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Abstract

Contraction in Wasserstein 1-distance with explicit rates is established
for generalized Hamiltonian Monte Carlo with stochastic gradients under
possibly nonconvex conditions. The algorithms considered include split-
ting schemes of kinetic Langevin diffusion. As consequence, quantita-
tive Gaussian concentration bounds are provided for empirical averages.
Convergence in Wasserstein 2-distance and total variation are also given,
together with numerical bias estimates.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study a class of algorithms that spans on one end from Hamil-
tonian Monte Carlo (HMC) [3] to splitting schemes of kinetic Langevin dynam-
ics [31] on the other end, as previously considered in [8, 25, 40] by the second
author and collaborators. This family of Markov chains and variants include
widely used methods in Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods and are
the topic of an extensive literature due to their interest in machine learning and
molecular dynamics.

More specifically, let n € [0,1), h > 0, K € N\ {0}, © be a measurable
space and let b: R? x © — R? be measurable. Given an initial position-velocity
state (z,v) € R??, a single iteration of the algorithm considered is given by the
steps:

1. Draw a (partial) velocity refreshment G ~ N(0,I;) (the standard d-
dimensional Gaussian distribution).

2. Update velocity with the refreshment by v < nv + /1 — n2G.

3. Choose 0,0" € ©, then run a stochastic Hamiltonian step by the velocity
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Verlet integrator

v v—(h/2)b(z,0), (1.1a)
T x + hv, (1.1b)
v+ v —(h/2)b(x,0). (1.1c)

4. Repeat step 3. K — 1 more times.

Iterating such transitions produces a trajectory (Z,v,)nen, whose empirical
distribution is then used to approximate a suitable target distribution, as usual
in MCMC methods. The resulting algorithm is called the stochastic gradient
(unadjusted) generalized Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (SGgHMC) chain with pa-
rameters (K, h,n). We call h the stepsize, n the damping parameter and T :=
K h the integration time. In the Hamiltonian step above, the way 6, 6§’ are chosen
is not specified. We keep in mind the simple case where they are independent
random variables drawn according to some probability distribution over O, but
in practice this may not be exactly the case. Unless explicitly mentioned, we
do not assume the way 6,60’ are chosen (they can be considered as determinis-
tic, i.e. we mostly work conditionally to their values), however we assume that
the Gaussian variables used in the velocity refreshment steps are independent
from these variables. In any case, as indicated by the term stochastic gradient,
this setting is motivated by cases where b(z,0),b(x,0") are random estimators
of —Vlog u(x) for the density p of a target probability measure. In addition,
unadjusted refers to the fact there is no Metropolis-Hastings accept/reject pro-
cedure (see e.g. [5]) in the algorithm to enforce the exact invariance for a suitable
target distribution. When n = 0 (i.e. the velocity is fully refreshed after each
Hamiltonian trajectory), SGgHMC aligns with classical HMC, so that gener-
alized HMC refers to the fact n can take any value in [0,1). In particular, a
case of interest is K = 1 with n = e 7" for fixed 4 > 0, which corresponds
to a splitting scheme for the kinetic Langevin diffusion process (as studied in
[31, 32, 38]). This case is motivated by the wide spread use of the algorithm in
molecular dynamics applications, where dynamical properties are of direct in-
terest as well as statistical averages. For concreteness and simplicity, SGgHMC
has been defined above with the velocity Verlet integrator, but we will prove
similar results for a randomized midpoint version [4] as well.

Our main contribution (Theorem 2.1) is a quantitative Wasserstein contrac-
tion for the law of SGgHMC under Assumption 1 on b, which allow for nonconvex
target densities. The proof is based on a coupling construction that turns out
to interpolate precisely between those of [3] and [21] for HMC and continuous
time Langevin dynamics respectively. From this, we provide non-asymptotic
Gaussian concentration [30] for empirical averages of the output from SGgHMC
(Corollary 2.3) and explicit bounds for the numerical bias (with respect to target
measure) induced by the numerical integration (Corollary 6.6) and the stochas-
tic gradient approximation (Proposition 6.7). Together, these results yield non-
asymptotic confidence intervals for the estimator of the expectation of Lipschitz
functions using SGgHMC. We also state a Wasserstein-to-entropy regularization



(Theorem 2.2). When combined with the Wasserstein contraction, this provides
a convergence rate in terms of relative entropy and, as we discuss below, is a
crucial point in the perspective of the analysis of the adjusted version of the
SGgHMC algorithm.

Let us discuss these contributions in view of two series of work, namely [8,
25, 40] on the one hand, which are concerned with the same family of generalized
HMC chains, and [3, 21, 12] on the other hand which, similar to the present
work, use reflection coupling arguments for kinetic processes.

e Our study considering the whole family of gHMC algorithms, from HMC
to Langevin, stems from [25], where the setting is convex (namely the
target distribution is log-concave, which would correspond here to R =0
in Assumption 1). In that work, the observation is made among others
that, in the Gaussian case for instance, the optimal choice of parameters
is neither = 0 nor K = 1 but rather n = e~ 77 for a fixed ¥ and a
fixed T = Kh (with small h). This corresponds to gHMC with inertia,
which is “in the middle” of the gHMC family. The technique of [25] is
based on synchronous coupling and only works in the convex case with a
sufficiently high friction parameter ¥ (see also e.g. [13, 33, 36, 38] for the
convex case with synchronous coupling). The nonconvex case is considered
in [8, 40] (without stochastic gradient approximation) using functional in-
equality entropy methods (see also [36] for similar methods for stochastic
Euler schemes of the kinetic Langevin diffusion). The pros and cons of
such methods by comparison with direct coupling methods are discussed
in [40] and in the following. The interest of entropy methods is that in
certain cases, they provide sharper convergence rates in relative entropy
than direct coupling ones. However, they rely on some explicit compu-
tations related to the target density and can thus be limited. Moreover,
they are shown for deterministic gradients only, that is, when there ex-
ists U with b(-,0) = VU for all §. On the other hand, coupling methods
are more flexible. They apply without difficulty to numerical or stochas-
tic approximations or in non-equilibrium cases (i.e. when b(-,0) is not
the estimator of a gradient, as e.g. in [28, 41], though we do assume
that Vb(-, #) is symmetric in order to improve our assumptions on 7T, see
the beginning of Section 4). In addition, as stated in Corollary 2.3, our
approach yields non-asymptotic concentration inequalities for empirical
averages over trajectories with deterministic starting points, which is less
clear with the functional inequality approach. Furthermore, as we discuss
below, the present coupling approach can then be used in the analysis of
the adjusted version of the algorithm, which is again less clear with the
functional inequality approach.

e The seminal work [21], which deals with continuous-time kinetic Langevin
dynamics (namely the limit of SGgHMC as h vanishes in the case K =
1, n = e~ 7" for fixed 4 > 0) has inspired many variations. Among them
are [3, 6] for the classical HMC (n = 0) and [12] for a stochastic Euler
scheme of the kinetic Langevin diffusion. The latter together with [8, 36]



appear to be the only work in the literature beside ours to show quantita-
tive convergence for discretizations of ergodic stochastic differential equa-
tions (SDEs) with degenerate noise and without logconcavity assumptions.
The works [8, 36] are, as mentioned, based on functional analytical tech-
niques and although the work [12] deals with an implementable scheme, it
essentially discretizes only the gradient term. Consequently, the coupling
construction in [12] is characteristically continuous in time and similar
in nature to that presented in [21]. Our work furnishes a coupling in-
between [21] and [3], which by contrast to [12], is essentially discrete in
time. The present noise degeneracy is such that previous discrete-time
coupling constructions cannot work in general; the couplings in for ex-
ample [3, 23, 37, 17, 1] all deal with noise in a way that is reminiscent
of nondegenerate noise terms in SDEs. Besides, our approach yields con-
centration inequalities (Corollary 2.3) that do not follow as corollary to
the work of [12], since a complexity bound for Wasserstein error is given
in that work rather than contraction as in (2.6) (though our coupling
method can be expected to work for stochastic Euler schemes). In addi-
tion, in the case K = 1 with n = e~ 7" for fixed 4 > 0, SGgHMC is a
splitting scheme for the kinetic Langevin diffusion. In the non-stochastic
case where b(-,0) = VU for all § and under sufficient regularity conditions
on U, it can be shown to have a numerical bias of order k2. This is to be
compared to the order h for stochastic Euler schemes as in [12].

Finally, we compare here our Wasserstein 1-distance contraction rate in
the case n = 0 with those in previous work [23, 37, 3, 6] for the nonconvex
case. In [23, 37], convergence rates are given for the unadjusted Langevin
algorithm (ULA) (n =0, K = 1, © = {0}), which scale like e=“%" for a
nonconvezity radius R and some constants ¢ > 0. The parameter R will
also appear in our context below in Remark 2.1 and our contraction rate
scales similarly as e=“®* for a constant ¢ > 0. On the other hand, the
authors of [3, 6] focus on HMC where K > 1. Their results include ULA,
but their contraction rates scale like e~ ®/7 for some constants ¢ > 0.
The inclusion of 7! in the rate means that it becomes exponentially poor
for small stepsize in the case of ULA, which is necessary to obtain the
correct bias estimates to the true target distribution. Thus their results
are best suited for HMC, where good bias estimates may be obtained
by taking h small enough, but T relatively large. However, the latter
constants ¢’ are markedly better than c even after taking into account the
restrictions on 7. Our result for 7 = 0 both removes the 1/T dependence in
the exponent within the contraction rate and allows ¢’ to be similar to ¢”,
see Remark 5.1. These are consequences of having a simple contraction
proof in which we directly estimate perturbations in the usual concave
function values. The ideas are encapsulated by (3.32) and Lemma 3.3.
In addition, inspired by [32], we remove in the upper bound on T the
dependence on the convexity constant at infinity that is present in all
these previous works.



From a methodological standpoint, there is a vast literature on strategies
for sampling from distributions with nonlogconcave densities. Two examples
of prominent approaches are parallel tempering and adaptive biasing methods,
see [27, 43] for reviews. The methods presented in these reviews are expected
to perform significantly better than those studied presently, but many of the
approaches make direct use of, or are otherwise linked to, SGgHMC or its con-
tinuous time counterparts. For example in [24], the local exploration kernel in
parallel tempering is naturally chosen to be that of ULA, which as mentioned
above is SGgHMC with n = 0, K = 1 and © = {6}. Correspondingly, quanti-
tative convergence results of those methods comparable to those presented here
in Section 2 are far from commonly available. In addition, methodologies that
make direct use of reflection couplings are of relevance. For example in the
context of [26], the coupling provided in Section 3.1 below reveals a deliberate
way to simulate pairs of chains based on underdamped Langevin diffusions for
unbiased estimation. This use of underdamped Langevin dynamics has in fact
already been the topic of investigation in [44].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 states the main results
of the paper. Sections 3, 4 and 5 are devoted to proving the main Wasserstein
contraction Theorem 2.1. More specifically, in Section 3, the reflection coupling
to be used within a bounded region of state space is introduced, then it is used to
prove contraction of a suitable concave function. In Section 4, the behaviour of
a certain modified Euclidean norm is studied under synchronous and reflection
couplings. The results from these two sections are gathered in Section 5 to
prove contraction in a suitable semimetric after one iteration of SGgHMC. In
Section 6, Theorem 2.1 is proven using the results in the previous sections, then
the consequences in terms of empirical averages are presented.

Notation. Forz € R?and R > 0, |z stands for the Euclidean norm and By =
{y € R4, |Jy| < R}. The transpose of a matrix A is denoted by A, and vectors
of R? are seen as column matrices. The identity matrix is denoted I or I in
cases where the dimension is obvious from the context. The functions ¢g 1, ®
denote the probability density and cumulative distribution function respectively
for the standard normal distribution. The notation ¢(0, 1) denotes the uniform
distribution on (0, 1) and N(0, I;) denotes the standard normal on R? as above.
For a function f : R — R and metric d on R2?, the notation

1 i) = sup f(z) = f()l/d((@,v), (y,w))

((z,v),(y,w)) ER24 x R2d

is used for the Lipschitz norm of f w.r.t. d; similarly for a metric on R%. Let ||-||»
denote the Frobenius norm, || - |[Tv denote the total variation norm and for
measures v, i on R??, let Ent(v|p) = [goq log(dv/dp)dy if v < p and Ent(v|p) =
oo otherwise denote the relative entropy of v with respect to p.



2 Main results

The results stated in this section apply for both the velocity Verlet integra-
tor (1.1) and a randomized midpoint version as studied in [4]. The latter will
also be defined at the beginning of Section 3.

Main assumption and twisted metric. To state our main result, let m, L, R >
0 and consider the following assumption.

Assumption 1. For every § € O, b(-,0) € CY(R% R?) and for every x €
R?, Vb(z, 0) is symmetric. Moreover, it holds that

u' Vpb(x, 0)u > mul? Vu € RY,z € R\ Bg,0 € © (2.1)

and
[V b(z, 0)u| < Llul Vu,z € R0 € ©. (2.2)

As noted in [40, 8], we may assume L = 1 with no loss of generality by
a rescaling. However, we keep track of L throughout for ease of comparison
with previous works, unless explicitly stated. For example, the restriction on
the value of the friction imposed in Section 4 aligns with that stated in [39,
Proposition 4], which is in terms of L.

Remark 2.1. For any x,y € R? denoting z; = = + t(y — z) for all t € [0, 1]
and tp = {t € [0,1] : « + t(y — ) € Br}, Assumption 1 implies that if x and y
satisfy |z —y| > R’ := 4R(1+ L), then it holds for any u € R? that

1
uT/ Vzb(xt,G)dtu—uT(/ be(xt,ﬁ)dt+/ Vzb(a:t,t?)dt>u
0 tr [0,1]\tR

2R 2R
> —ﬁL|u|2 + (1 - —>m|u|2
- %W. (2.3)

Assumption 1 is thus slightly stronger than [3, (A3)], [37, (1.5)], [6, Assump-
tion 2.3] and [23, (C2)] in the nonconvexity aspect. Note that R’ is the ap-
propriate value to compare with the nonconvexity radii that appear in these
articles, rather than R. In the case where there exists U such that b(-,0) = VU
for all , Assumption 1 appears also in [45, H2] with discussion.

In addition, we introduce the twisted Euclidean metric d on which our
Wasserstein contraction Theorem 2.1 is based. Let d : R?¢ x R?? — [0, 00)
be given by
d((x,v), (y,w)) = &z —y|+ |z —y+ 7" (v —w)|, (2.4)
for all z,y,v,w € RY, where 4 = (1 —n)/(nT) € (0,00], & = 1.09LT?/(1 — n)?
and if 4 = 0o, then d is interpreted as a metric on R?. Moreover, let |-|; denote



the corresponding norm. Such a twisted metric aligns with [21], but has some
consequences in terms of Gaussian concentration and bias, see Remark 2.3. The
constant 1.09 appearing in the definition of & is chosen in order to optimize the
contraction rate obtained in the results below.

Wasserstein convergence. We present our first main result here. In the
following Theorem 2.1, let the sequence of #,6" to be used for each run of the
Hamiltonian step in SGgHMC be predetermined (the cases where they are ran-
dom being treated easily by taking the expectation with respect to their law
in the next result). For the distribution v of any R??-valued random vari-
able, let m, (v) denote the distribution after n iterations of SGgHMC. Moreover,
let Wi, W, denote the L' and L? Wasserstein distances with respect to the
twisted Euclidean metric d given by (2.4) (see e.g. [37, equation (1.2)]). Finally,
for £ € {R% R??} and any semimetric p : E x E — [0,00), let W, denote
Kantorovich semimetric w.r.t. p (see e.g. [20, equation (5)]).

Theorem 2.1 (High friction Wasserstein bounds). Under Assumption 1, if
inequalities ALT? < (1 —n)? and

L(T 2
(T'+ h) (14—77)S 1 in 1A 1
1—n 162 2

(2.5)

hold for R given by (5.1), then there exists a semimetric p* and constants ¢, My, My >
0 such that for all initial distributions v1,vs and n € N, it holds that

Wl(ﬂn(Vl)ﬂTn(Vg)) S Mle_‘mwl(ul,ug), (26)

Wg(ﬂn(Vl)ﬂTn(Vz)) S Mge_C"\/Wp* (1/1,1/2). (27)

The proof of this theorem, which is the main part of this work, is the content
of Sections 3, 4 and 5, leading eventually to the final statement of Corollary 6.1,
where explicit expressions for ¢, My, M> and p* are given, and from which
Theorem 2.1 follows. For the sake of clarity, let us sketch the general structure
of the proof:

e The proof relies on the definition of a suitable Markovian coupling of two
chains starting with different initial conditions. We distinguish two cases:
if the distance (as in d given by (2.4)) between the two chains is above
some threshold, a parallel coupling is performed, namely the same Gaus-
sian variable is used in the velocity refreshment steps of both chains (the
deterministic drift will be sufficient to bring closer the two trajectories).
By contrast, below this threshold, the Gaussian variables in the velocity
refreshment steps are given by a reflection (or mirror) coupling along a
particular direction. This coupling will induce some variance in the evolu-
tion of the distances of the two chains along this direction, whilst forcing a
contraction in another. The variance will classically be leveraged by using
a suitable concave modification of the distance to obtain a contraction
overall.



e The reflection coupling is the topic of Section 3, whose main result is The-
orem 3.4, stating a contraction result on average for a suitable distance
between the two chains, when their initial distance is below the aforemen-
tioned threshold.

e Section 4 deals with the case where the distance between the two chains is
large. In view of the contraction effect of the drift in this region, the study
then shares some similarities to the convex cases considered in [32, 25]. We
distinguish again two sub-cases, depending on whether a dominating part
of the distance is due to the positions or the velocities, respectively studied
in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. The two cases are then gathered in Theorem 4.7,
where a modified Euclidean distance is shown to be contracted along the
parallel coupling, provided the initial distance is large. The remaining of
Section 4.3 is then devoted to the proof of Corollary 4.12, which shows
that this modified Euclidean distance is not expanded too much when
reflection coupling is used instead of the parallel one.

e The previous results are then combined in Section 5, leading to Theo-
rem 5.1, which is a more detailed version of Theorem 2.1. In that section
is also stated and proven Theorem 5.2, which is a variant where the con-
dition 4LT? < (1 —n)? is removed and replaced by a Lyapunov condition
(Assumption 2) in the spirit of [3, equation (33)].

Some remarks on Theorem 2.1 are as follows.

e The assumption 4L7? < (1 — n)? can be thought of as a lower bound
on a friction-like parameter (consider n = e~77 with fixed 4 > 0 and
small 7'). This assumption allows synchronous coupling to be useful in
certain regions of state space and enables contraction as in (2.6) (with
the Wy distance on both sides of the inequality). Otherwise if 4LT? >
(1 — n)?, namely in the low friction regime, a W; convergence result is
still possible (as consequence to Theorem 5.2 below), with terms other
than W (11, v2) on the right-hand side of the bound (2.6), similar to (2.7).
In the rest of this section we mostly discuss consequences of (2.6). Note
that the high friction regime can always be enforced by the user via a
suitable choice of parameters. Besides, the condition (2.5) should rather
be interpreted as a bound on the integration time 7" to avoid periodic
orbits, as discussed e.g. in [25], and a condition of this form is known to
be necessary to ensure ergodicity.

e The constants My, My, c in Theorem 2.1 depends only of m, L, R,n, K, h
and have no additional dependency on the dimension d. However, an
implicit dependence possibly exists through the constant R satisfying As-
sumption 1. Moreover, an explicit dependence on d appears in the Gaus-
sian concentration (Corollary 2.3) and estimator bias (Corollary 2.4) re-
sults that are derived as corollaries to Theorem 2.1. The dependence
of My, Ms,c on R is exponential, but the order of R within the exponent
is no worse than in [3]. As explained in [40, Remark 6], this cannot be



avoided since the results apply to all cases satisfying Assumption 1, which
contains multi-modal targets with energy barriers of order R, for which
the exact convergence rate is expected to scale exponentially in R.

Wasserstein-to-TV regularization. To complement Theorem 2.1 (and The-
orem 5.2), TV /Wasserstein regularization in the spirit of [40, Proposition 3] or
[2, Lemma 17] is available.

Theorem 2.2 (Wasserstein-to-TV regularization). Under Assumption 1, as-
sume moreover that there exists Ly > 0 such that for any 6 € © and z,y € RY,
we have ||Vb(x,0) — Vib(y,0)||r < Ly|z — y|. There exists 5, T} > 0 which
depends only on L and Ly such that, assuming T < T and n > 0, for all
initial distributions vy, vy over R24 gnd all n > 2 with s := nT < 1, denot-
ing v* = (1 —mn)/T, it holds that

||7Tn(V1)_7Tn (v2 |TV<ﬁ\/> (E—i_——’—l) Wl(l/l,Vz). (2.8)

The proof, given in Appendix D, is similar to [40, Proposition 3], which
states a similar result but for an idealized gHMC chain.

Remark 2.2. The cases n = 1 or n = 0 are excluded in Theorem 2.2 to get a
simpler statement, but they can be treated, as seen in Appendix D. However,
when n = 1, it is necessary to add a second velocity refreshment step after the
Hamiltonian integration step. The case where n = 0 and n = 1 is covered for the
Verlet integrator by [2, Lemma 17]. The way Theorem 2.2 is stated is mainly
adapted to the case where v* is a fixed positive constant. Then the prefactor in
(2.8) scales like s73/2 for small s, as expected (s = nT being the physical time
of the simulation after n iterations).

Applying Theorem 2.2 with v; = 7, () for some m, we can then use (2.7)
to bound the right hand side of (2.8). This gives a convergence rate in total
variation distance. Moreover, applying this with v/ = §., for some 21, 22 € R24,
we can find, for any Ry > 0, a number of steps n € N such that

||7Tn(6z1) — Wn(ézQ)HTV <1 VZl,ZQ (S BRO . (29)

This local coupling bound is a crucial ingredient in the quantitative analysis
of the adjusted versions of gHMC, so that getting explicit estimates of n here
(in terms of Ry and of the parameters of the problem) has direct consequences
of the explicit estimates provided by these methods. Indeed, taking a step size
sufficiently small so that a trajectory starting from any z € Bg, has a probability
at least 7/8 to be accepted for n steps (which, in cases where T is of order h
and n is of order 1/h, corresponds to what is called in [5] the high acceptance
regime), we get a result similar to (2.9) but now for the adjusted chain (except
that 1 is replaced by 3/4). Such bounds are used in various methods to analyse
adjusted chains:



e In the classical Meyn-Tweedie (or Foster /Lyapunov) approach, it is used in
conjunction with a Lyapunov function, as in [35, 18] for qualitative results
on classical HMC (see e.g. [16, Theorem S7] for a quantitative statement
to combine a local coupling estimate with a Lyapunov drift condition).

e For conductance methods, it is the main step to get local conductance
lower bounds, see e.g. in [11, Lemma 4].

e In the localized mixing time approach of [5], similarly, it is one of the key
ingredient.

In other words, given a compact set ) that contains most of the mass of the
target measure, these three methods have distinct ways to deal with ¢ but the
local analysis inside € is always based on a local coupling condition (2.9).

The detailed analysis of adjusted gHMC in nonconvex cases based on our
results is postponed to future work.

Gaussian concentration for empirical averages. In the rest of the section,
the consequences of the L' Wasserstein contraction (2.1) are given. In Corol-
lary 2.3, Gaussian concentration bounds on ergodic averages are presented.
Recall d to be the twisted metric given as in (2.4), interpreted as a metric
on R if 4 = co. Again, assume that 0, 0" used in SGgHMC are predetermined.
In the following Corollary 2.3, suppose that some (z,v) € R?" is given as the
initial state of SGgHMC and recall for each n € N that (z,,v,) denotes the
position-velocity state of the SGgHMC chain after n iterations.

