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Abstract

This paper provides a convergence analysis for generalized Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo samplers, a family of Markov Chain Monte Carlo methods based on leapfrog
integration of Hamiltonian dynamics and kinetic Langevin diffusion, that encompasses
the unadjusted Hamiltonian Monte Carlo method. Assuming that the target distri-
bution 7 satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality and mild conditions on the corresponding
potential function, we establish quantitative bounds on the relative entropy of the
iterates defined by the algorithm, with respect to w. Our approach is based on a per-
turbative and discrete version of the modified entropy method developed to establish
hypocoercivity for the continuous-time kinetic Langevin process. As a corollary of our
main result, we are able to derive complexity bounds for the class of algorithms at
hand. In particular, we show that the total number of iterations to achieve a target
accuracy € > 0 is of order d/e'/*, where d is the dimension of the problem. This result
can be further improved in the case of weakly interacting mean field potentials, for
which we find a total number of iterations of order (d/e)'/4.

1 Introduction

We consider in this paper the problem of sampling from a target distribution w. This
problem is ubiquitous in various fields such as statistical physics [35], statistics [25], and
machine learning [2]. However, in most applications, the distribution 7 has a density
with respect to a dominating measure known up to an intractable multiplicative constant.
Markov chain Monte Carlo methods are now a family of popular algorithms for solving
this problem. They consist in designing a Markov chain associated with a Markov kernel
for which 7 is an invariant distribution. One of the best known MCMC instances is the
family of Metropolis-Hastings algorithms [40, 30]. In the case where the target distribution
has a smooth and positive density with respect to the Lebesgue measure on R%, denoted
by 7 still, another class of MCMC algorithms is based on discretizations of continuous-
time stochastic dynamics [28, 27, 46]. Famous examples of such MCMC methods are the
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Unadjusted Langevin Algorithm (ULA) [45] and Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics
[52], which are based on the overdamped Langevin diffusion.

Here we consider numerical schemes based on Hamiltonian-type dynamics, i.e., ideal
Hamiltonian Monte Carlo and kinetic (or underdamped) Langevin diffusion. Although
these two dynamics are different, they have many features in common. For example, both
define an extended process on R?? that has the product of m and the standard Gaussian dis-
tribution as invariant measure, denoted hereafter by . Also, the infinitesimal generators
of these extended processes differ only in their symmetric part, while their antisymmet-
ric part is the same and corresponds to the Hamiltonian dynamics associated with the
potential U associated with 7, i.e., m o< exp(—U). From this observation it follows that
common discretization strategies have been employed for both dynamics. Among these
methods, those based on splitting techniques [8, 33] are particularly attractive since they
come with valuable properties and important convergence guarantees. In this paper, we
are particularly interested in the family of splitting methods known as generalized Hamil-
tonian Monte Carlo (gHMC). This method has been shown to yield weak second order
errors. More precisely, denoting by P, the Markov kernel associated with gHMC, where
w are the hyperparameters of the algorithm including the step size > 0 and the integra-
tion time T > 0, under suitable conditions, it holds (see e.g. [1]) that for any sufficiently
regular function f : R? — R, number of iterations k¥ € N and initial distribution vy,
(WPl f — 7(f)] < Crle=Tk + §2), for some constants Cy > 0 and ¢; > 0 independent
of §. This result illustrates the advantages of using well-chosen splitting strategies com-
pared to traditional Euler schemes, for which similar conclusions can be drawn but with
a second term of lower order with respect to d, typically linear. While weak error bounds
already provide significant convergence guarantees, another line of research is concerned
with establishing quantitative bounds for MCMC algorithms, paying particular attention
to the dimension dependence [16, 21]. Regarding the kinetic Langevin algorithm, existing
works [36, 14, 53, 17] analyze for most of them a modification of the Euler scheme. For this
particular algorithm, [36] shows that when 7 satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality and under
additional conditions on U, denoting by v} the distribution of the k-th iterate of the algo-
rithm starting from vy with step size 6 > 0, for each k € N, H(vg|7) < C,, (e 4-§2), for
some constants C,, > 0, ¢; > 0 independent of J, where H denotes the relative entropy or
Kullback Leibler divergence. Note that the Pinsker inequality then implies the same type
of bounds for the total variation distance, but with a second term of order §. Quantitative
bounds for splitting schemes of the kinetic Langevin diffusion are scarcer and up to our
knowledge. Higher order quantitative bounds are established in [42] in this context for the
case when the potential U is convex. On the other hand, regarding unadjusted HMC, com-
bining results from [6] and [19] implies that for a fixed integration time T > 0 there exists
c1 > 0 such that for any k € N and initial distribution vg, W1 (7, 1) < O, (7% + §2)
for some Cy, > 0, where vy is the distribution of the k-th iterates of unadjusted HMC
starting from 1, and W denotes the Wasserstein distance of order 1. This result once
again highlights the improved accuracy of the leapfrog integrator. Finally, the analysis of



gHMC in the Wasserstein distance has been conducted in [26], but only for the strongly
convex scenario.

The main contribution of this paper is to extend and generalize the results we just
mentioned and to analyze gHMC in the non-convex scenario. In particular, we show that
gHMC achieves higher order accuracy than traditional Euler schemes in relative entropy,
under the condition that 7 satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality, and additional relatively mild
assumptions on the potential U. Roughly speaking, we establish a bound of the form
H(voPF|p) < C’,,Oe_clk + O9* for some explicit C,,,Cy > 0 and ¢; > 0. Our approach
is based on a perturbative argument of the modified entropy approach initiated in [51],
and more precisely to its recent discrete-time variation in [41] for idealized gHMC. From
our main result, we derive bounds on the total number of iterations k£ and a step size d to
achieve H (voP¥|u) < e for some & > 0, where two cases can be distinguished. We obtain a
bound on the number of gradient computations of order O(d/e'/*) in the general case and
an improved bound of order O((d/e)"/*) in a weakly interactive mean-field regime.

The paper is organized as follows. The family of (unadjusted) generalized Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo samplers is introduced in Section 2.1. Our main assumptions and results are
stated in Section 2.2. They are discussed and compared to previous works in Section 2.3.
Section 3 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1. Other more technical proofs are postponed
to an Appendix.

Notation. We denote by |z| the Euclidean norm of z € R?. We denote by C*(R?) the
set of functions from RY to R with continuous derivatives up to order k. For f € C*(R?)
and z € R?, V f stands for the gradient of f and D* f, the k-th derivative of f. In addition,
|D* f(x)| is the multilinear operator norm of D¥ f(x) with respect to the Euclidean norm
on R? and ||D* f|o = sup,ega |D¥f(z)|. For a d x d matrix A, |A| stands for the operator
norm on R? with respect to the Euclidean norm. For a differentiable map ® : R¢ — RP
and z € R we write V®(x) = (02,9 (2))ie[1,a],je[1,p] (Where i stands for the line and j for
the column). This notation is such that V (® o ¥) = VUV® o ¥ and is consistent in the
case p = 1 (since V® is in that case the gradient of ®). Notice that V® is the transpose of
what is most commonly named the Jacobian matrix of ®.

Leb stands for the Lebesgue measure, N(0,I;) for the d-dimensional standard Gaussian
distribution and P(R?) for the set of distribution of R? endowed with its Borel o-field de-
noted by B(R?). We write v < p as v is absolutely continuous with respect to . We define
the relative entropy (or Kullback-Leibler [KL-] divergence) and the Fisher information of
v1 € P(R?) with respect to v, € P(R?), by

[ 1n (%) dve if 11 € 19

f‘Vln (3—2)‘2dyl if ] € 1

400 otherwise,

H(vi|vz) = { I(ni|re) = {

400 otherwise,



where for a measurable function f : R? — R, |V f| is defined for any z € R? as

)= fw)]

\% = 1li
VA1) = tim sup (=L

yeRY 0< |y — 2| gr}.
If f is continuously differentiable, note that |V f|(z) is simply the norm of Vf(z) and
therefore our notation is consistent.

We write [i, j] the integer interval {i,...,j} for i,j € Z.

2 Non-asymptotic bounds for splitting schemes for Hamil-
tonian type dynamics

2.1 Splitting schemes for Hamiltonian type dynamics — gHMC

Recall that we assume that the target distribution 7 admits a positive density with respect
to the Lebesgue measure m o« exp(—U). In addition, we suppose the following condition
on U.

H1. The potential U € C*(RY), and it exists L > 0 such that |V2U (x)| < L for any x € R%.

We introduce now more formally the two continuous dynamics that we are considered in
this paper: Hamiltonian dynamics and kinetic (also referred to as underdamped) Langevin
dynamics. As previously mentioned, these two dynamics leave the extended target distri-
bution p = 7 ® N(0,1;) invariant.

Hamiltonian dynamics associated with the potential U defines the differential flow
(¢¢)is0 for any t € Ry and x,v € RY, as ¢y(x,v) = (z4,v:) where (z4,v¢)¢=0 is the so-
lution of the Hamiltonian differential equation:

Oy =vy, Oy =—VU(xy), with (zg,v9) = (z,0) . (1)

As discussed in [43], (¢¢)1=0 preserves pu, i.e., if (Xo,Vp) has distribution p then so does
P (Xo, Vo) for all £ > 0, but the trajectory (1¢(Xo, V))e=0 is not ergodic. Indeed, starting
from any fixed initial conditions xg,vy € R, it remains in the corresponding level set
{(z,v) € R*® : H(x,v) = H(xq,v0)} of the Hamiltonian function H defined by

H(z,v) =U(z)+ |[v|* /2.

To address this issue, a velocity randomization (or refreshment) at time T > 0 can be added.
To this end, consider the Markov operator D,, given, for 7 € [0,1) and any measurable and
bounded function f : R?*? — R, by

Dy f(z,v) = /Rd f (w,nv +y1- 7729> ¢(9)dg ,



where ¢ stands for the density with respect to Leb of N(0,1;). Then, under mild assump-
tions, the resulting kernel,

Kﬂva(:Ev U) = Dﬂ[f ° TzZ)T] (‘/Ev U) ) (2)

is ergodic with respect to p. Recently, [41] used hypocoercivity techniques from [51] to
show exponential convergence of K, r in a modified entropy with respect to p.

The second process which shares some important features with Hamiltonian dynamics
is the underdamped Langevin diffusion:

dX,=Vyds, dV,=-VU(X,)ds— Vs + /2ydB;, (3)

where (Bs)s>0 is a d-dimensional Brownian motion and v > 0 is a damping parameter. It
can easily be shown that under mild assumptions on U, the Hamiltonian dynamics with a
suitably scaled refreshment weakly converges to (3): for any s > 0, z,v € R? and smooth

and bounded function f : R?? — R, lims_s KLZ{?]C(JE, v) = Psf(z,v) where
s =e7, (4)

and (P)s>0 is the Markov semigroup associated with (3).

We now present a family of splitting schemes which encompasses discretizations for
both Hamiltonian and underdamped Langevin dynamics. This family of algorithms will
be referred to as generalized Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (gHMC). This family is based
on the Verlet discretization of (1) defined at time k0, k € N for a stepsize 6 > 0 by
(xg,vK) = q)lg(azo, vg) where ®F = (I>§_1 o Oy, CIDS is the identity function and

©) 5@ o)

By =0y o0V 0@l O (w,v) =v— (8/2VU(x), O (x,0) =z +0ov.

It is well-known that the integrator ®s is simplectic and reversible (see [43]), i.e., it is
invertible with inverse

@5_1 = RO @6 OR, R,(LU,'U) = (':U7 _U) . (5)

The gHMC algorithm then consists of the composition of a (possibly partial) velocity
refreshment with a K-step Verlet scheme. Setting w = (K, d,7), this corresponds to the
inexact Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method with Markov kernel specified by

P, =D,V§,
where Vs corresponds to the deterministic kernel
Vg((l‘,v), ) = 5@5($,U)(') , for z,v € Rd .

For n = 0 and Ké = T for an integration time T > 0, P, corresponds to the usual
unadjusted Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm which is a discretized version of the ideal



Hamiltonian dynamics K;, defined by (2). On the other hand, taking K = 1 and the
damping parameter 1y defined in (4), P,, corresponds to a second order splitting scheme
of (3) as considered for example in [32, 35]. Alternatively, taking n = 0 and K = 1 leads
to the Euler scheme with step size 62/2 for the overdamped Langevin process.

Finally under H1, we write

T=0KVL, y=(1-n)T, (6)

which respectively represent, suitably scaled, the physical time of integration of the Hamil-
tonian dynamics by the Verlet integrator, and the strength of the damping. As discussed
in [26], rescaling the process so that L =1 (see Section 2.2), 1/ is the time needed for the
process to forget its initial velocity, and is thus the typical distance covered by one of its
coordinates in a single ballistic run in flat parts of the space.

