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Abstract

Langevin algorithms are popular Markov chain Monte Carlo methods that are often
used to solve high-dimensional large-scale sampling problems in machine learning. The
most classical Langevin Monte Carlo algorithm is based on the overdamped Langevin
dynamics. There are many variants of Langevin dynamics that often show superior
performance in practice. In this paper, we provide a unified approach to study the
acceleration of the variants of the overdamped Langevin dynamics through the lens of
large deviations theory. Numerical experiments using both synthetic and real data are
provided to illustrate the efficiency of these variants.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in sampling a distribution µ supported on X with the
probability density function

µ(θ) ∝ exp(−U(θ)), θ ∈ X , (1.1)

where X is contained in a high-dimensional space. The sampling problem (1.1) has many
applications in machine learning, such as Bayesian learning (inference) where different
choices of U(·) in (1.1) correspond to different problems such as Bayesian linear regression
[Hof09], Bayesian logistic regression [Hof09], Bayesian deep learning [WY20, PS17] and
Bayesian principal component analysis [DRW+16].

Langevin algorithms are core Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods in statis-
tics that allow one to sample from a given density µ(θ) of interest defined in (1.1). A
common choice of the space X in (1.1) is the Euclidean space, e.g. X = Rd. The clas-
sical Langevin Monte Carlo algorithm is based on the discretization of overdamped (or
first-order) Langevin dynamics [Dal17, DM17, DK19, RRT17]:

dθt = −∇U(θt)dt+
√
2dWt, (1.2)

1College of Mathematics Science, Shenzhen University, 518060 Shenzhen, China; yaonian@szu.edu.cn
2Department of Mathematics, Florida State University, 1017 Academic Way, Tallahassee, FL-32306,

United States of America; pa22g@fsu.edu
3College of Mathematics Science, Shenzhen University, 518060 Shenzhen, China; 2247640315@qq.com
4Department of Mathematics, Florida State University, 1017 Academic Way, Tallahassee, FL-32306,

United States of America; zhu@math.fsu.edu

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

19
06

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

PR
] 

 2
4 

M
ar

 2
02

5



where U : Rd → R andWt is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion with θ0 ∈ Rd. Un-
der some mild assumptions on U(·), the diffusion (1.2) admits a unique stationary distribu-
tion with the density µ(θ) ∝ e−U(θ), also known as the Gibbs distribution [CHS87, HKS89].
In computing practice, this diffusion is simulated by considering its discretization, and one
of the most commonly used discretization scheme is the Euler–Maruyama discretization of
(1.2), often known as the unadjusted Langevin algorithm in the literature; see e.g. [DM17]:

θk+1 = θk − η∇U(θk) +
√
2ηξk+1, (1.3)

where ξk are i.i.d. N (0, Id) Gaussian vectors.
The first non-asymptotic result of the discretized Langevin dynamics (1.3) is due to

[Dal17], which was improved soon after by [DM17] with a particular emphasis on the
dependence on the dimension d. Both works consider the total variation as the distance
to measure the convergence. Later, [DM19] studied the convergence in the 2-Wasserstein
distance, and [DMP18] studied variants of (1.3) when U is not smooth. [CB18] studied the
convergence in the Kullback-Leibler (KL) distance. [DK19] studied the convergence when
only stochastic gradients are available.

In the literature, there have also been active studies of various variants of the over-
damped Langevin dynamics and the discretization schemes. One popular Langevin dy-
namics is the second-order, also known as kinetic or underdamped Langevin dynamics, see
e.g. [CCBJ18, CCA+18, CLW23, DRD20, GGZ20, MCC+21, GGZ22]:{

drt = −γrtdt−∇U(θt)dt+
√
2γdWt,

dθt = rtdt,
(1.4)

whereWt is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion with r0, θ0 ∈ Rd. Under some mild
assumptions on U , the diffusion (1.4) admits a unique stationary distribution with the

density µ(θ, r) ∝ e−U(θ)− 1
2
|r|2 , whose θ-marginal distribution coincides with the stationary

distribution of (1.2).
Another popular variant is the non-reversible Langevin dynamics, see e.g. [HHMS93,

HHMS05, DLP16, DPZ17, FSS20, RBS15, GGZ22, HWG+20]:

dθt = −(I + J)∇U(θt)dt+
√
2dWt, (1.5)

where Wt is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion with θ0 ∈ Rd, and J is an anti-
symmetric matrix, i.e. J⊤ = −J , and under mild conditions, µ(θ) ∝ e−U(θ) is the unique
stationary distribution of (1.5).

Other popular variants of Langevin dynamics include high-order Langevin dynamics
[MMW+21], Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics [LZT22], mirror Langevin dynamics
[HKRC18, CLGL+20, ZPFP20, LTVW22], replica exchange Langevin dynamics [CCD+19,
DFG+20], as well as the Lévy-driven Langevin dynamics such as fractional Langevin
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Monte Carlo [Şim17] and fractional underdamped Langevin dynamics [ŞZTG20], the de-
centralized Langevin algorithms such as decentralized stochastic gradient Langevin dy-
namics [GGHZ21] and EXTRA stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics [GIWZ24], and
the constrained Langevin algorithms such as projected Langevin Monte Carlo [BEL15,
BEL18, Lam21, ZL22], skew-reflected non-reversible Langevin dynamics [DFT+25], proxi-
mal Langevin Monte Carlo [BDMP17, SR20], and penalized Langevin algorithms [GHZ24].

In this paper, we consider a generalized Langevin dynamics, that is, a Markov process
{zt}t≥0 evolving in X = Rn, and satisfy the following stochastic differential equation (SDE):

dzt = f(zt)dt+
√

2D(zt)dWt, (1.6)

where Wt is an n-dimensional Brownian motion with z0 ∈ Rn and D(z) is a positive
semidefinite diffusion matrix. We define the Hamiltonian

H(z) = H(θ, r) = U(θ) + g(θ, r), (1.7)

where z could represent θ itself, or an augmented state space such that z = (θ, r) and
θ is the model parameter in Rd and r is a set of auxiliary variables in Rm such that
d + m = n. We are interested in the case when the choices of f(z) and D(z) yield the
stationary distribution µ ∝ exp(−H(z)). We write f(z) as follows:

f(z) = − [D(z) +Q(z)]∇H(z) + Γ(z), (1.8)

where Γ(z) = (Γ1(z), . . . ,Γn(z)) with

Γi(z) :=

n∑
j=1

∂

∂zj
(Dij(z) +Qij(z)) , (1.9)

where Q(z) is an anti-symmetric curl matrix representing the deterministic traversing ef-
fects seen in Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) procedures. It is known that (see e.g.
[MCF15]) µ ∝ e−H(z) is a stationary distribution of the SDE (1.6) under the following
condition for Q(z):

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∂2

∂zi∂zj

(
Qij(z)e

−H(z)
)
= 0. (1.10)

For any Langevin dynamics that converges to a given target distribution, it can be written
in the provided framework (1.6) by choosing D(z) and Q(z) appropriately.

(1) In the general framework of (1.6), by choosing D = I and Q = 0, and X = Rd,
zt = θt ∈ Rd, and choosing H(zt) = U(θt), we recover the overdamped Langevin
dynamics (1.2).

3



(2) In the general framework of (1.6), supposing that X = Rd × Rd and setting zt =
(θt, pt) ∈ Rd × Rd, and choosing H(zt) = H(θt, pt) = U(θt) +

1
2 |pt|

2, and

D =

(
0 0
0 γI

)
and Q =

(
0 −I
I 0

)
.

Then this reduces (1.6) to the underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4).

(3) In the general framework of (1.6), by choosing D = I and Q = J, a constant d × d
anti-symmetric matrix, i.e. J⊤ = −J, and X = Rd, zt = θt ∈ Rd, and choosing
H(zt) = U(θt), we recover the non-reversible Langevin dynamics (1.5).

In addition, the general framework of (1.6) includes the following models. We write ∇
for the gradient operator, ∇2 for the Hessian matrix, ∇· for the divergence operator, ∆
for the Laplacian operator, and ∇3 for the third-order tensor of partial derivatives. Please
find the more detailed definitions in Appendix A.

(4) In the general framework of (1.6), by choosing X = Rd and

H(zt) = U(θt), D(θ) = [∇2ϕ(θ)]−1, Q(θ) =


0 eU(θ) · · · eU(θ)

−eU(θ) 0
. . .

...
...

...
. . . eU(θ)

−eU(θ) −eU(θ) · · · 0

 ,

(1.11)
we reduce (1.6) to the well-known mirror Langevin dynamics (see e.g. [HKRC18,
ZPFP20, CLGL+20, LTVW22, AC21]), that is,

dθt = (Φ(θt)− [∇2ϕ(θt)]
−1∇U(θt))dt+

√
2[∇2ϕ(θt)]−1dWt, (1.12)

where Φ(θ) := −[∇2ϕ(θ)]−1Tr
(
∇3ϕ(θ)[∇2ϕ(θ)]−1

)
and Wt is a standard Brownian

motions in Rd with ϕ ∈ C3(X ). For mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12), h := ∇ϕ :
X 7→ Rd is known as the mirror map, which transforms the coordinates from the
primal space to the dual space and Φ(θ) = [∇h(θ)]−1Tr

(
∇2h(θ)[∇h(θ)]−1

)
is a mirror

curvature correction that ensures that the Langevin dynamics correctly follows the
structure induced by the mirror map h.

(5) In the general framework of (1.6), by choosing X = Rd × Rd × Rd and setting zt =
(θt, pt, rt) ∈ Rd × Rd × Rd, and choosing

H(zt) = H(θt, pt, rt) = U(θt) +
1

2
|pt|2 +

1

2
|rt|2, (1.13)
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and

D =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 αI

 and Q =

0 −I 0
I 0 −γI
0 γI 0

 . (1.14)

Then this reduces (1.6) to the high-order Langevin dynamics introduced in [MMW+21];
see also [Mon23]: 

dθt = pt dt,

dpt = −∇U(θt) dt+ γrt dt,

drt = −γpt dt− αrt dt+
√
2α dWt,

(1.15)

where α, γ > 0 are friction parameters and Wt is a standard Brownian motions in
Rd.

(6) In the general framework of (1.6), let X = Rd × Rd and zt = (θt, rt) ∈ Rd × Rd, and
define the function

H(zt) = H(θt, rt) = U(θt) +
1

2
|rt|2, (1.16)

along with the matrices

D =

(
βI 0
0 αI

)
and Q =

(
0 −I
I 0

)
,

then we obtain the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics introduced in [LZT22]:{
dθt = rt dt− β∇U(θt) dt+

√
2β dW̄t,

drt = −αrt dt−∇U(θt) dt+
√
2α dB̄t,

(1.17)

where β > 0, α > 0 are friction parameters, and W̄t, B̄t are two independent standard
Brownian motions in Rd.

