/2

(A.11)

and

δ0 = dist
(

Ω0,F ,
⋃

x∈∂Ω1,F
Γx
F (ε)

)

, (A.12)

then, δ0 ≥ 1/2 holds.

Proof. For x ∈ ∂Ω1,F ,

F (Xx
t ) = r1 −

∫ t

0

‖∇F (Xx
s )‖2

Rdds, t ≥ 0 (A.13)

holds. In particular, by F (Xx
t ) ≤ r1 and (A.7), we have

‖∇F (Xx
t )‖2

Rd ≤ 2‖∇F (0)‖2
Rd + 2M2‖Xx

t ‖2Rd ≤ 2‖∇F (0)‖2
Rd +

8M2

m

(

r1 +
1

2
b log 2 − inf

w∈Rd
F (w)

)

. (A.14)

Thus, for any 0 ≤ s ≤ ε,

‖Xx
s − x‖Rd ≤ ε sup

u≥0
‖∇F (Xx

u)‖Rd ≤ 1

2

holds. In particular, x ∈ ∂Ω1,F indicates dist
(

∂Ω1,F ,
⋃

x∈∂Ω1,F
Γx
F (ε)

)

≤ 1/2. Therefore,

dist
(

Ω0,F ,
⋃

x∈∂Ω1,F
Γx
F (ε)

)

≥ dist(Ω0,F , ∂Ω1,F ) − dist
(

∂Ω1,F ,
⋃

x∈∂Ω1,F
Γx
F (ε)

)

and Lemma A.3 complete the proof.

Lemma A.5. Let r0 = r0(s) = (log)4(s) and let r1 = r1(s) = r̃1(r0(s), 1). Then, for sufficiently large s > 0, ε
defined by (A.11) satisfies

1

(log)2(s)
≤ ε ≤ e−2M

48d2
≤ 1. (A.15)

Proof. According to (A.10), for sufficiently large s > 0, we have 3m−1(M + 1)r0(s) ≤ r1(s) ≤ 5m−1(M + 1)r0(s).
Therefore, ε ≥ |(log)2(s)|−1 holds by (A.11).

Lemma A.6. For any δ > 0, let ξ(δ) = inf{t ≥ 0 | ‖Xx
t − Y x(s, t)‖Rd ≥ δ}. Then, we have

P (ξ(δ) < t) ≤ 4eMtd2

δ

√

t

πγ(s)
exp

{

−e−2Mtδ2γ(s)

4td2

}

, t > 0.

Proof. By the definitions of Xx and Y x(s, ·),

‖Xx
t − Y x(s, t)‖Rd ≤ M

∫ t

0

‖Xx
u − Y x(s, u)‖Rddu +

√

2

γ(s)
‖Wt‖Rd

holds, and therefore we obtain

‖Xx
t − Y x(s, t)‖Rd ≤

√

2

γ(s)
eMt max

0≤u≤t
‖Wu‖Rd

by Gronwall’s lemma. Thus, P (ξ(δ) < t) ≤ P (max0≤u≤t ‖Xx
u − Y x(s, u)‖Rd ≥ δ) ≤ P (max0≤u≤t ‖Wu‖Rd ≥

e−Mtδ
√

γ(s)/2). Applying Problem 2.8.3 in [15] to the R.H.S. of

P

(

max
0≤u≤t

‖Wu‖Rd ≥ e−Mtδ
√

γ(s)/2

)

≤
d
∑

i=1

P

(

max
0≤u≤t

|Wi,u| ≥ e−Mtδ
√

γ(s)/2d2
)

,

we obtain the desired result.
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Lemma A.7. Let r0 = r0(s) and r1 = r1(s) be the same as in Lemma A.5 and let r2 = r2(s) = r1(s) + 6. In
addition, for any continuous process V , let

τ(V ) = inf{t ≥ 0 | Vt /∈ Ω2,F }. (A.16)

Then, for sufficiently large s > 0, the following inequality holds.

