arXiv:2404.12087v2 [math.NA] 1 May 2024

Optimizing the diffusion coefficient of overdamped Langevin
dynamics

T. Lelievre!, G. Pavliotis?, G. Robin?, R. Santet! and G. Stoltz!

1: CERMICS, Ecole des Ponts, Marne-la-Vallée, France & MATHERIALS project-team, Inria Paris, France

2: Department of Mathematics, Imperial College, London, United-Kingdom
3: CNRS & Laboratoire de Mathématiques et Modélisation d’Evry, Evry, France

May 2, 2024

Abstract

Overdamped Langevin dynamics are reversible stochastic differential equations which are
commonly used to sample probability measures in high-dimensional spaces, such as the ones
appearing in computational statistical physics and Bayesian inference. By varying the diffu-
sion coefficient, there are in fact infinitely many overdamped Langevin dynamics which are
reversible with respect to the target probability measure at hand. This suggests to optimize
the diffusion coefficient in order to increase the convergence rate of the dynamics, as mea-
sured by the spectral gap of the generator associated with the stochastic differential equation.
We analytically study this problem here, obtaining in particular necessary conditions on the
optimal diffusion coefficient. We also derive an explicit expression of the optimal diffusion
in some appropriate homogenized limit. Numerical results, both relying on discretizations of
the spectral gap problem and Monte Carlo simulations of the stochastic dynamics, demon-
strate the increased quality of the sampling arising from an appropriate choice of the diffusion
coefficient.

1 Introduction

Predicting properties of materials and macroscopic physical systems in the framework of statistical
physics [8], using for instance molecular dynamics [30, 68}, [44] 49} [5] and obtaining the distribution
of parameter values in Bayesian inference [60], both require the sampling of probability measures in
high-dimensional spaces. Methods of choice to sample such probability measures rely on stochastic
dynamics, in particular Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods. The convergence of these
methods may however be quite slow because the target measure is typically concentrated on
a few high probability modes separated by low probability regions, or because the Hessian of
the corresponding potential, see , is badly conditioned. Various algorithms have been proposed
over the years to improve the sampling of such probability measures, for instance using importance
sampling strategies, and/or interacting replicas; see for instance the extensive review [4I] in the
context of molecular dynamics.

Sampling Boltzmann—Gibbs measures. We focus in this work on overdamped Langevin
dynamics, a popular choice in molecular dynamics, computational statistics [62], and also machine
learning (see for instance [20]). This dynamics is ergodic (and, in fact, reversible) with respect to
the Boltzmann—Gibbs distribution, which is the probability measure with density

pa) =27t V0, Z= [ eV <, (1
Q

where V' € C*°(Q). In molecular dynamics, the measure p is the distribution sampled by the
possible states of a system in the canonical thermodynamic ensemble. In that case, the system is



at thermal equilibrium with a heat bath of fixed temperature 7', which is taken into account by
considering BV instead of V in with f = 1/(kgT), where kp is the Boltzmann constant (in
this work, we simply set 8 = 1). To simplify the presentation, and because periodic boundary
conditions are commonly used for molecular dynamics simulations, we restrict ourselves to the case
when the configuration space Q is the d-dimensional torus T¢ (with T = R\Z the one dimensional
torus). Many arguments in our work can be extended, at least formally, to systems defined in
unbounded configuration spaces.
The overdamped Langevin dynamics is given by the following stochastic differential equation
(SDE):
dg; = —VV(g;) dt + V2 dW,, (2)

where (Wy)>0 is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. This dynamics enjoys many nice
properties. In particular, it is reversible with respect to the Gibbs measure (1f), and, under ap-
propriate s on the potential energy function V' (see for instance [7]), its marginal law in time
converges exponentially fast to the target distribution in various norms and distances, e.g.
total variation, relative entropy (Kullback-Leibler), L?(u), or weighted L° norms. For example,
when the overdamped Langevin dynamics in R? is considered, it is sufficient for the potential V'
to be smooth and convex at infinity to ensure the existence of Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities for the Gibbs measure which, in turn, leads to exponentially fast convergence to the
target distribution in L?(u) and in relative entropy, respectively. This class of potentials includes
many potentials of interest, for example multistable potentials. Naturally, in the nonconvex case,
the convergence rate typically scales very badly with respect to the dimension d (and the temper-
ature). In this work, we will consider convergence in L?(p), i.e. the y2-divergence. This is the
relevant setting e.g. for obtaining error estimates on trajectory averages, relying on the Central
Limit Theorem.

It is important to note that the constant in the Poincaré and in the logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities is a property of the Gibbs measure. In particular, the rate of convergence to the
target measure for the overdamped Langevin dynamics depends only on the potential V', and
convergence can be very slow when entropic or energetic barriers are present. It is therefore natural
to consider alternatives to the overdamped Langevin dynamics that include “hyperparameters”
that can be tuned to improve the rate of convergence to equilibrium and reduce the asymptotic
variance.

There are in fact infinitely many overdamped Langevin dynamics which admit as invariant
probability measure; see [54] Section 4.6]. A comprehensive list of stochastic dynamics that can
be used in order to sample from a Gibbs measure can be found in [25]. For instance, dynamics of
the form

dg; = (=VV(q:) + () dt + V2 dW,,

where the vector field v : T — R? is smooth and such that

div (yu) =0,

leave invariant the target probability measure with density ; and is ergodic, but not reversible,
with respect to this probability measure under certain s on V,~. The hope is that the added
drift term v that renders the dynamics nonreversible, can accelerate convergence, measured in
the L?(u1) sense, and also reduce the asymptotic variance. This approach was extensively studied
in the past decade [39] [40] [46, 58| 59, 24, 26]. For example, for Gaussian targets, the optimal
nonreversible perturbation v can be obtained in an algorithmic manner [46]. The presence of the
divergence-drift term ~ can lead to computational difficulties, since the resulting dynamics can
be stiff. Appropriate numerical methods need to be developed to address this issue [24] 26]. In
fact, the discretized nonreversible dynamics can perform worse than the reversible dynamics if the
stiffness issue is not addressed adequately [7T] [51].

Optimizing reversible dynamics for better sampling. Another alternative, which is the
focus of this work, is to stay within the class of reversible dynamics, but with a space-dependent



diffusion matrix. For a given diffusion matrix D € C1(T¢,S]) (with S the set of real, symmetric,
positive matrices of size d x d), the associated overdamped Langevin dynamics reads

dgy = (—D(q)VV (qr) + divD(q,)) dt + V2D'/*(q) AWy, (3)

where D'/2 is defined by functional calculus, and div D is the vector whose i-th component is the
divergence of the i-th column of the matrix D = [Dy, ..., Dy], i.e. div D = (div Dy, ...,div Dy) ' .
Modulating the diffusion to improve the sampling was explored to some extent both in the com-
putational statistics literature [61] and in molecular dynamics [59, []; and also for simulated
annealing [2§].

The goal of this paper is to optimize the diffusion matrix in order to accelerate convergence.
Intuitively, it seems relevant to accelerate the diffusion in regions of low probability under the
target measure (equivalently, regions of high values of the energy function V'), in order to more
efficiently and rapidly find another mode, and slow down the diffusion in regions of high probability
since these are the zones where sampling should be favored. Clearly, in order for this optimization
problem to make sense, appropriate constraints on the magnitude of the diffusion matrix need to
be introduced. These constraints on the diffusion matrix and their effects on the solution of the
associated constrained optimization problem are discussed in detail later on.

The L?(11) convergence rate of the overdamped Langevin diffusion is given by the spectral
gap of the infinitesimal generator. The latter operator acts on test functions ¢ as

Lpp = (=DVV +div(D))' Vo +D: V3. (4)

It is standard to show (see, e.g. [46] [7, [49]) that, £Lp admits a positive spectral gap A(D) if and
only if, for any initial condition f(0) = uo/p € L*(u), and denoting by f(t)u the probability
density function of the process ¢; at time ¢,

Wt 2 0, [1£(8) = Ll p2g, < e " PNFO0) = L2, (5)

where [|[|;2(, is the norm on L?(u), see for precise definitions. For a fixed target
probability density u (i.e. a fixed potential energy function V'), the generator Lp, and thus the
spectral gap A(D), are parameterized by the diffusion matrix D.

The aim of this work is to compute, explicitly or numerically, the optimal diffusion matrix
leading to the largest spectral gap, and thus to the largest convergence rate. For reversible Markov
chains on discrete spaces, this question was explored in [I6] [I5]. A subtle issue in this endeavour
is the normalization of the diffusion matrix D. Indeed, the convergence rate in can trivially
be increased by a factor & > 1 upon multiplying D by «. In fact, it seems advantageous to let «
go to infinity. The catch is of course that one should compare dynamics which are defined on
similar timescales. From a practical point of view, one way of setting a timescale is to consider
discretizations of overdamped Langevin dynamics. Larger diffusion matrices require smaller values
of the time step. The issue of normalization is discussed more thoroughly in

The optimization of the diffusion matrix is related to a body of literature on accelerating the
convergence of Langevin-like dynamics through particular choices for the diffusion matrix D. This
is very much related to the optimization of the damping coefficient [I9] or of the mass matrix in the
Langevin Monte Carlo method, a.k.a. as preconditioning, see [I8], 10, [32] [45] B34], 21]. One example
of such methods is the Riemannian manifold Langevin Monte Carlo method, introduced in [32],
and which reduces to in the so-called overdamped limit. There, for strictly convex potentials,
the diffusion matrix D is chosen as the inverse of the Fisher-Rao metric tensor associated with the
target measure, namely the inverse of the Hessian of V. From a functional analysis point of view,
this can be understood, for a problem set on R?, from the Brascamb-Lieb inequality [37, [64]:

Var, (1) < | (V. (Hess(V))~' V) n(a) da.

for an arbitrary observable h € C' with Var, (h) < +o00. In particular, when the diffusion matrix
is chosen to be the inverse of the Hessian of V', this leads to a spectral gap for the dynamics



that is independent of V' and of the number of dimensions and is thus “optimal” in this sense.
We emphasize that, although relevant, this unconstrained optimization problem for the diffusion
matrix is quite different from the one we consider in this paper: we optimize the spectral gap for
the dynamics on the torus, with no convexity s on V' and with constraints on the magnitude of D.

At the time we completed this work, we became aware of the preprint [23] where the authors
consider a very similar problem, that they solve using different techniques, namely Stein Kernels
and moment measures. More precisely, by using an appropriate transportation map, they trans-
form the nonconvex log-probability to a convex one, for which the Brascamp—Lieb inequality yields
the optimal diffusion, for a well-chosen normalizing constraint. We intend to further explore the
links between this recent preprint and ours in future works.

Let us also mention results obtained via the theory of partial differential equations for eigen-
value problems associated with operators of the form — div(DV.), see [38, Chapter 10]. The main
difference with such results and ours is that we consider the Laplace operators on the weighted
space L?(u1) as we are interested in sampling the nontrivial probability measure p.

Main contributions and extensions. The main contributions of this work are the following.

e First, we formulate the optimization of the convergence rate of the Langevin dynamics (3]
with respect to D as a convex optimization program, for which the well-posedness is guaran-
teed by a simple adaptation of standard results in the literature [38]. We also discuss some
important properties of the resulting optimal diffusion matrix, such as its formal character-
ization using the Euler-Lagrange equation as well as its positivity. Note that, for Markov
chains, it was already observed in [I6] that maximizing the spectral gap can be formulated
as a convex optimization problem.

e Second, we propose, in low dimensional scenarios, a numerical procedure combining a fi-
nite element parametrization and an optimization algorithm, to compute the optimal diffu-
sion matrix in practice. The numerical procedure is illustrated on simple one-dimensional
examples. All the methods and experiments are provided in open source Python and
Julia codes, available at https://github.com/rsantet/Optimal_Overdamped_Langevin_
Diffusion_Python and https://github.com/rsantet/Optimal_Overdamped_Langevin_
Diffusion_Julia.

e Our third main contribution is to study the behavior of the optimal diffusion matrix in the
homogenized limit where the target measure is associated with a highly oscillating potential.
In a one-dimensional setting, we show that the optimal diffusion matrix has an analytical
expression, proportional to the inverse of the target density, which is in accordance with
various previous heuristics (as in [61]). This analytical solution can be used as an initial-
ization guess for the optimization algorithm mentioned above, or as a proxy for the optimal
diffusion matrix which does not require costly convex optimization procedures.

e Our last main contribution is to propose a sampling algorithm based on a simple Random
Walk Metropolis Hastings algorithm with a proposal variance depending on the current
state, which takes advantage of the precomputed optimal diffusion matrix. We show that
the associated Markov chain converges to the Langevin dynamics with optimal diffusion
matrix in the diffusive limit. We also present some numerical experiments illustrating the
behavior of the complete procedure on simple examples, and highlighting in particular that
the dynamics is less metastable when using the optimal diffusion matrix or its homogenized
approximation. We show that the homogenization approximation yields similar results as the
optimal diffusion matrix, which makes it a good choice in practice since it has an analytical
expression.

We believe that this work calls for various perspectives and extensions, in particular:

e A key issue remains to find a relevant normalization constraint e.g. based on a numerical

criterion, as discussed in
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e In various contexts, we restrict ourselves to isotropic diffusion matrices or even to the one-
dimensional setting (in particular for numerical simulations). Considering a larger class of
positive definite symmetric matrices may be important to tackle anisotropic targets;

e In order to apply the methodology to actual systems of interest, one needs to adapt our
numerical approach to higher dimensional scenarios, even in the case of a scalar diffusion co-
efficient, i.e. when the diffusion matrix is a multiple of the identity. It is indeed impossible to
numerically optimize a diffusion matrix which genuinely depends on the full configuration ¢
using discretization techniques such as finite elements, because of the curse of dimensionality
of the corresponding approximation space. Apart from resorting to parsimonious functional
representations of the diffusion matrix (which usually presuppose some form of smoothness),
it seems appropriate to look for diffusion matrices parameterized by a low dimensional func-
tion £(q), a so-called reaction coordinate in molecular dynamics [47], which summarizes some
important information on the system. In this context, the potential energy function is re-
placed by the free energy associated with &, and the optimization problem can again be
reformulated in a low dimensional setting where finite element methods can be used.

e In this paper we consider the problem of maximizing the spectral gap. The self-adjointness of
the generator implies that maximizing the spectral gap is typically equivalent to minimizing
the asymptotic variance, uniformly over the space of L?(j1) observables [6]. We will explore
the combination of spectral gap maximization and asymptotic variance minimization in a
future work. In particular, our aim will be to minimize an appropriate cost functional that
measures the true cost of the actual computation, by using the approach developed in [33].

e The objective in this paper is to optimize the convergence in x2-divergence (see (5))). A
natural question would be to consider convergence in other distances, such as relative entropy
with respect to the target distribution (which amounts to optimizing Logarithmic Sobolev
Inequality constants).

Outline of the work. We formally define the maximization of the spectral gap in and
make precise the normalization of the diffusion matrix. We then study the well posedness of the
maximization problem in[Section 3] and characterize the optimal diffusion matrix. We next present
in how to numerically solve the problem, using in particular a finite element method
to discretize the diffusion matrix. As an alternative to a full-scale numerical simulations, or in
order to start the optimization procedure with a relevant initial guess, we consider in [Section 5| the
optimal diffusion matrix arising in the homogenization limit where the given probability density
is periodically replicated with a decreasing spatial period. We finally demonstrate in
with Monte Carlo simulations that an optimized diffusion matrix is beneficial for the convergence
of the dynamics. In the appendices we present the proofs of various technical results.

2 Formulation of the optimization problem

We present in this section the problem of interest, namely the maximization of the spectral gap
of the generator of the Langevin dynamics with invariant measure p given by . We start
by precisely formulating the optimization problem in Then, in we discuss
normalization constraints which are required for the well-posedness of the problem. For simplicity,
we restrict ourselves to the case when the diffusion process under consideration takes as input a
configuration in the d-dimensional torus T?. Various results can easily be adapted to more general
domains.

2.1 Maximizing the spectral gap of Langevin dynamics

As discussed in the introduction around 7 the rate of convergence of the dynamics towards
the invariant measure y is governed by the spectral gap of the operator Lp (see e.g. [7, Chapter 4]).



In order to precisely define this quantity in our context, we work on the Hilbert space L?(u). For
a given diffusion matrix D : T¢ — S;', a simple computation shows that the generator Lp,
considered as an operator on L?(u), can be written as

d
Lp=-V*"DV =— )" 0D ;dg, (6)
ij=1
where A* is the L?(u)-adjoint of a closed operator A. In particular, 9}, = —9,, + 04, V. The

quadratic form associated with Lp is easily obtained from the expression (@ of the generator:
formally, for any v : T¢ — R,

(. Lou) 2y == | Vu(q) ' D(q)Vu(q) p(q) dg.

The right-hand side of the above equality is nonpositive, but possibly infinite at this level of
generality. It is finite for instance when D € L°°(T%,8;) and u € H' (i), the subspace of L?(y)
composed of functions in L?(u) whose (distributional) partial derivatives with respect to ¢; also
belong to L?(11). We restrict for simplicity to this setting in the sequel, and consider in particular
diffusion matrices with bounded coefficients.

Since 0 is an eigenvalue of Lp whose associated eigenvectors are constant functions, we intro-
duce the following subspace to define the spectral gap:

130 = {ue w60 | [ uoutaan=o}.
We also define H}(T?) as the space H}(1). The spectral gap is finally defined as

. s Vu(q) " D(q)Vulq) u(q) dg
AD) = ol o) / Y : (7)
Td

For a bounded positive definite diffusion matrix D satisfying D(q) > cId; almost everywhere
for some ¢ > 0 (the inequality being understood in the sense of symmetric matrices), standard
arguments from calculus of variations show that the infimum is attained for an eigenvector up
associated with the second eigenvalue of —Lp (ranked by increasing values), i.e. with the first
nonzero eigenvalue of —Lp; and that A(D) is in fact the first nonzero eigenvalue of —Lp (see for
instance [38, Chapter 1]).

Remark 1 (Degenerate diffusion matrices). If there exists ¢ € T¢ such that D(q) is rank deficient
(i.e. £TD(q)€ = 0 for some & € R4\ {0}), the domain of the quadratic form associated with Lp
can in fact be larger than Hi(pn); see [72]. In this case, A(D) is in general no longer equal to
the spectral gap of the operator Lp, but is larger than the spectral gap (and hence provides a too
optimistic convergence rate) since the infimum is taken on a set of functions not sufficiently large.
See [38, Remark 1.2.3] for a discussion on sufficient conditions for the operator Lp to have a
discrete spectrum even in the presence of degeneracies of the diffusion matriz.

Remark 2 (Unbounded diffusion matrices). We emphasize the fact that we will restrict ourselves
to bounded diffusion matrices; otherwise the upper semicontinuity of the mapping D — A(D) is not
clear (see Lemma @ The latter property is crucial to ensure that the maximization problem
below is well posed.

We propose to maximize the spectral gap of the overdamped Langevin dynamics with respect
to the diffusion matrix D. This corresponds here to solving the following optimization problem:

A* = sup A(D), (8)
De®



where © is a subset of bounded measurable functions from T¢ to Sj. The choices we consider in
the sequel for ® take into account that the diffusion needs to be normalized in some way since,
for any D : T — Sj,

vt > 0, A(tD) = tA(D), (9)

so that a maximization over a set containing a line RD with A(D) > 0 would lead to A* = +o0.

Remark 3 (A numerical motivation for normalizing the diffusion matrix). The need for a nor-
malization can also be motivated by numerical considerations. For instance, an Euler—Maruyama
discretization of with a time step At > 0 reads

" = "+ At[-DVV +div D] (¢") + V2At DV2(¢") G, (10)

where (G™)p>0 is a family of independent and identically distributed standard d-dimensional Gaus-
sian random variables. It is apparent from the above formula that the behavior of the numerical
scheme actually depends on AtD (and the divergence of this quantity), and not on D or At alone,
so that multiplying D by a constant can be equivalently seen as multiplying the time step by the
same constant. In this context, one should think of normalization criteria as ways to fix the amount
of numerical error involved in the discretization, for instance by fizing the average rejection proba-
bility in a Metropolis—Hastings scheme whose proposal is provided by . The normalization we
discuss in is conceptually simpler than such a criterion, and not related to a specific
numerical scheme. We intend to further study this perspective in following works.

2.2 Normalization constraint

We make precise in this section the normalization we consider for diffusion matrices, in view of
the discussion after . In essence, we choose a (weighted) Lebesgue norm to be smaller than 1.

A quantity which naturally appears in the mathematical formulation of the problem is the
product D(q)e~V (@ present for instance in the numerator of the Rayleigh ratio . Note also
that the divergence of this product is the drift in (up to the factor e=V(9)). This motivates
normalizing the product De™" (which is proportional to Du) rather than D itself.

To formulate precisely the normalization we consider, it is convenient to introduce, for a,b > 0,
the set

Ma,b = {M c S;_

e RY ol < €TMe < JleP.

with | - | the Euclidean norm on R?, and the convention that the right-hand side of the last
inequality is +o0o0 when b = 0. Considering a,b > 0 is useful to study homogenization limits, as we

do in We will always require that
ab <1,

in order for M, ; to be nonempty. We endow M, ; with a norm | - |p, which is any matrix norm
compatible with the order on symmetric positive matrices, i.e. |Mi|p < |Ma|p when 0 < M7 < Mo
in the sense of symmetric matrices. One such norm is the Frobenius norm.

We next denote by LY, (T4, M, ;) for p € [1, +00] the Banach space of measurable functions D
from T? to S such that D(g)e~V @ € M, for almost every g € T* and ||D||L1‘J/ < 400, with the
norm

1/p
Pl = ([, 1Pl 7@ ag) (1)

when p < 400, and ||D||L‘°/° =||IDlpe when p = +oo. Let us emphasize that the LY,-

_V”Lw(w)
norm is in fact the usual LP-norm applied to the product |D|p e~ V. Other choices of normalization
could be considered, see Remark [§] in One motivation for is that it leads to
simple expressions for optimal diffusion matrices in the homogenized limit (see .

Simply considering a normalization constraint in L{f-norm leads to a trivial solution for the
maximization of the spectral gap (which simply saturates the constraint), as shown in the following
result (see related discussions in [38, Section 10.1]).



Lemma 1. Fiz a > 0 and b > 0 such that ab < 1. Then, the spectral gap A(D) is mazimized
on L (T4, M) by the diffusion matriz D*(q) = b~ 'eV1d,.

