2201.06327v3 [math.ST] 12 Dec 2022

arXiv

Finite samples inference and critical dimension for

stochastically linear models

Vladimir Spokoiny*

Weierstrass Institute and HU Berlin,
Mohrenstr. 39, 10117 Berlin, Germany

spokoiny@wias—-berlin.de

December 13, 2022

Abstract

The aim of this note is to state a couple of general results about the properties of
the penalized maximum likelihood estimators (pMLE) and of the posterior distribution for
parametric models in a non-asymptotic setup and for possibly large or even infinite param-
eter dimension. We consider a special class of stochastically linear smooth (SLS) models
satisfying two major conditions: the stochastic component of the log-likelihood is linear in
the model parameter, while the expected log-likelihood is a smooth function. The main
results simplify a lot if the expected log-likelihood is concave. For the pMLE, we establish a
number of finite sample bounds about its concentration and large deviations as well as the
Fisher and Wilks expansion. The later results extend the classical asymptotic Fisher and
Wilks Theorems about the MLE to the non-asymptotic setup with large parameter dimen-
sion which can depend on the sample size. For the posterior distribution, our main result
states a Gaussian approximation of the posterior which can be viewed as a finite sample
analog of the prominent Bernstein—von Mises Theorem. In all bounds, the remainder is
given explicitly and can be evaluated in terms of the effective sample size and effective pa-
rameter dimension. The results are dimension and coordinate free. In spite of generality, all
the presented bounds are nearly sharp and the classical asymptotic results can be obtained
as simple corollaries. Interesting cases of logit regression and of estimation of a log-density
with smooth or truncation priors are used to specify the results and to explain the main

notions.

AMS 2010 Subject Classification: Primary 62F15. Secondary 62F25

*Financial support by the German Research Foundation (DFG) through the Collaborative Research

Center 1294 “Data assimilation” is gratefully acknowledged.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.06327v3

2 FINITE SAMPLES INFERENCE AND CRITICAL DIMENSION

Keywords: penalized MLE, Fisher and Wilks expansion, posterior, Laplace approxima-

tion
Contents
1 Introduction 4
1.1 Classical asymptotic theory . . . . . . . .. . ... .. ... ... ..... 5
1.2 Challenges and goals . . . . . . . . . . ... 6
1.2.1  Model misspecification . . . . . . . ... oo 6
1.2.2  Li.d. of independent samples, effective sample size . . . . . . . .. 7
1.2.3 Effective parameter dimension . . . . . ... ... ... ...... 7
1.2.4 Bias-variance trade-off . . . . . ... ... o000 8
1.3 Setup. Main steps of study . . . . .. ... ... ... ... ... 8
1.3.1 Stochastically linear smooth models . . . . ... ... ... .... 8
1.3.2  Concentration of the pMLE . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ..... 9
1.3.3 Fisher and Wilks expansions . . . . . . ... .. ... ....... 9
1.3.4 Concentration of the posterior . . . . . ... ... ... ...... 10
1.3.5 Gaussian approximation of the posterior . . . . . . ... ... ... 10
2 Properties of the pMLE vg 11
2.1 Conditions . . . . . . . . . 11
2.2 Concentration of the pMLE ©g . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .. .. ... 12
2.3 A general condition of the stochastic gradient . . . . ... ... ... ... 13
2.4 A bound for a sup-norm . . . . . .. ... 14
2.5 Fisher and Wilks expansions . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... 15
2.6 Effective sample size and critical dimension in pMLE . . . . . . . ... .. 16
2.7 The use of ﬁé instead of Dé ........................ 16
2.8 Smoothness and bias . . . . . . . . . ... L 17
2.9 Loss and risk of the pMLE . . . . . . . .. ... .. . 18
2.10 Confidence sets . . . . . . . . . 20
2.10.1 Elliptic confidence sets . . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..., 20
2.10.2 Likelihood-based confidence sets . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... 21
2.10.3 Bootstrap technique and data-driven confidence sets . . . . . . .. 21
3 Laplace approximation of the posterior 22

3.1 Posterior concentration . . . . . . . . . ... L e 23



3.2 Posterior contraction . . . . . . .. ...
3.3 Gaussian approximation of the posterior . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ..
3.4 Critical dimension in Bayesian inference . . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
3.5 Laplace approximation with inexact parameters . . . . . . .. .. ... ..
3.6 Laplace approximation and Bernstein—von Mises Theorem . . . . . . . ..
3.7 Posteriormean . . . . . . ... ..o

3.8 Non-Gaussian priors . . . . . . . . . . . v it

Smooth priors and rate over Sobolev classes
4.1 Bias-variance trade-off under Go-smoothness . . . . . . . ... ... ...
4.2 Smooth penalty and rate of estimation over Sobolev balls . . . . . . . ..

4.3 Bayesian inference under Sobolev smoothness . . . . ... ... ... ...

Anisotropic logistic regression

5.1 Setup and conditions . . . . . . . ...
5.2 Check of general conditions . . . . . . . .. .. .. ... ... ... ...
5.3 General properties . . . . . . .. ..

5.4 Truncation and smooth priors . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. ...,

Log-density estimation

6.1 Conditions . . . . . . . . . L
6.1.1 Check of conditions (S3) and (Sg) . . .. . ... ... ... ...
6.1.2 Check of (V) . . . . o o o

6.2 Smoothness, bias-variance trade-off . . . . . . . ... ...

6.2.1 Rate optimality under Sobolev smoothness . . . . ... ... ...

Dimension free bounds for Laplace approximation

7.1 Setup and conditions . . . . . . . ...
7.1.1 Concavity . . . . . . . .
7.1.2 Laplace effective dimension . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ..
7.1.3 Local smoothness conditions . . . . . . ... ... ... ......

7.2  Error bounds for Laplace approximation . . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
7.2.1 Critical dimension . . . . . .. .. ... Lo
7.2.2  Kullback-Leibler divergence . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ...
7.2.3 Mean and MAP . . . . .. ...

7.3 Inexact approximation and the use of posterior mean . . . . . . ... ...

7.4 Tools and proofs . . . . . . . .. L

24
25
26
27
28
30
31

32
33
35
37

37
38
39
42
43

43
44
46
47
48
49



4 FINITE SAMPLES INFERENCE AND CRITICAL DIMENSION

7.4.1 Overall error of Laplace approximation . .. .. ...
7.4.2 Lower and upper Gaussian measures . . . . . . .. . .
7.4.3 Gaussian moments . . . . . .. ... ...
7.4.4 Local approximation . . . . ... ... ... ... ...
7.4.5 Tailintegrals . . . . .. .. ..o
7.4.6 Local concentration . . .. .. ... ... .......
7.4.7 Finalizing the proof of Theorem 7.1 and 7.2 . . . . . .
7.4.8 Proof of Theorem 7.4 and Theorem 7.5 . . ... ...

7.4.9 Finalizing the proof of Theorem 7.6 and Corollary 7.7

A Local smoothness conditions

A.1 Smoothness in Gateaux sense and self-concordance . . . . . .
A.2 Fréchet derivatives and smoothness of the Hessian . . . . . .
A.3 Quadraticity and near quadraticity . . . . . .. ... ... ..
A.3.1 A linear perturbation . . ... ... ... .......
A.3.2 Quadratic penalization . . . . . . .. ... L.