For any fixed time t > 0, the empirical measure of the generalized Langevin dynamics
{zt}t≥0 defined in (1.6) is given as

πt =
1

t

∫ t

0
δzsds,

where δx is the Dirac measure at x ∈ X , such that {πt}t≥0 is a sequence of random
measures, which are random elements of P(X ), that is, the space of probability measures
on X = Rn. We will show that under mild conditions, (1.6) is ergodic and by ergodic
theorem,

πt → µ ∝ e−H(z), almost surely as t→ ∞. (1.18)
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To understand how fast πt converges to the stationary distribution µ, we adopt a large
deviations approach. We present the large deviation principle about the invariant measure
of the empirical measure related to the process, and then use the large deviation principle
to judge the acceleration effect of the algorithm. The large deviation principle was first
formulated in the pioneering work by Varadhan [Var66]. In contrast to the law of large
numbers, which studies a typical event, the large deviations study the small probability of
rare events [DZ98, Var84, Var08]. In a series of seminal papers, Donsker and Varadhan
studied the large deviation principle for the empirical measure πt for t → ∞, where the
underlying is a Markov process [DV75a, DV75b, DV76, DV83]. Informally, P(πt ∈ ·)
satisfies a large deviation principle with rate function I(·) if for any ν ∈ P(X ),

P(πt ≈ ν) = e−tI(ν)+o(t),

as t→ ∞, where I(ν) ≥ 0 and I(ν) = 0 if and only if ν = µ. In other words, when ν ̸= µ,
P(πt ≈ ν) is exponentially small as time t → ∞, and the rate function I(ν) characterizes
how small this probability is. This suggests the larger the value of the rate function, the
smaller the probability the empirical measure deviates away from the Gibbs distribution,
and hence one expects faster convergence.

From technical perspective, although Donsker-Varadhan large deviations theory for
large-time asymptotics works for the general Markov process, it often requires restrictive
assumptions, including for example compact domain (see e.g. [DV75a]). The Langevin
dynamics we are interested in lives in the unbounded Euclidean space, and our analysis
relies on a more recent large deviations result where the space can be unbounded and the
underlying topology is the weighted topology [FS20].

The idea of applying large deviations analysis to study Langevin algorithms and the
variants is not new. For example, the large deviations for overdamped and underdamped
Langevin dynamics are studied in [FS20]. The large deviations for some variants of
Langevin algorithms have been studied in [RBS15, CCD+19]. However, these works are
mostly restricted to a particular variant of the Langevin algorithm, e.g. the non-reversible
Langevin in [RBS15] and replica exchange Langevin in [CCD+19]. We take a more uni-
fied approach by studying a generalized Langevin dynamics, described in [MCF15], that
includes overdamped, underdamped, non-reversible Langevin dynamics as special cases, as
well as other variants from the recent literature literature, for example, the mirror Langevin
dynamics [HKRC18], the high-order Langevin dynamics [MMW+21], and the Hessian-free
high-resolution dynamics [LZT22] whose large deviations have never been studied in the
literature to the best of our knowledge.

The contributions of our paper can be summarized as follows:

• In Section 2, we first establish large deviations for the empirical measures for the
generalized Langevin dynamics (1.6) (Theorem 2.1) assuming Hypoellipticity (As-
sumption 2.1), Controllability (Assumption 2.2) and Lyapunov condition (Assump-
tion 2.3). Then, we apply the general framework of the large deviations for the
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generalized Langevin dynamics (1.6) to study the large deviations for variants of
Langevin dynamics, including mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12) (Theorem 2.2), high-
order Langevin dynamics (1.15) (Theorem 2.3), and Hessian-free high-resolution dy-
namics (1.17) (Theorem 2.4), whose large deviations have never been established in
the literature to the best of our knowledge. The technical novelty lies upon a careful
analysis to check Hypoellipticity (Assumption 2.1), Controllability (Assumption 2.2)
and Lyapunov condition (Assumption 2.3) by constructing novel Lyapunov functions,
under mild conditions on the target function U(·), for each variant of Langevin dy-
namics. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first general and unified framework
for the large deviations of Langevin dynamics and a study of most familiar variants
of Langevin dynamics of interest in the literature.

• In Section 3, we use the large deviation rate functions obtained in Section 2 as a mea-
sure to analyze the speed of convergence to the invariant measure. The larger the rate
function, the more concentrated the empirical measure is around the invariant mea-
sure, thus indicating faster convergence. Since variants of Langevin dynamics, such
as underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4), high-order Langevin dynamics (1.15), and
Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17), may live in a higher-dimensional space
such as R2d or R3d than the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2) in Rd, a direct com-
parison of their rate functions impossible. We introduce a novel method to expand
the space of overdamped Langevin dynamics to match the dimensions with those of
the variants of Langevin dynamics under study. We then show comparisons of their
rate functions for some parameter regimes either on the whole space of probability
measures or a subspace of probability measures (Proposition 3.1, Proposition 3.2,
Proposition 3.3). In the former case, by applying contraction principle from large de-
viations, we show the acceleration for the underlying process θt in Rd by establishing
the comparison for the LDP rate functions for its empirical measure (Corollary 3.3).

• In Section 4, we conduct numerical experiments for various Langevin algorithms
based on the Euler–Maruyama discretization of variants of Langevin dynamics. We
compare the numerical results with the unadjusted Langevin algorithm, i.e. the
Euler–Maruyama discretization of overdamped Langevin dynamics. These numerical
experiments show superior performance or comparable performance using variants of
Langevin algorithms.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the main results
of our paper, including a large deviation principle for the generalized Langevin dynamics
and, under various mild assumptions on the target distribution, the large deviations for
mirror Langevin dynamics, high-order Langevin dynamics and Hessian-free high-resolution
dynamics. In Section 3, we study the acceleration of variants of Langevin dynamics com-
pared to the overdamped Langevin dynamics by comparing their rate functions from the
large deviations theory. Numerical experiments are provided in Section 4. We conclude in
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Section 5. The notations used in this paper are summarized in Appendix A, and all the
technical proofs are provided in Appendix B.

2 Main Results

2.1 Preliminary

We use C∞
c (X ) (resp. Cb(X )) to denote the space of smooth functions with compact

support (resp. continuous and bounded functions), as well as the space of smooth functions
growing at most polynomially and whose derivatives also grow at most polynomially:

S =

{
φ ∈ C∞(X )

∣∣∣∀α ∈ Nd, ∃N > 0, such that sup
x∈χ

|∂αφ(x)|
(1 + |x|2)N

< +∞
}
, (2.1)

where ∂α = ∂α1
x1 · · · ∂αd

xd
and α = (α1, α2, · · · , αd).

Let us recall that given a sequence of empirical measures {πt}t≥0, we say that πt
satisfies a large deviation principle (LDP) on P(X ) equipped with the τκ topology with
the rate function I : P(X ) → R if I is non-negative, lower semicontinuous and for any
τκ-measurable set Θ ⊂ P(X ),

− inf
ν∈Θ̊

I(ν) ≤ lim inf
t→∞

1

t
logP(πt ∈ Θ) ≤ lim sup

t→∞

1

t
logP(πt ∈ Θ) ≤ − inf

ν∈Θ̄
I(ν),

where Θ̊ denotes the interior of Θ and Θ̄ stands for its closure; see e.g. [DZ98, Var84, Var08]
for a survey on the theory of large deviations.

By following [FS20], we introduce the following three basic assumptions: hypoellipticity
of the generator, controllability (irreducibility of the dynamics), and a Lyapunov condition.
First, let us introduce the hypoellipticity assumption.

Assumption 2.1. (Hypoellipticity) The functions f and
√
D in (1.6) belong to S n and

S n×n, respectively, and the generator Lτ defined in (B.1) satisfies the Hypoelliptic Hörmander
condition. More precisely, Lτ can be written as

Lτ =

r∑
j=1

X∗
jXj +X0, (2.2)

where X0, . . . , Xr denote first-order homogeneous differential operators in an open set Ω ⊂
Rn with C∞ coefficients such that {Xj}rj=1, {[Xi, Xj ]}ri,j=0, {[[Xi, Xj ], Xk]}ri,j,k=0, . . . span
the space Ω at any given point x ∈ Rn for a finite number of commutators nx ∈ N, where
the definition of [X,Y ] can be found in Appendix A.

Next, we introduce the following controllability condition about the irreducibility of
the dynamics.
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Assumption 2.2. (Controllability). For any x, y ∈ X and T > 0, there exists a control
u ∈ C0([0, T ],Rn) such that the path ϕ ∈ C0([0, T ],X ) satisfying{

ϕ(0) = x,

ϕ̇(t) = f(ϕ(t)) +
√
2D(ϕ(t))u(t),

(2.3)

and ϕ(T ) = y is well-defined, where f and D are defined in (1.6).

Finally, by following the Lyapunov condition given in Proposition 2.9 in [FS20], we
introduce the following assumption.

Assumption 2.3. (Lyapunov condition). There exists a function W : X → [1,+∞) of
class C2(X ) has compact level sets and |

√
D∇W | has compact level sets. For any θ ∈ (0, 1),

LτW − θ|
√
D∇W |2 ∼ |

√
D∇W |2, (2.4)

where for any two functions g, f : X → R, g is said to be equivalent to f (denoted by g ∼ f)
if there exist constants c, c′ > 0 and R,R′ ∈ R such that c′g(x) − R′ ≤ f(x) ≤ cg(x) + R
for any x ∈ X .

We first introduce the following technical lemma from [FS20], which will be used in the
proof of Theorem 2.2 and in particular showing the Lyapunov condition.

Proposition 2.1 (Proposition 2.9 in [FS20]). Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold. Let
κ : X → [1,+∞) be a function of class S that is defined in (2.1). For any η ∈ (0, 1),
define

Wη(z) = eηW (z).

Then,

Ψτ := −LτWη

Wη
= η

(
−LτW − η|

√
D∇W |2

)
(2.5)

has compact level sets. It follows that

Ψτ (z)

κ(z)
−−−−−→
|z|→+∞

+∞.

Under Assumptions 2.1-2.3, it is known that πt converges to the invariant distribution
µ exponentially fast as t→ ∞. We have the following result from [FS20].

Proposition 2.2 (Proposition 2.10. in [FS20]). Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold. There
exist C, c > 0 such that for any initial measure ν ∈ P(X ),

dW (νPt, µ) ≤ Ce−ctdW (ν, µ),

where dW (ν, µ) is the associated weighted total variation distance for ν and µ; see exact
definition in Appendix A.
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However, Proposition 2.2 does not have an explicit expression for the convergence speed
c except that such a positive c exists. As a result, one cannot rely on Proposition 2.2 to
compare the performance of the variants of Langevin dynamics. This motivates us to
adopt a different approach in our paper, by obtaining large deviations for the variants of
Langevin dynamics, and characterizing their rate functions as a measure to compare their
convergence to the invariant distributions.

We introduce the carré du champ operator [BGL13] associated with L := b ·∇+S : ∇2

which is defined as follows. For two regular functions φ and ψ:

C (φ,ψ) =
1

2

(
L(φψ)− φLψ − ψLφ

)
= ∇φ · S∇ψ, (2.6)

where ∇2 stands for the Hessian matrix, and for two matrices A,B belonging to Rd×d, we
write A : B = Tr(A⊤B).

For any φ ∈ C∞
c (X ), we also introduce the seminorms

|φ|2H 1(ν) =

∫
X

C (φ,φ) dν,

and

|φ|2H −1(ν) = sup
ψ∈C∞

c

{
2

∫
X
φψ dν − |ψ|2H 1(ν)

}
.

