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Abstract

We refine the general methodology in [[1] for the construction and analysis of essentially minimax estimators for a wide class
of functionals of finite dimensional parameters, and elaborate on the case of discrete distributions with support size .S comparable
with the number of observations n. Specifically, we determine the “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes based on the confidence
set and the smoothness of the functional. In the “non-smooth” regime, we apply an unbiased estimator for a suitable polynomial
approximation of the functional. In the “smooth” regime, we construct a general version of the bias-corrected Maximum Likelihood
Estimator (MLE) based on Taylor expansion.

We apply the general methodology to the problem of estimating the KL divergence between two discrete probability measures
P and @ from empirical data in a non-asymptotic and possibly large alphabet setting. We construct minimax rate-optimal estimators
for D(P||@) when the likelihood ratio is upper bounded by a constant which may depend on the support size, and show that
the performance of the optimal estimator with n samples is essentially that of the MLE with nlnn samples. Our estimator is
adaptive in the sense that it does not require the knowledge of the support size nor the upper bound on the likelihood ratio. We
show that the general methodology results in minimax rate-optimal estimators for other divergences as well, such as the Hellinger
distance and the x2-divergence. Our approach refines the Approximation methodology recently developed for the construction of
near minimax estimators of functionals of high-dimensional parameters, such as entropy, Rényi entropy, mutual information and
¢, distance in large alphabet settings, and shows that the effective sample size enlargement phenomenon holds significantly more
widely than previously established.

Index Terms

Divergence estimation, KL divergence, multivariate approximation theory, Taylor expansion, functional estimation, maximum
likelihood estimator, high dimensional statistics, minimax lower bound

I. INTRODUCTION

Given jointly independent m samples from P = (p1,---,ps) and n samples from Q = (¢1,--- ,gs) over some unknown
common alphabet of size S, consider the problem of estimating a functional of the distribution of the following form:
s
F(P,Q) =Y f(pira:) )
i=1

where f : A — R is a continuous function with some A C [0, 1]%. Note that by allowing f to solely depend on p, this
problem generalizes the functional estimation problem considered in [1]. Among the most fundamental of such functionals is
the f-divergence [2]

dP 5 (v
Dy (P|Q) = /f (dQ) aQ = ;f (%) qi (2)

for some convex function f with f(1) = 0. The f-divergence serves as the fundamental information contained in binary
statistical models [3] and enjoys numerable applications in information theory [4] and statistics [5].

Among many f-divergences, we focus on the estimation problem of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence (with f(t) =
tlnt —t + 1) in this paper, and the general approach naturally extends to the Hellinger distance and y>-divergence. The
KL divergence is an important measure of the discrepancy between two discrete distributions P = (py,--- ,ps) and Q =
(q1,+ ,qs), defined as [6]

Zlepi In 5—: if P<Q,

+00 otherwise,

D(P|Q) = { (3)
where P < () denotes that the absolute continuity of P with respect to (). Like the entropy and mutual information [7]], the KL
divergence is a key information theoretic measure arising naturally in data compression [8]], communications [9]], probability
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theory [[10]], statistics [11]], optimization [[12], machine learning [|13]], [1"4], and many other disciplines. Throughout the paper
we use the squared error loss, i.e., the risk function for any estimator D is defined as

L(D; P.Q) £ E(pg)|D — D(P|Q). “
The maximum risk of an estimator D, and the minimax risk in estimating D(P||Q) are defined as
Ruasimum (D5U) & sup  L(D; P,Q), 5)
(P,Q)eu
Rminimax (u) = H}f sup L(Da P7 Q) (6)
D (PQ)eu

respectively, where U is a given collection of probability measures (P, @), and the infimum is taken over all possible estimators
D. We aim to obtain the minimax risk Rpinimax (U) for some properly chosen U.
Notations: for non-negative sequences a~,b,, we use the notation a, < by to denote that there exists a universal constant

~

C such that sup. 2= < C, and a~ > b, is equivalent to b. < a.. Notation a. =< b., is equivalent to a~ < b, and b, < a..
Py 3 0% y q v S Ay v v q v S Oy v S Ay
Y

~

Notation a, > b, means that liminf, 3> = oo, and a, < b, is equivalent to b, > a.. We write a A b = min{a,b} and
Y

a Vb = max{a,b}. Moreover, ponfL denotes the set of all d-variate polynomials of degree no more than n, and E,[f; ]
denotes the distance of the function f to the space poly? in the uniform norm || - [|oo.; on I C R All logarithms are in the
natural base.

A. Background and main results

There have been several attempts to estimate the KL divergence for the continuous case, see [[15]—[20] and references therein.
These approaches usually do not operate in the minimax framework, and focus on consistency but not rates of convergence,
unless strong smoothness conditions on the densities are imposed to achieve the parametric rate (i.e., ©(n~!) in mean squared
error). In the discrete setting, [21]] and [22]] proved consistency of some specific estimators without arguing minimax optimality.
We note that in the discrete case, if the alphabet size S is fixed and the number of samples m,n go to infinity, the standard
Hiajek—Le Cam theory of classical asymptotics shows that the plug-in approach is asymptotically efficient [23, Thm. 8.11,
Lemma 8.14]. The key challenge we face in the discrete setting is the regime where the support size S can be comparable to
or even larger than the number of observations m, n, which classical analyses do not address.

Now we consider the estimation of KL divergence between discrete distributions in a large-alphabet setting. For the choice
of U, it may appear natural to allow P to be any distribution which is absolutely continuous with respect to ) with alphabet
size S, i.e.,

US:{(P,Q):P,QGMS7P<<Q} (7)

where Mg denotes the set of all probability measures with support size S. However, in this case, it turns out to be impossible

to estimate the KL divergence in the minimax sense, i.e., Rminimax(Us) = oo for any configuration (S, m,n) with S > 2.

Intuitively, this is because that the observation from the Multinomial model depends continuously on (P, Q) while the KL

divergence does not at extremal points. A rigorous statement and proof of this result is given in Lemma [21| of the Appendix.
It seems natural then to consider an alternative uncertainty set with bounded likelihood ratio:

Us us) = {(P.Q): P.Q € Ms, * < u(S), i} ®)
where u(S) > 1 is an upper bound on the likelihood ratio. Since u(S) = 1 results in the trivial case where D(P||Q) = 0,

throughout we will assume that «(S) > ¢ for some constant ¢ > 1.
The main result of this paper is as follows.

Theorem 1. For m 2> S/In S, n > Su(S)/In S, u(S) 2 (InS)? and In S = In(m V n), we have
s Su(S)>2 N (Inu(S))? L us)

Rminimax (US,u(S) ) = ( (9)

mlnm nlnn m n

Furthermore, our estimator Dy in Section |Ill] achieves this bound under the Poisson sampling model, and is adaptive in the
sense that it does not require knowledge of S or u(S).

The following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem |l Note that In.S > Inn and n 2 Su(S)/In S have already
implied that In.S 2 Inu(S), and thus In(Su(S)) < 1InS.

Corollary 1. For our KL divergence estimator, the maximum mean squared error vanishes provided that m > S/In S and
n > Su(S)/1InS. Moreover, if m < S/InS or n < Su(S)/1In S, then the maximum risk of any estimator for KL divergence
is bounded away from zero.



Next we consider the plug-in approach in the context of minimax rate-optimality. Since it is possible that p; > 0 and ¢; = 0
for some i € {1,---,S}, where P,, = (p1, - ,Ps),Qn = (G1,- - ,ds) are the respective empirical probability distributions,
the direct plug-in estimate D(FP,,||Q,,) may be infinity with positive probability. Hence, we use the following modification of
the direct plug-in approach: when we observe that p; > 0 and §; = 0, since naturally §; is an integral multiple of 1/n, we
manually change the value of §; to the closed lattice 1/n of zero. More precisely, we define

1 1
Q;L:<V(I17"'aVQS) (10)
n n
and use the estimator D(P,,||@’,) to estimate the KL divergence. Note that ), may not be a probability distribution (in which
case D(P,,||Q",) is extended in the obvious way). The performance of this modified plug-in approach is summarized in the
following theorem.

Theorem 2. Under the Poisson sampling model, the modified plug-in estimator D(P,,||Q),) satisfies

S Su($)\®  (nu(9))? S
Rmaximum(D(PmHQil);Z’{S,u(S)) 5 < + U( )> + ( HU( )) + U( ) (11)
m n m n
Moreover, for m > 155 and n > 45u(S), we have
S Su($)\®  (nu(9))? s
Rmaximum(D(Pm”Q;,);uS,u(S)) Z, ( + U( )> + ( HU( )) + U( ) (12)
m n m n

The following corollary on the minimum sample complexity is immediate.

Corollary 2. The worst-case mean squared error of the modified plug-in estimator D(P,,||Q.,) vanishes if and only if m >
SV (Inu(S))? and n > Su(S).

Hence, compared with the mean squared error or the minimum sample complexity of the modified plug-in approach, the
optimal estimator enjoys a logarithmic improvement. Note that (Inu(S))? < (InS)? < S is negligible under the condition in
Theorem [1} so there is no counterpart of m > (Inu(S))? in Corollary [1} Specifically, the performance of the optimal estimator
with (m, n) samples is essentially that of the plug-in approach with (mInm,nlnn) samples, which is another manifestation
of the effective sample size enlargement phenomenon [1f], [24]. Note that in the KL divergence example, the modified plug-in
estimator D(P,,||Q!,) essentially exploits the plug-in idea.

After our submission of this work to arXiv, an independent study of the same problem was presented in ISIT 2016 [25]
without the construction of the optimal estimator, which was added to the full version [26] that appeared later on arXiv.
Specifically, the main result (i.e., Theorem |1)) was also obtained in [26], while there are some differences. First, our estimator
is agnostic to both the support size S and the upper bound «(.S) on the likelihood ratio, while the estimator in [26] requires
both. Second, as for Theorem , there is an unnecessary additional term % in the upper bound (TT) of the plug-in approach
in [26], though there is a minor difference between our choices of the plug-in estimator. Third, and most significant, [26] is
dedicated exclusively to the KL divergence case, while in our paper we propose a general approximation-based methodology
for the estimation of a wide class of functionals, with the estimation of KL divergence serving as the main example for concrete
illustration of the concepts. As additional examples, following the general recipe in the next subsection and the later analysis,

the result on estimating the L; distance in [24]] can be recovered, and for the Hellinger distance and the Xz-divergence 21

S
!
H(P.Q) % 5> (Vpi = Vai)” (13)
=1
s pl .
V(P,Q) 2 {ZH nohnree (14)
400 otherwise

we can similarly obtain the following results on the optimal estimation rates in the large-alphabet setting.

Theorem 3. For m An 2 S/InS and In S Z In(m V n), for Hellinger distance we have

~ 2 S 1
inf  su E (T—H2 P, ) = ¥ (15)
T PeMs,geMs (PQ) (F.Q) (mAn)ln(mAn) mAn
and the estimator in Section [V achieves this bound without the knowledge of S under the Poisson sampling model.
Theorem 4. For n 2 %?)2, u(S) 2 (InS)? and In S 2 In(m V n), for x*-divergence we have
. . 2 SN2\ (u(8)?  (w(S))?
s s B (7 xiR0) < (S’ WO w(5) o
T (P,Q)eUs, u(s) ninn m n



and the estimator in Section [E achieves this bound without the knowledge of either S or u(S) under the Poisson sampling
model.

The following corollaries on the minimum sample complexities follow directly from the previous theorems.

Corollary 3. For Hellinger distance over (P,Q) € Mg X Mg, there exists an estimator with a vanishing maximum mean

squared error if and only if m An > %

Corollary 4. For x2-divergence over (P,Q) € Us u(s), there exists an estimator with a vanishing maximum mean squared
2
error if and only if m > (u(9))? and n > % v (u(S))3.

B. Approximation: the general recipe

Estimation of KL divergence belongs to a large family of functional estimation problems: consider estimating the functional
G(0) of a parameter § € © C RP for an experiment {Fy : § € ©}. There has been a recent wave of study on functional
estimation of high dimensional parameters, e.g., the scaled ¢; norm %2?21 |6;] in the Gaussian model [27]], the Shannon

entrQSpy ;le —p;Inp; [1], [28]-[30]], the mutual information [1f], the power sum function Zle s [1]], the Rényi entropy
lnzli%oipi [31] and the ¢; distance Ziszl |pi — ¢;| [24] in Multinomial and Poisson models. Moreover, the effective sample size

enlargement phenomenon holds in all these examples: the performance of the minimax estimators with n samples is essentially
that of the plug-in approach with nInn samples.

The optimal estimators in the previous examples all follow the general methodology of Approximation proposed in [1]]:
suppose 0, is a consistent estimator for 6, where n is the number of observations. Suppose the functional G(6) is analytith
everywhere except at @ € Og. A natural estimator for G(6) is G(0,,), and we know from classical asymptotics [23, Lemma
8.14] that given the benign LAN (Local Asymptotic Normality) condition [23]], G(én) is asymptotically efficient for G(8) for
0 ¢ O if 0, is asymptotically efficient for 6. In the estimation of functionals of discrete distributions, © is the S-dimensional
probability simplex, and a natural candidate for 0,, is the empirical distribution, which is unbiased for any § € ©. Then the
following two-step procedure is conducted in estimating G(6).

1) Classify the Regime: Compute 0,,, and declare that we are in the “non-smooth” regime if 0, is “close” enough to Oy.

Otherwise declare we are in the “smooth” regime;
2) Estimate:
o If 6, falls in the “smooth” regime, use an estimator “similar” to G(f,,) to estimate G(6);
« If 6, falls in the “non-smooth” regime, replace the functional G(6) in the “non-smooth” regime by an approximation
Glappr(0) (another functional) which can be estimated without bias, then apply an unbiased estimator for the functional
Glappr(0).

Simple as it may sound, this methodology has a few drawbacks and ambiguities. In our recent work [24]], we applied this
general recipe to the estimation of ¢; distance between two discrete distributions, where this recipe proves to be inadequate.
In the estimation of the ¢; distance, a bivariate function f(x,y) = |x — y| which is non-analytic in a segment was considered,
which is completely different from the previous studies [[1]], [28[]-[31]] where a univariate function analytic everywhere except
a point is always taken into consideration. In particular, two more topics, i.e., multivariate approximation and localization via
confidence sets, were introduced and used.

Question 1. What if the domain of 0, is different from (usually larger than) ©, the domain of 6?
Question 2. How to determine the “non-smooth” regime? What is its size?

Question 3. If 0, falls in the “non-smooth” regime, in which region should Goappr(8) be a good approximation of G(0) (e.g.,
the whole domain ©, or a proper neighborhood of 0,,)?

Question 4. If 0, falls in the “smooth” regime, how to construct an estimator “similar” to G(én)?

Other questions, such as what type/degree of approximation Gy (6) should be used, were answered in more detail in [1]).
Among these questions, Question [I] is a relatively new one, where the estimation of KL divergence is the second example
so far for which it has arisen, where the first example on estimating the support size of a discrete distribution [32] did not
explicitly propose and answer this question. Question [2] and [3] were partially addressed in [1] and [24], but the answer to
Question |2 changes in view of Question (I} and further elaborations are also necessary for Question |3} As for Question
the previous approaches can only handle order-one bias correction, while for some problems bias correction with an arbitrary
order is proved to be necessary [33]]. Before answering these questions, we begin with a formal definition of confidence set in
statistical experiments, which is motivated by [24].

A function f is analytic at a point xq if and only if its Taylor series about o converges to f in some neighborhood of (.



Definition 1 (Confidence set). Consider a statistical model (Pp)gco and an estimator 0 € © of 6, where © C O. Forr e [0, 1],

a confidence set of significance level r is a collection of sets {U(x)}, g, where U(z) C © for any x € 6, an

sup Py(6 ¢ U(6)) <r. (17)
6eo

Moreover, every confidence set of significance level r can also induce a reverse confidence set {V (y)}yco of significance level
r, where V(y) 2 {x € ©:y e U(x)} C O for any y € ©, and
supPy(0 ¢ V(6)) < r. (18)
0o
Intuitively, if {U(x)}, ¢ is a confidence set of significance level r, then after observing 6 we can conclude that 6 € U ()
with error probability at most r. More precisely, for any 6 € ©, with probability at least 1 —r, we can get back to 6 based on
U(-) after observing 6. Conversely, with probability at least 1 — r, we can also restrict 6 in the region V' (6). In other words,
the true parameter 6 is localized at U (0), and the observation @ is localized at V (), from which the name localization via
confidence sets originates. Note that confidence set of any level exists for any statistical model (Py)gco and estimator 6, since
U(z) = © is always a feasible confidence set of level zero (and then V(y) = ©). In practice, we seek confidence sets which
are as small as possible. We also remark that, apart from the confidence set used in traditional hypothesis testing where r is
usually chosen to be a fixed constant (e.g., 0.01), here we allow 7 to decay with n, e.g., 7, < n~4 with some constant A > 0.

For example, in the Binomial model np ~ B(n,p) with © = [0,1] and any © C ©, for ,, < n~4, by measure concentration
(cf. Lemma 28| in Appendix [A) the collection {U(x)},c[0,1) With

[0 cllnn] lf.’E< cllnn

U(x) = —  — (19)
clxlnn .’L‘+ clllnn if & lnn <z < 1

is a confidence set of significance level r,, assuming the universal constant c¢; > 0 is large enough, and the induced reverse
confidence set is contained in

[07 40171nn] if y S 2017111717

[y_ \/2011,7/llnn’y_~_ \/261€Llnn] if 20171nn <y <1

which is of a similar structure. Figure [1] gives a pictorial illustration of both the confidence set and the reverse confidence set
in 2D Binomial and Gaussian models, respectively.

V(y) = [07 1} n

(20)

7777
27727777777
&< ////////

Fig. 1: Pictorial illustration of confidence set U (é) and reverse confidence set V(6) in 2D Binomial (left panel) and Gaussian
(right panel) models. In the Binomial model, n(p1, p2) ~ B(n, p1) x B(n, p2) with (p1,p2) € O, (P1,p2) € © and © C ©. In
the Gaussian model, 6 ~ N (0, 021,) with € ©, § € © and © = ©.

Now we provide answers to these questions with the help of localization via confidence sets.

1) Question |1 I When we consider the non-analytic region of G(-), we should always stick to the domain of 0,, instead of
that of the true parameter 6 (for the existence of G(6,,), here we assume that G(-) is well-defined on the O > O, where
© is the domain of Gn). In fact, we should distinguish the “smooth” (resp. “non-smooth”) regime of € and that of én:
we determine the corresponding regimes of 6 first, and then localize 6 using 6,, since 6 cannot be observed. Hence, in
the first step, to make the plug-in approach G(6,,) work for the estimation of G(f), it must be ensured that with high
probability 0,, does not fall into the non-analytic region of G(-), which is defined over O instead of ©. As a result, the
non-analytic region of G(-) over the domain of én is the correct region to consider.

’In standard terminology in statistical testing, this is also the confidence set of level 1 — .



