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Abstract

Consensus-based optimization (CBO) is a multi-agent metaheuristic derivative-free
optimization algorithm that has proven to be capable of globally minimizing nonconvex
nonsmooth functions across a diverse range of applications while being amenable
to theoretical analysis. The method leverages an interplay between exploration of
the energy landscape of the objective function through a system of interacting parti-
cles subject to stochasticity and exploitation of the particles’ positions through the
computation of a global consensus about the location of the minimizer based on the
Laplace principle. In this paper, we prove strong mean square convergence of the
practical numerical time-discrete CBO algorithm to the global minimizer for a rich
class of objective functions. For CBO with both isotropic and anisotropic diffusion,
our convergence result features conditions on the choice of the hyperparameters as well
as explicit rates of convergence in the time discretization step size At and the number
of particles N. By interpreting the time-discrete algorithm at the continuous-time
level through a system of stochastic differential equations (SDEs), our proof strategy
combines traditional finite-time convergence theory for numerical methods applied to
SDEs with careful considerations due to the fact that the CBO coefficients do not
satisfy a global Lipschitz condition. To accomodate the latter, we adopt a recently
proposed generalization of Sznitman’s classical argument, which allows to discard an
event of small probability, controllable through fine moment estimates for the particle
systems.
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1 Introduction

Many challenges encountered across various quantitative fields, including operations research, control theory,
engineering, economics, and machine learning, involve tackling global unconstrained optimization problems
of the form

z* = argmin &(z), (1)

z€Rd

where £ : R?” — R, d > 1 denotes a potentially nonconvex nonsmooth and high-dimensional objective
function. In scenarios where the lack of regularity or the availability of the objective function £ as a
black box limits the use of traditional gradient-based optimization methods, derivative-free (zero-order)
optimization algorithms [13], i.e., methods that rely solely on the evaluation of the objective function
&, have been and are a popular alternative. Among these, so-called metaheuristics have proven to be
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surprisingly effective due to their ease of conceptualization, implementation and parallelizability [3,0]. Such
methods balance a deterministic exploitation mechanism, aimed at locating regions in the search space that
contain high quality approximations to the solution, and a stochastic exploration feature that encourages
the search of the space of admissible solutions, thus enabling the escape from local optima. Some notable
examples include, amongst others, random search [10], simulated annealing [1], genetic algorithms [11],
and particle swarm optimization [32]. Despite their considerable empirical success, their complexity (a
consequence of the interplay between stochasticity and potentially intricate decision rules) often results in a
lack of rigorous convergence guarantees. Nonetheless, advancements in this field have been achieved over
the last few years through a relatively recent metaheuristic known as consensus-based optimization (CBO)
[38]. In the spirit of the two competing factors, exploitation and exploration, CBO algorithms utilize a
finite number of N € NT particles (also referred to as agents) that explore the landscape of the objective
function €. Each particle is driven by a deterministic drift and a stochastic diffusion component, and, as
time passes, they concentrate around a so-called consensus point, which serves as a good approximation of
the global minimizer z*. A global convergence analysis of CBO can be conducted either in the finite-particle
regime (also referred to as the microscopic level), as done, for instance, in [5], or in the limit as the number
of agents N approaches infinity, the so-called mean-field regime, where a statistical description of the
dynamics of the average agent behavior is considered, see, e.g., [3,20,38,43], to name a few. The gap
between the two regimes has been extensively studied recently, leading to the establishment of what are
known as quantitative mean-field results, see [16,20,23,24,31] to give a few examples.

Let us now provide a formal numerical description of the CBO algorithm. For a fixed number of iterations
K and a time step size At > 0, we denote by X}, € R the position of agent i € [N] := {1,..., N} at time
kAt for k=0,...,K.' Starting from randomly initialized initial positions )?8, the algorithm’s iterative
update rule is given for all k =0,..., K — 1 by

)?(ik:-‘rl)At = Xiar — A ()?IiAt — $a(51]cvm)) At+oD (iiim - ma(b\kNAt)) AWiar (2)

where a, A, ¢ > 0 denote user-specified hyperparameters. AW} A, := W(ik+1)At — Wi A, are the increments
of the Brownian motion W*, i.e., AWg, ..., AWy 15, are independent with AW A, being a normally
distributed d-dimensional random vector with mean zero and covariance matrix At - Iy, where I € Rxd
is the identity matrix. The particles interact at time kAt through their empirical measure pha;, and Ta

denotes the consensus point, which is given for any absolutely continuous probability distribution ¢ on R¢
by

x = mwai(x) ) wi wa () == exp(—af(z
o@)= [ P o) with wn(a) = exp(-ag (@) 3)

It can be demonstrated that it provides an accurate approximation of * through the well-known Laplace
principle [15,36], according to which

lim (—l log (/ wa () dg(x))) = inf &(x).
a—o0 (6% Rd zesupp(p)

In (2), the term governed by A represents the deterministic drift term, which is designed to pull each
agent towards zo. On the other hand, the term multiplied by AW}, is the stochastic diffusion term that
facilitates exploration of the landscape of the objective function, and is regulated by the parameter o and the
scaling transformation D. D : R? — R?*? implements a continuous function that was initially introduced

in the pioneering work on CBO [38] in the isotropic form D(e) = D™°(s) := |e| I, with |¢| denoting the
Euclidean norm in R%. Subsequently, in order to enhance the feasibility and competitiveness of CBO in
large-scale and high-dimensional applications, beginning with [11], it was replaced by its component-wise

anisotropic counterpart D(es) = D™°(s) := diag(), with diag : R* — R%*? being the operator mapping a
vector of R? onto a diagonal matrix with the vector as its diagonal.
Examples demonstrating the applicability of CBO to such high-dimensional problems include tasks from

compressed sensing [12] and phase retrieval [17], robust subspace detection [17] and sparse representation
learning [21], the training of neural networks for image classification [7,10,19,12], as well as clustered federated
learning problems [9,22] and adversarial training [22,44], and the optimization of qubit configurations [14].

