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Abstract

By utilizing recently developed tools for constructing gradient flows on Wasserstein
spaces, we extend an analysis technique commonly employed to understand alternating
minimization algorithms on Euclidean space to the Expectation Maximization (EM)
algorithm via its representation as coordinate-wise minimization on the product of a
Euclidean space and a space of probability distributions due to Neal and Hinton (1998).
In so doing we obtain finite sample error bounds and exponential convergence of the
EM algorithm under a natural generalisation of a log-Sobolev inequality. We further
demonstrate that the analysis technique is sufficiently flexible to allow also the analysis
of several variants of the EM algorithm.

Keywords: EM algorithm, first-order EM algorithm, maximum likelihood estimator,
empirical Bayes, latent variable models, non-asymptotic bounds, functional inequalities,
log-Sobolev inequality, Wasserstein gradient.

1 Introduction

The Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm has been a central part of the statistician’s
toolbox since being formalised by [22] as an effective general computational solution to the
marginal maximum likelihood problem. At that time the algorithm had been proposed
previously in numerous special contexts, including that of empirical Bayes [27]. Empirical
Bayes methods have received considerable attention in the modern machine learning liter-
ature, where they are widely used to specify hyper-parameters in high-dimensional models.

In recent years there has been a great deal of interest within the Bayesian statistics and
machine learning communities in the construction of gradient flows, especially Wasserstein
gradient flows, which underlie Langevin Monte Carlo algorithms. Some recent work has
focussed on the intersection of empirical Bayes type methods and gradient flow-based algo-
rithms. Our aim is to demonstrate here that some of the tools, particularly those emerging
from optimal transport and Wasserstein geometry, which have been developed in the con-
text of these modern computational methods provide a natural approach to the analysis
of the EM algorithm itself—and many of its approximations. Such analysis is quite direct,
requires limited further technical work and yields state-of-the-art conclusions under con-
ditions which are, if anything, weaker than those ordinarily employed in the quantitative
analysis of EM algorithms.
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In this paper we utilize the connection between EM and a coordinate-wise minimization
algorithm applied to the free energy functional identified by [43] to provide non-asymptotic
error bounds for EM algorithms under an extended form of the log-Sobolev inequality. To
do this, we extend an argument commonly used to understand Euclidean coordinate descent
algorithms by comparison with gradient descent via the descent lemma [9, 8, 10], together
with recently developed results for using and understanding gradients on the product of
Euclidean and Wasserstein spaces [13].

1.1 The Expectation Maximization Algorithm

Consider the problem of fitting a probabilistic model, with Lebesgue density pθ(x, y), featur-
ing latent variables, x ∈ R

dx , to data, y, which have been observed. Within the maximum
likelihood framework one seeks model parameters, θ ∈ R

dθ , that maximize the (marginal)
likelihood — the probability density, pθ(y), of observing the obtained data upon integrating
out the latent variables: that is, θ⋆ belonging to

O⋆ := arg max
θ∈Rd

θ

pθ(y) = arg max
θ∈Rd

θ

∫

pθ(x, y) dx. (1)

One can also characterize the conditional distribution of the latent variables given the
observed data under the model specified by parameter vector θ⋆ as:

pθ⋆(x|y) :=
pθ⋆(x, y)

pθ⋆(y)
,

and due to the Bayesian flavour of this computation and the connection with empirical
Bayes [49] we will term this the posterior distribution of x throughout. For most models
of practical interest, the integral in (1) is intractable, we have no closed-form expressions
for pθ(y) or its derivatives, and we are unable to directly optimize pθ(y). The most popular
algorithm to solve this problem is the Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm.

Notation. As the data y can be treated as fixed, in the description of the algorithm
below and in the remainder we shorten our notation and write ρθ(x) for pθ(x, y), Zθ for its
normalizing constant pθ(y), πθ(x) = ρθ(x)/Zθ for pθ(x|y), and additionally ℓ(θ;x) for the
(complete) log-likelihood log(ρθ(x)). When dealing with measures absolutely continuous
with respect to the Lebesgue measure we use the same symbol to refer to both the measure
and its Lebesgue density. A summary of this and other relevant notation can be found in
Appendix A.

Algorithm 1 EM Algorithm

1: Inputs: Initial values (θ0, q0).
2: for k ≥ 0 do

3: (M-step) Update the parameter estimate:

θk+1 = arg max
θ

∫

ℓ(θ;x)qk(dx). (2)

4: (E-step) Update the posterior estimate:

qk+1 = πθk+1
. (3)

5: end for
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In Algorithm 1, we perform the M-step first, hence the initial value θ0 is not used. In
some cases, it might be more convenient to perform the E-step first by specifying an initial
guess θ0 and then setting q0 := πθ0 . Our results apply to both cases.

Related literature. The importance of EM in statistics, machine learning and science
more broadly, means that its convergence properties have been extensively studied. Beyond
the characterization provided by [22], early analysis was provided by [12, 58]. These and
other works [30, 40, 39] focus on asymptotic convergence rates. However, relatively little
is known about the non-asymptotic performance. [33, 34] leverage interesting connections
between the EM algorithm, generalized surrogate optimization methods and mirror descent,
respectively, to study this problem. In particular, [33] shows global sub-exponential rates for
the parameter estimates under the hypothesis of strong concavity of the surrogate function

θ 7→ Q(θ|θ′) =

∫

ℓ(θ;x)πθ′(dx). (4)

for all θ′ ∈ R
dθ . [34] obtains global sub-exponential rates for the posterior estimates when

(ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ
forms a minimal exponential family, which implies that the surrogate is con-

cave. [7] studies the related but different problem of deriving convergence rates to the true
population parameter, and not the MLE, in the case of an infinite sample (‘population
EM’) and of a finite sample (‘sample EM’), by also considering an assumption of strong
concavity of the surrogate and provided one starts the algorithm in some neighbourhood
of the optimum. Other lines of work have focused on more specific models or situations,
such as Gaussian mixtures [59, 29, 56], the case of misspecified models [24], or stochastic
EM methods [32].

1.2 A differential analysis of the EM Algorithm

In this work, we take a somewhat different approach to earlier literature and we connect
EM’s exponential convergence with the concepts of gradients in the space of probability dis-
tributions, appropriate log-Sobolev inequalities, and other results and techniques in optimal
transport and sampling. Let P(Rdx) denote the space of the Borel probability measures on
the Euclidean space R

dx . We start from the following key observation, due to [43], that con-
nects the EM algorithm to an alternating minimization procedure on M := R

dθ ×P(Rdx).

Proposition 1. The steps of the EM iteration, (2) and (3), are, respectively, equivalent to

θk+1 ∈ arg min
θ∈Rd

θ

F (θ, qk), (2’)

qk+1 ∈ arg min
q∈P(Rdx )

F (θk+1, q), (3’)

where F : Rdθ × P(Rdx) → R is the free energy functional:

F (θ, q) :=











∫

log

(

q(x)

ρθ(x)

)

q(dx) if q ≪ ρθ(dx)

+∞ otherwise
∀(θ, q) ∈ M. (5)

For reasons that will become clear later, we focus our attention on M2 := R
dθ × P2(Rdx),

where P2(Rdx) is the restriction of P(Rdx) to elements which are absolutely continuous with
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respect to Lebesgue measure and admit finite second moments. Since EM is a minimization
procedure on F , it is key to the analysis to understand F ’s variations along the EM iterates.
Proposition 1 shows that the free energy can only decrease along the EM iterations:

F (θ0, q0) ≥ F (θ1, q0) ≥ F (θ1, q1) ≥ · · · ≥ F (θk, qk) ≥ F (θk+1, qk) ≥ F (θk+1, qk+1),

and to characterize EM’s exponential convergence, we would like to quantify this decrease.
The alternating minimization representation of EM suggests we might be able to adapt
the analysis of alternating minimization algorithms on Euclidean space [9, 8, 10]. When
minimizing a smooth function f : Rdx → R satisfying a gradient growth condition

2λ[f(x) − f⋆] ≤
∥

∥∇xf(x)
∥

∥

2 ∀x ∈ R
dx , where λ > 0 and f⋆ := inf f

known as Polyak– Lojasiewicz inequality (P LI), this analysis can be conducted by comparing
the alternating minimization updates with appropriate gradient steps. Since the free energy
is a function on M2, it is not immediately clear how to translate this approach to our setting.
However, recent advances in optimal transport provide natural solutions to this problem.

In particular, we show that under a smoothness assumption, we can lower bound EM’s
free energy decrease abstractly in terms of the norm of gradM2

F , F ’s gradient in the
geometry induced by the product of the Euclidean and Wasserstein metrics on M2. Because
the posterior updates is on the space of probability measures, the notion of a gradient step
with which to compare the EM step relates to the concepts of Wasserstein gradient flows.
Having lower-bounded the decrease in free energy in in terms of gradM2

F via smoothness,
we assume that gradM2

F ’s norm grows at least quadratically away from F ’s minimizers
along EM iterations, a natural analogue of the P LI on M2. More precisely:

2λ[F (θ, q) − F⋆] ≤
∥

∥gradM2
F (θ, q)

∥

∥

2

M2
(6)

for all relevant EM iterates (θ, q), where λ > 0 is a positive constant and where

F⋆ := inf
(θ,q)∈M2

F (θ, q) = inf
θ∈Rd

θ

F (θ, πθ) = − log

(

sup
θ∈Rdθ

Zθ

)

=: − logZ⋆.

