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Wedevelop a new efficient method for high-dimensional sampling called Subspace
Langevin Monte Carlo. The primary application of these methods is to efficiently
implement Preconditioned Langevin Monte Carlo. To demonstrate the usefulness
of this new method, we extend ideas from subspace descent methods in Euclidean
space to solving a specific optimization problem over Wasserstein space. Our the-
oretical analysis demonstrates the advantageous convergence regimes of the pro-
posed method, which depend on relative conditioning assumptions common to
mirror descent methods. We back up our theory with experimental evidence on
sampling from an ill-conditioned Gaussian distribution.

1. Introduction
The Langevin diffusion and its variants have become a fundamental object of study in modern ma-
chine learning. On the mathematical side, these diffusions have a deep connection to Wasserstein
gradient flows. This connection has been used to study their convergence and to consequently de-
velop new and more efficient diffusions. Practically, discretizations of the Langevin diffusion are
highly scalable for generating samples from complex, high-dimensional target distribution. Many
examples of the successful application of thesemethods exist, including denoising diffusionmodels
[1, 2], characterization of complex Bayesian posteriors [3], and differential privacymechanisms [4].

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the Langevin diffusion solves an optimization problem in
Wasserstein space. Taking this point of view, a theme in recent research has been translating ideas
from gradient-based optimization over Euclidean spaces to optimization over Wasserstein spaces.
In particular, this has resulted in a growing zoo of optimization methods over Wasserstein space,
which include notions of gradient descent [5], mirror descent andNewtonmethods [6–9], proximal
algorithms [10], preconditioned methods [11, 12], and more.

One class of methods that are recently gaining steam in the optimization literature are block-
coordinate and subspace descent methods [13–20]. These methods incorporate low-dimensional
updates, and so can be highly efficient and scalable in high dimensions. The projected version of the
gradient has advantages in terms of directional derivative oracle calls [21] as well as memory [20].
Furthermore, one can efficiently incorporate higher-order information, which is present in adaptive
methods [20] and Newton-type methods [15]. Importantly, analogs of most of these methods have
not yet been extended to Wasserstein space outside of coordinate descent [22, 23].

Since in many modern applications, the Langevin algorithm is run in high-dimensional spaces, it
stands to reason that it could benefit from further studies intomore efficient updating schemes. This
work represents a significant step in achieving this goal. Our key contributions are:

1. We discuss the convergence of Preconditioned Langevin Monte Carlo (PLMC) from the
perspective of Mirror Langevin Monte Carlo. This specific connection has not been dis-
cussed before, and in some simple examples, we can show how it outperforms Langevin
Monte Carlo (LMC) due to its dependence on notions of relative conditioning of the target
distribution.

2. The implementation of Preconditioned Langevin Monte Carlo involves the multiplication
of a d × d with the gradient at each iteration, which scales poorly in high dimensions both
in terms of complexity and memory. While this can be alleviated with an initial eigenvalue
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decomposition, it can also be alleviated by subsampling. We develop a random subspace
approximation of the Preconditioned Langevin Monte Carlo method, which we call Sub-
space Langevin Monte Carlo (SLMC). SLMC is a significant generalization of past work on
Random Coordinate Langevin Monte Carlo (RCLMC) [22], since it has a low-rank precon-
ditioner rather than just updating individual coordinates.

3. We show the achieved theoretical convergence bounds for SLMC outperform past methods
of PLMC, LMC, and RCLMC in certain regimes. Furthermore, it can operate with flexible
memory cost depending on the rank of the updates.

4. We finish with some simple experiments on an ill-conditioned Gaussian distribution with a
block-covariance. These experiments aremeant to demonstrate the flexibility of themethod
developed here for fast estimation in such settings.

1.1. Related Work

The most directly related works to ours are the sequence of works studying Random Coordinate
Langevin Monte Carlo (RCLMC) and its reduced variance versions [22, 23]. In these, the authors
randomly sample coordinates and take a Langevin step along that coordinate only at each iteration.
They also incorporate variance reduction techniques. Another work in this vein is Roy et al. [24],
which uses randomdirections to compute zeroth order approximations to the gradient that are then
used for a Langevin method.

Another relevant work considers Subspace DiffusionModels [25]. The authors train diffusionmod-
els that learn over a sequence of nested subspaces. Since the SDE in each time interval has a solution
constrained to each subspace, they can learn the score function restricted to these subspaces, which
results in efficiency and accuracy gains. Other recent work has explored low-dimensionality within
diffusion models themselves. For example, Wang et al. [26] shows that diffusion models trained
on mixtures of low-rank Gaussians do not incur the curse of dimensionality. Chen et al. [27] use
low-rank structures of the Jacobian of the posterior mean prediction to edit diffusion models.

Randomprojections have a long history in data science, beginningwith the seminalwork of Johnson
et al. [28]. Whereas the initial work used Gaussian projections, more recent sketching algorithms
have utilized structured random projection matrices to make algorithms more efficient. Variants of
sketching algorithms include CountSketch [29], sparse JL transform [30], Subsampled Randomized
Hadamard Transform [31, 32], and more. See Halko et al. [33] for an overview.

Our work draws inspiration from the many existing works studying subspace methods for opti-
mization. The oldest work on random subspacemethods are those on random coordinate and block
coordinate descent; see the discussion in Nesterov [13], Wright [34]. Early works [35, 36] use ran-
domized methods for solving linear systems. Frongillo and Reid [37] analyzed subspace descent
as a unification of coordinate and block coordinate descent methods. Nesterov and Spokoiny [38]
uses randomGaussian search directions for gradient-free optimization. Later, Kozak et al. [16] gen-
eralize this to random subspaces and study the effect of uniformly random projections on gradient
descent.Gower et al. [14] study a Newton method on random subspaces, and Hanzely et al. [15]
develop a random subspace-based Cubic Newton Method. Other recent work has used sketching
for more efficient SDP solvers [39]. Ivkin et al. [40] uses gradient sketches for efficient distributed
optimization. Variance reduction with gradient sketching has also been studied [41, 42].