P
(

τ(Y x(s, ·)) < (log)2(s)
)

≤ 2

(log)2(s)

(

1 +
8eMd2
√

πγ(s)

)

, x ∈ Ω0,F . (A.17)

Proof. In this proof, we denote the underlying filtration as {Ft}. First, we only have to show (A.17) for x ∈ ∂Ω1,F .
In fact, denoting θ(V ) = inf{t ≥ 0 | Vt ∈ ∂Ω1,F }, θ(V ) ≤ τ(V ) holds for x ∈ Ω0,F . Thus, if (A.17) is true for all
x ∈ ∂Ω1,F , then

P
(

τ(Y x(s, ·)) < (log)2(s)
)

= E
[

P
(

τ(Y x(s, ·)) < (log)2(s)
∣

∣

∣
Fθ

)

; {θ < (log)2(s)}
]

,

and therefore the strong Markov property of Y x(s, ·) yields the desired result.
To show (A.17) for x ∈ ∂Ω1,F , we define the sequence of stopping times as σ0(V ) = 0, θ0(V ) = 0 and

σi+1(V ) = inf{t > θi(V ) | Vt ∈ Ω0,F }, θi(V ) = inf{t > σi(V ) | Vt /∈ Ω1,F }, i ≥ 1.

Let

QF (t, V ) = exp

{

γ(s)

2
F (Vt) −

γ(s)

2
F (V0) − 1

2

∫ t

0

∆F (Vs)ds +
γ(s)

4

∫ t

0

‖∇F (Vs)‖2Rdds

}

.

Then, by Ito’s formula, we have

QF (t, Y x(s, ·)) = exp

{
√

γ(s)

2

∫ t

0

〈∇F (Y x(s, u)), dWu〉Rd − γ(s)

4

∫ t

0

‖∇F (Y x(s, u))‖2
Rddu

}

.

Therefore, By Girsanov’s theorem, Y x(s, ·) on [0, τ(Y x(s, ·))] under the QF (τ(Y x(s, ·)), Y x(s, ·))dP has the same
distribution as x +

√

2/γ(s)W .
On the other hand, by x ∈ ∂Ω1,F , if a continuous process V satisfies V0 = x, then F (Vu) ≥ r0(s) holds for any

u ≤ σ1(V ). Thus, for sufficiently large s > 0, Lemma A.2 yields

‖∇F (Vu)‖2
Rd − 2

γ(s)
∆F (Vu) ≥ 0.

Therefore, by γ(s) = (log)3(s) and r2(s) − r1(s) = 6, the following inequality holds on {τ(V ) < σ1(V )}.

QF (τ(V ), V )−1 = exp

{

γ(s)

2
F (x) − γ(s)

2
F (Vτ(V )) +

1

2

∫ τ(V )

0

∆F (Vu)du − γ(s)

4

∫ τ(V )

0

‖∇F (Vu)‖2
Rddu

}

≤ 1

|(log)2(s)|3 .

In particular, since {τ(Y x(s, ·)) < σ1(Y x(s, ·))} ∈ Fτ(Y x(s,·)), denoting W̃ = x +
√

2/γ(s)W , we have

P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < σ1(Y x(s, ·))) = E
[

QF,s(τ(W̃ ), W̃ )−1; {τ(W̃ ) < σ1(W̃ )}
]

≤ 1

|(log)2(s)|3 .

Combining this inequality and the strong Markov property of Y x(s, ·), for all k ∈ N, we obtain

P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < σk(Y x(s, ·))) =

k
∑

i=1

P (σi−1(Y x(s, ·)) ≤ τ(Y x(s, ·)) < σi(Y
x(s, ·)))

=

k
∑

i=1

E[P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < σi(Y
x(s, ·)) | Fθi−1(Y x(s,·))); {σi−1(Y x(s, ·)) ≤ τ(Y x(s, ·))}]

≤ k

|(log)2(s)|3 . (A.18)
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If we define ε and δ0 as (A.11) and (A.12), respectively, then ξ(δ0) defined in Lemma A.6 satisfies P (σ1(Y x(s, ·)) <
ε) ≤ P (ξ(δ0) < ε). In fact, since Y x(s, t0) ∈ Ω0,F for t0 = σ1(Y x(s, ·)), if t0 < ε, then by the definition of δ0

‖Y x(s, t0) −Xx
t0‖Rd ≥ dist

(

Ω0,F ,
⋃

y∈∂Ω1,F
Γy
F (t0)

)

≥ δ0

holds. Therefore, ξ(δ0) ≤ t0 < ε by the definition of ξ(δ0). On the other hand, for sufficiently large s > 0, ε satisfies
(A.15). Thus, Lemmas A.4 and A.6 yield

P (σ1(Y x(s, ·)) < ε) ≤ 8eMd2
√

πγ(s)
exp

{

−e−2Mγ(s)

16εd2

}

≤ 8eMd2

|(log)2(s)|3
√

πγ(s)
.

