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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 π 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 π. 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 ε > 0 is of order d/ε1/4, 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/ε)1/4.

1 Introduction

We consider in this paper the problem of sampling from a target distribution π. This
problem is ubiquitous in various fields such as statistical physics [35], statistics [25], and
machine learning [2]. However, in most applications, the distribution π 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 π 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

d, denoted
by π 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

2d that has the product of π and the standard Gaussian dis-
tribution as invariant measure, denoted hereafter by µ. 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 π, i.e., π ∝ 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 Pω the Markov kernel associated with gHMC, where
ω are the hyperparameters of the algorithm including the step size δ > 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

2d → R, number of iterations k ∈ N and initial distribution ν0,
|ν0Pk

ωf − π(f)| 6 Cf (e−c1Tk + δ2), for some constants Cf > 0 and c1 > 0 independent
of δ. 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 δ, 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 π satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality and under
additional conditions on U , denoting by νk the distribution of the k-th iterate of the algo-
rithm starting from ν0 with step size δ > 0, for each k ∈ N, H(νk|π) 6 Cν0

(e−c1δk + δ2), for
some constants Cν0

> 0, c1 > 0 independent of δ, 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 δ. 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 ν0, W1(ν̃k, π) 6 Cν0

(e−c1k + δ2)
for some Cν0

> 0, where νk is the distribution of the k-th iterates of unadjusted HMC
starting from ν0, and W1 denotes the Wasserstein distance of order 1. This result once
again highlights the improved accuracy of the leapfrog integrator. Finally, the analysis of
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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 π satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality, and additional relatively mild
assumptions on the potential U . Roughly speaking, we establish a bound of the form
H(ν0Pk|µ) 6 Cν0

e−c1k + C2δ
4 for some explicit Cν0

, C2 > 0 and c1 > 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 δ to
achieve H(ν0Pk|µ) 6 ε for some ε > 0, where two cases can be distinguished. We obtain a
bound on the number of gradient computations of order O(d/ε1/4) in the general case and
an improved bound of order O((d/ε)1/4) 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 |x| the Euclidean norm of x ∈ R
d. We denote by Ck(Rd) the

set of functions from R
d to R with continuous derivatives up to order k. For f ∈ Ck(Rd)

and x ∈ R
d, ∇f stands for the gradient of f and Dkf , the k-th derivative of f . In addition,

|Dkf(x)| is the multilinear operator norm of Dkf(x) with respect to the Euclidean norm
on R

d and ‖Dkf‖∞ = supx∈Rd |Dkf(x)|. For a d× d matrix A, |A| stands for the operator
norm on R

d with respect to the Euclidean norm. For a differentiable map Φ : Rd → R
p

and x ∈ R
d we write ∇Φ(x) = (∂xiΦj(x))i∈J1,dK,j∈J1,pK (where i stands for the line and j for

the column). This notation is such that ∇ (Φ ◦ Ψ) = ∇Ψ∇Φ ◦ Ψ and is consistent in the
case p = 1 (since ∇Φ is in that case the gradient of Φ). Notice that ∇Φ is the transpose of
what is most commonly named the Jacobian matrix of Φ.

Leb stands for the Lebesgue measure, N(0, Id) for the d-dimensional standard Gaussian
distribution and P(Rd) for the set of distribution of Rd endowed with its Borel σ-field de-
noted by B(Rd). We write ν ≪ µ as ν is absolutely continuous with respect to µ. We define
the relative entropy (or Kullback-Leibler [KL-] divergence) and the Fisher information of
ν1 ∈ P(Rd) with respect to ν2 ∈ P(Rd), by

H(ν1|ν2) =







∫

ln
(

dν1

dν2

)

dν2 if ν1 ≪ ν2

+∞ otherwise,
I(ν1|ν2) =







∫

∣

∣

∣∇ ln
(

dν1

dν2

)∣

∣

∣

2
dν1 if ν1 ≪ ν2

+∞ otherwise,
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where for a measurable function f : Rd → R, |∇f | is defined for any z ∈ R
d as

|∇f |(z) = lim
r↓0

sup
{ |f(z) − f(y)|

|z − y| : y ∈ R
d, 0 < |y − z| 6 r

}

.

If f is continuously differentiable, note that |∇f | (z) is simply the norm of ∇f(z) and
therefore our notation is consistent.

We write Ji, jK 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 π admits a positive density with respect
to the Lebesgue measure π ∝ exp(−U). In addition, we suppose the following condition
on U .

H1. The potential U ∈ C4(Rd), and it exists L > 0 such that |∇2U(x)| 6 L for any x ∈ R
d.

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 µ = π ⊗ N(0, Id) invariant.

Hamiltonian dynamics associated with the potential U defines the differential flow
(ψt)t>0 for any t ∈ R+ and x, v ∈ R

d, as ψt(x, v) = (xt, vt) where (xt, vt)t>0 is the so-
lution of the Hamiltonian differential equation:

∂txt = vt , ∂tvt = −∇U(xt) , with (x0, v0) = (x, v) . (1)

As discussed in [43], (ψt)t>0 preserves µ, i.e., if (X0, V0) has distribution µ then so does
ψt(X0, V0) for all t > 0, but the trajectory (ψt(X0, V0))t>0 is not ergodic. Indeed, starting
from any fixed initial conditions x0, v0 ∈ R

d, it remains in the corresponding level set
{(x, v) ∈ R

2d : H(x, v) = H(x0, v0)} of the Hamiltonian function H defined by

H(x, v) = U(x) + |v|2 /2 .

To address this issue, a velocity randomization (or refreshment) at time T > 0 can be added.
To this end, consider the Markov operator Dη given, for η ∈ [0, 1) and any measurable and
bounded function f : R2d → R, by

Dηf(x, v) =
∫

Rd
f

(

x, ηv +
√

1 − η2g

)

ϕ(g)dg ,
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where ϕ stands for the density with respect to Leb of N(0, Id). Then, under mild assump-
tions, the resulting kernel,

Kη,Tf(x, v) = Dη[f ◦ ψT](x, v) , (2)

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

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

dXs = Vsds , dVs = −∇U(Xs)ds− γVsds+
√

2γdBs , (3)

where (Bs)s>0 is a d-dimensional Brownian motion and γ > 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, x, v ∈ R

d and smooth
and bounded function f : R2d → R, limδ→0 K⌈s/δ⌉

ηδ,δ f(x, v) = Psf(x, v) where

ηδ = e−δγ , (4)

and (Ps)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 kδ, k ∈ N for a stepsize δ > 0 by
(xk, vk) = Φk

δ (x0, v0) where Φk
δ = Φk−1

δ ◦ Φδ, Φ0
δ is the identity function and

Φδ = Φ(v)
δ/2 ◦ Φ(x)

δ ◦ Φ(v)
δ/2 , Φ(v)

δ/2(x, v) = v − (δ/2)∇U(x) , Φ(x)
δ (x, v) = x+ δv .

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

Φ−1
δ = R ◦ Φδ ◦ R , R(x, v) = (x,−v) . (5)

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

Pω = DηVK
δ ,

where Vδ corresponds to the deterministic kernel

Vδ((x, v), ·) = δΦδ(x,v)(·) , for x, v ∈ R
d .

For η = 0 and Kδ = T for an integration time T > 0, Pω corresponds to the usual
unadjusted Hamiltonian Monte Carlo algorithm which is a discretized version of the ideal
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Hamiltonian dynamics Kt,η defined by (2). On the other hand, taking K = 1 and the
damping parameter ηδ defined in (4), Pω corresponds to a second order splitting scheme
of (3) as considered for example in [32, 35]. Alternatively, taking η = 0 and K = 1 leads
to the Euler scheme with step size δ2/2 for the overdamped Langevin process.

Finally under H1, we write

T = δK
√
L , γ = (1 − η)/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/γ 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 π and U for our main results.
First, we assume that π satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant CLS > 0, i.e.,

for any ν ∈ P(Rd),
H(ν|π) 6 CLSI(ν|π) . (7)

This holds for instance if U is uniformly convex outside some compact set. Various esti-
mates are available for CLS, e.g. in mean-field, convex or low-temperature cases, which
can grasp more specific information on the target π that uniform bounds on the curvature
〈x− y,∇U(x) − ∇U(y)〉 /|x − y|2 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 ec∗ where c∗ 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 N4 on R
d such that for all x, y, z ∈ R

d,

∣

∣

∣

(

∇2U(x+ y) − ∇2U(x)
)

z
∣

∣

∣ 6 N3(y)N3(z) (8)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∇U(x+ y) − ∇U(x) − 1
2

(

∇2U(x) + ∇2U(x+ y)
)

y

∣

∣

∣

∣

6 N3
4(y) . (9)

Using a third order Taylor expansion of ∇U , (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
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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

d 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) ∈ R
2d can

be bounded by the function

M(x, v) = L2|v|2 + L2|∇U(x)|2 + N4
3(v) + N4

3(∇U(x)) + N6
4(v) + N6

4(∇U(x)) . (10)

In order to control the expectation of these errors, it thus remains to establish some uniform
moment bounds for the Markov kernel Pω. 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 ρ,C1, C2 > 0 and W : R
2d → R+ such that for all (x, v) ∈ R

2d, k ∈
{0, . . . ,K} and n ∈ N,

Pn
ω

DηVk
δ M(x, v) 6 C1e−ρnT

W(x, v) + C2 ,

where T is defined in (6).

In practice, this can be established by designing a suitable Lyapunov function W such
that M 6 C1W and

PωW 6 e−ρT
W +C ′

2T , (11)

for some C1, C
′
2, ρ > 0. As we will see in Theorem 3, C1, C2, ρ typically only depends

on the parameters ω through γ defined in (6) (in particular they are uniform over all
sufficiently small step-size δ). 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 Pω.

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-H 2 with L = 1 and let ω = (K, δ, η), K ∈ N
∗, δ > 0 and

η ∈ [0, 1) such that H3 holds and T = Kδ 6 1/10. Furthermore, assume that π satisfies
the log-Sobolev inequality (7). Consider an initial condition ν0 such that I(ν0|µ) < +∞
and

∫

R2d |z|p dν0(z) < +∞ for any p > 0. Then, for any n ∈ N,

H (ν0Pn
ω|µ) 6 (1 + κT)−n{H(ν0|µ) + 2a I(ν0|µ)}

+ δ4M{nTθnTC1ν0(W) + C2(κ−1 + T)} , (12)
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where θ = max(e−ρ, (1 + κT)−1/T) and

a =
γ

7 + 3(γ + 3)2
, κ =

a

3 max(CLS, 1) + 6a
, M = 5 +

1
3a
. (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 → ∞). The Fisher term I(ν0|µ) appearing
there is due to the fact Theorem 1 is proven using a modified entropy (defined in (20))
instead of H. The second line of (12), of order δ4 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 Pω and highlights the exponential forgetting
of this initial condition, trough ν0(W), since θ < 1. As for the second term involving C2,
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 κ is the
convergence rate per unit physical time and depends on the parameters ω only through γ,
with a dependency of order min(γ, γ−1) similarly to the continuous-time Langevin diffusion.
From this observation, it follows that the convergence per gradient computation is κT/K =
κδ.

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 κ, which is optimal in
the overdamped case, i.e., considering an initial condition of the form ν0 = ν̂0 ⊗ N(0, Id),
taking in the statement of Theorem 5, K = 1, η = 0, n = 2s/δ2 for some s > 0 (since δ2/2
is the effective step-size of the Euler scheme), ε = δ, a = T/2, assuming that 1 = L > 1/CLS

(which can always be enforced since L is any upper bound of ‖∇2U‖∞, and then we can
rescale the chain to get L = 1) and letting δ → 0 in (12) we obtain

H(ν̂0Qs|π) 6 e−s/CLSH(ν̂0|π) ,

where (Qt)t>0 is the semi-group associated to the overdamped Langevin diffusion. This
shows that our result is sharp since it implies that π satistifes a log-Sobolev inequality with
constant CLS (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 δ4

is replaced by δ2.
Let us now provide practical conditions on U to establish H 2 and H 3. To ensure

clarity, we assume that d = d0q for some d0, q > 1 and, decomposing x = (x1, . . . , xd0
) ∈

R
d = (Rq)d0 that U is of the following form:

U(x) =
d0
∑

i=1

U (q)(xi) +
ǫ

d0

d0
∑

i,j=1

W (q)(xi − xj) , (14)

8



where U (q) and W (q) are potentials defined on R
q, and ǫ > 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 d0 = 1, U (q) = U , and W (q) = 0. However,
as we will demonstrate, this mean-field formulation allows us to precisely determine the
dependence of C1 and C2 in H 3 on the dimension d, particularly by distinguishing the
roles of d0 and q. For conditions under which π satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with a
constant CLS independent of d0 for U given by (14) (provided ǫ is sufficiently small), see
[29, Theorem 8].

First, as elaborated in Appendix A, we can readily verify the following:

Proposition 2. Assume that d = d0q for some d0, q > 1 and that U is of the form (14)
where U (q),W (q) ∈ C4(Rq) have uniformly bounded third and fourth derivatives. Then H2
holds with N3(x) = L3(

∑d0

i=1 |xi|4)1/4 and N4(x) = L4(
∑d0

i=1 |xi|6)1/6, where

L4
3 = (1 + ǫ)‖D3U (q)‖2

∞ + 16(ǫ + ǫ2)‖D3W (q)‖2
∞ ,

L6
4 =

(

1 + ǫ

144
‖D4U (q)‖2

∞ +
4(ǫ+ ǫ2)

9
‖D4W (q)‖2

∞

)

q .

As a consequence, assuming furthermore that ∇U (q)(0) = 0 = ∇W (q)(0), the function
M(x, v) defined in (10) is bounded as M(x, v) 6

∑d0

i=1

∑

ℓ∈{2,4,6} L
ℓ
ℓ(rℓ|xi|ℓ + |vi|ℓ), with

rℓ = 2ℓ−1‖∇2U (q)‖ℓ
∞ + 23ℓǫℓ‖∇2W (q)‖ℓ

∞ for ℓ ∈ {2, 4, 6} and L2 = L.