Other works consider the computation of a good subspace rather than using random subspaces
for optimization. Cosson et al. [21] compute a PCA on sampled gradients of a function and then
run gradient descent constrained to the found subspace. Other works seek to findmemory-efficient
methods for training large languagemodels by using adaptive projections [18–20]. Ourwork can be
seen as a hybrid of random subspace updates with some adaptation since the subspaces are taken
from the eigendecomposition of a preconditioning matrix A.

Related works also include studies into the low-dimensionality of stochastic gradient descent iter-
ates in high-dimensional nonconvex optimization. Earlier works of Sagun et al. [43, 44] showed
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this was empirically the case. Later, Jastrzębski et al. [45] showed that SGD dynamics tend to fol-
low sharp directions in the loss landscape. Arous et al. [46] show that training aligns with principal
subspaces of the Hessian or Gram matrices in multi-class logistic regression or XOR classification.
On the other hand, Song et al. [47] argues that for general deep learning tasks, learning by SGD
does not occur in the top subspace of the Hessian, but rather in the bulk subspace. Li et al. [48] and
Gressmann et al. [49] use projections to random subspaces to get around this, and Li et al. [50] uses
a carefully chosen subspace to improve DNN training.

Another strategy to make sampling more efficient involves running a diffusion in a latent space
Vahdat et al. [51], Rombach et al. [52]. However, for such strategies, one must train a variational
autoencoder to perform the embedding. This additional step has made it difficult to give useful
theoretical bounds on the mixing time of the resulting diffusion method, although some limited
results exist Tzen and Raginsky [53]. Also, the dimension of latent spaces is typically still high.

Finally, random projections have been used in the study of Wasserstein space, particularly in the
study of Sliced Wasserstein Distances [54]. These offer a scalable way of estimating distances be-
tween high-dimensional distributions and have also been used in the efficient implementation of
gradient flows [55]. We note that this path is distinct from the one we take here: they develop gradi-
ent flows of the space of probabilitymeasures equippedwith a differentmetric (the slicedWasserstein distance).
We seek to approximate the Wasserstein gradient flow itself with random projections.

1.2. Notation
For a positive definite matrix A, we define an inner product ⟨x, y⟩A = xTAy. The norm ∥ · ∥2A is
defined similarly. Random vectors are defined using upper case letters, and matrices are defined
with bold upper case letters. Fixed vectors and scalars are lowercase letters, and it should be clear
from the context which is which. The Euclidean norm for vectors is ∥ ·∥, and the spectral (operator)
norm for a matrix A is ∥A∥2.

2. The Subspace Langevin Algorithm
Aswas discussed in the introduction, the many variants of subspace descent have increasingly been
used to scale optimizationmethods in high-dimensional settings. Our focus in this paper is to begin
to bring these ideas to optimization over Wasserstein space by focusing first on the particular prob-
lem of minimizing the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between a proposal and a target measure.

We begin by outlining subspace gradient methods in Euclidean space in Section 2.1. After this, we
discuss optimization over Wasserstein space and how LMC can be thought of as a discretization of
a Wasserstein gradient flow in Section 2.2. Then, Section 2.3 discusses how the addition of precon-
ditioning can improve convergence bounds for the Wasserstein gradient flow and its discretization.
We finish in Section 2.4 with our proposed method SLMC.

2.1. Euclidean Subspace Descent
Suppose that we wish to minimize a function f over Rd. Subspace gradient methods in Euclidean
spaces have both a continuous and discrete formulation. In continuous time, for a sequence of
projection matrices P t, t ∈ [0,∞), the subspace gradient flow of f initialized at x0 solves the ODE

ẋt = −P t∇f(xt). (1)

The forward Euler discretization of this flow is

xk+1 = xk − hP k∇f(xk). (2)

for a sequence of low-rankmatrices (P k)k∈N and step sizes h. Convergence of the discretemethod is
considered in [16], where under the assumption thematricesP k are rank r, EP k = I (whichmeans
that P k are actually scaled projection matrices), f is β-smooth (it has a quadratic upper bound at
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all points in the domain), and satisfies a PL inequality, f(x)− f(x⋆) ≤ 1
2α∥∇f(x)∥2, one can show

Ef(xk)− f(x⋆) ≤ ωk(f(x0)− f(x⋆)) (3)
for ω = 1− rβ

dα . The iteration complexity in this setting is O(dαrβ log(1/ϵ)) to achieve ϵ expected error.
We include a guarantee of convergence in continuous time in Appendix B

We notice that there is no free lunch regarding computational cost here: per-iteration complexity
of subspace gradient descent requires r directional derivative computations. In contrast, the per-
iteration complexity of gradient descent requires d directional derivatives. Therefore, bothmethods
have an overall complexity in terms of directional derivatives O(dκ log(1/ϵ)). Even though there is
no improvement in terms of the overall complexity, there are three key advantages of subspace de-
scent. First, the smoothness parameter β can be traded for a generally smaller directional smooth-
ness that we outline later in Assumption 3. This is analogous to what is done in coordinate descent
methods [34]. The second advantage is in terms of memory. In particular, the method does not
need to store the full d-dimensional gradient at each iteration; it can just store the r-dimensional
directional gradient. Third, in settings such as PDE-constrained optimization [16], computation of
a high-dimensional gradient is expensive. If our updates are constrained to low-dimensional sub-
spaces, we can efficiently solve the PDE in said space and thus avoid the curse of dimensionality.