Let ∇̃ denote the adjoint of gradient operator ∇ in L2(ν).
In order to provide the exact expression of the rate function of generalized Langevin

dynamics (1.6), we decompose the rate function into two parts according to the symmetric
and anti-symmetric parts of dynamics. First, for any closed operator T , we denote T ∗ as
its adjoint on L2(µ), where µ is the invariant probability measure of the dynamics. Then
consider the generator Lτ of the dynamics (1.6), we can decompose it into symmetric and
anti-symmetric parts with respect to µ, reads

Lτ = LS + LA, LS =
Lτ + L∗

τ

2
, LA =

Lτ − L∗
τ

2
. (2.7)

For any µ ∈ P(X ), let

L2(µ) =

{
φ measurable

∣∣∣ ∫
X
|φ|2 dµ < +∞

}
.

The rate function I(ν) (often referred to as the Donsker-Varadhan functional in the liter-
ature [DV75a, DV75b, DV76, DV83]) takes the form

I(ν) = sup

{
−
∫
X

Lu
u
dν, u ∈ D+(L)

}
, for any ν ∈ P(X ), (2.8)
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where

D+(L) =
{
u ∈ D(L) ∩ C0(X )

∣∣∣ u > 0, −Lu
u

∈ B∞
κ (X )

}
.

According to the symmetric and anti-symmetric parts of the generator, we can use the
decomposition of the operator to obtain the symmetric and anti-symmetric parts of the
rate function respectively, as described in the following technical lemma.

Lemma 2.1 (Theorem 3.3 in [FS20]). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold. Consider
a measure ν ∈ Pκ(X ) such that dν = eυ dµ with υ ∈ H 1(ν) and LAυ ∈ H −1(ν). Then,
the rate function I defined in (2.8) reads:

I(ν) = IS(ν) + IA(ν),

where

IS(ν) =
1

4
|υ|2H 1(ν),

and

IA(ν) =
1

4

∣∣LA(υ)∣∣2H −1(ν)
.

Since dν = eυ dµ is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of ν with respect to µ, we have

I(ν) =
1

4

∣∣∣∣log dνdµ
∣∣∣∣2
H 1(ν)

+
1

4

∣∣∣∣LA(
log

dν

dµ

)∣∣∣∣2
H −1(ν)

.

2.2 Main Results

Now we introduce our main result, that is, the large deviation for the generalized Langevin
dynamics (1.6) under Hypoellipticity (Assumption 2.1), Controllability (Assumption 2.2)
and Lyapunov condition (Assumption 2.3), and we obtain an explicit characterization of
its rate function.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold, and the function κ as in Propo-
sition 2.1 and for any ν ∈ P(X ) of the form dν = eυ dµ. Then the empirical measure
{πt}t≥0 of the generalized Langevin dynamics defined by (1.6) satisfies a large deviation
principle in the τκ-topology with the corresponding rate function defined by

Iτ (ν) =
1

4

∫
X
∇υ · D∇υ dν +

1

4

∫
X
∇ψυ · D∇ψυ dν, (2.9)

where ψυ is the unique solution in H 1(ν) to the Poisson equation

∇̃ (D∇ψυ) = LAυ. (2.10)

That is to say for τκ-measurable set Θ ⊂ P(X ), it holds

− inf
ν∈Θ̊

Iτ (ν) ≤ lim inf
t→+∞

1

t
logP(πt ∈ Θ) ≤ lim sup

t→+∞

1

t
logP(πt ∈ Θ) ≤ − inf

ν∈Θ̄
Iτ (ν).
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Next, we are interested in applying the general framework of large deviations for the gen-
eralized Langevin dynamics (1.6) to study the large deviations for the variants of Langevin
dynamics. For each variant of Langevin dynamics, we carefully verify Hypoellipticity (As-
sumption 2.1), Controllability (Assumption 2.2) and Lyapunov condition (Assumption 2.3).
According to the form of generalized Langevin dynamics (1.6), we can divide the variants
of Langevin dynamics of interest into two cases to study:

• z represents the model parameter θ itself, that is, g(θ, r) = 0 and H(z) = U(θ). This
case includes the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2), the non-reversible Langevin
dynamics (1.5), and the mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12).

• z represents the extended state space, that is, the case of g(θ, r) ̸= 0. This case in-
cludes the underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4), the high-order Langevin dynamics
(1.15) and the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17).

Before we proceed, let us recall the LDPs for overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2),
underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4) and non-reversible Langevin dynamics (1.5) have
already been obtained in the literature; see e.g. [FS20].

The LDP for the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2) is well known, see e.g. [FS20].
Setting z = θ ∈ Rd and choosing H(z) = U(θ), we get the overdamped Langevin dynamics:

dθt = −∇U(θt)dt+
√
2dWt. (2.11)

Lemma 2.2 (Proposition 4.1 in [FS20]). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.3 holds. Then,
the rate function I(·) defined in (2.8) for the large deviations for overdamped Langevin
dynamics (2.11) reads

Io(ν) =
1

4

∫
χ
|∇υ|2 dν, (2.12)

for any measure ν ∈ P(χ) of the form dν = eυ dµ.

The LDP for the underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4) has been obtained in e.g.
[FS20], which is stated as follows.

Lemma 2.3. (Theorem 4.6 in [FS20]) Assume that (Xt)t≥0 = (θt, rt)t≥0 is the under-
damped Langevin in equation (1.4) where U satisfies Assumption 4.4 in [FS20] and consider
a smooth function κ with κ(θ, r) = 1+ |θ|α+ |r|β for |θ|+ |r| ≥ 1 and α ∈ [0, 2), β ∈ [0, 2).
Then (Xt)t≥0 is ergodic with respect to the measure µ. Moreover, the empirical measure

πt :=
1

t

∫ t

0
δ(θs,rs) ds

satisfies a LDP in the τκ-topology. Finally, for any ν ∈ Pκ(X ) such that dν = evdµ with
v ∈ H 1(ν) and Lhamv ∈ H −1(ν), where the generator of the dynamics is

Lγ = Lham + γLFD,
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with
Lham = r · ∇θ −∇U · ∇r, LFD = −r · ∇r +∆r.

and the rate function reads

Iu(ν) =
γ

4

∫
X
|∇rv|2dν +

1

4γ

∫
X
|∇rψ|2dν, (2.13)

where ψ is the unique solution in H1(ν) to the Poisson problem:

−∆rψ + (r −∇rv) · ∇rψ = Lhamv. (2.14)

The LDP for the non-reversible Langevin dynamics (1.5) has been obtained in e.g.
[FS20], which can be derived from Proposition 4.3 in [FS20]

Lemma 2.4 (Proposition 4.3 in [FS20]). Let θt follow the non-reversible Langevin dy-
namics (1.5). Assume that the potential U ∈ S has compact level sets, satisfies e−U ∈
L1(X ) and, for any η ∈ (0, 1), it holds

(1− η)|∇U |2 −∆U −−−−−→
|θ|→+∞

+∞.

Then, with the notation in (2.7), it holds LS = −∇U · ∇ + ∆ and LA = −J∇U · ∇ and
L = LS + LA. Moreover, πt =

1
t

∫ t
0 δθsds satisfies a large deviation principle (LDP) in the

τκ-topology with compact level sets and such that κ(x) → +∞ as |x| → ∞. The associated
rate function IJ is given by:

IJ(ν) =
1

2

∫
Rn

(
|∇ψv|2 + (U − v)∇ · ∇ψv

)
dν,

where ψv is the unique H1(ν)-solution to the Poisson equation

−∆ψ +∇(U − v) · ∇ψv = (−J∇U) · ∇v.

Next, we will derive the LDPs for mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12), high-order Langevin
dynamics (1.15) and Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17), which to the best of our
knowledge have never been studied in the previous literature.

2.2.1 Mirror Langevin dynamics

According to the values of D and Q set in (1.11) it is a classic case of the model we
constructed, through formula (B.8) we have

LMS =
d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

[
∂

∂θj
Dij(θ)−Dij(θ)

∂

∂θj
U(θ)

]
∂

∂θi
+

d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

Dij(θ)
∂2

∂θi∂θj
,

LMA =
d∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

[
∂

∂θj
Qij(θ)−Qij(θ)

∂

∂θj
U(θ)

]
∂

∂θi
= 0.
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We know that LM = LMS+LMA is the infinite generator of the mirror Langevin dynamics
in (1.12). We now give a standard condition on U under which the framework developed
in Section 2 and Appendix B applies.

Theorem 2.2. Assume that the potential U ∈ S has compact level sets, e−U ∈ L1(X ),
and for any η ∈ (0, 1), it holds that

(1− η)|
√

[∇2ϕ(θ)]−1 ·∇U |2− [∇2ϕ(θ)]−1 ·∇2U −∇· [∇2ϕ(θ)]−1∇[∇2ϕ(θ)]−1 −−−−−→
|θ|→+∞

+∞.

(2.15)
Then the mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12) admits the function

WM (θ) = eηU(θ)

for any η ∈ (0, 1) as a Lyapunov function in the sense of Assumption 2.3. Moreover,

ΨM := −LMWM

WM

= η
(
(1− η)|

√
[∇2ϕ(θ)]−1∇U |2 − [∇2ϕ(θ)]−1 : ∇2U −∇[∇2ϕ(θ)]−1 · ∇U

)
(2.16)

has compact level sets and, for any κ : X → [1,∞) belonging to S , bounded or with
compact level sets and

ΨM (z)

κ(z)
−−−−−→
|z|→+∞

+∞.

The empirical measure {πt}t≥0 satisfies a large deviation principle in the τκ-topology and
the corresponding rate function is defined by

IM (ν) =
1

4

∫
X
∇υ · [∇2ϕ(θ)]−1∇υ dν, (2.17)

where dν = eυdµ. That is to say for τκ-measurable set Θ ⊂ P(X ), it holds

− inf
ν∈Θ̊

IM (ν) ≤ lim inf
t→+∞

1

t
logP(πt ∈ Θ) ≤ lim sup

t→+∞

1

t
logP(πt ∈ Θ) ≤ − inf

ν∈Θ̄
IM (ν).

2.2.2 High-order Langevin dynamics

For the high-order Langevin dynamics (1.15), according to the values of D and Q set in
(1.14), through formula (B.8), we can compute that the infinitesimal generator of (1.15) is
given by

LH = LHS + LHA = α∆r − (γp+ αr) · ∇r + p · ∇θ − (∇U − γr) · ∇p, (2.18)
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where

LHS := −αr · ∇r + α∆r,

LHA := p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r.

In order to obtain the large deviation principle for the high-order Langevin dynamics
(1.15), we make the following classical assumptions for the growth of potential function U .

Assumption 2.4. The potential U ∈ S has compact level sets, satisfies e−U ∈ L1(X )

(a) there exist k > 1 and MU , cU ,mU > 0 such that for all θ ∈ Rd with |θ| ≥ cU :

mU |θ|k ≤ U(θ) ≤MU |θ|k and mU |θ|k ≤ θ · ∇U(θ).

(b) |∇U(θ)| ≤MU |θ|k−1 if |θ| ≥ cU .

