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Abstract

In this paper we provide a novel analytical perspective on the theoretical under-
standing of gradient-based learning algorithms by interpreting consensus-based
optimization (CBO), a recently proposed multi-particle derivative-free optimization
method, as a stochastic relaxation of gradient descent. Remarkably, we observe
that through communication of the particles, CBO exhibits a stochastic gradient
descent (SGD)-like behavior despite solely relying on evaluations of the objective
function. The fundamental value of such link between CBO and SGD lies in the
fact that CBO is provably globally convergent to global minimizers for ample
classes of nonsmooth and nonconvex objective functions, hence, on the one side,
offering a novel explanation for the success of stochastic relaxations of gradient
descent. On the other side, contrary to the conventional wisdom for which zero-
order methods ought to be inefficient or not to possess generalization abilities, our
results unveil an intrinsic gradient descent nature of such heuristics. This viewpoint
furthermore complements previous insights into the working principles of CBO,
which describe the dynamics in the mean-field limit through a nonlinear nonlocal
partial differential equation that allows to alleviate complexities of the nonconvex
function landscape. Our proofs leverage a completely nonsmooth analysis, which
combines a novel quantitative version of the Laplace principle (log-sum-exp trick)
and the minimizing movement scheme (proximal iteration). In doing so, we furnish
useful and precise insights that explain how stochastic perturbations of gradient
descent overcome energy barriers and reach deep levels of nonconvex functions.
Instructive numerical illustrations support the provided theoretical insights.

1 Introduction

Gradient-based learning algorithms, such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD), AdaGrad [!],
RMSProp and Adam [2], just to name a few of the most known and advocated, have undoubt-
edly been one of the cornerstones of the astounding successes of machine learning [3-5] in the
last decades. In particular, the efficient computation of gradients through backpropagation [6] and
automatic differentiation [7] has allowed practitioners to leverage nowadays enormous amounts of
data to train huge models [8]. Despite an ever-growing relevance of advancing our mathematical
understanding concerning the behavior of gradient-based learning algorithms when employed to train
neural networks, the fundamental reasons behind their empirical successes largely remain elusive [9]
and defy our theoretical understanding [10]. Yet, over the last years, several studies have started
shedding light on the peculiarities of neural network loss functions as well as the training dynamics
of SGD and its variants, see, e.g., [10-24] and references therein.
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In this work, we consider the more generic, ubiquitous problem of finding a global minimizer of a
potentially nonsmooth and nonconvex objective function £ : RY — R, i.e., solving

x* € argmin E(x). (1)
zER?

We shall provide a novel analytical perspective on the theoretical understanding of gradient-based
learning algorithms for such general global optimization problem by interpreting a recently proposed
multi-particle metaheuristic derivative-free (zero-order) optimization method, called consensus-based
optimization (CBO) [25], as a stochastic relaxation of gradient descent (GD), see Theorem 1 below for
the statement of our main result and Figure 1 for an illustration. The essential benefit of establishing
such link between CBO and (S)GD lies in the fact that CBO is provably capable of achieving global
convergence towards global minimizers for rich classes of nonsmooth and nonconvex objective
functions [26-31], see Section 3 and in particular Theorem 4 for a review of [30, 31]. Hence,
such up to now largely unexplored connection between mathematically explainable derivative-free
optimization methods and gradient-based learning algorithms discloses, on the one side, a novel and
complementary perspective on why stochastic relaxations of GD are so successful, and, conversely,
but no less surprising, unveils an intrinsic GD nature of heuristics on the other.

Before elaborating on the aforementioned connection, let us introduce CBO in detail, distill its
fundamental conceptual principles, and explain the mechanisms behind its functioning. Inspired by
particle swarm optimization (PSO) [32], the method employs an interacting stochastic system of N
particles X', ..., X" to explore the domain and to form consensus about the global minimizer z*
over time. More concretely, given a finite number of time steps K, a discrete time step size At > 0
and denoting the position of the i-th particle at time step ¥ € {0,..., K} by X}, this position is
computed for user-specified parameters o, A, ¢ > 0 according to the iterative update rule

Xj =X, —Atx (Xlifl - xi(ﬁ]k\il)) + UD(XIifl - xi(ﬁqu)) B, 2

where pjy denotes the empirical measure of the particles at time step k, i.e., py = + vazl Oxi.In
the spirit of the exploration-exploitation philosophy of evolutionary computation techniques [33-35],
the dynamcis (2) of each particle is governed by two competing terms, one being stochastic, the other
deterministic in nature. The first of the two terms on the right-hand side of (2) imposes a deterministic
drift towards the so-called consensus point z&, which is defined for a measure o € P(R?) by

wE(z
xi(g) = /xﬂdg(x), with wi(l) = exp(—a&(x)). 3)

||W§HL1(@)

Notice that in the case o = py , Formula (3) is just a weighted (exploiting the particles’ knowledge
of their objective function values) convex combination of the positions X}. To be precise, owed to
the particular choice of Gibbs weights w¢, larger mass is attributed to particles with comparably
low objective value, whereas only little mass is given to particles whose value is undesirably high.
This facilitates the interpretation that z5,(p5 ) is an approximation to arg min;_; _ y £(X}), which
improves as o« — oo and which can be regarded as a proxy for the global minimizer x*, based on the
information currently available to the particles. Theoretically, this is justified by the log-sum-exp
trick or the Laplace principle [36, 37]. Let us further remark that the particles communicate and
exchange information amongst each other exclusively through sharing the consensus point z&. The
other term in (2) is a stochastic diffusion injecting randomness into the dynamics, thereby encoding
its explorative nature. Given i.i.d. Gaussian random vectors B:, in R? with zero mean and covariance
matrix Atld, each particle is subject to anisotropic noise, i.e., D(*) = diag(),! which favors
exploration the farther a particle is away from the consensus point in a certain direction. In particular,
the diffusive character of the dynamics vanishes over time as consensus is reached. The described
exploration-exploitation mechanism can be seen as a multi-particle reincarnation of similar ones
executed by simulated annealing [38—40] and the annealed Langevin dynamics [41]. System (2)
is complemented with independent initial data , distributed according to a common probability
measure pg € P(R?), ie., X} = x} ~ po.

Hence, CBO distills fundamental principles from other popular and successful metaheuristics, in
particular PSO and simulated annealing, but, let us emphasize, that it comes with two fundamental

ldiag : R — R*? denotes the operator mapping a vector onto a diagonal matrix with the vector as its
diagonal.



advantages compared to these algorithms. Firstly, it outperforms such well-established methods in
experiments over challenging benchmarks [42—44]. Secondly, and remarkably, it comes with solid
and robust theoretical guarantees of global convergence to global minimizers [26—31]. For these
reasons, it has to be considered a baseline for understanding heuristics.
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(a) A noisy Canyon function £ with a valley shaped (b) The CBO scheme (4) (sampled over several
as a third degree polynomial runs) follows on average the valley of £ while
passing over local minima.

Figure 1: An illustration of the intuition that the CBO scheme (4) can be regarded as a stochastic
derivative-free (zero-order) relaxation of gradient descent. To find the global minimizer x* of the
nonconvex objective function £ depicted in (a), we run the CBO algorithm (2) for K = 250 iterations
with parameters At = 0.1, « = 100, A = 1 and ¢ = 1.6, and N = 200 particles, initialized
i.i.d. according to pg = N ((8, 8), 0.5Id). This experiment is performed 50 times. For each run we
depict in (b) the positions of the consensus points computed during the CBO algorithm (2), i.e., the
iterates of the CBO scheme (4) for £ = 1,..., K. The color of the individual points corresponds
to time, i.e., iterates at the beginning of the scheme are plotted in blue, whereas later iterates are
colored orange. We observe that, after starting close to the initial position, the trajectories of the
consensus points follow the path of the valley leading to the global minimizer z*, until it is reached.
In particular, unlike gradient descent (cf. Figure 2b), the scheme (4) has the capability of jumping
over locally deeper passages. Such desirable behavior is observed also for the Langevin dynamics (6)
(see Figure 2¢), which can be regarded as a stochastic (noisy) version of gradient descent.

An insightful theoretical understanding of the behavior of CBO is to be gained, as we are about to
show, by tracing the dynamics of the consensus point z& of the CBO algorithm (2). For this purpose,

let us introduce the CBO scheme as the iterates (;vgBO) k=o,...,k defined according to

N
1
CBO E(~N . ~N
T =3 ,  with = — Oxi,
k ok ) P N ;_1 Xt @

x50 = zo ~ po,

where the particles’ positions X, are given by Equation (2). The main theoretical finding of this work
is concerned with the observation that the iterates of the CBO scheme (4), i.e., the trajectory of the
consensus point xi, follow, with high probability, a stochastically perturbed GD. This is illustrated in
Figure 1 below and made rigorous in the following Theorem 1, whose proof is deferred to Section 4.1.
Theorem 1 (CBO is a stochastic relaxation of GD (main result)). Let £ € C*(RY) be L-smooth?
and satisfy minimal assumptions (summarized in Assumption 2 below). Then, for T > 0 (satisfy-
ing T < 1/(—=2A) if A < 0) and with parameters «, \,c, At > 0 such that o« 2 %dlog d, the

iterates (:L‘EBO) k=0,...,k of the CBO scheme (4) follow a stochastically perturbed GD, i.e., they obey
2P0 = oBY — 7VE (2 BP) + g, (5)
where gy, is stochastic noise fulfilling for each k = 1, ..., K with high probability the quantitative

estimate ||gi|l, = O(IA — 1/At| + oAt + \/T/a + N~Y2) + O(r).

’A function f € C'(R?) is L-smooth if |V f(z) — V f(2')||, < L ||z — 2’||,, for all z, 2’ € R%.




The statement of Theorem 1 has to be read with a twofold interpretation, highlighting the two sides
of the same coin. First, in view of the powerful capability of CBO to converge to global minimizers
for rich classes of nonsmooth and nonconvex objective functions (see Section 3 and in particular
Theorem 4), Theorem 1 states that there exist stochastic relaxations of GD that are provably able to
robustly and reliably overcome energy barriers and reach deep levels of nonconvex functions. Such
relaxations may even be derivative-free and do not require smoothness of the objective, as is the case
with CBO. Second, and conversely, against the common wisdom that derivative-free optimization
heuristics search the domain mainly by random exploration and therefore ought to be inefficient, we
provide evidence that such heuristics in fact work successfully in finding benign optima [45-51],
precisely because they are suitable stochastic relaxations of gradient-based methods. The similar
behavior of CBO and SGD is further substantiated by the following numerical illustration. While the
trajectories of the CBO scheme (4) are to be seen Figure 1b, we depict for comparison in Figure 2c

below the discretized dynamics of the annealed Langevin dynamics [52-54],

dX, = —VE(X,)dt + V253, ' dB;. (6)
Both stochastic methods are capable of global minimization while overcoming energy barriers and
escaping local minima. For analyses of the (annealed) Langevin dynamics we refer to [41, 55-58].

Let us now comment on a few more technical aspects of Theorem 1. First to be mentioned is that, in
particular compared to Polyak-Lojasiewicz-like conditions [59] or certain families of log-Sobolev
inequalities [1 1] required to analyze the dynamics of gradient-based methods such as (S)GD or the
Langevin dynamics, the assumptions under which our statement holds are rather weak. Combined
with similar assumptions being sufficient to prove global convergence of CBO (as stated in Theorem 4),
this extends the class of functions, for which stochastic gradient-based methods are successful in
global optimization. Secondly, the stochastic perturbations g in (5) are not generic as they obey
precise scalings. In particular, they get tighter as soon as the discrete CBO time step size At < 1,
the drift parameter A &~ 1/At > 1, the noise parameter 0 < 1, the weight parameter o > 1, the
number of employed particles N > 1 and the GD time step size 7 < 1. For the latter we conjecture
a potential amelioration of the estimate by refining even more the quantitative Laplace principle
involved in the proof of Proposition 7, which would allow to improve the order O(7) dependence of
the bound for ||gx||,. Yet, as it stands, the O(7) term is about a deterministic bounded perturbation of
the gradient, which is possibly of smaller magnitude than the gradient. Let us stress that such bounded
perturbations of gradients alone do not allow to overcome local energy barriers in general (just think
of a local minimizer, around which the magnitude of gradients grows faster than the displacement:
any movement from the minimizer ought necessarily to get reverted). Hence, it is the stochastic part
of the perturbation that enables the convergence to global minimizers. In fact, for a moderate time
step size At > 0, a drift parameter A\ > 0 relatively small compared to 1/At, a non-insignificant
noise parameter o > 0, a moderate value of the weight parameter o > 0 and a modest number N of
particles, CBO is factually a stochastic relaxation of GD with strong noise.