Code for CBO is available at [4].

1.1 Contributions and main result

Motivated by the aforementioned wide range of applications of the CBO method, we present in this paper
a quantitative convergence result for the implementable algorithm (2) for CBO with both isotropic and

1To align our notation with the fact that the CBO dynamics is typically formulated in continuous
time, we index the positions of the particles by kAt (rather than by k). Thus, each discrete iterate of the
numerical scheme corresponds to the physical time kAt.



anisotropic diffusion. To present our results for both cases concisely, we introduce the constant

d if D = D's°
D) = ) 4
w(D) {1 if D = paniso, “)

More precisely, we prove strong global mean square convergence (see, e.g., [26, Theorem 7.11] or [33, Theorem
10.6.4]) of the solution X} A, of the numerical scheme to the global minimizer #* with an explicit rate.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that £ satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. Let po € Pq(Rd) for some g > 4 be
such that z* € supp(po) and initialize X§ ~ po. Define V(po) == 3 [qa | — z*|>dpo(z). Fiz a time step size
0 < At <1 and a total number of iterations K € Nt and let {)?,im}iee[[[[lgﬂ denote the iterates generated by

the CBO algorithm (2). Let 9 € (0,1), and choose hyperparameters \,o > 0 satisfying 2\ — k(D)o > 0,
with k(D) defined in (4). Then there exists ag > 0 such that for all o > ag it holds for any i € [N] that

E ‘)?;;At s ‘2 < Onalt+ Ovia N~ ™05} L 4v(pg) exp (—(1 — 0) (22 — k(D)o?) KAL) . (5)

The constants Cna and Cwvra, independent of both N and At, but dependent on KAt, are defined in
Theorem 2.4.

Corollary 1.2. Fiz £iotar > 0. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, there exist parameter choices g,
N, At, and K such that for any i € [N]

2

E ‘)?}(At - {Ij* S Etotal- (6)

This can be achieved by

(i) choosing ag as specified in [20, Theorem 3.7] in the case of isotropic noise, and [/3, Theorem 3.6] in
the case of anisotropic noise, with € as given in (17),

1 12V(p0)
T2 A=9)@r —r(D)o?) 1% ( el ) +L (7)

(%) fizing a time horizon

(#i) and choosing

4
3CMFA max{l’ﬁ} Etotal T
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Theorem 1.1 provides an upper bound for the expected squared distance between the solution to the
implementable CBO algorithm (2) and the global minimizer z* that holds for any a > g, an arbitrary
particle ¢ € [IN], and that depends explicitly on the time discretization step size At, the number of particles
N, and the final iteration count K.

A straightforward application of Jensen’s inequality enables us to derive the same upper bound as in
2

(5) for the empirical average of the particles’ positions, i.e., a bound on E ‘ % Ei\;l )?}(At —z*

In Corollary 1.2, we explicitly outline how to practically select the aforementioned relevant hyperpa-
rameters in order to achieve a desired accuracy €total- In addition, whenever we refer to the time horizon T'
in the remainder of the manuscript, we mean that it is chosen according to Equation (7).

To the best of our knowledge, these two results are the first complete practical results demonstrating
global convergence in the expected mean squared sense to the global minimizer x* for the implementable
CBO algorithm (2). In particular, our manuscript improves upon existing results found in the literature,
which we outline as follows.

e The works [27] and [31] demonstrate that algorithm (2) achieves stochastic consensus (specifically,
in our notation, that there exists the finite limit limg_ oo )?,im in a suitable probabilistic sense for
any ¢ € [N]) and that the convergence to it is exponentially fast under suitable assumptions about
the system parameters. However, their results necessitate a choice of parameters that implies that
the algorithm’s convergence can only be established if there is a good initial estimate of the global
minimizer, hence suggesting a local, not global, convergence to z* (see [20, Section 2.1] for a more
detailed discussion on the topic). Additionally, the proof technique they employ prevents them
from obtaining an explicit rate in A¢. Furthermore, [27] assumes that all particles share the same
Brownian motion. Our Theorem 1.1 addresses these limitations.

e [20, Theorem 3.8] in the case of isotropic noise, and [43, Theorem 3.19] in the case of anisotropic
noise, present quantitative global convergence results for (2) (with an explicit rate in At and N),
but in a probabilistic framework. More specifically, they demonstrate, in our notation and up to

some constant factors, that
2
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with probability larger than 1 — (5 + Egotal (C’NAAt + Cyvra N~ + 5)), for a desired accuracy cotal
and a parameter ¢ € (0,1/2). Cna is a positive constant depending linearly on d, exponentially on
T,57 ', and Cyra is a positive constant depending exponentially on a, A, o, T, *. Recalling that
global convergence of CBO methods can be derived at either the algorithmic or microscopic level, the
authors of [20,43] adopt the latter approach. They achieve the aforementioned result by combining a
probabilistic quantitative mean-field result with a global convergence result in mean-field law through
a triangular argument. We remark that, as strong mean square convergence implies convergence in
probability, our Theorem 1.1 generalizes the two aforementioned theorems.

e The work [24] builds upon the probabilistic quantitative mean-field result of [20] and introduces
a non-probabilistic formulation. Their proof technique is based on a generalization of classical
arguments to derive quantitative mean-field results, see McKean’s and, later, Sznitman’s arguments
[12,35,45], which cannot be directly applied due to the lack of global Lipschitz continuity in the
coefficients of the CBO, and it involves discarding an event with a small, controllable probability.
They present their quantitative mean-field result for the continuous-time approximation of the
implementable CBO’s update rule. However, their estimate is insufficient to guarantee practical
convergence of the algorithm [23]. Our Theorem 1.1 addresses this issue by providing a comprehensive
convergence result that combines a novel quantitative mean-field estimate for the implementable
CBO algorithm (2) with a global convergence result in mean-field law.

