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distance for non-convex potentials. These results are based on a carefully tailored dis-
tance function and an appropriate coupling construction. Additionally, the error in the
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the discretization scheme is bounded. To get an ε-accuracy in L1-Wasserstein distance,
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√
ε)

for the UBU scheme under appropriate regularity assumptions on the target measure.
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1. Introduction

We are interested in the long-time behaviour of discretizations of the kinetic Langevin dy-
namics on R2d given by {

dXt = Vtdt

dVt = −∇U(Xt)dt− γVtdt+
√
2γdBt,

(1)

where U is a twice-differential potential, γ > 0 denotes the friction parameter and (Bt)t≥0

is a d-dimensional standard Brownian motion. Apart from its origin to model phenomena
occurring in physics, this dynamics is applied to sample a given probability distribution
µx(dx) ∝ exp(−U(x))dx on Rd. The distribution is the marginal of the Boltzmann-Gibbs
distribution µ(dxdv) ∝ exp(−U(x)− |v|2/2)dxdv on R2d forming the stationary distribution
of (1). As observed in [17], these dynamics provide a faster convergence behaviour than for
example the overdamped Langevin dynamics dXt = −∇U(Xt)dt +

√
2dBt with stationary

distribution µx, which after an appropriate time-rescaling is the high-friction limit of (1).
As in simulations, the exact dynamics are not accessible in general, in practice the dynamics

need to be discretized by a numerical scheme. There are many different choices of numerical
scheme that have been proposed for kinetic Langevin dynamics from the molecular dynamics
community (see [28, 42, 39, 15, 63, 14, 51, 40]) as well as the machine learning and the MCMC
community (see [60, 22, 31, 32, 8]). We consider three discretization schemes of the kinetic
Langevin dynamics. First, we analyse the explicit Euler-Maruyama scheme which is a simple
but straightforward scheme to implement.

Secondly, we consider the two more elaborate splitting schemes, BU and UBU, which were
introduced in [62, 66]. These two splitting schemes rely on the fact that the dynamics are split
into two parts, i.e., U and B, and each of them is integrated exactly (in the weak sense). As
the names of the splitting schemes suggest, for discretization parameter h > 0, the schemes
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are constructed by performing a B step before a U step for the BU scheme. Alternatively,
a half U step (of size h/2), then a full B step and finally another half U step of size h/2 is
realised for the UBU scheme [62, 66, 58, 18].

In the analysis of the long-time performance of the three schemes, we aim to understand
the influences of a non-convex potential including multi-well potentials. Here, we will assume
that U is κ-strongly convex outside of a Euclidean ball with radius R > 0 and has an L-
Lipschitz continuous gradient. This setting is very important in applications in molecular
dynamics and Bayesian inference (see for example [41] and [37]), where the potentials can be
highly multimodal.

Before presenting our own contribution, let us first highlight the existing results for the
kinetic Langevin sampler. Already the study of the long-time behaviour of the continuous
dynamics has attracted enormous interest through many techniques including Lyapunov tech-
niques (see [65, 47]), hypocoercivity techniques (see [64, 26, 27, 2, 3, 4, 1, 17, 13]), and coupling
techniques (see [30, 59]).

It is also important to quantify the long-time behaviour of the discretizations of kinetic
Langevin dynamics, as these are implemented in practice in many applications. In combi-
nation with bias estimates these result in non-asymptotic guarantees for the implemented
algorithms. The long-time behaviour of kinetic Langevin dynamics discretizations have also
been studied by various techniques including Lyapunov arguments (see [28, 41]), coupling
methods (see [22, 24, 54, 58, 43, 34, 44] in the convex setting and [21, 19] in the non-convex
setting) and recently hypocoercivity approaches have been extended to certain discretizations
(see [55] and [16]).

The focus of this paper is using coupling methods to study the long-time behaviour of the
kinetic Langevin sampler. This is a recently popular approach to study sampling algorithms
and their non-asymptotic guarantees. It includes overdamped Langevin dynamics-based sam-
pling methods and Hamiltonian dynamics-based sampling methods, which can be united by
variants of the OBABO integrator (see [34] and [19] for generalized Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo). Non-asymptotic guarantees for Hamiltonian Monte Carlo methods have been studied
in [46, 7, 11, 12, 9, 34, 16, 55] and also Langevin Monte Carlo methods in [23, 29].

Our main contribution is twofold. First, we establish contraction in Wasserstein distance
for each scheme. To our knowledge, this is the first contraction result in a non-globally convex
setting for these discretization schemes. More precisely, we adapt the idea of the coupling of
[19] for OBABO to the discretization schemes considered here, construct a distance function
ρ which is based on the one in [59] and show that contraction in L1-Wasserstein distance
with respect to the distance ρ holds for the Euler and the BU scheme. The results hold
provided the step size is sufficiently small and the friction parameter γ is sufficiently large.
This is consistent with the observations in the continuous case. Since ρ is equivalent to the
Euclidean distance and contraction for the UBU scheme can be deduced up to an additional
factor from the contraction for the BU scheme, we obtain exponential decay in the classical
L1 Wasserstein distance for all three schemes, i.e.,

W1(µk, νk) ≤ Me−ckhW1(µ0, ν0),

where µk and νk denotes the law after k discretization steps. The contraction rate c > 0
and the constant M > 0 are independent of the step size h and the dimension d. This result
implies existence of a unique invariant measure and convergence towards it for each scheme.

Secondly, we give an error analysis and establish complexity guarantees for each scheme.
More precisely we bound the asymptotic bias W1(µh,∞, µ), where µh,∞ is the invariant mea-
sure of the discretized process with step size h and µ is the invariant measure of (1). Inspired
by the strong convergence of numerical solutions of SDEs [52, Theorem 1.1] we are able to
only lose an order of 1/2 accuracy from local to global strong error estimates in terms of



K. Schuh, P.A. Whalley/Kinetic Langevin samplers 3

stepsize h > 0. That is an asymptotic bias of order one for the Euler-Maruyama scheme
and order two under additional smoothness assumptions for the UBU scheme. For the UBU
integrator, we achieve second-order asymptotic bias estimates inspired by the work of [58],
but in comparison to [58]’s approach we achieve this by using the independence of the Brow-
nian increments during each iteration and average over multiple steps, which is the approach
we use for analysis of both integrators to achieve bias estimates in the constructed distance
function.

Combining these results for the Euler-Maruyama scheme we have complexity guarantees
of order O(

√
d/ϵ) to reach an accuracy of ϵ > 0 in W1 for the Euler-Maruyama scheme

and additionally for the UBU scheme when combining the respective UBU results. Under
additional smoothness assumptions, we can achieve complexity guarantees of orderO(

√
d/

√
ϵ)

for the UBU scheme and under a stronger smoothness condition complexity guarantees of
order O(d1/4/

√
ϵ), which is true for many applications of interest.

Finally, we remark that the contraction and complexity results can be carried over to inter-
acting particle models with pairwise interactions (see Remark 3 and Remark 5). These models
play an important role for instance in modelling granular media in physics [5], in molecular
dynamics problems using a harmonic or Morse interaction potential (see for example [41,
Chapter 1]) or two-layer Neural Networks in deep learning [36, 49, 57, 61]. As the number of
particles in the model tends to infinity, the target measure becomes the stationary measure of
a distribution-dependent version of the kinetic Langevin dynamics (see Equation (13)). Using
particlewise adaptations of the coupling and the distance function, contraction results inde-
pendent of the particle number are proven both for the continuous kinetic Langevin dynamics
[6, 38, 35, 59] and for kinetic samplers [16, 12]. The two latter papers also provide complexity
guarantees of sampling this type of measure. Our paper contributes to the analysis of kinetic
samplers by providing bounds in this setting for the Euler, BU and UBU discretization.

The paper is organized in the following way. In Section 2, we define rigorously the discretiza-
tion schemes and state the precise framework. In Section 3 the contraction results are stated
for the different discretization schemes followed by the accuracy analysis of these schemes
and numerical illustrations of the contraction results. The metric and coupling construction
and the proofs are postponed to Section 4 and Section 5.

2. Discretization schemes and preliminaries

2.1. Euler-Maruyama discretization

The simplest discretization of (1) is a simple explicit Euler discretization of the dynamics.
For given discretization parameter h > 0, the scheme is given by{

Xk+1 = Xk + hVk

Vk+1 = Vk − h∇U(Xk)− hγVk +
√
2γhξk+1,

(2)

where (ξk)k∈N is a sequence of independent normally distributed random variables. This
discretization scheme has strong local error of the order 3/2 and global strong error of order
1 (see [53, Theorem 1.1]).

2.2. Splitting Methods and the UBU discretization

More advanced numerical schemes of (1) can be made by the use of splitting methods, where
the dynamics are split into different components (deterministic and stochastic) which can
be integrated exactly in the weak sense. We refer the reader to [48] for a comprehensive
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introduction to splitting methods. By careful design of the appropriate splittings one can
create high order numerical methods in the strong and the weak sense [39, 15].

A class of splitting schemes which are typically used in molecular dynamics (see [41]) are
based on splitting the SDE (1) in the following way(

dx
dv

)
=

(
0

−∇U(x)dt

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

+

(
vdt
0

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

+

(
0

−γvdt+
√
2γdWt

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

O

,

where the B, A and O parts can be integrated exactly over a time interval of size h > 0
and composed in different orders to produce different splitting methods. These include the
popular integrators BAOAB, OBABO and OABAO, where palindromic sequences produce
weak order two numerical methods [39]. The OBABO and OABAO integrators have been
studied in the context of non-asymptotic guarantees in [19, 54, 16, 34, 10]. These methods
are weak order two, but are only strong order one.

Strong order methods are particularly important in the context of multilevel Monte Carlo
[33] and recently in unbiased estimation [18]. An alternative splitting first introduced in [62]
requires only one gradient evaluation per step, yet surprisingly is globally strong order two.
It is based on splitting the SDE (1) into the following components(

dx
dv

)
=

(
0

−∇U(x)dt

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

+

(
vdt

−γvdt+
√
2γdWt

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

U

,

which can be integrated in the weak sense exactly over an interval of size h > 0. As in the
earlier methods, we can compose the maps corresponding to the exact integration of the B
and U parts to design numerical integrators of kinetic Langevin dynamics. [66] consider the
BUB and the UBU methods. The UBU integrator with step size h > 0 is defined by a half
step in U (of size h/2) followed by a full B step (of size h), followed by a half U step (of size
h/2). Let us define η = exp (−γh) then the operators corresponding to these maps are given
by

(3) B(x, v, h) = (x, v − h∇U(x)),

and

U(x, v, h, ξ(1), ξ(2)) =
(
x+

1− η

γ
v +

√
2

γ

(
Z(1)

(
h, ξ(1)

)
−Z(2)

(
h, ξ(1), ξ(2)

))
,

vη +
√

2γZ(2)
(
h, ξ(1), ξ(2)

))
,

(4)

where

Z(1)
(
h, ξ(1)

)
=

√
hξ(1),

Z(2)
(
h, ξ(1), ξ(2)

)
=

√
1− η2

2γ

(√
1− η

1 + η
· 2

γh
ξ(1) +

√
1− 1− η

1 + η
· 2

γh
ξ(2)

)
,

(5)

and ξ(1), ξ(2) ∼ N (0, Id) are independent standard normal random variables. UBU integration
scheme with stepsize h > 0 is defined by

(xk+1, vk+1) = UBU
(
xk, vk, h, ξ

(1)
k+1, ξ

(2)
k+1, ξ

(3)
k+1, ξ

(4)
k+1

)
= U

(
B
(
U
(
xk, vk, h/2, ξ

(1)
k+1, ξ

(2)
k+1

)
, h
)
, h/2, ξ

(3)
k+1, ξ

(4)
k+1

)
,

(6)
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where ξ
(i)
k+1 ∼ N (0, Id) for all i = 1, ..., 4 and k ∈ N. The UBU integration scheme’s non-

asymptotic guarantees were first studied in [58], where discretization analysis provided global
strong order two estimates under an additional smoothness assumption. This integrator was
also studied in [18] with stochastic gradient methods which allow strong order 3/2 with
non-asymptotic guarantees.

Remark 1. [60] and [8] introduce discretizations for kinetic Langevin dynamics which random-
ize the point at which the gradient is evaluated resulting in improved dimension-dependence
without additional smoothness. The methods we develop in this work could equally be used to
prove convergence of these methods by coupling the times at which the force evaluations take
place. This could then be combined with discretization analysis to achieve non-asymptotic
guarantees, but this was not the focus of the current work.

2.3. Assumptions

We impose the following assumption on the potential U .

Assumption 1. The potential U is κ-strongly convex outside a Euclidean ball with radius
R ≥ 0, i.e., there exists κ > 0 and R ≥ 0 such that

(∇U(x)−∇U(y))(x− y) ≥ κ|x− y|2 for x, y ∈ Rd such that |x− y| > R.

Moreover, ∇U is L-Lipschitz continuous.

From this condition on U we deduce, that U can be split in an quadratic term and in
a term which is convex outside an Euclidean ball, i.e., U(x) = 1

2x
TKx + G(x), where the

function G satisfies

(∇G(x)−∇G(y))(x− y) ≥ 0 for x, y ∈ Rd such that |x− y| > R.

and the matrix K is positive-definite and symmetric with smallest eigenvalue κ > 0. We
denote by LG the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of the function G and by LK the Lipschitz
constant of the function x 7→ Kx. We note that this splitting is not unique and a possible
choice for K is always given by K = κId, which is not necessarily the optimal one.

2.4. Sketch of the distance function and the coupling

Next, we give a rough sketch of the construction of the coupling and the accompanying metric
and demonstrate how they lead to contraction in Wasserstein distance for the discretization
schemes.