Apart from gaining primarily theoretical insights from this link, let us conclude the introduction by
mentioning a further, more practical aspect of establishing such a connection. In several real-world
applications, including various machine learning settings, using gradients may be undesirable or even
not feasible. This can be due to the black-box nature or nonsmoothness of the objective, memory
limitations constraining the use of automatic differentiation, a substantial presence of spurious local
minima, or the fact that gradients carry relevant information about data, which one may wish to keep
undisclosed. In machine learning, in specific, the problems of hyperparameter tuning [60, 61], convex
bandits [62, 63], reinforcement learning [64], the training of sparse and pruned neural networks [65],
and federated learning [66—68] stimulate interest in alternative methods to gradient-based ones. In
such situations, if one still wishes to rely on a GD-like optimization behavior, Theorem 1 suggests the
use of CBO (or related methods such as PSO [69]), which will be both reliable and efficient,® with
linear complexity in the number of deployed particles. We report, for instance, recent ideas in the
setting of clustered federated learning [7!], where CBO is leveraged to avoid reverse engineering of
private data through exchange of gradients. While we do not empirically investigate the complexity
of CBO or provide comparisons with the state of the art for different applications in this paper, a
summary of the existing literature on this matter may be found in the footnote of Section 3.

3Needlessly to be said, but if gradients are available and inexpensive to compute, methods which exploit this
information are expected to be more efficient and competitive. However, incorporating a gradient drift into CBO
is possible and may bear advantages of theoretical and practical nature [70, 71].



Contributions. In view of the overwhelming empirical evidence that gradient-based learning
algorithms exceed in a variety of machine learning tasks what is mathematically rigorously justified,
we provide in this work a novel and surprising analytical perspective on their theoretical understanding
by interpreting consensus-based optimization (CBO), which is guaranteed to globally converge to
global minimizers of potentially nonsmooth and nonconvex loss functions [30, 31], as a stochastic
relaxation of gradient descent (GD). Specifically, we show that in suitable scalings of its parameters,
CBO — despite being a derivative-free (zero-order) optimization method — naturally approximates
a stochastic gradient flow dynamics, hence implicitly behaves like a gradient-based (first-order)
method, see Theorem 1 and Figure 1. To establish this connection we leverage a completely
nonsmooth analysis that combines simultaneously a recently obtained quantitative version of the
Laplace principle [30] (log-sum-exp trick) and the minimizing movement scheme [72] (proximal
iteration [73]), which is well-known from gradient flow theory [74]. Our results furnish useful
and precise insights that explain the mechanisms which enable stochastic perturbations of GD to
overcome energy barriers and to reach deep levels of nonconvex objective functions, even allowing
for global optimization. While the usual approach to a global analysis of (stochastic) GD requires the
loss to be L-smooth and to obey the Polyak-L.ojasiewicz condition, for the global convergence of
CBO merely local Lipschitz continuity and a certain growth condition around the global minimizer
are required [30, 31]. By establishing such surprising link between stochastic GD on the one hand
and metaheuristic black-box optimization algorithms such as CBO on the other, we not just allow for
complementing our theoretical understanding of successfully deployed optimization algorithms in
machine learning and beyond, but we also widen the scope of applications of methods which—in
one way or another, be it explicitly or implicitly — estimate and exploit gradients.

Organization. Section 2 summarizes the main assumptions under which the theoretical results of
this work are valid. In Section 3 we recapitulate state-of-the-art global convergence results for CBO
in the setting of potentially nonsmooth and nonconvex objective functions £. Section 4 is dedicated
to presenting the technical details behind the main theoretical findings of this work. We first sketch
how to interpret CBO as a stochastic relaxation of GD by introducing the consensus hopping scheme,
which interconnects the derivative-free with the gradient-based world in optimization. It further
highlights a connection between sampling and optimization. Afterwards, the proof of our main result,
Theorem 1, is provided in Section 4.1 with the central technical tools being collected in Section 4.2.
The proof details together with further discussions and insights are deferred to the supplemental
material. Section 5 eventually concludes the paper by discussing future perspectives. In the GitHub
repository https://github.com/ we provide the implementation of the algorithms analyzed in
this work and the code used to create the visualizations.

Notation. We write C(X) and C¥(X) for the spaces of continuous and k-times continuously
differentiable functions f : X — R, respectively. With V f we denote the gradient of a differentiable
function f. P(R?), respectively P,(R?), is the set containing all probability measures over R?

(with finite p-th moment). Pp(Rd) is metrized by the Wasserstein-p distance W), see, e.g., [75, 76].
N (m, %) denotes a Gaussian distribution with mean m and covariance matrix 3..

2 Characterization of the class of objective functions

The theoretical findings of this work hold for objective functions satisfying the following conditions.

Assumption 2. Throughout we consider objective functions £ € C(R?),

Al  for which there exists v* € R such that £(x*) = inf ,cpa E(z) =: &,
A2 for which there exist Cy, Cy > 0 such that
E(@) = E()] < Cr(llally + [l'lly) |z = 2'lly  forall z,z" € R, ©)
E(x) — E| < Co(1+ ||zlly)  forallz € RY, ®)
A3 for which either € := sup,cga E(z) < 00, or for which there exist C3,Cy > 0 such that

E(x) —E>Csllz|s  forall x € RY with ||z||, > Cy, )


https://github.com/

A4 which are semi-convex (A-convex for some A € R), i.e., E(o) — % I ||§ is convex.

A detailed discussion of Assumptions Al— A4 may be found in Appendix B.

3 Consensus-based optimization converges globally

Let us recapitulate in this section recent global convergence results for CBO. Optimizing a nonconvex
objective £ using the CBO dynamics (2) corresponds to an evolution of IV particles in an interaction
potential generated by £. A global convergence analysis of this algorithm on the microscopic level
proves difficult as it requires to study a system of a large number of interacting stochastic processes,
which are highly correlated due to the dependence injected by communication through the consensus
point :z:f; However, with the particles being interchangeable by design of the method [25], the
object of analytical interest is the empirical measure p;’, whose continuous-time dynamics can be
approximated, assuming propagation of chaos [77], in the mean-field limit (large-particle limit) by
the solution of a nonlinear nonlocal Fokker-Planck equation of the form

9 d
Oipr = )\div((w - xi(pt)) pt) + % Z Okl (D (:L’ — xi(pt))ik pt) . (10)
k=1

This perspective enables the use of powerful deterministic calculus tools for analysis [26]. Fornasier
etal. [30, 31] recently proved that, in the mean-field limit, CBO performs a gradient descent of the
Wasserstein-2 distance to a Dirac measure located at the global minimizer x* with exponential rate.
Their results are valid for large classes of optimization problems under minimal assumptions about
the initialization and are in particular generic in the sense that the convergence of p; is independent of
the original hardness of the underlying optimization problem. More precisely it holds the following.

Theorem 3 (CBO asymptotically convexifies nonconvex problems, [31, Theorem 2]). Fix e > 0.
Let £ € C(RY) satisfy Al and ||z — x*| < (E(x) —E)"/n for all x € RY with constants
n,v > 0. Moreover, let pg € P4(RY) with z* € supppo. Then, for any v € (0,1) and
parameters \, o > 0 with 2\ > o2, there exists ag = g(e,v,\,0,d,v,n, po) such that for
all o« > g a weak solution (p;)icjo,r+ to (10) satisfies mingejo 7+ W3(pt,00+) < & where
T = m log (W3 (po, 65+)/€). Furthermore, until the accuracy ¢ is reached, it holds

W3 (pe, 00+ ) < W3 (po, 8a-) exp (—(1 =) (2A — o®) t). (11)

While Theorem 3 captures a canonical convexification of a large class of nonconvex optimization
problems as the number of optimizing particles of CBO approaches infinity, it fails to explain
empirically observed successes of the method using just few particles for high-dimensional problems
coming from signal processing [29, 70] and machine learning [27, 31, 29, 70, 71].* However, by
ensuring that propagation of chaos [77] holds, Fornasier et al. [30] quantify that the fluctuations of
the empirical measure p1¥ around p; are of order O(N~'/2) for any finite time horizon. This allows
to obtain probabilistic global convergence guarantees of the CBO dynamics (2) of the following kind.

Theorem 4 (Global CBO convergence, [30, Theorem 13]). Let eota1 > 0 and § € (0,1/2). Let
£ € C(RY) satisfy Al1—A3 and consider valid the assumptions of Theorem 3. Then, with probability
larger than 1 — (5 + Et_oial(C’DAt + Cur N~ + E)) the final iterations (X )i—1,.. N of (2) fulfill

1 XL ’
i=1

< Etotal, (12)
where, besides problem-dependent constants, Cp = Cp(d, N, T*,6 1) and Cyip = Cyir (o, T*, 671).

2

Despite the results of this section requiring the global minimizer z* to be unique, there exists a
polarized variant of CBO [78] capable of finding multiple global minimizers at the same time.

4[29] applies CBO for a phase retrieval problem, robust subspace detection, and the robust computation
of eigenfaces; [70] solves a compressed sensing task; [27, 31, 70] train shallow neural networks; [71] devises
FedCBO to solve clustered federated learning problems while ensuring maximal data privacy



Remark 5. A conceptually similar philosophy has been taken recently by Mei et al. [ 0], Rotskoff
and Vanden-Eijnden [12], Chizat and Bach [11], and Sirignano and Spiliopoulos [13] to explain the
generalization capabilities of over-parameterized neural networks. Leveraging that the mean-field
description (w.r.t. the number of neurons) of the SGD learning dynamics is captured by a nonlinear
PDE that admits a gradient flow structure on (Pg(Rd), Wg), they show that, remarkably, original
complexities of the loss landscape are alleviated in this scaling. Together with a quantification of the
fluctuations of the empirical neuron distribution around this mean-field limit, they derive convergence
results for SGD for sufficiently large networks with optimal generalization error.

4 Consensus-based optimization is a stochastic relaxation of gradient descent

In this section we present the technical details behind the main theoretical result of this work,
Theorem 1, i.e., we explain how to establish a connection between the CBO scheme (4), which
captures the flow of the derivative-free CBO dynamics (2), and GD.

From CBO to consensus hopping. Let us envision for the moment the movement of the particles
during the CBO dynamics (2). At every time step k, after having computed 562 (ﬁqu)’ each particle
moves a At fraction of its distance towards this consensus point, before being perturbed by stochastic
noise. As we let A — 1/At, the particles’ velocities increase, until, in the case A = 1/At, each of
them hops directly to the previously computed consensus point, followed by a random fluctuation.
Put differently, we are left with a numerical scheme, which, at time step k, samples N particles
around the old iterate in order to subsequently compute as new iterate the consensus point (3) of the
empirical measure of the samples. Such algorithm is precisely a Monte Carlo approximation of the

consensus hopping (CH) scheme with iterates (mSH)k:o7,__7 ki defined by

ot =28 (), with = N (2, 5°1d), (13)
[[I(()jH = Xo-

Theorem 6 in Section 4.2 makes this intuition rigorous by quantifying the approximation quality
between CBO and CH in terms of the parameters of the schemes. Sample trajectories of the CH
scheme are depicted in Figure 2a.
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(a) The CH scheme (13) (sampled  (b) Gradient descent gets stuck in  (c¢) The Langevin dynamics (6)

over several runs) follows on aver-  a local minimum of £. (sampled over several runs) fol-
age the valley of £ and can occa- lows on average the valley of £ and
sionally escape local minima. escapes local minima.