B Examples of priors

B.1 Truncation and smooth priors . . . . . ... .. ... .....
B.2 Effective dimension . . . . . ... ... ... L.
B.3 Sobolev classes and smooth priors . . . . ... ... ... ..

B.4 Properties of the sub-projector Pg . . . . . .. .. ... ...

C Deviation bounds for quadratic forms

C.1 Moments of a Gaussian quadratic form . . . . . .. ... ...
C.2 Deviation bounds for Gaussian quadratic forms . . . . . . . .
C.3 Deviation bounds for non-Gaussian quadratic forms . . . . .

C.4 Weighted sums of Bernoulli r.v.’s: univariate case . . . . . . .

C.5 Deviation bounds for weighted sums of Bernoulli r.v.’s in a f5-norm . . .

1 Introduction

73
73
75
76
76
80

83
83
84
85
86

This paper presents some general results describing the properties of the penalized Mazx-

imum Likelihood Estimator (pMLE) and of the posterior distribution.

Our starting point is a parametric assumption about the distribution IP of the data

Y : P belongs a given parametric family (P, ,v € 7") dominated by a sigma-finite mea-

sure py. This assumption is usually an idealization of reality and the true distribution



IP is not an element of (IP,,). However, a parametric assumption, even being wrong, may
appear to be very useful, because it yields the method of estimation. Namely, the MLE
v is defined by maximizing the log-likelihood function L(Y,v) = L(v) = log %(Y)
over the parameter set 7 :

v = argmax L(v).
vel

For a penalty function peng(v) on 17, the penalized MLE v is defined by maximizing
the penalized MLE Lg(v) = L(v) — peng(v):

U = argmax Lg(v) = argmax{L(v) — peng(v)}.
vel vel

The sub-index G in the penalty relies to its quadratic structure:
1 2
peng(v) = 5|Gol

for a symmetric p x p positive definite matrix G € 9, .
In the Bayesian setup with a prior measure IIs on 7 having a density mg, the
posterior distribution is a random measure on 7 defined by normalizing the product

m(v)exp L(v):
vg | Y x 7g(v)exp L(v).

In particular, the posterior mode defined as the point of maximum of the posterior density
coincides with the penalized MLE v for the penalty peng(v) = —logmg(v). The sub-
index G relies to the Gaussian prior with parameters N'(0, G?). The use of the penalty
and the prior centered at zero is only for notational convenience. Everything below can

be extended to the case of an arbitrary center vy .

1.1 Classical asymptotic theory

The classical Fisher parametric theory assumes that 7 is a subset of a finite-dimensional
Euclidean space IRP, the underlying data distribution IP indeed belongs to the consid-
ered parametric family (IP,), that is, Y ~ IP = IP,« for some v* € T". In addition,
some regularity of the family (IP,,), or, equivalently, of the log-likelihood function L(v)
is assumed. This, in particular, enables us to apply the third order Taylor expansion of

L(v) around the point of maximum v and to obtain a Fisher expansion

v —vt = FIVL(vY).
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Here IF = IF(v*) is the total Fisher information at v* defined as a negative Hessian of

the expected log-likelihood function EL(v):
F(v) = —~V?EL(v).

Under standard parametric assumptions, IF(v) is symmetric positive definite, IF(v) €
M, . Moreover, if the data Y is generated as a sample of independent random variables
Yi,...,Y,, then the log-likelihood has an additive structure: L(v) = >.°, {(Y;,v).
This allows to establish asymptotic standard normality of the standardized score & def

F~Y2VL(v*) and hence, to state Fisher and Wilks Theorems: as n — oo

Fl/z(ﬁ—v*) ~ € i)’y,

(1.1)
~ « d
2L(D) — 2L(v*) ~ [[€]* —= [IV[I* ~ X},

where - is a standard Gaussian vector in IRP and XI% is a chi-squared distribution
with p degrees of freedom. These results are fundamental and build the basis for the
most statistical applications like analysis of variance, canonical and correlation analysis,
uncertainty quantification and hypothesis testing etc. We refer to van der Vaart (1998)
for a comprehensive discussion and an historical overview of the related results including
the general LAN theory by L. Le Cam.

In the Bayesian framework, the Laplace approximation of the integral f ﬂ(v)eL(”) dv
leads to the prominent Bernstein — von Mises Theorem claiming asymptotic normality

of the posterior with mean © and the covariance F~!:
I{F"?w-0)|Y} -5 N0, L), n— o (1.2)

Again, this is one of most fundamental results in statistical inference allowing to effec-

tively construct elliptic credible sets in typical applications; see e.g. Ghosal and van der Vaart

(2017) and references therein.

1.2 Challenges and goals

Modern statistical problems require to extend the classical results in several directions.

1.2.1 Model misspecification

First, the model can be misspecified and the underlying data generating measure IP is not
an element of the family (IP,,v € Y"). This means that the used log-likelihood function

is not necessarily a true log-likelihood. In particular, the condition Eexp L(v) =1 does



not hold true. Also the target of estimation ©* has to be redefined as the maximizer of

the expected log-likelihood:

vt argmax IEL(v)
vel

leading to some modelling bias as the distance between IP and IP,+. This also concerns
the use of a penalty or an impact of the prior leading to some estimation bias. When

operating with the penalized log-likelihood Lg(v), the target of estimation becomes

vG ey argmax ELg(v), (1.3)

vel

which might be significantly different from v*. Everywhere we use the notation

F(v) = —V?EL(v),

Fg(v) = —V2ELg(v) = F(v) + G
We also write
F =F(vy), Fg=Fgvg)=TF+G>

1.2.2 1.i.d. of independent samples, effective sample size

Another important issue is a possibility to relax the assumption of an i.i.d. of independent
sample. Below we operate with the general likelihood, its structure does not need to be
specified. In fact we can even proceed with just one observation. However, in the case
of an independent sample Y = (Y1,...,Y;,)" € R", the function L(v) is of additive
structure; see (5.1) below for the GLM case. The same applies to the information matrix
F(v) = —V2L(v) = —~V?EL(v); see (5.2). Moreover, if the Y;’s are i.i.d. then IF(v)
1H—1

is proportional to n. Therefore, we use the value n = ||IF~ as a proxy for the

“sample size”. It can be called the effective sample size.

1.2.3 Effective parameter dimension

One more important issue is the parameter dimension p. The classical theory assumes p
fixed and n large. We aim at relaxing both conditions by allowing a large/huge/infinite
parameter dimension and a small n. It appears that all the results below rely on the so

called effective dimension pg defined as

def _ *
pe = tr{F;' Var(VL(v§))}.
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This quantity replaces the original dimension p and it can be small or moderate even
for p infinite. One of the main intension of our study is to understand the range of
applicability of the mentioned results in terms of the effective parameter dimension pg
and the effective sample size n . It appears that the most of the results below apply under
the condition pg < n which replaces the classical signal-to-noise relation: the effective
number of parameters to be estimated is smaller in order than the effective sample size.
The only one final result about a Gaussian approximation of the posterior requires a

much stronger condition p?(v) < n with

def

p(v) = tr{F;' (v) F(v)}.

