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Abstract

We address the outstanding problem of sampling from an unnormalized density
that may be non-log-concave and multimodal. To enhance the performance of sim-
ple Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods, techniques of annealing type
have been widely used. However, quantitative theoretical guarantees of these tech-
niques are under-explored. This study takes a first step toward providing a non-
asymptotic analysis of annealed MCMC. Specifically, we establish, for the first

time, an oracle complexity of Õ
(

dβ2A2

ε6

)
for simple annealed Langevin Monte

Carlo algorithm to achieve ε2 accuracy in Kullback-Leibler divergence to the tar-
get distribution π ∝ e−V on Rd with β-smooth potential V . Here, A represents
the action of a curve of probability measures interpolating the target distribution
π and a readily sampleable distribution.

1 Introduction

We study the task of efficient sampling from a probability distribution π ∝ e−V on Rd. This fun-
damental problem is pivotal across various fields including computational statistics [42, 50, 5, 48],
Bayesian inference [30], statistical physics [46, 37], and finance [17], and has been extensively stud-
ied in the literature [12]. The most common approach to this problem is Markov Chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC), among which Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC) [20, 61, 13, 44] is a particularly popular
choice. LMC can be understood as a time-discretization of a diffusion process, known as Langevin
diffusion (LD), whose stationary distribution is the target distribution π, and has been attractive
partly due to its robust performance despite conceptual simplicity.

Although LMC and its variants converge rapidly when the target distribution π is strongly log-
concave or satisfies isoperimetric inequalities such as the log-Sobolev inequality (LSI) [20, 61, 13],
its effectiveness diminishes when dealing with target distributions that are not strongly log-concave
or are multimodal, such as mixtures of Gaussians. In such scenarios, the sampler often becomes con-
fined to a single mode, severely limiting its ability to explore the entire distribution effectively. This
results in significant challenges in transitioning between modes, which can dramatically increase
the mixing time, making it exponential in dimension d. Such limitations highlight the need for en-
hanced MCMC methodologies that can efficiently navigate the complex landscapes of multimodal
distributions, thereby improving convergence rates and overall sampling efficiency.

To address the challenges posed by multimodality, techniques around the notion of annealing have
been widely employed [29, 45]. The general philosophy involves constructing a sequence of inter-
mediate distributions π0, π1, ..., πM that bridge the gap between an easily samplable distribution π0

(e.g., Gaussian or Dirac-like), and the target distribution πM = π. The process starts with sampling
from π0 and progressively samples from each subsequent distribution until πM is reached. When
πi and πi+1 are close enough, approximate samples from πi can serve as a warm start for sampling
from πi+1, thereby facilitating this transition. Employing LMC within this framework gives rise to
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what is known as the annealed LMC algorithm, which is the focus of our study. Despite its empiri-
cal success [54, 55, 69, 68], a thorough theoretical understanding of annealed LMC, particularly its
non-asymptotic complexity bounds, remains elusive.

In this work, we take a first step toward providing a non-asymptotic analysis of annealed MCMC.
By leveraging the Girsanov theorem to quantify the differences between the sampling dynamics and
a reference process, we establish an upper bound of the error of annealed MCMC by the summa-
tion of two terms. One term is equal to the ratio of an action integral in the Wasserstein geometry
induced by optimal transport and the duration of the process and diminishes when the annealing is
sufficiently slow. Another term quantifies the discretization error in implementation. Our approach
challenges the traditional point of view that annealed MCMC is a cascade of warm start. Analysis
based on this viewpoint still requires log-concavity or isoperimetry. Instead, our theoretical analysis
of the annealed Langevin-based MCMC advances the field by eliminating the reliance on assump-
tions related to log-concavity or isoperimetry. Our strategy represents a paradigm shift in analyzing
annealed MCMC. Even though a fully polynomial complexity bound has not been achieved yet. We
hope our strategy can inspire future work towards this ambitious goal.

Our key technical contributions are summarized as follows.

1. We discover a novel strategy to analyze the non-asymptotic complexity bound of annealed
MCMC algorithms that can circumvent the need for log-concavity or isoperimetry.

2. In Section 4, we investigate the annealed LD, which involves running LD with a dynam-
ically changing target distribution and derive a surprising bound on the time required to
simulate the SDE for achieving ε2-accuracy in KL divergence.

3. Building on the insights from the analysis of the continuous dynamic and accounting for
discretization errors, we establish a non-asymptotic oracle complexity bound for annealed
LMC in Section 5, which is applicable to a broad range of annealing schemes.

The quantitative results are summarized and compared to other sampling algorithms in Table 1.
Notably, our approach operates under the least stringent assumptions and exhibits the most favorable
ε-dependence among all isoperimetry-free sampling methods.

Table 1: Comparison of oracle complexities in terms of d, ε, and LSI constant for sampling from
π ∝ e−V . The notation “poly(·)” denotes a polynomial function of the indicated parameters.

Algorithm
Isoperimetric
Assumptions

Other
Assumptions

Criterion Complexity

LMC
[61]

C-LSI Potential smooth ε2, KL (·‖π) Õ
(
C2dε−2

)

PS
[22]

C-LSI Potential smooth ε, TV Õ
(
Cd1/2 log ε−1

)

STLMC
[28]

/
Translated mixture of

a well-conditioned
distribution

ε, TV O
(
poly

(
d, ε−1

))

RDMC
[35]

/
Potential smooth,

nearly convex at ∞ ε, TV O
(
poly (d) epoly(ε

−1)
)

ZOD-MC
[32]

/
Potential growing

at most quadratically
ε, TV+W2 eÕ(d)O(log ε−1)

ALMC
(ours)

/ Potential smooth ε2, KL (π‖·) Õ
(
dA(d)2ε−6

)

Related works and comparison. We provide a brief overview of the literature, mainly focusing on
the algorithms for non-log-concave sampling and their theoretical analysis.

• Samplers based on tempering. The fundamental concept of tempering involves sampling

the system at various temperatures simultaneously: at higher temparatures, the distribution
flattens, allowing particles to easily transition between modes, while at lower temperatures,
particles can more effectively explore local structures. In simulated tempering [43, 64],
the system’s temperature is randomly switched, while in parallel tempering (also known as
replica exchange) [57, 38], the temperatures of two particles are swapped according to a
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specific rule. However, quantitative theoretical results for tempering are limited, and the
existing results (e.g., [27, 28, 19]) apply primarily to certain special classes of non-log-
concave distributions.