2)

3)

Question [2} We first determine the “smooth” regime ©; of 6. Let © C O be the non-analytic region of G(-) over o.
By the previous answer to Question (I} © should be set to

O, £ {9 €0: Pe(én € éO) < Tn} @h

where the convergence rate 7, (e.g., 7, < n~“ for some constant A > 0) depends on the specific problem. Usually 7,
can be of any negligible order compared to the minimax risk of the estimation problem. With the help of localization
via confidence sets, we can just set O5 = © — U, g U(x) for any confidence set {U(x)} g of significance level 7.
In fact, if 6 € O, and 0,, € Oy, we have U(d,) C Upeo,U() = © — O and thus 6 ¢ U(6,). As a result, by definition
of the confidence set we have
sup Py (6,, € O¢) < sup Po(0 ¢ U(0,,)) < supPy(0 ¢ U(0,,)) < 1y (22)
0€0; 0€0, C)
as desired. By taking complement we obtain the “non-smooth” regime ©,, £ © — O, of 6.
Since we cannot observe 6, we need to determine the “smooth” regime O, based on 6, rather than 6. A natural choice
is given by confidence set: O, 2 {0, € © : ©, D U(f,)},. i.e., O contains all observatlons whose confidence set for
the true parameter falls into the “smooth” regime ©;. Likewise, we can define @m = {0 €©:0, D U(b,)} for the
“non-smooth” reg1me based on 9 Since O, N O, = (, it can be easily seen that O,M O, = 0 as well, but one problem
is that ©,,UO; C @ i.e., some observation f,, is attributed to neither the “non-smooth” reglme nor the “smooth” reglme
To solve this problem we should expand O and O, a little bit to ensure that @ and @m form a partition of 6.
In fact, this expansion can be done in many statistical models with satisfactory measure concentration properties (e.g.,

in Multinomial, Poisson and Gaussian models). Specifically, for some proper rﬁl) > 1"512) of order both negligible to

(1) (2)

that of the minimax risk, there exists confidence sets {Uy(z)},.g and {Uz(z)}, ¢ of significance level r5, " and 7y,
respectively, such that

OV 20 -U, o Ui(x) (23)

O 2 Useo,Ua(2) (24)

6,2 1{0,c6:0) >U,(0,)} (25)

Ons 2 {0, €6:02) 5 Us(6,)} (26)

satisfy that O, UB, =6 (by passing through subsets it does not matter if O, N Oy # (). Note that in this case we
must have @51) N @nf) # [, i.e., there exists some 6 which belongs to both the “smooth” regime and the “non-smooth”
regime.
The interpretation of this approach is as follows. If the true parameter 6 falls in the “smooth” reglme @ﬁ”, then the plug-
in approach will work; conversely, if the true parameter 6 falls in the “non-smooth” regime @ns , then the approximation
idea will work. Then 6(1) N @r(lf) # () implies that there exists an intermediate regime such that both the plug-in approach
and the approximation approach work when 6 falls into this re%lme. This intermediate regime is unnecessary when we
are given the partial information whether 6 € @b or § € @ns , but it becomes important when we need to infer this
partial information based on 0,,. Our target is as follows: if the true parameter 6 does not fall in the “smooth” (resp.
“non-smooth”) regime, then with high probability we will also declare based on 6,, that we are not in the * smooth” (resp.
“non-smooth™) regime. Mathematlcall w1th high probability, 8 € © — @ 1mp11es 0,, € Oy, and € © — @ns implies
6‘ € @ Note that if 6 € @ ﬂ Gm falls in the intermediate regime, either 9 € @ or 0 S GHS suffices for our
estimator to perform well. The key fact is that this target is fulfilled by the definition of confidence sets: if § € © — @,(1)
and 6, ¢ ©,s, we have 0,, € O, and by definition of O, we have Ul(én) - @51), which implies 0 ¢ Ul(én). As a
result,

sup  Py(0n & On) < sup  Py(6 & Ur(6,)) < supPy(6 ¢ Uy(6,)) < 7V @27)
pco—om pco—oWm 0cO

and similarly SUPy g _o@ ]P’g(& ¢ &} ) < r% ) Hence, we successfully localize 6 via confidence sets based on Hn such

that the true parameter 6 is very likely to belong to the declared regime based on 0,.

A pictorial illustration of this idea is shown in Figure [

Question [3; Given a confidence set {U(z)}, ¢ of a satisfactory 51gn1ﬁcance level r,, after observing 0, € O, we
can always set the approximation region to be U (f,,). Note that U(6,,) C O, by definition, and in fact U(f,,) can be
considerably smaller than ©,,, which makes it a desirable regime to approximate over rather than O, and is proved
to be necessary in [24]. The reason why U (én) is sufficient is as follows: by definition of confidence sets we have
Supgce Po(0 € U (6,)) < T, hence with probability at least 1 — r,,, the approximation region U (6,,) based on 6,, covers
6, which allows us to operate as if 6 is conditioned to be inside U (é) Note that in order to obtain a good approximation



Fig. 2: Pictorial explanation of the ‘smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes based on # and O,, respectively. In the above figure,

we have ©Y = MUMIUIV, OF) = TUITUIL 6, = M U1V, and O, = [UIL In particular, ©) N O = MU is

the 1ntermed1ate reg1me where both the plug in and the approximation approach are performing well. For 0, € Oy, we have
(91) - @ns . for 05 € O, we have Ug(@g) C @

4)

performance, we need to find a confidence set {U(z)}, ¢ as small as possible, which depends on the statistical model.
Question [} there has been a long history of correcting the bias of the MLE based on Taylor expansion. For example, in
entropy estimation, one of the earliest investigations on reducing the bias of MLE in entropy estimation is due to Miller
[34]. Interestingly, it was already observed in 1969 by Carlton [35] that Miller’s bias correction formula should only be
applied when p > 1/n, which is automatically satisfied when p belongs to the “smooth” regime [h;l", 1] defined in [1].
As a result, in the “smooth” regime, Miller’s idea was used in [1]]. In our generalization of the “smooth” regime, by
definition of ©,, G(T) (én) remains bounded with high probability for any order 7' > 0 and 6 € O,. Hence, it shows that
Miller’s bias-correction approach based on Taylor expansion can also be used in general. However, Miller’s approach
fails when high-order bias correction is desired, or equivalently, when 7' is large. To see why it is the case, we take a
look at the procedure considered in [1]. For Binomial random variable X ~ B(n, p), denote the empirical frequency by

p= % Then it follows from Taylor’s theorem that

ES(5) ~ ) = 3" )Vary () + O( ) = P2 i) o 1) e8)

where f”(p) is the second-order derivative of f at p. Hence, the bias-corrected estimator in [1] was proposed as follows:
el o S0P —p)
fe(p) = f() o :
However, the plug-in approach was still used for the bias-correction term in the previous estimator, which should be
further corrected based on Taylor expansion again in order to achieve higher-order bias correction. Continuing this
approach, the further correction still suffers from the same problem and additional corrections need to be done, and so
on and so forth. As a result, the previous bias-correction fails to be generalized to high-order corrections, and a successful
bias-correction approach should avoid employing the plug-in approach for bias-correction terms.
One way to avoid the plug-in approach is as follows: instead of doing Taylor expansion of G (én) near ¢, we employ
Taylor expansion of G(6) near 6, as

(29)

T
G*) (9, R
S e LUTRY AT (30)

k=0

The advantage is that, now G*)(6,,) is by definition an unbiased estimator of Es[G*)(6,,)]. However, the unknown
0 in the RHS still prevents us from using this estimator explicitly. Fortunately, this difficulty can be overcome by the
standard sample splitting approach: we split samples to obtain independent 97(11) and éﬁf), both of which follow the same
class of distribution (with possibly different parameters) as 6,,. We remark that sample splitting can be employed for
divisible distributions, including Multinomial, Poisson and Gaussian models [36], and it will be discussed in detail at



the beginning of Section [lIf for Poisson models. Now our bias-corrected estimator is
T ONIL
o elOIIS) k R . .
— § : E (@Y (g \k—3

where Sj(éf)) is an unbiased estimator of ¢’ (which usually exists). Now it is straightforward to show that
(T+1) .
_0 (Ee G €3] o) _ g)T+1 ) 32)

(T+1) "
i.e., the estimator in (31 achieves the bias-correction of any desired order. Although in many scenarios (those in [T,
[24], [27]-[30]) no bias correction or only order-one bias correction is required in the “smooth” regime, bias correction
of an arbitrary order turns out to be crucial in our recent work on the estimation of nonparametric functionals [33[]. We
also conjecture that this approach is crucial for the construction of the minimax rate-optimal estimator for the Rényi
entropy in the large alphabet setting, which [31] did not address completely.

160, — 60 B | 5 S0 gy o
k=0 '

The answers to these questions shed light on the detailed implementation of the general recipe and give rise to the important
concept of localization via confidence sets, which leads us to propose a refined two-step approach. As before, denote by ©>56
the set containing all possible values of the estimator 6,,, and by © C © the set on which G(-) is non-analytic. Let {U ()} eo
be a satisfactory confidence set.

1) Classify the Regime:

o For the true parameter 6, declare that # is in the “non-smooth” regime if 6 is “close” enough to Qg in terms of
localization via confidence sets (cf. ([24)). Otherwise declare 6 is in the “smooth” regime (cf. (23));

« Compute 0,,, and declare that we are in the “non-smooth” regime if the confidence set of 6,, falls into the “non-
smooth” regime of 6 (cf. ). Otherwise declare we are in the “smooth” regime (cf. );

2) Estimate:

o If 0, falls in the “smooth” regime, use an estimator “similar” to G(6,,) to estimate G(6);

« If 6, falls in the “non-smooth” regime, replace the functional G () in the “non-smooth” regime by an approximation
Glappr(0) (another functional which well approximates G'(6) on U(6,)) which can be estimated without bias, then
apply an unbiased estimator for the functional Gapp ().

In this paper, we follow the refined recipe for the construction of our optimal estimator in estimating several divergences
between discrete distributions, including the KL divergence, Hellinger distance and x2-divergence, where only the KL diver-
gence will be discussed in detail. Moreover, in the estimation of KL divergence, we will encounter a new phenomenon, i.e.,
multivariate approximation in polytopes, which is a highly non-trivial topic in approximation theory, and will also propose a
general tool to analyze the risk of the bias-corrected plug-in approach with the help of localization via confidence sets.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We first analyze the performance of the modified plug-in estimator and prove
Theorem |2| in Section |lI} In Section we first follow the general recipe to explicitly construct our estimator for the KL
divergence step by step, and show that it essentially achieves the bound in Theorem |I| Then we adopt and adapt some tricks to
construct another estimator which is rate-optimal, adaptive and easier to implement. The minimax lower bound for estimating
the KL divergence is proved in Section For the Hellinger distance and the y2-divergence, we sketch the construction of
the respective minimax rate-optimal estimators in Section [V| Conclusions are drawn in Section and complete proofs of
the remaining theorems and lemmas are provided in the appendices. The Matlab code of estimating KL divergence has been
released on http://www.stanford.edu/~tsachy/index_hjw.

II. PERFORMANCE OF THE MODIFIED PLUG-IN APPROACH

In this section, we give the upper bound and the lower bound of the worst-case mean squared error via the modified plug-in
approach, i.e., we prove Theorem [2| Throughout our analysis, we utilize the Poisson sampling model, i.e., each component
X; (resp. Y;) in the histogram X (resp. Y) has distribution Poi(mp;) (resp. Poi(ng;)), and all coordinates of X (resp. Y) are
independent. In other words, instead of drawing fixed sample sizes m and n, there are i.i.d. samples from distributions P, Q
of sizes M ~ Poi(m) and N ~ Poi(n), respectively. Consequently, the observed number of occurrences of each symbol are
independent [37, Theorem 5.6]. We note that the Poisson sampling model is essentially the same as the Multinomial model,
and their minimax risks are related via Lemma [22| in Appendix

A. Proof of upper bounds
Recall that the empirical distribution ),, has been modified to

1 1
n n


http://www.stanford.edu/~tsachy/index_hjw

the modified plug-in estimator D(P,,||@,,) is not the exact plug-in approach. However, it can be observed that this quantity

S
1
D(P, Q%) = pilnp;, —piln | — Vg 34
(P 1Q7) ;[p np pn(n q)] 34
is close to the following natural plug-in estimator
S
(Pl Qn) = [Bi In i — pign (i), (35)
i=1
where
—(I4+Inn)+ng if0<g<i,
gu(q) £ o (36)
Ing if - <qg<1.

In view of this fact, we can apply the general approximation-based method in [38]] to analyze the performance of the plug-in
approach.

By construction it is obvious that g,,(g) is continuously differentiable on [0, 1], which coincides with g(¢q) =Ing on [1,1].
Moreover, since §; is a multiple of £, g,,(¢;) only differs from In(X v §;) at g; = 0 by | — (1+Inn)—In(1/n)| = 1. Hence, we
may consider the performance of the plug-in estimator p;(Inp; — gn(qz)) in estimating p(Inp — g,,(¢)), which is summarized
in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Let np ~ Poi(mp) and ng ~ Poi(ng) be independent, and p < u(S)q. Then we have
30u(S) 52
- 7 + -

[E[p(Inp — g())] = p(Inp — gul@)] = — — 37)
Ver((ing — 9,(0) < o + = (p+p(nu(s)? + 2 4 ) T (4 L)
m en n m
In particular,
1
Elp(np — 6u(@)] — plnp — ga(a)] < "+ L (9)
2
Var(p(Ing — gu(@))) < — + 245 W) pLAIET g 0)
m n mn m
Hence, by Lemma |1} we conclude that
[ED:1 (P |Qn) = D1(PIQ) <D [Epi(Inpi — ()] — pi(Inpi — gn(a:)] 3
i=1
s
u(S) 1
St “)
_Su) S 43)
n m
and
5
Var(Dl P ||Qn ZVar ngn Qz (44)
1=1
5 _ 2 ,
Z - + u(S) n pi(1 4+ Inu(S)) L 45)
P mn m m
2
< % n u(9) S’u(S) n (I1+1Inu(S)) 46)
m n mn m
2 2
< % I ((SU(f)) N 12> 4 (nu(S)) a7
n n m m
2 2
¢S uS) (SUS  (mu(s))? )

n n m



Combining these two inequalities yields, for any (P, Q) € Us,y(s),

E (D:1(Pul|Qn) = Di(P[Q))* = [ED1 (P Qn) = Di(P[Q)[ + Var(D: (P |Qn) (49)
2 2
< (Su(S) n S) i u(.S) n (Inu(S)) . (50)
n m n m
To prove Theorem [2] it remains to compute the difference between D and D;. By the definition of g, (), we have
2
E|D1(PmHQn)_D(Pm||Q/n)|2:]E Zﬁil(‘iz:O) (51
i=1
s
<S8 Elpil(gs = 0)? (52)
i=1
s D
_ 2, ) —ng;
S;(lerm)e (53)
5 u(S)
< 2 2 —ng; L, NG;
<53 (@syratem+ 5 ae) (54)
s 2
2 u(S)
< 2 2= 2
< S; <(u<5)) (en) + enm) (55)
2 2
< (Su(S’)) +S u(9) 56)
n mn
2
< (S“ S)+S> 57)
n m
where we have used the fact that
E\F
sup zFe ™ = () . (58)
z€[0,1] €n
Moreover, for any (P, Q) € Usg (s)
5 1
[D1(PllQ) = D(PIIQ) < p_pil = (Inn +1) +ng; —Ingi[1(g; < ) (59)
i=1
5 1
<> pi(1—In(ng;) g < ) (60)
i=1
5 1
< . (1 — . o
< u(S) ;qz(l In(ng:)1(gi < ) 1)
< Su(S) 62)
n

where we have used that sup,¢(o.1/,) ¢(1 — In(ng)) = 1/n. Hence, by the triangle inequality, for any (P, Q) € Us ,(s), We
have

E (D(Pnl|@Q;,) — D(P[Q))*
<3 (IE (D1(Pn|@Qn) — Di(P|IQ))* +E (D1 (Pl @n) — D(Pul|Q2))* + D1 (P|Q) — D<PHQ)I2) (63)
2 2
- (Su(S) N S) N u(nS) , (nu(5) (64)

~Y
n m m

which completes the proof of the upper bound in Theorem 2]



B. Proof of lower bounds

By the bias-variance decomposition of the mean squared error, to prove that the squared term in Theorem [2| serves as a
lower bound, it suffices to find some (P, Q) € Usg ,(s) such that

B DRI ~ D(PIQ) 2 24 4 5 65)
Note that here we prove this inequality based on the Multinomial model, and then obtain the result for the Poisson sampling
model via Lemma [22) . The construction of (P,Q) is as follows: P = (&,---,+) is the uniform distribution, and Q =
(Sul(s) AR Sul(s) ,1— Su(s)) is near-uniform. We first recall from [38]] that, if m > 155, we have
> S—1 82 1

(66)

> [Efpi Inp;] — pinp;] >

Pt om  20m2  12m?’

Next we give a lower bound for the term E(—In(¢; V 1)) — (—1Ing;) for ¢; > 2. We shall use the following lemma for
the approximation error of the Bernstein polynomial, which corresponds to the bias in the Multinomial model. Define the
Bernstein operator B,, as follows:

B =3 (F)r0-ars (7). secon &

Lemma 2. [39] Let k > 4 be an even integer. Suppose that the k-th derivative of f satisfies that f*) < 0 on (0,1), and
Qk—1 is the Taylor polynomial of order k — 1 of f at some point xq. Then for x € [0, 1],

f(@) = Bulf](2) 2 Qr-1(2) = Bn[Qk—1](2)- (68)

Since our modification of In(-) is not even differentiable, Lemma 2| cannot be applied directly. However, we can consider
the following function instead:

3 4

o {—lnn—l—n(x—rll)—";(x—}l)Q—I—%(w—}l)?’—”;l(m—rll)‘l if0o<z<i
T) =

o (69)
Inz if <z <1

By construction it is obvious that h,(z) € C*[0,1] which coincides with Inz on [, 1]. Moreover, h,(§) only differs from
In(L v §) at zero by |, (0) +Inn| = 22. Since hD(z) < 0, Lemma [2| can be applied here to yield the following lemma.

Lemma 3. For <z <1, we have

(I—-z)((n+4)x —2)

() = Bulha)(z) > e

> 0. (70)

Since our assumption n > 4Swu(.S) ensures that for our choice of @, g; > % for any 7. Hence, by Lemma and the concavity

of h,(-), we have B

S S—1
S lpitng: — Efpiha (@)} 2 Y 5 [ 4s — Elha(d0)] an
- 51 (Su(S))? 1 nt4
> 25 5 (- 5) (5w 2) 7
S—1 (Su(S))? 1 n
25w <1 S (S)> " 25u(S) 7

_ (5= DulS) (1_ ! 3 (74)



Now note that

25 N
Z [E[pihn (d:)] — Elp: ln( Vall < 35 2 _pi PG =0) (75)
i=1
s
25
— ) 1 _ AN
12 2 pz( Qz) (76)
25 5
< - . _ n
< 5u(S) ;qz(l %) (77)
255u(S)
<
S 3 (78)
where we have used the fact that
4 4\" 4
sup z(1—z)" = — (1 — > <— (79)
[11.’1] n n ne
A combination of these two inequalities yields
5 s s 1
) [ pIn(t Vg - (pin qi)} > S lpdng ~ Blpiha (@] - 3 [Elpiha(a)] - Elpin(- vyl o)
i=1 i=1 i=1
(S — 1)u(S) 1 255u(S)
>—t—=(1- — . 1
- 2n Su(S) 3net ®D)
Hence, when m > 155 and n > 4Su(S), combining and gives
E(p@)D(Pull@r) — D(PIQ)| = Ep,o)D(Pr Q) — PllQ (82)
s
Z [E[p; Inp;] — p; Inp;] + Z { —piIn(— v @) — (=pi lnqi)] (83)
i=1
2 1 -1 1 2
S sz N (S Ju(S) 1 ~ 258u(S) 84)
o2m  20m?  12m? 2n Su(S) 3net
which gives (63)), as desired.
For the remaining terms, we remark that
- 2 (Inu(S))® | u(S)
E D — D(P > 85
Sup (P.Q) ( ( HQ)) R+ (85)

(P,Q)€Us v (s)

holds for any estimator D (and thus for the modified plug-in estimator D(P,,||Q’,)), and we postpone the proof to Section
Now the proof of Theorem [2] is complete.

III. CONSTRUCTION OF THE OPTIMAL ESTIMATOR

We stay with the Poisson sampling model in this section. For simplicity of analysis, we conduct the classical “splitting”
operation [40]] on the Poisson random vector X, and obtain three independent identically distributed random vectors X; =
(X1, X24,...,Xs;]7,7 € {1,2,3}, such that each component X; ; in X, has distribution Poi(mpz/S) and all coordinates in
X are 1ndependent For each coordinate 7, the splitting process generates a random sequence {Tzk},~C 1 such that {T;
Mult|nom|al( 4;(1/3,1/3,1/3)), and assign X; ; = Zk L (T, = j) for j € {1,2,3}. All the random variables {{Tm}k =
1 <4 < S} are conditionally independent given our observation X. The splitting operation is similarly conducted for the
Poisson random vector Y.

For simplicity, we re-define m/3 as m and n/3 as n, and denote

Xi; . Y ) .
pij=—2, Gi;= n’J, ie{1,2,---,8},j€{1,2,3}. (86)

m

We remark that the “splitting” operation is not necessary in implementation. We also note that for independent random variables
(X,Y) such that nX ~ Poi(mp),nY ~ Poi(ng),

el (v 2) I (- 2) =

for any k,l € N. For a proof of this fact we refer to Withers [41, Example 2.8].



A. Estimator construction

Now we apply our general recipe to construct the estimator. Note that

S S
D(P||Q) = szlnf szlnpq Zpilnqz:—H(P)—Zpilnqi (88)

where H(P) = Z —p; Inp; is the entropy function. Hence, the optimal estimator H for entropy [1]], [28]-[30] can be used
here and it remains to estimate the cross entropy Zl 1 pilng;, ie., our target is the bivariate function f(p,q) = plng.

We first classify the regime. For the bivariate function f(p,q) = pln g, the entire parameter set is © = {(p, q) € [0, 1]?
u(S)q}, and the function is analytic everywhere except for the point ©¢ = {(0,0)}. For all possible values of the estimator
(p,q), we have © = [0,1]2, and non-analytic points are ©y = [0,1] x {0}. For the confidence set of this two-dimensional
Poisson model (mp,ng) ~ Poi(mp) x Poi(ng), we can set 7,, < n~* for some universal constant A > 0 and use

[O clnm] if £ < clnm [0 clnn] if y < clnn
U(x,y) =en 1 1 : l_ " X ' c lnn c lnn : 1_ '
/cmnm /cmnlzm] lfc7r:lm<x§1. [y_ /y Y+ Y ] lfc:l17z<y§1.