Corollary 2.3. Let Assumption 1 hold and f : R* — R be Lipschitz. As-
sume 4LT? < (1-n)? and (2.5). There exists C > 0 depending only on &, m, L, R
(in particular it is independent of d) such that for any Ng € N\ {0}, N e N, r >
0, it holds that

LRV ) - Elf _ (A=mNe?
P(Ni_%:ﬂ(f(m =l > 7) <o CT2||f||iip<cz>)' o

Corollary 2.3 uses the results of [14] and follows immediately from Corol-
lary 6.5, which gives an explicit value for C.

Remark 2.3. The Lipschitz norm || f[|;,4 suffers from a dependence on the
(square inverse) friction-like value & = LT?/(1 —n)? € [LT?,1/4]. More con-
cretely, observe that if n = 0 or n = 1 — 2¢/LT, then HfHLip((i) < 2| fllip(a.)
holds for the standard Euclidean metric d.. For all other values of &, it holds
that HfHLip(li = (1.09&)""(| f|lLip(a.)- This type of dependence on & appears
also within the constant C' in Corollary 2.3 and it is an implication of using
the twisted metric d in contrast to the standard Euclidean metric. Although
the use of a twisted metric is consistent with [21], considering the large friction
limits of the algorithm as detailed in [32, Section 7], it leaves open whether
Gaussian concentration bounds independent of & or of 4 are possible in the

10



nonconvex setting here. A similar question remains for the bound on the bias
later in Corollary 2.4, see also the dependence in [8, Theorem 1]. This discon-
tinuous dependence on « also appears in the VW, contraction rate, manifesting
in the definition (5.2) of €*. On the other hand, note that given one or mul-
tiple f, it is possible to find algorthmically an optimal friction with respect to
the asymptotic variance [10].

Numerical and stochastic approximations biases. The concentration in-
equality (2.10) only controls the distance between empirical averages and their
expectation, and thus it remains to bound the bias of these estimators, namely
the distance between their expectation and the target quantity, which is the
average of f with respect to p the invariant measure of the idealized gHMC
chain where (1.1) is replaced by the exact Hamiltonian flow. There are (pos-
sibly) three contributions to the bias: first, the fact that the chain is not at
stationarity; second, the discretization error of the Verlet scheme; third, the
stochastic gradient approximation. These contributions may be combined to
yield a quantitative bound on the bias of empirical averages to p.

Let U € C?*(RY) satisfy VU(0) = 0 (w.l.o.g.) and also (2.1), (2.2) both
with b(-,0) replaced by VU. Moreover, let p denote the probability measure
with density proportional to R2? 5 (z,v) — e U@~Iv1*/2 Recall that d is
given by (2.4) and || ; by the associated norm, both interpreted in the space R?
if 4 = co. In Corollary 2.4, suppose again that some (z,v) € R? is given as the
initial state of SGgHMC and recall for each n that (z,,v,) denotes the state
after n iterations. Moreover, in Corollary 2.4, we assume that b and 6 used
in SGgHMC are nice, in the sense that b is a stochastic approximation of VU
that satisfies some unbiasedness and finite variance conditions. We defer the
precise assumptions on the stochasticity of the gradient to Section 6.2 and the
statement of Corollary 6.8.

Corollary 2.4. Let Assumption 1 hold and let f : R — R be Lipschitz. As-
sume 4LT? < (1 —n)? and (2.5). Assume that b is an unbiased estimator
of VU with uniformly bounded variance as detailed in Section 6.2. There ex-
ists C,A > 0, C' > 0 all depending on R, m,L but independent of n, K, h,d
such that for any No, N € N, it holds that, for the SGgHMC' chain with initial

condition (z,v) € R,
3 8 (e )

i=Np+1

C(1=AT?%/(1 - No
<= N)\T2//((1 - ,777))) (I, v)lg + V@ + B)

exp(%\/ET(No +N))
SNVLT

_
|‘f|‘Lip((i)

+C'LivVh-

+ B,

where

max(16LR%(1 + £)2, )
m

4 =
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and, in the case of the Verlet integrator (1.1),
B— Cl+2\/f(1—n)/(>\T)h\/d_*7
while, if instead the randomized midpoint method as in [}] is used,
B— Cl+2\/f(1—n)/(>\T)T—1h3/2\/d_*'

In case the velocity Verlet integrator (1.1) is used, if in addition there exists Ly >
0 such that |V2U(z) — V2U ()| < Lol — 2'| for all z,2' € R?, then the same
assertion as above holds but with C depending also on Lo and the definition of B
replaced by

B = CHQ\E(l’”)/()‘T)th*.

Furthermore, in all cases, if b is a deterministic gradient, namely if b(-,0) = VU
for all 6 € O, then C" =0 holds.

Remark 2.4. The value B is exactly an upper bound on the bias between the
invariant law of the nonstochastic gHMC chain and u (given by Corollary 6.6).
The scaling in the exponent on C' in either definitions of B is such that B
will not converge to zero as h — 0 if for example K = 1 and 7 is a constant
independent of 7. In particular, when n = 0 and K = 1, which is the case of
ULA [17], the value of B tends to infinity as h — 0. On the other hand, this
particular case is well studied and in particular Theorem 5 in [19] may be used
in place of Corollary 6.6 in the proof of Corollary 6.8. Moreover, in the Langevin
case ) = 1 — 2¢/LT with small T, the aforementioned exponent is constant, so
that taking h — 0 minimizes the bias as desired.

3 Reflection coupling in a bounded region

In this section, a reflection coupling (see [34, 20] for the seminal works on this)
will be devised in order to prove a local contractivity of SGgHMC iterations
based on a suitably chosen concave function. The proof is a novel and explicit
estimation of the expected difference before and after a SGgHMC iteration. The
concave function will then form part of a semimetric used to give a global con-
traction in Section 5, which is subsequently used to prove Wasserstein contrac-
tion in Corollary 6.1 and hence the announced Theorem 2.1. Below, Section 3.1
introduces the coupling and gives the central Lemma 3.2, which yields a priori
bounds on the associated difference chain based on similar a priori estimates
from [3]. Note that the results in this section are proven for all friction values,
that is, all parameter values K, h,n satisfying conditions analogous to (2.5).
Let v € (0,00] satisfy n(1 +~T) < 1. For now, v is left arbitrary and
Lemma 3.2 is proved for this general constant. Its value is fixed relative to K, h,n
at the beginning of Section 3.2. We build on the notation in [3, equation (7)]
that (t,z,v) — ¢ (x,v) and (¢,z,v) — pe(x,v) denote the trajectory of Hamil-
tonian dynamics approximated by the velocity Verlet integrator at time ¢ with
initial position and velocity  and v. In particular, this notation is generalized
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to allow a randomized midpoint version with stochastic gradients as defined be-
low. Let 6 := (0in)ienno,r/n)» 0" := (0 )iennpo,r/n) € O™ Let u € {0,1} and
let @ := (upk)ren be a sequence of independent r.v.’s such that upr ~ U(0,1)
for all k € N. Denote 6 = (8,6’,u,@). Moreover, for any s € [0,T], let |s| =
max{t € hN : t < s} and [s] = min{t € AN : t > s}. For any z,v € R%,
let [0,7] >t~ (G, pt) = (Gu(,v,0), pe(x,v,0)) be the solution to

d _ _ h _

70t =Pl — 517(%] +uue hpieg, 01¢)), (3.1a)
d 1 N B 1 _

7Pt = —5(L+w)b(@pe) + g hpyey, O1ey) — 5 (1 = w)b(qrn,0l,)  (3.1b)

with (go,Po) = (x,v). If u = 1, then (g.,p.) coincides with the randomized
midpoint integrator studied in [4, Algorithm 1]. If instead w = 0, then (., p.) is
the velocity Verlet integrator presented in (1.1).

We state next a priori estimates for the integrator (3.1), which will be useful
for our analysis. The proof of Lemma 3.1 is similar to and builds on that of
Lemma 3.2 in [3].

Lemma 3.1. Assume (2.2). Let ¢ > 1 and assume LT(T + h) < ¢~ 1. For
any ,y,v,w € R%, it holds a.s. that

max |7:(z,v,0) — 4 (y,w,0) — (v —y) — s(v — w)]

s€[0,T]

< (3/(2e = 1)) max(|a — yl, |z —y + (v — w)T), (32)
max [ps(2,0,0) = ps(y,w,0) = (v —w)

< (6¢/(2¢— 1)) LT max(Jx — y|, |z — y + (v — w)TY). (3.3)

Proof. For any s € [0,T], denote g, := 7s(z,v,0), @, = qs(y,w,0) and p, :=
Ps(z,v,0), P, := ps(y,w,0). In the same way as in the proof of Lemma 3.2
in [3], it holds that

_ L _ _
@ = @, — (@ =y + s(v = w))| < F(T* + Th)ymax(|gs — @] + hlps — P])
which implies
|Gs — @ — (z =y + s(v —w))|
L
< L@ Thymax(ig, - @, — (@ -y + (v — w)|
2 s<T
+max(|z —yl, [x —y + (v = w)T| + hips — P))-
Therefore, by LT(T + h) < ¢, it holds that
|Gs — @ — (z =y + s(v —w))|
1
< — - - - ps — . )
< s max(le — gl |~y + 0~ )T+ hmaxlp, —pl), (3.4)
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which implies

2c h
,S _ —/ < o . _ T 75 B ., '
e |3, = 4| = 5 max(z =yl |z =y + (v = w)T) + 57— maxjp (ps|)
3.5

On the other hand and similar to the proof of Lemma 3.2 in [3], it holds by (3.5)

that
max [Ps — Py — (y — w)| < LT max(|: — | + hlps — pLD),

which implies by (3.5) that

— —/
Sgg§]|ps P — (y — w)

2¢ 2ch
< — - - - — ps — .| |.
< LT(2C — max(|z —yl, |z —y + (v —w)T|) + 501 Isnga%dps p5|)
(3.6)

Therefore it holds by [ps — PL| < |y — w| + [ps — P, — (y — w)| and LTh <
LT(T + h)/2 < (2¢)~! that

2c—1
2c—2

(|y—w|—i—M max(|z—yl, |w—y+(v—w)T|)>. (3.7)

= = <
max}|p5 | < 501

s€l0,T s
Subsequently, by |h(v —w)| < |(—(z —y) + (z —y) + T'(v — w)| < 2max(|z —
yl, |z —y +T(v—w)|) and again LTh < LT(T + h)/2 < (2¢)~1, it holds that

4c—1
h e (D = L) < g max(e — gl e~y + (0= w)T]). ()
Substituting (3.8) into (3.4) and (3.6) concludes the proof. O

3.1 Coupling

Here the relationship between G and C:? at each iteration of SGgHMC is intro-
duced. For any z,y,v,w € R? and G, G ~ N (0, 1), an iteration of the coupled
dynamics is given by

v =nu+ /1 -n2G, w = nw+ /1 - n2G, (3.9a)
X/ = @T(xu ’U/u é)u Y/ = (jT(va/7 é)v (39b)
VI :ﬁT(xa’U/aé)a WI :ﬁT(yuwlué)' (39C)

For z,y,v,w € RY together with (3.9), the following notation will be used:

z:=x —y, (3.10a)
=z —y+v Hv—w), (3.10b)
7' =X"-Y', (3.10¢)
Q:=X-Y'+4 (V' =W, (3.10d)
Gi=r*(T+~y V1 —n? (x—y+n(T+ v Hw - w)), (3.10e)



where r* € (0,1/((T +~7")*(1 = #*))]. The expression for ¢ is of interest here
because the random variable G is coupled with G by

. #o.1(e-G+14])
G G+q ifU < =505 (3.11)
(I —2eeT)G  otherwise,

where

3.12
(1,0,...,0) otherwise, ( )

_ {qm-l i G0
and U ~ U(0,1) is independent of G and (unk)ren. The value r* is to be
determined. In [26], a similar value is considered as a tuning parameter in a
coupling-based HMC algorithm. For now, we consider any possible value in the
stated range, but we will fix »* to be the maximum possible value later and
justify this choice with our analysis.

In addition, it will be convenient to set the following notation in order to
represent the coupling in the direction of ¢. For any v € R?, let K be given by

Y +(T+ v H/1- 2G|, (3.13)

P (T 4y VI P

K{,:

where G = G — G. In the case where G is coupled with & as in (3.11), G is

given by
A $o.1(eG+q|)
Gogog={ 1 HTUSTL e (3.14)
2¢e’ G otherwise,

where ¢ and e are given by (3.10), (3.12).

Next, in Lemma 3.2, we establish estimates on Z’, Q) based on the a priori
estimates for the Verlet integrator established in [3]. Note that we do not assume
here that G and G satisfy (3.11). In particular, Lemma 3.2 applies in case of
both synchronous and reflection coupling.

Lemma 3.2. Let r* € (0,(1 — n)?/(T*(1 — n?))], let z,y,v,w be R%-valued
rv.’s and let G ~ N(0,14) be independent of z,y,v,w, (ukn)ren. Moreover,
let z,q, 7', Q" be given by (3.10), let G ~ N(0,14) and let K. be given by (3.13)
with G = G—G. Suppose (2.2) holds and that T € hN satisfies 0 < LT(T+h) <
1/162. It holds a.s. that

vz 4+ TKy TK;
! <7 -~ q .
2 < LT(T+h)(|z|+2(T+71)>, (3.15)
1 TK,
| < Ki+2cL(y T+ -T(T+h — 1 ). 1
@1 < Ky 2t (54 37T+ 1)) (1 g ). (@16)

where ¢ = 32/31. The same inequalities hold with c replaced by c/2 if the
left-hand sides are replaced by E[|Z'||x,y,v,w, G, G] and E[|Q'||x,y,v,w, G, G]

respectively.
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Proof. Recall v',w" as defined in (3.9). Throughout the proof, we denote . =
q'('I? vl? 9)7 Z_)' - Z_)'(x7 vl? 9)7 q/ = q (y7 w/, 9)7 ﬁ/ = Z_)'(y7 wl? 0)' Let t 6 [O’ T] th'
It holds that

Py — ) ==y + e (T — ) + VTG = 6))
—<1‘T1%3) = (T e )
(T +y)/1-7 G) (3.17)

Equation (3.17) and Lemma 3.1 with ¢ = 162 implies a.s. that

g0 — ai] < maxlg, — 4, — () = (v’ —w)| + |z —y + 10" — )

3 / / (T_t+771)|2| tK@
S mmaxﬂz“z—l—t(v —'(U)|)+ T+,7_1 T+,7_1
3 R |+ tK; N (T —t+~1z] tKy
= 511 T+~ T+~-1 T+~1
514 tKg
. 3.18
= 511 (l |+ T+~ 1) ( )

Consider first the case u = 0, that is, the velocity Verlet integrator. Let vy €
(0,00] and recall the notation 6 = (0in)iennjo,r/n),0 = (054)iennp,r/n)- The
velocity Verlet integrator gives

Qb :=qr — @+ ' (br — Pr)
T no(T
=x—y +/0 (Pls) — Ds))ds — 5/0 (0(a(s), 01s)) — (@]}, 05)))ds
1 I
— / / _ )
+m (U w 2/0 (b(quJﬁsz) b(q|s),0)s))
(10 Og) ~ D, ) ). (3.19)
so that expanding the right-hand side again yields
Qy=z+ T+~ w) + /1 —n2G)
LSJ
——/ / b(@1r)s 01r)) = 0@, 01r))

+b(qrr1: ) = (@ 0], ))drds
h + 7_1 T _
! / ( (QLSJ ) eLSJ) (QT_sJ ) HLSJ )) ds

——/ Q[sm@m —b((J{s]ﬁLsJ))dS- (3.20)

16



For T' € hN, the double integral on the right-hand side of (3.20) may be bounded
using the expressions

T Ls] - , - ,
/0 / (i) — @l + 1) — @y Ddrds
[s]/h

T

:/ h Z ( 4G—1)h — qzjfl)h|+|(jjh_qg'h|)d3
T/hfl i

= h? Z Z(W(jfl)h - qzj—l)hl + [@in — (j;‘hD'
=1 =1

Therefore the right-hand side of (3.20) can be bounded as

Q6| = |2+ (T + 9 (v — w) + V1= 72G))

T/h—1 T/h—1

2 2
Lh Z Z|q<; Vh — (- 1h|+Lh Z Z|th_‘j§h|

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
T/h—1 _1 T/h

h—i—wfl
+ (T )Lk Y lan = @+ Lkl =l (321

i=0

By (3.18), inequality (3.21) implies a.s. that

Q0| — 12 + (T + 71 (v —w) + /1 —12G)|

T/h—1 i

<§—2Lh( > hZ(' |+ th )

i=1
T/h—1 _1 T/h—1

h+qit JhEs 1, m (j + 1D)hE,
+( 5 > |z|+Tﬂ_1 + 5 >l + T )

J=0 J=0

Consequently, it holds a.s. that

L7Y(|Qo] = |2 + (T + 71 H(n(v = w) + V1 = n2G)))
< (T -m+ (e )

32/(T—h)(T+h) hT+29'T\ TK,
+_( 6 * 4 >T—|—7—1'

- (3.23)

By substituting ;' = 0 into (3.23), using (3.17) with ¢ = T and using (T —
R)(T + h)/6 + Th/4 < T(T + h)/4, we obtain (3.15). By instead substitut-
ing 4, " = 4! into (3.23), we obtain (3.16). Now for the other case u = 1
(the randomized midpoint algorithm), we may replace (3.18) by the fact that
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for t € [0,T — h] N AN, it holds that
|Gt — @y + ueh(pe — DY)
<|@ — @ + uth(pe — Py — (h/2)(b(Gs + uthpt, 0)
— (g, + wthpy, 0)))| + (Lh?/2)|q: — G, + wihpi — uihp)|
= Gtruph = Quy, nl + (/601G — G + urhpr — uehpy],
which, by (3.18), yields

(64/63)(514/511)(|z| + (t + uy h)Kq/ (T +~771))

g — @i + ueh(pe — py)| <
< (32/31) (2] + (t+ up h) Kq/ (T +~71)). (3.24)

The proof then follows in the same way for the randomized midpoint integrator
as for the velocity Verlet integrator. Namely, we obtain (3.22) with the two
square brackets replaced by |z| + (j + ujn)hKg/(T +~~*). This implies (3.23)
if |Qg] is replaced by E[|Qp]|x, y, v, w, G, G] Otherwise, using uj, < 1forall j €
N and T 4+ h < 2T, the same bound (3.23) holds with double the right-hand
side. O

3.2 Contraction

In the following, we consider
L—n

nT
which implies § o< ¢ in (3.10). In the case where n = e~ 7T for some 4 > 0, this
choice of « is to enforce 1 + T = e7T. Here, in the continuous time limit 7" —
0, (3.11) corresponds to the reflection coupling in [21]. In the opposing case
where n = 0, this reduces in (3.10) to ¢ = T'§ = z and the coupling (3.11) agrees
substantially to that considered in [3, equation (21)]. If instead vT' = 1 — 7, we
still have 27'¢ = z when 1 = 0 but the range of (3.14) is reduced.

For 7 € (0, 00] given by (3.25), the assertions of Lemma 3.2 imply

E|Z'||x,y,v,w,G,G] < nlz| + (1 —n)Kq + (16/31)LT(T + h)¢,  (3.26a)
E(Q'||z,y,v,w, G, G] < K; + (32/31)L(v~'T + T(T + h)/2)¢, (3.26b)

v = (3.25)

where z, ¢ are given by (3.10),
1—
C=|z|+ T"K@. (3.27)
For any @ > 0, inequalities (3.26) imply
E[|Q'| + a|Z'||x,y,v,w, G, G] < C K4+ C.alz|, (3.28)
where Cy, C, are given by

Co=1+a(l—n)+16/31)(1 —n)L(y ' T+ (1 +a)T(T+h)/2), (3.29)
C,=n+(32/30)a 'L(y'T+T?+aT(T +h)/2). (3.30)



If Cy,C. < 1 hold, then even with synchronous coupling, (3.28) implies con-
traction. However, the former constant (3.29) always satisfies Cy > 1. We will
choose @ later so that C, < 1 —cLT?/(1 —n) and C, < 1+ ¢ 'LT?/(1 —n)
for some constant ¢ > 0. This expression for C, ensures contraction in the z
direction. On the other hand, we take advantage of the reflection coupling in Kj
defined in (3.13) in order to deal with the fact that Cy > 1. As usual, a suitable
concave function is required to prove contraction for reflection coupling, which
we introduce next.
Let g, R > 0 and let fo : [0, 00) — [0,00) be given by

min(z,R)
folx) = / e 9%ds. (3.31)
0

For x,v,y,w € R, if |¢| + @|z| < R holds, then inequality (3.28) implies by the
tower property and Jensen’s inequality that

E[(fo(IQ"1 +alZ']) = fo(lgl + alz])]

< g 'E[(e9laltalzD) _ gma(Q1+a1Z')y)
=g le~9lal+alzDE[(1 — e*Q(\Q'|+@\Z/\f\q\fo7\d))]
< g temolalFalzh (g — m9(CaDalzl=g(Ca—Dlalg [ —9Ca(Ka—laD]) - (3.32)

The main idea of the proof is to write down the explicit integral form of the un-
resolved expectation appearing on the right-hand side of (3.32) and to estimate
it. This is the content of the following Lemma 3.3. The constants involved in
the calculations of Lemma 3.3 are left quite general and their specific choices
leading to the announced results are justified afterwards.

Lemma 3.3. Let T = T+/1—n2/(1 —n), r* € (0,772], G ~ N(0,1;) and
let K. be given by (3.13) and (3.14) with some arbitrary § € R? and its unit
vector e. Let r =7(q) = |q|/(r*(T +~v~1)\/1—=n?). Foranyg>0,C>1,0<
c1 <1, co >0, it holds that

Ele—9¢(Kq—(d)]

“rfy p—C gr12r ; 7
> {1 N 4019T f_cz2+log(01)/(2_(}j“) @(u)du(eq - 1) ZfO =r< 262/(7‘ T)

1+4egT [~ ®(u)du(e2e29°T — 1) otherwise.

Cc2
co+log(c1)/(29T)

Proof. Let go : R% — [0,00) be given by go(G) = E[e~9¢Ea=(@)] for all §. By
definition of K., it holds that

go(r) = Ble M (W 1 pegoy, + g pao e,
— QeQCT*TQT(I)( _ T*2TT> + 1 /Oo ) e*%]C’f’u 67% — e~ (1L+7‘;T7‘)2:|du.
Var |

(3.33)
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The integral associated to the last term in the square brackets on the right-hand
side of (3.33) has the form

o5 - 7(1L+’I‘*T’V‘)2
e 20CTu—~—5—— du

1 o0
V2T /757

67%(u+2_?]CT+T*TT)27%(T*Tr)er%(QgCTJrr*Tr)zdu

1 o0
Ve /TT
— 62(9CT)2+QQCT*T2T<I>(—2§CT — T*Tr/2)),
so that taking the derivative of gy yields

(T2
3

e

e *T *T GCor 1%
d,g0(r) = 29Cr* 12T T2T<1>( -l T) =

2 V2T
+ %eﬁcr*fzr—w _ 2030T)*29Cr T2 r
221
: (2§CT*T2¢>( — 20T - T*TT) _ T e—é(zgcm%“f),
2 2V21

where the terms without ® factors cancel each other to give

drgo(r) = 25Cr*T2e9°" T2T¢< I 5 T)

B 2QOT*T262(§CT)2+2§CT*T2T(I)< _9u0T - T*2Tr> (3.34)

for all r. For the last term on the right-hand side of (3.34), it holds that

62(QCT)2+2QCT*TZT(I)( —25CT — T*gT)
eg}CT*Tzr *%TT
= e

V2T —oo

which, substituting back into (3.34), implies

w2 Aty n v kA2
5 +2ugCT+gCr*T Tdu,

26C *T2 QCT*TQT 7T*2& w2 A~ *rf
0rgo(r) = == T (1t TEETI ) Ay, (3.35)

Using —e“* > —e® for u < 0, then integrating-by-parts on the right-hand side
of (3.35), yields for any 0 < ¢; < 1 that

T
2

o) 2 200" T2 T [T o)t e
> dey P Red T / P (u)du. (3.36)
—erfe i)
g
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Estimating the integral on the right-hand side of (3.36) gives for any c¢o > 0
that

A2 w3 gr T2 [—C2 . s
Orgo(r) > derg T el f—cz-’rlog(cl)/@f]'f) O(u)du i 0 <r < 2e/(r*T)
0 otherwise,

which concludes by integrating w.r.t. r.
O

Concerning the choice of r* with respect to small 7' = T'\/1 — n2/(1 — ), it
makes sense to set 7* ~ O(1/T) or r* ~ O(1/T?). However, r* ~ O(1) is a bad
choice because the bound in Lemma 3.3 gives in that case E[e=9¢(Ki=7)] — 1 ~
O(T3), unless ¢ is chosen to depend on T, which would lead to an exponentially
poor dependence on T in the Wy contraction prefactor. In fact, the right-hand
bound in Lemma 3.3 is an increasing function in r* at every fixed r, so we take
the maximum possible value r* = 1/7°2.