To establish moment bounds, we consider the following assumption:

H 4. The dimension is d = d0q for some d0, q > 1 and U is of the form (14) where
U (q),W (q) ∈ C2(Rq) have uniformly bounded second derivatives and are such that ∇U (q)(0) =
∇W (q)(0) = 0. In addition, there exist m > 0 and M > 0 such that for any x1 ∈ R

q,

〈

x1,∇U (q)(x1)
〉

> m |x1|2 − M . (15)

Theorem 3. Under H4, for any γ0 > 0 there exist T, δ, C1, C2, ǫ, ρ > 0 which depends on
‖∇2U (q)‖∞, ‖∇2W (q)‖∞, m, M, γ0 (and not on q, d0, ǫ), such that the following holds. For all
ω = (K, δ, η) with δ ∈ (0, δ], η ∈ [0, 1), T ∈ (0, T] and γ = γ0 (with T and γ given by (6),
L = ‖∇2U‖∞), assuming furthermore that ǫ 6 ǫ and setting

W(x, v) =
∑

ℓ∈{2,4,6}

(

|xi|ℓ + |vi|ℓ
)

, (16)

then, for all (x, v) ∈ R
2d, k ∈ {0, . . . ,K} and n ∈ N,

Pn
ωDηVk

δW(x, v) 6 C1e−ρnT
W(x, v) + C2d0q

3 .
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Explicit expressions for C1, C2, ǫ, ρ 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 H3 holds with W given
by (16) and, writing R = max{Lℓ

ℓ max(rℓ, 1) : ℓ ∈ {2, 4, 6}}/q,

C1 = RC1q , C2 = RC2d0q
4 .

Treating ‖DkU (q)‖∞ and ‖DkW (q)‖∞ for k ∈ {2, 3, 4} as constants independent from q, we
get that R is independent from d0 and q.

Rescaling. As mentioned above, following [41, Section 1.3], assuming L = 1 in H1 is
not a restriction. Indeed, if Zn = (Xn, Vn) is an unadjusted gHMC chain with potential
U and parameters K, δ, η, then (

√
LXn, Vn) is an unadjusted gHMC chain associated with

the potential Ũ(x) = U(x/
√
L) (so that ∇Ũ is 1-Lipschitz under H 1) and parameters

K, δ
√
L, η. Moreover, if π satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant CLS, then the

change of variable x 7→ x/
√
L implies that the rescaled target measure π̃ ∝ e−Ũ satisfies a

log-Sobolev inequality with constant LCLS. Similarly, using the same change of variable,
the relative entropy is invariant by scaling, namely, if (X,V ) has distribution ν ∈ P(R2d)
and ν̃ stands for the law of (

√
LX,V ), H (ν|µ) = H (ν̃|µ̃), where µ̃ = π̃ ⊗ N(0, Id), while

the Fisher information satisfies

I (ν̃|µ̃) =
∫

R2d

L−1|∇xh|2 + |∇vh|2
h

dµ ,

where h = dν/dµ.

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 C2 and ν0(W) in (12) are O(d). This corresponds in Remark 4 to
the case where q is fixed so that d is proportional to d0. In the second case, which we call
the general case, we consider that C2 and ν0(W) are O(d4). This corresponds in Remark 4
to the case d0 = 1, d = q in Remark 4. In both settings, we consider that L, C1 and γ are
constants independent from the dimension, and that H(ν0|µ) and I(ν0|µ) are O(d) (see e.g.
[50, Lemma 1]). In this context, Theorem 1 gives the following complexity bounds. Let
ε > 0 be a given error tolerance (in relative entropy). By choosing δ = O(ε1/4d−1) in the
general case we get that H(ν0Pn

ω
|µ) 6 ε after a number nK = O(CLSdε

−1/4 ln(dε−1)) of
computations of the gradient ∇U . By choosing δ = O(ε1/4d−1/4) in the weakly interacting
case we get that H(ν0Pn

ω
|µ) 6 ε after a number nK = O(CLS(d/ε)1/4 ln(dε−1)) of compu-

tations of the gradient ∇U . Note that in both cases, Pinsker and Talagrand inequalities
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imply ‖µ − ν0Pn
ω

‖TV + W2 (µ, ν0Pn
ω

) = O(ε1/2), where ‖ · ‖TV and W2 denotes the total
variation distance and Wasserstein distance of order 2. In view of this, the dependence of
the number of gradient evaluation on ε1/2, nK = O(ε−1/4) (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 ω, if ν0Pn
ω converges weakly to a stationary

distribution µω, Theorem 1 yields to ‖µ− µω‖TV + W2 (µ, µω) = O(δ2).

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.

• 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

dXδ
t = Vδ

t dt , dVδ
t = −∇U(Xδ

δ⌈t/δ⌉)dt− γVδ
t dt+

√

2γdBt , (17)

which is similar to (3) except that the force −∇U is constant within each time in-
terval [kδ, (k + 1)δ), 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 δ, 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

√
ε

to ε1/4 in the complexity. Concerning the dimension d, the stepsize in [36] scales as
d−1/2L−1

H , where LH is the Lipschitz constant of ∇2U in the Frobenius norm, i.e., U
is supposed to satisfy ‖∇2U(x) − ∇2U(y)‖F 6 LH |x− y| for all x, y ∈ R

d. Assuming
that LH 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 LH of order

√
d. We get an improvement from d−1/2

to d−1/4 in the first case and the same dependence d−1 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 ε 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.

• 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., η = 0), both in Wasserstein 1 distance and
total variation norm. In the mean-field case in particular, [7, Theorem 10] shows that
after O(

√

d0/ε′) gradient evaluations, then the law of the chain is at distance at most
ε′ to π in term of the Wℓ1

Wasserstein distance associated to the ℓ1 norm ‖x−y‖ℓ1
=

∑d0

i=1 |xi − yi|. To compare this result with ours, we can bound this distance by√
d0 times the standard W2 Wasserstein distance (associated with the Euclidean

distance), whose square is bounded by the relative entropy times the log-Sobolev
constant of π (which, from the results of [29], is independent from d0 in the weakly
interacting case where ǫ is small enough, which is the regime where this complexity
is obtained in [7]). In other words, we should take ε′ =

√
d0ε in the results of [7]

for a fair comparison. In that case, the number of gradient computations required
in [7, Theorem 10] is O((d0/ε)1/4) 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 W2 Wasserstein distance, and the bound on the convergence
rate is expressed in terms of global bounds on 〈x− y,∇U(x) − ∇U(y)〉 /|x− y|2.

• 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 .
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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 ν0 ∈ P(R2d) which satisfies the conditions in Theorem 1, parameters
ω = (K, δ, η) and n ∈ N, we denote by

hn = dν0Pn
ω
/dµ , and write H(hn) = H(ν0Pn

ω
|µ) , I(hn) = I(ν0Pn

ω
|µ) ,

where H and I denotes the relative entropy and Fisher information with respect to µ
respectively. More generally, we denote by H(h) = H(ν|µ) and I(h) = I(ν|µ) for any
positive density h : R

2d → R with respect to µ and ν stands for the distribution with
density h. In addition, for Ã ∈ R

2d×2d, or possibly a matrix field z 7→ Ã(z) on R
2d, define

I
Ã

(ν|µ) =







∫

R2d

∣

∣

∣Ã∇ ln
(

dν
dµ

)∣

∣

∣

2
dν if ν ≪ µ

+∞ otherwise .

Note that if ν ≪ µ and h = dν/dµ,

I
Ã

(ν|µ) =
∫

R2d

|Ã∇h|2
h

dµ . (18)

Following the convention above, we write I
Ã

(h) = I
Ã

(ν|µ), for any positive density h :
R

2d → R with respect to µ with ν the distribution with density h. 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 ν ∈ P(R2d)
and ã > 0,

Lã(ν|µ) = H(h) + ãIA(h) , with A =
1√
2

(

1 1
1 1

)

. (19)

In the case ν ≪ µ with h = dν/dµ, we have

Lã(ν|µ) =
∫

R2d
h ln(h)dµ + ã

∫

R2d

|∇xh+ ∇vh|2
h

dµ , (20)

and following the same convention as previously, we write L(h) = L(ν|µ), for any positive
density h : R

2d → R with respect to µ with ν the distribution with density h. With
this choice, La involves a mixed derivative term 〈∇xh,∇vh〉 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 ω = (K, δ, η), K ∈ N
∗, δ > 0 and

η ∈ [0, 1) such that H3 holds and T = Kδ 6 1/10. Furthermore, assume that π satisfies
the log-Sobolev inequality (7). Consider an initial condition ν0 such that I(ν0|µ) < +∞
and

∫

R2d |z|p dν0(z) < +∞ for any p > 0. Then, for any n ∈ N,

(1 + κT) La(hn+1) 6 La(hn) + Tδ4M
(

C1e−ρntν0 (W) + C2

)

, (21)

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

m1 = 2 − 3T , m2 =
γ

η
+ 2 + 4T m3 =

γ(1 + η)
η2

(

1
2ã

+ 1
)

− 2 − 4T

λ =







m1+m3

2 −
√

(m1+m3

2

)2 −m1m3 +m2
2 if η > 0

2 − 3T − 2ã
T(1+2ã) if η = 0 .

Then, for any ã > 0 such that λ > 0, for any ε ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N,

(1 + κ̃T) Lã(hn+1) 6 Lã(hn) + Tδ4M̃
(

C1e−ρntν0 (W) + C2

)

, (22)

where

κ̃ =
ãλ(1 − ε)(1 − 3T)

max(LCLS, 1) + 2ã
, M̃ =

1
ελ−

(

4
15ã

+ 24ã
)

+ ã

(

(33λ + 4)T +
λε

240

)

.

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) 6 (1 + κT)−n La(h0) + Tδ4M
n
∑

k=1

(1 + κT)−k
[

C1e−ρ(n−k)Tν0 (W) + C2

]

.

Then, the proof is completed since

H(hn) 6 La(hn) , La(h0) 6 H(h0) + 2aI(h0) ,
n
∑

k=1

(1 + κT)−k
6

1 + κT

κT
,

and
n
∑

k=1

(1 + κT)−ke−ρ(n−k)T 6 n
[

max
(

(1 + κT)−1/T, e−ρ
)]nT

.
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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 (ĥt)t>0 the analogous of (hn)n∈N in this
continuous-time context, the first observation is that

d

dt
H(ĥt) = −

∫

R2d

|∇vĥt|2
ĥt

dµ . (23)

This entropy dissipation is not sufficient to conclude to an exponential decay, as it can be
zero for non-constant densities ĥt (and thus in particular it cannot be upper bounded by
−κH(ĥt) for some κ > 0). A key observation is then that, when ∇2U is bounded,

d

dt

(

∫

R2d

|∇xĥt + ∇vĥt|2
ĥt

dµ

)

6 −c
∫

R2d

|∇xĥt|2
ĥt

dµ+ C

∫

R2d

|∇vĥt|2
ĥt

dµ (24)

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

d

dt
La(ĥt) 6 −acI(ĥt) , (25)

and the conclusion follows from

La(ĥt) 6 (max(CLS, 1) + 2a)I(ĥt) ,

where we used that µ satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality with constant max(CLS , 1) as the
tensor product of π and N(0, Id).

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 Vδ and Dη 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 µ is not invariant by Vδ). 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 ã > 0 such that λ > 0 and n ∈ N. In this proof, we consider the
matrix A given in (19). We only give the proof for η > 0: the case η = 0 is obtained by
seeing that all the computations are still valid if η−1 is replaced by η̃−1 for an arbitrary
η̃ ∈ (0, 1), using that ∇vDη = 0 in that case (as in the proof of [41] in the idealized case,
to which we refer for details).

The evolution of hn is given for any bounded g by
∫

R2d
hn+1gdµ =

∫

R2d
hnPωgdµ , (26)
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in other words hn+1 = P∗
ω
hn where, given Q a bounded operator in L2(µ), Q∗ stands for its

adjoint operator. We now identify the adjoint of the operators constituting Pω. A simple
calculation shows that the damping step is reversible in the probabilistic sense, namely
D∗

η = Dη. Since the Verlet map ΦK
δ satisfies |det∇ΦK

δ | ≡ 1 and is and reversible in the
physicist sense1 (see [43, Equation (2.22)] and (5) respectively), we get

∫

R2d
hVK

δ gdµ =
∫

R2d
h
(

Φ−K
δ (z)

)

g(z)µ
(

Φ−K
δ (z)

)

dz

=
∫

R2d
g
(

VK
δ

)∗
hdµ

with
(

VK
δ

)∗
h = h ◦ Φ−K

δ e�H , �H = H −H ◦ Φ−K
δ .

In addition using again (5), we get that Φ−K
δ = (Φ−1

δ )◦K with

Φ−1
δ (x, v) =

(

x− δv − δ2

2
∇U(x) , v +

δ

2

[

∇U(x) + ∇U
(

x− δv − δ2

2
∇U(x)

)])

. (27)

From these observations and since P∗
ω = (VK

δ )∗D∗
η, we consider the decomposition

Lã(hn+1) − Lã(hn) = Lã(P∗
ωhn) − Lã(hn) = ∆1 + ∆2 + ã∆3 + ã∆4 ,

where

∆1 = H
(

(VK
δ )∗Dηhn

)

− H(Dηhn) , ∆2 = H(Dηhn) − H(hn)

∆3 = IA

(

(VK
δ )∗Dηhn

)

, ∆4 = −IA(hn) .

We bound these four terms as follows. By Corollary 11, for any ε1 > 0,

∆1 6 4ε1KδI (Dηhn) + Eε1
Wn

where for conciseness we write Wn = C1e−ρnTν0(W) + C2 (recall the notations from H3),
and by Corollaries 13 and 16

Eε1
=

K−1
∑

j=0

[

6δ7j2ε1 + ε1

∫ δ

0
2s6ds+

1
30ε1

δ5

]

6 2ε1δ
7K3 +

2
7
ε1Kδ

7 +
1

30ε1
Kδ5

6
1
30

(ε1 + ε−1
1 )Kδ5 ,

where we used that Kδ 6 1/10.

