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Abstract

We study the problem of non-convex optimization using Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics
(SGLD). SGLD is a natural and popular variation of stochastic gradient descent where at each step,
appropriately scaled Gaussian noise is added. To our knowledge, the only strategy for showing global
convergence of SGLD on the loss function is to show that SGLD can sample from a stationary distribution
which assigns larger mass when the function is small (the Gibbs measure), and then to convert these
guarantees to optimization results.

We employ a new strategy to analyze the convergence of SGLD to global minima, based on Lyapunov
potentials and optimization. We convert the same mild conditions from previous works on SGLD into
geometric properties based on Lyapunov potentials. This adapts well to the case with a stochastic gra-
dient oracle, which is natural for machine learning applications where one wants to minimize population
loss but only has access to stochastic gradients via minibatch training samples. Here we provide 1) im-
proved rates in the setting of previous works studying SGLD for optimization, 2) the first finite gradient
complexity guarantee for SGLD where the function is Lipschitz and the Gibbs measure defined by the
function satisfies a Poincaré Inequality, and 3) prove if continuous-time Langevin Dynamics succeeds for
optimization, then discrete-time SGLD succeeds under mild regularity assumptions.

1 Introduction

We consider the minimization problem
arg min F'(w).
weRd

More specifically we are interested in returning a vector w such that F'(w)—miny F(w) < € for some desired
sub-optimality € > 0. In Machine Learning (ML) settings, F' can be thought of as population loss and w as
the parameters of a model we are using for the learning problem. Additionally, in ML one does not have
direct access to F' but only via samples z1,...,z, drawn iid from some unknown but fixed distribution D
and we assume that E,.p[f(w;z)] = F(w). Here the z; can be thought of as input-output pairs and f(w;z)
can be thought of as the loss of the model parametrized by weights w on instance z. When the objective
function/loss function is differentiable (or sub-differentiable), then a common method of choice in practice is
to use gradient descent (GD), stochastic gradient descent (SGD) and its variants to perform the optimization.
To understand their properties theoretically, we aim to understand how many gradient computations are
necessary to find an e-suboptimal w, and for which functions F' this is possible. Under geometric conditions
such as convexity, the properties of GD and SGD are well-understood. For convex functions, methods from
acceleration to variance reduction have been developed to speed up runtime in a variety of settings. Matching
lower and upper bounds exist for both exact and stochastic gradients for convex functions and smaller classes
such as strongly convex functions (Bubeck et al., 2015).

In recent years, machine learning has seen an explosion of success employing non-convex models. However,
despite intensive study, the empirical success of optimizing non-convex functions to global optima is not
at all well-understood theoretically. Beyond convexity, GD/SGD converges to global minima under general
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conditions such as Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) (Polyak, 1963) (Lojasiewicz, 1963) and Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz
(KL) (Kurdyka, 1998) functions. Much more general geometric properties where GD/SGD can converge to
global minima were found in (De Sa et al., 2022), by considering what properties hold if and only if gradient
flow succeeds. Additionally, researchers have proved GD/SGD with appropriate initialization can find global
minima of particular non-convex problems such as matrix square root (Jain et al., 2017) (De Sa et al., 2022),
matrix completion (Jin et al., 2016), phase retrieval (Candes et al., 2015) (Chen et al., 2019) (Tan and
Vershynin, 2023) (De Sa et al., 2022), and dictionary learning (Arora et al., 2015).

While gradient descent/stochastic gradient descent has been shown to be successful in the aforementioned
cases, there are well-known cases where GD/SGD does not work. A natural variant of gradient descent
that is used for optimization is perturbed gradient descent, where Gaussian noise is added to the iterates of
stochastic gradient descent — known as Langevin Dynamics — is frequently analyzed. Formally, the iterates
of Gradient Langevin Dynamics (GLD) are given as follows:

Wil < Wy — )V F (W) +/ 2187 te;. (1)

Here 1 > 0 is the step size, &, ~ N(0,I;) is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian, and 3 > 0 is the inverse
temperature parameter (when larger, noise is weighted less). When we use a stochastic gradient oracle
Vf(wy¢;z,) in place of VF(wy), these iterates become those of Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics
(SGLD). Langevin Dynamics has been shown to work in several highly non-convex settings where even
gradient descent fails (Raginsky et al., 2017).

The continuous time version of (1) is the following Stochastic Differential Equation (SDE):
dw(t) = -VF(w(t))dt ++/26-1dB(t). (2)

Here B(t) denotes a standard Brownian motion in R?. This is known as the Langevin Diffusion. Broadly,
all of these recursions are known as Langevin Dynamics. Note as § — oo, these iterates become exactly those
of GD/SGD (for (1)) or Gradient Flow (for (2)).

The only strategy in literature we know for proving global optimization guarantees for GLD is by first showing
sampling guarantees, and then connecting it back to optimization. Consider the Gibbs measure ug = e PF /Z,
where Z denotes the partition function. It is well known that the continuous-time Langevin Diffusion with
inverse temperature 5 (2) converges to ug (Chiang et al., 1987) (although this is in fact false in discrete
time). When f is sufficiently large, one can use this convergence to get optimization guarantees. This was
exactly the strategy of the works Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), and Zou et al. (2021). These
works prove that under their conditions, this measure pg can be sampled from, and therefore non-convex
optimization can succeed. Sampling from g is generally known as Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC).

The most general condition under which LMC has been proven to be successful is when p3 satisfies a Poincaré
Inequality (Chewi et al., 2022). A Poincaré Inequality is defined as follows:

Definition 1.1. A measure pn on R? satisfies a Poincaré Inequality with Poincaré constant Cp (1) if for all
infinitely differentiable functions f:R? - R, we have

fRd JPdu - (/Rd fd/‘)2 < Cor() fRd HVfH2d/L.

If the above is not satisfied, following the convention, we set Cpi(11) = oo.

There is evidence that in several cases, LMC does not succeed efficiently under looser conditions on pg
such as a weak Poincaré Inequality (Mousavi-Hosseini et al., 2023). Ultimately, a Poincaré Inequality being
satisfied by ps is a geometric condition on F'.

A Poincaré Inequality is quite natural. For instance, when F' is convex (ug is log-concave), ug satisfies a
Poincaré Inequality. This is a famous result of Bobkov (Bobkov, 1999). But a Poincaré Inequality is in fact
much more general. It is stable under bounded perturbations, hence covering a wide range of cases that
log-concave measures (when F' is convex) does not (see Proposition 4.2.7, Bakry et al. (2014)). Thus starting
with a convex Fyq and creating F' by arbitrarily perturbing Foiq, perhaps creating ezponentially many local



minima or mazxima, the resulting measure ug = e PF (“’)/ Z still satisfies a Poincaré Inequality (at the expense
of worsening the Poincaré constant). Poincaré Inequalities are also stable under convolutions and mixtures, in
the sense that for distributions which all satisfy a Poincaré Inequality, their mixture or convolutions between
any two of them will also satisfy a Poincaré Inequality (again, at the expense of worsening the Poincaré
constant; see Propositions 2.3.7 and 2.3.8, Chewi (2024)). What a Poincaré Inequality fundamentally says is
the existence of a spectral gap (in terms of variance) for the Langevin Diffusion (2), see Theorem 4.2.5, Bakry
et al. (2014). It should be noted that the Poincaré constant Cp; (1) can behave in many ways, including as a
constant. For example when piz is isotropic and F' is convex, the famous conjecture of Kannan, Lovasz, and
Simonovits claims that Cp(pg) = O(1) (Kannan et al., 1995). This has been resolved up to polylog by the
series of works Lee and Vempala (2024), Chen (2021), Klartag and Lehec (2022), Jambulapati et al. (2022),
and Klartag (2023), the best result known being Cy(ug) = O(\/logd) from Klartag (2023). For further
details on Poincaré Inequalities, we refer the reader to the excellent survey Bonnefont (2022).

However, the approach of studying optimization guarantees for GLD/SGLD via sampling is not necessarily
optimal. It does not handle stochastic gradients well (the more relevant setting for optimization), only works
well when F' is approximately smooth, and converting sampling results back to optimization guarantees often
incurs extra runtime. Moreover, it is not clear whether sampling, i.e. proving mixing, is necessary to study
optimization.

1.1 Owur Contributions

In our work, we offer a different perspective: we aim to prove optimization results for GLD/SGLD through
Lyapunov potentials that are implied by Poincaré Inequalities. To our knowledge, this is the first time
such a proof has been used to analyze global convergence of GLD/SGLD. Techniques to analyze sampling
of GLD/SGLD generally go through a Girsanov change of measure style argument (Raginsky et al., 2017;
Balasubramanian et al., 2022; Chewi et al., 2022). This is both fragile, and does not work as well for the
more natural case of stochastic gradients (SGLD). In contrast, our Lyapunov-potential based method is
more direct, robust, and naturally handles stochastic gradients. Rather than in sampling or even expected
suboptimality, our geometric properties allow us to study the hitting time of GLD/SGLD. This leads to
better bounds for optimizing non-convex functions, both in general and especially via SGLD.

Below we summarize our main contributions. The full statements are given in Subsection 2.2:

1. Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.3: Consider the case where F' is s-Holder continuous for some 0 < s <1,
there exists v > 2s such that for some m,b > 0 we have (w, VF(w)) > m|w|” — b, and ug satisfies a
Poincaré Inequality with constant Cy(ug) for g = ﬁ(g) This is the setting of Balasubramanian et al.
(2022) and Chewi et al. (2022)!. For both GLD and SGLD, with probability at least 1 -3 we will reach
a w with e-suboptimality to the global minimum using at most

- d*s C )23
O(max{d3max(cm(u5),l)3, max(a;jé“ﬁ)’) }log(l/é))

gradient/stochastic gradient evaluations. Here, the O hides universal constants and polynomial log
factors in 3,d,¢.

2. Theorem 2.2 and Theorem 2.3, special case: Consider the case where F' is Lipschitz and ug satisfies a

Poincaré Inequality with constant Cp(ug) for g = ﬁ(g) Here, unlike the above, we do not need lower
bounds on the tails of F'. For both GLD and SGLD, with probability at least 1 —§ we will reach a w
with e-suboptimality to the global minimum using at most

6(max{d3 maX(CH(uB), 1)3, d? maX(CPI(NB)a 1)2 } log(l/é))

2

gradient /stochastic gradient evaluations.

LAlthough these works do not make our assumption on the tail growth of F, this assumption is mild and natural for
non-convex optimization problems motivated by machine learning.



3. Theorem 2.4: Consider the case when F is smooth (VF is Lipschitz) and (m,b)-dissipative (that is,
there exist m, b > 0 such that (w, VF(w)) > m|w|”-b; see Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), Zou
et al. (2021), and Mou et al. (2022) for more details on dissipativeness). By F' smooth and dissipative,
one can show that ;1 satisfies a Poincaré Inequality for 8 = ﬁ(g); see Proposition 9 of Raginsky et al.
(2017). For both GLD and SGLD, with probability at least 1 -4 we will reach a w with e-suboptimality
using

6(max{d3 maX(Cpl(uB), 1)3, d? maX(Cpl(NB)a 1)2 } log(l/é))

2
gradient /stochastic gradient evaluations.

4. Theorem 2.1: We show a tight connection between g satisfying a Poincaré Inequality and the hitting
time of the Langevin Diffusion to the set of e-suboptimal global minima of F. This is a corollary
of literature in probability theory and partial differential equations (PDEs) (Cattiaux et al., 2013;
Cattiaux and Guillin, 2017); we believe we are the first to connect these results to optimization.

5. Theorem 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4: A stronger condition is when the Langevin Diffusion works for optimization
in the expected sense: when E[F(w(t))] - miny F(w) is upper bounded by a rate that depends on ¢
and initialization. This is a stronger assumption than a Poincaré Inequality, which is tied to the hitting
time of the Langevin Diffusion. Under this condition, we prove an optimization rate on the average
suboptimality of the iterates for GLD/SGLD of O(/e?), which is dimension independent. This shows
that when the continuous-time Langevin Diffusion works for optimization, discrete-time GLD/SGLD
works as well.

Note that there are several caveats for using sampling as a way to show global optimization results. As
mentioned earlier,  must be sufficiently large relative to the tolerance € > 0 we want to optimize F' to: we
need (3 = ﬁ(g) Specifically, consider when F(w) = |w|?, thus g is a Gaussian with covariance 4. This
is by no means an adversarial example: F' is strongly convex, smooth, and well-conditioned. By standard
results on Gaussian concentration about mean (Vershynin, 2018), we see that we need § = ﬁ(g) in order
for even exact oracle access to pg to succeed as an efficient optimization strategy. The expected number of
queries is m with exact oracle access; if € = o(%), then pg({w: F(w) < e}) is exponentially small
in d. Note this is reflected in our work, for instance due to the pug({w: F(w) < e}) term in Theorem 2.1 (see
Lemma 5.1). This is also reflected in Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), and Zou et al. (2021), which
use the sampling result to upper bound Eyw.,, [F(W)] = Ew..,[F(W)], where pur denotes the distribution
upon running GLD/SGLD after T iterations. The expected suboptimality of F' under jug, Ew.,., [F(W)],

behaves like ©(4), and hence 8 = Q(2) is required for optimization. The upper bound here can be proven
B €
quite generally, and again consider the Gaussian example for the lower bound.

Additionally, sampling and optimization runtime guarantees are not the same. As mentioned above, as
done in Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), and Zou et al. (2021), one uses the sampling result to
upper bound Ev.,i,. [F(W)] = Ew.p, [F(W)]. However, techniques to do this can and often do pick up extra
dependence in d, ¢, and isoperimetric constants such as Cp(1g), depending on the information metric the
sampling guarantee is for. Moreover, for papers such as Chewi et al. (2022) and Balasubramanian et al. (2022)
which study sampling in the constant temperature regime, when converting their results to optimization, we
must scale their smoothness parameter by 5, which again changes the runtime. Therefore, the runtime for
optimization for other papers may not reflect the runtime written in said paper for sampling, as we compute
the rate implied by the literature for our task of optimization (which requires low temperature, that is, large
8= Q(g)) refer to Subsection 7.2 for full derivation of the rates of literature.

We summarize the comparison to literature in Table 1 on page 6. Note in our comparisons, we assume other
results in literature are done with an O(1) warm-start, which is the most favorable for pre-existing literature
(i.e. the least favorable comparisons for our results).?

2For simplicity, in our comparisons we assume Cpi(p1) = (1), which is generally the case (for example this is true if pg is
isotropic and F is convex, and perturbations to F' will increase Cpi(1g)). All explicit expressions for our rates and those of the
literature are given, so one can still perform these comparisons when Cp1(pg) = o(1).



Remark 1.1. We additionally note that unlike the strategy for converting sampling to optimization guar-
antees outlined in Raginsky et al. (2017) and followed in Xu et al. (2018) and Zou et al. (2021), which is
to upper bound B [F(W)] = Ew.., [F(W)] using sampling guarantees, there is a more elegant and faster
approach. To our knowledge it has not been mentioned in literature. The approach is to simply sample until
TV (pr,pp) < 0.1 =0(1). For any € > 0, denote the set {w: F(w) <e} by A.. For 3 = Q(g), one can
show (see Lemma 5.1) that pg(A:) 2 0.5. Therefore ur(Ae) 2 0.4 by definition of TV distance — that is, the
probability our iterate wp € A. is at least 0.4. When 5 = o(g), wup(Ae) can be exponentially small in d as
seen from the Gaussian example, so this strategy still requires large 5. Table 1 on page 6 shows the results
using the strategy from Raginsky et al. (2017) known in the literature, but below we discuss the comparisons

using both methods. While the rates of literature do improve, our rates are still more favorable.
Here we expand on these comparisons:

1. Consider the case where F is s-Hélder continuous, there exists v > 2s such that (w, VF(w)) > m|w]|" b,
and pg satisfies a Poincaré Inequality for 5 = Q(g) This case has been studied in Chewi et al. (2022)
and Balasubramanian et al. (2022).

In the GLD case, using the strategy of Raginsky et al. (2017), Theorem 7 of Chewi et al. (2022)

3 1
2+S CP!(,LLB)1+ S
4

obtains a rate of O( d ) Following the method suggested by Remark 1.1, the rate becomes

g’

~ 1+2 1+1
O(M). When s < %, our result from Theorem 2.2 is always better or equal to both of
£s
these in all parameters. When s ¢ (%, 1], our result from Theorem 2.2 is superior to the rate obtained
1
4z -9

—<%——+—+—. Theorem 2.2 is superior to the
Coi(pp)? (o=2)

following the strategy of Raginsky et al. (2017) when ¢ <

dl—s

rate obtained following Remark 1.1 when ¢ < —%——+.
CP!(#B)S 2

When s < 1

5, Corollary 19 of Balasubramanian et al. (2022) improves on Chewi et al. (2022). Using

6
~ ( dm+8_sscp,(u5)3

the strategy of (Raginsky et al., 2017), the rate is O ), which is using s < % at least

16-2s
e 1+s

~ 10.5 3 ~ 3+ 185 -2 | 3 . . .
0(7‘1 E‘{‘O(”B) ) Following Remark 1.1, the rate becomes O(w), which using s < % is at

g 1l+s

~ 8 3
least O(CICP’E#). Our result from Theorem 2.2 is superior or equal to both of these in all parameters,

oftentimes by a significant amount.
In the SGLD case, our rate from Theorem 2.3 is the first finite gradient complexity guarantee.

2. Consider the case when F'is Lipschitz and pg satisfies a Poincaré Inequality for 3 = ﬁ(g) This has not
been well-studied in the sampling or optimization literature, and the only work we know of with finite

gradient complexity is Balasubramanian et al. (2022), namely s = 0 in Corollary 19, in the GLD case.

~ 14 3
The rate here using the strategy of Raginsky et al. (2017) is O(%), or following Remark 1.1,

~ 9 3
is O dc”g#). Our rate from Theorem 2.2 is superior or equal to both of these in every parameter,

oftentimes by a significant amount. Again, Theorem 2.3 is the first finite gradient complexity guarantee
for the SGLD case.

3. Consider the case for SGLD and when F' is smooth and dissipative, which has been well-studied in the
works Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), and Zou et al. (2021). Theorem 1 of Raginsky et al.
(2017) requires gradient noise J to be potentially exponentially small in d, which does not make sense
(we only require gradient noise of constant order, which is more realistic).

For using the results from Xu et al. (2018) and Zou et al. (2021), we must account for total gradient

complexity for a stochastic gradient oracle with O(1) noise. After doing so we obtain 5(65%) for Xu
et al. (2018) and a rate of 5()\‘1—;) for variance-reduced SGLD from Xu et al. (2018). Here, A, is a

quantity similar to =+ (but not directly comparable)?. Our rate from Theorem 2.4 thus is generally
Coi(pp) Y g

3Tt is the spectral gap of discrete-time SGLD.



superior to both of these in every parameter. (The results of Xu et al. (2018), being phrased directly in

optimization, can’t be directly improved using Remark 1.1.) The rate from Zou et al. (2021) is, using

d®C(pp)®
8(4#;3) )

Cheeger’s Inequality, at least 5( using the strategy of Raginsky et al. (2017). Thus our rate

. ~ 6 2
is superior when & < *;2_25. Following Remark 1.1, Zou et al. (2021) yields a rate of O(dc";#);

. . qts
our rate is superior when € < —*—4—.
P Cor(123)0

4. We additionally touch on other discretizations of the Langevin Diffusion. To our knowledge, the only
other discretization of (2) successful beyond log-concavity is the Proximal Sampler first introduced
in Lee et al. (2021). With exact gradients, Altschuler and Chewi (2023) showed it succeeds under
a Poincaré Inequality when F' is smooth; the Proximal Sampler can only be implementable with
smoothness for non-convex F'. In the stochastic gradient setting, the only work we are aware of showing
its success is Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 of Huang et al. (2024), showing the Proximal Sampler succeeds
under smoothness and a Log-Sobolev Inequality (which is satisfied in the smooth and dissipative setting
as shown in Proposition 9 of Raginsky et al. (2017)). The rate from there is, using the strategy of

~ 5.5 3 ~ 3.5 3
Raginsky et al. (2017), O(CIC;#). Or following Remark 1.1, the rate is O(CIC;#). Our rate
from Theorem 2.4 is superior or equal in every parameter, often by a significant amount.

Problem Setting Our Result Best in Literature
~ 14 3
GLD Poi 6 & ~ d " Culpp)”
Li Olrﬁ(-j? - O(max{d®Cor(pp)?, Fnluep)” }) o)
1pschitz (Balasubrama-
nian et al.,
2022)
SGLD Poincaré & ~ d2C (15)?
Lipschitz O(max{d3Cp1(Hﬁ)3, %}) No finite guarantee
SGLD smooth & ~ 3 3 d2Cu(up)? Al [ d5Cu(ps)® 7
dissipative O(max{d Cor(ps)”, 2 _}) O(mln{ ey })
(Xu et al., 2018; Zou
et al., 2021)

Table 1: Gradient complexity comparisons. In the table, d refers to dimension and e refers to tolerance.
B = 6(%), and Cp(pg) denotes the Poincaré constant of ug. A. is a spectral gap comparable to Cp(ug).