(89)

for some constant ¢ > 0. Hence, by choosing ¢ = ¢1/2 and ¢ = 2¢; respectively in (23) and (24) for some universal constant
¢1 > 0 to be specified later, we get the “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes for (p, ¢) as (for brevity we omit the superscripts

in (23) and (24))

1 1
0, =0n ([0, x[E22 1)) =4 (g e[0,12: T2 < g < 1,p < u(S)q (90)
2n 2n
2ciInn 9 2ciInn
O =0N([0,1]x[0,——]) =39 €[0,1]": 0<g< ——p<u(S)g . oD
Further, by and (26), the ultimate “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes are given by
R 1 A 1
6, =[0,1] x [ nn",l], O = [0,1] x [0, 0 92)
ci1lnn lnn

i.e., we are in the “non-smooth” regime if ¢ < , and are in the “smooth” regime otherwise.
Next we construct the estimator in each reglme Flrst, if we are in the “smooth” regime, our bias-corrected estimator (31)
of order T' = 3 becomes

3 (G) & _
T(3)(q1762) — g (ql) Z <k> Sj(qAQ)(_qu)k*J (93)

 e—qa (2= q)* | 3% (@) (J2 2G> 94)
247 2ngt 3¢ ngd | n2g

for estimating g(¢) = Ing. Note that in the Poisson model ngs ~ Poi(ng), by (87) we have S;(g2) = Hk 0((]2 — E). Then
for estimating f(p,q) = plngq in the “smooth” regime, our estimator becomes
AR C3) s o a0 (@-¢)* 3@ (@-¢)® B 2¢
Ty(p1, 413 D2, G2) = b1 - TP (G1,G2) = pr(In gy + ——— — - + —=+ - - ==+ ). 95)
’ G 243 2ng; 3q3 ng  n2q
To ensure that Ty is well-defined, it suffices to define an additional value of 7 (e.g., zero) when ¢; = 0. Note that sample
splitting here is only used for the simplicity of analysis, and it is indeed not necessary in implementation. We can also replace
Py with B 1;” here to further reduce the variance.
Now consider the case where we are in the “non-smooth” regime, i.e., § < Cll% By our general recipe, we should
approximate f(p,q) = plng in the approximation region given by the confidence set

[0 2c1£1m] if ]3 S Cli%a 4e1lnn
D) — 6 A A x [0, ———] | . (96)
b= /2R oy 4\ farlm e aln cpcq

As a result, we further distinguish the “non-smooth” regime into two sub-regimes depending on p < <20 1“ m

localization via confidence sets is essentially equivalent to p < Cli% or not.

or not, which by



~ cilnm : : : : .
If p > <22, the approximation region is given by

o1 cplnm 1 cplnm 4c Inn
{(p,Q) A - <P\ T - ———p< u(S)q}
. 1 [eiplnm 1 [eiplnm 1 5 1 clplnm 4c11nn
C[p 2V m ’p+2\/ m 8 u(S) \© 2V T on

where the latter is a rectangle. Since ¢ cannot hit zero in this approximation regime, and f(p,q) = plngq is a product of p
and Ing, we can consider the best polynomial approximation of In ¢ in this regime. As a result, in this regime, we use the
approximation-based estimator

o7)

A c 1nm
Tosa(Pr, 613 P2, G2) = 1(p2 > —— ZgKk p2) - D1 H (Q1 - > (98)
where
Z grx(p)2zF = arg min max |Inz — P(z)| (99)
PeponK E[U(S) (ﬁ*% clp73lrnm)’4c173nn]

is the best 1D order-K polynomial approximation of g(q) = lng, where K = colnn with universal constant co > 0 to be
specified later. Note that py > M ensures that the 1D approximation interval does not contain zero and is thus valid. We
call this regime as “non- smooth” reglme L
~ cilnm . . . . .
If p < <72, the approximation region is given by
2c1lnm 4ciInn

R={(p,q)€[0,1]2:0<p<70<q< ,p<u(5)q}. (100)

m n

Since ¢ may be zero in R, the usual best 1D polynomial approximation of g(q) = In ¢ over this region does not work, and the
best 2D polynomial approximation of f(p, ¢) = pln g should be employed here. Hence, in this regime the approximation-based
estimator is

Thsu(pr, 1) = > hK k.1 H (pl - ) 1:[ (ql - ) (101)

k,0>0,0<k+I<K
where

Z hi k, jwhz! = arg min max |lwln z — P(w, 2)| (102)
k>0 <K Pepoly?. (w,z)€ER

is the best 2D order-K polynomial approximation of f(p,q) = plnq in R, where K = ¢3 Inn. Note that the condition k+1 > 0
in the summation ensures that the estimator is zero for unseen symbols. We call this regime as “non-smooth” regime II.
In summary, we have the following estimator construction for Zle pilng;.

Estimator Construction 1. Conduct three-fold sample splitting to obtain i.i.d. samples (P; 1, Pi 2, Pi3) and (Gi, Gi2, Gi,3)-
The estimator D’ for the cross entropy 25:1 p;Ingq; is constructed as follows:

S

- ~ o R cilnm ~ A R cilnm . c1lnn
D' = Z |:<Tns,l(pi,1aQi,1§pi,27Qi,2)1(pi,3 > L )+ Thsu(Pi1, Gi1)L(Pig < lm )) 1(gi3 < ! " )
i=1
- . R R ci1lnn
+T(Di,1s Gins Dis2, Gin2) (i3 > ! ) (103)
where

Tosa(z,y; 2, y') & (Tha(, ys 2, y) A1)V (—1) (104)
Tns,l[(xa y) é (Tns,ll(xa Y; 1'/, y/) A 1) \ (_1) (105)
Ty(z,y;2',y) 2 Tz, y;2',y) - 1y # 0) (106)

and Ty 1, Tos 1, Ts are given by @) and , respectively. A pictorial illustration of three regimes and our estimator
is displayed in Figure
For the estimation of entropy, we essentially follow the estimator in [I|]. Specifically, let Ly (x) be the lower part function
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Fig. 3: Pictorial explanation of three regimes and our estimator for 25:1 p; Ing;. The point (G;,p1) falls in the “smooth”
regime, ({2, p2) falls in the “non-smooth” regime I, and (s, p3) falls in the “non-smooth” regime II.

defined in [I|], and Uy (x) be defined as
1
Ug(z) 2 —xlnz + o (107)

which gets rid of the interpolation function compared with the upper part function defined in [|1|]. Then the entropy estimator
is defined as

s
c1lnm R . c1lnm
H=>" [UH (P1.)L(Pis > ———) + L (pi1)L(pis < ——)| - (108)
i=1
Finally, the overall estimator D for D(P||Q) is defined as
D=-D —-H (109)

where c1,co > 0 are suitably chosen universal constants.

B. Estimator analysis

In this subsection we will prove that the estimator constructed above achieves the minimax rate in Theorem [T} Recall that
the mean squared error of any estimator D in estimating D(P||Q) can be decomposed into the squared bias and the variance
as follows:

E(pq)(D — D(P|Q))* = |Bias(D)[* + Var(D) (110)

where the bias and the variance are defined as
Bias(D) £ E(p.g)D — D(P||Q) (111)
Var(D) £ E(po)(D — E(pg)D)? (112)

respectively. Hence, it suffices to analyze the bias and the variance in these three regimes.
1) “Smooth” regime: First we consider the “smooth” regime where the true parameter (p, q) belongs to Oy, i.e., ¢ >
In this regime, the estimator we employ is the plug-in approach whose bias is corrected by Taylor expansion, e.g., (94). Recall

01 lnn



that the bias of our bias-corrected plug-in estimator can be expressed as

gt (©)

S (113)

®) (g
Ma s g
BT (d1,d2) — 9(q) qz -§)f —g(g)| <E,

where ng ~ Poi(ng), and £ € [¢ A G, qV §] depends on . For smooth g(-) with [g("*1) (¢)| bounded everywhere, it suffices to
consider maxg [g(" 1) (¢)], the upper bound of the (r + 1)-th derivative. However, the reason why the plug-in approach and
its bias-corrected version are both strictly suboptimal for the estimation of non-smooth functionals (e.g., the empirical entropy
[38]]) is that the functional ¢g(-) may have non-analytic points where the high-order derivatives may be unbounded. Hence, a
direct application of the Taylor expansion does not work for a general non-smooth g(-). However, now we are at the “smooth”
regime (i.e., (p,q) € Oy), by our general recipe we know that with high probability ¢ will not fall into the non-analytic region
Op of g(-), thus g(-) is sufficiently smooth on the segment connecting ¢ and ¢, and maxyrz<e<qva |g" 1 (€)| can be well
controlled. In other words, the bias can be upper bounded with the help of localization via confidence sets.
Motivated by the previous insights, we begin with the following general lemma.
Lemma 4. Assume that the estimator in (31) is well-defined, Egé,(zl) =0, and let {V(0)}oc be a reverse confidence set of

level 1 — 6 with 6 € (0,1). Further suppose that for any k =0, --- ,r, the function Hk(ég, 0 ) coincides with

F (k) (1) . . _
Gk(‘gg)7 9%2)) 2 W Z (k> S;(6 2))(,9(1))kﬂ (114)
! =

whenever 05" € V(0), and define H(HA,(}), éSLQ)) 2> = Hk(ég), éf«?)). Then

R R E éfll) _p|r+l )
[EoH(0),02) — G(0)] < u - sup [GUTV@) +6- [ |GO)]+ sup |H(61,62)] (115)
(r+1)! deV(0) 01,0,€6

and for any k =0,1,--- ,r,

Varg(Hy(059,02)) < A, [ 6+ sup |Hk(91,a2|+2<1@9 W —9)%. sup |G}, (>|2+6|Gk,j<9>|2>-Ees,i_j(é&?))
01,926@ j=0 HEV(O)

2
+Z<|Gm )|+ Eo(0) - 0)% - sup |G (0 )I+5(I9|+sup|él)~Gk,j(9)l) +Varg(Sk—; (0$?)) (116)
j=0 6ev (0) e

Eg(0 — 0)% - supey ) |G (O] + 8- (supy, 4,0 |Hi(0,00)] + G/ (O)](16] + supyeq 6)) i b =1,

Eq|0(D —6" 5 .
— T SWDjey (g |G®) ()] + - SUPy, g,c6 [Hi(61,62)] ifk>2.

(117)

Eo Hy (65", 652))] <

n

where Gy, j(z) £ 27G¥)(z), and A, > 0 is a universal constant which depends on r only.

It can be seen from the previous lemma that the upper bounds of both the bias and the variance are very easy to compute,
for we only need to calculate the finite-order derivatives of G(-) and the moments of some usually well-behaved estimators
(i.e., S; ( )) Moreover, with the help of locahzatlon via confidence sets, all bounds only depend on the local behavior of
function G(-) (so we only require that Hk(9$L NS ) coincide with Gk(enl), 6 ) when IS V(6)) plus a negligible term
corresponding to the event that 97(11) ¢ V(0). Note that this was the major difficult part in the analysis of the bias-corrected plug-
in estimator in [[1]], whose proof is quite lengthy (over four pages in the proof of Lemma 2) and requires the explicit construction
of the interpolation function in estimator construction. Note that in Lemma [] we implicitly use the following ‘interpolation”
idea: we essentially condition on the event that 0, € V(6), which is similar as we “interpolate” the function G(6,,) using
the rectangle window 1(6,, € V(6)) so as to prevent maxg |G (¢)| becoming infinity. Note that this interpolation is done
only in the analysis but not in the construction of our estimator, and thus we remark that the explicit interpolation in [1]] is
indeed unnecessary given the implicit interpolation by localization via confidence sets. Following this idea, although Ug(-) in
does not follow the same idea of our bias correction (31)), the result in [[T] can still be easily recovered without explicit
interpolation:



Lemma 5. Let p > <™ and mp ~ Poi(mp). If c; Inm > 4, the following inequalities hold:
6
IEUx (D) + plnp| < ———— + 4m /2442 (118)
cimlnm
2 — Inp)?
Var(UH(ﬁ)) S AO (p(np) +4m—C1/24) (119)
m

where Ay is the universal constant appearing in Lemma

Now we apply Lemma |4 to analyze the estimation performance of the bias-corrected plug-in estimator 7°(3) (G1,G2) in (O4).

In the Poisson model ng ~ Poi(ng) with ¢ > “52= 1“” , a natural reverse confidence set is given by
71 clqlnn 1 clqlnn , .> cllnn' (120)
2 2n

By Lemma 28 we know that this reverse confidence set has level 1 — § with
2

R 1(1 Jetlnn 1({1 Jetlnn _

6 < P V(q)) < - - (= - < op~er/ 121

—q:clf?m (G ¢ V() <exp 3 (2 ong ) ng | +exp | —3 (2 ong ) ng | <2n (121)
= 2n

2

which can decay faster than any polynomial rate provided that ¢; is large enough. In this special case we can simplify the
expressions in Lemma []

Lemma 6. Let ¢ > 01212”, (ng1,nga) ~ Poi(ng) x Poi(ng) and ¢y Inn > 2, and g(-) be an (r+1) times differentiable function

on [61412" 1]. Suppose that for any k =0, --- ,r, the function hi(G1,{2) coincides with
(k) (4 k
s 99(Q) k SN kg
hi(di,G2) = X ]Ezo (j>5j(Q2)(—Q1) (122)

whenever ¢ € V(q), and define h(q1,G2) = > 1 _o hi(G1,Go). Then there exists a universal constant B, > 0 depending on r
only such that

r+1

|Eh<ql,q2>—g<q>|s&<(q)2 - _sup g<r+”<g>|+n—ﬁ/24~(|g<q>|+sup |h<q1,q2>|)> (123)

n £€lq/2,2q] 41,42

and for any k < r,

k
Aoa —c —J q —c
Var(hy,(G1,G2)) < By [ n /2% - sup |he(qr, g2)| + Zqz(k 7 ( sup gy ; () +n 1/249k,j(Q)|2>

91,492 =0 N ¢elq/2,2q]
k—1 2(k 7) q 2
+Z e (@) + = sup  |gh (Ol +n" g (@] |, k=0 (124)
M ¢e(q/2,2q)
g\ =
|Ehk<q1,q2>|s3r<() < sup [gEI©] + 02 (|9 (g)] + sup |hk<qhq2>|>>, k=1 (29)
n £€q/2,2q] 41,92

where gi..;(q) £ ¢7g"*(q).

Note that due to the nice property of the Poisson model, the previous lemma greatly simplifies the expression involving
S;(¢), the unbiased estimate of the monomial functions. Moreover, if g'*)(q) becomes a power function of ¢ for some s,
all summands in Lemma [6] with & > s will have the same order of magnitude and can thus be merged into one term. An
interesting observation is that, if we change r to r 4+ 1 in this case, the order of the bias of our bias-corrected estimator is
multiplied by ﬁ which is at most of the order —-—— since ¢ > A l“" . Hence, by continuing this bias correction approach,
we can improve the bias of the plug-in approach by any desired logarlthmlc multiplicative factor.

Next we apply Lemma |§I to the bias-corrected estimator 7, (p1, G1; P2, G2) in the smooth regime, where ¢ >
g(q) = In g satisfied the previous property (i.e., ¢’'(¢) = 1/q is a power of q).

cilnn and
2n

Lemma 7. Let p € [0,1],9 > “;%,p < u(S)q, and Poisson random variables m(p1, p2) ~ Poi(mp) x Poi(mp), n(d1,d2) ~
Poi(ng) x Poi(ng) be independent. Moreover, let ¢c11lnm > 4 and ¢y Inn > 4.



If p < 2927 s small, we have

S . 192B3u(S) e C (2¢1 Inm)*
E[T. ; L 1 < "/ 4 6Bgpn /2443 12
[E[T(P1, 413 P2, G2) + L (1)] + pln(p/q)| < cntnn 6B toam T s me (126)
. 2(2¢1 Inm)* 125
Var (B, 1. ) + Lir (1)) < et 4 16008, (»*+2) ( + n—01/24+3)
m=—%cz m ngq
P —c1/2443) 2
+ B3 (48 + 6n Ing 127)
m
where Bs,C are universal constants given in Lemma E] and [|I} Lemma 4], respectively. If p > 6121% is large, we have
A A . . 192Bsu(S _ 6 _
BB, i B d2) + Un (1)) + pin(p/fa)] < S22E) 4 gpypp-erztrs O ypp-crjasse (128)
cinlnn comlnm
- . 204 8 o 4q  4u(S)
. < _ i
Var (T . s o) + Un(n)) < g + 2 (o4 plina(s)? + 24 4 24

2800u( 1 125
| 2800u(S) (p + ) +900B; (p* + 2 ( + n—01/24+3>
n m m

nq
B2 4\ 2
+4(1+1Inn)?-n=/2 4 9B;p (48 + 3n*61/24+3) ) (129)
m
In particular, if ¢c1 > 96 and 8coIn2 < € € (0, 1), the previous bounds imply that for p < w,

u(.S) n 1

E[T3(p1, G1; pas Go) + Lar (P 1 < 1
(BT (Pr, G1; 2: G2) + L (pr)] + pIn(p/@)| S 5 =+ —— (130)
- 1 14+ Inu(S))? S S
Var(Ty(p1, 415 P2:G2) + Lu(p1)) S —— + p(l + Inu(S)) + ul5) + pulS) (131)
m m mn n
and for p > 5121%
S . u(.S) 1
E[T(p1, ¢1; D2, 1 S 132
|E[T5(P1, G15 P2, G2) + Un (p1)] + pIn(p/q)| S on + nm (132)
. 1 1+ Inu(S))? S S
Var(T(p1, 15 D2, G2) + Un (P1)) < 7+M+E+M+m~ (133)
m m m  mn n

Note that the variance bound given by Lemma[7]is a non-asymptotic result whose order coincides with that given by classical
asymptotics, where the asymptotic variance is the leading term and can be obtained easily via the delta method [23]]. Now we
use Lemma [/ to analyze the property of the overall estimator

~ c1lnm c1lnm

Ts(p,q4) = Ts(p1, Gr; P2, G2) + L (p1)1(ps < - )+ Un (p1)1(ps >

) (134)

cilnn

in the “smooth” regime ¢ > “5-=,

where p, ¢ are the vector representations of p1, P2, p3 and ¢, G2, 3, respectively.

Lemma 8. Let pE [07 1]7(] > W: p < U(S)q! and mﬁ = m(ﬁlaﬁQuﬁS) ~ POI(mp)37n(j = n((jlaij,qA?)) ~ POI(TL(])3 be
independent. Moreover, let ¢; > 96 and 8c2In2 < € € (0,1), we have

— 1 u(S)
ETs(p, q 1 < — 1
[ETs(5,¢) + pln(p/@)| S~ + 5 = (135)
— . 1 1+ Inu(S))? u(S u(S u(S) \?
Var(T(p,4)) S —5— il I ()+p()+< ()) . (136)
m2—¢ m m mn n nlnn
2) “Non-smooth” regime I: Next we consider the “non-smooth” regime I where p > “12121"",(1 < 2("1;“". By construction

of the approximation-based estimator Ty 1(P1, ¢1; P2, G2), when pg > ”?}% and the approximation region

1 . 1 Jeipolnm \ 4cplnn
[U(S) (pz - 5\/ m ) — 1 (137)

contains the true parameter g, the bias of this estimator is essentially the product of p and the best polynomial approximation
error of Ing in the previous approximation region. This approximation error can be easily obtained, for the 1D polynomial
approximation is well-understood (Lemma [23[ gives an upper bound for the approximation error of In z). Moreover, note that

c1pz2lnm
m 9

the previous event occurs if 0131% < pg < p+% which holds with overwhelming probability by confidence sets. As

for the variance, it suffices to bound the variance of each term of the form Hf;ol (Y - %), where nY ~ Poi(ng). Complicated
as it may seem, the present authors showed in [24]] that the variance has an explicit expression in Poisson models, which is



the so-called Charlier polynomial [42]. ~
Hence, we have good tools for the analysis of both the bias and the variance of Tns’l(ﬁl, 41; D2, G2), which is presented in
the following lemma.