• Samplers based on general diffusions. Inspired by score-based diffusion models [33, 53,

56], recent advances have introduced sampling methods that reverse the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process, as detailed in [35, 34, 32]. These samplers exhibit reduced sensitivity
to isoperimetric conditions, but rely on estimating score functions (gradients of log-density)
via importance sampling, which poses significant challenges in high-dimensional settings.
Concurrently, studies such as [66, 59, 60, 49] have employed neural networks to approxi-
mate unknown drift terms, enabling an SDE to transport a readily sampleable distribution
to the target distribution. This approach has shown excellent performance in handling com-
plex distributions, albeit at the expense of significant computational resources required for
neural network training. In contrast, annealed LMC runs on a known interpolation of prob-
ability distributions, thus simplifying sampling by obviating the need for intensive score
estimation or neural network training.

• Non-asymptotic analysis for non-log-concave sampling. Drawing upon the stationary-

point analysis in non-convex optimization, the seminal work [4] characterizes the con-
vergence of non-log-concave sampling via Fisher divergence. Subsequently, [11] applies
this methodology to examine the local mixing of LMC. However, Fisher divergence is a
relatively weak criterion compared to more commonly employed metrics such as total-
variational distance or Wasserstein distances. In contrast, our study provides a convergence
guarantee in terms of KL divergence, which implies convergence in total-variation distance
and offers a stronger result.

Notations and definitions. For a, b ∈ R, we define [[a, b]] := [a, b] ∩ Z, a ∧ b := min(a, b), and
a ∨ b := max(a, b). For a, b > 0, the notations a . b, a = O(b), and b = Ω(a) indicate that
a ≤ Cb for some universal constant C > 0, and the notations a ≍ b and a = Θ(b) stand for both

a = O(b) and b = O(a). Õ (·) hides logarithmic dependence in O(·). A function U ∈ C2(Rd)
is α(> 0)-strongly-convex if ∇2U � αI , and is β(> 0)-smooth if −βI � ∇2U � βI . The
total-variation (TV) distance is defined as TV (µ, ν) = supA⊂Rd |µ(A) − ν(A)|, and the Kullback-

Leibler (KL) divergence is defined as KL(µ‖ν) = Eµ

[
log dµ

dν

]
. ‖·‖ represents the ℓ2 norm on Rd.

For f : Rd → Rd′

and a probability measure µ on Rd, ‖f‖L2(µ) :=
(∫

‖f‖2 dµ
)1/2

, and the

second-order moment of µ is defined as Eµ

[
‖·‖2

]
.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Stochastic Differential Equations and Girsanov Theorem

A stochastic differential equation (SDE) X = (Xt)t∈[0,T ] is a stochastic process on Ω =

C([0, T ];Rd), the space of continuous functions from [0, T ] to Rd. The dynamics of X are typ-
ically represented by the equation dXt = b(Xt, t)dt+σ(Xt, t)dBt, t ∈ [0, T ], where (Bt)t∈[0,T ] is

a standard Brownian motion in Rd. The path measure of X , denoted PX , characterizes the distri-
bution of X over Ω and is defined by PX(A) = P (X ∈ A) for all measurable subset A of Ω. The
following lemma, as a corollary of the Girsanov theorem [36, 58, 41], provides a methodology for
computing the KL divergence between two path measures and serves as a crucial technical tool in
our proof.

Lemma 1. Assume we have the following two SDEs on Ω:

dXt = at(Xt)dt+
√
2dBt, X0 ∼ µ; dYt = bt(Yt)dt+

√
2dBt, Y0 ∼ ν.

Let PX and PY denote the path measures of X and Y , respectively. Then

KL
(
PX
∥∥PY

)
= KL (µ‖ν) + 1

4
EX∼PX

[∫ T

0

‖at(Xt)− bt(Xt)‖2 dt
]
.
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2.2 Langevin Diffusion and Langevin Monte Carlo

The Langevin diffusion (LD) with target distribution π ∝ e−V is the solution to the SDE

dXt = −∇V (Xt)dt+
√
2dBt, t ∈ [0,∞); X0 ∼ µ0. (1)

It is well-known that under mild conditions, π is the unique stationary distribution this SDE, and
when π has good regularity properties, the marginal distribution of Xt converges to π as t → +∞,
so we can sample from π by simulating Equation (1) for a long time. However, in most of the cases,
LD is intractable to simulate exactly, and the Euler-Maruyama discretization of Equation (1) leads
to the Langevin Monte Carlo (LMC) algorithm. LMC with step size h > 0 and target distribution
π ∝ e−V is a Markov chain {Xkh}k=0,1,... constructed by iterating the following update rule:

X(k+1)h = Xkh − h∇V (Xkh) +
√
2(B(k+1)h −Bkh), k = 0, 1, ...; X0 ∼ µ0, (2)

where {B(k+1)h −Bkh}k=0,1,...
i.i.d.∼ N (0, hI).

2.3 Wasserstein Distance and Curves of Probability Measures

We briefly introduce several fundamental concepts in optimal transport, and direct readers to author-
itative textbooks [62, 63, 2, 1] for an in-depth exploration.

For two probability measures µ, ν on Rd with finite second-order moments, the Wasserstein-2 (W2)
distance between µ and ν is defined as

W2(µ, ν) = inf
γ∈Π(µ,ν)

(∫
‖x− y‖2 γ(dx, dy)

) 1

2

,

where Π(µ, ν) is the set of all couplings of (µ, ν), i.e., probability measure γ on Rd × Rd with

γ(A× Rd) = µ(A) and γ(Rd ×A) = ν(A), for all measurable set A ⊂ Rd.

Given a vector field v = (vt : R
d → Rd)t∈[a,b] and a curve of probability measures ρ = (ρt)t∈[a,b]

on Rd with finite second-order moments, we say that v generates ρ if the continuity equation ∂tρt+
∇ · (ρtvt) = 0, t ∈ [a, b] holds. The metric derivative of ρ at t ∈ [a, b] is defined as

|ρ̇|t := lim
δ→0

W2(ρt+δ, ρt)

|δ| ,

which can be interpreted as the “speed” of this curve. If |ρ̇|t exists and is finite for all t ∈ [a, b],
we say that ρ is absolutely continuous (AC). The metric derivative and the continuity equation are
closely related by the following important fact (see [2, Theorem 8.3.1]):

Lemma 2. For an AC curve of probability measures (ρt)t∈[a,b], any vector field (vt)t∈[a,b] that

generates (ρt)t∈[a,b] satisfies |ρ̇|t ≤ ‖vt‖L2(ρt)
for all t ∈ [a, b]. Moreover, the equality is reachable.

