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Abstract

We propose a new simple and explicit numerical scheme for time-homogeneous
stochastic differential equations. The scheme is based on sampling increments at each
time step from a skew-symmetric probability distribution, with the level of skewness
determined by the drift and volatility of the underlying process. We show that as the
step-size decreases the scheme converges weakly to the diffusion of interest. We then
consider the problem of simulating from the limiting distribution of an ergodic diffusion
process using the numerical scheme with a fixed step-size. We establish conditions
under which the numerical scheme converges to equilibrium at a geometric rate, and

quantify the bias between the equilibrium distributions of the scheme and of the true
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diffusion process. Notably, our results do not require a global Lipschitz assumption on
the drift, in contrast to those required for the Euler—Maruyama scheme for long-time
simulation at fixed step-sizes. Our weak convergence result relies on an extension of the
theory of Milstein & Tretyakov to stochastic differential equations with non-Lipschitz
drift, which could also be of independent interest. We support our theoretical results

with numerical simulations.

Keywords: Stochastic differential equations, Skew-symmetric distributions, Numer-
ical Analysis, Sampling algorithms, Markov Chain Monte Carlo. MSC2020 subject
classifications: 60H35, 65C05, 65C30 , 65C40.



1 Introduction

We consider the problem of sampling from the equilibrium distribution of an ergodic diffusion
process, which is ubiquitous in areas such as molecular simulation [SR™ 10, FL24], Bayesian
statistical inference and machine learning [GEPR15, ADFDJO03], as well as many others (e.g.
[DBTHD21, SJIKS23]). The classical Euler-Maruyama numerical scheme does not always
approximate the dynamics of the process to a desired degree of accuracy [RT96, Atc06].
Lack of numerical stability commonly arises when the dynamics are in some sense stiff, in
particular when the drift is not globally Lipschitz. The problem is discussed in [HMS02]
and can cause issues in various application domains, which has motivated the search for
alternative explicit schemes that are equally straightforward to implement [HJK12, Sab13,
Maol5, Maol6].

In this work we study explicit numerical integration schemes based on the simple idea of
sampling an increment at each time step from a distribution that is skewed in the direction
of the drift vector. The scheme is inspired by a recently introduced sampling algorithm
in Bayesian statistics known as the Barker proposal [LZ22, HLZ20, VLZ23], which is a
Metropolis—Hastings scheme in which proposals are generated at each step by approximating
the dynamics of a particular Markov jump process. A Metropolis—Hastings filter is then
applied to ensure that the resulting Markov chain has the correct equilibrium distribution.
The scheme is known to be extremely stable in cases when alternative approaches (often
based on approximating Langevin diffusions using the Euler-Maruyama numerical scheme)
can perform poorly. The starting point for this work was the realisation that in fact the same
proposal generating mechanism can also be viewed as approximating the dynamics of an
overdamped Langevin diffusion, a well-studied object about which much is known regarding
long-time behaviour and stability properties (e.g. [RT96, BGG12]).

To establish this connection more formally, in Section 2 we define a general class of
skew-symmetric numerical integrators for uniformly elliptic stochastic differential equations.
Choosing a particular element of the class and targeting the overdamped Langevin diffusion
recovers the Barker algorithm (minus the Metropolis—Hastings filter). We later refer to this
approach as the unadjusted Barker algorithm when applied to Langevin diffusions in Section
5. In Section 3 we prove that, under suitable conditions, the schemes defined in Section 2
converge weakly to the true diffusion as the step-size decreases with weak order 1. To do this
we establish a regularity result, Theorem 3.1, which allows the general convergence theorem
of Milstein & Tretyakov [MT21, Theorem 2.2.1] to be extended to a class of stochastic
differential equations with non-Lipschitz drift. In principle this Theorem can also be applied
to establish weak convergence of other numerical schemes, and so we believe it to be of
independent interest. In Section 4 we consider simulation over long time scales. We prove
that, under suitable assumptions, the skew-symmetric scheme has an equilibrium distribution
to which it converges at a geometric rate, and additionally we characterise the bias incurred

when computing expectations under the equilibrium distribution of the numerical scheme



versus the true diffusion process as a function of the integrator step-size. Notably, these
long-time behaviour results do not require a global Lipschitz condition on the drift, whereas
the Euler—Maruyama scheme is known to be transient when the drift is not globally Lipschitz
[RT96], rendering it unsuitable for long-time simulation in this setting. This justifies to some
extent the stable performance of the skew-symmetric approach, which has the property of
naturally preventing large values of the drift from disrupting the stability of the numerical
scheme, akin to approaches such as the tamed and truncated Euler—-Maruyama methods
introduced in [HJK12] and [Maol6]. In Section 5 we illustrate the performance of the
scheme on a range of benchmark examples, via numerical simulations. Section 6 is devoted
to the proof of the regularity result, Theorem 3.1. Finally, in Section 7 we conclude by

summarising our main findings. The proof of Proposition 3.1 is presented in Appendix A.

1.1 Notation

For any function f: R> — R and any (x,v) € R*?, with x = (x,...,xs) € R and v =
(V1,...,Va) € R?, we write 9;f(x, V) to denote the partial derivative with respect to x; and
Y f(x, v) for that with respect to v;. The gradient operator applied to functions g : RY — R
will be denoted by V, and the Hessian by V2.

For a matrix-valued function ¢ : R? — R?*¢ evaluated at x € R? we write 0; ;(x) to
denote the element in the ith row and jth column. Similarly the ith element of a vector-valued
function u evaluated at x is denoted p;(x). The d x d identity matrix is written I,.

Let || - || denote the Euclidean norm on R when applied to vectors or the Frobenius norm
when applied on matrices on R?*¢. More generally, we write

d
lAllr=| X @3 ), AeRW (D
it yeein=1
to denote the Frobenius norm of a multidimensional array, which reduces to the Euclidean
norm if 7 = 1 and to the standard matrix Frobenius norm if n = 2.

The supremum norm on R is denoted || - ||... For two vectors ¢ = (cy,...,c;) and ¢’ =
(c},...,c};) in RY, we write ¢ ¢’ to denote their scalar product, and cx ¢’ := (c1¢},c26h, ..., cacly)
to denote their element-wise product. For a matrix A € R?*¢ and a vector ¢ € R¢, Ac denotes
the usual multiplication between matrix and vector, and A7 denotes the transpose of A. For a
probability measure 7 on R?, (-,-) denotes the usual inner product in L?(7).

Let C!(R?) denote the set of I-times differentiable functions f : R? — R, with continuous
derivatives up to order /. We also denote

CE"(RY) = {f € C'(R?): 3C > 0s.t. [fP(x)] < C(1+||x]|™),¥x € RY k < l} ,

as well as
RN =JC"  and  CpRY)=()Ch. 2)
meN IeN
For a,b € R, we write a Ab := min{a,b} and a V b := max{a,b}.



Finally, [E, denotes expectation with respect to the law of a stochastic process conditioned
on the initial value x. I4 denotes the indicator function of the set A.

2 A skew-symmetric numerical scheme

2.1 Intuition in one dimension

To explain the core idea, let us consider the one-dimensional stochastic differential equation
(SDE)
ay, = u(Y,)dr + o(¥;) dW;, Yo = yo, (3)

where 1 : R — R and 0 : R — R are drift and volatility coefficients of sufficient regularity
(see Section 2.4 below), yo € R is a deterministic initial condition, and (W;),>¢ is a standard
Brownian motion. Numerical approximations of (Y;),>¢ often rely on the Euler-Maruyama
scheme [KP92]

Xn+l :Xn +H(Xn)At+\/EG(Xn)Vn7 XO =)o, (4)

where At > 0 is a step size, and (V,),en is an i.i.d. sequence of standard Gaussian random
variables.

In this paper, we suggest the alternative iterative scheme
Xn+l :Xn+anAtG(Xn)Vna X():yo, (5)

with v, referring to Gaussian increments as before. The auxiliary random variables b, are
binary,

b — +1 with probability p(X,, Vi), ©

—1 otherwise,

introducing random sign flips of v, in (5), moderated by an appropriate (differentiable)
function p : R x R — [0, 1] yet to be specified. Notice that b, and v,, are not independent,
and hence in general E[b,v,] # 0. It is therefore plausible that by a judicious choice of p,
the additional flips in (5) may reproduce the drift p(X,)At in (4), up to & (At?). Indeed,
appropriate Taylor series expansions (see Appendix A) show that (5) captures the dynamics
(3) in the weak sense as Af — 0, provided that p satisfies

dy v:()p(x’v) = 2“6(22)\@’ (7

for all x € R. We provide precise statements in Section 2.4.

Remark 2.1 (Robustness). As alluded to above, Taylor series expansions show that
X1 —Xa|X,] = u(X0)Ar + O (Ar%), ®)

both for the Euler-Mayurama scheme (4) and the skew-symmetric scheme (5), assuming (7).

This observation makes it plausible that some properties of (4) might hold as well for (5),
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and we confirm this intuition for the weak order (Theorem 3.2) and approximation accuracy
of invariant measures (Theorem 4.2). To expose qualitative differences between (4) and (5),

it is instructive to consider the expected squared jump sizes
E[(X1 — X0)? X, = 12 (X,) A2 + 6% (X,,) At )
for the Euler-Mayurama scheme, and
E[(Xpi1 — Xn)?[X,] = 62(X,) At (10)

for the skew-symmetric scheme. Indeed, (9) is reflective of the fact that (4) is generally
unstable for non-Lipschitz drifts [HIK12, Sabl3]. In contrast, (10) shows that the expected
squared jump size (but not the direction) for (5) does not depend on W(X,), hence suppressing
potential instabilities due to unbounded drifts. Both our theoretical results (allowing for
polynomially growing drifts that are not globally Lipschitz) and our numerical experiments in
Section 5 support the intuition that the skew-symmetric scheme (5) has favourable robustness

properties in the presence of strong unbounded drifts.

2.2 Relationships to skew-symmetric distributions and sampling algorithms

Whilst the relationship (7) will ensure weak convergence of (5) towards (3), it clearly
does not uniquely determine p given i and o. To explore and restrict the design space of
p:RxR — [0,1], we make the following two observations:

1. The density of & := X,,.1 — X, given X,, in (5) can be written as

W)= (p <X7 \/A»fff(x)> e <X7 \/ch(x)>> \/A>tlo(x)¢ <\/A>t§6(x)) 7

where ¢ is the density of a standard Normal distribution. Therefore, p influences the

law of the process only through the quantity p(X,,v)+ 1 — p(X,,—V). We observe
that the function p(x,v) := [p(x,v) 4+ 1 — p(x,—Vv)] /2 would induce the same law for
&, while p(x,0) = 27!, Therefore, we can without loss of generality impose the further
constraint

p(x,0) = %, for all x € R. (11)

2. Under the assumption that p(X,,-) is a cumulative distribution function (CDF)' of
a centred and symmetric real-valued random variable, the product b, Vv, is known as
a skew-symmetric random variable (see e.g. [Azz13]), to be thought of as a biased
modification of a standard Gaussian.