Notation. Unless otherwise specified the domain is R?, with origin 0. We denote the Laplacian (sum of
second derivatives) of a twice-differentiable function f by Af. Here B(p, R) denotes the Euclidean 3 ball
centered at p € R? with radius R > 0. S denotes the surface of the d-dimensional unit sphere. Q, ©, O hide
universal constants, log factors in 3,d, e, as well as wg-dependence. Sometimes we will write exponentials
as exp for readability. When we write vectors w; this denotes time ¢ in discrete time, and when we write
w(t) this denotes time ¢ in continuous time. Unless indicated otherwise, E refers to expectation over the
Brownian motion/random variables €; (as well as the data samples z; in the SGLD case), and E, denotes
the same expectation when the stochastic processes is initialized at w. For any set & c R?, let the hitting
time of the Langevin Diffusion (2) initialized at w to U be 7(w). We assume that first order tensors, i.e.
vectors, are equipped with /s Euclidean norm and that all second order tensors (i.e. matrices) and above
are equipped with operator norm. When we write ||| without specifying the norm, we implicitly mean the
I, Euclidean norm of a vector. For some f differentiable to k orders, we will let V¥ f denote the tensor of all
the k-th order derivatives of f, and |-[,, denotes the corresponding tensor’s operator norm.



2 Lyapunov Potentials and Optimization

In the rest of this paper, suppose F' has a global minimum w*, which need not be unique (thus w* can refer
to any of these). Furthermore, without loss of generality, assume that F(w*) = 0.

2.1 Our Strategy

Optimization under Langevin Dynamics can ultimately be posed as a question of hitting time: how long does
it take to reach a point w such that F(w) <e? In the probability theory and stochastic partial differential
equations (PDEs) literature, an extensive program has been devoted to studying the connection between
isoperimetric inequalities such as a Poincaré Inequality, hitting times of the Langevin Diffusion to sets A c R?,
and Lyapunov potentials. A subset of this literature includes Carmona and Klein (1983); Meyn and Tweedie
(1993); Down et al. (1995); Bakry et al. (2008); Cattiaux et al. (2009, 2010); Meyn and Tweedie (2012);
Cattiaux et al. (2013); Cattiaux and Guillin (2017). As mentioned in Section 1, Poincaré Inequalities are the
loosest conditions under which sampling and in turn global optimization guarantees for Langevin Dynamics
have been well-studied. This literature connects these inequalities to the geometry of F'.

Definition 2.1. Say a non-negative function ® : R? - R is a Lyapunov potential (for Langevin Dynamics
at inverse temperature B given in (2)) if ® > 1 and on the set {w: F(w) >¢e} we have

(VO (W), VE(w)) > Ab(w) + %A(I)(w), (3)

where [ refers to the inverse temperature of (2).

Our main method to study optimization is to track the progress of GLD/SGLD using the Lyapunov potential
®(w). Suppose such a Lyapunov potential existed: from here, we can study the hitting time of GLD/SGLD
to the set A, = {w: F(w) <e}.

The fundamental idea is as follows. Consider 7.4_(Wyg), the hitting time of GLD/SGLD initialized at wq to
Ac. Denote this by 7 for short in the following. Consider the random variable X := % Z;_Ol A®(w;). Suppose
that ® is L-smooth and L-Hessian Lipschitz. The idea is that, by the following, we can make X relatively
small if 7 is relatively large, by Taylor expanding ® to third order and using (13) (it turns out to be possible
to control the higher order discretization terms).

However, by definition none of wy,...,w,_; lie in A.. Clearly X is lower-bounded by A, since ® > 1. But
we just showed X is small if 7 is relatively large. This gives contradiction! Hence, we can upper bound 7.
This idea, while currently informal, can be made rigorous (using discrete-time Dynkin’s formula, Theorem
11.3.1, page 277 of Meyn and Tweedie (2012)). See Section 7 for details.

To show how X can be made small, using definition (1), we Taylor expand ® to third order (using that it is
L-smooth and L-Hessian Lipschitz) to obtain

O(win1) = &(wi =7V F(w,) + /205 e, )
< B(wi) + (-nVF(w,), VO(w)) + (V205 ler, 7O (w))
+ 5 (T2R(w0) (<09 E(wo) + BT ), i F (wi) + /205 e
+ 2] E ) + i e
We first use (3), which gives

(~nVF(wy), V®(Wt)) < —nAD(wy) - %Afb(wt).

Now, take expectations with respect to ;. The term <\/277ﬁ‘15t, Vi)(wt)> disappears, in addition to the
cross term —2n\/277ﬁ‘1(v2<1>(wt)5t, VF(w;)) from the second-order term. Note now that

E[%(VQCI)(Wt) N \/277[371&)] - %Afb(wt).




Therefore, the Laplacian terms %A‘I)(Wt) cancel in the above after taking expectations, and what we obtain
is (upon dividing by 7)

AE[®(wy)] <E[®(w;)] — E[®(w¢s1)] + {higher order discretization error terms}.

Summing and telescoping this relation, and using that ® is non-negative, we obtain

E[X]=— 3 AE[®(w)] <

17 d
(wo) |
T t=0 T

1
— - {higher order discretization error terms}.
-

If we can control higher order discretization error terms, which it turns out we can do as discussed in Section 7,
then if 7 is large then E[X] will be small. But as discussed earlier X > A\ pointwise, hence E[X] > A. This
lets us control 7, the hitting time of GLD/SGLD to the set A..

One might note this idea of considering the hitting time of SGLD to .A. bears resemblance to the style of
proof from Zhang et al. (2017). However, Zhang et al. (2017) considered the hitting time to second-order
stationary points, and so our results (in addition to the techniques) are fairly different.

To fully generalize this, using Lemma 6.1, this idea can be extended to cover essentially all Lyapunov
functions of interest (far beyond when @ is smooth and Hessian Lipschitz). Due to the stochasticity already
present in GLD, our analysis for GLD vs SGLD is extremely similar.

The geometric condition (3) turns out to be closely linked to a Poincaré Inequality: as a corollary of Cattiaux
and Guillin (2017) we obtain the following:

Theorem 2.1. Assume that pg satisfies a Poincaré inequality with constant Co(pug) and has finite second
second moment for some [ = ﬁ(g) Then on AS ={w:F(w)>¢e},

1 . 1 1y 1 . 1 1
(VF(W),V‘I)(W))2)\<I)(W)+BA<I>(W) for )\E[%mln(m,§),ﬁmm(m,§)], (4)

for some non-negative ® that is differentiable to all orders such that on AZ, ® takes the explicit form

(W) = Ew[exp(A7a.)].

Remark 2.1. Note that on AS, ® > 1. Also note ® generally behaves in a ‘dimension free’ manner, depending

/ 1 11
on how T4_(w') behaves, as X\ < i5 mln(m, 5

We note that in Bakry et al. (2008) and Cattiaux et al. (2013), the condition (4) is shown to imply that
pp satisfies a Poincaré Inequality if 4. is connected. The proof of this direction requires connectedness.
However, note (4) implies the moment generating function Ey.[exp(A74.)] < co. Make the very mild
assumption that A. lies in B(0, R) for R < oo large enough. Since pointwise 74, > Tw(6,Rr), this implies

) s very small.

Ew [eXp(/\T]B(())R))] < oo0. From here, Cattiaux et al. (2013) shows a geometric property analogous to (4)
holds where the Lyapunov function is now Ey- [eXp(/\T]B(()) R))], and in turn that pg satisfies a Poincaré
Inequality. The moment generating function satisfying (3) (that is, the moment generating function being
a valid Lyapunov potential in the sense here) and isoperimetric inequalities are thus linked very tightly, as
equivalent for the Langevin diffusion.

2.2 Results

Now, we state our results in full detail. Complete statements and proofs, including all explicit dependencies,
are in Section 7. For all of our results, recall from Subsection 1.1 that the desired tolerance ¢ = ﬁ(%); no
results so far in literature yield meaningful optimization guarantees for smaller tolerance levels.

Before we state our results more explicitly, we state our assumptions, which are in fact necessary. Our first

assumption, generalized to higher order derivatives from De Sa et al. (2022), is that the Lyapunov potential
® satisfies ‘self-bounding regularity’ in the following sense:



Definition 2.2. A k times differentiable function f:R% - R satisfies k-th order self-bounding reqularity if

[V £ ), < pra(F (W)

for some increasing function py R = Ryg.

We say f satisfies polynomial-like self-bounding regularity at order k if we can express pyi(z) = Z?:o cjzdj
where all d; > 0. Note without loss of generality we can assume all cj,d; > 0 and pyr(z) = A(z+1)? or
prk(2) = A+ AzP by the AM-GM Inequality.

Such an assumption is necessary for discrete-time optimization to succeed: Theorem 3 from De Sa et al.
(2022) shows even for Gradient Flow/Gradient Descent, there are examples where discrete-time optimization
fails when continuous-time optimization succeeds. This is exactly what allow for control of higher order
discretization terms arising in discrete-time optimization. As such we will assume the following:

Assumption 2.1. Suppose ® satisfies first, second, and third order polynomial-like self-bounding regularity
where the monomials in the self-bounding reqularity functions have degree at most 1.

Note Assumption 2.1 is satisfied by many Lyapunov functions, e.g. when the Lyapunov function & has
tail growth polynomial in |w| or of the form e"I™I" for s < 1, going well beyond smoothness. Since we
have explicit knowledge of ® via Theorem 2.1, this is just saying the MGF of 7(w.r(w)<c} is reasonably
well-behaved as a function of the initialization w of the continuous-time Langevin Diffusion.

Now we state our assumptions on F. We consider the most general setting of previous works (Chewi et al.,
2022; Balasubramanian et al., 2022) for analyzing LMC where we assume F is Holder continuous with
parameter 0 < s < 1:

Assumption 2.2 (Holder continuity). Suppose VF' satisfies L-Hélder continuity for some 0 < s <1:

[VF(u) - VE(V)| < Lju-v|".

When s > 0, that is F' is not Lipschitz, we also require an assumption on the growth of F. This significantly
generalizes the dissipation assumption (when s = 1 and v = 2) made in several previous works studying
non-convex optimization (Raginsky et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2018; Zou et al., 2021; Mou et al., 2022).

Assumption 2.3. There exists v > 2s such that for some m,b>0 and all w e RY,

(W, VF(w))>m|w]|” -b.

Analyzing growth rates, we can see v < s + 1, which leads to no issues for 0 < s < 1. Note this assumption
is quite reasonable: in some sense it states that the gradient will push us towards the origin when we are
sufficiently far away. Moreover, all critical points of F are in B(0, (b/m)*/”). However, we allow for arbitrary
non-convexity inside this ball. In fact, by adding a suitable regularizer penalizing solutions lying outside
B(0, (b/m)'/7), we can ensure F satisfies the above, which is discussed on page 15 of Raginsky et al. (2017).

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that F satisfies Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.3, ug satisfies a Poincaré In-
equality with constant Cp(pg) for B = ﬁ(g), and pg has finite second moment S < oco. (In our results
dependence on S will be logarithmic.) Suppose ® (from Theorem 2.1) satisfies Assumption 2.1 with p < 1.
Then running GLD, with probability at least 1 -0, across all the runs we will reach a w with F(w) <€ in at

most 2+ 5 2+3
=~ d=*2 C 1)2+3

O(max{d3 max(Cp(p5),1)%, max( 2}:£Mﬂ)’ ) }log(l))

eet3

; 5)

gradient evaluations.

We note considering Assumption 2.2 for any s > 0 and a Poincaré Inequality is quite natural. In terms of
growth of F, a Poincaré Inequality implies at least linear tail growth of F' but nothing further, as discussed
on page 7 of Chewi et al. (2022). Thus, Assumption 2.2 for any s > 0 and a Poincaré Inequality are not only
compatible but natural to study in tandem.



We now move on to the stochastic gradient oracle case. Some control over the stochastic gradient estimates
is necessary: if they are very inaccurate, following them will be meaningless.

Assumption 2.4 (Bound of variance of gradient estimates). The unbiased gradient estimate V f(w;z) of
VE(w) satisfies the sub-Gaussian property that for all w e R and t >0,

P, (|Vf(w;z) - VE(w)|,2t) <e /7%, ©)

This covers the classic setting of stochastic optimization where Vf(w;z) = VF(w) + &; where & is sub-
Gaussian with mean 0 and variance O'%—‘ (Nemirovski et al., 2009). We expect our techniques to hold when
gradient noise scales in function value, a more general setting discussed in De Sa et al. (2022), but for
simplicity we work with Assumption 2.4.

We also need the following assumption made in Raginsky et al. (2017) studying stochastic optimization in
this setting. This is quite reasonable: it essentially says the stochastic gradients contain reasonable signal
and also will push us towards the origin when sufficiently far away.

Assumption 2.5. For every z, Vf(w;z) satisfy Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.3. (Note they may be
satisfied with larger L and b and smaller m.)

Then, we have the following:

Theorem 2.3. Suppose g, F', ® satisfy the same assumptions as in Theorem 2.2. Then running SGLD
with a stochastic gradient oracle satisfying Assumption 2.4 and Assumption 2.5, we obtain the same guarantee
(5) of the query complezity of our stochastic gradient oracle as in Theorem 2.2.

To our knowledge, our result Theorem 2.3 is the first finite iteration guarantee for the setting of F Holder-
continuous and pg satisfying a Poincaré Inequality with a stochastic gradient oracle. The stronger assumption
of smoothness is not satisfied by many canonical non-convex optimization problems (De Sa et al., 2022), so
analyzing optimization with a stochastic gradient oracle in this more general setting is highly relevant to
study.

Recall from our conditions Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.3 that by analyzing the implied growth rates
of F', we have 2s < v < s+ 1. Thus when s =1, v = 1 is forced, so this recovers as a special case of our
assumption the smooth and dissipative setting from Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), and Zou et al.
(2021). In turn, s =1, v = 1 actually implies ug satisfies a Poincaré Inequality for all § > % (Raginsky et al.,
2017). In this setting we have the following result which is stronger than directly applying Theorem 2.2:

Theorem 2.4. Suppose F' is L-smooth and (m,b)-dissipative (that is, there exist m,b > 0 such that (w,VF(w)) >

mHWH2 —-b). Running either GLD or SGLD with a stochastic gradient oracle satisfying Assumption 2.4
and Assumption 2.5, with probability at least 1 -6, across all the runs we will reach a w with F(w) <€ in

at most 2 C 2
o(max{d?’max(cm(uﬂ),l)i e }lg(é))
e

gradient/stochastic gradient evaluations.

3 Dimension Free Rates for SGLD Under Stronger Conditions

Our results in the above upper bound the hitting-time of GLD/SGLD to {w : F(w) < ¢}. As discussed in
Subsection 2.1, there is a close connection between a Poincaré Inequality, geometric properties, and hitting
times of the Langevin Diffusion, so those results make intuitive sense. However, hitting times are a weaker
guarantee than average suboptimality which is commonly studied in optimization. It is thus natural to ask
if there are stronger conditions where we have guarantees not about not the hitting time but the average
suboptimality % Z;;Tzl F(w)? This is indeed the case as we now discuss.

This idea is similar to that of De Sa et al. (2022). In De Sa et al. (2022), an analogous setup was considered
where continuous-time gradient flow led to geometric properties and in discrete-time, the average subopti-
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mality of gradient descent/stochastic gradient descent was studied under these geometric properties. This
is the It6 calculus analogy of the work in De Sa et al. (2022).

Define a rate function for average suboptimality as follows: fix a desired tolerance € = ﬁ(%) Define

FE(W) = F(W)l{w:F(w)ZE}' (7)

Here 14 denotes the indicator function of A c RY. Suppose we had some non-negative rate function R(w,t)
upper bounding the suboptimality of F', namely such that R(w,¢) > E[F.(w(t))] for all ¢ > 0. By rate
function, we mean that the following conditions, natural for optimization, hold: lim;_., R(w(0),t) = 0 for
all w(0), and:

E[R(w(s),t)] < R(w(0),s+t) for all s,¢>0,w(0) e RY. (8)

That is, in expectation more information about the Langevin Dynamics path improves the rate. Note from
any rate function R(w,t), there is an equivalent rate function satisfying (8); see De Sa et al. (2022) for more
discussion.

It is important to note the following: we cannot have R(w,t) > E[ F(w(t))]: say after reaching e-suboptimality,
gradients are very small and Langevin dynamics approximates a random walk. Then for all ¢ large enough,
E[F(w(t))] ~ coe for some ¢y = ©(1). We thus have for all ¢ large enough,

R(w,t) >E[R(w(t),0)] > E[F(w(t))] » coe,

contradicting that lim;_, . R(w,t) = 0. However, our definition (7) resolves this problem: now for large enough
t, E[F.(w(t))] = 0, so (8) now holds. Moreover, such a rate function clearly implies Langevin Dynamics
works as an optimization strategy. In fact, such a rate function implies similar geometric properties to (3)
from Theorem 2.1:

Definition 3.1 (Admissible potential). A non-negative function ®(w) is an admissible potential with respect
to the cost function F.(w) if

(VO (w), VF(w)) > F.(w) + %A(I)(w). )

Theorem 3.1 (From rate functions to potentials). Under mild assumptions on F' and R, suppose R(w,t)
satisfies the relationship (8) and [, R(w,t)dt < oo always holds true. Then ®(w) = [~ R(w,t)dt is an
admissable potential.

Remark 3.1. Note the Langevin Diffusion with /3 = co becomes gradient flow (GF). In De Sa et al. (2022),
the success of an analogous rate function for GF implied the very similar condition

(VF(w),v®(w)) > F(w). (10)

Note (10) implies (9) with § = oo. The confirms the intuition that Langevin Dynamics optimizes a larger
class of functions than GF can.

It turns out in the idealized continuous-time setting, (9) is enough to show that F' can be optimized: see
Subsection 5.2 and Theorem 5.5. But as Theorem 3 from De Sa et al. (2022) showed, to go to discrete time,
we need assumptions on ® such as self-bounding regularity assumptions.

Assumption 3.1. ® satisfies polynomial self-bounding regularity (Definition 2.2) for degrees one through
three.

Moreover, our potential function needs to capture reasonable information (e.g. it cannot remains small while
the iterates w; escapes to infinity). We make this precise as follows.

Assumption 3.2. Suppose we initialize wo in B(0, R}) for some R} > 0. Letting SUD 86, Y ) d(w) = B,
suppose that there is some k' > 1 and Ry > 0 such that {w: ®(w) <x'B'} c B(0, R;).

For F', we slightly loosen the assumptions compared to Section 2, and just assume Assumption 2.2 holds for
any s > 0.

From here, we have the following results for GLD and SGLD:

11



Theorem 3.2. Suppose (9) holds for some ( = Q(g), where the Lyapunov function ® >0 and where F; is
defined from (7). Suppose F' satisfies Assumption 2.2, and ® satisfies Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2.
Then running discrete-time GLD with constant step size n will, with probability at least 1-6, yield a sequence
of iterates wy with T YL, F(w,) =0(e) in at most T = O(Ei2 log(l/é)) iterations.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose F, ® satisfy the same assumptions as in Theorem 3.2. Then running SGLD with
a stochastic gradient oracle satisfying Assumption 2.4, we obtain the same guarantees as Theorem 3.2.

We defer the proofs to Section 6. The idea is similar to the sketch from Subsection 2.1; we again use self-
bounding regularity to control the higher order discretization terms. Note this implies the following result:
using GLD/SGLD, we can not only optimize (via GLD) but also learn (via SGLD) any function for which
Langevin Dynamics can optimize with a rate function well-behaved for optimization (one that is admissible).

However, we would like to loosen our condition (9) for it to hold for function classes of interest in optimization.
By modifying our proofs, we can show success if we have the looser condition

. 1
(VO(w), VE(w)) > F.(w) + mln(O, BA<1>(w)). (11)

whenever we can query (V®(w),VF(w)) - F.(w). Note this is realistic, for example, if & = F. This
difference represents local gradient domination; if non-negative, gradient descent locally succeeds and we
should not add noise. Otherwise, we add noise, and (11) guarantees the noise will cancel the Laplacian
(as in Subsection 2.1). This algorithm is described formally as Algorithm 2 in Subsection 6.3. Note (11)
subsumes the condition (10) implied by the success of gradient flow: in particular it contains PL functions
and KL functions (see Subsection 6.4).

Theorem 3.4. Suppose that we have (11) for some 8 = Q(g), and F, ® satisfy the same assumptions
as Theorem 3.2. Moreover suppose we have query access to (V®(w),VF(w)) - F.(w). Now run modified
Langevin Dynamics as described above with constant step size n. This will, with probability at least 1 -9,
yield a sequence of iterates wy with % YL, F(wy) = O(¢) in at most O(ai2 log(1/s)) iterations.

We defer the proof to Subsection 6.3, since it heavily relies on the analysis done in Section 6. Again, note in
all these results Theorem 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4 that 8 = Q(g)
Acknowledgements
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4 Setup for Rest of Paper

The appendix is organized as follows. We derive our ‘continuous time’ results (Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 3.1)
in Section 5. We present our proofs for Section 3 first in Section 6, proving Theorem 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4; later
our proofs of Theorem 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 rely on some of this work. Finally, in Section 7 we prove Theorem 2.2,
2.3, and 2.4.