Figure 2: An illustrative comparison between the algorithms discussed in this work. While gradient
descent (obtained as an explicit Euler time discretization of 2z (t) = —V&(z(t)) with time step size
At = 0.01 and ran for K = 10* iterations) gets stuck in a local minimum along the valley of &£ (see
(b)), the stochastic algorithms in (a) and (c) as well as Figure 1b have the capability of escaping local
minima. In (a) we depict the positions of the consensus hopping scheme (13) for K = 250 iterations
with parameters & = 100 and ¢ = 0.6, and where we approximate the underlying measure i, at
each step k using 200 samples. The ability of the CH scheme to escape local minima improves with
larger o, see Figure F.1 in Appendix F. In (c) we depict the trajectory of the overdamped Langevin
dynamics (6) with 8; = 0.021log(t 4+ 1) (obtained as an Euler-Maruyama time discretization of (6)
with time step size At = 0.001 and ran for K = 10* iterations). The remaining setting is as in
Figure 1, in particular, 50 individual runs of the experiment are plotted in (a) and (c).



From CH to GD. With the sampling measure zi; assigning (in particular for small ) most mass to
the region close to the old iterate, the CH scheme (13) improves at every time step k its objective
function value while staying near the previous iterate. A conceptually analogous behavior to such
localized sampling can be achieved through penalizing the length of the step taken at time step k.

This gives raise to an implicit version of the CH scheme with iterates (%SH);@ZOW, K given as

~ ~ 1 2
~CH : . CH
" =argmin E(x), with &Ex(x) = o — x|, + E(x),
" = argmin (2 &) = o 2, a2 + £ »
7CH

0 = Xo.-

Actually, the modulated objectlve &, defined in (14) naturally appears when writing out the expression
of 2£ (11x) from (13) using that ji, is a Gaussian. This creates a link between the sampling width
o and the step size 7. The fact that the parameter 7 can be seen as the step size of (14) becomes
apparent when observing that the optimality condition of the k-th iterate of (14) reads 5SH =
Jck 1 —TVE ( 1), which is an implicit gradient step. Proposition 7 in Section 4.2 estimates the

discrepancy between oM and Z{M employing the quantitative Laplace principle [30, Proposition 18].

Let us conclude this discussion by remarking that the scheme (14) itself is not self-consistent but

requires the computation of the iterates of the CH scheme (13). For this reason we introduce the

minimizing movement scheme (MMS) [72] as the iterates (z}™9),_o . given according to

. - 1 2
zp™M® = argmin & (), with  Ek(z) == — ||2320° - z, +€@),
o 27 15)
(Ela/[MS = Zo,

which is known to be the discrete-time implicit Euler of the gradient flow 4 () = —VE&(z(t)) [74].

4.1 Proof of the main result, Theorem 1

Proof of Theorem 1. From the optimality condition of the scheme ( SH) k=1,....x in (14) and with the

iterations (z™)z=1,....x asin (13), we get (27" —2FH) )+7VE(ZHM) =0. Using this we decompose

5P = B+ (40 — 3P%) = o, — TS + (o5 - ).
Since xEHl = xSB9 + (wEHI — xEBlo) and V€(~CH) VE(xSB?) (VE(~CH) VE(xSB?))
we can continue the former to obtain
570 = a0 — VEWERP) + (o, — a5P) - T(VEGE)-VEGEDD)) + (o570 5E),

where it remains to control the stochastic error term g from (5) which is comprised of the terms
g = al — 28R, g7 = 7 (VE(THH) — VE(2BY)) and g := 2B — Z{H. By Theorem 6,

lgill, = |8, — 252, = O(IA — 1/At + o VAt + 5 + N~ 1/?)

with high probability. For g, first notice that 5 H%’ — 01 H2 +&@CH) < £(2PH)) by definition
of ng, which facilitates a bound on ||EES of order O(7) with high probability under A2
and by means of Remark C.7. Since £ is L- smooth with the latter derivations and Theorem 6,

loill, = 7 [VE@R™) = VE@ID)|, < 7L 7" — 2P
< 7L (|JFF =il + ekt — 2 2P,
=0(r%) + O(r(]A = 1/At| + oV AL + G + N~1/2))

with high probability. Eventually, by Theorem 6 and Proposition 7 (hence, the quantitative Laplace
principle [30, Proposition 18], see Proposition E.2), it holds for a sufficiently large choice of « that

I

lgill, = lla&™® = @, < flak™ — ™[l + [l - &7,

=O(A—1/At| + oVAt+ 5+ NY2) + O(r)

with high probability, which concludes the proof recalling that 2 = 7/(2c) as of Proposition 7. [J



4.2 Technical details connecting CBO with GD via the CH scheme (13)

We now make rigorous what was described colloquially at the beginning of this section. The proofs
of the results below are deferred to Appendices D and E. M is the moment bound from Remark C.7.

CBO is a stochastic relaxation of CH. Theorem 6 explains how the CBO scheme (4) can be
interpreted as a stochastic relaxation of the CH scheme (13).

Theorem 6 (CBO relaxes CH). Fixe > 0and § € (0,1/2). Let £ € C(R?) satisfy Al-A3. We
denote by (x CBO)k:O,MK the iterates of the CBO scheme (4) and by (:E,?H)kzow};( the ones of the
CH scheme (13). Then, with probability larger than 1 — (§ + ¢€), it holds for all k = 1, ..., K that

2080 — w012 < e 1O (A — 1/AL2 + 0?At + 52 + N7) (16)
with a constant C = C(§71, At,d,a, \, 0, by, ba, C1, Oz, K, M).

CH behaves like a gradient-based method. Since by definition of the iterates :?EH in (14), it holds
ng = xk —7VE ( 1), Proposition 7 constitutes that (granted a sufficiently large choice of
and a sultably small ch01ce of &) the CH scheme (13) performs a gradient step at every time step k.

Proposition 7 (CH performs gradient steps). Fix ¢ > 0 and § € (0,1/2). Let £ € C(R?) satisfy
Al-A4. We denote by (%) k—o.. i the iterations of the CH scheme (13) and by (Z$™)k—o... i the
ones of the scheme (14). Moreover, assume that the parameters o, T and & are such that 7 < 1/(—2A)
if A <0, a 2 Ldlogd is sufficiently large and 5* = 7/(2a). Then, with probability larger than
1—(6+e¢), itholds forallk =1,..., K that

£ — R < e ter? (17)
with a constant ¢ = ¢(6~1,C1, M).

The proof of Proposition 7 is based on the quantitative Laplace principle [30, Proposition 18] (see
also Proposition E.2). We conjecture that a refinement thereof may allow to control the error in (17)
just through « and & without creating a dependence on 7. Nevertheless, the bound is sufficient to
suggest a gradient-like behavior of the CH scheme (13) (see the discussion after Theorem 1).

Combining Proposition 7 with a stability argument for the MMS and applying Gronwall’s inequality
allows to control in Theorem 8§ the divergence between the CH scheme (13) and the MMS (15).

Theorem 8 (CH relaxes a gradient flow). Fixe > 0and é € (0,1/2). Let £ e C ng satisfy Al —A4.
We denote by ( M) i—o.... i the iterations of the CH scheme (13) and by (xY™3),_o. ¢ the ones
of the MMS (15) Moreover, assume that the parameters a, T and o are such that T < 1 /(—2A)
ifA<0,a>1 ~dlogd is sujﬁctently large and 5% = T/(2a) Then, with probability larger than
1-(6+e¢), it holds for all k = 1,..., K that

k—1 t
2 1+
|z H — ™8|, < e te(l+ 971 7 §0< A > (18)

for any 9 € (0,1) and with a constant ¢ = ¢(6~1,Cy, M).
Corollary 9. Fixe > 0and § € (0,1/2). Let £ € C(RY) satisfy A1—A4 with A > 0. Then, in the
setting of Theorem 8 and with probability larger than 1 — (6 + ¢), it holds for all k =1, ..., K that
(14 7A)°
(14702 = (1+9)

HJ;SH — xi/IMSHz <ele(1+ 19_1)7'2 (19)

5 Conclusions

In this paper we provided a novel analytical perspective on the theoretical understanding of gradient-
based learning algorithms by showing that consensus-based optimization (CBO), an intrinsically
derivative-free optimization method guaranteed to globally converge to global minimizers of poten-
tially nonsmooth and nonconvex loss functions, implicitly behaves like a gradient-based method.
This allows to interpret CBO as a stochastic relaxation of gradient descent. Besides forging such
unexpected link and thereby driving forward our theoretical understanding of both gradient-based



learning methods and metaheuristic black-box optimization algorithms, we widen the scope of ap-
plications of methods which—in one way or another, be it explicitly or implicitly — estimate and
exploit gradients. In particular, we believe these insights to bear the potential for designing efficient
and reliable training methods which behave like first-order methods while not relying on the ability
of computing gradients. Potential areas of application in machine learning may include the usage of
nonsmooth losses, hyperparameter tuning, convex bandits, reinforcement learning, the training of
sparse and pruned neural networks, or federated learning.

An analogous analysis approach may be carried over to second-order methods (with momentum),
allowing to establish a link between Adam [2] and the well-known particle swarm optimization
method [32], which is related to CBO through a zero-inertia limit [42, 69]. Together with recent
observations [79] based on tools from kinetic theory that simulated annealing [38—40] is related to the
Langevin dynamics [52—54], this would strengthen even further the surprising and yet largely unex-
plored link between gradient-based learning algorithms and derivative-free metaheuristic optimization
methods. Beyond that we envisage the likely connections between consensus-based sampling [80]
and log-concave sampling or sampling by Langevin flows [81-84].
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Supplemental Material

Supplemental material for the paper: “Gradient is All You Need?” authored by Konstantin Riedl,
Timo Klock, Carina Geldhauser, and Massimo Fornasier.

This supplemental material is organized into the following six appendices.

* Appendix A: Introductory facts

* Appendix B: Discussion of Assumption 2

* Appendix C: Boundedness of the numerical schemes

* Appendix D: Proof details for Theorem 6

» Appendix E: Proof details for Proposition 7 and Theorem 8

* Appendix F: Additional numerical experiments

A Introductory facts

Notation. To keep the notation concise, we hide generic constants, i.e., we write a < b for a < cb,
if ¢ is a constant independent of problem-dependent constants. Moreover, since we work with random
variables in several instances, many equalities and inequalities hold almost surely without being
mentioned explicitly. We abbreviate with i.i.d. independently and identically distributed.

We write || « ||, and (e, «) for the Euclidean norm and scalar product on R?, respectively. Euclidean
balls are denoted by B, (z) := {z € R? : ||z —z|]s < r}. Moreover, we write ||| for the
¢>-norm and denote the associated (>°-balls by BX(x) := {z € R? : ||z — 2| < 7}

For the space of continuous functions f : X — Y we write C(X,Y), with X C R" and a suitable
topological space Y. For an open set X C R" and for Y = R™ the space C*(X,Y) contains
functions f € C(X,Y) that are k-times continuously differentiable. We omit Y in the real-valued
case, i.e.,, C(X) = C(X,R) and C¥(X) = C*(X,R).

The operator V denotes the gradient of a function on R,

Convex analysis. For a convex function f € C(R?) the subdifferential 9 f(x) at a point z € R? is
the set

Of(@)={peR": f(y) = f(z)+ (p,y — z) forally € R*}.