Based on these observations, we could consider functions p of the form given by the

following proposition.

Tthat is, v — p(X,, V) is right-continuous and monotone increasing, with limits limy_,_« p(x,v) = 0 and
limy_, e p(x,v) = 1.



Proposition 2.1. Let F be the CDF of a one dimensional distribution with continuous density
f» which is symmetric under the reflection x — —x, and which satisfies f(0) # 0. Then

1 (x)

p(x,v)=F (vm‘/2> (12)
2f(0)o(x)

satisfies (7) and (11).

Proof of Proposition 2.1. The symmetry of f implies p(x,0) = F(0) = 1/2. Using the chain

rule and noting that F'(y) = f(y) gives

X X
o) =1 (01 ) '
and setting v = 0 gives (7). O
Example 2.1.  1.The Logistic distribution has density f(x)= e *(1+e*)~2 and CDF
F(x)=(1+e™)"", so that (12) results in
1
1 —|—exp{—2At1/2vM} .

p(x,v) =
o(x)

2. The standard Normal distribution with density f(x) = (2r)~"/ 2¢=/2 gnd CDF @

induces p(rv) = @ (ﬁm”%i%) .

Although restricting to CDFs is not strictly necessary in the context of (5), we believe that
relaxing this assumption is unlikely to lead to numerical benefits. We emphasise, however,
that our results hold beyond this class of choices.

The work of this article can also find applications in the area of sampling algorithms,
for which the goal is to sample from or compute expectations with respect to a probability
distribution 7 of interest. A common approach is to design a diffusion with equilibrium
distribution 7 and then simulate the process numerically over sufficiently long time scales.
This can be done in such a way that the equilibrium distribution is preserved by applying
a Metropolis—Hastings filter at each time-step, leading to a Metropolis-adjusted sampling
algorithm (e.g. [RT96]). It can also be done approximately without applying this filter, leading
to an unadjusted sampling algorithm (e.g. [DM17]). In both cases it is important to understand
how quickly the numerical process approaches equilibrium, and in the unadjusted case it is
also important to understand the level of bias introduced by the numerical discretisation at
equilibrium.

The unadjusted Langevin algorithm (ULA) is a state-of-the art example in which the
overdamped Langevin diffusion is discretised using the Euler—Maruyama scheme [DM17].
It is well-known that when the drift is not globally Lipschitz, as will be the case when &
has sufficiently light tails, then ULA does not preserve the equilibrium properties of the
diffusion, and instead produces a transient Markov chain. By contrast, the results of Section 4



show that using the skew-symmetric numerical scheme produces an algorithm that converges
to equilibrium at a geometric rate, and for which the equilibrium distribution is close to
7 for sufficiently small choice of numerical step-size. We call the scheme the unadjusted
Barker algorithm in reference to both ULA and the Barker proposal of [LZ22]. An alternative
approach using the tamed Euler scheme is discussed in [BDMS19]. We note that a version
of the algorithm using stochastic gradients has recently been proposed in [MZ24].

2.3 Skew-symmetric schemes in general dimension

Next we turn to the problem of simulating a multi-dimensional SDE of the form
dY, = pu(Y;) dr + o (Y,) dw,, Yo=x€R?, (13)

where = (U, ..., tty) : R = R? and 6 = (0ij)ije{l,..d} : R? — R?*4 specify the drift and
volatility, respectively, and (W, );>0 = (W,!,...,W?),>¢ is a d-dimensional standard Brownian
motion. Let us also assume that we have chosen a family of functions p; : RY x R — (0, 1)
forall i € {1,...,d}; those will be required to satisfy appropriate modifications of (7) and
(11). For details, see Section 2.4 below, where we also provide precise assumptions on the
growth and regularity of i and ©.

The idea behind the multi-dimensional skew-symmetric scheme is to update each co-
ordinate using the skew-symmetric mechanism introduced in Section 2.1. In particular,
for a fixed step size Ar € (0,1), we iteratively construct Xp,Xj,..., as follows. First we
set Xo = x according to the initial condition in (13). Then, for any n € N, we generate
Vo= (v} ..., v®) ~N(0,I), and for all i € {1,...,d} a random variable

ny ¥n

. +1 with probability p;(X,, V,,),
b = p Y Pi(Xn, V) (14)
—1 otherwise.

We then set b, := (b),...,b%), and
X1 = Xn + VA by x (6(X,) V), (15)

recalling that % denotes element-wise multiplication. The values of X|,X>, ... can then be
taken as approximate samples from the law of Y, Yo, .... The scheme is presented in

algorithmic form as Algorithm 2.1.

Algorithm 2.1 (Skew-symmetric numerical scheme).

Input: Initial point x € R?, number of iterations N € N, step size At > 0, probability
functions p; : R4 x R4 — (0, 1).

Goal: Approximate samples from Yps, Yop, -, Ynar-

Output: X1 ,Xz, ...,XN.

e Set Xp = x.



* Forn€{0,...,N — 1}, repeat
1. Sample v = (v!,...,v?®) ~ N(0,1).

2. Forallie {1,...,d}, set

b — +1 with probability p;(X,, V),
—1 otherwise,
and setb = (b',...,b%).
3. Set Xpi1 =X, +At'2bx (6(X,)V).
Remark 2.2. Let & = (&,...,&;)) = At'/26(x)v, with v ~ N(0,1;). In some cases it will
be more convenient to view each p;(x,V) as a function of the current position x and the
proposed jump &. We therefore introduce the functions q; where for all i € {1,....d}, x € R?
and £ € R?
Qi(xvé):pi(xav)7 (16)

with the convention that & = At'>G(x)v and v = At~/ (x) €.

2.4 Assumptions and main results

We begin by stating our main assumptions on the drift and volatility coefficients in the SDE
(13) that will be imposed throughout the document.

Assumption 2.1 (Drift). Foralli€ {1,...,d}, we have y; € Cy(R?). Furthermore, the drift

satisfies a one-sided Lipschitz condition: There exists C > 0 such that

(1) = 1(x)-(r=x) <C*(1+ly—x]?), (17)
forall x,y € RY.

Assumption 2.2 (Volatility). 1. Foralli,je€ {1,...,d}, we have o, ; € Cy (RY) as well
as o; j > 0. Furthermore, there exists C > 0 such that for all x,y € R4

lo() o)1 < (ly—x[?). (18)

2. Diagonal volatility. For all i # j € {1,...,d} and all x € R?, we have
Gid'(x) =0. (19)

We note here that Assumption 2.2.2 is not used for Theorem 3.1, stated in Section 3.

Aside from this theorem, Assumption 2.2.2 will be made throughout this document.

Remark 2.3. 1. The one-sided Lipschitz condition (17) along with (18) and the local
Lipschitz property of W and © (which is implied by the assumption that they are C”)
imply that the stochastic differential equation (13) admits a solution for all t € [0, +oo)
(e.g. [Kry91], or Lemma 3.2 of [HMSO03]).



2. The one-sided Lipschitz condition on the drift | is weaker than the global Lipschitz
condition requiring that there exists C > 0 such that for all x,y € R¢

11 (x) =) < Cllx =yl (20)

Indeed, (17) allows for fast growth of ||1(x)|| as ||x|| — oo, as long as p is “inward-

pointing” or “confining”.

Example 2.2 (Langevin Dynamics). Our running example will be the overdamped Langevin
dynamics
dY; = Vlegn(Y;) dr + v2dW,, 1)

for some probability density © on R?. Under mild regularity conditions (see Theorem 2.1
of [RT96]) this diffusion is known to converge as t — oo to the law induced by 7, in total
variation distance. Numerically discretising the diffusion has traditionally given rise to
well-known sampling algorithms (e.g. MALA [Bes94]).

When the probability density ©t has very light tails, the one-sided Lipschitz condition
might still hold, but the (global) Lipschitz condition (20) does not. A natural example is when
d =1 and for some €,c >0

1
7(x) = exp{—chf*},

where Z = [gaexp{—c|y|**€} dy, i.e. when T has lighter tails than any Gaussian distribution.

Remark 2.4. The diagonal volatility Assumption 2.2.2 will be satisfied in our running
example of overdamped Langevin dynamics. Following the calculations from the proof of
Proposition 3.1, it can be seen that in fact it is an essential assumption for the skew-symmetric
scheme to converge weakly to the diffusion process as the step-size decreases. This is due
to the coordinate-wise nature of the updates. Extending the scheme in order to account for

correlations in the volatility matrix will be the subject of future work.
Furthermore, throughout we make the following assumption on each p;.

Assumption 2.3. For all i € {1,...,d}, we have that p; € C*(R? x R?) as well as 0 <
pi(x,v) < 1forall x,v € R Moreover;

pi(x,o>:% and O pi(0) = 2w (22)

1

forall x € RY.

Assumption 2.3 naturally generalises the one-dimensional conditions (11) and (7). In
particular, the second equation in (22) is essential for the skew-symmetric scheme to approx-
imate the diffusion.

Remark 2.5. Using the notation introduced in Remark 2.2, and using the chain rule, (22)

becomes

1
=3

and 9 qi(x,0) = Y (23)

4x:0) 20%(0)°



Remark 2.6. As in Proposition 2.1, let F be the cumulative distribution function of a one-
dimensional distribution with continuous density f which is symmetric with respect to zero
and with f(0) # 0. Then the choice

m@w=F<WW”y£ﬁ&w) -

satisfies (22).
Finally, we make the following regularity assumption throughout.
Assumption 2.4. There exists C > 0 and m € N such that for all k < 4, x,& € RY,
&) <ca+ el + 1™,

where ql(k)

of order k.

denotes any partial derivative of g; (with respect to any coordinates in R¢ x R?)

Remark 2.7. Straightforward calculations show that, under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, various
choices of q;’s such as qi(x,§) = 1/ [1+exp { —2u;(x)&;/07(x) }| induced by the Logistic
CDF of Section 2.1.1 satisfy Assumption 2.4.

Given the above, combined with additional result-specific assumptions outlined in Sec-

tions 3-4, the main contributions of this article can be summarised as follows.