For the Euler discretization, consider two sets of normally distributed random variables
(ξk)k∈N and (ξ′k)k∈N. Given initial values (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ R2d, let ((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k))k∈N

be the coupling of two solutions to (2) with (ξk)k∈N and (ξ′k)k∈N, respectively. Denote by
(Zk,Wk)k∈N = (Xk − X′

k,Vk − V′
k)k∈N the difference process of the two copies. If the dif-

ference process is far apart from the origin, we consider a twisted 2-norm rl(k) as in the
continuous setting [59]. Using a synchronous coupling, i.e., ξk = ξ′k, the noise cancels in the
difference process and we show local contraction for this norm thanks to Assumption 1 and the
discretized part of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck part of the Langevin dynamics. If the difference
process is close to the origin, we consider a distance function of the form rs(k) = α|Zk|+ |qk|
with qk = Zk + γ−1Wk. It holds for the process (Zk, qk)k{

Zk+1 = Zk + hγ(qk − Zk)

qk+1 = qk − hγ−1(∇U(Xk)−∇U(X′
k)) +

√
2γ−1h(ξk+1 − ξ′k+1).
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Fig 1: Level sets of the distances: The green rectangle shows a level set of the distance rs, while the blue
ellipse shows a level set of the distance rl. The red deformed rectangle illustrates the transition between the
two distances. Outside the red rectangle and on the gray dashed line the synchronous coupling is considered
while inside the red rectangle the coupling from [7] is applied.

Then, for qk = 0 and ξk = ξ′k, the first term in the distance function decreases due to the first
equation and the contribution of the second term in the distance function can be controlled
by the first one by choosing the parameter α sufficiently large. Note that thanks to the
synchronous coupling we do not have disturbance by the noise. Apart from qk = 0 we want
to use the noise to get closer to the line qk = 0. In contrast to the continuous case we do not
use a completely reflecting coupling, since in the case the process is already close to the line
qk = 0, the reflected noise can not be controlled. We rather consider the coupling introduced
for HMC in [7], which is applied to analyse OBABO in [19]. Here we have a transition from
the synchronous coupling on the line qk = 0 to a reflection coupling if the difference process
is far away from the line. Note that if h tends to zero, we recover the coupling from [30].
If the difference process is close to the origin, i.e., α|Zk| + |qk| < R1 for some constant R1,
local contraction on average is shown for the distance f(rs(k)), where f is an appropriate
concave function. As in [59], the two distances f(rs(k)) and rl are continuously glued to a
joint distance function such that the two local contraction results imply a global one. The
transition between the two distances is illustrated in Figure 1.

For the BU scheme, two sets of normally distributed random variables (ξ
(1)
k , ξ

(2)
k )k∈N and

(ξ
(1)′

k , ξ
(2)′

k )k∈N are considered for the coupling. In this case, ξ
(1)
k and ξ

(1)′

k are coupled as ξk and

ξ′k in the Euler scheme, whereas the random variables ξ
(2)
k and ξ

(2)′

k are coupled synchronously.
For the same distance function as in the Euler scheme, global contraction is shown by proving
two local contraction result.

The UBU scheme is analysed using the coupling and the result for the BU scheme. Namely
for given k ∈ N, k U1/2BU1/2 steps can be split to

(U1/2BU1/2)
k = U1/2(BU)k−1(BU1/2),

here U1/2 denotes a U step with size h/2. Then for (k − 1) BU steps the known contraction
result is used. The missing steps U1/2 and BU1/2 are controlled using a synchronous coupling
for the random variables and noting that the distance can be controlled for these steps by
the fact that ∇U is L-Lipschitz continuous.
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3. Main results

3.1. Contraction for the Euler-Maruyama scheme

We state the contraction result for the Euler-Maruyama scheme given by (2).

Theorem 1 (Contraction for the Euler-Maruyama scheme). Let U satisfy Assumption 1.
Let (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ R2d. Let γ > 0 and h > 0 satisfy

γ ≥ 4LG/
√
κ and(7)

Lγ−1h ≤ min
( 1

8LR2
1

,
1

256 · 75(2Lγ−2 + 1)
,
Lγ−2

8
,

L

32LK

)
.(8)

Then there exists a distance ρ : R2d × R2d → [0,∞) such that for all k ∈ N

E[ρ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k))] ≤ (1− ch)kρ((x, v), (x′, v′)),(9)

where the contraction rate c is given by

c = min
(
f ′(R1)

ϵκγ−1

8
E , f ′(R1)

ϵγ

16
E , f ′(R1)

γ

8
, f ′(R1)

γα

2
,

ĉ

128(4α+ 1)

)
.(10)

The definition of the distance function ρ : R2d × R2d → [0,∞) and the constants ϵ, α, ĉ, E
and R1 are independent of d and h and are given in Section 4.1.

Proof. The proof is given in Section 5.1.

Consider two probability measures µ0, ν0 on R2d. Let (X0,V0) and (X′
0,V

′
0) be dis-

tributed with respect to µ0 and ν0, respectively. Then, we denote by µk = Law(Xk,Vk)
and νk = Law(X′

k,V
′
k) the laws of the discretised kinetic Langevin sampler after k ∈ N steps,

respectively.

Corollary 2 (Contraction in L1-Wasserstein distance). Suppose Assumption 1, (7) and (8)
hold. Then, for k ∈ N

Wρ(µk, νk) ≤ exp(−ckh)Wρ(µ0, ν0),(11)

W1(µk, νk) ≤ M exp(−ckh)W1(µ0, ν0),(12)

where c is given by (10), and M is given in (30). Both constants are independent of d and h.
Moreover, existence of a unique invariant measure µh,∞ and convergence towards its holds,
i.e., for k ∈ N

Wρ(µk, µh,∞) ≤ exp(−ckh)Wρ(µ0, µh,∞),

W1(µk, µh,∞) ≤ M exp(−ckh)W1(µ0, µh,∞).

Proof. The results follow immediately from Theorem 1 and the fact that ρ is equivalent to
the Euclidean distance. Existence of a unique invariant measure holds by Banach fixed point
theorem.

Remark 2. We note that for the strongly convex case the contraction rate reduces to c =
min(κ/(8γ2), 1/16)γ and is maximized for κ = γ2/2. If LG ≤

√
8κ, the condition γ ≥ 4LG/

√
κ

is satisfied. Hence, for small perturbations of the Gaussian case, we obtain that the contraction
rate given by c = γ/16 =

√
2κ/16 is of optimal order in κ.
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Remark 3 (Particle model). As in the continuous case ([59]), the convergence result can be
carried over to show convergence for a particle system with N ∈ N particles, where the
potential U : RdN → R is of the form

U(x) =

N∑
i=1

(
V (xi) +

1

N

N∑
j=1,j ̸=i

W (xi − xj)
)

with confining potential V : Rd → R and interaction potential W : Rd → R. In this case,
contraction can be shown in L1-Wasserstein distance with respect to a particlewise adaptation
of the distance ρ and the Euclidean distance, i.e.

ρN ((x,v), (x′,v′)) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

ρ((xi, vi), (xi
′
, vi

′
)), and ℓN1 =

1

N

N∑
i=1

|(xi, vi)− (xi
′
, vi

′
)|

provided that the interaction potential has Lipschitz continuous gradient and the Lipschitz
constant is sufficiently small compared to the strong convexity constant κ. Following [59], the
condition on the Lipschitz coefficient is needed in this approach to handle the interaction as
an additional perturbation. In this case, contraction for the particle system is of the form

WρN (µ
N
k , ν

N
k ) ≤ exp(−ckh)WρN (µ

N
0 , ν

N
0 ),

where µNk and νNk denote the law of the discretized Langevin dynamics for the N -particle
system and c is the contraction rate which is independent of N and which will be of the same
form as the contraction rate in (10) up to some constant prefactor.

3.2. Complexity guarantees for the Euler-Maruyama scheme

Next, we bound the distance between the target measure µ∞(dx) ∝ exp(−U(x)− |v|2/2)dx
and the invariant measure µh,∞ of (2).

Theorem 3 (Strong accuracy). Suppose Assumption 1, (7) and (8) hold. Then,

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) ≤ h
(
1 +

γ(1 + 2Lγ−2)

c

)
20Lγ−2

√
d,

where c is given in (10).

Proof. The proof is given in Section 5.

Given a probability measure ν0 on R2d let νk denote the law of the Euler discretization
after k ∈ N steps. Using the strong accuracy result, we bound the distance between νk and
the target measure µ∞.

Theorem 4. Suppose Assumption 1, (7) and (8) hold. Then for k ∈ N,

Wρ(µ∞, νk) ≤ h
(
1 +

γ(1 + 2Lγ−2)

c

)
20Lγ−2

√
d+ e−chkWρ(µh,∞, ν0),

W1(µ∞, νk) ≤ Nh
(
1 +

γ(1 + 2Lγ−2)

c

)
20Lγ−2

√
d+Me−chkWρ(µh,∞, ν0),

where c is given in (10), M and N are given in (30)-(31).

Proof. The proof is given in Section 5.
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Remark 4 (Complexity guarantees). To obtain an ε-accuracy in W1 distance, we have to
choose h ∝ ε/

√
d and the number of steps k of order k ∝ log(∆(0)/ε)/(ch). Here ∆(0) =

W1(µh,∞, ν0). Since in each step there is one gradient evaluation, the number of gradient
evaluation for ε-accuracy is of order

√
d/ϵ.

Remark 5 (Particle model and propagation of chaos). Bounds on the strong accuracy can
also be considered for the particle model (see Remark 3). Note that due to the fact that
a normalized distance ρN is considered, the bound between the target measure µN∞ of the
particle system and the law after k-steps of the discretized Langevin dynamics is independent
of the particle number N . Further, combining this bound with the propagation of chaos result
given in [59, Theorem 17], it holds under the assumptions in Theorem 4 and a smallness
assumption for the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of the interaction potential in the
particle system that the distance between the law after k-steps of the discretized Langevin
dynamics with N particles and the stationary measure µ∗ of the limit process given by

µ∗(dx) ∝ exp

(
−V (x)−

∫
Rd

W (x− y)µ∗(dy)

)
dx,(13)

is bounded by

WℓN1
(µNk , µ

⊗N
∗ ) ≤ C

(
e−chkW1(µ0, µ∗) +

√
dh+N−1/2

)
.

Here, the constant C > 0 is independent of N , d and h.

3.3. Contraction for the BU and UBU scheme

Consider the Markov chain (Xk,Vk)k∈N generated by the BU-discretization scheme.

Theorem 5 (Contraction for the BU discretization scheme). Let U satisfy Assumption 1.
Let (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ Rd. Let γ > 0 and h > 0 satisfy

γ ≥
√

13L2
G/κ and(14)

Lγ−1h ≤ min
( 1

8LR2
1

,
1

256 · 75(2Lγ−2 + 1)
,
Lγ−2

15
,

L

55LK

)
.(15)

Then there exists a distance ρ : R2d × R2d → [0,∞) such that for any k ∈ N it holds

E[ρ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k))] ≤ (1− ch)kρ((x, v), (x′, v′)),(16)

where the contraction rate c is given by

c = min
(
f ′(R1)

7ϵκγ−1

96
E , f ′(R1)

7ϵγ

256
E , f ′(R1)e

−γh γ

16
, f ′(R1)e

−γhγα

4
,

1

128(4α+ 1)
ĉ
)
.(17)

The construction of the distance function ρ and the constants R1, ϵ, E and α are independent
of d and h and are given in Section 4.1.

Proof. The proof is similar as for the Euler discretization and is given in Section 5.2.

Next, consider the Markov chain (Xk,Vk)k∈N given by the UBU-discretization scheme.

Theorem 6 (Contraction for the UBU discretization scheme). Let U satisfy Assumption 1.
Let (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ Rd. Let h > 0 and γ > 0 satisfy (15) and (14). Then for any k ∈ N it
holds

E[ρ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k))] ≤ C(1− ch)kρ((x, v), (x′, v′))(18)

where the contraction rate c is given by (17) and the additional constant C > 0 is given by

C =
(
1 +

γh

16

)
max

((
1 + αγh/2

)2
, 1 + γhmax(1, LKγ

−2)
)
.(19)
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Proof. The proof is given in Section 5.2.

Similarly to the Euler scheme, we obtain convergence in L1-Wasserstein distance for the
UBU scheme due to the equivalence of the distance ρ and the Euclidean distance. Consider
two probability measures µ0, ν0 on R2d. Let (X0,V0) and (X′

0,V
′
0) be distributed with respect

to µ0 and ν0, respectively. Then, we denote by µk = Law(Xk,Vk) and νk = Law(X′
k,V

′
k)

the laws of the discretised kinetic Langevin sampler after k ∈ N UBU-steps, respectively.

Corollary 7 (Convergence in L1-Wasserstein distance). Suppose Assumption 1, (14) and
(15) hold. Then, for k ∈ N

Wρ(µk, νk) ≤ C exp(−ckh)Wρ(µ0, ν0),

W1(µk, νk) ≤ CM exp(−ckh)W1(µ0, ν0),

where c is given by (10), C > 0 is given in (19), and M is given in (30). Moreover, existence
of a unique invariant measure µh,∞ and convergence towards its holds, i.e., for k ∈ N

Wρ(µk, µh,∞) ≤ C exp(−ckh)Wρ(µ0, µh,∞),

W1(µk, µh,∞) ≤ CM exp(−ckh)W1(µ0, µh,∞).

Remark 6. As for the Euler scheme, we observe that in the strong convex case, i.e., R = 0,
the rate c reduces to c = min(κγ−1/24, γ/64) and the constant C is given by C = 1 +
2γhmax(1, LKγ

−2). Assuming that LG satisfies LG ≤
√
3/104κ and choosing γ =

√
3/8κ,

we obtain a contraction rate of order
√
κ. Note that compared to the convergence result of

the continuous Langevin dynamics [59, Remark 2], we only loose a constant prefactor in the
contraction rate and in the condition for the smallness of the perturbation to the Gaussian
case.

3.4. Assumptions for error analysis

Assumption 1 is the only condition necessary for the convergence analysis and order one
bias estimates for the numerical schemes we consider. However to establish higher-order
bounds with an improved dimension dependence we introduce Assumptions 2 and 3 and
some motivating examples. We will state the main results in the paper in cases where each
of the Assumptions is satisfied.

Assumption 2. The potential U : Rd → R is three times continuously differentiable and there
exists L1 > 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Rd,

∥∇2U(x)−∇2U(y)∥ ≤ L1∥x− y∥,

this implies that
∥∇3U(x)[v, v′]∥ ≤ L1∥v∥∥v′∥,

which was used in [58].

Assumption 2 is not strong enough to achieve an improved dimension dependence, which
is observed in many applications of interest (see [18]). A stronger assumption can be used,
specifically, the strongly Hessian Lipschitz property introduced in [20] and used in [56], which
uses the following tensor norm.

