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We present an unbiased method for Bayesian posterior means based on ki-
netic Langevin dynamics that combines advanced splitting methods with en-
hanced gradient approximations. Our approach avoids Metropolis correction
by coupling Markov chains at different discretization levels in a multilevel
Monte Carlo approach. Theoretical analysis demonstrates that our proposed
estimator is unbiased, attains finite variance, and satisfies a central limit the-
orem. It can achieve accuracy € > 0 for estimating expectations of Lipschitz
functions in d dimensions with O(dl/ 46_2) expected gradient evaluations,
without assuming warm start. We exhibit similar bounds using both approxi-
mate and stochastic gradients, and our method’s computational cost is shown
to scale independently of the size of the dataset. The proposed method is
tested using a multinomial regression problem on the MNIST dataset and
a Poisson regression model for soccer scores. Experiments indicate that the
number of gradient evaluations per effective sample is independent of di-
mension, even when using inexact gradients. For product distributions, we
give dimension-independent variance bounds. Our results demonstrate that
the unbiased algorithm we present can be much more efficient than the “gold-
standard" randomized Hamiltonian Monte Carlo.
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1. Introduction. Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods are standard computa-
tional tools for high-dimensional Bayesian inference [82]. They enable the computation of
posterior means and variances and other observable averages by replacing ensemble calcula-
tions with Monte Carlo sums over discrete Markov processes. A limitation to the broader up-
take of Bayesian inference is the scaling of the computational cost of MCMC algorithms with
model dimension and dataset size. Typical MCMC methods (Metropolis Adjusted Langevin
Algorithm [6, 83], Hamiltonian Monte Carlo [34, 74]) employ Metropolis-Hastings correc-
tion steps to ensure convergence to the desired invariant distribution. The cost of implement-
ing such corrections scales linearly with dataset size. Even worse, in order to maintain a high
acceptance rate, stepsizes must decrease as a function of the model dimension, which implies
that convergence rates are also dependent on dimension [7, 24, 84].

By contrast, optimization methods typically have convergence rates that are independent of
the dimension and can make use of stochastic gradients based on a subset of the data instead
of the entire dataset [50]. For these reasons, optimization algorithms are much more scalable
than sampling methods, so practitioners often prefer machine-learning approaches. The rela-
tive inefficiency of sampling compared to optimization also limits the uptake of uncertainty
quantification techniques (typically built on a Bayesian foundation) in high-dimensional ma-
chine learning applications.

1.1. Unbiased estimation without accept/reject steps. This paper describes a technique
for performing Bayesian inference based on unbiased unadjusted Markov chain Monte Carlo
that does not rely on Metropolis-Hastings accept/reject steps. Our algorithm is based on a
multilevel scheme [42] that combines several different unadjusted MCMC chains to eliminate
bias efficiently. Our approach is related to a recent paper [85] that introduced an unbiased un-
adjusted MCMC method, however we employ state-of-the-art integrators, and we extend the
method with modifications for handling incomplete (or approximate) gradients, thus obtain-
ing a procedure with improved scalability and competitiveness compared to state-of-the-art
algorithms such as randomized Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (RHMC) [16, 24].

Unbiased Monte Carlo methods have been widely studied in the recent literature; see Sec-
tion 2.1 of [49] for an overview. The goal of the methods of [26, 44, 46, 49, 80] is to remove
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burn-in bias via couplings. [52] proposed an alternative method for eliminating burn-in bias
by considering a burn-in period of random length. The cited papers above all require that
the stationary distribution of the Markov chain has no bias (hence, these methods typically
involve Metropolization) and are not able to remove discretization bias in SDEs such as
(1.1) treated using numerical methods. Middleton et al [68] extended unbiased methods to
intractable likelihoods, and [33] created unbiased estimators of MCMC asymptotic variances.

There have been several proposals for creating computationally efficient estimators for
functions of SDE paths based on numerical discretization using multilevel Monte Carlo vari-
ance reduction techniques. Our scheme relates to the method of Muller et al [73] for approx-
imating functions of whole paths of kinetic Langevin dynamics using integrators based on
splitting. Unlike our approach, that work did not address the stationary distribution; more-
over, the burn-in bias was not eliminated, and they did not consider the incorporation of ap-
proximate or stochastic gradients. More recently, Giles et al [43] introduced a general frame-
work for multilevel approximation of expectations with respect to the stationary distribution
of overdamped Langevin dynamics and also considered stochastic gradients. However, their
approach does not produce unbiased samples, and overdamped Langevin dynamics generally
appear less efficient at exploring distributions with high condition numbers than well-tuned
kinetic Langevin dynamics [78], as considered here. Until this work, multilevel approaches
have not been shown to be competitive with Hamiltonian Monte Carlo methods for high-
dimensional sampling.

We also mention that, in the area of molecular simulation, unadjusted numerical discretiza-
tions of kinetic Langevin dynamics have been employed for sampling from complex distri-
butions for many years [19, 48, 58, 59]. Even though such discretizations introduce bias,
this is often dominated by the Monte Carlo error—even at substantially larger stepsizes than
would typically be used in Metropolized calculations [58]. On the other hand, the magnitude
of the sampling bias due to finite stepsize is problem-dependent and can be difficult to quan-
tify; thus, there are situations where the ability to ameliorate the discretization bias is crucial.
Some authors have proposed reducing the discretization bias by decreasing stepsize asymp-
totically [36, 99]. However, such a procedure can slow convergence or introduce heuristic
schedules into the sampling apparatus.

1.2. Proposed methodology. We consider kinetic Langevin dynamics (also referred to as
underdamped Langevin dynamics [25, 30]):

dX, = Vidt,

(1.1)
dVy = =V U (Xy)dt — AVidt + \/27d W,

where U : R? — R is a potential energy function, {W4i}+>0 is a standard d—dimensional
Brownian motion, and v > 0 is a friction coefficient. Under fairly weak assumptions, the
unique invariant measure of the process { X¢, V; }+>¢ is of the form

2
(1.2) 7(dxdv) < exp <—U(a:) — HQ;H) dxdv.

This dynamics forms the basis of many sampling methods [19, 63], and it has a dimension-
independent convergence rate for a large class of distributions [20]. In this paper, we expand
on the work of [85] and develop a comprehensive and practical framework for unbiased
estimation. Specifically, we consider using a splitting integrator called UBU [86], which is
strongly second-order accurate, where the unbiased estimator we introduce is referred to
as UBUBU (Unbiased-UBU). Figure 1 illustrates the synchronously coupled paths of UBU
discretizations of kinetic Langevin dynamics.
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Fig 1: Coupled sample paths based on synchronous coupling from UBU (Section 2) dis-
cretization scheme of kinetic Langevin diffusion for a Gaussian target at stepsizes h =
1.5,0.75and h = 0.75,0.375. UBU is strong order 2, so the typical distance between coupled
paths is O(h?).

In Figure 1 we see that UBU discretization can be pathwise accurate even at large step-
size. Nevertheless, there is always some residual bias, and the stationary distribution of the
discretization with stepsize h, 7y, differs from the target distribution 7. The idea of unbiased
estimation as proposed in [85] was to consider a sequence of discretization levels h; = 27 hy
for{=0,1,2,... to create an estimator of the form

(13) ﬁ(f) = ﬁ-ho (f) + Zﬁ-huhhl (f)>
=0

where f is some arbitrary quantity of interest, 7, (f) is an unbiased estimator of 7, (f), and
Thy,1,h, (f) is an unbiased estimator of 7, (f) — 73, (f). A sophisticated coupling construc-
tion was used for defining 7, , p, (f) based on four Markov chains using Euler-Maruyama
discretization of (1.1). Under certain weak assumptions, the estimator (1.3) was shown to
have no bias, finite variance and finite expected computational cost.

In our algorithm:

(i) The burn-in bias is eliminated differently, resulting in simpler couplings. Our estimator is
still of the form (1.3). However, instead of estimating 7, (f) and 7, ,, (f) — 7, (f), which
requires eliminating the burn-in bias for both discretization levels, we let 7, (f) be an
unbiased estimator of 7y, (f), and 7y, , 4, (f) be an unbiased estimator 7y, , , (f) — 7, (f).
Here 7, (f) denotes the expected value of f according to the empirical distribution of a
Markov chain using discretization stepsize h;, thinning 2¢, and burn-in period of length
(Bo + 1 - B)/hy, for some constants By, B > 0. See Figure 2 for an illustration. Due to
the increasing burn-in periods at smaller stepsizes, the bias of 7, (f) shrinks to zero as
I — oo. With this approach, we only need to couple two chains for creating unbiased
estimators of 7, (f) — 7p, (f), and simple synchronous couplings can be used.

(ii) We use UBU discretization instead of Euler-Maruyama. The higher accuracy of UBU
means that the differences between consecutive discretization levels h; and hj4q are
smaller, and as a result, our estimator has a lower variance. We show that under certain
assumptions, it is unbiased, has finite variance and finite expected computational cost.

(iii) In our method, the number of samples per level is deterministic (except at very small
stepsize), and we can use Richardson extrapolation [81] to further lower the variance.

(iv) We show unbiasedness and finite variance even when using approximate or stochastic
gradients. This dramatically improves the scalability of our method to large datasets.
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Fig 2: Elimination of bias by increasing burn-in lengths at higher discretization levels.

(v) The usual unbiased estimator of Rhee and Glynn takes the form
(1.4) A(f) =

Pr(L)’
such that

E[él*] :Wl*(f)7
Elgl =m(f) —m-1(f) le{li+1,L+2,...},

where L is a random variable with probability mass function Py, on Nj- :={l,,l. +1,...}
that is independent of the sequence {&; };cn,_ . This approach was also used in [85]. Various
alternative schemes with lower variance were proposed in [93].

1.3. Organization. This article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide the nec-
essary background material related to this work, including a discussion of splitting methods
for kinetic Langevin dynamics, in particular the UBU discretization, as well as others such
as BAOAB. We then discuss variants of our algorithm based on UBU, which includes an
extension to stochastic gradients.

Section 3 is devoted to introducing our unbiased algorithms. We first provide some simple
conditions for creating unbiased estimators with finite variance based on telescopic sums,
together with a central limit theorem for such estimators. We then present our method using
exact gradients and discuss necessary assumptions for unbiasedness and finite variance in-
cluding showing that the variance of the estimator is finite. In addition to exact gradients, we
also state versions of our method using stochastic and approximate gradients, with theoretical
analysis.

Numerical experiments are provided in Section 4 on a range of model problems, including a
simple Gaussian problem, an MNIST multinomial regression problem and a Poisson regres-
sion model applied to soccer game outcome prediction. Our unbiased methods are compared
to RHMC, and demonstrate gains in terms of accuracy, and computational efficiency for high-
dimensional problems, while eliminating bias.

We conclude our work and findings in Section 5, while suggesting future directions for re-
search. Finally, we provide detailed proofs of all theorems in the appendices, as summarized
in A.

Table 1 compares various Metropolized methods of the literature with our approach. [24]
states that the warm start assumption cannot be removed as [57] has shown a lower bound of
O(dl/ 2) without it. [1] proposes an algorithmic warm start using unadjusted kinetic Langevin
dynamics at O(dl/ 2) gradient evaluations. For Gaussian targets, [2] has shown that it is pos-
sible to achieve a warm start using O(d'/*) gradient evaluations.



Algorithm | Gradient Evaluations Conditions Reference
MALA O(d3 7) h= O(d_3 7), warm start, strongly Hessian Lipschitz [24]
HMC O(dl/ 4) h= O(d_l/ 4), warm start, strongly Hessian Lipschitz [24]
RHMC O(d1/4) h= O(d_1/4), warm start, Gaussian target [2]
UBUBU (’)(dl/4) hg = (’)(d_l/4), strongly Hessian Lipschitz this work
TABLE 1

Dimension dependency of gradient evaluations per effective sample for different algorithms for m-strongly
convex and M-V Lipschitz potentials, in comparison to UBUBU.

1.4. Notation.

* We let zp.x = (20, 21,. - -, 2) denote a sequence of variables.

¢ Let 04 denote the d-dimensional vector of zeros.

* Let I; denote the d-dimensional identity matrix.

* Let C denote an absolute constant (whose value may differ in each proposition or theorem).

* Let C(vary,...,var,) denote a constant that is a function of variables vary, ..., var, (this
function may differ in each proposition or theorem).

e Let GG, SG and A denote an abbreviation for gradient, stochastic gradient and “approxi-
mate gradient".

» We let | € R™ denote the level of discretization with respect to our discretized ULD, with
stepsize h; defined at each level.

* Let Dy denote the empirical average of samples at level 0.

* Let D; ;41 denote the difference of empirical averages of samples at levels [ + 1 and [,
which are generated jointly via a synchronous coupling.

* N denotes the number of samples taken at level 0.

* Nj 41 denotes the number of samples taken from the coupling of levels [ and [ + 1.

» Np is the size of the dataset (number of terms in potential U (x) = Uy(x) + Zf\i 5 Ui(x)).

* Let z;, = (zk, vi) denotes step k in a numerical discretization of kinetic Langevin dynamics
with time step h (specified each time this notation is used). Similarly Z; is the solution of
(1.1) initialized at the invariant measure with synchronously coupled Brownian motion.
Zk = Z,.;, denotes the value of the continuous time process at the same time as zj.

* 7} denotes the point where the last gradient is evaluated for SVRG

1/2 1/2
o e = (B2 and ] a0 = (BN 12,)

2. Background & preliminary material. In this section, we provide the essential back-
ground material on kinetic (underdamped) Langevin dynamics and a splitting-type scheme
called UBU. We then discuss the extension to stochastic gradients and state assumptions
required in the remainder of the article.

For this work, we consider Langevin dynamics as defined by Equation (1.1) under tem-
poral discretization. The simplest discretization is the Euler-Maruyama scheme. For a given
stepsize h > 0, this proceeds, after initialization of zq, vy, with the following recursion:

Tpq1 = Tk + hog,

Vg1 = vx — hVU (z1,) — hyvg + /27hEk11,

where (€ )ken are i.i.d. N'(04, I;) random variables. Under suitable assumptions on the po-
tential U, for h small enough, the discrete-time Markov chain expressed as {x, vy } ken ad-
mits a unique invariant measure 7, and moreover converges geometrically, meaning that for

2.1)
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suitable classes of functions f : R?? — R,

K 2
E (K_IZf(xk,vk)—/f(ﬂfav)ﬂh(dxdv)> =O0(K™),
h=1

see [35]. In addition to this, m;, converges to 7 in distribution, as h — 0. These types of results
regarding convergence and accuracy can be extended to other numerical discretizations for
the underdamped system, which we next discuss.

2.1. Splitting methods. Improved discretization methods with a high order of accuracy
in both the weak and strong senses can be constructed by splitting [9, 59, 89], in which the
SDE is broken into parts that can be either be solved analytically or which are in some way
easier to handle numerically.

An accurate splitting method was introduced in [102] and was also studied in [86]. This
splitting method only requires one gradient evaluation per iteration but has strong order two.
The method is based on splitting the SDE (1.1) as follows

fii) - (—VUO(x)dt> - (—wdt idf/ﬂdwt)’
(

B u

which can be integrated exactly over a step of size h. Given v > 0, let n = exp (—yh/2), and
for ease of notation, we define the following operators

(2.2) B(z,v,h) = (x,v—hVU(x)),
and
(2.3)
(1) ¢@2)y_ 1—n 2/ M) _ 22 (1) ¢(2)
R N e vﬂﬁ(z (n/2,60) = 2 (n/2,6M,6@)),
o+ V292D (h/2,60,6@) ),
where
(1) o\ _ /P
20 (h/2€ )—\gg ,
(2.4)

1—n? 1-— 4 1-— 4
z2@) (/2.6 @) = Ui [N 2 1221 2]
<h/ 8 ) 2y 1+n ’yh‘E + 1+n ’yh€

The B operator indicated here is as given previously, whereas U/ as defined above is the exact
solution in the weak sense of the remainder of the dynamics when &), ¢3) ~ N (0, I;)
are independent random vectors. Different orders of composition of B and ¢/ can be taken
to define different numerical integrators of kinetic Langevin dynamics, two such methods
considered in [102] are BUB, a half step in B, followed by a full step in ¢/ and a further half
step in 5 and UBU, a half step in I/ followed by a full B step, followed by a half I/ step.

The Markov kernel for an UBU step with stepsize h will be denoted by P}, which can be
described by (2.5) as follows.

(f(i) )4 ¢ ~N(0g,1q) foralli=1,...,4
k+1 i=1’ k+1 ds1d yeeny AL

(25) (Tht1, Upg1) =UBU (xlﬁ Uk, h, 5;21421, 51&?1’5153217 fl(;ﬂl)

=U (B (U ($kavkah/2a£l(cl+)1351(c2+)l) ,h) 7h/2751(c3421’£l(ﬁ21) :
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We have found that the strong second-order property and generally high accuracy of UBU
makes it suitable for unbiased estimation, as described in Section 3.

The BAOAB method is an alternative splitting scheme that is known to be second-order
weakly accurate and has small bias (see [15, 59-61]). BAOAB is exact for Gaussian targets
and has a robustness property for large values of the friction parameter ~y (see [63]), but its
strong order is one. Theorem 3.3 of [92] claims that the stochastic velocity Verlet (SVV)
method is, like UBU, also strongly second-order accurate. Despite their strengths as raw
sampling schemes, both BAOAB and SVV exhibited worse performance than UBU in our
preliminary numerical experiments in the setting of unbiased estimation. For this reason, we
focus on UBU in this paper. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the unbiased estimation
approach of this paper is by no means limited to the UBU integrator, and its performance
could be further improved by more accurate integrators developed in the future.

2.2. Extension to stochastic gradients. In this subsection, we consider extending split-
ting methods with the use of stochastic gradients. We use the following definition from [62].

DEFINITION 2.1. A stochastic gradient approximation of a potential U is defined by a
function G : R% x Q — R? and a probability distribution p on a Polish space Q, such that for
every x € R, G(x,-) is measurable on (Q, F), and for w ~ p,

E(G(z,w)) =VU(x).

The function G and the distribution p together define the stochastic gradient, which we denote

as (G, p).

Replacing the exact gradients with such stochastic gradients in the B step yields
(2.6) Bg(xz,v,h,w) = (x,v — hG(z,w)),

and we can use this inside BAOAB and UBU to obtain stochastic gradient variants.

[62] has proven convergence bounds for BAOAB with stochastic gradients in Wasserstein
distance and also shown that some widely used stochastic gradient schemes (random sam-
pling with replacement, control variate gradient estimator).

3. Unbiased multilevel Monte Carlo methods. In this section, we introduce and mo-
tivate our proposed algorithm, which we refer to as Unbiased UBU (UBUBU). We first de-
scribe the basic unbiased Monte Carlo scheme and introduce some essential assumptions. We
then give relevant results which help to motivate our estimator, including a central limit the-
orem, a non-asymptotic bound on the variance with exact gradients, and other related results.
Finally, we state our algorithm.

Suppose that for each h € (0, hyax| (stepsize parameter), @, is a Markov kernel on some
Polish state space A with stationary distribution py, such that py, converges to p in distribu-
tion as h — 0 (for example, these might be discretizations of a diffusion with different time
stepsizes). Assume that we are interested in computing the expectation p( f) of a function f
satisfying 7, (f?) < oo for every h € (0, hmax] and p(f2) < oc. [85] suggested a multilevel
estimation method based on stepsizes

(3.1) ho € (0, huay] and by = ho - 27 for 1l = 1,2, .. .,
using a telescopic sum of the form
p(F) = oo (F) + ) (pn, (F) = i, (F))-

J=1
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Unbiased estimators of each term in the sum can be constructed via coupling. A challenge
with this approach is that obtaining an unbiased estimator for p, (f) already requires two
chains to be coupled based on the approach proposed in the papers [21, 44, 46, 49]. Estimat-
ing the expectations pp,, (f) — pn,_, (f) is even more challenging, requiring the coupling of
four chains. The nature of the couplings means that it is not straightforward to use splitting
methods such as UBU or BAOAB (as Markov kernels from different starting points need to
be coupled closely in total variation distance, and this is difficult unless the distributions are
Gaussian).
To overcome such issues, we propose a different telescoping sum for estimating p( f),

(3.2) p(f) = fing (F) + D i, (F) = fin (£))-
=0

Here [i5,, are created using some empirical averages, which will be defined in the rest of this
section for exact, stochastic, and approximate gradients.

Suppose that Dy is a random variable satisfying that E(Dg) = fip(f). Let {D(()T) N | be
N i.i.d. copies of Dy, and we define

L 0
(3.3) SO:N;DO :

Then it is clear that E(Sp) = E(Dg) = fin, (f)-
Let D; ;41 be arandom variable such that

EDyi11 = finy, (f) — B, ()
Let cg1,c1,2,. .. be positive constants such that ¢; ;1 — 0 as [ — oo, and let
L(N)=max{leN:¢ ;41N >0.5},
(3.4) Nijs1=[c N for | < L(N),
Ni1+1 ~ Bernoulli(¢; ;1 N) for I > L(N).

For each ] > 1, let {D}QLl}fY;ﬁ be N4 i.i.d. copies of D; 41, and
1 Nyi41
(3.5) Sip1=——— S D"
Li+1 E(Nl,lﬂ) ; Ll+1

It is clear from the definitions and Wald’s equation that

ESi 41 =EDy 41 = fin,., (f) — fin,(f).

Our first estimator is defined as

(3.6) S=S+> Syt
=0

where the terms Sy, Sp 1, 51,2, . . . are independent.

The random D; ;11 variable will play a key role in our approach, as it is going to link two
different discretization levels with stepsizes h; and hyy;. Var(S) depends on Var(Dy41),
which is determined by how closely we couple the two discretizations. This is closely related
to the strong order of the discretizations, determining how close they are to the underlying
diffusion.
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It is possible to improve estimator (3.6) slightly by the use of Richardson extrapolation
[81]. The idea is that when h is sufficiently small, for )}, defined in terms of an SDE dis-
cretization, the differences pp,(f) — p(f) tend to follow a certain asymptotic behaviour in £,
which can be characterized by an asymptotic expansion [59, 61]. For symmetric splittings
like BAOAB it is known that i, (f) — p(f) = cs,,h*(1 + O(h)) for some constant cy ,, de-
pending on f and p. The same property can be established for UBU, using similar arguments.
Based on this observation, and taking into account that such behaviour may only be valid at
small stepsizes, our refined estimator is defined as

L(N)—1 s,
(3.7 S(cr)=So+ > S+ ( -+ Z Sii1,
1=0 I=L(N)+1
1 Nii+1
Siip1 = D, -5 M
Ll+1 E(N.i+1) ; Li+1 L(N),L(N)+1 " CR }

where cp € [0,1) can be any number (we state the recommended choice of this in our algo-
rithms). Our first estimator .S is a special case since S(0) = S.
The key assumptions we make on the variances are as follows:

ASSUMPTION 3.1.  f: A — R is a measurable function. (fin,);>0 is a sequence of dis-
tributions satisfying that fip,(f) — p(f) as | — co. The random variable Dy satisfies that
E(Do) = pn, (f), Var(Dg) < oo, for every | > 0, the random variable Dy ;1 satisfies that
E(Dy4+1) = fus1(f) — fus1(f) and |E(Dil+1)] < VquBl for some finite constants Vp > 0,
op > 2.

ASSUMPTION 3.2.  The constants c; 1 controlling Ny 1 satisfy

0 o
cNON Scir1 SCNGy

for some finite constants 0 < cyy <¢n, oN > 2.

ASSUMPTION 3.3. The computational cost of generating a sample from Dy 1 is
O2Y(K 4 IB + By)) for some finite constants B, By, and generating a sample from Dy
has a finite computational cost.

PROPOSITION 3.4. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 hold, and that 2 < ¢ <
¢p. Then S as defined in (3.6) is an unbiased estimator of u(f) that has finite variance
Var(Do) + VD

varts) < N NQN( _%D>’

and finite expected computational cost.
Similarly, for any cg € [0,1), S(cgr) as defined in (3.7) is also an unbiased estimator of
w( f) with finite variance

Var(S(cr)) <
Var(Dy) N Vb Vb 9 < ¢N>log(20NN/¢N)/log(¢N)

+ -
N o Ney (1 - %g) Ney (1 - %g) (1—cr)* \ép

and finite expected computational cost.

)
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PROOF. See Section B of the Appendix. O
We show below that a Central Limit Theorem (CLT) holds for these estimators.

THEOREM 3.5. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.4, we have that, as N — oo,

VN(S = u(f) = N(0,08) and  VN(S(cr) - p(f)) = N(0,0%),

where
Var(D, z+1)
(3.8) %= = Var(Dy) + e
5 0 Z ClLl+1
PROOF. See Appendix B. O

3.1. UBUBU with exact gradients. Now, we will specify the way Dy and D ;4 are
defined based on UBU discretization of (1.1) with exact gradients, as defined in (2.5). Let pg
be an initial distribution on A that we can readily sample from, for example, a Dirac-9 at the
maximum-a-posteriori (MAP) estimator. Let

(3.9) Ro= Py, and R, = P? forl=1,2,....

These Markov kernels correspond to the same amount of time hg in the timescale of the
limiting diffusion (and clearly, R; still has pup, as its stationary distribution). Consider By
burn-in steps with kernel Ry at level 0, and B; = By + B steps with kernel R; at level [.
Define the approximate versions of ji, as

K
. 1 By+i
(3.10) i = g L oRP

Estimates with respect to this can be computed by taking B; burn-in steps according to R;
(equivalently 2! B; burn-in steps according to Py,,), and then K additional steps that are used
for computing an empirical average. In this way, we can compute expectations with respect to
itn, without the use of couplings. Moreover, given that at the diffusion time scale, the burn-in
time tends to infinity as [ grows, it is reasonable to expect that under suitable assumptions,
fip, converges to p as [ — oo.

Let Dy be the empirical average of a function f based on K samples from Markov

()

chain with kernel Ry with burn-in By initiated from pyg, i.e. for the Markov chain 2> 7 ~

Mo, Z (_0])3 41~ Ro(z g)z%, Vs .,z%) ~ Ro(Z }?)_1, -). Let vy denote the joint dlstrlbutlon of
z(_O)BU Z;?), and define
LS 5,0
0
(3.11) D():Kz;f(zi ).