Result 2.1. Under appropriate assumptions, as the step-size At — 0, the skew-symmetric
scheme converges weakly to the true diffusion in O(At), meaning it is weak order 1 (Theorem
3.2).

Result 2.2. Under appropriate assumptions, for any fixed step-size At € (0,1), the skew-
symmetric scheme has an invariant probability measure 75, and converges to this measure at

a geometric rate in total variation distance (Theorem 4.1).

Result 2.3. Under appropriate assumptions, as the step-size At — 0, the bias between the
limiting measures of the skew-symmetric scheme, Tp;, and the true diffusion, &, vanishes at a
rate O(At) (Theorem 4.2).

Finally, in order to prove Result 2.1, we first establish Theorem 3.1, which is of indepen-
dent interest, since it generalises the theory of Milstein & Tretyakov [MT21, Theorem 2.2.1]
to a setting where there is no global Lipschitz condition for the drift of the diffusion. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first time this theorem is generalised beyond the Lipschitz
drift regime and it adds a new tool that can be used in order to prove weak convergence

results for a number of algorithms approximating stochastic differential equations.

Result 2.4. Under appropriate assumptions on the drift and volatility, Theorem 2.2.1 of
Milstein and Tretyakov [MT21] generalises beyond the globally Lipschitz case (Theorem
3.1).
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3 Weak convergence

In this section we will present our first result (Theorem 3.2), showing that the skew-symmetric
numerical scheme approximates the stochastic differential equation in the limit as the step-
size At — 0 at finite time scales. We begin by defining operators that will govern the

leading-order terms in the relevant Taylor series expansions.

Definition 3.1. Let L denote the generator of the diffusion process corresponding to the
solution of (13), i.e. for f € C?(RY)

Lf() = () V1) + 37 (Vf(0)0 ()0 (9). 25)

We also introduce the operator o, : C*(R4) — C°(RY), defined as

hf(x) ;]af (¥)9° 9 9y 4i(x,0)07i(x) 01k (x)? (26)
+§zaakf X) i (x) +4§kaakf 92 4i(x,0)9° gi(x,0) 034 (x)2 O i ()
+5 lkZlaakf X) 1 () O (x)* + lkz‘,lazakf x)03i(x)* 0 (x)?,
for f € C*(RY).

Given the above, the following result characterises the local error associated to the

skew-symmetric scheme (X,)en-
Proposition 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4, the following hold:

1. Forany f € C3(RY), there exists My : R? x (0,1) — R and K; € Cy(R?) such that for
all At € (0,1) and x € R?

Ex[f(Xl)]:f(x)+At'Lf(x)+M1(x7At)a (27)
with |M; (x,At)| < At? K (x).

2. Forany f € CS(RY), there exists M : RY x (0,1) — R and K, € Cy(RY) such that for
all At € (0,1) and x € R?

Ex[f(X1)] = f(x) + At - Lf (x) + A - @ f (x) + Mo (x, At), (28)
with |Ma(x,At)| < AP K> (x).

Proof of Proposition 3.1. The proof relies on Taylor series expansions and is postponed until
Appendix A. O
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Proposition 3.1 will be recognisable as the main ingredient needed for standard arguments
establishing weak convergence. We show this below after establishing the following result,
which is of independent interest, since it allows the theory of Milstein & Tretyakov [MT21,
Theorem 2.2.1] to be used for non-globally Lipschitz drifts. For this we need to make the

following assumption.

Assumption 3.1. The volatility coefficient ¢ : R? — R*¢ has bounded derivatives of all

orders. Furthermore, there exists a constant C > 0 such that

ETVu(x)E <ClEIP, (29)
forall x,& € RY,

Remark 3.1. 1. The assumption in (29) is inspired by [IdRS19]. Intuitively, it means
that the degree with which | “points inwards towards the origin” is bounded from

below as ||x|| — oe.

2. In our running example of the Langevin dynamics, the drift satisfies u = —VU for
some U € C?(RY). In that case, (29) is equivalent to asking that there exists C > 0
such that for all x € R¢

VU (x) > —Cly,

meaning that all the eigenvalues of the Hessian of U are bounded below by some
(potentially negative) constant. This is a fairly mild assumption, typically satisfied in

the context of sampling.

3. Notice that it is equivalent to impose this condition outside of a ball of some radius R:
The drift satisfies (29) for all x € R if and only if there exists R > 0 and C > 0 such
that (29) is satisfied for all x € RY with ||x| > R.

Theorem 3.1 (Regularity and growth of diffusion semi-group with non-globally Lipschitz
drift). Assume that Assumptions 2.1, 3.1 and the first part of Assumption 2.2 hold. Fix T >0
and | € N, and consider the SDE

A = p(Y)dr+ (Y dW,,  Yo=x, t€[0,T]. (30)
For f € CL(R),
() =B, xcBre(0,T] a1

is well defined (that is, E[| f (Y;")|] < oo, for all x € R? and t € [0,T]). Moreover; u; € Ch(R?),
and there exist constants C > 0 and m € N, independent of t € [0,T] and x € RY, such that
for all x € RY

g (x)] < C(1+[|x[|™) (32)

and foralln=1,2,...1
[V u; (x) || < C(1+ [[x]|™). (33)

12



Proof of Theorem 3.1. The proof is postponed until Section 6. O

Combining Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 3.1 we get the following result. This guaran-
tees that for small step-size At, the skew symmetric process approximates the underlying

stochastic differential equation.

Theorem 3.2 (Weak convergence). Assume that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 3.1 hold.
Fix T > 0. Then there exists K € Cy(R?) such that for all At > 0, for allk <N := | L |, all
f € CA(RY) and all x € RY we have

| [f (Xie) = f (Year)]| < K (x)Az. (34)
In order to prove Theorem 3.2 we also need the following intermediate result.

Lemma 3.1. Assume that Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4 hold. Fix a time horizon T > 0.
For all x € R? and m € N, there exists C = C(T,m,x) such that for all At € (0,1) and
e<N=|1)

E, [|X]|"] < C. (35)

Proof of Lemma 3.1. First of all, we observe that it suffices to prove (35) for all m € N even.
The result generalises to m odd, using, for example, Holder’s inequality.

Recall that X; = x + Ar'/2b x (6(x)v), for b € {1} and v ~ N(0,1;). Therefore, for
any m € N,

m_ 12 2 1/2 2"
X1 = { (x1 + A “bi(6(x)V)1 ) + ...+ (xa + At 7“bg(0(x)V)a
m
_ (HXHZ+Azl/22(b1xlol,1(x>v1 —|—...+bdxdc7d7d(x)vd)—i—AtHO'(x)vH2> :
which is clearly a polynomial with respect to Ar'/2. Since v ~ N(0,1;) has moments of all

orders, by taking expectations of the above expression we see that Ey [[|X;[|*"] is also a

polynomial with respect to Ar'/2. The constant term of the polynomial is equal to ||x||>".

Furthermore, using the test function f(x) = ||x||*” in Proposition 3.1 and letting Ar — 0 shows
that the first order term of the polynomial (i.e. the coefficient of Ar'/2) is zero. By Assumption
2.2, there exists ¢; > 0 such that for all i € {1,...,d} we have that 6;;(x) < c¢;(1+|x||). This
implies that all the other coefficients of the polynomial are of order O(||x|*") with respect to

x. Overall this means that there exists a constant ¢ = c(m) such that for all x € R9,
E [|IX1[*"] < [Jx]1*™ + At c||x||*" + At ¢ = ||x]|*" (1 +¢ At) +c Ar.
Therefore, using the Markov property, for any k =0,...,N —1,
Ex [[| X1 1] < Ex [|1Xe|*™] (14 cAt) +c At

Using Lemma B.1 (see Appendix B), we get that for all k =0,...,N and x € R¢,

(14c At)k—1
l+cAr—1
< P (14 cAr)N + (14 cAr)™ .

B [[1X 2] < [l (14 Ar)* +c At
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Recall that N = | L | < L, so Ar < L. This implies that

cT\V cT\V
E, [HXkHZ’”] < Htz’" <1+N> + <1+N> < (Htzm—l—l)exp{cT},

which completes the proof. 0

Proof of Theorem 3.2. From Lemma 3.1, Assumption d) of the general convergence theorem
of Milstein & Tretyakov [MT21, Theorem 2.2.1] holds. From Proposition 3.1.1, equation
(2.2.7) of [MT21, Theorem 2.2.1] holds with p = 1, while from Theorem 3.1, (2.2.7) holds
for any test function u of the form (31). The rest of the proof of [MT21, Theorem 2.2.1]
applies and the result follows. 0

4 Long-time behaviour

In the sampling literature, where the goal is to sample from a distribution 7, many algorithms
have been motivated by numerically discretising a stochastic differential equation such as
(13), with u and o carefully chosen so that the diffusion has equilibrium distribution 7.
Samples from the numerical scheme X1, X>, ..., X, are then obtained, with the idea that the law
of X, approximates 7 as n — oo. The skew-symmetric scheme can be used for this purpose,

and so in this section we study its behaviour in the limit as n — oo,

4.1 Equilibrium distribution and geometric convergence

We begin by investigating the existence of an equilibrium distribution for the skew-symmetric
scheme. The main result of this subsection (stated as Theorem 4.1) shows that under suitable
assumptions the Markov chain produced by the skew-symmetric numerical scheme with
fixed step-size At has an equilibrium distribution 7y, with finite moments of all orders, and
converges to this equilibrium at a geometric rate.

To this end we make the following additional assumption.
Assumption 4.1. Assume the following:
1. There exist M > N > 0, such that for all i € {1,...,d} and x € R?

N S G,-,;(x) S M.

2. Fori€ {1,...,d}, the drift component ; satisfies

lim  i(x) =co, lim pi(x) = —oe. (36)
] oo oo
5i< [l /2 5> ]l /2

3. Forallic {1,...d}, pi: RY xR? — (0,1) depends on v only via the ith coordinate
v;, Le. pi(x,V) := gi(x,V;) for some function g;. Furthermore, for alli € {1,...,d}, g;

is bounded away from zero on compact sets. In addition

lim  g(x,v)=1, lim gix,v)=0. (37)

Vi (x)—>+o0 Vi i (x) = —oo
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We observe that, under Assumption 4.1.1, Assumption 4.1.3 will be satisfied if we
choose p;(x, V) according to the CDF form of (24). Below we provide two simple sufficient
conditions under which equations (36) hold, although we stress that they are also likely to

hold in many other cases of interest.
Proposition 4.1. Equations (36) hold if for some R < o and all ||x|| > R either

1. (Independence outside a ball) For all i € {1,...,d}, W; depends on x only via its ith

coordinate, i.e. W;(x) := [1;(x;), and limy, _, 1o [I;(x;) = Foo.