1.2.4 Bias-variance trade-off

Introducing a quadratic penalty ||Gv||?/2 or, equivalently, a Gaussian prior N(0, G~2)
allow to consider in a unified way the classical parametric situation with p fixed and n
large and the nonparametric situation with p large or infinite. The link is given by the
value pg which smoothly decreases as G? increases. From the other side, an increase
of the penalty yields an increase of the bias measured by the difference v{, —v* in some
norm. For most of tasks in nonparametric statistics such as minimax risk estimation
or model selection, etc, one has to balance the variance term pg and the squared bias

yielding the optimal rate of estimation.

1.3 Setup. Main steps of study

Now we briefly describe our setup and the main focus of analysis.

1.3.1 Stochastically linear smooth models

Below we limit ourselves to a special class of stochastically linear smooth (SLS) statistical
models. The major condition on this class is that the stochastic component ((v) =
L(v) — EL(v) of the log-likelihood L(v) is linear in parameter v. We also assume
that the expected log-likelihood is a smooth function of the parameter v. This class
includes popular Generalized Linear Models but it is much larger. In particular, by
an extending the parameter space, one can consider many nonlinear models including
nonlinear regression or nonlinear inverse problems as a special case of SLS; see Spokoiny
(2019). We also focus on the case of a quadratic penalization peng(v) = ||Gv]|?/2 or a
Gaussian prior N'(0,G2). This would not affect the SLS conditions. The assumption

of stochastic linearity helps to avoid heavy tools of empirical process theory which is



typically used in the analysis of pMLE ©g or the posterior v | Y ; see e.g. van der Vaart
(1998), Ghosal and van der Vaart (2017), Gine and Nickl (2015). We only need some
accurate deviation bounds for quadratic forms of the errors; see Section C in the appendix.

Our aim is to establish possibly sharp and accurate results under realistic assumptions

on a SLS model and the amount of data. The study includes several steps.

1.3.2 Concentration of the pMLE

The first step of our analysis is in establishing a concentration result for the pMLE g
defined by maximization of Lg(v). If the expected log-likelihood IELg(v) is strictly
concave and smooth in v then vg well concentrates in a small elliptic vicinity Ag of

the “target” wv{ from (1.3):
P(|FY* (¢ —vg)| > ra + V2x) < 3e7%,

where r2 < p¢ . The result becomes sensible provided that pg < n with n™! < ||F;"||.

1.3.3 Fisher and Wilks expansions

Having established the concentration of vg € Ag, we can restrict the analysis to this
vicinity and use the Taylor expansion of the penalized log-likelihood function Lg(v).

This helps to derive rather precise approximation of the values vg —v§, and Lg(vg) —

La(vg):

1P (6 - vE) - &6 < weléa]’.
_ 1 9 ) (1.4)
La(ve) — La(vg) — 5“5(}” Swa &g

where £, = lF(;l/ 2VL@(UE) . The accuracy of approximation is controlled by the value
wg and the presented results require wg < 1. In typical examples wg =< \/}:?/n and
again we come to the condition pg < n. The first result in (1.4) about the pMLE v will
be referred to as the Fisher expansion, while the second one about Lg(U¢g) is called the
Wilks expansion. These two expansions provide a finite sample analog of the asymptotic
statements (1.1) and are informative even in the classical parametric situation. In fact,
under standard assumptions, the normalized score vector £ is asymptotically normal
N(0,Xq) with Yg = 11?(_;1/21/2117‘&1/2 €M, and V? = Var(VL(v)) € M, . Stochastic
linearity implies that the matrix V? does not depend on the point v. If the model

is correctly specified, then Y approaches the identity as n — oo, and we obtain the
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classical results (1.1). Note that the use of stochastic linearity allows to obtain much

more accurate bounds than in Spokoiny (2012) or Spokoiny (2017).

1.3.4 Concentration of the posterior

The study of the posterior v ‘ Y also starts with a concentration result that claims that
the dominating part of the posterior distribution is located in an elliptic vicinity A of
the pMLE ©¢g. The set A has to be slightly larger than Ag. A great advantage of
stochastic linearity is that it allows to replace the log-likelihood Lg(v) in the Bayes
formula with the expected log-likelihood IELg(v). Further one can use quadratic ap-
proximation of IELq(v) within the vicinity A and concavity of IELg(v) outside of A.
The concentration result for the posterior is much more involved than the concentration
result for pMLE. However, the required conditions are very similar. In particular, we

need a relation p(v) < n, where p(v) is the Laplace effective dimension at v :

p(v) = tr{lF(v)lFél(v)}.

Note that in typical situations p(v) =< pg for v from a local vicinity of v .

1.3.5 Gaussian approximation of the posterior

The desired Gaussian approximation of the posterior is a relatively simple corollary of
smoothness properties of the expected log-likelihood using the ideas of Laplace approxi-
mation for the exponent of a smooth concave function. Our main result claims that the
posterior distribution for a SLS model can be well approximated by a Gaussian distribu-
tion N (Tjg, E‘é 1) , where E‘G = IF¢(vg) . Thisis again a direct extension of the classical
BvM result (1.2). It is curious that the Gaussian approximation of the posterior does
not rely on any CLT result, it is a purely analytic result. Moreover, one can establish a
very careful approximation accuracy for centrally symmetric sets of order p®/n, where
p = p(Ug). However, the condition on critical dimension becomes much more strict:

now we need p3(v) < n.

We can summarize as follows: all the classical statistical results established for linear
models can be extended to SLS modeling. For most of classical results in parametric
statistics, one can state a finite sample SLS version. For the majority of our results, it is
sufficient to ensure the relation pg < n or p(v) < n. For Gaussian approximation of

the posterior, we need a stronger condition p(v) < nl/3.
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The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents some important properties of the
penalized MLE v¢ including concentration, Fisher and Wilks expansion, bias and risk.
Section 3 describes the properties of the posterior vg ‘ Y . The main result describes
the accuracy of Gaussian approximation for this posterior. Section 5 specifies the result
to the case of logistic regression. The appendix collects some very useful facts about
Laplace approximation for the integral [ e/ du for a smooth concave function f as

well as some deviation bounds for Gaussian and non-Gaussian quadratic forms.

2 Properties of the pMLE vg

This section collects general results about concentration and expansion of the pMLE.
The use of self-concordance conditions from Section A helps to substantially improve the
bounds from Spokoiny and Panov (2021). We assume to be given a pseudo log-likelihood
random function L(v), v € ¥ C RP, p < oo. Given a quadratic penalty ||Gv|?/2,
define

La(v) = L(v) — [|Gol* /2.

Typical examples of choosing G2 are given in Section B.1. Consider the penalized MLE

v and its population counterpart v
vg = argmax Lg(v), vg; = argmax [ELg(v).
v v
The corresponding Fisher information matrix Fg(v) is given by
F(v) = -V?’EL(v), IFg(v)=—-V?ELg(v)=F(v)+G>.

We assume IFg(v) to be positive definite for all considered v. By Dg(v) we denote a

positive symmetric matrix with D2 (v) = Fg(v), and Fg = Fg(vg,), Dg = lF‘é/z.

2.1 Conditions

Now we present our conditions. The most important one is about linearity of the stochas-
tic component ((v) = L(v) — EL(v) = Lg(v) — ELg(v).

(¢) The stochastic component ((v) = L(v) — IEL(v) of the process L(v) is linear in
v. We denote by V( =V ((v) € RP its gradient .