Theorem 3.4. Let R > 0, let g be given by
g = (2/5) max(16 LR, 2V'L), (3.37)

let z,y,v,w,G,G,4,2,Q,Z" be as in Lemma 3.2 and let q be given by (3.10).
Letr* = (1—n)/(T%(14n)), letU ~ U(0,1) be independent of z,y, v, w, G, G, (urh)ven
and assume G satisfies (3.11), (3.12). Moreover, let fo be given by (3.31)
and o = LT?/(1—n)?. Suppose (2.2) holds and assume (2.5). If |q|+1.09¢|z| <

R holds, then it holds a.s. that

E[fo(1Q"] + 1.09a|Z"|)|, y, v, w]

coLT? ge I RT2(14m) (. 67
<|1- 1.09 - —
< (1= 5 ) ol + 1.090el) - 20 i (19, 50,

where cq 1s given by

Re—9R 1
co = 9% T min (—, 1). (3.38)
5(1 — e—9k) 4o

Proof. Let T = T\/T+1n/yT—7 and & = ¢, LT?/(1 — n)? for some ¢, > 0.
Moreover, let ¢g = 1/16 and let Cy, C, be given by (3.29) and (3.30). It holds
that

- e S N
a-n 31 T—n " TTaa-npe

By (2.5), the last term on the right-hand side of (3.39) satisfies

16L nT? 5 caLT3(T +h) 6L [, ., cicaT?
. 72 4 Corl LT H) T2 4 a?
e Tai-m)

JLT?  16L T2 WLT3(T + h
0<Cy—1< = 6(1—)(77 24 CalT(T+h)

). (3.39)

- 31
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so that substituting back into (3.39) gives
0<C,—1<C*LT?, (3.40)
where C* is given by
C* = o+ (16/31)(1 + cica /2). (3.41)

Moreover, let ¢5 = 2/5, then by definition (3.37) of g, (2.5) and the assumptions
on T, 7, it holds that

gT = esmax(16RLT, 2V LT) < cs. (3.42)

Let ¢; € (0,1) and ¢z € (0,00). Given (3.42), the prefactor appearing in the
statement of Lemma 3.3 may be approximated as

—C2 —C2

461/ O (u)du > 461/ O (u)du =: P*. (3.43)
g toslen) —cg-toglen)

29T 2c3

Note that we may integrate-by-parts the expression for ®* in order to obtain a
more explicit form. Lemma 3.3 with (3.43), the assumption r*T? =1 and e* >
1+ « implies for any ¢ with |¢| < R that

e~ 9(Ca= DR [e=9Ca(Ka=laD | o 4 w]

(3.44)

e 9(Ca=Dld (1 + &*g2Tr)  if |q| < 2T
T ) e 9(CaDlal(1 4 2,8 g2T2) if 2¢,T < 1 < R.

By the bound (3.40) on C, — 1, inequality (3.44) implies for any |¢| < R that

e~ 9(CaDldlE[e=9Ca(Ka—lal) |3 o ) )]

. {(1 —C' L)1+ @' la) il <2l g
(1 — C*LT?g|q)(1 + 2c28*g?T?) if 2657 < |q| < R.
For the case |q| < 2¢,T', the right-hand side of (3.45) has the form
(1= C"LT?glql)(1 + *¢*T]q])
=1—C*LT%glq| + ®*¢°T|q| — C*®*Lg>T3|q|%. (3.46)

The positive term on the right-hand side of (3.46) may be rewritten as
GTlgl = (1 +1/8 =1/8 — ¢3C* /16 4 ¢3C*/16)g>Tq|
> ¢°T|q|/8 + 2¢5(7/8 — ¢3C* /16)VLgT|q| + 3C* LRgT g],

which may be substituted back into (3.46), then used with (3.42) and our as-
sumptions on 7T, 7, to produce

(1—C*LT?glq|)(1 + & ¢°T'q)
>1—C*"LT?glq| + @ g*T|q| /8 + c3(7/4 — c3C* /8)®*VLgT|q]
+ EC*®*LRyT|q| — 2C*®* LgT)|q|?
>1—(C* = (e3/co)(T/4 — e3C* /8)D* VLT gr 4+ ®* ¢*T)q|/8. (3.47)
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In the other case 2¢o7 < |¢| < R, the right-hand side of (3.45) satisfies
(1 — C*LT?g|q)(1 + 2¢2®* g>T?)
=1 —C*LT?g|q| + 2c2®*¢*T? — 2C*c2®* Lg*T* ). (3.48)
By (3.42), the last term on the right-hand side of (3.48) has the bound
Lg*T*|q| < 3LgT>|ql.
Therefore (3.48) together with (3.37) implies
(1 - C*LT%glq])(1 + 2c2®" g*T?)
> 1 — C* (14 2c2¢20*)LT2gq| + 2c2®* g>T
> 1 — (C*(1 + 2¢2¢20%)|q| — 28coc3P* R)LT%g + 2 ®*¢*T2 /4
> 1 — (C*(1 + 2¢220*) — 28coc3D™ VLT 2glq| + ca®*g>T? /4. (3.49)

Gathering (3.47), (3.49) and (3.45) gives for all 0 < |¢| < R that

e=9(Ca= DR [e=9C(Ka=laD |y 4 w]

7 C* .
> 1+ min (C—?’ (Z -3 )@* — C*,28¢yc3P* — C*(1 + 2c2c§q>*)>LT2g|q|
+ &*¢*T% min(|g], 2¢2)/8. (3.50)

On the other hand, for the contraction rate associated to |z| arising from (3.32),
it holds by definition (3.30) of C, and & = ¢, LT?/(1 —n)? that

C.—1=—1-n)+(32/31)(n(1 —n)/ca+ (1 =1)*/ca + LT(T +h)/2). (3.51)
Inequality (3.51) implies for all z € R? that

C. =1 < —(1— 1) + (32/31)(1 — n)/ca + (16/31)c3(1 — n)

4-32 16c2 (1—-n)> LT?
- (3lca _4<1_ 31 )) ALT? 1—1n (3:52)

which implies

] 128 16¢2 1 LT?
—9(C-=N)alz[ > 1 _ —q4f1 - = R, S
€ = (3lca 31 Ao 1- ngo‘l’Z"

and, together with (3.50), that

1 — e9(C==Dall=9(CaDlalge—9Ca (Ko=) |y . ]

64c3 128 \ alz| cs (7 C*
<—|(4-=—L-— — in—=(-— O* — C*, 28cyc3d*
= K 31 31%) P P R 2002

gLT2 B (I)*gQTZ
1—n 8

—C*(1+ 2@03@*)) (1+ n)|q|} : min(|ql, 2¢c2).  (3.53)
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Recall the definitions ¢g = 1/16, ¢z = 2/5, (3.41) for C* and (3.43) for ®*.
Numerically optimizing the expression in the square brackets on the right-hand
side of (3.53) with respect to ¢1 € (0,1), ¢2,¢q € (0,00) and with n =0, 4a =1
suggests the values

01 =058, =067, co=109. (3.54)
For the choice (3.54), inequality (3.53) implies
1 — ¢~ 9(C==Dalzl=g(Ca—Dlalg [ =9Ca(Ka=laD) |1y o ]
(lgl +alzpgLT? (1 Loogo o (T

< —, 1| — =g°T —,2¢c2 . 3.95

< 50— 1) min | -, 359 1" min 7 ) (3.55)
Substituting (3.55), (3.54) into the right-hand side of (3.32) yields

E[fo(IQ"] + alZ') = fo(lal + alz[)]z, y, v, w]
< e IUHAEDIL(1g| + alz]) min(1/(4er), 1) /5
+g(1 + n) min(|g|, 67/50)/32]T%/(1 — 1)

__ glgl +afz[)esla+al=D i e /1
== etararyJollal +alz) - gy min { 01

_ - T2(1+1n) 67
_ gllgl+alz)) = \ =T ) L. Gl
ge 30— min |q|750 ,

which implies the assertion. O

4 Convex region and large velocity differences

Here, a Lyapunov function is used to obtain contractivity outside the region
considered previously. The core argument is inspired by those of [32], where syn-
chronous coupling is used to obtain contractivity in modified Euclidean norms
for convex potentials. In particular, we make use of the eigenvalue argument
there that, in essence, allows one to

e consider any b(z,6) - v and x - v terms in the same regard when obtaining
a Lyapunov inequality,

e remove dependence of the stepsize on the strength of convexity at infinity
(m in Assumption 1) and on the friction.

The price for using this approach is that firstly Vb(z, 0) is assumed to be sym-
metric as in Assumption 1 and secondly that a lower bound on the value of a
friction-like parameter is imposed. It was shown in [39, Proposition 4] that a
lower bound of this kind is necessary in non-Gaussian convex cases when obtain-
ing Wasserstein contraction corresponding to a modified Euclidean distance via
synchronous couplings. As a consequence, we do not expect in general a conver-
gence rate at an order better than O(m). To our knowledge, the improved rate
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of O(y/m) has only been shown to hold in Gaussian cases [25] or in continuous
time, convex cases [9]. In both instances, it is obtained by optimizing friction
to values past the restrictions placed here. See also the recent work [48] on this
matter.

More concretely, in this section we consider the same dynamics as in (3.9), but
setting in (3.9a) almost surely G = G. In addition, for z € R2¢ and any positive
definite matrix M € R24%24 et |z||p; = V2T Mz. To describe the approach in
more detail, we use the notation that O denotes the autoregressive velocity step

v+ nu++/1—n2G,

where G is a standard d-dimensional Gaussian variable, A denotes a half Hamil-
tonian step in position given by

— +h
X X =v
2

and B denotes a half Hamiltonian step in velocity given by
h
Vv — 51)(:6,9).

The strategy in this section is to study the individual changes in modified norm
after the steps AB and BA respectively, at first without the O step involved.
It will be shown in Proposition 4.2 that the procedure AB, where A is applied
first, does not contract or expand the modified norm, up to a factor in solely
the velocity variable. This is consistent with [32, Theorem 5.4], where there is
a restriction on the stepsize with respect to the friction parameter, in contrast
to the lack thereof here. In Section 8.2 of the aforementioned work, the large
friction limit of OAB is explained to be a random walk. As a consequence,
since there is no analogous upper bound restriction on the friction here, nor an
upper bound on the stepsize with respect to the friction parameter, we would
not expect a contraction or expansion in the modified norm up to factors in the
velocity variable, just as for synchronous couplings of the random walk. On the
other hand, it will be shown in Proposition 4.1 that B.A, where B is applied first,
does give a contraction in modified norm up to factors in the velocity variable.
This contraction will be of the same order (in every parameter in the algorithm)
as those obtained for ‘OBABQO’ and ‘BAOAB’ in [32], with qualitatively the
same restrictions on the stepsize. The factor in the velocity variable that results
from obtaining these contraction results is then eliminated at the application of
the O step. Putting together these results from Section 4.1 gives a contraction
for O(BAAB)X as required.

In the nonconvex case, given any two initial positions arbitrarily far apart,
the points at which V,b(-,6) is relevant in the algorithm will appear inside
the ball of radius R anyway for certain (large) initial velocity differences. In
these instances, any assumption that initial positions are far apart is not useful.
Instead, we rely on the difference between the initial velocities being relatively
large and thus that the impact of the change in factor for the velocity variable
is large. This is the content of Section 4.2.
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4.1 Large position differences

As mentioned, Propositions 4.1 and 4.2 show contraction up to velocity factors
in modified norm for BA and AB respectively. They make use of the assumption
that position differences are large through inequality (2.3). All of the proofs in
this section may be found in Appendix A.

Proposition 4.1. Let Assumption 1 hold, let ng,m € [0,1] satisfy 0 < no—mn1 <
% and c € R, M € R?¥*24 pe given by

mnoh?

Rl S h— 4.1
16(no — 1) (“.1)
and
1 h
M= ( , 2o m) ) ® 1. (4.2)
2(mo—n1)  2(mo—m1)?
Assume Lh? < (ng —n1)?. It holds that
H< >(q 7+3(p-p) - B (b(g, ) - (q’,9))>
0 mila p—p —5(b(g,0) —b(q,0)) M
0 -7\ |
(1-c -z 4.3
H (0 nofd) (p—p’) “3)

for all 0 € ©, q,7 € R? satisfying | — ¢ | > 4R(1 + #) and p,p’ € R?.

Proposition 4.2. Let Assumption 1 hold, no,m € [0,1] satisfy 0 < no—mn1 < %
and let M € R?? be given by (4.2). Assume 0 < Lh? < (no —m)?. It holds that

|6 ) G st b 9(?—5<;+%p’,9>>) HM
|

<| (8 wu) G-5)

forall® € ©, q,q,p,p' € R satisfying |§— ¢ + 2(p—p')| > 4R(1 + £).

‘ (4.4)

In the randomized midpoint case, only the B.A step needs to be dealt with,
but the proof must be adapted accordingly. This is given in the following.

Proposition 4.3. Let Assumption 1 hold, let u € (0,h), no,m € [0,1] sat-
isfy 0 < mo—m <1 and c € R, M € R**24 pe given by (4.1) and (4.2).
Assume Lh? < (ng —n1)%. It holds that

H( )(q—q+g<p Z’)’)—%Q(b(ti+uz3,9)—b(q+up 0)) )H
0 mly p—7 — 2(b(q+up,0) — b(q +up’,0))
2

Ios 0 q—q
0 mnola) \P—P
for all 0 € ©, q,@,p,p € RY satisfying |q + up — ¢ — up'| > 4R(1 + L =)
and p,p’ € R?.

<(1-¢ (4.5)

M
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4.2 Relatively large velocity differences

In Propositions 4.4 and 4.5, we follow largely the same approach as for the proofs
in Section 4.1. However, a different region of (7 — ¢, p — p’) space is considered.
As a consequence, the matrices H and H given by (A.2) and (A.17) are not
necessarily positive definite. In order to obtain inequalities (4.3) and (4.4), some
positive [p — p’|? term is used to compensate for the lack of such |g — ¢'|? terms
through restriction in the region of (7 — ¢’,p — p’) space under consideration.
In this section, the additional assumption Lh?2 <1 / 162 will be made. This is
not necessary to obtain contraction, but it is assumed for other parts of the
paper and the constants here improve as a result. Again, all of the proofs in
this section may be found in Appendix A.

Proposition 4.4. Let Assumption 1 hold, no,m € [0, 1] satisfy 0 < ng —m <
min(n1,1/2) and let c € R, M € R?4*24 pe given by (4.1) and (4.2). Assume 0 <
Lh? < min((no — n1)2,1/162). Inequality (4.3) holds for all §,q,p,p’ € R?
satisfying |p— ) > /(DL - 7).

Proposition 4.5. Let Assumption 1 hold, no,m € [0, 1] satisfy 0 <mno—m < 3
and let M € R27%24 pe given by (4.2). Assume0 < Lh? < min((no—mn1)2,1/162).

Inequality (4.4) holds for all q,q ,p,p’ € R? satisfying |p—p'| > \/(17/4)L|G—q|.

Proposition 4.6. Let Assumption 1 hold, no,m € [0,1] satisfy 0 < 11 <
no < 1 and let ¢ € R, M € R?¥>24 pe given by (4.1) and (4.2). Assume 0 <
Lh? < min((no — m)?,2/16%). Inequality (4.5) holds for all q,q’,p,p € R
satisfying |p— p'| > 4VL|g — 7'|.

4.3 Contraction and otherwise for full iterations

In this section, the results from Sections 4.1 and 4.2 are combined to obtain
Theorem 4.7. A large part of the proof is to verify that given initially large
position differences and relatively large velocity differences, the position and
velocity differences stay large and relatively large respectively over the approx-
imated Hamiltonian trajectory. In addition to Theorem 4.7, for initial position
and velocity differences that do not fall into the regions studied in Sections 4.1
and 4.2, the degree to which expansion may occur over iterations of reflectively
coupled (as in Section 3.1) SGgHMC chains is given in Propositions 4.8, 4.9 and
Corollary 4.12. Let M € R??%24 he given by

_ 1 /yl>
M = _ o | ® 1. 4.6
(”Y 1 27 2 d ( )

In Theorem 4.7, the modified Euclidean norm associated with M is that which
is shown to be contractive under iterations of synchronously coupled SGgHMC
chains. Recall that the parameter u determines whether the velocity Verlet
integrator (u = 0) is used or the randomized midpoint method (u = 1) is used.
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Theorem 4.7. Let Assumption 1 hold. Let x,y,v,w be R*-valued r.v.’s, G, G~
N(0,1;) be independent of x,y,v,w, (ugp)ken and let X', Y' V' W' be given
by (3.9). Assume ALT?/(1 —n)*> <1 and

L(T + h)* <1/162 (4.7)

Assume G = G holds almost surely. Ifu =0, ¢; = 3, co = 6, then for a.a. w € Q
such that x,y,v,w satisfy either

nlv —w| > 01\/Z|x -y (4.8)

or

L
|z —y| > CQR(l + —>, (4.9)
m
it holds a.s. that

| ) [ e e6] = (- i) | (222)

where M is given by (4.6). Moreover, if u = 1, ¢ = 8 and co = 10, then the
same assertion holds.

2 2
. (4.10)
M

M

Proof. First, let v = 0. Fix s € [0,T] and recall the notation (3.9), (3.

Consider first the case where (4.8) holds. For any 6,6 € ©T/" and 6 = (9,
Lemma 3.1 with ¢ = 162 in particular implies a.s. that

)-

10
o),

nax [Gs(z, v/ ,0)=s(y,w',0)| < (64/63) max(|z—yl, |[z—y+(v'—w')T]). (4.11)
se
Moreover, (4.11) implies

VLIgs(x,v',0) = 4s(y,w',0)| < (64/63)(VLIx —y| + nlv — w|/16).  (4.12)

On the other hand, given (4.7), inequality (3.3) with ¢ = 32 holds, which implies
a.s. that

|]55($, ’U/v é) - ﬁS(yv w/v é)l > 77|’U - w' - |]55(CL',U/, é) _ﬁS(yv w/v é) - (U/ - w/)|
> nlv —w| —3(64/63)LT (|| + nT|v — w))
> (62/63)n|v — w| — (12/63)VL|z|. (4.13)

Let 7* = (17/4)"/2. A numerical calculation gives

62 64 1 A
“\63 63 16\1—r/32 " 32

Lreel o 1
63 63\ 1—r*/32 32)
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therefore, we may apply (4.8) on the right-hand side of (4.13) to obtain a.s.
that

|ﬁs($7vlué) _ﬁs(y7w/7é)|

64/ 1 1\/ 1

S A Ll2|). 4.14
—63<1—r*/32+32><16"|“ w|+\/_|z|> (4.14)

Substituting (4.14) into the right-hand side of (4.12) yields
|ps(,0",0) — ps(y,w',0)|
> | + g VI D) - (D)
> r*VIL|gs (2,0, 0) — @s(y, ', 0)]. (4.15)
On the other hand, if (4.8) does not hold, then together with (4.7), it holds that
|2+ ns(v = w)| > |2 = Tol(v = w)| > |2| = el VLT 2| > (1 e1/16)]2],
which, by (3.2) with ¢ = 162 and (4.7), implies a.s. for s € AN [h,T] that

|st(x7vla é) - st(y7w/7 é)'
> [z 4 50 — )| — |as(@,,0) — Gy, w',0) — 2 — s(0/ — )|
> [z + (v — w)| — (3/511) max(|2], |2 + (v — /)

C1 3
>(1—-—= - — . 4.1
_( o 5M)m (4.16)

Inequalities (4.16) and (4.9) imply
. - 3 L L
J "9 —a ! > _a_ 2 ) > ). (4.
|gs(z, v, 0)—qs(y,w’, 0)] _02<1 TG 511>R(1+m> _4R(1+m) (4.17)

In order to make use of inequalities (4.15) and (4.17) for Propositions 4.1 or 4.4,
for i € NN [0, K], let #; € [0,1] be given by 7o = 1 and

S 1—n
M =Mt = S (4.18)
For any i € 3NN [0, K], (4.18) implies by assumption that
Lh? 4LT?
= <1. (4.19)

=P (P =
For any i € NN [0, K], if the full step
(jih = qih(xu Ulu é)7 (j;h = qih(yaw/7 é)a

ZN)'L'h = Z_)ih(xvvlvé)v ﬁ;h = ﬁih(valvé)
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along the trajectory satisfy (4.15) with s = ih, then Proposition 4.4 may be
applied with no = 7, m = M1 and ¢ = Gin, ¢ = @ip,, D = Pin, ¢ = Pyy,- Oth-
erwise, if instead of (4.15), inequality (4.17) is satisfied, then Proposition 4.1
may be applied with the same 79,71,7,7,p,p’. In both cases, inequality (4.3)
holds with (4.1), (4.2) and the aforementioned substitutions; explicitly, for
any 7 € NN [0, K], if either (4.8) or (4.9) holds, then it holds a.s. that

- ~ - - - 2
H ( ) (Qih — @y + BB — D) — 2 (0(Gins Oin) — b(qéhﬁih)))
0 777f+lld ]5 _ﬁ;h - %(b(%hae ) b(qzhueih)) M
mTh  mih? 0 > <q.h_q~/_ > 2
<|(1- + e Tk , 4.20
: < (=) >H <0 nila) \oin — i) |, (4.20)

where 6, is given by 6 = (0in)iennpo,r/n) and M is given by (4.6). Next, to
see that Propositions 4.2, 4.5 may be applied to the half steps in the trajectory,
consider first the case when (4.15) holds. For any i € NN [0, K], (4.15), (2.2)
and (4.7) imply,

Din = Pin, — (h/2)(6(Gin, Oin) — 0@, Oin))|
r* 1 Lh
o(—" i — .
(\/_(1—r*/32+32) >|Qh @il

VL|Gin — G- (4.21)

Y

LA
= 1— /32
Moreover, it holds that
VL|Gin = @il = VLG — @i+ (0/2)Bin — Bin — (h/2) (0, Oin) — b(@in, Oin)|
— VL(h/2)|pin = Doy, — (1/2)(b(Gin Oin) — b(@y, in))
which, substituting back into the right-hand side of (4.21) and using (4.7),

implies

(14 2225 Vi = B = (/200000 0O

,,,,*
> ——— VLG — G h/2)(pin — ply, — (R/2)(b(Gin, 0
> g VIl — @+ (0/2) i~ P — (1/2) B, 0)
= b(Gin, Oin)))|.
In other words, it holds that
Bin — Pin, — (R/2)(6(Gin, Oin) — b(@, Oin) )|
> VLr*|Gin = Gy, + (0/2)Bin — Bip, — (h/2)(0(Gin, Oin) — b3y 0in)))]-

Therefore for any ¢ € NN [0, K], if (4.15) is satisfied with s = ih, then again
since Lh? < L(T + h)? < 1/162, Proposition 4.5 may be applied with 1y =
ﬁi+%7 m = Ni+1,

g = Gin + (h/2)pin — (h/2)*6(Gin, Oin), p = Din — (h/2)b(Gin, Oin)  (4.22)
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and ¢',p’ given by (4.22) with ¢, 7', G, D}, replacing q,p, Gin, pir. respectively.
If for any ¢ € NNJ[0, K], (4.15) with s = ih does not hold and inequality (4.17) is
satisfied with s = ¢h, then it holds by (2.2) and applying the negation of (4.15)
with s = ih that

|Gin — Gip, + P (Pin — Py, — (B/2)(0(Gin, Oin) — b(Gip, Oin)))]
> |Gin — Gip| — PlPin — Pip] — (h2/2)|b@iha Oin) — b(qip, bin)|

2<1—<#1/32 >\/_h )Iqm dinl,

then applying (4.7) and (4.17) with s = ih gives

\Gin. — Gin + h(Pin — Pip, — (h/2)(b(Gin, Oin) — b(Tip,, Oin)))]
> (1— (ri + i)i - i)@»h — il
- 1—r%/32 32)32 322 v
(1 (o )5 - )
- 1-— T*/32 32 /)32 322

ca(1—¢1/16 —1/63)R(1 4+ L/m)
> 4R(1 + L/m).

