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Abstract: We study three kinetic Langevin samplers including the Euler discretization,
the BU and the UBU splitting scheme. We provide contraction results in L'-Wasserstein
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
L'-Wasserstein distance between the true target measure and the invariant measure of
the discretization scheme is bounded. To get an e-accuracy in L'-Wasserstein distance,
we show complexity guarantees of order O(v/d/e) for the Euler scheme and O(d'/*/+/¢)
for the UBU scheme under appropriate regularity assumptions on the target measure.
The results are applicable to interacting particle systems and provide bounds for sam-
pling probability measures of mean-field type.
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1. Introduction

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

1
) AV, = —VU(X,)dt — AV,dt + /27d By,

{dXt = V;dt

where U is a twice-differential potential, v > 0 denotes the friction parameter and (B:)i>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
p*(dz) o< exp(—U(z))dz on R The distribution is the marginal of the Boltzmann-Gibbs
distribution p(dzdv) o exp(—U(x) — |v|?/2)dzdv on R?? forming the stationary distribution
of (1). As observed in [17], these dynamics provide a faster convergence behaviour than for
example the overdamped Langevin dynamics dX; = —VU(X;)dt + V2dB; with stationary
distribution u*, 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
1
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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 k-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
p which is based on the one in [59] and show that contraction in L!-Wasserstein distance
with respect to the distance p holds for the Euler and the BU scheme. The results hold
provided the step size is sufficiently small and the friction parameter v is sufficiently large.
This is consistent with the observations in the continuous case. Since p 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
L' Wasserstein distance for all three schemes, i.e.,

Wi (e, i) < Me=FW (1o, vo),

where uj and v denotes the law after k discretization steps. The contraction rate ¢ > 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 Wi (up 00, 1t), Where i, o is the invariant mea-
sure of the discretized process with step size h and p 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
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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(v/d/e) to reach an accuracy of ¢ > 0 in Wy 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 order O(v/d/+/e)
for the UBU scheme and under a stronger smoothness condition complexity guarantees of
order O(d'/*/\/€), 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. FEuler-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

(2)

X1 = Xg +hVy
Vit =V — hVU(Xk) — hy Vi + V2vh€g 1,

where (&g)ren 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

(%) - <—VUO(J:)dt> +@+ <—fyvdt +0\/ﬂdwt)’

B A @)

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

(Zi) = <—VUO(x)dt> + (—wdt idf/ﬂdw)’

B 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 n = exp (—vh) then the operators corresponding to these maps are given

(3) B(x,v,h) = (x,v — hVU(x)),

Uz, v, h, 6D 2 = <x+ 1;nv+ \/3 (Z(l) (h’é(l)) _ 22 (h,§(1>,§(2))),
o+ /27 2® (h,gl),g@)) )

zM) <h7§<1>) — VheW,

(5) 1—n2( 1 2 1 2
2 (e (@) _ JL=mf Jl=m 2 qy, [ 1=m 2
(h,f N ) 2y 1+n ’yh§ * 1+7n 'yh§ ’

and €M), @) ~ N (0, 1;) are independent standard normal random variables. UBU integration
scheme with stepsize h > 0 is defined by

(xk+17 Uk+1) =UBU (xkv Uk, h7 5](;317 6153217 5](;217 5]5;%21)

©) =U (B (U <$Imvka h/lé,(fﬁl,éfﬁl) ’h) 7h/2,51(:-’21v51(ﬁl) ;
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where 51(31 ~ N(0,1;) 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 k-strongly convex outside a Euclidean ball with radius
R >0, i.e., there exists k > 0 and R > 0 such that

(VU(z) = VU(y))(x —y) > k|z — y|? for z,y € R? such that |z —y| > R.

Moreover, VU 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(z) = 327 Kz + G(x), where the
function G satisfies

(VG(z) = VG(y))(z—y) >0 for z,y € R? such that |z — y| > R.

and the matrix K is positive-definite and symmetric with smallest eigenvalue £ > 0. We
denote by L¢ the Lipschitz constant of the gradient of the function G and by L the Lipschitz
constant of the function z — Kxz. We note that this splitting is not unique and a possible
choice for K is always given by K = k1, 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
(&k)ken and (flg)keN Given initial values (x,v),(:z’,v’) S R2d, let ((Xg, Vi), ( Z,Vz))keN
be the coupling of two solutions to (2) with (& )ren and (§},)ken, respectively. Denote by
(Z, Wi)ken = (X — X, Vi — V) )ken the difference process of the two copies. If the dif-
ference process is far apart from the origin, we consider a twisted 2-norm r;(k) as in the
continuous setting [59]. Using a synchronous coupling, i.e., { = &}, 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 ry(k) = o|Zg| + |qx|
with g = Zp +~ Wy It holds for the process (Z, qx )k

Zit1 = Zy + hy(ar — Zi)
qk+1 = qk — h’Y_l(VU(Xk) - VU(XZ)) + 2’flh(§k+1 - §;c+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 r;. 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 g, = 0 and &, = &, 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 « sufficiently large. Note that thanks to the
synchronous coupling we do not have disturbance by the noise. Apart from g, = 0 we want
to use the noise to get closer to the line g, = 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
qr = 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 g = 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., a|Zg| + |qx| < R1 for some constant Ry,
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 r; 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 (5,(61), fl(f)) rey and

( ,(gl),, 13 1(62)/) ren are considered for the coupling. In this case, £ I(CI) and & 1(61)' are coupled as & and

& in the Euler scheme, whereas the random variables £ ,(f) and & ,gz)l are coupled synchronously.
For the same distance function as in the Fuler 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 U, ;oBU, /; steps can be split to

(U1/23U1/2)k = Ul/z(Bu)kfl(Bulm)v

here U, /o denotes a U step with size h/2. Then for (k — 1) BU steps the known contraction
result is used. The missing steps Uy /5 and BU; /5 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 VU 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), (z',v") € R?L. Let v > 0 and h > 0 satisfy

(7) v >4Lo/VE  and

(8) Ly~ 'h < min (

1 1 Iy2 L )
8LR? 256 -75(2Ly=2+1)" 8 ’'32Lg/’

Then there exists a distance p : R* x R?® — [0, 00) such that for all k € N
(9) E[:O((Xk7 Vk:)v ( ;ca V;C))] < (1 - Ch)kp((xa U)7 (xla Ul))a
where the contraction rate c is given by

emv‘l

8

£ PR e g )T ) ),

(10) ¢ = min (f/(Rl) 2 7 128(4a + 1)

The definition of the distance function p : R** x R?¢ — [0,00) and the constants €, a, ¢, €
and Ry are independent of d and h and are given in Section 4.1.

Proof. The proof is given in Section 5.1. O

Consider two probability measures po, 9 on R?%. Let (Xo, Vo) and (X, V}) be dis-
tributed with respect to po and vy, respectively. Then, we denote by pr = Law(Xy, Vi)
and v, = Law(X], V}) the laws of the discretised kinetic Langevin sampler after k € N steps,
respectively.

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

(11) Wp(“’kv Vk) < eXP(—Ckh)Wp(MO, VO))
(12) Wi (g, vie) < Meexp(—ckh)Wi(po, o),

where ¢ 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 [, ~ and convergence towards its holds,
i.e., forkeN

W (s toh,o0) < €xp(—ckh)W, (1o, fth,so),
Wi (1 fh,00) < Mexp(—ckh)Wi (o, fih,co)-

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

Remark 2. We note that for the strongly convex case the contraction rate reduces to ¢ =
min(x/(872),1/16)y and is maximized for x = 2/2. If Lg < v/8k, the condition v > 4Lg/v/k
is satisfied. Hence, for small perturbations of the Gaussian case, we obtain that the contraction
rate given by ¢ = /16 = v/2k/16 is of optimal order in .
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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 : R®Y — R is of the form

N X ' ‘
Ux) = Z <V(a:l) + N Z W(z" — xj))

i=1 j=Lj

with confining potential V : R* — R and interaction potential W : R? — R. In this case,
contraction can be shown in L'-Wasserstein distance with respect to a particlewise adaptation
of the distance p and the Euclidean distance, i.e.

N L
Z ), (" ,v")), and NZ — (2", v")]

provided that the interaction potential has Lipschitz continuous gradient and the Lipschitz
constant is sufficiently small compared to the strong convexity constant x. 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

p (%, v), (x

Z\H

W (11, v ) < exp(—ckh)Wpy (1150

where uév and l/,iv 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 Fuler-Maruyama scheme
Next, we bound the distance between the target measure jio(dx) o< exp(—U(z) — |v|?/2)dx
and the invariant measure p5, o of (2).
Theorem 3 (Strong accuracy). Suppose Assumption 1, (7) and (8) hold. Then,
V(1 +2Ly7?) —2

Wiltisos o) < h(1+ B2 ) 200772V,
where ¢ is given in (10).
Proof. The proof is given in Section 5. O

Given a probability measure vy on R2? let v, denote the law of the Euler discretization
after k € N steps. Using the strong accuracy result, we bound the distance between v} and
the target measure poo.

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

20Ly2Vd + e "W, (1h 005 0),
(12077
C

1+2Ly2
Wp(,uooa Vk) < h<1 + M)

Wi (ttoe, vi)) < NA(1+ 20Ly~2Vd + Me™ ™ W), (1,00, ).

where ¢ is given in (10), M and N are given in (30)-(31).
Proof. The proof is given in Section 5. O
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Remark 4 (Complexity guarantees). To obtain an e-accuracy in W; distance, we have to
choose h o e/v/d and the number of steps k of order k o log(A(0)/€)/(ch). Here A(0) =
Wi (,U/hpo,V(]). Since in each step there is one gradient evaluation, the number of gradient
evaluation for e-accuracy is of order v/d/e.