Proof. Note first that, for any D € L$°(T¢, M,), it holds D(q) < b=1eV(@1d, in the sense of
symmetric matrices for almost all ¢ € T¢. Therefore, for any u € H} (u),

/ Vu(g) "D(q)Vulq) i) dq / Vu(g) "D (q)Vulg) () dg
Td < J1d

[ o o) da ) [, e o) da
Td Td

Passing to the infimum over u on the left-hand side first, then on the right-hand side, leads
to A(D) < A(D*) for all D € L{P(T4 M,,). Moreover, it obviously holds that b=teV1d; €
Ly (T4, M), which concludes the proof. O

In view of Lemma |1, we focus in the remainder of this work on a constraint on the L]", norm
of the diffusion matrix for 1 < p < 400, and therefore consider the subsets

Db = {D € L (T M)

[, p@l e @a <1}, (12)

In order for these sets to be nonempty, the parameter a > 0 should be small enough.
Lemma 2. Fiz 1 < p < +oo, and a,b > 0. The set ’Dg*b is nonempty if and only if
1
ab < 1, a < Qmax = ———. (13)
‘Idd‘F

Proof. Note that any element of Dg’b is lower bounded by ae"'Id4. Therefore, the set is nonempty
if and only if it contains ae"'Idg. The equality

/ ‘aevldd’ge_pv = a” |Idg[
Td

then gives the claimed result. O

We can now state the maximization problem which is considered in the remainder of this work.
Fix p € [1,400). For any a € [0, amax] and b > 0 such that ab < 1,

find D* € @;’b such that A(D*) = sup A(D). (14)
DeDp?

3 Theoretical analysis of the spectral gap optimization

We present in this section some theoretical results on the mathematical analysis of the optimization

problem . We start by well-posedness results in [Section 3.1} and we then formally characterize
in the optimal diffusion matrix.

3.1 Well posedness of the optimization problem

The aim of this section is to show that the maximization of the spectral gap A(D) on the set 33;7”
defined in is a well-posed problem. This is easily done by adapting arguments from [38§].
Some results rely on the fact that the probability measure p satisfies a Poincaré inequality. Recall
that the potential V is assumed to be C*°(T?) in all this work. This implies in particular that the
potential V' is bounded and that the density p is bounded from below by a positive constant and



bounded from above on T¢. The measure with density therefore satisfies a Poincaré inequality,
i.e. there exists C,, > 0 such that

s [Vu(q)]? u(g) dg )
inf - 15
we () 2 Cu (15)
TdU(Q) n(q) dq

In addition, there exists u,, € H}(x) \ {0} such that the infimum is attained, i.e.

/ Vuu(g)]* w(g)dg
Td

/Td uu(q)® n(q) dg Co

Let us first prove that the function A is well-defined on CDg’b for a,b > 0. On the one
hand, A(D) > 0 (since D is positive semi-definite on D%?). On the other hand, for a fixed func-
tion u € C>°(T?) satisfying [, u(q) 1(q) dg = 0 and [r, u(q)*1(q) dg = 1, the function [Vu(q)[* is
bounded on T¢. Since there exists a constant K € Ry such that 0 < £"D(¢)¢ < K |D(q)|p €
(the constant K being 1 for the Frobenius norm), it holds (recall that Z is defined in (T]))

AD) € 27K |Vl oy [ 1P@]e @ dg

1/p
<KV ooy ([ P D) <

using the Holder’s inequality on T¢. This shows that A(D) is well-defined and that there exists C' >
0 such that, for any a,b > 0 and any D € @g’b, one has

0< A(D) < C.

Moreover, for any 1 < p < oo, the subset ’D;’b is weakly closed for the norm LY, defined in
(this follows directly from the weak closedness of standard Lebesgue spaces).

A first useful property to prove the well posedness of the maximization problem is the
following classical result on the concavity of the functional A, directly obtained from the fact
that A(D) is an infimum of linear functionals in D (see for instance [38, Theorem 10.1.1]).

Lemma 3. The functional D + A(D) is concave on the set of bounded, measurable functions T4 —
s

The following theorem, proved in states the well-posedness of the optimization
problem we consider. Note that we assume that b > 0, as the upper-semicontinuity of A, a crucial
argument for the result to hold, is not clear in the case b = 0.

Theorem 4. Fiz p € [1,+00). For any a € [0, amax] and b > 0 such that ab < 1, there exists a
solution D* € @g’b to . In addition, the optimal diffusion matriz D* satisfies the following
properties:

(i) For any open set Q C T?, there exists ¢ € Q such that D*(q) # 0;

(i) [ D@ e 0 dg =1
T

Property (ii) states that, as expected in view of @D, the optimal diffusion matrix saturates the
constraint. Property (i) is useful only for @ = 0. It guarantees that D* cannot be identically 0 on
open sets, but a priori D*(¢) need not be positive definite, and could vanish on sets of measure 0.
If D* cancels at some point, it may be optimal in the sense of our functional A but not necessarily



in the sense of the spectral gap; see We discuss in the positive definite
character of D*. In addition, from a numerical perspective, we prove in that the

optimal diffusion matrix is bounded from below by a positive constant when the minimization is
performed over the intersection of C‘Dg’b and a finite dimensional linear space. This lower bound
is numerically observed to decrease in certain cases when the spatial discretization is refined

(see below).

3.2 Characterization of uniformly positive definite maximizers D*

The objective of this section is to formally characterize the maximizers D* using the Euler—
Lagrange condition satisfied by critical points of the functional A. When the optimal diffusion is
uniformly positive definite, we first show in that A(D*) is degenerate. Therefore,
the mapping D — A(D) is not necessarily differentiable at D*. In order to obtain an Euler—
Lagrange equation characterizing D*, we circumvent this difficulty in by relying on a
smooth approximation of the definition of A. The theoretical results obtained in this section will
be corroborated by numerical experiments in

3.2.1 The eigenvalue A(D*) is degenerate
Let us consider the solution D* to the problem for p € (1,+00),

a =0,

and b > 0. Note that we exclude the case p = 1 as the map M — |M]| is not differentiable at
any rank-deficient M € Mg,. By there exists a matrix valued function D* which is
a maximizer of A over the constrained set D’b. In the remainder of this section, we make two s
on D*:
KNV ~ L d
Iy >b, D*(g)e < oo Id, for a.e. g € T (16)
+
and
3e >0, D*(q) > cldy for ae. g€ T (17)

From and (17), the constraints associated to the lower bound and upper bound in D) are
not active at the critical point D*. A standard argument based on the Euler-Lagrange equation
satisfied by the minimizer of the Rayleigh quotient in shows that there exists a function up« €
H{ (1) such that [lup+||r2(,) =1 and A(D*) = [ Vups(q) " D*(q) Vup-+(q) 1(q) dg.

In our numerical experiments, we always observe that is satisfied up to choosing b suf-
ficiently small. As explained below, is in particular natural for potentials which are 1/k-
periodic with k£ € N\ {0}, and k sufficiently large to approach the homogenized limit, for which
the optimal diffusion is indeed uniformly positive definite; see

We show in this section that, when holds, A(D*) is a degenerate eigenvalue of the oper-
ator —Lp« (under some regularity s in the case d = 1). The proof proceeds by contradiction and
relies on the fact that, when A(D*) is non-degenerate and holds, one can write the Euler—
Lagrange equation satisfied for D*. This leads to a characterization of the optimal diffusion matrix
which contradicts . In order to state the result, we need to distinguish for technical reasons
the cases d =1 and d > 1.

Lemma 5. Choose the Frobenius norm for the matriz norm |-|g, consider p € (1,+00) and a =
0. Assume that the mazimizer D* solution to satisfies . Assume moreover that D* €
Co(T,Ry) whend = 1. If holds, then the optimal spectral gap A(D*) is a degenerate eigenvalue
of the diffusion operator —Lp«.

Proof. Suppose that D* > cldy for ¢ > 0. We denote by up an eigenvector satisfying —Lp«up« =
A(D*)up~. Observe first that, for any 6D € L>(T% S,), where S; is the set of real, symmetric,
matrices of size d x d (note that éD does not output a positive matrix a priori), the matrix valued
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function D* 4 t0D has values in the space of symmetric positive definite matrices when |[¢| is
sufficiently small.

The proof proceeds by contradiction. If the eigenvalue A(D*) is non-degenerate, the eigen-
value A(D* +tdD) remains non-degenerate and isolated for |¢| sufficiently small, and it is possible
to choose the eigenvector up-1¢5p associated with this eigenvalue so that ||up«tsp||r2(,) = 1 and
the mappings ¢t — up1¢sp and ¢ — A(D* 4 t0D) are analytic in an open neighborhood of ¢ = 0
(see, e.g., Theorem II.6.1 and the discussion in Section VII.3.1 of [42]). The optimal diffusion
matrix D* is therefore characterized by the following Euler-Lagrange equation: there exists a
Lagrange multiplier v € R such that

d d
VoD € L®(T%, S L A(D* +t6D ’ Lo, (D +t5D)| =0 18
ELX(TLSy), LMD +1D)| 4D +tD) =0, (1)
where ®,, encodes the normalization constraint (11)):
&,(0) = [ D@l e 7 dy (19)
Td

Note that there are no constraints in related to positivity or boundedness because of (16))-(|17)).
Relying on the choice of the Frobenius norm for ||, to compute the differential of @, (18] can
be rewritten as: for any 6D € L™ (T4, S,),

D) (Vup- & Vup ) u()da =7 [ D@l D" @) :6D(@)e ™ dg

T T

where : and ® are respectively the double contraction and outer product operators: for any My, My €
R4 and ¢, ¢ € RY,

d

My : My ="Tr (MlTMZ) = Z [Ml]i,j [M2]7:,j ) [€® C]H = &G
i,5=1

To compute the derivative of A(D* + ¢t§D) around t = 0, as in the Hellmann-Feynman theorem
of quantum mechanics, we have used that dup+sp/dt is orthogonal to up«ysp in L?(p) (which
follows from the normalization condition ||up«4¢sp| r2(u) = 1), and the equality

V*(D*Vup-) = A(D*)up-, (20)

where we recall that V* is the adjoint of V on L? (). We therefore deduce from the Euler-Lagrange
condition that the optimal diffusion matrix D* satisfies

D*(q) = 7 [D* (@) P e® DV DVup. (q) ® Vup-(q), (21)

where the constant v, > 0 is determined by the constraint ®,(D*) = 1.

When d > 2, we immediately obtain a contradiction with the D* > cldy since implies
that D*(q) is rank deficient (in fact, rank 1) for a.e. ¢ € T<.

When d =1, simplifies (after some straightforward manipulations) as

~ 2 —1
D*(g) = Fpe" @ [up. (q)]/ "7 (22)

where the constant 7, > 0 is determined by ®,(D*) = 1. We now show that u/,. cancels on T,
thus contradicting the that D*(q) = ¢ > 0 for all ¢ € T (the inequality is indeed valid for all ¢ € T,
and not up to a set of Lebesgue measure 0 since D* is assumed to be continuous). To do so, we
start by noticing that the continuity of D* implies that the eigenfunction up- belongs to C!(T,R)
(see [38, Remark 1.2.11] and [31, Theorem 9.15]), so that u/f. is continuous on T. Since up+ is
periodic on T, its derivative u,. cancels at least once on T. In view of , the diffusion D* then
also vanishes at this point. The contradiction finally allows to obtain the desired result for d = 1
as well. O

11



Remark 4. Let us write more precisely the eigenproblem characterizing the second eigenpair in
the situation where the Fuler—Lagrange equation holds, which is for instance the case when the
second eigenvalue is nondegenerate. Since |-|p is the Frobenius norm, implies that |D*(q)|p =
vpev(q)|VuD* (q)|2/(1’_1) for some parameter v, > 0 determined by the normalization condition,
so that D*(q) = vpe¥ (D |Vup.(q)| 20~/ P=DVup.(¢) ® Vup-(q). In view of and the fact
that, for any vector valued function o, it holds V*o = —u~t div(uy), it then follows that

—p div (|Vu1)* |2/(p71)VuD*> = A(D*)e Vup-. (23)

Up to a weight factor on the right-hand side, Equation is an eigenvalue problem for the 2p/(p—
1)-Laplacian (see, e.g. [52]). This equation is non-linear. The existing works on eigenvalue prob-
lems for monlinear operators as the one appearing in suggest that the solutions should be
only C1® (see again [52]). Singularities in the derivatives are indeed numerically observed in the

case of vanishing optimal diffusion coefficients D*, see e.g. and [{d

3.2.2 Euler—Lagrange equation for D*

Under , the first nonzero eigenvalue for the operator associated with the maximizer D* is
degenerate, and one cannot rely on the Euler-Lagrange equation . Yet, a characterization of
the optimal diffusion matrix can still be formally recovered using a smooth-min approximation.
This leads to a generalization of the formula , which is corroborated by numerical experiments,
see The positivity of D* is discussed at the end of this section.

Smooth-min approximation of the maximization problem. Our approach relies on the
fact that, for a positive a;, the map m,, : R™ — R defined by

n
ine—awi
=1
n
Zeffxmi
1=1

Ma (@1, 20) =

converges to the min function when o — 400, i.e.

Y(z1,...,2,) € RY, Mo (T1,...,Tn) — 121ii£n1:i. (24)
We adapt this definition to obtain a smooth approximation of the spectral gap A(D), from which
one can compute the gradient, and exchange the derivative/limit when o — 400 in order to obtain
a formal characterization of the optimal diffusion matrix similar to .

We first construct the counterpart of the map m, in our framework. In order to do so, we
fix D € LY, (T% Mgy) such that D > cld, for some ¢ > 0 (see (17)). We denote by go: z +— e=*7
and hy: x +— ze”“*. By functional calculus, the maps g, and h, can be generalized to functions
of the (positive) self-adjoint operator —Lp. With an abuse of notation, we write in this case g, (D)
and hq (D) instead of go(—Lp) and ho(—Lp). Since D is bounded and uniformly bounded from
below by a positive constant (in the sense of symmetric matrices), the positive operator —Lp
has discrete spectrum, its minimum eigenvalue being simple and equal to 0, see We
therefore write

—Lp = Z)\ipm (25)
i>1
where A} =0 < Ay < ... < \; < ... are the distinct eigenvalues of —Lp and P; is the orthogonal
projection onto Ker(—Lp — A;Id). The multiplicity of A; is denoted by N; = dimRan(FP;) > 1.
For a > 0, we define
(D) = Tr(ho(D)) T ((—Lp)e™tr)
T Tr(ge(D)) -1 Tr(e®fr)—1

(26)
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where the traces are taken on L?(j1) (in case the traces are taken on another space than L?(u), this
will be made precise with a subscript) and the operators g (D), ho (D) are defined by functional
calculus, i.e.

9a(D) = Z 9a(Ni) B,

i>1
ha(D) = ha(X\)Pi,
i>2

where we used that h, (A1) = 0. The ratio is well-defined in view of [Lemma 23|in[Appendix B.2|
and the fact that Tr (¢o(D)) > 1. Formally, since A\; =0 and N; =1,

ZNi)\ie_a)\i

i>2
fa(D) = ~ a0 o
>N
i>2
so that, again formally (compare with ),
- D Nirje i)
Nadz =3
fa(D) = — Ay = min \;. (27)
1 _ . a—r+00 =2
1+ — N;e a(Xi=Az) ~
w2

This limit is justified after the statement of [Lemma 23| in [Appendix B.2| using the dominated
convergence theorem. This shows that the quantity f,(D) is an approximation of A(D).

This motivates considering the following approximation of the problem : fix p € [1,400).
For any a € [0, amax] and b > 0 such that ab < 1,

find D% € @;’b such that f,(D*%) = sup fo(D). (28)
DeD?

From , we expect that D*°° (which is the limit of D* as & — 400 whenever it exists) is the
optimal diffusion D* solution to : this will be corroborated by numerical experiments in Sec-
tion One can observe that, for a fixed D, f, (D) is a convex combination of the eigenvalues \;,
which implies that f,(D) > A(D). Therefore, it holds fo(D**) > A(D*). One can also show that
the map a — f,(D) is nonincreasing, either by computing its derivative and using the Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality, or by observing that f, is the opposite of the derivative of the logarithm of
the partition function o — 2122 N;e= N and using the fact that the second derivative of the
logarithm of a partition function is only composed of a variance term and is therefore nonnegative.
These computations can be made rigorous using the theory developed in

As in the previous section, we assume that there exists a solution to for a = 0 and

some b > 0, which satisfies (see (16)-(17))

1
Jby >b, D*(g)e VW@ < o= 1dy for ae. g € T, (29)
+

and
3e >0, D*(q) > cldy for a.e. g € T? (30)

In particular, the constraints associated to the lower bound and the upper bound in ©%° are not
active at the critical point D*“. In our numerical experiments, we observe that is always
satisfied for b sufficiently small. Moreover, we use below for technical reasons (in order to
rigorously define f, and prove that it is differentiable). However, we will observe numerically
that the characterization that we finally obtain on D**° (by sending aw — +00, see Equation
below) seems to also hold even when is not satisfied.
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Characterization of the optimal diffusion matrix for a finite value of a. The map f,
defined by is smooth over the set of functions D &€ Lf,(’]I‘d,/\/la,b) such that D > cIdy for
some ¢ > 0, and therefore its differential can be computed even when some eigenvalues are degen-
erate. The main result of this section is the computation of the differentials of the map g, and h,,

whose proof is postponed to Note that the derivatives of the maps g, and ha,
namely the maps g/, and h., defined by

Vz € R,Va > 0, gh(z) = —ae™ ", h! (z) = (1 — ax)e” **,

can also be generalized to functions of the self-adjoint operator —Lp, and we then write ¢/, (D) =
9a(=Lp) and hy, (D) = hy (—Lp).

Proposition 6. Fiz o > 0 and D € L@(Td,./\/la,b) such that D > cldg for some ¢ > 0. Then
there exists K € Ry such that, for any 0D € L>(T% S,) satisfying 10D oo (pay < /2, the

operators go(D+0D), 9o (D), gL, (D) Lsp and the operators ho(D+0D), ho(D), h,(D)Lsp are trace-
class on L*(u1) and

{ | Tr(ga (D + 0D)) = Tr(ga(D)) — Tr (94(D) (—Lsp))| < K [|0D|7 e ra) @)

| Tr(ha(D + D)) = Tr(ha(D)) = Tr (W (D) (~L50))| < K D)7 4y -
This result immediately implies a differentiability result for the map f,.
Corollary 7. Fiz o> 0 and D € L%, (T% Mgy) such that D > cldy for some ¢ > 0. Then there
exists K € Ry such that, for any §D € L>=(T% S,) satisfying 10Dl e (ray < €/2,
|fa(D +6D) = fo(D) = Fa(D)(0D)| < K ||6D||7 o (ay »
where
Tt (ho (D) (=£5p)) [Tr(9a(D)) — 1] — Tr(ha (D)) Tt (90(D) (= Lsp))

Fo(D)(6D) = (Tr(ga(D)) — 1)

Straightforward computations lead to

fa(D)((SD) _ Z |:ga(1 — Oé)\i) + OZHa e—a)\i:| Tr (Pz (—ﬁg'D)) ,

i>1 ga
with
G, = Z Nje=o, H, = ZNj)\je—aAJ‘. (32)
j>2 j>2

We now formally give an explicit formula of the optimal diffusion matrix D*¢ solution to ,
following the same computations as in the proof of This requires to introduce a Hilbert
basis (ex)r>1 composed of L?(1) normalized eigenvectors of —Lp, namely

Vkvg = 1) _LDek = /lkekv <6ka el>L2(“) = 516,[)

where ¢ is the Kronecker symbol and the eigenvalues 11 = 0 < Ao < --- < Ay < ... are ordered
and counted with their multiplicity:

i—1 i
Vi>1, Vke 1+2Nj,...,ZNj ; A = \;.
j=1 j=1

We rewrite the spectral decomposition of —Lp in terms of this given Hilbert basis and with
possibly degenerate eigenvalues: for a given smooth function ¢,

—Lpp = Z/lk <<P’ ek)m(ﬂ) €k-
k>1
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Exploiting the Euler-Lagrange equation for the objective function f,, namely using that F, (D*%)
is proportional to the differential of the constraint function :

VoD € L®°(T4, Sy), Foa(D*) (D) xx [ [D*(q)[E 2 e PV @DD*(q) : 6D(q) dg.
Td

Since v
Z;ZlNl
Pi= > Aem)iager
k=1+3,20 N
and

T ({012 V6DV ) = [ eula) VD@V ) ex(@n(a) da

-/, Ver(q) T0D(q)Ver(q)u(q) dg

= . 6D(q) : (Vex(q) ® Ver(q)) u(q) dg,

one obtains the following characterization of the optimal diffusion matrix for a fixed value of «:

ga(l - Oé/lk.,oz)
ga

*,0 *,0 - — +CV;Lloz —a
D*(q) = 7o |D**(q)[z " ”V(‘“Z{ e~ e | Vep o(q) © Ver.a(q),

k>2

(33)

with 7, € R such that ®,(D**) =1, and where (A3 0)r>1, (€k,a)k>1 are the eigenelements of the

operator —Lp«.«. Since D*¢ is a maximizer of f,, the eigenvalues and eigenvectors also depend

on «, and the definitions of the quantities G, and H, first defined in and appearing in
are changed accordingly:

ga — E e—aﬂj,a, Ha — E /lj’ae—a/lj,a.

i>2 j>2

Note that we used that Ve; o, = 0 to start the sum at k = 2 in since the eigenspace associated
to A1, = 0, which is one-dimensional, is spanned by constant functions. As a consequence, one
obtains in the case d = 1 (recalling that we assume so that the power 1/(p—1) is well defined)

1/(p—1)

*, Q0 ~ ga 1- a/lk,a + aHa —a 2
D) =" @ [ 3 [ Lratial Lot ot [ (o) RENER
k>2 o

with 7, > 0. This formula is corroborated by numerical examples below, see [Figure 2b

Formal characterization in the limit « — +0co. We now formally compute the limit when o« —
400 in . For notational simplicity, we consider the case when the limiting problem obtained
for &« — 400 has a leading nonzero eigenvalue with a degeneracy of at most 2. It is straightforward
to adapt the argument to degeneracies of arbitrary order. We make the following s:

e all the eigenelements converge when o — +o0: for any k > 1, there exists A o € Ry such
that Agq —— A o, and there exists ey oo € HJ(p) such that eg o ——— ex 00 in Hy (1);
a—r—+00 a—+00

e if k> 4, then Ay oo > A3 oo (the eigenspace associated to the eigenvalue A3 o is either 1 or 2
dimensional);

e when Ay o = A3 oo, wWe further assume that the quantity a(ds o — A2.4) converges to n € Ry
when a — +o00.
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In the case when Az o < A3 0, the limit when av — 400 of the sum on the right-hand side of
can be computed as

L —adpa) + oK
> {ga( . gkz’a) R AT (35)
k>2 @
e 2o (1 — ad + ady oo™ M2
~ ( 22;:;3) 2,00 e (IJQ,OCV627OO ® v627oo = V627OO ® v€2700,
a—r+o0 e 2,00

The characterization of the optimal diffusion matrix becomes in the limit o — 4o00:
’D*’OO(Q) = Yo |’D*yoo(q)|§‘7p e(p_l)vv"32,oo ® VeQ,OO?
with 7o, > 0 such that ®(Dj; ) = 1, which simplifies in the case d = 1 to
o ~ 2/(p—1
D (g) = Foce" @ [} (g7,

with Jo > 0. We therefore recover the characterizations and of [Section 3.2.1

When A3 o = 43,0, the factor in front of Ves o ® Veg o in is asymptotically equivalent to

efa/lz,a

(efaflz,a + 6706/13»0‘)2 I:(eia/l27a + e*‘“&u) (1 o a/12’0‘) ta (l2vo‘eia/127a + /137ae*0‘/13,a)]

1
_ 5 |:(1 + e—a(/ls,a—/lz,a)> (1 _ 04/12@) + OUlQ,a + Oé/lg,ae_a(/l3’a_/l2’a):|
(1 + e*a(/lz,a*/b,a))
1
— 5 |:1 + e_a(/l3,o¢_/12,o¢) + 04(13701 _ /127a)e_0‘(/13,a_/12,a):|
(1 + e*a(/13,a*/12,a))
14+e™ +ne™"

i

a—+o0 (1 + e—")2
while the factor in front of Ves o ® Ves o is asymptotically equivalent to % Therefore,
one obtains the following characterization of the optimal diffusion matrix in the limit o — +o0:
e M(14+e 7—n)

1+e "+ nen

D**°(q) = Yoo |D*’OO(Q)|12:7P P~V [V€2,oo ® Ves oo + Ves. oo ® V63,00:| , (36)

with 7o, € R. In the case d = 1, and when the diffusion coefficient is positive, the formula
simplifies to

~ e M1l4e " — /-1
D) =3’ (Jehcla) + T ) D
with 7o, > 0.