2.2. Wasserstein Gradient Flows and Langevin Monte Carlo
We now briefly outline Wasserstein gradient flows and their connection to Langevin Monte Carlo.
For a more detailed discussion of these topics, we refer the reader to [56, 57]. For a friendly intro-
duction to Wasserstein gradient flows, we recommend [5, 58]. Throughout, we restrict to measures
with finite second moment and densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure, P2,ac(Rd). The
2-Wasserstein distance between measures µ and ν is

W 2
2 (µ, ν) = inf

γ∈Γ(µ,ν)

∫
∥x− y∥2 dγ(x, y), (4)

where Γ(µ, ν) is the set of all couplings between µ and ν. P2,ac endowed with this metric defines a
geodesic metric space. The function that we consider minimizing over Wasserstein is the KL diver-
gence between a variable measure µ and a target measure π ∝ exp(−V ), which is defined by

F(µ) = KL(µ|π) =
∫

log

(
π

µ

)
π (5)

This setup is typical in sampling problemswhere wewish to generate samples from π. The gradient
flow associated with the minimization of this functional is [5, Section 4.3]

∂tµt = div
(
µt∇ ln

µt

π

)
. (6)

Here, ∇ ln µt

π = ∇W2
F(µt) is the Wasserstein gradient of F .

A typical way of implementing the gradient flow associated with this cost functional is through the
Langevin diffusion [59]

dXt = −∇V (Xt)dt+
√
2dBt. (7)

In particular, one can show that Law(Xt) = µt, where µt solves (6). Therefore, one can generate
samples from π by solving this stochastic differential equation. The Euler-Maruyama discretization
of this SDE is known as Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC)

Xk+1 = Xk − h∇V (Xt) +
√
2hξk, (LMC)

where ξk ∼ N(0, I). One can view this as a certain discretization of (6) using a forward-flow [60].

2.3. Preconditioned Langevin Methods
We can define a preconditioned version of the Wasserstein gradient flow (6) as

∂tµt = div
(
µtA∇ ln

µt

π

)
(8)
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for a full rank matrixA ≻ 0. A more general version of this was studied by [61], and more recently,
preconditioned methods have been shown to be more efficient than standard LMC [11, 62].

It turns out that this is a specific example of an important more general class of Langevin diffu-
sions that are called mirror Langevin Diffusions [7, 8, 63]. One can view preconditioned Langevin
diffusion as a mirror Langevin diffusion with a linear mirror map. In particular, if one defines
ϕ(x) = 1

2x
TA−1x, one defines the corresponding mirror Langevin diffusion as

dXt = −A∇V (Xt)dt+
√
2A1/2dBt. (PLD)

We note that this is also a Wasserstein gradient flow with respect to the modified metric W2,A−1 ,
which is W2 as defined in (4) with the norm replaced by ∥ · ∥A−1 . The discretization of this is
Preconditioned Langevin Monte Carlo (PLMC),

Xk+1 = Xk − hA∇V (Xt) +
√
2hA1/2ξk. (PLMC)

The diffusion (PLMC) has π as a stationary distribution because it is a special case of Theorem 1 of
Ma et al. [61].
Theorem 1 (Theorem 1 of Ma et al. [61]). IfA ⪰ 0 then, (PLMC) has π(−V ) as a stationary distribu-
tion.

2.4. Subspace Langevin Monte Carlo
In the previous section, we discussed PLMC, which generalizes LMC and is a special case of mirror
LMC. A disadvantage of PLMC is that at each iteration, we must multiply a d × d positive definite
matrixA by the gradient, whichmakes the per-iteration complexity andmemory significant in high
dimensions.

Tomake this methodmore efficient, in analogy to the subspace gradient flow and subspace gradient
descent in Euclidean space, we consider a subspace version in Wasserstein space. For a sequence of
low-rank matrices (P t)t∈[0,∞), we define the subspace Wasserstein gradient flow of the KL diver-
gence as

∂tµt = div
(
µtP t∇ ln

µt

π

)
. (9)

For certain choices of P t, we can view this as a low-rank approximation to the full gradient flow
(PLD). We do not study this object further here and leave its properties for future work.

For a sequence of low-rank matrices P k, the discrete-time process is

Xk+1 = Xk − hkP k∇V (Xk) +
√
2hkP

1/2
k ξk. (SLMC)

which we call the Subspace Langevin Monte Carlo algorithm (SLMC). A specific case of SLMC is
RCLMC [22], which happenswhenP k is the projection onto a random coordinate. Another specific
case of SLMC is Block-Coordinate LangevinMonte Carlo (BCLMC), whereP k is a projection onto a
block of coordinates. This method has not yet been studied and is a special case of our later analysis.

3. Theoretical Analysis of Subspace Langevin Monte Carlo
In this section, we conduct a discrete-time analysis of (SLMC) with the goal of developing a com-
parison between the complexity of LMC, PLMC, and SLMC. Our analysis of SLMC is inspired by
Ding et al. [22], with an added twist that we use relative notions of strong convexity and smoothness
that are a special case of those in [63]. We make the following assumption throughout.
Assumption 1. The potential V is m relatively strongly convex and M relatively smooth with respect to
∥ · ∥B ,

V (x) + ⟨∇V (x), y − x⟩+ m

2
∥y − x∥2B ≤ V (y) ≤ V (x) + ⟨∇V (x), y − x⟩+ M

2
∥y − x∥2B.
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When V is twice differentiable, this is equivalent to the conditionmB ⪯ ∇2V ⪯ MB. We note that
these are special cases of the conditions discussed in [64], where the reference function is ∥ · ∥2B .

We note that the primary goal of this paper is to have a clear picture of the complexity of the dis-
cussed methods. We choose to measure the complexity in terms of calls to a directional derivative
oracle. Therefore, for example, computing the gradient of a function f : Rd → R requires d calls to
this oracle while computing the derivative along r directions requires r calls to this oracle.