Inequality (6) is a generalization of the log-Sobolev and Polyak– Lojasiewicz inequalities
(LSI and P LI, respectively) of optimal transport and optimization, and was studied in [13]
in the context of a gradient flow on M2, where it appears naturally. Whether the log-
Sobolev type inequality (6) holds depends solely on the model. In particular, it is always
verified if the model is strongly log-concave.

Once the convergence of the free energy of EM iterates to F⋆ via (6) has been estab-
lished, we investigate fast convergence of the EM iterates themselves (θk, qk) to M⋆ :=
arg minF (θ, q) = {(θ⋆, πθ⋆) : θ⋆ ∈ O⋆}, i.e. to a (local) maximum of the marginal likelihood
and its corresponding posterior. The decomposition

F (θk, qk) − F⋆ = KL(qk||πθk) + [log(Z⋆) − log(Zθk)] (7)

where KL denotes the Kullback–Leibler divergence, suggests that the convergence in free en-
ergy should also give information on convergence of both the EM iterates, since KL(qk||πθk)
gives information on the convergence of the posterior updates qk in terms of KL, while
log(Z⋆) − log(Zθk) tracks the convergence of the parameter updates θk. An natural exten-
sion of the Otto–Villani Theorem [46] enables this intuition: inequality (6) actually implies
an extension of the Talagrand inequality [52]:

2[F (θ, q) − F⋆] ≥ λd((θ, q),M⋆)2, (8)
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where d is the product metric

d((θ, q), (θ′, q′)) :=
√

dE(θ, θ′)2 + dW2
(q, q′)2, (9)

with dE and dW2
denoting the Euclidean and Wasserstein-2 distances, respectively. As a

result, we are able to derive non-asymptotic convergence error bounds in d-distance for both
the posterior and parameter estimates of EM by assuming solely a smoothness condition
and that the model satisfies the log-Sobolev type inequality (6).

1.3 Paper structure

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we study the inequality (6), primarily using
results from [13]. In particular, we derive an expression for gradM2

F , study the relationship
between (6) and (8), and derive some sufficient conditions on the model to verify these.
In Section 3 we derive non-asymptotic rates of convergence for the EM algorithm under
condition (6) and a smoothness assumption using the approach we outlined. We further
analyze three alternatives to the EM that can be used when either the E- or M- step (2)–(3)
is intractable (or both are intractable) and compare their convergence properties illustrating
the potential of the method to study the many variants of the EM algorithm.

2 Differential inequalities for EM

As outlined above, the EM algorithm can be viewed as a minimization procedure applied
to the free energy F . We aim to understand how to think about free energy dissipation
along the EM iterations, and in particular how to think about its gradient, and hence to
understand (6). In Section 2.1, we derive an expression for gradM2

F (θ, q) and its norm.
Our aim there is solely motivating the use of a certain functional (given in (12) below) for
that later, and in this sense it can be skipped on a first reading. In Section 2.2 we study
inequality (6), characterizing it as a generalization of the well-known log-Sobolev inequality.
Using results recently derived in [13], we connect it with the generalization of the Talagrand
inequality (8). In Section 2.3 we study sufficient conditions on the model to verify (6), and
show how we can leverage advances from the functional inequalities literature to investigate
the performance of models with different completions.

2.1 Differentiating the free energy in M2

In this section we show how we can derive the gradient of the free energy in M2’s geometry,
which is key for our analysis, and which we need to make sense of the inequality (6). To
do so, we leverage the formal interpretation of P2(Rdx) endowed with the Wasserstein-2
distance dW2

as a Riemannian-manifold, an approach pioneered in [45]. These computations
were carried out in [35] to make sense of gradient descent for F , which we discuss later.
In this section we skim over technical details; this approach is not completely rigorous but
more technical arguments following the approach in [2] yield the same result. None of our
results depend upon this informal reasoning.

If we think of M2 as a Riemannian manifold, in order to define gradients on M2, we
need a sensible notion of tangent space and inner product. Because of the product structure
of M2 = R

dθ × P2(R
dx), our tangent space will be the product of the tangent spaces of

each component. For the R
dθ component, we identify the tangent space at any point θ as
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R
dθ itself, so that TθRdθ = R

dθ . For P2(R
dx) we consider the geometry induced by the

Wasserstein-2 distance dW2
. With this choice, we think at the tangent space at any point

q ∈ P2(Rdx) as the space of Lebesgue-integrable functions with zero integral

TqP2(Rdx) :=

{

h :

∫

h(x) dx = 0

}

,

which we equip with the following inner product.

Definition 1 (Wasserstein-2 inner product). Given two elements h1, h2 ∈ TqP2(Rdx), we
define their Wasserstein-2 inner product at q ∈ P2(Rdx) as

〈h1, h2〉W2
:=

∫

〈

∇xψ1(x),∇xψ2(x)
〉

q(dx), where ψi solves ∇x·(q∇xψi) = −hi i = 1, 2.

and we denote with ‖·‖W2
the induced norm.

One motivation for this choice of tangent space and inner product comes from comparing
the Benamou–Brenier formula [55, p.159],

dW2
(q, p) = inf

qt

{

∫ 1

0
inf
vt

{
∫

‖vt‖2 qt(dx) dt : ∇x · (qtvt) = −∂tqt
}

: q0 = q, q1 = p

}

, (10)

with the formula for the distance between two points in a Riemannian manifold (M, dM )

dM (p, q) = inf
qt

{

∫ 1

0
‖∂tqt‖M dt : q0 = q, q1 = p

}

,

upon noting that the optimal ‘velocity’ field vt realizing the infimum in (10) is achieved by
a gradient of a function ∇xψ, and that for ∇x · (q∇xψ) = −h to be solvable it is required
that h has zero Lebesgue integral. See [26, 55] for more details.

For a point (θ, q) ∈ M2, we set T(θ,q)M2 := TθRdθ ×TqP2(Rdx) and we endow M2 with
the following inner product which arises naturally from the product-space structure.

Definition 2 (M2 inner product). Given two elements (a1, h1), (a2, h2) ∈ T(θ,q)M2, we
define their M2 inner product as

〈

(a1, h1), (a2, h2)
〉

M2
:= 〈a1, a2〉 + 〈h1, h2〉W2

and we denote with ‖·‖M2
the induced norm.

We can now define the gradient on M2 in analogy with Riemannian geometry (see, e.g.,
Section 3 in [11]).

Definition 3 (Gradients in M2). For a functional F on M2, its M2-gradient at (θ, q) ∈
M2 is the unique function gradM2

F (θ, q) = (grad
R
dθ
F (θ, q), gradP2(Rdx )F (θ, q)) such that

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

F (θt, qt) =

〈

gradM2
F (θ, q),

(

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

θt,
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

qt

)〉

M2

for any smooth curve t 7→ (θt, qt) such that (θ0, q0) = (θ, q), provided that it exists.
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The first variation will prove useful in calculating gradients, as the following lemma
shows.

Definition 4 (First variation). For a functional F on M2, its first variation at (θ, q) ∈ M2

is the unique (up to an additive constant) function δM2
F (θ, q) = (δ

R
dθ
F (θ, q), δP2(Rdx )F (θ, q))

such that
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

F (θt, qt) =

〈

δM2
F (θ, q),

(

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

θt,
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

qt

)〉

L2(dx)

for any smooth curve t 7→ (θt, qt) such that (θ0, q0) = (θ, q), provided that it exists.

Lemma 2. If it exists, gradM2
F (θ, q) satisfies

gradM2
F (θ, q) =

(

δ
R
d
θ
F (θ, q),−∇x · (q∇xδP2(Rdx )F (θ, q))

)

.

Proof. See Appendix B.1.

Using Definition 4 we readily compute δM2
F (θ, q) = (−

∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)q(dx), log(q/ρθ)),
and using the above lemma we identify the following gradient of the free energy:

gradM2
F (θ, q) =

(

−
∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)q(dx),−∇x ·
(

q(∇x log(q) −∇x log(ρθ)
)

)

. (11)

2.2 Log-Sobolev and Talagrand Inequalities on M2

Having a notion of gradient on M2, we are ready to define a very important quantity—the
squared norm of the gradient of the free energy in M2:

I(θ, q) :=
∥

∥gradM2
F (θ, q)

∥

∥

2

M2
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)q(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∫

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∇x log

(

q(x)

ρθ(x)

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

q(dx). (12)

We refer to this quantity as the extended Fisher information functional, because if the
parameter space is the trivial space {θ}, this quantity reduces to the relative Fisher infor-
mation functional (e.g. see equation (8) in [46]):

I(q||πθ) :=

∫

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∇x log

(

q(x)

πθ(x)

)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

q(dx). (13)

In light of this, upon considering the restriction P1
2 (Rdx) of P2(Rdx) to probability measures

having at least a.e. differentiable densities to ensure (12) is well defined, we can interpret
the following as a gradient growth condition on the free energy in M2’s geometry.

Definition 5 (Extended log-Sobolev inequality; xLSI). The measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rd
θ
satisfy

the extended log-Sobolev inequality with constant λ > 0 if (6) holds for all (θ, q) ∈ M1
2 :=

R
dθ × P1

2 (Rdx).

This inequality generalizes both the well-known log-Sobolev inequality (LSI) in optimal
transport [55, Definition 21.1] and the Polyak– Lojasiewicz inequality (P LI) in optimization
[48, 38], which arise when πθ is independent of θ and when we consider q = πθ, respectively.
While the LSI is a statement about a single probability distribution, and P LI about a
single function, the xLSI is a statement about a parameterized family of finite measures,
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our (complete data) model. The xLSI does not imply that the marginal likelihood has an
unique maximizer, and it allows for multiple stationary points. However, it implies that
any stationary point is a global maximizer.