Lemma 9. Let 5121% <p<u(S)g,q< w, and Poisson random variables m(p1, p2) ~ Poi(mp) x Poi(mp), n(g1,G=2) ~

Poi(ng) x Poi(ng) be independent. If ¢c1 > 2co and cylnn > 1, we have

_ <4201 ~u(S)

|E[Ths,1(P1, 413 P2, G2)] — plng| < CupW | —5

> +2m~ /% (1~ plng)
¢; pnlnn
16c1u(S)Inn (201u(5) Inn

nlfllcg In2 n

- 16ciu(S)Inn [ 2ciu(S)Inn 1 .
Var(Ths1(P1, 415 P2, G2)) < 1u(S) ( 1u(5) —l—m) (42CF + (c2Inn)*(CE + (Inn)?)) + 2m °1/36

+ ;) (42CF, + (c2Inn)*(CH, + (Inn)?)) (138)

nlfllcz In2

n
(139)
where W () and Cy, > 0 are given in Lemma In particular, by Lemma |5 if ¢4 > 72 and 11c3In2 < € € (0, 1), we have
U, . 1 u(S u(S)(Inn)® [u(S)lnn 1
Bl 2. 2) + Un (51)] + pln(p/a)| S —— -+ pw(0) eI a1y gy
mlnm pnlnn nl=¢ n m
S . 1+ (Inp)? 1 w(S)(Inn)® [u(S)lnn 1
Var(Tus (P15 G15 P2, G2) + Un (p1)) S p(1+ (np)) +—+ ( )E_F ) ( (5) + ) (141)
m m nl—e n m
Inn)3 1 Inn)5 1 1
< w(S)(Inn) +£+7g+u(5’)£in) <u(S) nn+>. (142)
mn m m n n

Here pW(pZ(li)n) corresponds to the polynomial approximation error, which will become the leading term in the bias.

3) “Non-smooth” regime II: Now we consider the “non-smooth” regime II where p < 2617}1nm 4 < 261,1“" and p < u(S)q.
By the estimator construction, it is necessary to deal with the best 2D polynomial approximation of plng in

2c1Ilnm 4ciInn

R—{m@emJanpsnqu
m n

»<u(S)f, (143
We emphasize that the polynomial approximation in general multivariate case is extremely complicated. Rice [43]] wrote:

“The theory of Chebyshev approximation (a.k.a. best approximation) for functions of one real variable has
been understood for some time and is quite elegant. For about fifty years attempts have been made to generalize
this theory to functions of several variables. These attempts have failed because of the lack of uniqueness of best
approximations to functions of more than one variable. ”

We also show in [24] that the non-uniqueness can cause serious trouble: some polynomial that achieves the best approximation
error cannot be used in our general methodology in functional estimation. What if we relax the requirement of computing the
best approximation in the multivariate case, and merely analyze the best approximation rate (i.e., the best approximation error
up to a multiplicative constant)? That turns out also to be extremely difficult. Ditzian and Totik [44, Chap. 12] obtained the
error rate estimate on simple polytopesﬂ balls, and spheres, and it remained open until very recently Totik [45] generalized
the results to general polytopes. For results in balls and spheres, the readers are referred to Dai and Xu [46]. We still know
little about regimes beyond polytopes, balls, and spheres.

Complicated as the general multivariate case is, it is still possible to solve our problem since the approximation region R
in is a convex polytope. Now we review the general theory of polynomial approximation in convex polytopes [45]. In
R? we call a closed set K C R? a convex polytope if it is the convex hull of finitely many points. Let 2 € K and e € R? be
a direction (i.e., a unit vector). For continuous function f on K, we define the r-th symmetric difference in the direction e as

o) = S0 (7)1 (24 5~ kone) (144

with the understanding that A} _f(x) = 0 if x + She or  — She does not belong to K. Moreover, letting the line /. . through
x with direction e intersects K at point A, ;, B, , we define the normalized distance as

dic(e,2) = /Il = Acall2 - [ — Beallo. (145)

3A simple polytope in R? is a polytope such that each vertex has d edges.



20

Denoting by Sy_; the set of all unit vectors in R?, we define the Ditzian—Totik modulus of smoothness as follows:

Wi (f,t) = sup supsup|AT x)|. (146)
K(f ) eesflzeg p| th(e z)e'f( )l

The significance of this quantity is presented in the following lemma.

Lemma 10. [45] Let K C R? be a d-dimensional convex polytope and v = 1,2, ---. Then, for n > rd, we have
1
M & 1
=2 (b )T B f K] > wie(f, ) (148)
k=0

where the constant M > 0 only depends on r and d.

Hence, Lemma shows that once we compute the Ditzian—Totik modulus of smoothness wi(f,1/n) for f, we immediately
obtain an upper bound for the best polynomial approximation error. Moreover, Lemma also shows that this is essentially
also the lower bound. In our case, K = R, and f(p,q) = plngq. Choosing » = 2, Lemma gives an upper bound for the
Ditzian—Totik modulus of smoothness. Moreover, tracing back to the proof for the simple polytope case in [44], it suffices to
take the supremum in (T46) over all directions e which are parallel to some edge of the simple polytope K, which makes the
evaluation of wi(f,t) much simpler.

Now we are in position to bound the bias and the variance of Tns,II (p1, 1), which are summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 11. Let p < W/\U(S)q, qg< 261 Inn - and Poisson random variables m(py, p2) ~ Poi(mp) x Poi(mp), n(q1, ¢2) ~
Poi(ng) x Poi(ng) be independent. If ¢; > 202 and colnn > 1, we have

2MCo u(S) 213c2c4 (u(S))? (Inn)* <1+( 1nn)2c21nn+ <n(1mn+1nn)>21n>

|]E[Tns,ll(ﬁl7(jl)] - pln(I| § 2 1+

2 nlnn n2—26cz2In2 Inm mu(S)Inn
(149)
213¢2c3 (u(9))?(Inn)4 Inn\2e2mn n(lnm + lnn) 2c2lnm
Var(Ths , 2 1 14+ — _- 7 . 150
ar(Ths (P15 q1)) < 2—26c; In2 +< + lnm> +< mu(S) nn ) (150)

where the universal_constant M > 0 is given by Lemma [I0| (with r = d = 2), and the constant Cy which only depends on ¢,
is given by Lemma In particular, by [1, Lemma 5], if 17 < mulS) there exists some universal constant B > 0 such that

Inm
1 u(S u(9))?
mlnm n1(n7)1 + (n2(_cz)’3
1 (u($))?

mZ—CQB n2—c2B :

|E[Tns,i1(P1, 1) + L (p1)] + pln(p/q)| < (151)

Var( ws,t(P1,G1) + Le (1)) S (152)

We remark that the condition - < ”{%ﬁf) can be removed later in the construction of the adaptive estimator. In fact, the
reason why we need this condition here is that we use an arbitrary best 2D polynomial approximation, which is not unique in
general. This point is very subtle: as was shown by the present authors in [24]], not all polynomials which can achieve the best
uniform approximation error can be used to construct the rate-optimal estimator. Actually, we will show in the next subsection
that a special approximating polynomial can achieve the same rate without this condition. Moreover, a more careful design
of the approximating polynomial should require different degrees on p and ¢ (instead of fixing a total degree K = c2Inn),
but it has yet been unknown to approximation theorists that how to analyze the corresponding approximation error in general
polytopes.
4) Overall performance: Now we analyze the performance of the entire estimator D’. For simplicity, we define

c1lnm cilnm

)+ (Tns,u(ﬁi,h Gin) + L (Pin))1(pis < ) (153)

c1lnn

Tos(Biy @) 2 (Tos(Di 1y Gi1: Pios Gi2) + Unr(Din))L(Bis >
cilnn

E(Pi, 4i) = Tas(Dis G3)1(ds3 < )+ Ts(Pi, 45)1(dGi3 >

) (154)

where T is given in li and p; = (P;.1,Di,2,Pi,3) is the vector representation of the independent components, and similarly
for ¢;. Based on the current notations, we have

S
D=- Z £(pir i) (155)
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and by the independence between different symbols, we have

S
|Bias(D)| < Z |Bias(&(pi, ds))| (156)

Var(D ZVar &(Diy i) (157)

Hence, it suffices to analyze the bias and the variance of each £(p;, ¢;) separately and then add them all. Based on Lemma |§|
and Lemma the next lemma first analyzes the bias and the variance of Ti(p;, §;)-

Lemma 12. Ler 0 <p < 1Au(S)qg,0< g < w, and mp = m(p1, pa, P3) ~ Poi(mp)? and ng = n(41, Gz, G3) ~ Poi(ng)?
be independent. Moreover, we assume that n 2, u(S), % < "ﬁfﬁf), c1 > 72 and c2(BV 11In2) < e € (0,1) (where B is
given in Lemma [I1). Then,

1) when p < 6121%,

L, ) | ()

<
Bias(Tan(p.0)) S o+ L) L (158)
. 1 (u(S))?
Var(TnS(p7 q)) S mQ_E n2_€ . (159)
2) when 70121;1”7" <p< 720172””,
: . u(S) u(S) |, (u(8))? | u(S)
<
‘BlaS(TnS(pJq))‘ ~ lnm +pW(pn lnn) + nlnn + 71276 + mn1757 (160)
1 (u($))* | u(S) u(S) |2
<
Var(Tys(p, §)) < g + aac + oy + [pW(pnlnn)] . (161)
3) when p > 2alnm
o w(S) | w(S)? . u(s)
<
[Bias(Tos (2, )| S - — +pW(pnlnn) R e S g (162)
1 (u(S))* | u(S)
Var(Tns(p, @) S e+~ 5o T 73 (163)

Note that in Lemma |12} the condition n = w(S) is a natural requirement for the consistency of the optimal estimator in
view of Theorem |1 and n_ < mulS) ¢ the addltlonal condition in Lemma Now based on Lemma [§| and Lemma we

Inn ~ Inm

are about to analyze the bias and the variance of £(p, §).

Lemma 13. Let 0 < p <1 Au(S5)q,0<q <1, and mp = m%ﬁl,;ﬁg,;ﬁg) ~ Poi(mp)? and ng = n(q1, G2, G3) ~ Poi(nq)? be
independent. Moreover, we assume that n 2, u(S), % < n}gyf), c1 > 96 and c2(BV 111In2) < € € (0,1/2) (where B is
given in Lemma [I1). Then,

1) when g < @lnn

2n
2
mlilm + 7?1(;1921 + (U(S_)‘) JS 01217217”’
. A A u u 2 u cilnm cilnm
[Bias(£(p, @)| S 4 o +PW (sil) + Bl 4 B 4 w8 abm ) o 2alum (164)
i W (i) + B2 4 i, p> e,
W + (1:1(25)3 p < < a lrlllm’
A u(S u(S cilnm cilnm
Var(f(p, q)) S’ m21 <t (ng )2)‘ + mrgl)f + [pW(p'rz(ln)n)]2 121m <p< : lviL ’ (165)
L P ) p> Zoalnm,
2) when —‘:1212" <qg< 720171“",
2
Biss(e(5,4))| < o o + R p < S, (166)
’ ~ u(S) S u(S u(S ci1lnm
mlnm+pW(pn(lnn)+nl(nZL+( : )) + ( )f pz%
u(S) cilnm
L 1 1+ Inu(S))? u(S u(8))? m p < 5,
m m m n n n2 ) - [pW(pnlnn)] p > anm,
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2cilnn
3) when q > =22,

e 1 u(S)
<
Bias((5, )| S 1 + 12, (168)
1 1+ Inu(S))? S S S
Var((p. ) § 3 + PLFIRUE 0 5] pulS) | ulS) ), (169)
ma—¢ m m o mn n nlnn
Based on Lemma we can analyze the total bias and variance of our estimator D. By differentiation, we have
(45 ) o u(S) (170)
pnlnn enlnn
and the maximum is attained at p = ;l(li)n. Hence,
s
o . N S Su(S)  S(u(S))?  Su(S)
Bias(D)| < B i) < 171
[Bias(D)| < ; ias(€(Pir )| S o+ s S (171)
s
- A . S S(u(9))? Su(S) (1+Inu(S)?  u(S)
Var(D) :;Var(am,qm St e T T T (172)

If we further require that In .S 2 In(m V n) and n = Su(S)/1n S, the previous results can be further upper bounded as (let
e —0)

o S Su(S) . Su(S), (S | S(u(S))?
Bias(D)] 5 minm | nlin nlnn) * <m2 e (173)
< S N Su(S) N (Su(S))2 N <S2 n (Su(S))2> (174)
mlnm  nlon nlnn m nlnn
< S5 Suld) (175)
mlnm  nlan
- S o L Su(S)., S S(u(S))? (1+Inu(S))?  u(S)
Var(D) < (rlnm) +(n1nn) + (m2 t e )T - +— (176)
2
< S 2+ (SU(S))2 n (Inu(S)) n u(S) (177)
mlnm nlnn m n

Hence we come to the following theorem.

Theorem 5. Let m > 25, n > Sfrﬁ(g),lnS >In(mVn) and = < ™S) Then for our estimator D in constructed

~ InS’»" ~ Inn ~ Inm

from the general recipe, we have

u(S)

n

+

2
< ( S N Su(S)) N (lnuﬂ(j’))2 (178)

~ 2
si  Epg) (D= D(PIQ) 5
(P,Q)EUs, u(s) (7@ ( ” ) mlnm nlnn

Moreover, D does not require the knowledge of the support size S.

C. An adaptive estimator

So far we have obtained an essentially minimax estimator via our general recipe. However, since this estimator is purely
obtained from the general method, it is not surprising that it is also subject to some disadvantages. Firstly, in the estimator
we do not specify the explicit form of the best 2D polynomial approximation in the “non-smooth” regime II. Although the
best 1D polynomial approximation is unique and can be efficiently obtained via the Remez algorithm [47]], which has been
efficiently implemented in Matlab [48]], the best 2D polynomial approximation is not unique and hard to compute. Moreover.
as what we have remarked before, the non-uniqueness forces us to add an unnecessary condition = < "f:fgf in Lemma
and thus in Theorem [5] Secondly, although the estimator does not require the knowledge of the support size S (we remove the
constant term in the polynomial approximation), but it requires the upper bound on the likelihood ratio «(.S) (in the design of
“non-smooth” regime I). In practice, we wish to obtain an adaptive estimator which achieves the minimax rate and is agnostic to
both .S and u(S). Thirdly, for the estimator construction in the “non-smooth” regime I, the approximating polynomial depends
on the empirical probabilities (i.e., we cannot store the polynomials in advance), which incurs large computational complexity.

To resolve these issues, we need to apply some tricks to explicitly construct an approximating polynomial for f(p,q) = plng
in the “non-smooth” regime, i.e., ¢ < w We first suppose that there exists a 1D polynomial 7'(q) in ¢ with degree < Inn
such that pT'(q) has the desired approximation property for f(p,q) = plngq in the entire “non-smooth” regime, i.e., we need
not to distinguish “non-smooth” regimes I and II. We remark that either the 1D approximation or only one approximation on
the entire “non-smooth” regime is not always doable in general. For example, for estimating the ¢; distance, it has been shown
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in [24] that not only any single approximation in the entire ‘“non-smooth” regime will always fail to give the correct order of
the approximation error, but any 1D polynomial approximation of |p — ¢| in p — ¢ will also not work when both p and ¢ are
small. Nevertheless, this ambitious target can be achieved in our special example. Motivated by Lemma [9] and Lemma [TT] the

correct order of the approximation error is :ffl i.e., T(q) should satisfy that

u
sup  [pT(q) —plngl S = = (179)
0<q< 2etinn nlnn
Since p < u(S)gq, it suffices to have
2,1
IT(q) —Ing| < ., vge (0,210 (180)
gnlnn n

i.e., to find a 1D polynomial approximation which satisfies the desired pointwise bound. However, it is easy to show that there
exists some polynomial Ty(g) on [0, 2227 such that deg(7Tp) < Inn and

sup  [To(q) —gqlng| S (181)

O<q<2c11nn nlnn
=9=""%

Hence, if we remove the constant term of Ty(q) and define T'(q) = To(q)/g, then T'(q) will have the desired property.
Motivated by the previous observations, we can construct an explicit estimator as follows:

Estimator Construction 2. Conduct three-fold sample splitting to obtain i.i.d. samples (p; 1, Pi 2, Pi3) and (Gi, Gi2,Gi,3)-
The adaptive estimator Dy for the KL divergence D(P| Q) is

S

~ . . c1lnm . A c1lnm
Dy = —Z [LH(pi,l)]l(pi,:a <2 )+ Un (pi1)L(pis > L )
i=1
- . c1lnn - . c1lnn
s (i1, Gi,1) 1 (dis < — )+ Ts(Pi15 Gi1s Pi2, Gi2) 1(diz > ! )} (182)
where Ty is given by , Ly(z),Ug(x) are given by [1] and , respectively, and
Tn5($7y) = (Tns(ac,y)/\l)\/(—l) (183)
al 2\ F A l
1
Tos(2,9) = Y g k41 ( - > 2] (y - n) (184)
k=0 1=0
where the coefficients {gKyk}kI,(:ll are given by the best polynomial approximation of xInx as follows:
2c1Inn
JK,1 = TK,1 +1Il< ! > ) I9rk=TKk 2<k<K+1 (185)
K+1
Z rKykxk =arg min sup |P(z)—zlnzx|. (186)
P Pepolyje 1 2€[0,1]

The parameters cy,co > 0 are suitably chosen universal constants. A pictorial illustration of Dy is displayed in Fig.

Recall that the entropy estimator in [[1] does not require the knowledge of S, we conclude that Da always sets zero to
unseen symbols and does not depend on u(S). In other words, the estimator D for D(P||Q) is agnostic to both S and u(S),
and is thus adaptive. Moreover, the estimator Dy is easy to implement in practice with near-linear computational complexity,
and the coefficients {gKyk}kK;ll can be obtained offline via the Remez algorithm before observing any samples.

Now we analyze the performance of T (P, G) when g < w

Lemma 14. Let 0 < p < u(9)q,0 < ¢ < w, and mp ~ Poi(mp),ng ~ Poi(nqg) be independent random variables. If
c1 > 2¢co and colnn > 1, we have

ElTn(5.d)] — plng <S4 4 163 <c+zcl<1nn>3>2~( 2u(5) +4<”(S”2) (187)

nlnn  nllezln2 comnlnn n2

Var(Ty(p,q)) < %ﬁﬂ(c + 2¢1(Inn)?)? - ( 2u(S) N 4(u(S))2) | s

cymnlnn n?
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Fig. 4: Pictorial explanation of our adaptive estimator for Z¢S=1 pilng;.

where C > 0 is a constant which only depends on ¢i and c. In particular, if 11c3In2 < e € (0,1), by [|I| Lemma 5] we have
u(S u(9))? u(S
() , (w(s)? , u(S)

[ETos(p,4) — pIng| < o — (189)
nlnn n mn
s o (W(S)? 0 u(S)
Var(Tys(p, §)) < o + . (190)
Note that in Lemma we have removed the condition - < "f:l‘gf) in Lemma |11] Moreover, since the upper bounds of the

bias and variance of T} presented in Lemma |14| are no worse than those in Lemma Q and Lemma by the same argument
in Lemma and Lemma we conclude that the adaptive estimator Dy is rate-optimal, and thereby satisfies Theorem

IV. MINIMAX LOWER BOUND

In this section, we prove the minimax lower bounds presented in Theorem [I] There are two main lemmas that we employ
towards the proof of the minimax lower bound. The first is the Le Cam two-point method, which helps to prove the minimax
lower bound corresponding to the variance, or equivalently, the classical asymptotics. Suppose we observe a random vector
Z € (Z,A) which has distribution P5 where § € ©. Let 6, and 6, be two elements of ©. Let 7' = T'(Z) be an arbitrary
estimator of a function 7'(#) based on Z. Le Cam’s two-point method gives the following general minimax lower bound.

Lemma 15. [5| Sec. 2.4.2] The following inequality holds:
. T(0,) —T(6 1
iﬁmw%w—ﬂw>'(”<M)>emeDmM%m. (191)
T 6o 2 4

The second lemma is the so-called method of two fuzzy hypotheses presented in Tsybakov [5]. Suppose we observe a
random vector Z € (Z,.A) which has distribution Py where 6 € ©. Let 0y and o, be two prior distributions supported on ©.
Write F; for the marginal distribution of Z when the prior is o; for ¢+ = 0, 1. Let T = T(Z) be an arbitrary estimator of a
function T'(0) based on Z. We have the following general minimax lower bound.

Lemma 16. [5| Thm. 2.15] Given the setting above, suppose there exist ( € R, s > 0,0 < By, 51 < 1 such that

oo(0:T(0) <C—s5)>1— P (192)
o (8:T6)>C+s)>1—fi. (193)
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If V(Fy1, Fy) <n <1, then

(194)

. 1—n—8)—
inf sup Py (|T - T(0) > s) > M,
T ¢co 2

where F;,i = 0,1 are the marginal distributions of Z when the priors are c;,1 = 0, 1, respectively.

Here V(P,Q) is the total variation distance between two probability measures P,Q on the measurable space (Z,.A).
Concretely, we have
1
V(PQ) 2 sup [P(4) - Q)| = 5 [ o~ ala (195)
AcA 2

where p = &~ Log= iiig and v is a dominating measure so that P < v, Q) < v.

By the proof of the achievability results in previous sections, we observe that (mfi —+

Su(S)

I )2 corresponds to the squared

bias term, and (lnTS) + ( ) corresponds to the variance term. In the sequel we will also prove the minimax lower bound for
the squared bias term and the variance term separately.