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 py is considered, the bound between the target measure pl} 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 IV particles and the stationary measure pu, of the limit process given by

(13) s (dz) o< exp <—V(a:) — /Rd W(x — y)lu*(dy)> dz,
is bounded by
W (i ™) < C(Q_Chkwl(,uo, f1+) + Vdh + N_I/Q).

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 (X, Vi)ren generated by the BU-discretization scheme.

Theorem 5 (Contraction for the BU discretization scheme). Let U satisfy Assumption 1.
Let (z,v), (2',v") € R, Let v > 0 and h > 0 satisfy

(14) v >\/13LE /K and

_ 1 1 Iv2 L

15 Ly~ h < mi ( , : , )
(15) VO SRR 256 - 75(20y 2+ 1)° 15 55Lg
Then there exists a distance p : R?? x R? — [0, 00) such that for any k € N it holds
(16) Elp((Xk, Vi): (X}, Vi) < (1 = eh)*p((z,v), (2',0")),
where the contraction rate c is given by

. Tery ™! Tey _n Y Y« 1 R
1 _ ( / / ey / v Vo wyee L )
( 7) ¢ min f (Rl) 96 gaf (R1)256€>f (Rl)e 167f (Rl)e 4 128(40é+ l)c

The construction of the distance function p and the constants Ry, €, £ and o 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. O
Next, consider the Markov chain (X, Vi )ren given by the UBU-discretization scheme.

Theorem 6 (Contraction for the UBU discretization scheme). Let U satisfy Assumption 1.
Let (z,v), (2',v") € R Let h > 0 and v > 0 satisfy (15) and (14). Then for any k € N it
holds

(18) Elo((X: Vi), (Xg, V)] < C(1 = ch) pl(z,v), (&', )

where the contraction rate c is given by (17) and the additional constant C' > 0 is given by
_ 7h 2 -2

(19) C= <1+ 16)max((1+a7h/2> , 1+ ~vyhmax(1, Ly ))
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Proof. The proof is given in Section 5.2. O

Similarly to the Euler scheme, we obtain convergence in L!'-Wasserstein distance for the
UBU scheme due to the equivalence of the distance p and the Euclidean distance. Consider
two probability measures p, 1o on R4, Let (Xo, V) and (X{), V}) be distributed with respect
to po and vy, respectively. Then, we denote by p = Law(Xy, Vi) and v, = Law(X}, V})
the laws of the discretised kinetic Langevin sampler after k € N UBU-steps, respectively.

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

Wy (g, i) < Cexp(—ckh)W, (o, o),
Wl(uka Vk) < CM exp(_Ckh)Wl(,UOv V0)7

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

Wy (1, fh,oo) < Cexp(—ckh)W, (1o, fih,oo)
Wi (i, ph,o0) < CM exp(—ckh)Wi (o, fh,00)-

Remark 6. As for the Euler scheme, we observe that in the strong convex case, i.e., R = 0,
the rate c reduces to ¢ = min(ky~'/24,7/64) and the constant C is given by C' = 1 +
2vhmax(1, Lxgy~?). Assuming that L satisfies Lg < 1/3/104k and choosing v = 1/3/8k,
we obtain a contraction rate of order y/k. 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 : R* — R is three times continuously differentiable and there
exists L1 > 0 such that for all =,y € R%,

IV2U(2) = V2U(y)]| < Lullz — yl),

this implies that
IV2U () [o,Ill < Lallollllv'l],
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 € R¥%4 et us define

d d d
[All{1,23433 =  sup > Agrmiguk] Y ah <Ly yp <1
k=1

dxd d S
rERTLYERT | ijk=1 ij=1
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Assumption 3. U : R — R is three times continuously differentiable and strongly Hessian
Lipschitz if there exists a L] > 0 such that

IV3U ()|l ¢1,2343y < L3

for all z € RY.

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

d

VU (@) [l{1} (23 {3} = sup Z VU (2))ijeiy; Z«’U? < LZ?J]Z < 17222 <1
irj k=1 i j k

for all z € R%. Due to [56, Lemma 8] we have the following equivalency relationship of the
norms

I ayenisy < - ey < VAl laygee)-

Remark 7 (Examples). It is easy to show that Assumption 3 is satisfied without additional
dimension dependency for product distributions as the tensor V3U(-) 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 pp, o0
of the UBU scheme and the target measure pioo.

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

Vi
15CCh d (

W (thoos Hihoe) < 7_1L+a(5L+7L1/2)h),

if U satisfies additionally Assumption 2 then

12Ch2Vd
Wp(Hoos Hhco) < C\f (27_1(111\/;1 + 132 + vL) + « (BL + 7L1/2)> ,

and further if U satisfies Assumption 3 then

Wp(lufom ,U/h,oo) S

POV (3415 4 192 +92) + 0 (5L +9212) )

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

Let v, denote the law of the UBU-scheme after k steps with initial distribution v on R4,
By the previous result, we bound the distance between vy and fio.
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Theorem 10. Let U satisfy Assumption 1 and let h > 0 satisfy (15) and v > 0 satisfy (14)
then

15CNhVd (

Wi (Vk, fhoo) < v 'L+ a(5L + 7L1/2)h> + MCe "™ W (1, tth,00)s

if U satisfies additionally Assumption 2 then

12CNhR2Vd
Wi (Vs fth,o0) < f (297 (LavVd+ L2 4 4L) + a (5L +4L17?))

+ MC@iCthl (V07 ,U’h,oo)a
and further if U satisfies Assumption 3 then

12CNA?Vd ,
Wi (Vs fth,00) < C‘f (297113 + 12 +9L) + o (5L +4L11?))

+ MCe™ " Wi (1o, 1,00 )

for distance function p given in Section 4.1, contraction rate ¢ 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 \/6/7 and the
number of steps k of order k o log(A(0)/e)/(ch), where A(0) = Wi (th,00,v0). We then
achieve a e-accuracy in the order of m steps. If additionally Assumption 3 holds we can
achieve e-accuracy in an improved order of di/4 /+/€ 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 ,ufcv of the particle
system with N after k-UBU steps and the measure p, given in (13) by

W (' V) < C(‘?_Cthl(MOa p) + VR? + N_W)

for some constant C' > 0 which is independent of N, d and h and rate ¢ > 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) € R?
by

Uz,y) = (1 —x)*+10(y — 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 o = 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
1,75 : R?4 x R24 — [0, 00) given by
1
ni(@,v), (@, 0))* =7 (@ = 2) T K (@ = ) + 5|1 = 27) (@ = 2) + 97 (0 = )
’2

1 -2 /
+27 v —wv

and
rs((z,v), (z',0)) = alz — 2| + |z —z + v v =),
for (z,v), (x/,v') € R??, where the constant 7 and a are given by
(20) 7= min(1/8,7 ?k/2 — v *LE) and
(21) a:=2Ly 2

The matrix K is a positive-definite matrix with smallest eigenvalue x > 0 and is given by
splitting VU (z) = Kz + VG(z), where G is a convex function outside a ball of radius R.
Before constructing the metric p : R?? x R?? — [0,00) we note that the distances r; and r,
are equivalent, i.e., it holds

(22) 2er((z,v), (2, 0)) < rs((z,0), (2/,0") < E7r((z,0), (2/,0)))
with
(23) €:= %min(l7 3\/25;_1, a)

VIgy' 1

(24) E = min(w, 5

).
Define
A(z,v), (2',0) = ro((2,v), (2", 0)) = en((z,v), (',0")),
for (x,v), (z',v') € R?*? and
Dy = sup A((x,v), (2", v'),
oS
where the compact set I on R?? is given by
K= {(z,w) € R*: oy 222 + (1/2) ]2 + 97wl + (1/2) [y 'wl? < R}
with
(25) R :=71'LgR*y72
Further, we define the constant Ry by

Rl = sup rs((m,v),(x’,v’)).

((z,0),(z"v")):
A((z,v),(z' w')<Dx
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Then, we define the metric p : R?? x R2? — [0, 00) by
(26) pl(z,v), (@', 0) = f(A((z,0), (2",v") A D + eri((z,v), (2",0)))

for (z,v), (2/,v’) € R?*?, The function f is an increasing concave function with f(0) = 0 and
is defined by

(27) flr) = ; ¢(s)ib(s)ds,
where
s 2 s
¢(s):exp<—128a 2 /\2R1) ) D(s) = ; ¢(z)dx
s) = ¢ e z)p(z) tdz c= !
v =1-5v [ e pbYirTRRETn

We note that for r € [0, Ry), the function f satisfies
(28) flryanyr + 4771 f"(r) < —2¢f(r).
Further, for all » > 0

Fl(Ba)r < f'(r)r < f(r) < @(r) <7,

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

(29) |(z,0) = (2", 0)] < Np((z,v), (2',v)) < M|(z,0) = (2, ')
with
(30) sz’(RQlemaX(V(l_i_a)’l)

emin(v/2x, 1)
g
win(yr, 172)

Further, observe that in the strong convex case, i.e., R = 0, the construction of the distances
reduces to p((z,v), (2/,v") = ri((z,v), (2, v")).

(31) N = f'(Ry)™"

4.2. Coupling construction for the Fuler scheme

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

In particular, the chains are coupled through the sequence of random variables (&, &), on
a common probability space and which satisfy &, &), ~ N(0, 1) for all k € N.

