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Abstract

We study the Riemannian Langevin Algorithm for the problem of sampling from a distribution
with density v with respect to the natural measure on a manifold with metric g. We assume that
the target density satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with respect to the metric and prove that the
manifold generalization of the Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm converges rapidly to v for Hessian
manifolds. This allows us to reduce the problem of sampling non-smooth (constrained) densities
in R™ to sampling smooth densities over appropriate manifolds, while needing access only to the
gradient of the log-density, and this, in turn, to sampling from the natural Brownian motion on
the manifold. Our main analytic tools are (1) an extension of self-concordance to manifolds, and
(2) a stochastic approach to bounding smoothness on manifolds. A special case of our approach
is sampling isoperimetric densities restricted to polytopes by using the metric defined by the
logarithmic barrier.

1 Introduction

Sampling is a fundamental problem with connections to many areas of mathematics and algorithms.
A natural approach to sampling from a desired distribution is diffusion, i.e., a stochastic process that
converges to the target density in continuous time. This is a subject of classical study with many
powerful and surprising theorems [BGL14]. Sampling algorithms, which are inherently discrete, are
also a major subject due to their generality and plethora of applications [HAP*19, CF20, CV16]. The
connections between the two are still being developed and the following is not well-understood:

When does the rapid convergence of a diffusion process result in an efficient sampling algorithm?
In recent years, progress has been made on this via the Langevin Diffusion and associated Langevin

algorithm, both in Euclidean space. For a target density proportional to e~f(*), Langevin Diffusion

(LD) is the following stochastic process!:

dX; = —Df(X,)dt + v/2dW;, (1)

where W, is the standard Wiener process. LD converges to the target density in continuous time. The
rate of convergence in relative entropy (or KL divergence) can be bounded for densities satisfying a
Log-Sobolev Inequality (LSI, defined in section 2.6) with parameter o > 0:

H,(pe) < e H,(po).

When the target e~/ is strongly logconcave and gradient Lipshitz, the work of [RT96, Dall7] showed
that the simple Euler discretization converges rapidly. This is given by

Thtl1 = Tk — th(:Ek) + V2hZ

where Z ~ N(0, 1) is a standard Gaussian. The convergence rate was refined and improved in many
subsequent papers [DM17, DMM19]. It was later shown that this discretization gives an efficient
algorithm for any density proportional to e~/ where Df is L-Lipshitz, with the rate of convergence
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polynomial in L,n and 1/a [VW19]. Li and Erdogdu [LE20] extended this framework to the manifold
given by a product of spheres, and [WLP20] to more general manifolds under some assumptions.
These results suggest a more comprehensive picture is waiting to be discovered.

Diffusion can be generalized naturally to Riemannian manifolds. Given a manifold M defined by a
local metric g(z) for each z € M, one can define Riemannian Langevin Diffusion (RLD) in Euclidean
coordinates as follows:

dXy = (D (971 (Xy)) — ¢~ (Xe) D (Xe))dt + /29~ (Xe)dBy, (2)

where dB; is the standard Wiener process. If f = 0, then X; solving the above SDE is the canonical
Brownian motion on the manifold with metric g. On the other hand, the above equation (including f)
has stationary distribution e~/dz. The benefit of this process is that one can choose the local metric to
facilitate convergence and hence potentially extend the method to more general densities. This leads
to our main motivating questions:

1. Under what conditions does the discretization of RLD, the Riemannian Langevin Algorithm,
converge?

2. Can non-smooth and/or constrained distributions be sampled by mapping to appropriate mani-
folds and using RLA? This is analogous to optimization where non-smooth convex optimization

can be mapped to smooth convex optimization via self-concordant barriers (the Interior-Point
Method [NN94]).

For the first question, it is useful to consider RLD as a process on a manifold (the equivalence is
shown formally in Lemma 6).

Definition 1 (Riemannian Langevin Diffusion (RLD)). Given a metric g in the Euclidean chart
x € R™, let M be the manifold with measure dvy(z), whose density with respect to the Lebesgue
measure in the Euclidean chart is \/|det(g)|. Given a distribution with density v = e~F', Riemannian
Langevin Diffusion is the solution to the following SDE whose stationary distribution is vduvg.

dX; = (V- (g7 YX,)) — VF(X,))dt + /29~ (X,)dB,.

Here V- denotes the divergence with respect to the manifold and it is applied separately to each
row of a matrix (see Sec. 2 for background).

Convergence in continuous time holds for any target density satisfying LSI and for any Riemannian
metric.

Theorem 1 (RLD Convergence). [BGL14] Suppose that the density e~ @ dx = e~ Fdv,(x) has log-
Sobolev constant o > 0 with respect to the metric g. Then, the distribution p; obtained by RLD at time
t > 0 satisfies

Hy,(pe) < e H,(po).

When the metric g is defined by the Hessian of a strictly convex function ¢ as g(x) = D?¢(x), then
the corresponding process is also called Mirror Langevin Diffusion, as it can be viewed as passing to
the dual via the mirror map y = D¢(x). This is discussed in several recent papers [ZPFP20, AC21,
LTVW21], which prove convergence under rather strong assumptions.

The simple discretization of RLD is the Riemannian Langevin Algorithm, defined next.

Definition 2 (Riemannian Langevin Algorithm (RLA)). To sample from the distribution vdv,(z)
over the manifold M, we define the following iterative process for a fized step size €:

y = exp,, (—eVF(zy))
Lh+1 = %(% 6)
where B(xg,t) samples from Brownian motion on the manifold, starting from xo after time t.

In words, at any point x, the algorithm travels for some time € along the geodesic with initial
gradient —V F'(x) to reach a point y, and then performs a Brownian motion on the manifold starting
at y for time € (we describe Brownian motion on a manifold in Section 2.4). We note that in this paper



we assume that we have access to an oracle that can sample Brownian motion on a manifold starting
from a given point up to a given time increment (similar to [AC21].)

Such “geodesic walks” have been considered in the literature, e.g., in [LV17, GS19, WLP20], under
various additional assumptions or with more algorithmic modifications. [LV17] applies a geodesic walk
to sample uniformly from a polytope by mapping to the manifold given by a strictly convex barrier
function, but their process requires a Metropolis step which explicitly computes the probability of
transition and uses a filter to ensure the desired stationary distribution. [GS19] show that geodesic
“ball” walk converges rapidly to the manifold measure for geodesically strictly convex subsets of a
positive curvature manifold subject to additional conditions. [LE20] obtains strong estimates of the
rate of convergence for some classes of functions on the manifold defined by a product of spheres.

The discretization of Mirror Langevin Diffusion has been an active research topic in recent years. It
was first proposed as a sampling algorithm by [ZPFP20] and later studied by [HKRC18, AC21, Jia21,
LTVW21]. The results of [HKRC18, LTVW21] assume that the convex function whose Hessian defines
the metric satisfies a property they call modified self-concordance. Roughly speaking it requires that
the square-root of the metric changes slowly (in Frobenius norm), namely the change is bounded by a
constant times the change in the gradient in Euclidean norm. They also require the function of interest
to be smooth and strongly convex. Even with these assumptions, convergence to the target distribution
with vanishing bias was established very recently [LTVW21], using an analysis technique developed
in [LZT21]. Unfortunately, the modified self-concordance parameter is not affine-invariant (even though
the process itself is!) and is unbounded for the log barrier, even in two dimensions [LTVW21]. The
work of [AC21] shows how to use self-concordance of the convex barrier function together with the
assumptions that the target f is convex and Lipshitz to reduce the sampling problem to that of
simulating Brownian motion in the barrier metric. Relaxing their assumptions, while maintaining an
affine-invariant analysis is our motivating open problem.

A natural candidate for the condition on the metric is self-concordance, as usually defined in
optimization, i.e., the third directional derivative of the convex function can be bounded by a constant
times the second directional derivative to the power of 3/2, an affine-invariant condition [NN94].
Unfortunately, this does not imply that the square-root of the inverse of the metric satisfies self-
concordance (or changes slowly), leading to the above mentioned modified self-concordance assumption.
We get around this by a natural extension of standard self-concordance to manifolds.

Here we prove a general theorem based on self-concordance parameters of the metric g defining
the manifold and smoothness parameters of F'. We define second-order self-concordance for a metric,
an extension of the standard definition to one higher derivative. Our main result can be interpreted
as a reduction from the problem of sampling a general density on a manifold to sampling Brownian
motion on the manifold. As a special case of this theorem, it follows that for smooth functions f
satisfying LSI with respect to the log barrier metric, RLA can sample from the density proportional to
e~/ restricted to polytopes with the Langevin algorithm. Previous work was able to sample smooth,
strongly logconcave densities or smooth, unconstrained densities satisfying isoperimetry, or convex and
Lipshitz densities. To describe the results more precisely, we first define manifold self-concordance.
Recall that the local norm of a vector v in a manifold with metric g is given by HU||(2] =T gu.

Definition 3. (Second-order self-concordance) Let ¢ : R™ — R be a thrice-differentiable function and
g(z) = D?¢(z). Then g is v1-self-concordant if

—nllvllgg = Dg(v) 2 nllvlleg.

We say that g is (v1,72,73)-second-order self-concordant if in addition to the above (standard)
self-concordance, it satisfies

(Dg(v), Dg~"(w)) = nv3[vllgllwllg
and
—3llvllgllwllgg = D?g(v,w) X A3[|v]lgllwllgg-

Remark 1. For the manifold defined by the log barrier in a polytope, the parameters vi,7v2,7vs are all
bounded by absolute constants.



We can now state our main theorem. For convenience, we assume that all self-concordance and
Lipshitzness parameters are at least 1. The assumption o < 1 below is for simplicity of exposition,
and one can simply replace o with min{1, a}.

Theorem 2 (General Hessian Manifolds). Let M be a (y1,v2,73)-second-order self-concordant Hes-
sian manifold. Consider the distribution dv(x) on M with density e~ w.r.t to the manifold volume
measure. Assume that v satisfies the log-Sobolev inequality with parameter o < 1. Let the function
F be Lo-gradient Lipschitz, Ls-Hessian Lipschitz on M. Then, there exist universal constants ci,ca,
such that after k steps of the Riemannian Langevin Algorithm with step-size (time parameter) €, start-
ing from a distribution with density po which is square integrable with respect to the manifold measure
and has finite second moment (with respect to an arbitrary, fized point on M), for any e < 1, the
distribution py satisfies

H,(pr) < e 5% H, (po) + c1 [n%/2(72 + 72 +~2) Lo + VL3 + nLs|e/a. (3)

Hence, for any target accuracy 6 > 0, after k = O(i log(2H,(po)/0))) steps of RLA with small enough
step-size €, namely

da
e<c )
= 0b2(3F + 93 +93)La + V/nL3 + nLs

(4)

the distribution py satisfies H,(py) < 0.

The theorem recovers as special cases some results in the literature?. It also extends the reach of
Langevin style algorithms to constrained distributions as illustrated in the corollaries below. We note
that our gradient and Hessian Lipschitness assumptions are the natural ones in the manifold.

Remark 2. In general, we work with Gibbs form of the distribution e~ dvg(x), which can also be
presented by its density with respect to the Lebesque measure in the Euclidean chart as e”'dx, where
we have the relation

f=F-— %logdet(g(:v)).

Note that logarithmic Sobolev parameter is determined by the distribution and the metric g, hence
remains the same property for either of the representations with f or F with respect to the same
metric g.

Polytope with log barrier. We apply our result to the special case when the manifold is the
open set inside a polytope Az > b, and the metric at point z is given by the Hessian D?¢(x), where
¢ is the logarithmic barrier function:

P(x) = — Z log(a] & — by).

The Hessian can be written as D?¢(x) = AT A,, where A, is equal to the matrix A whose ith row is
reweighted by 1/(al’z — b;). We denote the leverage score vector of A, by o, i.e.,

o, = diag(A, (Al A,)7TA])

Then, Brownian motion with this geometry is given by

AX, = \[2(AT A) 4B, — (AT A) AT ot

where we denoted Ax, and ox, by A; and o, for brevity.

2The main theorem of [WLP20] claims a result in a similar spirit with additional parameters K1, Ka, K3, K3 as well
as curvature bounds; we avoid these parameters here and do not see how they could be bounded.



Corollary 3. Let the manifold M be the open set inside a polytope with the log barrier metric.
Consider the distribution with density e~ with respect to the Lebesque measure inside the polytope s.t.
the corresponding function F defining the density e~ on M is Lo-gradient Lipschitz and Ls-Hessian
Lipschitz (i.e. taking the metric into account), and also satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant
a with respect to the log barrier metric. Assuming Lo, Ls > 1 and «,§ < 1 for simplicity of exposition,
there is a constant ¢ s.t., RLA with step-size

oo
<
= nb/2Ly + /nL3 +nLs’

starting from a distribution pg, samples from a distribution whose KL-divergence with respect to the
target v is at most 0, and the number of iterations bounded by

O tog (211, (40)/5)).

To make the statement above explicit in terms of the original function e~/, we bound all the
required smoothness parameters for the log barrier in a polytope and obtain the following result. We
note that while we focus on a polytope, the techniques extend to more general convex bodies with
analogous barriers (e.g., as investigated in [Nar16]).

Corollary 4. Suppose the target distribution is dv(x) = e~ fd(z) for f inside a polytope Az > b
of diameter R, assuming R > 1 for simplicity, such that f is ls-gradient Lipschitz, and f3-Hessian
Lipschitz. Moreover, suppose v satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant o < 1 with respect to

the log barrier metric. For any 0 < 1, the query complezity of RLA to reach at most 6 error in KL

divergence starting from density po is O(i log M”T(po)), for step size

fyel
< .
©= W2 P20, R + /al3R? + nls RO/

To prove these corollaries, we bound the self-concordance parameters of the log barrier metric and
bound the manifold smoothness parameters of F' in terms of the smoothness parameters of the given
function f (Section 6).

1.1 Approach

Langevin diffusion, even for Riemannian manifolds, converges exponentially fast to the target distri-
bution in KL divergence for any target satisfying LSI. To turn this into an algorithm, we bound the
“discretization error”, i.e., how much the time-discretized algorithm deviates from the continuous pro-
cess in terms of relative entropy. The discretization proceeds by taking a step defined by the gradient
of F' at the current point for some positive time, and then performing a Brownian motion for the same
length of time.

In the Euclidean setting, the error of discretization can be bounded using smoothness of the target
(gradient of f is Lipshitz) and LSI itself [VW19]. In the Riemannian setting, there is a new source of
error, namely the gradient step is along the geodesic with initial velocity determined by the gradient
of F. The error analysis of [VW19] was cleanly generalized by [LE20] with an additional Riemannian
discretization error term. They then focused on the manifold given by a product of spheres, where
quantities of interest can be written quite explicitly.

The general case presents formidable further challenges. This is already illustrated in the papers
on Mirror Langevin, which introduce the modified self-concordance condition making the applicability
of the analysis rather restricted. Our goal here is to avoid such a condition and preserve the affine-
invariance of the process in the analysis.

The discretization error (Lemma 7) can be viewed as follows for h(z) = log(pt(z)/v(z))

B (LB (Vah(a) VF(@) = (Vo) B 7o), 000,00} )

To~pPo \T~Ptlo

where pyo is the distribution obtained by running Brownian motion for time ¢ starting at ;(zo), the
point obtained by going along the geodesic starting at xo with initial velocity —VF(x¢) for time t.



The vector b(t, xg) is the parallel transport of VF(zo) from x¢ to v (xo). In R", it would simply be
VF(zg) and could be factored. Here we will have to bound its change along the geodesic.

Next, note that in the above expression, it would be useful to exchange the gradient and the inner
expectation in the second term. In R™, we can write VE(h(z)) = E(Vh(z)) for an arbitrary function
h, but this is false in general on a manifold, since the (i) gradient is locally defined and (ii) expectation
doesn’t make sense as VAh(x) is a point in the tangent space at .

To address this, we consider a map Hy : M — M, Hy(xo) = X;° is a (random) map from zo to
X, the value of the Brownian process started at xzo at time ¢. Recall that

dX, = A(X,)dB, + Z(X,)dt
where A(x) = /29 (z) and Z(z) = V - (¢~ !(x)) are defined by the metric.