2.2 Main result

We start by stating additional assumptions regarding = and U for our main results.
First, we assume that 7 satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant Crg > 0, i.e.,
for any v € P(R%),
H(v|m) < CrsZ(v|n). (7)

This holds for instance if U is uniformly convex outside some compact set. Various esti-
mates are available for Crg, e.g. in mean-field, convex or low-temperature cases, which
can grasp more specific information on the target 7 that uniform bounds on the curvature
(x —y,VU(x) — VU(y)) /|z — y|? that are used in direct coupling methods. Notably, in
non-convex cases, for a fixed dimension d, up to polynomial terms in the other parameters,
the log-Sobolev constant is of order e®* where ¢, is the so-called critical height of U (see
[41, Section 5] and references within).

Part of our analysis consists in controlling some numerical errors of the leapfrog inte-
grator, i.e., for example differences of the Hamiltonian function evaluated at the dynamics
at time 0 and s > 0 starting from the k-th iterates of the gHMC chain. To this end,
we have to suppose additional regularity conditions on U. More specifically, we require
uniform bounds on the third and fourth derivatives of U which is stated as follows:

H2. There exist two norms N3 and Ny on R? such that for all z,y,z € R?,
) Z} < N3(y)Ns(z2) (8)
Ju| <N 9)

Using a third order Taylor expansion of VU, (9) is equivalent to a uniform bound on the
fourth derivative of U (see Proposition 2 below). H2 may be relaxed, i.e, if only bounded

}(V2U(x +y) — V2U ()
VU(x +y) — VU(x) — % (V2U(x) + V23U (x +y)



third derivative for U, our main results still hold but with worse dependencies with respect
to the step size, see Remark 14 below.

Bounding the left-hand sides in (8) and (9) with respect to the Euclidean distance on
R? may lead to sub-optimal dependencies in the dimension d in Theorem 1 below (for
instance when U is separable, see Theorem 3 below), which is why we allow in H2 some
flexibility in the choice of the norms.

As we will see, the numerical errors that we have to control at a point (x,v) € R24 can
be bounded by the function

M(z,v) = L?|v|* + L*|VU (2)]* + N3(v) + N3(VU(x)) + N§(v) + N§(VU (z)).  (10)

In order to control the expectation of these errors, it thus remains to establish some uniform
moment bounds for the Markov kernel P,,. These estimates can typically be established
under a Lyapunov condition, but for clarity we postpone this analysis (see Theorem 3
below) and, for now, we state it as the next assumption.

H 3. There exist p,C1,Cy > 0 and 20 : R** — R, such that for all (z,v) € R*, k €
{0,...,K} andn € N,

PLD, ViM(z,v) < Cre™ "0 (z, v) + Ca,
where T is defined in (6).

In practice, this can be established by designing a suitable Lyapunov function 20 such
that M < C120 and
P20 < e 10 + C)T, (11)

for some C1,Ch,p > 0. As we will see in Theorem 3, C1,Cs,p typically only depends
on the parameters w through « defined in (6) (in particular they are uniform over all
sufficiently small step-size §). For the continuous-time kinetic Langevin diffusion and its
discretizations, such Lyapunov functions have been designed in [39, 49, 20] under coerci-
tivity conditions on U. We show in Appendix B that appropriate modifications of these
Lyapunov functions can be used to establish a drift condition (11) for P,,.

We can now state our main result. For the sake of clarity, we only consider the case
where L =1 in H1, the general case being obtained by rescaling as detailed at the end of
this section, before Section 2.3.

Theorem 1. Assume H 1-H2 with L = 1 and let w = (K,0,n), K € N*, § > 0 and
n € [0,1) such that H3 holds and T = K& < 1/10. Furthermore, assume that w satisfies
the log-Sobolev inequality (7). Consider an initial condition vy such that Z(vp|lp) < 400
and [gaa |zIP dvg(z) < 400 for any p > 0. Then, for any n € N,

H (0PLIu) < (L4 KT) " {H(volp) + 20T (volp))
+ S MnTO Oy (W) + Ca(k L + 1)}, (12)



where § = max (e, (1 + kT)~/T) and

ol a 1
a_7+3(’y+3)2’ K_?)max(CLs,l)—i-Ga’ M_5+3_a' (13)

The right hand side in the first line of (12) corresponds to the long-time convergence of
the idealized HMC chain [41] (and goes to 0 as n — oc0). The Fisher term Z(vy|p) appearing
there is due to the fact Theorem 1 is proven using a modified entropy (defined in (20))
instead of 7. The second line of (12), of order §* corresponds to the numerical error due to
the Verlet integration which is decomposed into two terms. The first term reflects the fact
that the initial condition is not invariant for P, and highlights the exponential forgetting
of this initial condition, trough v (20), since § < 1. As for the second term involving Cs,
it accounts for the numerical error at stationarity.

Since, in the case L = 1, T is the physical integration time of the Hamiltonian dynamics,
nT is the total physical time of the simulation after n iterations. The constant k is the
convergence rate per unit physical time and depends on the parameters w only through ~,
with a dependency of order min(+y,y~!) similarly to the continuous-time Langevin diffusion.
From this observation, it follows that the convergence per gradient computation is kT/K =
KO.

At the expense of more involved expressions, we improve Theorem 1 in Theorem 5
below a little. In particular, we provide a slightly sharper value of x, which is optimal in
the overdamped case, i.e., considering an initial condition of the form vy = Py ® N(0,1),
taking in the statement of Theorem 5, K = 1, = 0, n = 25/6% for some s > 0 (since §2/2
is the effective step-size of the Euler scheme), ¢ = §, a = T/2, assuming that 1 = L > 1/Cyg
(which can always be enforced since L is any upper bound of ||V2U||, and then we can
rescale the chain to get L = 1) and letting 6 — 0 in (12) we obtain

H(20Qslm) < e s H (o)),

where (Qt)¢>0 is the semi-group associated to the overdamped Langevin diffusion. This
shows that our result is sharp since it implies that 7 satistifes a log-Sobolev inequality with
constant CLg (see e.g., [4, Theorem 5.2.1]).

As highlighted in Remark 14, if in H2 we only assume (8) but not (9) (i.e., we don’t
assume bounded fourth derivative of U), we get a similar result, except that the term §*
is replaced by §2.

Let us now provide practical conditions on U to establish H2 and H3. To ensure
clarity, we assume that d = dpq for some dp,q > 1 and, decomposing = = (z1,...,24,) €
RY = (R9)% that U is of the following form:

d() € dO
Uz) =Y UD(z;) + % ST w9z —ay), (14)
i=1

1,7=1



where U@ and W@ are potentials defined on R, and ¢ > 0. Such mean field potentials
are commonly encountered in various applications (see e.g., [10]). Furthermore, in line
with the approach taken in [7], we consider this formulation as a representative example
to demonstrate the dimension dependency in weakly correlated cases. It is important to
note that (14) always holds with the choice dy = 1, U @ = U, and W@ = 0. However,
as we will demonstrate, this mean-field formulation allows us to precisely determine the
dependence of C and C in H3 on the dimension d, particularly by distinguishing the
roles of dy and ¢g. For conditions under which 7 satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with a
constant Crg independent of dy for U given by (14) (provided e is sufficiently small), see
[29, Theorem 8.
First, as elaborated in Appendix A, we can readily verify the following:

Proposition 2. Assume that d = doq for some dy,q > 1 and that U is of the form (14)
where U@ W@ ¢ C*(R?) have uniformly bounded third and fourth derivatives. Then H2
holds with N3(zx) = L3(Z?il lz:[H)Y* and Ny(z) = L4(Z§l21 |2:6)1/6, where

Ly = (1+¢)ID°UD 5, + 16(c + ) ID* WD, ,

2
rf= (1 D U@, + 4(€T+€)HD4W<‘1>H§O> 7

144

As a consequence, assuming furthermore that VU@ (0) = 0 = VW@(0), the function
M(x,v) defined in (10) is bounded as M(z,v) < 3%, > te(2,4,6} Li(re|xi|* + |vil®), with
re = 2071 | VU WD ||E + 234 | VPW DL, for £ € {2,4,6} and Ly = L.

To establish moment bounds, we consider the following assumption:

H 4. The dimension is d = doq for some do,q > 1 and U is of the form (14) where
U@ W@ e C%(RY) have uniformly bounded second derivatives and are such that VUD (0) =
VW(‘])(O) = 0. In addition, there existm > 0 and M > 0 such that for any x1 € RY,

(21, VU (1)) > o> — M. (15)

Theorem 3. Under H/, for any vy > 0 there exist T,0,C1,Ca,€ p > 0 which depends on
[V2U D o0, || V2W D || oo, m,M, v (and not on q,dy, €), such that the following holds. For all
w = (K,d,n) with 6 € (0,0], n €[0,1), T € (0,T] and v = vy (with T and ~ given by (6),
L = ||V2U| ), assuming furthermore that € < € and setting

Wa,o)= > (el + o) (16)

0€{2,4,6}
then, for all (z,v) € R*?, k€ {0,..., K} and n € N,

P2D, Vi (2,v) < Cre "W (x,v) + Cadog® .

9



Explicit expressions for C,Cs,€, p are given in Appendix B, where a more detailed
result, Theorem 17, is stated and proven. As explained in Appendix B, Theorem 3 is a
straightforward corollary of Theorem 17.

Remark 4. Combining Proposition 2 with Theorem 3, we get that HS3 holds with 20 given
by (16) and, writing R = max{Ljmax(ry, 1) : £ € {2,4,6}}/q,

C1 = RCq, Cy = RCadoq .

Treating |D*U D | o and |DFW 9| o for k € {2,3,4} as constants independent from q, we
get that R is independent from dy and q.

Rescaling. As mentioned above, following [41, Section 1.3, assuming L = 1 in H1 is
not a restriction. Indeed, if Z,, = (X,,,V,) is an unadjusted gHMC chain with potential
U and parameters K, d,n, then (\/an, Vy,) is an unadjusted gHMC chain associated with
the potential U(z) = U(x/v/L) (so that VU is 1-Lipschitz under H1) and parameters
K,5v'L,n. Moreover, if 7 satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant Crs, then the
change of variable z +— z/v/L implies that the rescaled target measure 7 ox e~V satisfies a
log-Sobolev inequality with constant LCrg. Similarly, using the same change of variable,
the relative entropy is invariant by scaling, namely, if (X, V) has distribution v € P(R??)
and 7 stands for the law of (VLX,V), H (v|u) = H (7|f1), where fi = 7@ ® N(0,14), while
the Fisher information satisfies

L L1 V$h2—|— Vvh2
Tl = [, Vel Ve,

where h = dv/dp.

2.3 Discussion and related works

Regarding the dependency in the dimension of the constants appearing in H3, in view of
Remark 4, we distinguish two cases. In the first one, which we call the weakly interacting
case, we consider that Cy and 1(20) in (12) are O(d). This corresponds in Remark 4 to
the case where ¢ is fixed so that d is proportional to dy. In the second case, which we call
the general case, we consider that Cy and 1(20) are O(d*). This corresponds in Remark 4
to the case dg = 1, d = g in Remark 4. In both settings, we consider that L, C; and  are
constants independent from the dimension, and that H (vp|p) and Z(vp|p) are O(d) (see e.g.
[50, Lemma 1]). In this context, Theorem 1 gives the following complexity bounds. Let
e > 0 be a given error tolerance (in relative entropy). By choosing § = O(¢'/*d~1) in the
general case we get that H(voP%|u) < ¢ after a number nK = O(Crgde~"/*In(de~")) of
computations of the gradient VU. By choosing § = (9(51/ 1q-1/ 4) in the weakly interacting
case we get that H(voP?|p) < € after a number nK = O(Crs(d/e)"/*In(de~")) of compu-
tations of the gradient VU. Note that in both cases, Pinsker and Talagrand inequalities

10



imply || — voP%|lTv + Wa (1, 1oP?) = O(e'/?), where || - |rv and Wy denotes the total
variation distance and Wasserstein distance of order 2. In view of this, the dependence of
the number of gradient evaluation on £%/2, nK = O(e~'/*) (omitting the logarithmic term),
highlights that gMHC is a second-order splitting scheme and is consistent with existing
weak error estimates; see [1] and references therein.

Finally, for a fixed set of parameters w, if 9P}, converges weakly to a stationary
distribution s, Theorem 1 yields to || — fiew||Tv + Wa (14, fiew) = O(6%).