4.1 Additional Notation

In the following, log always denotes natural logarithm. The notation U([a,b]) refers to the uniform distri-
bution on [a,b]. The notation 04 denotes the Dirac Delta on some event A. The notation I" refers to the
Gamma function.

The notation d(p, .A) refers to the minimum distance from a point p € R? to a set A c R%. For a set U c R?,
0U denotes its boundary. For a vector w € R%, w; refers to its i-th coordinate. For a k-th order tensor
operator T and vy, ..., vy € R, T[v1,...,Vi] refers to applying T to the k-th order tensor v ® ---® v, that
is, (T, v1 ®--- ® vi).

Again, we will refer to the measure on R% proportional to e ¥ (W) by ug (the subscript shows the dependence
on the temperature, which is crucial for optimization). When we write Z, it refers to the normalizing constant
/]Rd e PFW) dw of the measure, unless specified otherwise (so it may change line-to-line if we refer to different
measures). For any set & c R?, let the hitting time of the SDE (12) initialized at w to U be 7/, (w).

Before we apply results from probability regarding the continuous-time Langevin Diffusion, consider the SDE
dw(t) = -BVE(w(t))dt + V2dB(¢). (12)

We refer to this SDE when we directly use results from Cattiaux et al. (2013) and Cattiaux and Guillin (2017),
so that our convention for Poincaré and Log-Sobolev constants will match theirs. Note (12) is equivalent to
(2). For a given realization of a Brownian motion driving both SDEs, both SDEs will trace out the same
path. However in (12) time passes ‘S times faster’ than in (2). Hence for any set U c R?, the hitting time
of the SDE (12) to U is % (i.e. faster if 8> 1) than that of the hitting time of (2) to U, if both SDEs are

driven by the same Brownian motion. That is, using our notation, we have 77, = %Tu for all ¢ c RZ.

5 Proofs for Continuous Time

5.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1 and Related Results

Now we restate Theorem 2.1 formally here. Note Theorem 5.1 requires us to control p(A:) in the A from
Theorem 2.1, for which we need Lemma 5.1. Lemma 5.1 is precisely where we need ¢ = ﬁ(%) This leads

to consistency between our results and our discussion from Subsection 1.1. We defer Lemma 5.1 to later in
this section and note Theorem 2.1 follows immediately from combining Theorem 5.1 and Lemma 5.1.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that ug satisfies a Poincaré inequality with constant Ce(ug). Then there exists a
non-negative Lyapunov function ® differentiable to all others such that on AS, we have ® > 1 and

L(VF(w), VB(w)) + %A(I)(w) < AD(w), (13)

where

1 ) 1 1
A= EUﬁ(As)mm(m, g)

In fact, on AS, ®© has the explicit form

(W) = Ew[exp(A7a.)]-
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Proof. We first need to introduce some concepts from Markov processes and Partial Differential Equations
(PDEs). First, we introduce the concept of the (infinitesimal) generator of a Markov process, which will
make this exposition much more natural. We give only what is needed for our proof and refer the reader to
Chewi (2024) for more details.

Definition 5.1. The (infinitesimal) generator of a Markov process w(t) is the operator L defined on all
(sufficiently differentiable) functions f by

Lf(w) =lim E[f(w(t)t)] _ f(w)'

It is well-known and can be easily checked that for the Langevin Diffusion given in the form (12), the
generator

Lf(w) ==(BVEF(w),Vf(W))+Af(w). (14)
For example, this calculation can be found in Example 1.2.4 of Chewi et al. (2022).
Note the similarity of the above to (3). This is no coincidence; our discrete-time proofs, specifically Lemma 6.2
and Lemma 6.5, are essentially re-deriving the generator of the Langevin diffusion. In Lemma 6.2 and

Lemma 6.5 we Taylor expand to third order (so we have the full second order quadratic form); intuitively
that is all that is needed by 1t6’s Lemma.

We also need to introduce the idea of symmetry of the measure g with respect to the stochastic process.
In particular, we say pg is symmetric (with respect to the Langevin Diffusion (12)) if for all infinitely
differentiable f,g,

[ t£9dus = [ £rgdns.

Here L refers to the generator (14) for the Langevin Diffusion (12). It is well-known and can be easily
checked again that pg is symmetric, see Example 1.2.18 of Chewi et al. (2022) or the discussion on page 3
of Cattiaux and Guillin (2017).

Finally, we need to introduce some ideas from PDE theory. Consider a second-order differential operator

P=§Z +Zb8

ij
1<i<j<d awzaw] 1<i<d Wi

The following definitions generalize far beyond second-order differential operators, but this is all we need for
our work. We say that P is elliptic if, for every w # 0 e R%,

Z QijWiWj # 0.
1<i,j<d

We say P is uniformly elliptic if we can write

1 T 02
== b;—
P 2 Z (00 )z] awzawj Z

1<i<j<d 1<i<d 0Wz
for some o € R? where uniformly on R? we have
ool za>0

in the PSD order (Street, 2018; Cattiaux and Guillin, 2017).

A canonical example of P that is uniformly elliptic is the Laplacian, where a;; = 26;-; (Yang, 2020). Beyond
this, note for the Langevin Diffusion (12), we have a;; = 2§;-; as well, from (14). Thus, it is clear that £ for
the Langevin Diffusion (12) is uniformly elliptic.

Ellipticity is well-known to imply that solutions u to the Dirichlet problem Pu = f in some open domain
Q c R? are smooth, which is all we need here (Yang, 2020).* Ellipticity implies maximal hypoellipticity,

4For this, ellipticity is sufficient but not necessary. The loosest such condition for this is hypoellipticity (Street, 2018; Yang,
2020), which is not relevant for this work.

18



which in turn implies strong hypoellipticity /Hormander’s condition from Cattiaux et al. (2013), as discussed
in Yang (2020). Thus uniform ellipticity implies strong uniform hypoellipticity as defined in Cattiaux et al.
(2013). Using the results of Cattiaux et al. (2013) requires strong uniform hypoellipticity and symmetry with
respect to the stochastic process, and Cattiaux and Guillin (2017) requires uniform ellipticity and symmetry.
We have uniform ellipticity and symmetry, and so can use all those results.

Now we move to the main proof. Our main tool is Theorem 2.1 of Cattiaux and Guillin (2017), which
connects Poincaré Inequalities to more explicit geometric conditions that we can use in an ‘optimization-
styled’ proof analysis later.® Specialized to the Langevin Diffusion (12) on the domain D = R?, it states the
following:

Theorem 5.2 (Theorem 2.1 of Cattiaux and Guillin (2017)). Suppose that ug satisfies a Poincaré Inequality
with constant Cp(pg). Then for all open subsetsU of R, there exists a function ® differentiable to all orders
such that on U® we have ® > ' >0 for some §', as well as

LP(w) =—(BVF (W), V®(W)) + Ad(w) < -\ P(w), (15)

r_ 3 1 1
where A" = pg(U) mln(—4cm(w), 8).
Note to prove this result in D = R all that is needed is ellipticity, which is clearly satisfied here in the case of
the Langevin diffusion (following the discussion on page 9 of Cattiaux and Guillin (2017)). Hence, applying
Theorem 5.2 with U = {w : F(w) < ¢} which is clearly open, this gives the existence of such a P.

Suppose {w : ®(w) < %’} # @. In this case, consider {w : ®(w) < %’} c{w:P(w)< 37‘;'/} c{w: F(w)<e}.
Apply the standard construction of bump functions to the compact set {w : ®(w) < %} contained in the
open set {w: ®(w) < 375/} to obtain a function x differentiable to all orders supported on {w: ®(w) < 375/}
and identically 1 on {w: ®(w) < %’} Let B =inf ® < %'. It is easy to check that @ + (% +max(0, —B))x > %,
and differentiable to all orders as ® and x are, and is identical to ® on {w : F(w) > e}. Taking ® «
D+ (%’ +max(0, —B))x > %, this gives us the existence of ¢ > %' differentiable to all orders where we know
on {w:F(w) >¢e}, it satisfies (15).

Notice pg({w: F(w) <e}) = pg(Ac), since ug(dA:) = pg({w: F(w) =¢}) is simply a positive constant
times the Lebesgue measure of 0.4., and hence is 0. Therefore we know for this ®,

LO(w) =—(BVF (W), VO®(w)) + Ad(w) < -\ ®(w) = -BAD(w). (16)

We claim with such a ®, the moment generating function Ey. [exp(ﬁ)\ﬂ%)] exists (i.e. is finite). The
argument is done explicitly on page 8 of Cattiaux et al. (2013) (connectivity of A is not necessary, as one
will see below). We write it here explicitly here for the reader. Clearly this MGF is finite for w' € A., so
consider any w’ € AS. Consider any ¢ < oo, any R < oo and consider the hitting time TJ’L‘EU]B((LR)C. Denote

T; R =EA 7:4 for short, which is clearly a stopping time. Apply Dynkin’s Formula to the map

LUB(0,R)*
(s,w) — e’ ®(w) with the stopping time T o g; thus for all s <7y _ o, we know ®(w(s)) satisfies (16). We
obtain:

!

)
EIEWI [GXP(BAT;&R)] <Ew [exp(BATt"EyR)@(W(T;E’R))]

=d(w') + Ew/[/OTMYR exp(BAs) (BA®(w(s)) + LB(W(s)))ds

5We presume here F is sufficiently differentiable to use the results of Cattiaux et al. (2013) and Cattiaux and Guillin (2017),
for example this holds if F' is infinitely differentiable. The careful reader will notice that F' can be approximated by an infinitely
differentiable function to arbitrary precision. We also assume the boundary 0.A. = {w: F(w) = ¢} is differentiable to all orders,
non-characteristic for (12) in the sense described in Cattiaux et al. (2013) and Cattiaux and Guillin (2017), and has Lebesgue
measure 0. In the F' Lipschitz case we assume this set is bounded and hence compact; boundedness and hence compactness
follows from Assumption 2.3 in all other cases. Since we can approximate F' by an infinitely differentiable function to arbitrary
precision, this boundary in turn will be infinitely differentiable.
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<P(w') +Ew'[/OTmR exp(BAs) (BAR(w(s)) — BAR(W(s)))ds
=d(w').

For justification, the first line above follows as ®(w) > %. Dynkin’s Formula and then Chain Rule and
Itd’s Lemma are used in the second line (an analogous calculation is done formally on page 121, Peskir
and Shiryaev (2006)). The third line uses the geometric condition (16) that we know ®(w(s)) satisfies for

$<T/.p
Thus, we have for all ¢t < co, R < oo that

20(w) _

Ew’[exp(ﬁ)‘Ttl,E,R)] < 6/

Recalling 8" > 0 is independent of R,t, letting first R — oo and then ¢ - oo, Dominated Convergence
Theorem gives the result Ewr[exp(ﬂ)\@’é\s)] < 2(1’((;")
bound independent of R, t).

< oo (since the right hand side above is a finite upper

We now claim the moment generating function Ey, [exp(ﬁ)\ﬂ% )], which we now know exists, satisfies (13).
In fact this holds as an equality on A¢ (although we don’t need this). This is shown on page 8 of Cattiaux
et al. (2013) and discussed on page 12 of Cattiaux and Guillin (2017). Thus, here we just give a sketch; it
follows by literature on PDEs, specifically Dirichlet problems. The result used to prove this is result 1 of
Section 7.2 of Peskir and Shiryaev (2006):

Theorem 5.3 (Result 1 of Section 7.2 of Peskir and Shiryaev (2006)). Let U be a bounded, open subset of
Re. Given a continuous function L:U - R define

F(w) = EWUOT“C L(w(t))dt],

where w(t) here denotes the iterates of any diffusion process and 77, denotes the hitting time of w(t) to U°.
Then F solves the Dirichlet problem
LF=-LinU,F|a =0.

Here, L is the generator of this diffusion.

Consider any R < oo. Consider U p := ASn{w : |w| < R}, which is clearly open. Now, we apply the
same reasoning as Result 4 of Section 7.2 of Peskir and Shiryaev (2006) (the killed version of the Dirichlet
problem), except now we want to study the created version of the Dirichlet problem®. There is not much
difference, thus we just give a sketch and refer the reader to Result 4 of Section 7.2 of Peskir and Shiryaev
(2006) and again page 8 of Cattiaux et al. (2013). Let L = S\ be a constant function and now let w(t)

denotes the iterates of the Langevin diffusion (12). Consider

Fw) = Ew[/oﬁ'@,a ewtg,\dt] = Ew[foﬂgﬁ e‘”tL(w(t))dt].

where 7/, now is consistent with our definition from Section 4, being for the Langevin Diffusion (12). Observe
that

T’C >\Tlc ’
F(w)+1= Ew[l + f e n e'w‘tﬁ)\dt] = Ew[eﬂ ME,R] < ]EWI:GBATAE:I < 00,
0

since %eﬁ)‘t = BrePM, Té,EC’R < 7). - Hence, F'(w) < co and so we may continue to analyze it.
Now consider w(t) := e’*w(t) (the created process). By the same reasoning as in Result 4 of Sec-

tion 7.2 of Peskir and Shiryaev (2006) but for the created rather than killed process, we have F(w) =

6See Section 5.4, (Peskir and Shiryaev, 2006).
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Ewl| /o e L(w(t))dt| where ;IMS,R denotes the hitting time of W(t) to U< . Let the generator of w(t) be

L. Now, Theorem 5.3 implies that F'(w) solves the Dirichlet problem

LF =-L=-B\inUe g, Flou. , =0.

It can be readily seen that by Chain Rule that L = £+ 8X; this calculation is done formally on page 121,
Peskir and Shiryaev (2006). Therefore, we have

~BA\=LF = LF + BAF in Ue g, Flou. ,, = 0.
Therefore, ®r = F' + 1 satisfies (note LOr = LF)
E‘I)R =LF = —ﬁ)\(F + 1) = —BA(I)R in US,R7(I)R|5U€,R =1.

Note we showed earlier

Dp(w)=F(w)+1= Ew[l + f “en eﬁ)‘tﬁ)\dt] - Ew[e”mgﬁ]'
0

Finally, since we’ve already shown Ey, [e'B ’\T«l‘\s] < o0, the same argument of page 8 of Cattiaux et al. (2013)
shows that the pointwise limit

4 )\T, c
O(w):=Ey [emus] = lim Ew[eﬁ ”EvR]

R—oo

exists and solves the Dirichlet Problem
LO=-5AP in I%LH;UEVR n{w:|w| <R} = AL.
Thus, it satisfies (13). Moreover, since L is elliptic (and therefore hypoelliptic), the resulting solution
O(w) =Eyw [eﬁ)‘T:“s ]

is differentiable to all orders in limp_,o AS N {w: W] < R} = AS. Note since the quantity in the exponential
is always non-negative pointwise, ®(w) > 1 on AC.

Since the boundary dA. = {w : F(w) = ¢} is compact and differentiable to all orders, through a standard
compactness and § — € argument we can show by defining
®(w)= lim M ®(w') for all we dA.,
w/—>w,w’'eAS
the resulting @ is differentiable to all orders on AS U 0A. (when we define derivatives as the limits coming
from outside AS). (Compactness here is important.) As AS U 0A, is closed, applying Whitney’s Extension

Theorem as mentioned in Cattiaux et al. (2013), ® above can be extended to a function differentiable to all
orders on all of R? so that (13) holds on {w: F(w) >¢}. Note ® > 1 on {w: F(w) >¢}.

Suppose the resulting ® from the extension was not non-negative. Let B := inf® < 0. Observe {w :
®(w) <0} c {w:®(w) < 3} ¢ A.. Apply the standard construction of bump functions to the compact set
{w : ®(w) < 0} contained in the open set {w : ®(w) < 3} to obtain a function x differentiable to all orders
supported on {w : ®(w) < 3} and identically 1 on {w : ®(w) < 0}. Then ® - By is non-negative (recall
B < 0) and differentiable to all orders, and is identical to ® on AS. Taking ® < ® — By, this gives us the
existence of ® > 0 differentiable to all orders where we have its explicit form and know it satisfies (16) and
therefore (13) (upon dividing both sides by 8> 0) on AS.

To conclude, note from our remarks from Section 4 that

1
T (W) = ETAE(W')-
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Therefore on AZ we can also write
B(w') = Ew[exp(A7a.)] > 1.

This completes the proof. O

Now we prove Lemma 5.1.

Lemma 5.1. Suppose F' satisfies Assumption 2.2 and pg has finite second moment S < oco. Then for
e> %d log(4meBLdS), we have pg(A:) > 3.

Proof. As F(w) is non-negative, by Markov’s Inequality, we have

pa(AL) = pg({w: F(w) >¢e}) < w

Now we compute Eyw.,,[F(w)] with the same strategy as in the proof of Proposition 11 of Raginsky et al.
(2017). Write
1
By [FO)] = [ F)us(w)dw = 5 (h(ps) ~1og 2).

Here Z is the partition function of g and

Wus) = = [, s (w)log s (w)dw

is the differential entropy of pg.

To upper bound the differential entropy of p3, we use the same derivation as the proof of Proposition 11 of
Raginsky et al. (2017). The assumption that [q HWH2dNB (w) < S, as well as the fact that the differential
entropy of a measure with finite second moment is upper bounded by the differential entropy of a Gaussian
with the same second moment, yields

d 2meS
h < —1 .
(k) < 5 og( y )

Now we aim to lower bound the partition function Z. Using Lemma 8.4 and Lemma 8.5, we obtain
log Z = log/ e PP qw
Rd
> 10g[ efﬁLwaw*”SJrldW
Rd

= log f e BLIWI™ o
Rd

o2 1 4 d
zlog(r(d/z)'su'(ﬂ) h 'F(s+1))'

It is well known that on Ry, T'(-) attains a constant lower bound of at least 3 (the real value is around

0.8856, but this is all we need for our purposes). Moreover, by well-known properties of I'(-), we have
T(df2)= 4. &2..... c2ldple -F(d‘2ld2/2J” ) where ' = 2(1 - d (mod 2)). Since <22 ¢ 119 1} and

I'(1/2) = /m, T'(1) < 1, this gives I‘(%) < d%?./x. This implies (since BL > 1) the following very loose

bound: ’
(ﬁL)iﬁl . F(s -Crl 1 ))

| 2
> Og(2\/7—r(ﬂL)ddd/2)
> —-dlog(26Ld).

o2 1
T(df2) s+1

log Z > log(
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Hence, we see

2mwesS
d

By [F(W)] = %(h(ug) -logZ) < %(% log( ) + 10g(2BLd)) < %log(élweBLdS).

The conclusion follows from our condition on 8 and the original application of Markov’s Inequality.

Note it suffices to just take € > 2Ew.,,[F(w)] to make this proof work; most of our work was to find a
suitable upper bound for Ey.,,[F(w)]. Also, ¢ = Q(IEWNMg [F(w)]) is necessary, as demonstrated by the
Gaussian example in Subsection 1.1. O

5.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We derive the implication of a rate function R(w,t) satisfying the condition (8) to a geometric condition,
which we described in Section 3. First we convert (8) into a more tractable condition about the rate function:

Lemma 5.2. Assume R has continuous second partials and that

E[(R(w. 1), VF ()L EIARw(s). ) < o0, B( [T IRw(r). ) < o0) =1.

Then, we have that R satisfying (8) implies the condition:

%R(W,t} > —(VR(w,t),VF(w)) + %AR(W,t) for all w e Rt > 0. (17)

Proof. Note from E[R(w(s),t)] < R(w,s +t) for all s,t,w =w(0) we have

lim E[R(w(s),t)] -E[R(w(0),t)] < lim R(w,s+t) - R(w,t) _ 0 2 Rw.1).
50 s s—0 s ot

In the following we consider ¢ as a fixed constant. Note E[R(w(-),t)] is a deterministic function of the
argument and so by definition of partial derivative

lim E[R(w(s),t)] -E[R(w(0),t)] _ i
0s

s—0 S

E[R(w(s).0)]]

Thus the above becomes

%E[R(w(s),t)]‘szo < %R(w,t).

Now, recall Langevin Dynamics (2) is given by the SDE

dw(s) = —VF(w(s))ds +/2/BdB(s)

where B(s) is the standard Brownian motion in R? and 3 is the inverse temperature parameter. This SDE
is a compact way of writing

w(s) = w( f VF(w(7) )d7+f V2/BdB(7).

The next step is to find the corresponding Itd process that describes R(w(s),t). By It6’s Lemma,

AR (.0) = (v D)aw(d v 5 T (w0 Jaw(ehaw()s

2 1< j<a\ OWi0W;
Straightforward calculation and the fact that (dB(s));(dB(s)); = di-jds gives

w(s)idw(s); = (~VE(w(s))ids +/2/B(AB(5)): )(~VF (w(s));ds + \/2[B(dB(s)); )
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0 ifi#yg
- %ds otherwise if ¢ = j.
Substituting this into the above we get

d 2
dR(w(s),1) = (VR(w(s),1),dw(s)) + = z(a_R(w(S)j))%dS

2 =1 7
= (VR(w(s),t), (—VF(w(s))ds + \/2/_&13(5))) + %AR(W(S),t)dS
- (VR(w(s),1), VF(w(s))) + %AR(W(S),t)dS

+V/2/B(VR(w(s),t),dB(s)).