Synchronous coupling: Given (Xj, Vy), (X}, V%) € R?. If
Dic + eri((Xp, Vie), (X, Vi) < 7s((Xi, Vi), (X4 Vi),

i.e., if the two states are far apart, we take the same random variables 41 = &, 41 and the
next step ((Xpo1, Vieer): (X1 Vi) s given by

Xkt+1 = Xg + hVy

Vk+1 = Vk - hVU(Xk) — hka + v 2’}/h§k+1,

X}y, = X + V]

V;c+1 =V}, — hVU(X}) — by Vi, + V27hék 1.
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Contractive coupling: If Di + er;((Xg, Vi), (X}, V1)) > rs((Xg, Vi), (X}, V7)), then
let €;41 be a normally distributed random variable. Let U be an independent uniformly
distributed random variable on [0, 1] and § be given by

1

(32) 3= NoRTE

We define &, by

wo,1(er€r+1)

(33)
Epr1 — 2(ex - Egy1)ex  otherwise,

&1 + Bak if ¢ < Lo (G Crr1 5l
!/ — 9
§pp1 =

where g = Xy — X} + 7 Y Ve — V%), ex = qi/lqx], and pp1 denotes the density of the
standard normal distribution. We set ¢ = B¢ and

. . 0,1 (er-Ert1+6]qk])
K ifU < wo,1(er-€kr1)

= — _ ¢ —
Zhtt = Sk~ Lo {2(ek -&k+1)er  otherwise.

Note that on the line ¢ = 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 g, # 0,
it holds &xy1 — &, 41 = —Bgr with maximal probability. Otherwise, we consider a reflection
coupling, which is reflected at the hyperspace ¢z = 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 (2/,v"). The coupled chain (X, Vi, X}, V)i of two

copies of the BU scheme is given by coupling the sequence of random variables ( ,(gl), 13 ,(f)) r and
(f,gl)/,§£2)l)k on a common probability space such that (5,21),5,22)), (fl(gl)l,gl(f)/) ~ N (024, I24)
for all k € N. . )

Given (X, Vi), (X4, V}) € R2 Let (60, 6%))) ~ N (04, Iza). If

Dy + GT‘l((Xk,Vk),( §€7V;C)) < rs((anVk:)a ( ;C?V;C))7
€5 (2)

we couple the random variables synchronously, i.e., we set &/ = 51(621 and {,(32/1 =&
Hence, for Z;, = X}, — X} and Wj, = V;, — Vit holds

Zpsr = Zy + 222N W, - LA (VU(Xy) - VU (X))
W1 = exp(—vh)Wy, — hexp(—vh)(VU(X;) — VU (X]).

If Dic+eri((Xk, Vi), (X%, Vi) > 7s((Xg, Vi), (X}, V1)), we set 5,(6231 = 5,(6221 and construct
¢ ,(;2/1 in the following way: Let U ~ Unif[0, 1] be an independent uniformly distributed random
variable and let 3 be given by (32). We define £(1)' as in (33), i.e.,

34 = ©0,1(exEk+1)
() e 51521 —2(ey, - 5(1)1)% otherwise,

5(1)' _ {51(421 + Bax ifu < 5"071(6k'§k+1+5|qk\)’
"t
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where g, = Xy — X} + 7 Y Vi — V%), ex = qi/lqx], and ¢p1 denotes the density of the
standard normal distribution. Further, as for the Euler scheme, we set ¢ = [q; and the
difference of 51(:421 and 51(:421 satisfies

tpo,l(ek'filﬁl"t‘ﬁ\%D
©0,1 (ekf,(:ll)
2(ey - 5]5;]_-21)616 otherwise.

—dk it <

Y

= D " _
—=k+1 = §k+1 - §k+1 -
This construction defines a coupling, see [7, Section 2.3.2.].

5. Proofs
5.1. FEuler-Maruyama

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

Proposition 11. Let the potential U be of the form U := 2T Kz + G(z), where the sym-
metric and positive definite matriz K satisfies klyg < K < Lgly and VG is convex for all
z,y € R? such that |x —y| > R, now consider two iterates of the Euler-Maruyama scheme
(Xk, Vi)ken and (X}, V) )ren with synchronously coupled noise increments and metric
between the iterates. If r}((Xg, Vi), (X}, V) = R at iteration k € N with R given in (25),
h < min{g7—, %} and Lgy~? < k/(16Lg) we have that
(Xt Vi) Xigs 1 Vi) < (1= myh)ri (X, Vi), (X, Vi),

where T = min{ﬁ, £} If R =0, R = 0 and the restriction on vy improves to (4+3)Lgy™% <
1.

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

Proof. We have that
17 (Xig1, Vies1), (Xii1 Virr)) = (Z, We) PTMP - (Zy,, Wy),

where

-2 2
Y K+(1—2T) /QId (1—27‘)/2’}/Id> ( Id h[d >
M = s and P = .
( (1 - 27)/2914 2, “h(K +Q) (1—~h)Iy
The matrix K is given by the quadratic term in the potential and @ is defined by
1
Q= [ VG(Xj+t(X} —Xy))dt,
t=0
where G is the non-quadratic term in the potential and @ > 0 for |X; — X}| > R and
Laly = Q = —Laly otherwise. It holds
TZQ((X/H-I? Vk+1)7 (X;c—&-lv ?c—l—l)) = T?((ka Vk)? ( 2:7 V;c))
+ (Zie, W)Y (WM Py + PEM) + R2PE M Py) (2, W)

with

0 I
P = .
! (—K -Q —m)
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It is sufficient to show that for all (z,w) € R with 72((z,w)) > R, (z,w)T (h(M P+ PL M)+
h2PIMPy)(z,w) < —y7h(z,w)T M(z,w). It holds
L2 ) —v*@—ru—2ﬂm>
—~2Q—-7(1-27)1; (=27yv'—~"DIy

, %(—K - Q) +2y73Q? —7(1=27)I4
B —7(1—27)Iy (=27y71 - L;)Id 7

h(MP, + PIM)=nh (

since for all (z,w) € R?? 2T(—Qy2)w < v7327Q%2 + 1/4y Hw|? and w? (—Qy %)z <
7321 Q%2 + 1/4y~|w|?. Further,

(K +Q)*y2 -57K+Q>)

n*PIMP, = h?
1 1 —17—7' (K + Q) K,YfQ + 1+£17'2 I

o ((E+ QM7+ 5z (K + Q) 0
= 0 K -2 3+47'2[
Y + p) d
L (BAELQN 0
0 Ky~ 421;)°

since zT#(K + Qw < ﬁzT(K +Q)%z + %WP and 7 < 1/8. Further, we observe
that h2(3/2)(K + Q)? < h?2(3K? + 3Q?) < h?(3LxK + 3Q?), 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(MPy, + PEM) + h*Pl M P,

2 (K -Q)+2y73Q* —r(1-27)l e LK + 50 0
—7(1—27)I, (=277t = L)1y 0 5+on)

By the condition on h it holds h?25 K < 220K, h(Lgy 2 +2) < L and 3hL3y % <
%7_3Lé, and hence
h(MP, + PEM) + h2PI M P,

o [SREE -+ PR + 24 L —T(1- 201
—7(1 =27)Iy —27y 1y

By assumption on G and  and the choice of 7, we observe

1-27 1—-27 _
d-2n) )ZT(—Q)Z < a-27) )LG]l|z|gR\Z\2 < Lgy 'R
Y Y
and
61(1 —47) 19 4 5. 61 19 5 50 o
- K —~°L < — K —~°L
61 z z+8’y alzl” < 12872 z+8’y el
1 1—27)2
< ——k|z)2 < —27’7Q.
4 2
Hence,

(2, w)" (h(MP1 + PIM) + h2P1TMP1) (2, w)
B -2 (1-27)%\ 1 _
< h(z,w)T 2Ty (7 K+ ) =2, (z,w) + hLgy ™' R?
—7(1—27)1y —27y~ LI,
< —27vh(z,w)' M (z,w) + hLey ' R? < —1yh(z,w)T M (2, w),
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where the last step holds by the definition of R. We note that for R = 0, @ is positive definite
and we can bound directly —%Q + 2+ %)7*3622 =< 0, which yields the result. O

Proof of Theorem 1. Fix k € N. Consider Xy, Vi, X}, Vi € R We write Z, = X, — X},
W, =V, — V% and g = Zy, + ’}/_IWk.

Case 1: If D + erj((Xg, Vi), (X}, VL)) < rs((Xk, Vi), (X}, V})) holds, then the dis-
tance satisfies p((Xg, Vi), (X, V1)) = f(Dx + eri(Xg, Vi), (X}, V}.))) and we consider a
synchronous coupling, i.e., &1 = &, +1- We observe

Pk+1 = p((Xk+1ka+1)7 (X;c—i-l’V;c-i-l)) < f(D/C + E’rl(k; + 1))’

where we abbreviate ry(k 4 1) = 71((Xk41, V1), (X341, Vi41))- By Proposition 11 it holds

h
ri(k+1) <+/1—71vhri(k) < (1 — Tg) ri(k).
Note that the condition on h follows directly from (8). Hence, since f is concave,

Elpri1 — pr] S E[f(Dic + er(k +1)) = f(Dic + ery(k))]

(35) < f/(Rl)E]E[Tl(k -+ 1) — Y’l(k)] < —f/(Rl)ClhT’l(k),
where ¢; = ery/2. By (22),

crry(k)

—F(Ry)erhri(k) < —f’(Rl)hm

pr < —f'(R1)crhE py.