Finally, define the action of an AC curve of probability measures (ρt)t∈[a,b] as A(ρ) :=
∫ b

a |ρ̇|2t dt.

2.4 Isoperimetric Inequalities

A probability measure π on Rd satisfies a log-Sobolev inequality (LSI) with constant C, or C-LSI,
if for all f ∈ C1(Rd) with Eπ

[
f2
]
> 0,

Eπ

[
f2 log

f2

Eπ [f2]

]
≤ 2C Eπ

[
‖∇f‖2

]
.

It is worth noting that α-strongly-log-concave distributions satisfy 1
α -LSI (Bakry-Émery theorem,

[3]). When π ∝ e−V satisfies C-LSI and the potential V is β-smooth, it is established in [61] that
the LD converges exponentially fast in KL divergence, while the LMC also converges exponentially
with a bias that vanishes when the step size approaches 0.
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3 Problem Setup

In this paper, we consider the following mild assumption on the target distribution π ∝ e−V on Rd,
which is widely used in the field of sampling (see, e.g., [20, 61, 4, 13]):

Assumption 1. The potential V is β-smooth, and there exists a global minimizer x∗ of V such that
‖x∗‖ ≤ R. Moreover, π has finite second-order moment.

Recall that the rationale behind annealing involves a gradual transition from a distribution that is
easy to sample from to the more complex target distribution, which is crucial to our algorithm.
Throughout this paper, we define the following curve of probability measures on Rd:

πθ ∝ exp

(
−η(θ)V − λ(θ)

2
‖·‖2

)
, θ ∈ [0, 1]. (3)

We use the term annealing schedule to refer to the functions η(·) and λ(·). They need to be
differentiable and monotone, satisfying the boundary conditions η0 = η(0) ր η(1) = 1 and
λ0 = λ(0) ց λ(1) = 0. The values of η0 ∈ [0, 1] and λ0 ∈ (1,+∞) will be determined
later. This flexible interpolation scheme includes many general cases. For example, [6] and [26]
used the schedule η(·) ≡ 1, while [45] used the schedule λ(θ) = c(1 − η(θ)). The key motivation
for this interpolation is that when θ = 0, the quadratic term predominates, making the potential of
π0 strongly-convex with a moderate condition number, thus π0 is easy to sample from; on the other
hand, when θ = 1, π1 is just the target distribution π. As θ gradually increases from 0 to 1, the
readily sampleable distribution π0 slowly transform into the target distribution π1.

In Lemma 5, we prove that πθ also has finite second-order moment, so the W2 distance between
πθ’s makes sense. We further make a mild assumption on the absolute continuity of the curve:

Assumption 2. The curve (πθ)θ∈[0,1] is AC with finite action Aη,λ(π) :=
∫ 1

0
|π̇|2θ dθ.

To facilitate easy sampling from π0, we consider two choices of the parameters η0 and λ0, which
have the following complexity guarantees.

Lemma 3. When η0 = 0, π0 = N
(
0, 1

λ0

I
)

can be sampled directly; when η0 ∈ (0, 1], we choose

λ0 = η0dβ, so that under Assumption 1, it takes O
(
1 ∨ log η0βR

2

d2

)
= Õ (1) queries to the oracle

of V and ∇V in expectation to precisely sample from π0 via rejection sampling.

See Appendix A for the rejection sampling algorithm as well as the full proof of this lemma. The
parameter R reflects prior knowledge about global minimizer(s) of the potential function V . Unless
it is exceptionally large, indicating scarce prior information about the global minimizer(s) of V , this

Õ (1) complexity is negligible compared to the overall complexity of sampling. In particular, when
the exact location of a global minimizer of V is known, we can adjust the potential V so that 0
becomes a global minimizer, thereby reducing the complexity to O(1).

Equipped with this foundational setup, we now proceed to introduce the annealed LD and annealed
LMC algorithms.

4 Analysis of Annealed Langevin Diffusion

To elucidate the concept of annealing more clearly, we first consider the annealed Langevin dif-
fusion (ALD) algorithm, which samples from the π ∝ e−V by running LD with a dynamically
changing target distribution. For the purpose of this discussion, let us assume that we can exactly
simulate any SDE with known drift and diffusion terms.

Fix an annealing schedule η(·), λ(·) and choose a sufficiently long time T . We define a

reparametrized curve of probability measures
(
π̃t := πt/T

)
t∈[0,T ]

. Starting with an initial sample

X0 ∼ π0 = π̃0, we run the SDE

dXt = ∇ log π̃t(Xt)dt+
√
2dBt, t ∈ [0, T ], (4)

and ultimately output XT ∼ νALD as an approximate sample from the target distribution π. Intu-
itively, when π̃t is changing slowly, the distribution of Xt should closely resemble π̃t, leading to an
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output distribution νALD that approximates the target distribution. This turns out to be true, as is
confirmed by the following theorem, which provides a convergence guarantee for the ALD process.

Theorem 1. When choosing T =
Aη,λ(π)

4ε2 , it follows that KL
(
π
∥∥νALD

)
≤ ε2.

Proof. Let Q be the path measure of ALD (Equation (4)) initialized at X0 ∼ π̃0, and define P as the
path measure corresponding to the following reference SDE:

dXt = (∇ log π̃t + vt)(Xt)dt+
√
2dBt, X0 ∼ π̃0, t ∈ [0, T ]. (5)

The vector field v = (vt)t∈[0,T ] is designed such that Xt ∼ π̃t for all t ∈ [0, T ]. According to the
Fokker-Planck equation, v must satisfy the PDE

∂tπ̃t = −∇ · (π̃t (∇ log π̃t + vt)) + ∆π̃t = −∇ · (π̃tvt), t ∈ [0, T ],

which means that v generates
(
π̃t := πt/T

)
t∈[0,T ]

. We can compute KL (P‖Q) using Lemma 1:

KL(P‖Q) =
1

4
EP

[∫ T

0

‖vt(Xt)‖2 dt
]
=

1

4

∫ T

0

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt.

Leveraging Lemma 2, among all vector fields v that generate
(
π̃t := πt/T

)
t∈[0,T ]

, we can choose

the one that minimizes ‖vt‖L2(π̃t)
, thereby making ‖vt‖L2(π̃t)

=
∣∣∣ ˙̃π
∣∣∣
t
, the metric derivative. With

the reparameterization π̃t = πt/T , we have the following relation by chain rule:

∣∣∣ ˙̃π
∣∣∣
t
= lim

δ→0

W2(π̃t+δ, π̃t)

|δ| = lim
δ→0

W2(π(t+δ)/T , πt/T )

T |δ/T | =
1

T
|π̇|t/T .