In the setting f € C(RY), df(x) is closed, convex, nonempty and bounded. If f € C!(R%),
df(z) = {Vf(x)}. Moreover, it is straightforward to verify that for x1, 2, p1,ps € R? with
p1 € Of (x1) and py € Of (x2) it holds (p1 — pa, 1 — x2) > 0.

Probability measures. The set of all Borel probability measures over R? is denoted by P(R¢). For
p > 0, we collect measures p € P(R?) with finite p-th moment [ ||z} do(z) in P,(R?).

The Dirac delta d,. for a point + € R? is a measure satisfying §(B) = 1 if z € B and §(B) = 0 if
x ¢ B for any measurable set B C R?.

Wasserstein distance. For any 1 < p < oo, the Wasserstein-p distance between two Borel
probability measures g, o' € P,(R?) is defined by

1/p

Wito.d) = (jnt  [le-alBnea)) o)
vE€(e,0")

where I1(g, ¢’) denotes the set of all couplings of (a.k.a. transport plans between) ¢ and ¢/, i.e.,

the collection of all Borel probability measures over R¢ x R? with marginals ¢ and ¢’ on the first

and second component, respectively, see, e.g., [75, 76]. Pp(Rd) endowed with the Wasserstein-p

distance W, is a complete separable metric space [75, Proposition 7.1.5].
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A generalized triangle-type inequality. It holds for p, J € N by Holder’s inequality
g P J
D ai| <Y gl Q21
j=1 j=1

A discrete variant of Gronwall’s inequality. If z; < aziy_1 + b with a,b > O forall £ > 1, then

k—1 k—1
2 < a¥zo + bz a <dzo+b H(l +a) < a¥ 2o + beF—1) (22)
£=0 /=1

for all £ > 1. Notice that, while the first inequality in (22) is as sharp as the initial estimates, the
remaining two inequalities are rather rough upper bounds.

B Discussion of Assumption 2

Assumption Al requires that the continuous objective function & attains its globally minimal value £
at some z* € R?. This does in particular not exclude objectives with multiple global minimizers.

Remark B.1. For the global convergence results [30, 31] of CBO (which we recapitulated in
Section 3), however, uniqueness of the global minimizer x* is required and implied by an additional
coercivity condition of the form ||z — x*|| . < (E(x) — E)¥/n, which has to hold for all z € R?
with constants n,v > 0. It can be regarded as a tractability condition of the energy landscape of £
and is also known as the inverse continuity property from [29] or as the error bound condition from
[85-88]. Actually, as stated in [30, Assumption A2], it is sufficient if such coercivity condition holds
locally around the unique global minimizer x*, provided that in the farfield, £ is well above £. More
precisely, for the results of Section 3 to hold, it is sufficient if £ € C(R?) satisfies

1
o — 2|, < =(E(x) = &) forallx € BE (z¥)
n

E(x)—E>Ex forallz e (B%OO(JU*))C
with constants 1, v, s, Ry > 0.

To deploy CBO in the setting of objective functions with several global minima, Bungert et al. [78]
propose a polarized variant of CBO, which localizes the dynamics by integrating a kernel in the
computation of the consensus point (3). This ensures that each particle is primarily influenced by
particles close to it, allowing for the creation of clusters.

Assumptions A2 and A3 can be regarded as regularity conditions on the objective landscape of £. The
first part of A2, Equation (7), is a local Lipschitz condition, which ensures that the objective function
does not change too quickly, assuring that the information obtained when evaluating the function
is informative within a region around the point of evaluation. The second part of A2, Equation (8),
controls and limits the growth of the objective in the farfield. In combination with the second option
in A3, Equation (9), this forces the objective to grow quadratically in the farfield. However, note
that one can always redefine the objective outside a sufficiently large ball such that both conditions
are met while the other assumptions are preserved. Alternatively, the first option in A3 allows for
bounded functions.

Assumption A4 requires the objective £ to be semi-convex with parameter A € R. For A > 0,
A-convexity is stronger than convexity (strong convexity with parameter A). For A < 0, semi-
convexity is weaker, i.e., potentially nonconvex functions £ are included in the definition. The class
of semi-convex functions is typical in the literature of gradient flows, since their general theory
extends from the convex to this more general setting [74]. One particular property, which we shall
exploit in this work, is that for such functions the time discretization of a gradient flow, potentially
for a small step size, defined through an iterated scheme, called minimizing movement scheme [72],
is well-defined. However, while semi-convexity is useful to ensure the well-posedness of gradient
flows, it is not sufficient to obtain convergence to global minimizers. Other properties such as the
Polyak-L.ojasiewicz condition [59] or the log-Sobolev inequalities governing the flow of the Langevin
dynamics [| 1] may be necessary.
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C Boundedness of the numerical schemes

Before showing the boundedness in expectation of the numerical schemes (4), (13), (15) and (14)
over time in Sections C.1—C.4, respectively, let us first recall from [26, Lemma 3.3] an estimate on
the consensus point (3), which facilitates the subsequent proofs.

Lemma C.1 (Boundedness of consensus point %). Let €& € C(R?) satisfy A1-A3. Moreover; let
0 € Po(R?). Then it holds

(0[5 < b1 +bs / |2 do(z)

with constants by = 0 and bs = ba(a, €, E’) > 0 in case the first condition of A3 holds and with
b = bi(a,Cq,C3,C4) > 0 fori = 1,2 as given in (23) in case of the second condition of A3.

Proof. In case the first condition of A3 holds, we have by definition of the consensus point z£ in (3)
and Jensen’s inequality

€ ()]s < [ lell} )dg |12 do(x)
[|w H
Li(o)

In case of the second condition of A3, the statement follows from [26, Lemma 3.3] with constants

Cg OéCg CQ

which concludes the proof. O

11
by = C3 +by and bg_QQ <1+ ) (23)

With this estimate we have all necessary tools at hand to prove the boundedness of the numerical
schemes investigated in this paper.

C.1 Boundedness of the consensus-based optimization (CBO) dynamics (2) and (4)

Let us remind the reader that the iterates (2{°);—o, . x of the consensus-based optimization (CBO)

scheme (4) are defined by

N
~ |
PO =2l (), with B = )k,

z$BO = 24 ~ po,

where the iterates ((X,i)k:()’MK)izl ~y are given as in (2) by

Xli = Xli—l — AtA (Xli—l - zi(ﬁi\]—l)) JFUD(Xk 1~ (Pk 1)) Blic,
X = x5~ po

with B} being i.i.d. Gaussian random vectors in R? with zero mean and covariance matrix AtId for
k=0,...,Kandi=1,...,N,ie., B ~ N(0,Atld).

Lemma C.2 (Boundedness of the CBO dynamics (2) and the CBO scheme (4)). Let £ € C(R?)
satisfy Al—A3. Moreover, let py € P4(R?). Then, for the empirical random measures (ﬁév Vk=0,....K
and the iterates (X})i—o,... .k of (2) it holds

.....

Ek_rgaxK/HxH;dﬁ,iv(a:)§MCBO and max E max HXk < MOBO

i=1,..,.N k=0, H2

with a constant MCBO = MCBO(X o,d, by, by, KAt,K,py) > 0. Moreover, for the iter-

ates (95O k=0, x of (4) it holds

4
 max KwaBon < MCBO,
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Proof. We first note that X ,1 as defined iteratively in (2) satisfies

k k
Xi=X5— AN (Xi =25 ) + oY D(Xi, — 253 ) B
=1 =1
and that forany £ = 1,. .., K by means of the standard inequality (21) for p = 4 and J = 3 we have
‘ 4
s X2 S G+ (B max (|57 (35,1 — a8 )
N lm=1
. 2, (24)
+ 04 Zfll,ax,k Z D(an—l - xi(ﬁ%—l)) B:n

m=1 2

Noticing that the random process Y/ = Y0 D(Xi,_; —a&(pN_,)) Bl £ = 0,...,k is
a martingale w.r.t. the filtration {F;, = o ({X{}U{Bi, ,m=1,... ,é})};:ol since it satisfies

E [V} | Foe1] =Y/, for £ =1,... k, we can apply a discrete version of the Burkholder-Davis-
Gundy inequality [89, Corollary 11.2.1] yielding

2
<dEZ<Z (Xi—aS00), <Bz>§> :

(=1

14

Z D(X'fnfl _xi(ﬁrlel) B,

m=1

E max
0=1,...k

Thus, when taking the expectation on both sides of (24) and employing Jensen’s inequality, we can
use the latter to obtain

k
E,max [|Xi], SE[X], + A KPEY X -5 @)],
=1
d k
+otdKEY Y (D(Xiy — 25 (P 1))) (BY);j
j=14=1

k
SE I, + A KB Y (i + L)

Ta
+(At)? 4dKEZZ( Xi_1) 4 x5 (P 1))4>

j=14=1
< (14 (ALK + (Ato?d)°K) EZ (IxEally + 5@ 0112)

S (T+ M(KAY + o'd? (K AL)?) Ellrlax (HXZ 1H2 + ||x oYy )l )
i 4 4 g~
< 0B max, (1]l + 02 +22 ol (o))
(25)
with a constant C' = C(\, 0, d, K At). In the second step we made use of the standard inequality (21)
for p = 4 and J = 2, exploited that B} is independent from D(X;_; — 2 (p}’_,)) for any ¢ =
1,...,k and used that the fourth moment of a Gaussian random variable B ~ N(0,1) is EB* = 3

(e.g., by recalling that EB* = dd4 Mpg( ’ »—o Where Mp denotes the moment-generating function
of B). Moreover, recall that K At denotes the final time horizon, and note that the last step is due to
Lemma C.1. Averaging (25) over ¢ allows to bound

1 N i 4
%58 e il < (1458 o, ) @9

,,,,,,,,,,
=1
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with a constant C' = C(),0,d, by, by, KAt). Since E [ ||z|[3dpd (z) = & SN, Ellzj|4, an
application of the discrete variant of Gronwall’s inequality (22) yields the second inequality in

. 1 o i||4
B max, [ o]} dp (@) < ¥ 2B e, il -

< CVE [ falljdad (o) + CeO-),

showing that the left-hand side is bounded independently of NV, which gives the first bound in the first
part of the statement. Making use thereof in (25) also yields the second part after another application
of Gronwall’s inequality. The second part of the statement follows by noting that an application of
Lemma C.1 gives

E,max, 2§, =E max [l25@")],

<2b2+2b2E max |5 dp¥ (),

.....

where the last expresswn 1s bounded as in (27). Recalling that xCBO =x0 ~ po € Py (Rd) and
choosing the constant M©BO large enough for all three estimates to hold with k = K concludes the
proof. O

C.2 Boundedness of the consensus hopping scheme (13)

Let us recall that the iterates (z SH)k:o,..., x of the consensus hopping (CH) scheme (13) are defined

by
et = af (),  with gy = N (2, 571d),
ZIIgH = Xg-

Lemma C.3 (Boundedness of the CH scheme (13)). Let £ € C (Rd) satisfy Al—A3. Moreover, let
po € P4(R?). Then, for the random measures (k) =1, i n (13) it holds

Emax /HxHQduk < MOH

with a constant MY = MCH(U d,b1,b2, K, po) > 0. Moreover, for the iterates (z5™)1—o..

oK
of (13) it holds

4
e, g I <

Proof. According to the definition of the scheme (13) and with the standard inequality (21) for p = 4
and J = 2, we observe that for any k = 2, ..., K it holds

/ e dyas (2 / ][4 N (2, 521d) ()
< HmS?lHQJr/||x\|2dN(0,521d) (z)

— ||« ()|, + (d° +2d) 5
Sb?+b§/H:cIIQduk_l(de?a{

where for the third step we explicitly computed that for the fourth moment of a multivariate Gaussian

distribution it holds [|z||3dA(0,1d) (z) = d? + 2d. Moreover, in the final step we employed
Lemma C.1 together with Jensen’s inequality. Along the same lines we have [||z||3 duq(z) <

lzol|3 + d25*. An application of the discrete variant of Gronwall’s inequality (22) therefore allows
to obtain

~ c 2 _
/||$||§duk(x) S b3* [lzolly + (b7 + d°G*) etz
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with a generic constant ¢ > 0. Taking the maximum over the iterations k£ and the expectation w.r.t.
the initial condition pq gives the first part of the statement. Recalling that :ch =20 ~ po € Pa(R?),
the second part follows after an application of Lemma C.1, since

4 4
E, max [lof], =E max 25 ()],
< 2b§+2b§E£an/||x||;‘dw(z).