Definition 8. For A ∈ Rd×d×d, let us define

∥A∥{1,2}{3} = sup
x∈Rd×d,y∈Rd


d∑

i,j,k=1

Aijkxijyk

∣∣∣∣∣∣
d∑

i,j=1

x2ij ≤ 1,

d∑
k=1

y2k ≤ 1

 .
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Assumption 3. U : Rd → R is three times continuously differentiable and strongly Hessian
Lipschitz if there exists a Ls

1 > 0 such that

∥∇3U(x)∥{1,2}{3} ≤ Ls
1

for all x ∈ Rd.

It is easy to show that Assumption 2 is equivalent to a uniform bound on the matrix norm
defined by

∥∇3U(x)∥{1},{2},{3} := sup


d∑

i,j,k=1

[∇3U(x)]ijkxiyjzk

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
i

x2i ≤ 1,
∑
j

y2j ≤ 1,
∑
k

z2k ≤ 1


for all x ∈ Rd. Due to [56, Lemma 8] we have the following equivalency relationship of the
norms

∥ · ∥{1},{2},{3} ≤ ∥ · ∥{1,2},{3} ≤
√
d∥ · ∥{1},{2},{3}.

Remark 7 (Examples). It is easy to show that Assumption 3 is satisfied without additional
dimension dependency for product distributions as the tensor ∇3U(·) is diagonal.

In [20, Section 6] they introduce a wide range of applications which have a small strongly
Hessian Lipschitz constant including Bayesian statistical models such as Bayesian ridge regres-
sion and generalised linear models. They also show logistic regression problems and two-layer
neural networks satisfy Assumption 3 with a small constant. The two-layer neural network
problem is of particular interest as an application of interacting particle system-based meth-
ods [50, 36, 12].

In the case of interacting particle systems, examples of interaction potential taken from
Molecular dynamics problems which satisfy Assumption 2 are the Morse potential and the
harmonic bonding potential [41, Chapter 1].

3.5. Complexity guarantees for the UBU scheme

Under the respective assumptions we bound the distanc between the invariant measure µh,∞
of the UBU scheme and the target measure µ∞.

Theorem 9. Let U satisfy Assumption 1 and let h > 0 satisfy (15) and γ > 0 satisfy (14)
then

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) ≤ 15Ch
√
d

c

(
γ−1L+ α(5L+ γL1/2)h

)
,

if U satisfies additionally Assumption 2 then

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) ≤ 12Ch2
√
d

c

(
2γ−1(L1

√
d+ L3/2 + γL) + α

(
5L+ γL1/2

))
,

and further if U satisfies Assumption 3 then

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) ≤ 12Ch2
√
d

c

(
2γ−1(Ls

1 + L3/2 + γL) + α
(
5L+ γL1/2

))
,

for distance function ρ given in Section 4.1, contraction rate c defined by (17) and preconstant
C defined by (19).

Let νk denote the law of the UBU-scheme after k steps with initial distribution ν0 on R2d.
By the previous result, we bound the distance between νk and µ∞.



K. Schuh, P.A. Whalley/Kinetic Langevin samplers 12

Theorem 10. Let U satisfy Assumption 1 and let h > 0 satisfy (15) and γ > 0 satisfy (14)
then

W1(νk, µh,∞) ≤ 15CNh
√
d

c

(
γ−1L+ α(5L+ γL1/2)h

)
+MCe−chkW1(ν0, µh,∞),

if U satisfies additionally Assumption 2 then

W1(νk, µh,∞) ≤ 12CNh2
√
d

c

(
2γ−1(L1

√
d+ L3/2 + γL) + α

(
5L+ γL1/2

))
+MCe−chkW1(ν0, µh,∞),

and further if U satisfies Assumption 3 then

W1(νk, µh,∞) ≤ 12CNh2
√
d

c

(
2γ−1(Ls

1 + L3/2 + γL) + α
(
5L+ γL1/2

))
+MCe−chkW1(ν0, µh,∞),

for distance function ρ given in Section 4.1, contraction rate c defined by (17), the precon-
stants C, M and N are defined by (19),(30) and (31) respectively.

Remark 8 (Complexity guarantees). We establish the same complexity guarantees as the
Euler scheme when we do not have additional smoothness (only Assumption 1 holds). When
Assumption 2 holds by the same reasoning as Remark 4, if we choose h ∝

√
ϵ/d and the

number of steps k of order k ∝ log(∆(0)/ε)/(ch), where ∆(0) = W1(µh,∞, ν0). We then
achieve a ε-accuracy in the order of

√
d/ϵ steps. If additionally Assumption 3 holds we can

achieve ε-accuracy in an improved order of d1/4/
√
ϵ steps.

Remark 9 (Particle model and propagation of chaos for the UBU scheme). As for the Euler
scheme (see Remark 5), we can also get bounds on the strong accuracy for the UBU scheme
applied to the particle model. Together with the propagation of chaos result given in [59,
Theorem 17], it is possible to bound under the assumptions in Theorem 9 and a smallness
assumption on the interaction potential the distance between the law µNk of the particle
system with N after k-UBU steps and the measure µ∗ given in (13) by

WℓN1
(µNk , µ

⊗N
∗ ) ≤ C

(
e−chkW1(µ0, µ∗) +

√
dh2 +N−1/2

)
for some constant C > 0 which is independent of N , d and h and rate c > 0 which is up to
a constant factor of the same form as the rate in (17). We note that this bound has a better
order in h compared to the complexity bounds of nonlinear HMC given in [12].

3.6. Numerical illustration of the coupling

We implement synchronous and reflection coupling as defined in the analysis (see Section 4.3)
for two model problems and the BU scheme (and UBU equivalently). These model problems
were also considered in [7, 11] and contour plots of their respective potentials are given in
Figures 2 and 3. First of which is the banana-shaped potential, which is defined for (x, y) ∈ R2

by
U(x, y) = (1− x)2 + 10(y − x2)2,

which is unimodal, but has a very flat minima and does not satisfy the strong-convexity
assumption. The second is a 10-mode Gaussian mixture model where each of the ten Gaussian
distributions has standard deviation σ = 0.5 and mean given as in [45, Table 1].

In Figure 2 and Figure 3 the contraction properties are illustrated for the two model cases
under synchronous and reflection coupling. Interestingly we observe very slow convergence for
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Fig 2: Banana potential: Bold lines on the plot are where reflection coupling is used and
dashed lines are where synchronous coupling is used. Initializing two trajectories coupled using
synchronous coupling and our reflection coupling construction for the BU scheme initialized at
[4, 16] and [−4, 16] respectively for the banana potential model. Plotting the average distance
between the trajectories versus time (number of iterations multiplied by stepsize) where we
have averaged the results over 100,000 independent runs. Left: Contour of basin of potential.
Middle: Convergence of couplings. Right: Convergence of couplings on log-scale.
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Fig 3: Gaussian Mixture Model: Bold lines on the plot are where reflection coupling is used and
dashed lines are where synchronous coupling is used. Initializing two trajectories coupled using
synchronous coupling and our reflection coupling construction for the BU scheme initialized
at [1, 1] and [9, 9] respectively for the Gaussian mixture model. Plotting the average distance
between the trajectories versus time (number of iterations multiplied by stepsize) where we
have averaged the results over 100,000 independent runs. Left: Contour of potential. Middle:
Convergence of couplings. Right: Convergence of couplings on log-scale.

synchronous coupling on the Banana potential model for small values of the friction parame-
ter, in particular when the coupled chains are close together in the very flat basin. However,
when reflection coupling is used this is not the case. The initial bump in 2 corresponds to the
additional prefactor we have in the convergence results in Wasserstein distance with respect
to the Euclidean distance. After this initial phase, we exhibit exponential convergence, which
is illustrated in Figure 2 and 3 on the log-scale, we remark that at small distances on the
log-scale the estimators have very high relative variance, hence noise is present even after
100,000 independent runs.
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4. Coupling and distance construction

4.1. Distance function

As in the construction of the distance function in [59, Section 4], we consider two metrics
rl, rs : R2d × R2d → [0,∞) given by

rl((x, v), (x
′, v′))2 := γ−2(x− x′)TK(x− x′) +

1

2
|(1− 2τ)(x− x′) + γ−1(v − v′)|2

+
1

2
γ−2|v − v′|2,

and

rs((x, v), (x
′, v′)) := α|x− x′|+ |x− x+ γ−1(v − v′)|,

for (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ R2d, where the constant τ and α are given by

τ := min(1/8, γ−2κ/2− γ−4L2
G) and(20)

α := 2Lγ−2.(21)

The matrix K is a positive-definite matrix with smallest eigenvalue κ > 0 and is given by
splitting ∇U(x) = Kx + ∇G(x), where G is a convex function outside a ball of radius R.
Before constructing the metric ρ : R2d × R2d → [0,∞) we note that the distances rl and rs
are equivalent, i.e., it holds

2ϵrl((x, v), (x
′, v′)) ≤ rs((x, v), (x

′, v′)) ≤ E−1rl((x, v), (x
′, v′))(22)

with

ϵ :=
1

2
min(1,

2α

3
√
κγ−1

, α)(23)

E := min(

√
LKγ

−1

√
8α

,
1

2
).(24)

Define

∆((x, v), (x′, v′)) := rs((x, v), (x
′, v′))− ϵrl((x, v), (x

′, v′)),

for (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ R2d and

DK := sup
((x,v),(x′,v′))∈R4d

(x−x′,v−v′)∈K

∆((x, v), (x′, v′)),

where the compact set K on R2d is given by

K := {(z, w) ∈ R2d : κγ−2|z|2 + (1/2)|z + γ−1w|2 + (1/2)|γ−1w|2 ≤ R}

with

R := τ−1LGR
2γ−2.(25)

Further, we define the constant R1 by

R1 := sup
((x,v),(x′,v′)):

∆((x,v),(x′,v′))≤DK

rs((x, v), (x
′, v′)).



K. Schuh, P.A. Whalley/Kinetic Langevin samplers 15

Then, we define the metric ρ : R2d × R2d → [0,∞) by

ρ((x, v), (x′, v′)) = f(∆((x, v), (x′, v′)) ∧DK + ϵrl((x, v), (x
′, v′)))(26)

for (x, v), (x′, v′) ∈ R2d. The function f is an increasing concave function with f(0) = 0 and
is defined by

f(r) =

∫ r

0
ϕ(s)ψ(s)ds,(27)

where

ϕ(s) = exp
(
− 128αγ2

(s ∧R1)
2

2

)
Φ(s) =

∫ s

0
ϕ(x)dx

ψ(s) = 1− ĉ

2
γ

∫ s∧R1

0
Φ(x)ϕ(x)−1dx ĉ =

1

γ
∫ R1

0 Φ(s)ϕ(s)−1ds
.

We note that for r ∈ [0, R1), the function f satisfies

f ′(r)αγr + 4γ−1f ′′(r) ≤ −2ĉf(r).(28)

Further, for all r ≥ 0

f ′(R1)r ≤ f ′(r)r ≤ f(r) ≤ Φ(r) ≤ r,

since ψ(r) ∈ [1/2, 1]. We refer to [59] where a proof that ρ defines indeed a metric is given.
In particular it holds

|(x, v)− (x′, v′)| ≤ Nρ((x, v), (x′, v′)) ≤ M|(x, v)− (x′, v′)|(29)

with

M = f ′(R1)
−1 2max(γ(1 + α), 1)

ϵmin(
√
2κ, 1)

(30)

N = f ′(R1)
−1 γ

ϵmin(
√
κ,
√
1/2)

.(31)

Further, observe that in the strong convex case, i.e., R = 0, the construction of the distances
reduces to ρ((x, v), (x′, v′)) = rl((x, v), (x

′, v′)).

4.2. Coupling construction for the Euler scheme

Next, we define the coupling by using the idea of the coupling construction from [7]. Consider
two states (x, v) and (x′, v′). We define the next coupling step of two copies given by (2)
depending whether the two current positions (x, v) and (x′, v′) are close to each other or far
apart.

In particular, the chains are coupled through the sequence of random variables (ξk, ξ
′
k)k on

a common probability space and which satisfy ξk, ξ
′
k ∼ N (0, Id) for all k ∈ N.

Synchronous coupling: Given (Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k) ∈ R2d. If

DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) ≤ rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)),

i.e., if the two states are far apart, we take the same random variables ξk+1 = ξ′k+1 and the
next step ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X

′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) is given by{

Xk+1 = Xk + hVk

Vk+1 = Vk − h∇U(Xk)− hγVk +
√
2γhξk+1,{

X′
k+1 = X′

k + hV′
k

V′
k+1 = V′

k − h∇U(X′
k)− hγV′

k +
√
2γhξk+1.
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Contractive coupling: If DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) > rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)), then

let ξk+1 be a normally distributed random variable. Let U be an independent uniformly
distributed random variable on [0, 1] and β be given by

β =
1√

2γ−1h
.(32)

We define ξ′k+1 by

ξ′k+1 =

{
ξk+1 + βqk if U ≤ φ0,1(ek·ξk+1+β|qk|)

φ0,1(ek·ξk+1)
,

ξk+1 − 2(ek · ξk+1)ek otherwise,
(33)

where qk = Xk − X′
k + γ−1(Vk − V′

k), ek = qk/|qk|, and φ0,1 denotes the density of the
standard normal distribution. We set q̂k = βqk and

Ξk+1 = ξk+1 − ξ′k+1 =

{
−q̂k if U ≤ φ0,1(ek·ξk+1+β|qk|)

φ0,1(ek·ξk+1)
,

2(ek · ξk+1)ek otherwise.

Note that on the line qk = 0 this coupling simplifies to a synchronous coupling. This corre-
sponds to the coupling for the time-continuous Langevin dynamics in [30, 59]. Moreover, for
h → 0 the above-constructed coupling converges to the one in [30, 59]. Moreover, if qk ̸= 0,
it holds ξk+1 − ξ′k+1 = −βqk with maximal probability. Otherwise, we consider a reflection
coupling, which is reflected at the hyperspace qk = 0. We note that this indeed defines a
coupling, see [7, Section 2.3.2.].

4.3. Coupling construction for the BU scheme

Similarly, the construction for the coupling for the BU scheme relies on the idea of the coupling
from [19]. Consider two states (x, v) and (x′, v′). The coupled chain (Xk,Vk,X

′
k,V

′
k)k of two

copies of the BU scheme is given by coupling the sequence of random variables (ξ
(1)
k , ξ

(2)
k )k and

(ξ
(1)′

k , ξ
(2)′

k )k on a common probability space such that (ξ
(1)
k , ξ

(2)
k ), (ξ

(1)′

k , ξ
(2)′

k ) ∼ N (02d, I2d)
for all k ∈ N.