Then we write
d E (h(z)) = E dh(z)DH(zo),
Ptlo Ptlo
where D H;(z) is the Jacobian of the random map H. To analyze this, we use an extension of a theorem
due to [EL94], which will imply that

(Vatwo) B 1(@),b(t, 20)) = Bvi (VA(2), V2),

for a stochastic process V; with SDE
dVy = DA(X:)(Vi)dB: + DZy(Vy)dt. (6)

where Vo = b(t, zo).
Here V; will be the action of the Jacobian of the random map H; on b(t, xo).
Applying this, we get that the discretization error is bounded by

E E (Vh(X,), V(X)) ~ VF(X0) < E 7 VA(X)|P + E V(X)) - VP(X,) P
using Cauchy-Schwarz and the AM-GM inequality. The first term, with our choice of h(z) = log(p:(z)/v(z))
will be a quarter of the relative Fisher information, which is good — the continuous process decreases

the relative entropy by the relative Fisher information and so we still get a decrease overall. Now
the second term needs to be bounded, this takes up most of our effort, and will crucially use the
self-concordance of g as well as the smoothness of F. We will do this by showing that the squared
norm of V' grows slowly and so does that of VF.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We use D for the Euclidean derivative, 9, 9; for Euclidean partial derivatives, and V (or V) for manifold
derivative. So, e.g., Dlogdet g(x) = (g~ '(x), Dg(x)) where g(x) is a matrix defined by z and Dg is
a third-order tensor, so that the RHS becomes a vector. The directional derivative in the direction
y would be Dlogdet g(z)(y) = Tr(g ' (x)Dg(z)(y)), We interchangeably refer to the gradient and
Hessian of F over the manifold by VF, Hessf and VF, V2F respectively.

We use v for the steady state or target distribution. The K L-divergence (relative entropy) of a
distribution p with respect to another distribution v is denoted by H, (p) and defined as

Holp) = B (1og(p(2)/(0))) = [ pla)1og 22 vy (o)

x v(z)
The relative Fisher information is denoted by I, (p) and defined as
p
L(p) = [ oIV 1og(2) o, (o) )

We use y:(z) to denote the point on the manifold obtained after going on a geodesic « starting from
x after time t. We also use 7 (p) to denote the push forward measure of p under the map ;.



2.2 Basic Manifold definitions

Abstract Manifold and Charts. A manifold M is a topological space such that for each point
p € M, there is in an open neighborhood W C M of p and a homeomorphism x : W — U, where
U is an open subset of R™. Such a specific map is called a chart, usually denoted as z(p) € R™.
Here we refer to a point on the manifold simply by its representation in its Euclidean chart. For each
point p € M, the tangent space T,(M) is an n-dimensional vector space whose elements are partial
derivative operators of functions over M, or more precisely, linear functionals that obeys Leibniz’ rule,
ie. for V € T,(M) and f, g arbitrary functions on M

v(ef + Bg)(p) = aw(f)(p) + Bu(g)(p),
v(f9)(p) = v(£)(P)g(p) + f(p)v(9)(p)-

For any local chart « around p, the set of partial derivatives {Jz;}7; in that chart is a natural basis

for T,(M).

Cotangent Space. The space of linear functionals over T),(M) is the dual or cotangent space denoted
by Ty(M). To every basis {e;}7_; of T,(M), relates the dual basis {ej }}._; which is a basis for T}y (M),
defined by

Vi,j : 6:(6]') = 61']'.
The dual basis of {0xz;} is denoted by {dx;} .

Differential. For a map f : M — N between two manifolds, the differential df, at some point
p € M is a linear map from T},(M) to Ty, (N) with the property that for any curve ~(t) on M with
~(0) = p, we have

& (57(0) = % F)0). )

. As a special case, for a function f over the manifold, the differential df at some point p € M is a
linear functional over T),(M), i.e. an element of Ty (M). Writing (8) for curve ~; with 44:(0) = O,
testing property (8), we see

d af

f((t))

df(0z:) = dt t=0 ~ oz,

for every i, one can see df =3, %dwi.

Vector field. A vector field V' is a smooth choice of a vector V(p) € T),(M) in the tangent space for
all p e M.

Metric and inner product. A metric tensor on the manifold M is simply a smooth choice of a
symmetric bilinear map over M. Alternatively, the metric or dot product (,) can be seen as a bilinear
map over the space of vector fields with the tensorization property, i.e. for vector fields V. W, Z and
functions «, f over M:
(V+W,2) = (V,2) + (W, 2), (9)
(aV, BW) = aB(V, W). (10)

2.3 Manifold Derivatives, Geodesics, Parallel Transport
2.3.1 Covariant derivative

Given two vector fields V' and W, the covariant derivative, also called the Levi-Civita connection Vi W
is a bilinear operator with the following properties:
Vavitas W = a1t Vi, W + aaVy, W,
Vy (Wi + Wa) = Vy(Wy) + Vi (W),
Vv(awl) =aVy (W1) + V(Q)Wl.



Importantly, the property that differentiates the covariant derivative from other kinds of derivaties
over manifold is that the covariant derivative of the metric is zero, i.e., Vi g = 0 for any vector field
V. In other words, we have the following intuitive rule:

Vy (Wi, Wa) = (Vy Wy, Wa) + (Wq, Vy Wa).
Moreover, the covariant derivative has the torsion free property, meaning that for vector fields Wy, Wa:
Vi, Wa — Vi, W1 = [Wy, Wa,
where [W7, Ws] is the Lie bracket of Wy, W defined as the unique vector field that satisfies
(Wi, Wal f = Wi(Wa(f)) — Wa(Wi(f))

for every smooth function f.
In a local chart with variable z, if one represent V' = Y V;0z;, where dxz; are the basis vector fields,
and W = 5" W;0x;, the covariant derivative is given by

Vv W = ZWV-W = ZWZV (W7 dx;)

—ZWZ& 7)o) +ZV¢ZWV6:UJ

= ZV (W7)0z;) +ZZV1WJZP Oy) =

- Z V(W*) + ZZWWJF’“ ).

k
where Christoffel symbols Ffj are the representations of the Levi-Cevita derivatives of the basis {Ox;}:
Vou,0x; = Z Ffjaxk
k

and are given by the following formula:

F?j = % ngm(ajgmi + 0igmj — Om9ij)-
Above, g refers to the (i, j) entry of the inverse of the metric.

2.3.2 Parallel Transport

The notion of parallel transport of a vector V' along a curve =y can be generalized from Euclidean space
to a manifold. On a manifold, parallel transport is a vector field restricted to «y such that V. (V) = 0.
By this definition, for two parallel transport vector fields V' (t), W (¢) we have that their dot product
(V(t),W(t)) is preserved, i.e., (V (t), W(t)) = 0.

2.3.3 Geodesic

A geodesic is a curve 7 on M is a “locally shortest path”, i.e., the tangent to the curve is parallel
transported along the curve: V44 = 0 (4 denotes the time derivative of the curve ~.) Writing this in a
chart, one can see it is a second order nonlinear ODE which locally has a unique solution given initial
location and speed.

Ay dryi dyj e
2k = Shpk oy, 11
dt2 ( ) dt dt 7,_]5 ( )




2.3.4 Exponential Map

The exponential expp(v) at point p is a map from T,,(M) to M, defined as the point obtained on a
geodesic starting from p with initial speed v, after time 1. We use v;(z) to denote the point after going
on a geodesic starting from x with initial velocity VF, after time ¢.

2.3.5 Gradient

For a function F' over the manifold, it naturally acts linearly over the space of vector fields: given a
vector field V', the mapping V' (F) is linear in V. Therefore, by Riesz representation theorem, there is
a vector field W where

V(F) =W, V)

for any vector field V. This vector field W is defined as the gradient of F', which we denote here by
VF or VF. To explicitly derive the form of gradient in a local chart, note that

= omVi)(F ZV@F ZVZVJngg 0, F = (V.Y g™o,F).

Jm,i

The above calculation implies
VF = Z(Z g™ 0 F)O,
So g7!DF is the representation of VF in the Euclidean chart with basis {dx;}.

2.3.6 Manifold Divergence

For the divergence of a vector field F' on a manifold, we have

V.-F= Zdwi (ViF)

= Zd:cz ZaF 0x;) +Zd:z:1 ZFI‘U )0z )

= Z 0 F; + Z Z FTL
Note that by the formula for the Christoffel symbol I‘fj for k =1 we get

i 1 im
Zrij - 2529 i gim

1 -1
5 Tr(97"059)

lajdetg
2 detg

Putting this back in the formula for divergence, we get

V-F=Y 0F+>Y F(> T
i j i

(e
\/_Za 9] ).

~ah)



2.3.7 Higher order differentiated tensors

As we described in the previous part, gradient of function F' can be regarded as an element of the
cotangent space T (M). Now one can differentiate this tensor w.r.t the Levi-Civita connection to the
Hessian which is a 0-2 tensor:

VZF(V1,Va) = Hess(F)(V1,V2) = Vi((VE, Va)) = (VF, Vy, V2) = (Vy, VF, Va).

Repeating the same process, one can differentiate the Hessian of F' to obtain. a 0-3 order tensor,
which can be regarded as the manifold analog of the third order tensor of partial derivatives of F' in
the Euclidean space:

V3F(X1, X2, X3) = X1(V2F (X2, X3)) — V2F(Vx, X2, X3) — V2F (X3, Vx, X3).

In general, we think of F' as a function on the manifold, and we assume bounds on the tensors VF',
V2F, and V3F as for all vector fields V, Va, Va:

IVE(V1)| < La|Wal,
V2P (Vi, V)| < Lo|[Va][|[V2l
[V3E(V1, Ve, Va)| < Ls|[Va ||Vl V5]
Note that the above norms are all the norm of a vector in the tangent space of the manifold, hence

taking into account the metric.

2.4 Brownian Motion on Manifold

The metric g in the Euclidean chart defines a manifold M. The Brownian motion over M is formally
defined in a local chart as the solution to the following It6 Stochastic differential Equation:

dX, = Z(X,)dt + A(X,)dB,, (12)

for

Alr) = 2971 (),

dXs = /297 dBs+V-(g~1)dt is the Brownian motion over the manifold. Note that Brownian motion
on M is just the RLD for F' = const. The symbol V- above refers to divergence over the manifold
applied to each row of the metric g, which in the Euclidean chart, for any vector field V' = 3" V;0,,,
is given by

1
V=Y ——0(/glV;
V-V - \/m J( |g|VJ) (13)

1

where |g| = | det g|. Applied to g~*, we have

V=30 ol (1)

The drift term Z(x) can alternatively be written as [Hsu88]

Z(@) =V (g7 = =3 Tl (15)

The symbols l"fj refer to the Christoffel symbols regarding the covariant derivative over the manifold
that are discussed in the preliminary section.

Brownian motion over the manifold is closely related to the heat equation over the manifold;
namely, the Kolmogorov forward and backward equations for this process both reduces to the heat
equation over M. We should note that the conventional way to define the Brownian is in a way that

10



the infinitesimal operator of the process becomes half of the Laplace Beltrami operator in M, which
differs from our definition by removing the factor v/2 and adding a factor of 1/2 to the drift. In
particular, the infinitesimal operator of this process is the Laplace-Beltrami over M, which is stated
and proved in the following Lemma.

We start by recalling the definition of infinitesimal operator.

Definition 4. For a Markov chain with semigroup (P;)¢>0, one can associate an operator L, called
the infinitesimal operator, which is the generalization of the Laplacian in the discrete case, defined on
function [ as

Lf = lim = (Ptf f)-

The domain of the operator L is exactly the set functions that we are working, in domain of Q: (usually
bounded functions in some £, space) for which the above limit is defined. It is often the case that the
domain of L does not include the whole domain of Q. Also, the operator L is usually unbounded, while
(Q1)¢ are bounded. As an example, the infinitesimal generator of Brownian motion is the Laplacian
operator (we skip the detailed discussion on the domain of L).

Now we state a lemma about the infinitesimal operator of Brownian motion on a manifold.

Lemma 5. The infinitesimal operator of the above process is the Laplace-Beltrami operator A over
the manifold M, which is defined by

A=V (V1) = = S0 Vide 0,1), (16)

where |g| is the determinant of g.
Proof. Using It6’s Lemma, for a twice-differentiable function h, we have
1
dh(X;) = DhdX; + 5 > D2h(X4)i[Xi, X, adt
ij
= (Dh)TdB, + (Dh)T'V - (g7 Y)dt + (g7, D*h(X,))dt,
which by taking expectation implies

d
—Eh(X = Ah(z).
g B (z)
Hence, A is the infinitesimal operator. O

Lemma 6 (RLD in the Euclidean chart). Riemmanian Langevin diffusion in the Manifold sense for
the distribution e~ F'dv,(z) is the same as it is in the Euclidean definition (2) for the distribution e~f

for

f=F— %logdet(g(:v)).

Proof. We have
—Za 9) +Zg” 9;(\/lg)
—Za i) +Zg (959,971)-

On the other hand,

g7'Df = g™ (DF ~ | Dlogdet(g(x))) = g~ DF — (3 Dlogdet(g())).

11



Noting that
g ' Dlogdet(g(z Z g"0;(logdet(g Z g9{g7,0,9)
j

completes the proof.

2.5 Ito calculus

Given continuous semimartingales X; and A;, one can integrate one with respect to another to obtain
a new semimartingale, namely

t
Y, = / X, dA,,
50

which uses the It0’s construction for stochastic integration. The It6 integral obeys a slightly different
chain rule compared to the ordinary calculus. Namely, if X is a vector of n semimartingales and given
a continuously differentiable function f over R™,

= Z/aif(Xt)dXti+ %Z/ai,jf(Xt)d[Xqu]ta

where [X;, Xy;] is the quadratic variation of X;; and X;.

2.6 Isoperimetry

Definition 5. We say the distribution v satisfies a Log-Sobolev inequality with constant o with respect
to the metric g if for every measure with density p with respect to v:

H,(p) < %Lj(P),

where H,(p) is the KL divergence between p and v and I,(p) is the Fisher information of the measure
p with respect to v. Note that the metric g only affects the Fisher information I,,(p).

Log-Sobelov inequalities in manifolds are a well-studied topic, see e.g., [BGL14] for the compact
setting and [Wan97] for the the noncompact Riemannian setting. We note however that LST in Eu-
clidean space does not translate automatically to LSI with a manifold metric; for example, the uniform
density over the unit interval does not have a bounded LSI constant with respect to the metric defined
by the log barrier over the interval.

3 The discretization error and a related stochastic process

We use the same notation as e.g. in Erdogdu et al. [LE20]: We denote the current step of the algorithm
by x¢ and its distribution by pg. p; is the distribution after taking one discrete step with time parameter
t.

For a point 2 € M, let v;(x) be the exponential map at point  applied to the vector VF(z), i.e

Ye(x) = exp, (VF).
Let b(t,x) € T, ()(M) be the parallel transport of the vector VF(x) from x to v (), i.e.
b(t,x) = P (VF).

Given xo, let pyo be the density of the Brownian motion on manifold at time ¢ with respect to vydz,
starting from ~;(z¢), and let pyo be the joint density of z¢ and ;.

To derive the discretization error, we first compute the derivative of the density p; with respect to
time in the following lemma, similar to [LE20].

12



Lemma 7. For the derivative of the relative entropy,

OH,(pr) = ~L(p) +E E (V.log(2). VF(x)) ~ E(V,yz) E log(E2).b(t.20))

PO T~ Ptlo

Proof of Lemma 7. Denoting the density of Brownian motion by p;(zo, z), from the chain rule

< puo(a) = (o), ) = dpiu(z0), 2)(@u(z0), )

=V, (@)Pt(7t(20), ), Orve(20)) + Ope (Ve (20), )
= (Vo (20)Pt (12 (20), ), b(t, 20)) + Aapi(ye(20), ). (17)

Now taking the time derivative of the KL divergence to the stationary distribution at time ¢, applying
Equation (17), and integrating by parts, we have:

0t (pr) = [ oo log(Z )iy (0

= [ [ Sovotaipoteo)tog(Z dv, (@) (o) (by definition of py)

//Axpﬂo(a:)po(:zro) 1og(&)dvg(:1:)dvg(:1:0) (Chain rule and Fokker Plank Equation)
v

- / / (V0P (e (20), ), bt 20)) 0 0) o 2 Yy () ()

= // Vo Vlog( )}po(aro)dvg( )dvg (o) (integration by parts)
_ /(V%(IO) pIEo log(;),b(t,xo)>p0(xo)dvg(:vo) (Leibniz rule)
=— /(pt(:v)VIOg(pt) Vlog( ))dvq( ) (Leibniz rule, Chain rule)

[ (Frutany B 1o, blt o)) () )
_ / <pt(x)v1og(@) + oV Tog(v), ¥ log(2L)duy (x) (Add and Subtract)
[T Jou( 2), b ooy o)
== [ 1082 Py 0) + [(VET tos( L)) )y o)
- [ B 1og<%>,b(t,wo»po(wo)dvg(wo)

= —L(p) +E_E (V,1og(2), VF(2)) — E(Vy, ) E log(E0), b(t,20)). (18)

PO T~ Pt|0 PO Ptlo v

Therefore, defining the discretization error as

DE, =E B (Volog(\}),VF(@)) = E(V;, ) B log(7).blt20)) (19)

PO T~ Ptlo
we have
9:H,(pt) = —1,(pt) + DE. (20)

To bound the discretization error, note that for a fixed x¢, the distribution p;|o is a time ¢ Brownian
increment on the manifold starting from v;(xo). Therefore, we consider the SDE for Brownian motion
on M starting from xzq, which is given in Itd form as

dX, = A(X,)dBs + Z(X,)dt. (21)

13



Recall from (12), A = \/2g~1 and Z(z) = V- (g7') = I'} ;¢”, and V- is the row-wise divergence over
the manifold, defined as V - (¢g71) = ﬁ >, 95(V/1glg”).