Choosing the constant M“H large enough for either estimate to hold with & = K concludes the
proof. O

Lemma Cd4. Let Yki ~ i fori=1,... N and let ﬁfg’ = % vazl (SYkz‘. Then, under the assump-
tions of Lemma C.3, for the empirical random measures (ﬂfcv Vk=1,..., Kk it holds

E 4d’\N < 1 CH
(o[ ol aa (@) < A4
with a constant MCH = M\CH(G,d, b1,be, K, pg) > 0.

Proof. By definition of the empirical measure ﬁkN it holds

4 ~N i|l4
B, max, [ o]}dit () =B max, Z il < 5 3 Ek:nﬁ% il es)
Since Yi o~ oy = ./\/'(a:k 1,0 2Id) forany k = 1,...,K and i = 1,..., N, we can write Y =
oPM + O'BYk, where B%’,k is a standard Gaussian random vector, i.e., B;k ~ N(0,1d). By means
of the standard inequality (21) for p = 4 and J = 2 we thus have

4 ~ i 4
Vil S B max o4, + 518 max, [|BY ], 09)
< M L K54 (d* + 2d),

where in the last step we employed Lemma C.3 for the first term and bounded the maximum by the
sum in the second term before using again that E|| B||3 = d? + 2d for B ~ N(0,1d). Inserting (29)
into (28) yields the claim. L]

C.3 Boundedness of the minimizing movement scheme (15)

We recall that the iterates (xl,;/IMS)kZOP_, x of the minimizing movement scheme (MMS) (15) are
defined by

eMMS — argmin (), with E(z):= — HxMMS = :v||§ 4 &),
zERC
oS = g

Lemma C.5 (Boundedness of the MMS (15)). Let £ € C(R?) satisfy AI-A2. Moreover; let
po € Ps(R?). Then, for the iterates (x¥™5) o of (15) it holds

E max

k=0 KH““%MSH; < MMM

with a constant MMMS = MMMS (K- Cy pg) > 0.

MMS ;

Proof. Since 2™ is the minimizer of £, see (15), a comparison with the old iterate 25

yields

2
S — S| e < £

o= [l
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forany k = 1, ..., K. Using the standard inequality (21) for p = 2 and J = k, this can be utilized to
obtain

™S5 < 2 ™1, + 2KZ R
{=1
k

< 2|53 + 4KT Y (E@DT) - E@)
=1
=2 [[ab™S|[; + 4K (E@}™S) - E@}™)
< 2aoll3 + 4K (E(xo) — €)
< 2|3 + 4K TC(1 + [lwol3)
=2(1+2K7C5) ||x0|\g +4K7Cs,
which trivially also holds for £ = 0. Taking the square and expectation w.r.t. the initial condition pg

on both sides concludes the proof. O

C.4 Boundedness of the implicit version of the CH scheme (14)

Let us recall that the iterates (= CH)I«=07.._, x of the scheme (14) are defined by
- .= ) ~ 1
T = argmin & (x), with E&p(z) = — Hx%ﬂ - xHE + &(x),
rcRd 2T
ng = Xq.

Lemma C.6 (Boundedness of the implicit version of the CH scheme (14)). Let £ € C(R?) satisfy
Al—A3. Moreover, let py € Py(R®). Then, for the iterates (T$™)x—o....x of (14) it holds

CHIIA
E max [z, < MO
with a constant MCH = /T/(JCH(T7 Co, MCH) >0

~C

Proof. Since Z{M is the minimizer of &, see (14), a comparison with UM yields

1 . ~
5o llef = 1 + £ < e,

This can be utilized to obtain

—~ 2 ~

715 = 2|75 — «C5 ||, +2|=E™ |5
<4r (€ (=) — (NCH))+2H$S§IH;
< dr (E(SH) - €) + 2 [« g |2

<470 (1+ o™ 13) + 2 o

— 2 (14 27Cy) ||« |5 + 47C.

Taking the square and expectation w.r.t. the initial condition pg on both sides concludes the proof by
virtue of Lemma C.3. O

C.5 Boundedness of all numerical schmemes

Remark C.7 (Boundedness of the schemes (4), (13), (14) and (15)). To keep the notation of the main
body of the paper concise, we denote by M the collective moment bound

M = max {MCBO MOCBO p\(CH_ A{CH 7 MMS MCH} (30)
where MCBO, MCH, M\CH,/\/A\MMS, and MCH are as defined in Lemmas C.2, C.3, C4, C.5,
and C.6, respectively. Moreover, MCBO = MCBO(1/At, 0, d, by, by, KAt K, pp).
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D Proof details for Theorem 6

Theorem 6 is centered around the observation that, as A — 1/At in the CBO dynamics (2), the CBO
scheme (4) resembles an implementation of the CH scheme (13) via sampling from the underlying
distribution p;, and computing the associated weighted empirical average. Accordingly, the proof of
Theorem 6 consists of three ingredients. First, a stability estimate for the CBO dynamics (2) w.r.t.
the parameter A, see Lemma D.2. Second, a quantification of the structural difference in the noise
component between the CBO scheme (4) and the CH scheme (13), and third a large deviation bound
to control the sampling error associated with the Monte Carlo approximation of the CH scheme (13),
see Lemma D.3.

D.1 Stability of the consensus point (3) w.r.t. the underlying measure

We first recall from [26, Lemma 3.2] in a slightly modified form a stability estimate for the consensus
point (3) w.r.t. the measure from which it is computed. Loosely speaking, we show that the mapping

7¢ : P(R?) — R? is Lipschitz-continuous in the Wasserstein-2 metric.

Lemma D.1 (Stability of the consensus point z%). Let £ € C(R?) satisfy Al—-A2. Moreover; let
0,0 € P(RY) be random measures and define the cutoff function (random variable)

. 4

2 _ 1 rmax{[ e l3de, fIl+l3de'} < M,

M
0, else.

Then it holds . . . _
Hxa(‘g) - ma(Q/)HQIM S 00W2(Qa Q/)I]\l
with a constant co = co(a, C1,Co, M) > 0.

Proof. To start with, we note that under A2 and with Jensen’s inequality it holds

e eIy Iy < Ty
[willL, o Jexp(—a(E(z) = &))do(x) = [exp(—aCy(l+|x]3)) do(x) a1
Tir

explata %)) = cur.
= exp(—aCs(1+ [ ||z||3 do(x))) < exp(aCy(l+ M?)) M

An analogous statement can be obtained for the measure o’.

By definition of the consensus point z£ in (3), it holds for any coupling y € II(g, ') between o and
¢’ by Jensen’s inequality

|25 (0) — 25|, Tt < //

= // (1T (. ")l + |1 Ta(2, &)l + 1 T3 (2, 2) ) doy(e, 2) Iy,
(32)

where the terms 77, T and T3 are defined implicitly and bounded as follows. For the first term T3
we have

G

dy(z,2") I}
2

£
. wga(x) L
HwaHLl(g) ||wo¢||L1(g’)

wi ()

173 2)llo Zag = e = 2/l 72 Ty < eu o = 2'll, Ty, (33)

£‘|L1(9)

where we utilized (31) in the last step. For the second term 75, with A2 and again (31) we obtain

|wi(z) — wi (2'))]

I Ta (2, 2") |y Zag = 2|, 5 Tis
Hwa”Ll(g)
ae”*EC1 (|2, + l|12']ly) llz — ']l ~ (34)
< ||I/||2 H 25” 2 2111\4
“allLi ()

< acyCr [l'lly (lzlly + 127ll5) |2 = 2”ll, Ty
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Eventually, for the third therm T3 it holds by following similar steps

111, oy = 1 |
Wil 2, (o) N9E N L, (0r)
[ ae€C (||l + [|2']l5) |z — 2|, dr (2, &)

||W§||L1(Q)

< adyCy ||, / / (zlly + 1ll) 1 — 2 d(zr, ') Ty

1T (2, 2)l Zag = lla'[l, we (=) Ths

(35)

<cem ||37I||2 jjlw

Collecting the estimates (3})— (35) in (32), we obtain with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and by
exploiting the definition of Z}, that

l#£0) 5 Zhs < ear (142001 +ex)C1 M%) ¢ [[1e=wlaewenzy.  co

Squaring both sides and optimizing over all couplings v € II(g, ¢’) concludes the proof. O

D.2 Stability of the CBO dynamics (2) w.r.t. the parameters )\ and o

Let us now show the stability of the CBO dynamics (2) w.r.t. its parameters, in particular, the drift
and noise parameters A and o. For this we control in Lemma D.2 below the mismatch of the iterates
of the CBO dynamics (2) for different parameters, however, provided coinciding initialization and
discrete Brownian motion paths.

Lemma D.2 (Stability of the CBO dynamics (2)). Let £ € C(R?) satisfy AI-A3. Moreover,
let po € P4(RY). We denote by ((X,i’l)k:07___,K)i:LMN
to (2) with parameters A\, 01 and A\, 09, respectively. Furthermore, we write (ﬁfcv’l)k:07,,_,;< and
(ﬁi\m) k=o0,...,K for the associated empirical measures and introduce the cutoff function (random
variable)

and ((X,i’2)k:0,...,K)i:1 _y Solutions

. 4 N1 4 ;~N,2
oo irmax {[lle I3 dnY S I3 dn? ) <
Iyy = 37
0, else.
Then, under the assumption of coinciding initial conditions Xé’l = ng foralli=1,..., N as well
as Gaussian random vectors By, forallk =1,..., K andalli=1,..., N, it holds

N
%ZEHX? - X;’QH;j}w,k <a (|/\1 — Xof? + oy — 02\2) e (h=1)
=1

with constants ¢; = ¢1(At,d, by, ba, M) > 0 and co = co(At,d, a, \a, 09,C1,Co, M) > 0 for all
k>1

Proof. Let us first remark that the cutoff function f,%/[, . defined in (37) is adapted to
the natural filtration {Fj}r=o,. . k., where Fj denotes the sigma algebra generated by
{Bj,t=1,...,k,i=1,...,N}. Now, using the iterative update rule (2) for X,i’l and X,i’2 with
parameters A1, 01 and Aq, 09, respectively, we obtain, by employing the standard inequality (21) for
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p = 2and J = 5, for their squared norm difference the upper bound

IXE" = X271l S 102y = X241y + (At A =2al) (HXi’%HiH!w k)
+ (@A) (X0 = X2 5+ oSG - 253 13)
+lov=aaf? (| XL ][5 + 25 ) || )|<Bz|>2
03 ([l = X2, + =5 G — 25 G, )HB:;HE
S (1 @0 +o3 [BEE) (16 -Xi2 5+ 25 ) -2 GY];)
+ (@t =) + or=oal | BE3) (11X 15+ 0% ﬁf: DII)-
(33)
Since 7}, satisfies Z, , = Zy; ,Zy;, forall € < kand Zj, , < 1, we obtain from (38) that
X - X225 T
< (1+@oa+a2 |Bil3) (132 = X205 + @) — 25 B2 ]3) Thrac

2 i 112 i,1 ANl
(@ea=2a)® + o1 oo | BEIL) (126625115 + 25 @I ) Zirs o
With the random variables X[, X}, € (pn "), 25 (5 ) and IMk , being F,_;-measurable,

taking the expectation w.r.t. the sampling of the random vectors Bi, i = 1,..., N, i.e., the conditional
expectation Ey, = E [ o | Fj_1], yields