In Section 3.1, we recall the state-of-the-art bounds for LMC under the assumptions of strong log-
concavity and smoothness. Then, in Section 3.2, we specialize the result of [63] to give a complexity
bound for PLMC. In Section 3.3, we present our convergence result for SLMC, and we finish with a
discussion of all of these results in Section 3.4.

3.1. Convergence of LMC
We say that the potential V is α-strongly convex and β-smooth, which means Assumption 1 holds
with α = m, β = M , and B = I . State-of-the-art bounds for the mixing of LMC in this setting can
be found in Durmus et al. [65], where the complexity required to achieve ϵ error in 2-Wasserstein
distance is

NLMC = O

(
d2β

ϵ2α2
log

W2(µ0, π)

ϵ

)
. (10)

Here, β/α is the condition number, and the extra factor of d over the result in Durmus et al. [65]
comes from the fact that onemust compute d-directional derivatives at each iteration of themethod.

3.2. Convergence of PLMC
To prove convergence results for PLMC, we can follow the work of Ahn and Chewi [63], which
proves convergence of mirror LMC under the assumptions of relative strong convexity and smooth-
ness. Here, we now assume that Assumption 1 holds withB = A−1. The relative strong convexity
allows us to prove exponential convergence of (PLD), which is given in Lemma 1 in the Appendix.

We have the following theorem on the convergence of the PLMC algorithm. This is a special case of
Theorem 2 of [63]. We include a simplified proof of this theorem in Appendix A.2.
Theorem 2 (Ahn and Chewi [63]). Suppose that Assumption 1 holds with B = A−1. Then PLMC
achieves the convergence bound

W2,A−1(µNh, π) ≤ (1−mh)N/2W2,A−1(µ0, π) +O(

√
M

m
dh). (11)

It is possible to go fromW2,A−1 bounds toW2 bounds at the cost of a factor ∥A∥2. If one precomputes
the eigenvalue decomposition ofA to compute directional derivatives along the eigenspace at each
iteration, then we find the iteration complexity to achieve ϵ error to be

NPLMC = O

(
d2M∥A∥2

ϵ2m2
log

W2,A−1(µ0, π)∥A∥2
ϵ

)
. (12)

If we did not use the eigenvalue decomposition ofA, then there would be an additional factor of d.

3.3. Convergence of SLMC
We now present our main theoretical result on the convergence of SLMC. It relies on the following
assumptions. First, we assume that the projections P k are generated in the following way.
Assumption 2. At iteration k, we sample P k in the following manner. We assume that the preconditioner
A has eigenvalue decomposition WDW T that is divided into d/r blocks W i, for i = 1, . . . , d/r, with
corresponding r × r eigenvalue blocks Di. We then set P k = W iDiW

T
i and hk = h/ϕi with probability

ϕi. We thus see that hA = EhkP k.
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We note that this procedure is essentially preconditioned block coordinate descent after applying a
rotationW T . In the case ofW = D = I and r = 1, this is just the procedure in RCLMC [22].
Assumption 3. The function V has directional smoothness properties. Along any linear subspace spanned
by U ∈ O(d, r), V is smooth with parameter M(U) if for all y = x+UUT δ,

∥UUT (∇V (x)−∇V (y))∥A ≤ M(U)∥UUT (x− y)∥A−1 .

For the blocksW 1, . . . ,W d/r, we letMi = M(W i), and we note that when Assumption 1 holdsMi ≤ M .
Remark 1. A more general version of our theory holds when one also changes A at each iteration. For
simplicity, we study the case of fixed A here and leave the extended discussion of time-varying A to future
work.
Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 1-3, where we use B = A−1, and h ≤ minϕi/M , we have

W2,A−1(µN , π) ≲ exp(−hmN

4
)W2,A−1(µ0, π) +

√
rh

m

√∑
i

M2
i

ϕi
.

The proof of this theorem is given inAppendixA.3 and is similar to that of themain theorem ofDing
et al. [22] with a few twists. The proof follows aWasserstein coupling style argument developed by
Dalalyan and Karagulyan [66].

Again, we can go from W2,A−1 bounds to W2 bounds at the cost of a factor ∥A∥2. if we take h ≍
ϵ2

r
∑

i κ
2
i /ϕi

in Theorem 3, we see that the complexity of (SLMC) is

NSLMC = O

(
r2∥A∥2

∑d/r
i=1 κ

2
i /ϕi

ϵ2m
log

W2(µ0, π)∥A∥2
ϵ

)
(13)

Note that there is no extra factor of d since we assume that the eigenvalue decomposition of A is
precomputed. We discuss and further compare all of these results in the next section. In this case,
the method reduces to block-coordinate descent in the eigenspace of A.

3.4. Discussion
Here, we present a theoretical comparison of the variousmethods. At a high level, due to the precon-
ditioning, PLMC and SLMC depend on a relaxation of the strong convexity condition to a relatively
strong monotonicity, which allows more adaptation than existing results for LMC and RCLMC.

We now illustrate some simple cases when Assumptions 1 is satisfied. Consider a first example of
Di = hI , ϕi = r/d. In this case, Dk = rh/dI , h = rh/d, and hi = h. We have that the Assumption
1 holds when V ism-strongly convex andM -smooth. Now suppose V (x) = 1

2x
TΣ−1x – the case of

a centered Gaussian distribution. Suppose that we take W k and Dk such that A = Σ. Then, since
V is twice, differentiable, we see that Assumption 1 trivially holds withm = M = 1, and the bound
(13) no longer depends on the conditioning of Σ−1!

Whilewe can think of ourmethod as forming a subspace approximation to PreconditionedLangevin
[11, 62], our analysis is more comparable to existing bounds for LMC. This allows us to directly see
how preconditioning can adapt to the problem at hand.