Comparison with previous works. There is an important literature on the conver-
gence of Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithms based on discretization of continuous-time
dynamics [17, 42, 26, 47, 38, 13, 37, 12, 39, 49, 9, 3, 18]. Making a complete survey and
a detailed description of these works is beyond the scope of the paper. Here, we focus on
works establishing quantitative bounds for gHMC or some of its particular instances, and
for discretization of the kinetic Langevin diffusion in entropy.

e Entropy methods for discretization of the kinetic Langevin diffusion. An
adaptation of the modified entropy strategy from [51] for continuous-time processes
have been conducted by [36] for a slight modification of the Euler scheme of the kinetic
Langevin process. More precisely, the scheme considered in [36] (introduced in [14] in
the machine learning community, and referred to as the Stochastic exponential Euler
scheme in [34, 20] where earlier apparitions in the physics literature are mentioned
[11, 24, 48]) is given by the solution of

which is similar to (3) except that the force —VU is constant within each time in-
terval [kd, (k + 1)d), k € N. Hence, in [36], the approximate entropy dissipation is
established through a continuous-time derivation. By contrast, we follow the discrete
time computations of [41], which is concerned with idealized gHMC where the exact
Hamiltonian dynamics is performed instead of the Verlet integration (in particular we
are not using the underdamped Langevin diffusion process as a continuous-time ref-
erence, since we also cover unadjusted HMC). Moreover, in terms of dependency with
respect to the stepsize d, the schemes of [36] are only first order (see the discussion in
Section 3.3 of [36], in particular Equation (14)), and we get an improvement from /e
to €'/ in the complexity. Concerning the dimension d, the stepsize in [36] scales as
d—1/ 2L1_{17 where Ly is the Lipschitz constant of V2U in the Frobenius norm, i.e., U
is supposed to satisfy |V2U(z) — V2U (y)||r < Ly|z —y| for all x,y € RY. Assuming
that L is independent from d thus corresponds to the weakly interacting case, while
the assumption that the derivatives of U are bounded independently in d (in terms
of the Euclidean norm) leads to Ly of order v/d. We get an improvement from d—'/2
to d=1/% in the first case and the same dependence d~! in the second. Notice that,
in order to take advantage of an higher order numerical scheme, we have to assume

11



that U has bounded first four derivatives, in contrast to [36] which only assumes that
U has bounded first three derivatives. As discussed in Remark 14, if we consider
this second conditions on U, a result similar to [36] and with the same dependence
on € and d, can be derived. The main takeaway of this observation is that gHMC
can achieve better accuracy order if U is sufficiently smooth but do not yield worst
complexity than the discretization (17) obtained in [36] under the same conditions.
Finally, up to our knowledge, our result is the first one based on entropy methods
for unadjusted HMC, and for splitting discretization schemes of the underdamped
Langevin diffusion.

e HMC. Analyses of HMC for strongly convex potentials U have been conducted in
[38, 6]. For non-convex potentials, [5, 6, 19, 7] have established several non-asymptotic
convergence bounds for position HMC (i.e., n = 0), both in Wasserstein 1 distance and
total variation norm. In the mean-field case in particular, [7, Theorem 10] shows that
after O(y/do/e’) gradient evaluations, then the law of the chain is at distance at most
¢’ to 7 in term of the W, Wasserstein distance associated to the ¢; norm ||z —yl|¢, =
Z?il |x; — yi|. To compare this result with ours, we can bound this distance by
Vdp times the standard Wy Wasserstein distance (associated with the Euclidean
distance), whose square is bounded by the relative entropy times the log-Sobolev
constant of 7 (which, from the results of [29], is independent from dy in the weakly
interacting case where ¢ is small enough, which is the regime where this complexity
is obtained in [7]). In other words, we should take ¢/ = \/dpe in the results of [7]
for a fair comparison. In that case, the number of gradient computations required
in [7, Theorem 10] is O((dg/€)'/*) in the weakly interacting case, which is the same
as our results. The approach in [5, 6, 7] is based on reflection couplings and concave
modifications of the distance (building upon the method developed for continuous-
time diffusion processes, particularly [23] for the overdamped Langevin process and
[22] for the underdamped one). In particular, it doesn’t provide a result for the
relative entropy or the Wy Wasserstein distance, and the bound on the convergence
rate is expressed in terms of global bounds on (x —y, VU (z) — VU(y)) /|z — y|?.

o Splitting schemes for kinetic Langevin diffusion for strongly convex po-
tential U. Splitting schemes for Langevin diffusion with strongly convex potential
have been investigated in [42, 34]. Their conclusion on the complexity for the corre-
sponding gHMC method is similar to ours. Finally, the analysis of the general gHMC
methodology have been conducted in [26] under the same strong convexity condition.
Once again, the same conclusions can be drawn

As a conclusion, up to our knowledge, none of existing works cover our results, which
give simple higher order explicit estimates in relative entropy uniformly over the class of
unadjusted gHMC samplers and for non-convex potentials U.

12



3 Proof of Theorem 1

3.1 A more detailed result: : modified entropy approximate dissipation

The proof of Theorem 1 will be an easy consequence of a more detailed result that we now
state. For ease of presentation, we first introduce some notations.

Relative density and modified entropy. In the rest of the present Section 3, for an
initial distribution vy € P(R??) which satisfies the conditions in Theorem 1, parameters
w = (K,d,n) and n € N, we denote by

hyn, = dvoPl, /dp , and write H(hy,) = H(woPL|n) ,  Z(h,) = Z(Pl|p) ,

where H and Z denotes the relative entropy and Fisher information with respect to p
respectively. More generally, we denote by H(h) = H(v|p) and Z(h) = Z(v|u) for any
positive density h : R?* — R with respect to p and v stands for the distribution with
density k. In addition, for A € R24%2d o possibly a matrix field z — A(z) on R??, define

2
dv ifrvr<pu

T (vln) = Jeas [AVIn ()
+00 otherwise .

Note that if v < g and h = dv/dp,

AVh|?
IA@W%:AM| h'

Following the convention above, we write Zz (h) = Z4 (v|p), for any positive density h :
R?? — R with respect to y with v the distribution with density A. The main result of this
section, from which we deduce Theorem 1, establishes the dissipation in time of a suitable
modified entropy up to some numerical error. More precisely, we consider for v € P(R2d)
and @ > 0,

dp . (18)

. . 1 (11
La(v|p) = H(h) +aZa(h), with A = 7 (1 1) . (19)
In the case v < pu with h = dv/du, we have
2
Latvl) = [ wm(apva [ VIV, (20)
R2d R2d h

and following the same convention as previously, we write L(h) = L(v|u), for any positive
density h : R?* — R with respect to pu with v the distribution with density h. With
this choice, £, involves a mixed derivative term (V h,V,h) in the Fisher part, which
has been crucially used in hypocoercive studies of the continuous-time kinetic Langevin
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process [49, 31, 51]. More specifically, (20) is exactly the modified entropy introduced in
continuous-time settings in [51].

We are now ready to state the main result of this section.

Theorem 5. Assume H 1-H 2 with L = 1 and let w = (K,d,n), K € N*, § > 0 and
n € [0,1) such that H3 holds and T = K§ < 1/10. Furthermore, assume that 7 satisfies
the log-Sobolev inequality (7). Consider an initial condition vy such that T(vo|lp) < +00
and [goa |2|P dvg(2) < 400 for any p > 0. Then, for any n € N,

(14 KT) La(hnt1) < La(hn) + T6* M (Cre™'v (W) + C3) | (21)

where a, k, M are given in (13).
Alternatively, define

1 1
my=2—3T, mg= +244T mgzu(fﬂ)—%ﬂ
n n? 24

2 .
D ha \/(jnl+2—m3) —mimg+m3  ifn>0
Then, for any a > 0 such that A > 0, for any ¢ € (0,1) and n € N,

(14 &T) La(hnt1) < La(hn) + T8N (Cre™wg (W) + C3) | (22)
where
ax1-¢g)(1-37) 1 ( 4 > < )\5)
= M= — 24 DT+ — | .
N ax(LOis, 1) +2a o \1pg T 2a) Ha B+ 4T+ o0

This result is proven below. First, let us deduce Theorem 1 from Theorem 5:

Proof of Theorem 1. An easy induction and Theorem 5 imply that for any n > 1,

La(hn) < (1+KT) " Lalho) + TO*'M Y (1+4£T) 7" [(Jle—p(n—k)'fyo (W) + 02] .
k=1

Then, the proof is completed since

1+ KT

H(hn) < La(hn),  La(ho) < H(ho) +2aZ(ho) an(1+m)—’f< —

k=1

)

and

zn:(l + KT) Fe P(n=hT < {max ((1 + mT)_l/T,e_p)}nT
k=1
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Before providing the proof of Theorem 5, let us recall the key steps of the proof of
the similar result established in [51] for the continuous-time kinetic Langevin process, as
the structure of the proof is similar. Denoting by (ﬁt)t;() the analogous of (hy,)nen in this
continuous-time context, the first observation is that

d, - |V ohe)?
— = — ~ . 2
Gy =~ [ T (23)

This entropy dissipation is not sufficient to conclude to an exponential decay, as it can be
zero for non-constant densities hy (and thus in particular it cannot be upper bounded by
—kH(hy) for some k > 0). A key observation is then that, when V2U is bounded,

d Vb + Vohy|? / |V he)? |V hug |2
— - dp ) < —c | 2 dp+ 0/ v d 24
dt </de hy H R2 Ry H B2y 1% (24)

for some constants ¢,C' > 0. The last term can be controlled thanks to the entropy
dissipation (23). As a consequence, for a small enough, considering £, given by (20),
d

Eﬁa(ﬁt) < —acZ(hy), (25)

and the conclusion follows from
Lo(hy) < (max(Crg, 1) + 2a)Z(hy)

where we used that u satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant max(Crg,1) as the
tensor product of m and N(0,1).

The proof of Theorem 5 is fundamentally based on the same ingredients. Instead of
the time derivatives of (23) and (24), we have to estimate the discrete-time evolution of
the two parts of the modified entropy along the two steps Vs and D, of the chain. The
technical details of this analysis are postponed to Section 3.2, where this evolution is shown
to involve, on the one hand, the Jacobian matrix of the Verlet map and, on the other hand,
some numerical error terms (due to the fact p is not invariant by V). The study of these
terms is performed respectively in Sections 3.3 and 3.4. Provided these postponed technical
results, we can now prove Theorem 5.

Proof of Theorem 5. Let a > 0 such that A > 0 and n € N. In this proof, we consider the
matrix A given in (19). We only give the proof for n > 0: the case n = 0 is obtained by
seeing that all the computations are still valid if n~! is replaced by 7! for an arbitrary
n € (0,1), using that V,D, = 0 in that case (as in the proof of [41] in the idealized case,
to which we refer for details).

The evolution of h,, is given for any bounded g by

/R L, tmrgdn = /R ,, PPogdin, (26)
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in other words h,, 41 = P} h,, where, given Q a bounded operator in L?(u), Q* stands for its
adjoint operator. We now identify the adjoint of the operators constituting P,. A simple
calculation shows that the damping step is reversible in the probabilistic sense, namely
D; = Dy. Since the Verlet map K satisfies |[detV®E| = 1 and is and reversible in the
physicist sense! (see [43, Equation (2.22)] and (5) respectively), we get

/Rw AV gdp /[R h(@55(2)) g(2)n (955(2)) d2

= o (VE) han

(VE) b = hooy® OH = H-Hoa;".

with

In addition using again (5), we get that ®; % = (&5 1)°K with

B 5? 5
Q5 (x,v) = :E—év—EVU(x) Uty

VU (z)+ VU (m — v — %VU(x))]) . (27)

From these observations and since P}, = (VE )*Dy,, we consider the decomposition
La(hni1) — La(hy) = La(PLhn) — Lalhn) = A1 + Ag + aAs + alAy,
where
Ay =H ((VE)'Dyhy) = H(Dyhn) | Ay = H(Dyhy) — H(hn)
As =Ta ((VE)'Dyhn) | Ay =—Ta(hy).
We bound these four terms as follows. By Corollary 11, for any e; > 0,
Ay <461 K0T (Dyhy) + E., Wy

where for conciseness we write W,, = C1e™""Ty(20) + Cy (recall the notations from H3),
and by Corollaries 13 and 16

= 7 :2 0 6 I

B, =Y |667) /2 ds+ ——35
€1 jzol ]€1+€10 S s+30€1]
1 1

2
<2610 K3+ 261 K6 + —K§° < — THK
£1 +ze + 300, 30 (e14€17) ;

where we used that K¢d < 1/10.

!This is also called R-reversibility in backward analysis
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By Lemma 6, as n > 0,

1
Ay < =5 = 1)Tp,(Dyhn) , Ay < ~Tppor(Dyhn)

sz(g g), Bglz(g 1%)- (28)

Finally, using Lemma 7 and Corollary 13 and setting
U= (Vo; %) 0 df, (29)

where

for any g9 > 0,

As < (1+2)Zaw(Dyhy) +2(1 + &3 H|APK25W,
Zaw(Dyhn) + 2 AP |2, Z(Dyhy) + 2(1 + 3 )| AP K25°W,

Zaw(Dyhy) + 362Z(Dyhy) + 4(1 4 65 ) K25W,,

NN N

where we used Lemma 10-Equation (34) (with T = K6 < 1/10) and that |A| = /2.
Therefore, by combining the inequalities above, we get

Li(hnt1) = La(hy) < =272 = 1)Zp, (Dyhy) + aZaw(Dyhy) — L1 (Dyhn)
+ (421 K6 + 3a22) T (Dyhy) + [(e1 + 67 ') K6°/30 + 4a(1 + &5 ") K26°| W, . (30)

The sum of the terms in the first line of the right hand side is equal to

) [ (VDyhn,SYD,h,)
~aZg2(Dyhn) = —a /R y b

dp (31)

with, for z € R??,
S(2) = (2a) ' (n? — 1)B, B, — (A¥(2))"A¥(2) + (AB,)TAB, '

where U is defined in (29).