1This is also called R-reversibility in backward analysis
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By Lemma 6, as η > 0,

∆2 6 −1
2

(η−2 − 1)IBv (Dηhn) , ∆4 6 −I
AB

−1
η

(Dηhn) ,

where

Bv =

(

0 0
0 1

)

, B−1
η =

(

1 0
0 1/η

)

. (28)

Finally, using Lemma 7 and Corollary 13 and setting

Ψ = (∇Φ−K
δ ) ◦ ΦK

δ , (29)

for any ε2 > 0,

∆3 6 (1 + ε2)IAΨ(Dηhn) + 2(1 + ε−1
2 )|A|2K2δ6Wn

6 IAΨ(Dηhn) + ε2|A|2‖Ψ‖2
∞I(Dηhn) + 2(1 + ε−1

2 )|A|2K2δ6Wn

6 IAΨ(Dηhn) + 3ε2I(Dηhn) + 4(1 + ε−1
2 )K2δ6Wn ,

where we used Lemma 10-Equation (34) (with T = Kδ 6 1/10) and that |A| =
√

2.
Therefore, by combining the inequalities above, we get

Lã(hn+1) − Lã(hn) 6 −2−1(η−2 − 1)IBv (Dηhn) + ãIAΨ(Dηhn) − ãI
AB

−1
η

(Dηhn)

+ (4ε1Kδ + 3ãε2) I (Dηhn) +
[

(ε1 + ε−1
1 )Kδ5/30 + 4ã(1 + ε−1

2 )K2δ6
]

Wn . (30)

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

−ãI
S1/2(Dηhn) = −ã

∫

R2d

〈∇Dηhn,S∇Dηhn〉
Dηhn

dµ , (31)

with, for z ∈ R
2d,

S(z) = (2ã)−1(η−2 − 1)B⊤
v Bv − (AΨ(z))⊤AΨ(z) + (AB−1

η )⊤AB−1
η

where Ψ 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× d
block decompositions

Ψ(z) =

(

ψ11 ψ12

ψ21 ψ22

)

and S(z) =

(

s11 s12

s21 s22

)

,

so that

s11 = Id −(ψ11 + ψ21)⊤(ψ11 + ψ21) , s12 = s21 = η−1 Id −(ψ11 + ψ21)⊤(ψ12 + ψ22) ,

s22 =

(

η−2 − 1
2ã

+ η−2

)

Id −(ψ22 + ψ12)⊤(ψ22 + ψ12) ,
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Using Lemma 10, for any x ∈ R
d,

|(ψ11 + ψ21)x| 6
∣

∣

∣

(

(1 − T) Id −(T2/2)α
)

x
∣

∣

∣+ (2T
3/3)|x| 6

(

1 − T + T
2
)

|x|

|(ψ22 + ψ12)x| 6
∣

∣

∣

(

Id +Tβ − (T2/2)ζ
)

x
∣

∣

∣+ (2T
3/3)|x| 6

(

1 + T + T
2
)

|x| ,

and similarly

|(ψ11 + ψ21)x− x| 6
(

T + T
2
)

|x| , |(ψ22 + ψ12)x− x| 6
(

T + T
2
)

|x| ,

from which we get for any x, y ∈ R
d

〈x, s11x〉 >
[

1 −
(

1 − T + T
2
)2
]

|x|2 >

(

2T − 3T
2
)

|x|2 ,

〈y, s22y〉 >
[

η−2 − 1
2ã

+ η−2 −
(

1 + T + T
2
)2
]

|y|2 >

(

η−2 − 1
2ã

+ η−2 − 1 − 2T − 4T
2

)

|y|2 ,

〈x, s12y〉 =
(

η−1 − 1
)

x · y + x
(

Id −(ψ11 + ψ21)⊤(ψ12 + ψ22)
)

y

=
(

η−1 − 1
)

x · y + 〈(Id −(ψ11 + ψ21)) x, (ψ12 + ψ22)y〉 + 〈x, (Id −(ψ12 + ψ22)) y〉

> −
(

η−1 − 1 +
(

2 + T + T
2
) (

T + T
2
))

|x||y|

> −
(

η−1 − 1 + 2T + 4T
2
)

|x||y| .

We have thus obtained that for any x, y ∈ R
d and z ∈ R

2d,
(

x
y

)⊤

S(z)

(

x
y

)

> Tλ−

(

|x|2 + |y|2
)

,

where λ− is the smallest eigenvalue of the symmetric 2 × 2 matrix
(

m1 m2

m2 m3

)

:=
1
T

(

2T − 3T
2 −

(

η−1 − 1 + 2T + 4T
2
)

−
(

η−1 − 1 + 2T + 4T
2
) η−2−1

2ã + η−2 − 1 − 2T − 4T
2

)

= B−1
η

(

2 − 3T − (γ + η(2 + 4T))
− (γ + η(2 + 4T)) γ(1 + η)

(

1
2ã + 1

)

− η2(2 + 4T)

)

B−1
η ,

recalling the notation γ = (1 − η)/T. Now, the sharp expressions stated in Theorem 5
follows from

λ− =
m1 +m3

2
−
√

(

m1 +m3

2

)2

−m1m3 +m2
2 ,

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 η 6 1 and T 6 1/10,
we bound

m1 >
17
10
, |m2| 6 1

η

(

γ +
12
5

)

, m3 >
1
η2

(

γ

2ã
− 12

5

)

,
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to get that
(

x
y

)⊤(

m1 m2

m2 m3

)(

x
y

)

= m1|x|2 + 2m2|x||y| +m3|y|2

>
1
2
m1|x|2 +

(

m3 − 2m2
2

m1

)

|y|2 >
17
20

(

|x|2 + |y|2
)

,

i.e.,

λ− > 17/20, if we choose a such that
γ

2ã
− 12

5
>

17
20

+
20
17

(

γ +
12
5

)2

,

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 λ− > 0

such that
ãI

S1/2(Dηhn) 6 −ãλ−TI(Dηhn) .

Combining this result with (30) yields

Lã(hn+1) − Lã(hn) 6 −ρ′I (Dηhn) +
[

(ε1 + ε−1
1 )Kδ5/30 + 4ã(1 + ε−1

2 )K2δ6
]

Wn , (32)

for
ρ′ = ãλ−T − 4ε1T − 3ãε2 . (33)

Now, applying Lemma 7 with Ψ−1 ◦ Φ−K
δ (see Remark 8) we get for any ε3 > 0

(1 + ε3)I(Dηhn) > IΨ−1◦Φ−K
δ

(P∗
ω
hn) − (1 + ε−1

3 )‖Ψ−1 ◦ Φ−K
δ ‖2

∞Erδ,K
1 (Dηhn) .

Thanks to Lemma 10, and more specifically to (34), for any z, u ∈ R
2d,

|Ψ−1(z)u|2 >

(

1 + T + T
2/2 + T

3/3
)−2

|u|2

> (1 + 5T/2)−1|u|2

> (1 − 5T/2) |u|2 ,

so that
IΨ−1◦Φ−K

δ
(P∗

ωhn) > (1 − 5T/2) I (P∗
ωhn) .

Using Lemma 10 again, we have for any z, u ∈ R
2d,

|u| 6 |Ψ(z)u| + |Ψ(z)u− u| 6 |Ψ(z)u| +
(

T + T
2/2 + T

3/3
)

|u| ,

and thus ‖Ψ−1 ◦ Φ−K
δ ‖∞ 6 2. Plugging these bounds in (32) yields

Lã(hn+1) − Lã(hn) 6 − ρ′

1 + ε3

[

(1 − 5T/2) I (hn+1) − 4(1 + ε−1
3 )Erδ,K

1 (Dηhn)
]

+
[

(ε1 + ε−1
1 Kδ5/30 + 4ã(1 + ε−1

2 )K2δ6
]

Wn .
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Choosing ε3 = T/4, using Corollary 13 to bound the remaining numerical error term and
setting

M = 8ρ′ (1 + 4/T) T + (ε1 + ε−1
1 )/30 + 4ã(1 + ε−1

2 )T ,

we finally get that

Lã(hn+1) − Lã(hn) 6 −ρ′(1 − 3T)I (hn+1) + Tδ4MWn

6 − ρ′(1 − 3T)
max(1, CLS) + 2ã

Lã (hn+1) + Tδ4MWn ,

where we used the log-Sobolev inequality of µ (obtained by tensorization from the log-
Sobolev inequalities satisfied by π and N(0, Id)), that |A|2 = 2 and that ρ′(1 − 3T) > 0.

Finally, to obtain (21) with the simpler expressions of κ and M in (13), using that
λ− > 17/20 with the choice of ã = a in (13), we use a 6 1/10 and choose ε1 = a/10,
ε2 = T/10 which implies that ρ′ = aT/2 since ρ′ is given in (33) and λ− > 17/20 by (32)
(to see that a 6 1/10, we can for instance distinguish the case γ 6 3, for which a 6 γ/34,
and the case γ > 3, for which a 6 (γ + 3)/[3(γ + 3)2]). In the expression of M we simply
bound ρ′ 6 1/200, a 6 1/10, T 6 1/10.

To get the sharper inequality (22), we keep a free parameter ε ∈ (0, 1) and choose
ε1 = ãελ−/8, ε2 = Tελ−/6 which implies that ρ′ = ãλ−T(1 − ε) and

M = 8ãλ−T (T + 4) +
aλ−ε

240
+

4
15aλ−ε

+ 4ã(T +
6
ελ−

) ,

and using that T 6 1/10 allows to conclude.

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 Lã(hn+1) in terms of hn, the Jacobian matrix of the
(reverse) Verlet map Φ−K

δ 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

Bv =

(

0 0
0 1

)

, Bη =

(

1 0
0 η

)

,

then, for all η ∈ (0, 1) and all smooth positive h,

H(Dηh) − H(h) 6 −
(

η−2 − 1
2

)

IBv (Dηh).
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and, for any matrix Ã,
I

Ã B
−1
η

(Dh) 6 I
Ã

(h).

Proof. The first part is [41, Equation (28)]. The second point follows from Jensen inequality
and convexity of (t, x) 7→ |x|2 /t on R

∗
+ × R

d by [15, Proposition 2.3], which imply

∫

R2d

|Ã∇h|2
h

dµ =
∫

R2d
Dη

(

|Ã∇h|2
h

)

dµ >

∫

R2d

|DηÃ∇h|2
Dηh

dµ =
∫

R2d

|ÃB−1
η ∇Dηh|2
Dηh

dµ .

Lemma 7 (Fisher inequality on Verlet step). For all matrix Ã, all smooth positive h and
all ε > 0,

I
Ã

(

(VK
δ )∗h

)

6 (1 + ε)I
ÃΨ(h) + (1 + ε−1)|Ã|2Erδ,K

1 (h)

with Ψ = (∇Φ−K
δ ) ◦ ΦK

δ and the error term

Erδ,K
1 (h) =

∫

R2d
|∇�H ◦ ΦK

δ |2hdµ .

Proof. For all ε > 0,
∫

R2d

|Ã∇(VK
δ )∗h|2

(VK
δ )∗h

dµ

=
∫

R2d

|Ã∇
(

h ◦ Φ−K
δ e�H

)

|2

h ◦ Φ−K
δ e�H

dµ

=
∫

R2d

|Ã
[

∇(Φ−K
δ )(∇h) ◦ Φ−K

δ − h ◦ Φ−K
δ ∇�H

]

e�H |2

h ◦ Φ−K
δ e�H

dµ

=
∫

R2d

|Ã
[

∇(Φ−K
δ )(∇h) ◦ Φ−K

δ − h ◦ Φ−K
δ ∇�H

]

|2

h ◦ Φ−K
δ

e�Hdµ

=
∫

R2d

|Ã
[(

∇(Φ−K
δ ) ◦ ΦK

δ

)

∇h− h(∇�H) ◦ ΦK
δ

]

|2

h
dµ

6 (1 + ε)
∫

R2d

|ÃΨ∇h|2
h

dµ+
(

1 +
1
ε

)

|Ã|2
∫

R2d
|∇�H ◦ ΦK

δ |2hdµ ,

with Ψ = ∇(Φ−K
δ ) ◦ ΦK

δ , where we used the change of variable Φ−K
δ in the penultimate

line.

Remark 8. If the constant matrix Ã is replaced by a matrix field z 7→ Ã(z), the proof also
works and yields

I
Ã

(

(VK
δ )∗h

)

6 (1 + ε)I(Ã◦ΦK
δ

)Ψ(h) + (1 + ε−1)‖Ã‖2
∞Erδ,K

1 (h)
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with ‖Ã‖∞ = supz∈R2d |Ã(z)|.

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

H
(

(VK
δ )∗h

)

− H(h) 6
K−1
∑

j=0

[

ε

2

∫ δ

0
I
(

(Vj
δV1

s)∗h
)

ds+
1
2ε

Er2

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

]

with the error term

Er2(h) =
∫ δ

0

(∫

R2d
|∂sΦs − FH ◦ Φs|2 hdµ

)

ds ,

where FH(x, v) =

(

v
−∇U(x)

)

.

Proof. Due to the decomposition

H
(

(VK
δ )∗h

)

− H(h) =
K−1
∑

j=0

[

H
(

(Vj+1
δ )∗h

)

− H
(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)]

,

we simply have to establish the result for K = 1.
For z ∈ R

2d and t ∈ [0, δ], let zt = Φt(z). For f0 an initial (smooth positive) distribution,
denote by ft the law of zt when z ∼ f0 and ht = ft/µ. By a change a variable we see that
for any smooth function g on R

2d,
∫

R2d
g(z)ft(z)dz =

∫

R2d
g (zt) f0(z)dz =

∫

R2d
g(z)f0

(

Φ−1
t (z)

)

dz ,

i.e. ft(z) = f0

(

Φ−1
t (z)

)

, and

∫

R2d
g(z)∂tft(z) = ∂t

∫

R2d
g (zt) f0(z)dz =

∫

R2d
jt(z) · ∇g(z)ft(z)dz

with jt = ∂tΦt ◦ Φ−1
t .

Then,
∫

R2d
fδ lnhδ −

∫

R2d
f0 lnh0 =

∫ δ

0
∂s

∫

R2d
fs lnhsds ,

and
∂s

∫

R2d
fs ln hs =

∫

R2d
∂shsdµ+

∫

R2d
ln hs∂sfs .

The first term of the right hand side is equal to ∂s
∫

hsdµ = ∂s(1) = 0. From the previous
computations,

∂s

∫

R2d
fs ln hs =

∫

R2d
js · ∇ lnhsfs .
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Let

FH(x, v) =

(

v
−∇U(x)

)

,

so that the Hamiltonian flow reads ż = FH(z). The latter leaves the Hamiltonian H (hence
µ) invariant, in other words

∫

R2d
FH · ∇ lnhsfs =

∫

R2d
FH · ∇hsµ = −

∫

R2d
hsFH · ∇µ = 0 .

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

∂s

∫

R2d
fs lnhs =

∫

R2d
(js(z) − FH(z)) · ∇ lnhs(z)fs(z)dz

6
ε

2

∫

R2d
|js(z) − FH(z)|2 fs(z)dz +

1
2ε

∫

R2d
|∇ lnhs(z)|2fs(z) ,

which gives the announced result once integrated over s ∈ [0, δ].

At this stage, gathering Lemmas 6, 7 and 9 yields a bound on La(hn+1) involving hn,
the matrix field Ψ of Lemma 7 and the numerical error terms of Lemmas 7 and 9. It remains
to understand these parts. We give some estimates on Ψ 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 Ψ = (∇Φ−K
δ ) ◦ ΦK

δ 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
2d, there exist d× d matrices α, β, ζ with

norms less than 1 such that, recalling the notation T = Kδ,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ψ(z) −
(

Id −T
2

2 α Tβ

−T Id −T
2

2 ζ

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6
1
3

T
3 .