Employing the change-of-variable formula leads to

KL (P‖Q) =
1

4

∫ T

0

∣∣∣ ˙̃π
∣∣∣
2

t
dt =

1

4T

∫ 1

0

|π̇|2θ dθ =
Aη,λ(π)

4T
.

Finally, using the data-processing inequality ([12, Theorem 1.5.3]), with T =
Aη,λ(π)

4ε2 ,

KL
(
π
∥∥νALD

)
= KL(PT ‖QT ) ≤ KL(P‖Q) = ε2,

where PT and QT stand for the marginal distributions of P and Q at time T , respectively.

Although we adopt a specific parametrization of the interpolating distribution (Equation (3)), which
is widely used in practice, the results in Theorem 1 are applicable to any curve of probability mea-
sures (πθ)θ∈[0,1] that bridge π0 and π1 = π. This applicability extends as long as the closed forms

of the drift and diffusion terms in the SDE, which precisely follow the path (πθ)θ∈[0,1], are known.

Let us delve deeper into the mechanics of the ALD. Although at time t the SDE (Equation (4))
targets the distribution π̃t, the distribution of Xt does not precisely match π̃t. Nevertheless, by
choosing a sufficiently long time T , we actually move on the curve (πθ)θ∈[0,1] sufficiently slowly,

thus minimizing the discrepancy between the path measure of (Xt)t∈[0,T ] and the reference curve

(π̃t)t∈[0,T ]. By applying data-processing inequality, we can upper bound the error between the
marginal distributions at time T by the joint distributions of the two paths. In essence, moving more
slowly, sampling more precisely.

Our analysis predominantly addresses the global error across the entire curve of probability mea-
sures, rather than focusing solely on the local error at time T . This approach is inspired by [18] (see
also [12, Section 4.4]) and [9], and stands in contrast to the traditional isoperimetry-based analyses
of LD (e.g., [61, 13, 4]), which emphasize the decay of the KL divergence from the distribution
of Xt to the target distribution and require LSI to bound the time derivative of this quantity. No-
tably, the total time T needed to run the SDE depends solely on the action of the curve (πθ)θ∈[0,1],
obviating the need for assumptions related to log-concavity or isoperimetry.

We also remark that the ALD plays a significant role in another important subject known as non-
equilibrium stochastic thermodynamics [52]. Recently, a refinement of the fluctuation theorem was
discovered in [10, 24], stating that the irreversible entropy production in a stochastic thermodynamic
system is equal to the ratio of a similar action integral as in Theorem 1 and the duration of the process
T , resembling Theorem 1.
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5 Analysis of Annealed Langevin Monte Carlo

It is crucial to recognize that the ALD (Equation (4)) cannot be precisely simulated in practice.
Transitioning from LD to LMC introduces additional errors due to discretization. This section will
present a detailed convergence analysis for the annealed Langevin Monte Carlo (ALMC) algo-
rithm, which is implementable in practical scenarios.

A straightforward yet non-optimal method to discretize Equation (4) involves employing the Euler-
Maruyama scheme, i.e.,

Xt+∆t ≈ Xt +∇ log π̃t(Xt)∆t+
√
2(Bt+∆t −Bt), 0 ≤ t < t+∆t ≤ T.

However, considering that ∇ log π̃t(x) = −η
(

t
T

)
∇V (x)− λ

(
t
T

)
x, the integral of the linear term

can be computed in closed form, so we can use the exponential-integrator scheme [65, 67] to further
reduce the discretization error.

Given the total time T , we define a sequence of points 0 = θ0 < θ1 < ... < θM = 1, and set
Tℓ = Tθℓ, hℓ = T (θℓ − θℓ−1). The exponential-integrator scheme is then expressed as

dXt =

(
−η

(
t

T

)
∇V (Xt−)− λ

(
t

T

)
Xt

)
dt+

√
2dBt, t ∈ [0, T ], X0 ∼ π0, (6)

where t− := Tℓ−1 when t ∈ [Tℓ−1, Tℓ), ℓ ∈ [[1,M ]]. The explicit update rule is detailed in
Algorithm 1, with xℓ denotingXTℓ

, and the derivation of Equation (7) is presented in Appendix B.1.
Notably, replacing ∇V (Xt−) with ∇V (Xt) recovers the ALD (Equation (4)), and setting η ≡ 1 and
λ ≡ 0 reduces to the classical LMC iterations.

Algorithm 1: Annealed LMC Algorithm

Input: Target distribution π ∝ e−V , total time T , annealing schedule η(·) and λ(·), discrete
points θ0, ..., θM .

1 For 0 ≤ θ < θ′ ≤ 1, define Λ0(θ
′, θ) = exp

(
−T

∫ θ′

θ
λ(u)du

)
,

H(θ′, θ) = T
∫ θ′

θ
η(u)Λ0(u, θ

′)du, and Λ1(θ
′, θ) =

√
2T
∫ θ′

θ
Λ2
0(u, θ

′)du;

2 Obtain a sample x0 ∼ π0 using rejection sampling (Algorithm 2);
3 for ℓ = 1, 2, ...,M do
4 Sample an independent Gaussian noise ξℓ ∼ N (0, I);
5 Update

xℓ = Λ0(θℓ, θℓ−1)xℓ−1 −H(θℓ, θℓ−1)∇V (xℓ−1) + Λ1(θℓ, θℓ−1)ξℓ. (7)

6 end

Output: xM ∼ νALMC, an approximate sample from π.

We illustrate the ALMC algorithm in Figure 1. The underlying intuition behind this algorithm is
that by setting a sufficiently long total time T , the trajectory of the continuous dynamic (i.e., an-
nealed LD) approaches the reference trajectory closely, as established in Theorem 1. Additionally,
by adopting sufficiently small step sizes h1, ..., hM , the discretization error can be substantially re-
duced. Unlike traditional annealed LMC methods, which require multiple LMC update steps for
each intermediate distribution π1, ..., πM , our approach views the annealed LMC as a discretization
of a continuous-time process. Consequently, it is adequate to perform a single step of LMC towards
each intermediate distribution π̃T1

, ..., π̃TM
, provided that T is sufficiently large and the step sizes

are appropriately small.