1.2 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss our main result presented in
Theorem 1.1. This includes an overview of the key assumptions required, a presentation of the proof
strategy, and a detailed proof of the result. Our main finding depends on several auxiliary results, which
are collected and proven in Section 3. In the appendix, we provide various technical supplementary findings
necessary for Section 3, alongside a summary of the constants that appear throughout this work.

1.3 Notation

We set [N] := {1,..., N}, for any positive natural number N € N*. The Euclidean and ¢ norms of
a vector u € R? are denoted by |u| and ||ul|_,, respectively, and the corresponding balls are written as
Br(u) :={y € R : |y —u| <7} and B (u) := {y € R? : ||y —u||, < r}. For a matrix A € R**?, the
notation ||Al| , refers to the Frobenius norm.

Given a random variable X, E(X) denotes its expectation. This manuscript focuses mainly on time-
dependent stochastic processes, and we indicate by 2 the sample space on which they are defined. The set
of probability measures over a metric space F is represented by P(E), and the probability measures with
finite moments up to order 1 < r < oo are collected in P,.(E) C P(E). Pr.r(E) C Pr(E) denotes the set of
probability measures with r-th moment bounded by R > 0. When discussing a particular fixed distribution,
we write 0. Wi is the standard Wasserstein-r distance (see, e.g., [2]).

For the space of continuous functions f : X — Y we write C(X,Y), with X C R™ and Y a suitable
topological space. In the case of real-valued functions we omit Y.

We use the symbol < to denote constants that hold true up to a factor of positive integer up to some
power of q. Whenever we state that a constant depends on £, we mean that it relies on some of the
constants present in Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2.

2 Discussion of the main result

In this section, we first discuss the assumptions on the objective function £ that will be used throughout
the article. Subsequently, we outline our proof strategy for establishing our main result, Theorem 1.1.
This necessitates the introduction of several auxiliary continuous-time processes as well as an intermediate
result in Theorem 2.4, whose proof is deferred to Section 3. We conclude this section with the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

2.1 Assumptions

Let us first specify and discuss the assumptions on the objective function that form the basis for our
theoretical analysis.

Assumption 2.1. The objective function £ € C(R?)
A1 s such that there exists a unique x* € R% with £(z*) = inf,cpa E(x) = £ > —o0,

A2  satisfies for some constant Le > 0 the condition

|E(x) — E(W)| < Le (1 + ||+ |y) |z —yl, for all z,y € RY,



A3 satisfies for some constant ¢, > 0 the condition
E(x) —E<cu(1+x|?), forallzeR?,

and is either upper bounded by £ == Sup,cra £(z) < 00, or satisfies for some constants ¢, > 0 and
¢ > 0 the assumption
E(x)—E>cqlx)?, forall |z| > &.

Assumption 2.2. The objective function £ € C(Rd) satisfies, for some constants £, Ro,m > 0, and
v € (0,00),

e in the case of isotropic noise (D = D™°), the conditions
v — x| < % (E(x) —€)", for all x € Bry(z"),
Eoo <E(x) =&, forallz € (Bry(z™))%

e in the case of anisotropic noise (D = D""°), the conditions

le — "] < % (5(a:) — é’)V, for all x € By, (z"),

Eoo <E(x) =&, forallz € (By,(z"))".

Remark 2.3 (Discussion of assumptions on the objective £). The first part of Assumption 2.1, Assump-
tion A1, states that the continuous objective function & attains its infimum & at some point x* € R?,
which is assumed to be unique. This is quantified (and, in fact, implied) by Assumption 2.2, which can be
regarded as a tractability condition on the function landscape of the objective £. In the proximity of the
global minimizer =*, £ is assumed to be locally coercive. More precisely, in the cases of isotropic (D = D*°)
or anisotropic (D = D™*°) noise, respectively, £ is assumed to grow like |z — z*|*" or ||z — x*Hio/" n an
Euclidean or £oo-ball of radius Ry around x*. This assumption is also known as the inverse continuity
condition, quadratic growth condition, or Hélderian error bound condition, see [37] for more details. Outside
these balls, i.e., in the farfield, £ is assumed to leave at least an Ex-wide gap to the minimal objective
Sfunction value €. Together these two conditions imply uniqueness of x* and quantify how challenging it is
to locate ™ provided merely zero-order information about the objective function £.

The remaining parts of Assumption 2.1, Assumptions A2-A3, are consistent with the ones made
throughout the literature [8, 10, 18, 20, /3]. They require that £ is locally Lipschitz-continuous with Lipschitz
constant allowed to have linear growth, and that £ is either bounded or at least quadratically growing. It is
straightforward to extend the analysis to the slightly more general assumptions of [2/].