In particular,

|Ψ(z)| 6 1 + T +
1
2

T
2 +

1
3

T
3 . (34)

Proof. Denote by M1 the set of d × d matrices with operator norm bounded by 1. Fix
z ∈ R

2d. For k > 1, set zk = Φ−1
δ (zk−1), with z0 = ΦK

δ (z). For k > 0, set Qk = ∇2U(xk)
(where zk = (xk, vk)). By assumption, Qk ∈ M1 for all k > 0.
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Recall that for F : Rd → R
d we use the convention ∇F = (∂iFj)16i,j6d where i stands

for the row and j for the column. Hence, from (27), for all k > 0,

∇(Φ−1
δ )(zk) =

(

Id − δ2

2 Qk
δ
2

[

Qk +
(

Id − δ2

2 Qk)
)

Qk+1

]

−δ Id − δ2

2 Qk+1

)

.

In particular,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇(Φ−1
δ )(zk) −

(

Id − δ2

2 Qk
δ
2 [Qk +Qk+1]

−δ Id − δ2

2 Qk+1

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6
δ3

4
. (35)

Let us determine for all k ∈ J0,KK, by induction, a constant Ck > 0 and matrices
αk, βk, ζk ∈ M1 such that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇Φ−k
δ (z0) −

(

Id − (δk)2

2 αk δkβk

−δk Id − (δk)2

2 ζk

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6 Ck . (36)

For k = 1, this is given by (35) (applied at k = 0) with C1 = δ3/4 (also the case k = 0 is
trivial with C0 = 0). Suppose that the result is true for some k > 1. In particular, using
that δk 6 1/10,

|∇Φ−k
δ (z0)| 6

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

Id − (δk)2

2 αk 0

0 Id − (δk)2

2 ζk

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

0 δkβk

−δk 0

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ Ck

6 1 +
21
20
δk + Ck . (37)

Then,
∇Φ−k−1

δ (z0) = ∇Φ−1
δ (zk)∇Φ−k

δ (z0).

We decompose

(

Id − δ2

2 Qk δ [Qk +Qk+1]
−δ Id − δ2

2 Qk+1

)(

Id − (δk)2

2 αk δkβk

−δk Id − (δk)2

2 ζk

)

=

(

Id − δ2(k+1)2

2 αk+1 δ(k + 1)βk+1

−δ(k + 1) Id − δ2(k+1)2

2 ζk+1

)

+ R

with

αk+1 =
1

(k + 1)2

(

Qk + k2αk + k(Qk +Qk+1)
)

βk+1 =
1

2(k + 1)
(Qk +Qk+1 + 2kβk)

ζk+1 =
1

(k + 1)2

(

2kβk +Qk+1 + k2ζk

)
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which are all three in M1, and a remainder

R =

(

δ4k2

4 Qkαk − δ3k
4 (2Qkβk + k(Qk +Qk+1)ζk)

δ3k
2 (Qk+1 + kαk) δ4k2

4 Qk+1ζk

)

.

Using that δ 6 1/10,

|R| =
δ4k2

4

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

Qkαk 0
0 Qk+1ζk

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+
δ3k

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

0 −Qkβk − k
2 (Qk +Qk+1)ζk

Qk+1 − kαk 0

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6
δ4k2

4
+
δ3k

2
(k + 1)

6
21
40
δ3k(k + 1) . (38)

We get that

(⋆) :=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇Φ−k−1
δ (z0) −

(

Id − δ2(k+1)2

2 αk+1 δ(k + 1)βk+1

−δ(k + 1) Id − δ2(k+1)2

2 ζk+1

)∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6 |R| +

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

∇(Φ−1
δ )(zk) −

(

Id − δ2

2 Qk
δ
2 [Qk +Qk+1]

−δ Id − δ2

2 Qk+1

)]

∇Φ−k
δ (z0)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

Id − δ2

2 Qk
δ
2 [Qk +Qk+1]

−δ Id − δ2

2 Qk+1

)[

∇Φ−k
δ (z0) −

(

Id − (δk)2

2 αk δkβk

−δk Id − (δk)2

2 ζk

)]∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

6
21
40
δ3k(k + 1) +

1
4
δ3|∇Φ−k

δ (z)| +
(

1 +
21
20
δ

)

Ck

where we used (38) to bound |R|, (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 + 21

20δ). Finally,
using (37), we have finally concluded the proof by induction of (36) with

(⋆) 6 Ck+1 :=
21
40
δ3k(k + 1) +

1
4
δ3
(

1 +
21
20
δk + Ck

)

+
(

1 +
21
20
δ

)

Ck

6
13
16
δ3(k + 1)2 +

(

1 +
11
10
δ

)

Ck .

From this,

CK 6
13
16
δ3

K−1
∑

k=0

(k + 1)2
(

1 +
11
10
δ

)K−1−k

6
13

16 × 3
(δK)3e11δK/10

6
1
3

(δK)3 .

In particular, thanks to the bound on |Ψ| 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 ε > 0,

H
(

(VK
δ )∗h

)

− H(h) 6 4εKδI (h)

+
K−1
∑

j=0

[

3δεErδ,j
1 (h) + ε

∫ δ

0
Ers,1

1

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

ds+
1
2ε

Er2

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

]

.

Proof. For j ∈ J0,K − 1K and s ∈ [0, δ], writing Ψs = ∇Φ−1
s ◦ Φs and Ψj = ∇Φ−j

δ ◦ Φj
δ,

applying Lemma 7 (with A = I2d and ε = 1) and using the bound (34) (with s 6 Kδ 6

1/10) on |Ψs| and |Ψj|,

I
(

(Vj
δV1

s)∗h
)

6 2IΨs

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

+ 2Ers,1
1

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

6 2|Ψs|2I
(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

+ 2Ers,1
1

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

6 3I
(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

+ 2Ers,1
1

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

6 6IΨj (h) + 6Erδ,j
1 (h) + 2Ers,1

1

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

6 8I (h) + 6Erδ,j
1 (h) + 2Ers,1

1

(

(Vj
δ)∗h

)

.

Plugging this bound in the result of Lemma 9 concludes.

3.4 Numerical error

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

3.4.1 Error 1

Lemma 12. Under H1 with L = 1 and H2, for all z ∈ R
d,

|∇�H(z)|2 6 2δ6K
K−1
∑

k=0

[

N6
4 (vk) +N6

4 (∇U(xk)) +N4
3 (vk) +N4

3 (∇U(xk))

+ |vk|2 + |∇U(xk)|2
]

,

where (xk, vk) = Φ−k
δ (z) for k ∈ J0,KK.

Proof. Decomposing

�H = H −H ◦ Φ−K
δ =

K
∑

k=1

(

H ◦ Φ−k+1
δ −H ◦ Φ−k

δ

)

,
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so that

|∇�H|2 6 K
K
∑

k=1

∣

∣

∣∇
[

H ◦ Φ−k+1
δ −H ◦ Φ−k

δ

]∣

∣

∣

2
,

we focus from now on on the case K = 1. Recall H(x, v) = U(x) + |v|2/2 and write

(x1, v1) = Φ−1
δ (x, v)

=

(

x− δv − δ2

2
∇U(x) , v +

δ

2

[

∇U(x) + ∇U
(

x− δv − δ2

2
∇U(x)

)])

.

Hence, starting with the velocity contribution,

∇v

(

H −H ◦ Φ−1
δ

)

(x, v)

= v −
[

−δ∇U(x1) +

(

I − δ2

2
∇2U(x1)

)

v1

]

=
δ

2
(∇U(x1) − ∇U(x)) +

δ2

2
∇2U(x1)v +

δ3

4
∇2U(x1) (∇U(x) + ∇U(x1))

=
δ

2

(

∇U(x1) − ∇U(x) + ∇2U(x1)(x− x1)
)

+
δ3

4
∇2U(x1)∇U(x1) .

Notice that (8) implies that

|∇U(x+ y) − ∇U(x) − ∇2U(x)y| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0

(

∇2U(x+ sy) − ∇2U(x)
)

yds
∣

∣

∣

∣

6
1
2

N2
3(y) . (39)

Using this and that ‖∇2U‖∞ 6 L = 1, we have thus obtained that

|∇v

(

H −H ◦ Φ−1
δ

)

(x, v)|

6
δ

4
N2

3(x− x1) +
δ3

4
|∇U(x1)|

6
δ3

2
N2

3(v) +
δ5

8
N2

3(∇U(x)) +
δ3

4
(|∇U(x)| + |x1 − x|)

6
δ3

2
N2

3(v) +
δ5

8
N2

3(∇U(x)) +
δ4

4
|v| +

(

δ3

4
+
δ5

8

)

|∇U(x)| .

Using that δ 6 1/10 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

|∇v

(

H −H ◦ Φ−1
δ

)

(x, v)|2

6 δ6
(

1
2

N2
3(v) +

1
800

N2
3(∇U(x)) +

1
40

|v| +
201
800

|∇U(x)|
)2

6
δ6

3

(

N4
3(v) + N4

3(∇U(x)) + |v|2 + |∇U(x)|2
)

. (40)
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Turning to the position contribution,

∇x

(

H −H ◦ Φ−1
δ

)

(x, v)

= ∇U(x) −
[(

I − δ2

2
∇2U(x)

)

∇U(x1) +
δ

2

(

∇2U(x) +

(

I − δ2

2
∇2U(x)

)

∇2U(x1)

)

v1

]

= (∗) + (∗∗) + (∗ ∗ ∗)

with, organizing terms depending on their orders in δ,

(∗) = ∇U(x) − ∇U(x1) − 1
2

(

∇2U(x) + ∇2U(x1)
)

(x− x1)

(∗∗) =
δ2

4

(

∇2U(x) − ∇2U(x1)
)

∇U(x1)

(∗ ∗ ∗) =
δ3

4
∇2U(x)∇2U(x1)v1 .

Using the bound (9) on the fourth derivative of U and that δ 6 1/10,

|(∗)| 6 N3
4 (x− x1) 6 δ3

(

N4(v) + 10−3N4(∇U(x))
)3

6 δ3(1 + 10−3)2
(

N3
4 (v) + 10−3N3

4 (∇U(x))
)

.

From the bound (8) on the third derivative of U and that ‖∇2U‖∞ 6 L = 1

|(∗∗)| 6
δ2

4
|(∇2U(x) − ∇2U(x1))∇U(x)| +

δ2

2
|∇U(x1) − ∇U(x)|

6
δ2

4
N3(x− x1)N3(∇U(x)) +

δ2

2
|x1 − x|

6
δ3

8
N2

3 (v) +
δ3 + δ4

8
N2

3 (∇U(x)) +
δ3

2
|v| +

δ4

4
|∇U(x)| .

Finally,

|(∗ ∗ ∗)| 6 δ3

4
|v1| 6 δ3

4
|v| +

δ4

4
|∇U(x)| +

δ4

4
|x1 − x|

6
δ3 + δ5

4
|v| +

δ4 + δ6/2
4

|∇U(x)| .

As a conclusion, using that δ 6 1/10 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

|∇x

(

H −H ◦ Φ−1
δ

)

(x, v)|2

6 δ6
[

(1 + 10−3)2
(

N3
4 (v) + 10−3N3

4 (∇U(x))
)

+
1
8
N2

3 (v)

+
11
80
N2

3 (∇U(x)) +
301
400

|v| +
2 + 5 × 10−3

40
|∇U(x)|

]2

6
5
3
δ6
[

N6
4 (v) +N6

4 (∇U(x)) +N4
3 (v) +N4

3 (∇U(x)) + |v|2 + |∇U(x)|2
]

,
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which, combined with (40), concludes.

Integrating this bound with respect to hµ 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,

Erδ,K
1 (h) 6 2δ6K

K−1
∑

k=0

∫

R2d

(

M ◦ Φk
δ

)

hdµ .

In particular, assuming moreover H3, and writing hn = (Pn
ω)∗h0 for n ∈ N,

Erδ,K
1 (Dηhn) 6 2δ6K2 (C1(1 − ρKδ)nν0(W) + C2) ,

Erδ,1
1 ((Vj

δ)∗Dηhn) 6 2δ6 (C1(1 − ρKδ)nν0(W) + C2) ,

for all j ∈ J0,KK.

Remark 14. If in H2 we only assume (8) but not (9), from (8), using that ∇U(x+ y) −
∇U(x) =

∫ 1
0 ∇2U(x+ sy)yds, we deduce that for all x, y ∈ R

d,

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇U(x+ y) − ∇U(x) − 1
2

(

∇2U(x) + ∇2U(x+ y)
)

y

∣

∣

∣

∣

6 N2
3(y) .

We can thus use this inequality instead of (9) in Lemma 12 (which is the only place where
(9) intervenes) and replace N6

4 by N4
3 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 δ4 replaced by δ2.

3.4.2 Error 2

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

Lemma 15. Under H 1 with L = 1 and H 2, for all z ∈ R
d and s ∈ [0, δ], recalling

FH(x, v) =

(

v
−∇U(x)

)

,

|∂sΦs(z) − FH (Φs(z)) |2 6 s4
(

1
3

|v|2 +
1
7

|∇U(x)|2 +
1
7
N4

3 (v) +
1

140
N4

3 (∇U(x))
)

.

Proof. Decomposing zs = Φs(x, v) as

zs =

(

xs

vs

)

=

(

x+ sv − s2

2 ∇U(x)
v − s

2

(

∇U(x) + ∇U
(

x+ sv − s2

2 ∇U(x)
))

)

,
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we compute

(∂sΦs)(z) − FH(zs) =

(

v − s∇U(x)
−1

2 (∇U(x) + ∇U(xs)) − s
2∇2U(xs)x′

s

)

−
(

vs

−∇U(xs)

)

=
1
2

(

s (∇U(xs) − ∇U(x))
∇U(xs) − ∇U(x) − s∇2U(xs) (v − s∇U(x))

)

.

As a consequence, using (39) and that ‖∇2U‖∞ 6 1,

|(∂sΦs)(z) − FH(zs)|2 6
s2

4
|xs − x|2 +

1
2

|∇U(xs) − ∇U(x) − ∇2U(xs)(xs − x)|2

+
s2

2
|xs − x− s(v − s∇U(x))|2

6
s2

4
|xs − x|2 +

1
8
N4

3 (xs − x) +
s6

8
|∇U(x)|2 .

Using that s 6 δ 6 1/10, we bound

N4
3 (xs − x) 6

(

sN3(v) +
s

20
N3(∇U(x))

)4

6
213

203
s4
(

N4
3 (v) +

1
20
N4

3 (∇U(x))
)

and similarly |xs − x|2 6 21/20s2
(

|v|2 + |∇U(x)|2/20
)

, which concludes.