We can rewrite this as

R(w(s),1) = R(w(0),4) + fos(—(vR(w(T),t), VE(w(r))) + %AR(W(T),t))dT

+/OS\/2/_ﬁ(V}%(w(T),t),dB(T)>'

We aim to find an expression for E[ R(w(s)),t]. Note by our conditions, considering Definition 3.1.4, Theorem
3.2.1 and Definition 3.3.2 together in @ksendal (2003), we see that in fact we have

E[[O \/2/_ﬁ(VR(W(T),t),dB(T))] ~ 0 for all s> 0.

Thus taking expectations gives
s 1
E[R(w(s),t)] = R(w(0),¢) +E[f0 (—(VR(W(T),t), VE(w(r))) + BAR(W(T),t))dT].

Now we want to deal with this expectation. By Dominated Convergence, thanks to our assumptions, we can
swap the order of expectation and integration. So we obtain

E[R(w(s),t)] = R(w(0),t) + fOSE[—wR(w(T),t), VF(w(r))) + %AR(W(T),t)]dT.

Now applying Leibniz Rule gives

ZE[R(w(s).1)] = £ () E[(VR(wW().0), P (w(s))) + SARw(3).0)]

And thus our condition becomes

0 0
aR(w7 t) > gE[R(W(S% t)]

s=0

_ £i£%E[—(VR(W(s),t), VE(w(s))) + %AR(W(S),t)]
— (VR(w,1),VF(w)) + %AR(w,t).

This last step is justified as follows. Our formula for %E[R(w(s), t)] holds for all s> 0, and our expression
for E[R(w(s),t)] is continuous in s. Recall our assumptions that R has continuous second partials and

E[{VR(w,t), VE(w))], E[| AR(w(s),1)[] < co.

Thus, Dominated Convergence Theorem may be used to swap the order of limit and expectation, so we may
take the limit of both sides as s - 0%, yielding

%R(W, t) > -E[(VR(w,t),VF(w))] + %AR(W, t)
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= —(VR(w,t), VF(w)) + %AR(WJ),

where the expectation clearly drops since we took the limit.

To justify the application of Dominated Convergence in more detail, note w = w(0) and ¢ here are both fixed
and so for s > 0 small enough, we have

(VR(W(s),1), VE(w(s))| <[(VR(W,1), VF(w))| +1,

by continuity of the gradients of R(w,t) and F. Now under the expectation with respect to the probability
measure given by the Brownian motion up to time s we get

E[[(VR(w(s),1), VE(W(s))] <E[{VR(w,t), VF(w))|] + 1.

The same argument, since we have the appropriate conditions, can be used for AR. O

Recall that we claimed in Section 3 that a rate function R(w,t) satisfying (8) implied ®(w) = [~ R(w,t)d¢
satisfies the definition of admissible potential (9). Using Lemma 5.2, we show this now.

Theorem 5.4 (Constructing an admissible potential; analogy to Theorem 2 from De Sa et al. (2022)).
Assuming the conditions

E[[(VR(w,t), VF(w))]] < oo,HfOOOVR(W,t)dt

< 00, f R(w,t)dt < oo
0
for all w, and the assumption that R(w,t) and F have continuous gradients. Then we know that

D(w) = meR(w,t)dt

is an admissable potential if R(w,t) satisfies the relationship (17) given in Lemma 5.2.

Proof. Rearrange the condition from Lemma 5.2 to read

—%R(w,t} + %AR(w,t) <{VR(w,t),VF(w)).

Next integrate both sides from 0 <t < oo, yielding
A (—aR(w,t) " BAR(w,t)))dt < [T{R(w. 1), TE ()t
0 0

- <f0°ovR(w,t)dt,VF(W)>

- <v(f0°° R(w, t)dt), vF(W)>~

The last step follows as for all 1 <i < d we have again by Dominated Convergence Theorem that

o e o 9
/0 R(w,t)dt = /0 — R(w, )dt,

6wi W,

by assumption that [~ R(w,t)dt < oo for all w (as R is non-negative).

Next, observe that

fom(—%R(w,t)+%AR(w,t)))dt: /Om—%R(w,t)dtJr%foooAR(w,t)dt

1 [}
= R(w,0) + 5 fo AR(w,t)dt
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> Fo(w) + % [  AR(w, t)dt,

since lim; oo R(W,t) = 0 and as R(w,0) > F.(w). To complete the proof, note by two applications of
Dominated Convergence Theorem that

oo 2 o 2 oo
f " R(w,t)dt = =2 f ¢ R(w,t)dt:a—f R(w, t)dt,
0o ow? ow; Jo 0O 0

i W, (9W12

by assumption that || [;° VR(w,t)dt| < oo and [~ R(w,t)dt < oo for all w (as R is non-negative). Therefore
we have

fmAR(w,t)dt:AfooR(w,t)dt
0 0

and so by definition of the potential ® we have
1
(VO(w),VF(w)) > F.(w) + EA(I)(W),

as wanted. O

Recall in Section 3 we stated (9) implies that the Langevin Diffusion succeeds as an optimization strategy
for rate in expectation. Here we show this.

Theorem 5.5 (Getting a rate; analogy to Theorem 1 from De Sa et al. (2022)). Suppose that we have
E[(ve(w,t), VE(wW))|], E[[A®(w,1)[] < o0

for all w € R%, for an admissable potential ® with respect to F. Then running Langevin Dynamics at
temperature B starting from w(0), we have that

(w(0)

1 t
7 [ B (w(s))ds < =5

That is, if we uniformly choose a stopping time in [0,t] we obtain a O(t™') rate.

Proof. Considering an arbitrary path of SGLD and then taking expectation with respect to the Brownian
motion, the admissability condition (9) rearranges to

E[F.(w(s))] < E[(wb(w(s)), VF(w(s))) - %Afb(w(s))] for all 5 > 0,

because we have such an inequality pointwise by definition of admissability.

By an analogous application of It6’s formula as the above in the proof of Lemma 5.2, since our conditions
allow us to apply Dominated Convergence Theorem, we can compute

TELB(w())] = B[V (sw(5)). TF(w(s))) + 5AB(w() |

and so the condition actually becomes

B[F (w(s))] < - E[@(w(s))]

Integrating this from all 0 < s <t gives

[ BE ) 1s < [ LRB(w(s)]ds < BLB(w(0))] = 2(w(0)).

Dividing by ¢ yields the result. O
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6 Proofs for Section 3

In this section we prove our results with constant probability guarantees; we can recover our results from
Section 3 easily via the standard log-boosting trick. Moreover, in this section, pe(z) is defined in terms of
pa1(2),pa.2(2),ps3(z) as i Lemma 6.1 (to be stated later in this section) for the general p case.

6.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In the exact gradient oracle setting, we have the following result for optimization in discrete time. This is a
formal statement of Theorem 3.2.

Theorem 6.1. Consider F' and suppose F is differentiable. Suppose that we have (9):
1
(VO(w),VF(wW)) > F.(w) + EACI)(W),

for some B> 0. Suppose Assumption 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2 hold. Moreover suppose 5> d % where C(-) is
defined below.

Define the following quantities:
Ao(wo) = 0(p3" (+'ps (2(w0)))) = (2(Wo)) > 0, A1(wo) = 12V2CBG, ..

Here C' comes from Lemma 6.2 and Bgrap = L(Ry + |W*|)°, L comes from Assumption 2.2 and Ry comes
from Assumption 3.2. (If necessary take C < max(C,1), and Bgrap < max(Berap, 1).) Now define

, 3 1 . Ao(wo)?r(wo)
= 1, —,—,C = 1, ——————|.
r(wo) mln( ’4C’BGRAD)’ (wo) mln( " T128 A, (wo )2
In terms of these define (where 6 comes from Lemma 6.1),
10 max(6(® ,6CB3
M(WO) _ m X( ( (WO)) (,R,AD) c (0700).

0'(pg' (k' pa(®(w0))))

Algorithm 1 Discrete Time Gradient Langevin Dynamics with slight modifications

C(wo)
log 10

1: if e< min(l /e, C’, ), where C’ is an absolute, dimension and temperature free constant given in

Lemma 6.3: then
2: Consider some constant choice of 7, T' given in Lemma 6.3 and run the following process with 7 for
T steps:

Wil < Wi =NV E (W) +/21/Be:.
Here we sample &, ~ /dS%! uniformly (in spirit a Gaussian).

3: else if ¢ > min(l/e,C', ?(ﬁ%)): then
og

. . . C(w )
4: Run this process with ¢ « mm(l/e, C' v/ oz 16 )

Now consider running Algorithm 1. We claim it has the following guarantees. First, its runtime T is as
follows:

1. ]f&Smin(l/e,C', C(W“)): then

log 10
1 N
T< { B < o 7oy
£

2 .
(10g1/€) ZfﬂZW.

= %

)
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2. If ¢ > min(l/e,C", ?(WO)).' then we have the same runtime guarantee as implied by above with
og 10

min(l/e,C'7 ?ég“;%)) in place of €.

In terms of error, we have with probability at least 0.75 (taken over the {&t}o<t<r-1) that

- log(20)+21log(B/d) d . d

= TZ:1 F.(wy) < {GM(WO)(W * 1)3 if B < /(log1/¢)?
= 1 ) 7

T 5 6M (wo) (+rermyecwry + 1) if B2 st

Here C' is an absolute, dimension and temperature free constant given in Lemma 6.5.

Note now that logarithmic boosting tricks proves that a given one of these guarantees can occur with probability
at least 1 -8 using at most T'log(1/8) steps.

Remark 6.1. In our proofs of Theorem 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4, our results hold under the more general condition
1
(VE(w), ve(w)) - BAF(W) > A(w),
for a general non-negative cost function A(w). Note A(w) need not be continuous (for example, F.(w) is

not continuous). This lets us use the Lemmas we develop here, in the proofs of Theorem 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4.

The proofs of this result is ‘optimization style’. We break it into parts. First we perform a one-step
discretization bound in expectation by applying Lemma 6.1, which gives Lemma 6.2. Then we analyze a
stochastic process naturally arising from this setup to show that ® indeed is a potential function for the
discrete-time algorithm, for appropriate choice of n and T', which is detailed in Lemma 6.3. After this, we
can conclude upon using the resulting bound and telescoping.

First, we need to show that with self-bounding regularity, by composing with the appropriate function, we
can obtain some analogue of third-order smoothness in order to perform optimization-style discretization.
We detail this as follows via the following Lemmas, which are also used later to prove Theorem 7.1.

Lemma 6.1. Let @ be any non-negative function that satisfies polynomial self-bounding reqularity to first, sec-
ond, and third orders’, that is we have HV“I)(W)HOP < pai(®(w)) for 1<i<3, where ps(2) = X2, c; 2%
for all z >0 (where all the d; ; > 0). Then there exists some 6 : Ry - Ryo such that §'(z) >0, §"(2) <0,
0" (2) 20 for all z>0, and

O(®(w +1)) <O(D(w)) +0'(2(w))(VE(W), u) + %9'(<1>(W))(V2‘1>(W)u,u) + %Hu\lg,

for some constant C that depends only on the form of the functions p1,p2, and ps.

Moreover, we also have
O(2(w +u)) <O(2(w)) +0"(2(w))(VE(W),u) + %I\ul\2,

and

[Ve(W)[ < pa(®(w))\/20(D(w)).

Proof. Note we can assume without loss of generality that all the ¢; ; > 0, and thus again we can assume
without loss of generality that for all z > 0 we have

max(ps,1(2), p2,1(2)°, p2.2(2), po,3(2), pa,1(2)paa(2)) < A+ AP <2A(z + 1)P
for some A >0,p > 0. The last step follows from Lemma 8.6.

Next, define pg(z) := 2A(z + 1)P, which is clearly non-negative and increasing. Thus for all z >0 we have

pa(z) 2 maX(P@,l(z)vpd),l(z)Su p<I>,2(Z)= P¢,3(2)= P@,l(z)%g(z))-

"This implicitly assumes ® is differentiable through third order.
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Now let 6(z2) be defined by 6'(z) = pq)l(z) and 6(0) = 0. The potential ® we consider is non-negative and

so we only consider z > 0; thus, 6 is differentiable to all orders. Clearly 6’(z) > 0. We can also check that
0"(z) = —£ (z+1)"7! <0, thus

P i1)y P 24+ 1)P <p(z+ 1) <.

0" (lpa(z) = 2

for all z > 0. Finally, we can compute 6"'(z) = %(z +1)7P72 thus
p(p+1) - p(p+1)
0l (2) =0 (pa(2) - LI 1) 224G 1y - B <)
for all z>0.

Now define for all 0 < < 1,
() = 6(®(W + au)).

Recall ® is non-negative, so all the inputs here to 6 are non-negative. I(«) is differentiable to third order,
since ® is and 6 is for non-negative inputs.

By standard calculation using the Chain Rule (this is also done in the proof of Lemma 11 of De Sa et al.
(2022)),
I'(a) =0"(®(w + au) )(VP(W + aqu), u).

We also have, from similar calculation (also done in the proof of Lemma 11 of De Sa et al. (2022)) and using
that 6”(z) <0 for all z > 0 which was established earlier,
1" () = 0" (®(w + au) (VO (w + au),u)’ + 0" (®(w + on))(V?®(w + au)u, u)
<0'(®(w +au))(V>®(w + au)u, u).
Similar calculation, noting 6'(z) > 0 and the bounds we established earlier on |0”(2)|ps(2) and |0 (2)|ps(2),
gives
I"(a) = 0" (®(w + au) )(VO(w + au), u) - (VO(w + au), u)’
+0"(2(w +au)) - 2(Ve(w + au), u)(V:®(w + au)u, u)
+0"(2(w + au))(Ve(w + au),u) - (V*®(w + au)u, u)
+ 6 (®(w +au))V*®(w + au)[u,u, u]
= 0" (®(w + ou) ) (VO (w + au),u)’
+30"(2(w + au)) (V2@ (W + au)u, u)(VE(W + au), u)
+6 (®(w +au))V*®(w + au)[u,u,u]
< 0" (@(w + aw))|pa. 1 (B(w + aw))*[uf”
+ 367 (@(w + aw))pi (B(w + 1)) 2(B(w + aw))ul?
+0'(D(w +au))pa,s(B(w +ow)) fu”
< po(®(w + au)) (|0 (D(w + au))| + 30" (®(w + au))| + 8" (D(w + au)))|u®
<(p*+p+3p+1)|ul’.

From here, we consider Taylor expansion of [(1) around 0. By Taylor’s formula for the remainder, we know
for some « € [0,1] that

1(1) = 1(0) + 1'(0) + %z"(o) N %l’"(a).
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Plugging in the above inequalities, we get

U(@(w + 1)) < 0@ (W) + 0/ ((W)TD(w), w) + 20/ (@(w)(v2e(w)u,u) + T

The result follows since C' = p? + 4p + 1 only depends on the form of the functions pe 1, pa 2, and pe 3.

The second part follows from noticing that ps as defined here is an upper bound on pg ; and pg 2, so the
same derivation as in the proof of Lemma 11 of De Sa et al. (2022) suffices.

Finally, if max;(d; ;) <1 for all 1 <4 <3 (i.e. the max degree of the self-bounding regularity functions is at
most 1), we can be a bit tighter in how we define . Instead we can just say

max(pe1(2),pe1(2),pe1(2)) <A+ AZP <2A(z+1)P

where 0 < p <1, and we define pg(2) = A(z +1)P. Defining 0 by ¢'(z2) = ﬁ, 6(0) = 0 analogously as before,
note we have for any z >0 that
0'(2)>0,0"(2) <0,0"(2) >0,

07 (o (2)° = @(z F1) P2 84%(2 4 1)% = 8AZp(p+ 1) (2 +1)22 < 8AZp(p+ 1),

z)lpe, == . z =4Ap(= T <4Ap,
10" (2)|po.1(2) po.a(2) Z(z+1) L4A2(2+1)% = 4Ap(2 + 1)P L < 44
16" (2)] (2)-71 .

SV TEFST

The above three lines all use p < 1 in the last inequality of those lines. Therefore, an analogous derivation as
above gives

2A(z+1)P = 2.

0(2(w +u)) <O((w)) +0'(2(w))(V(W), u) + %9'(‘1>(W))(V2‘1>(W)u, u)

4A%(p+1) +24p+1, 3
. : Jul®.

Lemma 6.2. For one iteration of GLD starting at arbitrary wy,
Ee, [0(®(wii1))] < 0(2(wi)) = 10" (D(w:)) Fe (we)
1 2C
+ SPIVE@)IE + 2o ITE ()| + 20 (nd] )",

where p and C' are defined from Lemma 6.1.
Proof. First, apply Lemma 6.1 with w = w; and u = -nVF(w;) ++/2n/Se; to obtain

O(D(wie1)) = 0(@(wi - 1V F(we) +v/2n/Ber))
<O(D(w)) + 6 (B(w0))(VE(we), 1V F (we) +/20/ e
+ S0 (R(w)) | T20(w0) (-0 F(w0) + v/ 20fBec), -n F(we) + /2P
+ %H—WF(WO + \/%/ﬂetH3

where C' is defined in the proof of Lemma 6.1.

We take expectations of this inequality with respect to €;. Let’s consider what each term of the upper bound
becomes when we take expectations.
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First order term: Since £; has mean as the 0 vector,
Ee, [0/ (@(w)) (VO (w1), -0V F(wi) +\/2n] ) | = =nt! (B(wi))(VE(we), VF(wy)).

Second order term: Note

Ee, [0/ (9(w))(V20(we) (-nV F(we) + \/20]Ber), ~nV F (wy) +/2n]Be0) |
=00 (D(wy)) (V2P (W) VE (W), VF(wy))
~20(20/8)"%0' (B(w)) (V2@ (wi) VF (i), e, [e1])
+(2n/B)0" (P (w;))Ee, [(V2‘I’(Wt)5t7€t>]-
In the above, the cross terms cancel because €; has mean of the 0 vector.

Now, consider E, [<V2<I>(wt)et,st>]. We perform similar analysis as in the derivation and application of
Ito’s Lemma. This is where we see how the Laplacian term here actually helps. To make the parallels
and motivation to Stochastic Calculus clear, here 7 corresponds to dt, and /7(g;); corresponds to
(dBy);. Note

Eet [(V2‘I)(Wt)5t,&‘t>] Z Egt I:(Et)i(st)j(V2(I)(Wt))ij:|

1<i,j<d

> V(W) Ee, [(en)ier);].

1<i,j<d

We break into cases:
1. When i # j: Note by symmetry of the unit sphere that
Ee,[(e¢)i(ee);]1=0
In particular this follows because for any x € S, (g;); has equal probability of being x or —x.

2. When ¢ = j: This is where we pick up the Laplacian. Note by symmetry,

d d
Ee,[(e0)7] = Ee,[(e1)7] for all 4,5, and d =Ee,[).(e:)7] = Z;]Eet[(et)f].

1=1
Therefore,
Ee,[(e1)7] =1 for all 1 <i <d.

Hence, we obtain the Laplacian A®(w;): we have plugging this into the above that

E [(V ‘I) Wt Et75t>] Zd: 2‘1) Wt )” A(I)(Wt)
i=1

Hence,

Ee, [0'((wo) (V2@ (we) (-nV F(wt) +/20/e1), -V F () + \/2n/Be: ) |
= 10 (2(w0) (T (w)VF (w0), VF(we)) + (20/8)0 (2 (w)) AD(w,).

Third order term: By AM-GM, we can prove for all a,b ¢ R%,
3 3 3
la+b]” < (a +[b])” < 4]al” +4]b].

Thus using this inequality pointwise we obtain
3
]EEt[ NV E (W) ++/ 277/6&” ] <A | VE(wy)|® +4(20/8)*2d%.

The last step is because deterministically |e;| < v/d always.
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Using the geometric property (9) and 6'(®(w;)) >0 from Lemma 6.1,
08 ((3w0)) (VB(w:). TP (wi)) < =10 (@) P (wi) + S A (w,) ).

Putting these together, this gives

Ee, [0(®(wii1))]
<O(@(wi)) =t (2(we) (VO (Wy), VF(wi))

5 (70 (@(w)) (T B(w) T (w), VF(we)) + (20/5)6 (2 (w)) AB(w,))

+ S |TEw) [+ A0/ ) 2)

< O(D(w)) - n@'(fl)(wt))(Fs(wt) N %Afb(wt))

+ %(7729'(‘1>(Wt))(V2‘1>(Wt)VF(Wt), VE(we)) + (20/8)0' (2(w:)) Ad(wy))

e S (P ITE) I+ 4(20/) 7).

Note the terms né’(d(wy)) - %Afb(wt) and 3(2n/B)0' (®(w:))A®(w;) cancel out. Moreover, note by defini-

1

we obtain
pa(2)

tion of operator norm and since we set 6'(z <

S (@(w)) (V2R (w) Y (w), T (wa)) < 3176 (2w [VF ()| pa (B (we)
< SPIvE(w)I”
Thus our above bound becomes
e, [0(B(w111))] < 6(B(we) 08 (B(w0)) . ()
+ PV E)IE + 2 TR (w) [ + 20 (nd] 5)°2

This is the desired result. O

The above result gives us a way to upper bound 8(®(w;)). To control this we will need to control the ®(w;)
which we do as follows.

Lemma 6.3. Suppose 3 >d and ¢ < 1/e. Additionally suppose € < C' where z = % is the largest solution to
% =1/2 (the existence of finitely many such C' >0 is obvious).