Let {Dér) N | be N i.i.d. copies of Dy, and define

L 0
(3.12) SOZN;DO

Then it is clear that E(So) = E(Do) = fin, (f). Forl > 0,let 25 ... 20D o GprD o)

be A valued random variables defined on the same probability space (i.e. coupled) such that
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. 9 ]f-;rl), ceey z%’lﬂ) is a Markov chain with kernel R; initiated as z(l gr ) o, and
oz (fg:l), e z/%’lﬂ) is a Markov chain with kernel R, initiated 2" G Hl) ~ L.
Let

Li+1 Li+1
(3.13) Digy1 = KZ N S (G}

From the definitions, it follows that

]EDl,l-l-l = /:}“hH»l (f) - ﬂhz (f)a

hence D; ;. is an unbiased estimator of the difference fip,,,, (f) — fin, (f)-

When these Markov chains are discretizations of the same diffusion, it is natural to create
synchronous couplings by using the same Brownian noise to generate the Gaussian random
variables used during the periods z_p,, ..., 2k and 2’ By 7. Such couplings can signif-
icantly reduce the variance of D; ;. Let B and U be as in (2.2-2.3). Further we define U? to
be

Ga14) U0, €D, 6D, €)= (U (w,0,h/2,60,6@ ) h/2,6@ W)

As U is an exact solution in the weak sense to its respective component in the splitting, this
is an exact solution in the weak sense which uses Brownian increments (¢(1),¢(2)) in the
first half step h/2 and (f @) ¢ (4)) in the second half step h/2. The U2 operator is an exact
solution over stepsize h.

A coupling can be constructed between discretization levels so that the two discretization
levels share Brownian motion in the exact integration of the I/ steps. This is done by using the
Brownian increments from two respective U solutions at the higher level and concatenating
them using the 242 operator at the lower level. Next, the stochastic integrals in the two levels
are coupled by sharing the same Brownian noise. The Markov kernel P}, j, /o for the two
discretization levels h, h/2 is defined as follows.

(3.15)
(fkﬂ) (04, I) forall i = 1,....8.

<xk+1/2vvk+1/ ) ( ( (wk7vk7h/4 §k+17§k2421) ,h/2> h/4, ’fk+1a k—i—l)

($;€+1’U;€+1) U (B (Z/{ (xk+1/2’vk+1/2’h/4 §k+1v§k+1> ,h/2) ’h/4’€lgr?17fl(fgl>
(Thy1,Vhy1) =

1 2 3 4
u (B (UQ (mk’vk’h/2’£l(c4217fl(6421’£l(v+)1’£l(ﬂ+)1) ) h/2, fk+1a k+175k+175k+1)

This Markov chain acts on the state space R? x R? x R? x R, moving from (z, vy, z},, v},)
t0 (Tk11,Vkt1, %), V), ) Via the steps in (3.15). When looking at the individual compo-
nents, (2, vr) — (Zr+1,Vk+1) corresponds to one UBU step at stepsize h, while (27, v},) —
(], 41 vy, +1) corresponds to two UBU steps at stepsize h/2. A key property here is that the
stochastic integrals between two steps are synchronously coupled, which ensures that these
two chains approximate the same underlying diffusion (in the strong sense). Hence, they are
expected to remain close, which was observed in our numerical simulations.
We now create a coupling between levels [ and [ + 1, denoted by v ;1.
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Vii+1 coupling

(1,1+1) /(11+1)

1: For given initial distribution pg on A, we define z B, ~~HO and z “Biy ™ o as independent random
variables.

2: Welet 2’ lélj_l) z/(lg—i_l) be a Markov chain evolving according to Ry 1 = (PhHl)glJrl

3: Let (2 (lleJrl) _(lBl+1)) (z (lgr_il_)l, _(ljgl:;ll)), ce (z%’l+1) , zll((l’lJrl)) be a Markov chain evolving accord-
ingto Ry ;1= (Phl,th)Ql

4: Letvy g denote the joint distribution of z(léjl) e 72%l+1)’zglj8l;11)7 . z/[((l’Hl).

The motivation for this ;1 coupling is that if two coupled chains are driven by the same
noise and approximate the same diffusion, they are expected to be close most of the time.
Given a sufficiently long burn-in, they will likely stay close during the iterations 1,2,... K
used for computing the differences in their empirical averages, reducing the variance of
Dy jy1.Letey >0 and ¢ > 2 be constants, and let

(3.16) cri41 = cnoy forl €N.

We call the overall estimator S(cgr) based on formula (3.7) with D;;;; defined based
on coupling construction vy ;41 as Unbiased UBU (or UBUBU, for short). The steps for
constructing this estimator are summarized in Algorithm 1.

Now, we will state our theoretical results for this algorithm. To prove unbiasedness and fi-
nite variance for our estimator S(cr), we require several assumptions, which we state below.
These include assumptions on the smoothness and strong convexity of our potential, as well
as restrictions on various parameters of the algorithm.

ASSUMPTION 3.6 (M-V Lipschitz). U :R% — R is twice continuously differentiable
and there exists M > 0 such that for all x,y € R?
IVU(z) = VU (y)|| < M|z -yl

ASSUMPTION 3.7 (m-strong convexity). U : R? — R is continuously differentiable and
there exists m > 0 such that for all x,y € R?

(VU(z) = VU(y),x — y) > mlz —y/|*.

The strongly Hessian Lipschitz property relies on the following tensor norm from [24],
which we require in our setup.

DEFINITION 3.8. For A € RI*dxd o

HAH{l,Z}{S} = RSUP Z AijkTiiy Z xw <1 Zyk <1
xE

YERT | k=1 i,j=1

REMARK 3.9.  The || A| (1,243} norm in Definition 3.8 can be equivalently written as
1/2
(3.17) Al oyy = DAL - Ai|

i

where A;, .. = (Ai iz is)1<i,<q 1<i,<q 1 @ d X d matrix, see the proof of Lemma 7 of [77].
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Algorithm 1 Unbiased-UBU (UBUBU)
1: Input:
* Maximum stepsize hg.
* Friction parameter v > 0.
* Initial distribution g on R? x R? for 1 > 0.
Potential function U : R — R of target distribution.
* Burn-in length parameters B and B.
* Number of samples parameter K.
* Number of parallel chains parameters IV, cjy and ¢ .
* Richardson extrapolation parameter cg € [0, 1) (default value cp =
Test function f.
. Averages from level O:
cforr=1,...,Ndo

Sample zg)gg, ceey z(o’r) from 1.

PN
-

2

3

4

5: Compute D(()T) based on (3.11) using the samples z%o’r), ceey zg’r).
6

7

8

: end for
: Compute S using (3.12).
: Generate number of chains:
9: Sample N; ;1 according to (3.4), let Imax = max{l: Ny ;41 > 0}.
10: Averages of differences D; ;1 1 from ! =0,...,Imax:
11: fOrlZO,...,lmax do
12: forr:l,...,Nle_ldo

(L,l+1,r) Li+1,r) (LI41,r)
E% z

13: Sample z zll((l’H-l’T)

according to vy ;4 1.

B . By
14: Compute Dl(12|—1 based on (3.13) using zY’l’ZJrl), ey Z(Kr’l’l+1) , le(r,l,l+1)7 e z/[gr’l’l+1).
15: end for 7

16: Compute .57 ;11 using (3.5).

17: end for

18: Compute S(cR) using (3.7).

19: Output:

20: Unbiased estimator S(cR),

21: Samples zio’r), ey zgg’r) for parallel chains 1 <r < N,

(LI+1,r) Li+1,r) r(rll+1)
1 ,..

22: Samples z e ,zg( ,zll . ,zll(g’l’l—i_l) for 0 <[ <lmax, chains 1 <r < Nl,l+1~

ASSUMPTION 3.10 (M;-strongly Hessian Lipschitz). U : R? — R is three times contin-
uously differentiable and M3 -strongly Hessian Lipschitz if there exists M7 > 0 such that

IVPU ()|l {1,2y 3 < M7
for all x € R,

REMARK 3.11. In Lemma H.6 in the Appendix, we show that Bayesian multinomial re-
gression satisfies this assumption.

ASSUMPTION 3.12 (1-Lipschitzness of f). f is a I-Lipschitz function with respect to

the Euclidean distance on R*?, that only depends on x, not v (i.e. f(x,v) = f(z,v') for any
z,v,v € R?).

ASSUMPTION 3.13 (Distance of initial distribution from target). The initial distribution
on A = R?d satisfy that Wa(, o) < cuor/ L, for some cp, > 0.
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REMARK 3.14. It is easy to show that under Assumption (3.7), for jig = 0z« X N'(0g, I4),
and for py = N(z*,(V2U (2*))™') x N(04,13) (Gaussian approximation), this condition
holds with c,,, = 2.

The heart of the work is related to demonstrating unbiasedness and finite variance as a
result of the multilevel scheme presented in Figure 2. We now state our first main result,
which is a non-asymptotic bound on the variance of our estimator (3.7).

THEOREM 3.15. Suppose that Assumptions 3.6, 3.7, 3.10, 3.12, 3.13 hold, and in addi-
tion,

1 m 16log(4)y 16y Cup + 1
SVRM., hyp<—. M p>lsT g 0T [ G T )
T= C MOSTU06aM T T mhy 0 Y T mbg 8

Suppose that cr € [0,1), and 2 < ¢ < 16. Then for any N > 1, the UBUBU estimator
S(cr) has finite expected computational cost, ES(cg) = w(f), and it has finite variance.

Moreover, it satisfies a CLT as N — oo, and the asymptotic variance 0?9 defined in (3.8) can
be bounded as

C(m, M, M;,v,cn, oN) 1
2< ) ) 1 > ) 1 dh4 )
75= Kho T o T

PROOF. See Section D.3 in the Appendix. O

REMARK 3.16. In particular, when setting hg = (’)(d_l/4), and K > 1/hg, the bound

simplifies to Var(S(cr)) < %ﬂém This indicates that the overall number of gradient

evaluations per effective sample in this setting is O(dl/ 4), which matches the best available
bounds for HMC in [24], without the warm start assumption required in that paper.

The following proposition shows dimension-free bounds for product distributions. We are
going to use an assumption on the initial distribution zg.

ASSUMPTION 3.17. Suppose that ug and the target distribution 7 are of product form

d d 2
—v; /Qd .
e v;
po(dx,dv) = | | poi(da;,dvs)  foralll >0, w(dx,dv)=||7i(dx;)—F=—,
21_[1 }_Il V2

for x = (x1,...,2q) €ERY, v = (v1,...,vq) € RY, and that

1
max Wh(m; ) <c —
1<i<d ( l’/’LOJ)— Ho m7

. - —vi/2 . . . .o
for some finite constant c,,,, where ;(dx;,dv;) = 7;(dx;) < N dv; is the joint distribution

of (z;,v;) according to the target .

PROPOSITION 3.18.  Suppose that Assumption 3.17 holds, and denote the potential U as
Ux) = 2?21 Ui(x;). Suppose that Assumptions 3.6, 3.7, and 3.10 hold for each component
(Ui)1<i<d> and that

7= V8M, hy<

1 m 7 leﬁlog(él)fy, By > 16y log Cpup +1 ‘
v 264M mhyg mhyg VM~h3
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Suppose that f is of the form
(3.18) fla,0) = g((w,z),... (w", ),

where g : R" — R is I-Lipschitz, and w), ..., w") € R% Suppose that cr € [0,1) and
2 < ¢n < 16. Then for any N > 1, the UBUBU estimator S(cg) has finite expected com-
putational cost, ES(cr) = w(f), and it has finite variance. Moreover, it satisfies a CLT as
N — oo, and the asymptotic variance can be bounded as

C(m, M, My,v,r,cN,¢N) ‘
2 ) 5 SRR ) ()12
05 < > ).
Kho 1<i<r
PROOF. See Section D.3 in the Appendix. O

REMARK 3.19. These bounds are independent of the dimension d. This is not surprising
as the different components evolve independently according to the kinetic Langevin diffusion
(1.1), and we do not introduce any dependencies in the UBUBU algorithm. This is in contrast
with Metropolized methods, where the accept/reject steps introduce dependencies in the evo-
lution of the components. The results could be generalized to potentials which are separable
into independent groups of coordinates, i.e. U(z) =7, Ui(zq,), where G1,...,G; is a
partition of [d], and the size of each group |G| is small.

3.2. UBUBU with stochastic gradients. In this section, we extend the unbiased estima-
tion methods of the previous section to the setting where we have instead stochastic or ap-
proximate gradient evaluations, combined with a control variate approach that occasionally
computes full gradients for variance reduction, as in [50, 101].

In many applications, particularly in data science and machine learning, gradient compu-
tations are computationally expensive due to large datasets and the need to iterate through the
entire dataset at each gradient evaluation. A common approach for reducing the cost of the
gradient-based methods is to use stochastic gradient approximations based on subsampling
the dataset to compute unbiased estimates (see [5, 18, 50, 79, 91, 95]).

In these applications the potential U : R? — R is typically of the form

Np
(3.19) U(z) = Uo(x) + Y Ui(a),
=1

where x € R?, the dataset is of size Np € N. Uy can be chosen as the negative log density
of the prior distribution or some other term that does not require accessing the data. In our
examples, Uy can be taken to be a quadratic function, for example, a quadratic matching the
Hessian at the minimizer (which can be computed before sampling).

We remark that one of the most efficient samplers in the big data regime is the Zig-Zag
sampler [8] whose complexity is independent of the data size according to a limiting ar-
gument (although as stated in [8], some logarithmic factors were ignored). [27] is another
recent paper that proposes a Metropolis-Hastings-type MCMC algorithm based on subsam-
pling that only accesses O(1) or even O(1/+/Np) data points per step. Although this method
was shown to have state-of-the-art performance on a 10-dimensional logistic regression ex-
ample, its efficiency on high-dimensional models has not yet been demonstrated.

In this section, we will develop a version of UBUBU using stochastic gradients. We are
going to use random variables of the form w € [Np]™, which is a random selection of N,
indices to be selected uniformly on [Np] = {1,...,Np}, i.i.d. with replacement [5]. We
denote the distribution of w here as SWR(Np, Np).
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DEFINITION 3.20. The sub-sampled stochastic gradient of U at x with respect to & is

Np
(320)  G(wwld)= Vo) + Y VU(&) + ]]\%’ N [VUi(x) - VU(#)],
=1 1EW

where w ~ SWR(Np, Ny).

G(-|#) : RY x Q — R? is an unbiased estimator of VU (z) in the sense of Definition 2.1.
We can use this estimator in UBU by replacing the 5 step with

(3.21) Bg(z,v,h,w|t) = (x,v — hG(z,w|T)).

Let 2* € R? be the minimizer of the potential U, then the selection & = z* at each step
corresponds to the control variate gradient estimator, see [S]. When approximating the step
B in UBU using this control variate approach, we can only achieve strong order 1/2.

Another possibility is to update Z every 7 = [ Np/N,| iterations with the latest position
where the gradient was evaluated (this is not x;, for UBU as the gradients are evaluated after
moving forward by a U step with stepsize h/2). We refer to this as the stochastic variance
reduced gradient (SVRG) approach (see [50, 101]). The overall computational cost of this
approach is approximately twice that of the control variate approach (due to the need for a
full gradient evaluation). Since the gradient is reevaluated every 7 iterations, when h is small,
the position & becomes closer to the positions x that are considered, and the approximate
dynamics provide a better approximation of the underlying diffusion (1.1). We will show
that the SVRG discretization has strong order 3/2, which is better than the control variate
estimator, hence we will use it within our unbiasing scheme. The evolution of SVRG steps
can be written as follows,

(,5“’) )4 ~N(04,14) foralli=1,...,4.
k+1 i1 5 90y
w;€+1 ~ SWR(ND, Nb)
(3.22) (@) =U (012,60, 62
Tk =T |k/r|r
(:Ck—‘rlvvk-i-l) =U (Bg (fkvﬁka h,bdk+1| ik) 7h/27§](j217§]§21> .

Let P,f VRG denote the time inhomogenous Markov kernel describing the evolution of
(g, 2, vy) according to the SVRG steps (3.22).
We use a Gaussian approximation of the target. Let

(3.23) pe =Nz (H)™ ) x N(0g,1;)  with  H*=V?U(z*),

and define

520 e = () rew (1(G.57)) (7).

(3.25)  O(z,0,h/2,6M @) = (;p,m) +/272® (h/2,§(1),5(2)> )
(3:26)  OXa,0,h, W62, 69) = 0 (0 (w,0,h/2,6M,6@ ) h/2,6@ D)

with H.(z,v,h) corresponding the solution of the Hamiltonian dynamics on target pg X
N (04, 1) initiated in (z,v) at time h. It follows from (2.4) that /2y Z®) (h/2,¢6W,¢2)) ~
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N (04, (1 —n?)1,), so this O steps keeps the target invariant. We are going to use the OHO
scheme as part of our algorithm.

N
(5;221> ) ~N(0g,1;) foralli=1,...,4.

(3.27) (@, k) = O (wx, 0, h/2,641),, 60 )
($/€+1’ Uk-‘rl) =0 (H* (Ekvﬁka h) ) h/2, ‘S](jzla E}Eﬁl) .

Let P,? HO denote the time homogeneous Markov kernel describing the evolution of (1, vy )
according to the OHO steps (3.27).

Two chains evolving according to SVRG with step size h and SVRG with step size h/2
can be coupled as follows.

(5“) )8 ~ N (0g, Iy) forall i =1, ...,8.
k+1 i=1 ’ PRRES)
w;c+1/27w;f+1 ~SWR(Np, Np),

. 1 2 3 4

@, k) =U (v h/2, 600, 600 68060 )
Tp =T\k/r|r

(':UkJrla karl) - u2 (Bg (fkvﬁka hvwarl’ '%k) 7h/27§](£217 5](;217 f](:gp 5](521) )

(28)  (ah,74) =t (oo oho h/a,611) 60,

B =Tok/r)r/

o . 3) (4
(x;€+1/27vllg+1/2) =U (BQ <x§€,v§€,h/2,w;€+1/2,v 332) 7h/47§;(€_217§;(c_21>
_ _ 5 6
(x;c+1/2v”;c+1/2> =U ($;c+1/277);c+1/27h/4’52421v§15:421>

j;c+1/2 = EIL(QkfFl)/TJT/Q

. 7 8
$;g+1/2) 7h/47€;i+)1» 615:—21)
Let P]f Z/];G denote the time inhomogenous Markov kernel describing the evolution of
(xk, &k, vk, T}, &), v),) according to the SVRG steps (3.28).

Finally, we will also need to couple one chain with step size h running OHO on the Gaus-
sian approximation y¢, and another chain running SVRG on the target with step size h/2.

(%1, V) =U (BQ <§;+1/276;c+1/27h/27w;c+1
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G )8 ~ N (0g, Ig) forall i =1, ...,8.

+1 =1 ) y ey

W1 /9> W1 ~ SWR(Np, Np),

_ ) .(3) (4

(@, k) = O (wp v, /2,640,670, 640,)

(xk:—i-lavk—l-l) = 02 (H* (Ekvﬁlm h’) 7h/2)§153217§]i?17§]g?17€]g§21) )
o 2

($§€71)§€) =U <$k,’£}k, h/4 §k+1,£](f£1)

B =T\ ok /r /2

(/2 vhr2) =t (Bo (@ Ths /2,020 1) /4 600 €05,

5 6
(‘L‘k:+1/2v“k+1/2) u ($;c+1/2a1’1;+1/2ah/4’51£4217§1(c+)1)

(3.29)

Thy1/2 = T\ (2h41) /7 )7 /2

_ _ N 7 8
(%t 15 V1) =U (BQ ($;c+1/2vU2+1/27h/2’W§c+1 x;c+1/2) ’h/4’£l(~c-21’§l(c-21>
OHO/SVRG

Let P, I /2 denote the time inhomogenous Markov kernel describing the evolution of
(@k, vk, x), )., v}) according to the steps (3.29).
We now create a coupling between levels 0 and 1, denoted by VO ¢,

1/69 ? coupling

1: Define z(o 1) ~ i and let 2 o, 1) (_OBl)
0,1) 7(0,1) .1(0,1 0,1 7(0,1) 10,1 0,1) 17(0,1) ./(0,1
2: Let (Z(—B)’Z—(Bl) —(31)) (z( B)—i-l’ —(Bl)-i-l’w—(Bl)—o—l)"' ,(z%- ),ZIE- ),x[(( )) be a Markov
OHO/SVRG PhOI-IIlO/SVRG (satisfying that z]go’l) ~ pe for all k).
(0 1) 0.1 sOn 01
Bor 2K “B zp

chain with kernel R

3: Let v 1 denote the joint distribution of z_

We now create a coupling between levels [ and [ + 1 for [ > 1, denoted by Vlsﬁrr

SG :
V141 coupling
{, l+ )

(L) (L)

1: Define z* ~ p¢ and let z "B —* B,

2: Let (zgéjjf,zflg:i),iﬁg;iU ye ( (l]éjl),zﬁléfl),il_(l’é—i-l)) be a Markov chain with kernel
Rl(?lillo/SVRG = (Phol’lig_is‘/RG)Z (satisfying that z(léj ) ~ 1Q)-

3: Let (zgéjl),zflél;rl),il_(lé;rl)) , (zg}éji)l,zglégll),m/_(lé;_ll)) , (z}l(’lJrl),z}((l’l+1),§7/K(l’l+l))
be a Markov chain evolving according to RlS l‘ff”G = (P;E'; ‘;lﬁGl’)Ql

4: Let ulSlJrl denote the joint distribution of z( H_l) ...,z%’l—’_l) Sléll—ill), .. .,zll((l’l—’_l).
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NKiid Gaussians

Burn-in Samples for D,
] B N B, . . K . . LevelO
OHO OHO | OHO ~OHO OHO OHO OHO  StePsizé ok  copies
B Bo K Level 1

F--t--d -t -d——F+——+——+—+—+—+—+—+— :
UBU UBU | UBU UBU UBU UBU UBU Stepsizef

r——?——+——?——+——B+O——1.—|—|—|—|—K|—|—|—|—0—| Level f
OHO ' UBU T UBU | UBU L UBU ' UBU = UBU = UBU  Stepsize h
B B B K N; , copies
bbb 4 A bbb oS 2
UBU  UBU uBU uBU uBU uBU uBU uBU Stepsize h,

Fig 3: Coupling scheme for UBUBU-SG.

Figure 3 illustrates our couplings between different levels using OHO/UBU discretiza-
tions. Given some constants cy > 0, ¢n > 2, we let

(3.30) clip1 =cnoy for €N,

Our stochastic gradient-based method (UBUBU-SG) proceeds as stated in Algorithm 2.
We recommend setting the Richardson extrapolation parameter cp = % in this case (as

2v/2
SVRG has strong order 3/2).
In order to show variance bounds for this algorithm, we make the following assumptions.

ASSUMPTION 3.21 (VLipschitz property). For every 1 <i < Np, U;: R? — R is twice
differentiable and there exists a M > 0 such that for all x,y € R?,
IVUi(2) = VUi(y) || < M|z =y,
for every 1 <1 < Np and moreover,

IVU(2) = VU ()| < M|z —yll for M=NpM.

ASSUMPTION 3.22 (Npm-strong convexity). There exists a m > 0 such that for all
z,y € RY

(VU(z) = VU(y),x —y) >mllz —y|* for m=Npm.

ASSUMPTION 3.23 (strongly Hessian Lipschitz property). U :R% — R is three times
continuously differentiable and M3 -strongly Hessian Lipschitz if there exists M7 > 0 such
that

IV3U ()| {1,243y < M} for Mj = NpMy,
forallacE]Rd.

The next theorem states our bounds on the asymptotic variance for this algorithm.
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Algorithm 2 Unbiased-UBU with stochastic gradients (UBUBU-SG)
1: Input:
* Maximum stepsize hg.
* Friction parameter v > 0.
Individual potential terms (Ui)Ogig Np-
* Minimizer z* of Potential U (x) and its Hessian H* = V2U(x*).
* Batch size parameter IV}, (related to 7 = [N /Ny]).
* Burn-in length parameters B and B.
* Number of samples parameter K.
* Number of parallel chains parameters IV, cjy and ¢ .
* Richardson extrapolation parameter cg € [0, 1) (default value cp =

_1_ )

2v27
* Test function f.

Samples from Gaussian approximation at level O:

Sample N K i.i.d. samples zgo), cey z](\%( from picy.

0
Compute Sp := ﬁ Zf\ff f(z( )).

Generate number of chains: ’
Sample (V] 111);>0 according to (3.4) and (3.30), let Imax = max{l: Ny ;1 > 0}.
Averages of differences D; ;| | from [ =0, ..., Imax:
f()l'l:o,...,lmax do
fOFT:l,...,Nl7l+1 do
(LI+1,r) (LI4+1,r)  1(L1+1,r) 1(11+1,7)
2R z e

Samplez_Bl Yoo RN

R A AT A

_.
e

SG
2 By from RIS
(r)

LI+1

—_
N =

Compute D (r,0,14+1) rlLl+1) (rll+1) z/[((r,l,l—‘rl).

based on (3.13) using z; ,,..,zﬁ( 121 e
end for

Compute .57 ;1 using (3.5).

: end for

: Compute S(cp) using (3.7).

: Output:

: Unbiased estimator S(cp),

50) (0)

S PNK

LAL)  (LHL) A(ni41)
1 yees 2R 121 -

_ =
S0 wvhsWw

—
o)

: Samples z

)

: Samples z ..,z,[({’l’l—’_l) for levels 0 <! < Imax, parallel chains 1 <

r<Nyjyr-

THEOREM 3.24. Considering UBUBU with stochastic gradients, suppose that Assump-
tions 3.12, 3.21, 3.22, 3.23 hold, and in addition v > /8 M,

~ ~ ~ 3/2 ~ ~
ho < C(%m,M;;/ND,Nb)7 B> 161og(2 1/2)77 By > 1671/2 log 9/1 -
N}, ihoN | mhoN | N he

Suppose that cg € [0,1) and 2 < ¢ < 8. Then for any N > 1, the UBUBU estimator S(cr)
has finite expected computational cost, ES(cr) = w(f), and it has finite variance. Moreover,
it satisfies a CLT as N — oo, and the asymptotic variance 0?9 defined in (3.8) can be bounded
as

1 N d?
$<———+C(F,m,M,M;,7/Np,N, :
US_mNDK+ (’Y)m) ) 177—/ D, b’ng)CNN%
PROOF. See Section F.2 in the Appendix. O

REMARK 3.25.  With the choice cy = O (NLD) and K = O (1), we get a bound o% <

O (md—;%) which, except for the dimension dependence, is similar to the variance of a 1-

Lipschitz function according to the target. Hence obtaining an effective sample only requires
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evaluating a full gradient only once per O(Np) iteration, so there is no increase in computa-
tional cost as the dataset size Np increases. The dimension dependency O(d?) in our bound
is likely not sharp as we have not observed any dimension dependency in our simulations.

REMARK 3.26. Although we have used Gaussian approximation at level 0 in Theorem
3.24 as this allows us to obtain better computational complexity in terms of Np, one could
also consider using UBU discretizations with SVRG gradients starting from level 0. This
might be advantageous when the Gaussian approximation is not yet accurate. One could also
consider different initial distributions. It is straightforward to adapt the proofs of Theorem
3.24 to show that even in such situations, under appropriate assumptions on the burn-in
times, the UBUBU-SG method produces unbiased estimators with finite variance.

3.3. UBUBU with approximate gradients. Stochastic gradients are not the only possible
approach for computing accurate approximations of the gradient. In case the potential is
close to a Gaussian (which is typical in the big data regime due to the Bernstein-von-Mises
theorem), the following approximation can be quite accurate.