Case 2: If Dx + eri((Xg, Vi), (X}, VL)) > 7s((Xk, Vi), (X}, V})), the coupling (33) is
applied and p((Xg, Vi), (X}, V1)) = f(rs((Xi, Vi), (X}, V}))). To show contraction for
small distances, the proof is divided in three steps, i.e., first we consider |Z;| > 4|qg|, then

| Zi| < 4|qi| and |gx| > /2y~ Th and finally | Z| < 4|qx| and |qi| < /2y~ 1h.
Step 1: Let |Zy| > 4|qx|. By concavity of f, Assumption 1, (2) and (21)
Elprt1 — pr] < E[f (rs(k+1)) = f(rs(k)] < f'(rs(F)E[rs(k + 1) — r5(k)]
< P NE] - "ol Zu] + amlad] + V27 Thld + Zeia | — o]
(36) < s~ Lol Z4] + ahrlael + VI B + S]] ~ lael)-

We set 7, = |Gx|. For the term in expectation it holds

o0
Elldr + ZEx+1]] = / |7k + 2ul(po,1(u) — wo,1(u + 7))du

—7p/2
= / (T + 2u)po 1 (u)du — / (2u — 7)po,1 (u)du
— 7 /2 7r/2
fk/Q o0 A
= / (T + 2u) o1 (u)du + / 27,01 (u)du
—7/2 Pr/2
/2 A © R .
(37) — [ fpnatdus [ 2o (udu =i =i,
/2 /2

Inserting this estimate in (36) and using twice |Z| > 4|qx|, it holds

hy hya

Elpkr — i) < —F/(ro(B) L ol Ze] <~ (ry()) min (%, "1 ) (k).
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By definition of f, it holds

Elpr11] < <1 — f'(R1) min (* 7))/%

Step 2: Let |Zk| < 4|qx| and |gx| > /2y~ 1h. By (2), Lipschitz continuity of VU, (21), (37)
and Taylor expansion

Elprr1 — pr] < E[f (| Zk] + ahylge| + 277 hlGe + Epqa]) — f(al Zk] + |qxl)]
= f'(rs(k)E[(ahylar] + V2y 7 h|dk + Eps1] — |axl)]

vE| / (::) (7. (k) — )" (1)l
7s (k)

(3%) = rra)ala +E[ [ k) - 0" 0)e]

rs(k)

where 75(k) = a|Zk| + ahy|qk] + /271 h|Gr + Zk+1]. To bound the term in expectation, we
split

E| /r:::j)(Fs(k) ~or/ww] =g[ [ (g) (7o(k) — )£ (1)1 5]

= Uf) (a() = )" (£)dt1 5]

where

A= {Ek—i—l = —Qk} and A° = {Ek-i-l £ —@k} = {Ek+1 =2(ey - §k+1)€k}-

For the first term we observe

7s (k)
B[ [ - 01" )1

rs(k)
7s(k) 5 (rs(k)+7s (k)

N [[(rs(k)—o—Fs(k))(TS(k) — O ]l“—‘} + E{/Ts(k) (Fs(k) — ) f" (t)dt ]lA]

_ B 2
. E[?,(rs(k) ro(k)) max 1) 14]
8 te[3 (Fs(k)+rs(k)),rs (k)]

T - 2
(AU w01
(

8 te[Fs (k), & (Fs (k) +rs ()]

3 27_1h)(1 — O"Vh)Q‘quP "
39 < max HOEl 1 5].
(39) < 8 el ()1 o lora] (DE[14]

For the second term we define the set

A" = { V2 hlas + Bi| < lawl - V2R
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Then,

| | (:) (7o) = 0" ()t 1]

L(ra(k)+ra(k)) s (k)
_ E[/ (Fs (k) — t) " (t)dt ]lAc} +]E[/ (7s(k) — ) f" (t)dt 11Ac]
rs (k) 5 (s (k)+rs (k)
_ _ 2
< E[S(rs(k) 3 rs(k)) . max F(t) 1 g ﬂA']
te[5(7s (k)+rs(k)),rs (k)]
,S k — 7 k 2
+E[(T . ST . o nax F(#) 14 ]lA’}
telFs(k), 5 (Fs(k)+rs(k))]
_ 2
(40) < E[S(rs(k) S rs(k)) . max F(t) 1 g ﬂA']-
te[i("’s(k)"‘rs(k))vrs(k)]

the bounds t > (1/2)rs(k), exp(—128a'y2§) > exp(—lQSan#) and

Further for s > t, exp(—128ory2%) > exp(—128a72§). Hence for ¢ € [5(7s(k

A t ~ T
£(t) = 12807217 (1) ~ /0 s(s)ds < 12807270 g1y - /0 B(s)ds

~ rs(k)
< —12804727&8216);}0/(7“3(]?)) - iz/o ¢(s)ds

@y <10y i ) - D s i),

Inserting these estimates in (39) and (40), applying |gx| > /27~ 'h and using that by (8)
ayh < 1/2, we obtain

B[ [ Uf) (7o) = )" (0)dt1 5

- E{LTS(k)(FS(k) —0)f"(Hatl | +E[/

s (k) 7s (k)
-1 r ¢
< 2T a0 i y) - ) )L 1
T , ¢ Ts — T 2
@)+ (12807 ) - g e [PE O g,
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For the expectation in the last term, it holds by (33) and the definition of A’

E[?)(fs(k‘) grs(k‘))2 L 1]

_ /OO 3(chylgr| + /27~ s + 2u| — |qx|)?
. 8

16 +2u<|d| -1} (2(u) — o(u + |gx])) Tdu

~1/2 -1 2
_/ 3(am!qk|+8 2R ) — o + [dn]))

3 71h, -1/2 A A
=T [ b+ 20 0(0) — il + ] du
3yl [12 ) .-
> 20 [ /R + 20 () — il i)

-1 —-1/2
> 374 h /_OO (1/2 + 2u)2(g0(u) — o(u+ |G])) Tdu

-1
S 3y h
- 4

—1/2
[ et - elut jah)tdu,

—00

since by the assumption (8) on h, ay/hvy/2vR; < 1/2. Then, by (33)

3(7(k) — rs(K))® 32y Hh) oy
E{ S 1 4 ]lA’} + TE[HA]
S N e ) 3(2y"th) [ ;
> 3 / 1 (o) = plu+1d])) du + (’;2)/ (p(w) A pu+ [g])du
3y~ th [TU2 9
> > — .
=16 /oo Plude = 36571

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

Elpr+1 — prl
< J'(rs(k)(@hrlae]) + (= 12807

9 .
< —@chf(rs(k)).

(k)1 % _
27s(k) cy 9 1y

5 a(0) = T (k)) 757

Step 3: Let |Zy| < 4|qx| and |gx| < /27~ 1h. By (2) and Assumption 1, it holds

Elpk+1 — pr] S E[f(rs(k+1)) — f(rs(k))]
< E[f(a|Zk| + ahylge| + V27 |Gk + Egyal) — (| Zi] + lax])]

7s(k)
< BIf (R ahslarl + V2 TR+ S|~ )] + B[ [ (006) - 0" (0)a]

rs(k)
7s(k)

43 < femamlal +E [ 00 - 0 (0],

rs(k)

where (37) is applied in the last step and 7s(k) = o|Zk| + ahv|qk| + /27 h|dk + Ek+1]- To
bound the second term, consider the set

A= {qu] +2/2yTh <2y g + x| < larl + 6\/m}
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Then, using the non-positivity of f” we bound the expectation by

7s (k) - p7s(k)

E[/ (7s(k) —t)f”(t)dt} <E / (75 (k) — ) f" (t)dt ]1A]
7s (k) S rs (k)

- rrs(k)

<k[ [ (7 (k) — 1) (1)dt 1]

L(ra(k)+7s (k)

- 2

<E (Ts(k) Ts(k)) max f//(t) ]IA}
: 8 te (L (rs (k) +7s (k)75 (k)]

By construction of 4, it holds 3(rs(k) + 7s(k)) > \/2y~'h +rs(k). Then by (28), it holds for
all t € [5(rs(k) +Ts(k)), (k)]

7 = (— ronzsare- 2 | " o(s)ds)

& rs(k)+4/2hy~1
< (= gotrnosartyeTh -G 6(s)ds)

rs(k)++/2hy~1

@) < (= uuorzsar S oy - $(s)ds).

o (rs(k))

Since by (8) it holds 8(6+ahy) < 50, (6+ahy)(8+ahy) < 50, 128ay2(50a+50)(y~1h) < 2/3
and 128ay2hy~1(8a + 4) < 2/3, we obtain

o(7s(k)) _ s(k)? — rs(k)?
o (k) exp ( — 12802 2 )
(rs(k) + /27 1h(6 + ahy))? — rs(k)?
> exp ( — 128a7? i 5 i )
(2(4a + 1)2y7h(6 + ahy) + 277 1h(6 + ahy)?)
> exp ( - 128&72 5 >
-1 ~1
> exp ( 19802 (2(400)2y~"h(6 + ahy) + 227 h(6 + ahv)(8 + Ozh’y))) > %’
and
Y’S(k) rs(k)++/2hy~1 Ts(k) — —
- /O (9005 2 2B ru(8) + V2R D)0t (4) + VPR )
rs(k) ro(k) + \/2hy! —
> [ otas g0 + /2R )
rs(k)
> [ o(s)as oy Ta 12T+ V2 )
(45) > f(rs(k))exp ( - 1280472%(8h'y*1)) > %f(rs(k))

Inserting these two bounds in f”(¢) and taking the maximum over ¢ € [3(rs(k)+75(k)), 7s(k)]
it holds

2y~ th
rs(k)

max () < _lf’(rs(k))128a72\/2vj_ 7
tel3 (rs(k)+7s (k) 7s (k)] y '

frs(k))
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which yields

o[ [0 - 0704

_ (o + 1;2(27—%) ( 320 f/(ro(K)) /27T — Qﬂf(rs(k)))E[]lA}

4 (4o + 1)|gr|

Note that we used r5(k) < (4o + 1)|gg|. For the expectation E[1 4] it holds

B = [ b 5y sl oy 3 () — 90 i)

/3 wau— [ dn = Pa)
= gpudu—/ w(u)du =: F(|qx|)-
1 1+|grl//27~1h

By [19, Lemma 3.4] and since |gx| < y/27~1h, this term is bounded from below by

E[14] > min (W F’(O)) |qk|
3+1 1

= min ’ u)du — u)du —% — _§ |2 9
sy =min ([ eman— [ (e o)) s L
Hence, we obtain
7s (k)
E To(k) —t)f"(t)dt
[, Gt =05 wa
1 (ahy +1)%(2y"'h) : &y
<3 : (= 8207 (raDlarl = 73 F5()
_ , 1 cry
< (= (7 o Dlael = 5070 gz a0
Inserting this bound in (43), we obtain
Elpxr1 — pr] < f'(rs(k))abylgr] — (v B)ay® f(rs (k) lar| — (V_Ih)mf(rs(k‘))
-1 &y
<—(v h)mf@"s(lﬂ))-
Combining the three cases we obtain for Dy + er(k) > rs(k)
(47) Eloks] < ELf(ra(k + 1)] < (1= eoh) f(r(K)) = (1 — ch)
with
'Ry iRy 9 ¢
2= mm( § 2 6407 128(da + 1))‘