The subsequent theorem provides a convergence guarantee for the annealed LMC algorithm, with
the complete proof detailed in Appendix B.2.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, Algorithm 1 can generate a distribution νALMC satisfying
KL
(
π
∥∥νALMC

)
≤ ε2 within

Õ

(
dβ2Aη,λ(π)

2

ε6

)

calls to the oracle of V and ∇V in expectation.
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Q: annealed LMC

P: reference
π̃0

π̃T1

· · · · · ·π̃Tℓ−1
π̃Tℓ π̃TM−1 π̃TM

= π

νALMCLMC towards π̃Tℓ

Figure 1: Illustration of the ALMC algorithm. The ℓ-th green arrow, proceeding from left to right,
represents one step of LMC towards π̃Tℓ

with step size hℓ, while each red arrow corresponds to the
application of the same transition kernel, initialized at π̃Tℓ−1

on the reference trajectory P, which
is depicted in purple. To evaluate KL(P‖Q), the Girsanov theorem implies that we only need to
bound the aggregate KL divergence across each small interval (i.e., the sum of the blue “distances”).

Sketch of Proof. Let Q be the path measure of ALMC (Equation (4)), whose marginal distribution
at time T is the output distribution νALMC. Again, let P denote the reference path measure of
Equation (5) used in the proof of Theorem 1, in which the same vector field (vt)t∈[0,T ] ensures that

Xt ∼ π̃t under P for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Applying Girsanov theorem (Lemma 1) and carefully dealing with the discretization error, we can
upper bound KL(P‖Q) by

KL (P‖Q) .

M∑

ℓ=1

(
1 + η(θℓ)

2β2h2
ℓ

T

∫ θℓ

θℓ−1

|π̇|2θ dθ + η(θℓ)
2β2dh2

ℓ (1 + hℓ (βη(θℓ) + λ(θℓ−1)))

)
.

The first summation is governed by the total time T , which pertains to the convergence of the

continuous dynamic (i.e., ALD). Setting T ≍ Aη,λ(π)
ε2 ensures that the first summation remains

O(ε2), provided that the step size hℓ is sufficiently small. The second summation addresses the
discretization error, and it suffices to determine the appropriate value of θℓ to minimize M , the total
number of calls to the oracle of ∇V for discretizing the SDE. Combining M with the complexity of
sampling from π0 determines the overall complexity of the algorithm.

Once again, our analysis relies on bounding the global error between two path measures by Gir-
sanov theorem. The annealing schedule η(·) and λ(·) influence the complexity exclusively through
the action Aη,λ(π). Identifying the optimal annealing schedule to minimize this action remains a
significant challenge, and we propose this as an area for future research.

We also note that our Assumption 1 encompasses strongly-log-concave target distributions. For
sampling from these well-conditioned distributions via LMC, the complexity required to achieve ε-

in TV distance scales as Õ
(
ε−2
)

[12]. However, using Pinsker inequality KL ≥ 2TV2, our com-

plexity to meet the same error criterion is O
(
ε−6
)
, indicating a significantly higher computational

demand. Refining the parameter dependence in our algorithm to reduce this complexity remains a
key area for future work.

Finally, we present a conjecture concerning the action Aη,λ(π), leaving its proof or disproof as an
open question for future research. Following this conjecture, we demonstrate its applicability to a
specific class of non-log-concave distributions in the subsequent example, with the detailed proof
provided in Appendix C.

Conjecture 1. Under Assumption 1, the action Aη,λ(π) is bounded above by a polynomial function

of the problem parameters, including d, β, R, Eπ

[
‖·‖2

]
η0, λ0, etc.

Example 1. Consider a mixture of Gaussian distributions in Rd defined by π =∑N
i=1 piN

(
yi, β

−1I
)
, where the weights pi > 0,

∑N
i=1 pi = 1, and ‖yi‖ = r for all i ∈ [[1, N ]].

Consequently, the potential V = − logπ is B-smooth, where B = β(4r2β +1). With an annealing
schedule defined by η(·) ≡ 1 and λ(θ) = dB(1 − θ)γ for some 1 ≤ γ = O(1), it follows that

Aη,λ(π) = O
(
d(r2β + 1)

(
r2 + d

β

))
.

8



To demonstrate the superiority of our theoretical results, let us consider a simplified scenario where
N = 2, y1 = −y2, and r2 ≫ 1

β . We derive from Example 1 and Pinsker inequality that the total

complexity required to obtain a sample that is ε-accurate in TV is Õ
(
d3β2r4(r4β2 ∨ d2)ε−6

)
. In

contrast, studies such as [51, 8, 19] indicate that the LSI constant of π is Ω
(
eΘ(βr2)

)
, so existing

bounds in Table 1 suggest that LMC, to achieve the same accuracy, can only provide an exponential

complexity guarantee of Õ
(
eΘ(βr2)dε−2

)
.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, we have explored the complexity of annealed LMC for sampling from a non-log-
concave probability measure without relying on log-concavity or isoperimetry. Central to our anal-
ysis are the Girsanov theorem and optimal transport techniques, thus circumventing the need for
isoperimetric inequalities. While our proof primarily focuses on the annealing scheme as described
in Equation (3), there is potential for adaptation to more general interpolations. Further exploration
of these applications will be a focus of our future research. Technically, our proof methodology
could be expanded to include a broader range of target distributions beyond those with smooth po-
tentials, such as those with Hölder-continuous gradients [7, 21, 40, 47, 23, 22], or even heavy-tailed
target distributions [44, 31]. Furthermore, eliminating the necessity of assuming global minimizers
of the potential function would enhance the practical utility of our algorithm. Theoretically, proving
Conjecture 1 or obtaining a polynomial bound of Aη,λ(π) under less restrictive conditions would
further validate that our complexity bounds are genuinely polynomial. Finally, while this work em-
phasizes the upper bounds for non-log-concave sampling, an intriguing future avenue would be to
verify the tightness of these bounds and explore potential lower bounds for this problem [16, 15,
14].

References
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A Proof of Lemma 3

Our proof is inspired by [39].

We only consider the nontrivial case η0 ∈ (0, 1]. The potential of π0 is V0 := η0V + λ0

2 ‖·‖2, which

is (λ0 − η0β)-strongly-convex and (λ0 + η0β)-smooth. Note that for any fixed point x′ ∈ Rd,

π0(x) ∝ exp (−V0(x)) ≤ exp

(
−V0(x

′)− 〈∇V0(x
′), x− x′〉 − λ0 − η0β

2
‖x− x′‖2

)
.