DEFINITION 3.27. The quadratic approximate gradient of U at x with respect to % is
defined by

(3.31) Q(x|z) = VU (z) + VU (z*)(z — &),

where x* is the minimizer of U.

When using this approximation for the gradient, the 3 step becomes
(3.32) Bo(z,v,h|z) = (x,v — hQ(x|Z)).

The UBU iterations in this case become

N
(f,(i)rl) . ~N(0g,1;) foralli=1,...,4.

(3.33) (Tk, o) =U (fkavkvh/2,§;(€1j317§;§+)1> ;

Tk =T\k/r|r
(Thg1,V0p41) =U (BQ (Tk, U, h| T,) 7h/27§;(:217§;(ﬁ1> :

Let P,‘;‘ denote the time inhomogenous Markov kernel describing the evolution of (z, £, vg)
according to the approximate gradient steps (3.33).

The reference point % is updated after every 7 iterations for some 7 > 1. We only need to
evaluate the full gradient once per 7 iterations, and use an approximation based on the Hes-
sian at the minimizer otherwise. Since the Hessian H* = V2U (x*) only has to be computed
once, this does not affect overall efficiency when the number of samples N is sufficiently
high. For many potentials of interest, the approximation steps in (3.31) can be computed at
a much smaller cost than the gradient of U. Moreover, when thinning is used (such at levels
[ =1 and higher), multiple steps according to (3.33) can be combined into one using the fact
that this is a linear system, further reducing the number of matrix-vector products required.

We follow a similar strategy as in the UBUBU-SG case (see Figure 3). We use Gaussian
samples at level 0, and couplings involving both OHO and UBU discretizations.
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Two chains evolving according to approximate gradients with step sizes h and h/2 can be
coupled as follows.

NN
(SI(QJ . ~N(0g4,14) foralli=1,...,8.

@) =U? (v h/2.620. 626262

Tk =T|k/r)r

(Th1,Vp1) =U? <BQ(Tkﬁk,h!56k) h/2, 51(3217 k+17§k+1>§k+1>
(@) =U (hovhh/2.600. 60 )

Tk =T|ok/r|7/2

(x2+1/2’%1/2> =u <BQ (T}, 7,

(3.34)

A 3 4
i) h/4eh 6 ).

_ _ 5 6
($;c+1/2’“;c+1/2> =U (x;€+1/27v;c+1/27h/27fl(c—21’€l(c—21> )

Thoi1/2 = T\ 2kt 1)/7]7/2

. (8
x;c+1/2> h/4, §k+1v§k421> ,

Let Ph h/2 denote the time inhomogenous Markov kernel describing the evolution of
(xk, &k, vk, T}, T}, v)) according to the coupled approximate gradient steps (3.34).

As with stochastic gradients, will also need to couple one chain with step size h running
OHO on the Gaussian approximation f¢, and another chain based on UBU with approximate
gradients on the target with step size h/2.

/ / —/ —
(xk+1a’0k+1) =U (BQ <xk+1/2vvk+1/2’

(g,m) ~ N(04,I) forall i =1, ...8.

. 4

(‘Tkvvk) = 02 ('Tkvvka h/27§](€217§](g?1551(;217§]£421>

(xk-‘rlavk‘-i-l) = 02 (H* (fkwﬁk? h) ’ h/27£](3217£](£217§](€?17§](€?1> )

(f;wﬁ;e) =U (:U;w 'U;w h/47 f;(ﬁp 51(321)

(335 2, xLQk/TjT/z
( k+1/27U;f+1/2) ZU(BQ(f;w@;w %) h/4, 51821’ 1:21)
<xk+1/27vk+1/2> U <x;c+1/2v”;g+1/27h/4a51(§17§l(c+1)
Thi1/2 = T\ 2h+1) /|72
(e Vhsr) =U (Bo@hpnjos Vo jor b/ 208 1) /4,60 67
Let P}? f/g/ 4 denote the time inhomogenous Markov kernel describing the evolution of

(xk, vk, x), )., v}) according to the steps (3.35).
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We define y(fl as joint distribution of zg)go),...,z&?’l),zg%i),...,zg{o’l) that is sim-
ilar to the 1/55: ? coupling for UBUBU-SG, but using inhomogenous Markov kernels
Pho 5(2)/ 4 instead of P}? 52/ SVRG, Similarly, we let ulAl 41 denote the joint distribution of
zg’gfl), e z%’lﬂ), zﬁlgii), e z;((l’lﬂ), defined analogously to VZSEH for UBUBU-SG, but
using Pho f/g/ A and P,f‘h /2 in place of Pho 52/ SVRG and P,fx/@G. We choose ¢; ;41 as
(3.36) cri41=cnoy forl € N.

The UBUBU-Approx method follows similar steps as in Algorithm 2, but it uses the cou-
plings 1/64 and Vl’j‘l 1 Instead of l/ﬁgG, and ulsﬁrl. In terms of input, unlike in Algorithm 2, we
do not use individual potential terms U;(x) and batch size NNj, but require gradient calcula-
tion frequency 7. We recommend setting the Richardson extrapolation parameter cp = % in
this case (as this approximate gradient scheme has strong order 1). A slightly weaker form of
Assumption 3.21 will suffice here.

ASSUMPTION 3.28 (VLipschitz property). There is a M > 0 such that for all z,y € RY,
IVU(2) = VU ()| < Mllz —yll for M=NpM.

Our results for this scheme are stated in Theorem 3.29.

THEOREM 3.29. Considering UBUBU-Approx method, suppose that Assumptions 3.12,
3.22, 3.23, 3.28 hold, and in addition v > /8 M,
y,7m, M,T/N 1610g(2)7 165 1
N} mhoN g MmN ho Nphi
Suppose that cr € [0,1) and 2 < ¢n < 4. Then for any N > 1, S(cr) has finite expected

computational cost, ES(cr) = w(f), and it has finite variance. Moreover, it satisfies a CLT
as N — oo, and the asymptotic variance 0’% defined in (3.8) can be bounded as

) 1 C(3,7m, M, M3, 7/Np, ¢n)d>
O'S § — —+ 2 .
mNpK cnNp
PROOF. See Section G.3 in the Appendix. 0

REMARK 3.30. 7o control the asymptotic variance of Theorem 3.24 and Theorem 3.29
for large d we would need to set hg < O(d~2); the dimension dependency in this bound might
not be sharp, and we did not observe such limitations in our simulations. UBU iterations with
AG and SVRG gradient approximations no longer form a time homogeneous Markov chain
(unless the state space is extended), so it is challenging to establish O(1/K) scaling in the

bound on Ug, like in Theorem 3.15. If we select hy ~ O(I/Nl?’)ﬂ), then for large Np, the total
computational cost of the approximate and stochastic gradient methods scales like O(N)
due to Proposition 3.4. This is a significant improvement over UBUBU with exact gradients,
which has a computational cost of O(NpN).

REMARK 3.31. Although we have used Gaussian approximation at level 0 in Theorem
3.29 to understand the complexity in terms of Np, one could also consider using UBU dis-
cretizations with approximate gradients starting from level 0. We could also use different
initial distributions. It is not difficult to adapt the proof to show that even in such situations,
under appropriate assumptions on the burn-in times, the UBUBU-Approx method produces
unbiased estimators with finite variance.
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Algorithm Computational Cost
UBUBU (Exact gradients) O(NpN)
UBUBU (stochastic gradients) O(N)
UBUBU (approximate gradients) O(N)
TABLE 2

Comparison of the computational cost of the various UBUBU methods in terms of N and N p.

4. Numerical results. In this section, we provide numerical examples to demonstrate
the effectiveness of our unbiased estimator UBUBU with exact, approximate and stochastic
gradients. We test this on a range of problems, including a Gaussian example, a multinomial
regression problem on the MNIST dataset, and a Poisson regression model for soccer scores;
these computations serve to highlight the comparisons of our method with RHMC, which we
view as the gold standard. We briefly describe the latter in Algorithm 3, stated in Section H
of the Appendix.

For RHMC, we have used a partial refreshment parameter of o = 0.7, which typically
performed 50% — 70% better than doing full velocity refreshment (o = 0). We choose pa-
rameters F, (expected number of leapfrog steps) and h (stepsize) such that the acceptance
rate is approximately 0.65 (as recommended in [7]), and that Eph ~ \/—% (m is the minimal
eigenvalue of the Hessian at the mode), in line with the theoretical results for optimal conver-
gence of the continuous time RHMC process [64]. We found that the effective sample sizes
obtained in all of our experiments are in line with the continuous convergence rates of [64]
scaled by the stepsize h, so we do not think that other parameter choices can significantly
improve the performance of RHMC.

Our numerical experiments with unbiased estimators are specific to the UBU splitting
method, as was the analysis. We also ran some preliminary numerical experiments with an
unbiased version of BAOAB, but found that UBUBU was more efficient in all cases.

We estimated the ESS values based on at least 16 parallel runs in each simulation. For
UBUBU, the number of parallel chains N was chosen in the range N € [64,256], and we set
ey = 1/16, ¢ = 2v/2 in each case.

We will post the Matlab code of our simulations at https://github.com/paulindani.

4.1. Gaussian target. Here we consider a Gaussian target in d dimensions whose preci-

sion matrix has eigenvalues
k—1 2(k—1)
1,1+ d—1’1+ o1

Theorem 4 of [57] has shown that for some Gaussian targets with condition number &, the
inverse spectral gap of HMC taking K leapfrog steps per iteration was shown to be at least
O(Kk+\/d/log(d)). More recently, it has been shown that randomizing the integration time
can substantially improve the performance of HMC [16]. In continuous time, sharp conver-
gence results have been obtained for RHMC in [64]. Moreover, for Gaussians with condition
number x, RHMC can approximate the target distribution with O(\/Edl/ 4) queries under
a warm-start assumption [2]. In our preliminary experiments, RHMC significantly outper-
formed HMC on high-dimensional problems, so we only consider RHMC here.

We provided RHMC with the advantage of being initialized from the Gaussian target dis-
tribution, while UBUBU was initialized in uo(z,v) = do(2)N (v, I;).Our numerical simula-
tions are presented in Figures 4-6.

Figure 4 shows the maximum number gradient evaluations per effective sample (ESS)
among all components f(x) = x; for 1 < i < d as a function of the dimension d =
10,102,...,105, for condition number x € {4,100}. Figure 5 shows the number of gradient

K.
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evaluations per ESS for the norm test function f(z) = ||z|| as a function of the dimension d.
As we can see, in both scenarios, UBUBU does not show any dimension dependence, while
the number of gradient evaluations per ESS scales as O(d'/*) for RHMC. In our experiments,
UBUBU is 20-40 times more efficient than RHMC for d = 100000.

Figure 6 presents the histograms of the number of gradient evaluations per effective sam-
ple size (ESS) amongst test functions f(z) = x1,..., f(x) = x4, when comparing UBUBU
with RHMC. This experiment is for a specific dimensions size of d = 10° and condition
numbers ~ € {4,100}. As we can observe, UBUBU outperforms RHMC in terms of gradient
evaluations per ESS.

Max gradients/ESS vs dimension - Gaussian - k=4

102 X ; Max gradients/ESS vs dimension - Gaussian - k=100
= Max grads/ESS vs dimension - RHMC . Max grad/IéSS vs dimension - RHMC "
1/4
2.5.d o * 12.5.d"*
%) ®Max grad/ESS vs dimension - UBUBU D * Max grads/ESS vs dimension - UBUBU
(%3] w o,
i B10°}
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% g
© o
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Fig 4: Dimensional dependence of gradients/ESS over all components for Gaussian targets.
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Fig 5: Dimension dependence of gradients/ESS for test function ||z|| for Gaussian targets.

An important question related to this example is the dimension dependence of the orig-
inal unbiased kinetic Langevin scheme based on Euler-Maruyama discretization presented

in [85]. Due to the different estimator proposed there, the number of samples V; ;1 is ran-

Niy1r y(r)
=1 P

will be proportional to E(D7, ), not Var(Dy;41) like in our case. For functions like the
norm f(z,v) = ||z|, in general, using the strong order one property of the Euler—-Maruyama
scheme ([86]), E(Dy41) = O(Vdhy) and E(D7,, ) = O(dhj). So the asymptotic variance
of the final estimator is O(1+ dh3), and by choosing hg = O(d~1/?), we expect that this will
require O(d'/?) gradient evaluations per effective sample.

dom for every [, and the variance of the term equivalent to Sy ;41 = ﬁ >
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Fig 6: Gradient/ESS over all components for the Gaussian target example.

4.2. Bayesian multinomial regression. Our second numerical example is to consider a
Bayesian multinomial regression (BMR) problem. BMR is a generalized linear regression
model which estimates probabilities for r different categories of dependent variable y using
a set of explanatory variables x. Here, provided m classes, we let ¢ = (¢',...¢™) € R? with
d=md, and ¢’ € R%. The likelihood associated with the problem is given as

(@.1) Ple) = Zl<ezf<p(<§l;?jxi ) )

Our focus is on estimating a posterior distribution, where the posterior potential is given as
(4.2) U(q) = —log(po(q Zlog p(y’]a)) -

Here we chose pg as a Gaussian prior py(q) = W. In Lemma H.6 in Appendix H,
we show that the gradient-Lipschitz and strongly Hessian Lipschitz conditions (Assumptions
3.6 and 3.10) hold for this example.

We are interested in applying our BMR model to the MINST dataset [56] about classifying
handwritten digits from 0 to 9, which are shown as examples in Figure 7. The dataset contains
60,000 training data points and 10,000 test data points where the images are of size 28 by
28 pixels. The covariate vectors =/ are obtained by flattening the images into vectors taking
values on the interval [0,1], and adding a 1 in the end for the intercept term. Hence dy =
282 41 =785, m = 10, and d = dym = 7850. We set the prior variance 0(2) = 0.1 (this was
tested to provide good prediction performance).

For our numerical simulations, we will present two different scenarios: one without pre-
conditioning (Figure 9) and one with preconditioning (Figure 10). In both figures, we evalu-
ated the efficiency of the methods in terms of gradient evaluations per ESS for the coordinate
test functions f(z) =z1,..., f(z) = z4.
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A HEL

Fig 7: MNIST datasets containing images of handwritten digits from O to 9.

To compare the posterior distribution with a Gaussian approximation, we have selected
a component with a relatively large third derivative. Figure 8 illustrates the potential func-
tion and the Gaussian approximation with precision V2U (x*) along the line z* + te;. Here
e; =(0,...,0,1,0,...,0) is the unit vector of the chosen component (i = 7491 in our imple-
mentation), and ¢ is chosen to cover up to 3 times the standard deviation difference from z;.
As we can see, the distribution of this component has a significant skewness, and the density
values can differ by up 40% even in the bulk of the distribution.
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Fig 8: MNIST example. Left: Comparison between potential and quadratic approximation.
Right: Difference between the potential and quadratic approximation.

In the first scenario (no preconditioning), the condition number of the Hessian at the
mode V2U(z*) is k ~ 7.2 x 103. We included simulation results with RHMC, UBUBU,
and UBUBU-SG. For UBUBU-SG, we used a 10% batch (/N = 6000, Np = 60000), and set
the maximum level with control variate stochastic gradient approximation as Spmax = 2. As
we can see, UBUBU improves upon RHMC, and this is further improved by UBUBU-SG.

By preconditioning, we mean that we obtain samples from a transformed potential U (Az)
for some matrix A, which may have a better condition number than the original potential. It
is easy to see that if X follows a distribution with density proportional to exp(—U(x)), then
X" = A71X has a density proportional to exp(—U (Ax)).

In the case of RHMC, the best performance was obtained by preconditioning using the
matrix square root of the Hessian at the mode, A = (V2U (z*)) /2. For UBUBU, this same
approach worked reasonably well, but the best performance was obtained by only precondi-
tioning in the eigenvectors corresponding to the largest 1000 eigenvalues of V2U (z*) (i.e.
shrinking them to the same size as the 1000th largest eigenvalue), and keeping the other di-
rections unchanged. This resulted in a condition number of k ~ 4.5 for the Hessian of the
transformed potential at its mode.
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We also included the implementation of the approximate gradient version UBUBU-
Approx with the same preconditioning as for UBUBU and set the frequency of full gradient
evaluations as 7 = 15. This has drastically reduced the number of gradient evaluations with-
out hurting performance, and it shows approximately 100 times improvement over RHMC.
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Fig 9: Gradient/ESS over all components for MNIST dataset without preconditioning.
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Fig 10: Gradient/ESS over all components for MNIST dataset with preconditioning.
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In addition to the coordinate test functions, we have also evaluated the efficiency of these
methods for the posterior predictive probability of digits 0,1...,9 on the test dataset (10000
images, 100000 test functions in total). Figure 11 presents experiments comparing RHMC
and UBUBU-Approx on these test functions. The experiments show approximately 60 times
improvement in efficiency for UBUBU-Approx compared to RHMC, which is in line with
our theory proving that UBUBU does not exhibit dimension dependency (Proposition 3.18).

gggdie"tS’ESS - RHMC - Test data - MNIST - x=1 Gradients/ESS - Approx Grad UBU - Test data - MNIST - r~4.5

2 min gra%ﬁzséss - 44-302 . @ O Vin grad/ESS ~ 0.17
= ax gra - .. - -
.g g T 2000 | Max grad/ESS -- 0.66
E 2000 B
3 S 1500
o o
S S 1000 ]
@ 1000 5}
o fe)
1S E 500 1
> =}
=z z rﬂﬂ
il Mo 0 _ —aalll il Mmoo L
10 20 30 40 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
Gradients/ESS amongst all coordinates Gradients/ESS amongst all coordinates

Fig 11: Gradient/ESS for probabilities of all 10 digits over 10000 test images for MNIST
dataset with preconditioning.

4.3. Poisson regression model. Our final example is a Poisson regression model for pre-
dicting soccer scores taken from [55].
Let g=1,...,G be the index of games. Let Sf denote the number of goals scored by the

home team at game g, and let S;;‘ denote the number of goals scored by the away team. The
independent Poisson model [65] assumes that these scores are distributed as

H . H A - A
S, ~Poisson();'), S; ~ Poisson(\;),

conditionally independently given the rates )\f and )\jq“.

In our implementation, the rates are connected to the linear predictors nf and 77194 using
the function softplus(z) = log(1 + exp(x)) (see Figure 12), i.e.

A_ A H _ H
(4.3) Ay =softplus(n;’), Ay = softplus(n,").

This function is Lipschitz and also gradient Lipschitz, which is desirable given our theory.
Although this is less frequently used in the literature than the log link function, it was shown
to be more robust and less sensitive to outliers [98, 100]. The linear predictors are modelled
based on a random effect model with time-dependent attacking and depending strengths for
each team. Let w(g) denote the week of game g, then we set

H A
4.4) Mg = Ghome.team(g),w(g) + daway.team(g),w(g)7 Mg = Qaway.team(g),w(g) + dhome.team(g),w(g)

Let a be all attacking strengths of all teams over the whole period, and d denote all defending
strengths. Then the log-likelihood is of the form

log(p(a,d)) =

G
C(St, . SE ST SE) + Y (= 4 57 0g(A)) = A + S, log(AL))
g=1
which can be written as a function of a and d using (4.3) and (4.4).

We used a Gaussian random walk prior for the attacking/defending strengths aeam ., and
dicam,w» together with a weak Gaussian prior on every attacking and defending strength. Let
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Fig 12: Softplus and ReLU activation functions.

T denote the set of teams during the whole period considered (teams change from season to
season due to relegation/promotion), then the overall log prior is of the form

W@ o W (o eam)?
team,w team,w — Uteam,w
logpo(a,d)=C(o,00)— > | Y 5,0 T > 957
team€7 \w=w(1) 0 w=w(1)
G G)—1
. Z ui) dtzeam,w _l_w(z): (dteam,w—i—l_dteam,w)2
203 202 ’
teameT \w=w(1) w=w(1)

We set 02 = 0.01 (this means a strong correlation for about two years), and ag =10 (weakly
informative prior).

We considered 20 years of Premier League data (7600 games) from 19/08/2000 until
26/07/2020. Our model has d = 89526 parameters, and the condition number of the Hes-
sian at the mode is x ~ 4 - 103.

We have implemented RHMC, UBUBU and UBUBU-Approx with 7 = 20 for this
model. In the UBUBU-Approx algorithm, the target at level 0 was chosen as the Gaus-
sian approximation (with mean z*, and precision matrix V2U(x*)), meaning that gradi-
ent evaluations were only used from level 1 onwards. The test functions were chosen as
f(z)=u=1,..., f(z) = z4. Our numerical simulations are presented in Figure 13. As we can
see, UBUBU uses approximately 30 times fewer gradient evaluations per effective sample
than RHMC, and UBUBU-Approx uses 2000 times fewer gradient evaluations than RHMC.

5. Conclusion. In this article, we presented a new unbiased estimator which can exploit
high strong-order numerical integrators for underdamped Langevin dynamics. We refer to
our estimator as UBUBU which does not rely on the Metropolis acceptance/reject step. Our
estimator is influenced by the work of [85], and instead is constructed using a telescoping
sum for different discretization levels [44, 80]. We were able to show various theoretical
insights, which include showing unbiasedness and finite variance, a central limit theorem,
and asymptotic and non-asymptotic bounds on the variance for three algorithms, based on
exact, stochastic, and approximate gradients. We have studied the behaviour of our algo-
rithm for product target distributions and shown that for a large class of test functions, it has
dimension-independent computational complexity. For stochastic gradients, we also consid-
ered the dependency on the size of the data in the big data limit and shown that our method is
very efficient in such situations. The proof of these results relies on Wasserstein contraction
results for the UBU dynamics. We provided numerical experiments verifying our theory and
demonstrating the performance gains over other well-known methods such as randomized
HMC. We have considered a range of model problems including an MNIST multinomial
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Fig 13: Gradient/ESS over all components of a Poisson regression model for soccer scores.

regression problem, and a Poisson regression model tested on a real-world dataset. Our com-
parisons are based on gradient evaluations per effective sample size.

In terms of future work, there are various directions which could be taken up. One of them
is related to exploiting higher-order schemes, which were provided in [40, 41]. Numerically,
strong orders of up to 4 have been observed. [40] have proven strong order 3/2,5/2 and 3
under gradient Lipschitz, Hessian Lipschitz and third-order Lipschitz assumptions, respec-
tively. However, the dimensional dependence obtained under each of these assumptions has
not been shown to improve on the UBU scheme in [86]. Furthermore, such splitting schemes
typically require more than one gradient evaluation per step, unlike our strategy. In a different
direction, one could consider integrators adapted to potentials that do not have the gradient-
Lipschitz property (such as in the case of sparsity-inducing priors [76] or log link functions).
Other potential directions are nested expectations [97] and static parameter estimation [3, 31].
Finally, one could consider the setting where one does not assume convexity [22, 38, 66, 88].
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ences Research Council Grant EP/S023291/1 (MAC-MIGS Centre for Doctoral Training).
NKC is supported by an EPSRC-UKRI Al for Net Zero Grant: “Enabling CO2 Capture And
Storage Projects Using AI", (Grant EP/Y006143/1).

APPENDIX A: DISCUSSION AND OUTLINE OF RESULTS

The beginning of this appendix is devoted to providing a road-map for our results. In
Appendix B, which follows, we provide variance estimates of the full gradient multilevel
UBUBU method. The approach we use is to bound Var(Dg) using Theorem 2 of [51] and
to use the strong error estimates of [86] for UBU to estimate Var(D;;;1). [51] requires
Ricci curvature of the UBU Markov chain and extending [86] to global strong error estimates
in Appendix D.1 requires Wasserstein convergence. We provide this in Appendix C in the
full gradient setting using the methods of [63]. We provide L* Lyapunov drift inequalities
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in the full gradient setting. We can then bound the average distance to the minimizer non-
asymptotically, the key result needed to get complexity bounds in the big data setting. We
also provide the proof of the central limit theorem of the estimator in Appendix B.

In Appendix E we describe the initialization and the OHO scheme for the approximate and
stochastic gradient methods and some estimates of the distance between the initial measure
and the target measure. We then use the techniques of [101] to provide global strong error
estimates of the SVRG method. We combine and extend the techniques of [86] and [101]
to prove new non-asymptotic stochastic gradient error bounds for the UBU integrator. From
this we obtain in Appendix D variance bounds and estimates on our estimator UBUBU with
exact gradients. This is then extended to providing estimates of the variance of our multilevel
estimator in the SVRG stochastic gradient setting in Appendix F.

We further develop bounds for our new approximate gradient UBU method in Appendix
G using the same techniques, in the approximate gradient setting. In general, Appendices F,
G follow similarly where one requires bounds on the variance of the quantity Dy and Dy ;1.
However, we use an interpolation argument to improve the results in Appendix G as opposed
to the methods used in Appendix F. We also use some classical results from the theory of
ODE:s to establish bounds between continuous diffusions to establish the variance of Dy 1 in
Appendix F and G. Finally, we provide some auxiliary results in Appendix H.

APPENDIX B: UNBIASED MULTILEVEL ESTIMATORS

PROPOSITION 3.4. Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 hold, and that 2 < ¢ <
¢p- Then S as defined in (3.6) is an unbiased estimator of uu( f) that has finite variance

Var(Dy) n Vb

D)

Var(S) <

and finite expected computational cost.
Similarly, for any cg € [0,1), S(cgr) as defined in (3.7) is also an unbiased estimator of
w( f) with finite variance

Var(S(cr)) <
VaI‘(Do) n Vb Vb 2 <¢N>log(26NN/¢N)/log(¢N)

+ -
N Ney (1 — ﬁ—g) Ney (1 - %) (1—-cr)* \¢p

and finite expected computational cost.

Y

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.4. From Assumption 3.3, and the definition of S, it follows
that the expected computational cost of S is upper bounded as follows:

@ <N + ZE(NI,Z+1)2l(K + 1B+ BO))
=0

( <1+cNZ< >K+ZB+BO)>> 0.

From Assumption 3.1, and the independence of the terms, we have that

D [e’] ED2 D [e’e] —1
sy < Yt S E0) ) v (00
ENH+1 N cyN oN

=0

~ Var(Dy) Vi
= 0/ 4 New <1D_ @)

< 0.
)
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By Jensen’s inequality, and Assumption 3.1, E(|So| + Y2 1S1i+1]) < oo, hence by the
dominated convergence theorem,

E(S) =E(So) + Y E(S1i41) = fin, ( +Zuhl+1 — i, (f) = p(f),
1=0

which concludes the proof for .S.