In the next lemma, we show that Hypoellipticity (Assumption 2.1) and Controllability
(Assumption 2.2) are satisfied for the high-order Langevin dynamics (1.15).

Lemma 2.5. (Hypoellipticity and Controllability). The generator LH defined in (2.18)
satisfies the Hypoelliptic Hörmander and Controllability conditions.

In the next lemma, we show that Lyapunov condition (Assumption 2.3) is satisfied for
the high-order Langevin dynamics (1.15).

Lemma 2.6. (Witten-Lyapunov condition). Suppose that (zt)t≥0 = (θt, pt, rt)t≥0 in (1.15)
where potential U satisfies Assumption 2.4. Then for any α, γ > 0 and k ∈ (1, 2], there
exists δ ∈ (2−kk , 1] such that

Wδ(θ, p, r) = eφ
δ
HL(θ,p,r) (2.19)

is a Lyapunov function, where φHL(θ, p, r) = φ0(θ, p, r) − inf(θ,p,r)∈R3d φ0(θ, p, r) + 1 and
φ0(θ, p, r) := hH(θ, p, r) + aL(θ) · p+ ap · r for some h > 0 with H(θ, p, r) given in (1.13)
and L(θ) in (B.10). More specifically, for any α, γ > 0 and a > 0 small enough, there exist
h,A,B,C,D > 0 such that

−LHWδ

Wδ
≥ A|θ|2(k−1) +B|p|2 + C|r|2 −D. (2.20)

Now, we are ready to state the following large deviations result for the high-order
Langevin dynamics (1.15).

Theorem 2.3. Assume that (zt)t≥0 = (θt, pt, rt)t≥0 in (1.15) where U satisfies Assump-
tion 2.4, and consider a smooth function κ with κ(θ, p, r) = 1 + |θ|λ + |p|σ + |r|ω with
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λ ∈ [0, 2), σ ∈ [0, 2), ω ∈ [0, 2). Then (zt)t≥0 is ergodic with respect to the measure µ, with
Lyapunov function defined in (2.19). Moreover, the empirical measure

πt :=
1

t

∫ t

0
δ(θs,ps,rs)ds

satisfies LDP in the τκ-topology. Finally, for any ν ∈ Pκ(X ) such that dν = eυdµ, the rate
function reads

IH(ν) =
α

4

∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν +

1

4α

∫
X
|∇rψ|2 dν, (2.21)

where ψ is the unique solution in H 1(ν) to the Poisson equation

−∆rψ −∇rυ · ∇rψ = LHAυ. (2.22)

2.2.3 Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics

According to the choices of D and Q in (1.17), through formula (B.8), we can compute
that the infinitesimal generator of (1.17) is given by

LRS = −β∇U(θ) · ∇θ − αr · ∇r + β∆θ + α∆r,

LRA = r · ∇θ −∇U(θ) · ∇r,

which implies that

LR = LRS + LRA = (−β∇U(θ) + r) · ∇θ + (−αr −∇U(θ)) · ∇r + β∆θ + α∆r. (2.23)

In order to obtain the large deviation principle for the Hessian-free high-resolution
dynamics (1.17), we make the following classical assumptions for the growth of potential
function U .

Assumption 2.5. The potential U ∈ S has compact level sets, satisfies e−U ∈ L1(X ) and

(a) There exist c1 > 0, C1 ∈ R such that θ · ∇U(θ) ≥ c1|θ|2 − C1 for all θ ∈ Rd.

(b) There exists mU > 0 such that |∇U(θ1)−∇U(θ2)| ≤ mU |θ1 − θ2| for all θ1, θ2 ∈ Rd.

The Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17) automatically satisfies Hypoellipticity
(Assumptions 2.1) and Controllability (Assumption 2.2) since its infinitesimal generator is
an ellpitic operator. In the next lemma, we will show that Lyapunov condition (Assump-
tion 2.3) is satisfied for the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17).

Lemma 2.7. (Witten-Lyapunov condition). Suppose that (zt)t≥0 = (θt, rt)t≥0 in (1.17)
where potential U satisfies Assumption 2.5. Then for any α, β > 0 and a ∈ (0, 1), there
exists b > 0 such that

Wa(θ, r) = eφ(θ,r) (2.24)
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is a Lyapunov function, where φ(θ, r) = aH(θ, r)+bθ ·r with H(θ, r) given in (1.16). More
specifically, for any α, β > 0 and a ∈ (0, 1), there exist A,B,C > 0 such that

−LRWa

Wa
≥ A|θ|2 +B|r|2 − C. (2.25)

Now, we are ready to state the following large deviations result for the Hessian-free
high-resolution dynamics (1.17).

Theorem 2.4. Assume that (zt)t≥0 = (θt, rt)t≥0 in (1.17) where U satisfies Assump-
tion 2.5, and consider a smooth function κ with κ(θ, r) = 1+ |θ|λ+ |r|ω and λ ∈ [0, 2), ω ∈
[0, 2). Then (zt)t≥0 is ergodic with respect to the measure µ, with Lyapunov function defined
in (2.24). Moreover, the empirical measure

πt :=
1

t

∫ t

0
δ(θs,rs)ds

satisfies a LDP in the τκ-topology. Finally, for any ν ∈ Pκ(X ) such that dν = eυdµ, the
rate function reads

IR(ν) =
β

4

(∫
X
|∇θυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇θψυ|2 dν

)
+
α

4

(∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇rψυ|2 dν

)
,

(2.26)
where ψ is the unique solution in H 1(ν) to the Poisson equation

−β∆θψυ − α∆rψυ + β∇θψν · ∇θυ + α∇rψν · ∇rυ = LRAv. (2.27)

3 Comparisons

In this section, by using the large deviation rate function of empirical measure as a tool to
analyze the convergence rate to the invariant measure, and taking the large deviation rate
function as a measure of the rate of convergence to equilibrium, we study whether variants
of Langevin dynamics have acceleration effect over the overdamped Langevin dynamics.
The intuition is that the larger the rate function, the more concentrated the empirical
measure is around the invariant measure, thus indicating faster convergence. First, we
consider the acceleration of the generalized Langevin dynamics (1.6) We have the following
result.

Corollary 3.1. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold. For any ν ∈ P(X = Rd) of the
form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ. If the matrix D− I is a positive semidefinite diffusion matrix,
then we have

Iτ (ν) ≥ Io(ν), (3.1)

where Iτ (ν) is the rate function of the generalized Langevin dynamics (1.6) and Io(ν) is
the rate function (2.12) of the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2).
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Corollary 3.1 shows the acceleration effect of the generalized Langevin dynamics com-
pared to the overdamped Langevin dynamics. In the rest of this section, we show the
acceleration of variants of Langevin dynamics over the classical overdamped Langevin dy-
namics by comparing their rate functions from the large deviations. It is known that
the rate function for non-reversible Langevin dynamics (1.5) is greater than that for over-
damped Langevin dynamics (1.2), and hence the acceleration [FS20]. In the rest of this sec-
tion, we will compare the rate functions for mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12), Hessian-free
high-resolution dynamics (1.17), underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4), and high-order
Langevin dynamics (1.15) with that of overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2).

Note that for underdamped Langevin dynamics, high-order Langevin dynamics, and
Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics, these processes live in higher dimensions than over-
damped Langevin dynamics, which makes a direct comparison of their rate functions im-
possible. We introduce a novel method to expand the space of overdamped Langevin
dynamics to match the dimension with that of the variant of Langevin dynamics under
study, e.g. expanding to the space of overdamped Langevin dynamics to R2d when we com-
pare it with underdamped Langevin dynamics and Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics
and to R2d when we compare it with high-order Langevin dynamics. If the comparison can
be made on the whole expanded space, we then apply the contraction principle from the
large deviations theory to compare the rate functions for the large deviations of 1

t

∫ t
0 δθsds.

First, we compare the rate function of the mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12) with that
of the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2). The following result can be obtained as a
corollary of Corollary 3.1.

Corollary 3.2. Assume the same condition as Theorem 2.2. For any ν ∈ P(X = Rd) of
the form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ. Then for the mirror Langevin dynamics defined by (1.12),
if the matrix [∇2ϕ(z)]−1 − I is a positive semidefinite diffusion matrix, then we have

IM (ν) ≥ Io(ν), (3.2)

where Io(ν) is the rate function of the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2) and IM (ν) is
the rate function of the mirror Langevin dynamics (2.17).

Corollary 3.2 shows the acceleration effect of the mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12)
compared to the overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2).

Next, we compare the rate functions of Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17)
and underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4) with overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2).
Note that overdamped Langevin dynamics lives in Rd, whereas Hessian-free high-resolution
dynamics and underdamped Langevin dynamics live in R2d. Thus, we lift the overdamped
Langevin dynamics to R2d, before we do the comparison. We consider the expanded second-
order overdamped Langevin dynamics, for (θt, rt) ∈ Rd × Rd,{

dθt = −∇U(θt)dt+
√
2dWt,

drt = −rtdt+
√
2dBt,

(3.3)
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where Wt and Bt are independent d-dimensional Brownian motions. We can easily check
that its invariant measure is dµ = e−U(θ)− 1

2
|r|2dθdr, that is the same as the invariant

measure of Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics. By LDP for the overdamped Langevin
dynamics (Lemma 2.2), the LDP rate function for the expanded second-order overdamped
Langevin dynamics (3.3) is

Ie2o(ν) =
1

4

∫
X
|∇υ|2 dν, (3.4)

where ν ∈ P(X = R2d) of the form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ.

Proposition 3.1. Assume the same condition as Theorem 2.4. For any ν ∈ P(X = R2d)
of the form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ. Then for the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics
defined by (1.17), if min(α, β) ≥ 1, then we have

IR(ν) ≥ Ie2o(ν), (3.5)

where Ie2o(ν) is in (3.4) the rate function of the expanded second-order overdamped Langevin
dynamics (3.3) and IR(ν) is the rate function of the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics
(1.17).

Proposition 3.1 show the acceleration effect of the Hessian-free high-resolution dynam-
ics (1.17) compared to the expanded second-order overdamped Langevin dynamics (3.3).
Indeed, for the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17), the θ-marginal distribution
of its stationary distribution is the target distribution µ(θ) ∝ e−U(θ) which coincides with
the θ-marginal distribution of the stationary distribution of the expanded second-order
overdamped Langevin dynamics (3.3), which is indeed the stationary distribution of the
overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2). By contraction principle (see e.g. Theorem 4.2.1.
in [DZ98]), for the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17), 1

t

∫ t
0 δθsds satisfies a LDP

in the τκ-topology with the rate function

IR,θ(νθ) := inf
ν∈Pκ(R2d):Mθ(ν)=νθ

IR(ν), (3.6)

where Mθ(ν) is the θ-marginal distribution of ν. Similarly, by contraction principle, the
rate function (2.12) for overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2) can be re-written as

Io(νθ) := inf
ν∈Pκ(R2d):Mθ(ν)=νθ

Ie2o(ν). (3.7)

Therefore, we obtain the following corollary from Proposition 3.1.