Combining this estimate with the first case (Dx + eri(k) < rs(k)), we obtain

(48) Elpr41] < (1 = ch)px

with ¢ given in (10).
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Proof of Theorem 3. Set | = 1. By (11), we have

1
[ hy max(a,14+a/2)

Wp(:“oo; ,Uh,oo) = Wp(ﬂooﬂlyﬂh,ooﬂfz) < Wp(ﬂooﬂl7ﬂoo7riz) + Wp(ﬂooﬁiuﬂh,ooﬁé)
< WP(MOOWI7 ILLOOT(-;L) + (1 - Ch)lWP(MOOa Mh,OO)'

Hence, by (1 —ch) < e~ Ih > and (26),

= 'ymax(a 1+a/2)

Wo(Hoos Hh,o0) Wolttoo s toom) < (1= e~ W, (oo, proo},)

1
< -
~—1—(1—ch)t
< (1 — ¢ Fmeteatsa ) Bl Xy — Xyl + [(Xn — Xi) + 7 (Vie — Vi),

with (Xo, Vo) = (X0, Vo) ~ lieo and where (X, Vi) and (X, Vy)s are synchronously cou-
pled, i.e., & = ffil(kil) dBs. Define the sequences (ay)!_, and (bg)}_, by

ar, = Ela|Xp, — Xgl]  and by = E[[(Xnr — Xg) +7 (Vi — Vi) []-
By using (1) and (2) iteratively and ag = by = 0, it holds

- h
akp+1 < Elo| Xy, — X, + / (th+s — Vk)dSH
- 0

- k
<E aXOXO+Z/ th+5 thds+Zthz )

|

<E|a Z/ (Vhigs — th‘)dSH + aZhEHVhi -V;
T =070 i=0

k
< hMj + hy Z(abi + a;)
i—1

where using Lemma 12 and [h < 2/(7y(1 + «)), the constant Mz is given by

L
h—lEM 2/ (Viigs — Vhi)dsH < %hl(\FL—I—v)\/g%—a\/delh
i=0 70

« d
(49) < m(ﬁ+v)\/&+2awl+—a —: My.

Further,

h h
byt < by + E[/ VUVU (Xpess) — VU(Xk)|ds} < by + E[/ UL Xy — Xk|ds}
0 0

avh h
< b+ %ak —l—E[/ YL Xppys — th\ds}
0

k

50 <h+3 % a,+ZE[ / 7 Ll Xiis — Xinlds].
=0

=0

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

k h 2
h h
1 E E Xints — Xiplds| < —lVd < ———Vd =: hM;.
(5 ) — [/0 \ h+ h‘ 3} B Vd 7(1+a)\f 1
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Since ag = 0,

k
avh _
bp+1 < Z %ai +~~'LhM;.
=1

Putting the bound for a;y; and bx41 together, we obtain

k
(aks1 + ber1) < h(y ' LMy + M) + hymax(a, 1+ a/2) > (a; + bi).
=1

We note that the sequence (aj + by)x is bounded from above by the sequence (ck)i (i.e.,
ax + by < ¢, for all k) satisfying

k
crhp1 = h(y 'LM; 4+ Ms) + hy max(a, 1 + a/2) Z Ci.

i=1
and c¢; = h(y"'LMj + My). Set A = max(a, 1 + a/2). For (c)x we observe

k—1
k1 + bpy1 < cpy1 = h(y 'LMy + Ma) + h’y)\z ci + hydeg
i=1

= (14 "N = (14 hyd)Fer < Moy = MM p(y~ LM, + My).

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

d o d
h Ak R (v L LM; + My) = e*h(~ 'L vd + L+ d+2
¢ (v ! 2) = (7 v(1+ «) 'Y(l—I—Oz)(\F 7)\[ “ 1+a>
N 34 /Ly2 4 B
1 2 2
— L + < 20hL
e MLy \/g)<1+2L'y_2 1+2L7‘2>_ OhLy~*Vd

and hence
e 1
(52)  Wy(foos fihoe) < (1 — e~ 7maste 15072 ) "120h Ly ~2V/d < (1 + ’Y(jo‘))mhm—?\/&.

where we used in the second step that 1/(1 —e™®) <14 1/z for > 0.
O

Lemma 12. Consider the kinetic Langevin dynamics with initial distribution ps. Let | € N.
Then, for all k € {0,...,1—1}

h h2
E[/ | Xkhts — th|d8} < ?\/g
0

E  rn
EHZ;/O Vines — Vinds

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

h h s t ps
(53) / ’th—i-s - th\ds = / ‘ / th+TdT’dS < / / ’th+7~|d7“d8.
0 0 0 0 JO

Taking expectation yields

h t S t S h2
E[/ | Xiss —th]ds] < E[/ / \th+r]drds] :/ / E[|Viir||drds = =/,
0 o Jo o Jo 2

] < };QZ(\fL +y)Vd + \/2vdihh.
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since for (Xgnir, Vintr) ~ poo for all k € N and r € [0,h] and [|Vipirl[p1(ue) < Vd by [25,
Lemma A.3]. Further by (1)

k h k h s s
‘ Z/ Vihts — Vihds‘ = ‘ 2/ / —VU(Xintr) = VVintrdr + / 27/ dBih+rd8‘
i=0 70 i=0 70 /0 0

k h s k h
(54) < Z/ / (IVU(Xin+4r)| + Y Vintr|)drds + v 27‘ Z/ (Bin+s — Bih)ds"
i=0”0 J0 i=0 70

We note that Zfzo(Bth’_ s— Bir) is a normally distributed random variable with mean zero and
covariance matrix ((k+1)s)l4. Further, for (Xinyr, Vingr) ~ ploo for alli € N, |[Vipyr|l 11y <
Vd and IVU(Xintr)ll 21 (uoo) < V Ld by [25, Lemma A.3]. Then since k <,

k h k h s
B [ Vi = Vids] < BY [ [ (VUi 4 21Vine Daras
=0 i=0

k h
+ \/ﬂ’ ZZ;/O (Bihts — Bz‘h)ds‘]

2
< %l(\/Ld + yVd) 4 \/2vdihh.
O

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

Wp(ﬂoo’ Vﬂ'lli) < Wp(NOO7/~Lh,OO) + Wp(ﬂh,om Vﬂ'ﬁ)
1
<n(1+ M)Qom—?\/& + e MW, (1 00, V).
c
The bound in W; is obtained by using the equivalence of the distance p and the Euclidean

distance in R2<, I

5.2. UBU

Proof of Theorem 6. Since the scheme satisfies (Uy/oBU; /)" = Ul/Q(BU)”_IBU1/2, where
U2 is a half step, we use the contraction result of Theorem 5 for the steps (BU)"! and
it remains to control the error induced by the steps U, and BU, /5. Using a synchronous
coupling, we show that there exists a constant C such that for any z,v,2’,v" € R% and

€W, €@ ~ N(0, 1)

p((XvaU)7( lvalU)) < Cp((x,v), (x/7vl))ﬂ and
p((XBUvVBU)’ (X,BU7V/BU)) < Cp((xﬂ})a (mlvv/))a

where
(Xy, Vi) :L{<x,v, g,gm,g@)), (Xpv, Vay) = B(U(w,v, g,g(l),§(2)>,h),
Xy Vi) =t (a0, 5 60,60), (X, Vi) = B(u (o', 2,0, n).
We write

Zy =Xy —Xy, Wy=Vy—-Vy, Zpy=Xpv—Xpy, Wsv=Vpy— Vg,
qu = Zu +~ "Wy, qBU = Zpu + v ‘Wpy
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and z =2 — 2/, w=v—2 and ¢ = 2z + 7 'w.

First, we assume that x,v,2’,v" € R? are such that p((z,v), (2/,v)) = f(rs((z,v), (2,v))).
By the construction of the U step it holds

o] Zy| + lau| = alz + (1 — exp™"?)(q = 2)| + ||
< alzlexp™ ™2 +(1+ avh/2)|q| < (1 + ayh/2)(alz| + |g)-
Since f is concave and (1 + ayh/2) > 1, it holds

p(Xu, Vi), (Xiy, Vi) < J(r(Xu Vo), (Xiy, Vi)
< P+ ayh/2)r((@,0), (2, v))) < (1+ avh/2)p((2, v), (a!, 0)).

Analogously, it holds

o Zpu| +lapu] = alz + (1= e7"?)(g = 2)| + |q — by~ e (VU (2) = VU ()|
< alzle? £y Le M 2] 4 (14 ayh/2)gl
< a(l+hy/2)e"2|z] + (1 + ayh/2)lg] < (1+ avh/2)(alz] + [q]).

Hence, since f is concave and (1 4+ ayh/2) > 1,

p(XBu, Vo), Xy, Vir)) < f(rs(Xsu, Vo), (Xpu: Vir)))
< (1+ ayh/2)p((z,v), (2, v)).

Next, let 2,v,2’,v" € R? be such that p((z,v), (z,v")) = f(Dx + eri((z,v), (z',v"))) holds.
We observe that

(X, V), Xy, Vi) = (z,w)" (I + Po) "M (I2a + P2)(2,w),
with M given in the proof of Proposition 14 and

p, _ (0 (1— eyl
27 \0g  (e2 -1y

where 0y is the d x d zero matrix. We want to show that (z,w)? (P{ M + MP, + P,MP,) -
(z,w) < Cri(z,w) for some positive constant C' > 0. It holds

1— e th/? O V2K 4 22020
~ ,Y—QK + —27(;—27) I 7271 e—yh/QId

PIM + MP, + PB,MP, =
For (z,w) € R?? it holds
Wiy TPK 24 2Ty TP K w <y TR 2 4B K - w.