2. (Spherical symmetry outside of a ball) u;(x) = x; - w'(||x||) /||x|| for some y € C'(R)
such that limg_,e. Y/ (s) = —oo.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. The independent case follows directly from the definition. For
the second case note that by equivalence of norms on R¢ there exists ¢ > 0 such that if
|xi] > ||x||/2 and x # O then

c< ’xi’ <1.
x|

As x; — oo under the restriction |x;| > [|x||/2, it therefore holds that cy/(||x||) < wi(x) <
v'(||x||), which implies that p;(x) — —co. In the case x; — —oo under the same restriction, a

similar argument shows that p;(x) — oo. O

Remark 4.1. Both cases can be considered when [1(x) := —VU (x) for some potential U (x).
Outside a ball of radius R, the first corresponds to U (x) :=Y.; U;(x;) for suitable U; and the
second to U(x) := y/(||x||) for suitable .

We now state the main result of this section, after which we give several intermediate

results that are needed for its proof.

Theorem 4.1 (Geometric Ergodicity). Under Assumption 4.1 the Markov chain generated
by the skew-symmetric numerical scheme has an invariant measure Tp; with finite moments
of all orders. Furthermore, denoting by P the associated Markov kernel, there exists C > 0,
A >0andV :R? — [1,00) such that for all n € N and x € R?

1P (6, ) = Ttag v < CV ()™, (38)
where || - ||7v denotes the total variation norm.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We prove the result using the drift and minorisation approach popu-
larised in [MT12], see e.g. Chapters 15-16 of that work. The main theorem we use is also
stated as Theorem 2.25 in [LS16], and a concise proof is provided in [HM11]. In Proposition
4.2 below we establish that the Markov chain is A ¢p-irreducible and aperiodic, where Apep
denotes the Lebesgue measure on R¢, and that every compact set C C R¢ is small in the sense
that there exists a Borel probability measure ¢ on R? and a positive constant ¢ such that
infyec P(x,-) > oc@(-). This establishes Assumption 2.23 in [LS16] for any compact C. After
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this, in Proposition 4.3 (which relies on Lemma 4.1), we establish a geometric drift condition
using the Lyapunov function V (x) := e*l¥l= in the limit as ||x|| — o for suitably large s > 0.
Combining this with (39), which is proven in Proposition 4.2, shows that, by choosing a large
enough compact set, and a large enough s > 0, the inequality [V (y)P(x,dy) <AV (x)+K
can be established, for some A < 1 and K > 0, and all x € R?. This means that Assumption
2.24 of [LS16] is satisfied, therefore Theorem 2.25 of the same work can be applied, giving
the result. O

Proposition 4.2. Under Assumption 4.1 the Markov chain with transition P associated with
the skew-symmetric numerical scheme is Apep-irreducible and aperiodic, and all compact
sets are small. In addition the following holds for fixed s > 0 and setting V (x) := eSll= - For
any compact set C C R there exists a constant K c > 0 such that

/V P(x,dy) < K, ¢, (39)
forall x € C.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Note that by the skew-symmetric nature of the increments, and by
Assumption 4.1.3, the transition P has a Lebesgue density that can be written y := Hldzl %,
where each

%(X,Xi+Zi)

— (g v =+ 1—gi | x,— 1 ¢ =
l ' VAo (x) l "VAto;(x) VAro,(x) " \ VAiG,(x) )

with ¢ being the standard Gaussian density function on R. Under Assumption 4.1 each

gi(x,v;) is bounded away from 0 on compact sets and o;;(x) < M, which shows Ajcp-
irreducibility and aperiodicity. It also implies that, by fixing a threshold value A > 0, for any
compact C C R there is an & > 0 such that for any x € C

Yi(x,xi +2zi) > €cd ( )HIZ,I<A

for all i (noting also that ¢ is monotone on [0,0)). The standard Gaussian distribution on R,
constrained on [—A,A]¢, can therefore be taken as a minorising measure for P on C using the
constant sg. Since this argument holds for any compact C then this shows that any compact
set is small. Finally using the skew-symmetric representation of the transition density it
follows that for any x € C,

2d yi Yd ~Xd
/V xdy—NdAd/Z/V() (\/7611( ))(P(\/M)d%

which is straightforwardly bounded above by some finite constant K ¢ using properties of

the Gaussian distribution. This completes the proof. O
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Lemma 4.1. Under Assumption 4.1, setting Y; = x; + b,-\/XIG,-J(x) Vi foreachic {1,....d},
and for any s > 4d/ (N\/ At27r),

. 1
limsup E[exp(s|Y;| — s|x:|)]I(|x;| > [|x]|/2) < 7 (40)

[l oo
Intuitively Lemma 4.1 ensures that any coordinate far enough away from the centre of
the space will tend to drift back towards it. The constant 1/d ensures that the respective

terms sum to less than one when summing over the coordinates.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Note that the stipulation |x;| > ||x||«/2 and the equivalence of norms
on R? implies that we need only consider the situation in which |x;| — o, as in any other
case the limit is 0. We give details when x; — o (and therefore consider x; > 0 here). The
case x; — —oo is analogous. Writing ¥; = x; + b,-\/EG,-J(x)v,-, we have that E[exp(s|Y;| —
s|xi)I(xi > ||x]|e/2)] is equal to

N A (P N e
which upon further simplification can be written A(x) + B(x), where

A(x) — E\’i [es|x,-+\/Em,i(x)v,-lfs|x:'|gl.(x7 Vi)]I(xi > ||x||°°/2)]
B(x) =E,, [eslxl'—\/AitG,',i(x)wl—.v|x1|(1 _gi(x’ Vi))][(xi > ||x||°°/2)]

We consider the behaviour of A(x) and B(x) in the limit superior. In both cases the
limit superior can be brought inside the expectation by the reverse Fatou lemma using the
dominating function oV/AIMs il, which is integrable since v is Gaussian. We have

limsupA(x) < E,[lim supes‘xf+‘/§°i-i(x)vi‘_s‘xf‘gi(x, Vi) I(x; > [|x||e/2)]
x| e [l oo
E, [V 00 lim sup g; (x, vi)I(x; > [|x]|ee/2)].
[lxl|—oo
If v; > 0 then V; - y;(x) — —eo under the restriction on x; by Assumption 4.1.2, which implies
that g;(x, v;) — 0 by Assumption 4.1.3. When v; < 0 then by the same argument g;(x, v;) — 1.
Writing § := s\/AZN, it follows that

I ; I
limsupA(x) < —/ SV MOLVi=Vi /2 gy, < —/ SViTVil2qy,
PAM) < V2T J—eo ! V27T J—eo

| -
=—¢ /erfc| —= | £ ——,
2 V2) T 5V2r
where erfc(7) denotes the complementary error function evaluated at 7 € R, and the last

inequality is obtained using standard upper bounds from the literature (e.g. [AS48]).

By a similar argument, for B(x) we have

limsup B(x eV 2gy; <

e m/ - Nf '
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Combining and applying the same argument to the case x; — —oo gives

4
limsup Efexp(s|Y;| —s|xi)I(jxi| > [|x][/2) < —==,
[lx]|—se0 l l l KRVA%%/4
which will be < 1/d since s > 4d/ (N V At27r>. This completes the proof. O

Proposition 4.3. Let s > 4d/ (N\/ At27r) and V (x) := exp(s||x||e). Under Assumption 4.1
the Markov chain produced by the d-dimensional skew-symmetric scheme with step-size At
satisfies

, V)

hmsup/—P(x,dy) <1

oo J V()
Proof of Proposition 4.3. Let x € R¢ and Y; = x; + bi\/EGiV,-(x)vi fori € {1,...,d}. Since
V(y) T exp(sly;

), we have

[V

d
] < Y Elenp(sft| = slal-)).

Leti € {1,...,d}. We will consider two cases: (1) |x;| < [|x]|c/2 and (2) ||x]|c0/2 < |x;]. When
il < lxlleo /2,

V| = |xi + biVArG; i (x)vi| < |xi| + |biV AL i (x) Vi| < VAIM|V| 4 ||x]|ee /2,
which implies

limsup E [exp(s|¥;| — s{lx]|e) | T(|xi] < [|x]|ee/2)

[[xf| oo
< limsupe*S”xH”/zE exp(sx/EM\v,-D =0.
[lx]| e

When |[|x]|/2 < |xi| < [|x]|c Wwe have
E [exp(s|Yi| = slxlleo) [ L(|xi| > [1x]leo/2) < E[exp(s]¥i] — s )] T(|xi| > [|x]|ee /2)-

Since s > 4d /(N Ar27), by Lemma 4.1 we get

) 1
limsup IE [exp(s|¥;| — s]|x/[) | I(|xi| > [|x]]0/2) < 'L
[lx]| oo
from which we can conclude. O

4.2 Controlling the bias at equilibrium

Let us return to the problem of sampling from a distribution of interest 7, using samples from
a stochastic differential equation that has 7 as its unique invariant distribution. In Section 4.1
we have established that in the long-time limit the skew-symmetric scheme approximating
the diffusion converges exponentially fast to an equilibrium measure 7. The discretisation
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error induced by the numerical scheme, however, means that my, # 7 in general, making
the skew-symmetric scheme a non-exact/unadjusted algorithm to sample from 7. On the
other hand, since the scheme approximates the diffusion as Az — 0, there is hope that 7,
will converge to 7 as Ar — 0 in an appropriate sense. Given that the skew-symmetric scheme
will eventually sample from 7y,, rather than 7, it is important to understand the discrepancy
between m and ma,. This will be studied in this subsection (Theorem 4.2). We begin by

imposing the following assumption.

Assumption 4.2. 1. The measure m has moments of all orders. Furthermore, the as-
sociated probability density satisfies © € C*(RY), w(x) > 0 for all x € R, and
logm € C3(RY).

2. There exists a > 0 and R > 0 such that for all ||x|| > R,
d
Y xii(x) < —Cllx||*. (41)
i=1

3. The diffusion (Y;);>0 in (13) is time-reversible, has T as its unique invariant distribution

and converges to T in total variation distance as t — oo.