With probability at least 0.9, we have that

pa(P(w:)) < k' pa(P(wo))

for all0<t<T -1 if T,n are chosen as follows, where k' comes from Assumption 3.2. First define
Ao(wo) = 0(pg' (K pa(®(wo)))) = 0(®(wo)) > 0, Ai(wo) = 12V2C B,y

Here C comes from Lemma 6.2 and Bograp := L(R1 + |[W*||)®, L comes from Assumption 2.2 and Ry comes
from Assumption 3.2. (Again if necessary take C < max(C,1) and Berap < max(Berap, 1))

Also define
1

3 . Ao(Wo)QT(Wo))
1,—,—),Cw =min|1l, ———————|.
10 B ) € OV0) (

r(wp) = min( 1280, (wo)?

Now we choose T',n based on cases:
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d .
1. ]fﬁﬁ W Take T,T] such that
n=r(wo)
= 0)—=
B

and where T is the floor of the unique solution to the equation
52
zlog(10z) = C’(wo)ﬁ.

Eristence and uniqueness to this equation is clear since zlog(102) is surjective on Ry and for every
2

positive real t, exactly one positive real z is such that zlog(10z) =t. Now note if C(wyg) - 'g—z >1 then

this means T < O(Wo)g—j < Z—j, and otherwise we have T'< 1 == T =0. However, recall 8 > d so in

2

all cases we have T < 5—2.

Also note this means

<min(1 —3 —1 g)
77 B ’ 40, BGR,AD, B '
d .
2. ]fﬁz W Take T,T] such that
€ C(wop) 2
=r(w T = log1l/e)”|.
1= (w0) s T = | = 5 og ')

Note this implies T < C(wq) - 2 (log 1/e)* < S%(logl/s)2.
Note as € < 1/e, if B> dy/log(10)/C(wq) and € </C(wyg), then T > 1.
Also note in all cases that n < min(1,7(wyq)), since e <1, g >d.
Proof. Define §; by the natural filtration with respect to w;,e; for all j <t. Let
7= min{7T,inf{t : po(P(W¢)) > ' po(P(Wo))}
where k' comes from Assumption 3.2.

Define a stochastic process Y; by

v .o 10(@(we)) + Sio(Fe(w;) - R(w;, ®,n,8,d)) ift<r
t = .
Y, otherwise if t > 7

where

1 2C
R(w;, @1, 8,d) 1= S0P |VF(w) | + S0 [VE(wo)| +2C(nd] )",

We show properties of Y; in Lemma 8.1 and Lemma 8.2 for the sake of presentation. Together, these prove
that with probability at 1 - ¢, we have

Y:-Yy < \J %(TZ_I C(n,t,d,ﬁ)z) log(T'/5)

t=0

for all 1 <t <T, where

2
2

+4 ’—nvF(wt) +4/ Enst

Denote the event from Lemma 8.2 with § = 0.1 by E;, which occurs with probability at least 0.9. We claim

that if Ey occurs, then for all 0 < ¢ < T -1 we have pg(®(w¢)) < k'pe(P(wp)). This clearly finishes the

proof.

C(n,t,d,B) = 4\/9(p&>1(l<é’p<p(<1>(w0)))) . H_nvF(wt) + \/2776,5
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Suppose for the sake of contradiction that conditioned on Fj, there exists 0 <¢ < T — 1 where pe(P(w)) >
k' pa(®(wg)). Hence we have 7 < T and for that 7, pe(P(w,)) > £'pa(P(wq)). First note if T' = 0 this is
not possible, so suppose T' > 1 from now on. Thus log(107T") > 1.

Then by Assumption 3.2, for all ¢ < 7 we have w; € B(0, R}). Hence for all t < 7 we have by Assumption 2.2
that
IVE(w)| = [VF(we) = VE(w")| < Lwe = w* [ < L(Ry + [w" )" = Bagav.

We assumed without loss of generality that L, Ry > 1, thus the above upper bound Bgg,p is at least 1.

Lemma 8.2 gives us a way to upper bound Y, — Yy (since we condition on Ej), so now let’s derive a lower
bound on Y, — Yy. We will then show that these upper and lower bounds are contradictory to complete the
proof.

By definition of 7 and as pg, 6 are increasing, we have 6(®(w,)) > 0(pg' (x'po(®(Wo)))). Moreover, by the
above and as Bgrap = 1, we have for all £ < 7 that

1 2C
R(w;, ®,1, 6,d) < on® By + 50" Bl + 20 (nd] B)**.

GRAD 3 GRAD

Thus as Yy = 0(®(wg)), we have

71

Ve Yo =0(2(w-)) + ZE)(”FS(Wj) - R(w;, ®,n,8,d)) - 0(2(wo))
5=
> 003 (W po (@ (wo))) - 0@ (wo) = (377 + 50 ) By + 20 )2
> 003! (' po (D(w))) (o)) — (SCBL o + 201 ) )T. (18)
Here the first inequality crucially uses the definition of 7 itself. The second inequality follows from 7 < %.
Note as 6 and pg are increasing and as ' > 1, Ag(wp) = O(p&}(/@’p@(@(wo)))) - 0(®(wyp)) > 0.

Now recall that as we condition on F; from Lemma 8.2, we have that

Y, Yo < J (2 contam2)osaon)
=0

since the above holds for every 1 <t < T, and thus holds for every value 7 could take. Recall |&;| = V/d
always holds. Therefore, we obtain via Triangle Inequality and Young’s Inequality that for all ¢ < T,

O(nvtadaﬂ) §4H_77VF(W15)+\/2§T]8,5 —HVF(Wt)er /%é}

< 4( Banaon + 2/1d]B) + 81 B2 + 1674/ B.

2

+4‘

Here the first inequality follows by definition of § in Lemma 6.1, we can easily check # < 1 assuming pg is
scaled and shifted appropriately by an absolute constant.

Observe that as n < 1, we have nd/3 < 1 as 5 > d. Since in all cases we chose 7 < min(l, ﬁ), we have for
all t < 7 that

C(n,t,d,B) < 24(BGRAD77 +\Vn /ﬁ)

This implies

Y- Y< \J %(z 0<n,t,d,ﬂ>2)1og<10T>
t=0
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< 12v/2( Benao + /1] B) /T 1og(10T), (19)
Putting together these lower and upper bounds (18) and (19), obtain
1, 3
(03" (< po (B (w0))) - 0(@(w0) - SCBL o + 20 (nd) )2 )T
<Y, -Y,
< 12v/2( Bewaon + /1d]B) /T 1og(10T),

That is, recalling the definition of Ag(wyp),
0 < Ag(wo) = 8(pg' (+'pa(®(Wo)))) ~ 8((Wo))
3
< (§CB§RAD772 + 2C(nd/ﬁ)3/2)T + 12\/§(BGRAD77 + \/nd/ﬂ)\/T log(107). (20)

Noting the left hand side is a positive constant, we aim to show with our choice of n and T that this gives
contradiction. Break into our original cases:

1. If B< W Recall r(wg) < 1. By our choice of 7 = T(Wo)ﬂ <1, we have
y 1/2 ( 2)1/2 ~ n y 32 (772)3/2 ,,72
( /ﬂ) 1/2 - 1/27(77 /ﬂ) - 3/2 < 3/2°
r(wo)'/? r(wo) r(wo)?? = r(wo)

Now, using this we note the right hand side of (20) is at most

Al(WO)((n2 ¥ 7r(v:0)3/2 )T+ (77 + 77“(WZ)1/2) Tlog(loT))
< ﬁij:;g/)z( 02T + 2n\/T log(107) )

< 44, (wo) |
r(wo)3/?
< 4A1(W0) ( ) d Ao(Wo) T(W0)1/2
" r(wo)¥2 o 8A;1(wo) d
< Ao(Wo)'
2

Tlog(10T)

The first inequality is because n < 1 and definition of A;(wy), and because r(wg) < 1. The second
inequality is because nv/T < i . B =1 (recall T > 1 else we are done). The third inequality follows

recalling the definitions of 5 and T in terms of Ag(wyq), 41(wo), r(wg) and C(wg) (note zlog(10z) is
increasing on z > 1). The last inequality follows from definition of C(wy).

As Ag(wop) > 0, this contradicts (20) which is exactly what we want.

2. If B> W The strategy is similar. This time, we have by the condition that
d € n
B~ (logl/e)? r(Wo)
hence

()" < oy

Thus, we have the right hand side of (20) is at most

2

Al(WO)((T]2 + 7r(v;70)3/2 )T+ (77 + 77“(WZ)1/2 )\/Tlog(loT))
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< M(2772T +2\/Tlog(107))
T(W0)3/2
< % -\/Tlog(10T)
r(wWo
< 4A1(W0) ) ( ) 9 \/O(Wo)
Wy -

-log(1/e) - 10g(£(10g(1/€)2))

ICORE “(log1/2)?
. Ao(wO)J log(*A% (log 1/2))
T2 log®(1/e)

< Ao(Wo).

22

The first inequality is because n < 1, the definition of A;(wy), and because r(wg) < 1. The second
inequality is because € < 1/e, T'> 1 and so /T < m < 1. The third inequality is by definition of
nand T and as C'(wg) <1, T > 1 (note zlog(10z) is increasing on z > 1). The fourth inequality is by
log(+/10z(log z))
log?(z)
=0, let z:= % be the largest

definition of C(wg). The last inequality is by definition of € and C’. In detail, since

log(+/10z(log 2))
log? (=)

=1/2. Thus, as ¢ < C' we have the last inequality.

is continuous, decreasing for large enough z, and lim,_, o

log(v/10z(log 2))
log?(2)

This contradicts (20) as Ao(wo) > 0, which again is exactly what we want.

solution to

In all cases we obtain a contradiction conditioned on F4, which occurs with probability at least 0.9 from the
earlier discussion. Hence with probability at least 0.9 we have pg (®(w;)) < k' pe (®(wq)) forall0 <t <T -1
as desired. O

Now, with these parts in hand, we can prove Theorem 6.1.

. . . . . C(wo)
Proof. First, it clearly suffices to prove for small enough ¢, in particular when & < mln(l /e, C'\/ logvl% )
By the logic in Lemma 6.3, based on our cases on § and ¢, the T" that we choose will always be at least 1.
This is as € < 1/e, so our cutoff of min(l/e, C' A/ Cl;(;vl%)) for € guarantees that the € we use is upper bounded

by \/C(wg). Therefore suppose € < min(l/e, c’, ?O(gwl%) ) In this case, € < 1, so we can also assume 7 < 1

by the choice of 7 given in Lemma 6.3.

Let E; be the event that pg(P(w:)) < £'pe(P(wp)) for all 1 < ¢ < T. From Lemma 6.3, we know Ej
holds with probability at least 0.9 for the choice of n,T" given there. By Assumption 3.2, this means that
conditioned on Ej, all the w; ¢ B(0, R;) for 1 <t <T. By the same derivation as Lemma 6.3, this means

[VF(Wy)| € Bgrap for all 1 <t <T. (21)

As 0’ >0 by Lemma 6.1, Y15 F.(wy)0'(®(w;)) > 0, thus we see by Markov’s Inequality that with probability

at least 0.9,
T-1

T-1
;O FL(wy)0' (B(wy)) < 10E[ S Fx(wy)0 (D(wy))]- (22)

Let E5 be the event that this above inequality holds.

Finally, consider Y7 " IE[HVF(wt) HT] for r € {2,3}. Note by constructing a martingale from partial sums of
the sequence minus the expectation of the partial sum, we can show that with probability at least 0.975 for
a given r € {2,3},

T-1 T-1
SV 2 S B9 (w0} -2V max (I9F(wo)I") - yTlog 0. (23)
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Let E5 be the intersection of these two events for r € {2,3}, so E5 has probability at least 0.95.

The last step we need is the following: summing and telescoping the result from Lemma 6.2, and using that
6(®(z)) >0, we obtain

T-1
el > Fs(Wt)9'(‘1>(Wt))] <0(®(wo)) +2C(nd/B)**T
=0
1 T-1 9 20 T-1 3
5 2 E[IVE(w) |+ Ton® 3 B[ IvE(w) ], (24)
t=0 t=0
Here, we took full expectations over the noise sequence €; in the above.

Let
M (wo) = 10max(0(®(wo)),6CBiy.p),
which is just a wy-dependent constant.

Now we put the above steps together and do a Union Bound over Fy, Es, F5. Let E = E1 n Esn E3; we have
that E occurs with probability at least 0.75. Then conditioned on E, we see combining (21), (22), (23), and
(24) that

T-1 T-1
T Fe(w)d (B(w)) < 10@[;0 Fs(wt)G'(q)(wt))]
< KB s soapy T 1o S B[V Fw ] 2P 3 B[ IR

< 9((13(77“’0)) + 20(d/ﬁ)3/2771/2T

T-1
+177(Z|VF(Wt)|2+2\/§O<I?<%3(_1(|VF(W15)|2)'\/T10g40)
v 230 (ZWF wo)[*+2v2 max ([VF(w)[?)- x/T10g40)

< Ml(wo)(% ()82 2T T + 2T + ﬁ)

The last inequality uses (21), n <1, and Begrap > 1.

Note by definition from Lemma 6.1 we know 6’ > 0 always holds. Moreover, because 6" < 0 from Lemma 6.1,
conditioned on E we have

0'(®(wy)) > 0 (p3' (K po(®(wo)))) for all 0 <t < T - 1.
Thus, defining

M;(w
M(wo) = ——20W0) g o).
0 (Pq> (k P@(‘I’(Wo))))
we see that conditioned on E which occurs with probability at least 0.75 we have
1TZIF (wi) < M(wO>(— +(d]B)0 P e+ i)
VT
1 d/B)? 1
< M(wo) —+ﬂ+w+2n+—+ﬁ
nT 2 2 2nT 2

< 3M(w0)(niT iyt d/ﬁ).

Here we used <1, d/8 <1, and AM-GM. We break into cases based on how we set n,T from Lemma 6.3:
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1. If B < m: Now recall we set n = r(wo)% < d/B, and that we let T be the floor of the unique
solution to the equation
ﬁ2
zlog(10z) = O(Wo)ﬁ,
where C'(wyg) is defined according to Lemma 6.3. Recall we had T > 1 as well as
B> _ B
T< C(WO)E < ?
Since T'> 1, and as zlog(10z) is increasing for z > 1, it follows via definition of T' (note 2| z| > z for all
z > 1) that
ﬂ2
2T 1log(20T) > C’(wo)ﬁ,
hence

. r(wo)C(wo)
2log(20T) d’

Thus, we have with probability at least 0.75 that

= fzol Fu(wy) < 3M(w0)(7T(2vlz)g)g(()£i) . 2)%
< 6M(W0)(10g20 +2log(5/d) . 1)§
r(wo)C(wo) B
That is, we obtain 5(%) suboptimality with at most g—z iterations.
2. If B > —2% . Recalling how we set 1 and the definition of this case, as well as € < 1/e, we have

Qog1/e)
n,d/B < e. Moreover, note nT > %S(WO); T >1,and [z] > § for all z > 1. Hence, we obtain with
probability at least 0.75 that

sz_:lF (wy) < 3M(W0)(L + 25) = 6M(w0)(; 4 1)5
T © N r(wo)C(wo) (wo)C(wo) :

That is, we obtain O(e) suboptimality with at most T < % (log 1/¢)? iterations.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

In the stochastic gradient oracle setting, we have the following result for optimization of F.(w). The proof
is very similar to the above. Again note this generalizes to cost function A(w) the same way as noted in
Remark 6.1.

The following is our formal statement of Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 6.2. Consider F' and suppose F is differentiable. Suppose that we have (9):
1
(VO(w), VF(w)) 2 Fe(w) + EA‘I’(W),

for some B > 0. Suppose Assumption 2.2, 3.1, and 3.2 hold. Moreover, suppose we have an unbiased

stochastic gradient oracle V f that satisfies Assumption 2.4, and that § > dy/ 1?(7—\;(‘/20(;) where C(-) is defined

below.
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Define the following quantities:
Ao(wo) = 0(p3' (k' pa(®(w0)))) = 0(®(wo)) >0, Ay (Wo) = 12V2C B,

Here C comes from Lemma 6.2 and Bgpap = 2(L(R1 + [w*])® +UF), or comes from Assumption 2.4, L
comes from Assumption 2.2 and Ry coming from Assumption 3.2. (If necessary take C < max(C, 1), Bagap <
max(Bgrap, 1), o < max(op,1).) In terms of these define (where 8 comes from Lemma 6.1),

o 31 . Ag(wo)?r(wo)
’]"(WQ) = mln(l, E, %), C(WO) = mln(l, W)
M (wo) = 10max(0(®(wo)),6CB3;.p) € (0, 0).

0'(p3! (K po(®(wo))))

Consider running Algorithm 1 except:
e Each instance of log10 is replaced here with log” (20).
o Instead of using the exact gradient VF(wy), we use the stochastic gradient oracle V f(wy;2z).

o We use n given in Lemma 6.6 (rather than from Lemma 6.3) and run this process with step size n for
T steps also given in Lemma 6.6.

Then our algorithm has the following guarantees. First, its runtime T is as follows:

1. ]faSmin(l/e,C', lfg?(”;g)): then

o if B < oy
T < {df ) = =lliog 1/2)°
5—2(10g1/€) ZfﬁZW.

2. If ¢ > min(l/e,C”,\ / ligv(”;g)): then we have the same runtime guarantee as implied by above with

min(l/e,C", 1(?;(7"("203)) in place of .

In terms of error, we have with probability at least 0.75 (where probability is taken over {€¢,2: fo<t<T-1) that

27 log” (40)+2'* log” (8/d) d —d
GM(WO)( . T(WO)C(W()g) + 1)3 /Lf ﬁ S e/(log 1/5)5

1 T-1
— Z FE(Wt) < 1 3 . d
T 63 (w0) (stwmyew * 1)elog /)’ i B> St

Note now that logarithmic boosting tricks proves that a given one of these guarantees can occur with probability
at least 1 —§ using at most T'log(1/d) steps.

We prove Theorem 6.2 with a very similar strategy to the proof of Theorem 6.1.

The first step is to control the error of the gradient estimates to adapt to the stochastic gradient setting; we
also use these results to prove Theorem 7.1.

Lemma 6.4. Suppose Assumption 2.4 holds. Letting {w}o<t<r-1 be the sequence of iterates generated by
any of the variants of SGLD wused in our algorithms on F, using stochastic gradient estimates based on
{2t }os<t<r-1. Then we have

E,, |19/ (wiiz) - VE(wo)|*] < oF,

and moreover

By [[9F(wi;20)1°] < 20% + 2|V E(w0) |2, By, [ IV f (wis20) ] < 80% + 4|V (wi) .
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Also with probability at least 1 —§ we have

[Vf(wi;ze)| < |VE(wy)| + or\/log(T/8) for all0<t<T - 1.

Here, all probabilities and expectations are taken over the zi.

Proof. Clearly |V f(w¢;z:) - VF(w;)|? is non-negative, therefore

B[1vf(wiiz) - VFw) | = [ P(19(wism) - VF(w) | > 1)t

= [ PUTFwi) - 9F (w0 > V)t

< / = etk g
t=0

_ 2.

Now by Young’s Inequality we have pointwise
[VF (Wi 2)|” < 2|V f (Wi 2e) = VE(wi)[|* + 2|V (w) |,
and combining with the above gives
2 2 2
E[|Vf(wi;2)|*] < 20% + 2B[ [V (w) |

Analogously, note

B[1v s (wiz) - VFw) ] = [ P(19 S (wism) - VF(wo) | > t)at

- ft—o P(|Vf(wi;ze) - VE(w)| > t1/3)dt
< f etk

t=0
< 20%_

The inequality |a+b|* < 4]a|® + 4|b|? thus yields

E[|Vf(wiiz)|*| <805 + 4E[|VF (w) ]

For a high probability statement, note for any 0 <t < T —1, we have |V f(wy;2:) — VF(we)| > op+/log(T/5)
with probability at most §/T. A Union Bound and Triangle Inequality implies that with probability at least
1 -6 we have

[Vf(we;z)| < |[VE(wy)| +op\/log(T /o) for all 0 < ¢ <T - 1.
O

Now analogously as before with Lemma 6.2, we prove a one-step discretization result. The main difference
now is that we have to do the argument in a way that handles the stochasticity of the gradient estimates,
but the same idea goes through.

Lemma 6.5. For one iteration of SGLD starting at arbitrary wy,
Ee, 2, [0(2(Wei1))] < 0(D(we)) = b (D(w:)) Fe(we)

1 2C
+ SB[ |V (wis ) [P] + S0 B, [ IV £ (wis ) |P] + 2C(nd]8)*

where p and C' are defined from Lemma 6.1.

40



Proof. First, apply Lemma 6.1 with w = w; and u = —nV f(w;2¢) ++/2n/Be: to obtain

0(®(wi11)) = 0(D(w, =0V f(wi;22) +\/20]ey))
<O(@(wy)) + 0 (@(we)) (VO (we), =17 f (wii z0) + \/2n] e
+ 50 (@(w))(P(we) (-0 f(wis ) + /20lBe ).~ (wes ) + /20
+%Hﬂﬁﬁ(Wﬁ%)+vﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂg

where C' is defined in the proof of Lemma 6.1.