In order to compare complexities of these four methodologies, we also must define the result for
RCLMC [22]. Let βi denote the smoothness in the ith coordinate direction, as in [22], and suppose
that V is α-strongly convex. Denote κ̃i = βi/α as the condition number along the ith direction with
respect to the strong convexity parameter α, and κ̃ = β/α. The complexity of RCLMC, in this case,
is

NRCLMC = O

(∑d
i=1 κ̃

2
i /ϕi

ϵ2α
log

W2(µ0, π)

ϵ

)
For SLMC, let κrel,i = Mi/m as the condition number with respect to the ith block of A, and for
PLMC, let κrel = M/m be the relative condition number.
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The simplest comparison between SLMC and LMC occurs when there is no adaptation, whereA =
I and we use uniform random sampling, ϕi = r/d. In this case, relative strong convexity and
smoothness reduce to normal strong convexity and smoothness, and so m = α and M = β. If we
then further use the worst case bound to set κrel,i = κ, then we see that SLMC is worse than LMC
by a factor of κ. However, even in this worst-case situation, we note that SLMC still has the benefit
of lower memory usage than LMC. On the other hand, if we keep our relative constants, which we
expect to potentially be better than those of LMC in general, and follow the strategy in [22] and
take ϕi = κrel,i/

∑
j κrel,j , then we find that SLMC outperforms LMC once r2

(
∑d/r

i=1 κrel,i)
2

m ≤ d2κ
α .

When the function is highly skewed andA is well-adapted to it (κrel,i ≪ κ andm ≫ α), we see that
there are definitive gains in performance for (SLMC) on top of the lower memory usage.

We finish this section by summarizing the complexity results in Table 1.

LMC PLMC RCLMC SLMC
Relative or standard conditioning standard relative standard relative

Non-random Õ(d
2κ̃

ϵ2α ) Õ(d
2κrel

ϵ2m ) - -

ϕi = r/d - - Õ(
d
∑d

i=1 κ2
i

ϵ2α ) Õ(
dr

∑d/r
i=1 κ2

rel,i

ϵ2m )

ϕi = Mi/
∑

i Mi - - Õ(
d(

∑d
i=1 κ̃i)

2

ϵ2α ) Õ(
dr(

∑d/r
i=1 κrel,i)

2

ϵ2m )

Table 1: Table comparing complexity bounds for LMC, PLMC, RCLMC, and SLMC measured in
terms of total number of directional derivative computations. Our analysis of SLMC is strictly more
general than that of RCLMC and allows for a method that can be much more efficient than vanilla
LMC. The Õ removes constants and dependence log factors, such as logW2(µ0, π)/ϵ.

4. Experiments
The experiments in this section aremeant to demonstrate the range of potential SLMCmethods that
can be used for sampling on a specific example of sampling from an ill-conditioned Gaussian dis-
tribution. The experiment is inspired by Ding and Li [23]. In these experiments, we will compare
different variants of SLMC with LMC, PLMC, and RCLMC that demonstrate its convergence. We
set up SLMC to be a block coordinate method, where for a given basis W , the blocks are defined
by a sequence of columns W i = (wr(i−1)+1, . . . wr(i+1)). We try to sample from a Gaussian distri-
bution in dimension d = 20. We let the target distribution have potential V (x) = 1

2x
TΣ−1x, where

Σ−1 is formed as follows. For a random 5 × 5 Gaussian matrix G and a 10 × 10 random orthog-
onal matrix U . The the lower right 10 × 10 bloeck of Σ−1 is I and the upper left 10 × 10 block is

U

(
(G+ 10I5)(G+ 10I5)

T 0
0 I5

)
UT . In the following, we define a test function ϕ(x) = |1Tx|, and

compute the error as Err =
∣∣ 1
N

∑
i ϕ(Xi)− Eπϕ

∣∣. The initial to be N(1, I) and for each method we
run N = 20000 particles.

In Figure 1 we give two experiments comparing the use of no preconditioning and preconditioning
in the application of SLMC. As we can see, in the case of no preconditioning, and W = D = I
SLMC is still able to match the performance of LMC when the block size is adapted to the block
structure of the covariance Σ since it is a 10× 10 block in the upper left. In the second experiment,
we see that preconditioning can enable fast initial convergence, especially when the block size is
also adapted to the covariance structure.

In Figure 2, we run an experiment to demonstrate how the choice of basis can assist SLMC in con-
verging faster. These correspond to caseswhere the relative constants end up being better for SLMC,
and so it converges faster than LMC and RCLMC. Depending on the choice of basisW , we see that
the best for SLMC is when the selected blocks adapt to a block structure inW TΣ−1W . That is why
the rotated version of SLMC performs better in the right plot of Figure 2 since the rotation undoes
the rotation by U to create a matrix with a 5× 5 upper left block.

8



Figure 1: Experiments demonstrating the convergence of SLMC and PLMC compared to LMC and
RCLMC for a diagonal preconditioner. The step size in both experiments is h = 0.01. Left: No
preconditioning. As we can see, setting the dimension equal to the size of the upper left block
allows SLMC to converge as fast as LMC. Right: SLMC and PLMC have a diagonal preconditioner
that is I on the upper left 10 × 10 block and 10I on the lower 10 × 10 block. As we can see, using
a nonuniform step size allows for faster initial convergence since it is adapted to the covariance
structure. This step size incurs a larger final bias.

Figure 2: Figure experiments where SLMC uses a different basis. Left: SLMC blocks are taken from
the eigenvalue decomposition of the covariance. The step size for SLMC is considered to be larger
at h = 0.5, while for LMC and RCLMC, it is 0.01. We see that the adaptation allows SLMC to rapidly
converge at the onset while having a larger bias due to a larger effective step size. Right: SLMC now
uses blocks from the rotation such that the top left block is 5 × 5. As we can see, now the SLMC
method with r = 5 can adapt to the blocks and converges faster than r = 10, as we saw in Figure 1.