The key of the proof is now to establish a positive lower bound on S uniformly in z,
for a small enough, which is the analogous in our context of (25). We introduce the d x d
block decompositions

(Y11 Yo (511 s12
V(=) = (%1 71122) and 8(z) = <S21 822> ’
so that

511 = Lg—(¥11 + 1) T (W11 +21) ,  s12 = 891 = 0 Lg— (11 + 1) T (1 + Pa2)

. n?—1 —2 B T
S99 = + 077 ) Iy — (22 + 12) ' (Y22 + ¥12),

2a
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Using Lemma 10, for any z € R¢,
|(¥11 + ta1)z| < ‘((1 —T)14—(T?/2) ) ’ +(2T3/3)|z| < (1 — T+T2) ||
(a2 + viz)al < |(la+T8 — (1/2)¢) 2| + (21%/3)Jal < (1+T+T12) Jal ,
and similarly
(Y11 + Y1)z — 2] < (T + T2) lzl, (o2 +h12)a — 2] < (T+ T2) ||,

from which we get for any z,y € RY

(w,s117) > [1 - (1 ~T+T1?) ] 2 > (21 - 31%) Jaf? ,

2 -2_1
—(1—|—T+T2) ] lyl* > <” oF —1—77_2—1—2T—4T2> y?,

y7 8221/

(z,512y) (77 - 1) Tyt (Id — (11 + Y1) (Y12 + 1/122)) Yy
(?7 ) z -y + (Lo =1 +121)) 2, (Y12 + ¥22)y) + (. (Ia — (12 + ¥22)) y)

— (=14 (24 T4+ 12) (T4 T2)) Jally

> — (07! = 1427 +472) []jy].

WV

We have thus obtained that for any =,y € R? and z € R??,

.
(‘;) S(2) (j) > A (J2? +|yP?)

where A_ is the smallest eigenvalue of the symmetric 2 x 2 matrix

my mo 1 2T — 3T2 — (7' =1+ 2T +41?)
m =T -1 2y n3-1 -2 2
9 m3 T\-(n'—1+42T+4T%) LToz—+n > —1—-2T—4T
_ g 2—3T - (’yl—i- n(2 + 4T)) .
—(y+n(2+4T)) ~(1+n) (%-1—1) — (2 +4T) ’

recalling the notation v = (1 — n)/T. Now, the sharp expressions stated in Theorem 5

follows from
2
A= Tt ‘\/(%) g 42

which is positive under the condition stated in the second part of Theorem 5. Alternatively,
to get the simpler expressions (13), we proceed as follows: using that n < 1 and T < 1/10,

we bound
17 1 12 1 vy 12
mi 2 —, ma| < = (v++ ), m3 2 —<\5z— %)
7 n“\2a 5




to get that

-

z mip Mg z 2 2
=mqlx|” + 2mel|x +m

(22 ) () =i+ smatl

1 9 Qm% 9 17 9 9
> — _ >
> 2m1|:17| + (mg o ) ly|> > 50 (|:17| + |y ) ,

ie.,
. vy 12 17 20 122
A_ > 17/20, if we choose a such that %" > 20 + 7 (fy + €> ,
which holds in particular with the choice of a in (13).
In both cases, at this point, plugging this inequality in (31), we have determined A_ > 0
such that

dzsl/z (Dnhn) < —d)\_TI(Dnhn) .
Combining this result with (30) yields
La(hni1) = La(hn) < =p'T(Dyha) + [(e1 + 7 ') K6/30 + 4a(1 + e5 ") K2°| W, (32)
for
P =a\_T —4e1T — 3aey . (33)
Now, applying Lemma 7 with =1 o @(;K (see Remark 8) we get for any €3 > 0

(1+e3)Z(Dyhn) > Lyo1pq-x (Poha) — (1 e300 o5 K2 Exd (D, hy) -
Thanks to Lemma 10, and more specifically to (34), for any z,u € R2d,

-2
O Eu? > (L4 T2+ TY3)  fuf?
> (145T/2) 7 |ul?

> (1-5T7/2) [uf?,

so that

Ty roqr (Pohn) > (1= 5T/2) T (Phy) .

Using Lemma 10 again, we have for any z,u € R?¢,
ful < [9(2)ul + [(2)u - u] < [@()ul + (T+T2/2+71%/3) [ul,

and thus W~ o &5 5|, < 2. Plugging these bounds in (32) yields

/

La(Pns1) = La(hn) < ieg (1= 5T/2) T (hny1) = 401+ &5 ES (Dyhn)|
[(e1 + 7 K67 /30 + 4a(1 + &5 1) K268 W,

1
+
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Choosing 3 = T/4, using Corollary 13 to bound the remaining numerical error term and
setting
M =8p' (1+4/T) T+ (1 +¢7")/30 +4a(l +e; )T,

we finally get that

La(hni1) — La(hn) < —p'(1 = 3D)T (hpyr) + T6* MW,
p'(1—3T)

g —
max(1,CLs) + 2a

L (hpy1) + TS MW,

where we used the log-Sobolev inequality of p (obtained by tensorization from the log-
Sobolev inequalities satisfied by 7 and N(0,14)), that |A|? = 2 and that p/(1 — 3T) > 0.

Finally, to obtain (21) with the simpler expressions of x and M in (13), using that
A_ > 17/20 with the choice of @ = a in (13), we use a < 1/10 and choose &1 = a/10,
g9 = T/10 which implies that p’ = aT/2 since p’ is given in (33) and A_ > 17/20 by (32)
(to see that a < 1/10, we can for instance distinguish the case v < 3, for which a < /34,
and the case v > 3, for which a < (v + 3)/[3(y + 3)?]). In the expression of M we simply
bound p’ < 1/200, a < 1/10, T < 1/10.

To get the sharper inequality (22), we keep a free parameter ¢ € (0,1) and choose
£1 = ag\_/8, eg = TeA_/6 which implies that p’ = aA_T(1 — ¢) and

al_¢ 4 6
M =8i\_T(T+4 4a(T + —
BIA-TTHD)+ 505 F Taae 10T+ 50
and using that T < 1/10 allows to conclude. O

In the next sections, we derive the technical results that we used in the proof of The-
orem 5. In Section 3.2, we bound L;(hp+1) in terms of h,, the Jacobian matrix of the
(reverse) Verlet map <I>5_K and some numerical error terms. The latters are studied respec-
tively in Sections 3.3 and 3.4.

3.2 Intermediary lemmas

In this section, we compute the evolution of the relative entropy and Fisher-like terms (18)
along the damping and Verlet steps. The velocity randomization step is the same as in [41,
Section 4.1.1], where the following is established:

Lemma 6 (Dissipation from velocity randomization). Recalling from (28) the notations

0 0 10

then, for all n € (0,1) and all smooth positive h,

n?—1
2

H(Dyh) — H(h) < - ( )szDnh).
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and, for any matriz A,
IAB’;l(Dh) < Zi(h).

Proof. The first part is [41, Equation (28)]. The second point follows from Jensen inequality
and convexity of (t,z) — |z|* /t on R* x R¢ by [15, Proposition 2.3], which imply

|AVh|> / |AVh|> / D, AVh|® / |AB; ' VD, 5|’
= > -t — e
/de h dpe R2d Dn h dp > R2d Dnh dpe R2d Dﬁh dp

O

Lemma 7 (Fisher inequality on Verlet step). For all matriz A, all smooth positive h and
all € > 0,

* - A d,
Tx ((VE)'h) < (14 2) Tz (h) + (1 4+ H|APES" (1)

with ¥ = (V<I>5_K) o ®K and the error term

ErK (h) :/ VOH o &K [2hdy .

R2d
Proof. For all ¢ > 0,
[, vy,
R2d

(V) h

- / AV (ho@yelt) y2d

 Jr ho q)S—KeDH H

- / A [V(@57)(Vh) 0 05 — ho &5 K VOH] eDH\2d

 Jped ho (I)S—KeDH H

A [V(@5%)(Vh) o @7 — hoasXvOH| 2

= / — K = € d/’[/
R24 ho®;

- A [(V(@55) 0 ®F ) Vh — h(VOH) o ®F] ?

o /de h p

|AUVh|?

1 ~
< (1+a)/ — (1+—> \AP/ |VOH o X 2hdy,
R2d £ R2d

with ¥ = V((ID(S_K ) o @K where we used the change of variable <I>6_K in the penultimate
line. O

Remark 8. If the constant matriz A is replaced by a matriz field z — A(z), the proof also
works and yields

Ix (VE)'h) < (14 ) aoapyw (B) + (1 4+ DIALES" (h)
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with HAHOO = SUp, cpad \A(z)\

Lemma 9 (Entropy inequality on Verlet step). For all smooth positive h and all € > 0,

N

K-1 e E) . 1 .
H((VE)h) = Hk) <Y [5/0 Z((V3vi)*n) ds + 5Er ((Vg)*h)]

J=0

with the error term

é
Ery(h) = /0 (/R2d |0s®s — Fiy o @8\2 hdu) ds,

v
where Fy(z,v) = <—VU($)>'
Proof. Due to the decomposition
K—1 - '
H((VEh) = Hk) = 3 [H (V) h) =3 ((V)h)]
j=0
we simply have to establish the result for K = 1.
For z € R* and t € [0, 4], let z; = ®;(2). For fo an initial (smooth positive) distribution,

denote by f; the law of z; when z ~ fy and hy = f;/u. By a change a variable we see that
for any smooth function g on R??,

Lao@hiaz= [ gz = [ o (07(:) d=,
ie. fi(z) = fo (<I>t_1(z)), and
La9@0id) = o [ g faadz = [ i) Vol ful)ds

with j; = 0;®; 0 &; 1.

Then,
)
/ f(;lnh(;—/ folnhy = / as/ Foln hads,
R2d R2d 0 R2d

85/ fslnhs = / 8sh8dﬂ+/ lnhsasfs-
R2d R2d R2d

The first term of the right hand side is equal to Js [ hsdp = 95(1) = 0. From the previous
computations,

and

as/ fsInhs = / Js - Vinhgfs.
R2d R2d
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Let
Fa(z,v) = <—V1()](x)> ’

so that the Hamiltonian flow reads 2 = F(2). The latter leaves the Hamiltonian H (hence
) invariant, in other words

/ FH'Vlnhsfs = / FH'Vhs,u = —/ hSFH'V/L = 0.
R2d R2d R2d

Thus, we can add this term to the previous equality to get, for any € > 0,

Os /R2d fslnhg = /R?d (Gs(2) — Fr(2)) - VIn he(2) fs(2)dz

€

S35 /de s(2) = Fu(2)[? fo(2)dz + % /de IV 1n hs(2) |2 f5(2) ,

which gives the announced result once integrated over s € [0, d].
O

At this stage, gathering Lemmas 6, 7 and 9 yields a bound on L, (hy,+1) involving h,,,
the matrix field ¥ of Lemma 7 and the numerical error terms of Lemmas 7 and 9. It remains
to understand these parts. We give some estimates on ¥ in Section 3.3 and analyse the
numerical errors in Section 3.4.

3.3 Jacobian matrix of the Verlet integrator

As mentioned above, this section focuses on the matrix field ¥ = (V<I>5_K ) o ®K appearing
in Lemma 7. The following result is the analogous for the Verlet scheme of the first part
of [41, Lemma 1] for the Hamiltonian dynamics.

Lemma 10. Under H1 with L = 1, for all z € R??, there exist d x d matrices o, 3, with
norms less than 1 such that, recalling the notation T = K,

_r 1
W(z) (Id g 16, ) < =T
-T  I;-T¢ 3
In particular,
1 1
W(2)] <1T+TH+ =T+ -T%. (34)

2 3

Proof. Denote by M the set of d X d matrices with operator norm bounded by 1. Fix
z € R¥. For k > 1, set zp = ;' (2,_1), with 20 = ®X(2). For k > 0, set Qi = V2U ()
(where 2z = (g, v)). By assumption, Q € M for all k£ > 0.
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Recall that for F': R? — R? we use the convention VF = (9;F})1<; j<q Where i stands
for the row and j for the column. Hence, from (27), for all k£ > 0,

Iy _§Qk g {Qk + (Id —ng)) Qk+1}> ‘

vV(o;! = ( 2
@)= 1o~ Qe

In particular,

T —%Qx %[QHQHﬂ)‘ < ¥ (35)

-0 Iy _§Qk+1 4

‘V<<I>gl><zk> - ( .

Let us determine for all £ € [0,K], by induction, a constant C; > 0 and matrices
ag, Br, Gk € My such that

B 1, — Ok Sk
‘V@(s%)—(d 2 <§’§2<

<Cy. 36

For k = 1, this is given by (35) (applied at k = 0) with C; = §%/4 (also the case k = 0 is
trivial with Cy = 0). Suppose that the result is true for some k£ > 1. In particular, using
that dk < 1/10,

B | PR CLIEPN 0 0 kB
Vo k(z0)| < |< 2 2 + + Cy,
J 0 Id_@gk —o0k 0
21
< 14550k + . (37)

Then,
Vo1 (20) = VO (21,) V5 ¥ (20).