Taking a stochastic analysis point of view, we wish to employ a formula from [EL94] which enables
us to write the discretization error as an expectation over the randomness of the underlying Brownian
motion. Using the notation h = log(p:/v), our aim is to write the first term of the discretization error
as:

<v’yt(zo) E h(x)vb(tv‘TO»:EXth<Vh(Xt)7V;5>7 (22)

T~ Pt|o

for some process Vg, called “the derivative flow,” which obeys the following joint stochastic differential
equation with X;:

dVy = DA(Xy)(Vy)dBy + DZy(Vy)dt. (23)

with initial condition Vj = b(t,x¢), where we define b(t,z¢) to be Oyyi(ro). We think of V; as an
element in the tangent space Tx, (M) written in the Euclidean chart. Note that b(¢,zg) is the same
as the parallel transport of VF(xg) from xg to v (z).

To introduce this process, we use the notation H;(z) to denote the solution flow of the process X;
over the manifold; namely,

Hy(zp) is a “random function” which maps the initial point zp € M to the value of the process at
time ¢, namely X;. (recall that X; is the solution to (12)). Denoting ~;(zo) by z{,, one can rewrite the
first term of the discretization error as

(Vi (o) (B (X)), b(t, 20)) = d(BE (X)) (b(t, 20)) = d(E h(Hy(2())) (b(, 70))- (24)

where d(E h(H:(20))) € T7, (M) is an element in the cotangent space at xo, acting upon b(t, o) €
T, (z0)(M). We remind the reader that V is the gradient on the manifold. Now if (1) the random
map H was differentiable, (2) the chain rule holds, (3) and one could exchange differentiation and
expectation in Equation (24), then

d(E h(Hy(x5))) (b(t, 0)) = Ed(h(Hy (7)) (b(t, 20)) = Edh(DHy(x)(b(t, 20))), (25)

where DH,(z{) is the Jacobian of H;(z;) and dh € T;It(%)(./\/l) is the derivative of h. Denoting
DH¢(x})(b(t,x0)) by Vi, we then obtain Equation (22). Here, the notion of differentiability that we
work with is that the limit defining the derivative of the flow H;(.) (in the space variable) exists in
probability. In order to make the above derivation (25) feasible, we impose a technical condition on the
diffusion 21 called “strong 1-completeness, which guarantees for every curve o(r) : [0,1] — M starting
from o(0) = zf, that H,(o(r)) is differentiable in r almost surely, and the derivative in some fixed
direction Vj satisfies the SDE in (23) with initial condition Vj (recall that the derivative DHy(x()(Vp)
is a random variable itself).

Furthermore, in order to be able to change the order of differentiation and integration as we did
in (25), we need an additional integrability assumption.

In particular, we need to work with potentially unbounded functions f, while the result in [Li94]
is stated for bounded f with bounded derivative. Hence, we go through the proof of a result in [Li94]
regarding Equation (25) and meanwhile relax the boundedness condition to an ¢ integrability condi-
tion.

Lemma 8. [Li94][Theorem 9.1] Suppose that h is continuously differentiable and we have the strong
1-completeness assumption of the Brownian motion on M, as defined in (21). If we further assume
that M is compact then f and ||dh| are continuous and bounded, for any vector Vy € Ty, (M):

d( E h(Xy))(Vo) = E dhDHy(x5)(Vo),

Ptlo Ptlo

Furthermore, one can relax the boundedness assumption under the existence of the second moment
E,, . [dh(X:)||?. Here, ||.|| refers to the manifold norm of the cotangent element dh(X;) € Tx,(M).
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In Section 7.2, we will verify the strong-1-completeness condition for the log barrier.
Using these results, the discretization error DE can be written as (stated formally in Lemma 9):

DE = E;I;Z(Vlog( 5),V(Xy) = VF(Xy))

< B(E [ Viog(2) P + V(%) - VE(X)|?)
= JEIVIogZ)|? + E B V(X,) - V(X))
- impt) +E E V(X)) - VF(X)* (26)

In the next section, we aim to bound the second part, i.e. E,, Ex, [|[V(X:) — VF(Xy)|*.

Proof of Lemma 8. For simplicity, here we drop the index p;jo of the expectations. We follow along
the same lines of the proof of Theorem 9.1 in [Li94]. Let o(r) : [0,s] — M be a smooth curve on
M starting from o(0) = xo, with initial speed o/(0) = vg. From strong 1-completeness, we know the
derivative of Hy(o(r)) exists almost surely( [Li94], Proof of Theorem 9.1), i.e

h(Hi(o(s))) = h(He(o(0))) _ 1 / Ah(DH(o(r)(o (1) dr-

S S Jo

The strong 1-completeness also implies that DH;,(,(0'(r)) is a.s. continuous in 7( [Li94], Proof of
Theorem 9.1). Therefore, from the smoothness of f, dhDHyq(, (0’ (7)) is also continuous, which implies

lim 2 [ dh(DH,(o(r)(o (r))dr = db(DH,(o(0))(e" (0)).

s—0 8§ 0

Now if we have some kind of dominated convergence theorem, we can write

A(E h(X0)(Vo) = limy E h(Hy(o(5)) ;Eh(ﬂtwmm

=limE E /S dh(DHy(o(r))(o’ (r)))dr

s—0 S 0

= Edh(DH;(z0)(vp)),

as desired. For this, we use the generalized dominated convergence theorem. We use the following
upper bound functions:

1 [* ) 1 [*
S | D@ @ar < S [ janm o) D o) dr

S

where [|[DHy, | is the operator norm of DH(o(r)) and ||df(H(o(r)))|| is the norm of a cotan-
gent element in T . )(/\/l), both taking into account the manifold metric. Using these random
variables as the upper bound functions in the generalized DCT, it is enough to show the expecta-
tion E L [ ||dh||| DH (o (r)) (o’ (1)) converges to E ||dh/|||DH¢(c(0))(a”(0))]|. For this, following [Li94]

(Proof of Theorem 9.1), we show that these variables are uniformly integrable. Note that ||dh(H¢ (o (r)))||[|DH¢g(rll

converge to ||dh(H;(c(0)))||[|DH¢o(o)ll; this a.s. convergence plus uniform integrability then would im-
ply convergence in L;. It is left to prove the uniform integrability. For that, it is enough to show for
some § > 0:

SEEE(Hdh(Ht(a(r)))HHDHt(,(T)H)”‘S < 00,

For any compact neighborhood K of zy. We write

) 1+6 2(1+(5) 1-46

E(||dh(He(o (@)1 DHeo( 1) < (B |dh(He(o(r)1?) = (E | DHy(o(r)|| 775 )=
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The point is E ||dh(H(o(2)))[|> < oo by assumption, and taking § = £, the second term becomes

(E HDHtU(I)H‘l)%. Now notice that for any initial vector vo, DH¢q(ry(vo) obeys the SDE in (23), i.e.
Vi = DHy 4y (v0) is a solution to this SDE. we show in Equation (28) that E [|V;||* is bounded for all
t. To exploit this result, letting {v;}?_; be an orthonormal basis at o(r), we use Equation (46):

E[DH(o(r)|' < BIDHi (o) = B [IDH:(o(r)(0)][)?
SnEY DG
< O Il ety
< O Il e

= n? exp{tC} < 0.

which completes the argument. O

3.1 Changing Differentiation and Expectation

In this section, we prove a lemma that enables us to write the second term of the discretization error
as an expectation over the process V;.

Lemma 9. Let M be a manifold on which the Brownian motion satisfies the strong 1-completeness,
which has Ricci curvature bounded from below, and bounded sectional curvature from above K. Suppose
we start the algorithm from a distribution pi which has o bounded density with respect to the volume of
the manifold, and bounded second moment Ey,~ d(z0,p)? < co (p is a fized point and d is Riemannian
distance). Then, al any iteration of the algorithm, if po is the current density and p; is the density of
the next step, we have for po-almost all xq:

(Vauteo) B log(0)b(0a0) = B (Viog(51),V(X,) = VE(X0)),

v Xo=t (o)

For the brownian motion X; on M starting from v;(xo) and the derivative flow process Vi as defined
in (6).

Proof. From Lemma 14, we see

E E |[Viog(p:/v)|* = E ||Viog(p/v)|* < oo.
PO Pt|o Pt

Hence, for pg almost all zo, we have E,, , [[Vlog(p:/v)||* < oo, which satisfies the £, bounded condition

of Lemma 8. Combining this with the 1 strongly completeness assumption, Lemma 8 implies that for
po almost all xp, we have the desired exchange property. O

Distance between measures stays bounded. In this section, we show that the y? distance of
the density p; with respect to the volume of the manifold, denoted by x?(pg) remains bounded. Note
that this divergence is nothing but the second moment of the density:

V(o) = / oR (o) duy (o).

Lemma 10. Under the condition t < m, starting from a distribution po where x2(po) < oo,

after taking a geodesic step with some duration t we still have x*(v;) < .

Proof. Note that that

7 (p0) (7 (20)) = po(wo)logdet(J (1)~ (1),

where J(v;)(y) is the differential of the map ~; which is from T, (M) to T,,(,)(M). Note that we are
overloading notation and refer to the density of the push forward map ~; (po) using the same notation.
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But Lemma 43 shows that the operator norm of J(v;) ™! (y) is upper bounded by \/1 — (3VK + 4yTo)t
and similar to (124):
E logdet(J(v) '(y)) < —g log(1 — (3VEK + 4\/Ly)t) < (3VK + 4\/Ly)nt < n/2.
Y~po

where we are assuming the condition ¢ < . We then have

1
6V K+8V Lo
74 (Po) (e (o)) < po(zo)e

which combined with casting a push forward measure integral into the integral of the measure itself
implies

n/2
3

X*(vi (p) = JE (po)(x0)?

=Ey (po) (2 ())?
< Epo(wo)2€"

= ¢"x*(po) < 00,
which completes the proof. O

Lemma 11. Under the condition t < m, assuming x*(po) < oo, for p; the distribution after

one step of the Riemannian Langevin algorithm starting from pg, we have (recall that K denote the
sectional curvature upper bound)

X2 (pt) < o0,
E [V log(p0)|? < .

Proof. From Lemma 10 we know x?(7; (po)) < oo. On the other hand, since Brownian motion is self-

adjoint (with symmetric semigroup), Then p; = P;y; (po), and since P; is contraction in ¢ [BGL14],
we get

Clo) = [ ladu@) < [ 57 ()@ dy(o) < .

On the other hand, since the initial density v; (po) (just before running brownian motion) has bounded
{3 norm, it is in the domain of the infinitesimal operator of the brownian motion. As a result, the
entropy functionsl along the evolving density of the brownian motion run is differentiable, and in
particular its derivative, i.e. the fisher information is bounded [BGL14]. In other words, we have

L, (pe) = E [[Vlog(py)|* < o0,
which completes the proof. Note that v, refers to the volume measure of the manifold. O

Lemma 12. Under the condition t < m, Assuming the relative likelihood E,, ||V log(v)||? is
bounded for the initial distribution po, then it remains bounded after one iteration, namely E,, ||V log(v)|?
s bounded.

Proof. For a fixed z¢, we have

E [VIog()|* = E |[VF(@)|*

=E|VF(Xy)|?* < [VF(Xo)|* + (Bo + Bu)t,
where we used Equation (29). Now taking expectation with respect to po:
E |[Viog(w)|* = £ E |[Vlog(v)|?
<E|VF(Xo)|* + (B0 + 1)t
< E |[VF(zo)|* +*L5 + (Bo + 1)t

Zo~pPo

= E | Vlog(v)|* < o0,
Po

where we applied Lemma 34. |
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Lemma 13. We have

EHVIOg(Pt/V)HQ < 00.

Proof.
E [Vlog(pe/v)|* < E ||V log(pr) + V(log(v))|I*
S E|[Viog(p)lI* + E ||V (log(1)) 1%,
which is bounded by combining Lemmas 11 and 12. O

Lemma 14. If we start the algorithm from a distribution pg whose density with respect to the manifold
volume is in {2, and the second moment bounded By~ x d(p,x0)? < oo (p is a fiz point on manifold
and d is the manifold distance), then at any iteration of the algorithm , the density py satisfies

E [V log(pn/2)|* < oo.

Proof. Directly from Lemmas 13, 11, and 12. |

4 Bounding the discretization error

4.1 Overview

Note that ¢g—'/2 is the term appearing in the Langevin equation. Hence, because the time derivative of
the evolving density w.r.t to the stationary measure (p;/v) is equal to L (the infinitesimal operator of
the Markov chain), and L involves the term (g~'/2, D?(p;/v)), one might hope to control this term to
bound the discretization error. However, this is not possible for two reasons: First, g—!/2 is not self-
concordant in general; in fact, its self-concordance itself is not an affine-invariant property. Second, the
matrix D?(p;/v) is not necessarily positive definite. Instead of directly trying to control the derivative
of the evolving density, we observe that the second and third terms in Equation (18) are similar but
different in the fact that the order of computing the gradient and taking the expectation with respect
to the conditional distribution p;|q are switched. In the Euclidean space, this change of derivation and
integration could be easily handled, but here we need to use a more sophisticated machinery, in its core
is the process V() that we define. As we discuss in section 3, this allows us to write the discretization
term as the expected norm squared between V and VF in Equation (26).

The overall approach from here onward is to bound the discretization error E,, Ex, ||V (X;) —
VE(Xy)|*.

Notably, we bypass the argument about self concordance of g~ in Lemma 16 by a weaker
argument which turns out to be sufficient for our needs. We start by bounding the norm of V(¢) for
small enough times ¢. To this end, we write the squared norm of the V; process as a stochastic integral
along the stochastic curve X (¢). More specifically, we use Lemma 15 which is directly Itd’s rule.

1/2

Lemma 15. Given stochastic vector field V (t) on the stochastic curve X;, we have
1 1

AV, V)g(t) = 20dV (), V) + Y Vidpgi; VidXp + > 5 ViViOp.rgijd[Xp, Xo] + > 0pgiid[Vi, Xp)V; + Y 59i3d[Vi, Vil.

4,45p 605P5T 4,3,p ]
Proof. Using Ito’s rule,

1

d(V.V)(t) = 20V (). V) + D Vidgi Vi + D d[VigslVi + D 59i5[Vi. Vil

ij ij i.j

1 1
=2dV (), V)g + Y Vidpgi;V;dXp + Y 5 ViViOp.rgijd[Xp, Xo] + > 0pgiid[Vi, Xp)V; + 59i3d[Vi, Vi)
igp igpr idp i

= 2(dV (t), V), + (%).
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Our job is to then bound its growth using the self-concordance of the metric. We will see that our
generalized self-concordance plays nicely with the terms that we obtain in the stochastic integral using
Ito’s rule. Notably, here we also prove a regularity result on the derivative of the square-root of the
metric based only on the self-concordance assumption for the metric itself, proved in Section 5.2.

Lemma 16. Suppose the metric g is v1-self-concordant (in the standard sense). Then, for the square
root matriz A(x) = 1/2g~, we have
{9,(DA(V))?) < na?|IVII3,
(g"2, DAV)) < V[V,
This bound shows how the self-concordance assumption can be leveraged. In general, the square-
root of the metric is not self-concordant [LTVW21].
We prove that the local martingale part is indeed a martingale, and then take expectation and

obtain a simple ODE which reveals an upper bound on E ||V;||2. The following Lemma illustrates our
final result for control over E ||V;]|?, proved in Section 4.2.

Lemma 17. For

1
ts ; 27
2n3/2(7f + 73 +13) 27)
we have
pIEO IVellZ < IVF(@0)|12(1 + tn®n(vi + 73 +13)) < 2|V F(x0)|2. (28)

Next, we control the squared norm of the manifold gradient VI along the stochastic curve. Here,
we first extract useful information from the gradient and Hessian Lipschitzness assumption of f on
M using again the self-concordance of the metric (see Section 4.3). We then use this information to
derive a bound on the average squared norm of J, = VF(X}), which is stated in the following lemma:

Lemma 18. Fort < %, we have

E I S 1ol + Bt (29)

where &€ = n(y? +~3) 4+ Layin®/?.

Finally, we use these methods to analyze the change of the norm of the difference of V and VF by
an [to6 expansion which is more challenging as the processes V and J have nonzero quadratic variation
with respect to each other. We remind the reader that V; and VF(X;) are elements in the tangent
space of X; and their norms are computed based on the metric on M, so in all the calculations we need
to take into account the derivatives of the metric itself. There, we use the norm bounds on V; and J;
from Lemmas 17 and 18. Moreover, we also employ a generalization of the Talagrand Wasserstein-KL
inequality to Riemannian manifolds by authors in [OV00]. The final bound is stated below.