Given (Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k) ∈ R2d. Let (ξ

(1)
k+1, ξ

(2)
k+1) ∼ N (02d, I2d). If

DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) ≤ rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)),

we couple the random variables synchronously, i.e., we set ξ
(1)′

k+1 = ξ
(1)
k+1 and ξ

(2)′

k+1 = ξ
(2)
k+1.

Hence, for Zk = Xk −X′
k and Wk = Vk −V′

k it holds{
Zk+1 = Zk +

1−exp(−γh)
γ Wk − 1−η

γ h(∇U(Xk)−∇U(X′
k))

Wk+1 = exp(−γh)Wk − h exp(−γh)(∇U(Xk)−∇U(X′
k).

IfDK+ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) > rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)), we set ξ

(2)′

k+1 = ξ
(2)
k+1 and construct

ξ
(1)′

k+1 in the following way: Let U ∼ Unif[0, 1] be an independent uniformly distributed random

variable and let β be given by (32). We define ξ(1)
′
as in (33), i.e.,

ξ
(1)′

k+1 =

{
ξ
(1)
k+1 + βqk if U ≤ φ0,1(ek·ξk+1+β|qk|)

φ0,1(ek·ξk+1)
,

ξ
(1)
k+1 − 2(ek · ξ

(1)
k+1)ek otherwise,

(34)
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where qk = Xk − X′
k + γ−1(Vk − V′

k), ek = qk/|qk|, and φ0,1 denotes the density of the
standard normal distribution. Further, as for the Euler scheme, we set q̂k = βqk and the

difference of ξ
(1)
k+1 and ξ

(1)′

k+1 satisfies

Ξk+1 = ξ
(1)
k+1 − ξ

(1)′

k+1 =

−q̂k if U ≤ φ0,1(ek·ξ
(1)
k+1+β|qk|)

φ0,1(ek·ξ
(1)
k+1)

,

2(ek · ξ
(1)
k+1)ek otherwise.

This construction defines a coupling, see [7, Section 2.3.2.].

5. Proofs

5.1. Euler-Maruyama

To prove Theorem 1, we first show local contraction for the distance rl if the distance is
sufficiently large.

Proposition 11. Let the potential U be of the form U := xTKx + G(x), where the sym-
metric and positive definite matrix K satisfies κId ≺ K ≺ LKId and ∇G is convex for all
x, y ∈ Rd such that |x − y| > R, now consider two iterates of the Euler-Maruyama scheme
(Xk,Vk)k∈N and (X′

k,V
′
k)k∈N with synchronously coupled noise increments and metric rl

between the iterates. If r2l ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) ≥ R at iteration k ∈ N with R given in (25),

h < min{ γ
32LK

, 1
8γ } and LGγ

−2 ≤ κ/(16LG) we have that

r2l ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) ≤ (1− τγh)r2l ((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)),

where τ = min{ κ
4γ2 ,

1
8}. If R = 0, R = 0 and the restriction on γ improves to (4+ 3

4)LGγ
−2 ≤

1.

Due to controlling the additional discretization error the bound on γ is worse than the
bound in the continuous dynamics given in [59]. For h tending to zero, we can actually
recover the condition for γ from the continuous dynamics.

Proof. We have that

r2l ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) = (Zk,Wk)P

TMP · (Zk,Wk),

where

M =

(
γ−2K + (1− 2τ)2/2Id (1− 2τ)/2γId

(1− 2τ)/2γId γ−2Id

)
, and P =

(
Id hId

−h(K +Q) (1− γh)Id

)
.

The matrix K is given by the quadratic term in the potential and Q is defined by

Q =

∫ 1

t=0
∇2G(Xk + t(X′

k −Xk))dt,

where G is the non-quadratic term in the potential and Q ≻ 0 for |Xk − X′
k| > R and

LGId ≻ Q ≻ −LGId otherwise. It holds

r2l ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) = r2l ((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k))

+ (Zk,Wk)
T (h(MP1 + P T

1 M) + h2P T
1 MP1)(Zk,Wk)

with

P1 =

(
0 Id

−K −Q −γId

)
.
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It is sufficient to show that for all (z, w) ∈ R2d with r2l ((z, w)) ≥ R, (z, w)T (h(MP1+P
T
1 M)+

h2P T
1 MP1)(z, w) ≤ −γτh(z, w)TM(z, w). It holds

h(MP1 + P T
1 M) = h

( 1−2τ
γ (−K −Q) −γ−2Q− τ(1− 2τ)Id

−γ−2Q− τ(1− 2τ)Id (−2τγ−1 − γ−1)Id

)
≺ h

(
1−2τ
γ (−K −Q) + 2γ−3Q2 −τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id (−2τγ−1 − γ−1

2 )Id

)
,

since for all (z, w) ∈ R2d, zT (−Qγ−2)w ≤ γ−3zTQ2z + 1/4γ−1|w|2 and wT (−Qγ−2)z ≤
γ−3zTQ2z + 1/4γ−1|w|2. Further,

h2P T
1 MP1 = h2

(
(K +Q)2γ−2 −1−τ

γ (K +Q)
−1−τ

γ (K +Q) Kγ−2 + 1+4τ2

2 Id

)

≺ h2

(
(K +Q)2γ−2 + 1

2γ2 (K +Q)2 0

0 Kγ−2 + 3+4τ2

2 Id

)

≺ h2
(
(3/2)(K +Q)2γ−2 0

0 Kγ−2 + 2Id

)
,

since zT −1−τ
γ (K + Q)w ≤ 1

2γ2 z
T (K + Q)2z + (1+τ)2

2 |w|2 and τ ≤ 1/8. Further, we observe

that h2(3/2)(K + Q)2 ≺ h2(3K2 + 3Q2) ≺ h2(3LKK + 3Q2), where we used in the second
step that K is symmetric and positive definite and hence we can take the square root of K.
Putting the previous estimates together, we obtain

h(MP1 + P T
1 M) + h2P T

1 MP1

≺ h

(
1−2τ
γ (−K −Q) + 2γ−3Q2 −τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id (−2τγ−1 − γ−1

2 )Id

)
+ h2

(
3LK
γ2 K + 3

γ2Q
2 0

0 K
γ2 + 2Id

)
.

By the condition on h it holds h2 3LK
γ2 K ≺ 3(1−4τ)

64γ K, h(LKγ
−2 + 2) ≤ 1

2γ and 3hL2
Gγ

−2 ≤
3
8γ

−3L2
G, and hence

h(MP1 + P T
1 M) + h2P T

1 MP1

≺ h

(
(1−2τ)

γ (−K −Q) + 3(1−4τ)
64γ K + (2 + 3

8)γ
−3L2

GId −τ(1− 2τ)Id
−τ(1− 2τ)Id −2τγ−1Id

)
.

By assumption on G and γ and the choice of τ , we observe

(1− 2τ)

γ
zT (−Q)z ≤ (1− 2τ)

γ
LG1|z|≤R|z|2 ≤ LGγ

−1R2

and

−61(1− 4τ)

64γ
zTKz +

19

8
γ−3L2

G|z|2 ≤ − 61

128γ
zTKz +

19

8
γ−3L2

G|z|2

≤ − 1

4γ
κ|z|2 ≤ −2τγ

(1− 2τ)2

2
.

Hence,

(z, w)T
(
h(MP1 + P T

1 M) + h2P T
1 MP1

)
(z, w)

≤ h(z, w)T

(
−2τγ

(
γ−2K + (1−2τ)2

2

)
−τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id −2τγ−1Id

)
(z, w) + hLGγ

−1R2

≤ −2τγh(z, w)TM(z, w) + hLGγ
−1R2 ≤ −τγh(z, w)TM(z, w),
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where the last step holds by the definition of R. We note that for R = 0, Q is positive definite
and we can bound directly −1−2τ

γ Q+ (2 + 3
8)γ

−3Q2 ≺ 0, which yields the result.

Proof of Theorem 1. Fix k ∈ N. Consider Xk,Vk,X
′
k,V

′
k ∈ Rd. We write Zk = Xk − X′

k,
Wk = Vk −V′

k and qk = Zk + γ−1Wk.
Case 1: If DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)) ≤ rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)) holds, then the dis-

tance satisfies ρ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) = f(DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k))) and we consider a

synchronous coupling, i.e., ξk+1 = ξ′k+1. We observe

ρk+1 := ρ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) ≤ f(DK + ϵrl(k + 1)),

where we abbreviate rl(k + 1) = rl((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)). By Proposition 11 it holds

rl(k + 1) ≤
√

1− τγhrl(k) ≤
(
1− τγh

2

)
rl(k).

Note that the condition on h follows directly from (8). Hence, since f is concave,

(35)
E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ E[f(DK + ϵrl(k + 1))− f(DK + ϵrl(k))]

≤ f ′(R1)ϵE[rl(k + 1)− rl(k)] ≤ −f ′(R1)c1hrl(k),

where c1 = ϵτγ/2. By (22),

−f ′(R1)c1hrl(k) ≤ −f ′(R1)h
c1rl(k)

DK + ϵrl(k)
ρk ≤ −f ′(R1)c1hEρk.

Case 2: If DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) > rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)), the coupling (33) is

applied and ρ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) = f(rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k))). To show contraction for

small distances, the proof is divided in three steps, i.e., first we consider |Zk| ≥ 4|qk|, then
|Zk| < 4|qk| and |qk| ≥

√
2γ−1h and finally |Zk| < 4|qk| and |qk| <

√
2γ−1h.

Step 1: Let |Zk| ≥ 4|qk|. By concavity of f , Assumption 1, (2) and (21)

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ E[f(rs(k + 1))− f(rs(k))] ≤ f ′(rs(k))E[rs(k + 1)− rs(k)]

≤ f ′(rs(k))E
[
− hγ

2
α|Zk|+ αhγ|qk|+

√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| − |qk|

]
≤ f ′(rs(k))

(
− hγ

2
α|Zk|+ αhγ|qk|+

√
2γ−1hE[|q̂k + Ξk+1|]− |qk|

)
.(36)

We set r̂k = |q̂k|. For the term in expectation it holds

E[|q̂k + Ξk+1|] =
∫ ∞

−r̂k/2
|r̂k + 2u|(φ0,1(u)− φ0,1(u+ r̂k))du

=

∫ ∞

−r̂k/2
(r̂k + 2u)φ0,1(u)du−

∫ ∞

r̂k/2
(2u− r̂k)φ0,1(u)du

=

∫ r̂k/2

−r̂k/2
(r̂k + 2u)φ0,1(u)du+

∫ ∞

r̂k/2
2r̂kφ0,1(u)du

=

∫ r̂k/2

−r̂k/2
r̂kφ0,1(u)du+

∫ ∞

r̂k/2
2r̂kφ0,1(u)du = r̂k = |q̂k|.(37)

Inserting this estimate in (36) and using twice |Zk| ≥ 4|qk|, it holds

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ −f ′(rs(k))
hγ

4
α|Zk| ≤ −f ′(rs(k))min

(hγ
8
,
hγα

2

)
rs(k).
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By definition of f , it holds

E[ρk+1] ≤
(
1− f ′(R1)min

(hγ
8
,
hγα

2

))
ρk.

Step 2: Let |Zk| < 4|qk| and |qk| ≥
√
2γ−1h. By (2), Lipschitz continuity of ∇U , (21), (37)

and Taylor expansion

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ E[f(α|Zk|+ αhγ|qk|+
√

2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1|)− f(α|Zk|+ |qk|)]

= f ′(rs(k))E[(αhγ|qk|+
√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| − |qk|)]

+ E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
= f ′(rs(k))(αhγ|qk|) + E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
,(38)

where r̄s(k) = α|Zk|+ αhγ|qk|+
√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1|. To bound the term in expectation, we

split

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
= E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
+ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Āc

]
,

where

Ā =
{
Ξk+1 = −q̂k

}
and Āc =

{
Ξk+1 ̸= −q̂k

}
=
{
Ξk+1 = 2(ek · ξk+1)ek

}
.

For the first term we observe

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
= E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

1
2
(rs(k)+r̄s(k))

(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1Ā

]
+ E

[ ∫ 1
2
(rs(k)+r̄s(k))

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1Ā

]
≤ E

[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k)),rs(k)]

f ′′(t) 1Ā

]
+ E

[(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[r̄s(k), 12 (r̄s(k)+rs(k))]
f ′′(t) 1Ā

]
≤ 3(2γ−1h)(1− αγh)2|q̂k|2

8
max

t∈[rs(k)−(1−αhγ)/2|qk|,rs(k)]
f ′′(t)E[ 1Ā].(39)

For the second term we define the set

A′ =
{√

2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| ≤ |qk| −
√

2γ−1h
}
.
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Then,

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1Āc

]
= E

[ ∫ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k))

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1Āc

]
+ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k))

(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1Āc

]
≤ E

[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k)),rs(k)]

f ′′(t) 1Āc 1A′

]
+ E

[(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[r̄s(k), 12 (r̄s(k)+rs(k))]
f ′′(t) 1Āc 1A′

]
≤ E

[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k)),rs(k)]

f ′′(t) 1Āc 1A′

]
.(40)

To bound the second derivative of f in (39) and (40), we observe for t ∈ [12(r̄s(k)+rs(k)), rs(k)]

the bounds t ≥ (1/2)rs(k), exp(−128αγ2 t
2

2 ) ≥ exp(−128αγ2 rs(k)
2

2 ) and ψ(t) ≥ 1
2ψ(rs(k)).