Remark 4.2. Assumption 4.2.1 is relatively mild and in practice holds for a large family
of distributions on RY, for example when the density is m(x) < exp{—p(||x||)} for some
polynomial p. Returning to our running example of the overdamped Langevin diffusion
of (21), Assumption 4.2.2 will typically be satisfied for suitably regular forms of © with
exponential or lighter tails. In the one-dimensional case, for example, p(x) = (logm) (x),
meaning Assumption 4.2.2 becomes (logn) (x) < —Cx“~! when x > R and (logr) (x) >
C|x|~" when x < —R, which is typically satisfied by any density T that decays at a faster

than polynomial rate.
Under this assumption we have the following error estimate.

Theorem 4.2 (Bias at equilibrium). Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 4.1 and 4.2, there
exists L > 0 and g € Cy(RY) with [ gdr = 0, such that for all At € (0,1) and f € Cy(R?)
there exists |Ry; r| < L such that

/ fdma = / fdm+ At / fedm+At* Ry, . (42)

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We verify the assumptions of [LS16, Theorem 3.3] from which the
result follows (see also [LMS16] and [AVZ15] for previous similar results). In particular,
Cy (R) will play the role of S in [LS16, Theorem 3.3], which is dense in L?(7) since all
moments of 7 are finite due to Assumption 4.2.

First, by Proposition 3.1, equation (3.15) of [LS16] holds with p = 1. Then, from the
regularity properties of it and o (Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2) it follows that if L and %
are as in (25) and (26) respectively, then for any f € Cy(R?), we have Lf, .o f € Cy(RY).
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Furthermore, since 7 is invariant for the diffusion (13), for any f € Cy(R) it holds that
JLf(x)m(dx) = 0. Therefore, Cp( (RY) = {feCy(RY): [ fdm =0} is invariant under L.
Moreover, if L* denotes the formal L?(7)-adjoint of L, then L* = L as the diffusion is time-
reversible. Hence, by [PVO1, Theorem 1] together with [GTGT77, Theorem 9.19], we have
that L is invertible on C;,‘:O(Rd ).

Since log € C3(R?), we get that for all k = 0,1,...,4, if £ is any partial derivative
of 7 of order k, then (%) /m is polynomially bounded. Then, using integration by parts,
we directly calculate that for %", the formal Lz(n)—adjoint of 2, and for the function
1:RY SR equal to 1 everywhere, we have

1, (0599 pi(x,0) 0 (x) 12|05 ()P ()| .

== = 7(x)
30k [ x 9k |9 pi(x,0)07 pe(x, 0) 03 (x) || (x) |7 (x)
(g POy, & o )
i#k i#k
L 99 ()o@ Pr(x)] | & 970¢ [lloix) 1P o (x) [ m(x)]
sz::1 27(x) +i,kZ:1 87(x) 7

implying that «7,'1 € Cp (R9) by Assumptions 2.4 and 4.2. Observe also that
/%*1(17: — (1) = (L ah1) g =0,

since <% is a differential operator. From this, together with the expression for <%"1(x), it
follows that @1 € Cp (R4). Finally, from Theorem 4.1, the skew symmetric numerical
scheme admits a unique invariant probability measure 7y, with all moments finite, meaning
that for all n € N,

/(1+ ") 724 (dx) < oo

Each assumption of [LS16, Theorem 3.3] is therefore satisfied, and the result follows. [

5 Experiments

In this section we conduct various numerical experiments to illustrate the weak order, long-

time behaviour and stability properties of the skew-symmetric numerical scheme.

5.1 Illustration of weak order & equilibrium bias

We first illustrate the behaviour of the skew-symmetric scheme when simulating an Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck process dY; = 6(u — Y;)ds + odW,, as compared to the Euler-Maruyama scheme
and the tamed Euler approach of [HJK12]. Performance is assessed by considering the
absolute difference between the exact solution E,[f(Y7)] and a Monte Carlo average of
numerical values of f(X7). Given that each scheme is weakly first order, the logarithm of the
absolute error as compared to the truth should grow approximately linearly with log(Az). We
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chose to compare estimates at time 7 = 5 of the simulated path using test function f(x) = x2.

The diffusion parameters were set to 4 = 0, 6 = 1, and ¢ = /2, with initial value for all
simulations set to be x = 1. Results are shown on the left-hand side of Figure 1, which
indicates that all schemes behave similarly for small At.

To assess equilibrium bias the right-hand side of Figure 1 shows the absolute error in
computing the 2nd, 4th and 6th moments of a distribution on R with density 7(x) o< e*'/4.
The true moments were computed using a quadrature scheme at high precision to be 0.676,
1.000 and 2.028 respectively. Approximations were computed using the skew-symmetric
scheme by simulating the diffusion dY; = —Y,3d + v/2dW, initialised close to equilibrium for
10,000 iterations and computing ergodic averages. In each case the error is shown to grow
linearly with step-size in accordance with theory. We note that the Euler—Maruyama scheme

is transient in this setting.

o
| —e— Euler ° - —e—  2nd moment
g - —e—  Tamed Euler © | —*— 4thmoment
—e—  Skew-symmetric o 7 6th moment
5 o © |
& S . g °
g - _— 6o
- . ° o
S ././ /. ~ e «—°
Jo— . 2 S
.
o | :/o———o o | ./. . . ¢—o—0—0o——o—8
S T T T T T e T T T T T
exp(-3) exp(-2.5) exp(-2) exp(-1.5) exp(-1) 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05
Step-size Step-size

Figure 1: Figure on the left-hand side shows logarithm of the absolute error when computing
[E,[Y?] for T fixed for the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process. Figure on the right-hand side shows
absolute error when computing moments of the density 7(x) < ex'/4 by simulating the

overdamped Langevin diffusion over long time scales.

5.2 Poisson random effects model

Next we compare the performance of the Euler—Maruyama and skew-symmetric schemes
for long-time simulation of an overdamped Langevin diffusion with equilibrium distribution
corresponding to the posterior of a Poisson random effects model, which is popular in
Bayesian Statistics (e.g. [DGMO00, ZK91]). Using the Euler—Maruyama scheme equates
to implementing the unadjusted Langevin algorithm (ULA) to sample from the associated
posterior distribution. We compare the performance of ULA with the skew-symmetric
scheme, with probability function p chosen as in Example 2.1.1, which in this setting we
call the unadjusted Barker algorithm (UBA).

21



The Poisson random effects model is of the following form:
yij|mi ~Poi(e™),  j=1,...,J,

771|IJNN(N»1)» i=1,....1,
1~ N(0,05).

Defining the state vector x = (i, 7y, ..., 7s), this results in a posterior distribution with density
7(x) < exp{—U (x)} and corresponding potential
ni 1 2 u?
Ux)=J3 e =Y yiit 5 (0= 1) + 5

2
iJ i 20#

We approximate the resulting overdamped Langevin diffusion dX; = —VU (X;)dr + V2dW,,
with a key focus on simulating from the distribution with density 7(x) o< =Y, Note that
the drift vector is not globally Lipschitz.

The data y;; fori=1,...,/ and j = 1,...,J were simulated using true parameter values
u* =5, with each n; ~ N(u*,1). To generate the data we set / = 50, J =5 and o, = 10.
With these choices there are enough observations that the marginal posterior distribution for
U is essentially centred at u*. We compared the two numerical schemes by assessing the
quality of ergodic averages of u using mean squared Monte Carlo error for a fixed number
of simulation steps. For each step-size At we repeated the simulation 100 times and in each
case evaluated the ergodic average of (. We then computed the empirical mean squared
error of these estimates as compared to (*. Larger step-sizes decrease the level of correlation
between neighbouring iterates, reducing the Monte Carlo variance associated with ergodic
averages, but increase the bias.

We consider two ways to initialise the scheme. The first is to initialise at the true value
p* = 5. The second is to draw the starting point from a N(5,10?) distribution, often called a
warm start. In the latter case we expect the resulting Markov chain to have an initial transient
phase before reaching equilibrium, so 10,000 initial steps were discarded before another
50,000 were used to evaluate mean squared error. The choice of 10,000 iterations to discard
was made using pilot runs and visual inspection of trajectories. We note in passing that ULA
tended to take a longer time to reach equilibrium than UB for the same choice of step-size.
In both settings each 1;|u was initialised from the distribution N(u, 1).

As shown in Figure 2, when initialised at u* ULA performs poorly for At > 0.03, while
UBA performs reasonably for all step-sizes used in the simulation. The two schemes perform
similarly for small step sizes. The warm start results are more pronounced, as shown in
Figure 2, as the UBA mean squared error never goes above 0.007 whereas the ULA error
increases exponentially quickly as At increases.

5.3 Soft spheres in an anharmonic trap

In this experiment we simulate particles in two spatial dimensions with soft sphere inter-

actions evolving in an anharmonic trap (see e.g. Section 4.2 of [BVE23]). The particle
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Figure 2: Mean squared error comparisons for the Poisson random effects example. Figure
2(a) (left-hand side) shows means squared error when initialised at the true value p*. Figure
2(b) (right-hand side) is initialised from a N(5, 10?) sample.

dynamics are governed by the stochastic differential equation

dx = 4B(B —x)|x — B> dt

A X ; () _x ()
=D} (X — x U K" =XI/27 s 4 \/2Daw,
r= s
j=1

fori=1,2,...,N where f is the position of the trap, A > 0 is the strength of the repulsion
between spheres with radius r, and B > 0 is the strength of the trap. We set § = (0,0)7,
D =0.25,A=30,r=0.15 and N = 50. We vary the strength of the trap through parameter
B to vary the degree of numerical difficulty associated with the problem.

We compared the skew-symmetric and Euler—Maruyama schemes with step-sizes At €
{0.1,0.2,0.3,...,1} and B € {0.1,0.2,0.3,..., 1}. For each (Ar, B)-pair the dynamics were
simulated for 10 steps, and this simulation was then repeated 100 times. The initial positions
of the particles were independently drawn from a uniform distribution on [—1,1]?. We then
measured the probability of numerical explosion, meaning the position of one or more spheres
reaching +oo (a number too large/small for the computer to record) during the simulation.
The proportion of times such an explosion occurred for each chosen (At, B)-pair is shown in
Figure 3.

The left-hand side of Figure 3 illustrates that explosion occurred for the Euler—Maruyama
scheme quite frequently as either B or Az increases. This is because the drift is not globally
Lipschitz. The increase in B implies a stronger attraction of the trap, which leads to more
numerical difficulties and the need for a smaller step-size to ensure non-explosion on the
simulation timescales. The skew-symmetric scheme is, however, extremely stable and does

not exhibit any explosion events, as shown on the right-hand side of Figure 3.