Lemma 19. For

1
= WPOF + B+ %+ nla+ Lany/mn) + I3
we have
pIEO Ve = Jel” S w + woH. (po)-
for
wo = i (n*2 (7 + 5 +73))e, (30)
w = {(n3/2(712 + 3 +73))nLy + /nL3 + TLLg} €. (31)

Finally, we combine this with Equations (26) and (20) to obtain a differential inequality for relative
entropy. The final result of this section is presented in Lemma 20, which is used to prove Theorem 2
in Section 5.
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Lemma 20. For time at most

1
< 9
= n3/2(y2 + 43 + 43 + nls + Lany/ny ) + L3

we have

3
8tHu(pt) < _Zlu(pt) +W+WOHV(p0)7

4.2 Bound on the norm of the stochastic process

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 17. Recall that Z(X;) is the drift term in the SDE
corresponding the Brownian motion on manifold, which can be written as Zy(z) = —3_, Fw g (x)
as stated in section 2.4. Now We start by calculating the derivative DZ(V') using the ordmary chain
rule. We will use the following simplification of gradients which comes from the assumption that our
manifold is a Hessian manifold.

Lemma 21 (Hessian property). On a Hessian manifold, we have
0i9qj + 0394 — 0q9i5 = 04915 = (Dg)aij>
p0iGm; + 0p0igmi — OpOmgi; = (D*q)ijmp
Proof. Writing the metric in terms of the barrier ¢ = D?¢, for the first equation,
0i9qj + 0j9qi — 999ij = Oijq® + 0ijq® — 0ijq¢ = Dgij® = (Dg)gij
where 0j;4 is the short form of 9;0;0,. Similarly for the second equation,

0p0igmj + 0p0igmi — 0pOmij = Oimp® = (D*g)ijmp-

|
Lemma 22.
1 _ _ 1 _ _ 1 _ _
DZy(V) =5D(g~ ) (V){g ™", Dg) + 597 (vg ™", Dg) — 597 (DDg(V),g7"). (32)
Proof.
DZ,(V) Z V,D,I'¥ Jg Z V, I‘ (¢"7)  (Using Equation 15 and Euclidean chain rule)
pinj Pisj
=—— Z VoDp (9" ) (0iGmj + 0 Gim — (?mgij)gij
p m,i,j
Z Vpgkm (DiGmj + 0jGmi — Omgij)g™) (Definition of Christoffel symbols)
pym.i J
+ Y VoLt 9" Dogerg”
p,l,i,5,r
1 m s 7
= > B 29" " Op9ms9°"(Digqj + 03941 — 049i.5)9"
P,m,s,q,j,
1 y
> 5 V08" " (Op0igm; + 00 Gmi — OpOmi ;)9™
Dm0,
1 ) .
+ > E%gkm(aigmj + 0j9mi — Om8i ;)9 Dpge.rg"™”,
p,m,i,5,4,r

where note that in the above we dropped the time index of the process for simplicity. Now using the
fact that the manifold is Hessian, we can further simplify the above. For the first term, the Hessian
property (Lemma 21), we have 0;9¢; + 09qi — 0q9ij = 0q9ij = (Dg)qi;- Now summing over i, j, we see

> (9i94; + 0394 — 0491,5)9" = (Dg,g™").

0]
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In the above notation, Dg refers to the three-dimensional tensor of derivatives of the matrix g and
by (Dg,g~ ') we mean the n-dimensional vector whose ith entry is (D;g,¢g~!). On the other hand,
the first part V,D,(g*™) is nothing but (Dg~'(V))km. Hence, overall the first term can be written as
3D(g71)(V){g~*, Dg). For the second term, again using the fact that the manifold is hessian, we have

> Vo 0p0igmi + 0p059mi — 0pOmgis) = > VoOpOmgis = (D*g(V))ijm-
p p
summing this over 7, j:
> Vo 0p0igmj + 0p039mi — OpOmgis)g” = (D*g(V),g7).
ijp

Finally, summing over m gives that the second term is equal to

1 _
—59 (D%g(V),g7).
For the third term, note that summing over p:

> Vg Dypgerg” Z VoDy(g"7) = (Dg™(V))ij-
P

Now summing over i, j and using the Hessian manifold property again
S (Digms + D3 9mi — Omis)VyDlg”) = (Dg, Dg~ (V)
DsisJ

where in the above, we mean the mth entry of the right hand side is equal to the left hand side.
Overall, the last term is (by summing the above over m)

~“YDg~'(V), Dg).

Combining the above, we have the lemma. O

Lemma 23.
d(V, V), (t) = MydB; + Rydt
where
M; =2V gDA(V)+ VT Dg(V)A
R, =2VTgDZ(V) + VT Dg(V)ZVT(D?¢(V),g~ ") + VT (Dg, Dg~ (V) + (9, (DA(V))*).  (33)
5

Proof. We starting by expanding d||V; 5 using Lemma 15:

1 1
AV, V)g(t) =20V (1), V) + > VidpgssVidXp, + Y 5 ViViOp.rgijd[Xp, Xo] + > 0pgid[Vi, Xp Vi + Y 5 9i3d[Vi, Vil.

4,45 6J5PT 4,3,p ]

Now opening the quadratic variation parts using the formula for V, stated in Equation(23):

1 T

> 5 ViVi0prid(Xp, Xy) = > ViViOprgi g dt, (34)
1,7,P,T 1,7,0,T

> 0pgiVid(Vi, Xp) =Y 0,0i;Vi(DA(V)A) i, (35)
D1, D1,

1 1

Z §9ijd<viv Vi) = Z 99ii (DA(V))Qijdt' (36)
7 7
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An important point above is that since we are on Hessian manifold, regarding the second term we have
the symmetry 9,9;; = 0;9p;, s0 we have that the sum 9,¢;;V;(DA(V)A);, is equal to
1
5009,V ((DA(V)A)iy + (ADA(V)),p ).

On the other hand, note that A2 = 2¢g~! by definition, so from the product rule of differentiation, we
have

DA(V))A + A(DA(V,)) = 2Dg~ (V). (37)
Hence, overall, after expanding d.X;:

() = Y Vidpgi;ViApudBe + > Vidpgi;ViZpdt + > ViV;0prgijg™ dt

1,5,p,¢ 4,7,P 1,3,p,7
+ > 0pgiViDgP(V)dt + Y gi(DA(V))?,dt.
1,7,D,T 1,9

On the other hand, for the first term
2(dV (t),V) =2(DA(V)dB; + DZ(V)dt, V).
O

Here M,dB; is the local martingale part and R;dt is the finite variation part of the process. Now
first, we show that the local martingale part is indeed a martingale. To this end, first we bound each
of the terms of the quadratic variation part one by one:

[Re] S VI IDZ(V)llg + 1V Illg™ Dg(V) Z]l
+Vllgllg™ (D*9(V), g7 Hllg + IV IIglg™ (Dg, Dg~ (V)4
+ (g, (DA(V))?). (38)

We state a Lemma which collects our bounds on these terms, but before that, we state a helper
Lemma on bounding the drift term Z(X).

Lemma 24. For the drift term Z, we have
1Z]lg < 5yn/n. (39)

32), one can translate the index notation regarding

—~ N =

Proof. In a similar way as we described for deriving
Zp = — ZZ—J— I‘fj g% into the following matrix form:

1,
Z=-39 Yg~", Dg).

Now let g7 = >~ w;ul be a Cholesky factorization for g. We apply the strong-self concordance,
1, _ 1 _ 1 _ 1 1 _
12115 = 3 14e ™" Dg)ll—+ = 3 D _toH Dg(u))® < 398 D (g~ 0) fuill; = ain D Ny = gn*4i(g.97")

which implies

1
1Z]|y < 5%”\/5-

O
Lemma 25. The terms appearing in (38) can be bounded as follows:
lo~1Dg(v)2|| < 3nval v,
o g~ 1), Da)|, < g0V,
Hg’1<DD9(V),g’1>Hf7 < nvallVl,
IDZ(V)lly < %(Vf +95 +5)nv/nl[V]). (40)
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Proof. We use the strong self-concordance property to bound these terms. for the first term:

2

_ 1/ _1 _1\? 1
|l Dg(v)2 = 27gt (g7 Dg(V)g ) gtz < RIVIEIZ)2.

2
- HDg(V)Z
g

9=

Applying Lemma 24 to Equation (41), we bound the first term:

_ 1
ls Dav2|| < ZatnvalviL,

For the second term, we use the same trick:
2 2
log~ (V). )| = [[(Dg~' (V). Da)| _,

= Z<Dg’1(V),D9(uz-)>2
< Zvé‘nzl\Vl\z’lluz‘l\Q

=y’ IVIIP Y (uif, g) = van®IVII*g, g7 = 2|V,

3
For the third term, we use the self-concordance condition on the fourth tensor:

=D (Dg(Vou), g

g9 X
7

2 2

Hg’1<DD9(V),g’1>

= H<DD9(V)79’1>

g

<93 > (9.9 VIVIPluil® = n®VIIF(g.g7") = vin® | VI
%

For the first term, using Equation (32):
IDZ(V)], < 51Dg™ (V)(g™, Dg)|
+2llg™ (D™ (V), Dg)|
+5llg~ (D%(V),.07 )

IDg~ " (V){g~ ", Dg)llg = llg~ " Dg(V)g~ (g~ ", Dg)ll
<|lg7'Dg(V)Z|\4-

which we also handled above in (42). Therefore, oevrall

1
IDZ(V)llg < E(vf +75 + 93V Ignv/n.

This completes the proof of Lemma (25).

(41)

(42)

O

To bound the last finite variation term in (33), we use the key Lemma 16, proved in Appendix 5.2,
which states some regularity about the square root of the metric, which for sake of convenience we

restate here:

Lemma 26. Suppose the metric g is y1 normal self-concordant. Then, for the square root matriz

A(x) = /297, we have
(9. (DA(V))?) < 3|3,
(g'%, DA(V)) < Vi [V,

Lemma 27. Suppose the metric g is y1 normal self-concordant. Then, for the square root matriz

A(x) = /297, we have

VTg(DA(V))2gV < myi||[V]]3.
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Proof of Lemma 17. Using Lemmas 23 and 25 for the stochastic term, we get:
Ry S (7 +12 +73)n* Va5 (43)
On the other hand, for the local martingale part My, we have
My < 8VTg(DA(V))?gV + 2V Dg(V)A*Dg(V)V.
But for the second term:
VI Dg(V)A*Dg(V)V = Vg2 (ADg(V) A g2V < 4}||[V|2V 7T g2 (AgA)?g>V =4}|[V]s.  (44)
For the first term, we use Lemma 27. Combining Equation (44) and Lemma 27:
IM]2 < (n+ D7V [l (45)

Now from Ito isometry

t t
E(/ M,dB,)? < IE/ | M| %ds
s=0 5=0

<E [ (n+ 17 IVillids

— (12 [ E|Vlids

Combining Equations (43) and (45), and plugging into Equation (32):

t
EIVI; <Vl +28( | Man, ) +28([ Ry
t
sm+mﬁ/mmmw+m/<ﬁ+ﬁ+ﬁmwwm2

s=0
t

<+ 107 [ EVillids + 608+ 4200 [ VI
=0

t .
sc/ E | Vi]I%.
s=0

But this implies
E[[VI < e“IVollg (46)

for bounded t.
Now to prove that the local martingale part is actually a martingale, it is enough to show that for
every time ¢, the expectation of its quadratic variation is bounded:

! 2
E [/MsdBSL :]E/S:o | M,|*ds

t
= / E || M,|*ds
s=0
t
< [ mr1RE VI <o
s=0
where we used Equations (45) and (46). Now if we assume a stopping time 7 = ¢ for some fixed time ¢,
then N; = f;ﬁg MdBs is bounded since we proved E[N] < oo, which implies that f;zo MdBy is also
a martingale (send ¢ to infinity). Plugging this result back into Equation (32), from the martingale
property
t t
mmmzmmm+E/ m%:/ E Ryds
s=0 s=0
S [ G2 493+ RnvalVil2ds

:M+ﬁ+ﬁMﬁjmmmm
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which implies

E|[Vil|2 < [[VollZ exp{ertn®?(vi + 73 +3)} = [|b(t, z0)||2 exp{c1tn®? (7 + 3 ++3)} (47)
= ||[VF(x0)||2 exp{citn®? (7§ + 73 +73)}- (48)

Therefore, assuming

1
tS 3/2(~2 2 27
cn®2(vf +35 +13)
then
E||V]l; < 2[VF(z0)]3, (49)
which completes the proof of Lemma 17. |

4.3 Function derivatives

Next, we want to expand the vector field J(t) = VF(X;) along the stochastic curve. Before doing so,
we prove some useful assumptions on the derivative tensors of the function F'. We assume that F is
Lo gradient Lipschitz and L3 hessian Lipschitz over the manifold.

The Ly Lipschitz assumption is equivalent to that for all vector fields W, we have

IVI(W)llg < LW, (50)
where V is the covariant derivative. Equivalently, in the Euclidean chart,
IDI(W) + WiT3Jllg < Lo W]l (51)
or

1
IDJ(W) + 59 'Dg(N)W g < La|W]l,. (52)

Now it is straightforward to translate property (52) into a spectral bound property in the Euclidean
chart. We state this in the following lemma.

Lemma 28. The Lo Lipschitz property is equivalent to the following matrix operator norm bound:

lg*(DJ + 97" Dg()g™* |5, < Lo. (53)
Proof. For an arbitrary unit vector W’, ||W’|| = 1, we have
o~ 2w, = 1.

Hence, from property (52):

1(9* (D7 + 97 Dg(1)g™ )W'll = lg# (DI + g~ Dg(1)) (g™ HW")]l2

= |(DJ + g~ Dg(1)) (g~ EW")],
< 1.

where ||.||2 is the usual Euclidean 2-norm. This completes the proof. O

In the following, we start by translating the gradient and Hessian Lipschitz properties over the
manifold to Equivalent norm bounds in the Euclidean chart.

25



4.3.1 Gradient Lipschitz property
Lemma 29. For all vectors X1,
I1DJ(X1)[| < (L2 + DXl

Proof. From the gradient Lipschitz condition, using eqrefeq:anotherform and the triangle inequality,
we can write

[IDI(X0)| < Lo Xa ]| + g7 Dg()Xa |l < La|| Xa || + [ Dg(I) X1 llg-1 < L[ Xal| + 5l Xq -
O

Next, we remark that the Lz-Hessian Lipschitz property is equivalent to |V3F (X1, X, X3)| <
Ls|| X1 ||| X2||| X3]|, where V3 is the third order derivatives tensor of f on the manifold. Expanding it
out:

VSF(Xl, XQ, Xg) = X1 (HGSS(XQ, Xg)) — HGSS(VXIXQ, Xg) - HGSS(XQ, VXl Xg) (54)
= X1(<VX2VFa X3>) - <VXSVF7 VX1X2> - <VX2VF7 VX1X3> (55)
= (X3, Vx,Vx,VF) — (Vx,VF,Vx, X3). (56)

Next, we prove a Lemma to give a bound on the second derivatives of F' using the Hessian Lipschitz
condition.

4.3.2 Hessian Lipschitz
Lemma 30. For J = VF, we have
D2 (X1, X2)[l < (mL2+ (7 + )]l + Ls) | Xa ||| Xa|| (57)

Proof. For arbitrary vectors X1, X2 at some point x, We set in the derivation in (56) X3 to be the
parallel transported vector field along an arbitrary curve starting from z with initial speed X;. This
way, the second term (Vx,VF,V x, X2) is zero. Also, writing the conditin Vx, X3 = 0 in the Euclidean
coordinates, we get

1 _
DX5(X1) + 39 'Dg(X1)X2 =0,
which implies

I 1
IDXs(X3)lly = 597" Dg(X1) Xoallg = 5[ Dg(X1) X2 lg-»

- %\/TT(XzTgl/Q(g‘l/zDg(Xl)9‘1/2)291/2)(2)
< sl Xl Tr(XEgXa) = sl Kl Xl (59)
Now from the first term we get
(X3, Vx, Vi, J)| < L || Xa [[[[ X2 | X]]
which implies
[Vx, Vi, JI| < La|| X ||| X
Now we expand this double covariant derivative:
Vi, Vi, J = DI(D(Xa)(X0)) + DXI(X1, Xs) + 59~ Dg(X0)DI(X) — 59~ Dy(Xa)g~ Dg(Xs)J
+ 597 Dg(D(Xa) (X)) + 397 Dy(X1, Xa)

1 1
- 59’1D9(X2)DJ(X1) + Zg’ng(Xl)g’ng(XﬂJ- (59)
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Therefore
ID2(X1, X2)1| < llg™ Do(X0)DI(Xa) | + g~ Da(X1)g ™~ Dy(X2)J]|
+ 5 llg™ Dg(Xs, X2)T| + g™ Dg(X2) DI + L X3 1 Xa
FIDIDE)X) + 3 lg™ Da(DX) (X)) (60)

For the first term, using Lemma 29 and again self-concordance

lg~' Dg(X1)DJ(X2)|| = || Dg(X1)DJ(X2)|| ;-1 = DJ(X2)" g% (972 Dg(X1)g~7)?g2 DJ(X>)
<X DI (XNl < il Xall(Le + 3l T])Xz]-

For the second term, using a similar technique
lg™ Dg(X1)g~' Dg(X2)J|| = [ Dg(X1)g~' Dg(X2)J||g-1 < nlX1lll|Dg(X2)J[lg-1 < AT X1l Xz]|T]]-
For the third term:

lg™" Dg(X1, X2)J|| = [ Dg(X1, X2)J||g-1 < A3 X[l Xall]] 7]

The fourth term is similar to the first term. For the fifth term, using Lemma 29, self concordance and
Equation (58):

IDJ(DX5(X1))|

IN

(L2 + |l JINDIDX2(X1)|

IN

1
3Lz + TN IXa ][ Xzl

For the sixth term, similarly

Slg™ Dg(DOX) (X)) = 3/ T7g1/2(g=1/2Dg(D(X) (X1)) g2 212

L ID(X) (X0 TgT

X llIX2[ 7]

<
<

So overall, ignoring constants, we get

ID?(X1, X2)| < (viLa + (0F + ) 1]l + La) | Xa [[[| X (61)

4.3.3 Some bounds on derivatives of the metric and the function

Next, we prove some useful bounds concerning the derivatives of Fand the metric g which will be
useful later on in the analysis.