Further for s > t, exp(−128αγ2 t
2

2 ) ≥ exp(−128αγ2 s
2

2 ). Hence for t ∈ [12(r̄s(k)+rs(k)), rs(k)],

f ′′(t) = −128αγ2tf ′(t)− ĉγ

2

∫ t

0
ϕ(s)ds ≤ −128αγ2

rs(k)

2
f ′(t)− ĉγ

2

∫ rs(k)
2

0
ϕ(s)ds

≤ −128αγ2
rs(k)

2

1

2
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4

∫ rs(k)

0
ϕ(s)ds

≤ −128αγ2
rs(k)

4
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k)).(41)

Inserting these estimates in (39) and (40), applying |qk| ≥
√
2γ−1h and using that by (8)

αγh ≤ 1/2, we obtain

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
= E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
+ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1Āc

]
≤ 3(2γ−1h)

32

(
− 128αγ2

rs(k)

4
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k))

)
E[ 1Ā]

+
(
− 128αγ2

rs(k)

4
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k))

)
E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
1Āc 1A′

]
.(42)
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For the expectation in the last term, it holds by (33) and the definition of A′

E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
1Āc 1A′

]
=

∫ ∞

−∞

3(αhγ|qk|+
√
2γ−1h|q̂k + 2u| − |qk|)2

8
1{|q̂k+2u|≤|q̂k|−1}(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

=

∫ −1/2

−∞

3(αhγ|qk|+
√

2γ−1h2u)2

8
(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

=
3γ−1h

4

∫ −1/2

−∞
(αhγ|q̂k|+ 2u)2(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ −1/2

−∞
(α
√
hγ/2γR1 + 2u)2(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ −1/2

−∞
(1/2 + 2u)2(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ −1/2

−∞
(1/4)(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du,

since by the assumption (8) on h, α
√
hγ/2γR1 ≤ 1/2. Then, by (33)

E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
1Āc 1A′

]
+

3(2γ−1h)

32
E[1Ā]

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ −1/2

−∞

1

4
(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂|))+du+

3(2γ−1h)

32

∫ ∞

−∞
(φ(u) ∧ φ(u+ |q̂|)du

≥ 3γ−1h

16

∫ −1/2

−∞
φ(u)du ≥ 9

160
γ−1h.

Inserting this estimate into the sum of (42) and plugging it back into (38), we obtain

E[ρk+1 − ρk]

≤ f ′(rs(k))(αhγ|qk|) +
(
− 128αγ2

rs(k)

2

1

2
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k))

) 9

160
γ−1h

≤ − 9

640
ĉhf(rs(k)).

Step 3: Let |Zk| < 4|qk| and |qk| <
√

2γ−1h. By (2) and Assumption 1, it holds

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ E[f(rs(k + 1))− f(rs(k))]

≤ E[f(α|Zk|+ αhγ|qk|+
√

2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1|))− f(α|Zk|+ |qk|)]

≤ E[f ′(rs(k))(αhγ|qk|+
√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| − |qk|)] + E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ f ′(rs(k))αhγ|qk|+ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
,(43)

where (37) is applied in the last step and r̄s(k) = α|Zk|+ αhγ|qk|+
√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1|. To

bound the second term, consider the set

A =
{
|qk|+ 2

√
2γ−1h ≤

√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| ≤ |qk|+ 6

√
2γ−1h

}
.
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Then, using the non-positivity of f ′′ we bound the expectation by

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1A

]
.

≤ E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

1
2
(rs(k)+r̄s(k))

(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt 1A

]
≤ E

[(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[ 1
2
(rs(k)+r̄s(k)),r̄s(k)]

f ′′(t) 1A

]
By construction of A, it holds 1

2(rs(k) + r̄s(k)) ≥
√
2γ−1h+ rs(k). Then by (28), it holds for

all t ∈ [12(rs(k) + r̄s(k)), r̄s(k)]

f ′′(t) =
(
− f ′(t)128αγ2t− ĉγ

2

∫ t

0
ϕ(s)ds

)
≤
(
− 1

2
ψ(rs(k))ϕ(t)128αγ

2
√
2γ−1h− ĉγ

2

∫ rs(k)+
√

2hγ−1

0
ϕ(s)ds

)
≤
(
− 1

2
ψ(rs(k))ϕ(rs(k))128αγ

2ϕ(r̄s(k))

ϕ(rs(k))

√
2γ−1h− ĉγ

2

∫ rs(k)+
√

2hγ−1

0
ϕ(s)ds

)
.(44)

Since by (8) it holds 8(6+αhγ) ≤ 50, (6+αhγ)(8+αhγ) ≤ 50, 128αγ2(50α+50)(γ−1h) ≤ 2/3
and 128αγ2hγ−1(8α+ 4) ≤ 2/3, we obtain

ϕ(r̄s(k))

ϕ(rs(k))
= exp

(
− 128αγ2

r̄s(k)
2 − rs(k)

2

2

)
≥ exp

(
− 128αγ2

(rs(k) +
√

2γ−1h(6 + αhγ))2 − rs(k)
2

2

)
≥ exp

(
− 128αγ2

(2(4α+ 1)2γ−1h(6 + αhγ) + 2γ−1h(6 + αhγ)2)

2

)
≥ exp

(
− 128αγ2

(2(4α)2γ−1h(6 + αhγ) + 2γ−1h(6 + αhγ)(8 + αhγ))

2

)
≥ 1

2
,

and

rs(k)√
2γ−1h

∫ rs(k)+
√

2hγ−1

0
ϕ(s)ds ≥ rs(k)√

2γ−1h
(rs(k) +

√
2hγ−1)ϕ(rs(k) +

√
2hγ−1)

≥
∫ rs(k)

0
ϕ(s)ds

rs(k) +
√
2hγ−1√

2γ−1h
ϕ(rs(k) +

√
2hγ−1)

≥
∫ rs(k)

0
ϕ(s)ds ϕ(

√
(4α+ 1)2γ−1h+

√
2hγ−1)

≥ f(rs(k)) exp
(
− 128αγ2

1

2
(8hγ−1)

)
≥ 1

2
f(rs(k)).(45)

Inserting these two bounds in f ′′(t) and taking the maximum over t ∈ [12(rs(k)+ r̄s(k)), r̄s(k)]
it holds

max
t∈[ 1

2
(rs(k)+r̄s(k)),r̄s(k)]

f ′′(t) ≤ −1

4
f ′(rs(k))128αγ

2
√
2γ−1h− ĉγ

4

√
2γ−1h

rs(k)
f(rs(k))
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which yields

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ (αhγ + 1)2(2γ−1h)

8

(
− 32αγ2f ′(rs(k))

√
2γ−1h− ĉγ

4

√
2γ−1h

(4α+ 1)|qk|
f(rs(k))

)
E
[
1A

]
.

Note that we used rs(k) ≤ (4α+ 1)|qk|. For the expectation E[1A] it holds

E[1A] =

∫ ∞

−|q̂k|/2
1{2

√
2γ−1h+|q̂k|≤

√
2γ−1h|q̂k+2u|≤|q̂k|+6

√
2γ−1h}(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))du

=

∫ 3

1
φ(u)du−

∫ 3+|qk|/
√

2γ−1h

1+|qk|/
√

2γ−1h
φ(u)du =: F (|qk|).

By [19, Lemma 3.4] and since |qk| ≤
√

2γ−1h, this term is bounded from below by

E[1A] ≥ min
(F (√2γ−1h)√

2γ−1h
, F ′(0)

)
|qk|

= min
(∫ 3

1
φ(u)du−

∫ 3+1

1+1
φ(u)du,

1√
2π

(
e−

12

2 − e−
32

2

)) |qk|√
2γh−1

≥ 1

8

|qk|√
2γh−1

.(46)

Hence, we obtain

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ 1

8

(αhγ + 1)2(2γ−1h)

8

(
− 32αγ2f ′(rs(k))|qk| −

ĉγ

4(4α+ 1)
f(rs(k))

)
≤
(
− (γ−1h)αγ2f ′(rs(k))|qk| −

1

8
(γ−1h)

ĉγ

16(4α+ 1)
f(rs(k))

)
.

Inserting this bound in (43), we obtain

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ f ′(rs(k))αhγ|qk| − (γ−1h)αγ2f ′(rs(k))|qk| − (γ−1h)
ĉγ

128(4α+ 1)
f(rs(k))

≤ −(γ−1h)
ĉγ

128(4α+ 1)
f(rs(k)).

Combining the three cases we obtain for DK + ϵrl(k) > rs(k)

E[ρk+1] ≤ E[f(rs(k + 1))] ≤ (1− c2h)f(rs(k)) = (1− c2h)ρk(47)

with

c2 = min
(f ′(R1)γ

8
,
f ′(R1)γα

2
,

9

640
ĉ,

ĉ

128(4α+ 1)

)
.

Combining this estimate with the first case (DK + ϵrl(k) ≤ rs(k)), we obtain

E[ρk+1] ≤ (1− ch)ρk(48)

with c given in (10).
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Proof of Theorem 3. Set l = ⌈ 1
hγmax(α,1+α/2)⌉. By (11), we have

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) = Wρ(µ∞π
l, µh,∞π

l
h) ≤ Wρ(µ∞π

l, µ∞π
l
h) +Wρ(µ∞π

l
h, µh,∞π

l
h)

≤ Wρ(µ∞π
l, µ∞π

l
h) + (1− ch)lWρ(µ∞, µh,∞).

Hence, by (1− ch) ≤ e−ch, lh ≥ 1
γmax(α,1+α/2) and (26),

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) ≤ 1

1− (1− ch)l
Wρ(µ∞π

l, µ∞π
l
h) ≤ (1− e−chl)−1Wρ(µ∞π

l, µ∞π
l
h)

≤ (1− e
− c

hγ max(α,1+α/2) )−1E[α|Xhl −Xl|+ |(Xhl −Xl) + γ−1(Vhl −Vl)|],

with (X0, V0) = (X0,V0) ∼ µ∞ and where (Xk,Vk)k and (Xs, Vs)s are synchronously cou-

pled, i.e., ξk =
∫ hk
h(k−1) dBs. Define the sequences (ak)

l
k=0 and (bk)

l
k=0 by

ak = E[α|Xhk −Xk|] and bk = E[|(Xhk −Xk) + γ−1(Vhk −Vk)|].

By using (1) and (2) iteratively and a0 = b0 = 0, it holds

ak+1 ≤ E
[
α
∣∣∣Xkh −Xk +

∫ h

0
(Vhk+s −Vk)ds

∣∣∣]
≤ E

[
α
∣∣∣X0 −X0 +

k∑
i=0

∫ h

0
(Vhi+s − Vhi)ds+

k∑
i=0

h(Vhi −Vi)
∣∣∣]

≤ E
[
α
∣∣∣ k∑
i=0

∫ h

0
(Vhi+s − Vhi)ds

∣∣∣]+ α
k∑

i=0

hE
[∣∣∣Vhi −Vi

∣∣∣]
≤ hM2 + hγ

k∑
i=1

(αbi + ai)

where using Lemma 12 and lh ≤ 2/(γ(1 + α)), the constant M2 is given by

h−1E
[
α
∣∣∣ k∑
i=0

∫ h

0
(Vhi+s − Vhi)ds

∣∣∣] ≤ αh

2
l(
√
L+ γ)

√
d+ α

√
2γdlh

≤ α

γ(1 + α)
(
√
L+ γ)

√
d+ 2α

√
d

1 + α
=: M2.(49)

Further,

bk+1 ≤ bk + E
[ ∫ h

0
γ−1|∇U(Xhk+s)−∇U(Xk)|ds

]
≤ bk + E

[ ∫ h

0
γ−1L|Xhk+s −Xk|ds

]
≤ bk +

αγh

2
ak + E

[ ∫ h

0
γ−1L|Xhk+s −Xkh|ds

]
≤ b0 +

k∑
i=0

αγh

2
ai +

k∑
i=0

E
[ ∫ h

0
γ−1L|Xhi+s −Xih|ds

]
.(50)

Then by Lemma 12 and the definition of l, we have for all 1 ≤ k < l

k∑
i=0

E
[ ∫ h

0
|Xih+s −Xih|ds

]
≤ h2

2
l
√
d ≤ h

γ(1 + α)

√
d =: hM1.(51)
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Since a0 = 0,

bk+1 ≤
k∑

i=1

αγh

2
ai + γ−1LhM1.

Putting the bound for ak+1 and bk+1 together, we obtain

(ak+1 + bk+1) ≤ h(γ−1LM1 +M2) + hγmax(α, 1 + α/2)
k∑

i=1

(ai + bi).

We note that the sequence (ak + bk)k is bounded from above by the sequence (ck)k (i.e.,
ak + bk ≤ ck for all k) satisfying

ck+1 = h(γ−1LM1 +M2) + hγmax(α, 1 + α/2)
k∑

i=1

ci.

and c1 = h(γ−1LM1 +M2). Set λ = max(α, 1 + α/2). For (ck)k we observe

ak+1 + bk+1 ≤ ck+1 = h(γ−1LM1 +M2) + hγλ
k−1∑
i=1

ci + hγλck

= (1 + hγλ)ck = (1 + hγλ)kc1 ≤ ehγλkc1 = ehγλkh(γ−1LM1 +M2).

Then, by the choice of l, (51), (49) and (21) , it holds

ehγλkh(γ−1LM1 +M2) = e1h
(
γ−1L

√
d

γ(1 + α)
+

α

γ(1 + α)
(
√
L+ γ)

√
d+ 2α

√
d

1 + α

)
= e1h(Lγ−2

√
d)
(3 +√Lγ−2

1 + 2Lγ−2
+

4√
1 + 2Lγ−2

)
≤ 20hLγ−2

√
d

and hence

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) ≤ (1− e
− c

γ max(α,1+α/2) )−120hLγ−2
√
d ≤

(
1 +

γ(1 + α)

c

)
20hLγ−2

√
d.(52)

where we used in the second step that 1/(1− e−x) ≤ 1 + 1/x for x > 0.

Lemma 12. Consider the kinetic Langevin dynamics with initial distribution µ∞. Let l ∈ N.
Then, for all k ∈ {0, . . . , l − 1}

E
[ ∫ h

0
|Xkh+s −Xkh|ds

]
≤ h2

2

√
d

E
[∣∣∣ k∑

i=0

∫ h

0
Vih+s − Vihds

∣∣∣] ≤ h2

2
l(
√
L+ γ)

√
d+

√
2γdlhh.