We decompose

<I ~ 5O 5[Qk+Qk+l]> (h—%ak 5k By )
¢

-0 Id_§Qk+1 —dok Id—@ k

2 2
_ (Id g 0(k + 1)1 ) LR
—5(k+1) | P L Y

with

(Qk + Qrt1 + 2kfk)

. 1
ahr = Gy (@ Far + Qe+ Qo)) Bhn = g,

1
Cht1 = CFSIE (2k/8k + Qk+1+ k‘zCk)
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which are all three in M1, and a remainder

R = ( ; i Qran -5 (2Qu By, + k(@ + Qk+1)§k)>
55 (Qrrr + kay) Ik Qrr1 '

Using that ¢ < 1/10,

Qrag 0 n 5k
0 Qry1Ck 2

< —+—(k+1)

§4k?

R = 0 —QiBr — 5(Qr + Quy1)Gk
4 Qr+1 0

- kak

< =8Bk(k+1). (38)

We get that

§2(k+1)2

2 2
Ly —%O&kﬂ 6(k +1)Br+1 ) |
—6(k +1) Li —%Ckﬂ

(%) == |V<I>5_k_1(z0) - <

_ L—2Q, Q-+ _
< ‘m‘ + v(@(s 1)(Zk) N ( d D) Qk D) [Qk52 Qk+1] V@(Sk(ZO)
-0 Iy —5Qrs1
P J I, — k)2 Sk
L (la—3 Qr 5 [Qk; Qr+1] Vo k(z) — (1472 ((5;2
-0 Id_ij—l—l —dok Id_TCk

21 1 21
<2l | p—— ( 21 )
< 405 k(k;+1)+46 Ve ¥(2)| + 1+206 Ch

where we used (38) to bound ||, (35) for the second term and the induction hypothesis

(36) for the third one (with the same computation as in (37) to get the 1 + %5). Finally,

using (37), we have finally concluded the proof by induction of (36) with

40 20
13 11

< =83 (k+1)2 (1 —5) )
T (k+1)°+ +10 Cy,

21 1 21 21
(%) < Cpy1 := —=8k(k+1) + Z53 (1 + =6k + Ck) - (1 + 2—05> Cy,

From this,
K-1 K-1-k
13 11 13 1
Cx < —68° k+1)2 (1 —5) < SK)3el1OK/10 < Z (53
KS 16 kz:%(Jr) ET 16 x 3 OK)"e 500K)

O

In particular, thanks to the bound on |¥| of Lemma 10 and to Lemma 7 we can
bound the Fisher term appearing in Lemma 9 to get the following somewhat more explicit
estimate:
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Corollary 11 (Improved entropy inequality on Verlet step). For any e > 0,

H ((VE)"h) — H(h) < 4 K0T (h)
K-1 5 5 , 1 ,
+ ]z:% [356]5]1‘1’) (h) +a/0 Eryt ((V])*h) ds + 5o Er ((Vg)*h)] .
Proof. For j € [0,K — 1] and s € [0,4], writing U5 = V&, !0 ®; and ¥; = V(I>5_j o @g,
applying Lemma 7 (with A = Iy4 and € = 1) and using the bound (34) (with s < K¢§ <
1/10) on |¥,| and |¥;],

7((Vjvi)n)

N

2Ty, ((V])'h) + 213" ((V)*h)
2T ((V§)'h) + 223" ((V§)*h)
3T ((V)'h) + 2Bx3 ((V))"h)

6Tw, (h) + 6Ex}7 () + 2Bxy" (V])"h)

NN N

N

8T (h) + 6Ex} () + 2Exy" (V1)) .
Plugging this bound in the result of Lemma 9 concludes. O

3.4 Numerical error

The goal of this section is to bound the numerical error appearing in Lemmas 7 and 9.

3.4.1 Error1l
Lemma 12. Under H1 with L =1 and H2, for all z € RY,
K-1

VOH(2)[ < 20°K Y [Nf(vg) + NE(VU (k) + N (0g) + N3 (VU ()
k=0

+ ok + [VU (202

where (vg,vy) = ®5%(2) for k € [0, K].

Proof. Decomposing

K
OH =H—Ho®; " =3 (Hod;"! — Hod;*)
k=1
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so that

K
2
VOHP <K Y|V [Hods ! — Hoa ][,
k=1
we focus from now on on the case K = 1. Recall H(z,v) = U(x) + |[v|?/2 and write

(xl’vl) = (1)5_1(:177”)

52 1) 52
= <:E—5’U—?VU($) , 1)—1-5 VU (xz)+ VU <$_5U_EVU(@>]> .

Hence, starting with the velocity contribution,

Vo (H —Ho @5_1) (z,v)
= v— l—éVU(wl) + (I - §V2U(x1)> m]

(VU(z1) — VU(z)) + %2V2U(x1)v + §V2U(azl) (VU(x) + VU(x1))

NS NS

53
(VU(21) = VU (@) + V2U (21) (@ — 21)) + VU (@) VU (1)
Notice that (8) implies that

1
VU (x +y) — VU (x) — V2U (2)y| = /0 (V2U(x + sy) — V2U () yds

< SN3(w).- (39)
Using this and that |V2U||o < L = 1, we have thus obtained that

Vo (H = Hoag!) (@0)]

DO | =

5o, 5
< ZN3(33 —x1) + Z]VU(xl)]

P I I &

< TN) + TNAVU@) + o (VU@ + )
B, gt FLIP

< hai - R

< 2N3(v)+ 8N3(VU(96))+ 4\U\+ 1 + 3 VU ()| .

Using that ¢ < 1/10 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

Vo (B~ Ho2") (a.0)P
2
< o (%Ng(v) + %Ng(VU(x)) + 4—10|v| + %IVU(@I)
6
< % (Ni(v) + N3(VU (@) + [0 + VU (@)?) . (40)
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Turning to the position contribution,

Va (H —Ho <I>gl) (z,v)

= VU(x)—

52 1) 52
([ — 5#(](@) VU(z1) + 5 <V2U(x) + (I — ?VQU(x)> VZU(x1)> m]
= ()4 () ()
with, organizing terms depending on their orders in 9,
1
(¥) = VU(2)=VU(@) -5 (V2U(x) + V2U(:c1)) (x —21)
52

() = T (V2U(:n) - V2U(x1)) VU (z1)
(% %) = §V2U(x)V2U($1)U1 .

Using the bound (9) on the fourth derivative of U and that ¢ < 1/10,
3
()] < Ni(@ —21) < 8° (Na(v) + 103Ny (VU ()
< 314107 (N (v) + 103N} (VU (2))) -

From the bound (8) on the third derivative of U and that |V?U||eo < L =1

52 52
()] < ZI(V2U(:6) — VU (21))VU ()| + EIVU(m) - VU(z)|
52 52
< ZN?)(x —x1)N3(VU(x)) + §|$1 — x|
53 83 4+ 64 3 54
< §N§(v) +— N2(VU(x)) + E\v\ + Z‘VU(%)’.
Finally,
53 53 4 54
(% %)| < Z’”l‘ < Z‘”‘ + Z\VU(w)l + Z!wl — |
83+ 8° 54 1 56/2
< T CE gy

As a conclusion, using that 6 < 1/10 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
|V (H —Ho <I>gl) (z,v)|?

< 871+ 107 (N (v) + 10 NF(VU () + %Ng(v)
11, 301 2+5x1073
+%N3 (VU(%)) + m”u’ + T

< gaﬁ [Nf(v) + NJ(VU(2)) + N3 (v) + N3 (VU(z)) + [v|* + yVU(x)P] ,

2
VU (@)|]
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which, combined with (40), concludes. O

Integrating this bound with respect to hu immediately yields the following (recall the
definitions of the Error 1 in Lemma 7 and of the function M in (10)):

Corollary 13. Under H1 with L =1 and H2, for any smooth positive relative density h,

K-1
ExdK (h) < 200K Y /R (Mo ) hdp.
k=0

In particular, assuming moreover H3, and writing h, = (P{,)*hy for n € N,

Eri’K(Dnhn)
Er]! (V1) Dyhn)

269K (C1(1 — pK§)"vp(2W) + Cs)
200 (C1(1 — pK )" 1(20) + Cs)

NN

for all j € [0, K].
Remark 14. If in H2 we only assume (8) but not (9), from (8), using that VU (x +y) —
VU (x) = [y V2U(x + sy)yds, we deduce that for all z,y € RY,
— - l 2 2 2
VU (z+y) — VU(z) 5 VU(z)+VU(x+y))yl <N3y).

We can thus use this inequality instead of (9) in Lemma 12 (which is the only place where
(9) intervenes) and replace NS by N3 in the definition (10) of M. Following then the rest
of the proof, we see that Theorem 1 still holds in this case, but with 6* replaced by §2.

3.4.2 Error 2

Here, we only have to consider the case K = 1.

Lemma 15. Under H1 with L = 1 and H?2, for all z € R? and s € [0,6], recalling
v
FH(‘Tav) - (-VU(%))’
1

0.8,(2) ~ Fu (@,(2) P < 5" (o + ZIVU@P + 2N () + 5 VT @)

Proof. Decomposing zs = ®4(z,v) as

)t 3 )
A T U_g(VU(:E)JrVU(erSU—%VU(x))) |
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we compute

B v—sVU(z) B Vs
(0:2:)(2) = Fu(z) = (—é (VU () + VU (z,)) - %VQU(xs)x;> <—VU(xs)>
1 ( s (VU(zs) — VU(2)) )
2 \VU(z5) — VU(z) — sV2U(x5) (v — sVU(z)) )

As a consequence, using (39) and that | V23U ||« < 1,

82
(@)() ~ Fu(z)? < oy —af? + 5IVU () — VU ) — V2U(w,) (s — )

52

+§|xs —x—s(v—sVU(z))[?
2 1 6
< Szlazs — x>+ §N§(azs —z)+ %]VU(x)\Q )

Using that s < ¢ < 1/10, we bound

s 4 3
NG, — ) < (sNo(0) + o Na(VU () ) < st (N (0) + NV @)

and similarly |zs — |2 < 21/20s% ([v|? + |VU(x)|?/20), which concludes. O

Again, integrating the previous bound immediately yields (recall the definitions of the
Error 2 in Lemma 9 and of the function M in (10)):

Corollary 16. Under H1 with L =1 and H?2, for any smooth positive relative density h,

55
Ery(h) < i deMhd’u'

In particular, assuming moreover H 3, and writing h, = (P2)* for n € N then, for any
j € [[07K - 1]]:
5

; )
Ery((V§)"Dyhn) <

15 (C1(1 = pK0)"1o(2W) + C2) .

Proof. Indeed:

EI‘2 (5, h)

5

/(/ |85<I>S—FH0<I>S|2hd,u) ds
0 R2d

1 ¢

—/ / s*Mhdp ) ds.

3 Jo \Jr2d
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A Regularity of U
Proof of Proposition 2. First,

](V2U(x )~ VU () 2|

2

do
Z_: ( U(x+y) V?,jU(a:)) 2;

do )
< 1+ Y (VU D (@i + i) - VU (@) 2
i=1
et+e2 do (L, 9 ’
+ g2 S (V WD (z; 4 y; — xj — yj) — VWD (2 — x])) (zi — 2j)
i=1|j=1
do do
< (1+ DU Z!yz! 2l + HD?’W(‘] 136 22> lvi = yl*lzi — 25
i=17=1
< (L (DPUDYZ +16(e + ) |D* W2, Z lyal* Z 2%

7j=1

where we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to conclude the proof of (8). Following
similar computations,

1 2 2 2
‘VU(x +y) = VU() - 5 (V2U(@) + VU +9)) y

= ‘</1 V2U(z + sy)ds — % (V2U(fl7) + V32U (z + Z/))) Yy 2

2
do
1

= (/ V Uz + sy)ds — 3 (V%U(az) + VijU(ﬂﬂ + y))) Yj

= 1 7=1

) 2
< (1+e€) </ V2UD (z; + sy;)ds — 5 (V2U(q) (@) + VU (z; + yz))> Yi
e + €2 0 20y
/‘v zi— @i+ s(yi — yj))ds

i,j
_5 (v2w(Q) (517@ _ 33]‘) + v2w(Q) (117@ +yi — x5 — yj)) )(yl — yj)‘2 .