Corollary 3.3. For any νθ ∈ P(Rd),

IR,θ(νθ) ≥ Io(νθ), (3.8)

where IR,θ and Io are defined in (3.6) and (2.12).
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Corollary 3.3 shows the acceleration effect of the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics
(1.17) compared to the expanded second-order overdamped Langevin dynamics (3.3) in
terms of the convergence to the target distribution µ(θ) ∝ e−U(θ).

Next, we compare the rate functions of underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4) and
high-order Langevin dynamics (1.15) with overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2). We will
make comparisons on a subspace of the probability measures that is defined as follows.
It remains an open problem how to compare the rate functions on the whole space of the
probabilities for underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4) and high-order Langevin dynamics
(1.15), which will be left as a future research direction.

Definition 3.1. The class PH(X ) consists of ν ∈ P(X = Rd × Rd × · · · × Rd) of the
form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ, where υ is a function of the variable associated the last Rd
component of X = Rd × Rd × · · · × Rd.

We have the following comparison result for the rate function of underdamped Langevin
dynamics (1.4) with overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2).

Proposition 3.2. Assume the same condition as Assumption 4.4. in [FS20]. For any
ν(θ, r) ∈ PH(X = R2d), ν is of the form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ for υ = υ(r). Then for the
underdamped Langevin dynamics defined by (1.4), if γ ≥ 1, then we have

Iu(ν) ≥ Ie2o(ν), (3.9)

where Ie2o(ν) is the rate function of the expanded second-order overdamped Langevin dy-
namics (3.3) and Iu(ν) is the rate function of the underdamped Langevin dynamics (1.4).

Proposition 3.2 shows the acceleration effect of the underdamped Langevin dynamics
(1.4) compared to the expanded second-order overdamped Langevin dynamics (3.3) on a
class of probability measures PH(X = R2d).

Finally, we compare the rate functions of high-order Langevin dynamics (1.15) with
overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2). Note that overdamped Langevin dynamics lives
in Rd, whereas high-order Langevin dynamics live in R3d. Thus, we lift the overdamped
Langevin dynamics to R3d, before we do the comparison. We consider the expanded third-
order overdamped Langevin dynamics, for (θt, pt, rt) ∈ Rd × Rd × Rd,

dθt = −∇U(θt)dt+
√
2dWt,

dpt = −ptdt+
√
2dB1

t ,

drt = −rtdt+
√
2dB2

t ,

(3.10)

where Wt, B
1
t and B2

t are independent d-dimensional Brownian motions. We can easily

check that its invariant measure is dµ = e−U(θ)− 1
2
|p|2− 1

2
|r|2dθdpdr, that is the same as the

invariant measure of high-order Langevin dynamics. By LDP for the overdamped Langevin
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dynamics (Lemma 2.2), the LDP rate function for the expanded third-order overdamped
Langevin dynamics (3.10) is

Ie3o(ν) =
1

4

∫
X
|∇υ|2 dν, (3.11)

where ν ∈ P(X = R3d) of the form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ.

Proposition 3.3. Assume the same condition as Assumption 4.4. in [FS20]. For any
ν(θ, p, r) ∈ PH(X = R3d), ν is of the form dν = eυ dµ and ν ̸= µ for υ = υ(r). Then for
the high-order Langevin dynamics defined by (1.15), if α ≥ 1, then we have

IH(ν) ≥ Ie3o(ν), (3.12)

where Ie3o(ν) is the rate function of the expanded third-order overdamped Langevin dynam-
ics (3.10) and IH(ν) is the rate function of the high-order Langevin dynamics (2.21).

Proposition 3.3 shows the acceleration effect of the underdamped Langevin dynamics
(1.15) compared to the expanded third-order overdamped Langevin dynamics (3.10) on a
class of probability measures PH(X = R3d).

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct numerical experiments for the variants of Langevin algo-
rithms based on the Euler–Maruyama discretization of underdamped Langevin dynamics
(1.4), non-reversible Langevin dynamics (1.5), mirror Langevin dynamics (1.12), high-order
Langevin dynamics (1.15) and Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics (1.17), and compare
our results with the unadjusted Langevin algorithm, i.e. the Euler–Maruyama discretiza-
tion of overdamped Langevin dynamics (1.2). 5 We focus on applying variants of Langevin
algorithms to Bayesian logistic regression using both synthetic and real data. We first
introduce the Bayesian logistic regression framework.

4.1 Bayesian logistic regression framework

Consider a dataset A = {(Xj , yj)}nj=1, where Xj ∈ Rd denotes independent feature vectors
and yj ∈ {0, 1} represents binary labels. The likelihood function follows the logistic model:

P(yj = 1|Xj , x) = σ(x⊤Xj) =
(
1 + e−x

⊤Xj

)−1
, (4.1)

where σ(·) denotes the sigmoid function and x ∈ Rd denotes the regression coefficients.

5In the literature, finer discretizations for Langevin algorithms have been used; see e.g. [CCBJ18,
DRD20]. To illustrate our theory, which is based on the continuous-time diffusion, instead of showing ac-
celeration due to finer discretizations, we use Euler-Maruyama discretization for all the variants of Langevin
dynamics for the sake of fair comparison.
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Under the Bayesian paradigm, we impose a Gaussian prior p(x) = N (0, λI) with λ = 10
to regularize the parameter space. The posterior distribution π(x) ∝ e−U(x) combines the
likelihood and prior through the potential function:

U(x) = −
n∑
j=1

logP(yj |Xj , x)− log p(x) =

n∑
j=1

log
(
1 + e−x

⊤Xj

)
+

1

2λ
|x|2. (4.2)

Note that the function U(x) in (4.2) is strongly convex and smooth due to the ℓ2-regularization
term inherited from the Gaussian prior. This guarantees unique identifiability of the pa-
rameters and facilitates efficient sampling.

4.2 Bayesian logistic regression with synthetic data

In this section, we validate our methodology through synthetic data experiments. Let
feature vectors Xj ∼ N (0, 10Id), true parameters x = [x1, x2, . . . , xd]

⊤ with prior x ∼
N (0, 10Id) and binary labels for each (Xj , pj) where pj ∼ U [0, 1], and yj = 1 if pj ≤
σ(x⊤trueXj) and yj = 0 otherwise. This data generation process ensures the labels yj adhere
to the logistic model while maintaining controlled experimental conditions. The uniform
threshold introduces stochasticity consistent with the Bernoulli likelihood structure.

For synthetic data, we generated 5000 data points with d random features and gen-
erated binary labels. For synthetic data, for non-reversible Langevin, we generated the
anti-symmetric matrix J by first generating a d× d random matrix A with standard nor-
mal random entries and then we set J = A−A⊤ such that J is an anti-symmetric matrix
i.e J⊤ = −J ; for mirror Langevin, we set the mirror map as h(x) = 1

4

∑d
i=1 x

4
i for any

x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd. We chose the stepsize η = 0.0003 for overdamped, non-reversible,
Hessian-free high-resolution and mirror Langevin and the stepsize η = 0.003 for under-
damped and high-order Langevin. We chose γ = 4 for underdamped Langevin, γ = 20 and
α = 15 for high-order Langevin, and γ = 1 and α = 30 for Hessian-free high-resolution.

The accuracy is reported only for test data sets. Our numerical results using syn-
thetic data summarized in Figure 1 show that under for proper choices of hyperparameters
(and the anti-symmetric matrix for non-reversible Langevin and the mirror map for mirror
Langevin), the variants of Langevin algorithms, including underdamped Langevin (Fig-
ure 1b), non-reversible Langevin (Figure 1c), high-order Langevin (Figure 1d), Hessian-free
high-resolution (Figure 1e) and mirror Langevin (Figure 1f) can all have faster convergence
than overdamped Langevin (Figure 1a). On the other hand, the performance of these vari-
ants of Langevin algorithms is sensitive to the choices of hyperparameters (and the anti-
symmetric matrix for non-reversible Langevin and the mirror map for mirror Langevin). In
another set of experiments reported in Figure 2, with a slight change in the choices of hy-
perparameters, underdamped Langevin (Figure 2b), high-order Langevin (Figure 2d) and
Hessian-free high-resolution (Figure 2e) can outperform overdamped Langevin (Figure 2a),
whereas mirror Langevin (Figure 2f) and non-reversible (Figure 2c) cannot, even though
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their performance is comparable with overdamped Langevin (Figure 2a). One possible
explanation is that the performance of non-reversible Langevin dynamics (1.5) depends on
the choice of the anti-symmetric matrix, and the performance of mirror Langevin dynamics
(1.12) depends on the choice of the mirror map, such that when the hypermarameters are
changed, one has to fine tune the choices of the anti-symmetric matrix and the mirror map
simultaneously in order to maintain the good performance.

(a) Overdamped Langevin (b) Underdamped Langevin (c) Non-reversible Langevin

(d) High-order Langevin (e) Hessian-free high-resolution (f) Mirror Langevin

Figure 1: The plots show the accuracy over the synthetic data with dimension 569 × 31, in
which all variants of the Langevin algorithms outperform overdamped Langevin algorithm
in Figure 1a with an appropriate choice of hyperparameters.

4.3 Bayesian logistic regression with real data

In this section, we validate our methodology through real data experiments. We consider
the UCI ML Breast Cancer Wisconsin (Diagnostic) data set [WMSS95]. The data set
contains 569 instances with 31 features, where each sample describes characteristics of the
cell nuclei present in a digitized image of a fine needle aspirate (FNA) of a breast mass.

For real data, we generated the anti-symmetric matrix for non-reversible Langevin and
the mirror map h(x) for mirror Langevin similarly as for synthetic data, and kept the same
stepsizes as well. We chose γ = 35 for underdamped Langevin, γ = 35 and α = 35 for
high-order Langevin, and γ = 1 and α = 30 for Hessian-free high-resolution.
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(a) Overdamped Langevin (b) Underdamped Langevin (c) Non-reversible Langevin

(d) High-order Langevin (e) Hessian-free high-resolution (f) Mirror Langevin

Figure 2: With a slight change of hyperparameters, we can see from this figure that un-
derdamped Langevin (Figure 2b), high-order Langevin (Figure 2d) and Hessian-free high-
resolution (Figure 2e) can outperform overdamped Langevin (Figure 2a); however, mirror
Langevin (Figure 2f) and non-reversible (Figure 2c) cannot, even though their performance
is comparable with overdamped Langevin (Figure 2a).

The accuracy is reported only for test data sets. Our numerical results using real
data show that for some particular selection of hyperparameters, the variants of Langevin
algorithms can all outperform the overdamped Langevin algorithm (Figure 3). These
experiments demonstrate the practical applicability of our methods and validate their per-
formance on real-world classification tasks. On the other hand, under a different choice of
hyperparameters as in Figure 4, underdamped, high-order Langevin and Hessian-free high-
resolution algorithms have faster convergence than overdamped Langevin; see Figures 4b,
4e, 4d and 4a; whereas non-reversible Langevin, and mirror Langevin exhibit similar per-
formance compared with overdamped Langevin; see Figures 4c, and 4a. Non-reversible and
mirror Langevin seem to be more sensitive to the choice of hyperparameters, which might
be due to the fact that their performance also depends on the choice of the anti-symmetric
matrix and the mirror map.
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(a) Overdamped Langevin (b) Underdamped Langevin (c) Non-reversible Langevin

(d) High-order Langevin (e) Hessian-free high-resolution (f) Mirror Langevin

Figure 3: The plots show the accuracy over the real data with dimension 569 × 31, in
which all variants of the Langevin algorithms outperform overdamped Langevin algorithm
in Figure 3a with an appropriate choice of hyperparameters.