We take expectations of this inequality with respect to €; and z;. Let’s consider what each term of the upper
bound becomes when we take expectations.

e First order term: Since V f(wy;z;) is unbiased, Eg, 2, [V f(Wi;2:)] = VF(w;). Thus as €; has mean of
the 0 vector,

Eey a0 [0/ (@(w0)) (VO (w0), =1V f(wii z0) + /2] Be )|

=0/ (@(w) ((VO(W1), ~nBe, 2, [V (Wi 22)]) + (VO(w1), 20/ B, . [€4]))
= =1 (D(w1) ) (VO (W), VF(wi)),

e Second order term: Note
Ee, [0/ (@(wi)) (V2@ (W) (=119 f (wis20) + /20 Be: ), =09 f (wis2e) + /2] Bet )|
= 1120 (D(W0))Ee, o, [(VO(W) V(Wi 2), V f (wis20))]
- 20(20/8) 20" (@(w)) (V2@ (Wi )Ee, [€1], B, [V f (Wi 2) )
+(20/8)0" (®(Wi))Ee, 2, [( VO (Wt )er, €4) ]
= 1120 (D(w) B, [ (V2R (W, )V f (wes20), VF (Wisz))| + (20/8)0 (@ (wy)) AR (w,).

Here we used that €; has zero mean as a vector and that €;,z; are clearly independent to compute the
cross term. The calculation of

Eet)zt [(V2<I>(wt)st,st>] = A(I)(Wt)

is the same as before. Note this expectation has no z; dependence.

e Third order term: Again we use for all a,b € R?,
la+ b <4]a]® +4]b|*.

Using this inequality pointwise we obtain

Bev | |09 5 (wi ) + Vo] Ben| | < 40, [0 £ i) ] + 4(2n/) a2,

The last step is because |;| = /d always holds deterministically.

We put this together, noting 6'(®(w;)) > 0 from Lemma 6.1 which means we can use the admissability
condition (9) which we use to upper bound the first order term. This gives

EEnZt [9((1)(Wt+1))]
<O((wy)) - 10 (2(We) (VO(We), VF(wy))

+ %(Wzol((b(wt))EZt[(VQ(I)(Wt)Vf(Wt;Zt)v Vf(Wt;Zt)H + (QW/ﬁ)ol(q)(Wt))Aq)(Wt))
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e S [0 wis)°]  a(2nf9)2a2)

<O(B(wy)) - n@'(fb(wt))(Fs(wt) . %Afb(wt))
o 5 (PO @) [P0 (w) | B [ 195 (i) ] + (20/8)6 (2(w0)) A (wy))

o (PR (195 (w0 1] + 420 8)2a2),

The second inequality follows analogously as in the proof of Lemma 6.2; pointwise we have
VI (wWi32) VP B(w)V f(wiize) < |V (Wi20) P[0 D (we)lops

and the fact that
0'(2) <

P@,z(z)

always holds. Also note the terms 78’ (®(wy)) - %Afb(wt) and 1(2n/B8)0'(®(w;))A®(w;) cancel out. Thus
our above bound becomes

Ee, 2, [0(®(wWi1))] < 0(R(we)) = nf) (B(wy)) Fe(we)

b B [197(wi ) IP] + 2 [ 197 ()] + 20 () 9) 2

2
O
Next, analogously as Lemma 6.3, we prove that ® indeed is a potential.
Lemma 6.6. Suppose 3 >d and e < 1/e. Additionally suppose € < C' where z = % is the largest solution to
%W =1/2 (the exzistence of such a C' >0 is obvious).

With probability at least 0.9, we have that

pa(P(wt)) < K pa(P(wo)),

for all0<t<T -1 if T,n are chosen as follows, where k' comes from Assumption 3.2. First define
Ao(Wo) = 0(pg' (' pa(®(w0)))) = 0(P(Wo)) > 0, A1 (Wo) = 12V2C B,

Here C comes from Lemma 6.2 and Bggpap := 2(L(R1 +[w*])® +O'F), or comes from Assumption 2.4, L
comes from Assumption 2.2 and Ry comes from Assumption 3.2. (Again if necessary take C < max(C,1),
Barap < ma'X(BGRAl)u 1); ofF < maX(UFa 1))

Also define
1

3 . AO (W0)2T(W0) )
1,—,—),0 W, = min 1,— .
1C" By ) €O (

r(wo) = min( 1284, (wo)?

Now we choose T',n based on cases:

d .
1. IfB < Jlos 1o Take T,n such that

n=r(wO)g,

and T is the unique solution to the equation

loo” B B2
zlog'(20z) = C(wo)?.
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FExistence and uniqueness is clear since zlog7(202) 1s surjective on Rso and for every positive real t,
ezactly one positive real z is such that 210g7(202) =t. By the same argument as in Lemma 6.3, this

means T < g—j. Also note this means
. ( 3 1 d)
n<min(l, —, ——, —|.
40 BGR,AD ﬂ
2. If B> m: Take T, n such that
€ C(wo) 9
n=r(wg) - ,T = -(log1/e)”|.
() o =175 o1/

Note this implies T < C(wyo) - %5 (log 1/e)* < S%(logl/s)2.

Note as € < 1/e, if B> d\/log" (20)/C(wo) and € <+/C(wo), then T > 1.

Also note in all cases that n <min(1,r(wq)), sincee <1, g >d.

Proof. Define §; by the natural filtration with respect to wj,e;,2z; for all j <t. Again, let
7= min{T,inf{t : po(P(W:)) > k' pa(®(wo))},

where k' comes from Assumption 3.2.

Again, define a stochastic process Y; by

Vo {e@»(wt))+z;-:é(nFa(w»—R(wj,@,n,ﬁ,d» ift<r
Yr otherwise if t > 7,
where now we have
R(w;,®.n,,d) = o (20% + 2|V (w) ) + %3(80% +4|VF (wy)[*) +2C(nd/B)*"2.
Note from Lemma 6.4 that

1 2C
R(w;, @0, 8,d) > 5719 f (wiiz)|* + |9 (wisz) | + 20 (d ) 2

The same derivation as in the proofs of Lemma 8.1 (now using Lemma 6.5) and Lemma 8.2 give the following
two results adapted to this setting:

Lemma 6.7. Y; is a supermartingale with respect to §;.

Lemma 6.8. With probability at least 1 -9, we have

1 T-1
}/t _}/0 S\J 5(;) O(’I],t,d,ﬂ)Q)lOg(T/(S)

+ 4H—77Vf(wt;zt) +1/ 2’777615

Note we need to have high-probability control over the Vf(wy;z;), rather than just control over their
moments, to upper bound the C(n,t,d, 8) in the above.

for all 1 <t <T, where

2

C(n.t,d,B) = 4\/9(p&,1(f$pq>(<1>(wo)))) : H—nvf(wt;zt) + \/277815

Denote the event from Lemma 6.8 with 6 = 0.05 by E{, which occurs with probability at least 0.95.
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Also denote the event from Lemma 6.4 with § = 0.05 by E’, which occurs with probability at least 0.95.

Now define Ey = E] n EY, which occurs with probability at least 0.9. We claim that if Ey occurs, then for
all 0 <t <T -1 we have po(P(w¢)) < £'po(P(wp)). This clearly finishes the proof.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that there exists 0 < ¢ < T —1 where pg(®(w)) > £'ps(P(wo)). Hence
we have 7 < T and for that 7, ps(®(w;)) > k' pe(P(wp)). First note if T = 0 this is not possible, so suppose
T > 1 from now on. Thus log(207T) > 1.

Then by Assumption 3.2, for all ¢ < 7 we have w; € B(0, R). Hence for all ¢ < 7 we have by Assumption 2.2
that
IVE(we)| = [VE(we) - VE(W")| < Lwe = w*|" < L(By + [w*])".

Since E{ holds as we condition on E4, by Lemma 6.4 gives that for all 0 <t <T -1 we have

[Vf(we;ze)| < | VF(we)| + 0r\/10g(20T) < Berany/log(20T). (25)

We assumed without loss of generality that L, Ry > 1, thus the above upper bound is at least 1. (Note
compared to the proof of Lemma 6.3 that the definition of Bggasp changed.)

Lemma 8.2 gives us a way to upper bound Y, — Yy (since we condition on FEj), so now let’s derive a lower
bound on Y, — Y. We will then show that these upper and lower bounds are contradictory to complete the
proof.

Note

1 2C
R(w;. ®.1.6,d) = 5o (20% + 2| VF(wo)|*) + S’ (80 + 4|V E(wo)|*) + 20(nd) )"

2C

< n2B(2;R,AD + ?773BSRAD + 2C(nd/6)3/2

1

2
3

< §CBgRAD + 2C(nd/6)3/2'

The above uses 1 < 1, our assumption we made without loss of generality that C > 1, the definition of Bggap,
and that Bgrap > 1.

Now by definition of 7 and as Yy = (®(wy)), similarly to the proof of Lemma 6.3 we get
- 3
Y, = Yo > 055 (6 pa (B(w0)) - 0(@(w0)) - (SC B +2C(nd) )2 . (26)

Now we use Lemma, 6.8 to upper bound Y; - Y. Again recall |, = V/d always holds, as well as § < 1. Thus
via the same derivation as in the proof of Lemma 6.3, using (25), we obtain for all ¢ < 7 that

C(n,t,d, B) < 24( Bonson + \/nd]B) log® (20T).

This implies

Y, -Yp < \j %(Tzl C(n,t,d,ﬁ)2) log” (207)
t=0
<12V Benson +/nd]B )/ Tlog" (207). (27)

Similarly as before, putting together our lower and upper bounds (26) and (27) on Y, — Yy, now we aim to
show the following cannot hold:

0 < Ao(Wo) = pg' (K pa (P(W0))) — P(wo)
< (chgRADnQ + QC(ﬁd/ﬁ)g/Q)T + 12\/§(BGRADT] + ﬁd/ﬂ) T10g7(20T)' (28)

Again note the left hand side is a positive constant. We aim to show with our choice of n and T' that this
gives contradiction. Break into our original cases:
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1. If < Once more by our choice of 7, we have n < 1, % thus

r(w )’

5/(log 1/5))'

(ndfB)'"%, ()5 < s

Therefore, an analogous derivation as in the proof of Lemma 6.3 gives that the right hand side of (28)
is at most

oy (T + 2y Thog a0 < S o)
r(wg T{Wo

4A1(W0) 'T‘(W )g ) AO(WO)T(WO)l/Q .
- T‘(Wo)3/2 0 ﬁ 8A1(W0) d
P Ao(2W0)'

The first inequality follows as T > 1 and 77/T < 1. The fourth inequality follows recalling the definitions
of n and T in terms of Ag(wo), A1(wo), r(wo) and C(wg) (note zlog’(20z) is increasing on x > 1).
The last inequality follows from definition of C'(wg). As Ag(wg) > 0, this contradicts (28) which is
exactly what we want.

2. If B> The strategy is similar. This time, we have by the condition that

e/(lo :%1/8)5

€ n

d
— S =
B (log 1/(5)5 r(wo)’

1/2
) e
3 r(wo)l/2
Therefore, an analogous derivation as in the proof of Lemma 6.3 gives that the right hand side of (28)
is at most
Al(Wo) 2 I —
4A1(W0)
r(w )3/2 m/ Tlog" (207)

which implies

4A;1(wo) € C(wo)

<y ) o (g 1)) frog"( 5 (1og1/27"))
< Ao(wo) 10g7(@(10g1/5))
ST 2 log™(1/e)

Ao(Wo)

2V2

The first inequality follows as T'> 1, £ < 1/e and so n/T < 1. The second inequality is by definition of

nand T and as C(wo) <1, T > 1 (note zlog’(20z) is increasing on z > 1). The third inequality is by
7 /

definition of C'(wp). The last inequality is by definition of € and C’. In detail, since %

log” (v20z(log z)) _ .

T(z)g = O, let z:

=1/2. Thus, as € < C' we have the last inequality. This contradicts (28) as

is continuous, decreasing for large enough z, and lim,_,« = % be the largest

log” (v/20z(log 2))
log®(2)
Ao(wp) >0, which again is exactly what we want.

solution to

In all cases we obtain a contradiction conditioned on F4, which occurs with probability at least 0.9 from the
earlier discussion. Hence with probability at least 0.9 we have pg (®(w;)) < k'pe (®(wq)) forall0 <t <T -1
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as desired. O

Finally, we can conclude again similarly as the proof of Theorem 6.1 to prove Theorem 6.2.

Proof. Again note by the logic in Lemma 6.6, based on our cases on 5 and ¢, the T' that we choose will
always be at least 1. Moreover, in the same way as in the proof of Theorem 6.1, we can reduce to proving

C(wo)
log” (20)

the case when € < min(l/e, c’,
consequence.

) where C” is defined from Lemma 6.6. We also have e, <1 as a

Let E; be the event that pg(®(w:)) < £'pe(P(wyp)) for all 1 < ¢ < T. From Lemma 6.6, we know E
holds with probability at least 0.9 for the choice of n,T" given there. By Assumption 3.2, this means that
conditioned on E1, all the wy € B(ﬁ, Ry) for 1 <t <T. By the same derivation as Lemma 6.3, this means

IVF(w:)| < L(Ry + |w™||)® for all 1 <t <T. (29)

Once more, by Markov’s Inequality, with probability at least 0.9,

T-1 T-1
;O F.(wy)0' (®(wy)) < 10E tzo Fo(wy)0' ((wy)) |. (30)

Let E5 be the event that this above inequality holds.
Summing and telescoping from Lemma 6.5 and using that (®(z)) > 0, we obtain

T-1
nE ;J Fs(Wt)9'(‘1>(Wt))] <0(@(wo)) +2C(nd/B)**T

1 T-1 20 T-1
w2 Y B[V (wiz)|* ]|+ S0 2 B[V F (wiiz)]].
2 t=0 3 t=0

Here, we took full expectations over {&¢,2;}o<t<7-1 in the above.

Using Lemma 6.4 and taking full expectations, we have
E[[Vf(wi;2)|°] < 20% + 2B[ [V (w) |
3 3 3
E[|Vf(wi;2)|°] < 80% + 4B[ [V (w) ]

Using these in the above we see that

WE[TZI Fg(Wt)e’(q)(Wt))] <O(P(wp)) + 2C(nd/6)3/2T

t=0

g7 2 (20 2 lor ]

2C 4

+?77 2(80F+4E[HVF(W16)H ]) (31)

Finally, consider Y7 " E[|VE(w;)|"] for 7 € {2,3}. The same logic as the proof of Theorem 6.1 gives that
with probability at least 0.975 for a given r € {2,3}

T- T-1
ZHVF w;) _tZOE[HVF(Wt)H] 2v2 max (|VF(we)|") V/Tlog40. (32)

Let E3 be the intersection of these two events for r € {2,3}, so E3 has probability at least 0.95.
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Let
M;(wo) = 10max(6(®(wo)),6C B RAD)

which is just a wo-dependent constant. (Note compared to the proof of Theorem 6.1 that the definition of
Bgrap changed.)

Now we put these steps together and do a Union Bound over E1, Fs, F5. Let = F1n Esn E3; we have that
E occurs with probability at least 0.75.

Then conditioned on E, combining (29), (30), (31), (32) in the same manner we used to prove Theorem 6.1,
we see

Z (w)0' (P(wy)) < 10E[ > Fo(wy)b (‘I’(Wt))]

<M1(w0)( + (d/B)*/ 1/2T+nT+n2T+\/_)

This uses that Bgrap = L(Ry + ||[w*|)® + o and straightforward estimates.

As before, conditioned on E we have
0'(®(we)) >0 (pg Lk pa(®(wp)))) forall 0 <t < T —1.

Thus, defining

M (wo)
0'(p3! (K pao(®(w0o))))
we see that conditioned on E which occurs with probability at least 0.75 we have, via identical steps as
before,

M (wo) =

€(0,00)

Z (w <3M(W0)(77LT +n+d/ﬁ).

We break into cases based on how we set n,7":

LB < e
solution to the equation

Now recall we set n = r(wo) < d/B, and that we let T be the floor of the unique

7 _ 5
zlog"(202) = C(wo) =

d?’
where C'(wyg) is defined according to Lemma 6.6. Recall we had T > 1 as well as
ﬂ2
T< O(Wo) 2SR

Since T > 1, and as zlog” (20z) is increasing for z > 1, it follows via definition of T (note 2|z| > z for

all z>1) that
32

2T log” (40T) > C(Wo) 2

hence
. "(wo)C(wo) 8
" 2log” (40T) d
Thus, we have with probability at least 0.75 that

1= w 271og" (40) + 2'*1og” (B/d) )g
ZF( t) < 6M(w )( T(WO)C(WO) + B

that is, we obtain O(d/S) suboptimality with at most 2  iterations. (This step uses the inequality
(a+b)7<27(a +b7) for a,b>0.)
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2. If B> W: Recalling how we set 7 and the definition of this case, we have 7,d/S < e. Moreover,

note T > % by analogous logic as in the proof of Theorem 6.1. Hence, we obtain with

probability at least 0.75 that

lT’l w w 2¢(log1/¢)3 6)
T 3 v <M RS 42
< 6M(w0)(m . 1)5(10g 1/e)’.

That is, we obtain O(¢) suboptimality with at most 7' < %(log 1/¢)? iterations.

6.3 Proof of Theorem 3.4

We formally state Theorem 3.4 and the algorithm in question as follows.

Theorem 6.3. Suppose the geometric property (11) holds:
(VO(w), TF(w)) > F.(w) + min(O, %Afb(w)).

Consider running Algorithm 2, following the same n,T as well as cutoff for € as from Lemma 6.3. Then we
have the same runtime and error guarantees as Theorem 6.1.

Algorithm 2 Modified Langevin Dynamics using Gradient Domination Information

Initialize at wg.
for each t >0 do
Compute A; = (V®(w),VF(W)) - F.(w).
if A; >0 then
Wil < Wy — NV EF(wy).
elself
Wil < Wi — NV F(wy) +/n/Be: where g; ~ VdS4 ! uniformly. (Recall 847! is the unit sphere in
R? so g, is philosophically a Gaussian.)

To prove Theorem 6.3, in fact the exact same proof of Theorem 6.1 will suffice. The main idea is that
in all of our bounds involving |e:||, we use either Triangle Inequality or Young’s Inequality to bound

H—T]VF(Wt) + \/n/BEtH and use that |e;] < /d. However these results still hold when &; = 0, when no

noise is added. Moreover, this result holds if F. is replaced with A and A is query-able, in the same way as
described in Remark 6.1.

Again we break the proof into similar parts, starting with the one-step discretization bound.

Lemma 6.9. For one iteration starting at arbitrary wy,
Ee, [0(®(wir1))] < 0(D(wy)) — 06 (R(We)) Fe(we)
1 2C
+ S IVF @)+ 1 (S IV E () [P+ 20(nd] ),

where p and C are defined from Lemma 6.1, and where Ny is the indicator of if noise was added on round t.

Proof. In rounds where we add noise, we have (V®(w;), VF(w;)) < F-(w;). By our condition, this implies
we must have

Fo(wy) + %A@(wt) < (VB(w,), VF(wi)).
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Thus, in these rounds this result follows immediately from Lemma 6.2.

Otherwise if we do not add noise, we have (V®(w;), VF(w;)) > F.(w;). The proof now is the same as in
De Sa et al. (2022). Applying Lemma 6.1 again, this time for the expansion to at most second order, and
using that 6’ > 0, we get from this condition that

2
U(D(wei1)) < O(B(we) + 0/ (D(w) (T (w,), =T F(wa)) + T[T F(wy)|?
2
<O(@(we)) —n0"(D(wy)) Fe(wy) + % [VE(w:)]?,
implying the result. O

This result gives us a way to upper bound 0'(®(w;)). To control this, we will again need to control the
®(w;) which we do as follows.

Lemma 6.10. Follow the same notation, assumptions, and choice of n,T as in Lemma 6.3. Then with
probability at least 0.9, we have that

pa(®(wy)) < K pa(P(Wo)) for all 0 <t <T - 1.

Proof. Note defining R(w;,®,7, 3,d) identically as in Lemma 6.3, we still have from Lemma 6.9 that
Ee, [0((wii1))] < 0(D(wy)) — 06 (B(We)) Fe(we)
+ PV E)IE + 2 [T () [ + 20 (nd] 5)2
Therefore, Lemma 8.1 still holds.

Moreover, following the same proof we see that Lemma 8.2 still holds here too, except now &, is 0 when

teMN;.
Define 7 analogously as in the proof of Lemma 6.3. The same derivation as earlier establishes
_ 3
Y, = Yo 2 g5 (¢ pa (B(w0)) ~ ®(wo) = (5 CBnn? + 20 (0d] )" 1.

Now we use Lemma 8.2, which still holds there, to upper bound Y, —Y;. Denote the event from Lemma 8.2
with § = 0.1 by F;. Conditioned on Fp, which occurs with probability at least 0.9, we have that

Y- Y< \} %(z C(n,t,d,mz) loa(107)
t=0

where

+4

2
]—nvﬂwt) e

To control C(n,t,d, 8, p), note in the proof of Lemma 6.3, we used Triangle Inequality or Young’s Inequality
to split up each of the H—T]VF(Wt) + 1 /277/66,5H or this quantity squared and isolated the |e;||. Note now that

we still have |e;|| </d always (||e;|| = 0,+/d), so the same upper bound for Y; - Y holds.