Lemma 31. We have
[(D20,971)| < nnLz+ (F +4D)IT1 + La).

Proof.
s s St

_ ’ZDQJ(ui,ui)
Z HDQJ(ui,ui)

<L+ (OF + I+ La) Y fluil?
=n(nLls+ (77 +3) 7] + Ls).

IN
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Lemma 32. We have

g~ (Dg,DJg")|| < minv/nLa +yin||J|. (62)

Proof. But note that

lg~"(Dg, DIg™")|I*> = [(Dg, DJg~ ") |3-2 = > (Dg(u;), DIg~")?

< 22 Dg(u;),(DJ + g~ Dg(J))g™")* + 22 Dg(u:),g~ " Dg(J)g™ ")

—22 “5Dg(ui)g~%, g3 (DJ + g Dg(J) +2Z “3Dg(u;)g~%,9 2 Dg(J)g7)?
1 1 1 _ _1 1 1 _1 1

SZIIQ 2 Dg(u;)g~#|3llg* (DJ + g ' Dg(J))g ™2 |12 +leg 2 Dg(ui)g~#||3lg~ 2 Dg(J)g 2|3
1 _

< 3|lg% (DJ + g Dg(J))g™ |2 o O luill2n® + 4101711 ZHUzHQ
1 _ _1

=129 (DJ + g~ Dg(J))g % |12,n° + vi]| T (1)]|*n.

Now note that from the Lo lipschitz property, using Lemma 28:

192 (DJ + g~ Dg(J))g™ 2 |lop < Lo. (63)

Overall, we get

lg™ (Dg, DIg~)|| < mnv/nLs +~in||J].

O
Lemma 33. We have
(9, DJg~ (D)) < n((La + 7l I]))*.
Proof. Applying Lemma 29:
(9. DJg~(D)T) = Tr(g"*DJIg~"?(g"*DJg~"/*)T)
= llg"2DJg~ 2|13
< Vnlg?DJg 3,
< n((L2 +mll )%
O
4.4 Bounding the average norm of the gradient
The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 18. Using Lemma 15 applied to the vector field J:
d|J|3 =2(dJ(t), )g + Y JidpgijJ;dX, + Z JJaprgw (Xp, Xo) + Y Opgijd(Ji, Xp)J, +Z ~gid(Ji, J;).
N ©,7,D,T 0,5,p
(64)
= NldB; + Qqdt.
Similar to (36), we have the simplifications
1
§JiJj8p,rgi,jd<Xp, XT> = JiJj6p7Tgi7jgprdt, (65)
8pgijjjd<Ji, Xp> = 8pgiij8gJi <ng, pr>dt = 28pgiij84Jiglpdt, (66)
1 1
§gijd<Ji, JJ> = igijagjiaTde<Xr,Xg> = gijagJiaTJngdt. (67)
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We start by giving a bound on the finite variation parts Q. The first term can be expanded as

1
2(dJ(t),J) = 2(DJdX, + > 5847TJighdt, J)
lr
1 Ir
=2(DJAdB; + DJZdt + ) | 50crig"dt, J) (68)
O,r
We bound the first dt term above with another term later. For the second term
1 lr 1 2 —1
§<8E,rjig aJ>:§<Ja<D Jag >>
< |l71|[(p2.g7Y)|
<n(mle+ (F +93)IJ0 + Ls) || ]I (69)
For the second term

> JidpgijJidX, = J" Dg(J)AdB, + J" Dg(J) Zydt.

4,5,p

For its quadratic variation part, we combine it with term (D.JZ, J)dt from the first term in (68) and
apply (52) plus (39):

_ 1
@DIZ + g Dg(1)2.9) < | 1,2IDIZ + 5g~ Da()Z| < 2Lall |1 2]y < 2L/ (70)
For the third term in (64), according to (65), is equal to:

> JidiOprgisgt = I (D>g, 97T

4,5,P,T

IN

1
5 Z J'D?*g(ug,u;)J

IN

1 1
573(2 il 71l = 5m3 1115 (71)

Next, for the forth term in (64), using (66):
> 20,9i505000i9" = 20" (Dg, DJg™") < 2| |[|lg"(Dg, DJg™ "),
4,7,0,4

Further applying Lemma 32:

> 20,9i1;000ig™ < ynv/nLa|lJ | +4inllJ|2. (72)
i,7,0,¢

Finally for the last term in (64), again using the reformulation in (67):

> 20100 Ji0: J39" = 2(g, DIg (DI)T) < n((La + 7l JI1))?, (73)
i,7,p,¢

where we used Lemma 33. Combining Equations (69), (70), (71), (72), (73):
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Qi| < n(yLa + (7f + )|l + La)
+2Laminy/n||J|g
+ 5m3I71
+mny/nLs || J|| + 30l J|?
+n(Ly +m|J)?
< (ny1Le +nLz +nlL3)
+ (n(7F +13) + 3Layany/n)|| J||
+ (073 + )12
= Bo + Bl || + Ball T (74)

On the other hand, for the martingale parts, applying Lemma 29 and using similar tricks as before
[/NtTdBt} - [/:_O<DJAdBS +g—1Dg(J)AdBS,J>}
- { / t_O(JTgDJA + JTDg(J)A)dBS]
- / t_o (JTgDJAz(DJ)TgJ + JTDg(J)A2Dg(J)J + 2JTgDJA2Dg(J)J) ds
< / (2JTgDJA2(DJ)TgJ—|— 2JTDg(J)A2Dg(J)J) ds
< / (2079262 D1g 7 12) (g2 D.Ig™ 2T g1/2T 4 2| 7|27 9T ) ds
<2 [(lg"2Dag P IE 1 + 21 2)ds

< 2/((L2 +llJD?IT1G + 20 Tllg)ds

< /(cl + co|| J||*)ds, (75)

for constants cq, co, where in the last line we used the AM-GM inequality. On the other hand, from
Ito isometry, we have

B = (6l + [ NEaB,+ [ Qudsy?
< 2|l Jo|* + 2E(/ NTdB,)? + 21@(/ Q.ds)?
<2l +28( [ NIaB) + 28( [ 60+ salJ] + 6all 91
< 2llJo|* + 2/(C3 + B[] ds,

where in the last line we applied (75) plus AM-GM inequality. But this ODE means
E[|lJ]* < (2E || Jol|)ec + Z—z(ec“t —1) <oo. (76)
Moreover, from (75), this implies that
]E{/NSTdBS} < o0,
which implies that the local martingale part is indeed a martingale. Therefore

]E/NtTdBt:O.
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Applying this to Equation (74), we can then write
t
E || J¢]|* = || Jo? +IE/NSTdBS +E/ Qsds
s=0

t

= |lJol* + ]E/ Qsds

s=0

t

< ||J0H2+E/ Quds
=0

:
<1l +E [ (6o +Bull71 + BallTIPds
5=0

t
< 1ol +E/ (Bo + Bl 7| + Bl TI1?)ds
s=0

t
SIBE+E [ (Bt o+ B+ )1,

where in the last line we applied the AM-GM inequality. Hence, we define the following differential
equation

£(0) = [IJoll,
f't)=af(t)+0,

for

a= (B1+ f2),
b= Bo + f1,

where Sp, 51, B2 are defined in Equation (74). whose solution is

£(t) = FO)e + (et 1),

a

Now to avoid the exponential functions from explosion, we impose the following condition on ¢:

t< — .
461 + 4052

Then, from the inequality for e < 2c¢+ 1 for 0 < ¢ < %, we get

E P < IolPe™ + (e — 1)
< |[Jol2(1 + 2at) + 2bt
= [ Joll(2(B1 + B2)t + 1) + 2(Bo + )t (78)
< ol + (Bo + Bu)t.

Defining £ = 81 + 2 completes the proof of Lemma 18.

4.5 Bounding the difference

Now we write our desired quantity, namely ||V (X;) — VF(X,)||?, as a stochastic integral. For brevity,
we refer to VF(X;) by J;. Here we get additional terms because the quadratic variation between V'
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and J is not zero. We start by expanding ||V; — J;||? using Ito rule:
AV —J,V = J)(t) =2(dV —dJ,V = J)
+ > (Vi = Ji)pgis (Vi — J;)dX,,

4,5,p
1
+ Yy 5 (Vi = Ji) (Vs = J;)0p.r g1 d( Xp, Xr)
1,7,D5T
+ > 0pgid(Vi — Ji, Xp)(Vy = Jj)
4,9,p
1
+ §gijd<Vi = Ji, Vi = Jj). (79)
4,7

We have similar simplifications as in Equation (36) here, for the third term
1 {
5 Vi = J) (Vi = Jj)0p.r g1 d(Xp, Xy} = (Vi = Ji)(Vj = Jj)Op.r9i.59™", (80)
For the fourth term
Opgi;(Vj — J;)d{Vi — Ji, Xp) = 0,9 (V; — Jj)((Dgfl(V))ip - 8TJ1-d<XT,Xp>)

= 0p9i5 (Vs = ;) ((Dg ™ (V))ip — 20,797 (81)
For the fifth term
1 1
59Vi = iV = J;) = 59 (DANV))? ydt = 00J;d{Vi, Xe) = 00 Jid(Vy, Xo) + OpJidr Ty (X, Xo)
1
= 39 ((DAWV))?,; = 0T,(DAWV) A)ie = e T{( DAV A)e + iy Jyd{ X, Xo) )t
1

= 393 ((DA(V))QU — DA(V)A(DJ)" — DJDA(V)A + (DJg*l(DJ)T)ij)dt

In the following, we handle the terms in (79) one by one.

4.5.1 First term

Opening the first term (the ¢ index below enumerate the entries of the vector in the dot product):

2dV,V — J) = 2(dJ,V — J),
= 2(DA(V)dB; + DZ(V)dt,V — J) — 2(DJdX; + %ag,TJig“dt, V—J)
1
=2(DA(V)dB; + DZ(V)dt,V — J) — 2(DJAdB; + DJ Zdt + 5aLTJZ-g’fﬂ“dt, VvV —J) (82)

Now we show that the local martingale parts in (82) are indeed martingale. For the first local martingale
term:

E [/S_O<DA(V)dBS, V)= E/(V — N g(DAV))2g(V — J)ds
= E/Tr(gl/Q(v — )V =) g 2 g 2 (DA(V))?g"?)ds
<E / lg"2(V = 1)V = 1) g"2lopllg" (D AV)?g" 2|1 ds,

where recall that ||.||; refers to matrix nuclear norm. Now using Equations (45) and (46), we can
further bound the above as

LHS <E [ g2V = )i |VI3ds
<E [ |V - JZmIVI3ds

<ny? / VEIV = JI4/EV]jidt < .
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For the second local martingale term in (82):
E [/(DJAdBt, = J>} - /(V — )TgDJA2(DY g(V — J)
S /(V _ J)Tgl/Q(gl/QDJgfl/Q)(gl/QDJgfl/Q)Tgl/Q(V _ J)

But note that from Lemma 29, we know
(92D~ ) (g2 DI~V |lop < llg**DIg™ 213, < (Lo + 7l T])?,

which implies
E {/<DJAdBt, V- J>} < E/(V — )¢ 2 PV — I) (Lo + 7| J])?
<E [ IV - JI3(E2 + 1)
< / JEIV = JI3/E(Ls + )t

S [ EIVIE+ 113/B@E + 119t < .

As a result, the local martingale parts are indeed martingales and their expectation is zero. Next, we
handle the finite variation part. For the first term, we use the result we already proved in (40):

(V—J,.DZ(\V)) < |V = JIDZWV)|| < IV = Tlgl[VlIgn®*> (7 + 73 +3)- (83)

We handle the second term 2(DJZdt,V — J) combined with another term later on. For the last
dt term in (82), using Lemma 31 (the i index below enumerate the entries of the vector in the dot
product):

(V= 3,3 B ig" Nyt < |V = T [(D2, 75| < nllV = Tl La + (53 + 9D+ Ls). (84)
l,r

4.5.2 Second term

Next, we expand the second term in (79):

> (Vi = J)0pgij (Vi — Jj)dXp = (Vi = Ji)0pgi5 (Vs + J;) ApedBe
4,5,P

+ (Vi = Ji)8pgi; Vi Zpdt — (Vi = Ji)Opgis J Zpdt. (85)

First, for the local martingale part, from (46) and (76), we have (the bracket indicates quadratic
variation)

t
E [/(VZ— - Ji)apgijvjApgde} = E/ (V= NIDg(V + J)A2Dg(V + J)(V — J)ds
s=0
t
< E/ [V +JII2(V =) g(V = J)ds
s=0
< E/(2||V||§ +2[|J]12)%ds < oo.

Therefore, it is indeed a martingale, so taking expectation it becomes zero. Next, for the second term
in (85), using Equation (42):

S (Vi 1)V Zy = (V= 1) Dg(V)Z < |V = J|o|[g7 Do(V)2|| <[V = Tl grin/ml[V]],

0,5,p

(86)
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Moreover, combining the remaining dt term in (82), namely 2(DJZdt,V — J), with the third term
in (85), we get

—(V = J,2DJZ +2J;Ty,dZ,) < 2|V = J||g|DJZ + J;T}dZy ||
<2La||V = Tyl Zllg < 2La||V = Tllgnv/nm, (87)

where we used (39).

4.5.3 Third term
Next, for the third term in (79), using (80)

(V—D)T"D%g(g~ ") (V —J)

N~

1
> 5 Vi = J) (Vs = J;)0p.r 91 d( Xp, Xo) =

0,5,P,7

- % >V = ) D2glus, u)(V = J)

1 1
< SBROQ_NwllIV = J15 = 5mglv = Jll, - (88)

where above g7! = Y, u;ul is a Choleskey factorization for g=1.

4.5.4 Fourth Term
Next, for the first term in (81) which in turn comes from the fourth term in (79),
Y 391 (Vi = J)(Dg ™ (V))ip = (V = J)T(Dg, Dg~ (V)
4,3,P
<V = Jlgllg™"(Dg, Dg= (V)
< in/nl[VIgIV = Jll,. (89)
For the second term in (81):
> =20,9i(Vy = Jj)0rJig? = =2(V — J)"(Dg, DJg~ ") < 2|V = Jl|gllg”(Dg, DIg Vllg  (90)
05,01
Applying Lemma 32 into Equation (90):
> =20,95(Vs = J))0, Jig™ S ny/nLa|[V = T +4in||lT|[V = J]. (91)
05,01
Combining Equations (89) and (91):
Y 09i(Vy = J)dVi = Ji. Xp) S i/l VgV = Jllg +mnv/aLs||V = J|| + il ||V = J].
4,J,P
(92)
4.5.5 Fifth Term

For the last term in (79), we bound the four terms in (58). The first term is directly bounded from
Lemma 16 by v{||V[|Zn. The second term can be bounded by combining Lemma 29 and Lemma 16:

%Tr(gDA(V)A(DJ)T) = %Tr(g—1/2DJTgl/2gl/2DA(V))

< Nlg™2DI g 2 opllg P DAV Iy (93)
< (L + gV Ilgn- (94)
where above, ||.||; is the matrix nuclear, which is just the sum of the singular values. The third term

is similar to the second term. The forth term can be bounded using Lemma 33:

1 _
§<97DJQ D)"Y < n(Ly + ||l J])?
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4.5.6 Getting to it

Therefore, overall, Combining Equations (83),(84),(86),(87),(88), (92), (94), (95), and taking expecta-
tion:

dE ||V = J|ls SE|V = Jllg[VIlgn®*? (3 +13 +73) +nllV = J[(nLe + (0F +43) ]| + La)dt
+EV = Jg|VIgvinyvn + 2La||V — J||gny/nydt

1
+E 5mgnv — J|2dt

+EAinVnl| VgV = Jllg +yinv/nLs|V = J| +~3n|J|[||V — J||dt
+EARNVIGn +2(Lz + 1l Tl v IV IIgn +n(Lz + vl T]])*dt.