A. Minimax lower bound for the “variance”

First we prove that when n 2 u(S), we have

3 2 _ u(S)
inf  sup  Epo (D - D(P||Q)) > U0) (196)
D (P,Q)EUs,w(s) n
Fix P = (2(5171) o 2(5171) 3). Applying Lemma (15| to our Poisson sampling model ng; ~ Poi(ng;),1 < i < S, we know

that for feasible 01 = Px Q1 = (p1,--- ,ps) X (q1, - ,qs),00 = PxQo = (p1,--- ,ps) x (¢}, ,qs) with 0y, 01 € Us (s)

S
D (Py, || Py,) Z (Poi(mp;) x Poi(ng;)||Poi(mp;) x Poi(ng.)) (197)
s
=Y D(Poi(ng;)||Poi(ng))) (198)
zgl . |
- ZZ (Poi(ng;) = k) - [k h% —n(g; — q)) (199)
i=1 k=0 i
5
:Z plln——nz (200)
=nD(Q1[|Qo), (201)

then Markov’s inequality yields

D(61) = D@o)?
4

. 2
inf sup Ep,q) (D — D(P||Q)) >
D (P,Q)€Us, u(s)

inf sup P <D — D(P||Q)| > W) (202)

D PeMs
D(P — D(P 2
> |D(P[|Q1) = (P[lQo)| exp (—nD(Q1 Qo)) (203)
where we are operating under the Poisson sampling model.
Fix € € (0,1/2) to be specified later. Letting
1 1 1
= e 1-— 204
= (E=mm Fwe ) .

(205)

_ 1+e€ 1—¢ 1+e 1—¢ _ 1
Qo = ((S = Du(S)" (S —Du(s)” " (S—1Du(S) (- 1)U(5)’1 U(S)) ’
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where without loss of generality we assume that S is an odd integer. Direct computation yields

1 1

D(@Q1]|Qo) = “2u(9) In(l+e€) — 20(S) In(1—e¢) (206)

__ 1 2
= %9 In(1 —€%) (207)

62
< w(S)’ (208)
and
1 1
ID(P|@1) = D(P Q)] =~ In(1+€) = In(1 —¢) (209)
= —i In(1 — €?) (210)
62

> (211)

Hence, by choosing € = 4/ @, we know that

inf  sup E (b-mm@ﬁ%>Ma (212)
D (P,Q)EUs v (s) (P.Q) — 256en
under the Poisson sampling model. The result for the multinomial case can be obtained via Lemma 22]
Next we apply Lemma [T5] to show that
- Inu(S))?
inf s Epo (D - D(P||Q)) > (Imul9))” 213)
D (P.Q)EUs u(s) m
Now fix Q = (2(5_%”(5) R 2(S—1)u(S) ,1— 2u(s)), and consider
1 1 1
P = e = 214
! <2(S—1)’ ’2(5—1)’2> @9
1—e€ 1—e¢ 1+4e€
Py = . 215
0 <2(S—1)’ 2(S—1) 2 ) 215

with € € (0, %) to be specified later. By the same argument, for 61 = Py x Q € Ug y(s),00 = Po X Q € Ug y(s), we have

) . 2 _ |D(P; — D(P, 2
nf s B (D-D(PIQ)) > PPUD =PI oo iy 7y 216)
D (P,Q)€Us, u(s)
under the Poisson sampling model. It is straightforward to compute that
1 1 1 1 1 9 €
= — — _ = — = — < —
D(Pi|Po) = 5lng— + 5l — =~ In(1 =€) < (217)
and
|1 1 u(S) 1—e€ 1+e. (T+eu(s)
|D(P1]|Q) — D(P||Q)| = ’2 Inu(S) + 3 In 2u(S) — 1 5 (Inu(S) +1In(1 —¢)) 5 In 2u(S) — 1 (218)
- glnu(S) e e Lt ma— - fln 2u?§f) ‘ (219)

1

Combining these inequalities and setting ¢ = m™2 completes the proof of (213]).

B. Minimax lower bound for the “squared bias”

We employ Lemma [I6] to prove the minimax lower bounds corresponding to the squared bias terms. First we show that
when m 2 2 and u(S) Z (InS)?,In S 2 Inm, we have

. 2 S 2
inf s Epo (D—D(P||Q)) z( ) . 221)

D (P,Q)eUs, u(s) mlnm
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In fact, by choosing ) to be the uniform distribution, the estimation of KL divergence reduces to the estimation of entropy of
discrete distribution P, subject to an additional constraint p; < u(S)g; = @ forall i =1,---,5. Since in the proof of the

minimax lower bound in [30], all p; satisfy that p; < “‘Tm and our assumption implies

2
< Inm _ (InS) < u(.S)
i.e., the additional condition is automatically satisfied. Hence, we can operate as if we do not have the additional condition,
and [30] gives

(222)

X 9 g 2 g 2
inf  sup  Epo (D—D(P||Q)) z( ) x( ) . (223)

D (PQ)eUs,u(s) mlnS mlnm

where we have used the condition m 2>

~ 1

Now we are about the prove that when m 2 1SS,n 2 slu(g) and u(S) 2 (InS)%,1n S > Inn, we have

< and In S 2 Inm to give In S < Inm here.

A 2 _ [ Su(S)\”
inf s Epo (D - D(P||Q)) > (“”) . (224)
D (P,Q)eUs u(s) nlnn
We begin with a lemma to construct two measures with matching moments and large difference on the functional value,
which corresponds to the duality between function space and measure space.

Lemma 17. [I| Lemma 10, Lemma 12] For any bounded interval I C R, positive integer K > 0 and continuous function f
on I, there exist two probability measures vy and vy supported on I such that

1) ftlzq dt ftlyo dt for all 1 =0, 1,2, L
Recall that EK [f, 1] is the dlstance in the umform norm on I from the function f(z) to the space spanned by {1,x,--- ,x¥}.

Based on Lemma we choose [ = [nﬁmv dll%}, K = ds Inn with universal constants di,ds > 0 to be specified later,
and f(z) = Inz. The following lemma presents a lower bound of the approximation error Ex|[f; I].
Lemma 18. [30] For K = dyInn, I = [——, 4101 4nd f(2) = Inz, we have

nlnn’ n
klf; 1) > (225)

where the constant ¢’ > 0 only depends on dy, ds.

Define u = [tvy(dt) = [ tvo(dt), by construction we have u < dl]%. Now the two fuzzy hypotheses o, o1 in Lemma
@] are constructed as follows: for each ¢ = 0, 1, o; fixes

po (M8 u(S) | (S-1u(s) 26
nlnn nlnn nlnn
and assigns v ! to the vector (g1, -+ ,qs_1), and fixes gs = 1 — (S — 1) Note that by assumption,
1 In S)?
s T < 7 < 227)
n u(S)

thus gg takes positive value and is thus valid under proper parameter configurations. Moreover, it is straightforward to verify
that (P, Q) € Us,(s) With probability one under o;. Since under o;, () may not form a probability measure, we consider the
set of approximate probability vectors

S
uS,u(S)(e) £ {(Pv Q) 1P e MS? | ZQl - 1| <6Di < U(S)qHVZ} (228)

i=1
with parameter € € (0, 1) to be specified later. Further define the minimax under the Poisson sampling model for estimating
D(P||Q) with (P, Q) € Us,(s)(€) as
. 2
Rp(S,m,n,u(S),e) = inf sup Ep,q) (D - D(P||Q)) . (229)
D (P,Q)eUs u(s)(€)
The equivalence between Rp(S, m,n,u(S),€) and R(S,m,n,u(S)) defined in (273) is established in the following lemma.
Lemma 19. For any S,m,n € N and € € (0,1/2), we have

R(S,m,n, u(S)) > %RP(S, 2m, 2n, ;‘(f)e,e) — (Inu(S))? (exp(—%) + exp(—g)) — 22 (230)
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Then condition ¢; on the event

s
Ex|f;1
E; 2 Us u(s)(€) N Z (Ing; — E,, Ing;) SM . i=0,1 (231)
' = 2
and define the conditional probability distribution as
A O'i(~ N Ei) .
() E Y =0,1. 232
m() e Tt (232)
By setting
S
dy =1, ds = 10e, €= (233)
nlnn
we have

S — 1
) 1 13 S
oiUsus)(©))=0i | D> g —1|>€]| < = Y " Var, (g;) < = By, (q5) < = (
- =

Jj=1

5 —0 (234)

dy lnn>2 _ d3(lnn)*
n

and by Lemma [T§]

S S—1

Ex|f;1 4 4 In(nlnn))? In S)?
Zlnqj E,, Ing;)| > K[Q I < (C,S)2Zv3rm(1nqj)g e . (In : ) < | s) 0. (235)
= P

Hence, by the union bound,

Ex(f;1]

. 2
5 —0 (236)

s
oi(E;) < 0i(Usus)(€)°) + i Z (Ing; — Eg, Ing;)| >

Denote by F;, G; the marginal probability under prior 7; and o;, respectively, for each ¢ = 0, 1. Now by the triangle inequality
and [|1, Lemma 11], we have

V(Fo,Fl) < V(Fo,Go)+V(G0,G1)+V(G1,F1) 237)
< 0o(Eg) + V(Go, G1) + 01(EY) (238)
S
< 00(E3)+$+01(Ef) (239)
— 0. (240)

Moreover, by the definition of m;, the first two conditions of Lemma hold with 5y = 31 = 0 for

C _ H(P) . (S ;lln):i(»s') ) EVO(IIICI) ;EW(IHQ) _ (1 _ W) ln(l _ (S _ 1)#) (241)
oo (S=Du(S) Ey(ng)—Ey(ng)—2- 58 (S - )u(S) Exlf:il] . Su(S) o)
nlnn 2 nlnn 2 ~ nlnn’

Hence, by Lemma [T6] we conclude that

Su(S)\*
Rp(S,m,n,u(S),e) > s> > <U(>> (243)
nlnn
and the desired bound (224) follows from Lemma [T9}
Hence, the combination of (196), (213), || and (224) yields that when u(S) > (In$)2,n > S45) py > 5 and

~ InS >’ ~ InS
InS 2 In(m V n), we have

e sup B (f) - D(P||Q))2 > (Su(s))Q . ( S )2 N (Inu(9))? N u(9S) (244)

D (P,Q)eUs u(s) nlnn mlnm m n

and the proof of Theorem [I] is complete.

V. OPTIMAL ESTIMATORS FOR HELLINGER DISTANCE AND XQ—DIVERGENCE

Having analyzed the minimax rate-optimal estimator for the KL divergence thoroughly, in this section we apply the general
recipe to other divergence functions, i.e., the Hellinger distance and the y2-divergence. Specifically, we explicitly construct the
minimax rate-optimal estimators for the Hellinger distance and the y2-divergence, and sketch the proof of the achievability
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part in Theorem [3] and ] For brevity, we omit the complete proof and remark that it can be obtained in a similar fashion as
in the analysis of the KL divergence.

A. Optimal estimator for the Hellinger distance

For the Helhnger distance, the bivariate function of interest is f(p,q) = (\/p — \/6)2 We first classify the regime. In this
case, © = © = [0,1]2, and the non-analytic regime is

60 = {(p,q) € [0,1)2: p =0 or ¢ = 0}. (245)

Based on the confidence sets in Poisson models, the “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes for (p,q) can obtained via 23) and

23) as

0. = (0,1] % [, 1) U (2, 1] x [0,1) (246)
O = ([0,1] x [0, 2187y (0, 2110 10,1 (247)

where ¢; > 0 is some universal constant. Further, by (23) and (26), we obtain the “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes based
on observations (p, §) as

A 1 1
6, = ([0.1] x [ 1) U (%710 x [0.1)) (248)
| |
Om = ([0.1] % [0. %) U (0.7 2] x [0.1)). (249)
Next we estimate the quantity f(p,q) = (\/p — /)? in each regime. In the “smooth” regime where p > <2 and

q> cll%, we simply employ the plug-in approach with no bias correction:

Q) = (Vp— V> (250)

In the “non-smooth” regime, by symmetry it suffices to consider the case where p < Cll% Now we need to find a proper
polynomial P(p,q) to approximate f(p,q) = (\/p — +/2)> = p+ q — 2,/pq. Recall that the degree of the approximating
polynomial P(p,q) is determined by the bias-variance tradeoff, and we will have the following result after careful analysis:

e when ¢ > 422 1“” , the resulting polynomial P(p,q) should be of degree co lnm on p and of degree 0 on ¢;

e when ¢ < , the resulting polynomial P(p,q) should be of degree ¢z Inm on p and of degree ¢oInn on g.

Now we exphcltly give the expression of P(p,q) in both cases in terms of the following best approximating polynomial of

vV

cilnn nn

K

ag pxr® £ arg min  max —Vz|. 251

Quea) =3 e & ang s, ma, Q) = V3 @51

Recall that we use the sample splitting technique to determine the approximation region and approximate the functional,
respectively, i.e., the approximation region is based on (pa, ¢2), while the polynomial is evaluated using (1, G1). Hence,

o when ¢ > <111 the approximation region is [0, 212 x [g, — 4 / %, Gat1/ @], and by the degree requirements
of P(p,q), a natural choice is P(p,q) = VAL Qk,, (&) - Va2 with K,,, = colnm, A, = 26lnm,

m

e when ¢ < Cll%, the approximation reglon is [0, 2, h””} x [0, Q“Tln”], and by the degree requirements of P(p,q), a
natural choice is P(p,q) = VA, Qk,, (&= ) VALQK, (&= ) with K, = colnm, A,,, = w and K,, = colnn, A, =

2c1lnn
SRR,
In summary, the estimator is constructed as follows.

Estimator Construction 3. Conduct three-fold sample splitting to obtain i.i.d. samples (P; 1, Piz2,Pi3) and (Gi, Gi2,Gi,3)-
The estimator T for the Hellinger distance H?(P, Q) is given by

S

. _ R c1lnm - . c1lnm - . cilnn ~ . cilnn
T=1- 2( Di21(piz > 1m )+ R (D) 1(piz < 1m )) ( Gi21(Gi3 > 1n )+ Rn(Gi1)1(Gis < 1n ))
(252)
where for | = m,n
Ry(z) & (Ri(x) A1) V (-1 (253)

colnl 2¢ Inl % k—1 ]
Ri(@) 2 Y ey ( ¥ ) [[e@-9 (254)
j=0

k=1
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coefficients {ax 1} are given by @251), and c1,c2 > 0 are some suitably chosen universal constants.

The previous estimator does not require the knowledge of S since it assigns zero to unseen symbols (we remove the constant
term in the expression of R;(z)). Note that since the Hellinger distance H?(P, Q) = 1— Zz 1 \/erqZ enjoys a natural separation
in its variables (p;, ¢;), the pair (p;, ¢;) is also separated in our resulting estimator. Moreover, in our estimator construction we
can also merge (p; 1, Pi,2) and (§; 1, G;,2) to result in a two-fold sample splitting.

Now we analyze the bias of the previous estimator. When p < W is small, by [1, Lemma 17], we know that

\/T 1

ER,.(p = < < . 255
| — VDl = [VARQK,,( -l < K2 S (255)
When p > W is large, by Lemma |§I with 7 = 0 we know that
P d>\/€ 1 1
E < = sup < < . (256)
EVE = VhI S m Ee[p/2 2p) | d€? my\/p ™ Vmlnm

Hence, the total bias of 7' can be upper bounded as

s
o VG VDi \/ S \/s g S
[Bias(T)] S ; (\/mlnm + \/nlnn> = mlnm + nlnn — \/ (m An)In(m An) @57

as shown in Theorem [3] The variance can also be obtained in a similar fashion, and we omit the details.

B. Optimal estimator for the x>-divergence

2
For the x2-divergence x?(P, Q) over Us,(s), the bivariate function of interest is f(p,q) = % We first classify the regime.
Since this function shares very similar analytic properties as the function plng used in the KL divergence case, and our
parameter set Usg ,(5) remains the same, here the “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes are also given by

c1lnn

6, =1[0,1] x [

1] (258)

cilnn

Ons = [0,1] x [0, ] (259)

with some universal constant ¢, > 0.

Next we estimate f(p,q) = % in each regime. In the “smooth” regime where ¢ > 011%, we seek to correct the bias of
the plug-in estimator 1/ in estimating 1/¢. Based on our general bias correction technique (3I)), we simply use the following
order-three bias correction:

A& 5 5 \2 5 5 5 \3 52 4
T(B)((ﬁ,(}z) _ Ai 2 ;Q1 T (G2 —AB(h) _ 4;!3’ _ (G2 —A4(I1) + 3({24 6%4' (260)
q1 a1 qi ngy qi ng; n2q;

Since p? admits an unbiased estimate p(p — %) in the Poisson model mp ~ Poi(mp), the overall estimator in the “smooth”
regime is given by

Ty(p1,Gr; P2, 42) = P1 (p1 - m) - T®(G1,42) - 1(¢1 #0) (261)
1N (1 e—d (—@)? 4 (—@) 3@ 64
-y (p1 _ ) ( @2 _ Q1 + (2 A3¢]1) _ % . M n % _ 2Q2 ) (G #0). (262)
m a1 q7 q7 ngy 97 ng; n q1

In the “non-smooth” regime, as is in the KL divergence case, we can further distinguish into “non-smooth” regime I and
“non-smooth” regime II and employ best polynomial approximation in these regimes, respectively. However, motivated by the
adaptive estimator Dy for the KL divergence where a single polynomial approximation is enough, we wonder whether or not
it is also the case in the estimation of y2-divergence. Specifically, we seek a polynomial Qf (q) of degree K on [0, A,] such
that the following quantity

1
sup ¢* |~ — QK(q)‘ (263)
q€(0,A,,] q
is as small as possible, where A,, = 261 1“" . In other words, we seek to approximate the linear function ¢ using ¢2, - -- , ¢

on [0, A,,]. Fortunately, this task can be done with the help of the Chebyshev polynomial, and we summarize the result in the
following lemma.
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Lemma 20. Let Tk (z) = cos(K arccosx) be the degree-K Chebyshev polynomial on [—1,1]. Then
x Doicrn) (Va/An) — (D)2 —2(K +2)%x/A,

= (-1 264
Qrlx) = (-1) ST 2P (264)
is a degree-K polynomial such that
1 A
sup z°|— — )= —2 . (265)
xe(o,]in] x Qe )’ (K +2)2

On the other hand, using the Ditzian—Totik modulus of smoothness and Lemma |10| (or by Chebyshev’s alternating theorem
since {22, 23,---} satisfies the Haar condition [49)]), it is not hard to prove that no other degree-K polynomial can achieve
an approximation error of order o(lA(g ). Hence, the polynomial @)k defined in Lemma [20| achieves the rate-optimal uniform
approximation error.

Motivated by Lemma define Q k (x) be another polynomial such that EQ k(§) = Qk(q) for ng ~ Poi(ng). Now in the

“non-smooth” regime, we choose K = ¢y Inn, and use the following estimator:

o R . 1 A R
Ths(P1,41) = 1 (pl - m) QK (q1)- (266)
In summary, we have arrived at the following estimator construction.

Estimator Construction 4. Conduct three-fold sample splitting to obtain i.i.d. samples (P; 1, Piz2,Pi3) and (Gi, Gi2,Gi3)-
The estimator T for x*-divergence x*(P, Q) is given by

s
- A . c1lnn - . c1lnn
T= Z (Ts(pi,laQi,l;pi,27Qi,2)]l(Qi,3 > ln )+ Tos(Pi1, Gi1)1(Gis < ! - )) -1 (267)
i=1
where
Tos(z,y) & (Ts(a,y) A1)V (—1) (268)

and Ty(z,y;2',y'), Tas(x,y) are given by @62) and @26Q), respectively, and c,,cy > 0 are some suitably chosen universal
constants.