Formulas — suggest that, when the first nonzero eigenvalue A3 o is degenerate, one
should take into account all the eigenvectors associated with it, and reweight their contributions
to obtain the analytical expression of the optimal diffusion matrix. The correctness of formula
is demonstrated on two numerical examples in [Section 4.2} see [Figures 1b|and [2¢| below.

In the case d = 1, it is clear from that if the value 7 satisfies 14+e~"7—n = 0, then the optimal
coefficient vanishes where e/, _ vanishes. In that case, the is not satisfied. However, we still
believe that the formula holds, from two numerical experiments in [Section 4.2} see |Figure 5|
below. The particular value of 7 that satisfies 1 +e™" —n =0 is

1
" =14+W (e> ~ 1.27846, (38)

where W is the Lambert W function. In fact, a necessary condition (actually sufficient if ej .
and ej ., do not vanish at the same points) for to define a positive definite diffusion coefficient
is n € [0,n*). In practice, we only observed numerical values of 7 in this range.
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4 Numerical methods for optimizing the spectral gap

To solve the optimization problems and (28) in practice, we introduce two finite-dimensional
parametrizations: one for the diffusion matrix D, and one for the eigenfunction u. We consider
for simplicity the case of isotropic diffusion matrices

D(q) = Z(q)1dq. (39)

In|Section 4.1} we introduce the numerical methods w used to solve and . We then present
some numerical results obtained with our approach in

4.1 Discretizations of the optimization problems (|14) and (28)

We introduce a piecewise constant parametrization for Z in and next a P finite
element parametrization for the eigenfunctions u in in the one dimensional case d = 1
for simplicity of exposition. The optimization problem then boils down to a constrained generalized

eigenvalue problem, see[Section 4.1.3] We describe in[Section 4.1.4 how to solve the latter problem.

4.1.1 Parametrization of the diffusion matrix

In practice, we parametrize the scalar valued function Z in using a finite-dimensional vector
subspace of LP(T¢,R). More precisely, we introduce a set of N non-negative functions {11, ...,¥n}
LP(T4,R), and consider functions of the generic form

N
Ip(¢) = > _ Dnthu(q), D= (Dy,...,Dy) € RV (40)
n=1

Nonnegativity conditions for Zp may be cumbersome to write when the functions v,, have supports
which overlap in a nontrivial way, as is the case for instance for (tensor products of) trigonometric
functions. This motivates us to choose

wn(Q) = 1Kn(Q)7 (41)

the indicator function of a domain K, C TP, with the condition that (K,...,Ky) forms a
partition of TP (typically, the sets K,, are rectangles obtained from a Cartesian mesh). In order

for the function to be in the set for the choice , the components (D,,)1<n<n should
belong to the set

s = {D e {aewm,iev_(m)] oo [aemm)’ 2ev_<KN>]

N
> wpnDh < 1} . (42)

n=1
where
VAB)=infV,  Vi(E)=swV, = / e PV [Idyf’. > 0.
E

n

We assume in the sequel that the conditions

N _1/17
ab < min e[V_(K,,,)—V+(K,,,)]7 a< <Z wp nepw(Kﬂ,)) , (43)
n=1

1<n<N

hold, so that the set 5]‘;’1’ is not empty. These conditions can be ensured by choosing a,b > 0
sufficiently small.

The maximization problem can then be approximated by the finite dimensional maxi-
mization problem

find D* € 5;’1’ such that A(Zp«1dy) = sup A(Zpldy). (44)
Desg®

The well-posedness of this optimization problem is guaranteed by the following result.
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Proposition 8. Fiz N > 1 and p € [1,+0c0), and consider a partition (Ki,...,Ky) of T¢
and a,b > 0 such that holds. There exists a solution D* to .

Note that the value b = 0 is allowed for N finite, in contrast to since the inequality
in ensures that all the components (D, )1<n<n are bounded from above by (min;<,<n wpyn)’l/p.

Proof. The function D — A(Zpld,) is upper-semicontinuous on 5;}’17 by arguments similar to the
ones used in (and whatever the choice of the norm on RY). In addition, §3°* is closed
and bounded, hence compact, which, combined with the upper-semicontinuity of the function to
maximize, guarantees the existence of a maximum and thus proves the result. O

Likewise, the maximization problem can be approximated by the finite dimensional max-
imization problem

find D** € §%" such that fo(Zp+alds) = sup fo(Zplda).
Desg®

The well-posedness of this optimization problem can be obtained by similar arguments.
Notice that one can prove that any solution D* of is positive when the domains K,, have

nonempty interiors (see |[Appendix A.2|for the proof).

Proposition 9. Fizr N > 1 and p € [1,+00), and consider a partition (Ky,...,Ky) of T? for
which the domains (K,)1<ngn have nonempty interiors. Assume that a,b > 0 satisfy , and
denote by D* = (D3,...,Dy) € 5;”’ a solution to the mazimization problem . Then,

Vne{l,...,N}, Dy > 0.

Note however that this result does not give any information on the behavior of the lower bound
on the components of D* in the limit of a vanishing mesh size. The numerical results we present
(see for instance [Figure 3)) indicate that the lower bound can indeed converge to 0 as N — +o0.

4.1.2 Finite element approximation of the eigenvalue problem

We discuss in this section how to numerically approximate A(D) for a given diffusion matrix D.
For simplicity of exposition, we restrict the presentation to the one dimensional case d = 1, the
extension to higher dimensional situations posing no difficulties in principle (but numerically viable
only for d < 3 in terms of computational costs).

The minimization in @ is performed over a linear space of dimension I obtained by a P
finite element discretization over a regular mesh with nodes ¢; = i/I for i € {0,...,I — 1}
with ¢_1 = ¢r-1, g0 = qr and ¢1 = ¢q;4+1 to comply with periodic boundary conditions. The
continuous basis functions (¢;);=1,...,; have support on [g;—1, ¢i+1] and are piecewise affine:

I(q—qi—1) ifqegi-1,q],
vi(q) = .
I(giv1—q) if q € [qi,qit1])-

We denote by S; = Span(p1,...,¢r), and by

/TU(Q)M(Q) dg = 0} :

We can then introduce the following mapping, which corresponds to a finite element approximation
of A(.@D ) :

/1r P (q)(9)u(q) da
)\NJ(D) = inf

(
(45)
u€Sro\{0} /Tu(q)QM(Q) dq
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Let us recall the standard approach to solve (45). Upon writing u = Zi]:l Ui s, the optimiza-
tion problem can be rewritten as

UT A(D)U al
2 ADY 4Dy =S DA,
vetloy TrBU AP ;
where the matrices Ay, ..., Ay and B € R’/ have entries
[Anli; = | F@ei@e™ Ddg,  Bij= [ ¢i(@)ei(g)e" @ dg. (46)
T

n

The Euler-Lagrange condition for the minimization problem is therefore the following finite
dimensional eigenvalue problem:

A(D)U = oBU, U'BU =1. (47)

Since A(D) and B are real symmetric matrices and B is positive definite, the eigenvalue prob-
lem admits 0 < 01(D) < 02(D) < ... < o7(D) real and nonnegative eigenvalues (counted
without multiplicities), with associated B-orthonormal eigenvectors {U;(D),Us(D),...,Ur(D)}.
In addition, o1 (D) = 0 and U; (D) is proportional to (1,...,1).

4.1.3 The discrete optimization problems

The optimization problem is finally approximated by replacing A(Zp) in by An.1(D):
fix p € [1,400). For any a,b > 0 such that holds,

find D* € 47, such that 02(D*) = sup o02(D) = Ay, (48)
Desg®

where o3(D) is the first nonzero (second-smallest) eigenvalue of the problem ([47).

The following proposition guarantees the existence of a minimizer to (48]), which is moreover
positive under some compatibility on the meshes used to discretize the diffusion coefficient and
the eigenvalue problem.

Proposition 10. Fiz p € [1,4+00). Consider a,b > 0 such that holds. Then, there ex-
ists D* € 5§’b such that
02(D*) = sup oa2(D) = Ay >0.
Desg®

Assume moreover that, for allm € {1,..., N}, there existsi € {0,...,I—1} such that [¢;—1,qi+1] C
K,,. Then, any mazimizer satisfies min D} > 0.
1<n<N

Proof. As already mentioned in the proof of the set 6;*’ is compact. Thus, to
prove the existence of a solution, it suffices to show that the application D +— o9(D) is upper-
semicontinuous; in fact, we prove that it is continuous. Indeed, the application M € S;(R) —
o2(M) mapping any symmetric matrix to its second-smallest eigenvalue is continuous on S;(R)
(see, e.g., [11, Corollary I11.2.6]). On the other hand, D — A(D) is also continuous. By composi-
tion, D +— o2(D) is continuous on 5Z’b, which proves the existence of a maximizer.

In addition, the Poincaré inequality guarantees with the choice D = y1y (where 1y is
the N-dimensional vector whose components are all equal to 1, and v > 0 is a normalization
constant chosen such that D € (Sg’b) that

K 2 o2(11n) > - >0, (49)

X
Cu
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To prove that Dy > 0 for all n € {1,..., N}, we proceed by contradiction. Assume that there
exists n € {1,..., N} such that D} < 0. Consider i € {0,...,I — 1} such that [g;—1,gi+1] C Kn.
Setting ¢; = ¢; — fT @i i (so that ¢; € Sr), we obtain

[P@mer@d [ v
oo (D*) < 2L = D <0,
/T ¢i(q)*u(q) dg /T ¢i(q)*1(q) dg
which contradicts and thus proves the result. O

The optimization problem is approximated by: fix p € [1,400). For any a,b > 0 such
that holds,

find D** € 67, such that F(D*) = sup F,(D)=Ay7, (50)
’ Desg? 7
where H.(D)
F,(D)= ===, 1
(D)= &) (51)
and
I I
Go(D)=> e H,(D)=Y oi(D)e 7P, (52)
i=2 i=2

The well-posedness of the optimization problem (without the positivity of the optimizer)
can be obtained by similar arguments. Using similar (and even simpler) arguments as the ones
presented after , one can show that

Ya > 0, )\R,O‘I > AN

and the map a — F,(D) is nonincreasing on R* . However, the monotonicity of the map a
o2(D*®) is not clear: it is observed numerically that this map is nondecreasing, see
and Finally, let (a,)n>0 be a sequence of RY such that o, — +o0o when n — +o0c0. The
sequence of maximizers (D**"),,>¢ is bounded on 5;717 so that, up to a subsequence (not indicated
in the notations), there exists D*> € 42" such that

D*,an D*,OO
n—-+oo ’
By definition, it holds
Fu (DY) = N5 > Ay > 02(D").

By continuity of the maps D +— o;(D), it is then easy to show that F, (D*%") — g9(D*°), so
that Ay ; = 02(D*°) and D** solves ([@8). Moreover, )\}‘VO‘I — AN as a = +oo. The latter
convergence is illustrated in

In conclusion, solving for large values of a should yield a tight upper bound on Ay ;. In
practice, solving for small values of « already yields a good approximation in the situations
we have considered.

4.1.4 Practical aspects of the implementation

We discuss in this section how to numerically solve , approximated as (48). The numer-
ical solution of the smooth-min approximation , approximated as , is made precise in
Appendix [C.1]

To solve in practice, we used either (i) Sequential Least Squares Quadratic Programming
algorithm (SLSQP), which operates through linearization of the optimality conditions (see for
instance [I4, Section 15.1] for an introduction to such methods), relying on the implementation
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available in SciPy [69]; or (ii) the IPOPT solver [70] within the Julia programming language, using
the JuMP framework [27]. In order to use these methods, we need to compute the gradient of the
objective function and the constraint, which we discuss next.

A first task is to approximate the integrals for the matrix elements in and the weight
factors wp,p, in by some quadrature method. In our numerical results, we set N = I and K,, =
[((n —1)/N,n/N) for any n € {1,..., N}, so that, for example, [A,];; can be approximated by
(with periodic boundary conditions for the indices)

n—1

Ne V("% )(5i,n5i,j + 0in—10ij — 0inlijt1 — Oin—10i;-1), (53)

where 0 is the Kronecker delta function, and B; ; can be approximated by

oV 4055 + 04 j—1 + 0i j+1 .
6N

We refer to[Appendix C.2|for more details in order to obtain (53)-(54)). Likewise, the weights wy,,

can be approximated by

(54)

1 —pv(ngt
e V(). (55)

To run the optimization algorithms, we next need the gradient of the constraint

N
D g wp.n DY,
n=1

which is readily computed. A more subtle point is to compute the gradient of the target func-

tion Ay (D) = o2(D) with the notation introduced in [Section 4.1.2} It is readily computed
assuming that the second eigenvalue o9 (D) is simple as the following classical result shows. Recall

that the matrix B is symmetric positive definite, so that the matrix B~/2 is well-defined.

Lemma 11. Consider D° € RY such that the second-smallest eigenvalue oo(D°) of the symmetric
positive matriz B~Y/2A(D°)B~Y/2 is simple. Then, D + o4(D) is differentiable around D°, and
the components of its gradient are

802
0D,

vne{l,...,N}, (D% =U(D*) " A,U(D°), (56)

where U(DP) is an eigenvector normalized as in (A7).

Proof. The proof involves manipulations similar to the ones used to prove When o5(DY)

is simple, o5 is smooth in an open neighborhood of D°, and D + U(D) can also be constructed

to be smooth, so that, by taking the partial derivative with respect to D,, of the first condition
in ,

U (D) = 272 (D) BU(D) + 02(D) B 2L

dD,, aD, '~ aD, ? oD,

The desired result follows by multiplying this equality by U(D)" on the left, using the normaliza-
tion U(D)"BU(D) = 1 and that U(D)" A(D) = 0o(D)U (D) B by transposing the relation
as the matrices A(D) and B are real symmetric. O

(D)U(D) + A(D) (D).

Using the approximation considered in (recalling that I = N in this case), the formula
approximating the gradient reads: for any n € {1,...,N},

1 -1

9% (D)~ Ne™V(5) (U(D),-1, U (D))" (_1 . ) (U(D)n-1,U(D)a)

oD,
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Remark 5. [Lemma 11| provides a formula for the gradient of oo around points where this function
is differentiable, namely for D € RN such that oo(D) is simple. However, formula makes
sense even if o9(D) is degenerate, although the resulting quantity is not necessarily the gradient
of oo in this situation. In practice, we use this formula for the gradient for any D, including
if degeneracy happens. The downside is that the convergence may be slower around degeneracy
points.

4.2 Numerical results

We apply the optimization procedure described in to one-dimensional examples on
the torus, with a normalization constraint corresponding to p = 2 and a mesh characterized
by N = I = 1000 (recall that N is the dimension of the approximation space for the diffusion
coefficient D, and that I is the number of basis functions for the Py finite element method). In
particular, we choose K, = [(n — 1)/N,n/N) for n € {1,...,N}. Note that we used N = I
for simplicity in the implementation of A, (see ) in order to compute the gradient of o9
(see even though the in to ensure positivity does not hold in that case.
Similar results were obtained using I = kN with & > 2 which is a sufficient condition for the
positivity result to hold. The integrals for the matrix elements in are approximated by —
, and the weights wy, ,, are approximated by . More details on the numerical approximations
used are given in We relax the upper bound constraint on the diffusion coefficient
by setting b = 0.

In this section, we name diffusion coefficients either the finite-dimensional vectors D € RY or
the functions defined on T by . In each figure, the target distribution is p defined by ; the
optimal diffusion coefficient D* is obtained numerically by solving , while the optimal diffusion
coefficient D*® is obtained by solving ; the constant diffusion coefficient is Dyt = vl with

N -1/p
n=1
N P
so that Y, wpnD

est.n = 13 and the homogenized diffusion coefficient corresponds to the finite-
dimensional representation of the proxy Dy = for the optimal diffusion coefficient obtained in a
periodic homogenization limit, whose expression is given by (see Sectionfor the presentation
of the homogenized limit):

-1
¥nef{l,...,N},  Diomn="Diom ("N) . (58)

The initial condition for the diffusion coefficient in the optimization procedure solving either

or is set to D} ..
We denote by D**° the numerical approximation of . This vector is defined componentwise
as follows: for n € {1,..., N},

e "(1l+eM—n)
14+eM+4mnem

1/(p—1)
Dr> = %oe"(("*l)/m (|U2,n _ U2,n—1\2 T |U3,n _ U3,n—1|2> . (59)
where Us (respectively Us) is a normalized eigenvector associated with oo(D*) (respectively o5(D*))
and Y is such that 27]2,21 wp,n(D*)P = 1. Note that periodic boundary conditions are imposed
in , e.g. Usg = Uz n. The scalar 1 is an approximation of 1 (see ), which is defined
by n = lir_sr_l a(o3(D**) — o9(D**)), where a3(D**) = A\ and o3(D*®) are the leading two
a—+00 )

nonzero eigenvalues using the maximizer D*'* solving .

We present the numerical results by first considering cases where a = 0 in Section [£.21] and
then situations where the lower bound a is positive (see Section . The results for a = 0 are
further distinguished depending on the value of the approximation of 1 among the cases n = 0,
1 € (0,7*) and n = n*. We finally draw conjectures from our numerical observations and discuss
convergence issues in Section
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(a) Various diffusion coefficients and target distribu- (b) Comparison with the formal Euler-Lagrange
tion . The solid curve in red is the optimal diffusion characterizations (approximated by ) for
coefficient D*. the case n = 0.

Figure 1: Results of the optimization procedure on the one-dimensional four-well potential V(q) =
cos(8mq).

4.2.1 Results for a =0

A case where 7 = 0. We plot in various diffusion coefficients as well as the target
distribution for a four-well potential. We first observe that the optimal diffusion coefficient D*
takes larger values in regions where the target distribution is small. The analytical proxy D}
has the same general shape as D*. In fact, the two coefficients are almost superimposed. This
observation is formalized in below.

The numerical values of the spectral gaps obtained for D*, Dy and D are respectively 30.24,
30.19 and 14.70. This simple example thus demonstrates the improvement obtained by optimizing
the diffusion coefficient in terms of the spectral gap of the operator, and thus the enhanced
convergence rate to equilibrium (further demonstrated by Monte Carlo simulations in [Section 6.
It also confirms the relevance of the homogenized proxy Dy . derived in which can
be computed explicitly and yields a spectral gap comparable to the one obtained through the
optimization procedure.

The optimization procedure leads to an optimal diffusion coefficient which is uniformly lower
bounded on the torus. In particular, we checked that the minimum of the optimal diffusion
coefficient does not decrease as the mesh gets finer. A different behavior is observed in other
numerical examples, see and [a] below.

The first three nonzero eigenvalues obtained for the optimal diffusion coefficient are oo(D*) =

~.r = 30.23813406, o3(D*) = 30.23813407, and 04(D*) = 86.06. This means that the second
eigenvalue can be considered degenerate, which is in accordance with [Lemma 5| (we expect that
both eigenvalues are equal in the limit I, N — 400). [Figure 1b| displays the optimal diffusion
coefficient D* and the numerical approximation D** of (37)) given by . We have observed
that the two eigenvalues oo (D*%) and o3(D*®) are essentially the same (up to numerical precision)
even for very small values of «, the values of a(o3(D*®) — g2(D**)) when « € [1,7] is at most
of order 2.5 x 107°. We therefore consider that 1 = 0. With this choice, the two coefficients D*
and D**° are superimposed, as predicted by . This confirms the relevance of the smooth-min

approach used in [Section 3.2.2

A case where n € (0,7*). We plot in the numerical results for a one-well potential using
the value o = 1. In we plot the maximizer D*%. The optimal diffusion coefficient D*

obtained by solving is very similar, see |Figures 2b| and . The numerical values of the
spectral gaps obtained for D*“, D} and D, are respectively 36.75, 32.43 and 30.47. Note that

hom
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the optimal spectral gap Ay ; is 36.88, and that A7y = 36.94. This shows that the map f, is a
good approximation of the objective function A, and that the diffusion coefficient obtained when
solving yields a spectral gap comparable to the one obtained when solving .

The diffusion coefficient D*% is uniformly lower bounded on T. However, does
not apply since D*“ is not optimal in the sense of maximizing the map A. Indeed, we check
that the first three nonzero eigenvalues obtained for D*“ are 36.75, 37.24 and 138.98. However,
the optimal diffusion coefficient D* obtained by solving yields a degenerate eigenvalue (we
obtain o3(D*) ~ o3(D*) ~ 36.88) which is in accordance with the result of This
means that checking for eigenvalue degeneracy when solving does not yield information on
the eigenvalue degeneracy of the optimal diffusion coefficient D*. We check in that
the characterization of the optimal diffusion coefficient using a finite value of «, i.e. formula ,
is valid, using similar approximations as for (59): more precisely, for n € {1,..., N}, the n-th
component of the discrete approximation of is given by

1/(p—1)
V() (ZN: [CalD)0 =0 ) 0o (D) st s, -1 |> |
Go(D*0)2 = '
k=2
where G, H,, are defined in , (Ug,o)2<k< N are the normalized eigenvectors associated with the
eigenvalues (o (D*®))ock<n and 7, is a normalizing constant. Note that this formula requires
all the eigenelements which can be computationally heavy.