Below we assume some concentration properties of the stochastic vector V(. More

precisely, we require that V( obeys the following condition; see (C.18) of Theorem C.10.
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(V¢) Let V2= Var(V() and D% = D%(vg,). Then for any considered x >0
P(|Dg' V¢ = ra(x) < 3¢, (2.1)

where for pe = tr(D;?V?) and A\g = |D;'V2D|

ro(x) &

VPG + V226 - (2.2)

This condition can be effectively checked if the errors in the data exhibit sub-Gaussian
or sub-exponential behaviour; see Section C.3. The important value pg = tr(D52V2)
can be called the effective dimension; see Spokoiny (2017).

We also assume that the deterministic part IELg(v) of the penalized log-likelihood

is a concave function. It can be relaxed using localization; see Spokoiny (2019).
(Cq) T is an open and convez set in RP . The function IELg(v) is concave on T .

In Section 3.1 we consider a stronger condition of semi-concavity of IEL(v). Further
we will also need some smoothness conditions on the function f(v) = IEL(v). The class
of models satisfying the conditions (¢), (V) with a smooth function f(v) = IEL(v)
will be referred to as stochastically linear smooth (SLS). This class includes regression,
generalized linear models (GLM) and log-density models; see Spokoiny and Panov (2021)
or Section 6 later. However, this class is much larger. For instance, nonlinear regression
and nonlinear inverse problems can be adapted to the SLS framework by an extension of

the parameter space; see Spokoiny (2019).

2.2 Concentration of the pMLE v

This section discusses some concentration properties of the pMLE v = argmax,, Lg(v).

Given x and rg = rg(x) from (2.2), define for some v < 1 the set Ug by

def _
Z/[G = {u: HDGuH <v lrg}. (2.3)

The result of this section states the concentration properties of the pMLE v in the

local vicinity Ag of v, of the form

Ag v +Us ={v=vi+uuellg} CT°.

Local Gateaux-regularity of f(v) = IEL(v) within Ag will be measured by the error of

the second order Taylor approximation

S3(0,u) = f(v-+w) — f(0) — (VF(0),w) ~ 3 (VF(0), u),

6é(vvu) = (Vf('u + u)7u> - <Vf(v)7u> - <V2f(v)7U®2> :

(2.4)
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More precisely, define

2|63 (v} 2|65 (v
we 4 g ABG W] wly % sup 195 (vE, u)l

2.5
0 [ Doul? 0 [ Doul? (2:5)

The quantities we and wy can be effectively bounded under smoothness conditions
(7T3) or (S3) given in Section A. Under (73) at v = v}, with M?(v}) = D% and

r =rg, by Lemma A.1, it holds for a small constant 73

we < T3 v lrg, wa < 73 V_lrg/?).
Furthermore, under (Ss3), the same bounds apply with 75 = csn~ /2 see Lemma A.2.
Proposition 2.1. Suppose (), (VC), and (Cg) . Let also
1—v—uwy > 0; (2.6)

see (2.5) and (2.3). Then g € Ag on a set 2(x) with P(2(x)) >1—3e™*, i.e.
|Da(va —vg)|| < V_lr(;. (2.7)

Proof. By (V(), on a the random set §2(x) with IP(£2(x)) > 1 — 3e™*, it holds
|ID;'V¢|| < re. Now the result follows from Proposition A.6 with f(v) = ELg(v),
g(v)=Lg(v), r=vtrg,and A=V(. O
2.3 A general condition of the stochastic gradient

The results about pMLE v¢ strongly rely on the condition (V¢) describing the concen-
tration set of V( in the form ||DC_;1V§ || < rp. Here we discuss some possible extensions

using other norms than /¢ .
(V¢)o There exists a norm || - ||o and for any x >0 a radius ro = ro(x) such that

1P(||VC||O > ro) < Coe™ %

Previous results were stated for ||V¢||lo = ||[D5'V(||. Another example of choosing
the norm | - ||o is given in Section 2.3.
Let || -]« be the corresponding dual norm for || - ||, :
def

|lu|l« = sup <w,u>.

[[wllo<1
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Given x and rg = rg(x), define for some v < 1 the set Ug by

def _
Us = {u: |Dgul* < v 'rgllul.}- (2.8)

The next result states the concentration properties of the pMLE v in the local vicinity

Ag of v§ of the form

Ac déffunguGZ{fu:v*GJru:ueuG}gTo.

The quantities wg and wg are defined by (2.5) with the set Ug from (2.8).

Proposition 2.2. Suppose (¢), (V{)o, and (Cg). Let also wg, from (2.5) and v
from (2.8) fulfill

1—v—wg > 0.
Then on a set 2(x) with IP(£2(x)) > 1—Coe ™, it holds Vg € Ag , that is,
'lNJG — ’Uzv € U .

Remark 2.1. If M? < Dé then vg € Ay = v + Uy on §2(x) with the local set

def _
Uy = {v: [Mul® < v 're|ul. ) (2.9)

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Below we restrict ourselves to the random set 2(x) and assume

that ||[V(|lo < rg. Then on 2(x) for any u

(V¢ u)| < e |(w, u)| = rcllull. .

If w & Ug, then by definition (2.8) it holds rg|jul/« < v||Dgu|?*. Further we proceed as
in the case of condition (V). O
2.4 A bound for a sup-norm

Now we consider the case with bounding the vector V( in some f,,-norm. Suppose that

the components of V( are sub-Gaussian r.v.’s satisfying
P(|(V();| > z(x)) < Coe™,

where z;(x) is typically v;y/x for v]2- = Var(V();. Let also m be a positive measure

on the discrete set {1, . ,p} . Given x, define x; = x — logm;. Using the Bonferroni
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device, we can bound

lP(max (VO] > 1) < ZIP(KVCM > zj(x5)) < COZe_Xj = Cpe ™.
J J

i zi(x5)

Introduce the diagonal matrix z = diag(z;j(x;)). Then (V¢)o is fulfilled with |ull, =
|27 ul|o and rg = 1. Further,
lule = sup (ww)=  sup (2w, z7w) = |zull:.
wllo<1 [z~ wllee <1

Suppose now that there exists a diagonal matrix M? such that D2G > M?. Consider
the set Uy from (2.9). This set Uy can be described explicitly. Indeed, with a; =

(2v)~12j(x;) /TF;
Uy = {u: ZIFJU§ < y_lzzj|uj|} = {u: ZIF](|UJ| —aj)2 < ZIFJ'(I?}

_ {u: [M(Ju] - a)|” < (2y)_1||I\\/JI_1z||2}.

Therefore, the set Uy has an elliptic shape in each quadrant of IRP with the center
shifted from zero to the point w,, from this quadrant with |u,,| = a. For a uniform
measure 7 with m; = 1/p and z;(x) = v;y/x, we derive

V2

3 (x + log D) -
M~z = Z (et losr) = (x+logp) Y o
o
The sum ) y V? / M? has the same meaning as the effective dimension pg = tr{Var V()
It will be assumed that this value is small relatively to each M? . This assures the desn‘ed

concentration of the pMLE v¢ .