2.2 Proof of the main result Theorem 1.1

In preparation for the proof of our main theoretical result, Theorem 1.1, we observe that the time-discrete
CBO system (2) can be seen as an Euler-Maruyama time discretization [26, 28] of the system of SDEs

AXi = -\ (X;' - xa(ﬁiv)) dt + oD (X;' - xa(ﬁ?)) awy, (9)

where {Wf}ie[[N I are independent d-dimensional Brownian processes and where pY¥ denotes the empirical
measure associated to the particles {Xf}ie[[N]]. Conversely but equivalently, (9) can be regarded as the
continuous-time approximation of (2).

Our proof strategy for Theorem 1.1 is as follows. As has been noted already in several previous works
on CBO, the lack of global Lipschitz continuity of the drift and diffusion coefficients of (2) poses several
challenges in the derivation of quantitative estimates involving its solution or the solution to its continuous-
time approximation (9) [8,16,20,23,24,29-31]. This absence also leads to difficulties regarding our goal
of proving strong global mean square convergence for the Euler-Maruyama discretization (2). Indeed,
traditional finite-time convergence theory for numerical methods applied to SDEs necessitates a global
Lipschitz condition on both the drift and diffusion coefficients [26,28,39]. Then, our approach is to combine
techniques from the aforementioned classical theory with the strategy of discarding a low-probability event
employed in [24] to derive a quantitative mean-field results. More specifically, to prove Theorem 1.1, we

e proceed as in [20, Theorem 3.8] in the case of isotropic noise, and [43, Theorem 3.19] in the case

of anisotropic noise, and split up the error

)A(}(At - m*‘ as the sum of a term estimating the gap

between X 5, and the solution to a suitable mean-field dynamics (later introduced in (11)), and an
summand quantifying the distance between such mean-field dynamics and z*.

e Then, we control the second summand by a global convergence result in mean-field law, while
addressing the first term through the previously mentioned approach that combines the classical
SDE framework with the workaround of [24].



For clarity of exposition, we summarize the estimate of the gap between X i-A; and the solution to the
mean-field dynamics (11) in Theorem 2.4. In the remainder of this section, we introduce the processes
required for formulating its statement. We postpone a more detailed discussion of the aforementioned
technique, along with the proof of the theorem, to Section 3.

First, for compactness of notation, we define

b(z,0) = =AMz —za(p)) and n(z,p) =o0D(z—za(0)), (10)

for z € RY, g € P(R?). Considering (9) in the limit N — oo leads to a mean-field formulation described by
the McKean—Vlasov SDE o o o
dXt = b (Xt,pt) dt +n (Xt, pt) th7

i€[N]
tef0, T’
copies of the above SDE driven by the same Brownian motion of (9) and initialized by the same processes

of (9) (or, equivalently, (2)). Their integral formulation is described by

Yi:Xé—s—/otb( S,pg)ds—ﬁ-/t (Xi,ps>dW;, (11)

where p; = Law(X;). Consistently with what has been done in [24], we introduce {Xt} N independent

for any ¢ € [N],t € [0,T].

As outlined in the proof strategy, in Theorem 2.4 we aim to estimate the discrepancy between the
solution to the implementable Euler-Maruyama scheme (2) and the solution to the mean-field equation (11).
To accomplish this, we could directly consider the formulation provided by (2), and combine a discrete-time
induction argument with a discrete Gronwall inequality in order to effectively control the approximation
error. However, for conciseness, we follow the approach described in [26] and introduce a continuous-time
extension of (2), which reads

Xi=X 0 +b ( Yar(t) me(t)) (t —yae(t) +n ( 'yAt(t)vvat(t)) (Wi = Wi, ), (12)
for ¢ € [N], t € [EAt, (k+ 1)At) and
yar(t) = kALt € [RAL, (k + 1)At). (13)

i€[N]
tefo0,T]"
extension (12) is constructed so that it coincides with the discrete solution (2) at the grid points {kAt}rex]-

More precisely, for every k € [K] we have

In (12), the notation p¥ denotes the empirical measure associated to {Xt The continuous-time

X, = Xinr = Xiae

It is possible to write (12) in the integral form

t t
i i i ~N i ~N i
X = Xo +/ b (Xm(sw)m(s)) d5+/ n (X'mt(S)7p7m(S)) dw;. (14)
0 0
- We are now ready to state the result proving an estimate for the gap between )?t’, solution to (12), and
X, solution to (11).

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that £ satisfies Assumption 2.1. Let po € Pq(Rd) for some q > 4. Let {)?f}@ denote

the solution to the dynamics defined in (12) with At < 1 and {X,}i to (11). Then, there exist constants
Cxa,Cura > 0 (independent of N, At) such that for any i € [N], it holds

E( sup ‘)?Z in

2 — min{1,452}
< CnaAt + Cura N i
t€(0,T]

It holds Cna = Cna(E,a, A, 0,k(D), T, po,ca2) and Cura = Cwura(E,a, A\, 0,&(D),q,T, po), for x(D)
defined in (4), T chosen according to Equation (7) and cq2 the constant of Lemma 3.4.

Remark 2.5. The constant cq,2, which Cna depends on, grows linearly in the dimension d by construction.

Remark 2.6. The result obtained for the Euler—Maruyama discretization can be generalized to the Milstein
discretization, see e.g. [25, Chapter 7]. In this case, the time discretization step enters the upper estimate
in the form (At)?, reflecting the well-known higher order of strong convergence (of the standard SDE
framework) associated with the Milstein compared to the Euler-Maruyama scheme.