We again seek to compute the value of 1 in order to compare the optimal diffusion with the
formal Euler-Lagrange formula . We plot in the two leading nonzero eigenvalues
using the maximizer D*“ for increasing values of a. The behavior is very different from the
previous case: the eigenvalues seem to converge to the same value but are quite different, even
for rather large values of a. In we plot the behavior of a(o3(D**) — o2(D*%)) as «
increases, and fit the data with a function a — K/« + 1, parameterized by K,n € R, using the
method curve_fit from the scipy.optimize module. This gives a limiting value n ~ —0.51. The
comparison between D* and D**° (as in ) is given in the curves are superimposed,
which again confirms that the formal discussion in is relevant.

Cases where 7 = n*. We plot in the numerical results for a double-well potential.
We observe that the optimal diffusion coefficient displays two singularities at two points where it
(almost) vanishes, around ¢ ~ 0.37 and ¢ ~ 0.88. We zoom around the point ¢ ~ 0.88 in [Figure 3b|
for various meshes and observe that, as the mesh gets finer (I = N increases), the minimum value
of the optimal diffusion coefficient gets smaller. The analytical proxy Dj . has the same general
shape as D* but displays no singularity, which may have numerical advantages. The numerical
values of the spectral gaps obtained for D*, D} = and D are respectively 11.23, 10.58 and 0.81.
Other numerical properties of the optimal diffusion coefficient were difficult to obtain for this
particular example, as the fact that the optimal diffusion almost vanishes makes the optimization
either unstable or harder to converge, see below.

We present in the numerical results obtained for another double-well potential. As
in the previous example, this diffusion coefficient almost vanishes and two singularities can be
observed around ¢ = 0.25 and ¢ ~ 0.75. The numerical values of the spectral gap obtained
for D*, Dy . and D¢y are respectively 22.84, 21.18 and 8.46. The numerical convergence was
easier to obtain for this example. In particular, we were able to compute the value of n by
solving for various values of a. We present in the behavior of the two leading
nonzero eigenvalues for the values of « for which the optimization problems converged. We also fit
the data similarly to what was done in to extract the limiting value n ~ 1.276, which is
very close to the critical value n* introduced in [Section 3.2.2] see (38]). This corroborates our claim
around that when n = n*, the optimal diffusion vanishes at some points. We further back
this statement by presenting in the results obtained with (approximated by )
and n = n* (the value of n* is approximated using the lambertw function of the scipy.special
module). In particular, we see in that the diffusion given by the Euler-Lagrange formula
with n = n* indeed vanishes.
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Figure 3: Results of the optimization procedure on the one-dimensional double-well poten-
tial V' (q) = sin(4mq)(2 + sin(2nq)).

Lowerbounda‘ 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Spectral gap ‘11.227 11.226 11.208 11.145 10.983 10.572

Table 1: Spectral gap associated to optimal diffusion coefficients obtained with the optimization
procedure using different lower bounds a in the same setting as

Lastly, note that the singularities observed in and [a] are consistent with the dis-
cussion in Indeed, when n = n*, Equation holds, and we thus expect the optimal
diffusion to be non-smooth.

4.2.2 Results for a >0

We now present results of the optimization procedure for the double-well potential energy func-
tion V(q) = sin(47q)(2+sin(27q)) when imposing various lowers bounds a € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1}.
In we plot the optimal diffusion coefficients. The case a = 0 has already been covered
in It is the only one where the optimal diffusion coefficient almost vanishes on T.
When a = 1, the optimal diffusion coefficient is fully determined by the normalization constraint,
and happens to coincide with the optimal diffusion coefficient in the homogenized limit Dy . We
highlight in how the lower bounds a affects the shape of the optimal diffusion coefficient:
we plot the optimal diffusion coeflicients divided by Dy, and observe that the pointwise lower
bound a is saturated on larger intervals as a increases to 1. We present in the values of
the spectral gap for the same values of the lower bound a. Note that the spectral gap for a = 0.2
is almost the same as the one for ¢ = 0. This suggests that imposing a (small) positive lower
bound may be useful in practice, especially in view of the interest of using a positive diffusion
in Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithms. This point is further discussed below in

(see |[Figure 10c]).

4.2.3 Numerical conjectures and final remarks

In view of the results above, we conjecture that in all situations, in dimension 1, for the optimal
diffusion coefficient:

e The first three nonzero eigenvalues associated with the operator —Lp« satisfy 4o = A3 < A4.
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and K3 ~ 22.843.

Figure 4: Results of the optimization procedure on the one-dimensional double-well poten-
tial V(q) = cos(4mq).

e The independent and normalized eigenvectors e and ez (associated to 13 = A3) have deriva-
tives that do not vanish at the same points (see )7 which implies that n € [0,7*], and
there are then two situations:

— either n = n*, which is equivalent to the fact that the optimal diffusion vanishes at
some points;

— orn < n*, which is equivalent to the fact that the optimal diffusion is uniformly positive.

It would be nice to prove such a conjecture and obtain conditions on V allowing to decide which
situation is observed in practice. For example, we will see in the next section that when V is
periodic with a period 1/k with an integer k € N\ {0}, the optimal diffusion converges rapidly to
the optimal diffusion for the homogenized limit, which does not vanish.

Remark 6. We have checked that all the numerical results reported in this section are converged
up to numerical precision (with a convergence threshold of 1071°). For some potentials, we were
not able to get converged results, in the sense that the convergence threshold was not attained before
the mazimum number of iterations, set to 1000 in our examples. In some cases, the algorithm
even stopped before the maximum number of iterations, because it was unable to find a descent
direction compatible with the constraints. In practice, numerical convergence was harder to obtain
when the optimal diffusion coefficient was almost zero at some points.

5 Optimal diffusion matrix in the homogenized limit

A drawback of the optimization method described in is the computational burden as-
sociated with the calculation of the optimal diffusion matrix in practice, which requires solving a
high-dimensional eigenvalue problem. To obtain an approximation of the optimal diffusion, which
can be used for instance as a good initial guess to the optimization procedure, we propose a simple
model for the effective diffusion of the optimized overdamped Langevin dynamics. This model is
obtained by studying the asymptotic behavior of the optimal diffusion matrix in the homogenized
limit of periodic potentials with infinitely small spatial periods. The limit is explicit either for
linear constraints, or for generic L{, constraints in the one dimensional case d = 1, and displays
a simple dependence on the target density pu. The form of this dependence is backed up by prior
results in the literature [61].

27



17.5 1 —— optimal diffusion —— optimal diffusion
===~ Euler-Lagrange formula 3.0 4 ===~ Euler-Lagrange formula
15.0 4
2.59
12.5 4
2.0 4
10.0 4
154
7.5 4
1.0
5.0 4
2.5 0.5
0.0 0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 10 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

(a) V(q) = sin(4mq)(2 + sin(27q)), using in the (b) V(q) = cos(4mq), using in the value n = n*

value n = n* given by (38). given by (38)).
05
041
03
0.2 4
0.1
—— optimal diffusion ",
-—-n=n \
001 v
-—- n=-1276

T T T T T T T
0.650 0.675 0.700 0725 0.750 0.775 0.800 0.825 0.850

(¢) Zoom around g = 0.75 for V(q) = cos(4mq),
displaying the coefficient given by with n = n*
and n =1.

Figure 5: Comparison with the formal Euler-Lagrange characterizations (approximated
by ) for the cases 7 = n*. The solid curves in red are the optimal diffusion coefficients D*.

a=0.0 I\
a=0.2 o Y —
15 o6 Lo 7 —3x /
ate Vo \
08 (- N—
10 - /
06 \ \.
| /
[ /
5t 04
a=0.0
a=0.2
a=0.4
0.2 a=0.6
a=08
a=1.0
op L I L 1 I L L L L L
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
(a) Optimal diffusion coefficients for various (b) Optimal diffusion coefficients normalized
lower bounds a. by Dfiom-

Figure 6: Results of the optimization procedure for various lower bounds a and V (¢) = sin(4nq)(2+
sin(2mq)).

28



In order to present our results, we start by introducing in the setting of homog-
enization theory, in particular the notion of H-convergence, and give some useful and standard
results, adapted to our framework of periodic boundary conditions. Next, in [Section 5.2 we study
the homogenized limit of the diffusion matrices and then explicitly optimize the spectral gap of
the homogenized limit for one-dimensional systems or linear constraints. Finally, in [Section 5.3]
we study the commutation of the homogenization and optimization procedures, by showing that
the diffusion matrix obtained by optimizing first and then taking the homogenized limit coincides
with the optimal diffusion matrix for the homogenized problem.

5.1 Definitions and compactness results

We present in this section compactness results for sequences of matrices (A*)r>1 C L>®(TP, Myp).
Let us emphasize that we restrict ourselves to a,b > 0 in all this section. We start by recalling
the notion of H-convergence in the setting of Z?-periodic functions. Compared to the classical H-
convergence presented in the literature (see for instance [2, Chapter 1] and references therein, as
well as [13]), the main difference is that we use periodic boundary conditions rather than Dirichlet
boundary conditions.

Definition 1 (H-convergence). Fiz a,b > 0, and consider a sequence (A*)>1 C L=(T% M,y).
The sequence (A¥)g>1 is said to H-converge to A € L>°(T M,y) (denoted by A* I, A) if, for
any f € H ' (T?) such that (f,1)g-1(pa) g1 (rey = 0, the sequence (u¥)p>1 C H(T?) of solutions
to

—div (AkVuk) =f onT<

(60)
[, a0,
Td
satisfies, in the limit k — oo,
uf — u weakly in H*(T?),
ARV uF —~ AVu weakly in L*(T?)4,
where u € HY(T?) is the solution of the homogenized problem
—div (AVu) = f  on T,
(61)

/Td u(q) dg = 0.

Notice that the functions u* in and v in are indeed well-defined since (f, 1) -1 (pa), g1 (1ay =
0 (in application of the Lax—Milgram theorem, see[Lemma 27|in[Appendix D.2)). The next theorem,

proved for completeness in states a compactness result for sequences of periodic
functions.

Theorem 12 (Murat-Tartar). Fiz a,b > 0, and consider a sequence (A¥)p>1 C L(T% Mqy).
Up to estraction of a subsequence, (AF)r>1 H-converges to a matriz A € L>=(T% M,) (non
constant in general).

The following theorem, adapted from [2, Theorem 1.3.18] (and proved for completeness in
[pendix D.4.1] see [Remark 9)), states an H-convergence result for sequences of matrices defined
through periodic homogenization. It is a particular case of specific to periodic func-

tions.

Theorem 13. Fiza,b > 0, and let A € L°°(T¢, M,y). Fork > 1, consider the sequence (Ay k)k>1
defined as
Vg e T¢, Ak (q) = A(kq).
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The sequence (Ag x)k>1 H-converges to the constant matriz A € Mg, with entries
vi<ij<d Ay = / (et Vur(@) T Alg) e + Vu(a) da, (62)
T

where (e1,...,eq) is the canonical basis of R and {w;}1<i<a C H*(TY) is the family of unique
solutions to the problems
—div (./4(61 + sz)) = 0,

/W w;(q) dg = 0.

The last theorem, proved in |Appendix D.2| by a straightforward adaptation of [2, Theo-
rem 1.3.16], states that H-convergence implies the convergence of the sequence of spectral gaps.

(63)

Theorem 14. Fiz a,b > 0 and let (A¥)p>1 C L>(T¢, M,) be a sequence H-converging to a
homogenized matriz A € L°° (T M,). Let (p¥)r>1 C L>(T?) be a sequence of positive functions
converging weakly-+ in L>=(T?) to a limiting function p, and such that there exists p_, p, > 0 for
which 0 < p_ < p*(q) < py < +oo for all k > 1 and for almost all ¢ € T?. Let \* be the smallest
nonzero eigenvalue and u* an associated normalized eigenvector of the spectral problem

— div (A*(q) V" (q)) = N*p"(g)u* (),
/w ()P dg = 1.

lim A =2\

k—+oo

Then,

and, up to a subsequence, (u¥)x>1 converges weakly in H'(T?) to u, where (\,u) is an eigenpair
of the homogenized operator:

— div (AVu(q)) = Xp(q)u(q),
[, uta?da=1.
Td

and X is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of this homogenized eigenvalue problem.

5.2 Optimization of the periodic homogenization limit

We still fix a,b > 0, and apply the results of to a particular class of sequences of
matrix valued-functions (Ag x)k>1, defined for D € Dg’b by decreasing the period of the Z9-
periodic matrix

Alg) = D(g) exp(=V(9)) (64)
to obtain the (Z/k)?-periodic function

Ay k(q) = Dy x(q) exp (=Vy x(q)), Dy k(q) = D(kq), Vy k(q) = V(kq). (65)

Note that Ay (q) € Mgy for almost every ¢ € T? and for all k > 1. The periodization pro-

cedure allows us to prove in [Section 5.2.1| the H-convergence of the sequence of matrices,
and the convergence of the associated eigenvalues and eigenvectors (see [Corollary 15)). We then

provide in [Section 5.2.2] explicit expressions for diffusion matrices D which maximize the spectral
gap of the homogenized problem; see in particular for the one dimensional case d = 1.
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5.2.1 Periodic homogenization of the spectral gap problem
We consider the process (qf)t>0 defined on T¢ by the dynamics
daf = [~Dyi(dF)VVi i(aF) + div(Dy 1) ()] dt + V2D (qF) AW
The generator associated to the dynamics acts on test functions u : T¢ — R as
Liu = exp (Vi) div [Dy exp (—Va i) Vu] .

Since the eigenfunctions associated with the first eigenvalue 0 are constant functions, the Rayleigh—
Ritz principle implies that the spectral gap of £ considered as an operator on L?(Z le=V#r)
(recall that Z is defined in (T))) writes (recalling the notation (65)):

Vu(q) " Agk(q)Vu(q) dg

T /uefv#*’“:() . (66)
Td

Ay (D) = min
#, ( ) weH(T4)\{0} / u2(q)efv#*’“(q) dq
Td

Let us emphasize that the test functions to find the minimum on the right-hand side of the previous
equality are Z9-periodic, while the diffusion and the potential are (Z/k)%-periodic. Note also that
the minimization over the functions u is performed on H'(T¢), which is equivalent in fact to the
functional space H!(Z te=V#*) since T¢ is compact and V is smooth. This allows to work with
a fixed functional space for the test functions v whatever the value of k.

The spectral gap Ay (D) is the smallest nonzero solution ¥ of the following eigenvalue prob-
lem posed on T%: find (u*, \¥) € H(T9) \ {0} x (0, +0c0) such that

—div [Dy  exp (—Vi i) Vuk] = M exp (— Vi) u", / uFe™V#r = 0.
Td

By applying [Theorem 14 to the sequence (Ax )r>1, we therefore obtain the following result on
the convergence of the sequence of spectral gaps (A4 (D)), for a given diffusion D € C‘Dg’b.

Corollary 15. Fiz p € [1,400), a,b > 0 satisfying and D € ’D;’b. Then, Ay k I A with A
defined in . Defining D = Z~ ' A, the sequence (A#JC(D)),@1 converges as k — oo towards

Vu(q) "DVu(q) dq
Abom(D) := inf s
u€ H} (T4)\{0} / w2(q) dq
Td

In the next section, we seek to maximize the spectral gap Apom (D) with respect to the baseline
diffusion matrix D from which D arises as the H-limit of Dy x(q) exp(—Vg x(q))/Z. There is of
course a huge body of literature on optimizing homogenized coefficients, for example in the context
of shape optimization of materials, typically by considering laminated structures which would
correspond here to situations where the diffusion can only take two values; see for instance [G5l
35, @, [4] and [38, Chapter 10].

It is useful to provide a more explicit expression of the limiting matrix D in order to maxi-
mize Apom (D). Consider ¢ = £1eq + -+ - + £geq € RY and note that

6= 27" [ (6+ Vuelo)TAl)€ + Vuela)) do

where we = & wy +- - - +&qwg and the family (w;)1<i<q is defined in . Recalling , it follows
that

€76 = [ | (€+ Vue@) Dla) (€ + Vue(a) (o) da

= [ (€7D + 267 D) Vuela) + Vuel)) D) Vue(@) pla)da. (67)
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By the weak formulation of (63)), it holds, for any v € H'(T¢),

s ¢"D(q)Vu(q) ulq) dg = — . Vwe(q) " D(q)Vu(q) plq) dg. (68)

Upon replacing v by we, we obtain with that
D= ([ Pt dn) s~ [ Tueto) D) Vue o) do (69)

5.2.2 Optimization of the homogenized limit

We now focus on the optimization with respect to D € @g*b of the homogenized limit Apom (D)

given in [Corollary 15| under some normalization constraint:

Aom = sup Apom (D). (70)
DeDg?

This optimization problem is well posed by arguments similar to the ones used in and
using the fact that the mapping D +— D in is continuous on D%’ (relying on the continuity
of the mapping L> (T4, M, ;) 3 A+ w; € H*(T?) where w; is the solution of ) In the most
general case, one of the difficulties is to understand how the constraint D € ’D;’b homogenizes
into a constraint on D. We start by analyzing a specific example of constrained set with linear
constraints, which is not the constraint [|D|;1 <1 with the norm defined in (T1). The interest of
the linear constraint we consider is that the optimization problem becomes trivial. We next derive
a similar result for the constraint || D||z» < 1, but for the one-dimensional case d = 1. Both results
hold provided a,b > 0 are sufficiently small so that the optimal diffusion matrix automatically
satisfies the pointwise lower and upper bounds involving a and b.

Linear constraint. We start by considering the following constraint on D, for a given constant
matrix M € S(fr (with S;+ the set of real, symmetric, positive, definite matrices of sizes d x d):

» D(q) u(q) dg = M. (71)

Lemma 16. Consider M € Sj+, with M_, My > 0 such that M_Idg < M < M;lldd, Fiza,b>
0 such that
O<a<< M_Z, 0<b<

T (72)

Then, the diffusion Df__(q) = M/u(q) is a solution to the optimization problem

hom

i { (D) | D € LT Mo), [ D00 uta) =1}

Td
Proof. In view of , for any D € L$P (T4, M, ) satisfying , it holds
werl,  De< ([ Pautaa)e=¢ e
Thus, for any D € L (T M, ;) satisfying the constraint 7
Vu(q) "DVu(q) dg / Vu(q) " MVu(q) dg
T <
ue HY (T4)\ {0} / w2(q) dg ue HY (T4)\{0} / W2(q) dg
T4 T4
Now, note that D(q) = M/u(q) belongs to L (T M) in view of the choice (72)), and satis-

fies D = M in view of since wg = 0 for any ¢ € RY by . This diffusion matrix therefore
maximizes the limiting spectral gap in view of the above inequality, which concludes the proof. [
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LY, constraint in the one-dimensional case. We now restrict ourselves to the case where d =
1. In this situation, Apom (D) is proportional to the nonnegative real number D. Thus, maximiz-
ing Apom (D) boils down to maximizing D > 0. In the one-dimensional case, denoting We as wWp
(we omit the irrelevant parameter £, but make the dependence on D explicit), equation on wp
can be rewritten as

™ D(1+wp)] =0, (73)
and the expression simplifies as
b= Pl (1 - wh(9)®) u(q) dg,

while the normalization constraint || D|[z» <1 simply reads

'D(q)Pe—PV(Q) dg < 1.
Td

The optimization problem is therefore equivalent to

a<De”V <b7H, D(q)? e PV(2) dg < 1} .

max { D) (1 - wh(0)?) ula) dg
Td Td

DeL? (T,Ry)

This optimization problem admits an explicit solution provided a,b < 1, as made precise in the
following result.

Theorem 17. Fiz p € [1,4+00), and consider a,b € (0,1]. Then, a mazimizer for the spectral gap
in the homogenized limit 18
Dom(q) =", (74)
*

Note that the maximizer D} is independent of p due to our specific choice of normalization,
and that no extra normalization factor is needed.

Proof. Equation can be integrated as wj, + 1 = KD~ eV for some constant K € R, so that
(up to an irrelevant additive constant, set to 0 for simplicity)

‘IeV
- g+ K[ &
wole) = —a+ K [

The constant K is chosen to ensure the periodicity of the function. This gives

e () [
wplq) = —q = T’
’JI‘D 0 D

so that, by and (with £ =1 in this one-dimensional context, and v = we = wp),

5:/TD[k(%)ﬂpzfqrp(uwg)u: (/Tev>1 (/Tplev>1. (75)

The maximization of the effective diffusion D with respect to D therefore amounts to solving the
following optimization problem:

min{/ D eV
T

The Euler-Lagrange equation associated with the minimization problem with the normalization
constraint only (forgetting the pointwise upper and lower bounds), assuming that the constraint
is saturated at its value 1, implies that D~2e" is proportional to DP~'e PV j.e. D is proportional
to €'; and in fact equal to the latter function in view of the normalization constraint. The
pointwise upper and lower bounds are then automatically satisfied given our choice for a, b, which
allows to conclude the proof. O

a<De V' <b7 1, /D(q)p e PV(2) dg < 1} .
T

The extension of this result to the multi-dimensional case d > 1 is not as clear and we leave
this open question for future work.
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5.3 Homogenization of the optimal diffusion

We consider in this section the H-limit of diffusion matrices which maximize the spectral gap
for potentials with decreasing spatial periodicity. This corresponds to first performing the opti-
mization of the spectral gap, then the homogenization of the associated maximizers; whereas the
analysis of relied on first homogenizing the spectral gap problem, then optimizing it
in

For k > 1, define the constrained set associated with the oscillating potential Vi j:

[, p@i e @ag <1}

DY, = {D € Ly, (T May)

Note that, if D € ’Dg’b, then Dy j, € ’D;;bk »» Where we recall that Dy i is the periodized diffu-
sion Dy 1 (q) = D(kq). Of course, the set Dibk,p contains more functions than those obtained by

periodization. Let us indeed emphasize that the diffusion matrices in @ibk p are a priori only Z4-

periodic. For D € ’D;f’k’p a Z%-periodic diffusion, consider the spectral gap associated with the

oscillating potential Vi j:

Vu(q) "D(q)Vu(g) e”V#+@ dg
i oy - ue#E =00 (76
u€ 0 2 —Vg 1 (q) d Te
/T U (q)e q

A¥(D) =

The optimal diffusion matrix corresponding to satisfies the following optimization problem:

AF* = max AF(D). (77)

a,b
Deyl

Note that the minimization problem in is different from the one in since the diffusion
matrix D is not (Z/k)?-periodic, but only Z%periodic a priori. It turns out however that the
optimization problem (77) admits a (Z/k)%periodic solution, as made precise in the following

lemma, proved in

Lemma 18. Fizp € [1,+00) and consider a € [0, amax] and b > 0 such that ab < 1. For k € N4,
there exists D** € D% such that, denoting by D;g)*k(q) = Dk (kq),

AF(DES) = Ay i (DF*) = AR,

shows that, while solving the optimization problem (well posed in application
of [Theorem 4)), we may restrict ourselves to (Z/k)?-periodic diffusion matrices.[Theorem 19| below,
proved in |Appendix D.4|, states that the limit A~ when k — —+oo of the sequence (AF*);>; is in
fact equal to the limit A} = defined in , showing the commutation of homogenization and
optimization procedures.