Bl X = X3% |5 T
< <1+(At)‘2)2+dAt‘7§) (HXIZcil - Xz’lez + Ha: Pk 1 ﬁiv 21 H )111\4,1@71
- ((At|>\1—)\2|)2 +dAt|Jl—02|2) (|\X,iﬁ1||2 + |28 (Bah) ||2) Thip1s

where we used the fact that E¢ || B;||3 = dAt. Taking now the total expectation E on both sides, we
have by tower property (law of total expectation)

E[| X" - X2 T
< (1 (A0 +ddtad) (BI|XE X022 T + B ()~ ()13 Thras )
+ ((Atha=xa)® + datlor oo} (BN XL Thr ps + EllaS BRI Thens ) -
(39)

As a consequence of the stability estimate for the consensus point, Lemma D.1, it holds for a constant
co = C()(O[ Cy,Cs, M) > ( that

|25 (5pY) — 25(n3) HQIMk: 1 < coEWY (ﬁfcvluﬁg%)IMk 1
< CON Z]EHXIiil - Xzi’inle,km
=

where we chose ™ = % vazl ) Xt ®45 xi2, as viable transportation plan in Definition (20) to upper
bound the Wasserstein distance in the second step. Utilizing this when averaging (39) over ¢ gives

N N
1 i P22 = 1 i i =
T D EIX = X02 (S Thr s S (Lheo) (1 (Athe)* +dAL03) = DB Xt~ X0 [ Thy i
i=1 i=1
+ ((At A —Aa|)? + dAE |01—02|2) (b + (1 + by)M?)
(40)
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where we employed Lemma C.1 together with the definition of the cutoff function f}m 41 to obtain

the bound in the second line of (40). Exploiting that Xé’l = Xé’z fori =1,..., N by assumption,
we conclude the proof by an application of the discrete variant of Gronwall’s inequality (22), which
proves that for all £ > 1 it holds

N
1 i, i,2112 = 2 2\ eo(k—
N Y E[x - X2 Tk < @ ((Aﬂ)\l = A2|)” + dAt oy — o9 ) ec2 (k1)
i=1
with constants ¢; = ¢1(by,ba, M) > 0 and co = ca(co, At, d, Ay, 02) > 0. O

D.3 A large deviation bound for the consensus point (3)

For a given measure o € P(R%) and a set of NV i.i.d. random variables Y ~ o with empirical random

measure oV = % Zf;l dyi, one expects that under certain regularity assumptions it holds by the
law of large numbers
£

[0}

(@N) N xi(g) as N — oo.

This is made rigorous in the subsequent lemma, which is based on arguments from [90, Lemma 3.1]
and [30, Lemma 23].

Lemma D.3 (Large deviation bound for the consensus point z%). Let & € C(R?) satisfy Al—A2.
Moreover, for k = 1,..., K, let u, € P(R?) be a random measure, let (Y,f)i:Lm,N be N i.id.
random variables distributed according to iy, denote by ﬂiv the empirical random measure ﬂiv =
% Zf\il 5Yki and define the cutoff function (random variable)

_ 1. 4 =N 4 < M4
%:{0, v;maX{fl s [ 1o 3 dps } < M, an
, else.

X

Then it holds

Jmax B 2§ @) =2l ()|, Zen < eV

with a constant cs = cs(«, by, by, Co, M) > 0.

Proof. To start with, we note that under A2 and with Jensen’s inequality it holds

e € 212\/1,1@ _ fzzwc < j?w,k
FELwEY) F Tiliesp(-alE(F) - 8) T § Tl exp(—aCa(l + V] [))
72
< o (—ath(l +1\gkzjv_l ”ij”%)) < exp(aCa(l+ M?)) =: cp.
(42)
By definition of the consensus point xi in (3), it holds
o) — 2 (), T = éy"fzii}g&@ -/ xnwgﬁf()ﬂk) i) s

< (ITully + 1T21l5) Z3s s

where the terms 77 and 75 are defined implicitly and bounded as follows. For the first term 77 we
have

N E(vi £
. Y,
ZY,I@Z ]\(’;]a( Ek) - _/x - Jwva(x?g - d/f’fk(x)
i=1 Zj:l w5 (V) ~ Zj:l wg (Yy)

5

= TN as
% Zj:l wé (YY)

N
¥ vt )~ [ @) (o)

IT3ll, ZRs e =

T2
Thr i

2

N
%Zngi(Yg) - /xwi(x) dpg ()

(44)

2

A

af
Cp e = s

2
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where we utilized (42) in the last step. Similarly, for the second term 75 we have

72 _  we(@®) RN w (z)
'Tz”QIM”“_H/ Nz s ) /||wa|L1<md’”"€”

T £( 1 £ vrd €
e EA (| wa(Ylg)_/wa(x) dp () 45
YL wE () :| ¥ 2 @

II\/I k
2

N
1 .
< care® (b + 02 | Yo wE(07) - [ @) dlo)] |
J=1

2

where the last step involved additionally Lemma C.1. Let us now introduce the random variables

2= VS ()~ [wul(@)dunte) and o= oS0~ [ Wl o) dun(a),

respectively, which have zero expectation, and are i.i.d. for¢ = 1,..., N. With these definitions as
well as the bounds (44) and (45) we obtain

2
N
E|Ty(5 I8k < ce**EE N > 7,
=1 2

QM*CM‘3 EZZ<ZI<:’Z]‘1>I?\4]<

1=1 j=1 (46)

el iz 1
= 3¢ éﬁEZ 1Zill, TR w < Ack M

i=1

and, analogously,

N
1 i |2 = 2 1
E| )33,k < c3pe®E (by + beM mﬂ«: ?:1 |2k |l5 Zar s < 4chy (br + b2 M) ¥ (47)

The last inequalities of (46) and (47) are due to the estimates
2

T2
I
2

1SN 2 1L o
By 3120 T < 2 3 IV 0) 2 T+ 28 | [ ) (o)
=1 =1

N
—oaem 1 - —2a =
<2288 STV T+ 2620 [ ol dpalo) Ty
i=1
< dePEM?
and, similarly,
E |2H2fﬁ4k < 4e20€,
Combining (46) and (47) concludes the proof. O]

Remark D.4. Alternatively to the explicit computations of Lemma D.3, the stability estimate for the
consensus point, Lemma D. 1, would allow to obtain

ponax. E ||$ ) - 3“ (11k ||2112w,k =< co k:I?aXKEWﬂﬁéVaMk)ji[,k,

where EWQQ(;?,ICV , b ) can be controlled by employing [9], Theorem 1]. This, however, only gives a

quantitative convergence rate of order O(N -2/ 4), which is affected by the curse of dimensionality.
The convergence rate O(N 1) obtained in Lemma D.3 matches the one to be expected from Monte
Carlo sampling.
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D.4 Proof of Theorem 6

We now have all necessary tools at hand to present the detailed proof of Theorem 6.

Proof of Theorem 6. We notice that for the choice A = 1/At the iterative update rule of the particles
of the CBO dynamics (2) becomes

Xi = oS0 1) + oD (Xiy — 25 () Bi (48)
where ,H,ICV = % Zf\; 1) <:- In this case, the associated CBO scheme (4) reads

k

N
= ~; s 1 i ~ vi ~
FUBO =28 (pN)  with pY = N 25}?;’ where X}, ~ N(nglo, Ato®D(X]_, — mgB?) ) ,
7520 — a,
(49)

which resembles the CH dynamics (13) with the difference in the underlying measure on which
basis the consensus point (3) is computed. Let us further denote by /il the empirical measure
ay = ~ Zz 1 5yt, where Y} ~ fuy, —/\/(glc,~c 1,0 2Id) fori=1,...,N,ie, Y} = xgﬂ —1—53%,@
with By) ,; being a standard Gaussian random vector.

To obtain the probabilistic formulation of the statement, let us denote the underlying probability
space over which all considered random variables get their realizations by (€2, 7, P) and introduce
the subset 2, of 2 of suitably bounded random variables according to

s = {w e s o max{ [ 030 [1e18ap, [ Wam, [1-18am} <0t}

For the associated cutoff function (random variable) we write 1¢,,. Moreover, let us define the cutoff
functions

o — {1, it e {f [+ 3 dpY S 1= 3o 1o 3w 1+ 13 il } < M* forall € < .
: 0, else,
(50)
which are adapted to the natural filtration and satisfy 1, < Zar as well as s = Zag kLo, for
all ¢ < k.

We can decompose the expected squared discrepancy E ||z{B0 — 2™ H; 1g,, between the CBO
scheme (4) and the CH scheme (13) as

E [|2g0 — e0H|[ Tary < 2B [[¢0P0 — ZPO||2 Tars + 2B 7050 — afH || Tars. (5D
In what follows we individually bound the two terms on the right-hand side of (51).

- 2 . ..
First term: Let us start with the term E ||z {BO — zBO ||2 Tar., which we bound by combining the

stability estimate for the consensus point, Lemma D.1, with Lemma D.2, a stability estimate for the
underlying CBO dynamics (2) w.r.t. its parameters A and o. Denoting the auxiliary cutoff function
defined in (37) in the setting ﬁiv’l = p¥ and ﬁg’ = pN by IM » We have due to Lemma D.1 the
estimate

E[|z$B0 — 5CBO|2 Ty 4 = E|[2E () — «f ’ﬁff I, Zare

<E Hfﬂi(ﬁkN) - HQIZ\/[IC < COEWz (Pk: s Pk )IMk
with a constant ¢y = co(av, Cy,Co, M) > 0. In the ﬁrst 1nequa11ty of (52) we exploited Zpy ), < fJIW, k-
The Wasserstein distance appearing on the right-hand side of (52) can be upper bounded by choosing
=+ Zf\il Ox; ®0 X as viable transportation plan in Definition (20). This constitutes the first
inequality in the estimate

(52)

N
~ ~ = 1 i i 12 =~
EWQQ(PICN’P;CV)IJI\/[,JC < N ZE HXk - XkHzIle,k
i=1 (53)
2
)\_ i ecz(k}—l)’

S c (|)\1 _ )\2|2 + |O'1 _ 0_2|2) Cz(k 1) < c1 At

27



whereas the second step is a consequence of Lemma D.2 applied with A\; = \,0; = o and Ay =
1/At, 09 = o as exploited in the third step. Hence, the constants are ¢; = ¢1(At,d, by,be, M) > 0
and ¢ = CQ(At, d,a, A\, 0,Cq,Cy, M) > 0.