Proof of Lemma 12. By (1), it holds∫ h

0
|Xkh+s −Xkh|ds =

∫ h

0
|
∫ s

0
Vkh+rdr|ds ≤

∫ t

0

∫ s

0
|Vkh+r|drds.(53)

Taking expectation yields

E
[ ∫ h

0
|Xkh+s −Xkh|ds

]
≤ E

[ ∫ t

0

∫ s

0
|Vkh+r|drds

]
=

∫ t

0

∫ s

0
E[|Vkh+r|]drds =

h2

2

√
d,
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since for (Xkh+r, Vkh+r) ∼ µ∞ for all k ∈ N and r ∈ [0, h] and ∥Vkh+r∥L1(µ∞) ≤
√
d by [25,

Lemma A.3]. Further by (1)∣∣∣ k∑
i=0

∫ h

0
Vih+s − Vihds

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣ k∑
i=0

∫ h

0

∫ s

0
−∇U(Xih+r)− γVih+rdr +

√
2γ

∫ s

0
dBih+rds

∣∣∣
≤

k∑
i=0

∫ h

0

∫ s

0
(|∇U(Xih+r)|+ γ|Vih+r|)drds+

√
2γ
∣∣∣ k∑
i=0

∫ h

0
(Bih+s −Bih)ds

∣∣∣.(54)

We note that
∑k

i=0(Bih+s−Bih) is a normally distributed random variable with mean zero and
covariance matrix ((k+1)s)Id. Further, for (Xih+r, Vih+r) ∼ µ∞ for all i ∈ N, ∥Vih+r∥L1(µ∞) ≤√
d and ∥∇U(Xih+r)∥L1(µ∞) ≤

√
Ld by [25, Lemma A.3]. Then since k < l,

E[|
k∑

i=0

∫ h

0
Vih+s − Vihds|] ≤ E[

k∑
i=0

∫ h

0

∫ s

0
(|∇U(Xih+r)|+ γ|Vih+r|)drds

+
√
2γ
∣∣∣ k∑
i=0

∫ h

0
(Bih+s −Bih)ds

∣∣∣]
≤ h2

2
l(
√
Ld+ γ

√
d) +

√
2γdlhh.

Proof of Theorem 4. Applying the triangle inequality and combining Theorem 1 and Theo-
rem 3, it holds for all k ∈ N

Wρ(µ∞, νπ
k
h) ≤ Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) +Wρ(µh,∞, νπ

k
h)

≤ h
(
1 +

γ(1 + α)

c

)
20Lγ−2

√
d+ e−chkWρ(µh,∞, ν).

The bound in W1 is obtained by using the equivalence of the distance ρ and the Euclidean
distance in R2d.

5.2. UBU

Proof of Theorem 6. Since the scheme satisfies (U1/2BU1/2)
n = U1/2(BU)n−1BU1/2, where

U1/2 is a half step, we use the contraction result of Theorem 5 for the steps (BU)n−1 and
it remains to control the error induced by the steps U1/2 and BU1/2. Using a synchronous

coupling, we show that there exists a constant C such that for any x, v, x′, v′ ∈ Rd and
ξ(1), ξ(2) ∼ N (0, Id)

ρ((XU ,VU ), (X
′
U ,V

′
U )) ≤ Cρ((x, v), (x′, v′)), and

ρ((XBU ,VBU ), (X
′
BU ,V

′
BU )) ≤ Cρ((x, v), (x′, v′)),

where

(XU ,VU ) = U
(
x, v,

h

2
, ξ(1), ξ(2)

)
, (XBU ,VBU ) = B

(
U
(
x, v,

h

2
, ξ(1), ξ(2)

)
, h
)
,

(X′
U ,V

′
U ) = U

(
x′, v′,

h

2
, ξ(1), ξ(2)

)
, (X′

BU ,V
′
BU ) = B

(
U
(
x′, v′,

h

2
, ξ(1), ξ(2)

)
, h
)
.

We write

ZU = XU −X′
U , WU = VU −V′

U , ZBU = XBU −X′
BU , WBU = VBU −V′

BU ,

qU = ZU + γ−1WU , qBU = ZBU + γ−1WBU
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and z = x− x′, w = v − v′ and q = z + γ−1w.
First, we assume that x, v, x′, v′ ∈ Rd are such that ρ((x, v), (x′, v)) = f(rs((x, v), (x

′, v))).
By the construction of the U step it holds

α|ZU |+ |qU | = α|z + (1− exp−γh/2)(q − z)|+ |q|
≤ α|z| exp−γh/2+(1 + αγh/2)|q| ≤ (1 + αγh/2)(α|z|+ |q|).

Since f is concave and (1 + αγh/2) ≥ 1, it holds

ρ((XU ,VU ), (X
′
U ,V

′
U )) ≤ f(rs((XU ,VU ), (X

′
U ,V

′
U ))

≤ f((1 + αγh/2)rs((x, v), (x
′, v′))) ≤ (1 + αγh/2)ρ((x, v), (x′, v)).

Analogously, it holds

α|ZBU |+ |qBU | = α|z + (1− e−γh/2)(q − z)|+ |q − hγ−1e−γh/2(∇U(x)−∇U(x′))|
≤ α|z|e−γh/2 + hγ−1Le−γh/2|z|+ (1 + αγh/2)|q|
≤ α(1 + hγ/2)e−γh/2|z|+ (1 + αγh/2)|q| ≤ (1 + αγh/2)(α|z|+ |q|).

Hence, since f is concave and (1 + αγh/2) ≥ 1,

ρ((XBU ,VBU ), (X
′
BU ,V

′
BU )) ≤ f(rs((XBU ,VBU ), (X

′
BU ,V

′
BU )))

≤ (1 + αγh/2)ρ((x, v), (x′, v)).

Next, let x, v, x′, v′ ∈ Rd be such that ρ((x, v), (x′, v′)) = f(DK + ϵrl((x, v), (x
′, v′))) holds.

We observe that

r2l ((XU ,VU ), (X
′
U ,V

′
U )) = (z, w)T (I2d + P2)

TM(I2d + P2)(z, w),

with M given in the proof of Proposition 14 and

P2 =

(
0d (1− eγh/2)γ−1Id
0d (e−γh/2 − 1)Id

)
where 0d is the d × d zero matrix. We want to show that (z, w)T (P T

2 M +MP2 + P2MP2) ·
(z, w) ≤ Cr2l (z, w) for some positive constant C > 0. It holds

P T
2 M +MP2 + P2MP2 =

1− e−γh/2

γ

(
0d γ−2K + −2τ(1−2τ)

2 Id

γ−2K + −2τ(1−2τ)
2 Id −2τ+1

γ e−γh/2Id

)
.

For (z, w) ∈ R2d it holds

wTγ−2K · z + zTγ−2K · w ≤ γ−1zTK · z + γ−3wTK · w.

Hence,

(z, w)T (P T
2 M +MP2 + P2MP2) · (z, w)

≤ 1− e−γh/2

γ

(
γ−1zTK · z + γ−3wTK · w − 2τ(1− 2τ)z · w − 2τ + 1

γ
e−γh/2|w|2

)
≤ 1− e−γh/2

γ

(
− 2τγ(z, w)TM · (z, w) + 2γ−1zTK · z + γ−3wTK · w

)
≤ 1− e−γh/2

γ
2γmax(1, LKγ

−2)(z, w)TM · (z, w) ≤ hγmax(1, LKγ
−2)(z, w)TM · (z, w).
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Thus,

DK + ϵrl((XU ,VU ), (X
′
U ,V

′
U )) ≤ DK +

√
1 + hγmax(1, LKγ−2)ϵrl((x, v), (x

′, v′))

≤
√
1 + hγmax(1, LKγ−2)(DK + ϵrl((x, v), (x

′, v′))).

By concavity of f

ρ((XU ,VU ), (X
′
U ,V

′
U )) ≤

√
1 + hγmax(1, LKγ−2)ρ((x, v), (x′, v′)).

Similarly, we observe that

r2l ((XBU ,VBU ), (X
′
BU ,V

′
BU )) = (z, w)T (PBU1/2

)TM(PBU1/2
)(z, w)

= (z, w)T ((I2d + P3)PBU )
TM((I2d + P3)PBU )(z, w),

where PBU corresponds to a BU step and PBU1/2
to a BU1/2 and P3 is given by

P3 =

(
0d γ−1(1− η̃/η)Id
0d (η̃/η − 1)Id

)
with η = e−γh and η̃ = e−γh/2. We observe that

(I2d + P3)
TM(I2d + P3) =M +

(
0d γ−1( η̃η − 1)(−γ−2K + τ(1− 2τ)Id)

0d γ−2( η̃η − 1)1+2τ
2 Id

)

+

(
0d 0d

γ−1( η̃η − 1)(−γ−2K + τ(1− 2τ)Id) γ−2( η̃η − 1)1+2τ
2 Id

)

+

(
0d 0d
0d γ−2(1− η̃

η )
2(Kγ−2 + 2τ2Id)

)

≺
(
1 + 2τ(

η̃

η
− 1)

)
M +

(
( η̃η − 1)γ−2K 0d

0d γ−2( η̃η − 1)(γ−2K + Id)

)

+

(
0d 0d
0d γ−2(1− η̃

η )
2(Kγ−2 + 2τ2Id)

)
,

since

γ−1
( η̃
η
− 1
)
γ−2zTKw ≤ γ−2

( η̃
η
− 1
)1
2
zTKz + γ−4

( η̃
η
− 1
)1
2
wTKw.(55)

By (15) and (20), it holds ( η̃η − 1) ≤ eγh/2 γh2 ≤ γh
2 e

1/30 and τ ≤ 1/8 and hence

(I2d + P3)
TM(I2d + P3) ≺

(
1 + 2τ

γhe
1
30

2

)
M +

(
hγ−1

2 e
1
30K 0d

0d
h
2e

1
30 (1 + e

1
30

30 )(γ−3K + γ−1Id)

)
≺
(
1 + hγmax(1, Lkγ

−2)
)
M.

By Proposition 14, it holds

r2l ((XBU ,VBU ), (X
′
BU ,V

′
BU )) ≤

(
1 + hγmax(1, Lkγ

−2)
)
(z, w)T (PBU )

TMPBU (z, w).

≤
(
1 + hγmax(1, Lkγ

−2)
)
(z, w)TM(z, w).
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By concavity of f , it holds

ρ((XBU ,VBU ), (X
′
BU ,V

′
BU )) ≤

√
1 + hγmax(1, LKγ−2)ρ((x, v), (x′, v′)).

These estimates for the U1/2-step and the BU1/2-step combined with the contraction result

for the BU-scheme concludes the proof since by (17) 1
1−ch ≤ 1

1−e−γhγh/16
≤ 1 + γh/16 and

hence max((1+αγh/2)2,1+γhmax(1,Lkγ
−2))

1−ch ≤ C.

To prove Theorem 9 and Theorem 10, we first introduce an auxiliary result bounding the
difference between the continuous kinetic Langevin dynamics and the UBU discretization
scheme.

Lemma 13. Assume that h < min
{

1
2γ ,

γ
2L

}
. Consider the kinetic Langevin dynamics and the

UBU scheme with synchronously coupled Brownian motion and with initial points (X0,V0) =
(X0, V0) ∼ µ∞. Assume that Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 is satisfied and, then for k ∈ N
we have that

αE [|Xk −Xkh|] + E
[∣∣Xk −Xkh + γ−1 (Vk − Vkh)

∣∣]
≤ e

3max
{
γ, 2L

γ

}
hk
(Mb + α(k + 1)Ma),

where

Ma =
h3

24

((√
42

2
+ 1

)
L+ γL1/2

)
d1/2, Mb =

γ−1(k + 1)Lh2
√
d

4
,

and if Assumption 2 is satisfied Mb is refined to

Mb = γ−1(k + 1)
h3

√
d

24

(
L1

√
d+ L3/2 + γL

)
+
√

2γ−1

√
(k + 1)h5L2d

192
,

further if Assumption 3 is satisfied this Mb is refined to

Mb = γ−1(k + 1)
h3

√
d

24

(
Ls
1 + L3/2 + γL

)
+
√
2γ−1

√
(k + 1)h5L2d

192
.

Proof. [58] use a different formulation of the solution of kinetic Langevin dynamics, which is
derived by using Itô’s formula on the product eγtVt. For initial condition (X0, V0) ∈ R2d the
solution of (1) can be written as:

Vt = E(t)V0 −
∫ t

0
E(t− s)∇U(Xs)ds+

√
2γ

∫ t

0
E(t− s)dBs,(56)

Xt = X0 + F(t)V0 −
∫ t

0
F(t− s)∇U(Xs)ds+

√
2γ

∫ t

0
F(t− s)dBs,(57)

where

(58) E(t) = e−γt F(t) =
1− e−γt

γ
.

Further the UBU scheme (as in [58]) can be expressed as

Vk+1 = E(h)Vk − hE(h/2)∇U(Xk) +
√

2γ

∫ (k+1)h

kh
E((k + 1)h− s)dBs,(59)

Xk = Xk + F(h/2)Vk +
√
2γ

∫ (k+1/2)h

kh
F((k + 1/2)h− s)dBs,(60)

Xk+1 = Xk + F(h)Vk − hF(h/2)∇U(Xk) +
√

2γ

∫ (k+1)h

kh
F((k + 1)h− s)dBs,(61)
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this is convenient for comparison with (56) and (57).
If we consider synchronously coupled Brownian motion with (X0, V0) = (X0,V0) ∼ µ∞,

let us define

ak := αE [|Xk −Xkh|] , bk := E
[∣∣Xk −Xkh + γ−1 (Vk − Vkh)

∣∣] ,
then we firstly have

ak+1

≤ αE
[∣∣∣∣Xk −Xkh + F(h) (Vk − Vkh)− hF(h/2)∇U(Xk) +

∫ h

0
F(h− s)∇U(Xkh+s)ds

∣∣∣∣]
≤ E

[
α |Xk −Xkh|+ hα |Vk − Vkh|+ α

∣∣∣∣hF(h/2)∇U(Xk)−
∫ h

0
F(h− s)∇U(Xkh+s)ds

∣∣∣∣]
≤ a0 +

k∑
i=1

hγ(αbi + ai) + α

k∑
i=0

E
[∣∣∣∣hF(h/2)∇U(Xi)−

∫ h

0
F(h− s)∇U(Xih+s)ds

∣∣∣∣] ,
where following Section 7.6 of [58] we expand F(h−s)∇U(Xkh+s) by the fundamental theorem
of calculus and get

hF(h/2)∇U(Xi)−
∫ h

0
F(h− s)∇U(Xih+s)ds

= −hF(h/2)(∇U(Xih+1/2)−∇U(Xi)) + I6 + I7,

where I6 and I7 are defined as in [58]

I6 = −
∫ (i+1)h

ih

∫ s

(i+1/2)h
F((i+ 1)h− s′)∇2U(Xs′)Vs′ds

′ds

I7 = −
∫ (i+1)h

ih

∫ s

(i+1/2)h
E((i+ 1)h− s′)∇U(Xs′)ds

′ds,

and they show the following bounds

E |I6 + I7| ≤
(
E |I6|2

)1/2
+
(
E |I7|2

)1/2
≤ h3

24

((√
42

2
+ 1

)
L+ γL1/2

)
d1/2 := Ma.