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 H2, for any smooth positive relative density h,

Er2(h) 6
δ5

15

∫

R2d
Mhdµ .

In particular, assuming moreover H 3, and writing hn = (Pn
ω)∗ for n ∈ N then, for any

j ∈ J0,K − 1K,

Er2((Vj
δ)∗Dηhn) 6

δ5

15
(C1(1 − ρKδ)nν0(W) + C2) .

Proof. Indeed:

Er2(δ, h) =
∫ δ

0

(∫

R2d
|∂sΦs − FH ◦ Φs|2 hdµ

)

ds

6
1
3

∫ δ

0

(∫

R2d
s4Mhdµ

)

ds .
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A Regularity of U

Proof of Proposition 2. First,
∣

∣

∣

(

∇2U(x+ y) − ∇2U(x)
)

z
∣

∣

∣

2

=
d0
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d0
∑

j=1

(

∇2
i,jU(x+ y) − ∇2

i,jU(x)
)

zj

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6 (1 + ǫ)
d0
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣

(

∇2U (q)(xi + yi) − ∇2U (q)(xi)
)

zi

∣

∣

∣

2

+
ǫ+ ǫ2

d2
0

d0
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d0
∑

j=1

(

∇2W (q)(xi + yi − xj − yj) − ∇2W (q)(xi − xj)
)

(zi − zj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6 (1 + ǫ)‖D3U (q)‖2
∞

d0
∑

i=1

|yi|2|zi|2 +
ǫ+ ǫ2

d0
‖D3W (q)‖2

∞

d0
∑

i=1

d0
∑

j=1

|yi − yj|2|zi − zj|2

6 (1 + ǫ)(‖D3U (q)‖2
∞ + 16(ǫ+ ǫ2)‖D3W (q)‖2

∞)

√

√

√

√

√

d0
∑

i=1

|yi|4
d0
∑

j=1

|zj |4 ,

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

∣

∣

∣

∇U(x+ y) − ∇U(x) − 1
2

(

∇2U(x) + ∇2U(x+ y)
)

y

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
∣

∣

∣

∣

(∫ 1

0
∇2U(x+ sy)ds− 1

2

(

∇2U(x) + ∇2U(x+ y)
)

)

y

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
d0
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

d0
∑

j=1

(∫ 1

0
∇2

i,jU(x+ sy)ds− 1
2

(

∇2
i,jU(x) + ∇2

i,jU(x+ y)
)

)

yj

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6 (1 + ǫ)
d0
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣

∣

(
∫ 1

0
∇2U (q)(xi + syi)ds− 1

2

(

∇2U (q)(xi) + ∇2U (q)(xi + yi)
)

)

yi

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

+
ǫ+ ǫ2

d0

d0
∑

i,j=1

∣

∣

∣

(

∫ 1

0
∇2W (q)(xi − xj + s(yi − yj))ds

−1
2

(

∇2W (q)(xi − xj) + ∇2W (q)(xi + yi − xj − yj)
) )

(yi − yj)
∣

∣

∣

2
.

Using that, for all f ∈ C2([0, 1],R), integrating twice by parts,
∫ 1

0
f(s)ds− f(0) + f(1)

2
= −1

2

∫ 1

0
s(1 − s)f ′′(s)ds ,
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fixing i ∈ J1, d0K, xi, yi ∈ R
q and writing eℓ the ℓ-th canonical vector of Rq,

∣

∣

∣

∣

eℓ ·
(∫ 1

0
∇2U (q)(xi + syi)ds− 1

2

(

∇2U (q)(xi) + ∇2U (q)(xi + yi)
)

)

yi

∣

∣

∣

∣

=
1
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ 1

0
s(1 − s)D4U (q)(xi + syi){eℓ, yi, yi, yi}ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

6
1
12

‖D4U (q)‖∞|yi|3 .

The terms involving W (q) is treated similarly and we get
∣

∣

∣

∣

∇U(x+ y) − ∇U(x) − 1
2

(

∇2U(x) + ∇2U(x+ y)
)

y

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6 (1 + ǫ)
d0
∑

i=1

q

144
‖D4U (q)‖2

∞|yi|6 +
ǫ+ ǫ2

d0

d0
∑

i,j=1

q

144
‖D4W (q)‖2

∞|yi − yj |6

6

(

1 + ǫ

144
‖D4U (q)‖2

∞ +
4(ǫ+ ǫ2)

9
‖D4W (q)‖2

∞

)

q
d0
∑

i=1

|yi|6 ,

which concludes the proof of (9).
Finally, to bound M, for ℓ ∈ {2, 4, 6}, using that ∇U (q)(0) = 0 = ∇W (q)(0), we bound

|∇xiU(x)|ℓ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∇U (q)(xi) +
2ǫ
d0

d0
∑

j=1

∇W (q)(xi − xj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

ℓ

6 2ℓ−1|∇U (q)(xi)|ℓ +
22ℓ−1ǫℓ

d0

d0
∑

j=1

∣

∣

∣∇W (q)(xi − xj)
∣

∣

∣

ℓ

6 2ℓ−1‖∇2U (q)‖ℓ
∞|xi|ℓ +

22ℓ−1ǫℓ

d0
‖∇2W (q)‖ℓ

∞

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |ℓ .

Bounding |xi − xj |ℓ 6 2ℓ−1(|xi|ℓ + |xj |ℓ) in the last term, we end up with

d0
∑

i=1

|∇xiU(x)|ℓ 6
(

2ℓ−1‖∇2U (q)‖ℓ
∞ + 23ℓǫℓ‖∇2W (q)‖ℓ

∞

)

d0
∑

i=1

|xi|ℓ .

B Drift

In all this section, which is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3, H4 is enforced, we write
L1 = max(‖∇2U (q)‖∞, ‖∇2W (q)‖∞) and, in fact, using a rescaling as in Section 2.2, we
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assume without loss of generality that L1 6 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

q,
∣

∣

∣∇U (q)(x1)
∣

∣

∣

2
> (m/2)(m |x1|2 /2 − M) . (41)

In addition, using that ∇U (q) is Lipschitz and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality easily implies
that m 6 L1 6 1. Finally, since ∇U (q)(0) = ∇W (q)(0) = 0, we get that for any x1 ∈ R

q

∣

∣

∣∇U (q)(x1)
∣

∣

∣ 6 |x1| ,
∣

∣

∣∇W (q)(x1)
∣

∣

∣ 6 |x1| , U (q)(x1) 6 |x1|2/2 . (42)

Our analysis is based on the following Lyapunov functions. Under H 4, for ω =
(K, δ, η) ∈ N

∗ ×R
∗
+ × [0, 1) and ℓ ∈ N

∗, define W
(ℓ)
ω : R2d → R for any x = (x1, . . . , xd0

), v =
(v1, . . . , vd0

) ∈ R
d,

W
(ℓ)
ω (x, v) =

d0
∑

i=1

(Wω,i(x, v))ℓ , Wω,i(x, v) = (γ2
0/2) |xi|2 + |vi|2 + ηγ0 〈xi, vi〉 + U (q)(xi) ,

where
γ0 = (1 − η)/(δK) .

Note that since η ∈ [0, 1), using Young’s inequality 〈a,b〉 6 (ε/2) |a|2 + (1/(2ε)) |b|2 with
ε = 2/3, we get

(1/6)[|x|2 γ2
0 + |v|2] +

d0
∑

i=1

U (q)(xi) 6 W
(1)
ω

(x, v) 6 (3/2)[|x|2 γ2
0 + |v|2] +

d0
∑

i=1

U (q)(xi) . (43)

The main result in this section is the following.

Theorem 17. Assume H4 holds with L1 = 1 and let δ̄, T̄ , η̄ > 0. Then, for any ℓ ∈ N,
ǫ > 0, ω = (K, δ, η), δ > 0, K ∈ N

∗, η ∈ [0, η̄) satisfying

ǫ 6 ǫ1 ∧ ǫ2 , δ 6 δ1 ∧ δ2 ∧ 1/[7 × 8] ∧ δ̄ , Kδ 6 T1 ∧ T2 ∧ T3 ∧ T̄ ,

for any x, v ∈ R
d and k ∈ {0, . . . ,K},

Pn
ωDηVk

δW
(ℓ)
ω (x, v) 6 Cℓ

1,ℓ(1 − ρωKδ)ℓn
W

(ℓ)
ω (x, v)

+ d0(C2,ℓq
ℓ + C3,ℓ) sup

s∈[0,T̄ ]

s

1 − (1 − ρωs/8)ℓ
. (44)

where ǫ1, ǫ2, T1, T2, T3, δ1, δ2 are defined in (68)-(69)-(70)-(72)-(73),

ρω = 25[γ0 ∧ {ηγ0 + γ2
0Kδ/2}m(263)−1] , (45)

and C1,ℓ, C2,ℓ, C3,ℓ are given in (74) and do not depend on d0, q and only depend on δ,K, η
through γ0 and ρω.
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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 ǫ1, ǫ2, T1, T2, T3, δ1, δ2, C1,ℓ, C2,ℓ, C3,ℓ appearing in Theorem 17 depends only on
m, M, T , δ, γ0 and not on q, d0, ǫ (notice here that we can simply choose η = 1). Moreover,
thanks to (43) and the fact 0 6 U (q)(x1) 6 |x1|2/2, the function W defined in (16) is
equivalent to W

(3)
ω , more precisely there exists A > 0 which depends only on γ0 such that,

for all (x, v) ∈ R
2d,

A−1
W

(3)
ω

(x, v) 6 W(x, v) 6 AW(3)
ω

(x, v) .

As a consequence, the drift inequality (44) immediately implies a similar inequality but
with W in place of W(3)

ω , 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, b0, e, f) ∈ R
5
+, i ∈ {1, . . . , d0}, x = (x1, . . . , xq), v = (v1, . . . , vq) ∈ R

d

Vo,i(x, v) = a |xi|2 + b |vi|2 + c 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)

+ e
ǫ

d0

d0
∑

j=1

[

|xi − xj|2 + |vi − vj|2
]

+ f .

Lemma 18. Assume that H 4 holds. Suppose that ǫ 6 m/4.Then, for any x, v ∈ R
2d,

δ ∈ (0, m/40], i ∈ {1, . . . , d0} and o = (a, b, c, b0, e, f) ∈ R
5
+, b0 6 b,

VδVo,i(x, v) 6 Võ,i(x, v) ,

where õ = (ã, b̃, c̃, b0, ẽ, f̃)

ã = a(1 − mδ2/2) + 10bδ2 − δmc/8 + 48ǫeδ + δ |b− b0|
b̃ = 2δ2a+ (1 + ǫδ + 17δ2)b+ δ(1 + 7δ)c + ǫeδ + δ |b− b0|
c̃ = 2δa+ c , ẽ = e+ 17δ(aδ + b+ c+ e)

f̃ = f + aδ2
M + b0mMδ2/4 + δMc .

Proof. Note first that H 4 implies that ǫ 6 m/4 6 1/4. Let x, v ∈ R
d, i ∈ {1, . . . , d0},

δ 6 m/40 and o = (a, b, c, b0, e, f). Define for j ∈ {1, . . . , d0}, ψj : R
d → R

d for any
x̃ = (x̃1, . . . , x̃q) ∈ R

d by

ψj(x̃) = ∇U (q)(x̃j) +
ǫ

d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∇W (q)(x̃j − x̃j′) . (46)

With this notation, by definition of Vδ, we have

VδVo,i(x, v) = Vo,i(y, p) , (47)
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where y = (y1, . . . , yq), p = (p1, . . . , pq) and

yj = xj − δ2

2
ψj(x) + δvj , pj = vj − δ

2
{ψj(x) + ψj(y)} , j ∈ {1, . . . , d0} . (48)

First note that by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (42), we have for any j ∈ {1, . . . , d0},

|yj − xj|2 6 2



δ4
∣

∣

∣∇U (q)(xj)
∣

∣

∣

2
+ δ4 ǫ

2

d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∣

∣

∣∇W (q)(xj − xj′)
∣

∣

∣

2
+ δ2 |v|2





6 2



δ4 |xj |2 + δ4 ǫ
2

d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∣

∣xj − xj′

∣

∣

2 + δ2 |vj|2


 , (49)

and then

d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|yj − xj|2 6 4δ2(δ2 |xi|2 + |vi|2) + 4δ2
d0
∑

j=1

|vi − vj|2

+ 8δ4(1 + ǫ2)d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2 .