Therefore in this case, Proposition 4.2 may be applied with ng = 7, 1=
Nit1, G, P given by (4.22) and ¢, p’ given by (4.22) with ¢, 7, ¢, P}, replac-
ing q, P, Gin, Pin, respectively. In either case, by Proposition 4.2 and 4.5, inequal-
ity (4.4) holds the aforementioned substitutions. Together with (4.20), by the
obvious induction in i € NN [0, K], if either (4.8) or (4.9) holds, then it holds
a.s. that

0) —ar(y.w',0) | A
= Gt o sty | o 6]
pT r, v 9) pT(yuw 79)) M
2 . o 2
<(1- mT n mT(T — h) Ty
8(1—n) 16 o —w' )|,

2

(-] ()

The proof concludes for u = 0 by writing

TI T
<Id 0)<Id 177><Id 0><1 1n2n2>®IdM
TI 2721 - T 2n°T - '

RN = . AN = =k

For u = 1, ¢ = 8, co = 10, the proof follows in a similar way, with the
differences as follows. Let 7* instead be 4. Either inequality (4.15) or (4.17)
holds by similar calculations using instead that either njv — w| > 8V/L|z — y|
or |z —y| > 10R(1+ L/m). We set instead

M

L 1—mn
i — 771‘4_7 = T, (423)
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so that 12 )
L(2 4LT
_L(2h) s = S <1 (4.24)
(i _77i+%) (1—n)
If (4.15) holds, then we may apply Proposition 4.6 with h/2 replaced by h and
with ¢ = Gin, @ = @iy P = Dins P = Py, and @ = wiph, 10 = M, M = Ny 1.
If (4.15) does not hold (its negation holds) and instead (4.17) holds, then it
holds that

|Gin — Gip, + winh(Pin — Pip )|
> Gin = Gip| — winh|pin — iy
> (1= win(r" /(1 = r*/32) + 1/32)VLh)|Gin — G|
> co(1—¢1/16 — 3/511)(1 — wip (r* /(1 — r*/32) + 1/32)/32) R(1 4+ L/m)
> 4AR(1+ L/m),
so that we may apply Proposition 4.3 with again h/2 replaced by h and with § =
Gihs @ = Qp» D = Pin, D = Py, and @ = wiph, no = 0, M = fliyy- The
applications of Propositions 4.3 and 4.6 conclude in the same way as before. [
The following Propositions 4.8, 4.9, 4.10 have proofs that make use of the set-

tings and strategies already introduced in the proofs of Proposition 4.1, 4.2, 4.4
and 4.5. These proofs may be found in Appendix A.

Proposition 4.8. Let ng,m € [0, 1] satisfy no < n1. Let ¢ € R be given by

AR 4.25
Mo — ™ ( )
and M given by (4.2). Assume (2.2) and Lh?® < (o — n1)?. It holds that

H ( ¢ ) (TR0 ggb?q%(b—q_é(?x_eﬁ(g/’ ”)
2

ool (5 ) G5)

forall €O, q,d,p,p €RY.

M

(4.26)

Proposition 4.9. Let ng,m € [0,1] satisfy 0 < ng —m < m, ¢ € R be given by

_ 2Lnoh?
‘- Mo — ™
and M € R?3%24 pe given by (4.2). Assume (2.2) and Lh? < (no—mn1)?. It holds
that
H( 1) (oo - st T8 )|
0 mla) \p—7p - q‘+ﬂ 9) =@ +50,0) ) ||

(4.27)

hq
B (b(
0
(1
~ol (6 ) G

forall® €O, q,¢,p,p € R%.
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Next, we extend Proposition 4.8 to cover iterations of the randomized mid-
point version of the algorithm (u = 1).

Proposition 4.10. Let no,m € [0,1] satisfy no < m1 and let u € (0,h).
Let ¢ € R be given by (4.25) and M be given by (4.2). Assume (2.2) and Lh? <
min((no—n1)?,1/162). Inequality (4.26) holds with b(q,0),b(q , 0) replaced by b(g+
ap,0) and b(q + up',0) respectively for all € ©, q,7,p,p € R?.

Before combining the previous propositions, we give next an elementary
result about the second moments of K. that will be useful in quantifying the
noisy part of the dynamics.

Lemma 4.11. Let r* = (1—7)%/(T?*(1 —n?)), let G ~ N(0,1,), U ~U(0,1) be
independent and let K. be given by (3.13) and (3.14) with some arbitrary § € R¢
and its unit vector e. It holds that

T o (o) -o(14) s (4)

Proof. Fix ¢ € RY. By definitions (3.13) and (3.14), it holds that

201 _ .2y foo
Bl = T = [+ 202(00a0) — poata + dD)ds

2
which, by a change in variable, yields

it [ o) B oo

In the rest of the proof, let ¢ := |2—| and let ¢ denote g 1. For the first term in

the square bracket on the right-hand side of (4.28), integration by parts yields
/Ooo 9*¢g — G2)dg
= /Ooo((g — G2)? + 2942 — 43) (9 — G2)dy
— —dapl-a) + B(a) + 22 [ (9~ )olo ~ )+ B2
= Gop(—G2) + (1 + §3)®(G2)-

Similarly, for the second term in the square bracket on the right-hand side
of (4.28), it holds that

/ g*p(g + G2)dg
0
- / (g + d2)? — 2962 — ) plg + d2)dg
0
= Gop(—d2) + B(—d2) — 24 / (g + d2) (g + do)dg + ED(—da)
0

= —Gop(—G2) + (1 + §3)®(—G2),
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from which the assertion follows. O

Putting together Propositions 4.8, 4.9 and Lemma 4.11, we obtain the fol-
lowing result on full iterations of a SGgHMC pair chain when the coupling is
that which is studied in Section 3.1.

Corollary 4.12. Let Assumption 1 hold. Assume 4LT? < (1 —n)* and (2.5).
Let z,y,v,w be R*-valued r.v.’s, let G, G ~ N(0, I4) be independent of x,y, v, w, (ukh)ken
and let X', Y V' W' be given by (3.9). Suppose G satisfies a.s. that

G=G-G, (4.29)
where G is given by (3.14) and G,e given by (3.12) and (3.10e) with r* =

(1—n)2/(T?(1 —n?)) and ~y given by (3.25). It holds a.s. that

<] (72w [ ] = (1 2D G

where M is given by (4.6) and the constant ¢ is given by

. 2T%(1 +1n) ( 8|4l )

c= max 4.
1—-mn V2T

Otherwise, if G = G holds a.s., then (4.30) holds a.s. with ¢ = 0.

Proof. Recall the notation (3.9). First, consider the case u = 0 (velocity Verlet).
For i € ANN[0,K], let 7); € [0,1] be given by 7o = 1 and (4.18). By the
assumption 4LT? < (1—n)?, inequality (4.19) holds. Therefore Propositions 4.8
and 4.9 with ng = 0;, n1 = ﬁi+% imply a.s. that

[H (it 99)»)

(I,

where M is given by (4.2). In the case u = 1 (randomized midpoint), let
instead 7); be given by (4.23). Again by assumption inequality (4.24) holds.
Therefore Proposition 4.10 with /2 replaced by h and again g = 7;, 71 = 771'4-%
implies a.s. that (4.31) holds. For the right-hand side of (4.31), it holds a.s.
that

I(o70)

+é (4.30)

2
$7y7vaw7Gaé:|

M

, (4.31)

2

— P Z_Tnz (v —w) + VT 1P(G - C))

M 1
272 N
[E— — _n2 _ 2

e~ )+ VI R(G =6

6l

1_
1—77

2 2 2

221 —7%) ., Ao
+ G-G
a9

( + 297 (v —w)) - (G — Q). (4.32)
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In the case of G =G, the assertion follows. If instead equation (4.29) holds,
then by E[G|q] = E[G — G|q] = 0, equation (4.32) implies a.s. that
_ 211 —n?)

1O W T i [ M e

Moreover, using (3.13), Lemma 4.11 and (4.29), it holds a.s. that

2 2

E[IG[*lq]. (4.33)

M

E[IGI*|q] = Ellg + G|*|q] - 14I* — 24| - E[Glq]

— 2 A
— o Bl ]~ 4P~ 2dl e G - €]

T2(1
— e+ (o(10) - 2 (= 9)) -+ aiggon (1) - a2
< i;'r (4.34)

On the other hand, if equation (4.29) holds, then it holds that
|Gl = le-eG| = e- (G -G,

which implies

E[|GI?|q] = 2 — 2E[(G - €)(G - ¢)]q]
= 2E[G - eG|q]

1. _
<2E[|G - ef*|g] + §E[|Glzlq]

and therefore

E[|G*|q] < 4.
Consequently, together with (4.31), (4.33), (4.34) and the inequality 1 —n? =
(14 n)(1 —n), the assertion (4.30) follows. O

5 Global contraction

The main result in this section is Theorem 5.1, where both couplings from
Sections 3 and 4 are used to obtain a contraction in an appropriate semimetric
under the assumption 4L72 < (1 —n)2. The semimetric used is inspired by
the class of additive metrics studied in [22]. A related metric also appears
in [46]. In addition, without assuming 4L72 < (1—7)? and instead assuming the
existence of a Lyapunov function, contraction in another suitable semimetric,
more akin to that in [3, equation (33)], is given in Theorem 5.2. Thereafter,
some consequences of (only) Theorem 5.1 are given in Section 6.
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5.1 Semimetric contraction

To state our results, notation from the previous sections is assumed; for the
reader’s convenience, some notation is explicitly recalled. Some new notation is
also introduced. Recall that u € {0,1} determines whether the velocity Verlet
or randomized midpoint integrator is considered. Let o = LT?/(1 —n)?, v be
given by (3.25) and fix R to be
R=(6+4u)(1 + (3 + 5u)az + 1.09a)R' /4
= (6 + 4u)(1 + (34 5u)a? + 1.090)R(1 + L/m). (5.1)
Let g be given by (3.37). Let €* > 0 be given by
( e—9R \/27rge_9R>
101(20,20/0% + 1,—0)R~ 512 ’

€ = min

(5.2)

let M be given by (4.6) and let p* : R2? x R2? — [0, 00) be given by

p*((2,0), (y,w)) = follgl +1.090a]2]) + €*[|(z = y,v — w) |3 (5-3)

for all z,y, v, w € RY, where ¢, z are given by (3.10) and fj is defined by (3.31).
The discontinuity at 77 = 0 present in the definition (5.2) for ¢* arises from our
use of the expressions |g| + 1.09a|z| and [|(z — y,v — w)]|3,. This discontinuity
also appears in the Lipschitz constant of the observable function in empirical
averages for a similar reason, see Remark 2.3.

Theorem 5.1. Let Assumption 1 hold. Let x,y,v,w be R*-valued r.v.’s, G, G~
N(0,14) be independent of x,y,v,w, (ugn)ken and let X' Y V' W' be given
by (3.9). In addition, assume ALT? < (1 —n)? and (2.5). If it holds a.s. that

A ' . > R
o {G if |q| + 1.09a]2| > R 5

G -G if gl +1.09z| < R,
where G satisfies (3.14) with G, e given by (3.10) and (3.12), then it holds a.s.

that
Elp* (X", V), ", W)z, y,v,w] < (1 —)p"((z,v), (y,w)),  (5.5)

where ¢ is given by

o ( LgR me*gR2 )
1—n 10(es® —1)" 16(2(1 — e—9%) 4+ e*gR2) )

(5.6)

C

Remark 5.1. We may compare this convergence rate (5.6) with [3, equation (32)]
in terms of the dependence on (large) nonconvexity radius. Recall from Re-
mark 2.1 that the appropriate value for comparison is R’. In the best case in [3,
equation (27)], one may take T+ h = 1/(16LR’) with R’ as in Remark 2.1. In
that work, this choice of T gives a convergence rate bounded by

1 1 , ,
7g min <1, 7T+ 16L(R')?)e SH (1 >2> e 32L(R)? (5.7)
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On the other hand, for large R’ and u = 0 (velocity Verlet integrator), the
convergence rate (5.6) is equal to

C(R/)26—(2/5)16L(1.5(1+3a%+1.09a)R/)2 (5.8)

for some constant C' > 0 independent of R’. Therefore, for at <1 /b, the
rate (5.8) has improved dependence on R’ than (5.7).

Proof. Recall the notation (3.10). The probability space is split into different
regions based on the values of x,y,v,w. Moreover, if u = 0 (velocity Verlet),
then let ¢; = 3, cg = 6. Otherwise if v = 1 (randomized midpoint), then
let ¢; = 8, co = 10. Firstly, assume

lq| + 1.090z| < R. (5.9)

In this case, G=G-Gas. by assumption. Theorem 3.4 and Corollary 4.12
imply a.s. that

[ (X', V), (V/, W)z, g, v, u]
CELAo(Q + 109alZ) + € 1Z Y W)y,
(1= 22 ) st + vosalzn +e (14 ED) | (L 2,) |

1 M
—9RT2(] 2e*T2(1 81
g ( +n)-min(|(j|,%)+ T2 ( +n),min( 4] 4),

"

32(1—n) 1- Ver (5.10)

2

IN

where ¢g is given by (3.38). Moreover, by direct calculation and by (5.9), it
holds that

|21

the right-hand side of which may be bounded, using o < 1/4, as

=q* + g — 2|® < 3|q|® +2|z|> < 3R|q| + 2R|z|/(1.090), (5.11)

3R|q| + 2R|z|/(1.090) = 3R|q| + 2(R/(1.090)?)1.090/z|
< (2R/a®)(lg| + 1.090]2]).

In addition, if 7 = 0, then the left-hand side of (5.11) is equal to |z|?> < R(|q| +
1.09c|z|). Therefore it holds, by definition (5.2) of €* and definition (3.31) of fo,

that
.(loLT* = LT? p
€
1—n 10(1-n) v—w
LT? 101/ 2 gR?

. 1 1 — 1.09
T (Bt Lo ) 2 e+ 1.090]:)
LT? e 9R gR
1—n 10 1 _—e9R

2

M

IN

follg| + 1.09a]z)). (5.12)
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In addition, for the last two terms on the right-hand side of (5.10), it holds that

. ., 67 Voo 8|4
min |q|,% ZTmln ﬁ,él,

which by definition (5.2) of €* implies

*2 S —gR 2 A
2¢*T*(1+n) nin ( 8q| 4) o V2mge T min ( 84| 4>

1—n Ver' )T 256 1-—q Vor
g(ngT2 . ., 67
<d - 22, 5.13
S Saoy ldl: =5 (5.13)

Gathering (5.12) and (5.13), inserting into the right-hand side of (5.10) and
recalling the definition (3.38) of ¢y yields a.s. that

Elp* (X", V'), (Y, W")|z,y, v, w]
gl‘%e—gﬁ‘LT2
10(1— e 97)(1— 1)

B e LT? z ’
10(1=n)|| \v—w

which, by ze=7/(1 — e~ %) <1 for all Z > 0, implies

< p((x,0), (y, w)) fo(lg| + 1.090z])

)

M

E[p" (X", V"), Y, W)z, y, v, w]

gRe 9RLT? .
< (1 SR iR i n>>” (2, ), (9,0)). (5.14)

Now instead of (5.9), assume
lg| +1.09a]z| > R. (5.15)

In this case G = G holds a.s. by assumption. If both njv — w| < ¢1vVIL|z|
and |z| < coR(1 4+ L/m) hold, then it holds that

T LT
n_n(v —w)‘ < (1 + %)M =(1 +cla%)|z|

|q|=2+1

and consequently, by definition (5.1) of R,
lg] + 1.0902| < (14 ¢1a® +1.09a) - ¢aR(1 + L/m) = R. (5.16)

Therefore, either njv —w| > ¢;V/L|z| or |z| > coR(1+ L/m) holds. Theorem 4.7
may then be applied to obtain, using also |¢| + 1.09a|z| > R, a.s. that

E[p* (X", V"), Y, W)z, y, v, w]

. mT? z
s (my| [

2
(5.17)

M

38



Moreover, the assumption 4LT? < (1 — n)? implies

24(1.09/4)? 1.09° 5
1. o1y ——— L 2 — 2
( + 109alsl)? < (14 2R Y g 4 (104 21

3(1.09)%\, , (1092 5 , 6
< AT 7 2 _ he
< (14 2555 Yo + (M- + o) (6l = o+ 2

< 2(lgl* + |2 = q)
:2”(2,1)—’(0)”?@, (518)

which, by (5.15), implies in particular that
lg| + 1.09az| < R7(|q| + 1.09a|2])? < 2R™Y|(2,v — w)||i—4
Therefore, for any ¢ > 0, inequality (5.17) implies
E[p* (X", V"), Y, W'))|z,y,v,w]

e*emT? eremT? fo(R
< (1 7)f0(|q| + 1.09az|) + 7‘%(A)(|q| + 1.09az|)

©16(1—1n) 16(1 —n)R
2
e (-ma)| (),

e T2
< (1= 550 ) alll + 1.0
mT? emT? fo(R) }

TT6(-m) 8(1 — n)R2

2

+e [1 (5.19)

(:20)

M
In particular if ¢ is given by

R%g
2(1 — e—9R) + e*R2g’

Cc =

then the expression in the square bracket on the right-hand side of (5.19) satisfies

1 mT? N 2emT? fo(R) o mT? ( B 2(1 — e~9R) )
16(1-n)  16(1 —n)R? 16(1 —n) 2(1 — e=9%) + e*R2g
e*emT?
<l————.
- 16(1 —n)

Together with the contraction rate given by (5.14), the proof concludes. O

The next result gives a contraction rate in case 4LT? > (1 —n)?. Here it
is not possible to use the Lyapunov function arising from synchronous coupling
and the modified norm. Instead, we assume as in [3, Section 2.5.3] the exis-
tence of a Lyapunov function, which has already been established elsewhere in
certain cases. Consequently, in place of the additive semimetric (5.3), we take
a multiplicative semimetric.
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Let (G;)ien, (éi)ieN be i.i.d. sequences with G, Gy ~ N(0,1;). For any i €
N, let él,é; be ©7/"valued r.v.’s independent of (G;);, (C:'Z)l Let (;)ien =
((ug)keN)ieN be an independent sequence such that for any i € N, (u,(:,z)keN
is an independent sequence of r.v.’s independent, of (6;);, (6});, (Gy)i, (G;); and
such that u,(;,z ~ U(0,1) for all k € N. Denote 0; = (6;,6),u,i;). For
any Ré%valued r.v.’s 2 and v both independent of (G;), (Gi)s, (65)s, ((u,(;,z)k)l
and any i € N, let X®, V() be given by X(© = 2, V(0 = ¢, then inductively
by (3.9) with X(+D vt+D x0) v@ G, 6; replacing X', V', x,v,G, 0 respec-
tively. Let Z(®),Q® be given by (3.10) with the obvious replacements and
for any Ré%valued r.v.’s y,w € R% independent of (G;)s, (Gi)s, (6;)s, ((ug)k)l,
let YO, W be defined analogously as for X @, V& but with G, in place of G;.

Assumption 2. There exist ¢; € (0,1], c2 €R, V: R% x R? = [0,00) and n €
N\ {0} such that for any z,v € R?, it holds that

E[V(X™, V] < (1= e)V(w,0) + ez,
and the set {z,v € R?: V(z,v) < 4¢z/c1} is compact.

By Theorem 5 in [15], Assumption 2 is satisfied for K = 1, n # 0. By
Theorem 3 in [8], it is also satisfied in a case where the force field b is conservative
(there exists U such that b = VU) and deterministic (© = {0}).

Remark 5.2. In Assumption 2, no information is given about the dependence
of ¢1, co on the parameters m, R, d, which is existing in the aforementioned ref-
erences. In particular, in contrast to the Lyapunov inequality (4.30) satisfied by
the modified norm, the constant ¢, typically depends explicitly on d. Moreover,
a further step-size restriction may be implicitly assumed by taking Assump-
tion 2. As a result, the one-step convergence rate generally worsens in terms
of the dependency on m from that present in Theorem 5.1, despite the O(y/m)
rate for certain friction values in the Gaussian and continuous time cases as
mentioned at the beginning of Section 4.

Under Assumption 2, let € be given by

Co
-9 5.20
=2, (520)

where ¢q is defined by (3.38), let R’ be given by
R = 4sup{(1 4 a)|z|,v o] : V(z,v) < dea/cr}, (5.21)

where o = 1.09LT?/(1 — n)?, let f1 : [0,00) — [0,00) be given by (3.31)
with f1, R’ replacing fo, R and let p : R?? x R2¢ — [0, 00) be given by

p((z,v), (y,w)) = v/ fillal + 1.09al2]) (1 + €V (z,v) + €V (y, w)).

The proof of the next Theorem 5.2 follows closely to that of Theorem 2.7 in [3].
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Theorem 5.2. Let Assumption 2 hold. Assume (2.2), (2.5) and 4LT? > (1 —
n)2. Let x,y,v,w be R*-valued r.v.’s independent of (G:)s, (G:)s, (6:)s, ((ug)k)l
It holds a.s. that

E[p((X(n), V(n))a (Y(n)v W(n))”xv Y, 0, w] < (1 - Hlin(Co, Cl)/s)p((xv ’U), (ya w))a
where ¢y is given by (3.38).

Proof. Firstly, assume A
lg| +1.09az| < R'. (5.22)

By conditional Holder inequality, it holds a.s. that

E[p((X™, V), (v, W)z, y, v, ]
<E[A(1Q™] + 1.09a] 2™z, y, v, w]?

CE[1+ V(XM V) 4 eV (Y™ W)z, y, 0, w]?. (5.23)
For each 7 € [1,n — 1] NN, in either cases Q| 4+1.090| 2% < R and |Q®| +
1.09a|Z®| > R', by either Theorem 3.4 or max f; = f1(|Q®| + 1.09a|Z ")), it
holds a.s. that
E[f1(1QUFV]+ 1.09a| 20D IX @y O VO wOT < £,(1QW] +1.09a|27))).
By the tower property and again Theorem 3.4, this implies a.s. that

E[f1(JQ"| + 1090 2™ |)|a,y, v, w] < (1 = co) fi(la] + 1.09alz]).  (5.24)

Therefore, by Assumption 2 and the definition (5.20) of €, inequality (5.23)
implies a.s. that

(1 = co/4)p((, v), (y, w)). (5.25)

Instead of (5.22), assume X
lg| + 1.09a(z| > R'. (5.26)

If all of the inequalities

(14 1.090)|z| < R'/4, (14 1.090)]y| < R'/4,
v ol S R/4, T w < RJ4 (5.27)

hold, then it holds that

lg| + 1.090|z| < (1 4 1.09a)(|z| + |y|) + v ([v] + |w|) < R/,
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which contradicts (5.26). Consequently, one of the inequalities in (5.27) fails to
hold and

E[1+eV(X™ vy 4 ev(y ™ wm)|z, y, v, w)]
<14e((1—c)V((z,0)+ (1 —c1)V((y,w)) + 2¢2)

<t (1-2) (o) + V() - o)
< (1 — min (% 602)>(1 + €V (2, v) + €V (y,w)).