Whereas, for any k ∈ N, we have

σk(Y x(s, ·)) = σ1(Y x(s, ·)) +

k−1
∑

i=1

(σi+1(Y x(s, ·)) − σi(Y
x(s, ·))) ≥ σ1(Y x(s, ·)) +

k−1
∑

i=1

(σi+1(Y x(s, ·)) − θi(Y
x(s, ·))).

Thus, on the event {σk(Y x(s, ·)) < kε}, there exists at least one 0 ≤ i ≤ k−1 such that σi+1(Y x(s, ·))−θi(Y
x(s, ·)) <

ε. Therefore, since P (σi+1(Y x(s, ·)) − θi(Y
x(s, ·)) < ε) ≤ supy∈∂Ω1,F

P (σ1(Y x(s, ·)) < ε) by the strong Markov
property of Y x(s, ·),

P (σk(Y x(s, ·)) < kε) ≤ 8keMd2

|(log)2(s)|3
√

πγ(s)
(A.19)

holds. Combining (A.18) and (A.19), we obtain

P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < kε) ≤ P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < σk(Y x(s, ·))) + P (σk(Y x(s, ·)) < kε) ≤ k

|(log)2(s)|3

(

1 +
8eMd2
√

πγ(s)

)

.

As a result, taking k ∈ N so that |(log)2(s)|2 ≤ k < |(log)2(s)|2 + 1, since (log)2(s) ≤ kε holds by (A.15), we obtain

P
(

τ(Y x(s, ·)) < (log)2(s)
)

≤ P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < kε) ≤ |(log)2(s)|2 + 1

|(log)2(s)|3

(

1 +
8eMd2
√

πγ(s)

)

≤ 2

(log)2(s)

(

1 +
8eMd2
√

πγ(s)

)

,

as desired.

Lemma A.8. The function α(s, ·) defined by (2.7) satisfies α(s, t) ≥ s + t. In addition, if s > 0 is sufficiently
large, then α(s, t) ≤ s + 2t holds for any t ≤ s.

Proof. For each fixed s ≥ 0, the map r 7→
∫ r

s
γ(s)
γ(u)du tends to infinity as r → ∞. Thus, α(s, t) is well-defined as the

inverse of strictly increasing continuous function. By the monotonicity of γ(t),

t =

∫ α(s,t)

s

γ(s)

γ(u)
du ≤ α(s, t) − s,

holds, and therefore s + t ≤ α(s, t).
For sufficiently large s > 0, we have γ(s) = (log)3(s) and 2(log)3(s) ≥ (log)3(3s). Thus, for t ≤ s,

∫ s+2t

s

(log)3(s)

(log)3(u)
du ≥ 2t(log)3(s)

(log)3(s + 2t)
≥ t

holds. Therefore, α(s, t) ≤ s + 2t follows from the definition of α(s, t).

Lemma A.9. Let H ∈ C1(Rd;R) be M -smooth. If r0(s) = (log)4(s) and h(s) ≤ s2/3, then for any x ∈ Ω0,F ,

∣

∣Es,x[H(Zα(s,h(s)))] − E [H(Y x(s, h(s)))]
∣

∣ ≤ Om,b,M,γ(0),H(0),‖∇H(0)‖
Rd

,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

,d

(

1 + ‖x‖2
Rd

√

(log)2(s)

)

holds. Here, Es,x[·] = E[· |Zs = x].
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Proof. According to Lévy’s theorem,

W̃t :=

√

γ(s)

2

∫ α(s,t)

s

√

2

γ(u)
dWu

is a new Brownian motion with respect to the time changed filtration. Setting u = α(s, v), we have

∫ α(s,t)

s

∇F (Zs)du =

∫ t

0

γ(α(s, u))

γ(s)
∇F (Z̃(s, u))du,

∫ α(s,t)

s

√

2

γ(u)
dWu =

√

2

γ(s)
W̃t.