Remark 2.7. Theorem 2.4 proves the strong mean square convergence of)N(ti to Y; The proof technique
can be further generalized to obtain strong pth convergence for any p € (0, %} Both constants Cna and
Cyvra would then depend on p and the statement would translate to

P
2
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We are now ready to provide the proof of our main result, Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Fix 0 < At <1, K € N* and ¢ € (0,1). Let us abbreviate ¢ := (1 —9)/(1 +9/2)
and define the time horizon

. 1 V(po) "¢
= (1—9)(2x — x(D)o?) log ((5) ) ’ (15)

where £ is chosen such that KAt = £T* holds. This can be achieved with the choice

£="V(po)exp (—(1 —V)(2\ — n(D)az)KAt) . (16)

We can now apply [20, Theorem 3.7] in the case of isotropic noise, and [13, Theorem 3.6] in the case of
anisotropic noise with accuracy
& = V(po)(E/V(po))"*, (17)
which satisfies € € (0,V(po)), and with time horizon T, which satisfies T = m log (V(po)/e)
by construction. The above-cited results show that there exists some ap > 0 such that for a > ap, there is
T € [T, T*] with V(pr) = €, and that for all ¢ € [0, 7] it holds

V(p:) < V(po) exp (—(1 — ) (2/\ - H(D)O’2)t) , (18)

where V(pt) = 1 [pa o —2* | dp(z). Thus, in particular, since by the choice of £ it holds KAt = €T, we
have

Viprar) < V(o) exp (~(1 - 9)(2A - #(D)o>) KAL) (= ©). (19)
Recalling that the solutions to (2) and (12) coincide at the discrete time points kAt, we obtain with
triangle inequality for any ¢ € [IN] that

o~ 2 ~. 2
E‘X}{At fm*‘ :E’X}(At fa:*’

<2E ‘)?;(At — XAt

2 . L2
+2E‘XKAt - ‘

~. — 2
= 2 [Kiear = Xicar| +4V(pxa0), (20)

where in the last equality we have used the definition of V(pxat). In order to estimate the first summand
on the right-hand side of (20), we employ Theorem 2.4. The second summand can be bounded using (19),
which concludes the proof. O

3 Proof of Theorem 2.4

The proof follows the lines of Sznitman’s argument to derive quantitative mean-field results, see [12,45],
for the integral formulation (14) of the continuous-time extension process {)NCZ}Q It addresses the absence
of a global Lipschitz property for the coefficients of the dynamics of {)fo}i by removing an event of small
probability, controllable through their moment estimates, as in [24, Theorem 2.6]. We estimate the moments
of {X{}} in Lemma 3.3. Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 serve as preliminary results for Lemma 3.3 and are also
relevant in other parts of Theorem 2.4. Furthermore, to derive an explicit rate in At, we apply a method
commonly used in the numerical analysis of the Euler-Maruyama scheme for SDEs with globally Lipschitz

coefficients, see e.g. [26, Chapter 7]. This approach requires estimating the gap E ‘X’Z *)?ém(t). of the

extension process at times ¢t and ya¢(¢). We adapt the classical theory to our setting in Lemma 3.5, with
Lemma 3.4 serving as an auxiliary tool for its proof.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that £ satisfies Assumptions A1 and A3. Let o € Py(R?) for some q > 2. Then,
there exist constants cg,Cs > 0 such that

ool < cn [ lol" defa) (21)
and
max{|b(x, o)|?, |In(z, g)H%} < Cg <|x|q + /le |y|ng(y)> for all x € R4, (22)

It holds cg = cs(€,a,q) and Cs = Cs(A, 0, k(D),q,cB).



Proof. Inequality (21) directly follows by applying Lemma A.1 with p = 1. To prove Inequality (22), first
note that

o= 2@l <2 (ol + ool < 2 (Il +en [ bl o)) (28)

where we used (21) to obtain the inequality in the last step.
For the drift term, we have

b(z, 0)|* = |=A(x — za(0)| = ']z — 2za(0)|?,
while for the diffusion term, we have

q
In(z, 0)lIF = 0?K(D)? |z — za(o)|,

with k(D) defined in (4). The statement now follows by using (23). O

Lemma 3.2. Suppose that £ satisfies Assumptions A1 and A3. Fix q > 2. Let {)?Z}i denote the solution
to the continuous-time extension process (12). Then, for any t € [0,T] and for any i € [N], it holds

max {E |b (X5, 79" E||n (X7, 5 xil", (24)
{e] (x0oY)[ 2 (x0.57)

Jeas

where the constant Cg 1s as in Lemma 3.1.

Proof. Leveraging Lemma 3.1, we have
max { | (X3,57)| " |n (X2.5)||} < Co <\X

By taking expectations on both sides, we obtain the statement since

/Rd Iqudﬁiv(y)) :

~ >qil4
B ([ v w) - (25)
R
which is due to the fact the common law of (X*,..., X) is invariant under permutations of [N, for which
reason its marginal laws (which correspond to the particles) are all the same. O

Lemma 3.3. Suppose that £ satisfies Assumption 2.1. Let po € Py(R?) for some q > 2. Let {)?Z}i denote
the solution to the continuous-time extension process (12). Then, for any i € [N], there exists a constant

C>0 (independent of At, N ) such that
)E( sup m(ﬁ?)]q)} <C. (26)
t€(0,T)

max < E | sup ‘X h
te[0,T]
Proof. The proof follows the lines of [24, Lemma 3.5] but for the integral formulation (14) of the continuous-

It holds C = 5’(5,04,)\,0, k(D),q,T, po).

time extension process {X;}i of the discrete-time scheme (2).
Let us fix ¢ > 2 and ¢ € [N]. Using the integral formulation (14) of the continuous-time extension
process {X;}i of (12), we can bound

l/ WAt(S)’pWAz(S ./ “/m (s)s pWAt(S)) dw;

for any ¢ € [0,T]. By taking first the supremum over ¢t € [0, 7] and consecutively applying the expectation
to both sides of the previous inequality, we obtain