Hence,

(z,w)T(PEM + MPy 4+ PoMPy) - (z,w)

1 — e—h/2 27 + 1
L (fy_lzTK 24wl K ow—27(1 - 27)2 - w — ie_“’h/2|w]2)
v Y
1—e M2 T 1,7 3T
7<—27’y(2,w) M- (z,w)+2y 2" K- -z+~v"w K'w)
~
1— e 7h/2

2ymax(1, Ly %) (z,w)T' M - (z,w) < hymax(1, Ly~ 2)(z,w)T M - (z,w).
Y
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V};)) < D + /14 hymax(1, Lgy=2)er;((z,v), (z',v'))
< V/1+ hymax(1, Lgy=2)(Dx + ery((z,v), (2',0)))

Thus,
Dy + er(Xy, V), (

By concavity of f
(X, Vo), Xy, Vi) < /14 by max(1, Ly =2)p((x,0), (2, 0"))
(z )T(PBU1/2)TM(PBU1/2)(Z7w)

Similarly, we observe that
w
)T((Igd + Pg)PBU)TM((IQd + P3)Ppy)(z,w)

((XBUa VBU)7 (X,BU7 VBU))
= (z,w
where Ppy corresponds to a BU step and Ppy, ,, toa BU, /5 and Pj is given by
P, — <0d v - ﬁ/n)fd)
0 (7/n—1)I4
with = e and 7 = e~""/2. We observe that
00 7ML= 1) (= 2K +7(1 - 27)14)
Lg+ P3) T M(Iyg + P3) = M " -
(I2q + P3) (I2q + P3) + ( 7_2(5 _ 1)14527](1
n 04 ~ Oa
v 2K (1 =27)1g) 4L - )HEE L
n 04 - 0Oq
Og 7721 = DP(Ky~? +27%1y)
(L -1y 2K Od
<<1+2Tf—1>M+ " B B
( Og VAL - DO TE + 1)
n 04 04
00 7 2(1 = DX(Ky 2 +2721y)
since
N 1 7l 1
(55) At (Q — 1) 72T Kw <472 (77 1) —2TKz 4~ (ﬁ 1) —wl'Kw.
7 7 2 7 2
By (15) and (20), it holds (} —1) < /22l < 21 1/30 and 7 < 1/8 and hence
hed —en K 0
30 e
T,Y 26 >M+< h - 30 d_3 1 )
0d 7e30 (14 S5) (v K +v7 ' 1a)

(Iog + P3)T M (Inq + Py) (1 42
<1 + hymax(1, Lk’yfz))M

(Z w) (PBU)TMPBU(Z, w)

(z,w)T M (z,w).

2)
)

By Proposition 14, it holds
(1 + hymax(1, Ly~
(1 + hymax(1, Lyy~2)

(XBu, Vau), Xpr, V) <
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By concavity of f, it holds
p((XBUv VBU)? ( BU>» < \/1 + hy max(l Lk~ Q)p((x, U)v (x/v Ul))'

These estimates for the U /o-step and the Bl jo-step combmed with the contraction result
for the BU-scheme concludes the proof since by (17) < 1 <1+ ~h/16 and

1— ch = 1—e 7hyh/16
max((14+ayh/2)?,14+vh max(1,Ly~2)) <C
1—ch -

hence
O

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 { 21 , 2L} Consider the kinetic Langevin dynamics and the

UBU scheme with synchronously coupled Brownian motion and with initial points (Xg, Vo) =
(X0, Vo) ~ poo- Assume that Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 is satisfied and, then for k € N
we have that

o HXk — th’ +E HXk — Xpn + ’)/71 (Vk — th)H

< AR v a1 1)M),

3 1 9
M, = e ((éﬁ + 1> L+7L1/2> FUCTEN V (k +41)Lh \/37

where

and if Assumption 2 is satisfied My, is refined to

h3Vd (k +1)h5L2d
Ly L% 4 ~L —
My =}k + 1), ( Vd + +7)+ 2y 03
further if Assumption 3 is satisfied this My is refined to
h3 (k+1 h5L2d
M, =~ Hk+1) Q\f (Ls + L3 4 'yL> + /2971 132

Proof. [58] use a different formulation of the solution of kinetic Langevin dynamics, which is
derived by using It6’s formula on the product €?*V;. For initial condition (Xg, Vp) € R?? the
solution of (1) can be written as:

t t
(56) Vi = E(t)Vp — / E(t — $)VU(X,)ds + \/27/ E(t— )dB.,
0 0
t t
(57) X, = Xo+ F(O)Vi —/ F(t - s)VU(X,)ds + \/27/ F(t - 5)dBs,
0 0
where
1—et
(58) Et)y=e" F(t) = —
Further the UBU scheme (as in [58]) can be expressed as
o (k+1)h
(59) Vi1 = E(R) Vi — hE(R/2)VU (X)) + /27 E((k + 1)h — s)dBs,
kh
(k+1/2)h
(60) X, = Xy + F(h/2) Vi + /2 / F((k +1/2)h — s)dBs,
o (k+1)h
61)  Xppr = Xp + F(R)Vi, — hF(h/2)VU(Xy) + /27 F((k+1)h — 5)dBs,

kh
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this is convenient for comparison with (56) and (57).
If we consider synchronously coupled Brownian motion with (X, Vp) = (Xo, Vo) ~ fico,
let us define

ap = o [| Xk — Xgnl] by :=E HXk — X + ’}/71 (Vi — th)H ,
then we firstly have

ag+1

h
<aE ka — Xin + F(h) (Vi = Vi) — hF(h/2)VU (Xi) + /o F(h = s)VU(Xghys)ds

|

h
<E I:a ‘Xk — th’ + ha |Vk - th‘ + « hf(h/?)VU(Xk) — / .;E(h — S)VU(th+s)d$

|\

where following Section 7.6 of [58] we expand F (h—s)VU (Xgp4s) by the fundamental theorem
of calculus and get

|

< ao—i—Zh’y ab; + a;) —i—aZE th h/2)VU (X / F(h — $)VU(Xipys)ds

=1

F(h/2)VU(X;) — /h F(h—s)VU(Xipts)ds
= —hF(h/2)(VU(Xipt1/2) — VU(Xi)) + Is + I,

where I and I; are defined as in

58]
(i+1)h
/ / (i +1)h — 8"\ VU (Xy ) Vyds'ds
(i+1/2)h

(i+1)h
_ / / E((i + V)h — &)V (X )ds'ds,
ih (i+1/2)h

and they show the following bounds

1/2 12 p3 42
Ello+Ir < (EILP) " + (BIEP) " < 3 ((C + 1) L+7L1/2> 42 .= M

‘We can also bound

— h? h
E (|7 (/D(TU Xaon) ~ VO] < 5 28 (1 = X+ 5 Vo= Vi),

and combining these results and using that h < min {%, %} , we have
k
ani1 < 2hy Z(abi + a;) + a(k + 1)M,.
i=1
If we consider by, we have

1

k  rn
bess < bo -+ 'E / (VU (Xinss) — VU(X))ds
— 0

|

k  on
<by+7'E Z/O (VU (Xin+s) — VU(X(iy1/2)n))ds
=0

|

k

T h'yil ZE HVU(XZ‘) - VU(X(1'+1/2)h)H
i=0
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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 Ito-Taylor expansion twice as in [58] we have that

(i+1)h (i+1)h s s’
/ VU(Xs)dS = hVU(X(H_l/Q)h) + / / d(vQU(XS//)’U)dS/dS,
ih (i+1/2)h J(i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h—s'

where we can use Ito’s formula on V2U (X )v to get that

(i+1)h
/ (VU(Xs) — VU(X(iH/Q)h))ds =0+ 1o+ Is+ Iy,
ih

where

(i+1)h s s’
Il — / / / ng(Xs”)[Vs”a ‘/S//]dS//dS/dS
(i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h—s'
(i+1)h s s’
b=l VAU (X,0)Vyrds"d'ds
(i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h—s'

(i+)h  ps s’
I3 — _/ / / VQU(XS//)VU(XS//)dS//dS/dS
(i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h—s'

(i+1)h s s’
I = \/2’}// / / V2U(XS//)stndS,dS.
(i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h—s'

We first bound I, I> and I3 as follows. For I; we use the fact that each scalar component of
Vgr ~ N(0,1;) and therefore under Assumption 3 and [56, Lemma 7]

E [||V3U(Xon)[Vir, Virl||] < LiVd
and therefore
LS \/&hg
E[L]) < — :
24
Under Assumption 2 similarly we have
Lidh3
< .
EflLll = —
To bound I and I3, we observe
E [||V?U (X )Ver||] < LE (Vi) < LV, and

E [||V?U(Xe)VU (X )

| < LE(|VU(X,)l) < L¥/2Vd

and therefore

’)/L\/ghs - L3/2\/gh3
- - 24 '

k (i+1)h s s’
> / / / V2U(Xy)dByrds'ds
i—0 Y (i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h—s'

Then we have that
k

h
Z/ (VU (Xin+s) — VU(X(i11/2)n))ds

i=0 Y0
h3v/d
24

7 'E

<~y Mk+1)

+\/2')/7—1E[

<L1 + L% 4 ’YL)

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

(i+1)h 2
V2U (X y1)dBgids'ds
2(i+1/2)h—s’

(i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h

using the fact that the Brownian motions are over disjoint time intervals corresponding to
each 0 <4 < k we can apply Fubini’s theorem and Ito’s isometry to get

k

:ZE

1=0

(i+1)h (k+1)h°L2d

2
2 /
7 B "
V U(Xgr)dBgrds'ds 192

<

(i+1/2)h J (i+1/2)h J2(i+1/2)h
We define My = 7L (k + 1)5Yd (M, + L3/2 4 yL) 4 /271 SEULA i M, = 1
under Assumption 3 and M, = 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 VU (Xij1s) = VU (X(i41/2)n) + le]:fl%)h V2U(Xy)Vyds' and
therefore we estimate

k
< b S B [[VU X ya) — VUK + 2
i=0

7 'E

k h -
3 / (VU (Xinss) — VU(X))ds
i=0 V0

Yk +1)Lh2Vd
. .