Thus, when Zs = x, Z̃(s, t) = Zα(s,t) satisfies

Z̃(s, t) = x−
∫ t

0

γ(α(s, u))

γ(s)
∇F (Z̃(s, u))du +

√

2

γ(s)
W̃t. (A.20)

To apply the result of Section 7.6.4 in [18] to (A.20) and

Y x(s, t) = x−
∫ t

0

∇F (Y x((s, u))du +

√

2

γ(s)
Wt,

let

S1(t) = −
√

γ(s)

2

∫ t

0

(

γ(α(s, u))

γ(s)
− 1

)

〈∇F (Y x(s, u)), dWu〉Rd ,

S2(t) =
γ(s)

2

∫ t

0

(

γ(α(s, u))

γ(s)
− 1

)2

‖∇F (Y x(s, u))‖2
Rddu,

and let Q(t) = exp
{

S1(t) − 1
2S2(t)

}

. Then for τ(Y x(s, ·)) defined by (A.16),

Es,x[H(Z̃(s, h(s)))] − E[H(Y x(s, h(s)))] =
{

Es,x[H(Z̃(s, h(s))); {τ(Z̃) ≥ h(s)}] − E[H(Y x(s, h(s))); {τ(Y x(s, ·)) ≥ h(s)}]
}

+
{

E[H(Z̃(s, h(s))); {τ(Z̃) < h(s)}] − E[H(Y x(s, h(s))); {τ(Y x(s, ·)) < h(s)}]
}

=: I1 + I2

holds. In the rest of proof, we bound each of I1 and I2.
First, we bound I1. Since Q(t) is a martingale on [0, τ(Y x(s, ·))], by Lemma A.10, we have

|I1| ≤
√

E[H(Y x(s, h(s)))2]
√

E[|Q(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) − 1|2]

≤ Om,b,M,γ(0),H(0),‖∇H(0)‖
Rd

,‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

,d

(

(1 + ‖x‖Rd)
√

E[|Q(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) − 1|2]
)

.

When h(s) ≤ τ(Y x(s, ·)), setting v = α(s, u), we obtain

S2(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) ≤ γ(s)

2
(‖∇F (0)‖Rd + Mr2(s))2

∫ h(s)∧τ(Y x(s,·))

0

(

γ(α(s, u))

γ(s)
− 1

)2

du

=
γ(s)

2
(‖∇F (0)‖Rd + Mr2(s))2

∫ α(s,h(s))

s

(

γ(u)

γ(s)
− 1

)2
γ(s)

γ(u)
du

≤ 1

2γ(s)
(‖∇F (0)‖Rd + Mr2(s))2

∫ α(s,t)

s

(γ(u) − γ(s))
2
du.

Furthermore, since we have 0 ≤ log(1 + r) ≤ r for all r ≥ 0,

|(log)k(u) − (log)k(s)| =

∣

∣

∣

∣

log

(

1 +
(log)k−1(u)

(log)k−1(s)
− 1

)∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1

(log)k−1(s)
|(log)k−1(u) − (log)k−1(s)|
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holds for any k. Therefore, since γ(s) = (log)3(s) and r1(s) ≤ Om,b,M,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

(

(log)4(s)
)

hold for sufficiently
large s > 0, Lemma A.8 yields

S2(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) ≤ Om,b,M,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

(

|(log)4(s)|2
(log)3(s)

∫ α(s,h(s))

s

∣

∣(log)3(u) − (log)3(s)
∣

∣

2
du

)

≤ Om,b,M,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

(

|(log)4(s)|2
s2| log s|2|(log)2(s)|2(log)3(s)

∫ α(s,h(s))

s

(u− s)2du

)

≤ Om,b,M,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

( |(log)4(s)|2
| log s|2|(log)2(s)|2(log)3(s)

)

.

Whereas, by the martingale property of Q̃(t) = exp {2S1(t) − 2S2(t)} on [0, τ(Y x(s, ·))], we obtain

E[|Q(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) − 1|2] = E[Q̃(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) (exp {S2(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·)))} − 1)].