6 Proof of Theorem 3.1

The proof proceeds by estimating the moments associated to (30) and its derivatives. We
heavily rely on the theory of random diffeomorphisms induced by SDEs [Kun19], which

23



Euler Maruyama Skew-symmetric

o DDDEEnnnng .o LN 0 [ o oo [o]o o oo A
ol ofafofe] o] o] u] o] o] o]
» KEKEKEKEERENENERERED ufafofe] o] u]u] o] o] o]
v EEEEODnnnn - [ofafofe]e] o] o] o] o] o]
e 1 1 1 ) ) N ofafofe] o] o] o] o] o] o]

3 o oo fofofofofofo]o g

o o o o

050

o

o
=

=
®

o

ey

o
>

=3

lelelelelelelelelefs -

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10
B ]

Figure 3: Heat map of numerical explosion probability for the soft spheres model. The x-axis
shows chosen B values, with larger B increasing the level of difficulty of the problem, and
the y axis shows step-size.

in general requires global Lipschitz conditions. We circumvent this problem by taming the
drift outside of a ball of large enough radius (see (51) below). We also note that, in order to
shorten the notation, in the proof below the same letter C will be used to denote potentially

different upper bounding constants.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. To ease notation, let us define a(x) := o(x)o ' (x), for x € RY. By

Lipschitz continuity of ¢ (Assumption 2.2), a grows at most quadratically,
la(x)llr < €1+ [x]?), x€RY, (43)

for an appropriate constant C > 0. For p > 2, we will make repeated use of the derivatives

d|Allx

= pllA|2%A
94 plAllz

(44)

] ] 1 yeeeyin
Uy-esln

and

I*|All7
0A;, . i, 0A

- =plA|I§ 45)

: i) (1) )
U] 5eeeslpy

—4
+p(p=2)AlF " Asy iAo

where in (45), &,,...i,).(#.....;) 1S equal to one if all indices coincide (i) =i}, i» = i, ...,

in = i,), and zero otherwise.
Estimates on Y;*. By Itd’s formula and (44)-(45), we have a.s.

t t
7 =+ [P R () ds [y o (v aw,

] 3 t1 _
4 [ ol e as [ plp-2nl T a)vds @
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for all 7 € [0,T]. In particular, if we introduce for any R € N the stopping time
g =inf{r > 0: ||Y|]| > R}, 47)
and denote t A Tg = min{#, 7g} we geta.s. forall R€ Nandr € [0,7],
tATR 5 IATR 2
X - X X X — X X
el =+ [ plle 2y m s+ [P o (1) aw,
tATR 1
[ Sppat s [ pp -2 0T arras

We observe that ( fj"\™ ||Y||P~2Y o (Y) dW; )t>0
bounded, therefore it has zero expectation. Taking expectations, using the one-sided Lipschitz

is a true martingale, since the integrand is

condition on u (Assumption 2.1) as well as (43), and using Fubini’s theorem to exchange

integral and expectation we see that there exists a constant C > 0 such that

B8 1] < 1P +C [ BT IP21ds+C [ BTG, P)ds

for all 7 € [0,T]. In particular,

B 17] < lP +C [ B o171+ 105+ [ B 7]
< Hx|yP+CT+2c/ E[||Y, . [|7)ds
Gronwall’s inequality then implies
E(| eI < Cp(IxlIP+1),  xeR?, (43)

for an appropriate constant C, > 0, independent of # € [0,7] and R € N. In particular, for any
set A € Z(R?), using Holder’s inequality inequality for any p’ > p, we have that

B[ % 1714] < E{¥ 1717 P (4) 7 < G (Il +1) P (a) 17

Consequently, the family of random variables (||¥;%4,[|7) .y is uniformly integrable in the

ReN
sense of [BR0O7, Section 4.5]. Since a.s. limg_« ¥;} Ng = =Y/, using Vitali’s theorem [BRO07,

Theorem 4.5.4] we get
Jlim BJIY7 [17] = Ef|Y7],

and using (48) we get
B[l 1P < Cp (P +1),  xeR” (49)

Together with f € CL(R?), the bound (32) follows.

Estimates on V,Y;". In order to deal with the non-Lipschitz character of the drift u, we
first establish results on the tamed version (51) below. For any cut-off radius r € N, we fix a
drift u() € C(RY;R?) so that ") (x) = p(x) if ||x|| < r, , and such that

TV (x)E <Cl&IP,  forallx,& € RY, (50)
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with the same constant C as in (29), independent of r (the drifts u(") can straightforwardly
be obtained by modifying u outside of {x € R’ : ||x|| < r}, in such a way that (29) is not
violated). We consider the SDEs

ar" = ) O ydr o yaw, Y =x (1)

By [Kun19, Theorem 3.4.1], there exists a modification of (th,(r) ) te[o,r] Which is continuously

differentiable with respect to the initial condition, for all # € [0, T]. The derivative VxY,x’(r) €
R4*¢ satisfies the SDEs
da,v;5| Z o (v )9 dr + Z Z 90, XS awrk, (52

foralli,j=1,...,d, with initial condition VXY(;C’(r) = 1;. Based on (44) and (45), using Itd’s

formula we get

|V )8 = p | v, rE e Z A (v,"")a,v!9;v] dt
i,j,l=1

2
HVY Z (Za,qk oy ) dr (53a)

i,j,k=1
-2 _
+p(pz)||w:‘“ I (53b)
d
alf’tk( )al’cz’k( )a]Yzl antl’ a]Ytz a]Ytz
i j L =1

d d
+p |Vt Z Y g0 (v )ovl oy aw).
k=11i,j,I=1

We observe that ||V, Yy ) ||” = dP/?. Furthermore, for any ¢ € [0, 7], we have the bound

/t |V, |p2 i i (Y )a,x!9,vi ds < c/ IV x| P ds,

0 iji=1

using (50), and where C > 0 does not depend on x, r or ¢. By the boundedness of Vo (As-
sumption 3.1), we have a similar bound on the terms in (53a) and (53b). Taking expectations,
using a similar argument as in the discussion below (46) (by introducing appropriate stopping
times Tg) to argue that any integral term with respect to the Brownian motion will have zero

expectation, and exchanging integral and expectation using Fubini, we obtain for all R € N
t
E(IV.551E] < a2+ [E[IVriE] as (54)

for all t € [0, T], where C does not depend on ,R € N, ¢ € [0,T] or x € RY. By Gronwall’s
Lemma, we get that E [HVXY;X(T;) ||§} is bounded uniformly in ,R € N, ¢ € [0,7] and x € R?.

Therefore, letting R — o and using Vitali’s theorem, we conclude that E [HVXY,X’(r) ||§] is
bounded uniformly in r € N, ¢ € [0,7] and x € R,
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Controlling the gradient of the cut-off semigroup. Defining the cut-off version of u;,

W () =E[f (")),  xeRY (55)

we next argue that u,(r) is differentiable, with

Vil () =E [V Ov )] (56)

that is, we can apply the gradient operation to (55) and exchange expectation and deriva-
tives. To that end, notice that x — f (Y,x’(r)) is differentiable almost surely, with derivative
VXY,)“(r) Vf (th’(r) ). For fixed x € R?, choose a bounded and open neighbourhood %, C R¢.
We observe that the argument establishing (49) works for the process Y**(") for any y € U, and
r > 0, and the moment bound of (49) is independent of r. Combining this with the uniform
bound on ||V, ¥} () [|%- from above, as well as the fact that f € ChL(RY), we see that

,(F p,(r ), (1 1/2 r 1/2
E 1V, v )R] < (B0, 1) (B0 1)

< CA+yl™), (57a)

for appropriate constants C > 0 and m € N, independent of r. Consequently the family
of random variables (Vth(r) Vf (Y,(r)))ye% is uniformly integrable. Therefore, combining
Vitali’s theorem with the proof technique from [BRO7, Corollary 2.8.7(ii)], we can exchange
differentiation and integration: Indeed, since x — f (th7(r)) is continuously differentiable
[Kun19, Theorem 3.4.1], the mean-value theorem allows us to choose (random) é;w € R? so
that

LA — p(20)) = v Ve v (e 0), (58)

for all 2> 0 and v € R? such that x + hv € %,. According to Vitali’s theorem, we can then
pass this expression to the limit and exchange differentiation and integration. This proves
(56). We also observe that a similar use of Vitali’s theorem shows that qu,(r) € C(U;RY).

Letting r — oo. To remove the cut-off, we show that for any open and bounded set
% C RY and fixed t € [0, T], the sequence (u,(r))reN converges uniformly to u, on %, and
likewise (qu,(r)) reN is a Cauchy sequence in C(% ; R?). Together, these claims show that u;
is differentiable on %/, and the derivative coincides with the limit of (qu,(r) )ren. Furthermore,
since the upper bound on (57a) does not depend on r, we obtain the bound (33) for the limit
Vu,.

To show that u,(r) — u;, uniformly on %/, notice that

sup |”) (x) — 1, (x)] = sup
XEU XEU

| ()= s 1712 0) [, )

0<s<t

based on the fact that ¥,”) and ¥; can be coupled to coincide almost surely on {suppy<, V55| < 1}
Using Markov’s inequality, the fact that f € CL(R¢) and the bound (49), we see that up to a
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multiplicative constant, this expression can be bounded by the supremum over x € U of the

A
/ o (VE) dWy
0

According to the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy (and using the polynomial growth assumption on

quantity

1 X
& | sup 131 < 1 Il + [ s+ sop

0<s<t 0<s<t

] . (60)

u and o), this expression indeed converges to zero as r — oo, uniformly inx € % .
To show that (qut(r)),eN is a Cauchy sequence in C(%;RR¢), we observe that for any
rr>0

[V ) = Vo™ 70| = [ 2t 0w = v v
s R R A H N A BRI

Proceeding as above, and on letting r — oo, we get that (qu,(r)) reN 18 a Cauchy sequence in
C(%;RY).

Estimates on V"Y;*. To establish bounds on the higher-order derivatives, we proceed as
before and consider the tamed SDE (51). Exchanging derivatives and expectations as well as
removal of the cut-off r € N works in the same way as for the first-order case. We therefore
omit these details and lay out the main steps to establish bounds on moments of V1Y;*.