5 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we studied variants of Langevin dynamics through the lens of large devi-
ations theory. We showed the acceleration of convergence of the variants of overdamped
Langevin dynamics to the Gibbs distribution, including underdamped Langevin dynam-
ics, non-reversible Langevin dynamics, mirror Langevin dynamics, high-order Langevin
dynamics, Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics by comparing the rate functions from the
large deviations theory. We provided numerical experiments using both synthetic and real
data, based on the Euler–Maruyama discretizations of these variants of Langevin dynamics
and demonstrated their efficiency.
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and Nosé-Hoover processes absorbed at the boundary of a metastable domain.
arXiv:2403.17471, 2024.

[HHMS93] Chii-Ruey Hwang, Shu-Yin Hwang-Ma, and Shuenn-Jyi Sheu. Accelerating
Gaussian diffusions. Annals of Applied Probability, 3:897–913, 1993.

[HHMS05] Chii-Ruey Hwang, Shu-Yin Hwang-Ma, and Shuenn-Jyi Sheu. Accelerating
diffusions. Annals of Applied Probability, 15:1433–1444, 2005.

[HKRC18] Ya-Ping Hsieh, Ali Kavis, Paul Rolland, and Volkan Cevher. Mirrored
Langevin dynamics. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
(NeurIPS), 2018.

[HKS89] Richard A Holley, Shigeo Kusuoka, and Daniel W Stroock. Asymptotics of the
spectral gap with applications to the theory of simulated annealing. Journal
of Functional Analysis, 83(2):333–347, 1989.

[Hof09] Peter D Hoff. A First Course in Bayesian Statistical Methods, volume 580.
Springer, 2009.

[HWG+20] Yuanhan Hu, Xiaoyu Wang, Xuefeng Gao, Gürbüzbalaban, and Lingjiong
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A Notations

For a function f : Rn → R, we introduce the following notations:

• The gradient of f is defined as ∇f :=
(
∂f
∂x1

, ∂f∂x2 , . . . ,
∂f
∂xn

)
.

• The Hessian matrix of f is defined as ∇2f :=
(

∂2f
∂xi∂xj

)n
i,j=1

.

• The third-order tensor of partial derivatives of f is defined as∇3f :=
(

∂3f
∂xi∂xj∂xk

)n
i,j,k=1

.

• The Laplacian of f is given by ∆f := ∇ · ∇f =
∑n

i=1
∂2f
∂x2i

.

For a vector field v : Rn → Rn, its divergence is defined as ∇ · v :=
∑n

i=1
∂vi
∂xi

.

For an operator L := b · ∇+ S : ∇2, the carré du champ operator Γ associated with L
is defined as follows; see e.g. [BGL13]. For two regular functions φ, ψ:

Γ(φ,ψ) :=
1

2
(L(φψ)− φLψ − ψLφ) = ∇φ · S∇ψ.

Next, we define various spaces for real-valued functions on χ that are used throughout
the paper as follows.

• C∞(X ) is the space of smooth functions.

• C∞
c (X ) is the space of smooth functions with compact support.

• Ck(X ) is the space of functions are smooth to the k-th derivative.
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• Cb(X ) is the space of continuous and bounded functions.

• S is the space of smooth functions growing at most polynomially and whose deriva-
tives also grow at most polynomially:

S =

{
φ ∈ C∞(X )

∣∣∣∣ ∀α ∈ Nd, ∃N > 0 such that sup
x∈X

|∂αφ(x)|
(1 + |x|2)N

< +∞
}
,

where ∂α = ∂α1
x1 . . . ∂

αd
xd

with α = (α1, . . . , αd).

• B∞(X ) is the space of bounded measurable functions, that is endowed with the norm

∥φ∥B∞ := sup
x∈X

|φ(X )|.

• B∞
W (χ) is defined as

B∞
W (X ) =

{
φ : χ→ R measurable

∣∣∣∣ ∥φ∥B∞
W

:= sup
x∈X

|φ(x)|
W (x)

< +∞
}
,

where W : X → [1,+∞) is any given measurable function.

• PW (X ) is the associated space of probability measures for duality on measure spaces:

PW (X ) = {ν ∈ P(X ) | ν(W ) < +∞} .

• C0([0, T ],Rd) refers to the set of continuous functions from the interval [0, T ] to Rd.

• For any probability measure µ ∈ P(X ), let

L2(µ) =

{
φ measurable

∣∣∣∣ ∫
X
|φ|2dµ < +∞

}
.

• For any φ ∈ C∞
c (X ), we introduce the seminorm

|φ|2H 1(µ) =

∫
X

C (φ,φ)dµ,

and the equivalence relation ∼1 through: φ ∼1 ψ if and only if |φ− ψ|H 1(µ) = 0.

• H 1(µ) is the closure of C∞
c (X ) quotiented by ∼1 for the norm | · |H 1(µ). Note that

H 1(µ) and L2(µ) are not subspaces of each other in general, but H 1(µ) ⊂ L2(µ) for
instance if µ satisfies a Poincaré inequality and S is positive definite. The difference
between L2(µ) and H 1(µ) is however important for degenerate dynamics; see the
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application in Section 4.2 in [FS20]. We now construct a space dual to H 1(µ) with
the same density argument by introducing the seminorm: for φ ∈ C∞

c (X ),

|φ|2H −1(µ) = sup
ψ∈C∞

c (X )

{
2

∫
X
φψdµ− |ψ|2H 1(µ)

}
.

We define similarly the equivalence relation ∼−1 on C∞
c (X ) by φ ∼−1 ψ if and only

if |φ − ψ|H −1(µ) = 0. The space H −1(µ) is then the closure of C∞
c (X ) quotiented

by ∼−1. This is actually the dual space of H 1(µ).

Next, we introduce the definitions of various topologies that are used in our paper.

• τ -topology is the weak topology on P(X ) associated with the convergence of mea-
sures tested against functions belonging to B∞(X ) (we may also use the notation
σ(P(X ), B∞)). This means that for a sequence (νn)n∈N in P(X ), νn → ν in the τ -
topology if νn(φ) → ν(φ) for any φ ∈ B∞(X ). Recall that the τ -topology is stronger
than the usual weak topology σ(P(X ), Cb(X )) on P(X ), which corresponds to the
convergence νn(φ) → ν(φ) for any φ ∈ Cb(X ).

• τW is the associated topology σ(PW (X ), B∞
W (X )), accounting for the convergence of

measures tested against the larger class of functions φ ∈ B∞
W (X ).

• The weighted total variation distance between two probability measures ν, η ∈ PW (χ)
is given by

dW (ν, η) = sup
∥φ∥B∞

W
≤1

{∫
X
φdν −

∫
X
φdη

}
=

∫
X
W (x) |ν − η|(dx),

where |ν − η| is the total variation measure associated with ν − η.

Finally, the notation [·, ·] refers to the Lie bracket of two vector fields. The Lie bracket
is used to describe the symmetry or commutation properties between two vector fields and
is defined as follows:

[Ai, Aj ](f) = Ai(Aj(f))−Aj(Ai(f)),

where f is a smooth function. Intuitively, the Lie bracket measures the non-commutativity
of two vector fields, i.e., the difference in their actions when applied in different orders.

B Technical Proofs

B.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Proof. Under Assumption 2.1-2.3, the empirical measure πt of the generalized Langevin
dynamics defined in (1.6) satisfies a large deviation principle in the τκ-topology, and the
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proof is similar as Theorem 2.1 in [FS20] and is omitted here. In the rest of the proof, we
will obtain the rate function from the large deviation principle through the decomposition
of the infinitesimal generator Lτ of the dynamics (1.6) which can be easily computed as

Lτ =

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
−Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z) +

∂

∂zj
Dij(z) +

∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

] ∂

∂zi

+
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

Dij(z)
∂2

∂zi∂zj
.

(B.1)

By the definition of adjoint operator, we have∫
X
g(z)Lτh(z) dµ =

∫
X
h(z)L∗

τg(z) dµ, (B.2)

where Lτ is the infinitesimal generator of the generalized Langevin dynamics (1.6) that is
given by formula (B.1). By plugging formula (B.1) into the left hand side of (B.2), and
taking µ(dz) = e−H(z)dz, where H(z) is given in (1.7), we get∫

X
gLτh dµ =

∫
X
g(z)

{ n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
−Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z) +

∂

∂zj
Dij(z)

+
∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

] ∂

∂zi
h(z) +

∑
i

∑
j

Dij(z)
∂2

∂zi∂zj
h(z)

}
e−H(z) dz

=

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∫
X
g(z)

{[
−Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z) +

∂

∂zj
Dij(z)

+
∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

] ∂

∂zi
h(z)

}
· e−H(z) dz

+
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∫
X
g(z)

(
Dij(z)

∂2

∂zi∂zj
h(z)

)
· e−H(z) dz

=
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∫
X
− ∂

∂zi

{
g(z)

[
−Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)

+
∂

∂zj
Dij(z) +

∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

]
e−H(z)

}
· h(z) dz

+
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∫
X

∂2

∂zi∂zj

(
g(z) · Dij(z) · e−H(z)

)
· h(z) dz.

(B.3)
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By expanding equation (1.10) specifically, we obtain

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

{
∂2

∂zi∂zj
Qij(z)e

−H(z) +
∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

(
− ∂

∂zi
H(z)

)
e−H(z)

+
∂

∂zi
Qij(z)

(
− ∂

∂zj
H(z)

)
e−H(z) +Qij(z)

(
− ∂2

∂zi∂zj
H(z)

)
e−H(z)

+Qij(z)
( ∂

∂zj
H(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)

)
e−H(z)

}
= 0.

(B.4)

We can divide equation (B.3) into two parts and simplify it by using the properties of
matrices D(z) and Q(z). We can compute that

− ∂

∂zi

{
g(z)

[
−Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z) +

∂

∂zj
Dij(z) +

∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

]
e−H(z)

}
=
∂

∂zi
Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z) · g(z) · e−H(z) +

∂

∂zi
Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z) · g(z) · e−H(z)

− ∂2

∂zj∂zi
Dij(z) · e−H(z) · g(z)− ∂2

∂zj∂zi
Qij(z) · e−H(z) · g(z)

+Dij(z)
∂2

∂zj∂zi
H(z) · g(z) · e−H(z) +Qij(z)

∂2

∂zj∂zi
H(z) · g(z) · e−H(z)

+Dij(z)
∂

∂zj
H(z)

∂

∂zi
g(z) · e−H(z) +Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)

∂

∂zi
g(z) · e−H(z)

− ∂

∂zj
Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
g(z) · e−H(z) − ∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

∂

∂zi
g(z) · e−H(z)

−Dij(z)
( ∂

∂zj
H(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)

)
· g(z) · e−H(z) −Qij(z)

( ∂

∂zj
H(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)

)
g(z)·

e−H(z) +
∂

∂zj
Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z) · g(z) · e−H(z) +

∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)g(z) · e−H(z),

(B.5)
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and

∂2

∂zi∂zj

(
g(z) · Dij(z) · e−H(z)

)
=

∂2

∂zi∂zj
Dij(z) · g(z) · e−H(z) +

∂

∂zi
Dij(z)

∂

∂zj
g(z) · e−H(z)

+
∂

∂zi
Dij(z) · g(z)

(
− ∂

∂zj
H(z)

)
· e−H(z) +

∂

∂zj
Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
g(z) · e−H(z)

+Dij(z)
∂2

∂zi∂zj
g(z) · e−H(z) +Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
g(z)

(
− ∂

∂zj
H(z)

)
· e−H(z)

+
∂

∂zj
Dij(z) · g(z)

(
− ∂

∂zi
H(z)

)
· e−H(z) +Dij(z)

(
− ∂

∂zi
H(z)

) ∂

∂zj
g(z) · e−H(z)

+Dij(z)g(z)
(
− ∂2

∂zi∂zj
H(z)

)
· e−H(z) +Dij(z)g(z)

( ∂

∂zi
H(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)

)
· e−H(z).