For S(cg), the computational cost is the same as for S, so it has finite expectation. For the
variance, we have

L(N
Var(S(cr)) < L1 DO Z EDig) + Var | SHMLD+L + Z SHH
ENll-i—l 1—CR

The last term can be bounded as

S
Var L(N) L)+ + Z Sl JA+1

1—cp
= Var | St(v),L(N)+1 1 _10R - Hi WC%L(N) + Z Sl 141
=I(N)+1 I=L(N
<2-Var | Sponone | 1 _16R - l:l(i;:m]%j:)”cl—um
+2-Var i Sii+1 | < 7(1 _2CR)2E(SJ%(N) Z E(S] 14+1)-

I=L(N)+1

As before, we have E(SZQZH) < BDLn) o Vo . (‘bD) for any [ > 0. Using the fact

— ENpiy1 — cn

that qﬁ_L (N)—1 < 1N, we have QSL(N) > 22)” hence L(N) > %. After some
rearrangement, we obtaln that

Var(S(cr)) <

Var(Do) n Vb N Vb 2 <¢N>log(20NN/¢N)/log(¢N)

N Ney (1 - %) Ney (1 - j%) (1—cr)®> \ ¢p ’
P log(2cy N/¢n)/log(on) . .

where the factor ( ¢N tends to 0 as /N — oo. Finally, unbiasedness can
be shown as before using the dominated convergence theorem. O

We show below that a central limit theorem holds for these estimators.

THEOREM 3.5. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.4, we have that, as N — oo,
VN(S = u(f)) = N(0,08) and  VN(S(cg) - p(f)) = N(0,0%),
where

Var(D, z+1)

(3.8) 0% := Var(Dy) +Z .
+
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PROOF OF THEOREM 3.5. First, we prove the result for H := +/N(S — pu(f)). For
linaz > 0, let

lmax

Fflmax .— \/>(SO —E(So)) + Z (Sti+1 —E(S1141))

1=0
N Im Nijya
1 ( (r) VN (r)
=—=>_ (D - >+Z Dy —E(Diip1)
VN = = ENu) 70
lmax
= Hp + Z Hijpya.
1=0
Then by using independence, and the fact that VN /(L) — , by the proof
y using indep ; s )/ () = @i by the p

of the central limit theorem (see Sections 3.3-3.4 of [37]), for every t € R, Hy and H; ;11
satisfies

E(eto) — ¢7V0/2 a5 N — oo for Vy = Var(Dy),

Val"(Du_;,_l)

. 42
E(e’tH’) — e PVi1/2 9g N — 00 for Vii+1 =
Cli+1

Using independence, we can multiply these together to obtain that for any ¢ € R,
]:E <€’itHL“‘ax) N e—tz(VU+Zlmdx Vl,l+1)/2 as N — 0.

By Lemma 3.3.19 of [37], it follows that for a random variable X with E(X) =0 and
E(X?) < oo, we have
: t*E(X?
IE(eX) — 1| < (2)

For X =v/N(S — u(f)) — H'<, we have

lina
> E(D} o0 - (ﬂ;)
B =var(x) <N S bti) VoS (00)T Vb lon)
et BN ey \ON ey 1-— %

Using independence of Hlx and H — H'==, E(e®) = E(eH™) . E(etH-H™>)) o

lim sup E(eitH) 7t2 (VOJermax Vz,1+1)/2 ’

N—oo

l

o @) max

< o PVt Vi )/2 | Vi <¢D> §VD<¢D_
*Nl -l ¢N

By letting lyyax — 00, it follows that lim supy_, o E(eitH ) = e~**%% hence the convergence
follows by the Lévy-Cramér continuity theorem (see Theorem 3.3.17 of [37]).

The proof for S(cr) follows the same lines, except that the variances of the terms for [ >
L(N) need to be controlled separately using the same bounds as in the proof of Proposition
3.4, we omit the details. O
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APPENDIX C: CONVERGENCE RESULTS

The first set of results we prove are provided below for the convergence of the UBU
scheme. Proving contraction of a coupling has been a popular method for establishing con-
vergence rates both in the continuous time setting and for the discretization for Langevin
dynamics (underdamped/kinetic) and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (see for example [10-
12, 29, 30, 32, 36, 39, 45, 70, 71, 86, 87] and many more).

Our approach to obtain convergence rates is based on proving contraction for a syn-
chronous coupling. We need an appropriate metric to attain convergence, and contraction
of the UBU scheme. We introduce the Wasserstein distance in this metric.

DEFINITION C.1 (Weighted Euclidean norm). For z = (x,v) € R?? we introduce the
weighted Euclidean norm

2 2 2
[|2llap = ll2[I” + 26 (2, v) + alv]]",

for a,b> 0 with b* < a.

REMARK C.2. Using the assumption b*> < a, we can show that this is equivalent to the
Euclidean norm on R2%, Under the condition b* < a /2, we have

1 . 3 3
€D gmin(a, )] < 512120 < 122 < Sl12l120 < 5 max(a, D)2]*

N =

DEFINITION C.3 (p-Wasserstein distance).  Let us define Pp,(R??) to be the set of prob-
ability measures which have p-th moment for p € [1,00) (i.e. E(||Z]||P) < o). Then the p-

Wasserstein distance in norm || - ||, between two measures j1,v € Pp(R??) is defined as
. » 1/p
(C2) Woap(vui) = (_inf [ sy = 2| de(z1,20))
§el(v,p) JRea ’
where || - ||qp is the norm introduced before and that I'(v, 1) is the set of measures with

respective marginals of v and p.

Before we proceed, we need to introduce the concept of Wasserstein convergence, which
most of the results rely upon.

LEMMA C.4 (Wasserstein convergence). Let 1 < p < oo, u,v € Py(R*), and a,b > 0
with b < a. Let us assume that (2k)k>0 = (g, Vk) k>0 and (Zk) k>0 = (T, Uk ) k>0 are two
Markov chains with state space A and kernel Py, defined on the same probability space (a
coupling) such that zy ~ v, Zo ~ p1, and E(||z0 — Zo||P) = Wp.ap (v, p)]P. If the following
contractive property holds,

_ N RV _
(C3)  |E(1Zkt1 — zi41ll] 52055 ZO:k)} < (1 —c(h)l|Zk — zkllap  forevery k>0,
then we have

Wb (VB 1) < (1= (k)" Wh,ap(v, 1) for every n > 0.

REMARK C.5. The existence of an optimal coupling satisfying that E(||zo — Zo|” ,) =
Wo.a.p(v, 1)]P follows by Theorem 4.1 of [94].

PROOF. By induction, we have E(||Z, — z,||” ; |20, Z0) < (1 —¢(h))"||20 — Z0]|® ;. and the

a,b’
result follows by taking expectations and using Definition C.2. O
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Now, we present our first proposition, a convergence result of the UBU scheme with full
gradients.

PROPOSITION C.6. Suppose that U is m-strongly convex and M-V Lipschitz. Let
1 1 h h
= ey =0
8y

C4 = p== h) = —
( ) a M, '7’ 02( ) 4,_}/ )

Let Py, denote the transition kernel for a step of UBU with stepsize h. For all v > /8M,
h < % 1<p<oo u,ve Pp(RQd), (C.2) holds. Hence for all n € N,

Wi (VPR iPR) < (1= ea(h)"* Wy ap (v, 1) < (1= ¢(h)" Whap (v, 1) -

Further to this, P, has a unique invariant measure 7y, satisfying that mp, € Pp(R2d) for all
I1<p<co.

REMARK C.7. We are going to use the same choices of a and b as stated in (C.4) every-
where in the paper.

COROLLARY C.8. Suppose that U is an m-strongly convex M-V Lipschitz potential,
vy>V8M,1<p<2 u,ve Pp(RQd). Suppose that (X, Vp) ~ w, then the solution of (1.1)
exists in the strong sense for any t > 0, and the corresponding Markov kernel Pf°™ satisfies

t 1 1
(C5)  Wyap (WP, nPf™) < exp (—Zy) Wyap (Vi)  for a=-—b=—.

M’y

REMARK C.9. One can improve the restriction on -y slightly by writing the potential as
a perturbation of a quadratic as in [87]. Due to the restrictions on the stepsize h and the
friction parameter v in Proposition C.6, ¢(h) = O (%) for all allowed parameter choices.
In general, for V Lipschitz, strongly-convex potentials, it may be impossible to prove contrac-
tion using such a quadratic form argument and synchronous coupling for v < O(v/M) as
explained in [71]. In the continuous time dynamics, v = O(y/m) seems to yield the fastest
convergence rate, as explained in [20]. In Example C.10 in the Appendix, we show that for
Gaussian targets, UBU has an accelerated convergence rate c(h) = O(\/73) with the choice

v=0(ym) and h = O(1/VM).

PROOF OF PROPOSITION C.6. We follow the approach of [70][Corollary 20]. It is suf-
ficient to prove contraction of a synchronous coupling of Markov chains in an appropriate
1

norm, we will use the || - ||, norm of Definition C.1 with a = 77, b = ~- Based on the

assumptions, we have V¥ <a /2. Hence, (C.1) holds.

We aim to show that contraction occurs in this norm for two Markov chains simulated by
the same discretization z,, = (z,,v,) € R24 and 3, = (Tp,0n) € R2? that are synchronously
coupled (i.e. share the same Gaussian random variables & @, ... € 4 in (2.5)), that is,

- 201~
(C.6) 121 = zeallze < (1= c(h)) 7112k — 2l

Let ca(h) =1— (1 —c(h))?, z]-A = Z; — z; for j € N, then (C.6) is equivalent to showing that

T I; bl
(C.7) (zkA) ((1 —co(h)) M — PTM’P) zkA >0, where M= <bldd aIZ) )

and zkA+1 = PZkA (P depends on z; and Zj, but we omit this in the notation).
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Proving contraction for a general scheme is equivalent to showing that the matrix H :=
(1 —ca(h)) M —PTMP = 0 is positive definite. The matrix # is symmetric and hence of
the block form

A B
(C.3) H= <BT C> ;
where A, B, C are d x d matrices, then
(C.9) H-=0 < A=0 and C-—-BA'Bs>0,

as shown in Theorem 7.7.7 of [47]. Further it is straightforward to show that if A, B and C
commute then

(C.10) H~=0 < A=0 and AC—B?s=0.

Considering two synchronously coupled trajectories of the UBU scheme, such that they have
common noise and consider the difference process 2° := (i; — x;), v2 = (9; — v;) and

A (waA), where sz = (xf,vf) for j =k,k+ 1 for k € N. Let n = exp {—7h/2},

and
1
Q= / ViU (i’k + t(a;k — :i’k) dt.
0
By convexity, we have mil; < (Q < M I;. Using the definition of the UBU scheme in (2.5), we

can show that z,ﬁ_l = szA and H := (1 — ca(h)) M —PTMP = (;T g) has elements of
the form

2
A=—cy(h)Ia+Q <2bhn + W) +Q? (—ah2772 _RP(-n)”  2bhPn(1— 77))

v? ¥

2

o 1) o ah®n?(1—n) 20h*n(1-n)® RE(1-p)°
B_<(1 n)(b 7) bCQ(h)>Id+Q( -

v Y

2 2 o
+Q<ahn3+h(n+1>2(1_77) +h(1—2n) +bhn2(1—?7)+bh77(1—77)+bh17(1 n?)
Y Y y 0l y
2 2 2 2

o ah?P(1—n)® 20Rp(1-n)® R2(1—n)*
+Q7| - 2 B 3
v v 5

¥ v? 3

+Q<2ahn3(1—n)+2bh772(1—77)2+26hn(77+1)(1—77)2+2h(n+1)(1—n)3>'

We will now check that H > 0 using (C.10). By firstly considering A we wish to show that
all its eigenvalues are positive which can be precisely stated as

2h\ 1 2h
Pa()\) > —co (h ++<——>h2>\2
(A\) 2 (h) y My

)
)
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where A is an eigenvalue of Q) (m < XA < M), P4(\) denotes the eigenvalue of A according
to the same eigenvector (Q), A, B, C are all symmetric and have the same eigenvectors here).
We used our assumptions that 72 >M,1—n<hy/2,and h < % Hence, we have A > 0.

Now it remains to prove that AC' — B2 = 0, now we have that AC' — B? is a polynomial
of @, which we denote P4c—p2((Q) and hence has eigenvalues dictated by the eigenvalues A
of (). Because the terms are more complicated than the previous discretizations, we choose
a convenient way of expanding the expression, which can obtain positive definiteness. That
is to expand the expression in terms of a. Therefore one can show that Pyo—p2(\) = ¢o +
cra + coa?, where

h2co(h)\2n* B 2h%ca(h)\2n? B h2\2p* N 2h2\2n? n 2hea(h)Ant B 2hAn*

c1+ coa =
v? v? v? 72 ¥ v
R2co(MN2 R2A2 2hco(R)N 2k

+ea(h)t + 627(2) - - Cz;” + 22 4 ea(h)? — ea(h)

+a (=n*h*N° + nPhPca(h)A?)

> hj (1 - ca(h)) (1(1 ) - 4? - m) .

Furthermore, we have that
R = ()Xt 2021 — ()X | 2h(1— ()M | alh)(1—1")

¢ = 1 - Z + 3 + 2

v Y i v
ea(h)2 R22(1—ca(h))  2hA(1—ea(h))
o 4 - ~3

h\ h\ 2

> B e (25 (=) 2001 )

where now we combine this with the previous estimate

_ 4
Pacse() > HZ2) (7“_774)_4? _,w_wln)> -0

which is true when > v/8 M and we have used the fact that 1 —n* > h~. Hence AC' — B?
0 and our contraction results hold. All computations can be checked using Mathematica.
The first claim follows by Lemma C.4 using (C.6). The existence of a unique invariant distri-
bution 7, € Pp(de) follows by the same argument as in [70][Corollary 20]. O

PROOF OF COROLLARY C.8. By the triangle inequality, we have that for a = ﬁ, b=
any n € N such thatn >t - 2,

Wp,a,b (thcont’ Mptcont)

S Wp7a7b (VPt’r;n’ 'LL t’?’l’b) + Wp7a7b (yptcont7 v t’r}n> + Wp,a7b (/’Lptcontj ,LL t’?n) .

The first term can be bounded using Proposition C.6, and the upper bound can be shown to

1
;a

converge to exp <—’§%) as n — oco. The second and third terms can be shown to converge

to 0 as n — oo using the strong convergence of the UBU discretization towards the diffusion
(strong order 1 under these assumptions), which was established in Section 7.7 of [86], and
the claim of the corollary now follows. O



40

EXAMPLE C.10. Considering the anisotropic Gaussian distribution on R? with a m-
strongly convex and M-V Lipschitz potential U : R? — R given by

1 1
Ulz,y) = §m:v2 + QMyQ.

For the BU scheme the transition matrix for the difference chain of synchronously coupled
chains is given by the matrix

P= (I_h(l_Wn>Ql_Vn I),whereQz(?&),

—hn*Q n*1

with eigenvalues

2 5 2
1+772h17/\i\/4n2+<1+n2h1;">\>
2 bl

for A\=m, M. For stability and contraction, we require that

2 5 2
1+ —hl—jxi\/—zxnu <1+n2 —hl_T")\>
(C.11DH Amax = Inax <1.
Ae{m,M} 2

From this, we can compute the stepsize restrictions and the best convergence rate as, by

Gelfand’s formula, the asymptotic contraction rate exactly equals 1 — A\pax. Due to the con-
2

vexity of the absolute value function it is necessary that %|1 +n% - thnM | < 1, therefore

h <4/ %, when h < % In the moderate to high friction regime, the contraction rate can be
written as

2
2 Bl g (22 24 p=n?
1 77+th \/4h<y>m—i—<1 n+h7m>
2
which can be shown to be O(mh/~) for v > O(V M) and h < O(%) for appropriate con-

CcC=

s \2
stants. In the low friction regime, we set v such that —4n? + (1 +n? - h%m) =0,
noting that the solution to this yields -y to be O(\/m). In this case, the eigenvalues of P are

1 1—7n? 1—n2 \?
noog|1ent-n fynMi\/—4n2+<1+772—h777M> ,

s N2
with modulus n when (1 +n? — hl_T"M ) < 4n?. This restriction implies that h is
O(1/V/'M). The contraction rate is therefore given by

hy m
¢ = O( M)’

where h is O(1/v/ M). We have the corresponding contraction rate results for UBU as well
due to the fact that (UBU)" = U(BU)" U and U is Lipschitz.
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A key ingredient to establishing some variance bounds for the inexact gradient methods is
to establish non-asymptotic bounds on the fourth moment of the distance to the minimizer.
To do this we use a Lyapunov function similar to the one used for kinetic Langevin dynamics
in [39] and inspired by [67]. Related Lyapunov functions have also been used in [35] for
discretized kinetic Langevin dynamics and [53] for optimizers based on Langevin dynamic
methods. These bounds provide novel drift conditions in L* for UBU scheme and can be
extended to the case of stochastic gradients.

The following lemma will be useful for the argument.

LEMMA C.11 (Convexity bound). For all x € R¢ and for a m—strongly convex, M-
V Lipschitz potential U : R% — R with minimizer x* € R? such that VU (z*) = 0, we have

(¢ —a*) - (VU(z) = VU(z")) /22 A (U(2) = U(z") +7*[lx — 2*]?/4)
for

1
(C.12) A = min <4,;’;>.

PROOF. By convexity, it follows that (x —z*) - (VU(z) — VU (z*)) /4 > (U(x) —
)

U(z*))/4, and by m-strong convexity, we have (x — x*) - (VU (x) — VU (z*)) /4 > m||x —
x*||? /4. We obtain the result by adding up these two inequalities. O

PROPOSITION C.12.  Consider the UBU scheme with the underlying potential U : R% —
R is M-V Lipschitz and m-strongly convex. Denote =* € R? to be the minimizer of U such
that VU (z*) = 0 and (xy, v, Tk ) ken to be defined by (F.4)-(F.6) the iterates of the full gradi-
ent UBU scheme and the points of gradient evaluation within each iteration. Further assume

that h < min (1, %, m) and > > M, then we have

. 4 ca(h)\* .
E 7 — 2"l [ 20,00] < oy [4 (1-952) oo =21 + ool 4 122:2027)
s (6h7d+TCZ?Z§1+A2))2 + 24h272d2
ca(h) ’
where
(C.13) ca(h) := hAy — 8h2y2 (4 + \)

PROOF. Using the fact that (UBU)™ = U(BU)" 1 BU we can consider convergence of
BU, We have that the B function can be written as the update rule

(C.14)
2

- hvu@) +2 (20 (n6) - 20 (nefld2)).

Tht1 =Tk +
(C.15)
T =2 (0 — hVU @) + V2922 ()62,

where we used the notation (Z}),cy because this is the point of the gradient evaluation at
each step of UBU and is the same as the (Tj), . in (F.5). As a reminder,

1 1
z0 (’%5;(#)1) = \/Efl(wzl

ke
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2) (1 (1) 1—n 1-n [p_1=7" 2 .0
(h,§k+17§k+1> \/27 (\/1+77 ,Yh§k+1 1+77 ,yhgk—&-l

We choose our Lyapunov function V' : R?? — R, defined for (x,v) € R?? by

(C.16) V(z,v):=U(x)—U(z*) + %2

It is easy to check that for all (z,v) € R??, ||z — 2* + v o[> + |y v[|* > ||z — 2*||* and
hence using (C.12),

(e =2 + 77 ol + [y Hol® = Allz —27]%) .

m 1
C.17 > =4+ =% ||z — 2|2
c1) V)2 (5 + 557 ) lo =o'l
In order to have control over fourth moments E[||Z), — x*||4], we start with

E V(@511 0k41)% | T, Ok) =

E
4

1 L L B o\
(U@40) = U + 3 (1 = 2" 477 5l + el = Mg —2°[) ) xkk] ,
and using [75][Lemma 1.2.3] we have
* — * — — — M — —
U@kt1) = U(2") U@k) = U(2") + [VU@x) - Thr = Tw)] + 5 [1Thrr — ||

and

E [V(@k+1,0641)% | Zh, 0] <E

(U(xk) = U(a") + [VU(y) - (Th1 — Ti)] + % [

2
1 * —1— —1— — * - =
47 (It =2+ |2+ 7 T P = AT — ||2)> | T |

Now, we can decompose the right-hand side in the form
_ _ 1) .2 1) .2 .2\ - _
B ( (r(o o)+ ) (60600 + @ 620 T e) 1mm ).
forr:R2? 5 R, s:R2 5 R2d and T € R24%24_ We then have

2
E [V(Tkt1,041)% | T, k) < 7% (Tk, i) +Ew (@ ((S(Tkﬁk) : (5;221751821))

4 (€0 620 TE 620) + 2r(m m e, 62 TiEl 62,

using the fact that £ ,&21 and & 15;2421 are independently distributed and have zero first and third
moments. The terms 7, s and 7 are given by

h . . 1-
r(fk,@k):vm,m)—gw(@)-(@—x 7T +

L—n* 5 hpt_ _ (1+7%)
-~ ok — 5 Uk VU (Zy) — 1

M 22\ [1-n?\° A(1 = n? .
(5 -0) (50) 1o avv@or+ 1205 @ - o vu @),

(@) - VU (Tk) + h° VU (Z) |2
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2
s(@e ) (6262 ) = (VA - anefl — o) (L, - ivuiy + | 2vv)

V27h R 22y _
+ Tv,y (:ck T VVU(:I;,C)> e 41 \F(vk —hVU (k) - (algk+1 + a2§k+1)

)
v (mk_x*g @ = hVU ) (V- angl, - azfm))

(€k+1’£k+1)TT(£k+l’£k%2l) = <Aj - /\27> H (\/E - al) “2§k+1 H

hy ||y |12, 1 2) [|2
o> Hfl(leH +*H“lfl(ﬁzl‘HL?SI(wle )
where we have deﬁned Z 2)(h £k+1,£k+1) =a ka + agg,(fjl and Z(l)(h,g,(;zl) =

VRe, and ZO(h,el) ) — 2@ (n,e) 62y = (VR — an)el)| — asel”) with |V —
a1| < 2v/h, |a| S\/Eand |ax| S\f.

We start by bounding the deterministic component r:

hy 1 1—n A1 =7y,

r(ZTg, o) = V(Tk, Ug) — ?VU(EIC) (T — "+ ) + v - VU (Tg) — 5 (T — 2™, 0,)
1— 4 h 4
— o2 = =i VU (@) + O(h)
where the higher-order terms are given by
11 M 22N (1-72)
-nt S Evu@) o)+ (g - ) (S50 e ivv@ol?

A=Yy, o Lt T
+h(2wy<xkx ,VU(%)HhQWIIVU(%)HQ-

Using Lemma C.11 we have
2

* 2 — * 1-— —_ * —
r(Th, T) < V(@ ) — A <U<mk>—U<x )+ Lol = |+ =" )+ LT k||2>

+ O(h?)

< (1= hAy) V(Tg, Ur) + hyA 1-n* 1 A

+h A( — —7> (T}, — ", ) + O(h?)

2h 2

2

g(1—hm)vm,vk)+hm< 2h’7 —;> (Tp, — *, Tg) + O(h?),

where we have used
2

h 1—-n> h hy
<_2+ 777 ;’)W VU(xk)<—|vk VU (Zk)| s

due to the fact that forall 0 <7 <1,0< —z+2(1 —e %) —ze 2* <z?and 0 < hy < 1.
We group this term into higher-order terms and use the fact that 1 —n? > hy — @ to arrive




44

at

9 1— 2 2.3
hV\( 0 _7> (T — 2", 0) < hyA <7_ ’ >|<$k_$*,vk>|§)‘h K

We again group this into the higher-order terms. Assuming h < 1, we find that the second-
order terms are bounded by

_ _ . Y2\
MR (|[og||* + K2 M?||Zp — 2*||?) + h* = Mllka—w 12

h2 * h — * L =
+ 25 (VM + M2z - o) “% (ﬂm a2+ 7||vk||2) e A
Assuming that A < % we have, for all x,v € R,
V(@,0) > o2 16V(@,0) > 4z — o2
and using h < \ﬁ the O(h?) terms are bounded by
2\ M M) M  ~°Xx M2
(72 2+ D) o (3 22+ A 22 2 g e
< 8h*% (44 \) V(T T).-
Therefore
(a:k Uk) (1 —hAy + 8}12 2 (4 + )\)) V(fk,@k).
Now let us define c4(h) := hAy — 8h2+?% (4 + \), then we have that
r (xk,vk) (1 — C4(h))2v2(fk,§k)

and

. 1 2 1 2
2r @k TR oo |(€80, 00T T 620 <

k+1

2(1 = ca(M)V(@r ) B e (64, 65Tl 62))]

k+1

From the fact that \y/2 < M/~ (due to Lemma C.11) and 2 > 8 M we have the estimates

Eg(w (2) {(§k+1"fl(ci)l)TT(gk+17§k+1)} = Eg“’ &2 [ (M - A;) H <\/E - al) 51(421 - a2€z§2+)1H2

k+17 k+1 k+1'5k4+1 ’y

P+ Tt || s

2
B oo [((5,5}21,g,i?gTT(s,i?pf,i?l)) }

k41 7£k+1

1
<E. .o [<2h7||€;(€+)1\|2+2h’YH§k+1H ) ] < 24h%y2d°.

2
Therefore the remaining term we need to bound is .. €2, (s(fk, k) - (f(l) 5,820) =

k+1» k+17
Is(Zk, o) ||

S(Tk, Vk) - (5&)1: fziﬁ)

, where
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9
= (Vi el - aatfl)- (M1 wk—hw(xk))ﬂ/fwm))

+ \/ZT}LPV (fﬁk —z* 71T, — sz(xkO '51(91421 +1 \ﬁ(v —hVU(zk))- (algk“ * a2§k+1>
9
B )\’Yﬁ <Ik R 1 777 (U — hVU (7y)) - ((\F )§k+1 a2§k+1>>

using that 72|z — z*||? < 16V (=, v) and ||[v]|? < 8V(x,v) for all z,v € R? we have

I8(@5 D) I” = || s1(@w> Ue) 1> + [|52(Ze, 03|12

where

o M(1—772) 772 27 A 27(1—772) _

2 < 2 2
o1 @, 50 _h<( e e [N
hM2(1—n V2 hM ,/ SAM A2Z(1 —n?)hM
(M=) \fM 1 LoV =) T — ¥
V27 4
\[73/2

2
[z — 2"+~ 1ka)

3/2 )\,}/3/2

<h<(2\ffy+)\ﬁ) V(xk,vk)+<2?/§ > VYV (@, Tr) + 5 f\/m)

< 110hy (14 A?) V(Tk, )

for 2 > +/8M and h < % and

e 2 o
|182<xk,vk>||2gh<<zM“ L) I MR iy

YV 2y
2
hM?(1 —n? 2 2. /2vh M M27(1 —n?)hM
+(2(”)+2\fM+” A AV =) )ka—x*H
YV 2y g 4 4

3/2 3/2 2
<h <(2ﬁ+)\ﬁ) VEr e + <2?/g + Agﬁ ) j V(xk,vk)>

< 50hy (14 A%) V(Zy, Uk).-

k+1'Sk+1

2
Therefore E.o) @ {(s(mk,vk) (€k+1’£k+1)) ] < 160h(1 + A2)V(Z}, vy ). Combining
estimates, we have the drift inequality
E [V(karl,@kJrl) | :ck,”uk] (1 — C4(h))2V2(fk,Uk) + 6h’)/d(1 — C4(h)) V(fk,ﬁk)
+ 160hy(1 4+ A2)V(Zk, Tx) + 24h3y2d>.