We will use the xLSI in conjunction with a smoothness assumption to conclude conver-
gence of the free energy along EM iterates, but we would like to infer convergence of the
iterates themselves in some appropriate distance. We consider the product metric on M2

given by (9).

Definition 6 (Extension of the Talagrand inequality; xT2I). The measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rd
θ

satisfy an extension of the Talagrand inequality with constant λ > 0 if (8) holds for all
(θ, q) ∈ M2.

We can show that xT2I generalizes both the Talagrand inequality (‘T2I’) [46, 52] and
the quadratic growth (QG) condition [4] by considering again the cases when the parameter
or the distribution spaces are trivial as above. To investigate the link between xT2I and
the xLSI we impose some regularity conditions on the model.

Assumption 1. (i) For all x in R
dx, θ 7→ πθ(x) is differentiable; and θ 7→ Zθ is differ-

entiable; (ii) for all θ in R
dθ , πθ is twice continuously differentiable; (iii) for all θ in R

dθ

and x in R
dx, ρθ(x) > 0; (iv) πθ has finite second moments for all θ ∈ R

dθ , and these are
continuous in θ; (v) O⋆ is compact.

Assumption 2. The log-likelihood ℓ is differentiable and its gradient ∇ℓ = (∇θℓ,∇xℓ)
satisfies

∥

∥∇ℓ(θ;x) −∇ℓ(θ′;x′)
∥

∥ ≤ Lθ

∥

∥θ − θ′
∥

∥+ Lx

∥

∥x− x′
∥

∥

for some constants Lθ and Lx. In particular, ∇ℓ is L := max(Lθ, Lx)-Lipschitz.

Assumption 1 imposes only very mild regularity conditions on the model and it is
typically satisfied by models used in practice. Conditions (iv,v) are only required for the
results in Lemma 11 and Theorem 12 to ensure that πθ⋆ ’s second moments are uniformly
bounded across θ⋆ ∈ O⋆. If O⋆ consists of finitely many points (e.g. if Assumption 3 below
holds), in (iv) the continuity of second moments is not even needed. Assumption 2 is a
classical, but more stringent, smoothness condition. We have the following generalization
of the Otto–Villani Theorem [46]:

Theorem 3 (Theorem 2 in [13]; xLSI ⇒ xT2I). If Assumptions 1–2 hold, and the measures
(ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

satisfy the xLSI with constant λ, then they also satisfy the xT2I with the same
constant.

For our analysis, this Theorem tells us that it is enough to establish convergence of free
energy of EM iterates under the xLSI, as then we can just use the xT2I to translate that
into the convergence of the iterates themselves in d-distance.

2.3 Bakry–Émery and the perturbation and contraction principles

In this section we study some sufficient conditions on the model to verify the xLSI. A
generalization of the Bakry and Émery criterion [5] shows that a convenient sufficient (but
not necessary) condition for the xLSI is strong log-concavity.
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Assumption 3 (Strong log-concavity). There exists a λ > 0 such that

ℓ((1 − t)θ + tθ′; (1 − t)x + tx′) ≥ (1 − t)ℓ(θ;x) + tℓ(θ′;x′) +
λt(1 − t)

2

∥

∥(θ, x) − (θ′, x′)
∥

∥

2
,

for all (θ, x), (θ′, x′) in R
dθ × R

dx and 0 ≤ t ≤ 1.

Theorem 4 (Theorem 3 in [13]; Strong log-concavity ⇒ xLSI). Any model satisfying
Assumptions 1(iii) and 3 satisfies the xLSI.

We now show a simple example of a model class in which this Bakry–Émery argument
allows us to verify that the xLSI holds.

Example 1. For m ∈ N, Ci ∈ R
dx/m×dx/m,D ∈ R

dθ×dx/m, consider the hierarchical model

Yi = CiXi + Ui Xi = Dθ + Vi for i = 1, . . . ,m,

where Ui and Vi are i.i.d. symmetric around 0 random vectors with distribution densities pu
and pv, respectively. We think of this model as describing an underlying process of interest
X, that depends on some parameter θ, and which is only observed with noise via Y . The
model is given by

ρθ(x) :=

m
∏

i=1

pu(yi − Cixi)pv(xi −Dθ)

and within the Empirical Bayes setting, we would like to perform inference on the states
using πθ⋆, with θ⋆ being the MLE, via the EM algorithm. In this setting, whether the xLSI
holds depends solely on the tail behaviour of both the noise distributions pu and pv. It is
common to assume that pv is a Normal density. In this case, any strongly log-concave
density pv returns a model satisfying the xLSI by Theorem 4, and any gradient-Lipschitz
density pv returns a model satisfying Assumption 2. The Normal hierarchical model, which
assumes that pu and pv are both Normal, also satisfies both requirements.

2.3.1 Operations preserving the xLSI and models with different completions

The literature on functional inequalities contains many results which show preservation
of functional inequalities under various operations. For instance, the LSI is known to
be preserved under contractive mappings [6], bounded perturbations [31], mixtures [17],
convolutions with Gaussians and some class of smooth perturbations [15] and many more.
These results extend considerably the settings where one can verify the LSI, showing that it
goes far beyond strong log-concavity. These sorts of considerations also motivated the use
of functional inequalities for the analysis of Langevin Monte Carlo [54, 18]. Here our goal
is to illustrate that similar results hold for the xLSI, by generalizing the aforementioned
contractive mapping and the bounded perturbation results.

For the LSI, these results allow us to conclude that if a probability distribution satisfies
the LSI, then another distribution not too different from the original, as obtained as a result
of these operations, still does. To understand what the xLSI analogues say, recall that for
any given marginal likelihood, Zθ, there are many possible choices of complete likelihood,
ρθ = πθZθ, depending on the completion, πθ, the choice which is known to dramatically
impact the performance and convergence properties of the associated EM algorithm [22,
41]. The following results then say that if a given model satisfies the xLSI, a model using
another completion, that is not too different from the original, still does. As we will connect
the fast convergence of EM with the xLSI, this in principle also gives an estimate on the
performance we can expect from models obtained with different completions.

9



Proposition 5 (Perturbation principle). Let Assumption 1(i) hold, and suppose that the
measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

satisfy the xLSI with constant λ > 0. Consider the measures
(ρ̃θ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

defined by ρ̃θ := π̃θZθ, where π̃θ is a bounded perturbation of πθ in the sense
that c−1 ≤ dπθ/dπ̃θ ≤ c for some c > 1 independent of θ, and that

b := sup

∥

∥[∇θρθ −∇θρ̃θ]/ρ̃θ
∥

∥

2

[log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ)]
<∞. (14)

Then the measures (ρ̃θ(dx))θ∈Rdθ
also satisfy the xLSI with constant (λ− c2 · b)/2c2.

Proof. See Appendix B.2.

Notice that in the result above, the marginal likelihood Zθ of the perturbed model
is the same as that of the unperturbed one, so we are comparing models with different
completions defined on a common space. In the degenerate case in which πθ is independent
of θ, we can take b = 0 and this result reduces, up to a factor of 2, to the Holley–Stroock
perturbation lemma [31] (also see [6, Lemma 5.1.6]) which asserts that if a probability
measure πθ satisfies the LSI with constant λ, then its bounded perturbation π̃θ also does,
but with constant λ/c2. In this case, Theorem 4 and Proposition 5 immediately imply
that, under Assumption 1(i,iii), if the log-likelihood ℓ is strongly concave only in the ‘tails’
i.e. over A∁×R

dθ , where A is some compact set in R
dx , then the xLSI will still hold. When

πθ depends on θ, (14) says that the gradients of the completions need to be identical in
the stationary points of the marginal likelihood (at the MLE, where log(Zθ) = log(Z⋆)),
and that outside there it should not be too large relative to the tail behaviour of the
marginal likelihood. On the other hand, the marginal log-likelihood is typically intractable
so verifying (14) is complicated in real settings. Using this result, we speculate it should be
possible to show that the xLSI can hold in situations where the surrogate (4) is not even
concave.

As is the case for the LSI, the xLSI is preserved under the action of Lipschitz maps.
For a probability measure µ ∈ P(Rdx) and a measurable map T with domain R

dx , let
T#µ = µ ◦ T−1 denote the pushforward of µ by T .

Proposition 6 (Contraction principle). Let Assumption 1(i) hold, and suppose that the
measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

satisfy the xLSI with constant λ > 0. If π̃θ can be written as
π̃θ = T#πθ, for some LT -Lipschitz diffeomorphism T , then the measures (ρ̃θ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

defined by ρ̃θ := π̃θZθ also satisfy the xLSI with constant λ/max(1, L2
T ).

Proof. See Appendix B.3.

Rather than deriving results in the most general form our aim here was to illustrate the
flavour of this sort of results. We believe that such arguments have the potential to further
characterize EM’s fast convergence; developing a theory similar to that other standard
functional inequalities and Langevin Monte Carlo.