We can also bound

E
[∣∣−hF(h/2)(∇U(X(i+1/2)h)−∇U(Xi))

∣∣] ≤ h2

2
LE
(
|Xih −Xi|+

h

2
|Vih −Vi|

)
,

and combining these results and using that h < min
{

1
2γ ,

γ
2L

}
, we have

ak+1 ≤ 2hγ

k∑
i=1

(αbi + ai) + α(k + 1)Ma.

If we consider bk we have

bk+1 ≤ b0 + γ−1E

[∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=0

∫ h

0
(∇U(Xih+s)−∇U(Xi))ds

∣∣∣∣∣
]

≤ b0 + γ−1E

[∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=0

∫ h

0
(∇U(Xih+s)−∇U(X(i+1/2)h))ds

∣∣∣∣∣
]

+ hγ−1
k∑

i=0

E
[∣∣∇U(Xi)−∇U(X(i+1/2)h)

∣∣]
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where we now want to bound the second term as we have an estimate for the third term by
the previous arguments. Using Îto-Taylor expansion twice as in [58] we have that∫ (i+1)h

ih
∇U(Xs)ds = h∇U(X(i+1/2)h) +

∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
d(∇2U(Xs′′)v)ds

′ds,

where we can use Îto’s formula on ∇2U(Xs′′)v to get that∫ (i+1)h

ih
(∇U(Xs)−∇U(X(i+1/2)h))ds = I1 + I2 + I3 + I4,

where

I1 =

∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇3U(Xs′′)[Vs′′ , Vs′′ ]ds

′′ds′ds

I2 = −γ
∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇2U(Xs′′)Vs′′ds

′′ds′ds

I3 = −
∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇2U(Xs′′)∇U(Xs′′)ds

′′ds′ds

I4 =
√

2γ

∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇2U(Xs′′)dBs′′ds

′ds.

We first bound I1, I2 and I3 as follows. For I1 we use the fact that each scalar component of
Vs′′ ∼ N (0, Id) and therefore under Assumption 3 and [56, Lemma 7]

E
[∥∥∇3U(Xs′′)[Vs′′ , Vs′′ ]

∥∥] ≤ Ls
1

√
d

and therefore

E [|I1|] ≤
Ls
1

√
dh3

24
.

Under Assumption 2 similarly we have

E [|I1|] ≤
L1dh

3

24
.

To bound I2 and I3, we observe

E
[∥∥∇2U(Xs′′)Vs′′

∥∥] ≤ LE (∥Vs′′∥) ≤ L
√
d, and

E
[∥∥∇2U(Xs′′)∇U(Xs′′)

∥∥] ≤ LE (∥∇U(Xs′′)∥) ≤ L3/2
√
d

and therefore

E [|I2|] ≤
γL

√
dh3

24
,E [|I3|] ≤

L3/2
√
dh3

24
.

Then we have that

γ−1E

[∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=0

∫ h

0
(∇U(Xih+s)−∇U(X(i+1/2)h))ds

∣∣∣∣∣
]

≤ γ−1(k + 1)
h3

√
d

24

(
L1 + L3/2 + γL

)
+
√
2γ−1E

[∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=0

∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇2U(Xs′′)dBs′′ds

′ds

∣∣∣∣∣
]
.
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We can estimate the final expectation by considering Jensen’s inequality and considering the
estimate of the second moment

E

∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=0

∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇2U(Xs′′)dBs′′ds

′ds

∣∣∣∣∣
2


using the fact that the Brownian motions are over disjoint time intervals corresponding to
each 0 ≤ i ≤ k we can apply Fubini’s theorem and Îto’s isometry to get

=
k∑

i=0

E

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ (i+1)h

(i+1/2)h

∫ s

(i+1/2)h

∫ s′

2(i+1/2)h−s′
∇2U(Xs′′)dBs′′ds

′ds

∣∣∣∣∣
2
 ≤ (k + 1)h5L2d

192
.

We define Mb := γ−1(k + 1)h
3
√
d

24

(
Mc + L3/2 + γL

)
+
√
2γ−1

√
(k+1)h5L2d

192 with Mc = Ls
1

under Assumption 3 and Mc = L1

√
d under Assumption 2.

Further when Assumption 2 and Assumption 3 are not satisfied we use the fundamental
theorem of calculus to have that ∇U(Xih+s) = ∇U(X(i+1/2)h)+

∫ ih+s
(i+1/2)h∇

2U(Xs′)Vs′ds
′ and

therefore we estimate

γ−1E

[∣∣∣∣∣
k∑

i=0

∫ h

0
(∇U(Xih+s)−∇U(Xi))ds

∣∣∣∣∣
]

≤ hγ−1
k∑

i=0

E
[∣∣∇U(X(i+1/2)h)−∇U(Xi)

∣∣]+ γ−1(k + 1)Lh2
√
d

4
.

In this case, we define Mb :=
γ−1(k+1)Lh2

√
d

4 .
Combining the estimates we have

bk+1 ≤ h

k∑
i=1

(
γai +

hL

2
bi

)
+Mb,

and combining this with the iteration inequality for ak+1 we obtain

ak+1 + bk+1 ≤ h
k∑

i=1

(
3γai +

6L

γ
bi

)
+ (Mb + α(k + 1)Ma)

≤ 3hmax

{
γ,

2L

γ

} k∑
i=1

(ai + bi) + (Mb + α(k + 1)Ma).

Now we note that the sequence (ak + bk)k∈N is bounded from above by the sequence (ck)k∈N
satisfying

ck+1 := 3hmax

{
γ,

2L

γ

} k∑
i=1

ci + (Mb + α(k + 1)Ma),

and c1 = Mb + α(k + 1)Ma. Then, we have

ak+1 + bk+1 ≤ ck+1 =

(
1 + 3hmax

{
γ,

2L

γ

})
ck

≤
(
1 + 3hmax

{
γ,

2L

γ

})k

c1 ≤ e
3max

{
γ, 2L

γ

}
hk
(Mb + α(k + 1)Ma).
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Proof of Theorem 9. Inspired by the interpolation argument used in [43] we define (Xl,Vl)
as l steps of the UBU scheme and (Xlh, Vlh) is defined by (1) at time lh ≥ 0, where these
are both initialized at (X0, V0) = (X0,V0) ∼ µ∞ and have synchronously coupled Brownian

motion. We further define a sequence of interpolating variants (X
(k)
l ,V

(k)
l ) for every k = 0, ..., l

all initialized (X
(k)
0 ,V

(k)
0 ) = (X0,V0), where we define (X

(k)
l ,V

(k)
i )ki=1 := (Xih, Vih)

k
i=1 and

(X
(k)
l ,V

(k)
i )li=k+1 by UBU steps and for k = l we simply have just the continuous diffusion

(1). Using Lemma 13 we split up the steps into blocks of size l̃ =

⌈
1

3hmax
{
γ, 2L

γ

}
⌉
as

Wρµ∞π
l, µ∞π

l
h)

≤ Wρ

(
µ∞π

⌊l/l̃⌋l̃π
l−⌊l/l̃⌋l̃
h , µ∞π

l
)
+

⌊l/l̃⌋−1∑
j=0

Wρ

(
µ∞π

jl̃πl−jl̃
h , µ∞π

(j+1)l̃π
l−(j+1)l̃
h

)
.

Using the fact that (1) preserves µ∞ and the remaining steps follow the UBU scheme for
which we have contraction we can use Lemma 13 and Theorem 6 to achieve

Wρ

(
µ∞π

jl̃πl−jl̃
h , µ∞π

(j+1)l̃π
l−(j+1)l̃
h

)
≤ Ce

3max
{
γ, 2L

γ

}
hl̃
(Mb + α(l̃ + 1)Ma)(1− ch)l−(j+1)l̃,

where Mb depends on l̃ and C is defined as in (19). Summing up the terms we have that

Wρ(µ∞π
l, µ∞π

l
h) ≤

16C(Mb + α(l̃ + 1)Ma)

1− (1− ch)l̃

and taking the limit as l → ∞ in the following estimate we have

Wρ(µ∞, µh,∞) = Wρ(µ∞π
l, µh,∞π

l
h) ≤ Wρ(µ∞π

l, µ∞π
l
h) +Wρ(µ∞π

l
h, µh,∞π

l
h)

≤ Wρ(µ∞π
l, µ∞π

l
h) +C(1− ch)lWρ(µ∞, µh,∞)

≤ 15C(Mb + α(l̃ + 1)Ma)

1− (1− ch)l̃
≤ 15C(Mb + α(l̃ + 1)Ma)

(
1 +

1

chl̃

)

≤ 15C(Mb + α(l̃ + 1)Ma)

1 +
3max

{
γ, 2Lγ

}
c

 ,

where we have used that 1/(1− e−x) ≤ 1+ 1/x for all x > 0 and the result follows, where we
simplify the estimate.

Proof of Theorem 10. The results follows by applying triangle inequality, Theorem 9, Theo-
rem 6 and using (29).

Proof of Theorem 5

To show Theorem 5, we first prove a local contraction result for the distance rl.

Proposition 14. Let the potential U be of the form U := xTKx + G(x), where the sym-
metric and positive definite matrix K satisfies κId ≺ K ≺ LKId and ∇G is convex for all
x, y ∈ Rd such that |x − y| > R, now consider two iterates of the BU scheme (Xk,Vk)k∈N
and (X′

k,V
′
k)k∈N with synchronously coupled noise increments and metric rl between the it-

erates. If r2l ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) ≥ R at iteration k ∈ N, h < min{ γ

55LK
, 1
15γ } and LGγ

−2 ≤
κ/(13LG) we have that

r2l ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) ≤

(
1− 7

8
τγh

)
r2l ((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k)),
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where τ = min{ κ
6γ2 ,

1
16}. If R = 0, R = 0 and the restriction on γ improves to LGγ

−2 ≤ 1
6 .

Proof. We have that

r2l ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) = (Zk,Wk)P

TMP · (Zk,Wk),

where

M =

(
γ−2K + (1− 2τ)2/2Id (1− 2τ)/2γId

(1− 2τ)/2γId γ−2Id

)
, and P =

(
Id − 1−η

γ h(K +Q)
(
1−η
γ

)
Id

−hη(K +Q) ηId

)
,

where η = exp (−γh), K is the matrix defined by the quadratic term in the potential and Q
is defined by

Q =

∫ 1

t=0
∇2G(Xk + t(X′

k −Xk))dt,

where G is the non-quadratic term in the potential and Q ≻ 0 for |Xk − X′
k| > R and

−LGId ≺ Q ≺ LGId otherwise. It holds

r2l ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) = r2l ((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k))

+ (Zk,Wk)
T (h(MP1 + P T

1 M) + h2P T
1 MP1)(Zk,Wk)

with

P1 =

(
−1−η

γ (K +Q) 1−η
γh Id

−η (K +Q) −1−η
h Id

)
.(62)

It is sufficient to show that for all (z, w) ∈ R2d with r2l ((z, w)) ≥ R, (z, w)T (h(MP1+P
T
1 M)+

h2P T
1 MP1)(z, w) ≤ −γτh(z, w)TM(z, w). It holds

h(MP1 + P T
1 M) = h

(
1−2τ
γ (−K −Q) −γ−2Q− τ(1− 2τ)Id

−γ−2Q− τ(1− 2τ)Id −1+2τ
γ Id

)
+

(
Ah2 Bh2

Bh2 Ch2

)

≺ h

(
1−2τ
γ (−K −Q) + 2γ−3Q2 −τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id (−2τγ−1 − γ−1

2 )Id

)
+

(
Ah2 Bh2

Bh2 Ch2

)
,

since for all (z, w) ∈ R2d, zT (−Qγ−2)w ≤ γ−3zTQ2z + 1/4γ−1|w|2 and wT (−Qγ−2)z ≤
γ−3zTQ2z + 1/4γ−1|w|2 and where

Ah2 = h(1− η)
1− 2τ

γ
(K +Q)− h

1− η

γ

(
γ−2K +

(1− 2τ)2

2
Id

)
(K +Q)

− h
1− η

γ
(K +Q)

(
γ−2K +

(1− 2τ)2

2
Id

)
Bh2 =

(1− η − ηγh)

γ3
K + h(1− η)Q/γ2 + τ(1− 2τ)

γh− 1 + η

γ
Id − h

(1− η)(1− 2τ)

2γ2
(K +Q)

Ch2 =
(hγ − 1 + η)(1 + 2τ)

γ2
Id

and using that |hγ−1+η| ≤ h2γ2

2 , |hγη−1+η| ≤ |hγ−1+η|+hγ(1−η) ≤ 3h2γ2

2 for h < 1
2γ ,

wTQz ≤ 1
2γ

−1zTQ2z + 1
2γ|w|

2 and wTKz ≤ 1
2γ

−1zTK2z + 1
2γ|w|

2 we have(
Ah2 Bh2

Bh2 Ch2

)
≺
(
1 0
0 0

)
⊗

(
Ah2 +

3h2Q2

2γ2
+ 2

h2K2

γ2
+
h2τ(1− 2τ)γ2

2
Id

)

+

(
0 0
0 1

)
⊗
(
h2(1 + 2τ)

2
Id + h2

(
7

2
+ τ(1− 2τ)/2

)
Id

)
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We have that zT (K +Q)w ≤ 1
2γ z

T (K +Q)2z+ γ
2 |w|

2, (K +Q)TK(K +Q) ≺ LK(K +Q)2

as K is symmetric and positive definite and hence we can take the square root of K. Using
these identities and also using the aforementioned inequalities for h and γ and h < 1

12γ we
have

h2P T
1 MP1 =h2(K+Q)(2(1−η)2K+γ2((1−2τ)2+4ητ(1−2τ)+η2(1+4τ2)))(K+Q)

2γ4
−h(1−η)(K+Q)((1−η)K+γ2(τ(2τ−1)−η/2−2ητ2)Id)

γ4

−h(1−η)((1−η)K+γ2(τ(2τ−1)−η/2−2ητ2)Id)(K+Q)
γ4

(1−η)2(2K+γ2(1+4τ2)Id)
2γ4


≺ h2

(
5
2(K +Q)2γ−2 0

0 Kγ−2 + 5
2Id

)
assuming that τ ≤ 1/16. Using the fact that (K + Q)2 ≺ 2K2 + 2Q2 ≺ 2LKK + 2Q2 and
KQ,QK ≺ LKK +Q2. Combining the previous estimates we obtain

h(MP1 + P T
1 M) + h2P T

1 MP1 ≺ h

(
1−2τ
γ (−K −Q) + 2γ−3Q2 −τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id (−2τγ−1 − γ−1

2 )Id

)

+ h2

(
(1− 2τ)

(
2τ 1−η

γh (K +Q) + τγ2

2 Id

)
+ 9(Q2 + LKK)γ−2 0

0 Kγ−2 + 7Id

)

We define Cη,τ := 1 − 2τ(1 − η), where 7
8 ≤ Cη,τ ≤ 1 By the conditions on h it holds that

h2 9LK
γ2 K ≺ h

Cη,τ (1−4τ)
4γ K, h(Lkγ

−2 + 7) ≤ 1
2γ and 9hL2

Gγ
−2 ≤ 2γ−3L2

G

≺ h

(
Cη,τ (1−2τ)

γ (−K −Q) +
Cη,τ (1−4τ)

4γ K + 4γ−3L2
GId + hτγ2(1− 2τ)/2Id −τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id −2τγ−1Id

)
.