The right-hand side is the unnormalized density of π′
0 := N

(
x′ − ∇V0(x

′)
λ0−η0β

, 1
λ0−η0β

I
)

. The rejec-

tion sampling algorithm is as follows: sample X ∼ π′
0, and accept X as a sample from π0 with

probability

exp

(
−V0(X) + V0(x

′) + 〈∇V0(x
′), X − x′〉+ λ0 − η0β

2
‖X − x′‖2

)
∈ (0, 1].

By [12, Theorem 7.1.1], the number of queries to the oracle of V until acceptance follows a geo-
metric distribution with mean

∫
exp

(
−V0(x

′)− 〈∇V0(x
′), x− x′〉 − λ0−η0β

2 ‖x− x′‖2
)
dx

∫
exp (−V0(x)) dx

≤
∫
exp

(
−V0(x

′)− 〈∇V0(x
′), x− x′〉 − λ0−η0β

2 ‖x− x′‖2
)
dx

∫
exp

(
−V0(x′)− 〈∇V0(x′), x− x′〉 − λ0+η0β

2 ‖x− x′‖2
)
dx

=

∫
exp

(
−〈∇V0(x

′), x〉 − λ0−η0β
2 ‖x‖2

)
dx

∫
exp

(
−〈∇V0(x′), x〉 − λ0+η0β

2 ‖x‖2
)
dx

=

∫
exp

(
−λ0−η0β

2

∥∥∥x+ ∇V0(x
′)

λ0−η0β

∥∥∥
2

+
‖∇V0(x

′)‖2

2(λ0−η0β)

)
dx

∫
exp

(
−λ0+η0β

2

∥∥∥x+ ∇V0(x′)
λ0+η0β

∥∥∥
2

+ ‖∇V0(x′)‖2

2(λ0+η0β)

)
dx

=

(
λ0 + η0β

λ0 − η0β

) d
2

exp

(
η0β

λ2
0 − η20β

2
‖∇V0(x

′)‖2
)

≤ exp

(
η0βd

λ0 − η0β

)
exp

(
η0β

λ2
0 − η20β

2
‖∇V0(x

′)‖2
)

We choose λ0 = η0βd such that exp
(

η0βd
λ0−η0β

)
. 1. With this λ0, exp

(
η0β

λ2

0
−η2

0
β2 ‖∇V0(x

′)‖2
)

is

also O(1) as long as ‖∇V0(x
′)‖2 . η0βd

2.

Let x′′ be the global minimizer of the strongly convex potential function V0, which satisfies

0 = ∇V0(x
′′) = η0∇V (x′′) + λ0x

′′ = η0∇V (x′′) + η0βdx
′′.

Given the smoothness of V0,

‖∇V0(x
′)‖2 = ‖∇V0(x

′)−∇V0(x
′′)‖2 ≤ (η0βd+ η0β)

2 ‖x′ − x′′‖2 .
Therefore, to guarantee ‖∇V0(x

′)‖2 . η0βd
2, it suffices to find an x′ such that ‖x′ − x′′‖ . 1√

η0β
.

We first derive an upper bound of ‖x′′‖ under Assumption 1. Since x∗ is a global minimizer of V ,

βd ‖x′′‖ = ‖∇V (x′′)‖ = ‖∇V (x′′)−∇V (x∗)‖
≤ β ‖x′′ − x∗‖ ≤ β(‖x′′‖+R),

=⇒ ‖x′′‖ ≤ R

d− 1
.

R

d
.
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When R = 0, i.e., 0 is a known global minimizer of both V and V0, we can directly set x′ = 0;
otherwise, we need to run optimization algorithms to find such an x′. According to standard results
in convex optimization (see, e.g., [25, Theorem 3.6]), running gradient descent on function V0 with
step size 1

λ0+η0β
yields the following convergence rate: starting from x0 = 0, the t-th iterate xt

satisfies

‖xt − x′′‖2 ≤
(
1− λ0 − η0β

λ0 + η0β

)t

‖0− x′′‖2 .

(
2

d

)t
R2

d2
≤ R2

etd2
,

where the last inequality holds when d ≥ 6. Thus, log η0βR
2

d2 + O(1) iterations are sufficient to

find a desired x′. We summarize the rejection sampling algorithm in Algorithm 2. In conclusion,
precisely sampling from π0 requires

O

(
1 ∨ log

η0βR
2

d2

)
= Õ (1)

calls to the oracle of V and ∇V in expectation.

Algorithm 2: Rejection Sampling for π0.

Input: π ∝ exp (−V ), η0 ∈ (0, 1], λ0 = η0βd.

1 Let V0 := η0V + λ0

2 ‖·‖2;

2 Use gradient descent to find an x′ that is O
(

1√
η0β

)
-close to the global minimizer of V0;

3 Let π′
0 := N

(
x′ − ∇V0(x

′)
λ0−η0β

, 1
λ0−η0β

I
)

;

4 while True do
5 Sample X ∼ π′

0 and U ∈ [0, 1] independently;
6 Accept X as a sample of π0 when

U ≤ exp

(
−V0(X) + V0(x

′) + 〈∇V0(x
′), X − x′〉+ λ0 − η0β

2
‖X − x′‖2

)
.

7 end
Output: X ∼ π0.

B Proofs for Annealed LMC

B.1 Proof of Equation (7)

Define Λ(t) :=
∫ t

0
λ
(
τ
T

)
dτ , whose derivative is Λ′(t) = λ

(
t
T

)
. By Itô’s formula, we have

d
(
eΛ(t)Xt

)
= eΛ(t)

(
λ

(
t

T

)
Xtdt+ dXt

)
= eΛ(t)

(
−η

(
t

T

)
∇V (Xt−)dt+

√
2dBt

)
.