Theorem 19. Fiz p € [1,+00) and consider a € (0, amax] and b > 0 such that ab < 1. Then the

sequence (Ak’*) converges to A¥__ as k — oo.

k>1 hom

suggests that, in the homogenized limit, the optimal diffusion matrix yields the
same spectral gap as its proxy obtained by solving — which, we recall, can be analytically
written out in the simple cases discussed in [Section 5.2.2

Numerical results. We present two one-dimensional numerical examples illustrating the con-
vergence towards the homogenized regime when the frequency k goes to infinity. The space
discretizations of the optimization problem 7 the optimization algorithms, the notation and
the hyperparameters are the same as in The mesh size used to obtain these results is
refined as k increases, using N = I = 200k. Denote by D** the maximizer obtained by solving
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(a) Potential: V(q) = sin(4mq)(2 + sin(2nq)). (b) Potential: V(gq) = cos(4mq).

Figure 7: Comparison of the two procedures: homogenize then optimize, versus optimize then
homogenize. The left and right columns correspond to two different target distributions. The

figures in the second row illustrate the convergence of the sequence ()\IJC\}’*I)kN towards A, ..

the approximation of the optimal spectral gap for a given frequency £ > 1 and by )\f\}fl

the corresponding optimal value. The optimal homogenized coefficient is fzom = 1/Z, which
is easily obtained from from the formula (75) together with the expression of the optimal diffu-
sion coefficient in the homogenized limit . Therefore, the value of the homogenized limit of
the spectral gap is the product of the first non-zero eigenvalue of —A on T with ﬁhom, which
yields A, = 4n?/Z.

The convergence of )\ﬁ;fl towards Af__ is illustrated in In particular, we represent

hom
on the first right and left plots the optimal diffusion coefficients D** for increasing values of k,
along with the diffusion coefficient Dy . Note that we always observe that the diffusion D+~
is 1/k-periodic, and we only plot its trace on [0,1/k] (and stretch it on [0,1]) so that optimal
diffusion coefficients for various values of k can be compared: more precisely, the function plotted
for the optimal diffusion coefficient for the frequency k > 1 is

VgeT,  7"(q)= D[,

|+

We observe that, for these simple one-dimensional examples, the optimal and homogenized dif-
fusion coefficients coincide almost perfectly for relatively small values of the frequency, namely
already for k = 3. We also observe that the optimal diffusion coefficient displays more regularity
for k > 3: it cancels at two points for k = 1 (and for k = 2 for the numerical example presented
in where the derivative has a singularity, but remains uniformly positive and smooth
for k > 3.
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6 Application to sampling algorithms

We present in this section an application of the optimization procedure to accelerate sampling
algorithms. We focus on the Random Walk Metropolis—Hastings (RWMH) algorithm [53] B36] to
unbiasedly sample from a Boltzmann—Gibbs target distribution. As we show in this
algorithm provides a consistent discretization of the continuous dynamics (3). More precisely, we
show that the RWMH with proposals constructed using a space dependent diffusion converges, in
the limit At — 0, to a Langevin diffusion with space dependent diffusion given by the proposal
variance. Notice that we do not discuss ergodicity of such dynamics, see [50] for results in that
direction. We next present in numerical experiments demonstrating that optimizing
the diffusion leads to a more efficient sampling of the target measure. We numerically compare
three variants of RWMH corresponding to three different choices for the variance of the proposal.
The first variant is a simple RWMH algorithm with constant proposal variance; the two others
have a space-dependent proposal variance At D, with D given by (i) the pre-computed optimal

diffusion matrix and (ii) the explicit homogenized limit of [Section 5.2.2

Remark 7 (On the choice of the dynamics). We consider a simple Random-Walk algorithm
with moves of size O(v/At) rather than a Metropolization of a Buler—Maruyama discretization of
the overdamped Langevin dynamics (the SmartMC method [63] in molecular dynamics, known as
MALA [62] in computational statistics). Indeed the latter dynamics have rejection probabilities of
order At3/? for constant diffusion matrices, but a much larger rejection probability of order /At
for genuinely position dependent diffusion matrices [29] (see also . In contrast, the
rejection probability is of order /At in all cases for Random Walk Metropolis—Hastings. We
therefore choose RWMH in order to have algorithms with rejection probabilities of the same order
of magnitude, which allows for a fairer comparison of the dynamics. Let us mention that numerical
schemes leading to a rejection probability scaling as At3/% for Metropolizations of overdamped
Langevin dynamics with position dependent diffusion matrices have recently been proposed in [48].
We also refer to [55] for discussions about efficient discretizations of the overdamped Langevin
dynamics with position dependent diffusions, using time-rescaling transforms.

6.1 Consistency of the Random Walk Metropolis—Hastings algorithm

We describe in this section the RWMH algorithm we consider, and then provide consistency results
of the method in the limit At — 0.

Description of the Metropolis algorithm. The Random Walk Metropolis—Hastings algo-
rithm [53] [36] is obtained by first proposing moves constructed from the current configuration by
adding a Gaussian increment, and then accepting or rejecting the proposal move according to a
Metropolis criterion. More precisely, starting from the current configuration g%, for i > 0 and
using a discretization time step At > 0, a new configuration is proposed as

E]VL‘Atl = int + V2At D1/2(int) Gi—Hv (78)

where (G")i»1 is a sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) normal random
variables. The transition kernel .7 (¢4,, qzl) associated with this transition has density

d/2
1 1

N — D —-1/2 _ I TD -1/ 7 .
7(¢,4) (MAt) det D(q)” exp | (¢ —a) Pla)"(¢" )
Note that the reverse move associated with the proposal (78)) is

int = QZI - \/TAtDl/Q(a’Zrtl) éiﬂ7 Gitl — D—1/2(211‘At1)p1/2(q2t) Gitl,
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This allows to compute the Metropolis ratio as

. . ~i+1 T ~i+1 4
Rat(qas G'!) = min {17 N(q?t ) (int ,~£q+A1t) }
NN NG|

i 1/2 . . _ v
—mind1, (W) o V@ Vga)l- (G P22 |
det D(gA, )

(79)

Accepting the proposal with probability Rat(¢h,, G'™') using a sequence of i.i.d. random vari-
ables (U");>1 with uniform law on [0, 1], independent of (G%);>1, then leads to setting the new
configuration as ' ‘ . .

qzl = qlAt + V2At ’D1/2(qZAt) GZ+1IL{Ui+1<Rn(int,Gi+l)}. (80)

Weak error estimates and pathwise weak convergence. The following result, similar
to [29] Lemma 4], implies that the numerical scheme is weakly consistent. The proof is
omitted since it exactly follows the proof of [29, Lemma 4] as a particular case when the drift term
is 0.

Lemma 20. For any ¢ € C*°(T?), there exists K € R, and At* > 0 such that

Eq (2(gA0) = #(a) + AtLpp(q) + At *ry ar(g),
with supera 7o at(q)] < K for any 0 < At < At*.

We next state a weak consistency result of the Metropolis scheme with the baseline continuous
dynamics at the level of the paths of the process. Define the rescaled, linearly interpolated
continuous-time process (Q2);>o by

(A o e

with QOAt = qo given. We can then state the following pathwise consistency result, proved in
pendix Ej

Theorem 21. Assume that D € Cz(']I‘d,S:[Jr), and denote by Pa; the law of the process (Q21)i>o
on CY([0,00), T?), starting from a given initial condition Q& = qo. Then, Pa; converges weakly
to P as At — 0, where P is the law of the unique solution to the stochastic differential equation

dQr = (=D(Q)VV(Q1) + div D(Qy)) dt + V2D'/2(Q) dW1, (82)
where (Wy)i>0 is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion, with initial condition Qo = qo.

Note that we assume that D € CQ(T,S;+) for some technical estimates, in particular those

of [Lemma 34

6.2 Sampling experiments

In this section, we illustrate the benefits of using a position dependent diffusion coefficient for
sampling a Boltzmann—Gibbs target distribution. We consider a linear interpolation of the optimal
diffusion coefficient D* (introduced in obtained with N = I = 1000 and ¢ = b = 0, the
diffusion coefficient for the homogenized problem D;_ _ (see and equation (74)), and the

hom

constant diffusion coefficient Dy (see [Section 4.2)).

We choose the one-dimensional double well potential V(q) = sin(47q)(2 + sin(2rq)) defined
on T (the associated Gibbs distribution is displayed in [Figure 3a)). The potential exhibits a global
minimum on T at xy &~ 0.36544 and a local minimum at x; ~ 0.89714.
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Diffusion coefficient ‘ Constant Homogenized Optimal
Spectral gap | 081 10.6 11.2
M-H rejection probability (%) |  3.72 4.00 6.42

Table 2: Spectral gap and Metropolis—Hastings rejection probability for the simulations in

Sample trajectories. We show in sample trajectories following the discretization
for each diffusion coefficient. In order to compare the simulations, the same Gaussian vari-
ables (Gi)@l are used in . They are run with time step At = 10™* for Nj, = 106 iterations,
with the same initial condition go = 0. This time step is chosen so that the rejection probability
in the Metropolis—Hastings procedure is of order 5%, see for the values of the rejection
probabilities in each case, as well as for a study of the scaling of the rejection prob-
ability as a function of the time step. We observe that the dynamics using a constant diffusion
coeflicient is stuck longer in a well, whereas the dynamics using either the optimal or homogenized
diffusion coefficient transitions faster between metastable states.

In we compute the mean squared distance (MSD) averaged over Ng, = 1000
realizations of the dynamics for the various optimal diffusion coefficients using a time step At =
10~* and Ny, = 109 iterations. Each realization starts at position gy = 0. Therefore, the averaged
MSD at iteration n > 1 is

z

sim

n
Z ‘QAt —QO‘ )

1 Jj=1

VI<n< Ny,  (MSD), =

3\'—‘

3

where in’i is the position of the i-th realization of the dynamics at iteration j. We observe
more displacement when using either the optimal or the homogenized diffusion coefficient, which
confirms that the associated dynamics diffuse more over the configuration space than the dynamics
using a constant diffusion coefficient. The fact that the diffusion coefficient Dy =~ (approximated
by ) leads to a larger effective diffusion should not come as a surprise since it is optimized to
maximize the MSD of the underlying continuous dynamics, see [29, Section 3.5.2].

Convergence of the empirical law towards the Gibbs measure. In order to further com-
pare the various diffusion coefficients and their respective effects on the sampling efficiency, we
numerically compute the weighted L? error (x? divergence) between the empirical distribution of
the discretized process and the Gibbs measure, see below. As pointed out in , for the
limiting continuous-in-time dynamics , this error converges exponentially fast towards 0, at a
rate given by the spectral gap of the generator of the dynamics.

More precisely, we set At = 107 and consider an initial distribution ,uO made of Ngamples = 10%
samples generated independently and uniformly over [0, 1]:

Ngamples
0
p = Z S aAy ~U(0,1]).
samples ;
Each sample is then independently updated using the RWMH algorithm presented in
so that the empirical distribution p” at time nAt is
Nsamples
n 1 <

pr= e S 6
Nsamples i=1 I

In practice, the weighted L? error appearing in the left-hand side of is approximated
by discretizing the interval [0,1) into Npins bins of equal sizes: for 1 < k < Npjns, we denote
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Figure 8: Sample trajectories of the RWMH algorithm for a periodic, one-dimensional potential
with double well V(q) = sin(4mq)(2 + sin(2mq)). Notice that we plot the trajectories over the
unfolded configuration space R instead of the torus T = R/Z.
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by Bi = [(k — 1)/Nbins, k/Npins) the k-th bin. The weighted L? error is then approximated as

Nome /oy~ 1/2

Ny
bins =1 |

where [}, iy, are proportional to the fraction of samples in the k-th bin, and normalized as

Nyins Nbins
Y A= > A=l
k — = 1.

Nbins =1 Nbins =1

In particular, in our case,
efv((kfl)/NbinS)

< k<K ins e = :
VI = k = NblIlS7 uk‘ Nblns Z;\[:bilns e—V((j_l)/NblﬂS) ’

approximates the Gibbs distribution, and

. Npi
V1 <k < Nypins, by = Nims
samples

)

{1 < i < Noamples: 47} € Bk}

approximates the empirical distribution ™, where |A| denotes the cardinal of a set A. We run the
RWMH algorithm for Nj, = 10 iterations and use Npins = 100 to approximate the weighted L2
error. The results are averaged over 10 simulations.

The error between the empirical distribution and the Gibbs distribution as a function of the
physical time (i.e. the number of iterations multiplied by the time step) is presented in
This confirms that the use of the optimal diffusion or the homogenized coeflicient greatly improves
the convergence of the law of the process towards equilibrium. The exponential rate of convergence,
corresponding to the dotted lines, is quickly reached - although this regime is not present for a long
time for the optimal and homogenized diffusion coefficients since the weighted L? error converges
in a rather short time towards a small limiting value, which is nonzero because of statistical and
numerical errors mainly related to the finiteness of Nyins and Ngampies (this is why we only show the
results up to the physical time 0.25). Recall that the spectral gaps for the optimal, homogenized
and constant diffusion coefficients are respectively 11.23, 10.58 and 0.81. This is in agreement
with the numerical results of which show a slightly lower error for the optimal diffusion
coefficient than for the homogenized diffusion coefficient, and a significantly lower error than for
the constant diffusion coefficient.

Spatial analysis of the rejection probability of the Metropolis—Hastings procedure.
We compute the average rejection probability of the Metropolis—Hastings procedure for a fixed
time step At = 0.01. We discretize the torus with a set of points ¢* = i/1000,0 < i < 1000. For
each point ¢’, we propose 10° moves following the rule , and count how many proposals are
accepted when performing the Metropolis—Hastings procedure, i.e. computing and comparing
its value to a random number uniformly distributed over [0, 1].

We represent on for various diffusion coefficients, the three following functions: the
target distribution, the diffusion coefficient and the average rejection probability. We discarded
the error bars as they were too small to be even noticed in the plot.

For the constant diffusion coefficient, for which the results are presented in the
proposals are most likely rejected when ¢ is at the bottom of a well. When using either the
optimal diffusion coefficient or the homogenized diffusion coefficient, the behavior is the opposite:
the proposals are most likely accepted when ¢ is located at the bottom of a well and/or when
the gradient of the potential energy function is small. This is shown in and
Notice that for the case of the optimal diffusion, higher rejection probabilities are observed where
the optimal diffusion coefficient almost vanishes. This is because of the ratio of determinant
factors appearing in the denominator of : even though both terms are of similar orders,
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Figure 9: Weighted L? error (in logarithmic scale) between the empirical distribution and the
Gibbs distribution over time for various diffusion coefficients.

they are almost zero, which causes numerical instabilities. We plot in the average
rejection probabilities when using the optimal diffusion coefficients obtained with the optimization
procedure and imposing various lower bounds a € {0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1}. We notice that, even for
small (but positive) values of a, the two singularities disappear. This suggests that imposing
a positive lower bound in the optimization procedure can yield an optimal diffusion coefficient
which makes the numerical computations more stable, and therefore produces a better numerical
sampling.

Transition times. We compute the mean transition time from the deepest well to any of its
two nearby periodized copies. More precisely, we consider the initial condition ¢° = z¢ ~ 0.36544
and compute the average physical time it takes for the system to cross zg — 1 or xg + 1. This
average is computed over Ny ansitions = 10° transitions. We show in the mean transition
time with respect to the time step At, as well as the rejection probability of the Metropolis—
Hastings procedure. The rejection probability due to the Metropolis—Hastings procedure scales

as O (v At); see [29] Section 4.7] and [Lemma 34, We see that the mean transition time between

the two metastable states is much smaller when using either the optimal diffusion coefficient or
the homogenized diffusion coefficient than with the constant diffusion coefficient. For a time
step At = 5 x 1075, the numerical values of the mean transition times when using D*, D
and Dcg are respectively 2.37, 1.77 and 17.78. This shows that the optimal diffusion coefficients
obtained by our numerical procedure or the homogenized diffusion coefficient can be used to faster
sample the configurational space, especially in the case of metastable dynamics.
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Figure 10: Spatial analysis of the Metropolis—Hastings rejection probability for the periodic, one-

dimensional double well potential V(q) = sin(4mq)(2 + sin(27g)). On [Figures 10a and [10d)}

the left y-axis refers to the diffusion coefficient and the target density values, and the right y-axis

refers to the average rejection probability values.
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A Proof of optimization results

A.1 Proof of [Theorem 4l

The fact that the optimization problem is well posed follows by a straightforward adaptation of [38]
Theorem 10.3.1]. Recall that, by the application D +— A(D) is concave. Moreover, the
function A is upper-semicontinuous for the weak-* L{ topology induced on C‘Dg’b foranya > 0,b >
0 and p > 1 since it is defined in (7) as the infimum over u € H} (1) \ {0} of the functions

/ V() "D(q)Vu(q) ulq) da
D LT

/ u(q)*p(q) dq
Td

)

which are continuous for the weak-* LS topology. We finally note that the set C‘Dg’b is nonempty
by [Cemma 2| and compact for the weak-* L3P topology. This already shows that there exists a
solution to i]4). Note that the L{, norm in item (ii) of is necessarily saturated for the
maximizer in view of @

To prove item (i), we rely on the following lemma, which shows that the optimal diffusion
matrix D*(q) cannot be degenerate on an open set when ¢ = 0 (for a > 0, the diffusion is of course
nondegenerate).

Lemma 22. Fiz a = 0. For any open set Q C T?, there exists ¢ € Q such that D*(q) # 0.

Proof. We proceed by contradiction. Note first that D(q) = ¢, pIdg is in the constrained set @g’b

for Y
1 |
— i - -pV(9) 4 -4
o i (Lo o) 5

Then (recalling the constant C,, in (I5))),

Vu(g)Pula)dg
A(D*) = A(cppldg) = cpp  inf i =22 >0. (84)

weHg (m)\ {0} 2 (a)d Cu
|, wanta) da

Assume that there exists an open set  C T¢ such that D*(¢) = 0 for all ¢ € 2. We can then
consider a nonzero function ug € C*(T9) such that supp(ug) C €, which leads to

Vua(q) " D*(q)Vua(q) 1(q) dg
0 < A(D*) < £ =0.

/ ua(g)*u(q) dg
Td

The latter equality contradicts and thus provides the desired result. O

A.2 Proof of [Proposition 9|

There exists v > 0 such that y1y € 5;}’17 (where 1 is the N-dimensional vector whose components
are all equal to 1), and thus, since Z;,(q) = 1 for any ¢ € T¢, and in view of the Poincaré

inequality ,

M Zp-1dg) = YA(Z1  1dg) > Cl

n
Consider n € argmin,, ¢y, Ny Dp - Since K, has a nonempty interior, there exists an open

ball %, such that %, C K,. We consider the function v, defined on %, as a normalized
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eigenfunction associated with the first eigenvalue of the Laplace problem with Dirichlet boundary
conditions:

—Av, = A 0y, 00 By, v, = 0 on 0%, / v2 =1. (85)
PBn

Note that Ay, > 0. The function v, is then extended by 0 on T \ #,. It is easy to check
that v, € H(u). We finally define u,, € H{(u) as

Up = Up —/ VUpy e
B,

In view of , and denoting by puy = Hjlr%xu < o0,

[ 70 VuPu=0;, [ VuPu<usDy, [ (9P =praD;,
Td B

n n

Therefore, since ||un||2L2( ) > 0 (otherwise v, would be constant on #,, which is impossible

by (85),

*
p,n

Ip-@Vula)u@ds [ To-@Fe@Pu@ds
A@pla) =t <7 S Iiz '
u€HE(T4)\{0 2 d 2 d UnllL2 ()

[, wanta) da [, m@uia :

This allows to conclude that D} > fyHunHiz(M)/(,qu AM,»Cy) > 0, which leads to the claimed result.

B Characterization of the optimal diffusion

Proposition 6]is proved in and relies on technical results which are proved in [Ap]

Let us introduce some notation and recall standard results for trace-class operators that will
be useful below. For two Banach spaces E, F', we denote by B(F, F') the Banach space of bounded
linear operators from E to F. We denote by ||Al|; = Tr(A*A)l/2 the trace norm of an operator A
on L*(p). Note that if, for any s € [0, 1], the operator A(s) is a trace-class operator on L?(u) and
there exist K € Ry such that [|A(s)||; < K for any s € [0,1], then

‘ /01 A(s)ds

We also recall that if A is bounded on L?(u) and B is trace-class on L?(u), the operators AB
and BA are trace-class on L?(p1) and

1
< [ 1A ds < k. (36)
1 0

IABly <[lAllg2qy 1Bl [1BAlL < 1Allgz2 () 1Bl (87)

We refer to [56] [66] for more detailed results on trace-class operators.

B.1 Proof of |[Proposition 6]

To prove (3I), we first assume that 6D € C3*(T¢,S,;) with [0D|| e (ray < ¢/2, and show the
inequality with a bound H(SDHzLOO(Td) on the right-hand side. The desired result for any 6D €
L>(T%,8,) such that [0D| o (1ay < ¢/2 is then obtained by a density argument.

We perform the computations for the map g,, a similar reasoning leading to the result for
the map h,. In this proof, the letter K denotes a generic nonnegative finite constant which may
change from line to line.
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Consider 6D € C*(T¢, S;) such that [|[0D|| e (gay < ¢/2. Then D + 6D > (¢/2)Idg so that the
operator Lpsp is negative and self-adjoint on L?(u). We can therefore use Duhamel’s formula
twice to obtain

ga(D + 6D) - ga(D)

=1
— ea£D+5D _ eaﬁp — [e5a£D+éDe(1*S)a£D}s

s=0

1
— O[/ esaﬁp+5—D£5De(l—s)a£Dds
0
1 u=1
— O[/ (esal}p + [es(lfu)aﬁpesuaﬁergD:I )£5D€(1S)a£DdS
0 u=0
1 1 1
— O[/ esaﬁpﬁépe(lfs)aﬂpds + OZQ/ / es(lfu)aﬁp‘céDesuaﬁergD‘C&De(lfs)ozl}psdu ds
0 0 0

1 1 s
— a/ esa£D£5De(1_s)a£Dd8 + a2/ / e(s_u)aLD,C(;Deua£D+‘§DE(;De(l_s)a’CDdu dS, (88)
0 0 0

where we performed the change of variables u < su for the last equality.

By below, the operators g, (D + §D) and g,(D) are trace-class on L?(u). The
operator defined by the first term on the right-hand side of is linear in §D. We now show
that it is trace-class on L?(x) and that there exists K € Ry such that

< K [[0D| oo ey - (89)

1
Oé/ esal:DEé'De(lfs)al:D ds
0 1

For any s € [0,1], let Ts = eselo fone(l=s)aLn  We need to distinguish between the two cases 0 <
s <1/2and 1/2 < s < 1: when 0 < s < 1/2, the operator el=9)2Lp - hossibly multiplied by
any polynomial of Lp, is trace-class on L?(u) uniformly in s thanks to [Lemma 23] while the
operator e5**? is bounded on L?(p), so that can be used. A similar result is obtained in the
case 1/2 < s < 1 by switching el=s)aLp and e59LP in the reasoning.