5. Conclusion

Wehave presented Subspace LangevinMonteCarlo, a version of LangevinMonteCarlo that updates
along low-dimensional subspaces. This method generalizes Random Coordinate Langevin Monte
Carlo as well as its block coordinate analog, as well as preconditioned Langevin [62]. Our theo-
retical results show that through proper adaptation of the selected subspaces and preconditioner,
the SLMC method can significantly outperform LMC in terms of overall complexity at a reduced
memory cost. Our experiments demonstrate this distinction in practice.

We believe that our work opens many interesting future avenues for research. First, there are many
interesting theoretical extensions of SLMC that one can consider. For example, it would be inter-
esting to extend the theory to more general settings, such as convergence under log-Sobolev and
Poincaré inequalities. It would also be interesting to develop subspace versions of other variances
of LMC, such asUnderdamped LangevinMonte Carlo. Finally, one can feasibly create precondition-
ers that adapt to the problem at hand as the method iterates and also study time-varying precondi-
tioners. Another interesting avenue of future research involves the prospect of SLMC as subspace
descent in Wasserstein space. It would be interesting to consider subspace descent methods over
Wasserstein space for more general functions, where we can view this method as an alternative to
sliced Wasserstein gradient flows [55]. Finally, it would be interesting to incorporate these ideas
into the training of score-based diffusion models to further the ideas in put forth in [25] with more
principled ways of choosing subspaces. This would open up broader applications for the methods
and theory developed in this paper.
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A. Supplementary Proofs

A.1. Contraction Lemma for (PLD)
Lemma 1. Let Zt and Z ′

t be two copies of the diffusion (PLD)with the same Brownian motion. Assume that
V and A satisfy Assumption 1. Then, we have the following contraction.

∥Zt − Z ′
t∥2A−1 ≤ exp(−mt)E∥Z0 − Z ′

0∥2A−1 .

Remark 2. Note that if we optimally coupleZ0 andZ ′
0, this becomes an exponential contraction in theW2,A−1

distance. Since the Wasserstein distance is an expectation, we could get away with a weaker condition than
that in Assumption 1 since we only require a notion of relatively strong monotonicity in expectation along the
flows Law(Zt) and Law(Z ′

t). An interesting line of future work could study this assumption in more detail.

Proof. Applying Itô’s lemma to f(z, z′) = ∥z − z′∥2
A−1

f(Zt, Z
′
t)− f(Z0, Z

′
0) = 2

∫ t

0

⟨Zs − Z ′
s,∇V (Zs)−∇V (Z ′

s)⟩ds

≤ 2

∫ t

0

mf(Zs, Z
′
s)ds.
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Thus we can apply Grönwall’s lemma to f(Zs, Z
′
s) to find

f(Zt, Z
′
t) ≤ exp(−2

∫ t

0

mds)f(Z0, Z
′
0).

A.2. Proof of Theorem 2
Proof. In the case of a fixedA, this theorem is just a particular case of Theorem 2 in [63]. We replicate
the proof here with our simplified setting, which avoids needing to work with abstract Bregman
divergences.

The proof technique works by separating the Langevin update into a gradient update followed by
the addition of a Gaussian, which corresponds to a step with respect to the potential energy EµV
followed by a step with respect to the entropy Eµ lnµ. It then proceeds in three steps: bounding
the decrease in the potential energy, showing that the entropy step does not increase the potential
energy too much, and then showing that the entropy step decreases the entropy.

We first preconditioned gradient descent,

xk+1 = xk − hA∇V (xk).

Assuming that V is β smooth relative to ∥ · ∥2
A−1 ,

V (xk+1) ≤ V (xk) + ⟨∇V (xk), xk+1 − xk⟩+
M

2
∥xk+1 − xk∥2A−1

= V (xk) +
(Mh2

2
− h
)
∥∇V (xk)∥2A.

This gives us a relative descent lemma. For example, if one sets h ≤ 1/M , we get a descent lemma

∥∇V (xk)∥2A ≤ 2hM(V (xk) ≤ V (xk+1)).

Similar to [56, 58], when h ≤ 1/M , we can prove an evolution variational inequality (EVI)

∥xk+1 − y∥2A−1 = ∥xk − y∥2A−1 − 2h⟨∇V (xk), xk − y⟩+ h2∥∇V (xk)∥2A−1

≤ (1−mh)∥xk − y∥2A−1 − 2h(V (xk)− V (y)) + 2h(V (xk)− V (xk+1))

≤ (1−mh)∥xk − y∥2A−1 − 2h(V (xk+1)− V (y)).

Applying this EVI to X+
kh, Xkh and Z, and taking an expectation, we get contraction of the energy

with respect to the W2,A−1 distance

E(µ+
kh)− E(π) ≤ 1

2h

[
(1−mh)W 2

2,A−1(µkh, π)−W 2
2,A−1(µ

+
kh, π)

]
. (14)

We further have that the energy does not increase too much over the entropy step following the
same computation in [65], which uses the M -relative smoothness,

E(µ(k+1)h)− E(µ+
kh) = Mdh. (15)

Finally, we have that the entropy H is relatively convex [63]. In particular, for X ∼ µ and Y ∼ ν
optimally coupled in terms of W2,A−1 , we have

H(ν) ≥ H(µ) + ⟨∇W2
H(µ)(X), Y −X⟩.

If we let X be the output of a full step and Y ∼ π, this implies that

H(π) ≥ H(µ(k+1)h) + ⟨∇W2
H(µ(k+1)h)(X), Y −X⟩.