Before we write the SDE that is satisfied by VﬁY,x’(r) for n > 2, we need to introduce the
following notation: For k € N and for the vectors ¢!, ..., £* € RY, we write

d
V@) | 8= Y 900 08 6
Juy k=1
Fix a set of indices {i1,...,i,} C {1,...,d}. Forany set B={ji,..., jm} C {i1,...,in} We write

VB th’(r) to denote the d-dimensional vector with i-coordinate given by

Jm l‘l

Now, let ﬂ,{‘ln be the set of all possible partitions of set {ii,...,i,} that are composed of k
subsets of {ii,...,i,}. For any such partition A = {A;,..., A} € &Z{‘ . we write

V() [ 10, A] = VR ) [V, v

Then, using an induction argument for n € N, along with [Kun19, Theorem 3.4.1] and

straightforward calculations, one can conclude the following. For n > 2, the SDE that V2Y; »(r)

satisfies is such that for any i,ij,...,i, € {1,...,d}, the drift of d;, ... 9; v is given by

n"t,i

n

Vi () [Vt O Yy V) [0 aja )
k=2 Ac ¥

i1 eensin

and the volatility is given by

d .
LVioul Oyl 1y Y Vre ) [ Al awd 63)



with initial conditions V¥ 1)

(r)

= 0. We observe that the only terms that involve n’th order
derivatives of ¥;""/ appear on the first term of (62) and (63), with coefficients V; and Vo, ;
respectively. All the other terms involve lower order derivatives.

In complete analogy with (53), we apply Itd’s formula to obtain an evolution equation for
E[HV;ZYIX’U) ||”]. The only terms in the Ito expansion that will involve the quantity HV;’th’(r) 14
come from the first terms of (62) and (63), and these can be bounded in the same way as for
n =1 (see the inequality below (53b)), making essential use of (29) and the boundedness of
Vo. All the other terms in the 1td expansion, correspond to products between HV;’Y,X’(r) || for

") The expectations of these contributions

various ¢ < p and lower order derivatives of ¥,
can be bounded inductively: First we use Holder’s inequality to bound the expectation of
such product by the product between the expectation of ||V§C’Y,x"(r) |7 (raised to the power
% < 1) and a moment of lower order derivatives. These moments have been shown to
be bounded uniformly in r and ¢ in the previous steps, where we consider lower order
derivatives. Finally, any moment of V¥ ("""} or V& (%) for any k =0, ...,n can be
bounded using boundedness of derivatives of ¢ and the polynomial bounds on derivatives of
W, in conjuction with the the bound on the the moments of ¥;* established in (49). This shows
the uniform bound (over ¢, r) of all moments of n’th order derivatives, given the bounds for
order k=0,...,n— 1.

O

7 Conclusion

We have introduced a new simple and explicit numerical scheme for time-homogeneous and
uniformly elliptic stochastic differential equations. The skew-symmetric scheme updates its
current position using a two-step process: for each coordinate, first the size of the jump is
simulated without the influence of the drift, and then the direction of the jump is decided,
based on a probability that depends on both the drift and volatility of the current position.
This mechanism makes the scheme highly robust when the drift is not globally Lipschitz. We
have established basic results on the weak convergence of the numerical scheme, and, while
proving these, we generalised the theory of Milstein and Tretyakov [MT21, Theorem 2.2.1]
to non-globally Lipschitz drifts. Strong convergence results are left as an open question.

A key concern of the article is long-time simulation of ergodic diffusions. To this end,
we have established that the skew-symmetric scheme can be used to generate approximate
samples from the invariant distribution of such a diffusion. Under suitable conditions we
have established that the numerical scheme converges at a geometric rate to its equilibrium
distribution. We have also provided quantitative bounds on the distance between the equilibria
of the numerical and exact processes with respect to the numerical step-size. Finally, we
performed experiments in Section 5, providing empirical evidence to support our theoretical

results.
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A Proof of Proposition 3.1

We begin with the following simple observation.

Lemma A.1. Ifwe write b= (by,...,by) € {£1}¢, thenforanyn € Nand iy, ...,i, € {1,....d},
the following statements hold. If at least one of the i;’s appears an odd number of times
amongst {iy,...,i, } then
Y biby,..b;, =0.
be{£1}4
Otherwise
Y bibi..bi, =27
be{+1}4
Proof of Lemma A.1. Assume first that at least one of the coordinates (assume without loss
of generality that this is i,) appears an odd number of times amongst iy, ...,i,. Then, there

exist k € N and jy, ja, ..., jm 7 iy such that

Y biy.bi,= Y bbb
be{£1}4 be{£1}4

= pd-m-1 Z Z bj] . 'bjm b,‘n
b«'l ,b(,’z,.“bjme{:l:l} b,-,,e{il}

— pd—m—1 Z bj| "'bjm Z b,’n =0.
bjl ,bjz,..h_,-me{il} b,‘nE{il}

If, on the other hand, every i; appears an even number of times amongst iy,...,iq4, then,

since b;; € {£1}, the product between the even number of terms that are b;; is equal to one.

Y bi.bi,= ) 1=2%

be{+1}4 be{x1}4

Therefore

O]

We also use the following well-known result for moments of multivariate Gaussians.
This is the odd-dimensional version of Isserlis’ theorem, (see e.g. [FV17, Chapter 8: Exercise
8.3)).

Theorem A.1 (Isserlis’ Theorem). IfY = (Yi,...,Y;) is a d-dimensional Gaussian, with d
odd then
E[Y1Y,...Y,] =0.

We can now prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. We only prove the second part of the proposition. The first part
follows using a similar argument.

Recall that after one step, the process starting from x € R will transition to X; = x+& b,
where for all i € {1,...,d}, & = V/Atc;;(x)v;, v ~ N(0,1;) and b; = +1 with probability
gi(x,&) or b; = —1 with probability 1 — ¢;(x, ). Recall that for two vectors u,v € RY, we
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write u v € R? to denote the vector of element-wise products between ¢ and d. Then we

can write

E[f(0) - f@) = ¥ By | £+ VAI(0(x)v) <b) - £(x)) (64)

be{£1}4

i=1

d
T g, E)1(bs = 1) + (1 — gi(x,£)) (b = 1)}] :

Let us introduce the following notation. For any n € N, and any vector w = (wy,...,wg) € RY,

we write

) (w)" = | Y 9209 f ) wi wiy. Wi,

1/2

Then, a Taylor expansion with respect to Az'/~ around 0 gives

fr+ VAL (o(x)v) xb) — f(x) (65)
= a2 D) (o (x)v) +b)' + %Atmf(z) (x)((o(x)v) xb)®

+ %Atm O ((o(x)v)«b)* + %At“/z Y@ ((o(x)v)«b)*

1

+5!

AP fO (x) (0 (x)v) #b)° + éAté/zf@ (x+ 71 (0(x)v) £b) (0 (x)V) )",

for some 7, € (0,Ar'/?), and another Taylor expansion of g;(x,&) with respect to & =
At'/26(x)v around 0 gives

1
4i(x,&) =qi(x,0)+41' gV (x,0) (0 (¥)v) ' +547/4” (x,0) (0 (x)v)?
1
3
1
5t

1
N At3/2q§3)(x, 0)(c(x)v)? JFHAtzt/z%(ét) (x,0)(c(x)v)*
1

540" (x no (V) (e (V)"

AP (x,0) (G (x)v) + ;

+

for some 7, € (0,Ar!/?), where all the derivatives for ¢;(x,£) are taken with respect to &.
Noting that ¢;(x,0) = 5, we see that

gi(x, E)I(bi = 1) + (1 - gi(x,)) I(b; = 1)

= %+bim1/2q§1)(%0)(0(x)v)l +bi%At2/2q§2)(x, 0)(0'(x)v)2 ©6)

1

31
1 5/2 (5) 5

+big A 2g7 (x,0)(0(x)v) + b

i

1

8240 (x,0)(0(x)v)* +bigr A2 (x,0) (0 (1)v)*
1

6l

+b;

A2 (x, 1,6 (x)v) (6 (x)v)°

i

Combining (65) and (66) we view the product inside the expectation of (64) as a polynomial
in Ar'/2, up to an error term. We will now identify the coefficients of this polynomial. First

of all, we consider the coefficient of the term At1/2, This is

rowieemen (3) = (3) Larwets.
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Taking the expectation over v, we see that this is equal to zero, since o(x)v ~ N(0,c07).
Next, we consider the coefficient of Ar. Considering the different ways in which the d + 1
factors in (64) can give order At though the Taylor expansions (65) and (66), we see that the

coefficient is

d | 1 d—1

@ (V) b)Y bigl” (5,0 (G (x)v)! (2) 67)
k=1

d

1 1
#5102 (3)

Let’s consider each part of the sum separately. We write

d d—1
fm(x)((c(x)v)*b)‘;bkqﬁl)(x,o)(c(x)V)‘ <;)
1 d—1 4 )
N (2) Y, 9/ ()b (x)Vibid? gi(x,0)05 ;(x)v;
i1

Summing over b € {41} to obtain (64), we get

1 d—1 4
<2> Y, 0 (x)01(x0)vids qu(x,0)07;(x)v; Y biby (68)
i,jk=1 be{:l:l}d
From Lemma A.1 we have
Y bibk=2U(i=k), (69)
be{*£1}4

therefore (68) gives

2 Z 8f 8 ql X O)G”( )ViGjJ(X)Vj.
i,j=1
Taking the expectation over v ~ N(0,1;) and using (23), we see that

[2 Z dif(x 8 gi(x,0)0;i(x)vio; j(x) Zaf 28 gi(x,0) ”( ) (70)

i, j=1

M&

Oif (X)i(x) = p(x) - VS (x).

1

For the other part of the sum in (67) we have

11 1
(3) 372wt 67 = Sie - dassmovbios v
i
Summing over b € {£1}4, we get
1
T Zaa,f )0;.:(x)vioj j(x Z bib;,
i,j=1 be{i—l}"
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and using (69) this is equal to

W Z aizf(x)ci%i(x)viza

the expectation of which is
1 d
5 2 07 (0)07(x). (71)
i=1

Combining this with (70), and in view of Assumption 2.2.2, we see that the coefficient of Az
is Lf(x), where L as in (25) is the generator of the diffusion we are approximating.

We now consider the coefficient of the term Ar3/2. Considering the different ways in
which the d + 1 factors in (64) can give order Ar>/? through the Taylor expansions (65) and

(66), we see that the coefficient is

d d—1
PO (0 @V)+5)' Y. 1-bigP (x,0) (o (x)v)? @

i=12!
d-2
+ V() (0(x)v) <b)! ;za,-qﬁ”<x,o><c<x>v>‘b,-q§-”<x, 0)(a(x)v)! @
L) 2y (!
+ oW (OWY) b L hai(x0)(0 (9 (2>

1 1\*
P @ewv o (3)

Taking expectations over v, all four summands involve terms of the form E, [v;, v;, V;,], for
i1,i2,i3 € {1,2,...,d}. From Theorem A.1, since v ~ N(0,1;), these expectations are zero,
so the coefficient of Ar3/2 is zero.