CBO

2 o .
Second term: To control the term E Ha: kaH H2 ZIn,i we start by decomposing it according to

E||750 — of |, Tark < 2B [#£7C — 2f ()|, Tark + 2B |25 @) — 207, Zar e, (59

[

where i i 18 as introduced at the beginning of the proof. For the first summand in (54) the stability
estimate for the consensus point, Lemma D.1, gives

EHNCBO 5 -~

AN)HEIMJﬂ =E |25 () — «& () H;IM,k

< COEWQ (Pk s ik )IM E

(55)

with a constant ¢y = co(a,C1,C2, M) > 0. By choosing m = + Zi:l 0% @ dy;i as viable
k
transportation plan in Definition (20), we can further bound

N~ 1N :
EW3 (Y BY) T < 5 D BI|XG = Vi3 Zarw (56)
=1

and since X} ~ N(TFBP, Ato?D(X}_, — 7CBO)2 ) and Y} ~ N (z§M, 5%1d) we have

N
1 -~ , _
S B~ T < 2B — o 2 Tars
i=1
1 & Si P12 P2
+ >0 (PR|D (R — 350 B T + 5B By ;)
i=1
< 2E[|zi PP — 2! 1HQIMJH + 802 At (by + (14 b)) M?) + 452
(57)
Note that in the last step we exploited the definition of the cutoff function Zy , which allowed to
derive the bound

2

1 X - N - N .
% SOEID(Rioy — F0) Bi |y Tarse < Z (a5 + [ZE2005) 1 BElls Taren

i=1 i1

_ 2 i
< 2B 2P|, Zareos + = 2 BN Xl Zares
i=1
<2(b1+ (1 +by)M?)

by using Lemma C.1 and the fact that B ~ N (0, AtId) is independent from )Z',i_l and 7UBO
Inserting (57) into (56) and this into (55) afterwards, we are left with

E ||7050 — o€ (A)||2 Zare < ¢ (EH;CCBO — 2T |2 Tag s + 02Ot + 52) (58)
with a constant ¢ = ¢(cg, b1, b2, M) > 0. For the second summand in (54) we have by Lemma D.3

E‘|mi(ﬁk _kaHQIMk<EH93 N}c)_ﬂf Mk HQIMk
§03N_ )

(59)
with c3 = c3(a, by, by, Ca, M) > 0 and where TJQVL . 18 an auxiliary cutoff function as defined in (41).
Combining (58) with (59) we arrive for (54) at

E H~CBO - a:kHHzIM < CEHJZCBO — xk 1H2ZM7;€_1 + co? At + 2 + s N~ (60)
An application of the discrete variant of Gronwall’s inequality (22) shows that

E||zg"° - kaHQIM k< FE||75P0 - xOCHHz + (co®At + c5% + czgN 1) eh=h), (61)
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where the first term vanishes as both schemes are initialized with x.

Concluding step: Collecting the estimates (52) combined with (53), and (61) yields for (51) the
bound

2

E ||xSBO — xEHH; 1o, S cocr ec2(k=1) 4 (cazAt +co? + 03]\7*1) eck=1)

1
< -
_C’(‘)\ ;

with a constant C' = C(At, d, o, A\, 0, by, by, C1,Co, K, M) > 0. Observe that we additionally used
1q,, < Zu, as observed at the beginning.

1
A— —
At

2 (62)

+o2At+52+ CgN_1> ,

Probabilistic formulation: We first note that with Markov’s inequality we have the estimate

4 g~ 4 4~ 4 4 g~
p(05,) =P (o o { [ 130, (11307, [V, [ 13am | > art)

1 4 N 4 =N
< o (Ek_rgffffK/II |2 dpy; +1Ek:rgﬁ>§K/ll 2 dpy;

..........

1 CBO | 3 (CBO CH | 3 4CH
< W(M + MEEO 4 MO M),
where the last inequality is due to Lemmas C.2, C.3 and C.4. Here, MCBO represents
the constant M®BO from Lemma C.2 in the setting where A\ = 1/At, ie., M®BO =
MEBO(1/At, 0,d, by, by, KAL, K, py). Thus, for any § € (0,1/2), a sufficiently large choice

M= M1, MECBO, MVCBO, MCH, /\//TCH) allows to ensure ]P’(wa) < 4. To conclude the proof,
let us denote by K. C €2 the set, where (16) does not hold and abbreviate

1
_ 1 _
e=¢ C(’)\ X

For the probability of this set we can estimate

2

+o2At+5% + CgN_1> .

P(K.) =P(K.N Q) +P(K.NQ5,) <P(Ke | Q) P(Qr) +P(Q5)

63
<P | Q) +0 < B [[[of20 — o2 | Q] +4, ©9

where the last step is due to Markov’s inequality. By definition of the conditional expectation we
further have

2 1 2 2
B [l - o£; | 0] < B 1€ ~ o e, < 26 o™ - o 1,
Inserting now the expression from (62) concludes the proof. O

E Proof details for Proposition 7 and Theorem 8

Proposition 7 and Theorem 8 are centered around the observation that the CH scheme (13) behaves
gradient-like. To establish this, Proposition 7 exploits, by using the quantitative nonasymptotic
Laplace principle (see Section E.1 and in particular Proposition E.2 for a review of [30, Propo-
sition 18]), that one step of the implicit CH scheme (14) can be recast into the computation of a

consensus point =& for an objective function of the form &(z) = 5|l — z[|3+&(x). To prove The-

orem 8, this is combined with a stability argument for the MMS (15), which relies on the A-convexity
of £ (Assumption A4).
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E.1 A quantitative nonasymptotic Laplace principle

The Laplace principle [36, 37] asserts that for any absolutely continuous probability measure g €
P(R?) it holds

lim (—;log ( / exp (—a&(z)) dQ(x))> = xesiur;fp . E(x).

This suggests that, as & — oo, the Gibbs measure 7§ = wfo/||w||1., () converges to a discrete
probability distribution (i.e., a convex combination of Dirac measures) supported on the set of global

minimizers of £. However, even in the case that such minimizer is unique, it does not permit to

quantify the proximity of xg (0)=[= dnf: (see also Equation (3)) to the minimizer of & without the
following assumption (see also Remark B.1).

Definition E.1 (Inverse continuity property). A function Eec (RY) satisfies the ¢2-inverse continuity
property globally if there exist constants 1, v > 0 such that

e — 31|, < %(5@) —&)" forallz e R, (4

where T* € R? denotes the unique global minimizer of & with objective value éj = inf, cpga & ().

As elaborated on in Remark B.1 for the (/°°-)inverse continuity property, it is usually sufficient if (64)
holds locally around the global minimizer z*. In the following Proposition E.2, however, we recall
the quantitative Laplace principle in the slightly more specific form, where the ¢2-inverse continuity
property holds globally as required by Definition E.1. For the general version, namely in the case of
functions which satisfy (64) only on an £2-ball around Z* (see [30, Definition 8 (A2)] for the details),
we refer to [30, Proposition 18].

Proposition E.2 (Quantitative Laplace principle). Let € € C (R) satisfy the (*-inverse continuity
property in form of Definition E.1. Moreover, let o € P(RY). For any r > 0 define &, =
SUP,ep, (7+) €() — E. Then, for fixed o > 0 it holds for any r,q > 0 that

(q + g'r)u n exp(

E( V|| <
lofto) -], = Erm 2

_aQ) _F* T
Z [l =1, dofa). 65)

Proof. W.l.o.g. we may assume € = 0 since a constant offset to € neither affects the definition of the
consensus point in (3) nor the quantities appearing on the right-hand side of (65).

By Markov’s inequality it holds ||exp(foz6~’)||L1(g) > ao({z e R*: exp(—a&(z)) > a}) for any
a > 0. With the choice a = exp(—a&,.) and noting that

o({v R s exp(—a€(a)) = exp(—a&) }) = o ({z € RY: E(x) < &) = o(B,(7)),

we obtain ||exp(—a§)||Ll(9) > exp(—a&,)o(B,(F*)). Now let 7 > r > 0. With the definition of
the consensus point in (3) and by Jensen’s inequality we can decompose

o -2l < [ fe-wl, SO )

By (z*) Hexp(—aE)HLl(g)

s exp —Oég{L'
b e, o)
(Br(3*)° [|exp(—a&)

do(z).

||L1(g)
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The first term is bounded by 7 since ||x — z*||s < 7 for all z € B#(Z*). For the second term we use
the formerly derived |lexp(— aE)HLl(Q) > exp(—a&,)o( B, (T*)) to get

_.. exp(—aé(z)
[ a-#l, C2W) gy
(B3(@))° Hexp(_ag)HLl(g)
1
" exp(—aé,)o(B

oot 0 )) [
o(B. (7)) /||CU—$ o do(z).-

x— T, ex —aé(z)) do(z
i Lo e e (o) e

IN

Thus, for any 77 > r > 0 we obtain

_ - _exp(—a inf,c m*))LE
o) — |, <7+ (o i) / o =3, do(a).  (66)

We now choose 7 = (g + é‘;) ” /n, which satisfies 7 > r, since (64) with £ = 0 implies

_ (q+ &) N v (SupaceBr(’aE*) g@))
r= - _——=

Y

> sup |l —Z"||, =7
n n n z€B,.(T*)
Using again (64) with € = 0 we thus have

inf 5(1’)757Z(T}ﬁl/yfgr:qugr*gr:q
z€(Br(T*))°

Inserting this and the definition of 7 into (66) gives the statement. O]

E.2 The auxiliary function gk

Let us now show that the function &y, (z) := L ||« {1, — x||z+8 ('), which appears later in the proofs
of Proposition 7 and Theorem 8, satisfies the /2-inverse continuity property in form of Definition E.1
if £ is A-convex and the parameter 7 sufficiently small. As we discuss in Remark E.4 below, the
condition on the parameter 7 vanishes if £ is convex, i.e., A > 0.

Lemma E.3 (gk satisfies the /2-inverse continuity property). Let En be defined as above with T > 0
and with €& € C(R?) satisfying A4. Moreover, if A < 0, assume further that T < 1/(—A). Then, En
satisfies the (?-inverse continuity property (64) with parameters

L I
v== and n=4\/—+=.
2 ! 27 T 2

Le., denoting the unique global minimizer of gk by ESH it holds

|l — 751, <5(5,€() E@™)" forallz R 67)

Proof. We first notice that Eris 2n? = (1+TAT)-str0ngly convex (2% > 0 by assumption), since
~ 1+ A7 1 /1 c 2 2 A2
Eul) = 5 () ol = 5 (2% — s = ol3) + £62) 5 el
1 A 2
o= (I3 = 2 (oM 0)) + (@) — 5 ol

convex since linear convex by A4

H

is convex by being the sum of two convex functions. By strong convexity of Ek, C
and for all £ € [0, 1] it holds

1 (1 +TAT) 61— 6) [lv - 33 < €ula) + (1 - OEGEE™) — Exlea + (1 - ©F)

<€ (Bula) - &GEM),

exists, is unique

2
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where we used in the last inequality that EgH minimizes &. Dividing both sides by &, letting & — 0
and reordering the inequality gives the result.

Remark E.4. In the case that £ is A-convex with A < 0 (i.e., potentially nonconvex), Lemma E.3
requires that the parameter T is sufficiently small, in order to ensure that &y, is strongly convex and

therefore has a unique global minimizer ESH On the other hand, if £ is convex, i.e., A > 0, & is
strongly convex and therefore such constraint is not necessary, i.e., T can be chosen arbitrarily.

Next, we give technical estimates on the quantities (), vk (B, (zgM)) and f |z —zF H2 dvi (),

which appear when applying Proposition E.2 in the setting of the function Ek and the probability

measure v, = A (2, 2521d). This allows to keep the proof of Proposition 7 more concise.

Lemma E.5. Let &, € C(RY) be as defined above with & € C(R?) satisfying A2. Then for

the expressions (E)r, Vi (B (xF™)) and [ ||z — ESHHQ dvi(x) appearing in Equation (65) the

following estimates hold. Namely,
B < (5 (r+ 470 (Ja ), + 1367))) + € -+ 20E5)) )
~ 1 1 2 1~CH |2 1
Vi (Br(xgH)> > W exp (—%;2 (7«2—‘,—872012 (Hx%ﬂ H2_|_H$SHH2))) Wrdv

§+1)
/HI*%HszVk( ) < 27Cy (|22, + [|175]),) + v2da.

Proof. Let us start by investigating the expressions (), v (B, (F¢™)) and [ [jz — &M |, dvi(x)
individually.