Therefore, by max f1 = f1(]g| + 1.09¢|z]) and the definition (5.20) of €, it holds
that

E[p((X™, V) (v wt)) |z, y, v, w)]

(1 — min(c1 /4, ec2)) p((z,v), (y, w))
(1 — min(c1/8, co/8))p((, v), (y, w)).

Together with the contraction rate given in (5.25), the proof concludes. O

<
<

6 Consequences for empirical averages

Only the consequences of Theorem 5.1 are given, where 4LT? < (1 —7)? holds.
The main underlying Corollary 6.1 shows that W, contraction is possible, that
is, a convergence bound on W; with a right-hand side in terms of only Wj.
Consequently, in Corollary 6.5 of Section 6.1, Gaussian concentration bounds
on ergodic averages are given using the results of [14]. In addition, for the
case where b is a stochastic approximation of some VU, a bound on the bias
of the estimator to the average w.r.t. the probability measure with density
proportional to e~ is given in Section 6.2 by Corollary 6.8.

For the rest of this section, recall the notations at the beginning of Sec-
tion 5.1, the definitions just before Assumption 2 and that W;, W, denote
the L', L? Wasserstein distance with respect to the twisted Euclidean met-
ric d given by (2.4). Moreover, let Wy denote the L? Wasserstein distance
w.r.t. the distance R?? x R? 5 ((z,v), (y,w)) — /]2 —y[? + |[v — w[?/L. For
any distribution v of an R?%-valued r.v. (R%-valued when v = c0) that is inde-
pendent of (G;)s, (Gi)s, (65)s, ((ug)k)l, recall m,(v) to denote the distribution
after n iterations of SGgHMC; more precisely, 7, (r) denotes the distribution
of (X@, V@) for (z,v) ~ v (and of X® for x ~ v if v = 00).

By the triangle inequality, the L; Wasserstein distance (w.r.t. the twisted
metric given by (2.4) in particular) may be split into a sum of many smaller
intermediate distances. Using modified distance as a Lyapunov function in (5.3)
allows one to capitalize on this. More specifically, we rely in the following
Corollary 6.1 on the Lyapunov term being second order in the distance.

42



Corollary 6.1. Let Assumption_ 1 hold, let x,y,v,w be R%-valued r.v.’s inde-
pendent of (Gy)i, (Gi)s, (0:), ((u,(;,z)k)z and assume 4LT? < (1 —n)? and (2.5).
For any n € N, it holds that

g z n
(210g(2)e*> (1 C) Wl (6(x,v)75(y,w))u

21—
S W (e )

Wl (7Tn (6(x,v) )7 Tn (6(y,w)))

IN

Wo (7Tn (5(1,1)))5 Tn (5(1/;111)))2

where 0(y.4),0(y,w) denote the distributions of (x,v) and (y,w) respectively, c
is given by (5.6) with (3.37), (5.1) and p*, €* and fy are given by (5.3), (5.2)
and (3.31) respectively along with (3.37).

Proof. For the rest of the proof, fix n € N. It holds that

Wi (Wn(a(m,'u))v 7Tn(5(7l;w)))
< E[E[1.09Q|Z(n)| + |Q(")||X(n_1), V(n—l), Y(n—l), W(n—l)]]

(™)) 4 1Qm
<x[x 1.09a|Z™)| + Q™|
P (X, V), (X, y(m))

(X, ) (), W(n)»’Xm—l), V(n_1>7y<n_1>7w<n_1>”7 6.1)

where 0/0 is set to be 0 here. Using (5.18), denoting X y = 1.09a|Z; x| +[Q% nl,
it holds that

X X
P (XL V) (Y W) ~ fo(XM) + e[ (2, Vi) — W)
X (n)
T fo(XM) 4 e (X (m)2/2°

2
157

(6.2)

Since it holds that fo(Z) = (1 — e79%)/g > min(z/2,log(2)/g), the right-hand
side of (6.2) may be bounded above by the expression

(e s o)
max = 5 ~ )
1/2 4 e X ™) /2 log(2)/g + e*(X ()2 /2

which may in turn be bounded above to obtain

X < max (2 y < g
max —_— —_—
p* (X)) V() (Y(m) Wn)) — "\ 2log(2)er ) — | 21og(2)e*

where we have used the definitions (3.37) of g and (5.2) of €*. Therefore, by
choosing appropriately between reflection and synchonous coupling, inequal-
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ity (6.1) and Theorem 5.1 imply that
Wl (7Tn (5(1,1)))7 Tn, (6 y,w)))

g % * n— n— n— n—
< (5o ) (1 QBT (X 2, VD), (), )

g 3 " .
< <W) (1 —o)"E[p*((x,v), (y,w))]. (6.3)

Let o/,y',v",w’ € R? and 2',¢' be correspondingly defined by (3.10). For
any j, N € N with j < N, by applying inequality (6.3) with

v =uxzj:=2 +jy —a')/N, y=xzj41 =2 + G+ 1)y —a)/N,
v=v; =0 +j —w)/N, w=wvj =04+ G+1)( —w')/N,

the triangle inequality yields

Wy (7771 (5(m’v’) ) » Tn (5(1/’ w') ))

N—-1
< Z Wl(ﬂ-n(é(m]‘,v]‘))aFﬂ(5(1j+1,v]‘+1)))
=0
N-1 g 3
> (sig) = (o). (64)

Since (6.4) holds for any N, by considering N — oo and the form (5.3) of p*, it
holds that

g 2 n| ./ ’
7 1oyt 7 1! < s — — +(¥ .

Therefore, by integrating 2, 3’,v',w’ w.r.t. couplings of distributions of R24-
valued r.v.’s and taking the infimum, it holds that

g : n
Wl(ﬂ-n(é(m’v’))uWn(é(y’,w’))) < (W) (1 - C) Wl(é(m’v’)ué(y’,w’))u

which is the first assertion. For the second assertion, by (5.18), it holds for
any 7,79, 9, w € R? with g, Z € R? defined correspondingly by (3.10) that

(gl +1.09a|2))* < 2||(z,0 — w)||3; < 2(*) "' p*((Z,0), (5, w))
and therefore

Wa (0 (6.0))s Tn (8y,0)))? < 2(65) T Wor (0 (8(2,0)) s T (8(y,)))
<

(6*)71(1 - C)nE[p*((fL', U)? (yv w))]?

whereby taking the infimum over all couplings concludes the proof. O

2
2
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6.1 Gaussian concentration

The main goal of this section is to prove Corollary 2.3, which gives the announced
Corollary 6.5. In order to do this, we prove in Lemma 6.4 that conditional
distributions of the SGgHMC chain satisfy log-Sobolev inequalities and thus
transportation cost-information inequalities (by Otto-Villani). These inequali-
ties are consequences of the fact that the conditional distributions of SGgHMC
are pushforwards of Gaussian distributions by Lipschitz maps and that they are
absolutely continuous, as shown in Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3. All of the proofs
in this section may be found in Appendix B.

Let 75{02 denote the Gaussian measure on R? with mean 0 and variance o2.

For any i € {1,2,3}, let the function h() : R?¢ — R2? be given by
WO (2, v) = (Gr(z, Lv,0;), L pr(z, LEv,0;)).
Moreover, let h(?) : R3¢ — R24 be given by
WO (@,v,9) = (2,10 +g)

and for any ,v € RY, let i, : RIXR? — RIxRY, hf, |t RIxRIxR? — RIxRY
be given by

hew(g,9") = KO (RO (WD (2,70 + g), '),
Wy o(9,9.9") = b (KO (WD RO D (2,90 + g), ), 9"))-

In the special case 7 = 0, it will be more useful to consider for any 2 € R¢ the
). RY — R? given by

B(xO) (g) = projl(h’(l) (Ia g))a

where proj; : R?¢ — R? is the projection to the first d coordinates given
by proj; ((z,0)) = Z.

mapping ngcO

Lemma 6.2. Assume (2.2) and (2.5). For any x,v € R, Vhy.,, VA, , ezist

T,v

almost everywhere and for any z1,z2 € R??, 2] € R3?, they satisfies a.e. that
(21 - V) (- 22)* < 421 |22, (6.5)
(21 - V) (Bl - 22)|? < 812417 2.
Ifn =0, then for any x € R, vﬁéo) exists a.e. and satisfies a.e. that
(21 - V)(AD - 29)[* < 2LT%|21 [*| 20|, (6.6)

Lemma 6.3. Assume (2.2) and (2.5). For any x,v € RY, the pushforward
0f7§%17n2)/L by the map hy ., and the pushforward ofvg’d(lfng)/L by the map h,
are absolutely continuous. Moreover, if n = 0, then the pushforward of 73 1L

by i}éo) is absolutely continuous.
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The measure in Lemma 6.3 are of course essentially the distributions of the
SGgHMC chains after two iterations (one iteration in the n = 0 case), see the
accompanying Remark 6.1. The next Lemma 6.4 states that they satisfy the L*
transportation cost-information inequality [14] on (R2%,d) (and on (R%,d) in
case 7 = 0). Moreover, for a measure y on R?? let u* denote the pushfor-
ward of 1 by R?? 3 (z,9) — (, L%E). For a probability measure p and con-

stant C' > 0, we say that u € T1(C) if for any probability measure 1/, it holds

that Wi (u, 1) < /2CEnt(p/|).

Lemma 6.4. Assume (2.2) and (2.5). For any z,v € R%, let v, , denote the

pushforward of ’Ygil—nz)/L by the map hy ., and let vy, denote the pushforward
of 73%17772)“ by ﬁ;v Moreover, let v, denote the pushforward of 73,1/L by the
map h§C°>. It holds that

(i) v;, € T1(4(1.09/4+ 1)*(1 —7?)/L),
(i) v}, €Ti(8(1.09/441)*(1 —n?)/L).
If n =0, then it holds that v, € T1((1.09/4 + 1)%T?).

Remark 6.1. In the construction of v; , and v, the parameters 6,,6, are ar-
bitrary. Therefore for any z,v € R™ and i € N, the measure vy, may be
identified accordingly as the regular conditional distribution for (X (i4+2), V(i+2))
given (X®, V) = (2,v) as in [7, Chapter 4.2-4.3, p.79]'. If = 0, then for

suitable A1, v, is the regular conditional distribution for X 1 given X () = g,

We are now ready to precisely state concentration inequalities for empirical
averages of the chain. The following Corollary 6.5 is a more detailed version
of Corollary 2.3. Its proof strategy is mostly known. The assumption Ny # 0
made in Corollary 6.5 is a technical one, which arises from our requirement for
the absolute continuity of conditional measures as in Lemma 6.3.

Corollary 6.5. Let Assumption 1 hold, let x,v € R? and let f : R? — R be
Lipschitz. Assume 4LT? < (1 —n)? and (2.5). Moreover, let c,e* be given as
in Corollary 6.1 and g be as in (3.37). Let No € N\ {0} and if n = 0, then
let No € N. For any N € N, t > 0, it holds a.s. that

1R () () (1 —n)Nc*t?
Py 2 X)) > t) <o (‘OT2|f|;p(J><1 )

where C' is given by

6.7
3g/€* ifn=0. (6.7)

! Alternatively, v} ,, is pu((,v), ) for the probability kernel y given by Theorem 8.5 in [29]
with € = (X, VD) = (x(+2) y(i+2),

o {199(1+n)/(a6*) ifn#0
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6.2 Empirical average bias

In this section, we fix U € C?(R?) satisfying VU (0) = 0 and (2.1), (2.2) both
with b(-,0) replaced by VU. Moreover, recall that u denotes the probability
measure with density proportional to R?? 3 (z,v) e~U@=1v*/2 and recall
that d is given by (2.4). Corollary 6.6 below gives the L' Wasserstein distance
w.r.t. the twisted metric d between the target measure p and the invariant
measure f for the unadjusted, non-stochastic gHMC chain. Proposition 6.7
then gives the same distance between [ and m,(jz) given suitable assumptions
on the stochastic gradient. Note that & (more precisely, it denotes the invariant
measure for the transition kernel of SGgHMC with b(-,0) = VU) exists by
Corollary 6.1 and (e.g.) [14, Proposition 2.10]. The proofs of Corollary 6.6,
Proposition 6.7 and Corollary 6.8 are given in Appendix C. The first two are
similar in spirit to those of Propositions 16 and 18 in [25] (in the former case,
see also the triangle inequality trick as in [19] for example), but note that the
setting here is not a Markov chain (due to the interaction with ©), that the
contraction is in W and that the velocity Verlet integrator is used. The main
Corollary 6.8 then uses these results to give a bound on the bias to u of empirical
averages.

Corollary 6.6. Let Assumption 1 hold. Assume 4LT? < (1 —n)? and (2.5).
In the case u = 0, where the velocity Verlet integrator is used, it holds that

VLT/c N2\ 3
Wl(u7ﬂ)§16 L - hmax %7(LR)
log(2)e* m’  m

where ¢, €*, fo are given as in Corollary 6.1 and R’ = 4R(1+#). In the case u =
1, where the randomized midpoint integrator is used, it holds that

Wi, i) < 144¢6T1<

2 VLT/c
m m

log(2)e*

For w = 0, if in addition there exists Ly > 0 such that |V2U(x) — VU (2)| <
Loz — 2'| for all z,2" € R, then it holds that

VLT/c 2
- Ly 29 9 dL (LR')
< 14+ —/= || —=— -V Lh — .
Wi (p, i) < 66< + L3/2) (10g(2)e*) VLh* max < ' m

1
L YVAR3/2 max <d_L w> 2_

Assumption 3. There exist p € N\ {0}, a measurable index set ¢ and a
family of functions (Uy)yeco, satisfying

1. for any o € R?, the function 9 — VUy(x) is measurable,

2. for any ¥ € O, it holds that Uy € C%(R?) and |VUy(z) — VUys(y)| <
L|z —y| for all z,y € R,

3. for each 6 € O, there exist ¥,...,7, € O satisfying

p
bz, 0) = % > VU (z) Vo eR”
i=1
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Let Cy > 0. Under Assumption 3, a ©-valued r.v. # will be called unbiased
if all of the following conditions hold:

1. there exist measurable ¥;,...,9, : © — ©¢ from Assumption 3 such
that 91(0),...,9U,(0) are pairwise independent,

2. it holds that E[VUy, g)(z)] = VU (z), for all z € R? and i € NN [1,p] (or
equivalently, ¢ € {1}),

3. it holds that E[|VUy, g)(z) — VU(2)|*] < Cy for all z € R%,

Proposition 6.7. Let Assumption 3, (2.2) and (2.5) hold. Suppose (0;);, (6});
are sequences of tuples of unbiased ©-valued r.v.’s. For any n € N, it holds that

W o (mn(fi), 1) < (CuvVIh(1 + 3VLh)"X /p)*.

Gathering the previous results, we can now state a more precise version of
Corollary 2.4 to provide an explicit estimate on the bias of the estimator as in
Corollary 6.5.

Corollary 6.8. Let Assumptions 1, 3 hold, let (xz,v) be an R24_yalued T.v.
and f : RY — R be Lipschitz. Assume 4LT? < (1—n)2, (2.5) and that (0;);, (0%);
are sequences of tuples of unbiased ©-valued r.v.’s. If u = 0 (velocity Verlet
integrator case), then for any Ny, N € N, it holds that

1

1J\/'—l ( )
)
Mowd [NZ;(ﬂ )~ | a

< W(Eﬂ(x,v)b] +4v3(d)} + B)
CuvVIh\* exp(3VIT(No + N))
+2( p ) ' Q%N\/ZT

+ B,

where d*,c*, B are given by

1
max(L(R')?,d) g 2 1 WIT
g — LA g (- B =16VLh(d")% (2¢*)?VET/e

m > € 2log(2)e* ) 7 VL (d7)2 (2¢7) ’
the constant R’ is given by R’ = 4R(1+ L), ¢, e* are given by (5.6), (5.2), (5.1)
and (3.37) and fo is given by (3.31). If instead u = 1 (randomized midpoint
case), the same assertion holds but with B given by

B — 144\/6L1/4T71h3/2(d*)% (2C*>2\/ZT/C'
In case uw = 0, if in addition there exists Ly > 0 such that |V2U (z) — V2U(z)| <

Lolz—2'| for all z,2" € R?, then the same assertion holds but with the definition
of B replaced by

B = 66(L% + Ly)h2d*(2c*)2VLT/e,
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A Proofs for convex region

Proof of Proposition 4.1. By the mean value theorem, it holds that

(q—q’+ Bp—p) - B (b(0) - b(q"ﬁ))) _ (Id S %Id) (q—q’) 7

p—p — 2(b(q,0) —b(7,0)) ~tH L, )\p-7
(A.1)
where .
H:/ V(7 +t(q—q'),0)dt. (A.2)
0

By (2.2) and (2.3), H is positive definite with eigenvalues between 3 and L

for q,q satisfying |g — ¢'| > 4R(1+ £). To prove (4.3), it suffices to show that
the matrix

I 0 I 0
H:=(1- M
-0 (0 770[(1) (0 7701d>
T
(= EH LT 0N, (e 0N (la-EH L
-ty I, )\0 ml 0 mla -t I
(A.3)

is positive definite for |[¢ — ¢’| > 4R(1 + £). By Proposition 4.2 in [32], the
matrix H is positive definite if and only if the square matrices A, B, C' given by

(g g) . (A4)

are such that A and AC — B? are positive definite. Denoting? the off-diagonal
entry of M as

b= —«——, A5
2 — ) o
it holds by direct calculation that
h h? [ h? 9 9\ 179
A=—cly+ §(h +2bm)H — T\ + bhny + 2007 | H (A.6a)

h h? h [ bh

B =(1-c)bnoly— (5 + bm) (Id - ZH) +3 <7m + 2b27ﬁ)H (A.6b)
h2

C= (2b2(1 — o) — T~ bhm - 2b27ﬁ>Id. (A.6c)

For any eigenvalue 5t < A\ < L of H, the matrix A admits the same correspond-
ing eigenspace with eigenvalue A, given by

h h? [ bh
Ay = —c+ §(h + 2bn)A — T <7(770 + 1) + 2b277%>/\2'

2There is abuse of notation with the function b(-, -), which should not introduce confusion
given context.
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Using the definition (A.5) for b as well as that for ¢, Ay can be rewritten as

bhm A2bh3 A2b%h?
Ay = =T o hbmoX = S (o + ) = S}
m h2 bh
_bh<— % + Ao — §/\2(770+771)— ?/\27ﬁ>7 (A7)

which, by Z < A< L, gy < 1 and h? < @0=m% < L jyplies

1 1 Abh 7 1
> _ e — ) = — — > — — .
Ay > bhAno (1 1 16) 1 (no —m) > 16/\bh770 + 4/\bh771 (A.8)

and therefore that Ay is positive. Moreover, the matrix AC' — B? admits the
same eigenspace with eigenvalue p given by

p=A\Cx — B, (A.9)

where

h2
Cy =20*(1 — co)nf — T bhn — 2bn3,

2

h h h
B)\ = (1 — C)bno - <§ + b771> <1 — Z)\) + Z <bh771 + 4b27ﬁ))\ (AIO)

By definition of b and of ¢, C) satisfies

b2mn3 1
Cx=2v"(ng —n3) — bh( 4% + 5(770 —m)+ 771)
b2mn? 1
= 20%(nf — 7)) — bh(% + 5000 + 771)) (A.11)

and B, satisfies

h mbn2  hAm A
By =0b(no—m)— - —bh o 2An — —(no —m) ) +b*hniA
2 8 2 4
B2hn2 b2
= BhftA — =+ =2 g+ ). (A.12)

In the following, the terms of p from (A.9), (A.7), (A.11) and (A.12) are orga-
nized in terms of order in h, with 79 — 71 considered as O(h) and b considered
as O(1) as h — 0. The order h? terms in u are given by

mn mb3hnd  bh
U = bh<—T0+)\770) (2172(778—77%)— 1 ¢ —7(7704—771)

1
= BINPRng 4 S mb" R0 —
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which can be rewritten as

mb3ng m2b3hnt  mbhng

—bhl — 2 2 0

H2 ( 1 (o —mi) + 32 16 (10 + 1)
Amb3hng  Abh

+ 262 (02 — ) — SN0 o

1 D (no +m)
b3h 2,2 2b3h 4
_ 2)\217477411(770 —m) + Am 4770771 _m o 770>

and subsequently bounded as

fi> > bh (Ab%o(né —n7) = 2X%b" i (o — m)
_m

T (4b2no(77§ —17;) = bhno(no + 1) + 40> hapg (1 — nf))) :
Furthermore, by also 2 < X, b* < - and 1 — n9(no — n1) > 0, it holds that

2 — bh (Ab2770(77§ —n7) — 222"t (o — 771))

Ab?n) mbhn)
> bh( - O(ng —n}) + 16 0(770 +m1)(1 —no(no — 771)))

Ab3hy
>—— S — ),
so that b
Lo > 7o

5 (I — 1) = 207 hagi (0 — )

(A.13)
The order h3 terms in p are given by
A2b2h2n3 mb3hn3  bh
pg = =t | 20% (03 — ) — © — (0 +m)
2 4 2
)\2b3h3 2 )\mthB 2
- Tm(ﬁo +m) + L

T(Wo + 1),

which, by considering terms without a factor of m and using the inequality h? <
AL satisfies

A3 hn?
pis > —2X*6°hni (no — 1) (g — i) — !