Using a similar argument, we can also conclude that the coefficient of the term Ar>/2 is
zero as well.

We now consider the coefficient of the term Ar>. Considering the different ways in which

the d + 1 factors in (64) can give order Ar*/? through the Taylor expansions (65) and (66),
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we see that the coefficient is

d d—1
(o) <) ¥ bl 000 (5) )
=1

W vl @ 2 () k.
#0106 Ll o) o gl o) o) (5
VW (e@v)+b) Y g (x.0)(0(x)v)'bjg} (x,0) (0 (1))’
i jFkF
d-3
bial o) (o) (5)

1

(2) b 2 < lb 2 0 2 -
#5106 Y b () o) 5 )

1

d-2
5 /P @ (0V) xb) Ybig; (x,0) (0 ())'bjq (x,0) (0 (1))’ (2)
’ i#]

! SPG AN
#5106 Ll o) otm) (5)

1 1\*
e (5)

Let us consider each of those 7 terms separately. For the first term, we write

41 1!
M (x V) b)Y —bigP (x, O)v) =
P (v 6)' Y g w0 e (5)
1 d

= mﬁ Z akf(x)bko-k,k(x)vkbiaf a,f 85 qi(x,O) iy iy (x)vil Oiy iy ()C) Viy

ikiyyin,i3=1

Ois, i3 (x) Vis.

Summing over b € {£1}¢ and using (69), we get

1 d
T L DOV} 9797 4,00 iy (1) Vi O (1) Via Oy (1) Vi
: ik,iin,i3=1
Y biby
be{£1}4
2d d
= 3pdT Y or (X)Gi,i(x)viaf9595611'(%O)Gil,il(X)VilGiz,z‘z(x)vizcia,ia(X)Vi3~

i,i1,i2,i3=1
Taking the expectation over v, we obtain

1 d
= )Y, af(x) 9§ 35 35 qi(x,0)03,i(x) Oy iy (X) Oty iy (X) Oy s (X) By [ViViy Viy Vi ] -
i,i1,i,i3=1

Consider all cases regarding the equality or inequality of i,i1,i2,i3. There are three distinctions:

The first case is that at least one of the i,i;,i»,i3 is different from the other three, in which case
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E[vivi, Vi, Vi;] = 0. The second case is that all of the i, i, i, i3 are equal. Then E [v;v;, v, i, ] =
E [v{] = 3. We then get

1

3. A ()73 O il 0)0(x).  (73)

M=~

a £ ()97 0 97 4i(x,0)307(x) =

HM&

1

The last case is that two of the {i,i;,iz,i3} are equal and the other two are equal and different
from the other two (that is, there are two pairs). In this case, by counting three times (since

either of i},1,,i3 could be the one equal to i) we get
x Zaf ()98 050 ai(x, 0367 ()52 (x) = ¥ 3/ (09553 (s, )0 ()R ). (74)
t;ék i#k
Adding (73) and (74), we get that the first term of (72) is equal to
d
Y O ()97 05 9 qi(x, 0002 (x) P (v),
ik=1

which is the first term of % as in (26).
For the second term of (72) we write

Zd—l_lf“)(x)((o(x)v)*b>1Zbl-qﬁ”<x,o><o<x>v>2qu§~”<x,o><c<x>v>1 -

i#J
St L kS Wbkoes(Vebia” (,0) (0(3)v)2b4 ) (,0) (o)) .
i,j.k
i#]

Recall that due to Lemma A.1 we have

Y, bibjb=0, (75)
be{£1}4

therefore, on summing over b € {£1}¢, we see that this term is zero.
The third term in (72) is

SO @) (o(x)v)«b)"- (76)
(1 (1 oW (7
Y b 5000009 00 x.0) (00w tugf (0w (5)
i 7k
Expanding
d
f(l)(x)((c(x)v) *b)l = Z ailf(x)bilc(x)ihilvil’

i=1
we see that when we sum over all » € {41}, inside the sum of (76) there will appear the
quantity }pc s 1ya bi bib jbr, where i # j # k # i. Due to Lemma A.1 this term will be zero,

so (76) will also be zero.
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For the fourth term of (72) we write

d
/() <0 L b 0000

1 d 2
= 5art Y 9;0cf(x)b;0; () VibOi i (x)Vibig\” (x,0) (5 (x)v)?.
ijk=1
When summing over b € {4-1}¢ we get a term of the form ¥, (+1)¢ bibjb which is zero due
to Lemma A.1, so this term is also zero.
For the fifth term of (72) we write

S AW (0V) <) ¥ bigl (50)(0(x)v) byg!! (x.0) (G ()v)!
i#j

1
= F Z ailaizf(x)bh Oi iy (x)vilbizciz,iz (X)Vizbiql(l)(X,O)(G(X)V)l
65150
i#]J

biq" (x,0)(a(x)v)".

On summing over b € {+1}¢ we get terms of the form Ype(+1ya biybibibj with i 7 j. Due
to Lemma A.1, for this not to be zero we need iy =i and i, = j or the other way around, in
which cases the sum equals 2¢. Due to symmetry, after summing over b € {il}d, we can
write the last expression as

2.24

1 1
St L0901 (x)vioy () vig (6,0 (0 (x)v) ¢} (x,0) (6 (x)v)! =
i#]
4y 9i3jf(x)0i,i(x)ViGj,j(x)Vjafqz'(x,O)Gil,il (x)vilaifQj(xao)Gizjz(x)Viy
o
i;élj 2
On taking the expectation over v we get
4 39;f(x)95 4i(x,0)95 4(x,0)014(x)0; 1 (x) Gy, i, (x) Oy iy (x) E [Vivvi, Vi .
ijoins
i#lj ’
In order for the expectations not to be zero, we must have i; =i and i = j, or i1 = j and

ip = i. The first case gives

4; 99; £ ()9 4i(x,0)97 q;(x,0) 62 (x) 02 (),
i#]

whereas the second case gives

4; 9%9; £ ()97 4i(x,0)97 q;(x,0) 62 (x) 57 ().
i#]

Adding these two terms, and using (23), we get the second and third term of <% as in (26).
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For the sixth term of (72) we write

d
ﬁfo) (x)((o(x)v) *b)? 21 biqgl) (x,0)(c(x)Vv)
b
3.24 |

i1,02,03,i=

9 O 95 f (X)biy Giy iy (X) Viy biy O i, (¥) Vi bi O i (%) Vi

big!" (x,0)(c (x)V).

On summing over b € {£1}¢ we get terms of the form Ype(+1)4 bi,bi,bisbi. Due to Lemma
A.1, there are two ways for this to not be zero (and be equal to 24). We need either i = i} =
ip =13, or i is equal to one of the i;’s and the other two are also equal (but not equal to i). We

consider the two cases separately. The first case gives

2)vig (x,0)(a(x)v)

[\) ‘

V ak ql(x O)Gkk( )Vk,

i

U) \

and on taking the expectation over v we get

[

d
> Y 9109 0i(x,0)07, (1) 0k (HE [V vi]
k:

b.)

and since E [vﬂ =3 and for k # i, E [vak] =0, we get

d
Y 97 ()9 qi(x,0) 07 (x). (77)
i=1

When we consider the second case for (77), where i is equal to one of the {ij,i,i3} and
the other two are also equal, due to the symmetry between iy,is,i3, when summing over
b e {£1} we get

2d
T Y ARG viot Ve (5 0) (V)
i#k
= Y 992 f ()01 (x)VioR (x) 29} 4i(x, 0) 0 (x) vy
i,j.k
i+k

On taking expectations with respect to v we get

) aiasz(x)aj;%‘(x?O)O'i,i(x)gkz,k(x)cj,j(x)E [vivivi].

.7.-7k

i
When j#£i, E [vivjv,?] =0, whereas E [vl-zvlf] = 1 for j = i. Therefore the last expression
is equal to

Y 902 f(x)97 i(x,0) 07 (x) 024 (x).
ik
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Adding this to (77), we see that the sixth term in (72) is
. :
) 00 f(x)07 qi(x, O)Giz,i<x)6k2,k(x)v
ik=1

and using (23), we get the fourth term of 2% as in (26).

Finally, for the seventh term in (72) we write

(oY) b

1

d
= 24.2d Z ail aizaléaiztf(x)bil Giy i (x)vilbi26i27i2 (x)viz

i1,02,i3,i4=1

biy Oy i5 (X) Viybiy Oy iy (X) Viy -

As in the previous case, when we sum over b € {41}, we get a term of the form ¥, (+1ya biy biy bisbi,
which is non-zero (and equal to 24) in only two cases: either i; = ip = i3 = i4, or there are

two pairs of equal i;’s. In the first case we get

< V4
242):; Vi

and when we take the expectation over v we get

1 d
§ L9 (3)iix) (78)

In the second case, due to symmetry between the i;’s, and since there are 3 ways to pair up

the 4 i;’s, we get

2d
L;ék

Taking the expectation over v we get
2 Z 07O f (%) 07:(x) O ().
t;ék
Adding this to (78), we get that the seventh term in (72) is

d

Z 2O £ (x)075(x) 0 (),

i,k=1

00 \

which is the last term of .@% as in (26).

Combining all the seven cases above, we see that the coefficient of Ar? is . f(x) as in
(26).

Finally, we consider the coefficient of order Ar> and higher. We recall that from Assump-
tions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.4 we have polynomial bounds on all |;|, 0;;(x) and all the derivatives of
q; and f. Using also the fact that all the moments of & (x)v are finite, along with the fact the
At € (0,1), we get that the higher order terms can be bounded above in absolute value by
K>(x)Ar, for some function K, € Cy (R). O
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B A small Lemma

The following Lemma is used at the proof of uniform moment control of the skew-symmetric

numerical process (Lemma 3.1).

Lemma B.1. Let (u,),en be a sequence of non-negative real numbers. Assume that there
exist a > 1, b > 0 such that for alln > 1

u, < au,—1+b. (79)
Then, for alln € N,
n a"—1
u, <d'up+b ) (80)
a—1

Proof of Lemma B.1. The proof proceeds by induction. For n = 0 the result is trivial since
a > 1,b > 0. For n = 1, the result follows from (79). Assume that for some n > 1, (80) holds.
Using (79) for n+ 1, we directly calculate,

n Cln - 1 n+1 an - 1
Upr1 <au,+b<aladuy+b I +b=a"" up+ab 1 +b
—_— a_
n+1 _ an+l -1
a”+1uo—|—b< +1> =ad"ug+b ,
a— a—1
which proves (80) for n+ 1 and completes the induction. O
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