Term (g'k)T: By definition (see Proposition E.2) and under A2 it holds

E)r = sup  En(x) — E(GEEY)
v€B, (FCH)

1 - -
<o swp ([laf oy 2 - FT) + swp  E(@) - £

2T 4eB, (FCH) zeB, (FCH)
< L (re 2o ~F) r+ (2 F0) ¢

IN

(55 -+ 20a™ = 3670) + 01 -+ 205, )

Term v, (B, (Z5™")): Using the density of the multivariate normal distribution v, =

N (2§, 25%1d) we can directly compute

— 1 1
Vk(B (ﬂch)) = W/BT(ESH)GXP <—452 Hx zH 1” )

1 1 N B

ARG (S <ﬂg+nm%lun
1 ! ~CH

> WGXP <_20' (7" +H _wk 1|| ))‘/B(ﬁCH) d/\(.%‘)

o i e i

= @y eXp( 252 (7“ + H s 1” )) +1> 7

where we used in the last step that the volume of a d-dimensional unit ball is 7¢/2/T ( + 1)
Here, I' denotes Euler’s gamma function. We recall for the readers’ convenience that by Stlrhng S

approximation I' (x + 1) ~ /27 (z/e)” as x — oo.
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Term [ ||z — Z5M ||, dvi(z): A straightforward computation gives

[l =380, ) = [ Jlo = T AN (o, 25%10) (0)
/Hx—&-xk H o ZOH|| A (0,25°1d) (x)
< JlSh, — 7|, + /H:r||2d./\/(0 2521d) ()
< loi%, - 3", + v2ds

Concluding step: To conclude the proof, we further observe that since x%H is the minimizer of g'k

see (14), a comparison with a: B ylelds
1 - ~
o= [l = 1 + £ < e,
With A2 it therefore holds

~CH

o2 — 3, < 2r (£f™) — £@EM) < 20Oy ([Jof4]], + 0 ,) (£ - 3

27

or rephrased

i = @5, < 2rCa (2], + 135]) -

Exploiting this estimate in the former bounds, gives the statements. O

E.3 Proof of Proposition 7

We now have all necessary tools at hand to present the detailed proof of Proposition 7.

Proof of Proposition 7. By using the quantitative Laplace principle E.2, we make rigorous and
quantify the fact that a:EH approximates the minimizer of £, denoted by zy, for sufficiently large c.

To obtain the probabilistic formulation of the statement, let us again denote the underlying probability
space by (2, F,P) (note that we can use the same probability space as in Section D since the
stochasticity of both schemes (13) and (14) is solely coming from the initialization) and introduce

the subset 7 of Q of suitably bounded random variables according to

Gar = {w e r max ma {37} < M} .

For the associated cutoff function (random variable) we write ]leM

We first notice that by definition of the consensus point < in (3) it holds

apgt =2 () = /SU exp(~aé(z)) dp(z)

lexp(—a€) HLl(Mk)

_ /:1: exp(—a&(x)) exp (_ﬁ Hx _ xgl{luz) V
[ exp(—a&(z’)) exp (—ﬁ ||w/ _ x H ) v k -
- /x xp(~ar(z) dvy(x)

lexp(=a&i)l ()

= xik (l/k)a

which introduces the relation 7 = 2aG?2 and where we chose v, = N (a:g 1,25°1d), which is
globally supported, i.e., supp(v) = R?. Since, according to Lemma E.3, Ek satisfies the inverse
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continuity property (67) with v = 1/2and n = 4/ % + % > 0, the quantitative Laplace principle,
Proposition E.2, gives for any r, ¢ > 0 the bound

~ g, ~ g+ (&))" eXp
o7 = 38, = Jof a0 =597 < L SOl o3, e
(69)
where (&), = SUD,e B, (7CH) Eulz) — Sk(NCH). We further notice that by the assumption

T < 1/(—=2A) if A < 0 it holds n > 1/(24/7) (in the case A > 0 the same bound holds triv-
ially). Combining (69) with the technical estimates of Lemma E.5 and the definition of the cutoff
function ]lﬁM allows to obtain

~ 2
Ellzi" -7, 1q,,

(q + (fk)r) 1~
7

< 2E &, | +2E

exp —2aq) 2
Vk NCH (/Hx_kaHZdyk )) ]lﬁM]

< 87‘((] + (& + Cyr +6C1 M) r)

2d(252)d

+ 4exp (—2aq + % (rQ + 1672C12M2)> 2d F(g + 1)2 (1672012M2 + 2d52)

—87(q+( + Cir 4 6C1 M ))

r? 23 12 24rd 4 2 2,27 r2 T
+dexp (20 (g— (= +16rC2M (4 +1)” (1672CM2 a1 ),
T a“r «

(70)

where in the last step we just replaced 25 by 7/« according to the relation. We now choose
3 1
r=1, ¢=gT +167CiM?* and o > ag:= f(dlogQ +log(1+d)+ QIOgF(% + 1)),
T
where I" denotes Euler’s gamma function, for which, by Stirling’s approximation, it holds T" (z + 1) ~

V2mx (z/e)” as x — oo. With this we can continue the computations of (70) with

~CH

E[|z0" — 3¢ 1§Mg8(2+017+601M+16012M2)72

24 d 2 22712 T

I

(71)
< 8(3+ Cir + 601 M +24C3M? ) 7

CT2

IA

with a constant ¢ = ¢(C7, M). Notice that to obtain the last inequality one may first note and exploit
that one has a7 > 1 as well as 1/« < 7 as a consequence of o > 1/7.

Probabilistic formulation: We first note that with Markov’s inequality we have the estimate

.....

1 o~
W(Ek_%l,élelkaIIﬁE s, 367

ﬁ(MCHJrMCH)’

where the last inequality is due to Lemmas C.3 and C.6. Thus, for any ¢ € (0,1/2), a sufficiently
large choice M = M (671, MCH, MCH) allows to ensure P(wa) < 4. To conclude the proof, let

us denote by K - C § the set, where (17) does not hold and abbreviate

e=c¢eter2,
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For the probability of this set we can estimate
P(K.) = P(K. N Q) +P(K.NQ5,) < P(E. | Q) P(Qr) +P(25)
~ i~ ~ 72
< P(R.|far) +8 < B [laf - 32 ] + 5 7

where the last step is due to Markov’s inequality. By definition of the conditional expectation we
further have

~ ~ 1 ~ ~
E [l - 375 | O] < =B of" - 37| 1g,, < 2E[|of™ - 57|} 15,
P(r)
Inserting now the expression from (71) concludes the proof. O

E.4 Proof of Theorem 8

‘We now have all necessary tools at hand to present the detailed proof of Theorem 8.
Proof of Theorem 8. We combine in what follows Proposition 7 with a stability argument for the
MMS (15).

To obtain the probabilistic formulation of the statement, let us denote, as in the proof of Proposition 7,
the underlying probability space by (2, F, P) (note that we can use the same probability space as in
Section D since the stochasticity of the three schemes (13), (14) and (15) is solely coming from the

initialization) and introduce the subset €2, of € of suitably bounded random variables according to

5} < M.

For the associated cutoff function (random variable) we write lﬁM'

i

QM = {w eN: k:I{)lf,ji),(,KmaX{ng o

. 2
We can decompose the expected squared discrepancy E [|z}™S — 275|715~ between the

MMS (15) and the CH scheme (13) for any ¢ € (0, 1) as

B o™ — a2 15, < (L4 9)E o™ — 307215, + (1 + 07 B30 —o£ 21

Qe

(73)

ﬁ M

In what follows we individually estimate the two terms on the right-hand side of (73).

MMS

. ~CH||2 . ~
First term: Let us first bound the term E szMMS — x%H ||2 15 . By definition of z; and x%H as

Qum
minimizers of (15) and (14), respectively, and with the definition £x (z) := E(x) — %”IH; it holds
(1+ TA)kaMS - xl,z/l_l\/{s d (1+ TA)E%H CH
n

€ —9E (2 MMS) il RPN
T T

Since £, is convex due to A4 and as consequence of the properties of the subdifferential we have

< (1+7A)e)™S —}MS (147 A)FH — o 0H ~CH>
— + s L, — Tk Z O’
T T

which allows to obtain by means of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

~CH |2 ~ ~
(1 7)™~ G < (oD - o a1 - M) < 08 - o S - 7,
or, equivalently,

kaMMS MMS CH (74)

=3y = g ekt -2l

Second term: For the term E || Z5™ — 2™ Hz 1, we obtained in (71) in the proof of Proposition 7,
for suitable choices of o and «, the bound

<er? (75)

~ 2
Bl -7, 1a,, <
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with a constant ¢ = ¢(Cy, M).
Concluding step: Combining this with the estimate (74) yields for (73) the bound
1+ 9
Hz I, =< 2
M (14 TA)

An application of the discrete variant of Gronwall’s inequality (22) shows that

E [|o}MS — E||lo)™5 — ol 215 +c(l+ 97172 (76)

k—1 ¢
149 9
E [|ap™® — 2|, 1, <c(1+97! (77)
h™s — o) "3 Gy
forall k =1,..., K, where we used that both schemes are initialized by the same x.

Probabilistic formulation: We first note that with Markov’s inequality we have the estimate
P(%,) =P <k=“&‘i‘ff;< max {[|il, . (|2l > M)
1 4 ~ 4
i (o o + e 2515
W (MCH 4 MCH )7

where the last inequality is due to Lemmas C.3 and C.6. Thus, for any ¢ € (0,1/2), a sufficiently
large choice M = M (6=, MCH, MH) allows to ensure P(£25,) < 4. To conclude the proof, let
us denote by K. C €2 the set, where (18) does not hold and abbreviate

(1491 ’“Zzl < 149 )e
€= +
14 TA
For the probability of this set we can estimate
P(K.) = P(K. N Q) +P(K.NQ5;) < P(E. | Q) P(Qr) +P(2)
<P(R. | Bar) +5 < B [[lol™S — o002 |Gur] + 7

where the last step is due to Markov’s inequality. By definition of the conditional expectation we
further have

1
[HxMMS _ kaHQ ‘ M} < P(QM) HxMMS _ kaHz 5, <2E HxMMS SHHE 1~
Inserting now the expression from (77) concludes the proof. O
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F Additional numerical experiments

F.1 Comparison of the CH scheme (13) for different sampling widths &

To complement Figure 2a, we visualize in Figure F.1 the influence of the sampling width & on the
behavior of the CH scheme (13).

&', 3
xl-.. :,z:-.

0 2 1 6 0 2 1 a2 0 2 1 6

(a) The CH scheme (13) with sam-  (b) The CH scheme (13) with sam-  (¢) The CH scheme (13) with sam-
pling width & = 0.4 gets stuck in  pling width & = 0.6 can occasion-  pling width & = 0.7 can escape
a local minimum of €. ally escape local minima of £. local minima of £.

Figure F.1: A visual comparison of the CH scheme (13) for different sampling widths . We depict
the positions of the consensus hopping scheme (13) for different values of & (0.4 in (a), 0.6 in (b) and
0.7 in (¢)) in the setting of Figure 2a. While for small o the numerical scheme gets stuck in a local
minimum of the objective, the ability to escape such critical points improves with larger o. Notice
that (b) coincides with Figure 2a.
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F.2 The numerical experiments of Figures 1 and 2 for a different objective

In the style of Figures 1 and 2 we provide in Figure F.2 an additional set of illustrations of the behavior
of the different algorithms analyzed in this work for a noisy Canyon function with a valley shaped as

a second degree polynomial.

50
40
30
20

10

25 " 25 0

(a) A noisy Canyon function £ with a valley shaped

as a second degree polynomial

(c) The CH scheme (13) (sampled
over several runs) follows on aver-
age the valley of £ and can occa-
sionally escape local minima.

% Global minimizer z*
Sample locations of consensus point

25

-2.5
-2.5

0 2.5 5

(b) The CBO scheme (4) (sampled over several

runs) follows on average the valley while passing
over local minima.

0

(d) Gradient descent gets stuck in
a local minimum of &£.

0 2

(e) The Langevin dynamics (6)
(sampled over several runs) fol-
lows on average the valley of £ and
escapes local minima.

Figure F.2: An additional numerical experiment illustrating the behavior of the CBO scheme (4)
(see (b)), the consensus hopping scheme (13) (see (c)), gradient descent (see (d)) and the overdamped
Langevin dynamics (6) (see (e)) in search of the global minimizer z* of the nonconvex objective
function £ depicted in (a). The experimental setting is the one of Figures 1 and 2 with the only
difference of the particles being initialized around (5, —1).
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