E| sup ’Xt
t€[0,T]

q

il < )

il t i ~ a i a
SE‘XO +E< sup / b (X“/m(S)vplvat(S)) ds > ( sup / X ai(o) P )) dw; >
tefo0,7] |Jo t€[0,T
;19 q/2
SE‘XS +E (/ ’b( ’YAt(t)7p'YAt(t))‘dt) + cBpa,q E (/ H ( var( t)’p'YAt(t))H dt) ’



where the second step uses the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality, see [34, Theorem 7.3], for a constant
¢BDG,q depending only on ¢. An application of Holder’s inequality and Lemma 3.2 yields

E[ sup ‘Xt
te[0,T]
< i|? g—1 T i ~N 4 q/2—1 T i ~N 4
SE ‘Xo +T - ’b (me’ Pm(t)) ‘ dt +cepc.qT E H”(Xmu)v Prac®)|| 4t
0 0

,<VIE‘XS "t

q T =i
+ C/ E ’Xmm
0

for a constant C depending on ¢, T and Cg of Lemma 3.2. Since ya:(t) <t as of (13), it holds

< sup )A(:;

s€[0,t]

)

<E ’XO sup ! dt.
s€[0,t]

An application of Grénwall’s inequality concludes the first part of the statement (26), which introduces the

Yat(t)

’X

which allows to estimate

E( sup ‘Xt )?;

te[0,T]

constant C' depending on (&, a, A, 0,(D),q,T, po).
The second part follows immediately with Equation (21) from Lemma 3.1. O

Lemma 3.4. Let {W;}i>0 denote a d-dimensional Brownian motion and fix ¢ > 2. Then, there exists a
constant ca,q > 0 such that for any t,s > 0 it holds

E[W: — Wi|? < caqlt —5)%>.
cd,q depends on d,q and is proportional to d/?.

Proof. By definition of {Wt}t207 Wi — Wy is a random d-dimensional normal vector with mean zero and
covariance matrix (t — s)I4. The statement holds by applying established estimates for the g-th moments
of d-dimensional normal random vectors. O

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that € satisfies Assumption 2.1. Let py € Py(RY) for some ¢ > 2. Let {)?2}2 denote
the solution to the continuous-time extension process (12). Then, for any i € [N], there exists a constant

C>0 (independent of N, At) such that

sup E|X; — X7, ()
te[0,T]

<O (A0 +eag(an)?).

It holds C = 5(5, a, A\ o,k(D),q,T, po) and ca,q is the constant from Lemma 8.4.

Proof. This proof follows the strategy of [26, Theorem 7.10] adapted to our context.
Let us fix ¢ > 2 and ¢ € [N]. Using the formulation (12) of the continuous-time extension process
{X{}i, we can estimate

q

E|Xi - X2,

i ~N
"SE ’b (Ximwpm(t)) (t = 7ae(t)) ‘ + E‘ ( SINICE Pm(t)) We = W)
The first term on the right-hand side of the inequality can be bounded as

i ~ q ~i - q
E [b (%ia00 Pa o)t = 1200)) | :E\b(xmt@),pﬁm)\ [t = yar (O

< CpE ‘X " (ane,

Yat(t)

where the last step used Lemma 3.2 together with the fact that |t — ya¢(t)| < At by definition of ya¢ in
(13). For the second term, utilizing the independence of X A (py from Wi — W, () in the second step, we
can bound

q
E) ( yar(t); Pmtu))(Wt—Wmm)‘ <1E(H ( 'mt(t)7p'mt(t)>HF|Wf_WWm(t)D

—EH ( Yar(®); Pm(ﬂ)‘F

Ca.q(AL)?,

E[W: = W,a i

< CBE ‘Ximm




where the last step uses Lemma 3.2 together with the fact that, as of Lemma 3.4, it holds E |Wt — Wi ’q <

Cang |t —yar(t)|7? < caq(At)?/?, where the last inequality is again by definition of ya; in (13). By combining
the two estimates obtained above, we conclude the initial bound as

E X~ Xia0| S CoE[Kiu0| (407 +eus(at)”?)
< CsE ( sup |X; q) ((At)q + cd’q(At)q/2)
t€[0,T]
S O C (A7 + cau(At)?),
where in the last inequality we used Lemma 3.3. Setting 5’ =CpC , the statement follows. (I

We are now ready to provide a proof of Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Let us fix ¢ > 4 and ¢ € [N].
Using the integral formulation (14) of the continuous-time extension process {X}}i of (12) and the
integral formulation (11) of the independent copies X, of the mean-field dynamics, we can bound

2 < ‘ v ~N ~ :

~1/, (b (X’YAt(S>’p'YAt(S)) —-b (XS’pS)) ds
/ (” (XiM.s)’ﬁ]wvAt(s)) -n (Xs,ps)) dw;

0
By taking first the supremum over ¢ € [0,7] and consecutively applying the expectation to both sides of
the previous inequality, we obtain

t . 2
i ~N i
[ O (Fur i) - (@) af )

2) <E ( sup
te[0,T]

+E < sup /0 (n (X’?/At(é‘)?’pv’];]At(S)) _n(leps))dW;

2

ar)

])?;' -xX

+

E| sup ‘X’Z ,Yi
te[0,T]

)

te[0,T)

T >i i
SE (/0 ‘b (X%tu)vﬂf/vm(t)) —b (Xtvpt)