Further applying Cauchy Swartz:

dEV ~ JI2 £ \EIV — TR EIVIEVAGE +13 +43) + inym)di
+ VEIV =TT La + (3} +53)VETIIE + nLa + 2Lony/i)di

1
+ §m§E |V = J|2dt

+EAEVI[Gn +2Laying JE||V[[2dt
+ 197\ JEJ2\/EVIZ + 47 EJ]* + 2nLadt
< (56 + K{\ENV = T2+ w5 E [V = J|5)dt,

kg = 2073 |VE (o) |12 + 4Layin || VF (zo)||
+ 2097 | Jo |||V F (o) |

+ 2nv3\/2(Bo + B1)t||[VF (o)

+ 2| Jol1? + 293 (Bo + Bi)t + 2nLs,

for

Ky = 2| VE(z0)||(n*2(v} + 3 +3))
+ny1La + nLz + 3Lany/nyr + n(vf +73) 1 Joll + n(75 +73)v/2(Bo + 1)t

1
no_ - 2
Ko = 2n73.

Further applying AM-GM, this implies
dE||V — J|[5 < (kg + K E |V = J|7)dt,
For

ko = 207 [ VF (o)l + 4Lamin | VE (o) |
+ 2097 | Jo | [V F (o)

+ 2n7fm||VF($o)||

+ 2'7% (Bo + B1)t + 2nLo+

+ 2| VF (20)|*(n* (47 + 73 +73))

+nLs +3Lanvnm + vVa(vi + ) I1Joll? + n(vi +75)v/2(Bo + Bu)t,
K = %mg +((n*? (77 +73 +3)) + v/n(ri +93)

+ny1 L2 +nLs + 3Lany/ny + n(vi +43)v/2(Bo + Bu)t,

35



where for times ¢ < e (e is the final step size), we have k) < ko for

K2 = 3nvn(V2 + 92 +12) + nLs + 4Lonv/ay +n(2 +2)v/2(Bo + Bi)e. (95)

Now using the similar ODE trick as in (29), assuming the stronger condition below compared to (27)
that we imposed:

1
t< — 96
<5 (96)

Note that this condition also implies (77). We get
E[[V = J|* < (1+th2)[[Vo — Jol|* + ti < [[Vo — Jol|* + . (97)

On the other hand, combining ||b(¢, zo)|| = ||V F(x0)|| with Lemma 34, we have || Jo|| < ||V EF (zo)||+t L.
Combining this with the AM-GM inequality

2073/ 2(Bo + B1)LIVE (o) < nv/nyi | VE(zo)l|? + Vi (Bo + B,
2097 | oIV F (zo) | < Vi3 |1 Joll? + ny/m? [V F (o) 1%,
implies kj, < ko for
Ko =(n*2(v} + 73 + ¥5) IV E (%0)|2 + 4Lay1n| | VF (z0)||
+ 207 (Bo + B1)t + 2nLs
+nLg + 3Lanv/ny1 + V(v +93)2 L3 4+ n(77 +73)v/2(Bo + Bt

Now we need to bound [|Vy — Jp||. Note that Vo = b(t, z¢) and Jy = VF(v(x)) by definition of J.
Hence, using Lemma 34, we have

E||V; — Jg||* < t2L2 + tro. (98)

Note that the goal is to take expectation with respect zp and plugging this into (26) to get:
1
DE < ZLJ(pt) + L3 + 4t E ko. (99)

Hence, we now compute E,, k9. Applying Cauchy swartz as E [|[VF (zo)| < /E ||VF(x0)]?:

Ero <2(n*?(vi + 735 +13)) E |V F (o) |2

+4Layiny/E||[VF(z0)l?

+2¢/nVE(Bo + Bi)t + 2nLa+
+nLs + 3Lonv/ny + vr(y; + ¥ L3 +n(vi +73)v2(Bo + Bu)t.

To further simplify the above, We apply the inequality
ALy E[[VE (o) [* < 8yinVnE [V F (z0)||* + 8v/nL3,
and combine it with \/n(7f 4+ ~2)t?L3 < 1¢L3 from (27) to obtain
E ko Sn*2(7F + 3 +13) E||VF (20) 5
+ 2V (Bo + B1)t + 2Ly + (VAL + )T
+nLs + 3Lany/my + n(yi +73)v/2(Bo + Bu)t. (100)

On the other hand, note that from Lemma 11, we know the chi squared distance x?(pp) < oo at any
step of the algorithm. This implies that the KL divergence is also bounded using Pinsker inequality.
Hence, using Lemma 36, we get:

E |V F(20) |2 < 2nLs + 2LEH, (po). (101)
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Plugging Equation (101) into (100):
E ko < (n*2(7% + 3 +73)) Hu (po)
+ (0?2 (3 + 5 +13))nLs
+ 2V (Bo + Bi)t + 2nLa + (Vi + %)Lg
+nLs + 3Lanv/my + n(77 +3) V250 + Bu)t.

Further applying the time restriction ¢ < €, we define

wo = a(n®? (7§ +145 +13))e, (102)
@ = 3 [(n*2(33 + 73 +23))nLae (103)
+ 2V (Bo + B1)e? + 2nLoe + (Vn + %)LSE (104)
+ nLae + 3Lony/ime +n(77 +43) V200 + B’ (105)
we get for every ¢t < e:
Etrg < @+ woH,(po)- (106)

Now simplifying these equations using the conditions € < 1/(2k2),1/£, on can check the validity of
upper bounds wy < wp,w < w for

wo = (¥ (7f +95 +93))e, (107)
w=cy|(n*?(7} + 3 +13))nLs + VnL5 + nLs|e, (108)

then, for every t < e:
Etro < w+ woH,(po)- (109)

Combining Equations (109) and (98) implies

E |V — Ji||* < €L3 + w4+ woH, (po) S w + woHy(po).-
Ptlo
This completes the proof of Lemma 19 and hence Lemma 20.

5 Rate of convergence

For convenience we assume o, € < 1,7;, L; > 1.
Combining Equations (26) and (20) to the result of Lemma (19) (20) then gives

3
O H,(py) < —ZI,,(pt) +w + woH,(po)- (110)
Applying the log sobolev inequality to (110) implies for every ¢t < e:
3
8tHv(pt) < _ZaHu(pt) +w + WOHU(pO)'

Now defining H(t) = H,(p;) — o (w4 woH, (po)), this implies

or



Therefore

Hy(pe) < e 32 Hy (o) + (1 — e~ 3%) L (0 + woH, (o)
< e 1 H, (po) + Hw + wo Hy(po))-
Now setting t = e:
H,(p.) < e 1°H,(po) + e(w + woH,(po))-

Taking e small enough such that

ewy < Eae
i.e.,
Q@
€S (111)
n32(vf + 95 +93)
we show
H,(p.) < e 16 H,(po) + ew. (112)

From the assumption a, e < 1, we have 3ae/4 < 3/4, then

H,(pe) < (1— gae)HV(po) +e(w +woH,(po)) < (1 — %ae)Hu(po) + ew
< eil%o‘éH,,(po) + ew.
Proof of Theorem 2. Using Lemma 20, for one step of RLA with time parameter ¢, we have
Hy(pri1) < e 69 H, (pr) + cjwe,
Now opening up the recursion plus applying the inequality e™¢ <1 —¢/2 for 0 < ¢ < 1/2:
H,(pr) S e 1" H, (po) + we/ ()
< e*%O‘EkHl,(po) +w/a.

The bound on k follows. Note that in order to use Lemma 40 in Lemma 10, the condition ¢t <
1 . < 1 e . .
VRV, translates into ¢ < W Moreover, condition € < 1/(2k2) in (96) boils down to

1
€S 53 3 , (113)
nyn(7f +73 +73) + nls + Lany/nmn
e S0P +93) T (B0 + Br) TP (114)
Combining the two implies
1
(115)

< .
T n32(0f +93 +3) + nls + Lony/nm + L3

Note that picking e as small as (115) already covers the conditions in (27), € < 1/¢ in Lemma 18, and
finally ¢ < m. Hence, the proof is complete. O

5.1 Additional Lemmas

Lemma 34. Given a point xo and its mapped version v,(xo) on a geodesic starting with initial speed

VF(x0), we have
16(t, 20) — VE(7:(0))[| < tLo,

where recall that b(t,xo) is the parallel transport of VF(xo) along the geodesic up to time t.
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Proof. We can write using fundamental theorem of calculus
¢
bt 20) = VEGuGea))I* = | IV F (o)) s, )]s
s=0
t
< [ 0IVEGu(an)) ~ s, )]s
s=0

= /:0 <VF('75($O)) — b(s, o), v'ys(aco)F('Ys(«TO)) — v’ys(zo)b(sa $0)>d8

S/ IVE(s(20)) = (s, 20)[[[[ V. (o) F' (75 (20) )| ds
s=0

= / _ IVFGo(0)) = bs, zo)l| [ HessF (s (@o). 3o (wo) s

< Lo / IVF(vs(x0)) — b(s, zo)]|ds. (116)
Taking derivatives from both sides implies

d
2 IVE(rs(20)) = b(s, zo)|| < Lo,
which implies

IVE(y1(20)) = b(t, o) || < tLa. (117)

Lemma 35. For an arbitrary distribution with density p over the manifold, we have

E |VF(y)|? < 2nLsy + 2L3W3(p, v). (118)
y~p

Proof. Let cop be the optimal W? coupling between the distributions p and v. Then,

EIVFQ)I* <2 E [IVF@)I*+2  E [VF@) - VF@w)*

Y1,Y2)~cop

Using the same derivation as in (116), using the gradient smoothness of F:

E |[VF)I* <2 E |IVF()|* +2EL3d(y, ) (119)

On the other hand, for the first term, using integration by parts over the manifold, it is easy to see
that

E IVF@)* < E AF(y) = E Tr(Hess(F)(y)) < nLa, (120)

y~v
which completes the proof. |

Lemma 36. For an arbitrary distribution with density p with bounded second moment over the man-
ifold, we have

E |[VF(y)|* < 2nLy +2L3H,(p). (121)
y~p

Proof. Directly from Lemma 35 and the result of [OV00] for a Talagrand inequality on a general
manifold. O
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5.2 Square root matrix Regularity: proofs of Lemmas 16 and 27
Here we prove Lemma 16. For the convenience of the reader, we restate the Lemma below.

Lemma 37. Suppose the metric g is y1 normal self-concordant. Then, for the square root matriz

A(x) = /2971, we have

[y

(9, (DA(V))?) <

(g, DA(V)) < a4

“mi VI,

— |

Proof. A general trick that we use here is that we reduce the problem to the case where A is diagonal
at the fixed point = for which we want to prove the inequality. We start with the first term. To show
this reduction, let g(x) = UTUT be the eigendecomposition of the metric g at point 2. Then, we can
write

{9, (DA(V))?) = Tr(g(DA(V))?)
= Tr(gDA(V)DA(V))
=Tr(UTgUUTDA(VYUUTDA(V)U)
=Tr(AMUTDA(V)U)?).
But note that because U is a fixed matrix, it can go inside the differentiation:
(9. (DA(V))?) = Tr(ADUTAU)(V))?).
On the other hand, note that
A=/g=UVAU",

which means

UT AU = V/A.

Hence, if we define the metric ¢'(y) = U g(y)U for every y in the domain of our Euclidean chart (note
that U is fixed to an orthonormal eigendecomposition of g at point x), then ¢’ is diagonal and equal
to A at x, and further

(9. (DA(V))?) = Tr(A(Dg'(V))?).

The above equality means it is enough to bound the RHS instead of LHS, which means without loss
of generality, we can assume the metric g is some diagonal matrix. For ease of notation later on, let
A = g~ () be the diagonal inverse matrix of g at . This way, A = v/A. The point of having diagonal
g at x is that the closed form of DA(V) at x now takes a simpler form. To compute it, it is enough to
take derivative from the sides of

A2 — 971
which implies

DA(V)A+ ADA(V) = Dg (V) = H,
where H need not to be diagonal. Solving the above for A gives for every 1 <i,j < n:

DA(V)ij = Hij/(VA; + V).

Now note that the amtrix ((\/KZ + \/Kj)*l) ~is PSD. This is because it can be written as the integral
ij

over a class of PSD matrices as

o0

(VA +VA)™) = (eVBevar) a

ij t=0 ij

/ vec(e*tﬁi)vec(e*t‘mi)Tdt = 0.
t=0
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On the other hand, using the self concordance of g, we can write
H=Dg= (V) =g Dg(V)g~" 2 IVlgg~ 997" <nlVllag™ < IIVI4A,
and similarly
H = = ||V][4A.

Hence, applying the Schur product theorem, we see that
DAWV) = (VA +VA)™) o 2 VIy((VA+VA)™) oA= SnlVI VA,
and similarly
DAWV) = g V], VA

Now if we denote the ith eigenvalue and singular value of a matrix by A; and o; respectively, then the
above inequalities imply

1
N(DAWV)) < Zmll VI VAs,
1
ADAV)) > —571||V|\g\FAi,
which implies for all 1 < i < n:

ai(DA(V))* < 91 VIGA:. (122)

1
1)
Next, we apply the von Neumann’s trace inequality, which states that for two PSD matrices M and

N:

M, N) < 3 0 (M)o(V).
Applying this inequality for the matrices M = g~! and N = (DA(V))? at point z, we get
2
_ _ nry
(g7 (DA(V))?) < ZO’i(A Do (DA(V))?) <D A7 14711\ VI = 41 V13-

where we used the fact that g(x) = A~1. This completes the proof of the first inequality.
For the second and third inequality, we use a similar trick. For the third inequality, we apply the
von Neumann trace inequality and use (122):

(g%, DAW)) < 3o <ZAW A2 = IV,
For the third one, we can use the three matrix version of the von Neumann trace inequality:
2
—1/2 —1/2 ny
Trig (DAW)P %) < 3 onla* Pol DAV < IVIF AT SEAT e < SHIVIE

For the second inequality, we use a similar trick. To prove that it is enough to show the problem for
when ¢ is diagonal at x, note that

(9%, DA(V)) = Tr(g"*DA(V))
=Tr(UT¢2UUTDA(V)U)

:Tr(A1/2D(UTAU)( ))

=1Tnr(

V2D g (v
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Now assuming that ¢ is diagonal at x, we can repeat the arguments above and gain apply the Neumann
trace inequality:

_ 1 ny
Tr(gDAV)) < 3 oa"os DAV < 3 AT IVl 7VE < SRV

where we used that

o:(DAV)) < g V], VA:

Next, we restate and prove Lemma 27.
Lemma 38. Suppose the metric g is y1 normal self-concordant. Then, for the square root matrix
A(x) = /2971, we have
Tg(DAV))*gV < n2? ||V ][5
Proof. We use the same approach as in the proof of Lemma 16. First, assuming we want to prove the

ineqaulity at point z, we show it is sufficient to assume ¢ is diagonal at x. using the same notation as
the proof of Lemma 16, let ¢ = UAU” be the orthonormal decomposition of g. Then

VITg(DAWV))2gV =VIUTqUuUT DAV UUT DAV UUT gUV
=VTAD(UTAU)(V)D(UT AU)(V)AV
= VTA(DVg'=1(V))?V,
where we define for any y, ¢'(y) = UZ gU for the orthonormal matrix fixed for g at point z. This shows

that we can assume ¢ is diagonal. Next, recall that we showed in the proof of Lemma 16, namely
n (122), that

ai(DA(V))? < 21| VIIGA:

»-lkll—'

Our goal is to apply the three matrix generalization of the von Neumann trace inequality, namely for
matrices My, My, M3, we have

ZO’i(MlMgMg) S Z O'i(Ml)Ui(Mg)Ui(M3).

This known generalization follows from an elegant technique called majorization. Now we rewrite the
term as

Tg(DA(V))?gV = Tr(VVTg(DA(V))?g)
_ T,r(gl/2VVTgl/le/2(DA(V))le/Q)
< g PV VT gl 2| opllg" 2 (DAV))g 2|1,

where ||||; is the Nuclear norm of the matrix, namely te sum of singular values. Now we apply the
Neumann trace inequality as

lg/2(DAV))?g"2ls Za (9" (DA(V))?g"?)
= Zm g% (DAV))*)as(g"?)
=5"4A; 1/21 AIVIEAA;?

2
ny
=—VI7.

On the other hand, for the first term:
g2V VT g 2 lop = g2 VII5 = [VII5,
which completes the proof. |
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5.3 Properties of the Riemann Tensor

Here, our goal is to show a bound on some terms obtained from the Riemann tensor of our self-
concordant manifold M, including the Ricci tensor and the sectional curvature. The lower bound on
the Ricci curvature is required to guarantee that the process does not blow up in finite time. The
bound on sectional curvature is required when we wish to apply Lemma 42.