2.5 Fisher and Wilks expansions

This section presents some finite sample results about the behavior of the penalized
MLE v¢ and the excess Lg(vg) — La(vy). Proposition 2.1 states the concentration
properties of vg around vy . Now we show that this concentration can be used to
establish a version of the Fisher expansion for the estimation error vg — v§, and the

Wilks expansion for the excess Lg(vqg) — La(v§).

Theorem 2.3. Assume the conditions of Proposition 2.1 with v =2/3. Then on (2(x)

IN

2L(a) ~ 2Lo(vi) ~ | D6 Ve < T5-|1Dg

(2.10)

v

2L¢(06) — 2La(v) — ||DE'VC||* > —we|| D5 V¢

')
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Also
~ 3
|Pe (@6 ~ve) - D' Ve|* < = 196 Vel
(2.11)
~ “ 1+ 2w _
[De(Te —vg)|| < 1_7%,(; 1Dg" vl
Proof. The result follows from Proposition A.7 similarly to Proposition 2.1. U

2.6 Effective sample size and critical dimension in pMLE

This section discusses the important question of the critical parameter dimension still
ensuring the validity of the presented results. A very important feature of our results
is their dimension free and coordinate free form. The true parametric dimension p can
be very large, it does not show up in the error terms. Neither do we use any spectral
decomposition or sequence space structure, in particular, we do not require that the
Fisher information matrix IF' and the penalty matrix G2 are diagonal or can be jointly
diagonalized. The results are stated for the general data Y and a quasi log-likelihood
function. In particular, we do not assume independent or progressively dependent obser-
vations and additive structure of the log-likelihood. The effective sample size n can be

defined via the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix Fg = D% = —V?ELg(v):

ot FG.
Our results apply as long as this value is sufficiently small. Below in Section 5 and Section
6 we will see that such defined value is closely related to the sample size n .
For the concentration result of Proposition 2.1 we need the basic conditions (¢) and
(Cg) . Further, (V() identifies the radius rg of the local vicinity Ag . The final critical
condition is given by (2.6). Essentially it says that the values wg and wy, are significantly

/2. see Lemma A.2. So, (2.6) means

smaller than 1. Under (S3), wl < csvlrgn™
rZ, < n. Moreover, definition (2.1) of r¢ yields that r2 = tr(D;*V?) = pg, where pg
is the effective dimension of the problem. We conclude that the main properties of the
pMLE v¢ are valid under the condition pg < n meaning sufficiently many observations

per effective number of parameters.

2.7 The use of D% instead of D%

The penalized information matrix D% = DZ(v§,) = —V?ELq(vj) plays an important

role in our results. In particular, Dg describes the shape of the concentration set Ag =
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v(; +Ug . However, this matrix is not available as it involves the unknown point vy, . If
the matrix function IF(v) is locally constant in Aq , one can replace v§, with its estimate
V¢ . Variability of IF(v), or, equivalently, Fg(v) = IF(v)+ G? can be measured under
the Fréchet smoothness of f(v) = IELg(v) by the value wf, from (A4) v = v},
M(v) = Dg, and r = v 'rg.

Proposition 2.4. Assume the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and let wg < 1/2; see
(A4). The random matriz D2 = Fa(Dg) fulfills on 2(x) for any u € RP

+ D27, _ w
Wer HDGDG D¢ IPH < i

|G D DG — L T

IN

(2.12)

(1= wé) [Deul* < [[Deul® < (1 +wf) [Doul.

Proof. The value vg — v{, belongs to Ug on §2(x) and (2.12) follows from (A.5). O

2.8 Smoothness and bias

Due to Proposition 2.1, the penalized MLE ©¢g is in fact an estimator of the vector
vy, . However, vg, depends on penalization which introduces some bias. This section
discusses whether one can use U for estimating the underlying truth v* defined as
the maximizer of the expected log-likelihood: v* = argmax,, IEL(v). First we describe
the bias bg = v, — v* induced by penalization. It is important to mention that the
previous results about the properties of the pMLE ©g require strong concavity of the
expected log-likelihood function IELg(v) at least in a vicinity of the point vy . In
some sense, this strong concavity is automatically forced by the penalizing term in the
definition of v{,. However, the underlying truth v* = argmax,, IEL(v) is the maximizer
of the non-penalized expected log-likelihood, and the corresponding Hessian IF(v*) =
—V2EL(v*) can degenerate. This makes evaluation of the bias more involved. To bypass
this situation, we assume later in this section that the Hessian V2IELg(v) cannot change
much in a reasonably large vicinity of »*. This allows to establish an accurate quadratic
approximation of f(v) and to evaluate the bias bg = v, — v*.

Define D¢ by D? = Fg(v*); cf. D2 = Fg(vy). Let also @ be a symmetric
matrix satisfying Q2 < ng‘; Typical examples include Q? = Fg, Q? = F(v*), and

Q* = nl,. Later we bound the norm [|Qbg|. Introduce two vectors

Ag = —G**,  ac=QD Ac =-QD;*G*v*. (2.13)
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Also denote ro = v |ag| = v~ 1|Q D;* G*v*| for v =2/3 and

wy @ sup | DG Fo(vt +u) DS - L; (2.14)

u: ||Qul||<ro
cf. (A4) and (A.5) for f(v) = ELg(v). Note that the definition of w/, in Proposi-
tion 2.4 uses another r = v~ 'rg, therefore, different notation. Proposition A.10 yields

the following result.

Proposition 2.5. Let D2 = Fg(v*), Ag and ag be given by (2.13), v < 2/3, and
1o = v Yag| . Let also w} <1/3; see (2.14). Then the bias bg = v, — v* fulfills

1 1
ball < - D2 G 2.15
1Qb6ll < 7= llacll = 7= IQDG*G™"l,  (215)
_ Wy we _ «
1Q(be — DG Ag)|| < 1 S llag| = —“+ |Q Dg* G*v*|.

As special cases of (2.15), consider Q = IDg and Q = 1I,,.

Corollary 2.6. Assume the conditions of Proposition 2.5. Then

1
1 —

1 . x
IPcbell < —— | D! G?o*|,
Wa

bl < 7—— IDg? G*v™||. (2.16)
G

The same bounds apply with D% = Fg(vy) in place of DE = Fg(v*).

The last statement follows from Remark A.1.

2.9 Loss and risk of the pMLE

Now we combine the previous results about the stochastic term v — v and the bias

term bg = v, — v* to obtain the sharp bounds on the loss and risk of the pMLE v¢ .

Theorem 2.7. Assume the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and 2.5. Then on §2(x) with
P(2(x)) >1—3e™™, it holds with £€g = D;'V¢, re from (2.2), and n~! = ||DS?|

~ . 1+\/—2w(; HD 1G2v| L+ VoG _ | DA G2 |
D¢ (v —v)|| £ ———[l&all + p < ¢+———,  (217)
1-— —wg 1—wqg 1 —wg
o 1+ Vg |!D52G2v*u 3¢ 22, 5
[V —v*|| < 1€l + = +3[[Dg" G (2.18)
Vn(1—wg) 1 —wg vn ¢

Proof. Let 2(x) be the random set from (V) on which with ||£4] < re. It follows
from (2.11) of Theorem 2.3 that on §2(x) with bg = v, — v*

1 —|— \/2wG

1De (B —v7) + Dabal| < Il
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This and (2.16) imply (2.17). O

Now we state the results about the risk of the pMLE v¢g. To avoid technical bur-
den, we fix a large x, r¢ = rg(x), and exclude an event {|&;| > rg} having an

exponentially small probability; see condition (2.1) of Proposition 2.1.