3 Non-asymptotic analysis of EM and related algorithms

3.1 EM Algorithm

The goal is to establish exponential convergence of the EM iterates under the xLSI. To do
so, we first establish the exponential convergence of the free energy to its minimizer and
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then transfer the result, via the extension of the Talagrand inequality and Theorem 3, to
the EM iterates themselves. Proposition 1 shows that the free energy can only decrease
along the EM iterations, and in order to prove EM’s exponential convergence we need to
quantify the decrease. Since we think of the extended Fisher information functional I (12)
as the squared norm of the free energy gradient, we might expect that under a smoothness
assumption we can lower bound the magnitude of this decrease in terms of I:

Lemma 7. If Assumption 2 holds, for all k ∈ N,

F (θk, qk) − F (θk+1, qk) ≥ 1

2Lθ
I(θk, qk) (15)

Proof. Consider ϑk := θk + (1/Lθ)
∫

∇θℓ(θk;x)qk(dx). By the minimality of θk+1,

F (θk, qk) − F (θk+1, qk) ≥ F (θk, qk) − F (ϑk, qk), (16)

and because θ 7→ ∇θℓ(θ;x) is Lθ-Lipschitz for all x ∈ R
dx ,

ℓ(x; θk) − ℓ(x;ϑk) +
〈

∇θℓ(θk;x), ϑk − θk
〉

≤ Lθ

2
‖ϑk − θk‖2 ,

so that

F (θk, qk) − F (ϑk, qk) =

∫

(ℓ(ϑk;x) − ℓ(θk;x))qk(dx)

≥
∫

(

1

Lθ

〈

∇θℓ(θk;x),

∫

∇θℓ(θk; x̃)qk(dx̃)

〉

− 1

2Lθ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk; x̃)qk(dx̃)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2
)

qk(dx)

=
1

2Lθ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk;x)qk(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

, (17)

(an inequality known as the descent lemma in optimization). Now, (15) follows by combin-
ing this estimate with (16) while also noting that we have

qk ∈ arg min
q∈P(Rdx )

F (θk, q) = πθk ⇒ I(θk, qk) =

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk;x)qk(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

. (18)

Now we just need to know that, along EM iterations, F ’s gradient grows at least quadrat-
ically away from the set of minimizers, but that is precisely what the xLSI says.

Proposition 8. Let Assumption 2 hold, and assume that the measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ
satisfy

the xLSI with constant λ > 0. Then, for all k ∈ N,

F (θk, qk) − F⋆ ≤ (1 − λ/Lθ)
k[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] ≤ e−kλ/Lθ [F (θ0, q0) − F⋆].

Proof. By Lemma 7 and then the xLSI,

F (θk, qk) − F (θk+1, qk+1) ≥ F (θk, qk) − F (θk+1, qk) ≥ 1

2Lθ
I(θk, qk) ≥ λ

Lθ
[F (θk, qk) − F⋆]

for all k ∈ N, and the claim follows upon rearranging this inequality as

F (θk+1, qk+1) − F⋆ ≤ (1 − λ/Lθ)[F (θk, qk) − F⋆]

and iterating.
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We can use the extension of Talagrand’s inequality provided by Theorem 3 to conclude
convergence in d-distance of the EM iterates.

Corollary 9. Under Assumption 1 and the conditions of Proposition 8,

λd((θk, qk),M⋆)2 ≤ 2(1 − λ/Lθ)k[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] ≤ 2e−kλ/Lθ [F (θ0, q0) − F⋆].

Having demonstrated that differential arguments provide an efficient way to obtain a
convergence bound for both the parameter and the posterior estimates in EM to the MLE,
before commenting on the significance and the interpretation of this result, we first explore
how this bound can be sharpened.

To prove the above results, we considered only the decrease in free energy due the
parameter updates. We can improve the bound by also considering the decreases due
posterior updates. To do so, we would like to follow the same principles as the proofs
above, by comparing EM’s updates to appropriate gradient steps. We need a notion of a
gradient step for q 7→ F (θk+1, q) ∝ KL(q||πθk+1

). As is well-known in some areas of optimal
transport and sampling, in the Wasserstein-2 geometry this coincides with a Langevin step,
in the sense that following this gradient direction coincides with evolving the probability
density according to the Langevin Fokker–Planck equation. Actually, from (11) we are
already in a good position to prove (at least formally) this fact: when the parameter space
is the trivial space {θk+1} from (11) we have

gradP2(Rdx )KL(q||πθk+1
) = ∇x ·

(

q(∇x log(q) −∇x log(πθk+1
))
)

which implies that the curve t 7→ qt defined by

∂tqt = gradP2(Rdx )KL(qt||πθk+1
) = ∇x ·

(

qt(∇x log(qt) −∇x log(πθk+1
))
)

is the ‘Wasserstein’ gradient flow of q 7→ KL(q||πθk+1
) in P2(Rdx)—the steepest descent

curve on the space of probability distributions that connects an initial distribution to the
invariant πθk+1

. This differential equation is the Fokker–Planck equation of the overdamped
Langevin diffusion

dXt = ∇x log(πθk+1
(Xt)) dt+

√
2 dWt = ∇xℓ(θk+1;Xt) dt+

√
2 dWt

where Wt denotes a Brownian Motion. Hence, as an analogue of (16), we wish to bound

F (θk+1, qk) − F (θk+1, qk+1) ≥ F (θk+1, qk) − F (θk+1,Law(Xk + h∇xℓ(θk+1;Xk) +
√

2hξk))
(19)

from below, where Law(Xk) = qk, h > 0 is to be chosen based upon Lx and ξk is a
standard normal random variable. We would like to obtain a lower bound on the right
hand side quantity that depends on Lx and the extended Fisher information functional,
giving something that looks like (15). The only difficulty is that there is not an immediate
candidate for an analogue of the descent lemma (inequality (17)) on P2(Rdx). However, we
have the following:

Lemma 10 (Descent lemma on P2(Rdx)). Let Assumption 2 hold. Let (pt) be an inter-
polation in P2(R

dx) between qk at t = kh and Law(Xk + h∇xℓ(θk+1;Xk) +
√

2hξk), where
Law(Xk) = qk, at t = (k + 1)h, defined by the law of

Zt− =Xk dZt = ∇xℓ(θk+1;Zt−) dt+
√

2 dWt,
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where t ∈ [kh, (k + 1)h] and t− = kh. If h ≤ 1/4Lx,

∂tKL(pt||πθk+1
) ≤ −1

2
I(pt||πθk+1

) + 6L2
xdx(t− t−) (20)

This result has been used to study Langevin Monte Carlo and was established in [54] and
refined in [18, Section 4.2]. In Section 3.4 we present a generalization of this result, whose
proof also illustrates how the above lemma can be established. The term 6L2

xdx(t− t−) is
a bias term which has no analogue in the Euclidean case, and it is essentially due to the
fact that the näıve discretization of the Langevin diffusion does not preserve the stationary
distribution of the continuous time process.

We need one last ingredient: in the proof of Proposition 8 we used the fact that qk
minimizes F (θk+1, ·) to obtain (18). Now, we can use the fact that θk+1 minimizes F (·, qk),
to obtain

θk+1 ∈ arg min
θ∈Rd

θ

F (θ, qk) ⇒
∫

∇θℓ(θk+1, x)qk(dx) = 0 ⇒ I(θk+1, qk) = I(qk||πθk+1
). (21)

However, since we will work with the interpolation as in Lemma 16 we also need to know
that

∫

∇θℓ(θk+1, x)pt(dx) is small and establishing that is the focus of the next lemma.

Lemma 11. Let Assumption 2 hold and let (pt) be as in Lemma 10. For h ≤ 1/4Lx,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk+1, x)pt(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ Lx(t− t−)[C + 4dxLx], t ∈ [kh, (k + 1)h]

with C := L2 supk

∫
∥

∥x− x†
∥

∥

2
qk(dx)+

∥

∥θk+1 − θ†
∥

∥

2
, and where (θ†, x†) is a stationary point

of ℓ. In particular, when qk is given by the EM update, qk = arg minq∈P2(Rdx ) F (θk+1, q),
we have the bound

C ≤ L2 sup
θ⋆∈O⋆

{
∫

∥

∥x− x†
∥

∥

2
πθ⋆(dx) +

∥

∥θ⋆ − θ†
∥

∥

2
}

+
2L2

λ
[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆]. (22)

Proof. See Appendix C.1.

(22) shows that C is finite under Assumption 1. It is common to shift coordinates so
that (θ†, x†) = (0, 0). We now improve on Proposition 8.

Theorem 12. Let Assumptions 1–2 hold, and assume that the measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

satisfy the xLSI with constant λ > 0. Then, for all k ∈ N,

F (θk, qk) − F⋆ ≤ inf
h≤1/4Lx

{

e−kλ(h+1/Lθ)[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] +
h2B

1 − e−λ(h+1/Lθ)

}

(23)

where B := [8L2
xdx + CLx/2] and C is as per Lemma 11.

Proof. Because ∂tF (θk+1, pt) = ∂tKL(pt||πθk+1
), we can write, by equation (20), the xLSI

and Lemma 11, that for all h ≤ 1/4Lx, t ∈ [kh, (k + 1)h], with t− = kh:

∂tF (θk+1, pt) ≤ −1

2
I(θk+1, pt) +

1

2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk+1, x)pt(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+ 6L2
xdx(t− t−)

≤ −λ[F (θk+1, pt) − F⋆] + (t− t−)B. (24)
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Hence,

∂t

[

etλ[F (θk+1, pt) − F⋆]
]

= etλ
[

λ[F (θk+1, pt) − F⋆] + ∂tF (θk+1, pt)
]

≤ etλhB.