We start by the following lemma which illustrates a bound on the subtensor of the Riemann tensor
obtained by setting 4’ on the second and third slots, for some normal vector ||| = 1:

Lemma 39. We have
IR0, )17 < (0 + 7)ol [ 11
Proof. Expressing the Riemman tensor in the following index form:

Rt = da”(R(9,,0,)00),

oy
we have the following formula:

— P TA P oA
Rgul/ - 8#FIP/U - 8VFZU + FMAFWT - FV)\FMU'

Using this formula, one can see that by extending ' to a fixed vector field over R™, one can write
R(v,7')7" as

R(v,7')y = D(g~ ' Dg(y')7")(v) = D(g~ ' Dg(v")v)(7")
+ 97 'Dg(v)g~ ' Dg(v') — g ' Dg(v)g ' Dg(v' ).
But for the first term, using triangle inequality
ID(g~ ' Dg(Y' W) @) < llg~" Dg(v)g~ ' Dg(v' W' I> + llg~ ' D*g (v, v)v'I?
=~"Dg(v)g " Dg(v)g~' Dg(v)g " Dg(v')y' +~+" D*g(+',v)g " D*g(v',v)y'
< l0lI2y" Dg(v" Vg Dg(Y )Y + w11V 1P 97"
S 11
Similarly for the second term:
ID(g~ ' Dg(v)0)(Y)I? S llg~ " Dg(v")g ™" Dg(y)ulI” + [lg~ ' Dg(v',7")vl?
Sl B ' 517
SV 1P lg™ Dy )l + 31y 1 H1oll?
SAY I + A3 1 14 loll>.
For the third term
lg™"Dg(v)g~" Dg(¥ )V I < w1V I *[lv]I>-
For the forth term:
lg~'Dg(y" g~ Dg(v")oll* < w1V II*[lvlI?,
which completes the proof. |
Lemma 40. For the sectional curvature, we have
K(eie;) S (1 +73)-
Proof. Using Lemma 39:

K(ei,ej) = (R(es,ej)ej, €5) < | R(es e)ej|l S i+ 73
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Lemma 41. For the Ricci curvature, we have
|Ricci(v,v)| < n(vf +73) |[0]l3-
Proof. Using the previous Lemma

|chczvv|—|z (v, €;)es,v
< Z| (v,e;)e;,v)]
< Z [ R(v, e:)es | [|v]
i

S D07 +)lvll; = 0 + )l

i

O
5.4 Implication of the bound on the sectional curvature
Lemma 42. For time at most
< L (123)
T 6VE +8VLy
We have the bound
E logdet(J ()" (y)) < (3VEK + 4+/La)nt. (124)

Y~po

Proof. Lemma 43 shows that the operator norm of J(y;)~!(y)) is upper bounded by \/1 — (3VK + 4VIo)t.

Now using the time condition (123), we can write, using the inequality log(1 — z) > —2z for z < 1:

E logdet(J(v:) *(y ))<——1og(1— (3VK +4y/Ly)t) < BVEK + 4+y/Ly)nt

Y~po

Lemma 43. Under the assumption

t<1/VK,

for any unit vector e € T,(M), we have

1)) = /1 - BVE + 4yt

Proof. Tt is not hard to check that J(v¢)(e) is a Jacobi field J(t) at time ¢ along the geodesic y:(y) with
initial condition J(0) = e and J'(0) = V(VF)(y), for which we have using the Lo gradient Lipschitz
assumption

[7O) = llell = 1,
17O = [IVe(VE)O)]| < Lo.

We write the Jacobi equation
J"(t) + R(JA')y" =0,
Now we wish to lower bound ||.J||¢. For that, we use the Rauch comparison Theorem to conclude that
[J(®)] = [|J(t)]| where J is another Jacobi field with [|J(0)|| = [|J(0)[] = 1, [|J(0)']] = [|J(0)[| on

another manifold M with sectional curvature K. Now we decompose J into the part along ~; and
orthogonal to it:

Jt) = JIt) + JH@),
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and let JI1(0) = 6,~ and:ﬂ-(t) = Oyu for 63 + 603 = 1 and unit vector e L 7). Moreover, we also
decompose the derivative J'(0) into 037 + 64w for unit vector w L ~. Note that since V.7 =VeVFE,

we have
03+ 07 = ||V, 5lI> = IV VE|* < L3. (125)
It is well known that the Jacobi equation decomposes into the parallel and orthogonal parts:
TV () + R(J*E 4y =0, (126)
JI @) + R(J, 4y = 0. (127)

On the other hand, because of having constant sectional curvature on M, it is well known that the
Riemann tensor simplifies into:

R(X,YV)Z =C({Y,Z)X — (X, 2)Y).

Therefore, using the orthogonality of Jt+ to ~i, the Jacobi equations along the curve and orthogonal
to it decomposes. For the orthogonal part, Equation (127) becomes

0=JL +KJ*
JL(0) = bau,
JL'(0) = baw, (128)

for u,w L 4{. In this case, it is easy to see that J+ becomes scalar factor times the parallel transport
of u along 7, i.e. letting u(¢) be the parallel transport along ~; of u, for a scalar function f we have

Th = f(yu(t).
Substituting in (128):

0=f"+Kf,
f(0) = 62,
f'(0) = 04,
whose solution is
f@) = j—% sin(VKt) + 02 cos(VKt). (129)
Note that 62 + 03 = 1, so 61,0 < 1. We have
f(t) > |02] cos(VKL) — % sin(VEt) > [0a| — |02 VKt — 02| (VEt)?/2 — \'ﬁ—%'(x/ft + (VEKt)*/2)
3 3 3
> 0] = 5102Vt = S10a[t = [62] — S (02]VE + [0a])t.
(130)

where we used the smoothness of the trigonomic functions and the assumption ¢ < 1/V K.
On the other hand, in the tangential direction to the geodesic, the Jacobi equation becomes

0=Jl |
J1(0) = 617,
JI(0)" = B3,

Denoting JIl = g(t)74, the equation boils down to the following simple ODE:

0 _g//(t),
g(0) = b1,
QI(O) =03



Hence

Combining (130) and (131), we have

17O = (162] - g(l92|\/f+ 104)t)* + (161] — |63]1)*

> 0% + 02 — 3(|02| VK + |04])t — 2|65t
>1- (BVK +4y/Ly)t.

6 FEuclidean smoothness to manifold smoothness

The aim of this section is to translate Euclidean smoothness conditions into manifold ones. For this
section, we assume a positive lower bound w on the smallest eigenvalue of the metric. Let F' be a three
times continuously differentiable function which is L} Lipschitz, L) gradient Lipschitz, and L% Hessian
Lipshitz.

Ly

Lemma 44. Function F is s lipshitz on the manifold, i.e.
L/
Fll, < —%=.
Proof.
. 1 I
IVFlly = llg™DFly < | DF - < Z=|DFlls < —L.
O
Lemma 45. Function F is L\/:—Jl + %2 gradient Lipshitz on the manifold, i.e.
L/ ’Yl L/
Vx,VF| < (= 21X .
IVx, VFI < (2 + 2l
Proof. Given a vector field X, denoting VF by J, again we have the conventional formula
1
Vx,VF = DJ(X;)+ 5g—ng(Xl)J.
For the second part, using self-concordance and the local coordinate formula for gradient
Lo 1 1 1 o1 Lim
= Dg(X1)J|| < =m||X Jg ==X DF|,-1 < =||X DF|s— < —|| X .
5197 Do) 1 < gl Xl = 50Kl IDF - < 51X oI DFleTE < 51150, 2
(132)
For the first part:
DJ(X1) = D(g~'DF)(X1) = —g~'Dg(X1)g~'DF + g~ ' D*F(X1). (133)
The first part is bounded exactly as in (132). For the second part
lg™ D*FXally = g~ /29~ 2 D*Fg~1/2g"/2 X, ||
_ Hgfl/QDQFgfl/le/QXl'b
< Nlg™2llopl D*Fllopllg ™2 llopllg" > X1l
Ly
< ==\ X1|l,- 134
< 2x], (134)
O
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Lemma 46. Function F is 3v} \L/l_ + 22 \L/l_ + 371 —i— w\/_ +3 51— hessian Lipshitz on the manifold,
1.€.

||<37 +27 / +37—/—|—7 2 /
1
1\/_ 1\/_ \/_

Proof. Using the result of Lemma 30, all of the terms in Equation (59) are bounded by (v1La + (7% +
YONIIDN X[l X2]l, which with our current value of Ly and our bounds on the gradient J
implies the coefficient

|V3F (X1, X2, X3)

Ly L L
"l Vlal + D+ 0OE (135)

Hence, it is enough to bound |[D?J(X1, X3)|,. To compute it, building upon (133), we can write
assuming DX (X2) = 0:

D2J(X1,Xz) = D| = g~ Dg(X1)g~'DF + g~ D*F(X1)|(Xa).
For the first part, we have
D(=g~'Dg(X1)g~'DF)(X2) = ¢~ 'Dg(X2)g~'Dg(X1)g~ ' DF — g~ 'D’g(X1, Xa)g~ ' DF
+97 ' Dg(X1)g Dg(Xa)g ™ DF — g~ Dg(X1)g~ ' D*F Xo.
For the second part:
D(g ' D*F(X1))(X2) = =g~ 'Dg(Xa)g ' D*F(X1) + ¢~ ' D*F(X1, Xa).

Now we bound all of these terms one by one. For the first term, using Lemma 44:

g~ ' Dg(X2)g ' Dg(X1)g "'DF| < |lg~"Dg(X1)g~ ' DF||7 || X.|| (136)
_ L
< g7 ' DE I X[l X2 < Vf\/—j—ulleHHlel- (137)

For the second term, using Lemma 44

lg™ D?9(X1, X2)g 7' DF ||y < | Xul[[| X203 | DF||g-2 = [ Xa[[[| X273 ] Tllg < X3 [[[1 X (138)

L/
s ==

Vw
Third term is similar to the first term. For the forth term, using the result of the derivation in (134):

/

_ _ _ L
g~ ' Dg(X1)g ' D*FXs|| < 7| Xillgllg ' D*F X2, <71—|\X1|| Xzl

Fifth term is again the same as the forth term. Finally for the last term, using the same derivation
as (134) with D?F substituted by D3F(X;), we get

- 1
lg™ D*F (X3, Xo)|| < [ D*F(X1)[lop— [ X2

Now using L% hessian Lipschitz property of F:

lg™ D*F (X1, Xz)|| < L ||X1H2—HX2 11Xzl
Hence, summing all these bounds with the bound in (135)
5 Ly L L!
3 3
F(X1,X5,X3)] <2 2
||v ( 1,22, 3)” 71\/— +71\/—+ /71 + w\/a
Lim | L 1
+”Yl(\/—+ )"‘(’Yl"’%)ﬁ
L/
=37 + 273
! \F ! \F \F
which completes the proof. |
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As one can see above, to translate the Euclidean smoothness properties to manifold smoothness
counterparts, the Euclidean Lipschitz parameter of F' enters the bounds, which is not ideal. We
remind the reader that in section 29, we translate the Lo and L3 properties into bounds on the norms
of DJ(X1) and DJ(X1, X5) in Lemmas 29 and 30, which is then applied in our analysis. In the next
two Lemmas, we directly show the argument in these Lemmas without the need of Euclidean Lipschitz
property (i.e. without parameter L}).

Lemma 47. For the gradient vector field J = VF, we have

IDJ(X)] < (%/2 + DX
Proof. We use the same derivation as in Lemma 45:
DJ(X1) = D(g"'DF)(X1) = =g~ 'Dg(X1)g~ ' DF + g~ ' D*F(Xy). (139)
For the first part, similar to there:
lg™" Dg(X )T < vl XallgllTllg-
For the second part, we just reuse the bound in (134). Combining the two completes the proof. O

Lemma 48. For the gradient vector field J = VF', we have

L L
D2J(X1, Xo)|| < (y1=2 2 4+ ~AT SNX X 140
1D (X1, X2)l| < (m— + (0 +73)ll ||+wﬁ)|\ 1[I X2l (140)

Proof. We essentially use the derivation in Lemma 46 for D.J(X;, X3). For the first term(137), we use
the same bound expect in the last step:
lg™' Dg(X2)g™ Dg(X1)g™ ' DF|| < [lg™ ' DF |7 || Xa || Xall < ~F ]| X0 ][ Xl
For the second term(138):
lg™' D?g(X1, X2)g ™' DF|g < | Xu1[[| X203 DF g1 = [ X1l X2l731I T ]lg-

Third term is similar to the first term. For the forth and fifth terms, we use the exact bound as in
Lemma 46:

_ _ L:
lg™' Dg(X1)g~' D*F Xa|| S%fl\Xll\gl\lelgv
Ly
wy/W

g~ 'D*F (X1, X5)| <

([ X[ Xzl

Combining these bounds completes the proof. |

The previous two Lemmas enables us to use Lemmas 29 and 30 with parameters Ly = L}/w and

Ls = L/ (/).

7 Log barrier geometry

Here we highlight a few ideas needed to apply our main theorem to sampling functions supported on
polytopes.

7.1 Self concordance parameters

In this section, we show that the self concordant parameters of the log barrier inside a polytope are
all constants. The parameter v; < 2 for the log barrier from standard self-concordance.

Lemma 49. For a polytope Ax > b with the geometry of log barrier, we have o =4, i.e.

[(Dg(v), Dg~'w)| < 4lv]lg]lwlly.
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Proof. Let A, be the matrix A whose ith row is reweighted by 1/(alz — b;). Moreover, let s, =
T
(—++=—)"_, and S, = Diag(s,). It is easy to check that

T
a; z—b;

Dg(v) = —24TS,A,.
Hence

(Dg(v), Dg~"w) = =Tr(Dg(v)g~ ' Dg(w)g™")

= —4Tr(AT S, A,g ' AT S, Arg™) (141)
= —4Tr(S,PS,,P)
= —4sTPPsg,,, (142)

where P is the projection matrix of A, and P(?) is its Hadamard square. It is easy to check that P(2)
is an unnormalized Laplacian with sum of its ith row equal to o;, i.e. the ith leverage score of A,. As
a result, we have

0<P? <. (143)

Plugging this into (142):

|(Dg(v), Dy~ w)| < 4|sT PP s, | < 4y/sTP@ s, [sTPs, < dlls, 15wl = 4ol |l

O
Similarly, we can bound ~3.
Lemma 50. For polytope Ax > b with the geometry of log barrier, we have v3 = 6, i.e.
—6]|v]gllwllgg = Dglv, w] X 6]jv]g]lwlgg.
Proof of Lemma 50. One can check
D?glv,w] = 6A%S,S,, A,. (144)
On the other hand, note that
— lIsolllswlll < SuSuw < llsollllswll - (145)
Combining (144) and (145) completes the proof. O

We will also need to bound smoothness parameters in the manifold, and we will do so by uti-
lizing both Lipshitzness of the given function’s derivatives and self-concordance of the metric. For
the particular case of uniform distribution in polytope with log barrier geometry, we investigate the
Lipschitzness parameters in Section 7.2.

7.2 Smoothness

Next, note that for the uniform distribution in the polytope (uniform dist. in the Euclidean chart) we
have F'(z) = logdet(g(z)). we investigate the Lipschitz properties of this function.

Lemma 51. The function logdet(g(xz)) over any 1 self-concordant Hessian manifold has bounded
gradient. Specifically

IVlogdet(g(x))llg < y1mv/n.
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Proof. Let g~ = > w;ul be a Choleskey factorization of g~*. Then,

[Vlogdet(g(x))|lg = Ilg~" Dlogdet(g)||
=g "g~", Dyg)|
=|{g~",Dg)l4-

= /> (g1 Dy(ui))?

(o1 9)2 Y w2
= y1nv/n.

O

Lemma 52. For the geometry of log barrier in the polytope Ax > b we have for an arbitrary X, €
T (M)

IV x, Viogdet(g(z)) g < (n(2v/n + 1) + 18)[| X1,
which tmplies
Hess(logdet(g(x)))(X1, X2) < (n(2v/n + 1) + 20) [ X|¢ || X2||-
Furthermore, we have
IDJ(X1)llg < (n 4 20)[| X2 ]lg-

Proof. For brevity, we drop the x indices and refer to A, as A. Note that if we denote Vlogdet(g(x))
by J, then

1
Vx,J =DJ(X1) + 5g*ng(J)Xl.

Now for the first, note that
using 71 self-concordance g we already have

lg™ Dy () Xa || <l JIIXqll,

which in the case of log barrier, because we also have bounded gradient
implies

g~ Dg(J)X1|| < 4n/n| X4

Therefore, it is enough to bound the first term, i.e. DJ(X7). First, for the case of log barrier, we claim
for the following is the representation of Vlogdet(g(z)) in the Euclidean chart:

J = Vlogdet(g(z)) = g 'A% 0.
This is because
Viogdet(g(x)) = g~ ' (g™, Dyg).
But note that
D;g = ATS; A,
where by S; we mean S,. Hence

(971, Dig) = (g7, ATS; A) = Tr(PS;) = o''si,
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where recall that o is the leverage score vector for A,. On the other hand, note that s; is just the ith
column of A,, hence we have (146). Next, note that

D(J)(X1) = D(g 'A% 0)(X1) = —g ' Dg(X1)g 'ATo + g ' ATSx,0 (146)
— g 'AT4sx .0 — g T AT PP sy, (147)
=g 'Dg(X,)g ' ATo — 3¢ AT Sx, .0 — g T AT PP sy, . (148)

To see why the derivative of the leverage scores is as above, we take the derivative of the whole
projection matrix:

DP(X,) = D(Ag ' AT)(X)) = —28x, Ag ' AT + 24971 ATSx, — Ag7 1 ATSx, Ag~1 AT
= 28y, P —2PSx, — PSx, P.