We will now use the quadratic property that states, for b1, by > 0,

2

by
—>
b$ +4b2 b1z,
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for all x € R and therefore

(6hyd + 160hy(1 4 A2))?
4C4(h)

ca(h)V*(k, vk) + > 6hryd (1 — ca(h)) V(Tk, k) + 160y (14+X*) V(T )

and therefore for ¢4 (h) < % (which is satisfied when h < % and )\ < 1, which is satisfied as
A< M/2y* <1 fory? > 4) we have

(C.18)
(6hyd + 160hy(1 + A\?))?

_ _ ca(h) _
E [V(a:k+1,vk+1)2 | xk,vk] < (1 — 2> V2T, Tp) + dex(h) + 24h2%~%d?,
then globally, we have
m? — ®(14 — 2
T]E [ka - ” | yO,UO] <E [V(LUk;,’Uk;) | y07UO]
k (6hyd+160hy(14+X2))? 24h2~2 2
04(h) 2/— — 4cy(h) + v
<|[1-—<% 2
< ( 5 ) V*(Zo, 7o) + D)

Now, we have proved this for the iterates of U/, where we wish to use the relation
(UBU)* =U(BU)*—'BU. In this case, we have that Ty, the (k -+ 1)-th point of approximate
gradient/full gradient evaluation, is precisely the position after 2/ (BU)¥. It follows that

9 k (6hyd+160hy(14X?))? +24h2 2,42
m — *14 | = = C4(h) Py 4cq(h) v
- _ < _ 7
1 E [ka T H | .TU(),UQ] <S <1 ) > % (mo,Uo) +2 C4(h) s

where (To, 7o) = U(z0, vo, h/2,§él),§éz)). It is easy to show that V(x,v) < 72|z — z*||? +
|v||? for all (x,v) € R?? using [75][Lemma 1.2.3] and that 42 > M. Therefore

E [V2(U(a§0,vg,h/2,§(()1),§(()2))) | xo,uo} <E [2vY|Zo — =*|[* + 2|[To]|* | 20, v0]

2 4
<2'E |[ap — 2" + 2 UO+\f(z<l><h/2,fé”>—z<2><h/2,5é”,562>>)
v Y
@) @) £,
+2E’7700+\/ZZ (h/2,& 7, &0 )H

* 1 1 2
<4y lwg — 2 |1* + ool + E [38292 2D (/2,601 + 40771 22 (/2,67 €6 I
< dy*||wo — || + 4flvo||* + 8y*h?d? + 480~ h*d?,

where we have used that U(Zy) — U(z*) < %HEO — 2*||? in the first inequality and naive
bounds on the fourth moments of the Gaussian increments. Hence, we arrive at the estimate

N 4 ca(h)\* .
E [||z — 2*||* | 2o, v0] < m? [4 <1 — 4é)> (v*lzo — *||* + [lvo|* + 12272h2d?)

4C4 (h)
cy(h)

for the UBU scheme with full gradients.

+2

)

(6hyd+160hy(14+22))? + 24h2’y2d2]
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APPENDIX D: VARIANCE BOUNDS FOR UBUBU ESTIMATOR WITH EXACT
GRADIENTS

D.1. Variance bound of D;; ;. To bound the variance of D; ;1 we use strong error
estimates for the UBU integrator using the results of [86].
In this analysis we define for random vectors 21,22 € R?? the L? norm ||z1][12.0p =

1/2
E (Hzl ||§b> and respective inner product (21, 22) 12 a4 = E (leMZQ), where
(I, bl
M o (b[d aId> ’

ASSUMPTION D.1 (Local Strong Error [86]). Let ¢ (z,t,(W;)._,) be the solution of
the continuous dynamics (1.1) with initial condition z € R?? up to time t, with Brownian
motion (Ws)izo. Let Yy, (z,t, (WS)ZZO) be the solution of a numerical discretization with
initial condition z € R*® up to time t, with Brownian motion (WS)E:O and stepsize h. Let
z' ~ 7, then we assume that

U (o0 W) =& (0 W)y ) = an (2. (W)g) + 6 (2. (W)
where

< Clthrl/Q,
L2ab

o (= 07220

< Cyhdth
L?.a,b

[ (= 07020

and

‘<1/)h (z’,h, (Ws)gzo) —Un (Z’h’ (WS)Z:0> ' Oh (Z,’ (Ws)g:0)>L2,a,b

< C’oh”z/ — z’

/ h
] A CAUAHY]

for some Cy,C1,Cy > 0.
We restate Assumptions 3.6-3.13 here for easier readability.

ASSUMPTION 3.6 (M-V Lipschitz). U :R? — R is twice continuously differentiable
and there exists M > 0 such that for all x,y € R?

IVU(z) = VU ()|l < M|z —yl|.

ASSUMPTION 3.7 (m-strong convexity). U :R? — R is continuously differentiable and

there exists m > 0 such that for all z,y € R?
(VU(z) = VU(y),z —y) > mlx —y|*

ASSUMPTION 3.10 (M7 -strongly Hessian Lipschitz). U : R? — R is three times contin-

uously differentiable and My -strongly Hessian Lipschitz if there exists M7 > 0 such that
IV3U ()|l (1,23 3 < M7

for all x € R
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ASSUMPTION 3.12 (1-Lipschitzness of f). f is a I-Lipschitz function with respect to
the Euclidean distance on R*?, that only depends on x, not v (i.e. f(x,v) = f(z,v') for any
z,v,v € R?).

ASSUMPTION 3.13 (Distance of initial distribution from target). The initial distribution
on A =R?® satisfy that Wa(m, 1) < Cpor/ %, for some c,,, > 0.

We make use of the following proposition, essentially due to [86].

PROPOSITION D.2. Suppose a numerical scheme approximating (1.1) satisfies Assump-
tion D.1, with a potential which satisfies Assumptions 3.6-3.10, and 1y (z,h, (Ws)B) ~
Py, (z,-) satisfies the Wasserstein contractivity condition (C.3) for p = 2, and some a,b > 0,
a < b

Let ¢ (z, t, (Ws)izo) be the solution of the continuous dynamics (1.1) with initial condition
z € R? up to time t, with Brownian motion (WS)zzo- Let 1y, (z, t, (Ws)izo) be the solution
of a numerical discretization with initial condition z € R** up to time t, with Brownian
motion (WS)ZZO and stepsize h > 0 satisfying that

(D.1) (1—c(h)?+CZh* < 1.

Then for any k > 0, any zo such that ||zo|| 12 4,5 < 00, and Z9 ~ 1, we have

[16n (2o, (Wo)kL) = 6 (2% kn, (W)L |

L2,a,b
hq+1/2 2C2hq+1
+ ;
R(h)  R(h)

< (1= R(h)*||20 — Z°| 22,0 + V2C1

where R(h) =1— /(1 — c(h))? + CZh2.
In particular, the discretization scheme admits a stationary distribution my, and its bias
can be bounded as
hat1/2 205 hat1

(D.2) Waap(mh, 7) < V204 0 + RO

PROOF. Introduce the notation
2% =6 (2°nh, (W) s 2= n (20, mh, (W) )

for all n € N. Using the assumption Z" ~ 7, we also have Z" ~ 7, since the kinetic Langevin
dynamics keeps 7 invariant. By Assumption D.1, we then have
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(D.3)
-2

Lab Hd)h (Zk_l’h’ (Ws)lgg_l)h) —¢ (Zk_l’h’ (WS)?’?_W‘) ’ L%.ab

() (Zkflyha (Ws)?£_1)h) —Yp (Zk*laha (WS)’(CI?—l)h>

|

e (2 ) =0 (2 )|

Yn, <2k717h7 (Ws)'fli‘,1>h) — (Zk_laha (Wsy(ci?q)h)

|

L?a,b

+an (257 (W) n) + 6 (257 (V)0

L?,a,b ’

< H/kal‘ + Hwh (Zkfhha (Ws)](cgq)h) — (Zk*laha (WS)’(Clilfl)h> + O‘kil‘

where o*~! and ¥~ are defined as

L?,a,b

Un (Zk*la h, (WS>’(€£71)h> —¢ (qu, h, (Ws)](cigq)h)

=ap (Z’H7 (Ws)](il_l)h) + B (Zkil’ (WS)](glil—l)h>

— Oék_l +Bk_1-
Assumption D.1, and the Wasserstein contractivity condition (C.3) then together imply

Hwh <2k717ha (Ws)?gq)h) —Un (Zk*la h, (Ws)’(ﬁl?fl)h> + akfl‘

L?,a,b
2 2
_ k—1 kh k—1 kh
= (Ha ‘Lz,a,ﬁ Jn (b W)y ) = v (2 thWS)(k—wh)‘p,@b

1/2
+2 <ak*1, Vn (21@717 h, (Ws)]félnh) —Un <Zk71’ h, (WS)’(?*UO >L2,a,b>

< (I

2 2

+ (1 — c(h))? sz,l - Z’H‘

L27a7b L27d,b

1/2
cacol ], -2, )
L2,a,b L2,a,b
k—1 2 2 212 k—1 2 12
<2H*‘ 1—c(h ChH,—Z*‘
_< “ Lz,a,b+(( C( )> + 0 ) 1 L?a,b
9 1/2
§<2012h2q+1+((1c(h))2+C§h2) zk_lfz’f—l‘p b) .

Lemma 28 of [86] states that if a sequence of nonnegative real numbers (a,, ), >0 satisfies that
an+1 < /(1 = A)2a2 + B+ C with A € (0,1), B> 0, C >0, then for every n > 0,

B C
<(1—A)ag+1/ =+ —.
an < (1—A)"ap+ A+A
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Using this for a,, = ||z, — Z"|| 1 ,, ;,» We have that

where R(h) =1 — /(1 — c(h))2 + C2h2, which is our first claim.
The existence of a stationary distribution 7, follows from Lemma C.4. The bound on the
bias follows by letting k& — oc. O

Clhq+1/2 205 hat1
<(1=RMh)*||lz0— Z%|12.00 + V2 + ,
oy S U= RO 20— 2% 2 = TR

zkuk‘

We now are in a position to present our first result related to the variance of our unbiased
scheme, which is a bound on the variance related to the global strong error or convergence.
This is given below.

PROPOSITION D.3.  Suppose a numerical scheme approximating (1.1) satisfies the same
assumptions as in Proposition D.2, and f satisfies Assumption 3.12. If we have two chains at
coarser and finer discretization levels | and | + 1 using stepsizes h; and h;y1 = % satisfying
(D.1) with synchronously coupled Brownian motions (zy,);cy and (z},) such that zg ~ T
and z, ~ 7(,, then we have

Var (£(:4) = £ () <E[(£(4) = £(20))°] <Elsf = 2

keN’

mk:hl
<6Xp (HZ(') — 20/ £2,0,6 + Wa,a,p(m0, ™) + Wa a4(m0, 7))

— R(7))"Wa0p(m0, ) + (1 = R(hi41))*Wa o p (7, )
hQ+1/2 hq+1/2 h‘H‘l hq+1 2
+V2C ae +2C Ly ,
1<¢R<hm> VR ) T\ Rgn) T R()

where R(h;) =1— /(1 —c(h;))? + C2h? fori=1,1+ 1.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION D.3. Consider the following variance bound:
2
Var (£(4) = (1) <E[(7(:4) = £())°] <Ellzf = 22,

Let Zo ~ 7 be such that || Zy — 20| 2,a,6 = Wa,ab(m0, ), and Z(’) ~ 7 be such that ||Z(’) —
20| 22,06 = Wa,a (), ™) (the existence of optimal couplings was shown in Theorem 4.1 of
[94]). We use the estimate

VENZ, = 2ll7 = 2k — 2kl 2.0

<|lzp — ¢ (ZO, khy, (WS)gil()) ’

L2,a,b

[0 (2o ki (W2 — 6 (Zg, ke, (W8 )|

L?a,b

ek = (Zb b, (W)

: (D) + D + d1D).

L?,a,b
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We split this into two global error terms (I) and (III) and a contraction term (II). We estimate
the second term by Corollary C.8 as

mkhl ~ ~
) 125~ Zoll2a

(IT) < exp <—

mkhy
< exp <— 2 ) (20 — 20ll2.a,6 + Wa,ap(m0, ) + Waap(m, 7)) -
By Proposition D.2, we have

2nd T2 | 200"

OH<(1- R(hl))kW2,a,b(7r07 ™)+ V20 R(h ) R(h)
!

The same argument can be applied to (III) to obtain

opdF1/2 20 patl
(D) < (1 — R(h41)) 2 Wa g p(mh, ) + /20, ——2L 271

VvV R(hi1) Rhl+1 '

Combining these we get the required result. O

Below are a number of useful remarks to highlight from the above theorem.

REMARK D.4. The local error, which arises from [86] is demonstrated through the
bound on oy, + By, from Assumption D.1. This indicates there is an order of local strong
order q + 1/2. However, when we go to the global strong order, the order is only reduced by
1/2 as it is order q. As stated in [86], this is similar to the Euler—Maruyama scheme with
local strong order 3 /2, but global strong order 1 [69][Theorem 1.1].

REMARK D.5. Proposition D.3 holds for ¢ = 2 for the UBU scheme; [86] showed that
the assumptions are true. For the UBU scheme we have for v*> > M and h < 2L that Cy <

Vd (110’72 +7 %) Cy = Y2255 and Cy < 4v/2M. These constants can be computed by

following [86][Section 7.6] where all computations are done with arbitrary ~, the constant c
we consider to be set to 1 in their estimates. Constants C and Cy are estimated in the second
and third step, whilst Cy is estimated in the fourth step and fifth step. We remark that there
is a missing term and a stronger assumption is needed in [86][Section 7.6, fifth step] which
has been corrected in [77]. The additional term can be treated by the same argument as in
the fourth step to arrive at the Cy bound.

COROLLARY D.6. Suppose that Assumptions 3.6, 3.7, 3.10, and 3.13 hold, v > vV8M
and

1 m
D.4 ho< = —2
(D4) 0=5 " 264M

Assume that the burn-in periods B > %, By > %Z} log (\;%j;) Then for every
0
1>0,1<k<K, the UBUBU samples satisfy

2
Var <f(z;(z,z+1)) —f(z,(f’lﬂ))) <E [(Jf(z;(z,m)) —f(z,(f’m))) } SEHZ;C(l,l—H) —Zz(cl’lH)Hg,b

<ca((v+ B) (2)7 4 M0
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PROOF OF COROLLARY D.6. We have (By + BI)2! burn-in steps at level I, and (By +
B(1+1))2"*! burn-in steps at level [ + 1. Let §, = 0.+ X &p, be a distribution on A that fixes
x = z* and v = 04. Using the assumptions, we have

mhl 2
R(h;))=1- \/(1—c(hi))2+03h§:1— \/< 5 ) + C2h?

PN PR <m> LR Rz 1o s
4y 8y ¥

Wa 0.6(70, ) = Wa a.5(10, ™) < cpp

W ap(76, ) < Waap (MoRﬁl,WmH) +Waap (Thy ., T)

7 q+1/2 402hq+1
<Waa (110, ) + 2Waap (Thy,1, T) < Via Tt 2v2Cy Hl t

\/ l+1 R hl+1

and
120 — 20l 2,00 < Wa.a,6(T0, 05) + Wa a.p(m0, 04
<Wa a0 b(T0, ) + Wa ap(p0, ) + 2Wa 0 5 (7, 64

< (3 3/ — +2v20; —£L L
< (3cu, +3)\/ - +2V2 N Rth

It is easy to check that (D.4) together with Cy < 4+/2M implies that the condition (D.1) of
Proposition D.3 is satisfied, and we have

Var (f(zllf(l,lJrl)) - f(Z;(f’lH))) <E [(Lf(Z]/{:(l,lJrl)) - f(zl(cl,l+1)))2:|

By +IB)h
< <eXp (_W) (120 — 20l 2,0, + Wa,ap(m0, ™) 4+ Wa ap(m0, 7))

m(Bo +1B)h
+exp <—W> (Wa,a(70, ) + Waa (5, )

vy (L gy
+V2C +2C +
"\ VR \/R hy) *\ R(hus1) * R(m)

5/2

2
By +1B h h3
< | exp <—m(°+l)h°> (7cu0+3)\/i+10f201 l +20C, | L
167y m /TT}: %

using the assumptions on By and B

gc(c +c2( ) )h?§0d<<v4+(]\4]\5)2> (;)QN‘QQ)%.

O]

PROPOSITION D.7. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition C.6 hold for h = h,.
Let Ry 41 = (Pn,.p, H)zl be the Markov kernel defined in Section 3.1 for two synchronously
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coupled UBU chains at discretization levels 1,1 + 1. This chain is moving on state space A?.
LetZ1,...,ZK be a Markov chain with kernel Ry ;.. Let I': A% — R be I-Lipschitz in norm
| la,p on A2, defined as | z1, ZQHZJ? = Hz1||g7b + H22||37b. Then we have

_ K K-—i _ _
Var(zfi 1KF(zi)> . % S min (Var(F(zi)H—Var(F(sz))

2 )
i=1 k=0

h
JVarw(zi))E [I17: — Ez:)12, | -exp (—”;“ - k) )
’ Y
PROOF. We need to bound

Cov(F(zi), F(Zitk)) = E[(F(Z:) — E(F(2:))(F (Zitk) — E(F (Zir)))]-

Let Z; be an independent identically distributed copy of z;. For 0 <[ < K — 4 — 1, and as-
sume that conditioned on Z;.;4; and Z1.;47, Zi114+1 ~ P(Zi11, ), and (Zj1441, Zi+1+1) are syn-
chronously coupled, i.e. Z;141 is defined based on (3.15) using the same Gaussian variables
that were used to move from Z;4; to Z; ;1. Since we have also used synchronous couplings
in the proof of Proposition C.6, it follows from Proposition C.6 that

Ziitls 5i:z'+l)

mhl 2,21 mhl+l 2,2l+1 )
S max (1 — 8’7) 5 <1 - 8’7) Hgi—l-l - Ei-i—l”a,b

using that 1 — z < exp(—z) for x > 0,

- _ 2
E (H2i+1+1 — Ziti+1llap

mho '\ | S
< exp Ty NZi1 = Ziillp -

By using this bound recursively, we have
. mh .
7s) <o (<0 k) I - A2

Since z; is independent of z;, and Z; + 1,. .., Z; 1, was constructed using z; and Gaussians
that are independent of z; (synchronous coupling with Z;1,...,Z;1k), it follows that Z;, 1, is
still independent of z;. Using this and the 1-Lipschitz property of F', we have

Cov(F(z:), F(Z:x)) = EI(F () — E(F(Z)(F(Zirx) — E(F(Zi1x))
—E[(F(z) — E(F(z))) (F(Zist) — F(Zia))]
— E[(F(z) — E(F(Z))E(F(Zisr) — F(Ziin) 50, %)

< \/Var(F(zi))E [||?z‘+k - 5z‘+kHc2L7b}

“oxp (ﬂ;ﬁo . k) \/Var(F(Zz‘)) E[l7 - 512,

~ — 2
E (||Zz‘+k: = Zitkllap

 exp <_ . k) \/ZVar(F(zi)) E [||z- - Ezi\l?l,b} :

and the claim follows by summation. O
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PROPOSITION D.8.  Under the same assumptions as in Corollary D.6, the UBUBU sam-
ples satisfy that
4y

1
Var(Dy41) < EC(%m,M, Mf)dh;1 <C('y,m,M, M7) —2log(hg) + log(4)l + . ) .
0

PROOF. Note that the function F'(z1,21) = f(z1) — f(22) is 1-Lipschitz with respect to
(LI+1) _s(li+1)

(215 22) lap = I21]lap + [122]]a,p- Let Zi = (2; )% ), then by Proposition D.7, we
have that
K K—i
1 . [ Var(F(z;) + Var(F(Z;1x
Val“(Dz,z+1)<QZ;k Omm< (Fiz) 5 (Flzis )),
1= =

\/Var(F(zi))IE [Hz,- . Eziﬂgyb} . exp <—”;:° : k) )

By a similar argument as in the proof of Corollary D.6, using our assumptions on B and By,
we can show that

* * d
(B [Iz —E=il,]) " < (B [z — @, 00", 00)[2,]) " < €
and by Proposition D.3, we have

Var(F(z;)) < C(y,m, M, M5)dh;.

k*(1) := max <log (C\/E) - %log (C(’y,m,M, Ml)h?) ,0) ,

then for k£ > [k*(1)], we have

\/Var(F(z,-))E (17— EZi[2,] -exp (-”;:0 . k)

< Clom, MMt exp (=T (k= k() ).

It is clear that [k*(1)| < C(v,m, M, M7) — 2log(ho) + log(4)l, and after some rearrange-
ment, we have

Let

1

<= Sl
- K

Var(Dy41) C(v,m, M, M)dhj (C(%m,M, MY) — 2log(ho) + log(4)l + h) :

mho

O
D.2. Variance bound of Dy.

PROPOSITION D.9. Consider an m-strongly convex M-V Lipschitz potential U and let
Py, be the transition kernel of UBU with stepsize h. Suppose that f : Q0 — R only depends on
x and is a 1-Lipschitz function. Suppose that v > v/8M, and h < % Let g be a distribution

on A, and the Markov chain z(_ol)go ~ o, ,2*(_01)90_~_1 ~ Ph(zg)go, Vs ey 2R~ Ph(zgg)_l, -). Then

Dy as defined in (3.11) satisfies that

C 1 1 v\ h  (1—c(h))*Bot])
Var(Do) < 2o (1 * c(h)K) <’y * M> o) T 2e(h)’K? T
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where
mh 2 ~ 112 ~
c(h) = Sy Tm = [w — @z pdpo(w)dpo (@),

for some absolute constant C.

PROOF. The bound is based on Theorem 2 of [51]. We need to control the following
quantities for every z € A:

(D.5) o = [ [ o=@l o Pae,duw) Pz, d),

o e 2 Pz, dw) Py (7. di)

in = o~
GA=Rlgllaszip<t [ [(g(w) — g(0))2 Py (z, dw) Py (z, dw)
Here we choose a = M, and b = ; as in Proposition C.6. To control o%(z), let us define two

independent identically distributed random variables w(z) ~ Pp(z,-) and w(z) ~ Py(z,-).
Using the definition of UBU in (2.5), we have

2

a,b

(D.6) n(z):=

7(2) = SE(w(=) — 0 (2)]2,)

_ %E ( H“B“ (27 h,eM) ¢@) §<3)7§(4>) —UBU <27 h, g<1>,g<2>7g<3>7g<4>>

<E (Hu (B (u (z, h/2,§(1),§(2)> ,h) ,h/2,§<3>7§<4)>

e

B< (z h/2,60 )h) ,h/2,§(3>,5<4>)

(
(Hu z ,hy2,6W ),h) 7h/2,§~(3),§(4))
(5

0t (B (0 (/260,62 1) /2,69, 669) )
a,b

Recalling the definitions of ¢/ and B from equations (2.2-2.3), we have
B(x,v,h) = (x,v —hVU(x)),

—n., . \/3(2(1) (h/2,§(1)) e <h/2’§(1)7§(2)>> ’
v+ /272 (h/2,5<1>’,5(2>) )

h
(2 -
1—n? 1-— 4 1- 4
2) (1) ¢2)) = Ui T2 ) I =)
(h/2’§ € ) \/ 2y (\/1+17 ~h +\/1 1+n th )

+
=

1
Uw,v,1/2,6M,6D) = (o +
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First,

E (Hu (B(u (272,60, 1), 1/2,69,69)

—U (B (U (20/2,6D,6) 1) h/2,69,0) | )
a,b

_ 2z (P ;)\ _ 2z (P ) e _\f W (f0) _ z@ (P ) 70
—E(H(ﬁ(z (2,5 2O (2,60 (20 (&) 20 (5608 ) ).

2
h b
f72®) (27,5(1)75(2))_ /72 (275<1)75(2)>>| )
a,b

using (C.1), and the fact that a
5 @ (P e g@
>+MIE<HZ 2,5 €

6E<HZ<1> (b0 -2 (h o)
— 2’ 2 7

3 3y
S(v M)dh

Second, using the assumptions v > v/8M and h < \ﬁ for any z,v,2’, v,

)

2

Hu (x,v,h/2,§<3>,g<4>) "y (x/7v/,h/2,g<3>7g<4>)

a,b
2

IN

Hu (,0,1/2,€D,60) v (a',0/,n/2,60),€9)

a,0

IN

3
2
3 2(1 — exp(—vh/2))?

3 (3 exp(mlo =P + 2o = 2+ EZREAE )

1
O <3le—a|P+ 5o =0l <6l @ -0 =),

3
HB@ﬂwn—B@£UJmﬁﬁs§Mx—xnu—v+hvvmv—hvvmn%@

3 3h?
o —v/|P+ S VU ) - VU (@)

/(12
o - a'|> +

w\oo

3
(D.8) ( #3020 ) o = P+ llo =P < 6lo - o0 = o)

hence

IE(HU (B <Z/l (z,h/2,£(1),§(2)) ,h) ,h/2,5(3)’5(4))

iy (B (u (Ah/g,gu)’g@)) ’h) ’h/2’£(3)7£(4))

2
a,b

<08 [ (2/2.60.6%) ~u (zn/280.82)| )
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<36E<H< (Zm <Z,§<1>> 20 (Z@(l)’gm)))
2 (20 () 2@ (P ) g
\f,y(Z (80) - 22 (5.60.62)),

2
VB2 (160,60 - /272 (Z,é“,é@’))‘ >g36(;j+§;)dh,
a,b

using the same argument as for the previous term. Hence by summing up the above bounds,
we have

(D.9) o(2)? <37 (3 i}) dh.

Now, we will lower bound n(z) as defined in (D.6). By (C.1), we have
- 1 -

E([[w(z) =@ (2)[[35) > SE(w(z) —@(2) I2.0)

(D.10)

—F (Hu (B (u (z,h/2,§(1),§(2)) ,h) ,h/2,§(3),§(4))

2
a,0>
by Jensen’s inequality

2z (h ) _z@ (1 c) @ D) ¢
oo | (2 () 2 (). vsm (o)

(D.11)
Y

> —dh.