Integrating between t = kh and t = (k + 1)h we obtain

e(k+1)hλ[F (θk+1, p(k+1)h) − F⋆] − ekhλ[F (θk+1, pkh) − F⋆] ≤ e(k+1)hλh2B,

and thus:
F (θk+1, p(k+1)h) − F⋆ ≤ e−hλ[F (θk+1, qk) − F⋆] + h2B. (25)

Combining the left hand side with the observation in (19) and the right hand side with the
bound in the proof of Proposition 8,

F (θk+1, qk+1) − F⋆ ≤ e−λ(h+1/Lθ)[F (θk, qk) − F⋆] + h2B.

Iterating this inequality we finally prove

F (θk, qk) − F⋆ ≤ e−kλ(h+1/Lθ)[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] + h2B
k−1
∑

j=0

e−jλ(h+1/Lθ)

and we conclude by bounding the geometric sum above with its limit, and taking the
infimum across h ≤ 1/4Lx.

As before, convergence in d-distance of the both the sequence of parameters and the
posterior now follows by the extension of the Talagrand inequality via Theorem 3.

Corollary 13. Under the same conditions as Theorem 12,

λd((θk, qk),M⋆)2 ≤ 2 inf
h≤1/4Lx

{

e−kλ(h+1/Lθ)[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] +
h2B

1 − e−λ(h+1/Lθ)

}

.

Since M⋆ = {(θ⋆, πθ⋆) : θ⋆ ∈ O⋆}, we are bounding the distance of the EM iterates
to a (local) maxima of the marginal likelihood and the corresponding posterior, which can
be identified as the projection of (θk, qk) onto the optimal set M⋆. By definition, the log-
Sobolev constant λ, which dictates the convergence rate of EM, has the interpretation of
being bounded by the maximum ratio between information and the free energy produced
along the EM iterates, as given by the functionals I and F .

By the results in Section 2.3, we know, for instance, that the same bound holds if we
replace the xLSI assumption with ℓ’s strong concavity (Assumption 3), or any bounded
perturbation, in the sense of Proposition 5, of such model. When Assumption 3 holds, ℓ
has a unique maximizer, as does the marginal likelihood Zθ, and M⋆ is a singleton. At
least without additional assumptions, we are required to start the algorithm with an initial
distribution q0 having a density, otherwise the term F (θ0, q0) would be infinite. In practice,
this is never an issue, and we can avoid this problem altogether by performing an additional
E-step as part of the initialization procedure, so given θ0 we set q0 = πθ0 which is, in any
case, the optimal choice of q0 for a given θ0 in terms of the resulting error bound, since
F (θ0, πθ0) = infq0∈P2(Rdx ) F (θ0, q0).

The bound above is reminiscent of the convergence bounds in Langevin Monte Carlo
(LMC) when h is its discretization step size, which we need to be small enough, and that
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appears both in a bias term and in the convergence rate, showing that the LMC algorithm
is biased [23]. However, the rightmost term in (23) is not a bias term in the sense that the
EM algorithm converges to the correct limit—we can always just take h = 0 and eliminate
this term, while retaining a non-zero convergence rate. Of course, small choices of h reduce
the rightmost term, but they also make the rate of convergence smaller. When k is small,
larger choices of h provide a much sharper bound than h = 0. In principle one could obtain
still sharper bounds by considering different values of h for each step of the algorithm but
we do not pursue that.

We now show that we can use similar techniques to analyze alternatives to the EM
algorithm that we consider when either, or both, the E-M steps (2)–(3) are intractable.

3.2 First-order EM

Often, the M-step (2) is intractable. In these cases, rather than solving (2) exactly, one
often performs instead a gradient step to find a θ with a smaller, but not optimal, value of
F (θ, qk) ∝ −

∫

ℓ(θ;x)qk(dx). This results in the first-order EM (or gradient EM) algorithm
(see, e.g. [7]).

Algorithm 2 First-order EM Algorithm

1: Inputs: Step size h, initial parameters (θ0, q0).
2: for k ≥ 0 do

3: Update the parameter estimate

θk+1 = θk + h

∫

∇θℓ(θk;x)qk(dx).

4: Update the posterior estimate
qk+1 = πθk+1

.

5: end for

We can easily use the tools developed above to study first-order EM. Indeed, provided
h ≤ 1/Lθ, we can verbatim adapt the proofs of Lemma 7, Proposition 8 and Corollary 9
with h in place of 1/Lθ, yielding:

Theorem 14. Let Assumption 1–2 hold, and assume that the measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ
sat-

isfy the xLSI with constant λ > 0. Then, if h ≤ 1/Lθ, for all k ∈ N,

λd((θk, qk),M⋆)2 ≤ 2e−kλh[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆]

Because the parameter update here is not a minimization step anymore, we cannot
leverage the posterior updates to improve the convergence bound in the same way as for
the basic EM algorithm. Therefore, we can ensure first-order EM convergence with a small
enough choice of the step size, but the error bounds for first-order EM algorithm will in
general decrease more slowly than those for EM, which of course is consistent with the way
in which we would expect the actual error to behave. Using similar techniques, it should
be straightforward to analyze the case in which h is specified adaptively.

3.3 Langevin EM

In a complementary setting, the E-step (3) might be intractable. Hypothetically, in these
cases, we could consider following the same strategy as the first-order EM algorithm, al-
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though it is perhaps less obvious how to implement such a scheme: rather than perform-
ing (3), which is minimizing the free energy for a fixed θk+1 (Proposition 1), one can
take a gradient step in the space of probability measures to find a new q which reduces
F (θk+1, q) ∝ KL(q||πθk+1

). For a step size h > 0, as we argued in Section 3.1, in the
Wasserstein-2 geometry this step consists in qk → Law(Xk+1), where

Xk+1 = Xk + h∇xℓ(θk+1;Xk) +
√

2hξk, Law(Xk) = qk, (26)

and where ξk is a standard normal random variable. We term the resulting algorithm, which
appears in Appendix D of [35] as the gradient flow approximated by “marginal particle
gradient descent”, Langevin EM. Although this algorithm may appear somewhat contrived,
we view it as an idealisation of a form of Monte Carlo EM in which qk is approximated with
a particle system and the particles within the approximation are updated by an application
of an unadjusted Langevin kernel of step-size h and invariant distribution πθk at each step.
The use of (unadjusted) Langevin steps with EM type algorithms has been explored in a
number of contexts, e.g. [28], and we anticipate that the analysis of Langevin EM can also
be adapted to study these implementations.

Algorithm 3 Langevin EM Algorithm

1: Inputs: Step size h, initial parameters (θ0, q0 =: Law(X0)).
2: for k ≥ 0 do

3: Update the parameter estimate

θk+1 = arg max
θ

∫

ℓ(θk;x)qk(dx)

4: Update the posterior estimate, with ξk denoting a N (0, Idx) r.v.,

qk+1 = Law(Xk+1), where

Xk+1 = Xk + h∇xℓ(θk+1;Xk) +
√

2hξk
5: end for

We can study Langevin EM almost immediately with our results: we follow verbatim
the proof of Theorem 12 until (25). Then, rather than combining the bound with the one
in Proposition 8, which we cannot use as the posterior update is not a minimization step
here, we use the looser bound F (θk+1, qk) ≤ F (θk, qk), iterate the resulting inequality and
then combine it with Theorem 3 as usual.

Theorem 15. Let Assumptions 1–2 hold, and assume that the measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

satisfy the xLSI with constant λ > 0. Then, if h ≤ 1/4Lx, for all k ∈ N,

λd((θk, qk),M⋆)2 ≤ 2e−kλh[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] +
2h2B

1 − e−λ(h+1/Lθ)
.

B is as defined as in Theorem 12. In contrast to the EM case, we have not shown that
B is always finite here. However, doing so is not typically onerous and is, for example,
immediately true if the log-likelihood is strongly concave in the tails uniformly on θ, as can
be shown by adapting e.g. the arguments of Corollary 2.3 in [16].

We notice that, as opposed to EM or first-order EM, Langevin EM is actually biased:
there is no way to cancel the rightmost term without getting a null rate of convergence.
However, we can control the bias by choosing a small step size h. This is because the
discretization of the Langevin diffusion (26) introduces a bias, and it is consistent with
known results for Langevin Monte Carlo [23].
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3.4 (Alternating) Gradient Descent

When both E- and M- steps are intractable, we can take a gradient step in both directions
at each iteration; essentially replacing the usual alternating minimization optimization of
the free energy with an alternating gradient descent method, as one might in Euclidean
optimization problems for which both the coordinate-wise minimization problems are not
tractable. This results in the Alternating Gradient Descent Algorithm 4 below, a mean-field
limit version of the SOUL algorithm [21] when the batch sizes are set to one, and when the
parameter updates can be carried out explicitly.

Algorithm 4 Alternating Gradient Descent Algorithm

1: Inputs: Step size h, initial parameters (θ0, q0 =: Law(X0)).
2: for k ≥ 0 do

3: Update the parameter estimate

θk+1 = θk + h

∫

∇θℓ(θk;x)qk(dx), (27)

4: Update the posterior estimate: with ξk denoting a N (0, Idx) r.v.,

qk+1 = Law(Xk+1), where

Xk+1 = Xk + h∇xℓ(θk+1;Xk) +
√

2hξk
(28)

5: end for

To study Algorithm 4, we need a generalization of the descent lemma on the whole M2

Lemma 16 (Descent lemma on M2). Let Assumptions 1–2 hold. Let (ϑt, pt) be an in-
terpolation in M2 between (θk, qk) at t = kh and (θk + h

∫

∇θℓ(θk;x)qk(dx),Law(Xk +
h∇xℓ(θk+1;Xk) +

√
2hξk)), where Law(Xk) = qk, at t = (k + 1)h. If h ≤ 1/4L, for

t ∈ [kh, (k + 1)h],

∂tF (θt, pt) ≤ −1

2
I(θt, pt) + 6L2dx(t− t−), t− := kh.

Proof. See Appendix C.2.