As a result,
Do(X)) = —4Sx,0 — PPsx, . (149)
For the first term, using 4th self concordance of log-barrier
lg™ Dg(X1)g~ AT ally = | Dg(X1)g ATy < 4 X1[gllATollyr = IXullgVoT Po < || X1]llo]
< Xallgy/ Do = nlXall,,

where the last line is due to the property of the leverage scores. For the second term

3lg~ AT Sx, 0y = 3\/T7°(0’T5X1P5X10) <3llosxlla < 3llsx, [| = 3[|Xal,-

For the third term,

lg™" AT PP s, ||, = \/TT((P@SXI)TPP(Q)SXI) < PP sx, || < llsx, | = 1 Xallg-

where in the last line we used P(?) < I. Combining all the above concludes the result.
Lemma 53. For log barrier in the polytope Az > b, we have for arbitrary X1, Xs € Tp(M),
V2 logdet (g(2)) (X1, X2, X3)| < Conv/n|| Xa[[| Xa|ll| X5,

which, if we assume Xo(t) is the parallel transport vector field of Xa along a curve with initial speed
X1, is equivalent to

IVx, x, Viogdet(g(x))|| < Cony/nl| X1 || Xz].-
Moreover, we have
D*J (X1, X2) < Cv/nl| Xy ||| Xz].

Proof. Using our derivation

all the other terms in the derivation in (60) are bounded by (y1 Lo+ (7% +~2)||J]))|| X1 ||| X2||, which
for the case of log barrier is equal to (2(n(y/n+1)+20)+80ny/n)||X1]|[| Xz|| = (82nvn+22)|| X1 ||| X2]l,
since we also have a bound on the norm of the gradient. Therefore, we only need to bound D?J (X1, X»)
(recall J = Vlogdet(g(x))). Building upon (148), assuming DX5(X;) = 0, we need to compute

D2J(X1,X3) = D(—g ' Dg(X1)g ' ATo — 3¢ AT Sx, 0 — g P AT PP s ) (Xy). (150)
For the first term,
D(g~'Dg(X1)g " AT0)(X2) = —g ' Dg(X2)g ' Dg(X1)g ' ATo

+ 97 'Dg(X1, X2)g AT
— 9 'Dg(X1)g ' Dg(X2)g ' AT
— 9 'Dg(X1)g 'AT Sx,0
+ g_ng(Xl)g_lAT(_4SX20 - P(2)SX2>5

where for the last line we applied (149). O
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Now for the first term above, using similar technique as before with self-concordance

| — g7 Dg(Xa)g " Dg(X1)g ATall, < 2| Xslllg~* Dg(X1)g~ AT]
<4 X4 | X llg~ AT o]
< 4] X3 X2l Po]
< 4| xu )1 X2 o]
< 4] X4 X2V

For the second term, similar to first term
l9™ " Dg(X1, X2)g~ Aol < 6[|X1][[| Xalllg~ AT ol
< 6] X1 [ X2l vn.
Third term is exactly as the first term. For the fourth term:
lg~" Dg(x1)g ™ A" Sx,0lly < X9~ A" Sx,0ly
<2 Xa[l[|PSx, ol
< 2| Xa[[[Sx,0ll2
< 2| X4 [[[[Sx. [l2 = 2/ Xa[lgl| X2l g-
Fifth term is the same as fourth. For the seventh term:
lg™ Dg(X1)g~ AT PP s || < 2[1 X1 || [lg~ AT PP s ||
= 2| Xu[[| PPPsx, |12
< 2 X1 || PP, 1
< 2 X1 | PP s |12
< 2[| X [[flsx,l2
= 2[| X1 || Xz2]-
Next, differentiating the second term in (150):
D(g7'ATSx,0)(Xs) = —g ' Dg(X2)g AT Sx, 0
— 297 1ATSx,Sx, 0
+ 9 AT Sx, (—4Sx,0 — PPsyy,).
For the first term, we have
lg™ Dg(X2)g~ " AT Sx, 0y < 2] Xalllg™ AT Sx, 0| = 2| Xz PSx, 0|2
< 2[| Xall[|Sx, o2
< 2|| X2 [| Xl
For the second term
lg~ AT Sx, Sx, 0| = [ PSx,Sx, 0|2
< 19x.5x,0]l2
< 1Sx,5x, l2
< lsx ll2llsxll2 = [ X[ Xzl
Third term is exactly similar to the second term. For the forth term
lg™ AT Sx, PP, || = || PSx, PP sx, |12
< 1Sx, PP sx, |2
< Jlsx, II1PPsx, |

< lsx, ll2llsx, 2
= [ X1l Xl
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where we used P?) < I. Finally, differentiating the third term in (150):

D(g7 AT PP sy, )(X2) = —g 'Dg(X2)g ' AT PP sy,
— g_lATSXQ,P(z)SX1
+2¢ AT (P ® (—2Sx,P — 2PSx, — PSx,P))sx,
— g_lATP(2)SX2 S5X,-
For the first term

lg™ Dg(X2)g~ AT PP s, || < 2] Xa|llg AT PP sx, |
< 2| X2 PP sx, |2
< 2] X [[|PP s, ||2
<2/ Xa | llsx, 12
= 2|| Xa|[| Xa]|.

For the second term
lg™ AT Sx, PP s, || < [|[PSx, PPsx, 2
< Sx. PPsx, |2
< Jlsxall2l PPsx, [l2
< ([ X[ XAl
For the third term,
g7 AT (P ® Sx, P)sx, || < [|[P(P® Sx,P)sx, |2
<I(P© Sx,P)sx, |2
= 9%, PP sx, |l
< lsx, 12lP® s x, [l2
< llsx.llzllsx, ll2 = [ X[l X2
For the fifth term
lg7 AT (P ® PSx,)sx, || = | P(P ® PSx,)sx, ||
< | PP Sx,sx, ||
< NSxysx, | < 1 X[l Xz

For the last term,

”g_lAT(P@PSXzP)SXl” < ”P(P@PSXzP)SXlHQ
< (P ® PSx,P)sx,||2

= /5%, (P © PSx, P)’sx,. (151)

But note that
—ISx, 2P < PSx, P < ||Sx,[2P.

On ther other hand, using the Schur product theorem, we know that if A > 0 and B > C, then
A®B>AG®C. Applying above, we have

—[Isx,][2P® < P ® (PSx,P) < ||sx,[2P®,
which implies

—llsxsll2f < PO (PSx,P) < [lsx, 2]
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This in turn implies
(PO (PSx, P))* < [IX:|°I.
Applying this to (151):
lg™ AT (P © PSx,P)sx, || < | Xalllsx, ll2 = [ X2 Xz]-

Combining all these equations and applying them to (150), we have
D?J(X1, X2) < Cvn| Xa ||| Xz],
for some universal constant C'. Therefore, we showed
V? logdet(g(2)) (X1, X2)| < Conv/n| X[ Xz,

for some universal constant Cs.

7.3 Smallest eigenvalue of the log barrier metric

Here, we show that given a bound on the smallest eigenvalue of the metric imposed by the log barrier,
given that the polytope Ax > b is inside a ball of radius R.

Lemma 54. For polytope Az > b with diameter R, we have that the smallest eigenvalue of the metric
is at least 1/R.

Proof. Tt is enough to show that for any x inside the polytope and unit vector v we have v7 AT A, v >
%, or equivalently

T

> () 2
b; —alx R?’

Y

Let I;(x,v) be the intersection point of the line passing through x in direction v with the facet a} z = b.

T
Note that the quantity r; = blaTa:} ~ is nothing but the length of the segment [z, I;(z,v)]. Hence

7

T 2 1 1 1
a; v )
—t ) = — > > —
Z(bi—a;fr:v ;rf = min;7? — R?’
where the last inequality follows from the fact that R is the diameter of the polytope. |

In the following lemma, we check the strong 1-completeness assumption for the log barrier geometry:

Lemma 55. Given a polytope Az > b with the log barrier geometry, the heat diffusion defined in (21)
is strongly 1-complete.

Proof. First, we check if the SDE (21) is complete. Using our lower bound for the Ricci curvature of
the log barrier. The first implication of this is that the Brownian motion is non-explosive. Moreover,
using Theorem 8.2 in [Li94] (note the the drift vector Z there is zero in our case, since (21) is the
pure Brownian motion on manifold), we see that (21) is complete. Next, we check if it is strongly 1-
complete. Using Lemma A.2 in [EL94], we see that for strongly 1-completeness under the completeness
assumption for the SDE, it is enough we show Hy (v, v) < ¢||v||? for the tensor H;. Writing the simplified
formula of H; for the SDE in 21:

i (v.0) = =Ric(w.v) + 3 |Dg" (@)} = 3 1o (V" (0).0)°

< —Ric(v,v) + Tr(Dg~ ' (v)"g(Dg~'(v))) + Tr(g~ ' Dg(v)g g9 ' Dg(v)g™)
< —Ric(v,v) + Tr(g~"/*(g"*Dg~ " (v)g"/?)2g~ /) + Tr(g~/*(g7/*Dg(v)g~/?)?g~/?)
< —Ric(v,v) + n]|v]|2/Amin(9) + 1]|v]|2/ Amin (9)-

But the Ricci curvature is bounded from below by Lemma 41, and 1/\,,i, (g7 1) is bounded from above
using Lemma 54, which shows the desired upper bound on H; and completes the proof. O
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7.4 Sampling from the Gibbs distribution restricted to a polytope

In this section, we compute our complexity for sampling from the Gibbs distribution e~/ inside the
polytope.

Lemma 56. Let v be the distribution e~/ dx restricted to the polytope Ax > b, where f is Lo gradient
Lipshcitz and L3 Hessian Lipschitz with respect to the geometry of the log barrier. Then, our algorithm
reaches accuracy 0 in KL divergence after k = O(log(2H,(po)/0)(ce)) number of iterations, for € as
small as

< o
€ .
~ nd/2Ly 4+ \/nL3 + nLs

Proof. Directly from Theorem 2 and Lemmas 49 and 50. O

7.5 Sampling with Euclidean smoothness coefficients

To obtain the complexity of sampling e~ /dzx = d=F dvg(x), we translate the Euclidean smoothness
coeflicients of f to manifold smoothness coeflicients and then use Lemma 56.

Lemma 57. Suppose we want to sample from the distribution dv(z) = e~fd(x) for smooth f inside
the polytope Ax > b with diameter R, such that f is €1 lipschitz, £ gradient lipschitz, and €3 hessian
lipschitz.  Moreover, if v has satisfies a logarithmic sobolev inequality with constant o with respect
to the log barrier geometry, then the query complexity of RLA to reach § accuracy in KL divergence
starting from density po is O(-log(2H,(po)/9)), with step size as small as

da
<
N W2 A0 R + alER? + nls RI2

Proof. First, note that from Lemma 54, we know that the smallest eigenvalue of the log barrier metric

in a polytope with diameter R is at least 1/R. Hence, using Lemmas 45 and 46, we get that Lemmas 29

and 30 hold with Ly and L3 replaced by L/w = O(f2R) and L3/ (wy/w) = O(f3R\/R), respectively.
Next, applying Lemmas 52 and 53, we see that for F' = f + %1og det g, J = VF, we have

IDJ (X)) < [IDVH)X)] + [[D(Viogdet(9)) (X))l S (n+ LR+l JNIX0 ]| = (n+ LR+ [T X1,
1D (X1, Xo)|| < [D(VF) (X1, Xo)|| + [|D(Viogdet(9) (X1, Xa)l| £ (Vi +mbaR + ERVR + (37 +73) [T I1Xa || Xz
< (Vi + R+ GRVR + || J])|1 X[ Xz,

which means that Lemmas 29 and 30 hold with

Ly =O(n + (2R), (152)
Ls = O({sRVR). (153)

In order to bypass the need for using Lemmas 44, 45, and 46, hence bypassing the need for Euclidean
lipschitzness, we claim that the only thing we need out of the Lo and L3 Lipschitz parameters for our
analysis more or less boils down to Lemmas 29 and 30. This is almost the case except that a couple
of places in the proof should slightly change. We list these parts in order below. In this part until
the rest of the proof of this Lemma, we assume Lo and L3 are the paraemters defined in (153) which
makes Lemmas 29 and 30 hold.

First, Lemma 32 will hold with a slightly worst bound. Namely, condition 63 holds with RHS
O(La+~1||7]]). This will add an additional v/ factor behind the second term ~#n||.J|| in Equation (62).
As a result of this, the bounds in Equations (91) and (72) slightly change. On the other hand, the
bound in Equation (70) will have an additional factor of vfn\/n||J||2. Overall, this and the change
in Equation (72) imply an additional term of ny/ny? in the definition of S in 74, which in turn
appear in the bound e < 1/¢ Lemma 18. On the other hand, the bound in Equation (87) as well as
Equation (91) will acquire an additional term of ny/nv#||V — J||||J||. This implies an additional term
of ny/ny2|| Jo|| + nv/nyi/2(Bo + B1)t, which in turn implies the same additional term in {, and the

term n+/nvyi/(Bo + B1)t in k5. This implies an extra factor of the term nv/nvi+/(Bo + B1)t in ka,
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ko, and @. The change in ko appears in condition ¢t < 1/(2k2) in (96), which implies an additional
conditional on e, namely

e S0 +73) "2 (nL3) 3, (154)

which comes from the second condition in (114). It turns out the other additional factors does not
change the order of terms, and so ultimately we end of with the change on the e condition that we
described in (154).

Next, we calculate the above additional factor for the case of interest here, namely the log barrier.
From Lemma 56, we figure out the new condition on € to reach accuracy § can be further upper
bounded as (note that we have assumed a,d < 1)

o 1 1< o
n3/2Ly + /L3 +nLs’ n(v} +73)22(nLY3" ™ p5/2L, + /mLE + nls + nd/3L2°
< da
~ n/2Ly 4+ \/nL3+nLs’

€ < min{

where we used the fact that 1, 72,73 are constants for the case of log barrier. Now substituting the
desired values of Ly and L3 from Equation (153):

b
< .
= WX 05 205R + /nl3R? + nls RO

8 Discussion

We highlight two future research directions.

1. The first is whether there is a simple modulation method that allows one to convert LSI in one
metric to LSI in another metric, e.g., by smoothly and rapidly decaying the target density for
points “near” constraints (i.e., with high values of the barrier function). A potential approach is
multiplying the target density by a fixed density that is almost constant inside the polytope and
rapidly decaying close to the boundary. One natural candidate for the fixed density in the log
barrier case is e~ ¢, where ¢ is the log barrier. In the appendix, we verify that this distribution
satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality. [NTO02] gives several examples self-concordant Riemannian
metrics which can also be adapted.

2. The second is the following algorithmic problem: Given a metric g, an initial point z¢ and a time
interval ¢, sample from the distribution of Brownian motion on the manifold starting at zo for
time ¢t. The question of sampling according to the natural manifold measure is a special case of
this Brownian increment sampling problem for a sufficiently large time increment.
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Appendix: Log-Sobolev Inequality for log barrier metric

Lemma 58. Define the probability measure v with support (0,1) with density w.r.t to the Lebesque
measure as dv(x) = p(z)dr ~ el/<rd(+r)) Then, v satisfies a Logarithmic Sobolev Inequality with

respect to the log barrier with constant Q(1).

Proof. Tt is enough to check LSI for intervals of the form S := (0,y). We have

’ ! < v? 2
o el/wl-v) ~ ¢1/(y(1-y)) ~yp(y).

(The notation ~ implies equality up to constants). On the other hand, we write the definition of the
log-Sobolev constant using the e neighborhood of the set S:

+e
va = sup lim 4CAD)

s <0 dy(S)/log(1/v(9))’

where ST is the set of points outside S within distance at most d of it. Now since the metric at point
y is g(y) = 1/y?, we get that the length of the interval ST¢ is ©(y), hence

v(SH) = O(eyp(y)). (155)

Overall, this implies

— cyp(y) _
Vo (eyzp(y) 10g(y2p(y)))

Also note that

log(1/(y%p(y))) < log(1/y) +log(1/er/W=v)) <log(1/y) +1/y < 1/y,

which means

a=Q(1).
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