(B.6)

Substituting (B.5) and (B.6) into (B.3), we obtain under condition (B.4)∫
X
gLτh dµ =

∫
X
h(z)

{ n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[ ∂

∂zi
Dij(z)−Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)

] ∂

∂zj
g(z)

+
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)− ∂

∂zj
Qij(z)

] ∂

∂zi
g(z)

+

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

Dij(z)
∂2

∂zi∂zj
g(z)

}
dµ

=

∫
X
hL∗

τg dµ.

Hence

L∗
τ =

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
∂

∂zi
Dij(z)−Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)

]
∂

∂zj

−
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
∂

∂zj
Qij(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)

]
∂

∂zi
+

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

Dij(z)
∂2

∂zi∂zj
.

(B.7)

Next, it follow from equation (2.7) that

LS =
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
∂

∂zi
Dij(z)−Dij(z)

∂

∂zi
H(z)

]
∂

∂zj
+

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

Dij(z)
∂2

∂zi∂zj
,

LA =
n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

[
∂

∂zj
Qij(z)−Qij(z)

∂

∂zj
H(z)

]
∂

∂zi
.

(B.8)
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By applying Lemma 2.1, we obtain

Iτ (ν) =
1

4

∫
X
∇υ · D∇υ dν +

1

4

∫
X
∇ψυ · D∇ψυ dν,

where ψυ is the unique solution in H 1(ν) to the Poisson equation

∇̃(D∇ψυ) = LAυ.

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.1.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 2.4

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Proposition 4.3 in [FS20]. It follows from Propo-
sition 4.3 in [FS20] that πt =

1
t

∫ t
0 δθsds satisfies a large deviation principle (LDP) in the

τκ-topology under the assumption that e−U ∈ L1(X ) and, for any η ∈ (0, 1), it holds

(1− η)|∇U |2 −∆U −−−−−→
|θ|→+∞

+∞,

and ∇ ·
(
J∆Ue−U

)
= 0 and

J∇U · ∇U
Ψ

−−−−−→
|θ|→+∞

0,

where
Ψ = η

(
(1− η)|∇U |2 −∆U

)
.

Then, with the notation of (2.7), it holds LS = −∇U · ∇ + ∆ and LA = −J∇U · ∇ and
L = LS + LA. Moreover, we have the following relation:

−(L − J∇U · ∇)eηU

eηU
= η

(
(1− η)|∇U |2 −∆U + J∇U · ∇U

)
= η

(
(1− η)|∇U |2 −∆U

)
= Ψ.

Finally, the conclusion follows from ∇ ·
(
J∆Ue−U

)
= 0 and J∇U · ∇U = 0 since J is an

anti-symmetric matrix.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 2.2

Proof. We know that the generator of the mirrored Langevin dynamics (1.12) is elliptic
and therefore it automatically satisfies the hypoellipticity of the generator and the con-
trollability (i.e., irreducibility of the dynamics) properties. By letting D = [∇2ϕ(z)]−1, the
Lyapunov condition is satisfied by applying Proposition 2.1. Finally, by applying Theo-
rem 2.1, the conclusion follows.

38



B.4 Proof of Lemma 2.5

Proof. We first show the Hypoellipticity. We know from equation (2.18) that the generator
of high-order Langevin dynamics is

LH = α∆r − (γp+ αr) · ∇r + p · ∇θ − (∇U − γr) · ∇p

= (−αr · ∇r + α∆r) + (p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r)

= −A1A
∗
1 + LHA,

where A1 =
√
α∇r. We can check that 1

2e
− 1

2
|r|2dr is the invariant measure of LHS. We can

compute that for any f, g ∈ L2(dµ),∫
Rd

(√
α∇rf

)
g
1

2
e−

1
2
|r|2dr = −

∫
Rd

f
√
α∇r

(
g
1

2
e−

1
2
|r|2

)
dr

=

∫
Rd

f
√
α(rg −∇rg)

1

2
e−

1
2
|r|2dr,

that is A∗
1 =

√
α(r −∇r). Now we arrive at that LH = −A1A

∗
1 + LHA.

Hörmander’s condition requires that the vector field family generated by finite Lie
brackets at each point must span the entire tangent space. Next we want to show that
these operators A1,LHA, [A1,LHA], [[A1, [A1,LHA]], · · · span the entire space of X for a
finite number of commutators. We can compute that for any smooth function f in X

[A1,LHA]f : = (A1LHA − LHAA1)f

=
√
α∇r(p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r)f

− (p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r)
√
α∇rf

= γ∇pf,

[[A1,LHA],LHA]f = (γ∇pLHA − LHAγ∇p)f

= γ∇p(p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r)f

− (p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r)γ∇pf

= γ∇p(∇θ − γ∇r)f,

[[[A1,LHA],LHA],LHA]f = [γ∇p(∇θ − γ∇r), p · ∇θ −∇U · ∇p + γr · ∇p − γp · ∇r] f

=
(
γ(∇θ − p · ∇p∇θ) + γ2r · ∇p − γ2p · ∇r + γ∇r

)
f.

Therefore, [A1,LHA], [[A1,LHA],LHA], [[[A1,LHA],LHA],LHA] has rank 3d at every point
(θ, p, q) because that ∇θ,∇p,∇r are independent in the sense of linear independence. That
is the Hypoellipticity of LH such that Assumption 2.1 is satisfied.

Next, we show the Controllability. Given t > 0 and two pair of points (θ0, p0, r0) and
(θt, pt, rt), let ϕ(s) be any C3 path in Rd which satisfy ϕ(0) = θ0, ϕ(t) = θt, ∇ϕ(0) = p0
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and ∇ϕ(t) = pt, ∇2ϕ(0) = −∇U(θ0) + γr0 and ∇2ϕ(t) = −∇U(θt) + γrt. Consider the
control u given by

ut =
1√
2α

(
1

γ
∇3ϕ(t) +

α

γ
∇2ϕ(t) +

(
1

γ
∇2U(ϕ(t)) + γ

)
∇ϕ(t) + α

γ
∇U(ϕ(t))

)
. (B.9)

By definition, (ϕ(t),∇ϕ(t),∇2ϕ(t)) is a solution of the control system with control ut.
Therefore the Controllability (Assumption 2.2) is satisfied. The proof is complete.

Remark B.1. The ut drives the system from (θ0, p0, r0) to (θt, pt, rt). We denote by Gt(x)
the set of accessible points from x in time t. This implies that Gt(x) = R3d for all t > 0
and all x ∈ R3d. From the support theorem (Theorem 6.1 in [Bel06]) we conclude that
Pt(x, F ) > 0 for all t > 0, all x ∈ R3d, and all open set F .

B.5 Proof of Lemma 2.6

Proof. Let us construct the Lyapunov functions Wδ : R3d → [1,+∞) satisfying Lyapunov
condition (2.20). The construction is inspired from Proposition 2.13 in [GLNW24]. We
define the vector field L as follows. Let χ : Rd → [0, 1] be a smooth function such that
χ(θ) = 0 if |θ| ≤ 1 and χ(θ) = 1 if |θ| ≥ 2. We define J(θ) := θ|θ|β−1χ(θ) with β ∈ [0, 1].
Note that J is C1 and the first derivatives of J are bounded over Rd (because β ≤ 1), say
by CJ := supθ∈Rd |Jac(J(θ))| > 0 (where ∥M∥2 := sup{|My|, |y| = 1},M ∈ Md(R)). One
then sets:

L := κJ, κ :=
γ

2CJ
, (B.10)

so that
CL := sup

θ∈Rd

|Jac(L(θ))| ≤ γ/2. (B.11)

For all (θ, p, r) ∈ R3d, b ≥ 0, and h, a > 0, we define:

F0(θ, p, r) := hH(θ, p, r) + aL(θ) · p+ bp · r, (B.12)

with H(θ, p, r) given in (1.13). The parameter β > 0 will be chosen such that

inf
(θ,p,r)∈R3d

F0(θ, p, r) ∈ R. (B.13)

We then set FHL(θ, p, r) := F0(θ, p, r)− inf(θ,p,r)∈R3d F0(θ, p, r) + 1 and

Wδ(θ, p, r) := exp
(
F δHL(θ, p, r)

)
, where 1− β

k
< δ < 1. (B.14)

In the following, for ease of notation we simply write F for FHL. Since F 1−δ ≥ 1, a
straightforward computation implies that over R3d,

LHWδ

Wδ
≤ δ

F 1−δ
[
LHF + δα|∇pF |2

]
, (B.15)
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where
LH = α∆r − (γp+ αr) · ∇r + p · ∇θ − (∇U − γr) · ∇p. (B.16)

We also have

∇θF (θ, p, r) = h∇U(θ) + aJac(L(θ))p,

∇pF (θ, p, r) = hp+ aL(θ) + br,

∇rF (θ, p, r) = hr + bp.

Consequently, one has for all (θ, p, r) ∈ R3d,

LHF (θ, p, r) = −γb|p|2 + ap · Jac(L(θ)) · p− a∇U(θ) · L(θ) + (bγ − αh)|r|2

+ aγr · L(θ)− b∇U(θ) · r − αbr · p+ hdα, (B.17)

and

δα|∇zF |2(θ, p, r) = δα|hr + bp|2, (B.18)

with z = (θ, p, r). Set

b = a > 0, k ∈ (1, 2], and β = k − 1. (B.19)

Let us first check (B.13). Let p1 = k/(k − 1) > 1 and q1 = p1/(p1 − 1) = k ≤ 2. Using
Assumption 2.4, we have for all (θ, p, r) ∈ R3d, if |θ| ≥ cv,

F0(θ, p, r) ≥ mUh|θ|k +
h− a

2
|p|2 + h− a

2
|r|2 − aκ

p1
|θ|k − aκ

k
|p|k. (B.20)

Then, for h > 0, choose a > 0 small enough such that

aκ

p1
< mUh and

aκ

k
+
a

2
<
h

2
. (B.21)

Then (B.13) holds. Note also that when (B.19) is satisfied,

F0(θ, p, r) ≤ c′(|θ|k + |p|2 + |r|2) + C ′.