Using that, for all f € C?([0,1], R), integrating twice by parts,

[ s = HOLID _ 2 [T pas,
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fixing i € [1,dp], x;,y; € R? and writing e, the ¢-th canonical vector of RY,

1 1
er- (/0 V2UD (2 + sy;)ds — 3 (VzU(Q) (z;) + V2UD (z; + yz))> Yi
1

2
1
< E\|D4U(q)||oo|yi|3-

1
/ 8(1 — S)D4U(q)(x7, +Syi){e£7yi7yiayi}ds
0

The terms involving W@ is treated similarly and we get

1 2 2 2
}VU(x +y) = VU(@) - 5 (VU@) + VU +9))

d d
< 1403 LD U@ [+ S L i@y, -y 0
144 > do 5= 144 o !
1+e 4(e + €2) do
< (144 IDw@2, + Do, ) g3 e,
=1

which concludes the proof of (9).
Finally, to bound M, for £ € {2,4,6}, using that VU@ (0) = 0 = VW (9(0), we bound

l
do
2
Vo, U@ = |VUD () + d—z S VW@ (@, — )
7j=1
22@—165 do ‘
< 27YVUD () + S|V (- 2p))
do =
0—110277(Q) (1 (|l R (q)|¢ & ¢
< 2 VIUY ol +TOIIVW o D i — 51"

=1

Bounding |x; — x| < 2°71(|z;|* + |z;|%) in the last term, we end up with

do dO
> IV U@ < (27 HIVEUD| + 2% VWD) Y il
i=1 =1

B Drift

In all this section, which is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3, H4 is enforced, we write
L1 = max(|V2UD ||, [|[V2W (@) and, in fact, using a rescaling as in Section 2.2, we
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assume without loss of generality that L1 < 1. Let us state a few consequence of H4 which
will be useful in the rest of this section. First, the drift condition (15) implies that for any
x1 € R,

’VU(‘]) (z1) ’2

> (m/2)(m|z1]* /2 - M) . (41)
In addition, using that VU@ is Lipschitz and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality easily implies
that m < L; < 1. Finally, since VU@ (0) = VW (@ (0) = 0, we get that for any z; € RY

VUD (@) < o], VWO ()| <far] . UD (1) < | /2. (42)

Our analysis is based on the following Lyapunov functions. Under H 4, for w =
(K,6,m) € N*xR% x[0,1) and ¢ € N*, define m(f) :R% — R for any = = (z1,...,%4,),v =
(v1,...,v4,) € RY,

do
WO (2,0) =Y (W i(z,0)" , Wiz, 0) = (32/2) [zi” + [0il* + 10 (wi, vi) + UD ()

i=1
where
Y0 = (1=n)/(0K) .
Note that since 7 € [0,1), using Young’s inequality (a,b) < (¢/2) |a|® + (1/(2¢)) |b|?* with
e =2/3, we get

do dO
(1/6)[|2* 75 + [of*] + D U@ (i) < WY (x,0) < 3/2)[|2* 28 + o] + YU (i) . (43)
i=1 i=1

The main result in this section is the following.

Theorem 17. Assume H/ holds with Ly = 1 and let §,T,7 > 0. Then, for any £ € N,
e>0,w=(K,dn), 0 >0, KeN* nel0,n) satisfying

€< el Ney, 5<51/\52/\1/[7X8]/\5, K5<T1/\T2/\T3/\T,
for any z,v € R? and k € {0,..., K},
PLD, VS (2, 0) < Cf (1 — pu K8)" W) (2, v)

S
+do(Cyeq” + Csy) sup .
( )se[O,T] 1— (1 - pus/8)

where €1, €3, T1,To, T3, 01,92 are defined in (68)-(69)-(70)-(72)-(73),
po =20 Ao + 76 K6/2m(2°3) 7] (45)

and C14,Cay,Cs 4 are given in (74) and do not depend on dy,q and only depend on §, K,n
through vo and p,.

(44)
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The rest of Section B is devoted to the proof of this result. Before proceeding with this
proof, let us notice that Theorem 17 implies Theorem 3. Indeed, the rescaling needed to
get that L1 = 1 does not affect Theorem 3 and, as can be checked on their expressions, the
constants €1, €2, T1,15,13,01,02,C1 0, C24,C3 ¢ appearing in Theorem 17 depends only on
m, M, T, 6,70 and not on ¢, dp, ¢ (notice here that we can simply choose 77 = 1). Moreover,

thanks to (43) and the fact 0 < U@ (z;) < |z1|?/2, the function 20 defined in (16) is

equivalent to Qﬁg’ ), more precisely there exists A > 0 which depends only on =y such that,

for all (z,v) € R,
A7) (2, 0) < W(x,v) < AWE) (z,0).

As a consequence, the drift inequality (44) immediately implies a similar inequality but

with 20 in place of Qﬁg’ ), which concludes the proof of Theorem 3.
We start the proof of Theorem 17 with the following technical lemma. Consider for
any o = (a,b,c, by, e, f) ER%, i€ {1,...,do}, . = (T1,...,2¢),0 = (1,...,0q) € R4

Voi(z,v) =a ]azz\2 +b \Ui\2 + ¢ (5, v;) + ZboU(q)(a;i)
do

teq 2 [lmi =+ o=+ f

Jj=1

Lemma 18. Assume that H/j holds. Suppose that ¢ < m/4.Then, for any x,v € R??,
6 € (0,m/40], i € {1,....do} and 0o = (a,b,c, by, e, ) € R, by < b,

V5m0,i($7 ’U) g Q]f),i(xa U) )
where 6 = (a, b, &, bo, €, f)

@ = a(l —mé?/2) + 10652 — dme/8 + 48eed + & |b — byl
b=20%a+ (1+ €5+ 176%)b+ 6(1 + 78)c + eed + 8 |b — by
c=20a+c, é=e+175(ad +b+c+e)

f = f+ad*M+ bouMé? /4 + 6Mc .

Proof. Note first that H4 implies that ¢ < m/4 < 1/4. Let z,v € R%, i € {1,...,dy},
§ < m/40 and o = (a,b,c,by,e, f). Define for j € {1,...,do}, ¥; : R? — R? for any
&= (&1,...,%,) € R by

V(&) = VU@ (% ZVW(‘I = E) (46)

With this notation, by definition of V4, we have

V(Smo,i(l‘yv) = mo,i(yap) ) (47)
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where y = (y1,...,Y4), p = (P1,...,Dq) and

52 1)
Y =5 — 5%‘(%) +0vj,pj =055 {Vj(x) +;(y)} . jed{l,....do}. (48)

First note that by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (42), we have for any j € {1,...,dp},

+ 62 ]vlz)

(54| z;” +54 Z |z — xj’|2+52|vj|2) : (49)

ly; — ;)% < 2 (54 ‘VU(‘J)(%)’ +54€ ]vw —ap)|

and then
do do
Ay S Jyy — 2 < 46207 | + |oif?) + 482 Y i — vy
- =
+ 80%(1 4 €2)d, 12|x2—:pj|

By H4 and Jensen inequality, for any & = (Z1,...,%4),9 = (J1,..-,7q) € R? and j €
{1,...,do},

2d0

[5(8) — 5 @) <2185 — ;I + 2 Z\x] i = @5 — )]
N . 1 - -2
< (2+462) |Z; —yj\2—|—462d—0 ;|x]~/ —yj,‘ ,

v (2)* < 2|7 + Z\fﬂy zy)* . (50)
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As a result, using (48) and € < 1, we obtain
[gi(x) = ¢i(y)
2

do
<4(1+22) (54 |z |* + 54;—0 3 fa — ayf* + 62 my?)

j=1

do 2 do
€
+862dal E (54 ’xj‘2+(54d—0 E ‘.Z'j —.Z'j/ 2+52"Uj‘2)
j=1 j'=1

2 do
<4(1+26¢) (54 |z + 542—0 3 Ja — ayf? + 62 yviﬁ)
j=1

do
+16626%dy " vy — vy (51)
j=1

In addition, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, 26%¢ < 1 and § Ve < m/4 < 1/4, we
get
2

1)
lyil? = || * + 2 <<17z'7 -

5 i) + 5vi> + lyi — x|

do
< Jif® = 0 (i, VU (7)) + 8% || + 52d—€0 S — ay?
j=1

2 do
€
+ 26 (x4, v;) + 2 (54 |lzi|* + 54d— 3w — ) + 67 |v|2)
0
J=1
< (14 0% + 26%) |2 + 26 (x4, vi) + 262 |v;)?

do
— &2 <g; VU@ (a:i)> + 0%edy (1 +26%€) > |a; —
j=1

< (14 0% + 26%) |2 + 26 (x4, vi) + 262 |v;)?
do
= 6% (25, VU (w;) ) + 20%dy " Y | — |
j=1
do
< (1= 0%m+ 0%+ 20%) |y |* + 20 (2, v3) + 20 ;> + "M + 20%edy P > |y — )
j=1
do
< (1= 0%m/2) |z |* + 20 (@, v) + 267 vi]* + "M + 20%edy P > |y — 4] (52)

j=1
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Similarly, by (51)-(50) and § < 1, we have

2
il = il = G ) )+ o )+ )
2
< el = 26 {ur, i) + il + 3 (@) — Ga (o)l
52 4 2 2
+ 5 {4 @)+ () — )}

2
< loill® = 26 {v;, VU D (@3) ) + (3 + 62/2) oi* + (% + %) i) = ily)

2 do do
€ —
+ 467 {]azi\Q—i- a NES —xﬁ} +0edy P> Jay — )
j=1 j=1

< (14 8(e + 5(1 +266%)8)) [vi]* — 20 (vi, VUD () ) + 46%(1 + 8(1 + 26€2)) ||
do dO

+ Jedy (1 + 40€ + 4(1 + 26€%)ed®) Y |z — ;7 + 8(1 + 62)2%dg > Jvg — v; ]
j=1 j=1

< (1+6(e+5(1 + 26€2)0)) |vi|* — 26 <U VU@ (xi)> + 802(1 + 13€26%) |a|

d() dO
+ dedy (1 + 80€ + 4 - 260%¢%) Y |z; — @ ” + 16€26%dy 1Y vy — vy, (53)
j=1 j=1
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and

52 0
(Yi, pi) = <<L"z - ?wi(x) + v, vy — 3 {¥i(x) + Tﬂi(y)}>

) 52 2
= (@i, i) = 5 (@i, i) + 4i(y)) — 5 (i i) + 6 [lui
3 2
+ S 0), (@) + i) — S (s (0 + i)

52 )
= 5 (i) + 6 i

< o) = 8o (@) + 5 il 94(2) i)
53 2 53 52
+ 5 1i@)I” + 1 i@ i) = b)) - 8% (vi, i) + 5 lvill [i(2) = i(y)]

2
< @i,o) = 8 oo i) + 5 (%HW +5 o) - wy)nz)

- 252 (vi, i) + (6 + §> lvill? + 4716° [l (@) || + 47162 (1 4 6) [[i(x) — vu(w)|
< (xg,v) — 6 <xi,VU(Q)(xi)> — (36%/2) <Ui,VU(Q)(.Z'i)>

+ (3e82 /44 6(1 + 6/4) + (1 + 26€2)0%(1 + 62(1 + 6))) |vi|*

+ (0e/2 + 6% /4 + 82 /2 4 (1 4 26€2)54 (1 + 62(1 + ) ||

+ (5(1 + 36 + 6%€) /2 + (14 26¢%)5* (1 + 62(1 + 6)))edy ' S0, | — 5

+8(1+ 0%(1+0))6%e2dy "t 00 Jvs — vy
< (mj,v;) — m ]le2 + oM

+6(1 4 (34 53€2)8) |vi|* + 6(e/2 + 26(2 + 26€262)) ||

+2(1 + 6% (1 + 26€2))dedy ' 90 a; — 25”4+ 166%€2dy " S0 [vs — vy
< (@, v5) — om |2 /2 + M+ 6(1 + 76) |v;)?

+4dedyt S0 oy — @ P+ 1682edy T 00 o — v (54)

where we used in the last inequality that ¢ <m/4 and ¢ < m/40 < 1/40.
By [44, Lemma 1.2.3], (49) and (41), it follows,
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2
U () <UD (1) + <vv<q> (1), ~ () + 6> +27 -
62 2
<UD @) -5 VU ()] + 6 (VU (@), v;)

§2e 2 1 do 2 2
5 2|z +2dg " > i — ) | + |y — @

j=1
<UD () - %2 VU@ (@) + 8 (VU (&), v:)
+ 6% (e + 262) |zi|* + 20% |vi]* + €6%dy T (1 + 262%€) % |z — x|
j=1
<UD (2;) = 0262 | /8 + mM62 /4 + 5 (VU D (), v;)
+ 0% (e 4 20%) || * 4 202 [vs)* + €0%dy (1 + 26%€) i |z — x| (55)
j=1

Using la+b> < (1+¢)|a® + (1 +e 1) bf> for ¢ = 671, § < m/40 < 1/40 and
e <m/4 < 1/4, and (46), we obtain

2
1y —
2

52
Ti = Tj = o {Wi(z) — ¥j(x)} + 0{vi —v;}

2

= (14 6) ||aj — 25> + 6711 4 6)0? |[v; — vj — g (i(x) — ¥j(x))

< (L+6) 2 — 51> 4 26(1 + 6) Jv; — v5]?
53 2 2
+ 5 (14 9) 2l — @]l + 2elfei — 2]
(1461 + 6214 0)(1 4 €))) o — 4)* 4+ (1 + 8) [ — v;]|?
(14 20) |2 — 24* + 26 |v; — v;]? . (56)

<
<
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and (48),

i — pj1?