= (16 = 117)- (A.14)
Finally, the order h* terms in p are given by
A?bR® (1o + mb®hng  bh(no +
[y = — (1m0 771) 2b2(77§ . 77%) . Mo (Mo +m)
8 4 2
A2b2p4

2
16 (o +m)~,
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which, by 19 > 1 and h? < satisfies

_4L’

21371,3 3
W(mﬁ ) > A 8}”70

Gathering (A.13), (A.14), (A.15) and using ng — 1 < % gives

fg > — (75 — nt)- (A.15)

o= 2+ ps + g

Ab2h Ab2hn?
> S — ) = 2N (o — 1) — == (0 — 1Y)
b2 hio
- =),
which, using 71 < 7o < 1 and b? < - implies
Ab3hn b2 hnan
O =) = S = ) > 0. (A.16)
O
Proof of Proposition 4.2. By the mean value theorem, it holds that
( —q+5mp-1) )_< Ia %Id2> (q—q’>
P — L(b(a + 5,0) — b(d + 45") —LH L,-%H)\P-7)’
where
_ ! h h
H:/ Vmb(q’—i—ip’—i—t(q—q/—i-5(p—p’)>,9)dt. (A.17)
0

As before for H in the proof of Proposition 4.1, H is positive definite with

eigenvalues between 3 and L for the range of ¢,¢’,p,p’ under consideration

here. Let H be defined by
- Iy O Iy 0
H = M
(0 770[(1) (0 770]d>
T
(s %Idz I; O M I; 0 Iq %Idz
—%H I — %H 0 nlld 0 nlId _EH Ig — %H

Al

and let A, B,C be the square matrices given by (A.4) with A, B, C,H replac-
ing A, B, C,H respectively. Denoting again the expression (A.5) with the con-
stant b, a direct calculation gives that

_ _ b2h2 2

A= b H — LA, (A.192)

. h bh? h2

B =b(mo —m)la—5la+ 771H + b?hni H(Id - ZH), (A.19b)

= h? bh3 _ _ b2hAn2 _

C = 22 = )L — Lo — bhap Ly + — = H + ¥} H — L.
(A.19¢)



For any eigenvalue 3 < A < L of H, the matrix A has the same corresponding
eigenspace with eigenvalue Ay satisfying

A5 = Abhmy — N0 (o — 1) > Abh (m - %1) >0, (A.20)

vghere we have used 71 < 1, mg—m1 < % and b < ﬁ. Moreover, the matrix AC —
B? has the same eigenspace with eigenvalue ji given by

- b2 \hn? h? \bh3
it = h\ <b771 - Uil > <2b2(77(2) - nf) v bhny + 1 n

N271,27,4,,2 2 YH2
+5\b2h2n%_/\bhnl> h A

2
. 0 (/\bhn1+2/\b > <1 0 )) . (A21)

In the following, the terms on the right-hand side of (A.21) are organized in
terms of order in h, with 79 — n; considered as O(h) and b considered as O(1)
as h — 0. The order h? terms on the right-hand side of (A.21) are given by

fiz = 220 hapy (1 — 17%) — Ab?h* 0t — A2b* R0
A

4(no —m)?

and the order h? terms on the right-hand side of (A.21) are given by

5\21)2 h277%
2

= Ab*h2n1(no +m) — — Nb* R,

\bh3 -
fi3 == — 1 n + /\nghgnf —

20%(ng — ;) — bhm> — N20%hn.
Therefore, it holds that

Mhin? Abh3m
4(no —m)? 4

fiz + fiz = Ab* R (o + ) — — N0 P ning,

which, by the assumptions h? < M, m <no <1and X < L, gives
- 1 Ab2h2 A2R2n?  3AbPRZn?
fiz + iz > AR (o +m) (11— 5 ) — ™ (ny —m) n_ o
2 2 4 4
(A.22)

The rest of the terms on the right-hand side of (A.21) with fourth order or
higher in h are given by

. Nbh3m A2B2RA2
fisy = \bhp o n
1 8
22127,2,,2 2 K13 N27,27,4,,2
A R T L

h? [ 5 . A2 D!
- [)\Qthan — N03h3nt + 4)\2b47ﬁ( R T )} (A.23)
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The second term in each of the square brackets on the right-hand side of (A.23)
cancel each other, as do the last two terms in the second square bracket with
those in the round bracket. In addition, the first term in the first square bracket
cancels with the first term in the last square bracket. Consequently, fis1 can be
written simply as

- /_\2b2h4 2

Hay = Tnl (A.24)
Writing i = fiz 4 iz + fia4 and gathering (A.22), (A.24) concludes the proof by
Proposition 4.2 in [32]. O

Proof of Proposition 4.3. By the mean value theorem, it holds that

(q—q A A (q+up,9)—b(6’+ﬂﬁ’,9>>)
15’—%( (q +up,0) — b(q' +up',0))
h? h h2a _
= (1 _,FH z1la - ,EH AN (A.25)
—zH Iy — %5 H p—p
where .
H:/ Vob(q' + up’ + t(q+up — q +up'),0)dt. (A.26)
0

By (2.2) and (2.3), H is positive definite with eigenvalues between 3 and L

for q,q,p,p' + up satisfying |g+up — ¢ —ap’| > 4R(1 + #) To prove (4.5), it
suffices to show that the matrix

14 0 1 0 I H hI h2u U
=(1-— M _(fa— 7 — 2=
H ( C) (O 770L1> (O 770](1) ( H Id _ —H >
la 0 I 0\ (lL,—2H ﬁjd_@H
' M v rdTa A27
<O 771[d> (0 771Id) ( Ly Ay (A.27)

is positive definite for |g + up — ¢ — up’| > 4R(1 + #) The matrix H is
positive definite if and only if the square matrices A, B,C given by (A.4) are
such that A and AC — B? are positive definite. Denoting again (A.5), it holds
by direct calculation that A is given by (A.6a) and

B=(1-c)bnols+ (Id - h—“H) [ (g + bn1> (Id - %2H>

h (bh
+5 (7771 - 2b27ﬁ>H} , (A.282)

2 2
C =20*(1 — c)ndly+ (Id - @H> (— b bhmy — 2b%n ) (A.28b)

By definitions (4.1) and (A.5), it holds that h/2+bny = bno, (bh/2)n1 +2b%nF =
b%(no + n1)m and the expression (A.28a) may be rewritten as

B = —(mngb®/4) (o — m)La + 3o H (o — m)? + b3 H (2 — n?)
+ (hu/2)H (brio(1a — b*H (no — m)?) — b*H (g — n7)) (A.29)
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For any eigenvalue 5 < A < L of H, the matrix B admits the same correspond-
ing eigenspace with eigenvalue By given by (A.29) with H replaced by A. In By,
the first and third terms in (A.29) correspond to

—(mmEb® [4) (o —m) + B3N0E —n?) > 63 A(mo — m)mo — (Apob®/2) (10 —m) > 0.

Using b = h/(2(n0 —m)) < 1/(2V/L) and n; < no < 1, the term in By corre-
sponding to the term with factor @ in (A.29) is also positive. Therefore By > 0
holds. Similarly, the square brackets in (A.28a) with H replaced by A is nega-
tive, which implies By may be bounded above by (A.29) with H replaced by A
and u replaced by h. Therefore it holds that

B} < (e1b)? = 3", (A.30)
where

c1 = A=no(no — 1)+ 03 — 0} + 2n0(10 — m)) — mng(no — m)/4
< Ao +m1)(mo — m)-
On the other hand, by the same derivations, A satisfies (A.8), where Ay is

the corresponding eigenvalue of A. Moreover, the corresponding eigenvalue C'
for C satisfies

Cy > 2b%(1 — ¢)ng — (h?/4 + bhiy + 20°n7)
> 26%(1 — c)mg — 0% (10 — m)* + 2m1(no — m) + 2n7)
= 26*(1 — ey — b2(5 +117)
= b3 (05 — i) — mbg(no — m)/2
> (7/8)6%(ng — n7)

Therefore it holds that

\%

7 1 7
A\Cy > <§770 + 5771) Ab? (o —m1) - —b2( - i)

(7, 1
g\ 8T

1
771> Ab* (o — m ),

Nont + 5

which, together with (A.30) and b* < 1/(4L), gives A\C) — B3 > 0 and con-
cludes. O

Proof of Proposition 4.4. By equation (A.1) with (A.2), it holds that
H ( ) ( —fi’+ L) — L (b(a,0) —b(Q’,ﬁ))) H
0 mla —p' = &(b(q,0) — b(q',0)) M

/ ~ o' = _ =
1-c q- =49 ) g (174
0 nofd p— ’ p—7 p—p)"
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where H is defined by (A.3). Let the square matrices A, B and C be given
by (A.4) and satisfying (A.6) with (A.5). Again, let the constant b be given
by (A.5). For q,q,p,p satisfying |p — p'|*> > (17/4)L|G — ¢'|* and h satisfy-
ing h? < (no —m)?/L, it holds that

20 (ng —n)|p— ' = (AT/2)0°Lng —n?)|g— 7' = (17/4) Lbh(no +m) g — 7',
(A.31)
which, similar to (A.11), implies

o o 2 mb2n? 1 o
p-p)'Cp-p)> (5-2192(773 ) —bh( 4770 +§(no+m))>lp—p’|2

+ (17/12)Lbh(no + m)|g — 7|

~ o\ = = _ = =
(amo) (i) = (ot ) w(178), (A32)
p—p p—p p—p p—0p
where H’ is given by (A.4) with H’, A’,C" replacing H, A, C respectively, for
square matrices A’, C' given by

and therefore

A" = (17/12)Lbh(ng +m )14 + A,

2 b2n3 1
o' = |52~ )~ o ("5 4 S ) ) |1 (A.33)

4

and B given by (A.6). To prove (4.3) for the q,q’,p,p’, h under consideration,
it suffices to show that #H’ is positive definite. By Proposition 4.2 in [32], H' is
positive definite if and only if A’ and A’C’ — B? are positive definite. For any
eigenvalue —L < A < L of H, the matrix A’ admits the same corresponding
eigenspace with eigenvalue A) satisfying

17 h h? [ bh
Al = _Lbh(no +m)—c+ = (h + 2bm )\ — — <7(no +m) + 2b2nf>x2

2

17 h h
> —Lbh(no +m)—c— —(h + 2bm )L — T <bh77 + 2L>L2

17 m 5 h? Ln?
> 35 Lbhi + bh< - % + 5ol - ZLQHO - Tn(no - 771)) (A.34)

where the definitions for b, ¢ have been used along with the assumption on h.
By a similar estimate to (A.8), A} is positive. Moreover, the matrix A’C" —
B? admits the same eigenspace with eigenvalue y/ given by u/ = A\C} — B3,
where C is given by

2 mb%nd 1
oy =5 20 - ) o ("B Son k) (As)
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and B, is given by (A.10). By (A.5) and the bounds h? < M, mng <
Lo < 2E (19 4 11), it holds that

2 11
Ch > 20%(nf — nf)<g — <ﬂ + 5)) > 0. (A.36)

In the following, the lower bound on y/ = A} C§ — B3 resulting from (A.34), (A.35)
and (A.12) is organized in terms of order in h as h — 0. The factor ng — m

is considered O(h) and b is considered O(1). The order h? terms of the lower

bound are given by

5 17 4
A LU Ly Ry S N (it T
e ( 3 + 1210 + M)\ 3 (5 — 1)

’ng 1
- bh<m B 4 = (o + 771)>) — 0PN +

mb4h2n§ 77%)\ m2b* hzné
4 2 '

4 64

Using (A.5), h2 < =) 'y < 1 < X < L and (A.36), we obtain

7 17 41
b — —m L3R = — — — 1| (n2 —n}
Ho > (24770 + 12771) (3 15 )(770 m)
B Lb3h7ﬁ( ) — Lb3hndnt(no —m)  Lb*hig
5 Vo~ 8 2. 64

By (1/2)no < m < no <1, the last three terms on the right-hand side of (A.37)
satisfy

(0 — 771)- (A-37)

Lb®hn Lb*hgni(no —m)  Lb’hagg
T T (o —m) — 3 T 9. 64 (o — 1)
1 1 1
> Lb*hm(ng —ni)| — =~ — — | — —==Lb%hno(n3 — ni).
= (15 771)( 4 16> 128 10(15 — 1)
= —(5m/16 + 10 /128) Lb°h(; — 117 (A.38)
Inserting (A.38) back into (A.37) yields
py = (25m0/384 + 11 /16) Lo h(115 — 7). (A.39)

The order h? terms are given by

Lbhn? 2 mb3hnd  bh
py = —— (1o — m)(— 20 (5 — 1) — ——— — —- (0 +m)

4 3 4 2
’ mb*ng
8 )

2

(no +m) (/\5277% -

which, by considering only the terms in the brackets without a factor of m and
using bh = 2b%(ng — n1), satisfies

1 1 7
s (L b 3 2 o2y _ (33 2 _ 2y '
M3 = (24 + 32>Lb b (g — 1) 96Lb b (ng — 1) (A.40)
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The order h?* terms are given by

bh3 L2y mb2hnd  bh b2hIN2
iy = — TO(3 20%(nf — ) — ———= — - ( n1)>— G

2
1 9 Mo+ (o +m1)°,

which, again considering only terms with a factor of m, using 11 < 1y <1
and Lh? < 1/162, satisfies

L*6*h*ng o o LP0°R° 2_ 2 3 2
py > —T(%—m)— 3 (mo+m) (g —ni) > 3. 162Lb hago (mg —ni).
(A.41)
Gathering (A.39), (A.40) and (A.41) gives p/ > ubh + ph + pjy > 0. O

Proof of Proposition 4.5. By the mean value theorem, it holds that

(6 i) G- b 6~ + )
0 mla) \p—p — 5<b< +30) =@ +30))) [\

N N

qa—9q qa—4q o (44

-G ) G2, - Go3) 2 Go5)

0 mnola) \p—0") |, \P—D pP—p
where # is defined by (A.18) with (A.17). Let the square matrices A, B and C
be given by (A.4) with A, B,C,H replacing A, B,C,H. Moreover, let b be
given by (A.5). As before in the proof of Proposition 4.2, the matrices A, B
and C satisfy (A. 19) For q,q,p,p', h satisfying |p — p |2 (17/4)L|q — q|*
and Lh? < (no —m1)?, inequality (A.31) holds. Inequality (A.31) implies (A.32)

with H, H replacing H,H’, where H’ is given by (A.4) with A’, B,C",H' re-
placing A, B,C,H and A’,C" are given by

2

=

NI

2752,,2

_ 17 . b°h
A = SZbhL (o + )L+ bl H T"lH?,

B h2 bh3 B B b2h4 2
' = 2 20%(n — 1) a — Lo — bl L + 4”1H+b2h2n§H_T’71H2.

We proceed with a similar argument as in the proof of Proposition 4.4 to show
that H’ is positive definite. For any eigenvalue —L < X\ < L of H, the ma-
trices A’, C" admit the same corresponding eigenspace with respective eigenval-
ues fl’;\, C_'g satisfying

_ 7 1 o 9
L> — = L (ng — > = )
32 th<16770 + ™M (o 771)) > 16th(770 +m), (A.42)
- 3v2(ma —n?) b bh3Ln  R?n?  RiLp?
s 9070 —my)  bn _ _ 1
02 2 5 (0 +m) 4 4 32
3 1 1 1
> b2(2 — L Ad
(o "1><2 1162 4 2-163>’ (A.43)

where the definition (A.5) for b and our assumption on A have been repeatedly
used, so that A%, C5 > 0. Moreover, the matrix A'C" — B? admits the same
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eigenspace with eigenvalue i, which by (A.42) and (A.43) satisfies

L, 9 31 - MoRZn A202R3n2\ 2
72 g e L) — )~ (e + 22 - EEEIY (g

For the last term on the right-hand side of (A.44), using (A.5), —-L < A < L
and the assumptions v Lh < min(ny — n1,1/16), 0 < n; < 19 < 1, it holds that

o o ADRZm A2B2R3p2\?
—()\b hni + 5 1 >
\N3p414,.,4 N271.21,4,,2 3371.315,,3 \41.41,6,,4
Z—)\2b4h2nil—)\2b3h3n?+)\bth—)\bfn1+)\bfnl—)\blgnl
Loy L 1 1 1 1
2= o=m)(1+ G+ et s qe T 16 T 32161 )
(A.45)

Applying the inequality g < %(770 +m1)? to the right-hand side of (A.45), then
inserting into (A.44) concludes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 4.6. We may follow along the beginning of the proof of
Proposition 4.4, with initial differences already given in Proposition 4.3 and its
proof. In particular, in the proof of Proposition 4.4, the definition of B should be
replaced by (A.28a) (replacing the definition of C' with (A.28b) only increases the
value of C4 ). This takes into account the difference in the integrators considered.
In addition, using instead | — ¢'| > 4v/L|G— |, we have in place of (A.31) that

202 (2 — n?)|p — P')* > 16 Lbh(no +m)|7 — 7|,
which implies

o o 3 mb2n? 1 o
p-p)'Cp—p)> (1-2192(773 ) —bh( 4770 +§(no+m))>lp—p’|2

+4Lbh(no +m)|g — 7).

Continuing with the structure of the proof of Proposition 4.4, we have in place
of (A.34) that

h h? [ bh
A = LG =) = e S0+ 20— 20 (S )+ 20207 2

By definitions (4.1), (A.5), h+ 2bm = 2bno and bh(no +m) = 2b*(n3 — n}), this
implies

A\ > AV L(ng — n7) — Lnob®(no — m)/4 — 2Lb*no(no — m)
— L6 (o — m)* (g + 1),
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which, by 1 <o < 1,b < 1/(2v/L), vVLh < v/2/16 and also therefore L2b* (19—
m) = L?b3h/2 < Lb?/32, implies

A > Ab*L(no + m1) (no — m) — (1/4)Lb*no(no — m) — 2Lb%no(no — m)
- (1/32)L52(770 —m)(no +m)
> (17/10)Lb*no(no — n1) + 3.9Lb*n1 (o — n1). (A.46)

On the other hand, it holds by bh < (1/2)(no — m) and 13 < 1o + 1 that
3 mb®nd 1
Ch =7 - 26%(nf — i) — bh{ — =+ S (0 +m)
4 4 2
3 1 1
=25 55 5): (A7)
Moreover, using A > —L, @ < h and again (A.5), VLh < 1/2/16, equation (A.29)
implies
|Bxl < (1/4)Lbno(1n0 — m) + (1/2) LA 10 (0 — ) + L6 (g — )
+ (V2/16)VL0*no (1o — m ) (1 +2/16%) + (h* /2)L*6* (g — ), (A.48)

where the second term on the right-hand side of (A.48) may be bounded as

(1/2)Lhb*no(no — m) < (1/16)\/—b2770(770 — 1)
and the last term on the right-hand side of (A.48) may be bounded as
(h?/2)L26° (i — nf) < B2 L6 no(no — m) < (1/16) Lm0 (o — ).
Therefore it holds that
[Bx| < (1/4+1+1/16)Lb%no(no — m) + L6’ n1 (1o — m)

+ (1/16 + V2/16 + 1/8%)VLb 0o (o — m)
< (21/16)Lb*no (10 — m) + (3/16)V'Lb*no(no — m) + Lb*m (o — m).-
Consequently, it holds that
B < Lb*(no —m)*((21/16)v/Lbio + (3/16)n0 +11)°
< Lb*(no — m)*(0.7205 + LTnom +17),
which yields A\C\ — B > 0 together with (A.46) and (A.47). O

Proof of Proposition 4.8. Let b be given by (A.5), H be given by (A.2) and
let A, B, C be given by (A.6) with A, B,C replacing A, B, C and —¢ replacing c.
It suffices to show that the matrices A, B, C are such that A and AC — B? are
positive definite. In the following, the assumptions on h, 79, 71 and the definition
for b are used without mention. Recall the alternate expressions (A.7), (A.11)
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and (A.12) for the associated eigenvalues. For any eigenvalue —L < A < L of H,
the matrix A admits the same corresponding eigenspace with eigenvalue Ay
given by

_ B2
Ay =bh <6L770 + Ang — §A2(770 +m) — A%t (o — 771))7

which satisfies

~ 1 Lbh 9 1
Ax = bhLmg (6 -1- E) - T(Wo —-m) > ELbhﬁo + ZLbhm, (A.49)

so that A, is positive. Moreover, the matrix A~C~'—~B2 admits the same eigenspace
with eigenvalue fi given by (A.9) with fi, Ay, By, Cy replacing u, Ay, By, Cy
and B), C) satisfying

2

N bh2\
By = 6Lb*hf + == (10 + 1) + Vi A

. 1
Cy =2b* (3 — %) + bh(12Lb2778’ - 5(770 + 771)) > b (g —n3) > 0.
Let fi2 be defined by
N 9 1
fiz = bh<§Ln0 + ZLm>b?(n§ — 1) = 36L%b"hPng — 3b7RPngmi A — b P A%,

which may be bounded as

o > 2 (%bh(ﬁo + m>> — L0 (80 + 30 ) — {LOhn
> %LthQno (770 + 771) . (A.50)
Let fi3 be defined by
A3 = bh;)\ (no +m)(6Lb*hng + b> bt N),

which satisfies
- 3 3
fis = =3L°BWn5(no +m) > —SLO*R*mi (g — 7) = =5 Lb*h*ng. (A51)

Lastly, let fi4 be defined by

5 b2hiN2 9
e 1= — 16 (o +m)7,
which satisfies 22 22
fy > — 2_p2 >t :
fua 2 ===l = 17)” 2 === (A.52)
Gathering (A.50), (A.51) and (A.52) yields g > fiz + fiz + fia > 0. O
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Proof of Proposition 4.9. Let b be given by (A.5), H be given by (A.17) and

let A, B,C be given by (A.19). Moreover, let
AZEId-i-A, éZEanId+B, 02261)277(2)],1-1—@.

It suffices to show that A and AC — B? are positive definite. Again, in the
following, the assumptions on h,1ng,n; and the definition b are used without
mention. In particular, the equation

¢ = 4Lbhno

will be used. For any eigenvalue —L < A< L of H , the matrix A admits the
same corresponding eigenspace with eigenvalue Ay satisfying

1
—Lbhay; (no — m1) > 0.

o _ 1 _
A5 =+ bhip ) — Ethan/\Q > 3Lbhng — Lbh(ng — 1) — 1

Moreover, the matrix AC' — B2 admits the same eigenspace with eigenvalue i
given by

bh3
4

[= (c+bhn1)\— —b%h*n? )\2) (2cb2 2207 (g —n?) — — — bhay +

2
4
_ b2h4 2,2 th
+ b2h2Ng? — %) - <6bn0+ B2 han? < >)

(A.53)

Let fi5 be defined by
fio := 3Lbhng (2cb2 + 263 (g —n?) — bhnl) — &*n¢ — 2ebPnohp?
— BN,
which satisfies
fia > 3Lbhny (8Lb3h770 +20% (g —n?) — bhn1> — 16 L2 h?ny — SLb*h*nin?
_ L2b4h2774
> 8L*0"h*ng (g — ni) + 6 L6 ko (5 — i) — 3Lb*h*nom — L*6*h*ni
= 8L26* 1?3 (5 — i) + 6L6>h(no(ng — n7) — nom (no — m)) — L2b* A7

11
> 8L26 W ng (g — 117) + = LV g (o — ). (A.54)

Let fis be defined by

h2 _ 2
fig == 3Lbh770< vy + b2h2)\nf> — Lbh(no —m) <1 + %) (8LbV*hnp

+ 203 (02 — n?) — bhiy) — bh* i (ALD* g + b2 hAn?),
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which satisfies

. 3 2
fiz > —ZLbh?’no(l +n?) — Lbh(no — m1) (1 + %1) [8Lb3hn3 +2b%(n2 —n?)