C(nvtuduﬁ) = 4\/9(p&>1(l€,pq>((1)(W0)))) : H_nvF(wt) + \/%Et

Thus the same steps as in the proof of Lemma 6.3, with the same choice of T" and 7, allow us to conclude. [

Now, with these parts in hand, we can prove Theorem 6.3.

Proof. The proof is nearly identical to the finish of the proof of Theorem 6.1. Again, we can reduce to
proving the main case. The only difference is that we now use Lemma 6.9, but we can still upper bound
the discretization error from that step as $7? |VE(wy)|? + 23 |VE(w)|? +2C(nd/B)?2. Hence we have
the same inequality obtained from telescoping as in the proof of Theorem 6.1, and the same proof finishes. O
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6.4 Additional Discussion

We discuss how Theorem 3.4 implies optimization for PL functions and also KL functions. In particular,
they satisfy this condition (11): when ®(w) = AF'(w), we obtain Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) functions (Polyak,
1963; Lojasiewicz, 1963).

Definition 6.1 (Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL)). A differentiable function F is Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) if |[VF(w)|* >
MF(w) for some X\ >0, for all w e RY.

PL functions are a classic class of functions for which GD and SGD can be proved to succeed as a strategy

for global optimization, but are not necessarily convex. It is well known a-strong convexity of F' implies

that F' satisfies the PL inequality with parameter 2a, but not vice-versa (Chewi et al., 2022). Additional
examples of PL functions have been found in recent literature, for example transformers (Zhang et al., 2024).

Moreover, (11) can even handle the case of Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) functions (Kurdyka, 1998), which are
a generalization of PL functions.

Definition 6.2 (Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL)). A differentiable function F is Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz (KL) if
IVE(W)|? > AF(w)**? for some A >0 and 6 € [0,1) for all w e R%.

This can be seen by taking ®(w) = ﬁF(w)l_e (note (11) can actually handle any 6 < 1, even if 6 is
negative). There are many examples of KL functions from generalized linear models (Mei et al., 2021) to
reinforcement learning (Agarwal et al., 2021; Mei et al., 2020; Yuan et al., 2022) to over-parametrized nueral
networks (Zeng et al., 2018; Allen-Zhu et al., 2019) to low-rank matrix recovery (Bi et al., 2022) to optimal
control (Bu et al., 2019; Fatkhullin and Polyak, 2021).

In all these cases it is reasonable to assume we have query access to (V®(w), VF(w)) - F.(w), since ® solely
depends on F'. Thus we obtain the following corollary:

Corollary 1. Suppose F is PL /KL and satisfies Assumption 2.2, Assumption 3.1, and Assumption 3.2
(the latter two assumptions with F in place of ®). Then running Algorithm 2 with constant step size, we can

optimize PL and KL functions to any precision € > ﬁ(%) m (Aj(s%) iterations.

However, note (11) is much looser than PL and KL functions. PL and KL functions here correspond to when
we never add noise in Algorithm 2. Thus we believe (11) encompasses many more non-convex optimization
problems of interest.

7 Proofs for Section 2

In this section, as with Section 6, we state all guarantees with constant probability. To obtain those results
with probability 1 -4, one can simply use the standard log-boosting trick.

7.1 Proofs of Theorem 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4

Here we formally state and prove Theorem 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4, which are all subsumed by the following result.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose that F' satisfies Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.3. Suppose pg has second moment
S < oo and satisfies a Poincaré Inequality with constant Cu(pg) with 8 = é(g), namely

e> 2Edlog(élﬂ'eﬁLdS).

Suppose @ (from Theorem 2.1) satisfies Assumption 2.1 with 0 < p <1, and define pg = max(ps. 1, ps.2,05.3)-
We can assume without loss of generality that pe(2) = A(z + 1)P for some constant A > 0.

Then consider running either GLD, or SGLD wusing a stochastic gradient oracle V f satisfying Assump-
tion 2.4 and Assumption 2.5, with constant step size for T iterations. We will reach a w in {w: F(w) <e}
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with probability at least 0.8 in at most T gradient (for GLD) or stochastic gradient (for SGLD ) evaluations
respectively, where we set

AL? 4Amax(L,B) 4B?
T <83C, max{l AL7 Amax(L,B) AB” (b 002 425212 120ACOM}
m m

m
: maX{B maX(CPI(NB)a 2), a* maX(CH(Mﬂ)7 2)3, 62+S/2 maX(CPI(MB)7 2)24—5/2}'

(An explicit expression can be found in our proof.)

Here we define the above constants as follows:

3s/4

Ly 5/2
a(mbeazz)) i

72
: )

A(m + b+ 22
Lo = HWOH4+8 ,L3:= HW0H4+8 ( A

mA1 mA1l

4A%(p+1) +24p+1
3 )

B = max(Lmax(1, |w*]),or),Co = 5040(P(wo)) v1,C =

M = max(%ﬂC) - (80% +16max(L, B)?(max(Ls, L3) + 1)).

Here 0 = p%, as defined in Lemma 6.1. (Take L < max(1,L), op < max(op,1) if necessary.)
Moreover, this generalizes to s =0,1 as follows:

1. In the case when s =0, this result holds with no dependence on Lo, Ls and instead we have

M = max(%, 20) - (80% + 16 max(L, B)?).

2. In the case when s =1, we no longer need to make assumptions on pg: as 2s <y <s+1, s=1 forces
v =1, the setting of F being L-smooth and (m,b) dissipative from Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al.
(2018), and Zouw et al. (2021). As shown in Raginsky et al. (2017), these conditions imply ug satisfies

a Poincaré Inequality for 5 > %, and also that pg has finite second moment S < #.

Moreover, our guarantees improve as follows. Instead letting

)

3/4
2 d 20"
Ly := |wo* + —(b+ 2B? + —),L3 = (|wo|4 +C" v —)
m I} m

where

4 1 1
C" = —(20’2(4+ —) v —(3mB + C')2),C' =m+b+
m m m
we have a runtime guarantee of

412 4maX(L B) 4B?
m

T <80y max{l S— ,6B,120%A2B*M?,120AC, M}
m

m

-max{ A max(Cou(p1s), 2), d* max(Cor(ps), 2)°, B2 max(Cor (1), 2)*}.

First, note from our assumption that ¢ > %d log(4meBSLdS), we may apply Theorem 2.1 (in particular, by
combining Theorem 5.1, Lemma 5.1) to obtain ® satisfying the properties described in Theorem 2.1.

Next, we show a Lemma showing the iterates of GLD and SGLD are controlled. We will need this only when
s> 0. Similar results have been shown in Raginsky et al. (2017) and Balasubramanian et al. (2022).
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Lemma 7.1. Suppose F satisfies Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.3. Consider the {w;}is0 generated by
GLD / SGLD (for SGLD we need Assumption 2.5), run for T iterations for T < oo (we only use this for

the T we set later). If the step size e (0,1A 25 A ———< A ), then we have the following bounds:

m m 1
12 "\ Tmax(Z,B) "\ 182 "\ 6B

E[ |wi|**] < Lo max(nT, 1)*/2 B[ [wi| **] < Ly max(yT,1)*/*,

where we define

1+ s/2 1+ 3s/4
Ambra2)) 7 A(mb+a2)\ 7
B B

Lo = 4+8
2 [wol mA 1 mA1l

4
yLs = | |wol” +8

Here B = max(Lmax(1,|w*||),o0r), where op comes from Assumption 2.4. (Recall we took L < max(L,1)
if mecessary earlier in the statement of Theorem 7.1.)

Moreover, if s = 1 (which implies F is L-smooth and (m,b) dissipative), we have the following uniform
bounds: )
E[[wel?] < Lo, B[ [wi[*] < Ls

for
3/4
2 d 20"
Ly:= \|w0|\2+—(b+2B2+—),L3 Z=(|W0|4+C”V£)
m I5} m
where 4 1 1 4d +2
C":—(20’2(4+—)v—(3mB+C’)2),C’:m+b+ g
m m m I}

Proof. Our goal is to use Proposition 14 of Balasubramanian et al. (2022) to control the second and fourth
moments of the |w;|. Intuitively, our result should be the same as theirs except their V is replaced with SF,
and then the relevant parameters change (except for d, the rest of them are all scaled by 3). However, this
gives some unnecessary 8 dependence which arises for technical reasons in their analysis (intuitively, they
should cancel), so we need to modify their proof slightly to improve this dependence.

As done in the sampling literature (Chewi, 2024), define the continuous-time interpolation of (1) by

w, =w— (r—tn)VF(w;) + \/g(B(r) -B(tn)) for all r € [tn, (t + 1)n).

This appears somewhat different than the interpolation defined in the literature, but it is actually the same.
Our process (1) with step size 7 is equivalent to theirs with their V' = SF and their step size h = % They
index by ‘time’ where the subscript th corresponds to the ¢-th iterate whereas we index iterates simply by
the iteration count (which is at ‘time’ ¢n in the above interpolation) and are indexing time by r to avoid
confusion.®

For the stochastic gradient case, this will be instead

w,=wi— (r—tn)Vf(wgze) + \/%(B(r) -B(tn)) for all r € [tn, (t + 1)n).

Note for both these interpolations, all functions of quantities at time t¢n/iteration count ¢ are constant
(including z;), the randomness being over the Brownian motion B(r) — B(¢n).

We will do the proofs in the stochastic gradient case, and the proofs in the exact gradient case are the exact
same.

8Using this correspondence one can actually carefully track the proof of Proposition 14 of Balasubramanian et al. (2022) to
show a similar result to what we show here.
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First, we control the second moment. Let §; be defined identically as in Section 6. Analogously to the proof
of Proposition 14 of Balasubramanian et al. (2022), It6’s Lemma applied to |w|® conditioned on F; yields
for all € [tn, (t + 1)7n],

2
d
[ lwe 1] = 2B {wr, -9 F (s )] + 5 @ -26r(L)

_ —2E[(wt (- tn)V S (W) + \/gua(r) _B(m)). vﬂwt;zt))wt] el

B
2d
= 2E[(w = (r=tn)Vf(We;2), V(Wi 2¢) [T ] + 5
, » 2
<2b=2mwe| "+ 2(r = tn) |V f(we;ze) | )
vy 2 *[1\28 2s 2d
<2 - 2m|wi|” + 4y - L2 max(1, [w* )2 (Jw|* + 1) + =

g
s4m+2b+%d. (33)

In the above we use that E[((B(r) - B(#1)), V.f(w;2:))[3:] = 0, Assumption 2.5, Lemma 8.3, v > 25, 1) < 575,
and r — tn < n. Integrating this over r € [tn, (¢ + 1)n] and iterating yields

2d 2d
E[Iwel’] < [wol” + (4m + b+ E) ot < (HWOH2 +dm+2b + E) max(nT, 1).
2
We now control the fourth moment with the same idea. Applying It6’s Lemma to |w]* = (”WHQ) , we obtain

L[ lw 1]

2
:—4E[|wr|2<wr,Vf(wt;zt>>|st]+§-\/g (4 + 20w, |13

4d + 2

- a5 2w~ ¢ ) o) 2 B0 - B, 71w |+ 22w ]

Let x = % be a standard Gaussian vector. Using Gaussian Integration by Parts on h(x) =

HWt —(r=tn)Vf(wWeze) + \/% \/WXH2 = |w,|?, we have

E[|wr|2(@<3<r> —B(tn»,w(wt;za)m]

/2 VT RGO, ()
_ \/g NS EIVA I, T (wii )
- %(r —tn)(wi = (r=tn)Vf(We;2e), V(Wi 1))
The above follows since Vh(x) = \/% Vr=1n- (Wt —(r—tn)Vf(wyze) + \/% : m") and as x is inde-

pendent of §; and has mean of the 0 vector.

Hence, we have for all r € [tn, (¢t + 1)n],

4d+2)

%E[nwrnﬂst]:4E[nwru2|st](—<wt,Vf(wt;zt»+(r—tmnvﬂwt;zan% 5
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| &

(r—tn)(wi = (r =tn)Vf(We;2), V(Wi 2))

ﬁ
<a(Elw, 115] + 0= ) (-t WA (wisz+ (- 9wz P+ 22
< a(B w52 + 5= 1) (bl 2 2 max (1, L D (el +1) « 252
<a(B 1w 5]+ 5=t (< ol b 222 (31)

The above follows as r > tn and so the first factor in the above is always non-negative, as well as n <
and 7y > 2s.

AJ:B2

1/
Define C' :=m + b+ 4‘?2 for convenience. If |w;| > (20 ) , this means %E[eruﬂgt] < 0. Otherwise if

N\

/
) , using our upper bound on %E[HWTH |§t] gives

2C
[we] < (2

A\ 1/
E[|\wr|\2|&]+%(r—tn)s Hwt|\2+(4m+2b+%l)(r—tn)+%(r—tn) s( - ) L aC,

1/y
as r —tn <n < 1. Note |wy| < (20 ) implies the second factor in (34) is non-negative, and the second

factor is at most C” clearly. Thus, in this case we have

A\ L/ ’ HT’YV2
Sefinmleie((22) e (2] 7
m mA1

Hence the above is an upper bound on - [HWT | |St] in all cases, and iterating this gives the desired fourth

moment bound

2 Ehaly))
4 4 4C"’ T 4 4c’ v
E[HWtH ]S [wol +8(m/\1) nt<||wo| +8 p— max(nT,1).

From here, to obtain the desired conclusion, use monotonicity of moments (as s < 1):

26/4 o )"
B we **] < B[ wel ] s(|wO|4+8( ) )max(nT,ns/Q.

mA1l

mA1

1+'y v2 35/4
s 35/4 AC" .
[ wi **] < B[ jwal*] " < (|wO|4 s(2%) ) max(uT, 1)1

When s =1 and hence v = 2 (which implies (m,b) dissipativeness), we can be tighter in the above analysis.
First, using Lemma 6.4, we have

B, [[VF(wiz) - VE(wo)[*] < oF < B

With the above, identically as the steps of the proof of Lemma 3 of Raginsky et al. (2017), using (m,b)
dissipativeness and our constant upper bound on 7, we can show a uniform bound on the second moment
for both exact and stochastic gradients:

2 d
E[”WtHQ] < HW0H2 + —(b+ 2B% + —),
m B

We also claim we have a uniform upper bound on the fourth moment. We break into two cases, both using
a similar strategy.
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\1/2
1. |we] < (%) " : In this case, the second factor in (34) is non-negative. Recall the upper bound we
m

showed from (33):

iE[er H2|St] <4dm+2b+ 2_d
dr 3

This implies
2 2 2d
Eflw, 215 < [we]* + (4m 2o )(r ~tn).

Now as the second factor in (34) is non-negative, we obtain using r —tn <n <1,

%E[er H4|&t] < 4(E[HWTH2|&] i %(r B tn))(_%Hwt H2 +m+b+ A 2)

£4(Hwt\|2 + (4m+2b+ %d)(r_tn) n %(r_tn))(_%nwtuz b+ 4dg2)

<A(jwil” +40") (- Iwel* + ")

IA

A=l + C'lwil +407)

IA

1 1
4(-T\|wt|\4 . 0'2(4+ _)) - |t + 40'2(4+ —).
4 m m

The last step uses AM-GM.

pley 1
m

2
2. ||we| > : This time, the second factor in (34) is negative, so we aim to lower bound IE[HWTH2|§,5].

Recalling the intermediate steps in (33), we have

d
B Iw, °13:] = 2BL(we = (= ) F(wis ), ¥ (wis )] + 5

d

dr
> =2(wy, V f(Wi;2¢))
> =2[w ||V f(weze) |
> =2B|w([w:] +1)

> —3B(Hwt\|2 +1),

where we upper bound V f(wy;2z;) via Lemma 8.3 and use AM-GM in the last step.

This implies
2 2 2 1 2
Bl Iw, 8] 2 [wel® = 3B(|wel” + 1) (r = tn) 2 5 |we | - 3B,

. 1
since r—tn<n, n< g5 < L.

B
The second factor in (34) is negative, so we may apply this in (34) to give

%E[eru“m] < 4(E[|\wru2|st] + %@_tn))(_%uwtﬂz oy, s 2)

1 m ,
4(—Hwt|\2 _ 3B)(——Hwt\|2 e )
2 2

m 3mB (' ,
oSl (228 S - sc)

IA

= + —
2 2
3mB+C")? 2
ot BmBEC)TN om0 2 3mB s )2,
8 2m 2 m

Again, the last step uses AM-GM.
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From the above we see that in either case we have

d 4 m 4 "
TE[Iw 8] < S|t + O

where C” =4C"?(4+ L) v 2. (3mB +C")2.
Iterating the above for one step and then taking full expectation yields the recursion
nm

B wia '] < E[lwil ] o n(~FE[lwil ]+ €7) = (1= 22 B[ jwel '] +

If 1~ <0 we obtain EI:HWtH4:| < C", and otherwise if 1 -5+ € (0, 1), iterating the above and summing the
resulting geometric series gives

t " "
4 nm 4 2nC 4 2C
Bl wil] < (1= ZF) Iwol* + 22 < w4 =
nm m
The desired upper bound on the third moment in this case now just comes from monotonicity of moments. O

We now are ready to prove Theorem 7.1. We do the proof when 0 < s <1 (when s> 0, v >2s>0 so we can
certainly use Lemma 7.1), and we discuss the simple extension to s = 0 and the tighter results when s =1 at
the end.

Proof. Consider # and C = W defined in terms of pg in Lemma 6.1 for the p <1 case.

We set
Co = 5040(D(wo)) v 1, M = max(%, 20) (80% + 16 max(L, B)* (max(La, Ls) + 1)),

=il ﬂ m m i 1 ﬁ3)\2 )\1+s/2
= "4L2" 4max(L,B) 4B%’ 6B’ 120242B2M?2  d3 ' 120ACoM )’
7.
2
Here \ € [% min( Cp,(lug) , %), ﬁ min(m, %)], as with ®, comes from Theorem 2.1. Thus, using
T= CQ max{x max(l, W, T, 7763 ,120 A“B“M* - [33,\3 5 120ACQM W

and 1
X < 8[’3 maX(CPI(Hﬁ)v 2)7

we see that our definition of T above is consistent with the statement of Theorem 7.1. Moreover, note
_Co

As with before let §; be the natural filtration with respect to &,z for all 0 <t <t in the SGLD case, and
with respect to g4 for all 0 < ¢’ <t in the GLD case.

Define
Ta., 7 (Wo) = min(74, (wo),T),

where in a slight abuse of notation, 74, now denotes the hitting time of discrete-time GLD/SGLD to A
with the choice of  above. Note 74, 7(wo) is a stopping time that is at most T < co.

Consider wy for t < 74, 7(Wq), thus w, € AS. By Theorem 2.1, this implies for this wy, (4) holds:

(VF(w), VO(w)) > AD(w) + %A(I)(w).
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Recall " > 0 from Lemma 6.1, including in this case where p < 1. Analogously to the proof of Lemma 6.2,
and using the geometric condition (3), we obtain

Ee, 2. [0(2(Wis1))] <O(D(wy)) - 779'(‘1>(Wt)) AP (wy)

T]d 3/2
eGP IVF eI <Oty +20( )

This uses Lemma 6.1 in the p <1 case.

In the stochastic gradient case we analogously have via the same logic as Lemma 6.5 that
Eey 00 [0((w11))] < 0(D(w)) ~ 16 (B(w,)) - AD(w,)
1
+ 50 Ea, |9 (weiz)|*| + O [ IV £ (wis ) ]

+2c(n;)3”.

(Note these results can be proved for either &; ~ St or &, ~ N(0,14) by the exact same proof as Lemma 6.2,
Lemma 6.5.)

Applying Lemma 6.4 and then Lemma 8.3, Young’s Inequality, and |a+b|* < 4|a|® + 4|b|*, and noting
or >0, we see in both the GLD and SGLD cases that

Ee, 2. [0(2(wWis1))] < 0(R(We)) — 00" (2(We)) - AD(Wy)
=120 + 2| VF(w)|?) + O (80% + 4| VF (we )

nd )2
5)
<O(P(wy)) —n0' (D(wy)) - AD(wy)

+2C’(

772(20% + élrnaux(L,B)2(HVV16H25 + 1))
+C773(80% . 16maX(L,B)3(HWtH35 n 1)) +QC(77751)3/2.

Recall that 6'(2) = A(z+1)p where p < 1, which is increasing on z > 0. Therefore, z6'(2) = ATy 2 2A for z > 1.