T —i 2

+CBDG,2]E/ Hn( Yar(t) p"/m(t)) (Xt’pt) th
0

T . N —i 2
5 TE/ )b (X;At(t)’p'YAt(t)) —b (Xt’pt) de

0
T —i 2

+CBDG,2]E/ Hn( var(t)s pn,A, t)) (Xtapt) tha
0

where the second step uses the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality, see [34, Theorem 7.3], for a constant
CBDG,q depending only on g. The last inequality follows from an application of Holder’s inequality. Utilizing
the definitions of k(D) and b, n provided in (4) and (10) respectively, we can rearrange the inequality above

to yield
2>
(27)

2
a

Let us first focus on the term E ‘xa(ﬁivm(w) — ma(pt)lz. Denoting by 77 the empirical measure

E| sup ‘)?Z —Yi
te[0,T)

T _ 2
< (TN +cBDG,202fi(D))/O (E 'Ximm X

+E

Ta(Pyann) = Talpe)

associated to {Y;}i, we sum and subtract z. (5 ) to estimate

2
<E

2

E |Za (B35, 0) — Ta(pt) a(py) — zalpr) (28)

2
Ta(Pinc) ~ 2a(7)| +E

Since p: € Py (Rd) (with ¢ > 4) due to the regularity of pp and Lemma A.2, the second summand on the
right-hand side of the inequality can be estimated directly with Lemma A.5 as

2 1
E <ccN 7, (29)

wa(ﬁiv) — za(pt)
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for some constant cc = cc(€, «). For the estimation of the first summand, we follow the strategy adopted
in [24]. Therefore set

= sup
te[o T]

)

and observe that, thanks to Lemma A.2, cgms dependent on (€, a, A\, o, k(D), ¢, T, po) is such that cgme+1 >

E(Z"). Let us now define
1A i, 2
QN = {w c€Q: N ig:l ’Xt(w) > CBmf} .

and distinguish between two cases.
e On the set Q\ Qn s, it holds 7 (w) € Pa,cy,+1(RY), as
/|:v| dpt NZ‘ w‘ < cBmf + 1.
We may thus apply Lemma A.4 for £ satisfying Assumption 2.1 to conclude that for some constant
cs = Cs (5, a, CBmf) it holds

“(

2
xﬂ(p{/\fm(t)) - xﬂ(ptN) 1Q\QN,1,) < CsEWQ(pilvAt(tﬁpiv)

)

: (30)

<csE ( > Ko - X
=1

_csE’X by - X,

vai(
where in the second line we have used the optimality of the coupling in the definition of the Ws
distance, along with the observation from Equation (25) to obtain the last equality.

e On the set Qn ¢, on the other hand, the stability estimate of Lemma A.4 does not apply. Nevertheless,
we observe that Holder’s inequality yields

E ( ) e@va) T
s (e

)
and it remains to estimate the three terms of (31) separately.

If po € P,(R?), with ¢ > 4, it holds E (|Z1’T) < +oo for r = £ > 2 thanks to Lemma A.2. As a
result, we may apply Lemma A.3 to estimate

2 g—2

a(Php, ) — Ta(Py)

2
o) ~ 20 ) 1y, ) < (B

Qo

2@ @O T . (31)

~N q
wa(Pm(w)‘ +E

N
1 i —4a
P(Qn,:) <P (N Z Z" > cpmf + 1) <ecm N1 (32)

=1

for some constant cLg = cLE(q, CBmf)-
Moreover, thanks to Lemma 3.3, it holds that

E

. q
2oy )| <E ( sup
t€(0,T]

xa(ﬁgv)D < C(E, a,\0,k(D),q, T, po). (33)

Furthermore, Equation (21) of Lemma 3.1, in conjunction with Lemma A.2, leads to

q
ro@| < v ([ lel" o >_ch21€]

<cgE [ sup .Yz
t€[0,T]

E

q) S CBCBmf- (34)

From this point forward we denote by C any constant that depends on (€, a, A, 0,k(D),q,T, po)
while being independent of N and At. We note that also the constants cLg and cgcpme can be
replaced by C. Inserting (32)-(34) into (31) yields

“(

N YNE ~ __g=2
o)~ 2] 10y, ) £ ONTT (35)
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Putting (30) and (35) together, we get

2 2 2
E [2a (P, ) = 7a(pl)| =E ( Za(Psu) — (0] 1Q\QN,,,) +E ( Ta(Bs) — a7 19N,t)

<C (]E ‘X’ X

Yat(t)

2+N—%). (36)

Eventually, by combining (29) and (36), we can continue (28) to obtain

2 2
<E

xa(ﬁiv) — Ta(pt)

2
~N _N
Ta (P, () — za (P )‘ +E

E |za(05,(0) — Za(pt)

=~ i — _gq-2 1
SC(ERum-X| +N 7T +N71),
which provides the desired estimate for the consensus points. Plugging it into (27) gives us

2 ~ . —
at + N 37

E ( sup ‘)?Z —Y;

2 ~ T i ¢
) <C (T)\2 + CBDG,202K(D)) / E ‘X}YAt(t) — X
te[0,T] 0

In order to obtain an explicit rate in At, we observe that by triangle inequality

2

i i |? i =i|? i _
E’X@(t)*Xt SE‘XWM*X:& HE’Xt*Xt

The first summand on the right-hand side can be estimated through Lemma 3.5 for ¢ = 2 (since by
assumption At < 1). This gives

2

~ 71-2 ~ ~ 71'2 =~ ~ —
E|X! - X gc((At)2+cd,2At)+1E]X5—Xt gC(l—i—cd,g)At—i—E‘XZ—Xt ,