2
< loi = o) (14 6) + 67 (1 +9) g (Vi) + ¥j(x) + Pily) + ¥;(y))

< floi = v5]* (14 6)
5
+ 10+ 0) {2[200(@) + i) + 2 y(@) + () —vile) — i)}
< i = vi|* (14 6) +4716(1 + 8)[43[2 s |* + 2€2dg 3252, s — 7))
+A71S(1+ 8)[43(1 + 26€2) {6 | |* + 0% e2dyt S |ws — [P + 6% v}
+4715(1+ 0)[4 x 2(1 + e){Jai — 25> + |yi — ] + 26203 (1 + 0)dg P 5F_y [vi — vy [
662 3
< lvi = w17 (14 0) + 26(1 + 0)[|ail* + & £52 i — ") + 25D 520 oy — v
+425(1 + 0)(1 + 26€2){6* |zi|* + 0%e2dyt W [ay — x| + 0 |vi]*}
+26(1 + ) (1 + ) {|x; — 4] (1 + 26) + 26 |v; — vj|*}
<lvi = v (L4 6+ 462 (14 6)(1 + ) + 20D 5o 1y |2
+ |2 ? 6(1 + 6)24[2 + (1 + 26€2)6%] + |vs|* 16(1 + 26€2)83 (1 + 0)
+ |z — | 2(1 + €)5(1 + 6)(1 + 26)
+425(1 + 0)e2dg 2 + (1 + 26€2)0Y] 9, |wi — 20
< llos = oyl1? (14 6 + 4621+ 8) (1 + ) + 485 |ay? + 6 vy |? + ZETALD o 1y, 2
+3(1+ €)d|z; — x| + 480€2dyt S |vi — x|

Combining this last inequality with (52)-(53)-(54)-(55)-(56) in (47), and using that
(05, VUD (2;)) < |vi]* /2 + || /2, bo < b, € < 1/4 and § < 1/40 complete the proof. O

Lemma 19. Consider the four real sequences (ag)ren, (bk)keN, (Ck)ren, (€k)ken Such as
ao, bo, co, €0 > 0 and define by recursion

ap41 = (1 — 62Cy1)ar — 6¢;Cap + 6%b5Co 3 + 0exCoa + Co 56 (b — bo)
b1 = (14 Cy 16 + Cy26®)by, + 62Chzay, + 6¢,.Ch 4 + 0e,Ch s + 6(by, — bo)
Ck+1 = C + Cc715ak , €kl =€k + Ce,lé(aké + by + ¢ + ek) ,

for some non-negative real constants {Co a : O € {a,b,c,e}, A €{1,2,3,4,5}} and é > 0.
Then, for any 6 > 0 and k € N satisfying

5<51/\5, kégfl/\fg/\f, (57)
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for T,6 >0, with
01 = [Cpa] ™t A [a0Ca2Ce1/{8(Ce1Cas + Cp3(0Cs3 + Cus))}]
Ty =47YHC A Cpu P NOE ALY,
Ty = 47{[Ca,2/(4Ch4Cay5)] A [a0Ca,2Ce1(2C0,5C02b0) "] A lao(Ca00) ™' A [CenCa) /%),
and
2e0Ca4 < c9Cap2/4 , Ca5(Ch1bo + Chse0) + Ce1Cau < Ca2Cerag/8 (58)

it holds

ag/2 < ap < ag + Co3kd? , by < by < 2bg + Cy3k6% , e, < 2¢0 + Co1kd + Ceokd?
co + kdagCe1/2 < e < o+ kdagCe 1 + (6k)?0C. 1C03
br < bo(1+ kdCy1 + (k6)*Ch2) + 62kCh 3
er, < eo(1 +kdCeq) + Ce1kd + C okd*
ar, < ag(1 — kdCq 1 — (k6)?Cog) + 6°kCy 3
> ag(1 — k6Cyaco/ag — CoaCe(k6)?)
> co + Ceikdag — (ké)ch,lCano — (ké)?’Cg’lCagao )

ay

C
(59)
where

Cax = c0Caz2/(2a0) , Caz = ao[Capy A Ca2Ce1/16], Cas=2bCasz+ agT(Car + TCayz)
Chp1 = Cp1 + coCha/bo + €oCh5/bo ,

Cho = 4[Cp1Cp1 + Cp1 + Cya(Cerag + Ce1Ch5)) /Dol

Cha = boCha + agChsz + T(Cy3Ce 3+ boCyaCh1 + Cp5Ce 2+ TCy3C:1Ch.4)

Ce1 = 2C,1(2by + co + T(Ce1e0 + Cepag + 6Ch 3))

Ce =2Ce1(ap +T6C, 3+ T?C1Ca)) -

Proof. The proof is by induction. Equation (59) is trivially true for k = 0. Suppose that

it is true for £ € N and suppose 0,k + 1 satisfy (57). Then by definition, the induction
hypothesis implies that co+(k+1)0agCe1/2 < cpq1 < co+(/<;+1)6a0Cc,1+(/<;+1)62Cc710a73.
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Similarly, it follows that

b1 < [(1 4+ k5Ch 1 + (k6)2Cha)bo + Cy36°k](1 + Cy16 + Cp20?)
+ 02Cy 3(ag + Co36%k) + 3Cy a(co + 0kCprag + (0k)?6C.1C, 3)
+0Cy5(2e0 + 0kCeq + 6%kCe 2)
< by + 6bg(kCh 1 + Ch1 + coCh.a/bo + 2Cy 5€0/bo)
Ceaag + Ce1Ch 5
bo
+ 62(kCh 3 + boCha + agChz + T?Co3Ce1Cha + TCh3Cas + TboChaChi + TChsCle )
< bo(1+ (k+1)6Cy1 + k(k +2)6°Ch 2) + Cy 3kd*

+ 52kbo {C’bg + kéébQCbJ + Cb,lébJ + C’b71 + Cb74 + ké(éébgcbg + C’@g)}

where we have used that kd < 4_1[01;11 A1, 6 < C’l;l and C~’b71 > Cp1 by definition. In
addition, by < bgy1 < 2bg + 52kéb,3 since d, k + 1 satisfy (57).
Similarly, using that k6 < (4C. 1), we have
ert1 < [(L 4+ k6Ce1)eq + 0kCe1 + 6%k Ce2)(1 + Ce16)
+ Co16%(ag + Cy 3k0?) + Ce16(2bg + 62kCh3) + Ce18(co + kdCy1ag + (k6)?6C:1Cy 3)
<1+ (k+1)8Ce1)eq + 6(kCoy + Cen(20g + co + TCe1eg + TCoq 4+ TCerag 4 6TCh3))
+ 62 (kCeg + Ce 1 (k6Ce o + ag + k0> Coz + (k6)*Ce1Cu3))

which concludes the proof of the upper bound for ef 1.
Using the induction hypothesis, in particular the lower bounds on ¢, and the definition

of ébJ, we get
aks1 < ag — 6(aghCa1 + Coaco — 204 4e0) — 62agCa
6%(kCy3 + 2b0Ca3 + agT(Co1 + TCl2))
— 8%k[kCl2a0 + agCe1Ca2/2 — Co5Chibo — Co1Cos
— 6kCl 5Ch by — 62C4 3Ch 3 — 6C44Ce 1 — 6Co 5Ch 3]
< ag — 6(aghCy1 + Cyaco — 2Ca 460 — coChaCas0k) — 2a9Cy 1
6% (kCy3 + 2b0Ca 3 + agT(Co1 + TCl2))
— 6%k[kCy0a0 + a9Ce1Ca2/2 — Cas(Chibo + Chsep) — Ce1Cas
— 6kCl5Ch2bo — 62Cu3Ch3 — 6C44Ceq — 6Ca5Ch 3] -
Using the condition (58), 6, k+1 satisfy (57), we get that a1 < ap—ao(k‘:kl)ééa,l —ao(k+
2)k62Cy 2 —agCa 162+ 62kCly < a0 —ao(k+1)3Cs 1 —ag(k+1)262C, 5+62Cy 50%(k+1). The

lower bound for aj,1 proceeds similarly using the upper bound on ¢, given by the induction
hypothesis. Finally, the conditions (k4 1) < 47" {[ao(Cu2co) " A[Ce1Cu2)~'/?} and (58)
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imply that ag/2 < ak+1 < ag + 52kéa3 The last inequality for cxyq in (59) uses the
induction hypothesis ay > ag(1 —kdCy 2c0/ag — Ca2Ce1(kd)?) and cxr1 = ¢+ Ce16ay. O

Lemma 20. Assume that H/ holds. Let o = (ag, bo, co, 2bo, €0, fo) € Ri_, T,6 > 0 and
denote

é&l = m/(3 X 25) , é&g = m/(3 X 26) ,C'a73 = 20bg + CLoT(é&l + TC'&Q) ,

C’bJ =€+ [Co(l + 75) + eo]/bo , C'b,2,0 = 4[(1 + e)éb,l + (1 + 75)(2&0 + C’e,le)/bo] ,
C_'b7370 = 17bg + 2aq + T(Qéa,3 + 17()06’1)71 + 66_1672 + QOT(l + 75)) R

C’bg = éb,Z,O + Com/8 + CLomT/4 , C'b,g = C’b73,0 + 20by + CLQT(é&l + Téa,g) ,

ée,l = 37[2b0 +co + T(17CQ + 2ag + 5@@3)] , C’e,g = 37(@0 + Témg(gémg + QT)) ,

C_'ﬁl = aoMg + éa,3MgT + bOmMS/Z + M(CO + Tao) .

Let € <m/4 and suppose that

2 x 48¢o < com/2° ,  €[bg + eo + 48C, 1] < agm/2° . (60)

Then, for any § > 0, n € [0,1), and K € N satisfying § < 61 A6 and K6 < Ty ATy AT, and

- _ com (1—mn) - aom
<
577[20b0 + aoT(le + T0a72)] < 3% 2l 20 5K [20b0 + aoT(Ca 1+ TCa 2)] 3% 26 ,
(61)

where _ N _ _

61 = 1771 A [m/40] A [ap27°/(48¢Ce 1 + Cy3(1 + 106))]

T =47 1T A G A Gyt (62)

Ty =4"Y[27°/(1+78)] A [8 ' ao/(Ch2bo)] Aap(8co) ™ A2} .
it holds

(a) For any i € {1,...,dy}, z,v € RY, VED, i(x,v) < Voy.i(z,v), where ox =
(ak, bk, cr,2bo, ek, frc)
ag = ag — K5Ca 1Co — ( ) éa 200 , b = bo(l + K5C_'bl + (K5)2C_'b72) + 62Kc_ﬁ,73 ,
cx =co+2Kdag, ex =eo(l+1TKS) + Ce1 K+ Cea K6,
frx=fo+KsCy .
(b) In addition for any k € {0,...,K}, i € {1,...,do}, z,v € R, VFU,,(2,v) <
mOk,i($7,u); where Op = (ak‘ybk‘yck72b07ek‘7fk)
ar = ag + (kd)?com/8 + agm(kd)? /4 + 2C, 36%k
b = 20 + 0°kCh3, ¢ =co+2kdag, e =2eq+ Ce1kd + Cenkd®, fr= fo+kéCjy .
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Proof. (a) Let i € {1,...,do}, 6 < 6, K € N, K§ < TATI ATy and z,v €
R Let (ag,bo, co, €0, fo) € Ri. By Lemma 18, we have starting from 69 = oy =
(a07b070072b07607f0)7 for any ke N7

k+1
V6+ ;‘Uﬁo,i(‘%v) < V5;‘U‘5k7i(x7v) < ;‘UﬁkJrlyi(‘T?U) ’
where 6541 = (Ag41, b1, Gt D0, Ehrts ka) are defined by the recursion

App1 = ap(1 —m6%/2) + 10b,6% — oméy /8 + 486, + 3|by, — bo|
b1 = 202Gy, + (1 + €6 + 176%)by, + 6(1 4 76)&), + €€,0 + by, — by
Cry1 = 200y + G,  Epy1 = Ep + 176(ard + by + & + &)

fot1 = fr + ap0>M + bpmMé? /4 + 6M, .

Applying Lemma 19, we get that for any k € {0,..., K},

ar, < ag(1 — mkdcy/(16ag) — m(k8)?/2°) + (2069 + agT(Co 1 + TCo2))8%k
b, < bo(1 + k6Cy 1 + (k6)?Cha0) + C30kd?

&, — co — 2kdag| < (k0)?com/4 4 agm(k8)? /2 + 2(20bg + agT(Cy 1 + TCo2))0?k
ér < eo(l + 17k8) + kdCeq + kd*Con,  fr < fo+0kCyy .