Theorem 2.8. Assume the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.5. Then for
a set 2(x) with P(2(x)) > 1—3e™, it holds with pg = tr(D5*V?)

~ * 1 — * 3CUG —X
| {Da(v6 —v") W(Q20) }| < 7= 1D5'G*v* (| + 7= = E|&q] + Cre
—wg 1 —-wg
_ V3wa -~
< D G?o* x 2.1
< T 1P G+ T VRa  cre (2.19)
and
E{|| D¢ (ve —v*)|* 1(2(x)) }
V25 \? 1 i V3o \?
< (14 X== D |+ Cie ™| . 2.2
_<+1_WG PG + 1_w5|] GG’UH—Fl_WG«/p(;—l— 1€ (2.20)

Remark 2.2. For wf,, wg small, (2.20) yields classical bias-variance decomposition:
E{||D¢ (Vg —v")|? 1(2(x))} < (pc + [|Dg'G*0*||*) {1 + o(1)}. (2.21)
With n=! = ||D(_;2|| , we also obtain
E{n|ve —v*|*1(2(x))} < (pe + nl|DG*G*0*|*) {1+ o(1)}.

Moreover, under the small bias condition ||D;*G?v*||2 < pg/n, the impact of the bias
induced by penalization is negligible. The relation | Dg*G?*v*||? =< pg/n is usually
referred to as “bias-variance trade-off”. Our bound is sharp in the sense that even for

the special case of a linear models, (2.21) becomes equality.

Proof. Below we denote I[Eyn = lE{n I[(Q(x))} for any r.v. n. As [E§; =0, we derive
E{D¢(vg —v*)} = EyDg(Vg —v* — &) — BEq L(02°(x)).

For the first term we apply (2.11) and (2.16) yielding

IDG'G |, v3wapa

1 —-wg 1 —wqg

| BxDg(vg —v* — &)l <
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To show (2.19), we also have to bound the tail moments of ||€4]|:
1 BEc 1(02°() || < Bllgal T(£2°(x)) < e7/2.

This can be easily done using deviation bounds for the quadratic form ||&;]|?; see The-

orem C.9. Similarly one can bound the variance of Dgvg. With Bg = D(_;lszC_;1
~ ~ E3 ~ * T
Varx (DG ’Ug) < IEX {DG (’UG - ’UG)}{DG (’UG — ’UG)}
2 2
V2 V2
<1+ wG> E(gggg):<1+ wG) Be.

1 —-wg 1 —-wg

IN

This yields for the quadratic risk E|Dg (0g — v*)]?
E, | D¢ (Vg — v*)|)? < tr Vary{ D¢ (Vg — v*)} + || Bx D (D6 — v*)|)?

and (2.20) follows. O

2.10 Confidence sets

This section discusses the issue of constructing some frequentist confidence sets (CS) for
the true parameter v*. We consider two possible approaches. The first one is based
on the Fisher expansion (2.11) for the pMLE vg and leads to elliptic CS. For the
construction, one has to only specify the central point and the scale matrix. The second
approach is motivated by the Wilks expansion (2.10) and leads to likelihood-based CS.

However, due to (A.18), both constructions are close to each other.

2.10.1 Elliptic confidence sets

The Fisher expansion Dg(v — ¥¢) ~ € from (2.11) for €5 = D;'V( lead to elliptic

confidence sets &g(zq):
&a(za) = {v: |Dg(v —0a)| < za}, (2.22)

where the radius z, is fixed to ensure IP([|€5]| > z4) & «. Unfortunately, there are
several issues related to this construction. First of all, it involves the matrix DQG =
—V2EL¢g(vf,) which is unknown unless the model is linear and the noise variance is
precisely known. Furthermore, the radius z, relates to the (1 — «)-quantile of the
distribution of the norm ||| which is unknown as well. Finally, the Fisher expansion
provides an approximation for the difference v — vy, while we are interested in covering

the true value v*. This requires to account for the bias bg = vy, — v*.
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The first problem can be bypassed by using the matrix Dg = D¢ (vg) instead of
D¢ ; see Section 2.7. The second problem is more severe and cannot be addressed in
the whole generality. Under additional structural assumptions on the data Y like a
sample Y = (Y1,... ,Yn)T of independent Y;’s, one can use one or another version of
bootstrap resampling technique sketched below; see also Spokoiny and Zhilova (2015)
and reference therein. The bias issue can be addressed under the “small bias” condition

DG G*v* || < r¢ .

2.10.2 Likelihood-based confidence sets

Theorem 2.3 suggests to consider the likelihood-based confidence sets of the form
gg(ga) = {’U: Lg(’ljg) — Lg(’u) S Za}' (2.23)

A great advantage of this construction is that it is entirely based on the penalized log-
likelihood Lg(v). The main issue for practical applications is the choice of the value
3o - Due to the Wilks expansion from Theorem 2.3, the quantities z, from (2.22) and
3o are related as 23, ~ 22 . Again, a resampling technique can be used for a data-driven

choice of 3, under the small bias condition.

2.10.3 Bootstrap technique and data-driven confidence sets

The resampling procedure from Spokoiny and Zhilova (2015) can be sketched as follows.
Assume the additive structure of the log-likelihood for the sample Y = (Y;):

L(U) = Zéi(n’v)’
i=1
where /; is the log-density of the th observation Y;.

1. Draw ii.d. bootstrap weights W™ = (w(m)) from Exp(l) or N(1,1), i =

2

1,...,n, m = 1,..., M, and build the corresponding bootstrap weighted log-

likelihood
L) (v) = Z&(Yi,v)wim) ;
i=1
2. compute for each m the corresponding bootstrap estimate 'Tjgn ) = argmax,, Lgn) (v)

for LI (v) = LM (v) — ||Go|2/2.
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3. 3q from (2.23) is fixed as the minimal value ensuring

1 M

= T(LE) @5) — L3 (©6) > 30) < a.

m=1
Similarly, the value z, from (2.22) can be fixed by

1 M

7> (|| D (08" — o)l > 2a) < o

1

The proof of validity of this procedure is quite involved, the main technical issue apart
the mentioned Fisher and Wilks expansions is a Gaussian approximation of the score
vector &, for the original and the bootstrap data as well as some bounds from the
random matrix theory; see e.g. Spokoiny and Zhilova (2015) for more details. A further

discussion lies beyond the scope of this note.

3 Laplace approximation of the posterior

This section studies the properties of the posterior vg ‘ Y . Our main result states
Gaussian approximation of the posterior by N (170,1552). More specifically, our aim
is, for any bounded measurable function ¢, to compare the conditional moments of
g(vg —vg) and of 9(5517) , where - is standard normal conditionally on Y . The use
of VLg(vg) =0 yields

—0g)ele® gy fg elc(Uatu)=La(va) g,
feLG(u) du feLG(UG+U)—LG("~)G)du

_ J9(w) exp{La (V¢ +u) — La(Dg) — <VLG(UG u) bdu
feXp{Lg(’EG + u) — Lg(ag) <VLG ’UG >}du

E{g(ve—va)|Y} = Sl

(3.1)

Now consider the Bregman divergence of the expected log-likelihood fo(v) = IELg(v)

fe(viu) = fa(v+u) — fa(v) = (Vfe(v),u), uecRP.