Next, let us verify that a Lyapunov function Wδ of the form (B.17) which satisfies
the Lyapunov condition (2.20). Recall b = a. In the following, (θ, p, r) ∈ R3d, |θ| ≥
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max(2,mU ), and η =
√
a. Using Assumption 2.4, (B.17), and (B.18), one has:(

LHF + δα|∇rF |2
)
(θ, p, r)

≤ αhd− γa|p|2 + ap · Jac(L(θ))p− a∇U(θ) · L(θ)− αh|r|2 + γa|r|2

+ γa|r||L(θ)|+ a|∇U(θ)||r|+ αa|r||p|+ δα|hr + ap|2

≤ ahd− γa|p|2 + aCL|p|2 − aκcU |θ|2(k−1) − αh|r|2 + γa|r|2

+ γκa|r||θ|k−1 + aMU |θ|k−1|r|+ αa|p||r|+ δα|hr + ap|2

≤ ahd− γa|p|2 + aCL|p|2 − aκcU |θ|2(k−1) − αh|r|2 + γa|r|2 + γκa|r|2

2η
+ γκηa|θ|2(k−1)

+
aMU |r|2

2η
+ aηMU |θ|2(k−1) +

αa|r|2

2η
+
αaη|p|2

2
+ 2δαh2|r|2 + 2δαa2|p|2

≤ ahd+ |p|2
(
−γa+ aCL + 2δαa2 + αa

3
2 /2

)
+ |θ|2(k−1)

(
−κcUa+ γκa3/2/2 +MUa

3/2/2
)

+ |r|2
(
−αh+ 2δαh2 + γκ

√
a/2 +MU

√
a/2 + α

√
a/2 + γa

)
.

With (B.14) and (B.19) we know that δ > 2−k
k . Let h > 0 such that −αh + 2δh2 < 0.

Using also (B.11), it holds −γ +CL ≤ −γ/2. We then choose a > 0 such that (B.21) holds
and

− γ/2 + 2δa2 + αa3/2/2 < 0,

− κcUa+ γκa3/2/2 +MUa
3/2/2 < 0,

− αh+ 2δh2 + γκ
√
a/2 +MU

√
a/2 + α

√
a/2 + γa < 0.

This concludes the proof.

B.6 Proof of Theorem 2.3

Proof. By Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6, we know the infinite generator LH satisfies the Hypoellip-
ticity (Assumption 2.1), Controllability (Assumption 2.2) and Witten-Lyapunov condition
(Assumption 2.3). As a special case of the constructed model, by Theorem 2.1, the in-
finitesimal generator is decomposed such that the rate function is the sum of symmetric
and anti-symmetric parts. Through formula (2.23) and (2.6), we have

C (υ, υ) =
1

2

(
Lα(υ2)− 2υLαυ

)
= α|∇rυ|2.

Hence by Lemma 2.1, we obtain

IH(ν) =
α

4

∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν +

α

4

∫
X
|∇rψ|2 dν.
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Write ψυ = γψ where ψυ is the unique solution in H 1(ν) to the Poisson equation (2.22)
and this completes of the proof of Theorem 2.3.

B.7 Proof of Lemma 2.7

Proof. Note that LR is an elliptic operator, so Controllability (Assumption 2.2) is satisfied.
Now we check the Witten-Lyapunov condition for the Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics
(1.17). The form of Lyapunov function we constructed is Wa(θ, r) = eφ(θ,r), where

φ(θ, r) = aH(θ, r) + bθ · r = a

(
U(θ) +

1

2
|r|2

)
+ bθ · r,

where H(θ, r) is given in (1.16) and b is a parameter to be determined. With LR given in
(2.18), LRWa

Wa
can be calculated as:

LRWa

Wa
=

(
(−β∇U(θ) + r) · ∇θ + (−αr −∇U(θ)) · ∇r + β∆θ + α∆r

)
eφ

eφ

= (−β∇U(θ) + r) · (a∇U(θ) + br)− (αr +∇U(θ)) · (ar + bθ)

+ α(|ar + bθ|2) + β(|a∇U(θ) + br|2) + aβ∆U(θ) + aαd.

(B.22)

Note that Assumption 2.5(b) implies that there exist MU > 0, k > 1 such that for all
θ ∈ Rd with |θ| ≥ cU : |∇U(θ)| ≤ MU |θ|k−1. Moreover, it follows from Assumption 2.5(b)
that ∆U(θ) ≤ mUd for any θ ∈ Rd.

In order to make −LRWa

Wa
satisfy Lyapunov condition (2.25), we just prove when a ≤ 1

2 ,

when a ≥ 1
2 the proof is the similar. We set η = (1−2a)(α+MUβ)

c1
and b < c1

2α small enough,
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and by Assumption 2.5 such that (B.22) becomes that

−LRWa

Wa
= |r|2

(
aα− b− a2α− b2β

)
+ |θ|2(−αb2)

+ r · θ(αb− 2abα) + r · ∇U(θ)(bβ − 2abβ)

+ bθ · ∇U(θ) + |∇U(θ)|2(aβ − a2β) + ∆U(θ)(−aβ)− aα

≥ |r|2
(
aα− b− a2α− b2β

)
− |θ|2(αb2)− αb− 2abα

2
η|r|2 − αb− 2abα

2η
|θ|2

− MU (bβ − 2abβ)

2
η|r|2 − MU (bβ − 2abβ)

2η
|θ|2k−2

+ bc1|θ|2 − bC1 − aβmUd− aα

= |r|2
(
aα− a2α− b− b2β − ηbα(1− 2a)

2
− MUηbβ(1− 2a)

2

)
+ |θ|2

(
bc1 − αb2 − bα(1− 2a)

2η
− bMUβ(1− 2a)

2η

)
− aβmUd− aα− bC1

= |r|22
(
αa(1− a)− b

(
1 + bβ +

(1− 2a)2(α+MUβ)
2

2c1

))
+ |θ|2

(c1
2

− αb
)
− aβmUd− aα− bC1.

Then the function Wa is a Lyapunov function that meets the Lyapunov condition (2.25)
and this completes the proof of Lemma 2.6.

B.8 Proof of Theorem 2.4

Proof. From formula (2.6), we have

C (υ, υ) =
1

2

(
LR(υ2)− 2υLRυ

)
= β|∇θυ|2 + α|∇rυ|2,

C (ψυ, ψυ) = β|∇θψυ|2 + α|∇rψυ|2,

where LR is defined in (2.23). For φ ∈ C∞
c (X ), we have the seminorm

|φ|2H 1(ν) =

∫
X

C (φ,φ) dν =

∫
X

(
β|∇θφ|2 + α|∇rφ|2

)
dν,

and

|φ|2H −1(ν) = sup
ψ∈C∞

c

{
2

∫
X
φψ dν − |ψ|2H 1(ν)

}
.
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By Lemma 2.1, we deduce that

IA(ν) =
1

4

∣∣LRA(υ)
∣∣2
H −1(ν)

=
1

4
sup
ψ∈C∞

c

{
2

∫
X
LRA(υ)ψ dν − |ψ|2H 1(ν)

}
= −1

2
inf

ψ∈C∞
c

{∫
X

1

2
C (ψ,ψ)− LRA(υ)ψ dν

}
,

where LRA is the anti-symmetric part of LR. Now it comes to a variational problem to
find the infimum of

∫
X
(
1
2C (ψ,ψ)− LA(υ)ψ

)
dν. Using Euler-Lagrange equation and by

Lemma 2.1 we can get that

IR(ν) =
β

4

(∫
X
|∇θυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇θψυ|2 dν

)
+
α

4

(∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇rψυ|2 dν

)
,

(B.23)
where ψυ is the unique solution in H 1(ν) to the Poisson equation

∇̃ (β∇θψυ + α∇rψυ) = LRAυ, (B.24)

where ∇̃ denoting the adjoint of gradient operator ∇ in L2(ν), that is

−eυ∇(e−υ(β∇θψυ + α∇rψυ)) = LRAυ,

i.e. the Poisson equation (2.27) and this completes of the proof of Theorem 2.4.

B.9 Proof of Corollary 3.1

Proof. It follows from Theorem 2.1 that

Iτ (ν) =
1

4

∫
χ
∇υ · D∇υ dν +

1

4

∫
χ
∇ψυ · D∇ψυ dν.

Since D is a positive semidefinite diffusion matrix, we get

∇ψυ · D∇ψυ ≥ 0,

that is,
1

4

∫
χ
∇ψυ · D∇ψυ dν ≥ 0.

It can be seen from (2.12) that

Io(ν) =
1

4

∫
χ
|∇υ|2 dν.
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Next, we define

Jτ (ν) := Iτ (ν)− I0(ν) =
1

4

∫
χ
∇υ · (D − I)∇υ dν +

1

4

∫
χ
∇ψυ · D∇ψυ dν,

where I is the identity matrix. If D − I is a positive semidefinite diffusion matrix, by the
definition of Jτ (ν), it is clear that Jτ (ν) ≥ 0. This completes the proof.

B.10 Proof of Corollary 3.2

Proof. In this example just let D = [∇2ϕ(z)]−1, then this corollary is a direct application
of Corollary 3.1.

B.11 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proof. Recall that the LDP rate function for Hessian-free high-resolution dynamics is in
equation (2.26), that is

IR(ν) =
β

4

(∫
X
|∇θυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇θψυ|2 dν

)
+
α

4

(∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇rψυ|2 dν

)
.

Since ∇υ = (∇θυ,∇rυ), we have∫
X
|∇υ|2 dν =

∫
X
|∇θυ|2 dν +

∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν.

Hence we conclude that if min(α, β) ≥ 1, then we have IR(ν) ≥ Ieo(ν). This completes the
proof.

B.12 Proof of Corollary 3.3

Proof. This corollary follows immediately from Proposition 3.1 and (3.6), (2.12) and (3.7).

B.13 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Proof. Recall that the LDP rate function for underdamped Langevin dynamics is in equa-
tion (2.13), that is

Iu(ν) =
γ

4

∫
X
|∇rυ|2dν +

1

4γ

∫
X
|∇rψ|2dν.

Similar as in the proof of Proposition 3.1

Ie2o(ν) =
1

4

∫
X
|∇υ|2 dν =

1

4

∫
X
|∇θυ|2 dν +

1

4

∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν.

Thus, when υ = υ(r), we have ∇θυ = 0. If γ ≥ 1, we conclude that Iu(ν) ≥ Ieo(ν) and
this completes the proof.
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B.14 Proof of Proposition 3.3

Proof. Recall the LDP rate function for high-order Langevin dynamics from equation
(2.21):

IH(ν) =
α

4

∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν +

1

4α

∫
X
|∇rψ|2 dν.

Moreover,

Ie3o(ν) =
1

4

∫
X
|∇υ|2 dν =

1

4

∫
X
|∇θυ|2 dν +

1

4

∫
X
|∇pυ|2 dν +

1

4

∫
X
|∇rυ|2 dν.

Thus, when υ = υ(r), we have ∇θυ = 0 and ∇pυ = 0. If α ≥ 1, we conclude that
IH(ν) ≥ Ie3o(ν), and this completes the proof.
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