_Mdh

| )
a,0

For the denominator, we have

// QPh(z dw) Py, (z,diw) =2 - Var,.p, (-, )(g(w))

— 2. Var (g (u (B (u (z, h/2,§(1),§(2)) ,h) ,h/2,§(3),§(4))))

by the Efron-Stein inequality [17, 90]

< 2E(Vargw ¢ (g (U (B (Z/{ (z,h/2,§(1),§(2)) ,h) ,h/2,§(3),§(4)))>
+ 2B (Varge e (g (u (3 (u (z h/2’5(1)’5(2)) ,h) ,h/2,§(3),5(4)))> ’

where Varga) ¢ (-) means that we compute the conditional variance with respect to & () ¢@

(so the £3) ¢@ are kept constant, and only the variance with respect to £ M), £®) s consid-
ered). Let

Uz, v, h,gM £2)

Tuh) == =5 ¢
\[1 e~ ) _(l—e*’*h)\/i
( Y )Id> VAR 1 ’
o—2vh _ 20 = DLy, \/1 _e—2vh _ 2(1*76;*")21-61

gh<z>::g(u(6<z,h>,h/z,§ £0Y).
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Using the assumption that ¢ in 1-Lipschitz in (D.6), and the bounds (D.7-D.8), it follows that
gn, is a 6-Lipschitz function in || - |45, and (C.1) implies that it is a 12-Lipschitz function
in || - ||q,0- Since the continuously differentiable Lipschitz functions are dense amongst Lip-
schitz functions (see [4]), we can assume without loss of generality that g and thus g; are
continuously differentiable. Note that

91(2) = 3n(=) = (Vn(2), 2 =) +o(llz = o)
I 0 B I 0
- <((§la_1/21d> Vin(2), <5a1/21d> (z— Z’)> +o(]|z — 2| a,0)-

Using this, it is easy to show that the 12-Lipschitz property of g, in | - ||4,0 implies that
Van(z )Hl/a o < 12 for every z € A. Hence, we obtain

| (o (e (300 (0.9 ) agnco )|

:Ha(g@?wgh (u (z,h/zsux@))uz | /293 (u (2.2.60.62)) |

I; O
<12 s ael=12 swan (g 1)
weA:||w|1/a.0<1 weA:|lw||<1 d/ntd
Ig 04
=12||Jy(h/2) <0d \/1MId>
( h_ 2(1—e 7’1/2)) _ 2(1—e7h/2)

=12 I L/ VIR

_1 _ o—vyh _ AQ—en/2)2 _ 4(1—em/2)2 |7

“/\/1 e’ v ’\f\/1 € R

using the fact that —(1 — e%)2 < —22 4 23 for 2 > 0, and that yh < 1

<12 h + 2k

- VM VM)’
From the Gaussian Poincaré inequality (see e.g. Theorem 3.20 of [17]), and the fact that
€W ¢@) are standard normal, it follows that

2E(Vargw g (g (U (B (U (z,h/Q,f(l),g(Q)> ,h> ,h/2,§(3),§(4))))
<2.12? (\/E+\2/%> <576 (\/};\7+47;4h2>

We can bound the second term similarly, since

o gy (0 (0 (B (s 2.6062) ) 2. 60.60) )|

- HJU(h/Q)Vg (u (B (u (z,h/2,§(1),£(2)) ,h) ,h/2,§(3),£(4))> H

I, 04 >H h o 29k
Ju(h)2 <
U(/)<d\/1ﬂld “\vM VM
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and thus by the Gaussian Poincaré inequality,

2B (Varga ¢ (9 (U (B (U (2,/2,60,6D) 1) h/2,69),69)))

h 2vh h v2h?
<2< m*m) <s(7 )

By adding these up, we obtain

/:/ 2P(zdu&P(zdw)<580< by
h h —— )
v M M
and hence by (D.6) and (D.11), we have
(D.12) n(z) > ¢ > ardh > d
' 580 (A 45 ) T 580-5(37) 2900
VM M M

Combining this with (D.9), we have that

d@Q ( ( w) ) 2900 ( 7)
su 37 dh ) - === < 321900 — | A,
Zen n(z) v M d vy M

and the claim now follows by Theorem 2 of [51] and the bound on Var[E(7(f))|Xo)] on
page 2427 of [51], using the fact that k > 1 — /1 — ’Zf—,? > %h by Proposition C.6. O

D.3. Variance of S(cgr).

THEOREM 3.15. Suppose that Assumptions 3.6, 3.7, 3.10, 3.12, 3.13 hold, and in addi-
tion,

1 m 16log(4)~y 16y Cup + 1
>VeM, hwW<—-—+— B>—2272- By>—1 0 |].
= 0= v 264M° = mhy 0= mho 08

Suppose that cr € [0,1), and 2 < ¢n < 16. Then for any N > 1, the UBUBU estimator
S(cr) has finite expected computational cost, ES(cg) = w(f), and it has finite variance.
Moreover, it satisfies a CLT as N — oo, and the asymptotic variance U% defined in (3.8) can
be bounded as

C(m,M,Mls,’y,CN,¢N) 1 4
1 dhd ).
Khy +mK+ 0

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.15. By Corollary D.6, and the fact that

B(Dh) < s | (1617 - 1))

a?gg

1<k<K
it follows that under the assumptions of Corollary D.6, we have

M 2 Mny?
B(0f ) <oa (74 SEE) (2)" 4+ 20 it < vy

for Vp = Chid <<fy4 + %) (%)2 + MT¢> and ¢p = 16. From Proposition D.9, and us-

ing the fact that c(hg) = hg;” , and our assumptions on B, we have

¢ LN (LA ho (1= ()X
Var(Do) < V& <1 * c<ho>K> <v * M)

g

cho) T 2e(ho) 22 o
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C 1 /8y\?[/1 ~ 8y 1
. <= —(=) ([=+< — .=
(D.13) <4 h0<m> (er) <1+h0m I

The computational cost at each level satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 3.4, so if we fix
2 < ¢ < 16, all assumptions of this proposition are satisfied. Hence S(cg) is an unbiased
estimator with finite variance and computational cost.

The claim about the asymptotic variance follows by using the bounds in (D.13) and in
Proposition D.8, and adding up all terms according to (3.8). O

PROPOSITION D.10. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition C.6 hold for h = h,.
Let Ry 41 = (Phl’hlﬂ)?l be the Markov kernel defined in Section 3.1 for two synchronously
coupled UBU chains at discretization levels 1,1 + 1. This chain is moving on state space
A% Let Z1,...,ZK be a Markov chain with kernel Rijt1. Let F': A% = R be of the form
F(z,2") = f(2) = f(2'), where [ is of the form (3.18). Suppose that the target 7 is a product
distribution, satisfying the same conditions as in Proposition 3.18. Then we have

SK F(z) K& (Var(F(z)) + Var(F(Zias))
b (BT ) ¢ 33 (L,

- h
(5)(12 =, = _TEw 2], _mio
4r (;”w || >\/Var(F(zz))1r£1?%{dE (1755 — 2112, exp( = k))

PROOF. We proceed similarly to the proof of Proposition D.7.
Cov(F(zi), F(Zirk)) = E[(F(zi) — E(F(2:)))(F (Zitk) — E(F (Zirr)))]-

Let Z; be an independent identically distributed copy of Z;, and define (Z;.;, Zi:i+x) as Syn-
chronously coupled, in the same way as in the proof of Proposition D.7. It follows from
applying Proposition C.6 on each coordinate, and using independence that for every coordi-

nate 1 < 5 <d,
_ . mhyg _ -
Zi,jazz',j) < exp <—4,y k) i3 — Zi4lla

|a,b‘

~ — 2
E (||Zz‘+k,j — Zitkyjllp

With a slight abuse of notation index j here refers to both position and velocity components,
hence Z; j = (Z; 5,0 5, T z o0 ) € R As previously, z; and Z;; are independent, and

Cov(F(z:), F(Zitk)) = E[(F (i) — E(F(2:)E(F (Zitk) — F(Zi4)|Zi, Z)]
< /Var (F(%;)) Var (F(Zi1x) — F(Zis1))

By the Efron-Stein inequality [17, 90], and some rearrangement, we have

d r 2
Var (F(Zix) = F(Zi41)) Z(Zm}%) E (|12 = Ziteg
s=1

mhg _ -
<o (Z o H2> exp (=502 ) g B [ 1512
s=1 T

= 4r (Z [|w S)|| ) exp ( 47 k;) 1I£1aé<dE [||z” Ez; ;| a7b] ,

and the claim follows by rearrangement and summation. O

2
a,b
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PROPOSITION 3.18.  Suppose that Assumption 3.17 holds, and denote the potential U as
Ux) = Z?:l Ui(x;). Suppose that Assumptions 3.6, 3.7, and 3.10 hold for each component
(Ui)1<i<d> and that

1 m 161og(4)y 16+ Cuo +1
>V8M, hp<--—— B>—"2"' By>-—_—"1] 0.
Y2 VM, hos Teoenr B2 ne 0 Do a0 VMR

Suppose that f is of the form
(3.18) fla,0) = g((w,z),... (w",2)),

where g : R" — R is I-Lipschitz, and w), ... ,w") € R% Suppose that cg € [0,1) and
2 < ¢n < 16. Then for any N > 1, the UBUBU estimator S(cg) has finite expected com-
putational cost, ES(cr) = w(f), and it has finite variance. Moreover, it satisfies a CLT as
N — oo, and the asymptotic variance can be bounded as

C(m, M, Mla’%ra CN, ¢N) Z ”w(z) ”2

2
<
75 = Khg

1<i<r

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.18. Unbiasedness, finite variance, and finite computational
cost follow from Theorem 3.15. By (3.8), the asymptotic variance can be expressed as

o0 l
0% :=Var(Dg) + ZVar(DuH) : QS?N
1=0

It is easy to show that f is S_7_, |w®|-Lipschitz, so the variance term Var(Djp) can be
bounded using Proposition D.9, relying on the burn-in assumptions.

To control Var(Dj;41), we first need to bound terms of the form Var(f(z;) — f(zx)).
Let 21, j = (2 j,vk;) € R? denote components j in both x and v. Using the Efron-Stein
inequality [17, 90], and independence of the components, we have

2
a,b)

d r 2
Var(f(z" ) — f ) <2 (Z rw§-s>|) E (\
j=1 \s=1

r 2
< ()2 :
<2r (Z; lw ]| ) max E < a,b)

By applying Corollary D.6 component-wise, it follows that under our assumptions,

max E ‘
1<j<d

(1) (L)

k.j k,j

1(1,141) (L1+1)
k., k.,

1(1,1+1)
%k,

— 2k.i
5] ab

2
) < C(m’Ma’% Ml)h;l7

hence
1(I+1)y (LI+1) (3) 1274
Var(f(zp ) = f(z,) < Clm, M, Myyy,r) > wPhE
1<i<r

Using this, and Proposition D.10, by a similar argument as in the proof of Theorem 3.15, we
can show that

C(m, M, My,~,r) @z | 4 4~
D < v 1+ — +log(4
Var(Dy 1) < % 1<§i<THw I“ | Ay + mho +log(4)l ),

and the claim follows by summation and rearrangement. O
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APPENDIX E: INITIALIZATION AND GAUSSIAN APPROXIMATION

We will use the following assumptions in this section and sections F and G, which we
restate here for easier readability. We will consider potentials of the form

Np
(E.1) U(z) =Up(z) + Y _Ui(),
=1

where we aim to understand the scaling of the computational complexity when inexact gra-
dients are used within the UBUBU framework in the large Np case. We assume that the
potential has the form (E.1) in this section and sections F and G, and we impose the follow-
ing assumptions on the potential.

ASSUMPTION 3.21 (VLipschitz property). For every 1 <i < Np, U;: R? — R is twice
differentiable and there exists a M > 0 such that for all x,y € R?,

IVUi(2) = VUi(y)|| < M|z -y,
for every 1 <1 < Np and moreover,
IVU(z) = VU(y)l| < Mz —yl for M=NpM.

ASSUMPTION 3.22 (Npm-strong convexity). There exists a m > 0 such that for all
z,y € R?

(VU(z) —VU(y),z —y) >m|z —y||*> for m=Npimn.

ASSUMPTION 3.23 (strongly Hessian Lipschitz property). U : R — R is three times
continuously differentiable and M7 -strongly Hessian Lipschitz if there exists M7 > 0 such
that

IV3U ()| {1,243y < M} for Mj = NpMy,
for all x € R%.

For a better understanding of the scaling in terms of Np, we also introduce

(E.2) s 0

")/: \/NiD,
so that v =/ Np~.

E.1. OHO scheme. In this section, we detail some results for the OHO scheme we use
for initialization in (3.24)-(3.26). We state results for a potential that satisfies Assumptions
3.6 and 3.7 that can be applied in the case of Gaussian approximation. In particular, we show
strong error results using similar techniques to [63] and [88].

We define the solution map A to have update rule

(E.3) H:(x,v) = op(x,v),
where ¢y, (x, v) is the solution to the ODE
dX,=V,dt, dV,=-VU(X,)dt,
initialized at (X, Vp) := (z,v) € R?? at time h > 0. We then define the OHO scheme with
stepsize h > 0 as a half step of O with stepsize h/2 (defined in (3.25)), followed by a full

step of H with stepsize h and a half step of O with stepsize h/2, which exactly preserves the
invariant measure.
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REMARK E.1. We remark that the OHO scheme is a special case of the scheme studied
in [72] using a hypocoercivity approach. It has also been considered as an exact splitting for
discretization analysis in [13, 15, 45, 70]. In practice this scheme is only applicable when
the Hamiltonian dynamics can be solved exactly, for example for a Gaussian target.

PROPOSITION E.2.  Let h > 0 and k € N and (X, Vi)t>0 := (Zt)t>0 be the solution of
(1.1) and (x¢,vt)e>0 := (2¢)e>0 be the solution to the OHQO scheme with stepsize h > 0, with
synchronously coupled Brownian motion and where both are initialized at zy = Zy ~ 7. We
have that

3 s Shoy/kyhd + 5k(hy)2V/d
1 Zn — 2k L2,0,0 < \[ezhkm Whhd + 5k(hy) ‘
2 VM

PROOF. Considering the OHO scheme given by

h
(n, vp) 1= (m +h (o + V1= - /0 VU (2(t))(h — t)dt,

0

h
(nv+ﬁ |~ hVU(x /v?mw(t»v(t)(h—t)dt)+W&)7

where the Hamiltonian dynamics (z(t),v(t))?_, is initialized at (x,7v + /1 — n2¢;). The
kinetic Langevin dynamics for one step can be written as

h h
(E.4) thé’(h)vo—/ E(h—s)VU(X,)ds + \/ﬂ/ E(h—s)dWs,
0 0

h h
(ES5)  Xp=Xo+Fh)Vy— / F(h—s)VU(X,)ds + ﬁ/ F(h—s)dW,,
0 0

where £(h) = e, F(h) = 1—67*%’ and we couple the noises such that /1 —n2&; =
V2 foh/Qg(h/2 s)dW; and /1 — 0?6 = /2 fh/2 — s)dWs. Considering the ve-

locity component we have

Vi —on|lr2 <

h h/2
72 (Vo — vo) — / E(h— ) (VU(X,) — VU () ds + /27(1 - 1) / E(h)2 — 5)dW,

L2
hvn h2M+/d
+ F‘ ’ 5
h h/2
<\ (Vo — vg) — /0 E(h—s) (VU (Xp) — VU(z))ds + /2v(1 —n) i E(h)2 — s)dW,
\ L
+ / E(h—s) (VU(X,) — VU(Xq)) ds <mﬁ+ ) h2Vd
0 L2
h h/2
<\ (Vo —vg) — /0 E(h—s) (VU (Xp) — VU(z))ds + /2y(1 —n) i E(h/2 — s)dW,
I

+ (7'M +3M) 2V,
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where the final estimate is a rough estimate due to (E.4), (X, Vs) ~ 7 for all s € [0, h], the
fact that U is M-V Lipschitz, h < % and 72 > 4M . Now considering time kh > 0 for k € N

and iteratively applying the argument whilst keeping Brownian components in the same L?
norm, we have

k
Vi = vknllz2 < hMay

(i—1/2)h
)(1—n) / E((i — 1/2)h — 5)dW,
(i—1)h

=1 L2
+ 3kyVMR2Vd
i—1/2)h
< ZhM + Z/ E((i — 1/2)h — s)dW,
i—1 (i—1)h 2
k (hy)* Vd + 3kyv/Mh*Vd
k

<> " hMa; + hy\/kyhd + 3k (hy)* Vd,

i=1

where a; := || X5 — p||12 for i € N and b; := ||Vj, — v |22 for i € N. We have also used

the independence of the Brownian motion over independent time intervals.
Now considering the position components we have

h
1 — 2all 12 < Xo—:v0+}"(h)(Vg—vo)—/0 F(h—s) (VU(X,) — VU (zs)) ds

+ 2vh3Vd
L‘Z

/\Ff — 8)dWs — hy/2y /Eh/2—s)dW

h
< X0—$0+f(h)(‘/()—vo)—/0 .F(h—s)(VU(Xo)—VU(xo))dS

h/2
/ V29 F (h — 8)dWs — ha/2y E(h)2 —s)dW,| +3yh*Vd.
L2
Then as before we consider time kh > 0 for k € N and we have
k
1 Xkn — zpnllze <Y (hb; + h*Ma;) + 3kyh®Vd
i=1
k_ rin (i—1/2)h
+/2y Z/ F(ih — s)dW, — h/ E((i—1/2)h — s)dW,
= Ji-1)h (i-1)h 12
k
<> (kb + h*Ma;) + 3kyh*Vd + 21/2vhv/ hkd.
i=1
In || - || 24,5 using the preceding estimates we have
k
3 3hy/Eyhd + 5k(hv)*Vd
1 Zkn = 2knll 22,00 < 5> VM| Ziy = zin |l 12,00 + 1V/kyhd + Bk (k)

2i:1 h VM
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kAT <3hfy\/lvyhd +5k(h)*Vd )
= VM

O]

THEOREME.3. Leth > 0andl € Nand (X, Vi)i>0 := (Zt)1>0 be the solution of kinetic
Langevin dynamics and (x,v))1en := (21)1en be the iterates of the solution to the OHO
scheme with stepsize h > 0, where both are initialized at the same point according to the
invariant measure. We have that

3v/27/vV/M + 107/v/M
1Zu, — 21| 12,0, < 104072 Vd

m

PROOF. We use an approach used in [63] to remove the exponential constant in Propo-

sition E.2. We define a sequence of interpolating variants Zl(k) for every k=0, ..., as fol-

lows. We first define Zék) = Zp, and then (Zi(k))i-‘/’:1 are defined by OHO steps followed by
(ka))ﬁzk 41 steps of kinetic Langevin dynamics with stepsize h > 0. We break the [ steps
into blocks of size | = (ﬁ}, then we have

W Zih — 21l 2,00 = HZZ(O) - Zl(l) 2.0,

b i 1)
< ;) H(ZZ(J)_ZZ((JJF)))‘

where we bound the terms using the fact that the first jI steps according to OHO keep the
stationary distribution invariant and they only deviate in the following ! steps, where we will
use Proposition E.2 with [ chosen as I. We finally use contraction of the continuous dynamics
(Corollary C.8) in the remaining steps and we have

4 H (Zwml) _ Z(l)>’

L?,a,b L?a,b ’

I (12
< e~ (=1=G+D)De(h) 3hy\/ Ivhd + 51(hy)*Vd

HL2,a,b B v M

Then summing up the terms we have that

H (Zl(ﬂ) _ Zl((j+1)f))

3hy\/Ivhd + 51(hy)?Vd X 1
v M < + 1— ec(h)[)

| Zih — zillL2,0p < 4

3hy\/Ivhd + 51(hy)?Vd 1293/ M
<8 1+ -
v M m
31/2v/VM +10v/v/M
< 104hy2Vd / - / :

as required. 0
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E.2. Initialization and bounds. For convex potentials, we can approximate the gradient
with the Hessian at the minimizer by

(E.6) Qx| 2*)=VU(@")+ H* (x —2¥) = H" (x — z7),
where z* € R? is the minimizer of U and H* = V2U (z*).

LEMMA E.4. Considering the gradient approximation Q given by (E.6), where the po-
tential U satisfies Assumption 3.23, and has a minimizer * € R% we then have the property

E[|VU(2) - Q| a)|I" < (MF)PNp | — 2| 2.
for any x € R%.
PROOF. Follows from Taylor expansion. O
We then define the measure g = N (z*, (H*) 1) x A'(04, I1) to be the Gaussian approx-
imation of the target as in (3.23), which is the invariant measure of the OHO scheme and

continuous kinetic Langevin dynamics with the use of the gradient approximation (E.6).

PROPOSITION E.5. Let p =2 or 4, then we have the following Wasserstein bound be-
tween a potential U which satisfies Assumptions 3.22,3.23 and 3.28

3/ (2p)\? Myd
<4/ = .

PROOF. If we let 7, denote the marginal in the position of 7 and (ug), denote the
marginal in position of ;. We have from the equivalence of norms that for p = 2,4

3 3
Wp,a,b(WvHG) < \/;Wp,a,o(WaMG) < \/ng(ﬂ'x, (na)e)

<\/§||VU—Q<-|3:*>||M <\/§Mf||x—w*|r%2p
V2 m — V2 m

<f(%!wmd
—V 2\ 2rp! m?

where the third inequality is due to Proposition 22 of [96], the fourth due to Lemma E.4 and
the final inequality by Lemma H.2. O

APPENDIX F: VARIANCE BOUNDS FOR UBU WITH SVRG

For this section, we make use of the technique of the recent work of Hu et al [101], related
to using stochastic variance reduced gradient (SVRG).

A stochastic gradient version of the UBU scheme is simply constructed by replacing the
B operator with

Bg(x,v,h,w|Z) = (z,v — hG(x,w|T)),

where G is a stochastic gradient approximation of the potential U as defined in the approxi-
mation given by (3.20).

We start with an alternative formula for the kinetic Langevin dynamics introduced in (1.1).
This is used for the analysis of the UBU scheme in the full gradient setting in [86] and alter-
native schemes with the SVRG approximation in (3.20). The convenient way of expressing
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kinetic Langevin dynamics is to use Itd’s formula on the product e?*V;. This results in the
following set of equations for (1.1) with initial condition (X, Vj) € R?¢:

t t
(E.1) w:s(t)%—/ E(t — s)VU(X,)ds + \/ﬂ/ E(t — s)dWs,
0 0

t t
(F.2) Xt:Xng]-"(t)Vo—/ f(t—s)VU(Xs)dsJFM/ F(t — s)dW,,
0 0

where

1—e
(E.3) Ety=e"  Ft)= —
Then the UBU scheme (as in [86]) can be expressed as

(k+1)h
(F4)  wvgy1 =E(h)vy — hE(R/2)VU (Tk) + /27 E((k+1)h — s)dWs,

kh
(k+1/2)h
(FS5)  Th—an+ F(h/2ue+/2 / F((k+1/2)h — s)dW,,
kh
(k+1)h
(F.6) xpy1=xp+ F(h)vy —hF(h/2)VU(Z) + /27 F((k+1)h —s)dWs,
kh

which can be more easily compared to the true dynamics via (F.1) and (F.2). We will refer to
(Tk )ken as the gradient evalution points of the scheme. Similarly, stochastic gradient UBU
can be expressed as (F.4)-(F.6) by replacing the gradients with stochastic gradient approxi-
mations,

ET
(k+1)h
s = E)u ~ B /DG @ wonnln) + V2 [ E((k+ Db = )W,
(E.8)
(k+1/2)h
Ty = o + F(h/2)vp + /27 F((k+1/2)h — s)dWs,
kh

(F.9)

T = fL(k) for L(k) = Tl_/{/TJ,
(F.10)

(k+1)h
Tyl =Tk + f(h)vk — hf(h/2)g(fk,wk+1|:%k) + /27 .F((k? + 1)h — S)dWS,
kh

If we are using a stochastic gradient approximation of the UBU dynamics, additional bias
is introduce by the use of gradient approximations. We wish to measure the local error caused
by the stochastic gradient approximation.

F.1. Variance bound of D;; ;. Suppose now we have two UBU schemes, a UBU
scheme (2x)ren = (T, Uk )ken Which uses a stochastic gradient approximation as defined
in Definition 2.1 with (wg)ren such that wy ~ SWR(Np, Np) for each k € N. Further at
iteration k define 2 := (2}, v}!) := ¢y, <zk, h, (Wt/)ﬁ,k;lgw to be a step of the full gradient
UBU scheme at iteration zj, with synchronously coupled Brownian motion. Then the local
error after one step is

E||(1 — 2 vprr — of)IIP = B2 (E(h/2) + F(h/2)*E[| VU (@4) — G(@n, wi1) 1%,
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and
2 o W 2
Ellzg+1 — 2" < L E[VU (@k) = G(@k, wird) I,

where expectations are taken over stochastic gradient approximation and Brownian incre-
ments. The sequence (Ty)ren are the points where the stochastic gradient approximations
are evaluated defined by (F.8). We now wish to bound the term E||VU (%) — G (T, wir1) ||,
uniformly in k to control the error due to the stochastic gradient. For this, we state Lemma 1
of [101] with our notations, together with its proof.

LEMMA E.1. Considering iterates (x, v, Tk )ken of stochastic gradient UBU with the
SVRG (G,SWR(Np, Ny)) for a potential U which has the form (3.19), with data size Np
and batch size Ny, epoch length T = [Np /Ny ], and initial condition (g, v) € R?, then we
have the property

E (@ wr1 | Fra) — VU@

N
Np(Np — Np) (T —1)? 2 o
= E (T
ST M- BV - VOE)I

COROLLARY F2.  Suppose that Assumption 3.21 holds. For UBU with SVRG updates as
defined by (F.7)-(F.10), we have

€1 E (9w | Top) - VU@D|) < O maxEly — )

M?N3(Np — Ny)(1 —1)2

F.12 =
F12) No(Np — 1)

PROOF OF LEMMA E.1. For the potential of the form U(z) = Up(x) + S.N5 1 Ui(x) an
for k > 1 we define X; = VU;(Tr) — VU;(Z (k) and we define Y; = NpX; — Z L X
i=1,..., Np. Then we have that ZZ]\LDI Y; =0 and that

G(Tg, wit1 |EL(k ) — VU (Z) Z Y.
1€UJk+1
Therefore our aim is to establish a bound on N% Zi€wk+1 Y;. We have that
1 2
wk+1 Z Y = W]Ewk-Fl Z ||Y;‘| + Z <Y;«7 Y7>
Zewk+1 b 1EWEK+1 1#jEWR1

Np
1 b—1
—— > Vil + > (VLY
NDi:l” | NyNp(Np — 1) (¥, %)

i#]

= Y;
=N, 1 NN ZII 1%

where the last line is due to the fact that ZZ]\L 1 Y; = 0. Then using the fact that Zf\i 5 Yil? <
N2 S°No |1 X||2 and the last full gradient evaluation is at k — 7+ 1 < L(k) < k we have that

E (VU (@) — G(@p,wi1 | Tro)|?) = NbND ZEHYHQ
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N,
Np(Np — Np) 2 1157 112
< == 7 El|X;
< NNy D) zZ1 (| X3]]

N,
Np(Np = Ny) - . 2
Np(Np — Ny)(k — L(k)) 2 &
D D — 1Vp — - _ )
= E||VU(Z;41) — VUI(;)|
Nb(ND — 1) j:zL%k) ; ’ Jj+1 ])

Np

Np(Np — Np) (1 —1)? B .
< (7 . _ (7.
= N(Np-1) ?%ZFWM%H>VM@W,

which concludes the proof. O

Hence it is sufficient to bound E||Zy 1 — T ||? uniformly in k € N, which will be done in
the following lemma.