Let Qt denote the semigroup
Qtf(x) = Ef(x+

√
2A1/2Bt),
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so that µ(k+1)h = µ+
khQh. We claim that H(µ+

khQt) is the gradient flow of H with respect to the
W2,A−1 geometry, and is therefore nonincreasing. Indeed, the W2,A−1 gradient ofH is

∇W2,A−1H(µ) = A∇W2
ln(µ)

And so the W2,A−1 gradient flow of H is

∂tµt = div(µtA∇ ln(µt).

This is precisely the same as what is found for the Fokker-Planck equation corresponding to the
diffusion

√
2A1/2dBt. Therefore, for X+

kh+t and Z optimally coupled for the W2,A−1 distance, and
since H is decreasing along µ+

khQt,

∂tW
2
2,A−1(µ

+
khQt, π) ≤ 2⟨∇W2

H(µ(k+1)h)(X
+
kh+t), Z −X+

kh+t⟩ ≤ H(π)−H(µ(k+1)h).

Integrating from 0 to h yields

W 2
2,A−1(µ(k+1)h, π)−W 2

2,A−1(µ
+
kh, π) ≤ h[H(π)−H(µ(k+1)h)] (16)

Putting together (14), (15), and (16),

W 2
2,A−1(µ(k+1)h, π) ≤ (1−mh)W 2

2,A−1(µkh, π) + 2Mdh2.

Iterating the inequality,

W 2
2,A−1(µNh, π) ≤ (1−mh)NW 2

2,A−1(µ0, π) +
2Mdh

m
.

A.3. Proof of Theorem 3
We note that assumption 1 implies that

∥∇V (x)−∇V (y)∥2A ≤ m∥y − x∥2A−1 .

We begin with a lemma.
Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds with B = A−1 and Assumption 3 holds. If W i is a block of
eigenvectors from A with corresponding relative smoothness parameter M i, then

Eπ∥W iW
T
i ∇V (Z)∥2A ≤ Mir

Proof. Suppose thatwe are running (PLD)with the preconditionerW iW
T
i AW iW

T
i = W iDiW

T
i .

Let L be the generator of this process, which takes the form

Lf = Tr(W iW
T
i AW iW

T
i ∇2V )− ⟨W iW

T
i AW iW

T
i ∇V,∇f⟩.

Since π ∝ exp(−V ) is stationary, we have

0 = EπLV = ETr(W iW
T
i AW iW

T
i ∇2V )− ⟨W iW

T
i AW iW

T
i ∇V,∇V ⟩.

We have

Tr(W iW
T
i AW iW

T
i ∇2V ) = Tr((W iW

T
i AW iW

T
i )

1/2∇2V (W iW
T
i AW iW

T
i )

1/2)

≤ Mi Tr((W iW
T
i AW iW

T
i )

1/2A−1(W iW
T
i AW iW

T
i )

1/2)

= Mir

We begin now restate our main theorem.
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Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 1-3, and h ≤ min (minϕi/M, )

W2,A−1(µN , π) ≲ exp(−hmN

4
)W2,A−1(µ0, π) +

√
rh

m

√∑
i

M2
i

ϕi
.

Proof. Let P k = W ikDikW
T
ik

be the projection chosen at the kth iteration, where W ik ∈ O(d, r)
andDik is diagonal.

We define the auxiliary process

Zk+1 = Zk(h) = Zk(0)−
∫ hi

0

P k∇V (Zk(s))ds+
√
2hP

1/2
k ξk. (17)

Here, ξk is the same noise as (SLMC). Let ∆k = Zk −Xk. We have

∆k+1 = ∆k − P k

[ ∫ hi

0

∇V (Zk(s))ds−∇V (Xk)
]
.

After multiplying by UT
k , we see that really we are looking at a difference in block-coordinate up-

dates between Zk and Xk in the new basis:

UT
k∆k+1 = UT

k∆k −DiU
T
k

[ ∫ hi

0

∇V (Zk(s))ds−∇V (Xk)
]
.

By assumption,W is the full basis fromwhichwe selectW ik , which is divided into d/r blocks, each
of which we select with probability ϕi. These blocks are denoted by W i. We have

E∥W iW
T
i ∆k+1∥2A−1 = ϕiE[∥W iW

T
i ∆k+1∥2A−1 |ik = i] + (1− ϕi)E∥W iW

T
i ∆k∥2A−1 .

Going term by term, given ik = i is chosen,

E[∥W iW
T
i ∆k+1∥2] =(1 + a)E∥W iW

T
i ∆k+1 +W iDiW

T
i

∫ hi

0

∇V (Zk(s)−∇V (Zk)ds∥2A−1+

(18)(
1 +

1

a

)
E∥W iDiW

T
i

∫ hi

0

∇V (Zk(s)−∇V (Zk)ds∥2A−1 .

The first term of this is then bounded by

E∥W iW
T
i ∆k+1+W iDiW

T
i

∫ hi

0

∇V (Zk(s)−∇V (Zk)ds∥2 ≤ E∥W iW
T
i ∆k∥2A−1

− 2hiE⟨W T
i ∆k,DiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))⟩A−1

+ h2
iE∥W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))∥2A−1 .