Yar(®)

where the second inequality uses At < 1. Denoting by Cna and Cvra any constants that are dependent on
(&, a,\ 0,6k(D), T, po,ca2) and (€, a, A, 0, k(D), q, T, po), respectively, we conclude Equation (37) as

2 . —
dt + Oypa N~ 5771}

E ( sup ‘X’Z in

2 T o
S OnaAt + Cyra / E ’th -X
te[0,T] 0

X

T
,S CNnaAt + CMFA/ E ( sup
0

s€[0,t]

2 s —2

) dt + Cvra N~ mm{qT’l},
where in the second line we have taken the supremum over s € [0,¢]. An application of Grénwall’s inequality
concludes the proof. O

Remark 3.6. Note that we could have directly applied Grénwall’s inequality to Equation (37) by further

observing that
T o _2 T 2
/ E‘X;Mtﬁxi dtg/ E(sup )dt.
0 0 s€[0,t]

Howewver, this would have prevented us from obtaining an explicit rate in At, therefore necessitating the
additional step and the use of Lemma 3.5.

%X

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we establish strong mean square convergence of the time-discrete Euler—Maruyama numerical
scheme used to implement the CBO algorithm towards the global minimizer of a nonconvex nonsmooth
objective function £. Demonstrating such convergence is challenging due to the lack of a global Lipschitz
continuity condition of the drift and diffusion coefficients. We tackle this difficulty by following Sznitman’s
classical argument to derive quantitative mean-field results along with a recently introduced technique of
discarding a low-probability moment-estimate-controlled event. We combine it with traditional finite-time
convergence theory for numerical methods applied to SDEs.

Our main result showcases an explicit rate of convergence in the time discretization step At and in
the number of particles N. It improves over several existing results available in the literature, which
either provide local convergence results under restrictive conditions on the initial agent configuration,
lack the aforementioned explicit rate, or present statements that are either probabilistic or pertain to the
continuous-time formulation of the CBO algorithm.
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A Technical auxiliary results

For the reader’s convenience, we provide in this section several technical auxiliary results.
The first lemma is a generalization of [, Lemma 3.3].

Lemma A.1 ([24, Proposition A.4]: Bound on the weighted moment). Suppose that £ satisfies Assump-
tions A1 and A3. Let o € Py(RY) for some ¢ > 0 and fit 0 < r < q. Then, there exists a constant
cs = cs(a, cu, ¢, 1,7, q) such that

fRd || efo‘g(‘"”)dg(:v) 7
< 1d
Joa ¥ @do(z) =" /]Rd [+ dele)

The second lemma is a generalization of [3, Theorem 3.2]. In addition to the statement in [24, Theorem
2.3], we provide the explicit dependence on the constants that influence the upper bound of the moments of
the mean-field SDE, as this will be necessary for the proof of Theorem 2.4.

Lemma A.2 ([241, Theorem 2.3]: Existence, uniqueness and bound on the moments of the mean-field SDE).
Suppose that € satisfies Assumption 2.1 and fiz a final time T' > 0. Let po € ’Pq(Rd) for some q > 2. Then,
there exists a unique strong solution {X;}icpo,r with initial condition sampled from po. Furthermore, the

process satisfies
E| sup |)Tt|q < eBmf < 00,
te[0,T]

for some constant cmt = cBme(E, @, A\, 0, k(D), q, T, po), with k(D) defined in (4).
The remaining lemmas are used solely in the proof of Theorem 2.4.

Lemma A.3 ([24, Lemma 2.5]: Bound on the probability of large excursions). Let {Z'}'€IN be a family
of real-valued i.i.d. random variables such that E ‘Zl‘r < oo for somer >2. Fir R>E ‘Zl‘. Then, there
exists a constant cLg = cLe(r, R) > 0 such that

N
1 7 R

=1

Lemma A.4 ([24, Corollary 3.3]: Stability estimate for the weighted mean). Suppose that & satisfies
Assumption 2.1. Fixz R > 0. Then, there exists a constant cs = cs(&,a, R) such that for all (o,v) €
Pa(RY) x Pa r(R?) it holds

[Ta(0) = za(¥)] < csW2(o,v).

Lemma A.5 ([24, Lemma 3.7]: Convergence of the weighted mean for i.i.d. samples). Suppose that
& : R* = R is bounded from below. Let g € Pq(]Rd) for some q > 2. Then, there exists a constant
cc = cc(€,a,q) such that

2
E|za(@") —zalo)| <ccNTY,

where g~ = = 27]:’:1 dxn and {X"}"N are i.i.d. samples from o.
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B Constants appearing in the manuscript

In this appendix, we group the constants that have been utilized throughout the manuscript. We specify
their dependencies, as well as the results in which they have been used. Please note that whenever a
constant depends on &, it means that it depends on some of the constants that appear in Assumptions 2.1
and 2.2. In addition, for the constants in the lemmas of Appendix A, we specify their dependencies as they

are utilized in the manuscript.

Constant | Related results Dependencies

k(D) d, if D = D™s°

Cna Theorems 1.1 and 2.4 | &, o, A, 0, k(D), T, po, 4,2
CyviFa Theorems 1.1 and 2.4 | £, a, A\, 0,k(D),q,T, po
CB Lemmas 3.1 and A.1 | &£, a,q

Cg Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 | &, a, A\, 0,k(D),q

C Lemma 3.3 E,a, N\ 0,k(D),q,T, po
Cdq Lemma 3.4 d,q

C Lemma 3.5 E,a, N\ 0,k(D),q,T, po
CBmf Lemma A.2 E,a, N\ 0,k(D),q,T, po
CLE Lemma A.3 q, CBmf

cs Lemma A.4 E,a, CBmf

co Lemma A.5 E
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