In this case, we define My, := M.

Combining the estimates we have

: hL
beer <h Y (vai+ 5 bi ) + M,
i=1

and combining this with the iteration inequality for a;y1 we obtain

k

6L

a1+ b1 < h Z <3'yai + "}/bi> + (Mb + Oé(k‘ + 1)Ma)
=1

<3hmax{ }Z a; +b;) + (M + a(k + 1)M,).

Now we note that the sequence (ay, + by);cy is bounded from above by the sequence (c)ren
satisfying

Chk+1 —3hmax{ }ch (M + a(k+1)M,),

and ¢; = My + a(k + 1)M,. Then, we have
2L
apt1 +bpyr1 < cgp1 = |1+ 3hmax <, 7 Ck

2L b max{ v, 2L
< <1+3hmax {7,7}> c1<e {’y’ v }hk(Mb—i—a(k—l—l)Ma).
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Proof of Theorem 9. Inspired by the interpolation argument used in [43] we define (X;, V;)
as [ steps of the UBU scheme and (X, Vjp,) is defined by (1) at time lh > 0, where these
are both initialized at (Xo, Vp) = (Xo, Vo) ~ oo and have synchronously coupled Brownian
motion. We further define a sequence of interpolating variants (Xl(k) , Vl(k)) forevery k =0, ...,1
all initialized (ng),V(()k)) = (Xp, Vp), where we define (Xl(k),VEk))f:]L = (Xin, Vin)k_, and
(Xl(k),VZ(k))ézk 41 by UBU steps and for k = [ we simply have just the continuous diffusion

(1). Using Lemma 13 we split up the steps into blocks of size [=|—L | as
3hmax{y,%}

Wp,uooﬂ'l, Nooﬂ-;z)
. i L1/i]—1 . ~ ~ o
<W, (Mooﬂtl/l“wé_uml,uooﬁl) + Z W, (Mooﬂ.jlﬂ.ijjl’Mooﬁ(j—i-l)lﬂ_é—(j—&-l)l) ‘
j=0

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

5 .5 . = - 7 2L g7 ~ .
W, (Moowﬂwﬁfﬂ , uoowwﬂﬂwﬁjﬁ“)’) < ctmx{nd }’”(Mb + ol 4+ 1)M,)(1 — ch)i= G+

)

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

16C(M, + a(l + 1)M,)
1—(1—ch)l

Wp(:uooﬂ-la /UJOOﬂ-l ) S

and taking the limit as [ — oo in the following estimate we have

Wo (oo, bh,so) = Wp(ﬂooﬂ'ly Nh,ooﬁé) < Wp(ﬂooﬁl7 /’LOO?T;L) + Wp(ﬂooﬂiw Nh,ooﬁé)
< WP(Mooﬂ'lv NOOW;L) +C(1 - Ch)lwp(/‘ooa fh,o0)
_ 150, + ol + 1)M,)
N 1— (1 —ch)

< 15C(My + a(l +1)M,) (1 + 1~>

chl
3 max {7, %}

c

<15C(My, + a(l 4+ 1)M,) | 1 +

where we have used that 1/(1 —e™) < 141/ for all x > 0 and the result follows, where we
simplify the estimate. O

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

Proof of Theorem 5

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

Proposition 14. Let the potential U be of the form U := x" Kz + G(z), where the sym-
metric and positive definite matriz K satisfies kly < K < Lgly and VG is convex for all
z,y € R? such that |x — y| > R, now consider two iterates of the BU scheme (Xy, Vi)pen
and (X}, V. )ken with synchronously coupled noise increments and metric r; between the it-
erates. If r3((Xg, Vi), (X, V) > R at iteration k € N, h < min{ z7—, ﬁ} and Lgy™? <
k/(13Lg) we have that

7
(X1 Virn), (K, Vi) < (1= <79 (X, Vi), (53, Vi),
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where T = min{#, %} If R=0, R =0 and the restriction on y improves to Lgy™2 < %.
Proof. We have that
TZQ((Xk+17Vk+1)7( ;€+17V;€+1)) = (Zk7 Wk)PTMP ' (Zkv Wk)?
where
—2 —27)?2 — S el 1=
o (v K+ (1-27)2/21; (1 272)/271,1) Cand p [T 5(E +Q) (557) |
(1—27)/2vI4 v la (K + Q) L

where 1 = exp (—yh), K is the matrix defined by the quadratic term in the potential and @

is defined by
1

Q= [ VG(Xj+t(X} —Xp))dt,
=0

where G is the non-quadratic term in the potential and @ > 0 for |X; — X}| > R and
—Lgly < QQ < Ll otherwise. It holds

le((XkJrl?VkJrl)a ( ;c+1vV;s+l>) = rl2(<Xk>Vk)7 ( ;w V;s))
+ (Z, Wi) T (W(M Py + P M) + h* Pl M Py)(Zy,, Wy,)
with
e 1-ng
(62) Pl = v ( + Q) ’)ih_nd .
—n(K+Q) —'

It is sufficient to show that for all (z,w) € R* with 7?((z,w)) > R, (z,w)T (h(M P+ P M)+
R2PEMPy) (2, w) < —y7h(z,w)T M (z,w). It holds

1-27 _
hWMP;, + PI'M) =h ( (=K -Q) —72Q —71(1— 2T)Id> N <Ah2 Bh2>

—72Q — (1271, —Lry, Bpz Gz
h EI(-K-Q)+297°Q* —m(1-27)Iy Ap2 By
= N _ _ -1 _ 1" + By Ch2 /)’
T(1—=27)I4 (=27 5 )1a h h

since for all (z,w) € R?? 2T(—Qy2)w < v7327Q%2 + 1/4y Hw|? and w? (—Qy %)z <
7327Q%2 + 1/4y7|w|? and where
1—27 (1—27)?

2

Az = h(l — 77) (K + Q) — hl;n <’7_2K + Id> (K + Q)

— _97)2
—hlJ(K—i—Q) (7_2K+(12)Id)
ol 2

LI 0M) gy by = @y + 71— 2)

(hy —1+4n)(1+27)
72

—1 1—n)(1—2
vh +nId_h( n)(1—27)

Bh2 = 272 (K + Q)

Ch2 = Id

. h242 3h242 1
and using that |hy —1+n| < =5, |hyn—14n| < |hy =1+n[+hy(1-n) < =5 for h < 5=,
w'Qz < 34 12TQ% + Ly|w|? and wT Kz < 377 12T K22 + 1+|w|? we have

Ap2 Bye 10 3r2Q%  _h?K?  h27(1 - 27)4?
(e B4 ) o (e B a2 1020,

+ (8 ?) ® (hQ“;ZT)Id + h? <; +7(1 - 27)/2> Id>
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We have that 27 (K + Q)w < %ZT(K—FQ)QZ—{— wl?, (K+Q)TK(K +Q) < Lg(K +Q)?
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 A and ~ and h < % we
have

PIMP, =
2 (K+Q)(2(1-m)> K412 ((1-27)*+4n7(1-27)+0 (14+47°)) ) (K+Q)  —h(1—n) (K+Q)((1—n) K+~ ((27~1)—n/2-207)14)
24 1
() (L) K2 (r (27— 1) /220 ) (K 4Q) (L-n)2(2K 42 (14472 I,)
7 2y
5 2,.-2
= h2 Q(K + Q) Y 720 5
0 K’)/ + §Id

assuming that 7 < 1/16. Using the fact that (K + Q)? < 2K? + 2Q? < 2L K + 2Q? and
KQ,QK < LgK + Q2. Combining the previous estimates we obtain

1-27¢ pr +9 -30)2 —7(1 =271
BMPy+ PIM) + 12PTMP <h [ 0 ¢ Q)+ 274 ™ ) et
—7(1—27)Iy (=277 =)y
e (-2 (27%([( +Q)+ #Id) 1 9(Q? + LK)y 2 0
0 Ky=24+1714

We define C,, » := 1 — 27(1 — ), where % < Cpr < 1 By the conditions on h it holds that

W2E K < R K By~ 4+ 7) < & and 9hL2y 2 < 297312,

Y 4y

L [P - Q)+ S K 4 4y L+ by (1 27) /21 —7(1-27)]a |
—7(1—27)I4 27y~

By assumption on G and  and the choice of 7, we observe

Cyr(1—=27) 1

(O Cyr(1—27)
5 (-Q)z < 11—~

Lely,<rlz® < CyprLey 'R

and due to the condition on v and 7 < x /672

3C, (1 -4 h
— —"77( T)ZTKZ+4’773L%;|Z‘2+ 172(1—27')|z\2
4y 2
3C, h 1—27)2
< —#ZTKZ + ?772(1 —27)|z)2 < —27’7(2T)]z|2.

Hence,

(z,w)T (h(MP1 + PTM) + h2P1TMP1> (2, w)

_ -2 (1-27)%\ 1 _
< Cyh(zw)” | T2 (7 K+ ) T(1=2000a) () 4 ¢y hLey ' R
—7(1—27)Iy —27y 711

< =20, ,myh(z,w)" M (z,w) + Cy hLey ' R* < ng’yh(z,w)TM(z,w)

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

Cp,r(1-27

and we can bound directly — S )Q +4~v73Q? < 0, which yields the result. O
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Proof of Theorem 5. Fix k € N. Consider X, Vi, X}, V] € R?. As for the Euler scheme, we
write Z, = Xy, — X}, Wi = Vi, — V|, and g, = Zj, + 7' Wj. We show contraction separately
for the synchronous coupling and the coupling given by (34).