Using that |[c; — co — 20kao] (v, )| < 271 e, — co — 26kao] [|z> + [v|?], (61) and K6 <
3 x 275 completes the proof.
(b) The proof of the second statement follows the same lines and is omitted.
O

Lemma 21. Assume that H/ holds and that e < m/4 and consider the notations introduced
in Lemma 20. Then, for any i € {1,...,do}, w = (6, K,n), 6 >0, K € N, n € (0,1),
o = (ag, by, co, 2bg, €9, fo) € R+, satzsfymg § <01, K6 <TATy ATy with T > 0, (60)-(61),

co(n —1) +2nagd K =0, ¢y <2Vagby, co/bo <n(l—n)/(0K), (63)
Ch1 —co/bo < (1 —n)/[46K],  6K[iiCh1 + Chpa] < (1 —n)/[46K] ,
it holds
(a) For any r = (xla"'axdo)vv = (Ula"'avd0)7g = (917"'>gd0) € Rd:
Vg(%o i(@,mu +17g) < (1 — puKd)lao ‘xz, + bo ’UZ‘ + co (i, vi) + 2b0U(q)(x2)] + fx
do
- N - €
+ 2n7ibx (vi, gi) + cxcil (x, g) + 7bx |gil” + ex g > lai — @ + v — v+ g0 — 951,
j=1
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where b < 2by + 52Kéb73, ex < 2eq+ (Kd)é@l + K&zé@g,

2

7=1-n
pw = [(co + K8ag)Cay2/(4a0)] A [(1 —1)/(4K8)] Al(co + Kdag)Ca,2/(4boa)] -

(b) In addition for any k € {1,...,K}, x = (z1,...,24,),v = (V1,..-,04y),9 =
(917"'>gd0) GRd;

VED, i, v + 7ig) < Cilag |zl + bo [vil* + co (@i, vi) + 2b6U'D ()] + fre

do

~ - ~ €
+ 207ibx (vi, i) + cxcii (z, g) + 7Pbic |gil > + eKd_o > i — zil? + |vi — v + g — gi ],
j=1

where

él = [{CL()+200+TCL0—|—T2C()m/8—l—aong/Zl—i-QC'a,ggT}/ao]\/[{2[)04—260 —I-Tao—l-g’féb,;g}/bo] .
Remark 22. Note that the condition (63) is in particular satisfied choosing by = 1, ag =
(1 =n)*/[20K)?] and co = n(1 —n)/(OK).

Proof.  (a) Let § > 0, K € N, n € (0,1), o = (ao, bo, co, 2bo, €0, fo) € Ri, satisfying
0 <A, Ko <TAT)AT3, (60)-(61)-(63). For any x = (x1,...,%4,),0 = (V1,...,0d,), 9 =
(91,---,94,) € R, using Lemma 20-(a), we get

VED, iz, nv +7ig) < ag |z + bren? [vil* + cxn (24, v:) + 200U D () + fx

do
~ ~ - €ECK
+ 20ibic (vi, gi) + 720k |gil* + cxcl (4, 95) + o Sz — 4% + v — vy + i — g517] -
j=1

Note that by (63) and using cx = co +2Kdag, nck (x,v) = co (r,v). Then under H4, since
U(0) =0, Ux) < [z, and using (63), b = (1+ Cy,1 K6 + Gy o (K8)2)bo(1 — (1 +7)(1 -
n)) < bp(1 —dK(1—1n)/[20K]) , we get setting Cq 4 = K0Cq2(co + 0K ap)/ao,
VED, (z,nv +1g) < (1 — Cua/2)ag |2i|* + 6K (1 —n) |vi|? /[2K 8] + co (24, v;)
+ (1 — Coa/(4bo))2boU'D () + fic + 2niibre (i, gi) + 72bsc |gi|* + crei (i, g5)
+ Ll S0 oy — a5 + o — vy + g — g51°)
< (11— C_’a74/2)a0 |x2|2 +0K(1—n) |vi|2 J[2K6] + co(1 — puK6) (x4, v;) + puKdcy (x,v)
+ (1 — Caa/(4b9))2boUD (;) + frc + 20t (v, gi) + 12brc |gil” + excii (i, 95)

d
+ G T (i =yl + o = vy + 90— g517]

which completes the proof using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the condition ¢y <

2v/agbg.
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(b) The proof of the second statement follows the same lines using Lemma 20-(b)
instead of Lemma 20-(a).
O

Lemma 23. Let a € Ry, £ € N* and G be a d-dimensional zero-mean Gaussian random
variable with covariance matriz identity. Then, for any x € R,

. where iy = 2(€/2)% [£/2] ! mé{}%? )

(64)
and my is the {'-th moment of the zero-mean one-dimensional Gaussian distribution with
variance 1.

/2
El(a+ (G.2))f) < a2 (a1 sy o)

Proof. Expanding (a 4+ (G, z))! and using that (G, z) is a zero-mean Gaussian random
variable with variance |z|%, we get

o S0\ ok k _W2J 14 % 02k 2k/2k
El(a+ (G,2)] = e E[(G,z)"]= > o |27 @ mjy,

k=0 k=0
£=2[£/2] & 2k ,2(16/2]—k) gy 2k/2W2J
<o 3 ()i e,

where we apply Jensen inequality for the last step. Using that (;k) < (el/(2k)% <

(e2£/2)k(¢/(2k))* < (€2(¢/2) [£/2]7)* (192, we get

L
4-210/2] & L/2]\ | ok o(les2)—k) . 2k/21/2]
El(a + (G, z))"] < Z (€/2)% /2] 1) L )2 my g9
0/2
< a2 (a e (e2 102 e g
which completes the proof. O

Define for any = = (21,...,%4,),v = (v1,...,v4,) € R? and £ € N*,
(Z
Vo' (x,v) Z%

Lemma 24. Assume that H/ holds and that e <m/4. Then, for any w = (K,4,7), K € N,
§>0,7n€(0,1), o= (ag,bo, co, 2bo, €o, fo) € R3, satisfying § < SN0, K6 KTANTL AT
with T,6 > 0, (60)-(61)-(63), it holds:

o1



(a) For any x = (z1,...,7q,),v = (v1,...,v4,) € R? and £ € N*,
P, (2, 0) < (1 — pwk8/4) [ao |2i]” + bo |vil* + co (i, vi) + 260U D ()]
+4814/2] Ey[(agDy + bo(Da + 2Dy) + coDy* Dy/?)* + E]
+ 125711 4 4/ (pu K 0)) L b5 fmgy + 8 el el gPmyy + f&]
4
127 (Lt (K O)) el [d5 T o=y =]

where

Dy = 2c%i?/(agpwKd) , Dy = 32(iin)*/(puK3S) , E¢= [A(finbk)*Ds + 2(ck)>Di]rhy .
(65)

(b) In addition, if for ¢ € N*
e < VU1 — 5 K8/4), 2dere(l+4/(p, K6V < 5,K6/8 (66)
for any x = (21,...,24,),v = (v1,...,0q,) € RY,
PLB (2,0) < (1= puk8/8)" S0, [ag 2l + bo [vil* + co (@i, vi) + 26U @ ()]
+4%10/2] dyEy[(agDy + bo(Dy + 2Dy) + coDyY2 DY)t + EY)
+ 127 do (1 + 4/ (p K 6)) 7 7% b ¢Pmgy 4+ 85 Lelele gfmyy + 5] -

(c) Finally, for any k € {0,...,K}, 2 = (1,...,24,),v = (v1,...,v4,) € R and
e N*,

D, VAU (2,v) < 5% [ag |2il® + bo [vi]* + co (wi, vi) + 260U (7))
+ 127 Yo (1 + 4/ (pu K 8)) 72 b5 ¢ mgy + 85 Lebel g myy + 5],
where
Co = (14+pK6/4)[C1+ ([A(nibx ) 2by 'V [(ex i) ag )] +24(1+4/ (p K 8)) T e . (67)

Proof. Let 6 <81 A6, K§ <T ATy ATy with T,6 > 0, satisfying (60)-(61)-(63).
(a) Consider z,v € R? and ¢ € N*. Using Lemma 21-(a) we have, for any g =
(917 cee agdo) € Rda

V?%Qi(az, nv + 1g)
< (1+ puK6/4) YA + 2fibx (vi, i) + cxcl (i, 93]
+ 12071 (1 4 4/ KO) T 72Vl 191 + elefedyt S50 Lgi — 95> + f

l
+ 1271 (1 + 4/pu, K6) L ebely {d(?l S0 i — a5 + o — ”J"z] ’
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where we have set A = (1— o, K8)[ag |x:]> +bo |vi)* + co (21, vi) + 260U @ (2;)]. Then, taking
expectation and Lemma 23 imply that
P, (2, v) < (14 pouKo/4) 7t A2L2 pli2]
+ 12071 (1 4+ 4/ pu K 8) [P b g mge + 85 el gt may + fi]
120711 4/ KO eeledy™ 0, o — s P+ s — v

with B = A% + [4(nijb)? |vi]* + (cx)? |52 ),. For |z|> > Dy and |v|* > Dy, we get

(1 + ﬁwK6/4)Z—1AZ—2Ln/2JBLn/ZJ
(1 + poK6/4) L A22 (1 — p, K5 /2) a0 |2if® + bo |vil? + co (i, vi) + 26U D (z;)]2) 172

<
< (1= puK3/4) [ao |zi|* + bo [vi|* + co (24, vi) + 266U ()] .

Using that (¢t + )" — ¥ < s(t+s)¥~1, for s,t > 0 and ¢ > 1, completes the proof.
(b) The proof of the last statement is direct consequence of the first one since by
Young’s inequality, we have

PO (2,0) < (1 = puK/4) 5% ag as]? + bo [vi]> + co (i, v;) + 266U ()]
+ 4% 10/2] doEy[(agDy + bo(Dy + 2Dy) + coDy/2DY?)! + E¥)
+ 1271 (1 + 4/ (P K 8)) " do[77 b g mye + 8 e eleq myy + [
+2 % 24711+ 4/ (o K8) bl 550 [lail® + [oif*)1

and using (1 — pu K6/4)" +2 x 24 Hag Vg (1 +4/(pu K6)) tebele < (1—puK6/4)" +
((1 — puK5/4) 24ercefag V by (1 + 4/ (pu K6) D/ < (1 — pyK /4 + 2degcelag Vv
by 11+ 4/ (pu K 8) D) by (66).
(c) Following the same lines as in the proof (a) using Lemma 21-(b) instead of Lemma 21-
(a) we have
D, VAL i (,v) < Cfglao [zil* + bo [vi]* + co (w3, v;) + 266U ()]
+4°14/2] El(aoD1 + bo(Da + 2Dy) + coDy/*Dy/*)* + E]
+ 121 4+ 4/ (o K 6)) T [P bl g mage + 8 ebel g myy + ]

14
P2 4 (B0 ey S [l = o]

with
Coo = (14 puk5/4)[Cr + ([A(niibx)*bg 1V [(cx ) *ag '])] -

The proof is then easily completed.
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Proof of Theorem 17. Taking

00:’78/2, b0:17 ¢ =M, 70:(1_77)/(5K)7 fOZO, eo=0.

As mentioned in Remark 22, the first condition in (63) is satisfied for this case. In addition,
for this choice of parameter, the constants appearing in Lemma 20 become:

Can =m/(3%x2°), Cap=m/(3x2°),Cop=20+%T(m/(3x2°)+Tn/(3x2%)/2,
Chi=e+mp(L+78), Choo=4[(1+€)Co1+ (1 +70)(75 + Cee)] ,

Chs0 =17 +8 + T(2C,3 + 17Cy 1 + €Cog + 20T(1 + 76)) ,
Cha = Cho0 +mom/8 + agmT /4,  Cpz=Chz0+20+2Cu3,
Ce =372+ 1m0+ T(1Tm0 +96 +0Ch3)] , Cez = 37015 +TCa3(8Ca3 +27))
Oy = 13M5/2 + CasMOT +mM3 /2 + M(nyo + T2/2) |

Then, with these notations, 61,7}, T, in (62) can be written as

61 = 1771 A [m/40] A [4327%/(48¢Ce 1 + Cy3(1 +106))]
T =4 1T A G A G (68)
T =4 H[27° /(1 + TO)] A 248 /C2] A y0/2* A2} .

and the condition (60)-(61) are equivalent to

e< e, €1 =Yom2 0 /[1 +48C. 4], (69)
and _ _
§< by, G =om(3 x 28)71/[20 + 12T (Coy + TCh2)/2] - (70)
In addition,
b < b , b=2+ Tgcb,g , ex < Kéde, e= (0671 + 50@,2) . (71)

Furthermore, the second line of (63) is equivalent to ¢ < 1/(7 x 8) and
K§<Ts, T3=4"1y/[(1 —n*)2Cy1 + Cyo] . (72)

Then, the proof is an easy consequence of Lemma 24 with p,, given by (45). Condition
(66) is equivalent using (71) to

e<er, =[N poKS/4)] A8 x 24) ™ pu/{e(1+4/(puT) VYL (73)

o4



and (65)-(67) can be written using (71) and 1 +7 < 2, as

Dy = 16v0p, {7* + T?73} . D2 =32 X 2170/ p

Ey=0KF,, F,=38%[7*(2+ Cy36T)Da+ (137 + 7 T7) Di]rny

Cy = (14 puT/4)[C1 + ([8%T7* (2 + Cy30T)] V [1670T (7" + 6 12)])]
+ 24T (Cey + 0C2) (4 + po,) =D/

C1 = [2{(1 + T + T3n/4)v3 /2 + 27(1 + T?m/8)yo + 2C4 30T} /73]
V(2 + 2901 + T3 /2 + 0T Ch 3]

where my is defined in (64). It completes the proof of (44) with

Cip=Cqy,

Ca =4 |€/2] Fy[(apDy + bo(Dy + 2D1) + oDy DY) + T'Ff] ,

0375 =2 X 12£_1p‘1~,_€(4 + pr)é_l[élz’yg(Q + STCbg,)mgg + 86_166(0671 + SCG,Q)Zng + Cf,l] ,
(74)

where my is the #-th moment of the zero-mean one-dimensional Gaussian distribution

with variance 1.
O
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