Again, given that ik = i, following the argument in the proof of Lemma 12 of [22], and using Lemma
2, while being careful with our notion of relative smoothness, the second term of (18) is bounded

16



by

E∥W iDiW
T
i

∫ hi

0

∇V (Zk(s))−∇V (Zk) ds∥2A−1

≤ hi

∫ hi

0

E∥W iDiW
T
i (∇V (Zk(s))−∇V (Zk))∥2A−1 ds

= hi

∫ hi

0

E∥W iW
T
i (∇V (Zk(s))−∇V (Zk))∥2A ds

≤ hiM
2
i

∫ hi

0

E∥Zk(s)− Zk∥2A−1 ds

= hiM
2
i

∫ hi

0

E∥
∫ s

0

P k∇V (Zk(τ)) dτ +
√
2P

1/2
k ξk∥2A−1 ds

≤ 2hiM
2
i

∫ hi

0

E∥
∫ s

0

P k∇V (Zk(τ)) dτ∥2A−1 ds+ 2hiM
2
i

∫ hi

0

E∥
√
2hiP

1/2
k ξk∥2A−1 ds

≤ 2h2
iM

2
i

∫ hi

0

∫ s

0

E∥P k∇V (Zk(τ))∥2A−1 dτ ds+ 4rh3
iM

2
i

≤ h4
iM

2
i Eπ∥W iW

T
i ∇V (Z)∥2A + 4rh3

iM
2
i

≤ h4
iM

3
i r + 4rh3

iM
2
i .

Here, we use the fact that P 1/2
k A−1P

1/2
k = W iW

T
i and Eπ∥W iW

T
i ∇V (Z)∥2A ≤ Mir by Lemma 2.

Using hi = h/ϕi, we can put these together to yield

E∥W iW
T
i ∆k+1∥2A−1 ≤ (1 + aϕi)E∥W iW

T
i ∆k∥2A−1

− 2(1 + a)hE⟨W iW
T
i ∆k,W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))⟩A−1

+ (1 + a)
h2

ϕi
E∥W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))∥2A−1

+
(
1 +

1

a

)
ϕi[

rh4M3
i r

ϕ4
i

+
4rh3M2

i

ϕ3
i

]

Letting a = hm/ϕi, 1 + 1/a ≲ ϕi/hm, h ≤ minϕi/M ,

E∥W iW
T
i ∆k+1∥2A−1 ≤ (1 + hm)E∥W iW

T
i ∆k∥2A−1

− 2(1 + hm/ϕi)hE⟨W iW
T
i ∆k,W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))⟩A−1

+ (1 + hm/ϕi)
h2

ϕi
E∥W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))∥2A−1

+
1

m
[
rh3M3

i

ϕ2
i

+
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
]

≤ (1 + hm)E∥W iW
T
i ∆k∥2A−1

− 2E⟨W iW
T
i ∆k,W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))⟩A−1

+
2

ϕi
E∥W iDiW

T
i (∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))∥2A−1

+
1

m
[
rh3M3

i

ϕ2
i

+
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
]
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Summing, using A =
∑

i W iDiW
T
i ,

E∥∆k+1∥2A−1 ≤ (1 + hm)E∥∆k∥2A−1

− 2hE⟨∆k,∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk)⟩

+
2h2

minϕi
E∥(∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk))∥2A

+
1

m

∑
i

[
rh3M3

i

ϕ2
i

+
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
]

The smoothness in Assumption 1 implies that
∥∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk)∥2A ≤ M2∥∇V (Zk)−∇V (Xk)∥2A−1 .

Therefore, using the previous display and using strong relative monotonicity implied by Assump-
tion 1,

E∥∆k+1∥2A−1 ≤ (1 + hm− 2hm+
2

minϕi
h2M2)E∥∆k∥2A−1

+
1

m

∑
i

[
rh3M3

i

ϕ2
i

+
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
]

Since h ≲ minϕi

M ,

E∥∆k+1∥2A−1 ≤ (1− hm

2
)E∥∆k∥2A−1 +

1

m

∑
i

[
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
].

Unrolling,

E∥∆k+1∥2A−1 ≲ (1− hm

2
)kE∥∆0∥2A−1 +

1

m

∑
j

(1− hm

2
)k−j

∑
i

[
4rh2M2

ji

ϕji
]

≤ (1− hm

2
)kE∥∆0∥2A−1 +

1

m2h

∑
i

[
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
]

= (1− hm

2
)kE∥∆0∥2A−1 +

1

m2

∑
i

[
4rhM2

i

ϕi
].

where
∑

i[
4rh2M2

i

ϕi
] is an upper bound on

∑
i[

4rh2M2
i

ϕi
]. Optimally coupling ∆0 and taking a square

root yields

W2,A−1(µN , π) ≲ exp(−hmN

4
)W2,A−1(µ0, π) +

√
rh

m

√∑
i

M2
i

ϕi
.

B. Continuous Time Subspace Descent
We can prove a similar result to the discrete-time convergence of subspace descent to its continuous-
time counterpart (1).
Proposition 1. Suppose that f satisfies a PL inequality with parameter α. Then, the continuous time flow
(1) satisfies

f(xt)− f(x⋆) ≤ exp

(
−
∫ t

0

mtαdt

)
(f(x0)− f(x⋆)),

where
mt =

⟨∇f(xt),P t∇f(xt)⟩
∥∇f(xt)∥2

≥ 0.

Furthermore, if EP t = cI , then
Ef(xt)− f(x⋆) ≤ exp (−tαc) (f(x0)− f(x⋆)),

18



Proof.

∂t(f(xt)− f(x⋆)) = ⟨∇f(xt),P t∇f(xt)⟩
≤ −mt∥∇f(xt)∥2

≤ −mtα(f(xt)− f(x⋆)).

Therefore by Grönwall’s inequality,

f(xt)− f(x⋆) ≤ exp

(
−
∫ t

0

mtαdt

)
(f(x0)− f(x⋆)).

If we instead take an expectation,

∂t(Ef(xt)− f(x⋆)) = E⟨∇f(xt),P t∇f(xt)⟩
≤ −cE∥∇f(xt)∥2

≤ −cα(Ef(xt)− f(x⋆)).

Notice that in expectation there is no loss in convergence rate when compared with the standard
result for gradient flow under a PL inequality, provided that c = 1. Furthermore, if P t is adapted
to the flow xt in the sense that mt is close to 1, then we see that there rate of convergence for the
subspace flow is close to that of the deterministic full-dimensional gradient flow.
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