3 3
bh Lnl] (A.55)

— 2621 (no — 771)] - [8L2b4h277§771 (no —m) + 1

The first terms in the each of the square brackets on the right-hand side of (A.55)
may be bounded as

2
— Lbh(no —m) <1 + %) -8Lb hn — 8L2b*hngm (1o — 1)
= —8L*'W°ng (g — n7) — 2L WP nini (no — m)
1
> =8L2W P (5 — i) — 5 L26 (o — ). (A.56)

The first term on the right-hand side of (A.55) may be bounded as

3
— 7 LoRno(1+n7) = =3(1+nt) L6 ko (1o —m)*
3
> —=3Lb*higg (o — m) + §Lb3h770771 (mo—m).  (A.57)

The second and third terms in the first square bracket on the right-hand side
of (A.55) may be bounded as

2
— Lbh(no —m) (1 + %1) - 2b%n0(no — M)

> —2Lb°hayg (o — m) + Lb” hapom (1o — ). (A.58)

Lastly, the last term in the second square bracket on the right-hand side of (A.55)
may be bounded as

bh3 L}
4

Gathering (A.56), (A.57), (A.58), (A.59) and inserting into (A.55) yields

1
> —Lb*hni(no —m)* = =5 Lb*hn (110 = m)- (A.59)

. 3
fiz > —8L2b R (i — 117) — 5L h (110 — 1) + §Lb3h770771(770 —m). (A.60)
Finally, let {144+ be given by

. cbh3\ eb2hiN2n? 2h3NZE
flag = — n_ 3 n +Cb770'Tm+H4+,

where fi4+ is given by (A.23). By the same observations as those directly fol-
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lowing (A.23), equation (A.24) holds. Therefore, it holds that

Gh3Ly RN BIRINIE  Nhin?
S _ _
flat = 1 1 (o —m) + 5 70 9L
> —L*V*hhnom
> —2L°b°h*nom (1o — m)
1
> =5 L6 hnorn (110 = ). (A.61)
Gathering (A.54), (A.60), (A.61) and inserting into equation (A.53) yields i >
fi2 + fiz + flay > 0. 0

Proof of Proposition 4.10. Let H be given by (A.27) with ¢ replaced by —¢. It
suffices to show that H is positive definite for any q,¢,p,p’. The matrix H is
positive definite if and only if the square matrices A, B,C given by (A.4) are
such that A and AC — B? are positive definite. Denoting again (A.5), it holds
by direct calculation that A, B,C are given by (A.6a) and (A.28) all with ¢
replaced by —¢. For any eigenvalue —L < X\ < L of H, the matrices A, B,C
admit the same corresponding eigenspace with eigenvalues Ay, By, C). By the
same derivations, Ay satisfies (A.49) with Ay replaced by Ay, which implies

Ax > ((9/2)m0 + (1/4)m1))Lbh > 9L no(no — 1) (A.62)

From the definition (A.28) of B (with ¢ replaced by —¢ and similar to (A.29))
and definition (4.25) of ¢, it holds by @ < h that

Bx < 121605 (0 — m) + Lb®no(no — m)? + L (g — 717)
+2Lb% 0 (no — m)*(1 + Lb*(no — m)?) + 2L%6°(no — m)* (n5 — 7).
Using b = h/(2(no —m)) < 1/(2v/L) and Lh? < 1/16, this implies
Bx < 12Lb°n3 (o — m1) + (1/32)VLbno(no — m) + (1/2)VLb* (nf — n3)
+ (1/16)VLB o (no — m ) (1 +1/64) + (1/(4 - 16*))VLb* (115 — 117).
Consequently, it holds that
By < 12Lb°¢ (no — m) + VLb*(nd — n),
which implies by Young’s inequality that
BY < (3/2)12°L*b°n5 (o — m)* + 3Lb* (ng — ni)?
< (3/2)122L%%n5 (o — m)? + 6 Lb* no(no +m) (o — m)? (A.63)

On the other hand, from the definition (A.28) of C' (with ¢ replaced by —¢), it
holds that

Cx = 2005 +6LO R / (1m0 — m) = b (15 + ) = b (5 — i) + 24Lb™ 05 (1m0 —ma).
Therefore, together with (A.62), implies

AXCx > 9Lb* 0o (110 + m1) (10 — m)? + 216 L20°n5 (no — m)?,
which shows A,C — B3 together with (A.63). O
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B Proofs for concentration

Proof of Lemma 6.2. By Lemma 3.1 with ¢ = 1/162, h() satisfies for any z,y, v, w €
R9, i =1,2 that

|6T($,L%U,éi) - qT(va%waé’L)F + L71|13T(I5L%vvéi) _ﬁT(va%waé’L”Q
25 (| — y2 + v — w|?),

which is that A" is Lipschitz with constant 2'/6. Moreover, the mapping h(®) :
R34 — R24 given by h(¥) (z,v, g) = (x, nv+g) satisfies for any z,y, v, w, g, g’ € R?
that

(@, v, 9) — RO (y,w,¢")* = |z —y* + In(v —w) + g — ¢
<lz—yP+ A+ —wP+ 1 +n7)g—d,

so that h(®) is Lipschitz with constant v/2. Therefore, for any z,v € R%, fALm,

is Lipschitz with constant 2 and hm , is Lipschitz with constant 2v/2. The
first assertion follows by Rademacher’s theorem. In case n = 0, Lemma 3.1
with ¢ = 1/162 gives for any z,y,v,w € R? that

|(jT(I,L%’U,§1) - qT(yaL%wvélﬂ < \/§(|'r - y| + \/ET|U - w|)7

so that Bgo) is Lipschitz with constant /2LT', which concludes again by Rademacher’s
theorem. O

Proof of Lemma 6.3. Fix x,v € R?. Let i/ : R? xARd — R4 x Rd be given
by h'(g,9") = hO (D (z, L= 2nv + g),¢'), so that h,, = h® o h'. For the
assertion about the pushforward of 73?(1, 2)/ L7 by Corollary 4.3 in [42], it suffices

to prove that Vh(® and VA are invertible everywhere.
For any 6y = (6,6',7,m9) € © x © x {0,1} x [0,1], let 45, : R x RY —
R24x2d - Ay RT x R? x R? — R24%24 be given by

A (9, 2) = 0 %
6o\ L R (14 7)Vb(,0) — L3 L (1 — r)Vb(2,0)

A% (Z,7,2) = _%2Vb(3779) —Lzrro 5 " Vb(7, 0)
e L3 (h?/4)(1 — 1) Vb(z,0)Vb(3,0) —rro™ (1 +1)Vb(7,0)

Below, we omit in the notation the dependence on 6 and write A, A’ in place
of Ag,, A . Let |- denote the norm on R*® given by [(z,v) = [z| + [v]
for z,v € R For any 7,7, z and g, the operator norm |A+ A’|; of (R??,]-]) >
@ (A(y,2) + A'(2,7,2))2 € (R??,|-|;) satisfies by (2.2) and (2.5) that

A+ A'|y <Lzh+ Lh>+ L2h%/2 < 1. (B.1)
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Fix z,v € R%. By definition (3.1) of the one-step integrator (qn, pn), for any 6 ¢
{6,, 92} there exist yo, y1, yO € R% such that the mapping h : R xR¢ — R? x R?
given by h(z,v) = (qn(z, L20,0), L~ 2py, (&, L2, 0)) satisfies

_ 1 _

VB(xv ’U) - <Lquh_ " VBQh) (ZE, L%vv é) = I+ A(yla y(/)) + A/(y07 Y1, y(/))
wPn VuDn

for some g = (0,6, r,79) € ©xOx{0,1}x[0, 1]. Therefore by (B.1), Vh(z,v) is

invertible (with inverse 5 (—A—A’)"). Similarly and by repeated applications

of the chain rule, VA(?)(z,v) is invertible for any Z,o € R%. Moreover, it holds

by definition for any g, ¢’ € R? that

77 n o Id 0 (1) 1 0
Voh'(9,9') = (0 77Li> VI (@, L2+ g) | (B.2)
and there exists (ys,¥;)icjo, k)nn With v, y; € R? for all 4 such that
) K—1
VA (@, L™ 2w + g) = H (I2a + A(Yiv1, ¥i) + A (Y3, yit1, ¥i))- (B.3)
i=0

for some finite sequence of fy. We proceed to show that the expression in (B.2)
is a small enough perturbation of (L%Tld nl4) 7, using that the latter is its
precise form if in (B.3) we neglect A" and the lower triangular parts of A.

For any i, let A; = A(Yi+1,v)), A, = A (yi, yit1,y,) and, with abuse of nota-
tion, let |-|; denote the operator norm on (R2?, ||;). Moreover, for any M, M’ €
RdXd let (M M')"|o = max(|M],|M']), where |M] is the operator norm of M
on (Rd |-). In particular, for any M € R2?*24 we have |[M (0 I3) " | < |M];.
Therefore, it holds by (B.3) that

1
(1) _1 0 ([ L2TIy
‘Vh (z,L72nv+g) <Id) < I, N

K-1 1
LzT1I,
- H) o+ 4 ( >_< I >Lo
K—1 K—1
+ ‘ < H (T2a + Ai + A7) — H (I2a + Az)) (B.4)
i=0 i=0 1
By definition of A, A" and (2.2), (2.5), it holds for any i that
Iog+ Asly =1+ L2h,  |Al|; < Lh2. (B.5)
Therefore, the last term on the right-hand side of (B.4) satisfies
K—1 K—1 e
L
H (Toq + Ai + A7) — H (Ioa + Aj)| < H ( ) (1+ Lzh) (Lh*)K~
i=0 i=0 1 =0 J
<(1+Lzh+Lh®)X — (14 L2p)K
(B.6)
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where the right-hand side may be bounded using (2.5) as

(14 L2h+ L)X — (1+ L7h)K < 1+ L2h)X((1 + L)X — 1)

e
2LT?. (B.7)

For the first term on the right-hand side of (B.4), denoting (A4;)2,1 to be the
lower triangular part of A;, it holds that

Mo (3)- (57)

=0
(P ()T 20 (2): o0

In expanding the first product on the right-hand side of (B.8), there are ex-
actly K terms in which there appears one and only one (4;)2;. By direct
calculation, these terms are of the form

1 7 1 K—1—1
AL . Iq Lzhly (A)) Ig Lzhly 0
C\0 Iy Uri\o 1y I

_ <—L%<K — 1= DB (1) Vbl 0) + (1 = 1)V, 9/)))

(K — 1= ) (14 1) Vb1, 0) + (1 — 1)V 0)
(B.9)

for some 6,6 € ©. In particular, substituting (B.9) into (B.8) yields

et 0 LiTI
_ _(L2TI4
[0 (1) - (V1)

K—1 " K2 /0 ) )
< AV | + S ) (1 + LER) (LER) I
< S0k T (5) aepinrwin
i= 7=0
< LT? 4+ (1+2L70)K — (14 L7h)X — L3T(1+ L2h)K1,  (B.10)
where the last terms on the right-hand side of (B.10) may be bounded as

(14203 R)K — (1 4+ L3n)K — L3T(1 4+ LEn)K—1 < 2137 _ (14 L3T) — LiT.

(B.11)
The right-hand side of (B.11) is a convex function of T, so that substituting
back into (B.10) and using (2.5) gives

K—1 L i .
0 LTI, 3T (s 9,1, LT
Loy+ A, _ < _2\ 3T < . (B.12
g(%ﬁ )<Id) ( Ia )L‘ TR R A T )
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Gathering (B.4), (B.6), (B.7) and (B.12), it holds by (2.5) that

0 L3TI L3T
Vh(l)(x,L*%m) +9) (Id> — ( QI d) ’ < . (B.13)
d o0

>~

By (B.2), inequality (B.13) implies for any g, ¢’ € R? that

s (LETI;+ M
vqh(g7g)_< nId+MI )

for some M, M’ € R4 satisfying |M| < L=T/4. In particular, L2T1; + M
is invertible. On the other hand, it holds by definition that V,h/(g,g') =
(0 I;)T. Therefore VI' is invertible everywhere, which concludes the proof
of the assertion about the pushforward of 73%1—772) /L In the same way, the
assertion about the pushforward of 7617(1—772) /1, follows easily from (B.13).The

remaining assertion about ﬁ;v follows easily from Theorem 4.4 in [42] and the
fact that Vh(3) is invertible. O

Proof of Lemma 6.4. In the following, we use the shorthand that an absolutely
continuous measure p on R2? or R? satisfies LSI(C) for a constant C' if the
log-Sobolev inequality

Ent,,(f?) :=/f210gf2du—/f2dulog (/deu> < 20/|Vf|2du (B.14)

holds for all almost everywhere differentiable f. Tt is classical [30, Theorem 5.2]
that the Gaussian measures 73%17772)/1:, 73,1/L satisfy LSI((1-7?)/L) and LSI(1/L)
respectively. Therefore, for any almost everywhere differentiable function f :
R — R and z,v € R? inequality (B.14) with f = f o h, ,, inequality (6.5)
with z; = V(IA“LW, - 29), za = (Vf)o fLm, and Lemma 6.3 imply

2

A, —_— 2 d d ~ — ~
B (7)< 2 S (S0l (@) o) )iy o
i=1 Nj=1

0,(1-n2)/L

8(1 —n?) .
< I /|(Vf) © hxv”|2dﬁy§il—n2)/L' (B.15)

In other words, for any z,v € R?, the measure Vg.v, Which is absolutely con-
tinuous by Lemma 6.3, satisfies LSI(4(1 — n?)/L). Similarly, the measure 7,
satisfies LSI(8(1 —n?)/L). In the case = 0, using instead (6.6), for any x € R¢,
the measure v, satisfies LSI(2T2). Let Wh . denote the L? Wasserstein distance
w.r.t. the standard Euclidean distance. By Theorem 6.6 in [30] and (B.15), for
any x,v € R?, for any probability measure p absolutely continuous with respect
to vy, it holds that

41 =n?)

(WQ,B’ (Vz,va,u))z < I

Ent(p|vy ). (B.16)
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If n = 0, then the same inequality (B.16) holds with v, , and 4(1 —n?) replaced
by v, and 2LT? respectively. By the assumption 4L7? < (1 — 7)?, inequal-
ity (B.16) implies
Wi (Vg0 p) < \/5(1.09/4 + IWa o (Vg 0, 1)
< 2(1.09/4+ 1)/2((1 — n?)/ L) Ent(ulv. )

= 2(1.09/4 + 1)\/2((1 —n2)/L)Ent(p*|vz,). (B.17)

Inequality (B.17) implies v} , € T1(4(1.09/4 + 1)*(1 —»?)/L). Similarly, 7} , €
T1(8(1.09/4 + 1)2(1 — n?)/L). In case n = 0, we have instead W (v, p) <
(1.09/4 + 1)Ws ¢/ (V4 i), which leads to v, € T1((1.09/4 + 1)2T?). O

Proof of Corollary 6.5. In this proof, we use |r] = inf{k : Z : k > r} as its
usual meaning. By Kantorovich-Rubenstein duality and Corollary 6.1, it holds
for any i € N and z,v,y, w € R? that

E[f(XT) = ()]
< HfHLip(&) Wi (7Ti (6(x,v))7 T (6(74710))
g

= (m) (- ' llipiay (12 — v+~ (0 = w)| + 1.09alz — y]),
(B.18)

where (B.18) holds independently of (6,);en. Inequality (B.18) shows that (R2?, d) 3
(z,v) — E[f(X®)] (and (R, d) > = — E[f(X®)] when n = 0) is Lips-
chitz with constant (g/(2log(2)e*))*/?(1 — ) fllpipdy- In the following, we
focus mostly on the case n # 0, but the case n = 0 follows in a similar
way, if not more easily. Let A > 0 and let F; denote the sigma-algebra gen-
erated by (X, V®). Let N* = Ny + 2| N/2]. Assume for induction that for
some m € NN [0, [N/2| — 2] it holds a.s. that

— * 2 — *
E[er Sile T Fx™ 2’“)} <6Mml\fllLip<d>]E{eAz,£Zé?J LR (T2

LA TE EFX TN Py anl] - (BL1Y)
where
N 2mNT2CYg o — (M2 412014+ m) G i #0
R P e g ) 1/L09 2 it 7 =
c2@)(1 —nerc S 1) S
(B.20)

The base case m = 0 is clear. In the right-hand side of (B.19), it holds by the
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tower property a.s. that

k=m

[AZWZJ ' <X<N**2’“>6AZ?::)1E[f<x<N**2’<)>\fN*%1}
[AEIEN{EJF 1 (X(N 72k))E[6)\f(X(N*72m))

ATy B (XN Fye o]

]:N*—2m—2H- (B.21)

By Doob-Dynkin Lemma 1.14 in [29] and the Lipschitz estimate (B.18), the
sum f(XN'=2m)y 4 Em:l E[f( XN =28))| Fx«_om] is Lipschitz with constant

b o W luw (g NP
k P .
1 [ Lipcd) (1 + ( > Z )* ) = c <210g(2)6*> =M

(B.22)
as a function of (X(N"=2m) y(N"=2m)) " Therefore by Theorem 1.1 in [14] and
Lemma 6.4(i), the (first) conditional expectation on the right-hand side of (B.21)
satisfies a.s. the inequality

E [eAf(X(N*Jm)e)‘ Zg:)l ]E[f(X(N*fzk))\}‘N*%ﬁl] ’}—N*72m72}
< A TR B XN 72| Fyye yn o] +4NT2C7 AT (B.23)
where M is defined in (B.22) and satisfies

_ 2A2T2C* g
AN2T2CF M2 <
= log(2)(1 — n)e*c? ”f”Llpw

Substituting (B.24) back into (B.23) then into (B.21) and subsequently (B.19)
completes the inductive step. In particular, inequality (B.19) holds with m =
|N/2] — 1, which is that

B[ SR )]

(B.24)

< Miva) 71Hf||iip(3)E [e)‘ SLv/2) - E[j'(X(N**Zk))']:No+2]:| i (B.25)

By the same arguments, denoting N = sup{k € N\ (2N) : & < N}, it holds that
IE{e’\Z(JZE”/zf(X(NOW’%))}

< M-l g {6/\ iy EV(X(NMM%))‘FNOH]} - (B.26)

Note that the exponents on the left-hand sides of (B.25) and (B.26) are con-

cerned with respectively the even and odd SGgHMC iterations after the ini-

tial Ny iterations. For the right-hand side of (B.25), assume for induction that
for some m € NN [0, [ No/2]) it holds that

E [ S0 T B (X)) | Fivg 4]

v 2 _ .
<6Mm||f”Lip(g)E 6)\27\556% TE[F(XY %))\-7:N0+272m] , (B27)
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where M, is given together with M by

3 I

i - 2T%C*g
(1= c)?kt2, M = . B.28
; 9 g (1 — ) (B.28)

Again, the base case m = 0 is clear. Since the sum in the exponent within the
expectation on the right-hand side of (B.27) is Lipschitz with constant

1 |N/2|—1

, A V] RPN
() Moo 2 000077 <007 (s

k=0

as a function of (X No=2m) 17 (No=2m)) by Theorem 1.1 in [14] and Lemma 6.4(i),
it holds a.s. that

[ ASSLIN/2)= 1]E[f(X(N*—2k))|]:NO+2—2ﬁL]’]:N072m:|

N/2 1 —
A SRS T B (XTI Frg o 4N (1) N £y

(B.29)

Substituting inequality (B.29) back into (B.27) completes the induction argu-
ment to obtain (B.27) with m = | Ny/2|. Therefore, by either Lemma 6.4(i) or
Lemma 6.4(ii), repeating the inductive argument one more time yields

[AELN“J ' [.f<x<N**2’“>>|fN0+zq

< GMLN0/2J+1||inip(5)E {6)‘ Z£562J71 E[f(X(N"—2k))) . (B_30)

In the same way, starting from the right-hand side of (B.26) instead of that
of (B.25), it holds that

[ )\ZUV 1)/2]E[f(X(NO+N+2k))‘]:NO+1]:|
<M uNwww“inip(d»E[eAZSZJ”“E[ﬂx(”ﬁwk)”} : (B.31)

Inequalities (B.30), (B.31) may be substituted into the right-hand sides of (B.25), (B.26)
respectively, so that Holder’s inequality implies

(E [e% ZL<f<x<N°+’“>>—E[f<x<N°+’“>>]>} )2
< B[ DT U T
E [eA ol 2(f(X(N“N’“))fJE[f(X(NO*N’%))])]

< e(MN—2+2MLNo/2J+1)I|f”iip(d)' (B.32)

Using (again) the definitions (B.20), (B.28) of My _o, MLN0/2J+17 M, it holds
that
My_o+2Mpy, /211 < NM(N +ct). (B.33)
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Therefore, in particular for any ¢ > 0 and

5\ Nt
Yy 2 -1y’
inequalities (B.32), (B.33) imply
e~ 3N |3 il (F(XTOHN B (XNt | o —t?C (B.34)
where
N2

C:

~ 5 PR

By Markov’s inequality, it holds for any ¢t € R that

1 No+N
Py X (%)= B > o)

k=No+1
_ p(e% SR (FX ) =B (X)) 5 egm)

)

<ef%Nt]E{e% ffﬁfvffﬂ<f<x<’“)>—E[f<X““>>]>}

which concludes by (B.34) and substituting the definitions (B.28), (B.20) for M, C*.
O

C Proofs for biases
Firstly, similar to Lemma 30 in [38] and its proof, an estimate on the second

moment of e~V @) dz is presented without assuming convexity.

Lemma C.1. Under Assumption 1 with b(-,0) = VU for some U : R? — R
and 6 € ©, it holds for 5 € {2,4} that

B

3L(R)2+2d+28—4\7

[ ettt < (2 =4
R4 m

where pi1(dz) is given by e~V @dx/ [, e"V@dx and R’ = 4R(1 + £).

Proof. Let £ denote the differential operator —VU -V, + A,. For any z € R?,
inequality (2.3) with z =0, y = Z and v = T implies for any ¢ > 1 that

S = ~aCal VU (@) - @ + 2P (20d + 4¢(C ~ 1)
1
= —2¢|z)*¢Y / T AUNE)Zd + |72~V (2¢d + 4¢(¢ — 1))
0

< 2qja 0 (- D+ LR ) + 1D 260 440 - 1)
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Integrating against p; and using Jensen’s inequality yields

/Rd|a*c|2cul(dfc) < %(gL(R’V +d+2(¢— 1)) (/Rdm%”l(dx)) <_217

which implies the assertion. O

The following Lemma C.2 concerns the case where the integrator given
by (3.1) is its randomized midpoint version. It is analogous to Lemma 2 in [47].
Actually, just the first full time step of the integrator is considered, which will
suffice for our purposes.

Recall U as given at the beginning of Section 6.2. For any x,v € RY,
let [0,7] > t — (¢ (z,v),p;(x,v)) be given by the continuous Hamiltonian
flow Oyqf = p;dt and 9,p; = —VU (¢;)dt with (g5, pf) = (x,v).

Lemma C.2. Assume (u;p)ien satisfies up, ~ U(0,h), assume (2.2), (2.5) and
that b(-,0) = VU for all § € ©. Let x,v be R -valued r.v.’s independent of uy,.

Proof. Since b(-,0) = VU for all §, we drop the dependence on 6 in b. In
addition, we drop the dependence on z,v in (¢;,p;) = (¢/(z,v),p}(x,v)) By
definition g (z,v,0) = = + h(v — upb(z)) holds, which implies a.s. that

[Elg (2,0, 8) . v] — g (2,0)| = ] / ' / " b(a)drds - / ' / " b(g?)drds|.

On the other hand, it holds by (2.2) that 9;|(v/Lq;, pi)|> < 2VL|(V' L}, pi)|? for
all ¢, which implies |(\/_qt,pt)| < eVLt|(v/La,v)|. Therefore, by (2.5), |qf —z| =
|f0 *ds| < |(VLz,v)|(eVEt — 1)/V/L < 2t|(v/Lx, v)| holds for ¢ € [0, h]. Using

again (2.2), this may be substltuted into the right-hand side of (C.1) to obtain

(C.1)

|E[th(xvvvé)|xvv] - Q}*L(‘Tvv)l < L(h3/3)|(\/zx,’l))|.
O

Proof of Corollary 6.6. The proof follows along the same lines as the proof of
Proposition 16 in [25], except we deal here with the twisted Euclidean metric d
given by (2.4) and we consider our velocity Verlet integrator to possibly be re-
placed by a randomized midpoint version. We first consider the case where the
velocity Verlet integrator (1.1) is used, then at the end of the proof, we point out
where the argument should be altered for the randomized midpoint version. We
assume L = 1 w.l.o.g., then parameters are rescaled at the end so that L reap-
pears in the assertion. For t € [0, T}, let P;, Pr be the transition operators given
by P, f(x,v) = f(G(z,v,0),pi(x,v,0)) and Prf(z,v) = Ef(z,nv + /1 — n2G)
for all z,v € R? and bounded measurable f, but with b(-, §) replaced by VU for
any f € © in the definitions of ¢.,p.. By Lemma C.1 and Jensen’s inequality, it
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holds that

3(RN? 4+ 2d
B(R)? +2d
m

[ (ol + o) < d

/ (2 + [o2)2dp(z, v) < (w>2+2d(w)

R2d m m

+2d 4 d?,

which imply for u = 0 (velocity Verlet), in the same way as for (39) and (40)
both in [25], that

1
2

WaluPho) < 202 [ (1l + oPauti o))

R2d
/\2 %
< 2h2<73(R) +2d d)
m
d (R/)2 %
< 2v/6h% max (d, —, ) (C.2)
m. m

and if additionally V2U is Lo-Lipschitz, that
W2,e(MPh7 M)
1
z
<2hn3(1 + LQ)(/ (1 +2|z)® + 2|v]® + (J=|* + |U|2)2)du(x,v))
de

6(R)2 + 4d 3(R)? + 2d + 4\ %\ 2
%+<d+()#>>

< 2h3(1 4+ L2)<1 +4d +
m

< 22h3(1 + L) max <d, %, UZL)Q) (C.3)

Following the same bounds as in the corresponding inequality in the proof of
Proposition 16 in [25], it holds that

(14 2h)"E

WQ,e(Wn(M)uﬂ) S 2h

W, (1P, ). (C.4)
If instead v = 1 (randomized midpoint), then instead of (C.2) and (C.3), we
may apply Lemma 7 in [4] for the same arguments as above. Note that the
referenced lemma statement concerns only the position variables, but the proofs
bound both the position and velocity variables at the same time, as required
here. Consequently, without assuming that V2U is Lipschitz and considering
instead the full Hamiltonian trajectory, it holds for v = 1 that

1/473/2 d (R)?
Wa o (uPr, ) < T1V6LY 4132 max ( d, —, ~—= ). (C.5)

m - m
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Moreover, using the estimates in the proof of Lemma 3.1 to control distances
after steps of the randomized midpoint integrator, it holds for «w = 1 that

W, e(mn (), ) = Wa,e(mn—1 (1) PRPr, 11)
<Ws o(mn—1(1) PrPr, pPr) + Wa (1 Pr, 1)
< (14 2T)Wa,e(mn—1 (1) Pr, 1) + Wa e (0Pr, 1)
= 1+ 2T)Wae(mn-1(1), 1) + Wa,e(uPr, p1).