More precisely, for s € [0,1/2], we rewrite T as

T, = ¢**“® Lip(ld — Lp) ™' (Id — Lp)el! ~9*4P
::Al ::Az :ZA3
Note that |41z, < 1, and Az is bounded on L?(u) by (see below). The
operator Ajz is trace-class on L?(u) by [Lemma 23| so that T} is trace-class on L?(u) with trace

norm uniformly bounded over s € [0,1/2]. In view of and , there exists K € Ry such
that

Vs €[0,1/2], [ Tslly < K|[0D] poc (pay -
In the case 1/2 < s < 1, we rewrite T} as
T, = e**“?(Id — Lp) (Id — Lp) " Lsp et 79)ED

i=As =:A, =41

and proceed with a similar argument as above. In view of , the operator defined by the first
term on the right-hand side of is therefore trace-class on L%(p) and holds.

We now show that the operator defined by the second term on the right-hand side of is
trace-class on L?(p1), and that its trace norm is bounded from above by ||5D||33(Td). First, note that

the operator (Id — Lpsp)2e?~? is trace-class on L?(u) for any 6 > 0. Indeed, let us rewrite this
operator as (Id—Lp5p)?(Id—Lp)~2(Id—Lp)?e?*?  and let us set T = (Id—Lpysp)*(Id—Lp) 2.
then implies that

B DIl oo (pay + 16D poc (ay

c

4
0<T*T < (Id — Lp) 2 (Id L‘D> (Id — Lp) 2. (90)
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Recall that if A < B as symmetric operators on a Hilbert space, then C*AC < C*BC for any
bounded operator C' on the same Hilbert space. The operator on the right-hand side of (90 is
therefore bounded on L?(p) by functional calculus, so that T is also bounded on L2 (). m
then implies that the operators (Id — Lpsp)2e’>P are trace-class on L?(u), and more precisely
that for any @ > 0, there exists K € Ry (which depends on ) such that

V0 >0, |(Id— Lpiep)?e®P||, < K. (91)

For any s € [0,1] and u € [0, s], let Ts,, = e®(s—w)Lp p o eualpiso £ oe(1=s)alp e need to
distinguish between three cases: if 0 < s < 1/2, the operator e(!=*)*£P is trace-class on L?(u)
uniformly in s and the other operators are bounded on L?(u); if 1/2 < s < 1, then the oper-
ator e*(*="£P s trace-class on L?(u) uniformly in u,s for 0 < u < s/2, while it is the opera-
tor e*“£P+52 which is trace-class on L?(p) uniformly in u, s for s/2 < u < s.

If s € [0,1/2], we rewrite T ,, as

Touw= e(s—u)aLD Lsp (Id — £D+5D)_1 euaLD+5D (Id — £D+§D)£5D (Id — £D+6D>_2 (Id — £D+5D)2e(1_s)a£D .

)

=:A; = A, =:A3 =:Ay =:As

It holds || A1 |52, < 1 and |[As|5(z2(,)) < 1. The operators A and A4 are bounded on L2(u)

by while the operator As is trace-class on L?(u) by (91)). Moreover, in view of (87), (91)),

and (98)), there exists K € Ry such that, for any s € [0,1/2] and any u € [0, 5],
2
1 Ts ully < K (|6Dlcs (pay - (92)
If s € [1/2,1] and u € [0, s/2], we rewrite T, as

Ts,u = e(siu)o‘L:D (Id — £D+5D)2 (Id — £D+5D)72£5D (Id — £D+5D) eua£D+6D (Id _ £D+5D)71£5D e(l*S)QLD’

=:A; =:A, =:As =:A, =41

and if s € [1/2,1] and u € [s/2, s], we rewrite T ,, as

Ty =W £in(Id — Lpysp) ™t (Id — Lpysp)e FP+52(1d — Lpysp) (Id — Lpysp)  Lsp e 2

=41 =:As =:A;s =:Ay =:As

We then perform manipulations similar to the ones leading to in the case 0 < s < 1/2.
In view of , the operator in is therefore trace-class on L?(j1), and there exists K € R,
such that

1 s
042 / / ea(sfu)[l-p £5DGUQ£D+5D£,§DG(175)Q£D du ds
0 0

2
< K ||0D|l¢s (pay -
1

We can at this stage take the trace in the equality . In particular, using the linearity and
the cyclicity of the trace, the trace of the operator defined by the first term on the right-hand side

of is
1 1
Tr (a/ esa£D£5De(1S)°‘LDds> = a/ Tr(esacbﬁgpe(lfs)aﬁp)ds
0 0

1
:a/ Tr(eaﬁDﬁgp)ds
0

aTr(e*2P Lap) = Tr(gly (D) (—Lsp))-

This shows that hold with the bound ||(5D||33(Td) on the right-hand side.
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Using the density of C3(T9,S;) in L>(T9,S;), we now prove that holds. It suffices to
show that the trace of the operator defined by the second term on the right-hand side of is
bounded from above by ||6D||2LOO(W). We compute, using Fubini’s theorem,

1 s
Tr (Ol2 / / ea(s—u)ﬁpﬁépeuaﬁermp [:(S’De(l_s)aLD du ds)
0 0

1 s
0[2/ / Tr (e(s—u)aﬁp ,C,gpeuaﬁD+6D£5De(l_s)a£D> du ds
o Jo
1 s
= az/ / Tr (6(1*“)0‘57’EaDe“aLD“Dﬁ(;D) duds
o Jo
1,1
= a2/ / Tr (e“aLD“D Lspell—waln E(;D) ds du
0 u
1
= a2/ (1 —u)Tr (e“o‘ﬁD“DL:gpe(lfu)o‘ﬁf’ﬁ(;p> du.
0

Denote by V,, = e*£p+sp Lspel=walopo Tf y e [0,1/2], we rewrite V,, as
Vi, = u@Ep+sm £on(Id — L)™' (Id — Lp)e ™2 (Id — L) (Id — Lp) ' Lsp .
=:A =:As =:A3 =:A4

It holds [|A1 [l 5(z2(,y) < 1, the operators A and Ay are bounded on L (y) by while the

operator As is trace-class on L%(u) by In view of and (96)), there exists K € R
such that, for all u € [0,1/2],

2
||VuH1 <K ||5D||L<>°(Td) :
If w € [1/2,1], using the cyclicity of the trace, we write

Tr(V,) = Tr| (Id — Lp)et£2+52(Id — Lp) (Id — Lp) Lsp e WP Lon(Id — Lp) 7t |,
NV ——
=:A; =:A2 =:4s =:Ay

and proceed as above. The inequality

1 1 1
/ (1 —w)Tr(V,) du| < / |Tr (V)] du < / (IVully du,
0 0 0

then implies 7 which concludes the proof.

B.2 Technical results

The following lemma (whose proof is given in |[Appendix B.2.1)) shows that f, is well-defined

whenever a > 0 and D € L{’/(Td, M) satisfies D > cld, for some ¢ > 0.

Lemma 23. Fix D € L")/(Td,/\/la’b) such that D > cldg for some ¢ > 0. Then, for any n € N
and 6 > 0, the operators (Lp)" P and (Id — Lp)"e? P are trace-class on L?(u). Moreover, for
any n € N and 0 > 0, there exists 0* > 0 and K € Ry (which both depend on n and 8) such that

Vo >0, ||(Id-Lp)" e, < K. (93)
Using the notation of |[Section 3.2.2] the limit in is therefore obtained with the dom-

inated convergence theorem, using that e~ ®(i=32) < e=(A=22) for any o > 1 and that the
sums ) ;o5 N;\e™ ™ and dis3 N;e™i are finite since the operators g;(D) and hy (D) are trace-
class on L?(p).

The three following lemmas are useful to bound various terms when identifying the differentials
of D — ¢o(D) and D — hy(D). More precisely, the following lemma allows to compare the
operators Lp and Lsp as a function of ||6D||LOO(W).
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Lemma 24. Fiz D € L"D,(Td,/\/l%b) such that D > cldgq for some ¢ > 0. Then for any dD €
L>(T%,Sy),

1 1
~ 10Dl e ray £ < L < = 0D x4y L (94)
The result is an immediate consequence of the inequality
1
6D < [|0D|| oo (pay Ida < p 16D e (3ay P-

Likewise, the following lemma (proved in [Appendix B.2.2)) allows to compare the operators Lp
and Lp4sp for a small enough perturbation dD.
Lemma 25. Fiz D € L")/(']I‘d,J\/la’b) such that D > cldg for some ¢ > 0, and consider 6D €
L>(T4,Sy) such that 10D oo (7ay < ¢/2. Then,

C

”DHLOO(Td) + ||5D||Loo(1rd)
Lp<Lpysp < 57—
c 2Dl oo (pay

Lastly, the following result (proved in [Appendix B.2.3)) shows that some operators appearing
in the proof of [Proposition 6| are bounded on L?(y), with an explicit bound on §D when needed.

Note that the bound (98]) is not written in terms of the L> norm of 6D, but rather as a function
of the C3 norm of §D. This may be a technical limitation due to our technique of proof, which
involves commutators, but the estimate is sufficient for our purposes.

Lp <0. (95)

Lemma 26. Fiz D € L"’/(']I‘d,/\/layb) such that D > cldg for some ¢ > 0, and consider §D €
C3(T?,84) such that 10D][ 1,00 (ray < ¢/2. Then the following statements hold:

e The operators Lsp(Id—Lpsp) ! and Lsp(Id—Lp) ™! are bounded on L*(p). More precisely,
there exists K € Ry such that

HL(SD(Id - ‘C'DJ"‘SD)ilHB(LQ(M)) + ||£5D(Id - ED)71||B(L2(M)) < K HJDHLOO(’]I‘d) ; (96)

e The operator (Id — Lpysp)?e’>P is bounded on L?(n) for any @ > 0. More precisely, for
any 8 > 0, there exists Ky € Ry such that, for all § > 0,

10 = Lp+50) %" || 1)) < Ko (97)

e The operator (Id — Lpisp)Lsp(Id — Lpisp)~2 is bounded on L?(u). More precisely, there
erists K € Ry such that

1(1d — £o150)Lsp(1d = LD150) || 512y < K 16D llearay (98)

where [|6D||¢s(pay = sup [|6D; ]

ILIX

C3(T4)"

B.2.1 Proof of [Lemma 23|

We first show that the operator e?~? is trace-class on L?(u) for § > 0. Using the lower bound
on D, it holds Lp < ¢Lyq, on L?(u). It therefore suffices to show that the operator eff1aq g
trace-class on L?(u1). Define the unitary transformation

L?(u) — L*(TY),
U (1) (V 2 (99)
[ fe V2,
Straightforward computations show that
UL, U =A+W <0 (100)
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on L?(T%), where A is the Laplacian operator with periodic boundary conditions on L?(T%), and
the smooth function

1 1
W= -AV — = |VV]? (101)
2 4
is identified with a multiplication operator on L2(T¢). This implies that
0<Tr (eeﬁp> < Tr (ecealdd) = Trpapa) (ece(A+W)) < oW T2 (n0) (ec9A> :

cOA

where W = max |W(q)|. Since the operator e“?? is trace-class on L?(T9) for any 6 > 0 (see for
q€eT

instance [57, Theorem XIII.76)), the operator e?~? is trace-class on L?(y) for any § > 0.

To conclude the proof, we rely on the fact that, for § > 0 and n € N fixed, there exists * > 0
and K > 0 such that (—z)"e’ < Ke?'® for any € R_ and any 6 > 0. This implies that the
operator (Lp)" e?4? is trace-class on L?(u) for any n € N. Tt follows that the operator (Id —

Lp)"e?£? is also trace-class on L?(p) as it is a linear combination of the operators (Lp)FefLr
for 0 < k < n. This also implies that the estimate holds, and concludes the proof.

B.2.2 Proof of [Lemma 25|
Since £Idy < D + 0D < (||D||LN(W) n \|5D\|m(w)) Idy, it holds

(”D”L‘X’(’H‘d) + H5DHLoc(1rd)) Lia, < Lp4sp < gﬁldd <0. (102)
Using now that cIdg < D < || D] o (pa) Ida, it holds ||D||2010(Td) D < Idg < ¢ 'D so that
¢'Lp < Lia, <Pl (za) Lo (103)
Combining with implies (95]), which concludes the proof.

B.2.3 Proof of [Lemma 26
We prove the first item. Denote by T = Lsp(Id — Lp)~!. Using it holds

* 1 — —
0STT< 16D s pay (Id = Lp) ™ L (1d — Lp) "

The operator on the right-hand side of the inequality is bounded on L?(u) since

)\2

—1 p2 —1 —
H(Id—»CD) Lp(1d - Lp) ”B(Lz(#))gig%m—

1.

Therefore, the operator T is bounded on L? (). Now let S = Lsp(Id—Lpsp)~ L. Using[Lemma 25
it holds

-2
0< 89 <Lsp|1d=— 125 Lsp.
21D o

—1
The operator Lsp (Id - m ||D||Zio (14) ED) is bounded on L?(u) using a similar argu-

ment as above, with an upper bound proportional to [[0D|| ; «(gay. This implies that the operator S
is bounded on L?(u). The estimate easily follows.
We next prove the second item. Denote now by Ty = (Id—Lpsp)?e?~?. In view of [Lemma 25|

4
0 < T3 Ty <% (1d = ¢ (IID]l g oy + 10Dl ) ) £2) 2.
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The operators (Lp)' €?£? for 0 < i < 2 are bounded on L2(u) by functional calculus. This implies
that the operator Tp is bounded on L?(u), and the uniform estimate (97) is obtained in the same

manner as in the end of the proof of
We finally prove the third item. Let T = (Id — Lpysp)Lsp(Id — Lpysp)~2. Consider x > 0
(a parameter which will be made precise below) and rewrite the operator T as

T = (Id — Lpisp)(kld — L1a,) " (kId = L1a,)Lop (k1 — L1a,) 2 (k1d — L14,)*(Id — Lp4sp) 2.

=Aq =Ag 1=As

(104)
The operators A; and A3 are bounded on L?(u). We prove this statement for the operator A,
the proof for As being similar. Using (102), it holds
2
0 < AjAy < (51 = L14,) ™ (1 = (IDll o o) + 10D o)) L1a,) (41 = L1a,) 7"

and the operator on the right-hand side of the previous inequality is bounded on L?(u1) since

-2 2
(kId — L1a,) (Id - (HDHLOQ(W) + ||5D||me>) cldd)

B(L?(p))

1+ (Dl ety + 16D e ey ) A
< | sup

< +00.
A>0 K4+ A

In view of (104)), it therefore suffices to show that the operator (kId — L1q,)V*dDV (kId — L14,) 2
is bounded on L?(p), or, equivalently, that the operator

U(kld — L14,)V*0DV (kId — L1q,) 2U* = U(kId — L1q,)U* (UV*6DVU*) U (kld — L1q,) 2U*,
(105)
is bounded on L?(T?), where U denotes the unitary transformation defined by (99). Using (100)),
it holds

U(kld — L1q,)U* = kId — A — W, U(kld — L1g,) 2U* = (kId — A — W) 2.

where W is defined in (101)). Straightforward computations lead to
Uv* = (—V+2VV> U, VU*=U (V+2VV) .

Therefore, the operator in (105 can be rewritten as

d—a-w)| 3 (—aqj 4 ;aqjv> 5D, <aqi 4 ;aqiv> (kld— A — )2

1<i,j<d

We now choose k such that kK — W > 1 (which is possible since W is smooth on the compact
space T?), so that kId — A — W > Id on L?(T?). The operators (kIld — A — W)(Id — A)~!
and (Id — A)?(kId — A — W)~2 are then bounded on L?(T¢), so that it suffices to show that the
operator

m-a)| 3 (aqj + %aqj v) 5D (aqi + ;aqiv> (Id — A)~2

1<4,5<d

is bounded on L?(T?) to conclude.
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For k > 1, denote by H*(T?) the Sobolev space of square integrable functions on T¢ with all
(distributional) derivatives up to order k belonging to L?(T¢). Using the Fourier series character-
ization of Sobolev spaces and the fact that V is smooth, it holds

(Id — A)~* € B(LX(T?), HY(T?)),
VIS j<d, 0, + 50,V € BH(T), HY(TY),
V1<i,j<d, —0+ %aqjv € B(H3(T?), H*(T%)),
Id — A € B(H*(T?), L*(T%)).

To obtain (98], it therefore suffices that §D; ;, seen as a multiplication operator on H3(T),
is bounded uniformly in 4,5 € {1,...,d} with ”‘SDM”B(HS(W)) < Kij[6D]|gs(pay for a con-
stant K; ; > 0. This is easily seen to hold using the Leibniz rule since §D € C3(T¢,S;). Thus, the

estimate holds, which concludes the proof of

C Numerical optimization implementation details

We set I = N in order to ease computations. In particular, the nodes for the basis functions ¢; =
i/I for i € {0,...,I — 1} are such that K,, = [gn—1,qn) for n € {1,..., N}. Recall that periodic
boundary conditions are imposed, e.g. ¢—1 = qr—1.

C.1 Numerical optimization of the smooth-min approximation

In order to solve , we need to compute the gradient of F, defined in with respect to D.
The expressions of the gradients of the eigenvalues with respect to D are similar to the expressions
obtained in the proof of if the maps D — o;(D) with i € {2,..., I} are differentiable,
one finds that

801-

0D,

where U; (D) is an eigenvector associated with o;(D) which satisfies U;(D) T BU;(D) = 1. Likewise,
using the approximation , and similarly to , it holds

vn € {1,...,N}, (D) = U;(D)" A, Uy(D),

vn{l,...,N}, ggi (D) ~ Ne= V(") [U:(D),, — Ui(D)n_1]%
Then, it holds
0G, d —ao; (D) T
oh (D) =—a) e Ui(D) T A,Ui(D),
n =2
and
OH4 (D) = ia — ao;(D))e” P (D) A,U;(D)
8Dn Pt (] K3 n K3 b

from which the gradient of F, is easily computed.

C.2 Approximation of the integral elements

Approximation of A,. Fixn € {1,...,N}. On K,,, the only basis functions which are nonzero
are ¢, and ¢,_1. Therefore, the only nonzero entries for A, correspond to the (row, column)
pairs (n —1,n—1),(n—1,n),(n,n—1) and (n,n). For example, the entry (n,n) is approximated
as

b= [ (@)@ dg e U5 [ (@) dg = NV,

ol



n

while the entry (n,n — 1) is approximated as [A]nn—1 = ~Ne V(*¥). The formula then

follows.
Approximation of B. Fix (i,5) € {1,..., N}Q. Similar approximations as above lead to
1 N N
B;; = / pi(@)pi(a)e™" P dg = / i(@)p;(@)e”" P dg
0 n:lnj\_]1
N N
~y e VR / vi(a)e;(a)dg
n=1 n;l
1 N —1
=V > eV OR) (20501815 + Gjn101541 + 2050055 + Djndi5 1)
n=1
1 it 1 _y(a
= o ¢ ) @05+ bus00) + geT ) 265+ 6500)
1 (i
~eN© YOS (4815 + 61 o + 8141)

which is exactly .

D Proof of homogenization results

We fix a,b > 0 in all this section. The proofs of the results in [Appendices D.1| to are given
for completeness, as they are obtained by straightforward modifications of standard results of the
literature on homogenization problems with Dirichlet boundary conditions [2] [13].

We start by stating a result which will be repeatedly used in the following, and whose proof is
based on the Lax—Milgram lemma (by an easy adaptation of [2, Lemma 1.3.21]).

Lemma 27. Fira,b > 0, and consider f € H=*(T?) such that (f, 1>H*1(’]Fd),H§(Td) =0and A €
L>®(T% M,y). Then, there exists a unique solution u € H(T?) to the problem

—divAVu = f in HY(T?),

/ u=0.
’]I‘d

Moreover, there exists C > 0 (which does not depend on u nor f) such that

HUHHl('JId) <C ”fHH*l(Td) : (106)

D.1 Proof of [Theorem 12|

The proof boils down to adapting the proof of [2, Theorem 1.2.16], which states a similar compact-
ness result for equations with Dirichlet boundary conditions, to our case with periodic boundary
conditions. To do so, we start by considering a modified problem on an extended domain with
Dirichlet boundary conditions, and apply [2, Theorem 1.2.16] to obtain the H-convergence for this
modified problem. We then use a result on the independence of H-convergence on boundary con-
ditions, stated e.g. in [2, Proposition 1.2.19], to obtain the H-convergence in the case of periodic
boundary conditions.

Fix f € H*(T%) such that (f,1)g-1(ra) g1 (ray = 0. Consider the open set Q = (—1,2)? and
denote by A* and fthe extensions to (2 of A* and f obtained by periodicity. Consider uf € H*(Q)

92



the solution to B N
—div (A’“va’g) -7 onQ,
ug =0 on 0N.

In view of [2, Theorem 1.2.16], and upon extraction of a subsequence (not explicitly indicated),
there exists A € L>®(Q, M, ) such that

T weakly in H'(Q),
ARVl —~ AV, weakly in L2(Q)?,

where g is the solution of the homogenized problem

— div (ﬁvao) 7 onQ,
=0 on 09.