As the stochastic term of L(v) and thus, of Lg(v) is linear in v, it holds for any v, u
La(v +u) = Lg(v) = (VLg(v),u) = fa(v +u) - fa(u) = (Vic(v),u) = fa(viu).

Given vg = v, we derive from (3.1)

—'u} [ g(u efG”“ du

efc(v W du (3.2)

E{g(vg —ve)|Y} = E{g(ve — va)| va
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This basic identity will be systematically used below. Laplace’s approximation means
nothing but the use of the second order Taylor approximation of the function fg(-) at
v. Namely, fg(v;u)~ —|Dg(v)u|?/2 and

[ gw) e du ] gu)e 1Pl gy
fefG('Uu du fe DG (v)ull?/2 da

The analysis includes two major steps: posterior concentration and a Gaussian approxi-

mation of the posterior distribution.

3.1 Posterior concentration

We start with the important technical result describing the concentration sets of the

—X

posterior. In all our result, the value x is fixed to ensure that e™* is negligible.

Proposition 2.1 enables us to restrict the study to the case with vg € Ag. To
describe the concentration properties of the posterior we need a slightly stronger concavity
condition on IEL(v), concavity of IELg(v) is not sufficient.

(C) The function IEL(v) is concave.

This condition can be relaxed to weak concavity.

(Co) There exists G2 < G? such that for any v € Ag, the function 2IEL(v + u) —

|Goul? is concave in w.

(C) is a special case of (Cy) with G, = 0. In what follow we assume (C). However,

all the results apply under (C,) after replacing D? with D? = D? + G?%. Define
def def
p(v) tr {D2 DGz(v)}, r(v) = 2y/p(v) + V2x; (3.3)
cf. (2.2) for pg and rg. This ensures with « standard normal

P([|D(v) Dg'(v) v > x(v)) < e,
see (C.9) of Corollary C.6. With some fixed v <1, e.g. v =2/3, define for any v € Ag
U(w) = {u: [D@)ul < v ir(w)} . (3.4
With f(v) = EL(v) and d3(v,u) from (2.4), local smoothness of f(-) at v will be

measured by the value w(v):

1
w(v) e sup

i o7k 82
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cf. (2.5). Under (Ss), it holds w(v) < v lczr(v)n~1/?/3; see Lemma A.2.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose (¢), (V(), and (C). Let also p(v) and r(v) be defined
by (3.3) and U(v) by (3.4). If w(v) from (3.5) satisfies

w(v) < 1/3, veAq, (3.6)
then on £2(x), it holds with D = D(¥g) and T = r(v¢)
IP(’Ug—’EG ¢ U ‘Y) :P(HB(UG—aG)H > T ‘Y) < e7%, (3.7)

Proof. Let us fix g = v and apply (3.2) with g(u) = I(||D(v)u| € U(v)). Then it
suffices to bound uniformly in v € Ag the ratio

def / I[(D(v)u ¢ L{(U)) efa(wiw) ga,
- [efeit)dy '

p(v)

Bound (7.10) of Theorem 7.1 yields the result. O

3.2 Posterior contraction

Now we bring together all the previous results to bound the posterior deviations vg—v*.

The difference vg — v* can be decomposed as
vg — v = (’UG — ’60) + (’60 — ’U*). (3.8)

Result (2.18) of Theorem 2.7 provides a deviation bound for |[vg — v*|| while Propo-
sition 3.1 claims concentration of the posterior on the set {Hf)(v(; —vg)|| <T}. We

conclude by the following result.

Proposition 3.2. Assume the conditions of Theorem 2.7 and Proposition 3.1 and let
|D72(v)[| < n~! for v € Ag. It holds on 2(x)

1P<||UG—U*\| > |G — v*| + v T VA \Y) < 2%, (3.9)

and |G — v*|| satisfies (2.18), while T < (1 — wf) 2 r(vy) .

Proof. Bound (3.9) follows from decomposition (3.8) and Proposition 3.1. Further, the
use of (2.12) of Proposition 2.4 yields T < (1 —w}) "2 r(v}). O

The use of (2.18) of Theorem 2.7 implies that the most of posterior mass is concentrated

in the root-n vicinity of v*:

3 ~
IP(HUG —v*|| > 3||DGAG*0*|| + (rg + 1) | Y) < 2e7 %

7



25

A prior ensuring the bias-variance trade-off leads to the optimal contraction rate which

corresponds to the optimal penalty choice in penalized maximum likelihood estimation.

3.3 Gaussian approximation of the posterior

This section presents our main results about the accuracy of Gaussian approximation
of the posterior vg | Y in the total variation distance. The use of self-concordance
type conditions from Section A helps to obtain very accurate and precise finite sample
guarantees, which gradually improve the bounds from Spokoiny and Panov (2021).

Let A(IRP) be the o-field of all Borel sets in IRP, while %s(IRP) stands for all

centrally symmetric sets from Z(RRP).

Theorem 3.3. Assume (¢), (VC), and (C). Furthermore, let
w(v)p(v) < 2/3, veAg;

cf. (3.6). Then with

and & = Oo(Dg) , it holds on 2(x) with

20+e™) _,

- (O +e™). (3.10)

sup
AcB(RP)

P(va - c € A|Y) - P'(D5'y € 4)| <

Here IP' means a standard Gaussian distribution of v given Y .

Now we present more advanced bounds on the error of Gaussian approximation under
conditions (73) and (7z) (resp. (S3) and (S4)) from Section A for 1T° = Ag and
M(v) = D(v).

Theorem 3.4. Assume (¢), (V¢), (C), (T3), and let 3v~'r(v) < 3/4 for r(v)
from (3.3) and all v € Ag. Then the concentration bound (3.7) holds. Moreover, let

v r(v)p(v) < 2, veAq. (3.11)

e

With w(v) oo r(v)/3 <1/4, define

def 73

Os(v) = 11— w(o)2 {p(v) +1}7/2.
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Then the result (3.10) applies on 2(x) with & = $3(Da) . Moreover, under (Ta),

2(64 + e—x) N —x
- ~ 4
1_<>4_e_xé (Cate™)

sup lP(’U(;—’lNJGGA‘Y)—lPI([)él’)/GA)‘ <

AcHs(RP)

with &y = Ou(vg) and

Oa(v) def 16{1——1(,‘)(1))}2 [T?? {p(’u) + 2}3 + 27’4{p(v) + 1}2}.

The results continue to apply with (S3) (resp. (Sa) ) in place of (Tz) (resp. (Ta))

1/2

and cgn~ (resp. cam™1 ) in place of T3 (resp. T4 ).