LEMMA E.3 (Displacement Lemma). Let a stochastic gradient UBU integrator defined
by (E.7)-(F.8) with stochastic gradient (G, p) satisfy

E (9@ wiilte) — VU @) < @ maxElz; 1~
for some © > 0. If U satisfies Assumptions 3.21, 3.22, h < 1/2~ and v* > 8M, then
[Zpt1 = Zellze < hQ\@O@gk |Zir1 = Till 12 + ThV M || 21 = ZF Y| 12,0 + 6BV,

where Z¥ .= Zy, = ¢(Zo, kh, (Wy )k ) € R?? is the solution to (1.1) initialized at the in-
variant measure Zy ~ m at time kh for k € N.

PROOF. Then we use the following estimate

1Zh+1 — Zill Lz = ([Tot1 — Tht1 + Toy1 — T + 26 — T 22
< 1F(r/2)(vg — vi—1)ll 2 + [[TRg1 — 2|2

(k+3/2)h

/2y / F((k+3/2)h — s)dWW,
(k+1)h L
(k+1/2)h

+/2y / F((k+1/2)h — s)dW,
kh L2

=: () + (1) + (1) + (AV),

and we bound (I), (II), (IIT) and (IV) separately. (III) and (IV) can be bounded above by
\/vh3d. Firstly, we will bound (II), but first we denote

Aj = [Tj1 — 75 22,

for j € N, and 2} = (a1, v}) := ¥y (21, b, (Wt/)g,kj,:gh) is an iterate with stepsize h and initial
point (zy, vy) of the full gradient UBU scheme and synchronously coupled Brownian motion
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to the stochastic gradient scheme. We then estimate

lzks1 — zrlle < llwnsr — allze + |laf — zxl| 2
h2
< ?\F@mgg VA + ||z — il 2
J

then if we define the notation Z}, = (X}, V}}) := ¢(z, ¢, (Wt/),’f,h:,;th) € R?? for k € N and
t > 0 to be the continuous dynamics solution with initial condition (z, vx) at time ¢ defined
by (F.1) and (F.2). Then we can estimate the second term by splitting it up into discretization
error and one-step displacement and bounding each of these terms separately as

ok — anllz2 < [log — X212 + | X7 — x| 22
Then using [86][Section 7.6] we have that

ok — X llze <

h h
/0 F(h/2) (VU(XE) — VU (7)) ds + /0 (F(h—s) — F(h)2)) VU(X5)ds

L?
<h h””[’(‘fs) ;L( )Hl d h2 max H;L(‘('S)H
T2 0 g Tk 209 0<s<h k/NIL2

hM [P
<7

ds
L2

(k+1/2)h
) X7 — <xk+f(h/2)vk+\/ﬂ/kh ]-"((k:+1/2)h—s)dWs>

2 S
+h OrggthVU(Xk)lle

WM [P h3M RT2M/~d
< 2 S P s _ 2 S 2 - -
<h OrgggthVU(Xk)HL + 5 /0 | X5 — xk||2ds + 1 OfngXhHVkHL + 1

Now, we bound

h
I = s < Bl g VUK i+ 177223,
0 RS

and using the fact that h < min{ﬁ, %} we have

3h?
h h , < 2 s R S|y
|z — Xgllre < 5 OlgsagthVU(Xk)HL +h01£3§thVkHL + hVd,

and using (1.1) we have that

h h
1XE — e = Hﬂh)vk - [ FwvUCis+a [ Fo- s,
0 0

L2
<h > + h? VU (X5 2 2vh3d.
< Rl + 1 gmax VUKD 2 + /27
To bound the maximum terms we introduce (Z;)¢>0 = (X¢, V2)¢>0 to be the solution to (1.1)

initialized at the invariant measure with synchronously coupled Brownian motion. We also
define Z* := Zy, for k € N. Then we have, in expectation, for any 0 < s < h,

1VillL: <V = Vineslle + Vinasl L2

<V2M |z, — Z¥|| 12,00 + V4,
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and for any 0 < s < h we have
VUX) 22 < VU(XE) — VU (Xknts)l 2 + VU (Xgnts)| 22

< M| X} — Xghtsllz2 + VMd
<V2M ||z, — Z¥|| 12,0 + VM,

where we have used contraction of the continuous dynamics under synchronous coupling
provided in Corollary C.8 and [28][Lemma 2] to bound ||VU(Xgp+s)| 2. Therefore we
have the following bound on (II)

h? 9hVd
an < ?v@onéa%c VA +4hV M|z, — ZkHLz,aJ, + 2\[,
<1<

1 2 1
where h < SV .due to the fact that 2 8M and h < 5y
Next, we consider (I) and we can estimate

h h h
< *llvk —vp1llre < *llvk —vp_q e + *llvﬁq —vg—1llL2

\/>max \/ i+ = Hvk 1 — VUk— 1||L2

0<i<k
where
lop_y = vk—1llz2 < lvp_y = Vi llze + IV — vk—allz2
Then we can bound

Hvlielfl - thfl”Lz <

h
/0 £(h/2) (VU(Xi_1)ds = VU(Tx-1)) + (E(h = 5) = £(h/2)) VU (X} )ds

L2
h
<M [ =l ds s VUK )

3
< o5 x| Vi 1||L2+2 hmax IVUXE-Dllze + 5 f

where we have used the estimate of fo | X7 | —Tk—1|| 1> from the ||z} |, — X! ||z- bound
and the fact that h < 1/5v/ M. Using (F.1) we have

h h
Vs~ il < €)= Do = [ - vueras+ v [ e
0 0

< 2 s 2
< oncslze + b s [VUKE 1)1+ v/29hd

< 2/M (y+ VM) |2k = 2520+ WVA (7 + V) + /270,
and we can combine terms to get the following bound on (I)
h? 5
D< 5 On<1a<xk VOA; +3hV M| zp_1 — Zk_1||L27a,b + Zh\/g,
<i

and summing all terms we have that

ka-+1_kaL2<h/ IilaX \/@A + T7Thv M sz 1—Zk lHLzab—f—th
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PROPOSITION F4.  For a stochastic gradient UBU integrator with iterates (zy)ken, gra-
dient evaluation points (Ty,)ken, transition kernel Py, and potential U satisfying Assumptions
3.21-3.22, where we approximate the gradient using a unbiased stochastic gradient (G, p)

satisfying
E (19 wiilie) ~ VU@)|) < O maxElz;1 — |
Consider the continuous solution to (1.1) initialized at the invariant measure, for k €

N define Z% := Zyj, = ¢(Zo, kh, (Wy )kl ) € R4 with synchronously coupled Brownian
motion to (zx)ken, then for all

- 1/6 -
h < min ! 1/ ml/gND ! m
2yNy/2 T 24(09)1 /3740 o56 Ty N
we have

2k — Z% 12,06 < 4(1 = Ra(h)/2)* (IIZo — 2% 120 + f201h5/2)
+ C(F,m, M, N§)RP2d PN 012,
where Ra(h) =1 — co(h) + C’ghQ.
Further for all i € P (R2d), andall k €N,
Waop(uPf.m) <41 Ro(h)/2)" (Waan(p.m) + V201
+ C(3,m, M, NIF)h*2d 2N P e 2,

PROOF. Let us define the notation Z} = (X!, V}}) := ¢(zk, t, (Wy)EHL )y € R for k € N
and ¢ > 0 to be the continuous dynamics solution with initial condition (x,vy) at time ¢
defined by (F.1) and (F.2). Further define z,’j = (ah, vZ) = n (2, h, (Wt/)g,k:,j,zh) is an iterate
with stepsize h and initial point (xy, vy ) of the full gradient UBU scheme and synchronously
coupled Brownian motion to the stochastic gradient scheme.

Firstly, we split up the difference in the following way

2
h h k
(e sta) + (b= 2)

+2 <zk — z,@,l,z,}g,l — Zk>

ot = 28132 00 =

2

h h k
= sz—zk,l} b+ 21— Z H%Q,a,b'

L2a,b L2?,a,

Considering the inner product we have the expectation conditional on z;_; and (W} )fh: (k—1)h
is zero as it is independent of the Brownian motion (due to synchronous coupling) and the
stochastic gradient estimator is unbiased. Therefore

2k — Z¥11 2 0 < 2k — 201172 0 + (1Be=1ll 22,00
+llzioy = (25 (W )i g yn) + ak-1llr2,ap)?
=0+ .
We have that

2
1 < 2h°0

- — 2
I}lggllwm =712,
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and

2
a1 < (/ (1= calh) + CqR2) |21 = 2813 0+ 20307 + Col®)

Let Ry(h) := c2(h) — C3h?, then assuming that mh/8y < Ra(h) < 1/2 (which holds for
h < % and h < ﬁ), using Lemma H.1,

2v/2C5h3
7M1 s < - g ~ 2% i )+ =
o= 21 < V300 Rl 20 (1= 2+ 2050 4“0

25‘”@ max; <, |Tj41 — Tj||2. +202h°

Ra(h) 7

+2

and now we wish to bound max;y, || Zj4+1 — Z;||3.. Considering Lemma F.3 we have that

1Zrs1 — Tillzz < hQ\/@ max [|Tj41 — ;|3 + 6hVd
0<j<k

+7ThWM <\/§(1 — Ry(h)/2)% (HZO — 2912 + \/QC%hE’) + W)

m

N 56h\/h76 max; <, [|Tj41 — 7|7, +vOFh*
- .
If we assume that

. m1/3 1
h < mln{24(®’y)1/3, 4@1/4,1},
then
o - 16\/@’702h2
w751~ < 200V AT (VB Ra0)/2)" (1o = 2701+ 2070 ) 4 2T
+18hV/d + 168h3V MO /%,
and

2 = 28111200 < V2(1 = Ra(0)/2)* (1120 = Z°) 12,00 + V2C117/2)

. 16y/27h? (Ca\/7 + C1y/m) L \/ 16hy© maxjy, | Tj+1 — T;%

m mM

24\/ﬂh2 (Cg\ﬁ + Cl\/m)

m

41 = Ra(0)/2)* (J120 = Z°l1 12,00 + VIC1HY/?) +

1/2 )
4 144p3/2 (cl'y]i) + 13445720, V2
m

and the first claim follow by rewriting this bound in terms of 1m, M and 4. For non-asymptotic
Wasserstein results, we simply replace Z k=1 with the contlnuous dynamics initialized at
Zi_1 ~ 7 be such that HZk 1 — 2k—1lr2,0p = Wgab(,uP ,7r) as in [86][Theorem 23].
We can then apply Lemma H.1 to get the required result. O

REMARK E5. 7o get the non-asymptotic result to have discretization error which is of
order O( h3/ 2), the gradient approximation needs to be an unbiased estimator of the gradient,
without this property the discretization error reduces to order O(h).
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LEMMA E6. Suppose we have two Langevin diffusions governed by (1.1) with syn-
chronously coupled Brownian motion, (Zy)¢>o with potential U satisfying Assumptions 3.28-
3.23 and (Zt)tzo with potential defined by (G.4), a Gaussian approximation of U. We further
assume that the diffusions are initialized at their invariant measures and y > \/SW . We then
have that

C(:)/,Th,M, f)

- _mt ~ d
| Zt — Zil| 12,00 < € 17 || Z0 — Zol| 12,00 + N
D

PROOF. We define (X, V;)i>0 := (Z¢)>0 to be the diffusion according to (F.1)-(F.2) with
potential U and define (Xt, ‘N/t)tzo = (Zt)tzo to be the diffusion according to (F.1)-(F.2) with
potential U, defined by (G.4), and synchronously coupled Brownian motion. By the same
argument as Corollary C.8 with the expectations rather than Wasserstein distance we have
that for h > 0 up to first order in i

- mh ~
1 Z k1 1yn — Zrynll 2,00 S (1 - m) 1 Zkn — Zkn |l L2,0.b

] (0,90 ) - VUS|,

mh ~ hM?
<|(1=""5)1Zkn — Zinll2 1
< < 167) | Zih — Zinl 12,06 + Nii

where the last inequality is due to Lemma E.4 and z* is the minimizer of U and U. Then due
to Proposition C.12 taking the limit as h — 0

- 2
Xieh, —-70*H ,
L4

6d + 160(1 + A2))2
222 ’

. . 2 A -
[ X =270 < — \/4<1—2> (74HX0—$*H4+||V0||4)+<

where we choose k = t/h and define

(6d + 160(1 + A2))2
22 ’

oM \/ e, o N
Cy = de” 2 (v4| Xo — x*||* + ||[Vol|*) +
u m\ﬁ[ (71 Xo — 2 [[* + IVol[*)

we have

. Z — Z 2 —||Z; — Z 2 m
i sup | Zt+n — ZesnllL2.ap — 12t — Zill 12,00 <
h—0 h 16
and all terms are bounded on the right-hand side due to the assumptions on the initial con-
dition therefore due to the Denjoy—Young—Saks theorem we have the upper Dini derivative

(upper right-hand derivative) is finite. Hence considering v : R — R to be solution to the
ODE

‘Zt - Zt”LQ,a,b + (&)

with initial condition u(0) = || Zo — Zo|| 12,45 Which we can solve exactly. Therefore by the
comparison principle for ODEs and Dini derivatives [54][Lemma 3.4] we have

5 —mt = 16
1Zs — Zt|| 12,0 < u(t) < e 167 || Zo — Zo|| 12,00 + #Cu

dC (7, m, M, M?)
Np ’

as required. O

<e 1|20 — ZollLean +
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PROPOSITION E.7. Suppose two stochastic gradient UBU chains at coarser and finer
discretization levels | and | + 1, with synchronously coupled Brownian motions (2y,);,cy and
(2.) wen and stepsizes hy and hiy1 = hy /2, satisfying the conditions of Proposition F.4, be
such that zy ~ o and z, ~ . Then for f satisfying Assumption 3.12 we have the following
variance bound

Var (f(z4) — f(z1)) <E (f(21) — f(a)” <

mkh
(exp <— 5 l) (1120 — 20/l 2,0, + Wa,ap(m0, ™) + Wa g p(70, )

+ 4(1 — R(hl)/2)k (WZ,a,b(ﬂb? 7T) + \@Clh?/Q)

+4(1 = R(hus1) /22 (Waap(h, m) + V20171 )
2
+C (3, N 002N, 0 2hiw> |

PROOF. By following the same argument as Proposition D.3 using Proposition F.4 we
have the desired result. O

PROPOSITION E.8. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition F.4 hold for the poten-
tial U, hg > 0 and v > 0 and the SVRG stochastic gradient approximation. Assume that

C(3 . N/ N N 1610g(2%/2)4 167 1
ho < (¥,m, ;);'2/ D> b)7 Ble/Q)V, By > 71/2 08 9/4,3/2 |7
N mhoN Y mho Ny Np

and the levels are initialized as described in Section E. Then for every | > 1, 1 <k < K, for
a test function f which satisfies Assumption 3.12 the UBUBU samples satisfy

Var (f(z;(l’m)) _f(zl(gl,l-i-l))) <E [(f(zzlc(l’lﬂ)) —f(zz(cl’m)))j

< E”Z]/c(l,l+1) (L,1+1)

2
-z

a,b

S C(;j/v ﬁ’L, Mv Mf; T/ND, Nb)Ng/Qh?d,
and further

(F.13) Var(Dy41) < C(3,1, M, M;,7/Np, Nb)Ng/Qh?d-

PROOF OF PROPOSITION F.8. Following a similar proof as Corollary D.6. However, we
need to be careful with the bounding the distance between zy and z(,, which is the reason for
our construction of the initial conditions in Section E using the OHO scheme. In particular,
we wish to have at most O(1/Np) distance in initialization. We define (Z;);>( to be defined
by (1.1) with the potential U and Zj ~ 7 such that || Zo — z(|| 12,00 = Wa.,0.5(T, i) are opti-
mally coupled. We define (Ztg )t>0 to be defined by (1.1) with the potential being a Gaussian
approximation of the potential such that Zog =z~ G (zg )t>0 to be the OHO scheme with

the potential being a Gaussian approximation of the potential such that zg =z ~ pg. We
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therefore have Z% = zp and
120 = 25 e, 22,0 <1125 = ZB N L2 0 + 1125 — ZBll22.ap + 128 — 251, 22,00
dC(7,7n, M, M3)
Np
+ 51 Zo — 2| 12,00 + C (5,100, M, M3, 7/Np, Ny) Ny b} d
_ dC(F, 1, M, M, 7/Np, Ny)
— ND 9
where we have used Theorem E.3 for the first term, Lemma F.6 for the second and Proposition

F.4 for the third.
We also have the following rough estimates for the Wasserstein distances

dC (3,7, M, M?)
Np ’

< hVdC(3, 70, M) +

WZ,a,b(/j’((]l+l) ) 7T) = W2,a,b(7707 7'[') = WQ,a,b(,U/G7 7T) <

which follow from Proposition E.5, where the estimate of W, , ( ,uélﬂ), ) along with Propo-

. . . ’ dC(5,im,M ,M: 7/Np,N,
sition F.4 implies Ws , (7, ) < G o [N, Ny),

D

We have (By + Bl)2' burn-in steps at level [, and (Bo + B(l + 1))2™! burn-in steps at
level [ + 1. Using the assumption that hg < we have for all : € N R(h;) > ”;—;“,

_m
256 MAN L/ ?’
and using Proposition F.4 we have

Var <f(2;€(z,z+1)) _ f(zlil,l-&-l))) <E |:<f(2;€(l,l+l)) _ f(Z;E;l’lH)))Q}

( (m\/ND(BoJrlB)ho
<|exp(- 5

> (”ZjB/hm — 20|22,0,6 + Waap(m0, ™) + WQ,a,b(ﬂ'é)»W))

7i/Np(Bo + LB)hg
165

+ 4eXp <— > (W2,a,b(ﬂ-07 7T) + WQ,a,b(ﬂ-[l)v W))

2
+ C (5,70, M, M, 7/Np, Ny)hi2d 2 NY/ 4>

(. m(By +1B)ho\ dC (3,1, M,M;,7/Np
< [ —
B P 16y Np

2
) 4 C(’y,fn,M,Mf,T/ND7Nb)h?/2d1/2Ng/4>

using the assumptions on By and B
S C(’?’ Th, M) Mf7 T/ND, Nb)Ng/Qh?d

We now use the simple bound

2
Vor(Dyira) < E(D?’ZH) = 1I<I}ciXKE [<f(zg’l+l) - f(Z/(glyHl)) ]

< C(3,1m, M, M;,7/Np, Ny)No*hid

as required. O

REMARK F.9. As an alternative, one can consider a coupling with a randomized mid-
point scheme, which was utilized in the work of [101] and [14] in the context of kinetic
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Langevin dynamics and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo. This is beyond the scope of the work, and
thus we leave this as a direction to consider for future work.

PROPOSITION F.10. Suppose a full gradient Gaussian approximation OHO chain
(2k)pen at level 0 and a stochastic gradient UBU chain (z},),. oy at level 1 using the SVRG

unbiased estimator, with stepsizes ho and hy = "2, respectively. Further, we assume that they
have synchronously coupled Brownian motions and zy ~ my = fuc and zy ~ m(,. Assuming
the same assumptions as Proposition D.3 for (zy),cy and Proposition F4 for (z},), .. Then
for f satisfying Assumption 3.12 we have the following variance bound

Var (f(2},) — f(z1)) <E [(f(zi) - f<2k>)2}

myr/Npkh
< <eXP <_8$0) (120 = 2oll 20,6 + Waa(m0, 7))
dC (3,7, M, M; -~
OO 4 ovic(s.m. s
D

+4(1 = R(h1)/2)* Wa a0 p(mh, ) +

2
+ O3, mm, M, M) d? ND3/4@1/2,1§/2> |

where R(h1) =1 — /(1 —c(h1))?2 + C3hZ.

PROOF. By following the same argument as Proposition D.3, but by using Proposition F.4
and Theorem E.3 we have the desired result. However, because level zero and level one are
approximating different diffusions, we can’t use the contraction results for the continuous
dynamics to bound (II), so we consider an alternative argument. For this component, we use
Lemma F.6. To bound (I) we use Theorem E.3 and to bound (III) we use Proposition F.4
and we have the required result. O

PROPOSITION F.11. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition F.10 hold for the po-
tential U and hy > 0. Assume that

5 . M.7/Nn. N, 1610g(2%/2)3 165 1
ho < C(y,m, :,3;‘2/ D, b)7 B> %1/2)7, By > ?72 9/4,3/2 |

1 < k < K, the levels are initialized as described in Section E and for a function f which

satisfies Assumption 3.12 for stochastic gradient UBUBU we have

C(5, 1m0, M, My)d®
N

(F14)  Var(Dgs) < + C(3,7m, M, N, 7/Np, Ny) N2 hid.

PROOF. Following the same proof as Proposition F.8 using the results of Proposition F.10.
O

F.2. Variance of S(cgr).
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THEOREM 3.24. Considering UBUBU with stochastic gradients, suppose that Assump-
tions 3.12, 3.21, 3.22, 3.23 hold, and in addition v > /8 M,

C(%,7m,M,7/Np,N,) B>M By> 07 lo( ! )

) = ’ 0=
N3/ ho N hoN? NYAR3?

Suppose that c € [0,1) and 2 < ¢ < 8. Then for any N > 1, the UBUBU estimator S(cg)
has finite expected computational cost, ES(cg) = w(f), and it has finite variance. Moreover,
it satisfies a CLT as N — oo, and the asymptotic variance U?g defined in (3.8) can be bounded
as

ho <

d2
CNN% '

1
mNpK

J%’S +C(’~)/,T~TL,M, ~iS>T/ND7Nb7¢N)

PROOF. By Propositions F.8 and F.11, we have for [ > 1 that
E(D}11) < C(3,1m, M, M, 7 /Np, Ny)i{dN [ < Vi, 675

for Vp, = C(3,m, M, M{7T/Np, b)hngf)/2 and ¢p, = 8. For [ =0 we have

e o X d? 0
E(Dl2,l+1)§0('77m7M7 f:T/NDaNb)Ni%SVD2¢D27

for Vp, = C(3,1m, M, M{,7/Np, Ny) & and ¢p, = 2.

Due to the fact that for Dy we take K i.i.d. Gaussian samples, it is easy to show using the
Gaussian Poincaré inequality that

1

mNpK
The computational cost at levels [ > 1 satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 3.4, so if we
fix 2 < ¢y < 8, all assumptions of this proposition are satisfied. Hence S(cpg) is an unbiased

estimator with finite variance and computational cost.
For the asymptotic variance using (3.8), and the above estimates we have

Var(Dg) <

1 - d? > Vp, o7
2 < C(3,m, M, M;{,7/Np, N, =Dy
0g > ﬁ’LND + (77m) ) 177—/ D b) CNN% + £ CNgb;Vl
1 o 2 h3ANY?
< C(3,m,M,M;,7/Np, N 0D
= ThND =+ (7)m> ) 157-/ D b7¢N) (CNNE) + cN s

if we choose hy to be of the order O(1/ Ng/ 2) then we have

1 I d?
< +C(77m7M7 f:T/NDbe7¢N) 2
CNND

~ mNp

as required.

APPENDIX G: VARIANCE BOUNDS FOR UBUBU ESTIMATOR WITH
APPROXIMATE GRADIENTS

One can also approximate the gradient in a cheap way, which has bias, but such that the
bias tends to zero with the stepsize. The multilevel estimator will still be an unbiased estima-
tor from the target measure.
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For convex potentials, we can approximate the gradient with the Hessian at the minimizer
by
(G.1) Qx| &) =VU(Z) + VU (z*) (x — &).

Despite the fact that this estimator is biased, in our multilevel approach, the overall estimator
will still be unbiased.
As before, the updates in (Zy, Uy ) x>0 form a BU step, so they can be expressed as

(G.2)
(@k - hQ(jk‘EL(k))) + \/3 <Z(1) (hafzi1+)1> (h §k+1=fk+1>)
(G.3)

Vg1 =0 (O — hQ(Tk|Trr))) + V27y2® (h@;&zpﬁ,@l) ,

where & =T and L(k) = 7|k/7].

It turns out that at level 0, it can be advantageous to simply use the gradients of the Gaus-
sian approximation, and never compute gradients of U. This corresponds to gradient approx-
imation of the form

(G.4) Q*(z) = Qz|z*) = VU (2*)(x — 2¥),
and so (G.2)-(G.3) holds with &, = z* for every k& > 0 in this case.

2

T1 =Tk +

G.1. Non-asymptotic guarantees.

LEMMA G.1. Considering iterates (xy, vy, T )ken of approximate gradient UBU, with
epoch length T and gradient approximation Q given by (E.6), and initial condition (x,vy) €
R24 we have the property

E | VU(wr) — Qe | 7o) < MENB (7 - 1) ma 7 - o[ - ma 70 —

and we also have

E|VU (@) — Q@k | «")|* < MYNp @y — «*| 1.

PROOF. Let the last full gradient evaluation be at iteration L(k), then

E|VU () — Q@i | Trw)|I? = E|VU (k) — VU (Trpy) — VU (@) @k — T |1
2
” ( VAU Tk + (T ) — Te))dt — VU (2 )) (Tr — Trk))

1 2
INHE ((/t_o |Zk + (T L) — Tk) — 37*”) | —JIL(k)H2>

i

< NN (r — 1) max [z — 2|3, - max 7541 — 7513
§<k j<k

(I = e+ [Ty — 2 1Fs) 26— Fo0 7.

The second claim follows by Taylor expansion. O

Now, we are going to bound the terms ||Z; — 2*||z+ and ||Zj41 — T;|| 1.
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LEMMA G.2. When using exact gradients, we have
|[Tr1 — Tkl 2 < 20V M ||21, — 27| [1 0 + 2hVd.

With approximate gradients, we have

kaJrl — Ek”L“ <2hvM (ka — Z*HL“,a,b + \/5(1 + M/m)HEL(k) — Z*HL“,a,b> + 2hV/d.

PROOF. In the case of exact gradients, we have
2

_ N /s - 2 (20 (1) 2 (1) (2
Tt =T+ — (0 ~ VU () + \ﬂ (2 (ngly) = 2@ (nele2)).
Bk = (B — VU @) + V222 (g1, 60,)

so using ||VU (x1)|| < ||zx — 2*||, Lemma H.4, and the fact that & ~ N (0, I;) satisfies that
E(||€||*) < 3d?, we have that for h < 1/v/M, v > v/8M,

ka+1 — TkHL4 < hHEkHL“ + hQMHa:k — .%'*”L4 + 31/421/2h\/g < 2hV MHZk — Z*HL“,a,b + Qh\/g.