We now turn back to our original problem with periodic boundary conditions. Denote by u* €

H'(T%) the unique solution (thanks to [Lemma 27) to
—div (AkVuk) =f onT4
107
/ uF(q) dg = 0. (107)
Td

Since A* € L>*(T9 M,;) and u* has average 0 with respect to the Lebesgue measure on T¢,
standard estimates based on the Poincaré-Wirtinger inequality show that the sequence (u*)g>1
is uniformly bounded in H'(T%), hence weakly converges in H'(T¢) to a function u, up to the
extraction of a subsequence. This extracted subsequence also strongly converges in L2(T%). In
fact, as made precise at the end of the proof, we will prove that the whole sequence converges.
With some abuse of notation, we therefore still denote the extracted subsequence as (u*);>1. Note
that, in particular, [, u(q)dg = 0.
Denoting by ¥, % the extensions to € of u*,u obtained by periodicity, we claim that

AFVEF < AVE  weakly in L2 (Q)%. (108)

In view of [2, Proposition 1.2.19], it suffices to this end to check that a* — @ weakly in H{ _(Q)

and — div (,Z’“Vﬂk) = fv € Hl;}(Q) To prove the first statement, we combine the weak conver-
gence of (u¥)g>1 in H'(T?) with an argument based on a partition of unity. Fix ¢ € H1(Q) with
compact support K in 2. Thanks to the compactness of the support and for e € (0,1/3) fixed, there
exists a finite number L of points (x¢)1<e<r such that K C Ule B(zy,€), where B(z, ) denotes
the open ball of radius ¢ centered at z,. Upon reducing e, it can be assumed that B(z,e) C Q
for all £ € {1,...,L}. Note that, for all £ € {1,..., L}, the mapping i, : B(ws,e) — T de-
fined as iz(z) = x mod. Z? is injective. In addition, there exists an associated partition of unity,
namely a family of nonnegatlve smooth functions (xr)1<e<z such that supp(Xg) C B(xg, g) for
alll e {1,...,L},and Y7, x¢ = 1 on K. We use the decomposition ¢ = 3+, g, where ¢y = dx;
has support on B(xy,¢). In particular, for all k >

B L
<¢’ak> -1(Q),H(Q) ;<¢7e, >—1(Q)7H1(9)'

1

Define next ¢y € H~(T%) from ¢y as

1 /mnd _
e H'(TY,  (e0) o = (S xewoi) | o
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In particular, <5ﬁaﬂk>H*1(£2),H1(Q) = <¢Z?’U,k>H—1(Td)’H1('H‘d) for all k > 1 and <$@76>H*1(Q),H1(Q) =
<¢£a u>H*1(’]I‘d)7H1(’]I‘d)7 so that

L
~ _ E
<¢7U >H*1(Q),H1(Q) = Zz: <¢Zau >H71(Td)’H1(Td)
=1

L L

P 2 (06w s oy many = 3 <$Z’E>H—1(Q),H1(Q) - <$’ E>H*1(Q),H1(Q) ’

=1 =1
which allows to conclude that &% — % weakly in HE (9). A similar argument, with the same
partition of unity, can be used to prove that — div (kaak) = fin ngcl(Q) for all k > 1.
For any ® € L?(T%)¢, define the function ®' : Q — R obtained by extending ® by 0 outside of

the set (0,1) identified with T¢. More precisely, ®'(q) = 19 1)a(q)®(i(q)), where i : (0,1)¢ — T4
is the canonical injection. Note that ®f € L?(92)? has compact support in €2, and, using (108),

[ 20 vt @di = [ #0720V @ dg

Q

= [ ¥ AV di = [ #0 A9 Tule)do

where A = Aoi~!. This shows that A*Vu* weakly converges to AVu in L2(T4)%. In view

of (107),
—div (AVu) = f  in H1(T?),

/[[‘d u(q) dg = 0.

Thus, v is uniquely defined, and the whole sequences (uF)g>1 and (A*VuF),>1 weakly converge
respectively to u in H*(T?) and AVw in L?(T?)?, which provides the desired convergence in the

sense of [Definition 1}

D.2 Proof of Theorem 14

The proof of [Theorem 14| is an adaptation of the proof of [2 Theorem 1.3.16]. The first step is
to show that (u")g>1 and (A¥)x>1 converge respectively (up to extraction) to an eigenvector and
eigenvalue of the problem

—div (AVu(q)) = Ap(q)ulg) on T,
/ u(g)®dg = 1.
Td

The second step is to prove that ) is indeed the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of (109).

(109)

Convergence to a solution of the problem . Let us first prove that, up to the ex-
traction of a subsequence, the sequences (A¥)z>; and (u¥)r>1 respectively converge in R, and
weakly in H'(T?). By the min-max principle, using the fact that the eigenfunctions of the op-
erator — div(A¥V.) associated with the eigenvalue 0 are constant functions, the second-smallest
eigenvalue \* satisfies

Vu(q) " A*(q)Vo(q) dg

P migl T / v =0
veEH(T 0
SEIMOY /d v*(@)p*(q) dg B
T

o4



By , aldg < A* < b7 'Idg and 0 < p_ < pF < p,, so that, for all v € H'(T?),
L L vi@Pd [ @ AV [ 9P
Td g Td Td

P /W v*(q) dq /Td p*(q)v*(q) dg - b /Td Pq)dg

which implies

A7 472
0< T o g 2T (110)
P+ bp—
since the first nonzero eigenvalue of the operator —A on T is 472. This also implies
2 47
0V [y < [ Vi@ A @OVt @) da = N [ o) @) da < TS

since u* is normalized in L?(T%). The sequences (A\*);>1 and (u¥)g>; are therefore bounded
respectively in R, and H!(T?).

Upon extraction (not indicated explicitly in the notation), there exists a subsequence such
that A* — X, and u* — u weakly in H'(T?) and strongly in L*(T). In particular, |ull 2y = 1.
Since A*pFu¥ is the product of two converging subsequences, respectively for the weak-* L
topology and for the strong L? topology, it converges to Apu weakly in L?(T4), and thus strongly
in H~1(T4). Note also that

AF /]1"’ pruk = <— div (AkVuk) , 1>H*1(’H‘d),H1(’]I"i) =0,

so that, since A\¥ # 0 by (110)) and p*u* weakly converges to pu in L?(T%),

k, k k. k
= = 1 _— .
0 /po u <P u, >L2(Td) PN /pou

Since pu has integral 0, the solution v* to the following problem is uniquely defined by

—div (Avak) = \pu, / v =0.
Td

By definition of the H-convergence A* ;L% A, the sequence (v¥);>1 converges weakly in H!(T?)
— 400

to v € HY(T%), and A*Vo* — AVv weakly in L?(T%)¢, with v the unique solution in H'(T%) to

—div (AVv) = Apu, / v=0. (111)
Td

—div <AkV <uk —oF f/ uk>> = \epFuk — Xpu ——— 0
Td

k—+oo

strongly in H~1(T?), it follows by that u* — % — Jpa u® — 0 strongly in H*(T?). Therefore,
since (u¥)>1 weakly converges to u in H'(T?), we obtain that v* — u— [, u weakly in H*(T%). By
uniqueness of the weak limit in H*(T%), it holds v = u — de u. By plugging this equality in ,
we can finally conclude that (u*);>1 converges weakly in H'(T¢) to a solution u of (I09).

Proving that )\ is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue. To conclude the proof, we show that A
is the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of (109, proceeding by contradiction. Assume that there
exist 0 < A < X and u € H*(T) such that

~ div (A(g)Va(e) = Sp(a)i(g) on T,
/Td u(g)*dg = 1.

%)



In particular,

/ pil = 0. (112)
Td
For k > 1, define w* € H(T?) as the unique solution to (well-defined by [Lemma 27))

— div(A* V) = Mpii, / wh = 0. (113)
Td

The sequence (w*)y>1 is bounded in H!(T%) by (106, and hence weakly converges in H*(T¢) and
strongly converges in L?(T9) up to extraction of a subsequence (not explicitly indicated). The
limit u satisfies, by definition of H-convergence,

— div (A(q)Viilg)) = Ap(q)i(q)  on T,

/ e (114)
T

The function @ — [, @ also satisfies (114)), and is therefore equal to % by uniqueness of the solution
to (114). The second condition in ({114]) then implies that

&

(115)

L
/a:-Td )
T /p

'ﬂ'd

Let us next introduce w* = w® — [, p*w*/ [, p*. Note that [, p*w* = 0 by construction
and w* — U+ [, U = U strongly in L?(T%) as k — +oo in view of (115). Then, using first the
definition of \*¥, and next (113)),

O RO G LB A U A G B MU OL CYCE
) o dg i (4)?(q) dg (0)20" () da
/. I /m
X/Wam)a( /a :x
e [ alola) d / Jilg

~

where we used (112)) in the last but one equality. We therefore obtain that A < A, which contradicts
the .

The argument above can in fact be applied to any converging subsequence of the original
sequence ()\k)k>1, henceforth leading to the uniqueness of the limit and the convergence of the
whole sequence (A¥);>1, which completes the proof.

D.3 Proof of [Lemma 18

Consider a maximizer Dy € gjﬂfk,p of (which indeed exists in view of , and ug €
H'(T%) \ {0} a minimizer associated with A*(Dg) in (76). For £ = (¢1,...,4q) € {0,...,k — 1}9,

introduce ' '
D) =20 (4 ). wil) = (a+ ).
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For these two functions we have, using the change of variable Q = ¢ + ¢/k and the Z%-periodicity
of V,

e\ " ¢ ¢
[, vura) Do) Vurta)e =+ g [ Vo (q+) D, (q+) Vg (q+) eV kD) gg
- e K K k

2
Ad“e(q)%’v#”“@dq /uo <q+£) V) gy
Td

/ VUO(Q)TDO(Q)VUO(Q) e_V(kQ—é) dQ
/ up(Q)%e V2= qQ
Td

= A¥(Dy).

Thus, for all £ € {0,...,k — 1}4, the function Dy also satisfies A¥(D,) = A*¥*. Define now the
diffusion matrix

1 k—1 k—1
Di(a) =13 >+ D Dila)
£1=0 £Lq=0

By concavity of the application D + A*(D) (see ,
| Rl kel
wiohs 55wy - o
(=0  £4=0
Since DE € @‘;bk , by the triangle inequality, D¥ also satisfies A*(DE) = A¥*. In addition, D§

is (Z/k)*-periodic by construction. There exists therefore D** € D% such that Df(q) = D**(kq),
which concludes the proof.

D.4 Proof of [Theorem 19

The following lemma, proved in shows that in the particular case where one
considers a sequence of diffusion matrices (A¥)x>; such that A* is (Z/k)?-periodic for any k > 1,

the H-limit A is in fact a constant matrix. It also includes comparison results between weak-* and
homogenized limits, which are needed in the proof of This result is an adaptation to
the case of periodic boundary conditions of standard results for divergence operators with Dirichlet

boundary conditions (see for instance [2, Lemmas 1.3.13 and 1.3.14]); see |[Appendix D.4.1| for the

proof.

Lemma 28. Let a,b > 0 and (AF);>1 C L=(T% M,,) be a sequence of diffusion matrices such
that A¥ is (Z/k)%-periodic for any k > 1. Then, (A¥)x>1 H-converges (up to the extraction of a
subsequence) to a constant matriz Ace Mgy

Moreover, if (B¥)g>1 C L®(T% M,y) is another sequence of diffusion matrices such that B¥
is (Z/k)%-periodic for any k > 1, and

Vk>1, Ve¢eTd, T ARe < 7Bk,
then the homogenized limits are also ordered, that is, denoting by B € My, the H-limit of (B*)>1,
Vé e TY, ¢TAE < ¢TBE.

Furthermore, if
AP~ AL weakly-* in L% (T M),
(.Ak)_1 — A™Y weakly-* in L=(T4 May),
then it holds -
veeT!,  (TAE<ETACSET AL

o7



For fixed k > 1, recalling the notation Dy ;(q) = D(kq) for any D € ’D;’b, we obtain by
definition of the diffusion matrix D¥* in [Lemma 18 that

YD eDrt,  AMDLY) = AF(Dyn). (116)
Fix now D € i);’b, and introduce the sequences (A¥*);>1 and (AF)g>1 defined as
A =Dl Vi AR =Dy e Vi,

By upon extraction a subsequence (still indexed by k with some abuse of notation i, the
Theorem 13

sequence (A"*);~; H-converges to a constant homogenized matrix A e Mgy By
the sequence (A¥);>1 also H-converges to a constant matrix A € M, ;. In addition, in view of

the definitions and ,
AN(DY) = Ag (D), A*(Dyr) = Ag (D).

Now, by [Theorem 14] and [Corollary 15| H-convergence implies the convergence of the associated
spectral gap, and thus

Vul A Vau
App(D"*) — K =  min L2 A#,k(D)mAhom(D).

k—+o0 ueH(T4)\{0} u> e—V
Td Td

Thus, passing to the limit k — oo in (T16), we obtain that A~ > Apom (D). Since this result holds
for any D € @g’b, we finally obtain that
-

A > mabehom(D): hom>
DeDy

where we recall that A} is defined in .

To obtain the equality A = maXDEQa s Anom (D), it therefore suffices to find a diffusion ma-

trix D € D" such that Apom (D ) = A". The natural candidate is D( ) = eV@A". Note first
that Ay = Dyre V#+ = A" for any k > 1, so that the sequence (A )p>1 H-converges
to X*, and therefore Ahom(ﬁ) =7\ by [Corollary 15| To conclude the proof, it suffices to check
that D € @g’b. Note first that, since D** € 3357”7 it holds for any ¢ € R? and almost all g € T¢,

1
— k,*
al¢? < eT DD ()6 < S
By the above inequality passes to the H-limit, so that,
—x 1
VEER?,  algf <A< Sl
Plugging D(q) = ¢"@A" in the last inequality allows to conclude that D € Lg®(T% M,y). Let

us next check that
~||P
|21, = |
LZ‘J, Td

In view of it holds 0 < A" < A4 in the sense of symmetric matrices for any weak-
* limit A4 of (a subsequence of) (A¥*);>;. By lower semicontinuity of the norm, and since
the norm |-|; is compatible with the order on symmetric positive matrices and weak-* L>°(T%)
convergence implies weak LP(T%) convergence,

~ P
D(q) ‘F e PV dq < 1.

p

I,

/|,4+ i da < iminf [ |4 @] dg = Yiminf [0, <1, (117

which gives the claimed bound and completes the proof of
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Remark 8. The convergence result (L17)) in fact holds for other choices of normalizations, in
particular normalizations for the diffusion matriz of the form

N D(q)[% e7PVD w(q) dg

for w € L>=(T?) with w > 0. Therefore, can be adapted for other normalizations than
the one introduced in .

D.4.1 Proof of [Lemma 28

guarantees the H-convergence of (Ak)k>1, up to the extraction of a subsequence,
towards a general diffusion matrix A € L*(TP, M, ;). Thus, we only need to show that A is
constant. To do so, we follow the proof of [2, Theorem 1.3.18]. Since A* is (Z/k)?-periodic, there
exists a Z%-periodic matrix-valued function A¥ € L>°(T9, M, ;) such that A*(q) = A*¥(kq). Fix a
smooth function ¢ defined on T¢, and consider the sequence of oscillating test functions:

d
(0) = () + 1 3wk (ka)dy,o(a), (118)
i=1

where w¥ € H'(T9) is the periodic function uniquely defined (in view of [Lemma 27) by the
following equation on T%:

Td

The choice (118)) is suggested in the proof of [3] Theorem 1.3.1] and was used for instance in the
proof of [43 Proposition 7]. By construction, it holds

d d
Vit () = 3 0hpla) (e + Vuk (k) + 1 3w (ka) V0, 0(0). (120)

i=1 i=1
The sequence (w);>; is uniformly bounded in H!'(T?). By (119), w} solves

—div (AFVuk) = div (2e;) | / wh = 0.
Td

7

Since <div (Qlkei) ’1>H*1(11‘d),H1(11‘d) = 0, (106) implies that there exists a constant C' > 0 (which

does not depend on k) such that

k

[|w! < C|div (Are;) (121)

HHl(’]l‘d) HH*l(Td)'

Since 2% € L>(T9, M,3) with b > 0, one easily bounds the right-hand side of (121]) by a constant
which does not depend on k.

The sequence (@");>1 weakly converges in H!(T¢) to . Since ||wé€(k')”L2(Td) = ||wlk”L2(']I‘d)
and knowing that (w¥)x>1 is uniformly bounded in L2(T?), it is clear in view of that (0%)x>1
strongly converges to ¢ in L%*(T?). As for the weak L2?(T9) convergence of the gradient, we
use [Lemma 29| in [Appendix D.4.2} the sequence (e; - VwF)g>1 is uniformly bounded in L?(T?) for
any 1 < j < d, and it holds

/ ej - Vi (g)dg = 0.
’]I‘d

Therefore, the sequence (e; - VwF(k-))g>1 weakly converges in L?(T9) to 0, so that (V@*)gs1
weakly converges in L2(T%)? to Z?zl Dypei = V.
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The sequence (.A’“(ez + Vwk (k- )))k>1
Since va HL?(Td) HVw HLQ(W)7 and knowing that (Vw}),>1 is uniformly bounded in L?(T%),
the sequence (A*(e; + Vwy (k-))), -,

duce, up to extraction, the weak limit F; of this sequence in L? (Td)d. Let us show that this weak
limit is constant using again Indeed, for 1 < j < d, let aj, = e;-A*(e;+Vwr) € L?(T?).
The family (a},),>0 is uniformly bounded in L?(T¢) so that, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

weakly converges in L?(T%)? to a constant vector J;.

is uniformly bounded in L?(T?). Therefore, we can intro-

Sup/ ai’ < sup ||ai||L2(Td) < 4o00.
k>1JTd k1

Moreover, up to extraction, there exists p; € R such that de ai converges to p;. This allows
us to conclude that §; ;, the j-th component of §;, is constant. By multiplying by A*, we
therefore obtain that the sequence (AkV@k) k>1 weakly converges to §V¢ in L2(T%)?

A preliminary computation. We show a convergence result that will be used multiple times
in the proof. This can be seen as the counterpart of the celebrated div-curl lemma in our context.
Let (u¥)x>1 be a sequence converging weakly in H'(T9) and strongly in L?(T¢) to u € H'(T?).
It then holds

<_ div (Akvmk) auk>H—1(Td),H1(Td) m (=div(§Ve) 7U>H—1(Td)’H1(Td) ) (122)

where the constant matrix § has entries §; ;. Indeed, using (120)), it holds

AkVu) VuF —Z/ eZ+Vw )) PROE AFVUF 4~ Z/ k)VOq, - APk, (123)

The second term on the right-hand side of the previous equality converges to 0 as k — +o0
since (A"),_, is uniformly bounded in L>®(T% M,) with b > 0, (Vu"), _, weakly converges
in L2(T%)? to Vu and the sequence (wF(k-))x>1 is uniformly bounded in L?(T%). For the first

3
term, we use an integration by parts and (119) to write

d d
S [ e Tut(e) 0,0 ATV = 2 / A" (e + Vi (k) - (VOy9) u*
i=1 7T =1 7T

k;*)Jroo Z/ Si - vaqz Z / Si i i1 90) u = /]rd %'VQO -Vu.

3,7=1

(124)

This shows that (122]) holds.
The matrix § is equal to A. Let us next identify the weak limit §. Fix v € H'(T%), and
introduce f = —div(AVu) € H~1(T4). Note that (f,1) g-1(pay gr(ray = 0. Introduce next the
solution u* (again well-defined by [Lemma 27)) of
—div (A4*VuP) = f, / ub =0.
Td

By definition of H-convergence, u* — u — [1, u weakly in H*(T?), and strongly in L?(T?) upon
extraction. Testing against w", it holds

Eo P :/W Vit - AVt = (= div (AV) )y - (125)
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By (122), it holds

kAR ——— [ FVe- v<u—/ u>= FVe - Vu.
T4 Td Td

Td —)+OO

As w* weakly converges in H'(T?) to ¢, it follows, by passing to the limit k& — +oc in (125]), that

(f, 80>H*1(’]I‘d)7H1(Td) = /]Td SVu - V.

By definition of f,
<f7 > 1(T4),H(T4) —/ AVU VQO

As the previous equalities hold true for any smooth function ¢, we obtain that AVu = FVu,
which indeed allows us to conclude that A = § since u € H'(T%) was arbitrary. This shows finally
that the homogenized matrix is constant.

Remark 9 (The periodic case). In the case when A*(q) = A(kq) (which corresponds to the setting
of, no extraction is needed for the sequence of functions (A*(e; + VwF(k+)))k>1 to
weakly converge in L*(T?). This is due to and the fact that the functions wf obtained
from are independent of k, and actually correspond to the functions w; defined in ,
Therefore, there is a unique possible limiting constant matriz §, with

d d
5= A(ei + Vwi) = ZEj/ €5 * .A(ei + Vwi) = ZEj/ (ej + ij) . A(ei + Vwi),
Td o Td = Td

where we used (L19)) for the last equality. This allows us to recognize the matriz in applied
to e;. Since all converging subsequences have the same limit, this shows in fact that the full

sequence (AF)g>1 converges, as stated in|Theorem 15

We now show the second part of[Lemma 28] whose proof is an adaptation of [2, Lemma 1.3.13].
Define the sequence of oscillating test functions corresponding to the sequence (B¥)xq, namely

d
kaq q: P

o (q) =

?’r\'—‘

where v} is such that

— div (B(e; + Vob)) = 0, / oF =0,
Td

with B% € L>°(T9, M,;) such that B¥(q) = B*(kq) for almost all ¢ € T¢ (this is the counterpart
of (T18)-(119) with A" replaced by B"). The sequence (v¥) o then weakly converges in H L(T9)

to ¢ in the same way as the sequence (w*)x>o weakly converges in H'(T%) to ¢. Since for almost
all ¢ € T?, the matrix A* is symmetric and positive, it holds

Ak - vk — 2AFVaR - Vot + AFVEE . vk = AR (Vat - Vi) - (Ve — Vi) > 0
Using that A* < B*, this implies that
ARV aE . vak - 2AFVar - vk + BEVEE Vet > 0. (126)

We now pass to the limit k& — +o0o. To do so, consider 1) € C>(T%) with ¢ > 0. Multiplying (T26))
by ¢ and integrating over T¢, it holds

ARvar - vaty —2 | AFVGE - Vb + [ BFVER - vty > 0. (127)
Td Td Td

61



For any k > 0, it holds w*+y € H'(T?). Therefore, one obtains
/W ANV -Vt = (= div(APVDY), @) ey iy — /T APk vy at. o (128)

The sequence (wW*1)i>o converges to ¢, weakly in H'(T?) and strongly in L?(T?), so that,
using (122)), it holds

<_ diV(AkVﬁ;k% ﬁ;kw>H—1(Td)7H1(Td) m <_ diV(ZVSD), 90"/]>H71(11~d),H1(T4) . (129)
As (AFV@*), 5o weakly converges in L?(T9)? to AV, and the sequence (1]7’“V1/))k>0 strongly
converges to ¢V in L2(T%)?, one obtains
APVt - vy aoF %/ AV - Vi . (130)
Td k—+oo Jpd

Combining ((129)) and (130) in (128)), it holds

AR GE ok ——— <—div(ngo),gow>H_1(Td)7H1(Td) —/Td AV -Vip o = /Td AV Vb,

Td k——+oo

Using a similar reasoning to identify the limits of the two other terms in (127)) (using the conver-

gence result (122)) for the sequence (B¥) p>1), it holds

/ (AVy -V —2AVp - Vo +BVe Vo) > 0.
Td
Since ¥ > 0 is arbitrary, this implies the following pointwise inequality:
0< AV -V —2AVp - Vo +BVy Vo = (B—A) Vp- V.

Since ¢ is an arbitrary smooth function, this shows that A < B.
We finally show the third part of which is an adaptation of [2 Lemma 1.3.14].
Using the coercivity and symmetry of A", it holds

AFVEE - vk - 2AFVEY - Vo + APV - Ve = AP (Vah — V) - (Va* — V) > 0.

Passing to the limit in the previous inequality using similar arguments as above, one obtains
AV -V —2AVe -Vo+ A Ve -V >0,

which implies that A, > A. Likewise, denoting by o = A_V,

ARVGE VT - VT o+ (AY) oo = (AF) T (AFVEF — o) - (AFVEF - o) > 0.