By assumption on G and γ and the choice of τ , we observe

Cη,τ (1− 2τ)

γ
zT (−Q)z ≤ Cη,τ (1− 2τ)

γ
LG1|z|≤R|z|2 ≤ Cη,τLGγ

−1R2

and due to the condition on γ and τ < κ/6γ2

− 3Cη,τ (1− 4τ)

4γ
zTKz + 4γ−3L2

G|z|2 +
hτ

2
γ2(1− 2τ)|z|2

≤ −3Cη,τ

8γ
zTKz +

hτ

2
γ2(1− 2τ)|z|2 ≤ −2τγ

(1− 2τ)2

2
|z|2.

Hence,

(z, w)T
(
h(MP1 + P T

1 M) + h2P T
1 MP1

)
(z, w)

≤ Cη,τh(z, w)
T

(
−2τγ

(
γ−2K + (1−2τ)2

2

)
−τ(1− 2τ)Id

−τ(1− 2τ)Id −2τγ−1Id

)
(z, w) + Cη,τhLGγ

−1R2

≤ −2Cη,ττγh(z, w)
TM(z, w) + Cη,τhLGγ

−1R2 ≤ −7

8
τγh(z, w)TM(z, w)

where the last step holds by the definition of R. We note that for R = 0, Q is positive definite

and we can bound directly −Cη,τ (1−2τ)
γ Q+ 4γ−3Q2 ≺ 0, which yields the result.
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Proof of Theorem 5. Fix k ∈ N. Consider Xk,Vk,X
′
k,V

′
k ∈ Rd. As for the Euler scheme, we

write Zk = Xk −X′
k, Wk = Vk −V′

k and qk = Zk + γ−1Wk. We show contraction separately
for the synchronous coupling and the coupling given by (34).

Case 1: If DK+ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) ≤ rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k), the synchronous coupling

is applied and it holds ρ((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k)) = f(DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k))).

We observe

ρk+1 := ρ((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) ≤ f(DK + ϵrl(k + 1)),

where rl(k + 1) = rl((Xk+1,Vk+1), (X
′
k+1,V

′
k+1)) By Proposition 14 and (15) it holds

rl(k + 1) ≤
√

1− τγhrl(k) ≤
(
1− 7τγh

16

)
rl(k).

By concavity of f , we obtain

(63)
E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ E[f(DK + ϵrl(k + 1))− f(DK + ϵrl(k))]

≤ f ′(R1)ϵE[rl(k + 1)− rl(k)] ≤ −f ′(R1)c1hrl(k),

where c1 = 7ϵτγ/16 with τ given in Proposition 14. By (22),

−f ′(R1)c1hrl(k) ≤ −f ′(R1)h
c1rl(k)

DK + ϵrl(k)
ρk ≤ −f ′(R1)c1hEρk.

Case 2: If DK + ϵrl((Xk,Vk), (X
′
k,V

′
k) > rs((Xk,Vk), (X

′
k,V

′
k), the coupling (34) is ap-

plied. By the definition of the BU-scheme and (34), it holds for the process (Zk, qk)k∈N
Zk+1 = Zk + (1− η)(qk − Zk)− h(1−η)

γ (∇U(Xk)−∇U(X′
k))

+
√

2γ−1h
(
1− 1−η

γh

)
Ξk+1

qk+1 = qk − hγ−1(∇U(Xk)−∇U(X′
k)) +

√
2γ−1hΞk+1

(64)

with η = e−γh. To show contraction for this scenario, we split the proof in three steps:
Step 1: Let |Zk| ≥ 4|qk|. For |Zk+1| and |qk| it holds

|Zk+1| ≤ |Zk|η +
∣∣∣η − 1− η

γh

∣∣∣|qk|+ h(1− η)

γ
L|Zk|+

√
2γ−1h

(
1− 1− η

γh

)
|q̂k + Ξk+1|,

|qk+1| ≤ hγ−1L|Zk|+
√

2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1|.

We observe

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ f ′(rs(k))E[rs(k + 1)− rs(k)]

≤ f ′(rs(k))E
[
α|Zk|

(
η +

hγ

2
+
hγα(1− η)

2

)
+ α

∣∣∣η − 1− η

γh

∣∣∣|qk|
+
√

2γ−1h
(
1 + |1− 1− η

γh
|α
)
|q̂k + Ξk+1| − |qk| − α|Zk|

]
By (37), it holds E[|q̂k + Ξk+1|] = q̂k. Hence,

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ f ′(rs(k))
[
α|Zk|

[(
η +

hγ

2
+
hγα(1− η)

2

)
− 1
]

+ α
(∣∣∣η − 1− η

γh

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣1− 1− η

γh

∣∣∣)|qk|]
≤ f ′(rs(k))

[
α|Zk|

[(
η +

hγ

2
+
hγα(1− η)

2

)
− 1
]
+ α(1− η)|Zk|/4

]
,
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where we used in the second step η = e−γh ≤ 1−η
γh ≤ 1 and |qk| ≤ |Zk|/4. Using that by (15),

hγ
2 + hγα

2 ≤ 1
12 + 1

24 = 1
8 , we obtain

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ f ′(rs(k))α|Zk|
[hγ
2
η +

(3
4
− hγ

2
− hγα

2

)
(η − 1)

]
≤ f ′(rs(k))α|Zk|

(hγ
2
η +

5

8
η(−γh)

)
≤ f ′(rs(k))α|Zk|

(
− hγ

8

)
η

≤ −f ′(R1)ηmin
(hγ
16
,
hγα

4

)
ρk.

Step 2: Let |Zk| < 4|qk| and |qk| ≥
√
2γ−1h. First, using (15) we observe that similarly to

the first case

α|Zk|[(η − 1) +
hγ

2
+
αγh

2
(1− η)− 1] ≤ 0

and hence, we can bound

rs(k + 1) ≤ α|Zk|+ α
∣∣∣1− η

γh
− η
∣∣∣|qk|+√2γ−1h

(
1 +

∣∣∣1− 1− η

γh

∣∣∣α)|q̂k + Ξk+1| =: r̄s(k).

(65)

Then, by concavity of f

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ E[f(r̄s(k))− f(rs(k))]

≤ f ′(rs(k))E[r̄s(k)− rs(k)] + E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
(66)

For the first term, it holds by (37) and η ≤ 1−η
γh ≤ 1,

f ′(rs(k))E[r̄s(k)− rs(k)] ≤ f ′(rs(k))α(1− η)|qk|.

To bound the second term we define

Ā = {Ξk+1 = −q̂k} and Āc = {Ξk+1 ̸= −q̂k} = {Ξk+1 = 2(ek · ξ
(1)
k+1)ek}(67)

and split the term in

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
= E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
+ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Āc

]
.

Since f ′′ is non-positive, the first term satisfies

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
≤ E

[ ∫ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k))

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
≤ E

[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k)),rs(k)]

f ′′(t)1Ā

]
≤

3(α|η − 1−η
γh | − 1)2|qk|2

8
max

t∈[rs(k)+(α|η− 1−η
γh

|−1)/2|qk|,rs(k)]
f ′′(t)E[1Ā].(68)
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For the second term we define the set

A′ = {
√

2γh−1|q̂k + Ξk+1| ≤ |qk| −
√
2γ−1h}.

Then,

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Āc

]
(69)

≤ E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
max

t∈[ 1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k)),rs(k)]

f ′′(t)1Āc1A′

]
.(70)

Next, we use the observation (45) for f ′′(t) for t ∈ [12(rs(k) + r̄s(k)), rs(k)]. By inserting the

estimate in (68) and (70) and using |qk| ≥
√

2γ−1h, |η − 1−η
γh | ≤ 1− η ≤ γh and αγh ≤ 1/2,

we obtain

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Ā

]
≤ 3γ−1h

16

(
− 128αγ2

rs(k)

4
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k))

)
E[1Ā]

(71)

and

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1Āc

]
≤
(
− 128αγ2

rs(k)

4
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k))

)
E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
1Āc1A′

]
.

The expectation on the right-hand side is bounded by

E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
1Āc1A′

]
=

∫ ∞

−∞

3(α|η − 1−η
γh ||qk|+

√
2γ−1h(1 + |1− 1−η

γh |α)|q̂k + 2u| − |qk|)2

8
1{|q̂k+2u|≤|q̂k|−1}

· (φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

=

∫ − 1
2

− |q̂k|
2

3(α|η − 1−η
γh ||qk|+

√
2γ−1h(1 + |1− 1−η

γh |α)2u)2

8
(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ − 1
2

− |q̂k|
2

(
α|η − 1− η

γh
| R1√

2γ−1h
+ 2u

)2
(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ − 1
2

− |q̂k|
2

(
α(1− η)

R1√
2γ−1h

+ 2u
)2

(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ − 1
2

− |q̂k|
2

(
1/2 + 2u

)2
(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du

≥ 3γ−1h

4

∫ − 1
2

− |q̂k|
2

1

4
(φ(u)− φ(u+ |q̂k|))+du,

where in the second last step we used α(1−η)R1√
2γ−1h

≤ αγhR1√
2γ−1h

≤ 1/2. Combining this bound and

the expectation in (71) yields

E
[3(r̄s(k)− rs(k))

2

8
1Āc1A′

]
+

3γ−1h

16
E[1Ā] ≥

3

16
γ−1h

∫ −1/2

−∞
φ(u)du ≥ 9

160
γ−1h.
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Inserting this bound back into the sum of (68) and (70) and inserting the sum back into (66),
we obtain

E[ρk+1 − ρk]

≤ f ′(rs(k))α(1− η)|qk|+
9

160
γ−1h

(
− 128αγ2

rs(k)

4
f ′(rs(k))−

ĉγ

4
f(rs(k))

)
≤ − 9

640
ĉhf(rs(k)) = − 9

640
ĉhρk.

Step 3: Let |Zk| < 4|qk| and |qk| <
√

2γ−1h. As in the second step it holds

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ f ′(rs(k))αγh|qk|+ E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
,(72)

where r̄s(k) is given by (65). The last term is bounded by

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ E

[ ∫ r̄s(k)

1
2
(r̄s(k)+rs(k))

(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt1A

]
≤ E

[(r̄s(k)− rs(k))
2

8
max

t∈[rs(k), 12 (r̄s(k)+rs(k))]
f ′′(t)1A

]
,

where the set A is given by

A = {|qk|+ 2
√
2γ−1h ≤

√
2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| ≤ |qk|+ 6

√
2γ−1h}.(73)

By construction of A, it holds

1

2
(rs(k) + r̄s(k)) ≥

1

2
|qk|+

1

2

√
2γ−1h

(
1 +

∣∣∣1− 1− η

γh

∣∣∣α)|q̂k + Ξk+1| ≥
√
2γ−1h.

By (15), it holds 8(7αγh+ 6) ≤ 50 and (7αγh+ 6)(7αγh+ 8) ≤ 50 and therefore by (73)

r̄s(k)
2 − rs(k)

2

= 2(α|Zk|+ |qk|)
[
α
∣∣∣η − 1− η

γh

∣∣∣|qk|+ (1 + α
∣∣∣1− 1− η

γh

∣∣∣)√2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| − |qk|
]

+
(
α
∣∣∣η − 1− η

γh

∣∣∣|qk|+ (1 + α
∣∣∣1− 1− η

γh

∣∣∣)√2γ−1h|q̂k + Ξk+1| − |qk|
)2

≤ 2(4α+ 1)|qk|
(
α(1− η)|qk|+ 6α(1− η)

√
2γ−1h+ 6

√
2γ−1h

)
+
(
α(1− η)|qk|+ 6α(1− η)

√
2γ−1h+ 6

√
2γ−1h

)2
≤ (2γ−1h)

(
2(4α+ 1)(7αγh+ 6) + (7αγh+ 6)2

)
≤ (2γ−1h)

(
8α(7αγh+ 6) + (7αγh+ 6)(7αγh+ 8)

)
≤ (2γ−1h)(50α+ 50).

By (15), we observe

ϕ(r̄s(k))

ϕ(rs(k))
= exp

(
− 128αγ2

r̄s(k)
2 − rs(k)

2

2

)
≥ exp

(
− 128αγ2

(2γ−1h)(50α+ 50)

2

)
≥ exp(−2/3) ≥ 1/2

and also (45) holds. Using these bounds and (44), yields for all t ∈ [12(r̄s(k) + rs(k)), r̄s(k)]

f ′′(t) ≤ −1

4
f ′(rs(k))128αγ

2
√
2γ−1h− ĉγ

4

√
2γ−1h

(4α+ 1)|qk|
f(rs(k)),
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where we used that rs(k) ≤ (4α+1)|qk|. Hence, since on the set A, (r̄s(k)− rs(k))2 ≥ 2γ−1h,
it holds

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ (2γ−1h)3/2

8

(
− f ′(rs(k))32αγ

2 − ĉγ

4

1

(4α+ 1)
f(rs(k))

)
E[1A].

The term E[1A] is bounded as in (46). Hence,

E
[ ∫ r̄s(k)

rs(k)
(r̄s(k)− t)f ′′(t)dt

]
≤ −γ−1hαγ2f ′(rs(k))|qk| −

1

128(4α+ 1)
hĉf(rs(k)).

Inserting this bound back into (72), we obtain

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ − 1

128(4α+ 1)
hĉf(rs(k)).

Putting the three steps together and combining the result with the first case, we obtain

E[ρk+1 − ρk] ≤ (1− ch)ρk

with c given in (17).
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