Recall ®(w;) > 1 from Remark 2.1, because t < 74, 7(wo) and so w;, € AS. Thus, ®(w,;)0' (P(w;)) > 2{4
Therefore we can rearrange the above as

Ee, 2, [0(®(Wii1))] < O(D(wy)) —nf' (D(wy)) - AD(wy) + 277 (2UF +4max(L, B)? (HWtH25 + 1))
/2
. C’n?’(&T% +16max(L, B)(Jwi|* +1)) + 20(’7;)3
<O(@(wr) 57+ 277 2(20% + 4max(L, B)(|wi|* +1))
/2
. onf”(sa; +16max(L, B)*(Jwi|* +1)) + 20(’7;)3
=0(®d(wy)) - % +err(wy), (35)

where we define

exr(w) = 5 (20} - 4max(L. ) (|W|25+1))+0n3(8a%+16max<L,B>3(|w|“+1))+2C(%d)3/2>o,
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Now with (35), the idea is to sum and telescope this relations over 74_ 741 time steps, as discussed in
Subsection 2.1. The way to do this is using discrete-time Dynkin’s Formula, stated in Theorem 11.3.1 of
Meyn and Tweedie (2012):

Theorem 7.2 (Theorem 11.3.1 of Meyn and Tweedie (2012)). Let Z; be any Fi-measurable function of
wo,...,Wt. Consider any stopping time 7 and define 7™ := min{n, 7,inf(¢ >0:2; >n)}. Then we have for
alln >0 and wo € R¢ that

E[Z,+] = E[Zo] + E[Tzaﬁ[ztm] - zH)].

t=1

As a simple corollary of Theorem 7.2, we have the following, Proposition 11.3.2 of Meyn and Tweedie (2012).
Unlike the above, it holds for any stopping time.

Corollary 2 (Proposition 11.3.2 of Meyn and Tweedie (2012)). Suppose there exists non-negative functions
St, ftg such that
E[Z1[8e] < Zi = fe(we) + se(wy). (36)

Then for any wo € R and any stopping time T,

E[:_Z; ft(wt):| < Zp+ E[Tzzl st(wt):|.

t=0

Apply Corollary 2 for the stopping time 7 = 74, 141, Z; = 0(®(w,)), and the functions fi,s; defined as
follows. Take
1A ifwe AS

fi(w) = {SA

otherwise
In the GLD case take
err(w) if we AS
su(w) = {Ee)z[ﬁ(fb(w -nVF(w)+ \/2%5))] otherwise '

and in the SGLD case take
se(w) =

err(w) if we AS
{Ee7z [9(®(w -nvf(w;z) + \/%s))] otherwise -

where € ~ N(0,I;) and z is an arbitrary data sample. Note the {f;}, as well as the {s;}, are the same
function for all ¢. Since 6 > 0, the f; and s; are non-negative. As E,, ,,[-] is the same as E[|§.], (35) proves
that (36) holds if w; € AS, and (36) holds for w; € A. as the Z; > 0 and as the s;(w;) = E[Z;41|3:]'°. Thus,
Corollary 2 yields

Ta.,(Wo)-1
= /]7)\
]E E -
l = 2A

since wy € AS for all t <74, 7(Wo) — 1, and using the definition of fi,s; in that case.

Ta.,7(wo)-1 Ta.,7(Wo)-1 Ta.,7(wo)-1
> ft(wtﬂ < Zy +E[ > st(wt)} = 9(@(W0))+El > err(wt)],

=E
t=0 =0 t=0

Clearly we can simplify the left hand side as %E[TA@T (wgp)]. For the right hand side, note pointwise we

have ZZ:OE‘T(WO)J err(w;) < Yot err(wy) by definition of 74, 7(wo) and as the err(w) > 0. Moreover, all
the relevant expectations are finite (by Lemma 7.1 and as 74, 741 <T < 00). Therefore we see

Py r(wo)] < O(@(wa)) + | 3 err(wi)
24 TA., T\Wo < Wo & eIrr{wy) |.

We now show that the random variable 74, 7 is well-controlled.

9The result in Meyn and Tweedie (2012) states this for positive s¢, ft, but it is clear their proof still works when the functions
are non-negative.
10But this is not relevant, since we apply Corollary 2 with 7 = TA,T+1-
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Lemma 7.2. We have

E[74.17(Wo)] < %

Proof. Suppose otherwise that E[7.4. 7(wo)] > E > 0. Rearranging the above gives

A 0(®(wo)) 1 Tﬁlerr w ]
24w s (wo)] | nE[ug,T(me[% (we)
0(®(wo)) n ! TZ: E[err(w;)]. (37)

T pE[7a. r(wo)]  nE[ra.r(wo)] &

By Lemma 7.1, which we may apply as our choice of 1 is small enough, we have
E[ |wi|**] < Lo max(nT, 1)*/2 B[ [w:|**] < Ly max(yT, 1)/,
Therefore,

Eferr(w;)] < 772(20% +4max(L, B)2(L2 max(nT, 1)5/2 + 1))

DN | =

3/2
+Cn? (SUF + 16 max(L, B)(Ls max(nT,1)%/* + 1)+ 20(77;)

<M((nd/B)* +n*- (nT)* +0* - (nT)*/*).

The last line follows as 7" > 1 and from definition of M (recall we took op < max(op,1) if necessary); recall
1
M = max(i,QC) - (80% +16max(L, B)?(max(Ls, L3) + 1)).

Recall our choice of T such that nT = TO and also our choice of Cy = 5040(®(wy)) v 1. Therefore, (37)
becomes

A O(P(wop)) 1 -1
24 < TElrar <wO>]+nEmE, ()] 2 Elerr(we)]
< SOOO) | ST M () (TP o (T
O(d A cil? o384
10(7( S +M( V()57 - SO ASSM))

A 1/2 3/2 772
<10(H+MC’( (d/ﬂ) AS/2+A3S/4

A A
<10- — = —.
204 2A

In the second inequality we use E[74, r(Wo)] 2 % which we are supposing for contradiction. The last
ienquality uses
1 63 A2 )\1+s/2
120242B2M2 &3 ’120AOOM)

n< min(

Note as we have A<1 and A>1, Cy>1, M > =, this implies

2 2,
AL+s/2 /\%+%S
<
120ACoM ~ (120ACoM)M2’

2
which we also use to show MCj - ﬁ < ﬁ. This yields contradiction, and so we have the Lemma. o
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With Lemma 7.2, the finish is straightforward. By Markov’s Inequality, with probability at least 0.8,

TA&T(W()) < 5E[TA51T(W0)] < 5
However, 74, 7(wg) < T implies 74, 7(Wo) = 74, (Wo). Thus, with probability at least 0.8, we have 74, (wg) <
T. That is, with probability at least 0.8 we hit A. = {w: F(w) < e} within T steps.

When s = 0 and v = 0, we cannot use Lemma 7.1 anymore. But just note whenever s = 0, we can use
the upper bound E[|VF(w;)|"] < L? < L* for p = 2,3 in our upper bound of Ee, ,, [0(®(W.1))]. Defining
instead 3/2

1 d
err(w) := 5772(20% + 4max(L,B)2) + Cn3(80% + 16max(L,B)3) + 20(%) >0,

we see the rest of the proof goes through the same, with no use of Lemma 7.1.

The tighter results in the case when s = 1 (the L-smooth and (m,b)-dissipative setting) are also proved
identically. They follow from plugging in the uniform moment bounds from Lemma 7.1 rather than the
general ones into the proof of Lemma 7.2. Then, Lo, L3 (which are different in this case) appear in the proof
of Lemma 7.2 with no max(nT,1) term present, and again we finish the same as above. O

7.2 Details for Comparison to Literature

Here, we discuss how we derived optimization results using sampling results from literature, that we discussed
in Section 1. As mentioned there, we assume an O(1) warm-start for all of the literature, which is the least
favorable for us. Consider as an example how we obtained results for SGLD the smooth and dissipative case
from Raginsky et al. (2017), Xu et al. (2018), and Zou et al. (2021).

Theorem 1 of Raginsky et al. (2017) requires gradient noise § to be exponentially small in d, which does
not make sense (we only require gradient noise of constant order, which is more realistic). Theorem 3.6,
Corollary 3.7, and Remark 3.9 of Xu et al. (2018) reports an iteration count of K = 5(6%) where A, is

spectral gap of the discrete-time Markov Chain given by (1), however they do not count the iteration count
B to compute each stochastic gradient from B data samples. Either they also require exponentially small

gradient noise, or B = G(Ef%), and their total gradient complexity should be
~ d7

Similarly, for the same paper’s claimed runtime for Stochastic Variance Reduced Gradient Langevin Dynam-
ics (SVRG-LD) in Theorem 3.10 and Corollary 3.11, noting the correct runtime should be K - B, we obtain

a runtime of . .
~( Ld ~( d
o(55) =95

The last step simply follows from noting their L > 1, being the length of an inner loop.

This accounting must also for the result Theorem 4.5 and Corollary 4.7 of Zou et al. (2021). Accounting for
~ 4 02

K - B, they obtain a rate of at least O(%), where p is the Cheeger constant of p, to obtain a TV distance

of ¢ to the Gibbs measure. By Cheeger’s Inequality, we have p% > Cpi(p5)?. However to convert from TV

distance results to optimization results using Corollary 4.8 of their same paper Zou et al. (2021), we need a
TV distance of § (and this is necessary due to dissipativeness) to obtain an optimization result, which leads

to additional dimension dependence. Combined with noting £ is (at least) on the same order as g up to log
factors, this gives a rate of at least
5( dgCPI(Hﬁ)Q )

c4

for optimizing F to 5(% + a) = O(e) tolerance..
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We now discuss how we obtained results from the rest of literature. Generally the rest of literature handles
exact gradients and so does not have the problem of those above two works. Omne point of note is that
in some of the sampling literature, such as Vempala and Wibisono (2019); Balasubramanian et al. (2022);
Huang et al. (2024), sampling is done from e~//Z. That is, sampling is presumed to be done at constant
temperature, a different setting than optimization. In our setting f = SF', and the smoothness parameter L
or condition number in these works is that of f. Thus their smoothness parameter L scales like Q(g) The
rest of the rates from literature were then derived by converting KL divergence guarantees into TV distance
guarantees via Pinkser’s Inequality, and then using Corollary 4.8 of Zou et al. (2021), analogously to the
above example. In more detail, by Pinkser’s Inequality, if F' is s-Holder continuous we need KL divergence
to be at most dg—il

Following Remark 1.1, it follows that the € in the sampling results can be taken to be ©(1). However, where
¢ denotes the desired optimization tolerance, the smoothness parameter L still scales like Q(g) Plugging in
these choices, we obtained the results from Section 1.

As another example, we mention how we derived a rate from Corollary 19 of Balasubramanian et al. (2022)
(which still requires exact knowledge of gradient) in the GLD, Poincaré, and Lipschitz case. Taking s =0 in
Corollary 19 of Balasubramanian et al. (2022), and even supposing a warm start of Ky = O(1) is possible,
we see they obtain a TV distance of \/£ in

ed

@«(w),

However, since F' is Lipschitz, we require a TV distance of Ld, the dimensionality again coming from Remark
4.6 of Zou et al. (2021). This yields a rate of

@«(w),

10

~ —~ 3 ;14
We must have § = Q(g), so in this case this gives a rate of at least O(C”(Z#) for optimizing F' to

5(5) tolerance. We can derive a faster rate from this result using Remark 1.1, which is also mentioned in
Section 1.

Finally, we mention that we can compare the above results from Zou et al. (2021), Chewi et al. (2022), and
Balasubramanian et al. (2022) for general 5 = ﬁ(g), as mentioned in Section 1, to use the results of Chewi
et al. (2022) and Balasubramanian et al. (2022) of optimization, their S dependence will be their stated
dependence on the smoothness parameter L. Our dependence on [ is always better than that of Zou et al.
(2021), and using 5 = ﬁ(g), we see for any such 8 our dependence in all parameters is better than that of

Chewi et al. (2022); Balasubramanian et al. (2022) when s < 1.

8 Additional Proofs

8.1 Potential Argument Details
These are Lemmas from the proof of Theorem 3.2 deferred here for the ease of presentation.
Lemma 8.1. Y; is a supermartingale with respect to §y.

Proof. This is obvious if ¢t + 1 > 7 as then we take Y; = Y,. Else, suppose t +1 < 7. By Lemma 6.2, we have
the inequality

Be, [0(®(We41))[8:] < 0(2(w:)) = nFe(wi) + R(wy, ®,7, 5, d).

This means, since t+1 < 7,

Ee, [Yesa[§:] = Be, [0(P(Wes1))[S:] + Z;)(nFs(Wj) - R(wj, ®,n,5,d))
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< e(q)(wt)) - nFE(Wt) + R(Wtu ‘1’77775760 + Zt(:J(nFE(W7) - R(Wj7 (I)777767d))

proving this part. o

Lemma 8.2. With probability at least 1 -0, we have

Y, - Yy < \j % (Tzlc(n,t,d,ﬁ)z) log(T'/8)
t=0

2
+ 4H—nVF(wt) +4/ Enst

Proof. We aim to apply Azuma-Hoeffding. When ¢ > 7 then Y;,1 - Y; =0, so suppose ¢ < 7 in the following.
Define Cy = nF.(w) — R(wy, ®,7, 3,d) which is F;-measurable and note

for all 1 <t <T, where

2

C(n,t,d, B) = 4\/9(P&>1(H'P<I>(‘1>(Wo)))) : H—HVF(Wt) + \/%st

Yier - Vi = 0(3(Wis1)) - 0(2(wy)) + Ch

Let’s now bound 6(®(w;11)) — 0(P(wy)) from above and below. The idea here is to not Taylor expand to
third order but rather second order to obtain simpler estimates; we used Taylor expansion to third order in
Lemma 6.2 to use the admissibility condition, but to establish these bounds we don’t need said condition.
This is a very similar strategy as in the proof of Lemma 11 of De Sa et al. (2022).

For an upper bound, applying the second part of Lemma 6.1 with w = w; and u = —-nVF(w;) + \/2n/Be;
gives by definition of w1 — wy that

O(@(Wi1)) = 0(@(w1)) < 0'(D(w)) (VO(we), =T F(wi) +/20]Bey)
v 5 |FavE ) + Ve
<0/ (@(w) [ VO(wo)||-nVF (wi) +/20]5e |
v 5|y E ) + ol
<V20(@(w0)) |-V F(w) + /20 e
+ 5|9 E ) + e

The last step uses that from Lemma 6.1,

[V (W) [6"(D(we)) < p2(@ (W) (B(W:))V/20(D(wy)) < \/20((wr)),

as p2(z) < p(z) always holds for z > 0 and by definition of §’ = %. This upper bound on 0(®(w.1))—-0(P(wy))
is clearly §; measurable.

Similarly, again applying the second part of Lemma 6.1 with w = wyy1 and u=nVF(w;) - \/Wst gives
O(D(w1)) — O(@(Wis1)) < 0/ (D(wie)) (VO(weer ),y F (we) /2] Bet)
+ %H—WVF(Wt) + \/WEtH2
<0 (D(wi1) [VO(wii) || -1V F (wi) + 20/ e
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I

+ %H—nvF(wt) +/2n/Be:

To make this §; measurable and relate this to the upper bound by employing a similar strategy as in the
proof of Lemma 11 of De Sa et al. (2022). Again we use from Lemma 6.1 that

9B (w1 ) [0 (B (wee1)) < pa(B(wis1))0 (B (wWe1))y/20(B(Wer)) < v/20(B(Werr)).
Since Va +b <+/la| + b < /a + /b for all reals @ and b > 0 with a +b >0, we obtain

[9@(We1) 10 (D(Wier) < V20(@(Wi1))
= V2 \0(@(wii1)) — O(@(we)) + 0(B(wr))
< V2(VO(@(wn)) + V0@ (wier1) = 6(D(w2)]).

Using this we have
O(D(Wis1)) = 0(@(w0) 2 =0 (D(wisa ) [VO(Wia) | |1V F (we) +/20] Be
- e+ B
> ~V/A0(@(wern) ~ B(R(w) |09 F (w) + /20|
~V20(@(w))| -0V F (w) + /2n] et
o EAZACORVCTE

By AM-GM we have

V2@ (W) - 0@ (W)l |- F(wi) + /20 Bed|

0@ (wii1)) - 0@ (w))| + 2|y F(w) + /20|
: |

Using this gives

_10(@(wii1) - 0(D(wy))]
2

A1V () + /20|
e« V|

0(®(wis1)) - 0(D(we)) 2

Doing cases on the sign of 0(®(w;11)) — 0(P(wy)), we get that in all cases
O(®(Wis1)) = O(®(W)) 2 =21/20(@ (W) [ -0V F(we) +\/2n] e
- 3H—WF(Wt) +/2n/Be

This yields a lower bound on 8(®(wyy1)) — 0(P(w,)) that is Fi-measurable.

I

Now, to finish the setup for the concentration bound via Azuma-Hoeffding, we just need to upper bound the
difference between these bounds. The above shows that this difference is at most

0(®(Wii1)) - 0(®(w,)) < W/0(®(W0) -0V F(we) + /2n]Ber | + 4| -n F (w) +v/2n/Be,
< 4/0(p3" (' pu(@(w0))) |0V F (wr) +v/20]Bes |

I
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2
+ 4H—77VF(Wt) + v 277/ﬁ8tH .
The last step follows since ¢ < 7 and since pg is increasing, we have by definition of 7 that
®(we) < pg' (K pa(P(Wo))).

Now by Lemma 6.1, we know @ is increasing so

V@ (w0)) <\/0(p3" (kps(@(w0))))-

As defined earlier, we denote the above expression by C(n,t,d, [, p) > 0 for convenience. This serves as an
upper bound regardless of whether ¢ < 7 by the initial discussion. Thus, applying Azuma Hoeffding, which
we may apply by Lemma 8.1 and since Y1 — Y = 0(®(wyr1)) — 0(P(wy)), gives with probability at least

1- % we have that

t-1
oy < J (5 cont sz o)
t=0

and we conclude via Union Bound. O

8.2 Additional Helper Results

Here we establish many of the results we used in the main discretization proofs.

Lemma 8.3. Suppose F satisfies Assumption 2.2. Then for all w € R?,
|VE(w)| < Lmax(1, [w*[)*([w]® +1),

where w* is any global minima of F. Moreover, if Assumption 2.5 holds, the above also holds for the
stochastic gradient estimates |V f(w;z)||.

Proof. Note VF(w*) = 0. By Triangle Inequality and Assumption 2.2,

IVE(w)] = [VF(w) - VF(w")]
<Llw-w'[*
<L(Iw] + [w*])°

< Lmax(1, |w* ”)S(”WHS + 1).
The last two steps used the following elementary inequalities:
(az +b)° <max(a,b)’(z+1)° for all a,b,z > 0.

(z+1)1/sl <4l = 211< (21/5’ +1)5' for all s"> 1.

The extension to stochastic gradients given Assumption 2.5 is immediate. O

The following result is used to control the values of F' using Assumption 2.2.

Lemma 8.4. Suppose F satisfies Assumption 2.2. Then for all w e RY,

s+1

Fw)<L|lw-w"|"".

Proof. The proof is very similar to Lemma 3.4 of Bubeck et al. (2015). Let w* be any global minima of F,
thus F(w*) =0 and VF(w*) = 0. We see from calculus and Cauchy-Schwartz that

F(w) = |[F(w) - F(w") - (VE(W"), w - w")
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= ft:()(VF(W* +t(w-w"))-VF(w"),w —W*>dt‘

IA

1
S IVt = w)) = T (w)[w - w* |

1
< f Lt |w - w* |*|w — w* | dt
t=0
s+1

<Lw-wr[™,

where we apply Cauchy-Schwartz to obtain the first inequality and Assumption 2.2 for the second. o

We also need the following simple integral to prove Lemma 5.1.

Lemma 8.5. We have for any 0<s<1 and M >0 that
dj2
/ Mg L 2T .p( d )
R4 I'(d/2) s+1 s+1

Proof. The surface area of S4 ! is FQ(”Td//;), which scales by 7?71 for an arbitrary radius 7. Consider partitioning
27'l'd/2
I'(d/2)

R? into spheres of radius r: upon making this change of variables, which formally is dw = rétdr, we

obtain

s+ /2 Rl s+
R r'(d/2) Jo

1 __s_
Let u = 51, therefore r = 451 and dr = ﬁu s+1du. Thus

d/2 oo 1
f e MIWIT gy = e L e My 5T du
R4 I'(d/2) s+1Jo
C2pd? a ( d )
S T(d)2) s+1 s+1)

Here, the last equality is a well known integral essentially following from definition of the Gamma function,
specifically

M_tl"(t):/ e Muyt=1qu.
0

It follows since d > 1> s and s > 0, hence d;:s = % - 12> -1, so we may apply these results regarding the

Gamma function. O

The last lemma is used to upper bound zP + 1 for all z > 0 and any p > 0.
Lemma 8.6. For all z>0 and any p >0, 2P +1<2(z + 1)P.

Proof. First suppose p > 1. Here we show 2P + 1 < (z+ 1)P, which clearly suffices. Letting f(z) = (z +1)? -
(2P +1), we see f'(z) >0 always. Therefore f(z) > f(0) =0, proving this case.

(z+1)P
zP+1 °

Now suppose 0 <p< 1. Let f(z) = Then,

f’(z) _ p(z + 1);0—1 (2P+1) - (2 +1)P .pzp—l ) p(z+ 1)1)—1(1 _ Zp_l)
(2P +1)2 EENE

Therefore f'(z) <0 for z € [0,1] and f'(2) >0 for z € [1,00), so f(z) is minimized on [0,00) when z = 1.
Hence, f(z) > f(1) =2P7L. Thus, 2P +1 <2P(2 +1)? < 2(z + 1)? as desired. O
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