Repeating n — 1 more times and applying (C.5) yields

Wa,e (o (1 Z (1+2T)" Wy o (uPr, 1)
k=0
/\2
< A2 o B4/ max (i, (R—)>. (C.6)
T m. m

In both cases (C.4) and (C.6), by Corollary 6.1 and setting

_ Plog@ log(2)e") — 3logg — 10g(2)w | )
log(1 —¢)
where [k] = min{l € N : k <[} here, it holds that
Wi (g, 1) < Wi (1), 1) + Wi (mn (1), 1)
< SWin ) + VEmax(1 4 1.090,7 " Wa,o (o (1) 1),
which, by 4LT? < (1 — n)?, implies
Wi (s 1) < AW (0 (1), 1)- (C.8)

In case u = 0, by (C.4), log(1 — ¢) < —c and (C.7), inequality (C.8) implies

Wi (i, i) < 2€*"Th™ Wy o (1P, 1)

< 2exp (2T (1 S log <M)>>hlm (WP, 1)
2c 2g ’
= 2¢°"(2g/(log(2)€"))"/*h™ " Wa,c (1P, 1)

which shows the claim by (2.5) and either (C.2) or (C.3). In case u = 1,
inserting (C.7) into (C.6) then (C.8) and using again log(1 — ¢) < —c completes
the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 6.7. Throughout the proof, assume L = 1 w.l.o.g. We
only deal with the u = 0 case. The u = 1 case is similar and therefore omitted.
Let x,v ~ fi be independent of (G;);, (G4)i, (8:)i, ((u,(;,z)k)l and forany i € N, j €
N[0, T/h), let 0; .0, ;, € © satisfy 0; = (6;;); and 0 = (0

i jn)j- Moreover,
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let v" be given by (3.9), o = yo = z, vo = wo = v’ and for any j € NN[0,T/h),
let

Vi1 =v; — (h/2)b(x;, 00,5n), w1 =w; — (h/2)VU(y;),
Tiy1 = 25 +hvj1, Yj+1 = Yj + hw; 1,
vjt1 =51 — (B/2)b(xj41, 00 5),  wjs1 = w1 — (h/2)VU (yj11).
By the tower property, for any j € NN [0,7/h) it holds that
Elojy — w3 = Ello; — w; — (h/2)(VU(w;) — VU ()
+ (h/2)°E[IVU () — b(x;, 00,in)I?]- (C.9)
The first term on the right-hand side of (C.9) can be bounded as
Ellv; — wj — (h/2)(VU(z;) = VU (y;)) ]
< (1+h/2)E[Jv; — w;’] + (h/2)(1 + h/2)E[IVU (z7) — VU (y;)|*]
< (1+h/2)E[Jv; — w;’] + (h/2)(1 + h/2)E[|z; — y;1]

and the second term on the right-hand side of (C.9) can be bounded, by the

tower property, the unbiasedness assumption and independence between by
and x,v, Gy, as
2}

(h/2)’E[|VU () = b, 00,5n)I?]

_ <g>EH% S (VU (e) — Vg0 (3)

i=1

h? &
T ZE[IVU(:L’J-) — YUy, (60, ()]
1=1

< OUh2/4p.
Therefore, (C.9) implies
Ellvjy 1 —wyy 3 %) < (14 h/2)(Ellv; — w; "] + (h/2)El; — ;1)) + Cub®/(4p).

(C.10)
Consequently, the step in position has the bound

Ellzj11 = yi41"] £ 1+ DE[|lz; — y5[]* + (1 + R)E[lv; 1 — wjy 1 |’]
< (1+3h/2)E[lz; — y;[*] + (3h/2)E[lv; — w;|?]
+ Cuh®(1+ h)/(4p). (C.11)

Moreover, by the same steps as for (C.10), then applying (C.10), (C.11) and
using (2.5), it holds for any j € NN [0,7/h) that

Ellvj41 — wja ]
< (L +h/2)E[vj 1 — w1 ]+ (h/2)E[Jzj41 =y [’]) + Cuh®/(4p)
< (14 3h/2)E[lv; — w;[*] + (3h/2)E[|z; — y;|*] + 3Cuh?/(2p).  (C.12)
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Inequalities (C.11) and (C.12) together with (2.5) imply

Ellzjr1 = yje1* + Joje1 — wjpa ]
< (1+3h)E[|lz; —y;* + [vj — w;[?] + 2Cuh? /p. (C.13)

In addition, observe that by a synchronous coupling, the transition associated
with the OU step v — v/, denoted Pg, reduces W, . distance, in the sense
that Wa o (DPr, 7' Pr) < Ws (D, 7) for all probability measures 7, »’. Therefore,
using that f is invariant for the gHMC chain with nonstochastic gradient and
repeating the computations leading to (C.13) n times yields

202 ! - 2Cyh(1 4 3h)"E
e(mn 2 < 1+3h)7 <
Wa,e(mn (1), 1) < — Jz::o( +3h) < 3

O

Proof of Corollary 6.8. Let (y,w) ~ i be independent of (G;)s, (Gi)s, (6;)s, ((ug) )i
By Kantorovich-Rubenstein duality, it holds that

A

N—
Z ”f”Llp(d)Wl 7TN0+Z(6(LE v)) 7TN0+Z(IU))

N0+N 1
% 3 W@ Wi @) i) + 1 g Wil ). (C14)

lN()

By taking the infinimum of all couplings between X and Y@ for each i, the
first term on the right-hand side of (C.14) may be bounded, by Corollary 6.1,
as

I1f lipa)

N Z Wl 7TN0+1(5(1 'u)) ﬂ—No-H(M))
i=0

HfH i ' i
Lpd) Z <210g ) (1= )N W1 (8,09, 1)

92 ||f||L1p(d (1 — o)
(210g( ))2Ne(er)

NG

V1 (62,05 6(0,0)) + Wi (d(0,0), 1) + Wi (i, )],
(C.15)

where 0, ., denotes the distribution of (z,v). For the second term in the square
bracket on the right-hand side (C.15), it holds by Lemma C.1 and o = 4LT?/(1—
n) <1 that

Wi (00,095 1) < V2(1+ L.09)Wa,e(8(0,0): 1) < 2((BL(R')* + 2d) /m + d/(L)é- )
C.16
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Moreover, for the last sum on the right-hand side of (C.14), it holds by Propo-
sition 6.7 that

No+N-—1 1 No+N-—1
1 o CuyvLh\? 1 3 ;
Ty wl(mu),u)gz(UT) LTS v

: N
l:N() l:N()
2 3ILT(Ny+ N
S2<CU\/Zh> .exp(ng_ (No+N)). (17)
p SNVLT

By gathering (C.14), (C.15), (C.16) and (C.17), then using Corollary 6.6, the
proof concludes. O

D Wasserstein-to-TV bounds

Theorem 2.2, concerned with the Verlet and randomized middle-point integra-
tors (3.1), is similar to [40, Proposition 3] where the former are replaced by the
true Hamiltonian flow, and the proofs are the same. In order to highlight the
similarities, we introduce now a general framework which encompasses these
various cases and many other similar splitting schemes. Then we state our
main result in these general settings, Theorem D.1. Theorem 2.2 is then a sim-
ple corollary. The proofs rely on technical computations which are exactly the
same as in previous studies [2, 8, 40] and thus are omitted in the following.

D.1 General settings

In all this section, we consider a space © and, for T € (0,1] and 0 € O, a
function ®4 € C*(R?*¢,R??), which plays the role of an Hamiltonian propagator
with integration time T and parameter 6. To fix ideas, for instance, in [40],
© = {0} and ®Y. is the Hamiltonian flow while, in the present work, ®%.(z,v) =
(qr,pr) as given by (3.1). The precise assumptions on ®%. are given below.
The parameter § may account for random seeds (as in (3.1), either due to a
stochastic approximation of the force or to a random integrator) but also for
time-inhomogeneous dynamics, which are thus covered in the following. For
now, a sequence (0 )ren € OV is fixed.

Given T € (0,1], n € (0,1], and an initial distribution vy € P(R?*?), we
construct a Markov chain as follows. Let zo = (zg,v0) ~ 1. Assume that z; =
(2, v) has been defined for some k& € N and, independently, let (G, G}.) be two
independent standard d-dimensional Gaussian variables. The next transition of
the chain is given by

Ukt1/3 = MUk + V1 = n*Gy (D.1a)
(Thy1, Vigoy3) = DYk (y, Ukt1/3) (D.1b)
Vkt1 = N0ky2/3 + V1 —n2G) . (D.1c)

We write 7, (19) the law of z,, for n € N. By contrast to the SGgHMC chain con-
sidered e.g. in Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 (with law 7, (vp) after n steps), two velocity
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refreshments are performed in (D.1), respectively before and after the Hamil-
tonian step (D.1b). As discussed in [40], this is necessary to ensure that both
velocity and position are regularized even after n = 1 transition. When n > 1,
applying successively (D.1c) and (D.1la) amounts to performing a single veloc-
ity refreshment, with parameter n? instead of 7. It is then not difficult, up to
replacing 1 by /7, to pass from results written in terms of 7, (p) and 7, (vo)
(using that total variation and Wasserstein 2 distances are decreased by velocity
refreshments) when n > 1 (see Section D.2).

The proof of [40, Proposition 3] works as soon as ®%. satisfy estimates similar
to the Hamiltonian flow, such as stated in [40, Lemmas 1 and 2]. They are
essentially quantitative ways to state that

Y (x,v) = (z 4+ Tv,v — TFy(z)) + O (T?)
T—0
for some Lipschitz continuous Fy, uniformly in §. We gather them in the next as-

sumption, where we decompose the position and velocity after the Hamiltonian
step as &% = (@eT’l, @9T’2).

Assumption 4. There exists C, T; > 0 such that for all T' € (0,7 and 6 € O,
the following holds.

1. For any z,z' € R with 2z = (x,v), 2/ = (2/,¢'), denote (g,p) = ®5(2)
and (¢',p’) = ®%.(z'). Then

Voq—I < CT? (D.2)
Voq—TI < CT? (D.3)
|Vep| < TH+COT? (D.4)
Vop—1I| < CT? (D.5)
and

lg—d| < (1+0T?*)|z—a/|+ (T +CT% jv—2'| (D.6)
p—p| < (T+COT3) |z —2'|+(1+CT*) |w—2]. (D7)

Moreover,
[Vaqg = Vod'|lp < CT?lz—2/|+CT?Lylv— /| (D.8)
IVoq = Vod'|lr < CT?|lz—2'|+ CT* v — V| (D.9)
[Vop = Vop'lr < CTl|z— 2’|+ CT? v — /| (D.10)
IVop = Vop'llr < CT?|lz —a'| + CT?|v — /| (D.11)

2. There exists a function K € C'(R??,R?) such that, for all z,2/ € R,
v = K(z,2") is the unique solution of <I>9T’1(:1:, K(z,2')) = «’. For ugp,u; €
R, consider the function K, ., € C}H(R??, R?) given by Ky v, (z,v) =
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K(z + uo,flJC(’r’l(:zr,v) + uq), i.e. such that v/ = Ky, 4, (z,v) is the unique
solution of @eT’l(:E—i—uo,v’) = @eT’l(x,v)—i—ul. Then, for all z, v, ug, u1 € RY,

|ur — up + tv — tKyy uy (2,0)]
Vo EKug,u (2, 0) — Lal|F

Vo Ky (2,0) — L4

Ve Kug,u (2, 0)| F

|V Ky (2,0)]

CT (Juo| + T|u1 — uol)
CT.

INCINCIN NN

(D.12)
(D.13)
CcT? (D.14)
(D.15)
(D.16)

Remark D.1. The existence of K in the second item, for T" small enough, is
in fact implied by (D.3). Indeed, for a fixed ¢ € R?, consider the application
g:ip— @?p’l(q,p). Using (D.3), for p,p’ € R?,

lalp) — g(p') — T(p — )| < CT3|p —p'|, (D.17)

and in particular g is injective for T small enough since
l9(p) — 9| = (T = CT®) [p—1'].

Moreover, (D.3) implies that Vg(p) is non-singular for all p when CT? < 1. It
follows by the global inversion theorem that g is a C'-diffeomorphism from R?
to its image. To see that g is surjective, take ¢’ € R? and, given any py € R?,
define by induction

1
Pnt1 = Pn + T (@ —9(pn)) -
Thanks to (D.17), for all n € N,

¢ — g(Pns1)| < CT?|pps1 — pul = CT?|q" — g(pn)| -

Assuming CT? < 1, we get that g(p,) converges geometrically fast to ¢, and
since |pnt1 — pn|l = 1¢ — g(pn)|/T, we get that (p,)nen is a Cauchy sequence,
hence it converges to some p’ with g(p’) = ¢'.

Theorem D.1. Under Assumption 4, there exists C',T} > 0, which depend
only on C, Ty, such that the following holds. For any z,z' € R?*?, T € (0,T}],
(Ok)ren € OF,

/
¢ 2
’

Ent (7?(1 (5z)|7%1(5z’)) < WLZ‘ — Z/|

and, for any n > 1, assuming furthermore that n > 0 and s :=nT < 1,
S 1 * 2
Ent (7,(0,) |70 (5.)) < C'— (— + i + 1> |z — 2|2,

where v* = (1 —n)/T.
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Proof. Throughout the proof, C’ denotes a constant which depends only on C'
and may change from line to line.

First, let us simply consider the case n = 1 (i.e. a single transition). To
alleviate notations, simply write ® = ®%°. For z = (z,v) € R?, G = (G, &) €
R24 et

U.(G) = <(1) 7?) ® (x,nv + MG) VI <GO,> (D.18)

which is the state of the chain starting from z, after one transition (D.1) if G
and G’ are the variables used in the randomization steps. In particular, if G ~
N(0, Iz4) then the law of U, (G) is 71(d).

Let us check that W, is a diffeomorphism. The equation (X,Y) = ¥, (G,G")
leads, considering first the velocities in this equality and recalling the nota-
tion @ = (@1, ®?), to

o = %ﬁ (v =@ (w0 + VI—2C))

and, considering then the positions, to

X:@l(x,nv—i—\/l—nQG),

1
G=——(K(z,X)—nv)
V1 —n?
where K is the function defined by the fact ®!(x, K(z, X)) = X, as introduced
in Assumption 4. This concludes since we have obtained that

G _ gt X\ 1 K(z,X)—nv

') 2 \Y) J1-2 Y —n®? (2, K(x,X)))
As a consequence, writing j.(y) = |det(VVU1(y))| for any y, the law #1(d,)
admits a density f, given by

Fo(y) = (2m) Y2, (y)e~ V=" WIF/2

Denoting by p the density of the standard Gaussian law N(0, Isq),

i = [ n () 5= [0 (G5)

_ @) ely) / /
gz,z/(y) - fz’ (\I/z/ (y)) - |d t(V\I/Z (y))|fz (\I/z (y))v

in other words,

with

which is the density of the image of f, by \If;,l, namely is the image of p
by W' oW, =: W, .. As established in the proof of [2, Lemma 15], provided

1
|V\IJz,z’(G) - 12d| g 5 5 (Dlg)
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it holds that

1
/ , In (gp ) p<E <§|\I/zyz/(G) — G+ ||VY, . (G) — Igd||%> . (D.20)
R2 z,2!

It remains to bound this expectation and to establish (D.19). The computations
are exactly the same as in [40, Proposition 3] using the bounds in Assumption 4,
and thus we omit them. They lead to

VU, ./(G) — L] < C'T?,

so that (D.19) holds for T' < T} = min(Ty, (2C')~'/2), and to

/
E (%|\IJZ)ZI(G) — G|2 + ||V\I/z)z/(G) — Igd|%‘) < (l_cva — Z’|2.
This concludes the proof of Theorem D.1 in the case n = 1.

The case n > 1 with n > 0 follows the same lines, but is computationally
more involved as, instead of coupling two trajectories starting from z and 2’ in
a single step, we consider a bridge with n steps.

More specifically, fix 2,2’ € R??. For G = (Gy,...,G,) iid. standard
Gaussian variables on R?? (where we decompose Gy = (G, G}) € R? x R?),
denote by U7 (G) the state of a chain starting from z after n transitions, us-
ing the variables (G, GY}) in the two randomization steps of the k' transi-
tion for k € {1,...,n}. In other words, defining by induction zy = z and
then zx41 = V., (Ggy+1) (omitting here for simplicity the dependency in ) in
the definition of W, for the k** transition), we have U7(G) = z,. Our goal
is to define a function W7 , : R24" — R24" in such a way that W = v (G)
satisfies U7, (W) = U2(G). There could be many ways to enforce this, for in-
stance we could merge the two chains in one step, namely take Wy = (W5, WY)
as in the first part of the proof and then Wy = Gy for all £ > 2. However,
for fixed z,2’, this would be a highly unlikely trajectory starting from z’ for
small values of t, i.e. the law of W would be far from a standard Gaussian law
on R??,

Let yo,...,yn € R?? be a fixed deterministic sequence to be determined,
with yo = 2’ — z and y, = 0. We define the function W7 , by the fact W =
U? . (G) satisfies W, (W1,..., W) = W5(G,...,Gy)+yy forall k € {1,...,n}.
In other words, W = (Wy,..., W,,) is such that if two chains start respec-
tively at z and 2’ and use respectively the variables G = (G, G),) and Wy, =
(Wg, W}) in the randomization steps of the k'™ transitions then after k tran-
sitions the difference between the states of the two chains is yy, for all k €
{0,...,n}.

Since y, = 0, this construction implies that ¥7,(W) = ¥7(G) which, fol-
lowing the argument of the proof in the case n = 1, implies that

A~ A~ 1 " n
Bt (0 (02| 70.) < E (5192.0(G) - G + [V92(G) - Fu} )
(D.21)
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provided

(VUL (G) — Laan| < 5 - (D.22)

N =

It remains to bound the right hand side of (D.21) and to establish (D.22).

Again, the computations are similar to the proof of [40, Proposition 3] using
the bounds in Assumption 4, hence omitted. These computations lead to the
design of the following bridge yr, = (ug,wy) for k € {1,...,n — 1} to get a
suitable scaling of the final estimate in the regime ¢t — 0. We set

- (1 - S - %) (v —v) - (ilz(ﬁ ;)];)T(f”l — ),

which is designed so that

n

wy =v — v, wy, =0, nTE wp =1z —2 .

k=0
Hence, setting
k—1
U, :x/—x—l—nTij,
j=0
we get
u=2x —=x, Up =0 and Upr1 = ug + nTwy
for all k € {0,...,n — 1}. This can be interpreted as follows: since there is no

noise directly in the position, we simply let the difference between the positions
of the two chains evolve deterministically following the difference between the
velocities (which are coupled along time so that both positions and velocities
merge after n steps).

The computations of [40] show that, as soon as nT < 1,

VU2 (G) — T2an| < T,
so that (D.22) holds if T' < 1/(2C") and, writing s = nT,

1
B (5102(G) - GP + [V92.(G) - L}
) S 1 v ° 112
<CO—=|—m+=+1) [z=2,
v ns ns
which concludes the proof of Theorem D.1. O

In the next statement, we consider the case where (0y)ien are possibly ran-
dom (but independent from the initial condition and the Gaussian variables
appearing in (D.1)). For n € N and v € P(R??), write

I, (v) = E (7. (v)) ,
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where the expectation runs over the law of (0)k=1,... n. Thus, II,(v) is the law
of the chain with initial distribution v and transitions (D.1) with random 6}’s
after n steps.

Corollary D.2. Under the settings and with the notations of Theorem D.1, for
all v,V € P(R??),

¢’ 2 !
mwl (v, '),

and, for any n > 1, assuming furthermore that n > 0 and s :=nT < 1,

T (v) = L (V) lI7y <

« 2
/N2 y S 1 g 2 /
I 0) = 10y < 0 (4 1) Wi,
Proof. Given initial conditions (Zy, Z;) sampled according to an arbitrary cou-
pling of v and v/, conditioning on these initial conditions and the 6;’s and using
Theorem D.1 and Pinsker’s inequality, we get

. 2
S - 2 1 S 1 i 12
I#0(02) = 1nGz)ly < €2 (2 + L 41) 120 - 24P,
Taking (Z, Z’) as an optimal TV coupling of 7,,(0z,) and 7, (dz;) conditionally
to (Zo, Z))) and the 0)’s, we get that (Z,Z’) is a coupling of II,,(v) and II,, (v')
with

M (v) =T (V)llry - < 2P(Z # Z7)

S 1 ~v*
< Jol =+ i1\ E(Z, - Z)) .
v*(n82+ns+> (120 = Zo))

Taking the infimum over all couplings of v and 1/ concludes. O

D.2 Application: proof of Theorem 2.2

The proof that Assumption 4 holds for the Verlet and randomized midpoint
integrators under the settings of Theorem 2.2 follows from exactly the same
computations as in the continuous-time Hamiltonian flow, see [40, Section 3]
(the differential equation satisfied by the flow, used in [40, Lemma 1], being
replaced the discrete-time version of [8, Lemma 10]). In fact all the condi-
tions of Assumption 4 are established for the Verlet integrator in [2]. Following
these computations, under the settings of Theorem 2.2, the constants C, Ty in
Assumption 4 only depend on L and L.

As a consequence, Corollary D.2 applies under the assumptions made in
Theorem 2.2, when ®4. is given by (3.1) (in the parameter 6, we consider the
variables 6 involved in the stochastic gradient to be fixed, but in the randomized
midpoint case, we consider the uniform variables % to be random, so that their
contribution is averaged in the law IL,(v)).
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Denote by D,, the Markov operator associated to the velocity refreshment
with parameter 7, namely

D, f(z,v) :E(f (:C,nv—i— MG))

with G ~ N(0,I3). Then D} = D,,. Fixing n > 1 and a sequence (0x)r=o,....n—1,
denote Vf(z,v) = f (@eT"’l(x,v)) the operator associated to the Hamiltonian

integration in the n'® transition. Denote by 7/ (v) the law #,(v) when 7 is
replaced by /7 in the transition (D.1). Starting from an initial distribution v,
performing n > 1 steps of SGgHMC as defined in Section 1 (producing a r.v.
distributed according to 7, (v)) is equivalent to perform a transition D s, then
n—1 transitions (D.1), again a transition D_; and then a transition . In other
words,

70) = E (7)1 (D 7)) D)
where the expectation runs over the distribution of the variables @ in the case
of the randomized midpoint integrator (as in the definition of II,,).

Applying any Markov kernel does not increase total variation, and a parallel
coupling shows that D 5 does not increase the W, distance. Hence, considering
two initial distributions vy, ve and using for both chains the same variables @ in
the randomized midpoint case, we get

|70 (v1) — T (12)]| TV

< E([|(Fies mD5) DV = (#hos (D5) Dy 1y )
< E(|(Fnr (D)) = (7o (D 5)) )
C’ 1 *
< "Y*S (E"r%-f—l) Wy (l/l'D\/ﬁ,l/g'D\/ﬁ)
/ %
< % (n—;+%+1> Wi (v1,v2) ,

where we applied Theorem D.1 with s = (n — 1)T. However, since n > 2, we
can bound n/2 < n—1 < n to get a similar bound but now with s = nT', up to
replacing C’ by 16C". This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.2.
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