For approximate gradients, we have

(G.5)
2

(51— 1@ Er) +2 (20 (meflh) - 22 (n&lh 620))

T41 =Tk +

(G.6)
Tps1 =0 (Tk — Q@[T r))) + /272 (hvf;(glﬁl,f/ng ,
Let 2 = TL(k) — (V2U(Z’*))71VU(TL(]€)), and Uk(l') = %(a: — .’Z‘k)TV2U($*)(Z’ — 53]@)

Then the approximate gradient step is the same as an exact gradient step with respect to
the potential Uy. So we have by the result for exact gradients that for approximate gradients,

Zr1 — Tells < BTkl s + W2 Ml|zy, — & s + 342"/ hd
<2hv M ||Z) — <xk>
0q
Here using the triangle inequality, we have

i‘k = * -’ik *
21 — <||zZp — 2z + — 2z
* <0d> Liab Iz Izt H <Od>

<z = 2 N psap + V201 + M/m)lZLr) — 2*[123,0,,

+ 2hVd.
L*a,b

L*a,b

hence
|Zk41 — Tl s <20V M (ka — 2"l Lsap + V2(1+ M/m)||Z L) — Z*HL“,mb) +2hVd.
J

We still need to control the evolution of ||Z;, — 2*|| 14 4,5. As before in (C.16), we define
the Lyapunov function V as

* 1 * — — *
V(z,v)=U(z) - Uz )+172(|lw—w +y ol + Iy hol® = Al - 2*[?)

The following lemma establishes some useful properties about this.
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LEMMA G.3. Suppose that v > /8M, and that Assumptions 3.6 and 3.7 hold for U.
Then for any z = (z,v) € A, V(z,v) >0, and

> VI

Moreover, V'/? is 8-Lipschitz with respect to the || - || 4.5 norm.

(G.7) VY2 (2,0) > (vl!w — ¥ + o)) >

PROOF. Using the strong convexity of U,

* 1 * — — *
Vi, v)=U(@) = U@ + 7" (lz = 2"+ 0l* + [y ol = Al = 2[%)

m * 1 * — * -
2 Sllz—= H2+172 (A=Nfz=2*? + 2y 2[lv]* +2(z — 2*,7v))

using that |2 (z — 2,7 !v)| < M + ¢||y1v||* with ¢ = 8/5, and that 0 < A < 1,

1,/1 Ly 2. 1 M
> 17 (Flle ="+ 20l 2 g Gl = o+ 1ol)? 2 g b = 2,

and our first claim follows by taking square-root.

For the second claim, note that VV1/2(z,v) = %Vl?i("v) Here

VaV(a,0) = VU () + 3741 = (e — ) +770),

2
1920l < (80 + T2 oo+ 2l <42l = a1+ Jll

PO (@ =) ) + )

gl
IVoV(z, )l < S lle — 27| + o,

VoV(x,v) =

so we have
VoV (2, 0)|
vxvl/Q — || < 4
” <m7v)H 2V1/2(.'B7'U) i 77
Vo V(x,0)||
VUV1/2 _ H ) <4
IV (el = e <4

and since v > v/8M, for any (z,v), (z/,v") € A, we have

1
V22, 0) = VI2(of )| = < /
t

VVY2(z 4 t(2' — z), 0+ t(a’ —v))dt, (z' — z, 0" — v)>
-0

< 4\/5’)/”(1‘,’0) - (x/7vl)‘|a,0 < 8'7”(1'71)) - (37/,U/)Ha,b-
]

(6hyd + 160hy(1 + A2))?
4C4(h)

B V@it 7w < (1- c‘*;’”) V(@) +

+ 24h%~2d2.



82

Let Cv(h) (6h7d+160h7(1+)\2))2

Tca(h) +24h%~2d?, then by applying this j times, we have

(G8) E [V(fk+j,ﬂk+]) ‘ xk,vk] <1 - ;h)) V2(Tk76k> + CV(h)ll__(c;l((hh))//Z)]

Now we are going to generalise this result to the approximate gradient scheme.

LEMMA G.4. Consider iterates (ry,vi, T)ken of approximate gradient UBU, with
epoch length T and gradient approximation Q given by (E.6), and initial condition (x¢,vy) €
R2?, Suppose that L(k) = k (i.e. k is divisible by T), and c4(h) > 0, then for any 1 < j < T,
we have
1/4

V25l < [<1 - I+ v

+ 87 (48R2V - (V2 (E)IILs + Cy(R)) M + 6h%2VAM )

PROOF. We use an interpolation argument, inspired by the interpolation to independence

coupling in [23]. For 0 < i < 7, let z,(g}rj (xlgllj,ﬁl(c}r]

steps with exact gradients starting from (Z, ) according to (C.14)-(C.15), followed by i

) be defined by performing j — i BU

steps with approximate gradients according to (G.2)-(G.3). Then we have zj and

(0)
k+j

_ =\
= Zktje

Z,. . corresponds to taking j steps with exact gradients. By the triangle inequality, we have

< (i4+1)
‘|21€+] Zk+]‘|ab ZHZ]@+] _Zk+]||ab
1=0
Using Proposition C.6, we have a contraction according to || - ||, with synchronous coupling
when using the approximate gradients (because these are exact gradients with respect to a
Gaussian), so we have
(N U P [ A O
k-+j k+] Lhab S Zkpiv1 = Zrpiv1llLhabs
which is the one-step error of the approximate gradient scheme versus the exact gradient
scheme.

[ |
Zhtitl — Phk4i+11lLYab

9
(= 0l ) - VUL Ph( G ) - UG

v L*.ab
_(0) - 2, N
S \/i”l‘k_ﬂ — [L‘kHL4 -M (h + m) .
1
So, for h < i We have
-1
_ _(0 _(0 _
[Zhs — 2 pran < 3AWVMD (|70 — Tl 1o
i=0

. (0 (i
<3hVM-j- Z sz(ﬁ)zﬂ - xl(c+)z||L4

0<i<j—1
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using Lemma G.2,
<6I’M-j- Y 7 = leeas + 60°5 VM
0<i<j—1
using Lemma G.3,
<KV -G > IVYAED) e + 6022 VAM
0<i<j—1
using (G.8)
< 48RPV M - (|2 () 1 + Oy () )Y + 615 VM.
We do know that

ca(h) )’
VI < (1 S50 ) I + oo

5o by the 8y-Lipschitz property of V'/2in || - ||, 5 by Lemma G.3, we have
. 1/4
ca(h)\’ .
|wmwmmm§[0—4gvuwﬂmwa+@mm

+8y (48h2\/M VM@ + Co(h)f) A+ 6h2j2\/dM> .
O
COROLLARY G.5. Consider iterates (z, vk, T, ) ken of approximate gradient UBU, with

epoch length T and gradient approximation Q given by (E.6) approximating a potential U
which satisfies Assumptions 3.28 and 3.22 with zy ~ ug. Assume that

AT
h <min< 2/7v,1,1/2~, , >V M,
{/ m L1/ 64(432\/M7'2—|—'y(1+>\)7')} !

then
_ C(3,m,M)Vd
v (A < AP TE/R T
2k = #*llzsap < =00

PROOF. If we define by, := ||[V'/?(Z4)||z4, then for v > v/8M and h < %, we have
ca(h) <2/7 (here c4(h) and X are defined as in (C.13) and (C.12)), and so

ca(h)
2

r T 1/4
b1 < <1 — ) b+ Cv(h)T] + 384h2y VM2 (b + Cv(h)T)l/ Y 448y MRh2r2Vd

(G.9)

r 1/4
< <1 —~ C‘*Sf”) by + Cv(h)7{| + 384h2y VM2 (b + Cy(h)7) /" + 489V M K272V,

1/4
Using this, for b;, < max { (SZ‘E}(L;L)) , \/&} we have that

1/4
(G.10) b1 < (1 + 384h%yV MT?) [SS‘&Y;) +d2+Cy(h)r|  +48yV MKV,
4



84

1/4
For by, > max { (SC"(h)) ,\/ﬁ} using that (14 z)Y/4 <1+ 2 for € [~1, 00), we have

C4(h)
1/4 1/4 5 o
br+1 < by H(l - C4(Z)T> + Cvéf)T] + 384h%yV/ M2 (1 + Cv(ffﬁ') + 487\/Mbh 2Vd
k k k

< [1 - 64;2)7 + 432h2y\/M72} by
using the definition c4(h) = hAy — 8h272 (4 + \)

[ A
<|1- h% + h2(4329V M7 + 4% (1 + /\)7’)] br:

. . YT
<
using the assumption h < BT AT 2 (L))

[ M7
< ({1 —h—| bg.
<| 64} .

Therefore we have that for all k € N

8Cy(h)
C4(h)

Now considering by, ; := |[VY/2(Z;x+;)| 2+ we have that by the same argument replacing 7
by j that

k
by, < [1 — hm] bo + (1 4 384R%*yV M1?) [

1/4
o +d?+ cv(h)f] +48yV MR TV

Ry 1/4
b, < [1 — h?ﬂ b + (1 + 384h*yV M j7) [W +d? 4 Cy(h) j} +48yV MK V.
4

Therefore considering the iterates of the approximate gradient UBU scheme we have

VMNp

12k = 2Lt 0 < C(F 170, A1) (VY2 (Zo) | s + /N + V)

8
and therefore using Lemma H.2 for the initial distribution we have
C(3,m, M)Vd
Zr — 2|ty < ———r—.
1k Iz sa,b = VNp

O

PROPOSITION G.6.  For an approximate gradient UBU integrator with iterates (zx)ken,
transition kernel Py, and a potential U satisfying Assumptions 3.6-3.10 and zy ~ g, where
we approximate the gradient using the gradient approximation Q given in (E.6). Consider
the continuous solution to (1.1) (Z;)¢>0, and define Zk .= Zu, for k € N, where 70 ~ 1 is
initialized at the invariant measure with synchronously coupled Brownian motion to (zx)ken,
then for all

AT
h<mind 2/7,1,1/27, . 4> VB,
{/7 /% 64(432\/MT2+”}/(1+>\)7’)} 7

k,l € N such that k > 1
h ((T —)Vd+ \/ND) C (5,1, N, NI
VNo ’

2 — Z%|| 12,00 < (1 — c(R)* 2 — ZY 120 +
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and further

b ((r = V)V + VD ) O, M, M) Vd

Wi PE ) < (1—c(h)*'W PLm)+
200 (G Py, m) < (1= c(h)) 2.a,b(11G P, ) TN
. . . h. h (k+1)h
PROOF. Firstly, we introduce the notation z;; := (xk,vk) Un (zk, h, (W) en ) for
all £ € N, an iteration of the full gradient scheme with stepsize A > 0 and initial point z,
with synchronously coupled Brownian motion to the approximate gradient scheme. We split
up the difference in the following way

|2k — Z"|| 12,00 < +\|ZZ—1—Zk\|L2,a,b

h
Zk — Zk._l‘ %4

<ok = zh_illzzap + 1925 B (W )i g n) = 28122 ap
+llzk_ — (2", (Wt/)t’:(k—l)h)HLz,a,b

=0 + D’ + (JImy'.
We have by Corollary G.5, Lemma G.2 and Lemma G.1 that
V2h _ _
W < A Mi(r = 1) s (175 — 2 e - xoa |70 = T e

< (r —1)h2C(¥,7m, M, M3)d,
by the discretization results in Appendix H
ary < Ch? < %\/& (\/M-i-'y) n?
and
Ay’ < (1= c(h)lzr-1 = 2|20,

where the inequality for (I)’ is shown in Appendix H. Therefore going from local to global
we have that

h? ((r — 1)d + /Npd) C (3,1, M, M)

2k — Z¥| 120 < (1= (W) 2 — Z' | 12,0 +

c(h)
_ h((t —1)d+ /Npd) C (3,7, M, M})
(1= W)= 2+ ) L
VNp
For non-asymptotic Wasserstein results, we simply replace Z k=1 with the contlnuous dy-
namics initialized at Z;_1 ~ 7 be such that HZk 1— 2k—1ll22,00 = Waa b(,uP ,7) as in
[86][Theorem 23]. We can then apply Lemma H.1 to get the required result. O

G.2. Variance bound of Dy ;.

PROPOSITION G.7. Suppose two approximate gradient UBU chains at coarser and finer
discretization levels | and | + 1, with synchronously coupled Brownian motions (zj),cy and
(2.) wen and stepsizes hy and hiyq = Iy /2, satisfying the conditions of Proposition G.6, be
such that zy ~ o= pu¢g and z, ~ () = ug(P;:H)B/ hii | Then for f satisfying Assumption
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3.12 we have the following variance bound

Var (f(24) = F(21)) SE(f(24) — f())” <
> (1126 — 20l 22,0, + Wa,a,p (0, ™) + W q (70, )

+ (1= (M) Wa ap(0, ) + (1 = c(hy41))Wa ap (0, 7)

| (= 1)+ VNpd) C (3,7, M, Mf))%

vVNp

PROOF. By following the same argument as Proposition D.3 using Proposition G.6 we
have the desired result. O

COROLLARY G.8. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition G.7 hold for the poten-
tial U and hg > 0. Assume that

hoSC(’}/,m,ng/;T/ND)’ BZ%, BOZ 1?72 10g< 3 2)7
ND ThhoND 77~I‘ND ho NDhO

and the levels are initialized as described in Section E, Let 1 > 1, 1 < k < K, and a test
Sfunction [ satisfy Assumption 3.12 then for approximate gradient UBUBU with T = Np we
have

(G.11) Var(Dy41) < C(3,7, M, M;,7/Np)d*hiNp.

PROOF. Following the proof of Proposition E.8, but using the results of Proposition G.6
you get the required result. O

PROPOSITION G.9. Suppose a OHO chain at level 0 using a full gradient Gaussian ap-
proximation and a approximate gradient UBU chain at level 1, with synchronously coupled
Brownian motions (2;).cy and (2},), o and stepsizes ho and hy = ho/2, satisfying the con-
ditions of Proposition G.6, be such that zy ~ mo= pqg and zy ~ (= ug(P,ﬁ)B/hl. Then for
f satisfying Assumption 3.12 we have the following variance bound

Var (£(z4) = F(z)) <E [(f(h) = (20))°| SBllzh - 22,
< <exp (=36 ) (155 = ol + W)

5., M, M# -
dC @, m, M, 1)4'0(?#7%]\4)710\/g

+ (1 - C(hl))kWQ,mb(ﬂ-é)?ﬂ-) +

Np
L (= D+ VNpd) G, 1,01
VN |

PROOF. We aim to consider the same argument as Proposition F.10 using the results from
Proposition G.6, Lemma F.6 and Proposition E.3. O



UNBIASED KINETIC LANGEVIN MONTE CARLO WITH INEXACT GRADIENTS 87

COROLLARY G.10. Suppose that the assumptions of Proposition G.9 hold for the poten-
tial U and hg > 0. Assume that

S, M, 7/N 161og(2)~ 167 1
C(y,m, 3/,27/ D)’ B> 60g(1337 By > ?72 10g< ! 2)
Ny mhoN MmN ho Nphg

and the levels are initialized as described in Section E. Let 1 < k < K, and a test function f
satisfy Assumption 3.12 then for approximate gradient UBUBU with T = Np we have

C(3,mm, M Ml,T/ND)d2
N2

ho <

(G.12) Var(Do,1) <

PROOF. Following the same argument as Corollary G.8, but using Proposition G.9 and
Proposition D.3. O

G.3. Variance bound of S(cg).

THEOREM 3.29. Considering UBUBU-Approx method, suppose that Assumptions 3.12,
3.22, 3.23, 3.28 hold, and in addition v > /8M,

hOSC(’y,m,]\f/;T/ND)’ B> 1610g(1327 By > 1(1372 10g< :;l 2)_
N} mho N ho  \Nphp

Suppose that cg € [0,1) and 2 < ¢ < 4. Then for any N > 1, S(CR) has finite expected
computational cost, ES(cr) = w(f), and it has finite variance. Moreover, it satisfies a CLT
as N — oo, and the asymptotic variance U?g defined in (3.8) can be bounded as

1 +C(’77mMM1aT/ND7¢N)d2
mNpK ecnN3

2
S<

PROOF. Following the same argument as Theorem 3.24 using Corollaries G.8 and G.10.
O]

APPENDIX H: AUXILIARY RESULTS & RHMC ALGORITHM

LEMMA H.1. If we have a sequence of non-negative numbers (ry)en such that for
constants A € (0,1/2), B,C,D € R>q such that

2
i < (((1—A)r,%+B)1/2+C) +D
then
A\ 2v/2C D+B
e<V2(1-2) (ro+VB)+ \f +2 =,
2 A
PROOF. If we define 7, := /(1 — A)r? + B, then we have that

P2 <(1—A)(F+C)P+(1—-A)D+B
<((1—-A/2)7+C)*+ D+ B.
Then using [28][Lemma 7] we have that

- 2C 2(D+B
7 < (1—A/2)"F TO‘*‘Z‘F (14)7
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then
2C 2(D+ B
reVT— A< < (1— A/2)F (ro+\/§)+ (AH,
and, using the fact that A < 1/2, we obtain the required result. O

LEMMA H.2. Ifa potential U : R? — R is such that V>U = ml, and VU (z*) = 0 then
for z ~ 7 e V@ we have

1/4 / 1/8
E[(w—x*)ﬂ / < 3l/4 % and E[(:p—:p*)g} / §1051/8\/Z'

PROOF. By using integration by parts and the convexity of U we have that

2 2 _
/ Iz — 2*[[4e~V @ da < / —a)? (- 22) e Ve
zERY zERY i=1 j= 1

d

< dZ/ . (zi — ) e V@ 4y
i=1 z€R

d
< — (z; — 222 U (2)e VD daydx
m ; r_;€RI-1 Jx,eR

d
_3d Z/ / (z; —2})? e V@ dayda_;
m i=1 _iERd71 $7,€R
3d &
< — x; —x;) U (x e V@ dgdr_;
m? Z: /:v,;ERdl /a;iER( ) (@)
Z / U@)gy,
:vERd

and similarly, we have

/ |z —z*||®e Y@ dz
zER4

/ Z (w5 —23)" (k. — 2)* (w1 — 2)* e Ve

1,7,k,l=1

d
< / d? Z (zi — 2P e V@ dy
zeRY T4

3 d
- 105d Z/ eV @y,
1 JrERE

= m4

as required.
O

PROPOSITION H.3 (Local error bounds for UBU). Suppose we have a potential U which
satisfies 3.6 and 3.7. Let ¢ (g,h, (W,y)?,zo) be the solution to (1.1) at time h with initial
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condition & ~ m, using Brownian motion (Wy )t,_o. Let ¢y, (€, h, (Wy)t,_y) to be the solution

of the numerical discretization UBU step, defined in Sec. 2.1, with stepsize h and the same
initial condition and Brownian motion. Then we have the following local error bound

3
(6. (W Yimo) = ¥n (6 b (Wi )pmo)2 0 < 5V (VDL 47 ) 12,
. 101
for h < min {W’ ﬂ}
PROOF. Using the method of [86] we wish to bound the local error of the UBU scheme,

when initialized at the target measure of the continuous dynamics. When considering (F.1)
and (F.4) we have that for £ ~ 7

S(E D, (Wir)fig) = (& h (W) —g) = (Day ),
h
Ay = / F(h = $)VU (a(s))ds + hF(h/2)VU (y).
0
and
h
Ay = — / E(h — $)VU (2(s))ds + hE (h/2)VU (y).
0

Next, we use the fundamental theorem of calculus

E(h—s)VU(x(s)) =E(h/2)VU(x(h/2))

+ /hs (E(h— SYV2U (z(s"))v(s') +~vE(h — s\VU(z(s))) ds'.

/2
Then
Ay =—hE(R)2) (VU (x(h/2)) — VU (y)) + I1 + I,
where
5 h s
I = —/ E(h — & \V2U (x(s"))v(s")ds'ds,
0 Jh/2
and
B h s
I, = —/ / vE(h — s \VU (z(s"))ds'ds.
0 Jh/2
Hence

h3M3/2\/3

1€ (1/2) (VU 2(/2)) = VU ) 22 < =

s ds)x(/oh

from [86][Eq. 36]. Now, we estimate I 1 as
(h —s')%ds'

E(!f1||2>§E[(/0h o

F(h)?  h2M?2d _ h*M3d
< X < ,
-4 4 — 16

| IR U s et s
h/2

d>]
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and we estimate I- 5 as
S
E(h—s')2ds'

(1L

o F(h)?2  h2Md _ h*M~2d
<z X < )
4 4 16

E(|2I?) <7°E

d>]

ds) y (/0"

R3M3/2\/d N REMVd W2y Md
\/48 4 4 '
Using [86][Eq 42 Estimate] we get the bound

h? 42
(A [F 23 By <\/§hM3/2 + <\/; 4 1) M+,.YM1/2) V.

/8 HVU(:C(S'))H2 ds'
h/2

then

1Al e <

In the modified Euclidean norm we have

3 1
1050520 < 3 (186l + 50

< %th (2}1 (\/§hM3/2 + gM +7M1/2> + —”iw + 7) :

and under the assumption that h < min{ﬁ, %} we see that

3
H(AJE7A1))||L27a7b < ?\/8 (\/M+ FY) h2.

The following lemma will be bound the variances of Z(1), 2(2) and 2(1) — 2(2),

LEMMA H4. For ZW) and 23 as defined in (2.4), we have
Cov (z<1> <h,§(1))> — hl,,

Cov (z<2> (h,g(l),§(2))> < hly,

Cov (20 (D) = 2 (1,60, 62))) < ’Y4h21d‘

PROOF. From the definitions

zM (h7 5(1)) —VheW),

1=t J1—n2 2 1—n2 2
2@ (M (@) 1 o2, {1 1= 2 o
(h,§ € > 2 1472 fyhf + 14 n? fyh§ ’

itis clear that Cov (21 (h,¢W)) = hlyand Cov (22 (h, &M, £@))) = 111, < hiy. For
the last claim, we have

Cov (2 (n.e0.6®) 20 (n,e®))
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2
1—nt 1—-n% 2
~vh| + 1— L=
1+77 vh 2y 14+n? ~h

—n?)  1—e " —4(1—e ")+ 29h - (vh)* 1 <Lh2

27 ol 2 - 2 2y~ 4
O

W

LEMMA H5. Let A=), AWD with AV € R for every 1 < | < n. Then we have
1/2

l m
1Al oy = || Y (A )T - A0,

il,l,m

115"

1/2
PROOF. This follows by expanding the formula [|Al[{12)(33 = HZ“ AZ’ H

shown in Lemma 7 of [77].

The following lemma shows some bounds for the gradient-Lipschitz constant M and
strongly Hessian Lipschitz constant M/ for the Bayesian multinomial regression example.

LEMMA H.6. Consider the Bayesian multinomial regression likelihood of the form,

exp((a7,¢”"))
Z1§k§m exp((z7,q*))’
where the posterior potential is given as

(H.1) p(ylq) =

(H.2) U(q) = —log(po(q Zlog p(¥’19))

with po(q) = W. This satisfies the following bounds,

Np

> @)’

=1

ZD !(xl)(xl)T (ZD <Hfl,$m>2>]

=1 m=1

)

sup [|V2U (q)|| < 09 % +
gERY

1/2
sup [V2U ()|l 123433 < 6
gER?

REMARK H.7. If Np — oo, and (2%)1<j<n,, are i.i.d. samples from a continuous d-
dimensional distribution that is non-degenerate with E(||2!||%) = O(1), then we would expect
IV2U (@)l o< 5, and [ V2U (@) a2y sy o 57

o

Oq
PROOF. For 1 <i<m, let E' = Ig, | be an d x d, block matrix with an identity

0gq

o

matrix at block 7. Let

S(z,q)= Y exp({z,q)).

1<I<m
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Let z ® y ® z € R™4*d denote the tensor product of 3 vectors, i.e. (x @Y ® 2)ijk = TiYj 2k-
Then we can express the likelihood term log (p(y|q)) and its derivatives as follows.

log (p(ylq)) = (z,4") — log(S(x,q))

s

Vqlog(p(yla) = Y _(E'z) (Ily = i] — exp({z,q")(S(z,9) ")

i=1
Valog (p(ylg)) = Y (E'z)(E'x)" exp((z,q') + (z,¢’))(S(z,q)) >
i,j=1
=) (E'x)(E'z)" exp({x,q"))(S(z,q)) "
=1
Vilog (p(ylg)) = — > (S(z,q)) ' exp((z,¢"))(E'z) @ (B'z) ® (E'x)
=1

+ > (S(x,q) P exp((z,q') + (z.¢7))-

'7]':1

((B'2) ® (B'z) ® (B2) + (B'v) @ (B'2) @ (E'z) + (B'z) © (B'2) ® (B'x))

m
BN (B Elz) @ (E*z)exp((z,q") + (z,¢°) + (z,¢")).
i,5,k=1
The first claim of the lemma bounding || V2U (q)|| follows from the fact that
m
04 < —V2log (p(ylq)) = Z E'r)(E'z)" exp((z,¢"))(S(z,q)) 7' 2> (E'z)(E'z)T,
i
here < denotes the semldeﬁnlte order.
For the second claim, note that

Np m
=D D (8@ ) exp((al,¢h) (B @ (B! @ (E'a')
=1 i=1 {12}{3}
using Lemma H.5
N , 1/2 N 1/2
<3 @ham (@em )| = @l a2 e @)
I,m=1 Il;m=1
N 1/2
< % > (aha™?[@) ()" + (@) (@™)]
I,m=1
Ny Ny 1/2
=113 [(mlxx’)T <Z<xl,xm>2>]
=1 m=1

The other terms in the sum can be bounded similarly as

m

> (S(x,9) P exp((z,¢") + (x,¢7))-

ij=1
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((Ble) @ (Eiz) © (Elz) + (B'e) © (Ba) @ (E'z) + (E'x) ® (Ba) ® (E'x))

{12}{3}
Ny Ny 1/2
<3| @@ D aham)? ,
=1 m=1
~2(S(2,9))° Y (B's) ® (Bw) ® (E*x) exp((2,q') + (2,’) + (2,4"))
Bab {12143}
Ny Ny 1/2
<2|> | @HEHT [ D @™ ,
=1 m=1
and the claim follows by the triangle inequality. O

Algorithm 3 Randomized Hamiltonian Monte Carlo with Partial Refreshment (RHMC)
1: Input:
* stepsize h.

* Initial distribution p on R? x RY.
« Potential function U : R? — R of target distribution.
* Number of samples parameter K.
* Expected number of leapfrog steps parameter F, > 1.
* Partial refreshment parameter c.
2: Initialise (zg,vg) ~ ug-.
3:fori=1,...,K do
4: Sample L ~ Geom(1/Ey).

5: Perform L leapfrog steps.

6: Set (Zq,g) = (4, ;).

7 for j=0,...,L —1do

8: Vjy1/2:="0; — §VU(F))

92 ff?j+1 ::jj+hf}j+1/2

10: ﬁjJrl = ’Dj+1/2 — %VU(fjJrl)

11: end for

12: Let (2},v)) = (#1,97)

13: Compute Hamiltonian.

4 Hzgv) = Uley) + lloil® Haf,vf) = Ulag) + 501>

15: Perform Metropolis-Hastings accept/reject step.

16: With probability min [1,exp(H(a:i,vi) — H(m;,vg))] Lset (T541,041) = (m;, v;) (accept proposal).
17: Otherwise, set (x;41,v;41) = (24,v;) (reject proposal).

18: Partial velocity refreshment.

19: Sample Z ~ N(04, 1) and update v; 1 — av; 41 + (1 — a2)1/22.

20: end for

21: QOutput:

22: Samples (z1,v1),...,(Tx,VE)-
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