Case 1: If Di+eri((Xg, Vi), (X}, V1)) < rs((Xk, Vi), (X}, V1), the synchronous coupling
is applied and it holds p((Xy, Vi), (X}, V1)) = f(Dx + eri (X, Vi), (X, V1))

We observe

o1 = p((Xppt1, Vierr), Xig1s Vir)) < f(Die + en(k + 1)),

where ry(k 4+ 1) = 71((Xp41, V1), (X341, Vi) By Proposition 14 and (15) it holds

h
r(k +1) < /1= ryhry(k) < (1 - 7Tlg > r(k).
By concavity of f, we obtain

Elpr+1 — pr] < E[f(Dx + ery(k + 1)) — f(Dx + eri(k))]
< fI(R)eBlr(k + 1) — (k)] < —f'(R1)erhri(k),

(63)

where ¢; = Tery/16 with 7 given in Proposition 14. By (22),

Cﬁ“l(k)
Dy + ery(k)

Case 2: If Di + eri((Xg, Vi), (X, Vi) > rs((Xk, Vi), (X}, V1), the coupling (34) is ap-
plied. By the definition of the BU-scheme and (34), it holds for the process (Zx, qr)ken

—f'(Ri)erhri(k) < —f(Ri)h pr < —f'(R1)c1hE py.

Zip = Zi+ (1 =n)(ax — Z) — (VU (Xy) - VU (X))
— 1— —_
(64) +/2y 1h(1 — Thﬁ):k+1
Get1 = qx — by (VU(Xp) = VU(X})) + V27 T hEgia

with n = e~"". To show contraction for this scenario, we split the proof in three steps:
Step 1: Let |Zy| > 4|qx|. For | Zi4+1| and |gx| it holds

1- h(1 — 1-— R —
Zeal < 1Zaln+ o - =2l + 22 gz + /o TR (1 = 0 e+ B,

\Ge1] < By LI Zg| + /277 R Gk + Skl

‘We observe

]E[pk—i-l - pk] < f/(rs(k))E[Ts(k + 1) - Ts(k)}

< Fuh)E[alZel (n+ 2 + 0=l - 220

L=n N, =
@)1k + S| — las] — ol Zl]
vh

+ 27—1h<1+\1—

By (37), it holds E[|Gx + Zx+1|] = Gx- Hence,

Blpes — i) < S0 o124l [ (n+ 20+ ALY ]

I—n 1—?7‘
R 1-—-—"
—|—a(‘77 vh +‘ vh )|Qk|]
Wy, hya(l—n)

5 ) — 1] ot =)z /4],

< f'(rs(k)) ol Zel | (n +
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where we used in the second step n = e™ " < 17_7’7 <1 and |gx| < |Zk|/4. Using that by (15),

hy  hya 1 1 _ 1 ;
5 T < i5 + 37 = g, We obtain

Elpks1 — pr] < f'(rs(k))al Zy| {%77 + (2 _ f;l _ MTQ)(U _ 1)]
< f(rs(k))al Zy] (@n + gn( ’Yh)) < f'(rs(k))a| Z] ( - %7)77
< 7/ (Ryymin (11,110

Step 2: Let |Zy| < 4|qx| and |gx| > /2y~ th. First, using (15) we observe that similarly to
the first case

alZilln—1)+ 5 + T - -1 <0
and hence, we can bound
(65)
rs(k+1) < a|Z] +0“1,Y_h77 _"7”%’ + \/?YT(l + ‘1 - 7‘ )\Qk + 1| = 7s(k).

Then, by concavity of f
Elpr+1 — pe] S E[f(7s(k)) = f(rs(k))]
7s (k)

(66) < S DR E) - @] +E[ [ () - 0 (0

rs(k)
For the first term, it holds by (37) and n < —h" <1,
f'(rs(R))E[7s(k) — rs(k)] < f'(rs(k))a(1 — n)lgxl.
To bound the second term we define
(67) A={E1 =@} and A°={Zp1 # —Gc} = {ZEpt1 = 2(ex - 5;(621)619}
and split the term in

[ | :S)m(k) — 1) #)a]

:E[/:S(k)(fs(k:) —t)f”(t)dt]lg] +E[/

S(k) Ts(k)

7s (k)

(Fo(k) — £)f"(t)dt1 Ac] .

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

7o (k) L7y (k) +rs (k)
E[ / (s (k) — t) £ (£)dt1 A} < E[ / (7o (k) — ) f"(t)dtL A]
TS(k‘) Ts(k')
— o 2
<E [3<T8(k) rs(k)) max f”(t)]lg}
8 te[L (7o (k) +rs(K)),rs (K)]
3(aln — =1 — 1)2(¢.|2

(68) ol ol = D la nax (OBl

8 ters (k)+(aln— 52 |1-1)/2lax v ()]



K. Schuh, P.A. Whalley/Kinetic Langevin samplers 39

For the second term we define the set

A" = {/29h g + B ] < law| — V2y T}

Then,
7s (k)
(69) B[ [ () - 0" (et 5]
rs(k)
_ _ 2
(70) < g2t =) max (0150,
8 te[5(7s (k) +rs(k)),rs (k)]

Next, we use the observation (45) for f”(t) for t € [3(rs(k) + 7s(k)), rs(k)]. By inserting the
estimate in (68) and (70) and using |qx| > /2y 1h, |n — 17_—}:7| <1-n<~vhand ayh <1/2,
we obtain
(71)

3y~ th

7s(k) - / .
E[/ w7 - 0"t < == (- 1280‘7251]{;)f (rs(k)) = S £(rs(k)) ) E[1 4]

and

T C T - 2
< (- 1280928 1 19) = D o) B[P g ).

The expectation on the right-hand side is bounded by

E[B(Fs(k) - Ts(k))2 ]IA ]lA’}
8 C
o 3(aln — Sllar] + /27 Th(1+ |1 = 52|a)|r + 2u] — |gil)?
-/ 2 L 1gx+2ul<|ge| -1}

(p(u) — o(u+ 1)) Tdu

=5 3(aln — S |ak] + V27 Th(1 + |1 — 2 |a)2u)?
2 r 19k v R .
=/ s 3 s (p(u) — o(u+ |g])) " du

o 2u) (p(w) — ol t i)

2v—1h

(
I [ (e n)i + 2u)2(<ﬁ(u) ~ plut lis)) *du
(

1/2+20) (o) — plu + fiel)) Fdu

where in the second last step we used = ol o oyhfa < /2. Combining this bound and
\/ vy~ th \/27—1}1

the expectation in (71) yields

3(7s (k) — rs(k))?
8

3y~ 1h 3 - —1/2 9
E 1514 1 h du> ——~"th.
[ aob] + LB = 507 [ pludu = g5
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Inserting this bound back into the sum of (68) and (70) and inserting the sum back into (66),
we obtain

Elpr+1 — pi
< f(rs(k))e(l = n)lgw| + rzo’flh( - 128&72Tsflk) f(rs(k)) — %f(rs(k)))
9 9
< _%Chf(rs( ) = —@Chpk

Step 3: Let |Zy| < 4|qx| and |gi| < /2y~ 'h. As in the second step it holds

7s (k)

(72 Blpess - pi) < Fu(®)arhlan] +E| [ () - 07" (0],

rs(k)
where 74(k) is given by (65). The last term is bounded by

7s (k)

7s(k) ) )
]E[ / " (Fs(k) —t)f (t)dt} < IE[ /; . (k)%(k))(rs(k;) — O )di A}

max f”(t)ﬂA} ,
8 telrs(k), 3 (Fs (k) +rs (k)]

where the set A is given by

(73) A= {lgr] +2v27h < /2y |Gk + S| < || + 63277 1R}

By construction of A, it holds

)+ 7300 = Slaid + 527 (11— o) i+ S| = V2T

2

By (15), it holds 8(7ayh +6) < 50 and (7ayh + 6)(7ayh + 8) < 50 and therefore by (73)
Fs(k)? — ry(k)?
= 20l + lac]) [ofn = =2l + (1+ aft = 22 V23 Thl + Zica] = o]
+ (o= 2ot + (1 ot = ) V2T TRl + S~ lael)
< 2(4a+ 1)laxl (@l = n)la] + 6a(1 = 1)y/2yTh +6/27h)
+ ( (1 = n)law] + 6a(1 — n)V/2y 1h + 6+/271h )

< (2y7'0) (240 + 1)(Tarh + 6) + (Tayh + 6)?)

< (2v"'h) (804(7oryh +6) + (Tavh + 6)(Tayh + 8)) < (27"h)(50a + 50).
By (15), we observe

o(7s(k))
o(rs(k))

oTs(k)* — rs(k)? (2y~1h)(50a 4 50)
) )

= exp ( — 128y 5

> exp ( — 12802
> exp(~2/3) > 1/2

and also (45) holds. Using these bounds and (44), yields for all t € [3(7s(k) + r5(k)), 7s(k)]

F1(0) < = 3£ 02802y T = VIR 1),
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where we used that 74(k) < (4a + 1)|qx|. Hence, since on the set A, (7s(k) —rs(k))? > 2y~ 'h,
it holds

E| / (:) (7.k) — 1) (1)l

—171\3/2
< (29 8h)

1

(= £ru(0)3209% = T s () B

The term E[1 4] is bounded as in (46). Hence,

7s (k)
B[ [ ()~ 00" (0t] <~y a1 () o] - e f(rs(k))

1

Inserting this bound back into (72), we obtain

1

~ 128040 7 1) ¢/ s (R))-

Elpr+1 — pr) <

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

Elpk+1 — pr] < (1 —ch)pg

with ¢ given in (17). O
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