Passing to the limit £ — 4oc0 yields
AV - Vo —2Vp- A Vp+Ve- A Vi >0.

This shows that A > A_, which concludes the proof.

D.4.2 A technical result of periodic averaging

We conclude this section by stating and proving the following technical result, obtained by a simple
adaptation of [2, Lemma 1.3.19].
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Lemma 29. Consider a sequence of functions (ax)k>1 C L*(T%) such that

/ ay —— 0 € R, sup/ lag| < +o0. (131)
Td k—+o00 k>1JTd

Then the sequence (ay(k+))k>1 weakly converges in L?(T?) to the constant function o.

Proof. The proof is a simple extension of [2, Lemma 1.3.19]. Consider ¢ € C°(T?¢). We decom-
pose T? as the union of k% cubes ¢F + (T/k)? for 1 < i < k%, so that

/TFakkq dq_Z/ (k(a; +Q)) ¢ (¢ + Q) dQ.

/k)d

For a given 1 <4 < k%, by the periodicity of a,

1
k(a® k dO — —&(gF
/(T/k)dak( (g +Q))o(g; +Q)dQ kdcb(qz)/w ak

g/ (kg + Q)| |o(af + Q) — ¢la)] dQ
(T/k)¢

1 !/
S (/W |ak|) |q7fﬂi}él/k|¢(q ) — o(q)|.

Therefore,

‘/ ax(kq)o dq—zkm(q»/ af < ([ lanl) | max | 1ola) - )l

the right-hand side of the above inequality going to 0 as k — 400 since ¢ is continuous on the
compact set T?, hence uniformly continuous. Moreover,

k)d

1
ZW(qf)/akm of,®

i=1

by results on the convergence of Riemann sums. This shows finally that
| atestadg ——o [ o

T Td

The claimed result follows by the density of C°(T9) in L?(T%). O

E Proof of [Theorem 21|

The proof consists of three main steps. For the ease of the presentation, we consider the specific
case of processes associated with a sequence of time steps (At,)n>1, which we further assume
to be At, = 1/n in all this section, the proof in the general case following by straightforward
modifications.

We first show in that the sequence { Py, }nen- is tight in the family of prob-
ability measures on C([0,00),T%). By Prokhorov’s theorem, {P;, }nen+ then admits a weakly
convergent subsequence. We next show that the weak limit solves the martingale problem for the
limiting diffusion process. Finally, the uniqueness of the martingale problem implies that the weak
limit is the law of the solution of the SDE defined in .

Let us now state more precisely the above results, starting with the tightness of the se-

quence {P;/,}nen< (proved in [Appendix E.I, with some technical results postponed to
pendix E.3]).
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Proposition 30 (Tightness). The sequence { P\ }nen- is tight in the family of probability mea-
sures on C°([0,00), T4).

Proposition 30| and Prokhorov’s theorem guarantee that {P/,}nen- admits a weakly con-

verging subsequence P,. To conclude the proof, we identify P, as the law of the solution to the
SDE , with generator , by considering the martingale problem.

Proposition 31 (Limit martingale problem). Any weak limit P of the sequence { Py /n fnen= is a
solution to the martingale formulation of the stochastic differential equation . More precisely,
for any C* function ¢ : T¢ — R, let us define the process (My)i>o by:

V0, M= o(QF) — pla) - / (Lp)(Q7) ds

where (QF)i>0 is the canonical process on C°([0,00), T?). Then, (M;);>0 is a P.-martingale.

The proof of this result can be read in [Appendix E.2| (with, again, some technical results

postponed to |Appendix E.3). The uniqueness of the solution to the martingale problem then
implies that P, is the law of the process (82).

To prove the results and for the sake of conciseness, we use the following notation, specific to
our context. Let f : T¢ x R? x [0, 1] — R be a measurable function. For any couple of independent
random variables (G, U) where G is a centered Gaussian vector with identity covariance and U is
uniformly distributed on [0, 1], we say that

flg,G,U) = O(n™")

for some a > 0 if there exists an integer ky € N such that, for any b € N, there is K y € R, for
which, almost surely,

Ky,

o1+ GJF)" (132)

VgeT!,  E(f(¢.G,U)"|G) <

In particular, f(¢,G,U) = O(n~%) implies that, for all b € N, there exists a constant Cyp > 0

such that
Cro

nab -’

E(f(¢.G.U)") <

E.1 Proof of [Proposition 30|

Recall that, by definition, the sequence {P;/, }nen+ of probability measures on C°([0, 00), T9) is

tight if, for any e > 0, there exists a relatively compact set K C C°([0, 00), T?) such that sup,, ¢ - Py/p(K€) <
£ (see, e.g., [IZ, Section 5]). The characterization of relatively compact subsets of C°(]0, o0), T%)

by the Arzela—Ascoli theorem (see, e.g. [12, Theorem 7.2]) allows to derive conditions for the
tightness of {Py/, fnen+ (see [12, Theorem 7.3]). We consider the following pair of conditions to

get tightness:

(i) For any & > 0, there exists a compact set .# C T¢ such that
lim sup P, /,, (Qé/n ¢ %) <e.
neN*

(ii) For any T' € Ry and € > 0,

lim lim sup P, /, sup ‘Q;/"—Qtl/" >e| =0.
620 npens 5,t€[0,T)
ls—t]<o
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The first condition holds trivially since the initial condition Qé/ " = qo is fixed. To prove the
second condition, we start by observing that, for all n € N*,

1/n _ Hl/n <3 1/n ~l/n
Sub ‘QS @] s 0<l?<1?¥/5j til[éps] Qi ol

By [Lemma 33|in [Appendix E.3| for any k < |T/4§],

1
sup )Qi/n_Qt/n
$,t€[0,T]
|s—1|<8

3 ‘f _ Lnkd] ‘é . (nk(ﬂ‘ .
e (0@?%??/& nksj<e<ingernyel 1T/m ~ Bm 1 0 kT )s) kst <t<inmanay | B/m ~ N/n

Thus,

19

P ‘ 1/n _ Hl/n > <P ‘ . [nkéJ‘>7

s,tselng] @ @ c 0<k<LT/5J [nk6J<€< (n(k+1 57 Qijn = Q/n 3
[s—t|<d

(@) (133)

P ‘q - q[nk51 ’ €
0<he 15 [kl <te mgkinys] 1 11/n ~ m | Z 3 )
(b)

The two terms (a) and (b) are controlled using similar arguments; for simplicity we make precise
only the control of (a). We start by writing, for £ > [nkd],

nkd % i
CI1/n - qlt/:f = Z A ‘h/mG U +1)
i=|nkd|

where (in view of and recalling the notation Ra: from )

2
An(q,G,U) = \/;D(Q)I/QGH{UgRI/n(q,G)}- (134)

By [Lemma 35| in [Appendix E.3| the following decomposition holds:

-1 -1
nkd 7 7 7 i
Grm—am = D Malgl),, GFLUNY + > Tuldl)), (135)
i=|nkd] i=|nkd|

with (Mn(qi/,, G, U™ 1))iz0 a sequence of martingale increments satisfying M, (¢, G,U) =
O(n=1/2) and T,(q) = O(n~'). Explicit expressions for M, (ql/wGl‘|r1 Ul) and T, (ql/n) are
given in From (135]), we obtain

‘ _ [nkﬂ’
0k T/6] ks ] <2 Tm(kanys) | T/m — Qa/m

£—

< max max Z
0<k<|T/4] Lnkﬁjéfé[n(kﬂ)tﬂ = [k

ql/n’ Gz+1 U1+1)

l—
T o<k St /) ks <t a4 1)61 LZ n(di/n)|
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so that

P max max q1 —q nkéj‘ >
0<k< | T/5] [nks|<f<[n(k+1)5] | 1/7  H1/n

-1 .
g P Mn 7 7G’H’l7 Ui+1 > <
0<kST/3) ko) <0< Tn(k+1)6] iz%é J i/ i

= g

P > —

0<k<T/6] nks) <zni?§<k+1m Z n(diyn)| 2 G

i=|nk

17

We next bound each of the terms on the right-hand side of the above inequality. We use C' to
denote a constant which can change from line to line.

Control of I. The term I is a sum of martingale increments, and can therefore be bounded
using martingale inequalities. Consider to this end the sequence (S)¢>0 for 0 < k < [T/4],
defined as SP = 0 and

k] +j—1
V1 <j < [n(k+1)0] — [nkd], S] = Z Mo (g, G U,
i=|nkd|

For j > [n(k+1)d] — [nkd], we set the increments to 0, which yields Si = Slgn(kﬂ)é]*mkﬂ. The

sequence (S7);>1 is a martingale. We start by applying the union bound and Markov’s inequality,
which yields

P max max ’Si‘ > Sl-p max max ’Si‘ > =
0<k<|T/6] j21 6 0<k<|T/5] j>1 64

L7/6] » ¢ LT/8) (136)
VIEIES J4
<y P (maxIsi > 5 ) < & > E (maxls]l).

We are then in position to resort to the martingale inequality from [I7, Theorem 1.1], recalled
here for convenience.

Theorem 32 (Theorem 1.1 in [I7]). Suppose that X = (X1, Xo,...) is a martingale, and introduce
(with the convention Xy =0)

+oo 1/2
X*ZSI;E)‘XHL S(X): (Z(Xk’_xk—l)2> .

k=1

Consider a convez function ® : [0,00) — [0,00) such that ®(0) = 0, satisfying the following growth
condition: There exists c € Ry such that

Yu > 0, D(2u) < cD(u).
Set ®(00) = limy 00 P(u). Then there exists C_,Cy € Ry such that

C_E[@(S(X))] <E[(XT)] < CLE[2(S(X))].
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Applying 2/ to the sequence (S7);>0 with ®(u) = u*, and using a discrete Cauchy—

Schwarz inequality, it follows that Y0 < k < |T/6],

[n(k+1)5]—1 )
i\ < ‘ i i+l pritl ‘
E (I?/aXS | ) <C.E 'Lz;m M, (q1 e G )

[n(k+1)6]—1 ‘ _ ‘ 4
< C+(TL5 + 1) Z E |:‘Mn (qﬁ/n7 C;’Z—i-l7 U1+1)‘ :l .

i=|nkd]

Since M,, (qi/n, G+ U“‘l) = O(n~"/?) with bounds uniform in i, it follows that
; §+1)2
Vo<k<|T/5), E( max [SI*)< 7
1< nd] n?

Combining the latter inequality with (136]), we finally obtain that

B 5)<0(T+1)(”5“>2.

<O<k<[T/6J 1<g<(n51 6 ) n2egt

The control of I is concluded by noticing that hm limsup (T/6 + 1) (nd +1)*n"2 = 0.

0—0 n—+oo

Control of II. Using Markov’s inequality, then a Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

-1
. €
. Toldi )| > =
Og;?%?%/aj Lnkajgengl%(kﬂm '—Lz;c5j (41/n) 6
2
36 S
< 2R
o8 i ok <2 ? (i)
36(ns+ 1) | S i
S——>5 E max max Z Tnlay/m)
£ OSKSIT/0] Inkd]<ESn(k4+1)0T, 47205
[n(k+1)8]—1
36(nd + 1) )
<R 7l
T T oy 2 (D)
L i=|nkd]
\T/5) [n(k+1)5]—1
63 +1) i
B8 5SS e ] )

k=0 i=|nkd|

Yet, by |L Ta(di,,) = O(n™") uniformly in i, so that
[n(k+1)8]—1

> 5

i=|nkd]

2]  Co+1)

n(qi/n) 2

n
Plugging the last inequality in (137]), we obtain that

-1
i € T né + 1)2
5 rg <C(5+1) w

max max BP0}
0<k<|T/8] [nks|<I< [n(k+1)6] | n2e
i=|nkd|

The control of I1 is concluded by noticing that hm limsup C(T/§ + 1)(nd + 1)*n"2 = 0.

n— oo
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Conclusion of the proof. Combining the control of the two terms I and I, we conclude that

nkd €
’Q{/n_qlL/s J‘ = > =0.

lim lim sup P 3

max max
8=0 nstoo  \OSKS|T/8] |nks)<l< n(k+1)d]

It can similarly be proved that

. ¢ [nkd] g\ _
lim lim sup P ’ql/n Qi n ‘}3)0.

max max
520 nstoo  \OKKK|T/8] [nké] << [n(k+1)d]

In view of (133)), we finally obtain that

lim lim sup P sup ‘Ql/” — Qtl/" =0,
=0 nooo 5,t€[0,T]
[s—t|<6

which concludes the proof of

E.2 Proof of [Proposition 31|

For n € N*, let us denote by L™ the operator defined by: for any bounded measurable function ¢ :
T¢ - R,

(£"6)(@) = E | 0lal},) |4ty = a] = 0l0): (138)
For a given function ¢ € C3(T9), we start by showing in [Appendix E.2.1| that the sequence

of functions (nL™p),>1 converges uniformly towards Lpp as n — oo, in the sense of uniform
convergence of continuous functions over the compact set T¢. We then write the martingale

problem associated to £" in and prove that the limit P., solves the martingale

problem for the limit generator Lp.

E.2.1 Convergence of the sequence of functions (nL"¢),>1

In order to determine the limit of the sequence of functions (nL"¢),>1, we work out a Taylor
expansion of the function (138). We expand to this end ¢(q] /n) at second order around ¢, see-

ing q%/n —q as a perturbation along the direction D(q)1/2G1 with step size \/2/nlyn <Ry/n(@,GY)} =
O(n~'/2). Writing G, U instead of G*,U" to alleviate the notation,

9 2
¢ (q + \/Zl{ugm/nw,c;)}D(Q)lpG) = p(q) + \/Zﬂ{UsRl/n(q,c:)}W(Q)TD(q)”QG

1 _
Jr;ﬂ{UgRl/n(q,G)}GTD(Q)1/2V2@(Q)D(Q)1/2G +0(n 3/2),

where the remainder (obtained for instance with a Taylor expansion with exact remainder) is
uniformly controlled using derivatives of  of order at most 3, by which we mean that the remainder
satisfies an inequality such as (132), with a bound Kj 5 < ¢ ¢|¢llcs(pe). Subtracting ¢(q) and
taking the expectation with respect to U,

2
® (q + \/;]l{UgRl/n(q7G)}D(Q)1/2G>

1
+—Ra/u(q, G)GTD(9) 2V p(q)D(q) /G + O(n™/2).

E G

—o(q) = \/ZRl/n(%G)Vw(q)TD(q)”QG

In view of the expansion of the acceptance rate provided by (with the analytical
expression ([140) for {(g, G)), and further taking the expectation with respect to G, we obtain

(L"¢)(q) = —%Vw(q)TD(q)”QE[G max (0,¢(q,G))] + %D(q) : V20(q) + O(n™/?),
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with a remainder term which is uniformly bounded in ¢ € T¢. A simple expression for the

expectation
e—9°/2

E[G max (0,((q,G))] = /Rd gmax (0,¢(q,9)) W dg

can be derived as in [29] using the anti-symmetry of the function ¢. Indeed, for all ¢ € T and
for all g € R?, a direct inspection of (T40) reveals that ((q,g) = —((q, —g), so that g((q,g) =
—9gC(q, —g). Therefore, using [29, Lemma 10] to obtain the second line,

lg|?/2 1 e—lgl”/2
E[G max (0, ((q, G))] = ) oy dg = 5 '9) oarz @
(G max (0,¢(g, G))] /{QERM(”))O}QC(CJ 9)(2W)d/2 g 2/Rdg€“(q g)(%)d/g g
1
= 5 [P@"*9V(q) - Dl 2 aiv(D)(0)]
We conclude that

2V (q) " D(q)/*E[G min (0,{(q, G))] = (D(q)VV () — div(D)()) " Veo(a).

This ensures finally that n(L£"¢)(q) — (Lp¢)(q) uniformly in g € T as n — +o0.

E.2.2 Limit martingale problem

The argument is standard, and we refer for example to [67, Section 11.2] and [22] Theorem 5.8]
for details. Let us however outline the reasoning for the sake of completeness.
For any n > 1 and any test function ¢ € C3(T?), the definition of £" ensures that

k—1

Plakyn) = £an) = = > (L")l )

i=1

is a martingale with respect to P /,. Now, using the definition ,

1 k—1 )
i) = o(dyn) = — > _(nL"9) (a1 )
=1
~ o (atn) v (@) - L0 (alf)

T
-

k—1

- o(atf) -o(a") - 1 3600 (@) +} Shoere- o0 (0).

3

)
-

1=

The last term converges to 0 as n — oo in view of the uniform convergence n(L"p)(q) —
(Lpp)(q). The first sum can be rewritten as

k—1

(i+1)/n
:L§(£DSD 21//: Z/ (Lpy) (Qzl//:)
k/n 1/n
:/1/n (o) (@) )dt—i—O(n).

For ¢ > 0 fixed, we conclude by letting n — oo with k = |nt] that

o(QF) — 0(Q) / (L) (@)

is a martingale process for any weak limit P, of { P/, }n>1, which concludes the proof.
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E.3 Technical results

We gather in this section some technical results used in and
Lemma 33. For any § >0, n € N and k € N, it holds

1/n 1/n
sup ‘Qk{Ht_ kz/i
t€0,9]
Lnk&]’ ‘ y, [nkd]
g - ) - .
maX{[nkéJ<l<[n k+1)5] ‘ql/” Gin |2 sy <t inrryay | B/m ~ Gym }

|nké |

Proof. Note first that, since Q,lcgn linearly interpolates between q; /n and qu(ﬂ

1/n

< max { sup ’Qé/n - qlL?:(SJ
)d]

‘Ql/n 1/n
s€[kd,(k+1

ké+t — Wké

sup

. sup QU= g[pRT b (130)
t€[0,6]

s€[ko, (k-+1)0]

We next decompose the supremums over s € [kd, (k + 1)d] into supremums over intervals of
length 1/n, by noting that

[n(k+1)5]—1

ARSI U; M} .

n
t=|nks|

For instance,

1/n Lnkéj
‘Qs/ - L/n+T l/n

1/n LnkJJ
1/n Q .

sup
s€[kS,(k+1)3]

< max sup
[nkd]<L<[n(k+1)81-1 7€[0,1/n)
Since Q%Z ., linearly interpolates between qf In and qu'i, it holds

LnkéJ 0
QZ/nJrT - 1/n < max {‘ql/n ql/n

sup
T€[0,1/n]

041 |nké|
‘qun - ql/n } '

The claimed conclusion then follows from a similar bound for the second maximum over s on the
right-hand side of ([139). O
The following lemma provides an expansion of the acceptance rate in inverse powers of n.

Lemma 34 (Expansion of Ry,,(q,G)). For any q € T¢ and G € R?, it holds

Rl/n(Qa G) =1- \/gmax(o?g(qa G)) + O(n_l)a

with
C(0.G) =YV (q)TD()V2G + %T& (D(q)‘1 [DD(Q) : D(q)l/QGD (140)
_ %GT'Z)(q)_l/Q |DD(g) - D(9) /2G| D(g) %G,

where DD(q) is the differential matriz of g — D(q), i.e., for any h € RY, DD(q) - h is the matriz
with entries VD;;(q) " h.

Proof. The computations are similar to the ones in [29] Section 4.7]. To control remainder terms,
we use the fact that the functions at hand are sufficiently smooth, the diffusion matrix D is positive
and the domain T? is compact. The magnitude of the acceptance probability in the Metropolis
algorithm reads

Ry /n(q,G) = min {l,exp [—a (q, ®1/n(q, G))] } , ®1/,(q,G) =q+ \/3@((1)1/2G,
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with

a(0.) = 5 (0 det[D@)] ~ et Do) + V(@) — V(0)
i [[p@a-af - o 2a-of |-
First,
Vi100.6)) - Via) =\ 29V ()T D(0) 26 + O(n ). (141)

We next consider the terms involving det(D). Since D is C? on T¢,

D(®1,(q,G)) = D(q) + \/EDD(q) -D(q)'/*G+O(n™).

It then holds, using the fact that D is uniformly bounded from below by a positive constant,

det[D(®1/,(q, G))] = det[D(q)] det (Id T \/§D(Q)1DD(Q) -D(q)'/*G + O(n1)>

n

= det[D(q)] (1 + \/gTr (D(q)’l[DD(Q) 'D(q)l/ZGD + 0(n1)> :
so that

Indet [D(® (g, G))] — In det[D(q)] = \/z Tr (D(q)—l [DD(q) : D(q)l/QGD +O(mY). (142)

We finally turn to the term [D(®4,,,(q, G))*I/Q(q —®4/,(q, Q))|? - \D(q)’l/z(q)l/n(q, G)—q)?.
We use the expansion D(q + x)~! = D(q)~! — D(q) "1 [DD(q) - ] D(¢) ! + O(|z|?) (using again
the uniform positive lower bound on D) to write

2 2
D(®1/n(q:G)) ™2 (q = @1y, G))| = [D(@) 2 (@1/n(4.G) — )

= ((I)l/n(qv G) - q)T [D((I)l/n(qv G))il - D(q)il] (q)l/n(qa G) - q)
2

- (n)3/2 G D(q)"/? {D'D(q) .D(q)l/QG} D(q)/?G +0(n?).

Combining and with the latter equality leads to a(gq, ®1,,(q, G)) = (2/n)/2¢(q,G) +
O(n™'), with ((q,G) given by (140). The desired conclusion then follows from the inequal-
ity max(z,0) — max(z,0)2/2 < 1 — min(1,e"%) < max(x,0), obtained by distinguishing the
cases x < 0 and x > 0. O

The last result makes precise the martingale decomposition of the increments A, (q, G,U)

defined in (134).
Lemma 35. Fiz g € T?. The increment A,(q,G,U) writes

An(q,G,U) = My(q,G,U) + T,(q),

where M, (q,G,U) = A, (q,G,U) —E[An(¢q, G, U)] and T,,(¢) = E[An(q, G, U)], the latter expec-
tations being with respect to realizations of the independent random variables G and U, with G
a d-dimensional standard Gaussian random variable and U a uniform random variable on [0, 1].
Moreover,

the last two estimates holding uniformly in q € T<.
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Proof. The first property of (143]) holds by construction, so it suffices to prove the two other
estimates. For the last one, we note that, by definition,

2 2
Tn(q) = ;D(Q)1/2E [GRl/n(Qa G)] = \/;D(Q)l/Q]E [G (Rl/n(Q7 G) - 1)] ’
so that the conclusion follows from and the fact that D, its derivatives and its inverse,
are uniformly bounded in ¢g. The other estimate is obtained by noting that

2
M,(q,G,U) = \/;D(Q)l/2 (G]l{UgRl/n(q,G)} —-E [GRl/n(%G)D )
so that, in view of [Cemma 34}
C _
vue 01, IMa(a, Gl < =[P |G+ 0.
This concludes the proof. O
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