The interpolating (ϑt, pt) is specified in the proof. When the parameter space is trivial
and equal to {θk+1}, this result reduces in to Lemma 10.

Theorem 17. Let Assumptions 1–2 hold, and assume that the measures (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rdθ

satisfy the xLSI with constant λ > 0. Then, if h ≤ 1/4L, for all k ∈ N,

λd((θk, qk),M⋆)2 ≤ 2e−kλh[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆] +
12L2dxh

2

1 − e−λh

Proof. See Appendix C.3.

It is also possible to update both parameters and distributions simultaneously (rather
than in the alternating fashion described here), in which case we would obtain (a mean-field
limit version of) the algorithm recently proposed in [35], studied and extended in [36, 13].
Such algorithm in fact corresponds to the (non alternating) gradient descent method on
the free energy F in M2’s geometry.

A comparison with EM, first-order EM and Langevin EM results shows that the vanilla
EM algorithm is the fastest of the four. While comparing error bounds cannot provide
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definitive statements, this is consistent with the way one would expect the errors themselves
to behave in general—because EM is solving two entire minimization problems at each
iterations, whereas first-order EM and Langevin EM are solving one and taking a gradient
step for the other and the alternative gradient descent approach is actually only taking
a gradient step in both directions. Like Langevin EM, the alternating gradient descent
approach is expectedly biased, and this is in line with previous analyses of similar algorithms
[13, 1, 25, 44]. This hierarchy between alternating minimization and gradient descent type
algorithms is consistent with the corresponding results and behaviour in Euclidean space;
on this see [9] for a comparative convergence analysis and [51] for a qualitative comparison.

These results do not necessarily imply that implementable variants of EM algorithm
outperforms the implementable form of any of these alternatives in practice, although it will
certainly be the case when the minimization steps can be implemented exactly. Algorithms
1–4 are idealized algorithms, and for many models of interest, particularly in large-scale
modern applications, the iterations therein are still intractable. In practice, one often
resorts to Monte Carlo approximations. As noted above, for EM and first-order EM, it
is common to substitute the E-steps with N Monte Carlo samples from πθk+1

(the Monte
Carlo EM algorithm [57]) whereas one would make Algorithms 3 and 4 implementable by
approximating Law(Xk+1) with the empirical distribution of N particles following the above
Langevin dynamics. An analysis of these Monte Carlo versions of the algorithms under the
xLSI and using the techniques we introduced here would potentially be interesting but
introduces a number of further technical complications, and is left for future work.

4 Discussion

This paper established non-asymptotic error bounds and convergence rates for the EM
algorithm—and some of its variants—under a log-Sobolev type inequality. Starting from
the observation of [43] that EM corresponds to an alternating procedure on the product
of Euclidean and the space of probability distributions, this approach can be considered a
generalization of standard arguments used to study alternating minimization on Euclidean
space via some concepts in optimal transport and sampling.

The log-Sobolev constant, which dictates the convergence rate in EM (Corollary 13), has
the natural interpretation of being bounded by the maximum ratio between information
and free energy produced along the EM iterates (as measured by the functionals I and
F ). The convergence bounds seem to be state-of-the-art in terms of characterizing the
exponential regime of EM, at least when the latent space is continuous (but see comments
below). A complete comparison with the results of [33, 34] is hard to carry out due the
very different approaches and settings: while they do not assume any smoothness, they
characterize the sub-exponential convergence of EM parameter estimates [33] or posterior
estimates [34] assuming (or implying) at least concavity of the surrogate.

The connections established herein mean there is potential to leverage the literatures of
optimal transport, functional inequalities and Langevin Monte Carlo to better understand
the EM algorithm and its many variants theoretically. Below we mention some potential
connections and extensions, some of which form part of current or future research.

In Section 2.3 we presented a couple of generalizations of standard results (the Bakry–
Émery criterion, the Holley–Stroock and the contraction principles) to verify the xLSI and
compare the performance of models with different completions, and we expect that many
other results of this flavour can be adapted from the LSI literature, further characteriz-
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ing the exponential convergence regime of EM. Moreover, we expect that it is possible to
consider ‘weak’ or ‘modified’ versions of the xLSI, as done in [53, 14, 50, 3, 42] for other
standard functional inequalities, and similarly to consider gradient Hölder continuity as-
sumptions in place of the assumed Lipschitz condition, to characterize the sub-exponential
regime of convergence for a wide class of models.

The fact that the EM iterations are actually agnostic to any type of underlying metric
on M means that we could have considered different ones, and thus different induced
log-Sobolev type inequalities; for instance, by considering the gradient of the free energy
gradM2

F induced by the product of Euclidean and Stein’s geometry on P2(R
dx). These

might translate into different practical conditions on the underlying model (as analogues of
the results in Section 2.3) and could better characterize EM’s convergence in some settings,
and it would be interesting to consider these.

Lastly, we mention that a limitation of our approach is that we focus on continuous Eu-
clidean state spaces. While these constitute an important part of the models EM is applied
to, in particular within the Empirical Bayes framework, many other typical applications,
such as Gaussian Mixture Models, involve discrete latent spaces. We believe that it is pos-
sible to obtain analogues of our results in the discrete setting by leveraging advances on the
study of Wasserstein gradients on discrete spaces [20]. Similarly, within a continuous state
spaces setting, it should be possible to consider appropriate Riemannian manifolds rather
than R

dx by adapting the relevant results in the literature [46].
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A Notation

We collect together the most widely used notation here for convenience:

ρθ(x) Joint distribution pθ(x, y) of latent variables x and data y
ℓ(θ;x) Logarithm of ρθ(x)
Zθ The marginal likelihood, Zθ :=

∫

ρθ(x) dx
Z⋆ Value of Zθ at a stationary point
πθ(x) Posterior of x given y, πθ(x) = pθ(x|y) = ρθ(x)/Zθ

F (θ, q) Free energy functional (5)
I(θ, q) Extended Fisher information functional (12)
I(q||πθ) Relative Fisher information functional (13)

O⋆ Local maxima of the marginal likelihood
P2(Rdx) Space of probability measures with densities and finite second moments
M2 Product spaces, M2 := R

dθ × P2(Rdx)
M⋆ F ’s optimal set in M, M⋆ = arg minF = {(θ⋆, πθ⋆) : θ⋆ ∈ O⋆}

〈·, ·〉 and ‖·‖ Euclidean inner product and norm
〈·, ·〉L2(dx)

L2(R
dx ,dx)’s inner product

〈·, ·〉W2
, 〈·, ·〉M2

Wasserstein-2 and M2 inner products (Definitions 1 and 2)

dE, dW2
and d Euclidean distance, Wasserstein-2 distance, and their product (9)

∇ and ∇· Gradient and divergence operators
∆ Laplacian operator, ∆ := ∇ · ∇

B Proofs for Section 2

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2

By comparing Definitions 3 and 4 we observe

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

F (θt, qt) =

〈

δ
R
dθ
F (θ, q),

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

θt

〉

+

〈

δP2(Rdx )F (θ, q),
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

qt

〉

L2(dx)

=

〈

grad
R
dθ
F (θ, q),

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

θt

〉

+

〈

gradP2(Rdx )F (θ, q),
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

qt

〉

W2

.
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Let ψ denote the solution of ∇x · (q∇xψ) = −(dqt/dt)|t=0. The first terms on the RHS
clearly coincide. We then have, upon equating the second terms on the RHS of the above
display and inserting ψ so defined:

〈

gradP2(Rdx )F (θ, q),
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

qt

〉

W2

= −
∫

δP2(Rdx )F (θ, q)(x)∇x · (q(x)∇xψ(x)) dx

=

∫

〈

∇xδP2(Rdx )F (θ, q)(x),∇xψ(x)
〉

q(dx)

where we integrated by parts. We conclude by noting that by Definition 1 we know that
gradP2(Rdx )F (θ, q) has to satisfy −∇x · (q∇xδP2(Rdx )F (θ, q)) = gradP2(Rdx )F (θ, q).

B.2 Proof of Proposition 5

Let φ(r) := r log(r) and for a non-negative function f on R
dx ×R

dθ define the functionals

Eθ(f) :=

∫

φ(f) dπθ − φ

(
∫

f dπθ

)

,

Jθ(f) :=

∫ |∇xf |2
f

dπθ,

with Ẽθ(f) and J̃θ(f) denoting the corresponding functionals when the model is ρ̃θ(dx) :=
π̃θ(dx)Zθ. Importantly, notice that if f := dq/dπθ, Eθ(f) − log(Zθ) = F (θ, q) and Jθ(f) +
∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)q(dx)
∥

∥

2
= I(θ, q). We begin as in the proof of [6, Proposition 5.1.6] and use

the following variational formula.

Lemma 18. Letting φ′(r) denote the derivative of φ at r, we have,

Eθ(f) = inf
r>0

∫

[φ(f) − φ(r) − φ′(r)(f − r)] dπθ

Proof. Let X ∼ πθ. Since φ is convex, for any r > 0,

φ(E
[

f(X)
]

) − φ(r) − φ′(r)(E
[

f(X)
]

− r) ≥ 0

so that, adding E
[

φ(f(X))
]

− φ(E
[

f(X)
]

) both sides,

E
[

φ(f(X)) − φ(r) − φ′(r)(f(X) − r)
]

≥ E
[

φ(f(X))
]

− φ(E
[

f(X)
]

) = Eθ(f)

with equality if and only if r = E
[

f(X)
]

.