By H 4 and Jensen inequality, for any x̃ = (x̃1, . . . , x̃q), ỹ = (ỹ1, . . . , ỹq) ∈ R
d and j ∈

{1, . . . , d0},

|ψj(x̃) − ψj(ỹ)|2 6 2 |x̃j − ỹj|2 + 2
ǫ2

d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∣

∣x̃j − x̃j′ −
(

ỹj − ỹj′

)∣

∣

2

6

(

2 + 4ǫ2
)

|x̃j − ỹj|2 + 4ǫ2
1
d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∣

∣x̃j′ − ỹj′

∣

∣

2
,

|ψj(x̃)|2 6 2 |x̃j |2 +
2ǫ2

d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∣

∣x̃j − x̃j′

∣

∣

2
. (50)
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As a result, using (48) and ǫ 6 1, we obtain

|ψi(x) − ψi(y)|2

6 4
(

1 + 2ǫ2
)



δ4 |xi|2 + δ4 ǫ
2

d0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj|2 + δ2 |vi|2




+ 8ǫ2d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1



δ4 |xj|2 + δ4 ǫ
2

d0

d0
∑

j′=1

∣

∣xj − xj′

∣

∣

2 + δ2 |vj |2




6 4
(

1 + 26ǫ2
)



δ4 |xi|2 + δ4 ǫ
2

d0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2 + δ2 |vi|2




+ 16ǫ2δ2d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|vi − vj |2 . (51)

In addition, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, 2δ2ǫ 6 1 and δ ∨ ǫ 6 m/4 6 1/4, we
get

|yi|2 = |xi|2 + 2

〈

xi,−
δ2

2
ψi(x) + δvi

〉

+ |yi − xi|2

6 |xi|2 − δ2
〈

xi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ δ2ǫ |xi|2 + δ2 ǫ

d0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2

+ 2δ 〈xi, vi〉 + 2



δ4 |xi|2 + δ4 ǫ
2

d0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2 + δ2 |v|2




6 (1 + δ2ǫ+ 2δ4) |xi|2 + 2δ 〈xi, vi〉 + 2δ2 |vi|2

− δ2
〈

xi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ δ2ǫd−1
0 (1 + 2δ2ǫ)

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2

6 (1 + δ2ǫ+ 2δ4) |xi|2 + 2δ 〈xi, vi〉 + 2δ2 |vi|2

− δ2
〈

xi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ 2δ2ǫd−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj|2

6 (1 − δ2
m + δ2ǫ+ 2δ4) |xi|2 + 2δ 〈xi, vi〉 + 2δ2 |vi|2 + δ2

M + 2δ2ǫd−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj|2

6 (1 − δ2
m/2) |xi|2 + 2δ 〈xi, vi〉 + 2δ2 |vi|2 + δ2

M + 2δ2ǫd−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2 . (52)
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Similarly, by (51)-(50) and δ 6 1, we have

|pi|2 = |vi|2 − δ 〈vi, ψi(x) + ψi(y)〉 +
δ2

4
|ψi(x) + ψi(y)|2

6 ‖vi‖2 − 2δ 〈vi, ψi(x)〉 +
δ2

2
‖vi‖2 +

1
2

‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖2

+
δ2

2

{

4 ‖ψi(x)‖2 + ‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖2
}

6 ‖vi‖2 − 2δ
〈

vi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ (δǫ+ δ2/2) ‖vi‖2 +

(

δ2

2
+

1
2

)

|ψi(x) − ψi(y)|2

+ 4δ2







|xi|2 +
ǫ2

d0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2






+ δǫd−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2

6 (1 + δ(ǫ+ 5(1 + 26ǫ2)δ)) |vi|2 − 2δ
〈

vi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ 4δ2(1 + δ2(1 + 26ǫ2)) |xi|2

+ δǫd−1
0 (1 + 4δǫ+ 4(1 + 26ǫ2)ǫδ3)

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2 + 8(1 + δ2)ǫ2δ2d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|vi − vj |2

6 (1 + δ(ǫ+ 5(1 + 26ǫ2)δ)) |vi|2 − 2δ
〈

vi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ 8δ2(1 + 13ǫ2δ2) |xi|2

+ δǫd−1
0 (1 + 8δǫ+ 4 · 26δ3ǫ3)

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj|2 + 16ǫ2δ2d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|vi − vj |2 , (53)
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and

〈yi, pi〉 =

〈

xi − δ2

2
ψi(x) + δvi, vi − δ

2
{ψi(x) + ψi(y)}

〉

= 〈xi, vi〉 − δ

2
〈xi, ψi(x) + ψi(y)〉 − δ2

2
〈vi, ψi(x)〉 + δ ‖vi‖2

+
δ3

4
〈ψi(x), ψi(x) + ψi(y)〉 − δ2

2
〈vi, ψi(x) + ψi(y)〉

6 〈xi, vi〉 − δ 〈xi, ψi(x)〉 +
δ

2
‖xi‖ ‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖ − δ2

2
〈vi, ψi(x)〉 + δ ‖vi‖2

+
δ3

2
‖ψi(x)‖2 +

δ3

4
‖ψi(x)‖ ‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖ − δ2 〈vi, ψi(x)〉 +

δ2

2
‖vi‖ ‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖

6 〈xi, vi〉 − δ 〈xi, ψi(x)〉 +
1
2

(

δ2

2
‖xi‖2 +

1
2

‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖2

)

− 3
2
δ2 〈vi, ψi(x)〉 +

(

δ +
δ2

4

)

‖vi‖2 + 4−1δ3 ‖ψi(x)‖2 + 4−1δ2(1 + δ) ‖ψi(x) − ψi(y)‖2

6 〈xi, vi〉 − δ
〈

xi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

− (3δ2/2)
〈

vi,∇U (q)(xi)
〉

+ (3ǫδ2/4 + δ(1 + δ/4) + (1 + 26ǫ2)δ2(1 + δ2(1 + δ))) |vi|2

+ (δǫ/2 + δ2/4 + δ3/2 + (1 + 26ǫ2)δ4(1 + δ2(1 + δ))) |xi|2

+ (δ(1 + 3δ + δ2ǫ)/2 + (1 + 26ǫ2)δ4(1 + δ2(1 + δ)))ǫd−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |xi − xj |2

+ 8(1 + δ2(1 + δ))δ2ǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |vi − vj |2

6 〈xi, vi〉 − δm |xi|2 + δM

+ δ(1 + (3 + 53ǫ2)δ) |vi|2 + δ(ǫ/2 + 2δ(2 + 26ǫ2δ2)) |xi|2

+ 2(1 + δ3(1 + 26ǫ2))δǫd−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |xi − xj |2 + 16δ2ǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |vi − vj |2

6 〈xi, vi〉 − δm |xi|2 /2 + δM + δ(1 + 7δ) |vi|2

+ 4δǫd−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |xi − xj |2 + 16δ2ǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |vi − vj |2 , (54)

where we used in the last inequality that ǫ 6 m/4 and δ 6 m/40 6 1/40.
By [44, Lemma 1.2.3], (49) and (41), it follows,
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U (q)(yi) 6 U (q)(xi) +

〈

∇U (q)(xi),−
δ2

2
ψi(x) + δvi

〉

+ 2−1 |yi − xi|2

6 U (q)(xi) − δ2

2

∣

∣

∣∇U (q)(xi)
∣

∣

∣

2
+ δ

〈

∇U (q)(xi), vi

〉

+
δ2ǫ

2



2 |xi|2 + 2d−1
0

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj |2


+ |yi − xi|2

6 U (q)(xi) − δ2

2

∣

∣

∣∇U (q)(xi)
∣

∣

∣

2
+ δ

〈

∇U (q)(xi), vi

〉

+ δ2(ǫ+ 2δ2) |xi|2 + 2δ2 |vi|2 + ǫδ2d−1
0 (1 + 2δ2ǫ)

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj|2

6 U (q)(xi) − m
2δ2 |xi|2 /8 + mMδ2/4 + δ

〈

∇U (q)(xi), vi

〉

+ δ2(ǫ+ 2δ2) |xi|2 + 2δ2 |vi|2 + ǫδ2d−1
0 (1 + 2δ2ǫ)

d0
∑

j=1

|xi − xj|2 . (55)

Using |a + b|2 6 (1 + ε) |a|2 + (1 + ε−1) |b|2 for ε = δ−1, δ 6 m/40 6 1/40 and
ǫ 6 m/4 6 1/4, and (46), we obtain

‖yi − yj‖2

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

xi − xj − δ2

2
{ψi(x) − ψj(x)} + δ{vi − vj}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

= (1 + δ) ‖xj − xj‖2 + δ−1(1 + δ)δ2

∥

∥

∥

∥

vi − vj − δ

2
(ψi(x) − ψj(x))

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

6 (1 + δ) ‖xi − xj‖2 + 2δ(1 + δ)‖vi − vj‖2

+
δ3

2
(1 + δ)

[

2 ‖xi − xj‖2 + 2ǫ‖xi − xj‖2
]

6 (1 + δ(1 + δ2(1 + δ)(1 + ǫ))) |xi − xj|2 + δ(1 + δ)‖vi − vj‖2

6 (1 + 2δ) |xi − xj |2 + 2δ |vi − vj|2 . (56)
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and (48),

‖pi − pj‖2

6 ‖vi − vj‖2 (1 + δ) + δ−1(1 + δ)
∣

∣

∣

∣

δ

2
(ψi(x) + ψj(x) + ψi(y) + ψj(y))

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

6 ‖vi − vj‖2 (1 + δ)

+
δ

4
(1 + δ)

{

2 |2(ψi(x) + ψi(y))|2 + 2 |ψj(x) + ψj(y) − ψi(x) − ψi(y)|2
}

6 ‖vi − vj‖2 (1 + δ) + 4−1δ(1 + δ)[43[2 |xi|2 + 2ǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |xi − xj|2]]

+ 4−1δ(1 + δ)[43(1 + 26ǫ2){δ4 |xi|2 + δ4ǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣xi − xj′

∣

∣

2 + δ2 |vi|2}]

+ 4−1δ(1 + δ)[4 × 2(1 + ǫ){|xi − xj |2 + |yi − yj|2}] + 26ǫ2δ3(1 + δ)d−1
0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣vi − vj′

∣

∣

2

6 ‖vi − vj‖2 (1 + δ) + 25δ(1 + δ)[|xi|2 + ǫ2

d0

∑d0

j=1 |xi − xj |2] + 26ǫ2δ3(1+δ)
d0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣vi − vj′

∣

∣

2

+ 42δ(1 + δ)(1 + 26ǫ2){δ4 |xi|2 + δ4ǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣xi − xj′

∣

∣

2 + δ2 |vi|2}
+ 2δ(1 + δ)(1 + ǫ){|xi − xj |2 (1 + 2δ) + 2δ |vi − vj |2}

6 ‖vi − vj‖2 (1 + δ + 4δ2(1 + δ)(1 + ǫ)) + 26ǫ2δ3(1+δ)
d0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣vi − vj′

∣

∣

2

+ |xi|2 δ(1 + δ)24[2 + (1 + 26ǫ2)δ4] + |vi|2 16(1 + 26ǫ2)δ3(1 + δ)

+ |xi − xj |2 2(1 + ǫ)δ(1 + δ)(1 + 2δ)

+ 42δ(1 + δ)ǫ2d−1
0 [2 + (1 + 26ǫ2)δ4]

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣xi − xj′

∣

∣

2

6 ‖vi − vj‖2 (1 + δ + 4δ2(1 + δ)(1 + ǫ)) + 48δ |xi|2 + δ |vi|2 + 26ǫ2δ3(1+δ)
d0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣vi − vj′

∣

∣

2

+ 3(1 + ǫ)δ |xi − xj|2 + 48δǫ2d−1
0

∑d0

j′=1

∣

∣xi − xj′

∣

∣

2
.

Combining this last inequality with (52)-(53)-(54)-(55)-(56) in (47), and using that
〈vi,∇U (q)(xi)〉 6 |vi|2 /2 + |xi| /2, b0 6 b, ǫ 6 1/4 and δ 6 1/40 complete the proof.

Lemma 19. Consider the four real sequences (ak)k∈N, (bk)k∈N, (ck)k∈N, (ek)k∈N such as
a0, b0, c0, e0 > 0 and define by recursion

ak+1 = (1 − δ2Ca,1)ak − δckCa,2 + δ2bkCa,3 + δekCa,4 + Ca,5δ(bk − b0) ,

bk+1 = (1 + Cb,1δ + Cb,2δ
2)bk + δ2Cb,3ak + δckCb,4 + δekCb,5 + δ(bk − b0) ,

ck+1 = ck + Cc,1δak , ek+1 = ek + Ce,1δ(akδ + bk + ck + ek) ,

for some non-negative real constants {C�,△ : � ∈ {a, b, c, e} ,△ ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}} and δ > 0.
Then, for any δ > 0 and k ∈ N satisfying

δ 6 δ̃1 ∧ δ̃ , kδ 6 T̃1 ∧ T̃2 ∧ T̃ , (57)
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for T̃ , δ̃ > 0, with

δ̃1 = [Cb,2]−1 ∧ [a0Ca,2Cc,1/{8(C̃e,1Ca,4 + C̃b,3(δ̃Ca,3 + Ca,5))}]

T̃1 = 4−1{C̃−1
b,1 ∧ C̃

−1/2
b,2 ∧ C−1

e,1 ∧ 1} ,
T̃2 = 4−1{[Ca,2/(4Cb,4Ca,5)] ∧ [a0Ca,2Cc,1(2Ca,5C̃b,2b0)−1] ∧ [a0(Ca,2c0)−1] ∧ [Cc,1Ca,2]−1/2} ,

and

2e0Ca,4 6 c0Ca,2/4 , Ca,5(Cb,1b0 + Cb,5e0) + C̃e,1Ca,4 6 Ca,2Cc,1a0/8 , (58)

it holds

a0/2 6 ak 6 a0 + C̃a,3kδ
2 , b0 6 bk 6 2b0 + C̃b,3kδ

2 , ek 6 2e0 + C̃e,1kδ + C̃e,2kδ
2 ,

c0 + kδa0Cc,1/2 6 ck 6 c0 + kδa0Cc,1 + (δk)2δCc,1C̃a,3

bk 6 b0(1 + kδC̃b,1 + (kδ)2C̃b,2) + δ2kC̃b,3

ek 6 e0(1 + kδCe,1) + C̃e,1kδ + C̃e,2kδ
2

ak 6 a0(1 − kδC̃a,1 − (kδ)2C̃a,2) + δ2kC̃a,3

ak > a0(1 − kδCa,2c0/a0 − Ca,2Cc,1(kδ)2)

ck > c0 + Cc,1kδa0 − (kδ)2Cc,1Ca,2c0 − (kδ)3C2
c,1Ca,2a0 ,

(59)
where

C̃a,1 = c0Ca,2/(2a0) , C̃a,2 = a0[Ca,1 ∧ Ca,2Cc,1/16] , C̃a,3 = 2b0Ca,3 + a0T̃ (C̃a,1 + T̃ C̃a,2) ,

C̃b,1 = Cb,1 + c0Cb,4/b0 + e0Cb,5/b0 ,

C̃b,2 = 4[Cb,1C̃b,1 + C̃b,1 + Cb,4(Cc,1a0 + C̃e,1Cb,5))/b0] ,

C̃b,3 = b0Cb,2 + a0Cb,3 + T̃ (Cb,3C̃a,3 + b0Cb,2C̃b,1 + Cb,5C̃e,2 + T̃ C̃a,3Cc,1Cb,4)

C̃e,1 = 2Ce,1(2b0 + c0 + T̃ (Ce,1e0 + Cc,1a0 + δC̃b,3))

C̃e,2 = 2Ce,1(a0 + T̃ δC̃a,3 + T̃ 2Cc,1C̃a,3)) .