By construction, the previous estimator does not require the knowledof S nor u(S), and is thus adaptive. For the analysis

of its performance, when ¢ < 011% is small, with the help of Lemma |20| we know that

2 2 2
U D 1 u(S
’ETns(m) - ‘ = P’Qla) = —| < (u(9))*¢* |Q(q) - ’ <! (1 e (269)
q q q nlnn
Moreover, for g > Cll% is large, applying Lemma |§I with r = 3 yields
2 4(e—1 2 2 2
R NP IO | B dieD| P _ wS)? _ (u(S))
FET 2 = 2 |ET I <p2 (2 < _ < < . (270
s(P1, 415 P2, 42) . ’ p (41, G2) | 5P () 56;1/152(” | S g S 2y S Tl (270)
Hence, the total bias of the previous estimator can be upper bounded as
s
o (u(5))? _ S(u($))”
Bias(T")| < = 271
[Bias( ”NZ nlnn nlnn 71

i=1

which coincides with the term in Theorem 4 The variance can be dealt with analogously, and we omit the lengthy proofs.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We proposed a general and detailed methodology for the construction of minimax rate-optimal estimators for low-dimensional
functionals of high-dimensional parameters, especially when the functional of interest is non-smooth in some part of its domain.
We elaborate on the insights of [[I] which shows that the bias is the dominating term in the estimation of functionals and
approximation is the key for an efficient bias reduction, and find an interesting interplay between the functional itself and
the statistical model. Specifically, we show that the “smooth” and “non-smooth” regimes are determined by both the non-
analytic region of the underlying functional which is only related to the smoothness of the functional, and the confidence sets
given by concentration of measures which solely depend on the statistical model. Moreover, in the “non-smooth” regime, the
approximation region is determined by the confidence sets, while the approximation error is determined by the smoothness of
the functional in this region. Our general recipe is based on the interplay between these two factors, and successfully yields
the minimax rate-optimal estimators for various divergences including KL divergence, Hellinger distance and y2-divergence.
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We have also explored the ideas behind the polynomial approximation and the plug-in approach in bias reduction. For
polynomial approximation, the uniform approximation error corresponds to the bias of the resulting estimator, and thus the
best approximating polynomials are usually used. We remark that it is a highly non-trivial task and remains open in general
to obtain and analyze the best polynomial approximation error for multivariate functionals, while for some special cases (e.g.,
general polytopes, balls and spheres) there are powerful tools from approximation theory. The plug-in approach corrects the
bias with the help of high-order Taylor expansions, which only works for the region where the functional is analytic. For bias
correction of the plug-in approach, in this paper we propose a general unbiased estimator of the Taylor series up to an arbitrary
order.

Following [1]], this paper presents another second step towards a general theory of functional estimation. Despite our progress,
the interplay between the smoothness of the functional and the statistical model has yet to be completely revealed, and the
choice of the approximating polynomial in the “non-smooth” regime has thus far required functional-specific “tricks”. An
ambitious but worthy goal is to establish a general explanation of the effective sample size enlargement phenomenon in the
parametric case, and to find the counterpart in the estimation of non-smooth nonparametric functionals beyond the insights
provided by [33]], [50].

APPENDIX A
AUXILIARY LEMMAS

We first prove that the worst-case mean squared error of any estimator is infinity if we allow to choose any P which is
absolutely continuous with respect to Q.

Lemma 21. Let Us = {(P,Q) : P,Q € Mg, P < Q}. Then for any configuration (S, m,n) with S > 2, we have
Ruinimax (Z/[S) = 0. 272)

The next lemma relates the minimax risk under the Poisson sampling model and that under the Multinomial model. We define
the minimax risk for Multinomial model with (m,n) observations with (P,Q) € Ug ,(s) for estimating the KL divergence
D(P||Q) as

. 2
R(S,m,n,u(S)) = inf sup EnMultinomial (D — D(P||Q)) , (273)
D (P,Q)eUs, u(s)
and the counterpart for the Poisson sampling model as
. 2
Rp(S,m,n,u(S)) 2inf  sup  Epoisson (D - D(P||Q)) . (274)

D (P,Q)eUs, u(s)

Lemma 22. The minimax risks under the Poisson sampling model and the Multinomial model are related via the following
inequalities:

Rp(S,2m,2n,u(S)) — (Inu(S))? (exp(—%) +exp(—%)) < R(S,m,n,u(S)) <4Rp(S, %, g,u(S)) (275)
The next lemma gives the approximation properties of In z.
Lemma 23. There exists a universal constant Cy, > 0 such that for any 0 < a < b,
b s b<ean?
E,[Inz;[a,b]] < Can(—Q) =Cly, - (276)
an In(zL5) b> ean?.

Lemma 24. For f(p,q) = plngq and the region R given in (m) there exists a universal constant Cy only depending on c;
such that

u(S)Inn
K2n

The following lemma gives an upper bound for the second moment of the unbiased estimate of (p — ¢)7 in Poisson model.

1
wi(f,22) < Co- 277)

Lemma 25. [51|] Suppose nX ~ Poi(np),p > 0,q > 0. Then, the estimator

97a(X) 2> (‘;) (—q)j’“ili[: (X - Z) (278)

J
k=0
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is the unique unbiased estimator for (p — q)?,j € N, and its second moment is given by
J . k |
P!
Elg; (X Z( ) pu—m ] (279)

=0
]'( ) ( np—q)* ) assuming p > 0, (280)
p

where Ly, (x) stands for the Laguerre polynomial with order m, which is defined as:

Lon(z) = :O (7]?) (_]j)k (281)

IfM>T n(p— )\/_] we have

J
21\41’) (282)

Bloso(X < (25

In order to bound the coefficients of best polynomial approximations, we need the following result by Qazi and Rahman
[52, Thm. E] on the maximal coefficients of polynomials on a finite interval.

Lemma 26. Let p,(z) = Y .._,a,x” be a polynomial of degree at most n such that |p,(z)| < 1 for x € [—1,1]. Then,
|an—2,| is bounded above by the modulus of the corresponding coefficient of T, for p = 0,1,...,(n/2], and |an—1_2,] is
bounded above by the modulus of the corresponding coefficient of T,,—1 for n =0,1,...,|(n—1)/2]|. Here T,,(z) is the n-th
Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind.

Moreover, it is shown in Cai and Low [27, Lemma 2] that all of the coefficients of Chebyshev polynomial T5,,(z), m € Z4
are upper bounded by 23™. Hence, we can obtain the following result when the approximation interval is not centered at zero.

Lemma 27. Let p,(z) = Y..._,a,x” be a polynomial of degree at most n such that |p,(z)| < A for x € [a,b], where
a+b#0. Then

b+al”

b—a

The following lemma gives some tail bounds for Poisson and Binomial random variables.

Lemma 28. [53, Exercise 4.7] If X ~ Poi(\) or X ~ B(n, %), then for any § > 0, we have

a+b|
2

la,| < 27/2A

+1), v=0,-,n. (283)

5 A )

P(X > (1+06))) < ((1+66)1+5) < T3y N3 (284)
-5 A

P(X < (1-6)A) < ((1_65)15> < e, (285)

The following lemmas deal with the upper bound of the variance in different scenarios.
Lemma 29. For independent random variables X,Y with finite second moment, we have
Var(XY) = (EY)*Var(X) + (EX)?Var(Y) + Var(X)Var(Y). (286)
Lemma 30. /27, Lemma 4] Suppose 1(A) is an indicator random variable independent of X and Y, then
Var(X1(A) + Y1(A%)) = Var(X)P(A) + Var(Y)P(A) + (EX — EY)?P(A)P(A°). (287)
Lemma 31. /27, Lemma 5] For any two random variables X and Y,
Var(X AY) < Var(X) + Var(Y). (288)
In particular, for any random variable X and any constant C,

Var(X A C) < Var(X). (289)
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PROOF OF MAIN LEMMAS

A. Proof of Lemmal[]|
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First we give an upper bound of Var(g,(§)) for ng ~ Poi(ng). Note that g, (¢) is continuously differentiable on [0, 1], we

have

Var(gn(q)) <

E
= E(92(d) — 9a(0))°1(d 2 5) + E(9(@) ~ 9(0))*1(d < 3)
= Elg}(€) (4 - 0)*1(4 = 5) +Elg (&) — 0’1 < 3)
< swp g€ E@— o)+ suwp |gh(&)]-’B < 3
§1€lq/2,1] £2€[0,1]
< % g 4+ n2. q2efnq/8
q n
4 n? <24>3
<—+—- (=
nq q en
700
S -
ngq

where in the previous steps we have used Lemma 28] and the fact

k
k
ko—eng [
¢e - (ecn>
for any ¢ € [0, 1].

Now we are ready to bound the bias. By independence and the triangle inequality, we have

|E[ﬁgn((j)] - pgn(Q)‘ = p|E[gn((j) - gn(q)”
< u(S)qE[gn(q) — gn()]]
< u(S) (|E[G9n(9)] — a9n (@) + [E[(G — 0)gn(@)]]) -

)

(290)
(291)

(292)

(293)

(294)

(295)

(296)

(297)

(298)
(299)
(300)

We bound these two terms separately. For the first term, it can be obtained similar to [38] (via the second-order Ditzian—Totik

modulus of smoothness defined in [44]) that

5In2
n

|]E[qun(Cj)] - qgn(q)‘ S
for any ¢ € [0, 1]. For the second term, first note that E[¢] = ¢, we have

IE[(G — 0)gn (D]l = [E[( — 0)(gn (@) — Egn(q))]]-
Hence, by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the previous bound on Var(g,(§)), we have

IE[(d — 0)9n(9)]|* < E|G — q|* - E|gn(q) — Egn(d)[?
=E|G — qf” - Var(gn(4))
g 700

n  ng
700

n2

<

A combination of these two inequalities yields the bias bound

Elpga(0)] ~ p9a(a)] < u(S) <5ln2 . m) _ 30u(S)

n n n

which together with |E[pInp] — plnp| < 3122 in [38] yields the desired bias bound.
Next we bound the variance as follows:

Var(p(Inp — g,(4))) < Ep(Inp — ga(d)) — p(Inp — gn(q))]?

< 3 (E[p(Inp — Inp)]*> + E[p(gn(4) — gn(0)]> + E[(H — p)(Inp — gn(9))]?)

= 3(A1 -|— A2 + Ag)

(301)

(302)

(303)
(304)

(305)

(306)

(307)

(308)
(309)
(310)
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We bound A;, A, A3 separately. To bound A;, we further decompose A; as

P . A . 1 A . 1
Ay =E[p(inp - mp)1(p < p) + E[p(np — np)*1(p > p)1(p > —) + E[p(lnp — np)*1(6 > p)llp < —) (311
where
By <E |sup|2]- |~ pP'L(p < p) | <Elp—p]*= £ (13)
e>p € m
~ R R 1 E A2 2 1
By <E [sup 22 o~ pPAp > p)| 10 > +) < HECZP g5 L o
e>p € m p m
1 5 1 6
(L)1) <5+ 2 (315)
m3p  m2  m m m2  m
Upper bounding Bjs requires more delicate analysis. First note that by differentiation with respect to p, for any £ > 1 we have
ko2 k kg2 k
sup (mlj) - —(In—)? < sup (m]?) =5 (24 In—)? (316)
p< L k! m mp p<L k! m mp
(2+1Ink)? k?
ST GID

Hence, expanding the expectation of Bs yields

= o (mp)F k2 ko, 1 1 = k(2+Ink)? 45
Bs = mp )T (ln )21 Sl B Qi T S M A i 318
3 ];e k! m2(nmp) (p<m)_m2’; k! <m2 (318)
where the infinite sum converges to
— k2(2+ Ink)?
3 ( L nE) 447 < a5, (319)
k=1 ’
Hence, A; can be upper bounded as
51 2
Al =Bi+By+By < — + L. (320)
m m
As for Aj, since we have proved that E(g,,(q) — gn(q))? < 77%), by independence we have
700 700 700u(S 1
AQS]E(ﬁ2)-=(p2+p)-§<)(p+>. (321)
ngq m ng n m

For Ag, it is clear that

< 2 (P s (o) < 2 s A0, du(s)
A= Ly - @) < 2 (@27 + 0l - 0?) = 2 (pmus)? + 2 4 20 (22)
where we have used the fact that for p < u(S)q,
p(ln‘g)2 < p(Inu(S))2 v g < p(lnu(S))? + g (323)
1 1 4u(S
P(9n(@) ~ 0 )? < p(1 —In(na))*L(g < 1) < u(S)a(1 ~ m(ng)*1(q < ) < 4] (324
A combination of the upper bounds of A;, As, A3 yields
FA R ol 2 4 4u(S 700u(S 1
Var(p(Inp — gn(4))) < — + — (p+p(1nu(5))2+;]+ ( )> + (5) <p+> . (325)
m2  m e en n m

The proof is complete. O



B. Proof of Lemma [3]
Braess and Sauer 39, Prop. 4] showed the following equalities for the Bernstein polynomials:

Bal(w = 20)%)(20) = %
B, [(x — 20)*](z0) = xo(1 — x(;32(1 — 2950).

Hence, choosing xy = x, we have

1 z(1-2) 2 z2(1—=x)(1-22) (1—33)((n+4)a:—2).

Q3(x) = Bal@sl(z) = 5 - ——— = — - 2 =

T n 3 n n2x?
Then the desired inequality is a direct result of Lemma [2]

C. Proof of Lemma
For the first statement, define the remainder term of the Taylor expansion as

) Gt (gD )
LIUDES g R e
k=0 ’

and denote by E the event that HAS) € V(0). By the definition of reverse confidence sets, Pp(E°) < 4, and
[EoH(0),057) — G(6)] < [Eo(H(),057) — G(0))1(E)| + [Bo(H (65", 65) — G(6))1(E)|

< [Eo(G(0),6%) — G(6)L(E)| +6 - (IG(9)|+ sup IH(91,92)I>

01,0,€6
= [EgR(O)L(E)| +6- | |G(O)| + sup |H(61,02)|
61,0,€0
Eo[|05") — 0]+ 11(E)]
- (7' + 1)' éEV(G)
Eq|05) — o[+
< —
(r+1)! dev (o)

01,0.€6

01,02€6
As for the variance of Hk(ér(ll), é(z)) with k£ > 0, we first note by triangle inequality that

D)1(E)) + 2Varg(Hi (05, 0)1(E°))

D)1L(E)) + 26 - SUPA\Hk(91792)|2-
01,0,€0

Varg(Hj, (0),02))) < 2Varg (H (69,6
< 2Vary (G0, 0

—~

3

=2

3

- sup [GUFD(@)] +5- (G(9)+ sup H(91,92)|>

sup |GV (6)] +5 - (IG(9)I+ sup IH(91,92)>.
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(326)

(327)

(328)

(329)

(330)

(331)

(332)

(333)

(334)

(335)
(336)

Hence, it suffices to upper bound Varg (G (03, M 621 )1(E)). Note that Gk(é,gl)7é7(12)) is a linear combination of terms of the
form G (19(1))(0(1 V=S, (9 ) with 0 < j < k we employ the triangle inequality again to reduce the problem of bounding
the total Varlance to boundlng the variance of 1nd1v1dua1 terms. By independence and Lemma [29] it further suffices to upper
bound [EeG*) (95 (A) =i 1(E)| and Vary(G® (6V) (057 )k~ 1(E)), respectively. In fact, defining Gy ;(6) = 67G*)(0),

by Taylor expansion again we have

[EoGir.; (030)1(E)| < [Eg(Gryy(65)) = Gr(0))L(E)| + |G 5 (0)|

= [Eo (G} ;(0)(65) — 0) + % 1O = 0))L(E)| + |Gy (6)]

IA

Eo (6" — )2

<
2 6ev () 0o

%IEoG%,j(ﬁ)(éﬁf) — 0)*1(B)| + |Gr,; ()] +P(E) - (IGZ,]-(H)I(I@I +sup |4)

0€©

- sup |G (0)] + |G (8)] + - <G2,j(9)l(l9l+§uplél)

(337)
(338)

) (339)

(340)
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and

Varg (G ; (00)1(E)) < Eg(Gr;(00)L(E) — Gy j(6))? (341)
< 2Eg((Grj (0) — G j(0))L(E))? + 2|Gy ;(0)* - P(E) (342)
< 2Eg(G} ; () (0 — 0)1(E))? + 26 - |Gy 5 (0)|? (343)
§21E9(9§3> 0)?- sup |G} ;(0)|* + 26 - |Gr;(0) (344)
fev(6)

which establishes the desired variance bound. o
Finally it remains to bound the quantity |EyH k(ﬁg), 97(12))| for k > 1. If k > 2, as above, by triangle inequality, we conclude
that

[Eo Hi, (01, 082)| < [EgHi(05,02)L(E)| + [EoHy (65", 09)1(E°)] (345)
< [EoGr(05,0)1(E)| + 6 sup |Hy(61,02)| (346)
917926@
1 ~ R
= —|EeGP (OO — OEL(E)| +6 - sup |Hi(01,605)] (347)
k! .
01,0,€0
B, |6 — g R
< Bolbn =00 160@) + 5 sup [Hu(01,6)]. (348)
k' éeV(G) 91,926@

For k = 1, we further note that Eoé(l) = 6, and conduct order-one Taylor expansion to yield

[EoH1(65),02))| < [EgG'(60)(6 — OV L(E)| +6 - sup |Hi(61,060)] (349)
01,0o€0
= [Eo(G'(0) + (B — 0)G"(€))(0 — O U(E)[ +6 - sup |Hi(61,065)] (350)
01,0,€0

<Eg(0 —0)2. sup |G"(0)]+0-| sup |[Hy(01,05)|+ |G (0)](10] + sup |0]) (351)
Hev (0) 01,02€6 6eé

as desired. O

D. Proof of Lemma 3]
Replacing n by m, we adopt the notations of V'(p) and 6 in (I2ZI). Denote by E the event p € V(p), we have

1
[EUw (p) + plnp| = E <—ﬁ1nﬁ+ 2m> +plnp (352)
- 2 - 3 - 3
L X P—p p—p E(p-p
<|E (—plnp— (1+4+1lnp)(p—p) + ( 2p) _ 6p2) )—!—plnp + | (6p2 i (353)
PR PO
< E(;alnp(1+1np)(pp)+ (b 2pp) - (pﬁpf) +p1np> 11(E)‘+
, o A ®p-»? GB-p° [E(p—p)?|
P(E€) - sup (—plnp— 14+Inp)(p—p)+ - +plnp | + ———— (354)
( ) ﬁe[o,l] ( )( ) 2p 6p2 6p2
Elp — p|* - 1 11 1
<=2 —zInz)®| 4 2m=/? . (= —pl 1-1 —+ = )+— (355
- 24 1231(3,;)“ zine) | +2m e P S Pt 2p+6p2 + 6pm? (355)
Imp? 2 1
< p+3mp 7+4m—01/24+2+ (356)
24m®  Ley(p) T 6pm?

where we have used mp > ¢;lnm/2 > 2. Since any x € V(p) satisfies

1 [eiplnm _ p
>p— — > — 7
T=P75 2m 2 (357)
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by the previous inequality we have

. p + 3mp® 2 —e1/2442 1
EU 1 < . 4m~ — 358
[EUx (D) +plnp| < =3 TDE +4m il (358)
4mp? 2 1
: S AmTe/AE 359
S 5B (p/2)3+ m +6pm2 (359)
< 3 4 dm /2442 (360)
m?p
< 6 1 dm /2442 (361)
comlnm
as desired.
As for the variance, since the constant bias correcting term does not affect variance, applying Lemma [ with & = 0 yields
Var(Ug (p)) < Ay (2m*°’1/24 1+ %(1 —1In(p/2))2 + 2m~ /24 . (p 1np)2) (362)
2 —Inp)?
< Ay (p( np)” 4m01/24> . (363)
m
O

E. Proof of Lemma [6]
The only non-trivial part in deducing the third inequality from Lemma {4|is to prove that for any £ € N and ¢ > %,

k
Eli—a* 5 ()" (364)

In fact, since E, exp(sg;) = exp(ng(e®/™ — 1)), we have E, exp(s(41 — q)) = exp(ng(e®/™ —1—s/n)). Hence, by comparing
the coefficient of s* at both sides of

k
—E (ch —q)* o~ (19)* [~ 1 s,
I i Pl DL TR a6
k=0 k=0 j=2 J:
yields that for even k, E, (g1 — q)* can be expressed as
o(@ — ) Zakj 7 (366)

for some coefficients {a;w- }fﬁ) Now for even k, the desired inequality follows from the assumption ¢ > n~L. For odd k,
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality yields

1 1 ko114 kg1 1

Eildr —q* < Egli — ") Ela -5 (2) 77 T T = (2)". (367)

Hence, the third inequality follows. The first inequality also follows from this fact, Lemma § <2n~/?*and V(q) C [£,2q].