By φ’s convexity φ(f)−φ(r)−φ′(r)(f − r) ≥ 0 for all r > 0, so using the formula above
we can readily write

Ẽθ(f) ≤ c inf
r>0

∫

[φ(f) − φ(r) − φ′(r)(f − r)] dπθ = cEθ(f).

Next, we take f := dq/dπθ, which gives

Ẽθ(f) + c(log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ)) ≤ c[Eθ(f) + log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ)] = c[F (θ, q) − F⋆]
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and because (ρθ(dx))θ∈Rd
θ

satisfy the xLSI

2λ[Ẽθ(f) + c(log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ))] ≤ cI(θ, q) ≤ c2
∫ |∇xf |2

f
dπ̃θ + c

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)q(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

Define now

q̃(dx) :=
1

c̃

dπ̃θ
dπθ

(x)q(dx), c̃ :=

∫

dπ̃θ
dπθ

(x)q(dx), f̃(x) :=
f

c̃
(x) =

dq̃

dπ̃θ
(x),

noting that q̃ is a probability measure in P1
2 (Rdx) under our assumptions. Since the func-

tional E is homogeneous, i.e. Ẽθ(af) = aẼθ(f) for all a > 0, we may write

2λ[F̃ (θ, p) − F̃⋆] = 2λ[Ẽθ(f̃) − log(Zθ) + log(Z⋆)]

≤ 2λ[Ẽθ(f̃) +
c

c̃
(log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ))]

≤ c2

c̃

∫ |∇xf |2
f

dπ̃θ +
c

c̃

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)q(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ c2

[

J̃θ(f̃) +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θ;x)
dρθ
dρ̃θ

(x)q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2
]

= c2

[

J̃θ(f̃) +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ ∇θρθ(x)

ρ̃θ(x)
q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2
]

(29)

where in the first and penultimate inequalities we used c̃ ≤ c and log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ) ≥ 0.
By the inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 ([37, p. 157]), Jensen’s inequality and the assumed
growth condition on

∥

∥∇θρ̃θ(x) −∇θρθ(x)
∥

∥,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫ ∇θρθ(x)

ρ̃θ(x)
q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ 2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θ ℓ̃(θ;x)q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+ 2

∫
∥

∥

∥

∥

∇θρ̃θ(x) −∇θρθ(x)

ρ̃θ(x)

∥
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2

q̃(dx)

≤ 2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θ ℓ̃(θ;x)q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+ 2b[log(Z⋆) − log(Zθ)]

≤ 2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θ ℓ̃(θ;x)q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+ 2b[F̃ (θ, q̃) − F̃⋆]

where in the last inequality we used KL(q̃||π̃θ) ≥ 0. Combining this estimate with (29),

2
(

λ− c2 · b
)

[F̃ (θ, q̃) − F̃⋆] ≤ 2c2

[

J̃θ(f̃) +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θ ℓ̃(θ;x)q̃(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2
]

= 2c2Ĩ(θ, q̃)

B.3 Proof of Proposition 6

Denote with F̃ and Ĩ the free energy and extended Fisher information for the model ρ̃θ. Con-
sider an arbitrary (θ, q̃) ∈ M1

2 and set q := T#q̃. By assumption, π̃θ(T (x)) det(∇xT (x)) =
πθ(x) and similarly for q’s density, hence, by a change of variables x 7→ T (x),

F̃ (θ, q̃) − log(Zθ) =

∫

log

(

q̃(x)

π̃θ(x)

)

q̃(x) dx =

∫

log

(

q̃(T (x))

π̃θ(T (x))

)

q̃(T (x)) det(∇xT (x)) dx

=

∫

log

(

q(x)

πθ(x)

)

q(x) dx = F (θ, q) − log(Zθ)
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Thus, since q belongs to P1
2 (Rdx) by the Lipschitz property of T , 2λ[F̃ (θ, q̃) − F⋆] =

2λ[F (θ, q) − F⋆] ≤ I(θ, q) by the xLSI. On the other hand, if we let ‖·‖2∞ denote the
uniform norm,

I(θ, q) =

∫
∥

∥

∥

∥

∇xq(x)

q(x)
− ∇xπθ(x)
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2
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∥
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q̃(T (x))
− ∇x(π̃θ(T (x)))

π̃θ(T (x))

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

q(dx) +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫
(∇θ(π̃θ(T (x)))

π̃θ(T (x))
+

∇θZθ

Zθ

)

q(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤‖∇xT‖2∞
∫

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∇T (x)q̃(T (x))

q̃(T (x))
−

∇T (x)π̃θ(T (x))

π̃θ(T (x))

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

q(dx) +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫
(∇θπ̃θ(T (x))

π̃θ(T (x))
+

∇θZθ

Zθ

)

q(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤‖∇xT‖2∞ Ĩ(q̃||π̃θ) +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θ log(ρ̃(θ, x))q̃(x) dx

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ max(1,‖∇xT‖2∞)Ĩ(θ, q̃)

where in the second line we substituted the expression for the density of q̃(T (x)) and
π̃θ(T (x)) (noting that the terms with the determinant cancel), in the third we used the
chain rule and the fact that T does not depend on θ, and in the fourth we used the formula
for q(x) and a change of variables T (x) 7→ x. We conclude by noting that LT provides a
bound on ‖∇xT‖∞.

C Proofs for Section 3

C.1 Proof of Lemma 11

Because of θk+1’s minimality (21), by Jensen’s inequality and Assumption 2,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk+1, x)pt(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=
∥

∥

∥
E
[

∇θℓ(θk+1, Zt) −∇θℓ(θk+1,Xk)
]

∥

∥

∥

2
≤ L2

xE

[

‖Zt −Xk‖2
]

for any coupling of (Zt,Xk). Let (θ†, x†) denote a stationary point of ℓ, so that ∇ℓ(θ†, x†) =
0. Inserting the expression for Zt, since Zkh = Xk a.s., using (a + b)2 ≤ a2 + b2, the fact
h ≤ 1/4Lx ⇒ 2Lx(t− t−) ≤ 1/2 and again Assumption 2,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(θk+1, x)pt(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

≤ L2
xE

[

E

[

∥

∥

∥
(t− t−)∇xℓ(θk+1,Xk) +

√
2(Wt −Wt−)

∥

∥

∥

2
|Xk

]

]

≤ Lx(t− t−)

(

2Lx(t− t−)E
[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θk+1,Xk)
∥

∥

2
]

+ 4dxLx

)

≤ Lx(t− t−)

(

1

2
E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θk+1,Xk)
∥

∥

2
]

+ 4dxLx

)

≤ Lx(t− t−)

(

L2

2
E

[

∥

∥Xk − x†
∥

∥

2
+
∥

∥θk+1 − θ†
∥

∥

2
]

+ 4dxLx

)

.

When qk is given by an EM update, we now derive an uniform bound for E[‖Xk − x†‖2 +
‖θk+1 − θ†‖2]. Consider the point (θ⋆, πθ⋆) ∈ M⋆ corresponding to the projection of
(θk+1, qk) onto M⋆, let X⋆ ∼ πθ⋆ and consider an optimal coupling between X⋆ andXk ∼ qk.
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By the definition of dW2
, Theorem 3, together with the fact that the free energy can only

decrease along EM iterations,

λE
[

‖Xk −X⋆‖2 +‖θk+1 − θ⋆‖2
]

≤ 2[F (θk+1, qk) − F⋆] ≤ 2[F (θ0, q0) − F⋆].

We conclude upon combining the two previously obtained inequalities via the bounds
∥

∥Xk − x†
∥

∥

2 ≤ 2
∥

∥X⋆ − x†
∥

∥

2
+ 2‖Xk −X⋆‖2, and the analogous bound for

∥

∥θk+1 − θ†
∥

∥

2
.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 16

The following proof is a suitable generalization of the one of [54] and in particular of the
refinement in [18, Section 4.2] under the hypothesis of non-trivial parameter space, and
the proof is therefore somewhat similar. Consider the continuous time process given for all
t ∈ [kh, (k + 1)h) and any k ∈ N0 by

ϑkh =θk dϑt =

∫

∇θℓ(ϑt− ;x)pt−(dx) dt,

Zkh =Xk dZt = ∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−) dt+
√

2 dWt,

(30)

where we set t− := kh, pt := Law(Zt) and where Wt is a Brownian Motion. Notice that this
is an interpolation of the Algorithm 4 iterates. To prove Lemma 16 we need three auxiliary
results.

Lemma 19. If Assumptions 1–2 hold, {(ϑt, pt) : t− ≤ t < t− +h} is a solution of the PDE

∂tϑt =

∫

∇θℓ(ϑt;x)pt(dx) + E[∇θℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−) −∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt)]

∂tpt = ∇x ·
[

pt∇x log

(

pt
ρϑt

)

+ ptE[∇xℓ(ϑt; ·) −∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)|Zt = ·]
]

.