Proof. The proof is by induction. Equation (59) is trivially true for k = 0. Suppose that
it is true for k ∈ N and suppose δ, k + 1 satisfy (57). Then by definition, the induction
hypothesis implies that c0+(k+1)δa0Cc,1/2 6 ck+1 6 c0+(k+1)δa0Cc,1+(k+1)δ2Cc,1C̃a,3.
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Similarly, it follows that

bk+1 6 [(1 + kδC̃b,1 + (kδ)2C̃b,2)b0 + C̃b,3δ
2k](1 + Cb,1δ + Cb,2δ

2)

+ δ2Cb,3(a0 + C̃a,3δ
2k) + δCb,4(c0 + δkCc,1a0 + (δk)2δCc,1C̃a,3)

+ δCb,5(2e0 + δkC̃e,1 + δ2kC̃e,2)

6 b0 + δb0(kC̃b,1 + Cb,1 + c0Cb,4/b0 + 2Cb,5e0/b0)

+ δ2kb0

{

C̃b,2 + kδC̃b,2Cb,1 + Cb,1C̃b,1 + C̃b,1 + Cb,4
Cc,1a0 + C̃e,1Cb,5

b0
+ kδ(δC̃b,2Cb,2 + C̃b,2)

}

+ δ2(kC̃b,3 + b0Cb,2 + a0Cb,3 + T̃ 2C̃a,3Cc,1Cb,4 + T̃Cb,3C̃a,3 + T̃ b0Cb,2C̃b,1 + T̃Cb,5C̃e,2)

6 b0(1 + (k + 1)δC̃b,1 + k(k + 2)δ2C̃b,2) + C̃b,3kδ
2 ,

where we have used that kδ 6 4−1[C−1
b,1 ∧ 1], δ 6 C−1

b,2 and C̃b,1 > Cb,1 by definition. In
addition, b0 6 bk+1 6 2b0 + δ2kC̃b,3 since δ, k + 1 satisfy (57).

Similarly, using that kδ 6 (4Ce,1)−1, we have

ek+1 6 [(1 + kδCe,1)e0 + δkC̃e,1 + δ2kC̃e,2](1 + Ce,1δ)

+ Ce,1δ
2(a0 + C̃a,3kδ

2) + Ce,1δ(2b0 + δ2kC̃b,3) +Ce,1δ(c0 + kδCc,1a0 + (kδ)2δCc,1C̃a,3)

6 (1 + (k + 1)δCe,1)e0 + δ(kC̃e,1 + Ce,1(2b0 + c0 + T̃Ce,1e0 + T̃ C̃e,1 + T̃Cc,1a0 + δT̃ C̃b,3))

+ δ2(kC̃e,2 + Ce,1(kδC̃e,2 + a0 + kδ2C̃a,3 + (kδ)2Cc,1C̃a,3)) ,

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

of C̃b,1, we get

ak+1 6 a0 − δ(a0kC̃a,1 + Ca,2c0 − 2Ca,4e0) − δ2a0Ca,1

δ2(kC̃a,3 + 2b0Ca,3 + a0T̃ (C̃a,1 + T̃ C̃a,2))

− δ2k[kC̃a,2a0 + a0Cc,1Ca,2/2 − Ca,5C̃b,1b0 − C̃e,1Ca,4

− δkCa,5C̃b,2b0 − δ2Ca,3C̃b,3 − δCa,4C̃e,1 − δCa,5C̃b,3]

6 a0 − δ(a0kC̃a,1 + Ca,2c0 − 2Ca,4e0 − c0Cb,4Ca,5δk) − δ2a0Ca,1

δ2(kC̃a,3 + 2b0Ca,3 + a0T̃ (C̃a,1 + T̃ C̃a,2))

− δ2k[kC̃a,2a0 + a0Cc,1Ca,2/2 − Ca,5(Cb,1b0 + Cb,5e0) − C̃e,1Ca,4

− δkCa,5C̃b,2b0 − δ2Ca,3C̃b,3 − δCa,4C̃e,1 − δCa,5C̃b,3] .

Using the condition (58), δ, k+1 satisfy (57), we get that ak+1 6 a0−a0(k+1)δC̃a,1 −a0(k+
2)kδ2C̃a,2−a0Ca,1δ

2+δ2kC̃a,3 6 a0−a0(k+1)δC̃a,1−a0(k+1)2δ2C̃a,2+δ2C̃a,3δ
2(k+1). The

lower bound for ak+1 proceeds similarly using the upper bound on ck given by the induction
hypothesis. Finally, the conditions (k+ 1)δ 6 4−1{[a0(Ca,2c0)−1] ∧ [Cc,1Ca,2]−1/2} and (58)
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imply that a0/2 6 ak+1 6 a0 + δ2kC̃a,3. The last inequality for ck+1 in (59) uses the
induction hypothesis ak > a0(1−kδCa,2c0/a0 −Ca,2Cc,1(kδ)2) and ck+1 = ck +Cc,1δak.

Lemma 20. Assume that H 4 holds. Let o = (a0, b0, c0, 2b0, e0, f0) ∈ R
5
+, T̄ , δ̄ > 0 and

denote

C̄a,1 = m/(3 × 25) , C̄a,2 = m/(3 × 26) , C̄a,3 = 20b0 + a0T̄ (C̄a,1 + T̄ C̄a,2) ,

C̄b,1 = ǫ+ [c0(1 + 7δ̄) + e0]/b0 , C̄b,2,0 = 4[(1 + ǫ)C̄b,1 + (1 + 7δ̄)(2a0 + C̄e,1ǫ)/b0] ,

C̄b,3,0 = 17b0 + 2a0 + T̄ (2C̄a,3 + 17b0C̄b,1 + ǫC̄e,2 + 20T̄ (1 + 7δ̄)) ,

C̄b,2 = C̄b,2,0 + c0m/8 + a0mT̄ /4 , C̄b,3 = C̄b,3,0 + 20b0 + a0T̄ (C̄a,1 + T̄ C̄a,2) ,

C̄e,1 = 37[2b0 + c0 + T̄ (17c0 + 2a0 + δ̄C̄b,3)] , C̄e,2 = 37(a0 + T̄ C̄a,3(δ̄C̄a,3 + 2T̄ )) ,

C̄f,1 = a0Mδ̄ + C̄a,3Mδ̄T̄ + b0mMδ̄/2 + M(c0 + T̄ a0) .

Let ǫ 6 m/4 and suppose that

2 × 48e0 6 c0m/25 , ǫ[b0 + e0 + 48C̄e,1] 6 a0m/25 . (60)

Then, for any δ > 0, η ∈ [0, 1), and K ∈ N satisfying δ 6 δ̄1 ∧ δ̄ and Kδ 6 T̄1 ∧ T̄2 ∧ T̄ , and

δη[20b0 + a0T̄ (C̄a,1 + T̄ C̄a,2)] 6
c0m

3 × 24
, 2δ

(1 − η)
δK

[20b0 + a0T̄ (C̄a,1 + T̄ C̄a,2)] 6
a0m

3 × 26
,

(61)
where

δ̄1 = 17−1 ∧ [m/40] ∧ [a02−5/(48ǫC̄e,1 + C̄b,3(1 + 10δ̄))] ,

T̄1 = 4−1
[

17−1 ∧ C̄−1
b,1 ∧ C̄−1/2

b,2,0

]

,

T̄2 = 4−1{[2−5/(1 + 7δ̄)] ∧ [8−1a0/(C̄b,2b0)] ∧ a0(8c0)−1 ∧ 2} .
(62)

it holds
(a) For any i ∈ {1, . . . , d0}, x, v ∈ R

d, VK
δ Vo,i(x, v) 6 VoK ,i(x, v), where oK =

(aK , bK , cK , 2b0, eK , fK)

aK = a0 −KδC̄a,1c0 − (Kδ)2C̄a,2a0 , bK = b0(1 +KδC̄b,1 + (Kδ)2C̄b,2) + δ2KC̄b,3 ,

cK = c0 + 2Kδa0 , eK = e0(1 + 17Kδ) + C̄e,1Kδ + C̄e,2Kδ
2 ,

fK = f0 +KδC̄f,1 .

(b) In addition for any k ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, i ∈ {1, . . . , d0}, x, v ∈ R
d, Vk

δVo,i(x, v) 6

Vok,i(x, v), where ok = (ak, bk, ck, 2b0, ek, fk)

ak = a0 + (kδ)2c0m/8 + a0m(kδ)3/4 + 2C̄a,3δ
2k ,

bk = 2b0 + δ2kC̄b,3 , ck = c0 + 2kδa0 , ek = 2e0 + C̄e,1kδ + C̄e,2kδ
2 , fk = f0 + kδC̄f,1 .

48



Proof. (a) Let i ∈ {1, . . . , d0}, δ 6 δ̄1, K ∈ N, Kδ 6 T̄ ∧ T̄1 ∧ T̄2 and x, v ∈
R

d. Let (a0, b0, c0, e0, f0) ∈ R
5
+. By Lemma 18, we have starting from õ0 = o0 =

(a0, b0, c0, 2b0, e0, f0), for any k ∈ N,

Vk+1
δ Võ0,i(x, v) 6 VδVõk,i(x, v) 6 Võk+1,i(x, v) ,

where õk+1 = (ãk+1, b̃k+1, c̃k+1, b0, ẽk+1, f̃k+1) are defined by the recursion

ãk+1 = ãk(1 − mδ2/2) + 10b̃kδ
2 − δmc̃k/8 + 48ǫẽkδ + δ|b̃k − b0|

b̃k+1 = 2δ2ãk + (1 + ǫδ + 17δ2)b̃k + δ(1 + 7δ)c̃k + ǫẽkδ + δ|b̃k − b0|
c̃k+1 = 2δãk + c̃k , ẽk+1 = ẽk + 17δ(ãkδ + b̃k + c̃k + ẽk)

f̃k+1 = f̃k + ãkδ
2
M + b̃kmMδ2/4 + δMc̃k .

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

ãk 6 a0(1 − mkδc0/(16a0) − m(kδ)2/26) + (20b0 + a0T̄ (C̄a,1 + T̄ C̄a,2))δ2k

b̃k 6 b0(1 + kδC̄b,1 + (kδ)2C̄b,2,0) + C̄b,3,0kδ
2

|c̃k − c0 − 2kδa0| 6 (kδ)2c0m/4 + a0m(kδ)3/2 + 2(20b0 + a0T̄ (C̄a,1 + T̄ C̄a,2))δ2k

ẽk 6 e0(1 + 17kδ) + kδC̄e,1 + kδ2C̄e,2 , f̃k 6 f0 + δkC̄f,1 .

Using that |[ck − c0 − 2δka0] 〈v, x〉| 6 2−1 |ck − c0 − 2δka0| [|x|2 + |v|2], (61) and Kδ 6
3 × 2−5 completes the proof.

(b) The proof of the second statement follows the same lines and is omitted.

Lemma 21. Assume that H4 holds and that ǫ 6 m/4 and consider the notations introduced
in Lemma 20. Then, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , d0}, ω = (δ,K, η), δ > 0, K ∈ N, η ∈ (0, 1),
o = (a0, b0, c0, 2b0, e0, f0) ∈ R

5
+, satisfying δ 6 δ̄1, Kδ 6 T̄ ∧ T̄1 ∧ T̄2 with T̄ > 0, (60)-(61),

c0(η − 1) + 2ηa0δK = 0 , c0 6 2
√

a0b0 , c0/b0 6 η(1 − η)/(δK) ,

C̄b,1 − c0/b0 6 (1 − η)/[4δK] , δK[η̃C̄b,1 + C̄b,2] 6 (1 − η)/[4δK] ,
(63)

it holds
(a) For any x = (x1, . . . , xd0

), v = (v1, . . . , vd0
), g = (g1, . . . , gd0

) ∈ R
d,

VK
δ Vo,i(x, ηv + η̃g) 6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ)[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U

(q)(xi)] + fK

+ 2ηη̃bK 〈vi, gi〉 + cK η̃ 〈x, g〉 + η̃2bK |gi|2 + eK
ǫ

d0

d0
∑

j=1

[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj + gi − gj |2] ,
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where bK 6 2b0 + δ2KC̄b,3, eK 6 2e0 + (Kδ)C̄e,1 +Kδ2C̄e,2,

η̃2 = 1 − η2

ρ̄ω = [(c0 +Kδa0)C̄a,2/(4a0)] ∧ [(1 − η)/(4Kδ)] ∧ [(c0 +Kδa0)C̄a,2/(4b0a0)] .

(b) In addition for any k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, x = (x1, . . . , xd0
), v = (v1, . . . , vd0

), g =
(g1, . . . , gd0

) ∈ R
d,

Vk
δVo,i(x, ηv + η̃g) 6 C̄1[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U

(q)(xi)] + fK

+ 2ηη̃bK 〈vi, gi〉 + cK η̃ 〈x, g〉 + η̃2bK |gi|2 + eK
ǫ

d0

d0
∑

j=1

[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj + gi − gj |2] ,

where

C̄1 = [{a0 +2c0 +T̄ a0+T̄ 2c0m/8+a0mT̄ 3/4+2C̄a,3δ̄T̄}/a0]∨[{2b0 +2c0 +T̄ a0+ δ̄T̄ C̄b,3}/b0] .

Remark 22. Note that the condition (63) is in particular satisfied choosing b0 = 1, a0 =
(1 − η)2/[2(δK)2] and c0 = η(1 − η)/(δK).

Proof. (a) Let δ > 0, K ∈ N, η ∈ (0, 1), o = (a0, b0, c0, 2b0, e0, f0) ∈ R
5
+, satisfying

δ 6 δ̄1∧ δ̄, Kδ 6 T̄ ∧T̄1∧T̄2, (60)-(61)-(63). For any x = (x1, . . . , xd0
), v = (v1, . . . , vd0

), g =
(g1, . . . , gd0

) ∈ R
d, using Lemma 20-(a), we get

VK
δ Vo,i(x, ηv + η̃g) 6 aK |xi|2 + bKη

2 |vi|2 + cKη 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi) + fK

+ 2ηη̃bK 〈vi, gi〉 + η̃2bk |gi|2 + cK η̃ 〈xi, gi〉 +
ǫeK

d0

d0
∑

j=1

[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj + gi − gj |2] .

Note that by (63) and using cK = c0 +2Kδa0, ηcK 〈x, v〉 = c0 〈x, v〉. Then under H4, since
U(0) = 0, U(x) 6 |x|2, and using (63), bKη

2 = (1 + C̄b,1Kδ+ C̄b,2(Kδ)2)b0(1 − (1 + η)(1 −
η)) 6 b0(1 − δK(1 − η)/[2δK]) , we get setting C̄a,4 = KδC̄a,2(c0 + δKa0)/a0,

VK
δ Vo,i(x, ηv + η̃g) 6 (1 − C̄a,4/2)a0 |xi|2 + δK(1 − η) |vi|2 /[2Kδ] + c0 〈xi, vi〉

+ (1 − C̄a,4/(4b0))2b0U
(q)(xi) + fK + 2ηη̃bK 〈vi, gi〉 + η̃2bK |gi|2 + cK η̃ 〈xi, gi〉

+ ǫeK
d0

∑d0

j=1[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj + gi − gj |2]

6 (1 − C̄a,4/2)a0 |xi|2 + δK(1 − η) |vi|2 /[2Kδ] + c0(1 − ρ̄ωKδ) 〈xi, vi〉 + ρ̄ωKδc0 〈x, v〉
+ (1 − C̄a,4/(4b0))2b0U

(q)(xi) + fK + 2ηη̃bK 〈vi, gi〉 + η̃2bK |gi|2 + cK η̃ 〈xi, gi〉
+ ǫeK

d0

∑d0

j=1[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj + gi − gj |2] ,

which completes the proof using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the condition c0 6

2
√
a0b0.
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(b) The proof of the second statement follows the same lines using Lemma 20-(b)
instead of Lemma 20-(a).