Now it remains to deduce the second inequality from Lemma {4 By (87), we know that S;(g2) is a linear combination of

i—i

q3
i

with constant coefficients and ¢ = 0,1, --- , j. By the triangle inequality for the variance, it suffices to upper bound the

~j—i
variance of each individual term qfl— Using the same approach based on moment generating function, we conclude that for
any k> 0and ¢ >n"1!,

2k—1 j 2k—1
. < . ¢’ q
Varg(@3) = Eq(@3*) = (Bg(@$)* £ D 5 S (368)
Jj=0
As a result, for 0 < i < j,
~J—1 2j—2i—1 2j—1
a3 q q
Var,( . )< T - (369)
and thus Var,(S;(42)) < qzi;l. Finally it suffices to note that for ¢ > <2 > p~1,
2j—1
A o X i q ;
Eq[57(d2)] = (EqS;(42))* + Vary(8;(d2)) S 4% + =— < ¢” (370)

which completes the proof of the second inequality. O
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F. Proof of Lemma 7]
To invoke Lemma [6] we remark that g(¢) = Ing, r = 3, and

ho(d1,G2) =Ingi - 1(¢1 # 0) (371)
hi(d1,G2) = 1 qA_l n. 1(¢1 #0) (372)
hainde) = (— B0 @)y ) (373)
’ 243 2ng?
. (G2 —q1)° | G2 75 2G> R
h =3 t—=——x53 -1 0). 374
G S A R o
Noting that supg¢iy/2.24] 19" (&)] = |g*) (q/2)] for any k > 1 and ¢ > <™, we have
2
IET®)(g1,G2) - 1(d1 # 0) —Ing| < By <22 '6(%)74 + /2 (-Ing+Inn+n+n*+ 2n3)) (375)
96
< Bs <n2q2 + 6n‘31/24+3> (376)
192
< B ( + 6n_cl/24+3) (377)
cinglnn
and thus by independence,
[E(Ty (1, 41; P2, G2)] = plng| = p|ET® (41, 42) - 1(G1 # 0) — Ing] (378)
192
< pB3 ( + 6’[’L_Cl/24+3) (379)
cinglnn
192 Bsu (S ,
< 192B5u(S) | 6B3pn /2413, (380)
cinlnn

Moreover, for any 0 < k < 3,

2
L e - 24 e i
Var(hi(d1,42)) < By [ n= /24 -n® 3 g?*9) (q ' (qkﬂ#l )2 /2 g0 k)(—hlq)>

i=0 "
k=1 a(k—j)-1 2
q j—k 4 q\j—k—2 —c1/24 j7k71>
Y (q + 2200 4 dper/24g (381)
7=0
576(k +1) 2k 80\ ,
< Bs <(+) + = (1 + ) +n /2 (3 4 (k+ 1) Inn + 32kn2)> (382)
nq nq nq
12500
< By ( + 100nc1/24+3> (383)
ng
where in the last step we have used the fact that ng > 2. For 1 < k < 3, we also have
[Bhi(dr, d2)| < Ba ()4 -6() =02 4 n=er/20 (g7 4 2n%)) (384)
< By (48 +3n—c/ 24+3) . (385)

Now we are about to bound the bias and the variance for small p and large p, respectively. If p < w first note that
Ly(x) = Sk p(z) A1 with Sk g (z) defined in [1]. It was shown in [1, Lemma 4] that

|ESk u(p1) +plnp| < (386)

mlnm
(2¢; Inm)*

ES%(7H(}31) S mSCQ In2 :

(387)
m

where we note that the constant ¢; in [1] corresponds to the constant ¢; /2 in our paper. Then applying Lemma we have

(2¢; Inm)*
m2_8c2 In2

Var(Ly(p1)) < Var(Sk,u(p1)) < ES% (1) < (388)
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and thus

|ELp(p1) +pnp| < [ESk 1 (p1) +plnpl + E[Sk u(P1)|1(Sk,u(P1) > 1) (389)
< [ESk,u(p1) + plnp| + E|Sk,u(h1)]? (390)

4
< C N (2¢1 Inm) 391)

mlnm m2—8cQ In2 "’
Hence, the total bias can be upper bounded as

|E[T3 (b1, G1; B2, G2) + L (1)) + pIn(p/q)| < [E[T(p1, 413 P2, 42)] — plng| + [ELy (p1) + plnp| (392)

A

192B3u(S : o 2¢y Inm)?
S 3u( )+633pn—01/24+3+ ( C]ﬁl’lm) ) (393)
cinlnn mlnm  m2-8czln2
As for the total variance, Lemma [29] can be used here to obtain
3 A
Var(Ti(p1, G1; b2, 42)) = E[pF] - Var(d_ hi(dr, d2)) + Var(pr) - (BT (g1, G2) - 1(G1 # 0))* (394)
k=0
2
12 192
< (p2 + 3) 1683 <5OO + 100n_cl/24+3) + 2 <33 (9 + 6n_cl/24+3) ~Ing
m ng m cinglnn
(395)
125 2
< 1600Bs (p2 n 3) ( n n_cl/24+3> + 2 (33 (48 n 6n_cl/24+3) —In q) . (396)
m ng m
Now the desired variance bound follows from the triangle inequality Var(X + Y") < 2(Var(X) + Var(Y)).
Ifp> 0121%, by Lemma |5| and the triangle inequality we have
[E[T3(p1, 415 P2, G2) + Un (P1)] + pIn(p/q)| < |B[T2(p1, G1; P2, G2)] — pIng| + [EUp (1) + plnp| (397)
192B
< 192B3u(S) + 6Bspn /2443 4 _6 + 4m—er /2442 (398)
cinlnn cgomlnm
which is the desired bias bound. As for the variance, we have
~ P & 1
Ts(p1, G15 D2, ¢ Un(p1) = —prIn == - 0) 399
(Pry Quip2 o) + Un (1) = —prln - 16 # 0) + - ; K1, 02) + 5~ (399)
and the triangle inequality gives
R 3
Var(T(p1, G b2, G2) + Un (p1)) < 2Var <]51 In % “1(G1 # 0)> + 2Var <]51 : Z hk(@l»@)) (400)
k=1
= 2(B;1 + B3). (401)
Now we bound these two terms separately. For By, recall that Lemma [T] gives
R N N 51 2 4 4u (S 700u(S 1
Var(a(infn ~ 9u(00) < 2 + 2 (vt plna()? + 22+ 200 ) o TS (4 ) (@0
m m en n m
and the difference between these two quantities is upper bounded by
E[p1(9n(d1) — Ingr - 1(¢r # 0))]* < (1+Inn)? - P(g1 = 0) (403)
< (1+1Inn)?.-na/2 (404)
Hence, by triangle inequality again, we have
By < 2Var(pi(Inp1 — ga (1)) + 2E[p1(9a(G1) — Inds - 1(g2 # 0))] (405)
102 4 4 4u(S 1400u(S 1
§2+(p+p(lnu(5>) +5+ ( )>+ ( )<p+)+2(1+1nn)2-n‘“/2. (406)
m m en n m



As for B,, Lemma [29]is employed to obtain

By = E[pi] - Var( th q1,G2)) + Var(p1) EZ hi (41, G2))
k=1

(p + ) -9Bs (12715(100 + 100n61/24+3> + (333 (48 - 3n761/24+3>>2

125 9B2 2
:9MB3@?+Z)(nq+n%umw>+ B2 (45 4 gn-er/2040)

The desired variance bound then follows from the upper bounds of B; and Bs.
For the rest of the results, the only non-trivial observation is that when p < w

p(ng)* < p(—Inp +Inwu(s))?
< 2p(Inp)?® + 2p(Inu(S))*

4cilnm m ? 9
< 2p(1
- om <n2c1 lnm) +2p(nu(S))

< 2 o inu(s))?

, we have

since p < u(S)q and 2¢; lnm > 8.

G. Proof of Lemma [§]
For simplicity, we define

‘ q) 2 Tu(p1, G1; P2y G2) + Unr (1)
Ts,ll(p ) £ Tu(p1, 413 P2, G2) + L (1)

then

cilnm — cilnm
! )+Ts,II(P7Q)]1(P3 S !

By Lemma [7] the bias can be upper bounded as

Ts(p,q) + In(p/q)| < |[ET1(p, ) + pn(p/q)| + [ETsu(p, §) + pln(p/q)|
1 u(S)
+

mlnm nlan’

m

<

~

As for the variance, by Lemma @ we have

Var(T(p, 4)) < Var(Tsu(p, @) + Var(Tsu(p, §) + (ETs1(p, §) — ETsu(p, 9))*
T

< Var(Ts;(p, 4)) + Var(Tsu(p, ) + 2|ETs1(p, 4) + pln(p/q)|* + 2|ETsu(p, 4) + pln(p/q)?

< 1 +]o(1+1nu(5))2 g  u(S) pu(5)+< 1 +u(S))2

— + =+ +
m2—¢ m m mn n mlnm nlnn
1 1+ Inu(S))? S S 1\ )\ 2
< L pUkmus) g u(s)  pus) L ()
m2—¢ m m mn n mlnm nlnn

+ =+ +
m2-¢ m m mn n nlnn

< 1 +p(1+1nu(5))2 q¢  u(S) pu5)+<u(S))2

as desired.
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(407)

(408)

(409)

(410)
A11)

412)

413)

(414)
(415)

(416)

417)

(418)

(419)
(420)

421)

(422)

(423)
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H. Proof of Lemma
Denote by E the event that %p <py<p+ %\/ ap iylbnm, then by Lemma 28| we have

2 1 /eipalnm
P(E) < By < 2) + B(fy > p+ 5y L2 (“424)
c lnm ciplnm
P(po <p—y/ lfS ) + P(pg >p+7\/ 1P ) (425)

2

1 1 1 1
< exp —2< a nm) -mp | + exp —( szn;n> -mp (426)

< 2¢71m/36, (427)

Note that conditioning on the event E, we have py > <

2p 1 R NEW 1 R 1 [eipolnm p 2¢c11nn
< _ _ - < — — < < g <
< 21u(S) ~ u(S) <p2 2 p2> — u(S) <p2 2 m ~u(S) ~ 7= n (428)

i.e., the approximation region contains q.
We first analyze the variance:

Var(Ths 1(p1, 415 P2, 42)) < B[Tas1(P1, G1; P2 G2)°] (429)
= E[Tus1(p1, 413 P2, 42) *L(E)] + ElTh1 (b1, du; P2, G2)* 1(E°)] (430)
< E[Ths1(p1, 15 P2, 42)°L(E)] + 1 - P(E°). 431)
Note that conditioning on E, we have
k-1
Ths1(P1,G1; D2, G2) ZgKk D2 H Go — — (432)

=

By construction, Zf:o gx.k(P2)z" is the best polynomial approximation of Ing on R, where

2p 4c1lnn n_ 1 . 71 cipelnm\ 4deilnn
| u(S) LN - T on

21u(S)” n
where we have used (428) here. Since W (-) in Lemma [23|is an increasing function, conditioning on E the approximation
error can be upper bounded as

(433)

Y

{261 Inn 4c;In n]
D)
n n

K

> gk k(p)z® —Ina
k=0

sup
TER

4dc1lnn/n B 42i u(S)
=t ((621nn)2-(2p/21u(s))> —Can< 2 pnlnn>~ (434)

Note that W (z) < 1V Inz, we conclude that for any x € [2etlnn deilnn) — R we have

n

K
ngk (p2)x® —Inz| +1n (435)
=0 2c1Inn
42
< Ch (ln (261 . u(S) ) \Y 1> +Inn = A. (436)
cs pnlnn

Now we are about to apply Lemma [27] to bound each coefficient |gx x(p2)|- Lemma 27| yields

—k —k
1
K.k(D2)] < 2 i 3 +1)<2 2 B (437)
gren(p TK/2 4 3ciInn K 11K/2 4 3cilnn 43
n

n
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for any k =0,1,--- , K = coInn conditioning on E. Hence, by the triangle inequality,
K _
E[To1(p1, 413 P2, G2)°1(E)] = E(p7) - E (Z gr k(P H G — — (438)
= 1=0
K 3(: lnn k ' l
<E(p?) - (K +1 QUK/2 7. (L —)? 439
_(pl)(+)k2_0< lo --) (439)

K 2( 2, P .K 3c11nn 2k
= 21K (K 4 1)42 (p +m) 3 E

n
k=0

1:[(42 - n)Q] : (440)

=0

To evaluate the expectation, Lemma 23] with ¢ = 0 is applied here to yield

k—1 k k 2k
ElH(qA2_l)21 < <2q(k\/nq)> < <4clq1nn) < <3cllnn> 441
Pl n n n n
thus
E[Tosa(rs 413 2. 42) 1(E)] < 295 (K +1)24% (2 4+ L) < o222 (2 1 ) (442)
By differentiation it is easy to show
42 ? a4 4
¢; pnlnn ¢ nlnn c; nlnn

and note that p < u(S)g < W we have

L 1 84c,C} S
E[Tws1(P1,d1; P2, G2)* 1(E)] < 213 K2 (ZH- ) ( 612 i 245 +012np+p(hln)2> (444)
m & nlnn

2
 guiK+ag (201“(:)1“” n ;) (84‘31% LMUS) et (mn)?)QCl“(S)m”> (445)

c3 nlnn n

_ 16ciu(S)Inn <2clu(S) Inn

1
1—Tlcsn? + m) (42CF, + (c2Inn)*(Ciy, + (Inn)?)) (446)

n

which together with (@31) is the variance bound.
Now we start to analyze the bias of Trlb 1(P1, ¢1; D2, G2). By triangle inequality,

ETvot (b1, d1i 2, 42) ~ pa| < |E (Tosa (b1, dvi 2. 62) — ploa) 1E)| + [B (Taoa (b1, dripo, d2) — plna) LET)| @47)

< |E (Ths,1 (91, G13 P2, G2) — plng) 1(E)| + ‘]E (Tns,l(ﬁ17q1;ﬁ2>q2) - Tns,l(ﬁl»ﬁuﬁz,ﬁz)) H(E)‘

+2m~/3%(1 — pIng) (448)
< |E (Thsx(P1, G13 P2, G2) — plng) L(E)| + E | Ths 1(P1, G1; D2, §2) 1(|Ths 1 (P15 415 P2, G2)| > 1)1(E)]

+2m~/3%(1 — pIng) (449)
= Ay + Ay +2m~/35(1 — plng). (450)

Now we bound A; and A, separately. For Ay, since conditioning on E, the approximation region contains ¢, by @#34) we
get

Ay <pE

< ClupW (4251 us) ) - (451)

¢; pnlnn

(Z 9x k(P2)g" —In q) 1(E)

k=0

As for A, since for any random variable X with finite second moment, we have
E[X|L(1X| > 1)] < E[IX[P1(1X| > 1)] < E[X?], (452)
by (@#46) we get
Ay < E[To1(pr, 1; P2, G2)* 1(E)] (453)

16c1u(S)Inn [ 2ciu(S)Inn 1
< 1(102)1112 < 1 (n) +m) (42C2, + (c2Inn)?(CE, + (Inn)?)) . 454)

Now combining A; and As completes the proof. O



L. Proof of Lemma [I1]
First we bound the variance of Ty (1, ¢1). Recall that

— l

Tosu(P1,G1) = Z e H <p1 - )

I ( )
k,1>0,k+I<K =0

We first bound the coefficients

sup > hrgaa™y'| <2 sup |zlny| <

(z,y)ER k,1>0,k+I<K (z,9)ER 4C1 Inn

n n

We distinguish into two cases

1) Case I: If l“g”) < In e have

RS [0, QCllnm} " [201 lnn74cl lnn} 2R
m n n

Hence, for any (z,y) € Ry, we have

SR

k=0
By Lemma E we conclude that for any y € [2eclon delnng

K-k erlnm\ *

E hicayt| < 27K/2+14. (1 ) , k=0,1,--- ., K.
m

=0

Using Lemma [27] again, we have

—k 1
gl < 9T(K—k)/2  9TK/2+1 4 (Cllnm) . (301 lnn> (31(71@ o

m n
9K +1 c1lnm -k 3ciInn -t
< QIKH14 (G . Wk I>0k+I<K.
m n
2) Case II: If 1“(”) > I define ¢t £ p/q, we have
2¢1 1
RD{(t,q):O§t§u(S),0§ < Clnn"}éR2

and for any (t,q) € R2, we have

K /L—k
<Z hK,k,lqu) t*h| =
k=0 \ =0

By Lemma [27, we conclude that for any ¢ € [0, <-22],

n

> hkka(g) | < A
k1>0,k+I<K

k+1

< 9TK/2+1 4 | (U<S)>_k.
- 2

By Lemma [27] again, we have

-k —(k+1)
|| < 277240 97K 21 (@) : (Cllnn>
n

—_k —1
:27K+2A(01“(S)1’““> (Clln"> . VEI>0k+1<n.

2n

() e () ] ()

n

Hence, combining these two cases yields

|hg gl < 29574

Scwu(S)lnn  ( n\ _ Sewu(S)(lnn)?
(i)
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(455)

(456)

(457)

(458)

(459)

(460)

(461)

(462)

(463)

(464)

(465)

(466)

(467)



Moreover, by Lemma [25] we have

m m m

=0

T ' ! l 21
B|[[@- 22| < () < (Badnn) o (Somn)
n n n "

=0

Now by the triangle inequality and previous inequalities, we have

-2

i=0 j=0

E[Twn(p, 1)’ < (K +1)% Y |hgr’E
k,1>0,0<k+I<K

Inm

2k
sowucere 5 oo (i) e (R

k1>0,0<k+I<K

18K +3192K 442 nn | n(lnm + Inn)\ X
<2 128 (K+1D)*A° (14 1+ — (2=

Inm mu(S)Inn

2K 2K
< Q26K+T frd 42 (1 + (1 + 1“”) + <”anm“nn)> > _

Inm mu(S)Inn
Hence, by Lemma [31] we get

Var(Tos i (p1,d1)) < Var(Tusu(p1, 1)) < E[Tnsu(p1,61)?]

Inn\ > n(lnm + lnn) 2K
SPEHTRAA 1+ (14— ) +(—a—
- Inm mu(S)Inn

which is the desired variance bound.
As for the bias, Lemma [0 and Lemma [24] give

|EThs u(p1,G1) —plng| < Ex[plng; R] + |hk 0,0l

< 2Fk[plng; R] < 2Mw}(plng, —) < :
<2Fk[plngR| < wx(p HQvK)— 05 nlon
where |hg 00| < Ex[plng; R] is obtained by setting (p,q) = (0,0) € R in
sup Z hi rarty' —2Iny| < Ex[plng; R].

@YER |1 150 k1<K

Hence, by triangle inequality and @#32), we get

|E[Thsu(P1,q1)] — plng| < |EThu(p1,qr) — plng| + E[Theu(p1, ¢1) 1(|Tosu(p1, ¢1)| > 1)

2MCy  u(S IR
<— IC) + E[Thsu(p1,61)°]
c5 nlnn

5 nlnn Inm

as desired.

J. Proof of Lemma [I2]
We distinguish into three cases based on different values of p. For simplicity, we define

Tosx(P1,G1; D2, G2) 2 Ths1(P1, G1; P2y G2) + L (1)
I N

Tns (P15 G1) ~ns,II(ﬁ17 d1) + L (p1).

i YHI@I - M < (2 vy (mplnn sy (e i)

2K
< 2MCy  u(S) Lorrtgeae (14 (14 Inn N n(Inm + Inn)
mu(S)Inn

45

(468)

(469)

(470)

471)

472)

(473)

474)

(475)

(476)
A477)

(478)

479)

(480)

(481)

(482)
(483)
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1) Case I: We first consider the case where p < % By the triangle inequality, the bias can be decomposed into

c1lnm

Bias(Zhs (5, @))| < [ETwn(p1: 1) + p1n(p/a)| + (ETusn (b1, @0)| + BT (P, dui o, ) )P(Bs = “0)  (484)
o cq1lnm
< [ETwn(pr.d1) + pln(p/a)] +4- (e/4)™3 (483
2 .