Integrating over t ∈ [Tℓ−1, Tℓ) (note that in this case t− = Tℓ−1), we obtain

eΛ(Tℓ)XTℓ
− eΛ(Tℓ−1)XTℓ−1

= −
(∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

η

(
t

T

)
eΛ(t)dt

)
∇V (XTℓ−1

) +
√
2

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

eΛ(t)dBt,

i.e.,

XTℓ
= e−(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(Tℓ−1))XTℓ−1

−
(∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

η

(
t

T

)
e−(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(t))dt

)
∇V (XTℓ−1

)

+
√
2

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

e−(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(t))dBt.
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Since

Λ(Tℓ)− Λ(t) =

∫ Tℓ

t

λ
( τ
T

)
dτ = T

∫ Tℓ/T

t/T

λ(u)du,

by defining Λ0(θ
′, θ) = exp

(
−T

∫ θ′

θ λ(u)du
)

, we have e−(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(Tℓ−1)) = Λ0(θℓ, θℓ−1). Simi-

larly, we can show that

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

η

(
t

T

)
e−(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(t))dt =

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

η

(
t

T

)
Λ0

(
Tℓ

T
,
t

T

)
dt = T

∫ θℓ

θℓ−1

η(u)Λ0(θℓ, u)du,

and
√
2
∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

e−(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(t))dBt is a zero-mean Gaussian random vector with covariance

2

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

e−2(Λ(Tℓ)−Λ(t))dt · I = 2

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

Λ2
0

(
Tℓ

T
,
t

T

)
dt · I = 2T

∫ θℓ

θℓ−1

Λ2
0(θℓ, u)du · I.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We denote the path measure of ALMC (Equation (6)) by Q. Then, QT , the marginal distribution of
XT , serves as the output distribution νALMC. Similar to the methodology in the proof of Theorem 1,
we use P to denote the reference path measure of Equation (5), in which the vector field (vt)t∈[0,T ]

generates the cure of probability distributions (π̃t)t∈[0,T ].

Using the data-processing inequality, it suffices to demonstrate that KL(P‖Q) ≤ ε2. By Girsanov
theorem (Lemma 1) and triangle inequality, we have

KL (P‖Q) =
1

4

∫ T

0

EP

[∥∥∥∥η
(

t

T

)(
∇V (Xt)−∇V (Xt−)

)
− vt(Xt)

∥∥∥∥
2
]
dt

.

∫ T

0

EP

[
η

(
t

T

)2 ∥∥∇V (Xt)−∇V (Xt−)
∥∥2 + ‖vt(Xt)‖2

]
dt

≤
M∑

ℓ=1

η

(
Tℓ

T

)2

β2

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

EP

[∥∥Xt −Xt−

∥∥2
]
dt+

∫ T

0

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt.

The last inequality arises from the smoothness of V and the increasing property of η(·). To bound

EP

[∥∥Xt −Xt−

∥∥2
]
, note that under P, for t ∈ [Tℓ−1, Tℓ), we have

Xt −Xt− =

∫ t

Tℓ−1

(∇ log π̃τ + vτ ) (Xτ )dτ +
√
2(Bt −BTℓ−1

).

Thanks to the fact that Xt ∼ π̃t under P,

EP

[∥∥Xt −Xt−

∥∥2
]
. EP



∥∥∥∥∥

∫ t

Tℓ−1

(∇ log π̃τ + vτ ) (Xτ )dτ

∥∥∥∥∥

2

+ E

[∥∥∥
√
2(Bt −BTℓ−1

)
∥∥∥
2
]

. (t− Tℓ−1)

∫ t

Tℓ−1

EP

[
‖(∇ log π̃τ + vτ )(Xτ )‖2

]
dτ + d(t− Tℓ−1)

. (t− Tℓ−1)

∫ t

Tℓ−1

(
‖∇ log π̃τ‖2L2(π̃τ )

+ ‖vτ‖2L2(π̃τ )

)
dτ + d(t− Tℓ−1)

. hℓ

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

(
‖∇ log π̃τ‖2L2(π̃τ )

+ ‖vτ‖2L2(π̃τ )

)
dτ + dhℓ.

The second inequality arises from the application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the last
inequality is due to the definition hℓ = Tℓ − Tℓ−1. Taking integral over t ∈ [Tℓ−1, Tℓ],

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

E

[∥∥Xt −Xt−

∥∥2
]
dt . h2

ℓ

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

(
‖∇ log π̃t‖2L2(π̃t)

+ ‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)

)
dt+ dh2

ℓ .
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Recall that the potential of π̃t is
(
η
(

t
T

)
β + λ

(
t
T

))
-smooth. By Lemma 4 and the monotonicity of

η(·) and λ(·), we have
∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

‖∇ log π̃t‖2L2(π̃t)
dt ≤

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

d

(
η

(
t

T

)
β + λ

(
t

T

))
dt

≤ dhℓ

(
βη

(
Tℓ

T

)
+ λ

(
Tℓ−1

T

))

= dhℓ (βη (θℓ) + λ (θℓ−1)) .

Therefore, KL(P‖Q) is upper bounded by

.

M∑

ℓ=1

η (θℓ)
2 β2

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

EP

[∥∥Xt −Xt−

∥∥2
]
dt+

∫ T

0

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt

.

M∑

ℓ=1

η (θℓ)
2 β2

(
dh3

ℓ (βη (θℓ) + λ (θℓ−1)) + h2
ℓ

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt+ dh2

ℓ

)
+

∫ T

0

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt

=

M∑

ℓ=1

(
(
1 + η(θℓ)

2β2h2
ℓ

) ∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt+ η(θℓ)

2β2dh2
ℓ (1 + hℓ (βη(θℓ) + λ(θℓ−1)))

)
.

For the remaining integral, given that (vt)t∈[0,T ] generates (π̃t)t∈[0,T ], according to Lemma 2, we

may choose vt such that ‖vt‖L2(π̃t)
=
∣∣∣ ˙̃π
∣∣∣
t
. Thus,

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

‖vt‖2L2(π̃t)
dt =

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

∣∣∣ ˙̃π
∣∣∣
2

t
dt =

∫ Tℓ

Tℓ−1

1

T 2
|π̇|2t/T dt =

1

T

∫ θℓ

θℓ−1

|π̇|2θ dθ,

through a change-of-variable analogous to that used in the proof of Theorem 1. Therefore,

KL (P‖Q) .

M∑

ℓ=1

(
1 + η(θℓ)

2β2h2
ℓ

T

∫ θℓ

θℓ−1

|π̇|2θ dθ + η(θℓ)
2β2dh2

ℓ (1 + hℓ (βη(θℓ) + λ(θℓ−1)))

)
.

Assume hℓ .
1
βd (which will be verified later), so we can further simplify the above expression to

KL (P‖Q) .
M∑

ℓ=1

(
1

T

∫ θℓ

θℓ−1

|π̇|2θ dθ + η(θℓ)
2β2dh2

ℓ

)

=
Aη,λ(π)

T
+ β2d

M∑

ℓ=1

η(θℓ)
2h2

ℓ

=
Aη,λ(π)

T
+ β2d

M∑

ℓ=1

η(θℓ)
2T 2(θℓ − θℓ−1)

2.