Lemma 23. Let a ∈ R+, ℓ ∈ N
∗ and G be a d-dimensional zero-mean Gaussian random

variable with covariance matrix identity. Then, for any x ∈ R
d,

E[(a+ 〈G,x〉)ℓ] 6 aℓ−2⌊ℓ/2⌋
(

a2 + m̃ℓ |x|2
)⌊ℓ/2⌋

, where m̃ℓ = e2(ℓ/2)2 ⌊ℓ/2⌋−1
m

1/⌊ℓ/2⌋
2⌊ℓ/2⌋ ,

(64)
and mℓ′ is the ℓ′-th moment of the zero-mean one-dimensional Gaussian distribution with
variance 1.

Proof. Expanding (a + 〈G,x〉)ℓ and using that 〈G,x〉 is a zero-mean Gaussian random
variable with variance |x|2, we get

E[(a+ 〈G,x〉)ℓ] =
ℓ
∑

k=0

(

ℓ

k

)

aℓ−k
E[〈G,x〉k] =

⌊ℓ/2⌋
∑

k=0

(

ℓ

2k

)

|x|2k aℓ−2km
2k/2k
2k

6 aℓ−2⌊ℓ/2⌋
⌊ℓ/2⌋
∑

k=0

(

ℓ

2k

)

|x|2k a2(⌊ℓ/2⌋−k)m
2k/2⌊ℓ/2⌋
2⌊ℓ/2⌋ ,

where we apply Jensen inequality for the last step. Using that
( ℓ

2k

)

6 (eℓ/(2k))2k 6

(e2ℓ/2)k(ℓ/(2k))k 6 (e2(ℓ/2)2 ⌊ℓ/2⌋−1)k
(⌊ℓ/2⌋

k

)

, we get

E[(a+ 〈G,x〉)ℓ] 6 aℓ−2⌊ℓ/2⌋
⌊ℓ/2⌋
∑

k=0

(e2(ℓ/2)2 ⌊ℓ/2⌋−1)k

(

⌊ℓ/2⌋
k

)

|x|2k a2(⌊ℓ/2⌋−k)m
2k/2⌊ℓ/2⌋
2⌊ℓ/2⌋

6 aℓ−2⌊ℓ/2⌋
(

a2 + e2(ℓ/2)2 ⌊ℓ/2⌋−1 |x|2 m
1/⌊ℓ/2⌋
2⌊ℓ/2⌋

)⌊ℓ/2⌋
,

which completes the proof.

Define for any x = (x1, . . . , xd0
), v = (v1, . . . , vd0

) ∈ R
d and ℓ ∈ N

∗,

V
(ℓ)
o (x, v) =

d0
∑

i=1

V
ℓ
o,i(x, v) .

Lemma 24. Assume that H4 holds and that ǫ 6 m/4. Then, for any ω = (K, δ, η), K ∈ N,
δ > 0, η ∈ (0, 1), o = (a0, b0, c0, 2b0, e0, f0) ∈ R

5
+, satisfying δ 6 δ̄1 ∧ δ̄, Kδ 6 T̄ ∧ T̄1 ∧ T̄2

with T̄ , δ̄ > 0, (60)-(61)-(63), it holds:
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(a) For any x = (x1, . . . , xd0
), v = (v1, . . . , vd0

) ∈ R
d and ℓ ∈ N

∗,

PωV
ℓ
o,i(x, v) 6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U

(q)(xi)]ℓ

+ 4ℓ ⌊ℓ/2⌋ Ēℓ[(a0D̄1 + b0(D̄2 + 2D̄1) + c0D̄
1/2
1 D̄

1/2
2 )ℓ + Ēℓ

ℓ ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1[η̃2ℓbℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + f ℓ
K ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
K

[

d−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj |2
]ℓ
,

where

D̄1 = 2c2
K η̃

2/(a2
0ρ̄ωKδ) , D̄2 = 32(η̃η)2/(ρ̄ωKδ) , Ēℓ = [4(η̃ηbK)2D̄2 + 2(cK η̃)2D̄1]m̃ℓ .

(65)

(b) In addition, if for ℓ ∈ N
∗

ǫ 6 ℓ1/(ℓ−1)(1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4) , 24eKǫ(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))(ℓ−1)/ℓ 6 ρ̄ωKδ/8 , (66)

for any x = (x1, . . . , xd0
), v = (v1, . . . , vd0

) ∈ R
d,

PωV
(ℓ)
o (x, v) 6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/8)ℓ ∑d0

i=1[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)]ℓ

+ 4ℓ ⌊ℓ/2⌋ d0Ēℓ[(a0D̄1 + b0(D̄2 + 2D̄1) + c0D̄
1/2
1 D̄

1/2
2 )ℓ + Ēℓ

ℓ ]

+ 12ℓ−1d0(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1[η̃2ℓbℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + f ℓ
K ] .

(c) Finally, for any k ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, x = (x1, . . . , xd0
), v = (v1, . . . , vd0

) ∈ R
d and

ℓ ∈ N
∗,

DηVk
δV

(ℓ)
o (x, v) 6 C̄ℓ

2

∑d0

i=1[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)]ℓ

+ 12ℓ−1d0(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1[η̃2ℓbℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + f ℓ
K ] ,

where

C̄2 = (1+ρ̄ωKδ/4)[C̄1+([4(ηη̃bK)2b−1
0 ]∨[(cK η̃)2a−1

0 ])]+24(1+4/(ρ̄ωKδ))(ℓ−1)/ℓǫeK . (67)

Proof. Let δ 6 δ̄1 ∧ δ̄, Kδ 6 T̄ ∧ T̄1 ∧ T̄2 with T̄ , δ̄ > 0, satisfying (60)-(61)-(63).
(a) Consider x, v ∈ R

d and ℓ ∈ N
∗. Using Lemma 21-(a) we have, for any g =

(g1, . . . , gd0
) ∈ R

d,

VK
δ V

ℓ
o,i(x, ηv + η̃g)

6 (1 + ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ−1{A+ 2ηη̃bK 〈vi, gi〉 + cK η̃ 〈xi, gi〉]ℓ

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/ρ̄ωKδ)ℓ−1[η̃2ℓbℓ
K |g|2ℓ + ǫℓeℓ

Kd
−1
0

∑d0

j=1 |gi − gj |2ℓ + f ℓ
K ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/ρ̄ωKδ)ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
K

[

d−1
0

∑d0

j=1[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj |2
]ℓ
,
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where we have set A = (1− ρ̄ωKδ)[a0 |xi|2 +b0 |vi|2 +c0 〈xi, vi〉+2b0U
(q)(xi)]. Then, taking

expectation and Lemma 23 imply that

PωV
ℓ
o,i(x, v) 6 (1 + ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ−1Aℓ−2⌊ℓ/2⌋B⌊ℓ/2⌋

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/ρ̄ωKδ)ℓ−1[η̃2ℓbℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + f ℓ
K ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/ρ̄ωKδ)ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kd

−1
0

∑d0

j=1[|xi − xj |2 + |vi − vj |2]ℓ .

with B = A2 + [4(ηη̃bK)2 |vi|2 + (cK η̃)2 |xi|2]m̃n. For |x|2 > D̄1 and |v|2 > D̄2, we get

(1 + ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ−1Aℓ−2⌊n/2⌋B⌊n/2⌋

6 (1 + ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓAℓ−2⌊n/2⌋((1 − ρ̄ωKδ/2)[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)]2)⌊n/2⌋

6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)]ℓ .

Using that (t+ s)ℓ′ − tℓ
′

6 ℓ′s(t+ s)ℓ′−1, for s, t > 0 and ℓ′ > 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

PωV
(ℓ)
o (x, v) 6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ ∑d0

i=1[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)]ℓ

+ 4ℓ ⌊ℓ/2⌋ d0Ēℓ[(a0D̄1 + b0(D̄2 + 2D̄1) + c0D̄
1/2
1 D̄

1/2
2 )ℓ + Ēℓ

ℓ ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1d0[η̃2ℓbℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + f ℓ
K ]

+ 2 × 24ℓ−1(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
K

∑d0

i=1[|xi|2 + |vi|2]ℓ ,

and using (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ + 2 × 24ℓ−1[a−1
0 ∨ b−1

0 ]ℓ(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
K 6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ +

ℓ(1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)ℓ−1[24eKǫ[a−1
0 ∨ b−1

0 ](1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))(ℓ−1)/ℓ] 6 (1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4 + 24eKǫ[a−1
0 ∨

b−1
0 ](1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))(ℓ−1)/ℓ)ℓ by (66).

(c) Following the same lines as in the proof (a) using Lemma 21-(b) instead of Lemma 21-
(a) we have

DηVk
δV

ℓ
o,i(x, v) 6 C̄ℓ

2,0[a0 |xi|2 + b0 |vi|2 + c0 〈xi, vi〉 + 2b0U
(q)(xi)]ℓ

+ 4ℓ ⌊ℓ/2⌋ Ēℓ[(a0D̄1 + b0(D̄2 + 2D̄1) + c0D̄
1/2
1 D̄

1/2
2 )ℓ + Ēℓ

ℓ ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1[η̃2ℓbℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kq

ℓm2ℓ + f ℓ
K ]

+ 12ℓ−1(1 + 4/(ρ̄ωKδ))ℓ−1ǫℓeℓ
Kd

−1
0

∑d0

j=1

[

|xi − xj|2 + |vi − vj|2
]ℓ
,

with
C̄2,0 = (1 + ρ̄ωKδ/4)[C̄1 + ([4(ηη̃bK)2b−1

0 ] ∨ [(cK η̃)2a−1
0 ])] .

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

a0 = γ2
0/2 , b0 = 1 , c0 = ηγ0 , γ0 = (1 − η)/(δK) , f0 = 0 , e0 = 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:

Ca,1 = m/(3 × 25) , Ca,2 = m/(3 × 26) , Ca,3 = 20 + γ2
0 T̄ (m/(3 × 25) + T̄m/(3 × 26))/2 ,

Cb,1 = ǫ+ ηγ0(1 + 7δ̄) , Cb,2,0 = 4[(1 + ǫ)Cb,1 + (1 + 7δ̄)(γ2
0 + Ce,1ǫ)] ,

Cb,3,0 = 17 + γ2
0 + T̄ (2Ca,3 + 17Cb,1 + ǫCe,2 + 20T̄ (1 + 7δ̄)) ,

Cb,2 = Cb,2,0 + ηγ0m/8 + a0mT̄ /4 , Cb,3 = Cb,3,0 + 20 + 2Ca,3 ,

Ce,1 = 37[2 + ηγ0 + T̄ (17ηγ0 + γ2
0 + δ̄Cb,3)] , Ce,2 = 37(γ2

0 + T̄Ca,3(δ̄Ca,3 + 2T̄ )) ,

Cf,1 = γ2
0Mδ̄/2 + C̄a,3Mδ̄T̄ + mMδ̄/2 + M(ηγ0 + T̄ γ2

0/2) .

Then, with these notations, δ1, T̄1, T̄2 in (62) can be written as

δ1 = 17−1 ∧ [m/40] ∧ [γ2
02−6/(48ǫCe,1 + Cb,3(1 + 10δ̄))] ,

T1 = 4−1
[

17−1 ∧ C−1
b,1 ∧ C

−1/2
b,2,0

]

,

T2 = 4−1{[2−5/(1 + 7δ̄)] ∧ [24γ2
0/Cb,2] ∧ γ0/24 ∧ 2} .

(68)

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

ǫ 6 ǫ1 , ǫ1 = γ2
0m2−6/[1 + 48Ce,1] , (69)

and
δ 6 δ2 , δ2 = γ0m(3 × 28)−1/[20 + γ2

0 T̄ (Ca,1 + T̄Ca,2)/2] . (70)

In addition,

bK 6 b̄ , b̄ = 2 + T̄ δ̄Cb,3 , eK 6 Kδē , ē = (Ce,1 + δ̄Ce,2) . (71)

Furthermore, the second line of (63) is equivalent to δ 6 1/(7 × 8) and

Kδ 6 T3 , T3 = 4−1γ0/[(1 − η2)1/2Cb,1 + Cb,2] . (72)

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

ǫ 6 ǫ2 , ǫ2 = [ℓ1/(ℓ−1)(1 − ρ̄ωKδ/4)] ∧ [(8 × 24)−1ρ̄ω/{ē(1 + 4/(ρωT̄ ))(ℓ−1)/ℓ}] . (73)
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and (65)-(67) can be written using (71) and 1 + η 6 2, as

D1 = 16γ0ρ
−1
ω {η̄2 + T̄ 2γ2

0} , D2 = 32 × 2η̄2γ0/ρω ,

Eℓ = δKFℓ , Fℓ = 8γ0[η̄2(2 + Cb,3δ̄T̄ )D2 + (γ2
0 η̄

2 + γ4
0 T̄

2)D1]m̃ℓ ,

C2 = (1 + ρωT̄ /4)[C1 + ([8γ0T̄ η̄
2(2 + Cb,3δ̄T̄ )] ∨ [16γ0T̄ (η̄2 + γ2

0 T̄
2)])]

+ 24T̄ (Ce,1 + δ̄Ce,2)(4 + ρω)(ℓ−1)/ℓ ,

C1 = [2{(1 + T̄ + T̄ 3
m/4)γ2

0/2 + 2η̄(1 + T̄ 2
m/8)γ0 + 2Ca,3δ̄T̄}/γ2

0 ]

∨ [2 + 2γ0η̄ + T̄ γ2
0/2 + δ̄T̄Cb,3] ,

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

C1,ℓ = C2 ,

C2,ℓ = 4ℓ ⌊ℓ/2⌋Fℓ[(a0D1 + b0(D2 + 2D1) + c0D
1/2
1 D

1/2
2 )ℓ + T̄ ℓF ℓ

ℓ ] ,

C3,ℓ = 2 × 12ℓ−1ρ1−ℓ
ω

(4 + ρωT̄ )ℓ−1[4ℓγℓ
0(2 + δ̄T̄Cb,3)m2ℓ + 8ℓ−1ǫℓ(Ce,1 + δ̄Ce,2)ℓm2ℓ + Cf,1] ,

(74)
where mℓ′ is the ℓ′-th moment of the zero-mean one-dimensional Gaussian distribution
with variance 1.
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