< 1 N u(S) N (u(9)) 42 n(4/e) (486)

mlnm nlnn n2-cB

1 2
< N u(9) N (u(S)) (487)

mlnm nlnn n2—¢
where we have used Lemma [T1] and Lemma 28] here. Similarly, by Lemma [30] the variance can be upper bounded as

Var(Tos(p, §)) < Var(Tusu(p1, 1)) + Var(Tus (b1, G1; b2, G2))P(P3 > 2 lnm) + [ETws,n — ETus 1P (p3 > = :;m) (488)
< Var(Tosn(pr, 1)) + 2% - (W@w +47- (c/4) e (*459)
S e + S ) @0

2) Case II: Next we consider the case where 6121% <p< w By Lemma |§| and Lemma the bias can be upper
bounded as

|Bias(Tns(9: 4))| < |ET w1 (P1, G1; P2, G2) + pIn(p/q)| + [ETwsu(P1, G1) + pln(p/q)| (492)

1 u(.9) w(S)(Inn)® (u(S)lnn 1 1 u(S)  (u(9))?
< _
~ mlnm + W(pnlnn) nl-1lezln2 n + m + mlnm + nlnn + n2—c2B (493)
2
< WSy ) | (&) ulS) (494)
mlnm pnlnn nlnn n2-e mnl—¢

The variance is obtained by Lemma [30] as follows:

Var(Tys(p, §)) < Var(Tns1(p1, G1; Doy G2)) + Var(Tusn(p1,41)) + (ETws1(P1, 415 P2, G2) — ETws i (p1, d1))? (495)

< u(SZilsn)3 N % N % . 1;(5)1(112&)25 (u(szl lnn % ) N égfn); nZEfZ)B

(G G+ = G k)
S e+ WO WO MO A5y (497)
L Gl L [pW(pZ(li)n)P (498)

where in the last step we have used that n 2 u(.S).
3) Case IlI: Finally we consider the case where p > w By Lemma |§| and Lemma ,

c1lnm

|Bias(Ths (P, 4))| < [ETus1(P1, 415 P2, G2) + pn(p/q)| + (E|Tnsu(pr, 41)| + E[Tns1(p1, 41; o, g2) NP (p3 < = ) (499)
p— c1 Inm
< |ETws1(P1, G1; Pos Go) + pIn(p/q)| +4-e~ 2 (500)
1 Inn)® 1 1
mlnm pnlnn nl-1lezln2 n m
2
< WS,y WSS, wuS) (502)
mlnm pnlnn n2-¢ mnl-e



and the variance is given by Lemma [30] that

A R cilnm _ — R c1lnm
Var(Tus (B, §)) < Var(Tos (b1, d1; P2, G2) + Var(Tasu(pr, d1))P(h3 < — ) + |ET st — ET s 1|*P(p3 < — )
_c In m c1lnm
< Var(Tui(pr, 15p2.Go) + 2% €7 2 +4%- e
u(S)(Inn 1 uS’lnn5 u(S)lnn 1 ,
S U p L S (uS)n 1)
mn m o m n ¢z n n m
2
L )2, s
~ m276 n27e mnlfe
A combination of these three cases completes the proof.
K. Proof of Lemma [I3)|
As in the proof of Lemma [T2] we also distinguish into three cases.
1) Case I: We first consider the case where ¢ < 6121% By Lemma |12] and Lemma
) . . .. — . . c1lnn
Bias(§(p, 4))| < [ETus(p, ) + pIn(p/q)| + (E|Ths(p, )| + E[Ts(p, §))P(d5 > )
. 1 cilnn lnﬂ
< [ETos(p, @) + pIn(p/g)| + (2 +Inn +5n% + 14 o +1) - (e/4)
1 u(S) (“(S))2 cilnm
mlnm+n1nn+ n2—e p< 12m ’
2 X i In
S’ mlnm +pW<p1:L(li)n) + r?fr?iz + (2(25;)2 + 77?7515‘25 c12171:1“1 <p< 26171; m»
u u(S cilnm
mlnm +pW(pnlnn) + ( (*)5) + mrglzﬁ Pz 2 1711 '
where we have used the fact that
— . — R R 1
Ts(5, @) < |Ts(br, 43 D2, G2)| + [Un ()] + | Lar(pr)] < 5n° +Inn+ 1+ 5 +1
here. Similarly, by Lemma [30] the variance can be upper bounded as
L . c1lnn
Var(£(p, 4)) < Var(Tos(p, 4)) + [Var(Ts(p, ) + (BT (9, @) — ETS(5,4))°] P(ds > ——)
1 1+ Inu(S))? u(S u(S u(S
m2—¢ m m mn n nlnn
1 c nmn
+22 + (50 +Inn + 1+ ot 1)2} (e/4)™=
e 2 p< afsm,
2
S | e+ G ke + W GRS < p < 2o,
m21*E + (1:7(25*)6) + mn(l )e b= > 201731””'
2) Case II: Next we consider the case where m <g< w By Lemma [8] and Lemma
|Bias(&(p, 4))| < [ETs(p, ¢) + pln(p/q)| + [ETus(p, §) + pln(p/q)|
2
[ p< o,
u 2
u(S) u(S)  (w(S) u(S)  calnm 2¢1 lnm
’S mlnm nlnn mlnm+pW(pnlnn)+nlnn+ n2—¢ +mn1*f 12m <p< 1m ’
u 2 u n
mlnm +pW(p1’rLL(li)n) + ( (25)‘) + méf—)‘ p 2 2617; o
u 2 11 17
< mlilm nl(nn + (n(és—)‘) JURS Cllm L’

LpI (B, ) | uS) | wS)2 | u(S) s elnm

pnlnn nlnn

mlnm
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As for the variance, Lemma [30] is used here to yield

Var(&(p, ) < Var(Tis(p, §)) + Var(T(p, §)) + [EThs(p, §) — ETs(p, 4)| (517)
2
< Var(Tis(p, §)) + 2176 I p(1 +1Inu(S)) L4 u(S) +pu(S) +(u(S) 2
m m B m mn n nlnn
+ [ETos(p,4) + pIn(p/q)|* + [ET(P1, 4u; P2, G2) + pIn(p/q)|? (518)
1 1+ Inu(S))? s §)2 (42 p < alnm
m m m n n iz + PW () p > S

where we have used the fact that n 2 u(S) here.
3) Case IlI: Finally we come to the case where g > 201 Inn By Lemma [8] and Lemma .

cilnn

Bias(&(p, 9))| < [ET(p,q) + pIn(p/q)| + (E|Tus(p, §)| + E[Ts(h, §))P(ds < - ) (520)
1 1 cilan
< u(S) +(2+ 5n +Inn+1+ — + e~ o (521)
mlnm  nlon 2n
<1 S (522)
mlnm  nlnn
The variance bound is obtained in a similar fashion via Lemma
o A oA R c1lnn
Var(£(p,4)) < Var(T(p,§)) + [Var(Tus(p. §) + (ETws(p, §) — ETs(p,4))*] P(ds < — —) (523)
2
< L pUEhu) | a uS)  pus) | ulS)
m2—€ m m mn n nlnn
2
1 cilnn
22 422 4 <5n3 +lnn+1+ 5t 1) — (524)
n
1 1+1 9))? S S S
me—¢ m m mn n nlnn
Combining these three cases yields the desired result. O

L. Proof of Lemma

As before, we first analyze the variance. By [1, Lemma 20], we know that there exists some constant C' > 0 such that for

any z € [0, Llénn],
K+1 1—k
2¢1 1 C
ZgKk< C1 nn) xk*IEIHII}' S ) (526)
n nlnn
k=1
By triangle inequality, for any x € [0, M},
P 2¢iInn\ " Kl 2¢;Inn\ "
ZQKI«( L ) ngk< ! ) o —zlnz| + |zlngl (527)
n n
k=1 k=1
2¢q1 1
< C alon ¢ (528)
nlnn n 2¢1Inn
C 2¢1 (Inn)?
< 4 2alnn)” _ (529)
nlnn

As a result, by Lemma forany k=1,--- , K + 1, we have

2c;Inn\ " TK/2+1 cylnn\ "
gkl { — <2 A l——) . (530)

n
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Hence, by triangle inequality again and Lemma 25| we have

Var(Tos(p, Q) < E[Tus(p, §)°] (531)
K 2¢c; Inn\ 2 Al l
< (K+1)ng,k+1|2< - ) -E[p’JE H(Q—)Q] (532)
k=0 n 1=0 n
K —2(k+1) k
| 4qcy 1
< 7Ky 1)A2 Y (Cl n") (2 +p?) (qcl n") (533)
P m n
X /erlnn\ 72 P
< 9l1K+2 2 1 (£ 2 534
< 21KH2(K 1 1)A ;( = ) (£ +5?) (534)
3\2 2
< QK2R | )2 (C+2ci(Inn)?)® [ 2u(S) + 4(u(9)) (535)
(Inn)? cymnlnn n?
2 4 2
< QUK 2 (0 4 96, (Inn)?)? - u(S) I (u(S)) (536)
cgmnlnn n?
and by Lemma [31] we have
- 2u(S 4(u(S))?
Var T ) < Var(Ta(5.0)) < 2K HE(C + 2012 (e Y 30
As for the bias, by construction we have
K 2¢;Inn\ *
BT (p,4) — plngl =p|>_ g ki1 < 1n ) ¢" —1Ing (538)
k=0
K 2¢;Inn\ 7"
1 k—1
<u —1 539
< ; 9Kk ( - ) q ng (539)
K 2¢c;Inn\' "
= ng( - ) ¢* —qlng (540)
k=1 n
< cus). (541)
nlnn
Hence, by triangle inequality and {@52), we get
|Bias(Ths (P, 4))| < [ETns(p, d) — pIng| + E|Tns(p,4) 1(|Tns (5, )| > 1) (542)
Cu(S
< C45) | gy o, a0)?) (543)
nlnn
2 4 2
< CU(S) 4 olIK+, 2(C+2cl(lnn) ) u(S) + (u(S)) (544)
nlnn cgmnlnn n?
as desired. O

M. Proof of Lemma [I9]

Fix & > 0. Let D(X,Y) be a near-minimax estimator of D(P||Q) under the multinomial model with an upper bound
(1+ €)u(S) on the likelihood ratio. Note that the estimator D obtains the sample sizes m,n from observations. By definition,
we have

. 2
sup  Entutinomial (D = D(PIQ))" < R(S,m,n, (1+ )u(S)) + 4, (545)
(P,Q)EUs, u(s)
Now given (P,Q) € Us, S)( €),let X =[X1,-+,Xg]T and Y = [V, -+, Ys]|T with (X;,Y;) ~ Poi(mp;) x Poi(ng;). Write
m' = ZZ L Xi and n' = ZZ 3 Y;, we use the estimator D(X,Y) to estimate D(P]|Q).
Note that conditioned on m’ = M, we have X ~ Multinomial(}M, ZSP - ), and similarly for Y. Moreover, (P,Q) €
i=1
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Usy(s)(€) implies that (P, L

i=1 4%

) € Us, (1+e)u(s) by construction. By the triangle inequality we have

1 1 R 2
SRp(S,mnu(S),) < SEn) (D - D(PIQ)) (546)
2 2
<Erpg) (D -D (P” S,Q )) + (D (P” SQ ) - D(PQ)> (547)
Zi=1 qi Zi:l q;

e} 2 S
<) Ewro (D -D <p| SQ ) |m’ =k,n = z) P(m' = k)P(n' =1)+ (In>_ ¢;)* (548)

k,1=0 D1 i im1

(R(S, k,1, (1 + €)u(S)) + 0)P(m' = k)P(n' = 1) + 2€* (549)

NE

= > R(SkL(L+eu(S)P(m' =k)P(n =1
kz%JZ(l—;)n

(I—en

5 )) + 8+ 2¢2 (550)

+ (I[(1 + Ju(S)*(B(m’ < T) + B’ <

1-— 1—
< R(S, % % (1+ e)u(S)) + (In[(1 + )u(S)))? <exp(—’g) + exp(—(8€>n)> 46+ 2¢2
(551)
where we have used Lemma Then the result follows from the arbitrariness of 4. O

N. Proof of Lemma [20]

The properties of Chebyshev polynomials were well studied in [54]. In particular, the Chebyshev polynomial Ty 12)(x)
is an even function and takes the form

Ty t2)(®) = Soxc ()2 — 2(—1)F (K +2)%2® + (-1)F (552)
for some even polynomial Syx () of degree 2K. Since |T5(x42)(z)| < 1 for any z € [—1, 1], by triangle inequality
S 4 T x 1 1
(7 )K 2K(1')x _ g2 < ‘ 2(K+2)( )| < ) (553)
2(K +2)? 2(K +2)2 2(K+2)?2 =~ (K+2)?
Now the desired result follows from the variable substitution y = A, 2% € [0, A,,]. O
APPENDIX C

PROOF OF AUXILIARY LEMMAS
A. Proof of Lemma [21]
Fix m,n and an arbitrary (possibly randomized) estimator D. Denote by u the (possibly randomized) decision made by D
conditioning on the event £ where m first symbols and no other symbols from P, and n second symbols and no other symbols

from () are observed. Note that 4 is a probability measure on R. Choose P = (1,0,---,0) and @ = (4,1 —4,0,--- ,0) with
d € (0,1) to be specified in the sequel, then P < Q. Hence, with probability at least (1 — §)", the event E holds, and thus

sup Epo) (D - D(P||Q))2 > (1-06)"- /(a — n(1/6))2u(da). (554)
(P.Q)eUs R

As a result, denote by a;/ = inf{a € R : p((—00,a]) > %} a median of p, choosing § = 1 A exp(—aj/2 — M) for any
M > 0 yields

- 2 1 M?
s Birg) (D-DPIQ) = (1= 3" [ (a-W(1/5)?u(da) = oy (555)
(P,Q)eUs (—00,a1/2]
Letting M — oo yields the desired result. O

B. Proof of Lemma [22]
Similar to the proof of [[1, Lemma 16], we can show that

Rp(S,m,n,u(S),m) = Z R(S,k,l,u(S), m)P(Poi(m) = k)P(Poi(n) =1) (556)
k,1=0
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where R(-,-,-,-,m) and Rp(:,-,-,-, 7) represent the Bayes error given prior 7 under the Multinomial model and the Poisson
sampling model, respectively. On one hand, we have

Rp(S,m,n,u(S),n) > Z R(S,k,l,u(S), m)P(Poi(m) = k)P(Poi(n) =1) (557)
0<k<2m,0<1<2n

> R(S,2m, 2n,u(S), m)P(Poi(m) < 2m)P(Poi(n) < 2n) (558)

ER(S7 2m, 2n, u(S), ) (559)

where we have used the Markov inequality to get P(Poi(m) < 2m) > I and P(Poi(n) < 2n) > 1. On the other hand, note
that D(P||Q) < Inu(S) whenever (P, Q) € Usg,,(s), by the Poisson tail bound in Lemma 28| we also have

Rp(S,m,n.u(S),m) < Y R(S.k,Lu(S),n)B(Poi(m) = k)P(Poi(n) = I)

k>m/2,l>n/2

+ (Inu(s))? (P(Poi(m) < 7) + P(Poi(n) < 7)) (560)
m n m n
< Y RS T 5.ulS),mEB(Poi(m) = k)B(Poi(n) = 1) + (Inu(S))? (exp(— ) +exp(~3))
k>m/2,l>n/2
(561)
mon 2 _m _n
< R(S. 5, 3, u(S),m) + (u(S))? (exp(— %) +exp(—3) ). (562)
By the minimax theorem [55]], taking supremum over all priors 7 yields the desired result. O

C. Proof of Lemma

We apply the general approximation theory on convex polytopes to our one-dimensional case where [a,b] is an interval.
Note that by polynomial scaling,

Eynllnz;[a,b] = Eu[In((b— a)z +a) ; [0, 1] = En[ln(z + ﬁ); [0,1]] (563)
it suffices to consider the function h(z) = In(z + A) defined on [0, 1], where A = ;- > 0. In this case, the second-order
Ditzian-Totik modulus of smoothness in is reduced to [44]

w[zo’l](f,t) :wi(f,t) ésup{’f(u) + flv) =2f (u;—v)‘ cu,v € 10,1, Ju—v| < 2tcp(u2+v)} (564)

where ¢(z) = \/2(1 — ). For the evaluation of w?(h,t) for t € [0,1], we write u = +s,v = r — s with u,v € [0,1] and
0<s< tcp( ) in the definition. Then for A > ¢2, by Taylor expansion we have

0o k
\h(r + s) 4+ h(r — s) — 2h(r) |<zz|h ‘% Zk +A SZ;( 1‘”). (565)

k=1

By differentiation, it is easy to show that the maximum of (Tﬁzg)z is attained at r =

is m. Hence, by l| we have

0o 2 k £2 > /1 k-1 2 +2
[h(r +s) + h(r —s) — 2h(r)| < 2 (4A(A—|—1)> < m ; <4) = m < 3A (566)

A . .
5A47> and the corresponding maximum

i.e., we conclude that w2 (h,t) < % when A > 2.

For A < 2, the concav1ty of In(-) yields that the maximum-achieving pair (u,v) must satisfy one of the following: (1)
u=1;2) v =0; (3) s = tp(r).
We start with the case where s = (), then 5 + t2 <r<g +t2 In this case l| still holds, but now the maximum of

(’Srz))z is attained at r = li%, and the corresponding inequality becomes
oo 1 t4 k 00 1 t4 k
h h(r — — 2h < — < | — 7
(A7 +5) +hir =) _Zk:( + 1+ 2)A) ) —kz_lk((t2+A)2> o7

_ ¢t - (2 + A)? 202 + A

Note that this inequality only requires r > hence it also holds for the case where u = 1.

1+t2 ’
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Now we are only left with the case where v =0, then s =r and 7 < ; + tQ As a result,
|h(r+8) + h(r —s) — 2h(r)| = 2In(r + A) —In(2r + A) — In(A) (569)
:1n<1+A(2’“2+A)> In (1+2A)<1n(1+2ti>. (570)
In summary, for A <t we can obtain that
) 212
wy(h,t) <In (1 + A) (571)
and Lemma [23| follows from the previous upper bounds on wi(h, n~!) and Lemma O

D. Proof of Lemma

It suffices to prove the claim for wZ(f,1/K), where T is the following triangle containing R:

Té{(m,y):ogyﬁQCI;ML,nggu(S)y}. (572)
Denote by F1, Eo, E5 three edges of this triangle (excluding endpoints):

B2 {(zy):0<z< 2clu(:) 1nn7y _ 2017}:171} (573)

By 2 {(z,y):2=0,0<y< QCllnn} (574)

By 2 ((r,) 0 = u(S)y,0 <y < A, 579)

Since |Ahd o y)ef(a:, y)| is a continuous function with respect to (z,y,e,h) € T x S* x [0, 1], which is a compact set, we
can assume thaf (20, Yo, €0, ho) achieves the supremum. Let A, B be the intersection of the line ¢ passing through (zo,yo)
with direction ey with the triangle 7.

If either A or B belongs to Fy, say, B € Ej, then for sufficiently small ¢ > 0, the line connecting A and (zo + €,yp)
(resp. (xo — €, o)) intersects E; with direction e; (resp. es). Hence, by the similarity relation in geometry, the y-coordinates
of (zo,yo0) + hodT(eO, Zo,Yo) and (o + €,y0) + hOJT(el7 xo + €,70) are equal, and similarly for others. Hence, by linearity
of f(z,y) =zlny in z,

2|A2 i )eof(xoayoﬂ |A

hodr (€0,20,Y0

f(@o + €,90) + A2
f(mo+ €,y0)| +|A2

oo d (0 = €,50)] (576)
f(zo —€,90)] (577)

2
hodr (e1,x0+4€,90)e1 hodT(62 To—€,Y0
2

| hodr(e1,z0+€,y0)e1 hodr (e2,20—€,y0)e2

i.e., we can always perturb (xg, o, eo) such that £ does not intersect F.

Now we assume that A = (0,y1), B = (u(S)y2,y2) with y1,y2 € [0, 2122 If yo = y;, then f(x,y) is linear on ¢, and
w2 (f,1/K) is zero. If ya # y1, the function on ¢ becomes

hy) = L you(S)Iny,  y e [u,0] (578)
Y2 — Y1

where u £ y; Ay and v = y; V . Hence, by the sub-additivity of the Ditzian-Totik modulus of smoothness, for ¢ € [0, 1]
we have

) =gt < 2 g0 + PO (579
< (S w[“’”jj(ylzy’ 2 ——uf, ) (Iny, ) (580)

By the proof of Lemma (where we have used In(1 + z) < 2 when A < t?), we have
wl, ) (Iny,t) < 3w (581)

As for w[Qu . (y1ny,t), we distinguish into two cases. If v < 2u, by Taylor expansion we have

2 " 2,2 (v — u)2t2 2
Wiy (yIny,t) < 81[110 | (yIng)™| - (v —u)*t" = ——=— < (v —ut". (582)
ye|u,v
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Otherwise, if v > 2u, since it has been shown in [38]] that w[QO y(yny,t) = 2;11;122, by scaling [u, v] — [u/v, 1] we have
w[gu’v] (ylny,t) <wv- w[QU/UJ] (ylny,t) <wv- w[2071] (ylny,t) <2In2-vt? <4In2- (v — u)t?. (583)

A combination of the previous three inequalities yields

; 4ln2-(v—u)t2+ u -3t2(v—u)

2
(1) < u(sy | TR ZWE v ST 5D
— (34 41n2)u(S)vt? (585)
. (6 +8In2)ciu(S)Inn 2 (586)

n

where we have used v = y; V y2 < % Now the desired result follows directly by choosing ¢t = 1/K? and Cy =

(6 +81In2)cy. O

E. Proof of Lemma [27]
First we assume that b=t + 1,a =t — 1,t # 0, and write

pn(x) = Z a,r’ = Z b,(x —t)”. (587)
v=0 v=0

By Lemma [26| and the related discussions, we know that |b, | < 23"/2 for any v = 0, - - - ,n. Comparing coefficients yields

@l = (> (“) (=", (588)
p=v
w2 v N (P

< 2572t E <y> [t (589)
< 252|472 (n + 1) (|t + 1) (590)
< 2Ll + 1), (591)
In the general case, the desired result is obtained by scaling. O

F. Proof of Lemma [29
It is straightforward to show

Var(XY) = E[(XY)?] — (E[XY])? (592)

= E[X?|E[Y?] — (EX)*(EY)? (593)

= (Var(X) + (EX)?)(Var(Y) + (EY)?) — (EX)?*(EY)? (594)

= Var(X)(EY)? + Var(Y)(EX)? 4 Var(X)Var(Y) (595)

as desired. O]
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