To bound the above expression by ε2, we first select T ≍ Aη,λ(π)
ε2 , mirroring the total time T required

for running annealed LD as specified in Theorem 1. This guarantees that the continuous dynamics
closely approximate the reference path measure. Given that η(·) ≤ 1, it remains only to ensure

β2d

M∑

ℓ=1

η(θℓ)
2T 2(θℓ − θℓ−1)

2 ≤ β2d
Aη,λ(π)

2

ε4

M∑

ℓ=1

(θℓ − θℓ−1)
2 . ε2,

which is equivalent to
M∑

ℓ=1

(θℓ − θℓ−1)
2 .

ε6

dβ2Aη,λ(π)2
. (8)

To minimize M , we apply Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:
(

M∑

ℓ=1

1

)(
M∑

ℓ=1

(θℓ − θℓ−1)
2

)
≥
(

M∑

ℓ=1

(θℓ − θℓ−1)

)2

= 1,
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which establishes a lower bound for M . The equality is achieved when θℓ − θℓ−1 = 1
M for all

ℓ ∈ [[1,M ]]. Thus, selecting

M ≍ dβ2Aη,λ(π)
2

ε6

satisfies the constraint given in Equation (8). In this case, the step size hℓ = T
M ≍ ε4

dβ2 . 1
βd .

Combining this with the Õ (1) complexity for sampling from π0, we have completed the proof.

C Proof of Example 1

The smoothness of V comes from [11, Lemma 4].

Note that π(x) ∝∑N
i=1 pi exp

(
−β

2 ‖x− yi‖2
)

, and define

π̂λ(x) ∝ π(x) exp

(
−λ

2
‖x‖2

)

=

N∑

i=1

pi exp

(
− λβ

2(λ+ β)
‖yi‖2 −

λ+ β

2

∥∥∥∥x− β

λ+ β
yi

∥∥∥∥
2
)

∝
N∑

i=1

pi exp

(
−λ+ β

2

∥∥∥∥x− β

λ+ β
yi

∥∥∥∥
2
)

=

N∑

i=1

piN
(

β

λ+ β
yi,

1

λ+ β
I

)
.

We use coupling method to upper bound W 2
2 (π̂λ, π̂λ+δ). We first sample I with distribution

P (I = i) = pi, i ∈ [[1, N ]], and then independently sample η ∼ N (0, I). Then,

X :=
β

λ+ β
yI +

1√
λ+ β

η ∼ π̂λ,

Y :=
β

λ+ δ + β
yI +

1√
λ+ δ + β

η ∼ π̂λ+δ.

By definition of W2 distance, we have

W 2
2 (π̂λ, π̂λ+δ) ≤ E

[
‖X − Y ‖2

]

= EI

[
Eη

[∥∥∥∥
(

β

λ+ β
− β

λ+ δ + β

)
yI +

(
1√

λ+ β
− 1√

λ+ δ + β

)
η

∥∥∥∥
2
]]

= EI

[(
β

λ+ β
− β

λ+ δ + β

)2

‖yI‖2 +
(

1√
λ+ β

− 1√
λ+ δ + β

)2

d

]

=

(
β

λ+ β
− β

λ+ δ + β

)2

r2 +

(
1√

λ+ β
− 1√

λ+ δ + β

)2

d.

This implies

∣∣∣ ˙̂π
∣∣∣
2

λ
= lim

δ→0

W 2
2 (π̂λ, π̂λ+δ)

δ2
≤ β2r2

(λ+ β)4
+

d

4(λ+ β)3
.
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By time reparameterization πθ = π̂λ(θ), |π̇|θ =
∣∣∣ ˙̂π
∣∣∣
λ(θ)

∣∣∣λ̇(θ)
∣∣∣. With λ(θ) = λ0(1 − θ)γ ,

∣∣∣λ̇(θ)
∣∣∣ =

∣∣γλ0(1− θ)γ−1
∣∣ ≤ γλ0 . λ0. Therefore,

Aη,λ(π) =

∫ 1

0

|π̇|2θ dθ =

∫ 1

0

∣∣∣ ˙̂π
∣∣∣
2

λ(θ)

∣∣∣λ̇(θ)
∣∣∣
2

dθ

. λ0

∫ 1

0

∣∣∣ ˙̂π
∣∣∣
2

λ(θ)

∣∣∣λ̇(θ)
∣∣∣ dθ = λ0

∫ λ0

0

∣∣∣ ˙̂π
∣∣∣
2

λ
dλ

= λ0

∫ λ0

0

(
β2r2

(λ + β)4
+

d

4(λ+ β)3

)
dλ

. λ0

(
β2r2

1

β3
+ d

1

β2

)

. dβ(r2β + 1)

(
r2

β
+

d

β2

)

= d(r2β + 1)

(
r2 +

d

β

)
.

It follows from the proof that as long as maxθ∈[0,1]

∣∣∣λ̇(θ)
∣∣∣ is bounded by a polynomial function of

β, d and r, so is the action Aη,λ(π).

D Supplementary Lemmas

Lemma 4 ([12, Lemma 4.E.1]). Consider a probability measure µ ∝ e−U on Rd. If ∇2U � βI for

some β > 0, then Eµ

[
‖∇U‖2

]
≤ βd.

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 1, πθ defined in Equation (3) has finite second-order moment when
η(θ) ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. When η(θ) = 1, πθ ∝ exp
(
−V − λ(θ)

2 ‖·‖2
)

≤ exp (−V ), and the claim is straightfor-

ward. Otherwise, by convexity of u 7→ e−u, we have

exp

(
−η(θ)V − λ(θ)

2
‖·‖2

)
= exp

(
−η(θ)V − (1− η(θ))

λ(θ)

2(1 − η(θ))
‖·‖2

)

≤ η(θ) exp (−V ) + (1− η(θ)) exp

(
− λ(θ)

2(1− η(θ))
‖·‖2

)
.

Multiplying both sides by ‖·‖2 and taking integral over Rd, we see that Eπθ

[
‖·‖2

]
< +∞.

18


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Stochastic Differential Equations and Girsanov Theorem
	Langevin Diffusion and Langevin Monte Carlo
	Wasserstein Distance and Curves of Probability Measures
	Isoperimetric Inequalities

	Problem Setup
	Analysis of Annealed Langevin Diffusion
	Analysis of Annealed Langevin Monte Carlo
	Conclusions and Future Work
	Proof of lem:samplepi0
	Proofs for Annealed LMC
	Proof of eq:almcupdate
	Proof of thm:almc

	Proof of lem:lpimixg
	Supplementary Lemmas