As a result, since we have by er − 1 ≤ rer

E[|Q(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) − 1|2] = E[|Q(h(s) ∧ τ(Y x(s, ·))) − 1|2]

≤ Om,b,M,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

( |(log)4(s)|2
| log s|2|(log)2(s)|2(log)3(s)

)

for sufficiently large s > 0,

|I1| ≤ Om,b,M,γ(0),H(0),‖∇H(0)‖
Rd

,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

,d

(

1 + ‖x‖Rd

(log)2(s)

)

(A.21)

holds as desired.
Finally, we bound I2. Applying (A.21) to H = 1, we obtain

|P (τ(Z̃) < h(s)) − P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < h(s))| = |P (τ(Z̃) ≥ h(s)) − P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) ≥ h(s))|

≤ Om,b,M,γ(0),F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

,d

(

1 + ‖x‖Rd

(log)2(s)

)

.

Therefore, by Lemmas A.7 and A.10,

|I2| ≤
√

E[H(Z̃(s, h(s)))2]

√

P (τ(Z̃) < h(s)) +
√

E[H(Y x(s, h(s)))2]
√

P (τ(Y x(s, ·)) < h(s))

≤ Om,b,M,γ(0),H(0),‖∇H(0)‖
Rd

,F (0),‖∇F (0)‖
Rd

,d

(

1 + ‖x‖2
Rd

√

(log)2(s)

)

holds, and therefore the proof is completed.

A.2. Moment bound

The following two lemmas can be proved in the similar manners to [26] noting that γ and η are monotonic.

Lemma A.10. (Lemma A.4 in [26]) Let p ≥ 2 and let F ∈ C1(Rd;R) be (m, b)-dissipative and M -smooth. Suppose
that Z is the solution of

dZt = −∇F (Xt)dt +
√

2/γ(t)dWt

with initial value Z0 ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd). Then, for any t ≥ 0,

E[‖Zt‖pRd ] ≤ e−λ(p)tE[‖Z0‖pRd ] +
C(p)

λ(p)
(1 − e−λ(p)t) (A.22)

holds. Here, C(p) and λ(p) are constants defined by (4.4).
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Lemma A.11. (Lemma A.5 in [26]) Assume that Fk ∈ C1(Rd;R) is (m, b)-dissipative and M -smooth for each
k and satisfies supk∈N ‖∇Fk(0)‖Rd ≤ A. For a sequence η = {ηk}∞k=1 that decreases to 0, let Z(η) be the process
defined by

dZ
(η)
t = −∇Fk(Z

(η)

φ(η)(t)
) +

√

2/γ(t)dWt.

Then, for all ℓ ∈ N,

sup
t≥0

E[‖Z(η)
t ‖2ℓ

Rd ] ≤ Om,b,M,γ(0),A,d,ℓ,η(1 + E[‖Z0‖2ℓRd ])

holds.

A.3. Results on generalization bound

Theorem A.12. (Theorem 4.5 in [25]) Let F be a family of fuctions from Z to R. Denoting

‖f − f̃‖1,S :=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

|f(zi) − f̃(zi)|, f, f̃ ∈ F ,

let, C(F , ε, ‖ · ‖1,S) be the size of minimal ε-cover of F with respect to ‖ · ‖1,S. Then, if

sup
f∈F

(

1

n

n
∑

i=1

f(zi)
2

)1/2

≤ c

holds, we have

R̂n(F , S) ≤ inf
ε>0

(

ε +
c
√

2√
n

√

logC(F , ε, ‖ · ‖1,S)

)

,

where for IIDs σ1, . . . , σn satisfying P (σi = 1) = P (σi = −1) = 1/2, the empirical Rademacher complexity R̂n(F , S)
is defined by

R̂n(F , S) =
1

n
E

[

sup
f∈F

n
∑

i=1

σif(zi)
∣

∣

∣
S

]

. (A.23)

Theorem A.13. (Theorem 4.1 in [25]) Let Rn(F) = E[R̂n(F , S)]. Then we have

E

[

sup
f∈F

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E[f(z1)] − 1

n

n
∑

i=1

f(zi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

≤ 4Rn(F).
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