(31)

Proof. Conditionally on (ϑt− , Zt−) = (ϑ, z), {(ϑt, Zt) : t− ≤ t < t− + h} has a time
independent drift, hence pt|t−(·|z), the conditional density of Zt given Zt− = z, is the
density of a Normal with mean z+ (t− t−)∇xℓ(ϑ; z) and variance 2(t− t−). Hence, we can
directly check that pt|t− solves the following PDE

∂tϑt =

∫

∇θℓ(ϑt− ;x)pt−(dx),

∂tpt|t− = ∇x ·
[

pt|t−∇x log

(

pt|t−
ρϑt

−

)]

= ∆xpt|t− −∇x · (pt|t−∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)).

One can also derive the above immediately by using formulæ for the Fokker–Planck equation
of Itô diffusions, see [47, Chapters 2 and 4]. We notice that all the derivatives of x 7→
pt|t−(x|z) exist and are continuous in all arguments by Assumption 2, that z 7→ pt|t−(x|z)
is at least continuous for all x ∈ R

dx , and that t 7→ pt|t−(x|z) is continuously differentiable

for all x, z ∈ R
dx . By Bayes’ rule, if we take expectation w.r.t. pt− ,

E

[

pt|t−(x|Zt−)∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)
]

=

∫

pt|t−(x|z)∇xℓ(ϑt− ; z)pt−(dz)

= pt(x)

∫

pt−|t(dz|x)∇xℓ(ϑt− ; z) = pt(x)E
[

∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)|Zt = x
]
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Hence, taking expectation in the Fokker–Planck equation, the regularity properties of pt|t−
allow us to use the tower rule and compute

∂tϑt =

∫

∇θℓ(ϑt− ;x)pt−(dx), ∂tpt = ∆xpt −∇x · (ptE[∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)|Zt = ·]).

Adding and subtracting E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt)] in the first expression and ∇x · (ptE[∇xℓ(ϑt; ·)|Zt =
·]) = ∇x · (pt∇x log(ρϑt

)) in the second yields the claim.

Lemma 20. If Assumptions 1–2 hold, for all t ∈ [t−, t− + h),

∂tF (ϑt, pt) ≤ −3

4
I(ϑt, pt) + E

[

∥

∥∇ℓ(ϑt;Zt) −∇ℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

(32)

Proof. By the regularity properties of pt|t− illustrated in the proof of the previous Lemma,
pt(x) = E[pt|t−(x,Zt−)] is smooth in x and at least continuously differentiable in t. This
allows us to compute

∂tF (ϑt, pt) =

∫
[

log

(

pt(x)

ρϑt
(x)

)

+ 1

]

∇x ·
[

pt(x)∇x log

(

pt(x)

ρϑt
(x)

)]

dx−
∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(ϑt;x)pt(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+

∫
[

log

(

pt(x)

ρϑt
(x)

)

+ 1

]

∇x · [pt(x)E[∇xℓ(ϑt, x) −∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)|Zt = x]] dx

+ E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt) −∇θℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)]E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt)]

= −I(ϑt, pt) +

∫

∇x log

(

pt(x)

ρϑt
(x)

)

E[∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−) −∇xℓ(ϑt;x)|Zt = x]pt(dx)

+ E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt) −∇θℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)]E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt)] (33)

where we used the regularity of {(ϑt, pt) : t− ≤ t < t− + h} to differentiate inside the
integral and the chain rule in the first equality, and we integrated by parts for the second.
Now, by the Young’s inequality ab ≤ (a2/4) + b2 and then Jensen’s inequality, we have

∫

∇x log

(

pt(x)

ρϑt
(x)

)

E[∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−) −∇xℓ(ϑt;x)|Zt = x]pt(dx)

≤ 1

4
I(pt||πϑt

) +

∫

∥

∥E[∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−) −∇xℓ(ϑt;x)|Zt = x]
∥

∥

2
pt(dx)

≤ 1

4
I(pt||πϑt

) + E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(ϑt;Zt) −∇xℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

and similarly

E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt)−∇θℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)]E[∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt)]

≤ 1

4

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

∇θℓ(ϑt;x)pt(dx)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

+ E

[

∥

∥∇θℓ(ϑt;Zt) −∇θℓ(ϑt− ;Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

now by combining these last two estimates with (33) we prove the desired result.

Our goal now is to obtain a bound on the rightmost term in (32) in terms of I.

Lemma 21. If Assumption 2 holds, for any θ ∈ R
dθ and q ∈ P2(Rdx) we have

∥

∥

∥
E
[

∇θℓ(θ;X)
]

∥

∥

∥

2
+ E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;X)
∥

∥

2
]

≤ I(θ, q) + 2Ldx, where Law(X) = q.
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Proof. This inequality follows almost immediately from [18, Lemma 4.2.5] or [19, Lemma 16]
and the definition of I(θ, q). We reproduce those proofs here in our notation for convenience.
Consider the (overdamped) Langevin diffusion with stationary distribution πθ ∝ eℓ(θ;·). Its

generator satisfies Lℓ(θ, ·) = ∆xℓ(θ; ·) +
∥

∥∇xℓ(θ; ·)
∥

∥

2
. We can estimate directly

E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;X)
∥

∥

2
]

= E
[

−∆xℓ(θ;X) + Lℓ(θ;X)
]

≤ Ldx +

∫

Lℓ(θ;x)
dq

dπθ
(x)πθ(dx)

= Ldx +

∫

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;x)
∥

∥

2 dq

dπθ
(x)πθ(x) + ∆xℓ(θ;x)

dq

dπθ
(x)πθ(x) dx

= Ldx +

∫

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;x)
∥

∥

2 dq

dπθ
(x)πθ(x) −

〈

∇xℓ(θ;x),∇x

(

dq

dπθ
(x)πθ(x)

)

〉

dx

where in the second line we used −∆xℓ(θ, ·) ≤ Ldx by Assumption 2, in the fourth integra-
tion by parts. Now, with the product rule and the fact ∇xℓ(θ;x)πθ(x) = ∇xπθ(x),

E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;X)
∥

∥

2
]

= Ldx −
∫
〈

∇xℓ(θ;x),∇x
dq

dπθ
(x)

〉

πθ(dx)

= Ldx − 2

∫

〈
√

dq

dπθ
(x)∇xℓ(θ;x),∇x

√

dq

dπθ
(x)

〉

πθ(dx)

≤ Ldx +
1

2
E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;X)
∥

∥

2
]

+ 2

∫
∥

∥

∥

∥

∇x

√

dq

dπθ
(x)

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

πθ(dx)

= Ldx +
1

2
E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(θ;X)
∥

∥

2
]

+
1

2
I(q||πθ),

where we used the chain rule, and the Young’s inequality ab ≤ (a2/4) + b2 again. Now re-

arranging, adding
∥

∥E
[

∇θℓ(θ;x)
]
∥

∥

2
to both sides and using the definition of I(θ, q) proves

the bound.

Having established these intermediate results we can return to the now straightforward
proof of the lemma of interest.

Proof of Lemma 16. By Assumption 2, the inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2, and Jensen’s,

E

[

∥

∥∇ℓ(ϑt, Zt) −∇ℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

≤ L2
E

[

∥

∥(ϑt, Zt) − (ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

= L2(t− t−)2
{

∥

∥

∥
E
[

∇θℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
]

∥

∥

∥

2
+ E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

}

+ 2L2
E

[

∥

∥Wt −Wt−

∥

∥

2
]

≤ 2L2(t− t−)2
{

∥

∥

∥
E
[

∇θℓ(ϑt, Zt)
]

∥

∥

∥

2
+ E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(ϑt, Zt)
∥

∥

2
]

+ E

[

∥

∥∇ℓ(ϑt, Zt) −∇ℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

}

+ 2L2
E

[

∥

∥Wt −Wt−

∥

∥

2
]

Hence, if h ≤ 1/2L ⇒ 1/2 ≤ (1 − 2L2(t− t−)2) we can then rearrange into

1

2
E

[

∥

∥∇ℓ(ϑt, Zt) −∇ℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

≤ (1 − 2L2(t− t−)2)E
[

∥

∥∇ℓ(ϑt, Zt) −∇ℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

≤ 2L2(t− t−)2
{

∥

∥

∥
E
[

∇θℓ(ϑt, Zt)
]

∥

∥

∥

2
+ E

[

∥

∥∇xℓ(ϑt, Zt)
∥

∥

2
]

}

+ 2L2dx(t− t−)
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if further h ≤ 1/4L ⇒ 4L2(t− t−)2 ≤ 1/4, we can use Lemma 21 to estimate

E

[

∥

∥∇ℓ(ϑt, Zt) −∇ℓ(ϑt− , Zt−)
∥

∥

2
]

≤ 1

4
I(ϑt, pt) + 8L3dx(t− t−)2 + 4L2dx(t− t−)

≤ 1

4
I(ϑt, pt) + 6L2dx(t− t−)

where we used 8L(t− t−) ≤ 2. We conclude by combining this inequality with Lemma 20.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 17

By the descent Lemma 16 and the xLSI we have

∂t[F (ϑt, pt) − F⋆] ≤ −1

2
I(ϑt, pt) + 6L2dx(t− t−) ≤ −λ[F (ϑt, pt) − F⋆] + 6L2dx(t− t−).

Now we proceeding similarly to the proof of Theorem 12, and write

∂t

[

etλ[F (ϑt, pt) − F⋆]
]

≤ 6L2dxhe
tλ.

so that integrating from t = kh to t = (k + 1)k gives

[F (ϑ(k+1)h, p(k+1)h) − F⋆] ≤ e−hλ[F (ϑkh, pkh) − F⋆] + 6L2dxh
2.

We conclude by iterating the above inequality, and by combining the result with the exten-
sion of Talagrand inequality via Theorem 3.
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