Proof of Theorem 3.3 (resp. Theorem 3.4). Similarly to the proof of Proposition 3.1, we
restrict ourselves to the event v € A . Then we fix any possible value v € Ag of vg

and use (3.2) to represent the posterior probability of a set A in the form

Now the result follows by Theorem 7.1 (resp. Theorem 7.2). O

Under self-concordance conditions (S3) and (S4), constraint (3.11) reads as

v lr(v v

sup
veAa

As w(v) <1/4, Theorem 3.4 yields on 2(x) with p = p(v¢)

~ (-1 (P + 1)3 —x
sup lP(vg—vGeA‘Y)—lP(DG’yeA)‘§2C3 +4e™ ™,
Ac#B(RP) n
) ; , (3.13)
- ~ cs(p+2 2c4(p +1
sup lP(vg—vGeA‘Y)—lP'(D(_;l’yeA)‘ < 3(P+2)° +2(p+1) +4e™*.
Ac%Bs(RP) 2n

3.4 Critical dimension in Bayesian inference

Posterior concentration in Proposition 3.1 only requires w(v) < 1 forall v € Ag. Under
(83) , one can bound w(v) < 1/p(v)/n yielding the condition p(v) < n on the critical
dimension which is essentially the same as the condition pg < n for the pMLE. This is
an important finding and an essential improvement of Spokoiny and Panov (2021). The
main result of Theorem 3.3 requires w(v) p(v) < 1 which is much stronger because of the
multiplicative factor p(v). Under (S3), the remainder {3 is of order \/p3(v)/n while

under (Sy), {4 = p?(v)/n, still requiring p?(v) < n. In some cases, e.g. for additive
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structure of the log-likelihood, it can be relaxed. However, it seems that the p?(v) < n
condition is inherent in the problem and cannot be relaxed in general situation. We guess
that in the region n'/? < p(v) < n, another non-Gaussian type of limiting behavior of

the posterior is well possible.

3.5 Laplace approximation with inexact parameters

Our main result of Theorem 3.3 states an approximation of the posterior distribu-
tion by the Gaussian measure with parameters vg and 552 However, the vector
vg = argmax,, Lg(v) is typically hard to compute, because it solves a high dimensional
optimization problem. If ¥ and thus Dg = D¢ (vg) are not available, one would be
interested to use something more simple in place of ¥ . Suppose to be given a vector ¥
close to D¢ and a matrix H? close to ﬁé = Dé('f)) . A typical example to keep in mind
corresponds to ¥ being the numerically evaluated posterior mean and H? being the pos-
terior covariance, also evaluated numerically. Below we aim at presenting some sufficient
conditions that ensure a reasonable approximation of the posterior by N (%, H2) using
general results on Gaussian comparison; see Gotze et al. (2019) and references therein.
Of course, for this result we need all the conditions of Theorem 3.3 corresponding to
the special case with © = vg and H? = 15%; We write D = D(v). Also we restrict
ourselves to the class Z.;(IRP) of elliptic sets A in IRP of the form

A={veR": Qv -v)|<r}

for some linear mapping @Q: R? — IR? and r > 0. Given two symmetric ¢-matrices

21,Y9 and a vector a € IR?, define

def 1 1 5
d(X1,X,a) = + )(A—)\ + |la ), 3.14
5 ™ (o) (= dal + .14
where ||X||&, = tr X2, A; is the vector of eigenvalues of X arranged in the non-

increasing order and similarly for Ag; see Gotze et al. (2019) for this and related defini-
tions. By the Weilandt—Hoffman inequality, ||[A; — Ag||1 < || X1 — Xsl|1 , see e.g. Markus
(1964). Here [[M||y = tr[M|=3_,|X;(M)| for a symmetric matrix M with eigenvalues
Aj(M). Obviously, if Xy > Xy, then [[A; — Xof[1 = [| X1 — Xa[i = tr(Xy — Xo).

Theorem 3.5. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3.3 to be fulfilled. Let also v € Ag .
Given Q: RP — IR?, define Xy = QB(?QT, Yy =QH2Q", a =Q@® —vg) and
suppose ||X;]|* < 3|| 2|3 for j=1,2. Then

2(0 +e7¥)

sup | P(lQe — )| <z |Y) - P'(IQH I <7)| < =5 —=

—I—Cd(El,Zg,a) s
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where < is from Theorem 3.3, d(-) from (3.14), and C is an absolute constant.
Proof. Use Theorem 7.8 with f(v) = ELg(v), * =g, £ =0, and D = Dg. O

The result is particularly transparent if H = l~?G or, if these two matrices are suffi-

ciently close. Theorem 7.9 yields the following bound.

Corollary 3.6. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.5, it holds on 2(x)

2(0+e™™) | ClQ® —3a)|?

~ / -1
o P(|Q(ve )| <x|¥) ~ P'(lQDg'yl < 7)| < 75— 1QDG*Q [

3.6 Laplace approximation and Bernstein—von Mises Theorem

The prominent Bernstein—von Mises (BvM) Theorem claims asymptotic normality of
the posterior distribution with the mean corresponding to the standard MLE © =
argmax,, L(v) and the variance D=2 = D~2(%). In particular, the prior does not show
up in this result, its impact on the posterior distribution becomes negligible as the sample
size n grows. In our setup, the situation is different. The main results of Theorems 3.3
through 3.4 state another Gaussian approximation of the posterior with the mean vg
and the variance 1352 both depending on the prior covariance G~2. This dependence
is important because the accuracy of approximation is given in terms of p = p(vg) also
depending on G~2. It is of interest to describe a kind of phase transition from the classi-
cal BvM approximation by N (v, 15_2) to the prior-dependent Laplace approximation by
N (vg, 552) . Intuitively it is clear that the prior impact can be measured by the relation
between the model-based Fisher information matrix D? and the prior precision matrix
G? . The main result below confirms this intuitive guess, however, the result is not trivial
and requires a careful treatment based on Theorem 3.3 and the Gaussian comparison
technique mentioned in Section 3.5. Implicitly we assume that the conditions ensuring
concentration of the MLE © corresponding to G? = 0 to be fulfilled. In particular,
we need that D?(v) is sufficiently large for all v in the vicinity of v*. The radius of
this vicinity is given by the value ry = \/tr(D—2V2) + v/2x; see (2.2) of (V). Under
correct model specification, it holds V2 < C¢D? and r2 < Cp.

Theorem 3.7. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.3, it holds on §2(x)
sup [P (| Qv — )| < x| Y) ~ P'(|QD 'y < )|

20 +e) | ClRE - Ta)|?
T 0 e QDT

tr(QD2QT)

+ClIDG!G* D!l = :
1QD=2Q |
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Moreover, with Q = D, 1o = \/tr(D~2V2) + v2x < C\/P,
sup [P (| D(vg ~ 3)]| <|¥) ~ (] < x)|
<O+ +|Gu I /vB + DG 6P DG PV

Proof. Theorem 3.5 yields in view of D2 > 5(_;2

sup [P (| Qv — )| < x| Y) ~ P'(JQD 'y < x)|

L 2A0t+e™  cle@ - | ¢ t{Q(D* — DR}
S0 IRDT2QT Ik IRD=2Q T [rx

The last term here can easily be bounded:
tr{Q(D"? — D5*)Q"} = tr{QD (I, - DDZ*D)D~'Q"}
< |l - DDG*D|| x(QD*Q") = | D5'G*Dg' | w(@D~*Q").
Here we used that
|1D5'G*Dg!ll = |1Dg"(Dg — D*)DG'|| = |1 = D' D*Dg!|| = |1, = DD D).

For Q = D, we use that HQfD‘zQTHFr = /D, tr(QlN?_2QT) = p, and apply the Fisher
expansion (2.11) of Theorem 2.3 to © and ©g. On £2(x), it holds |D~!'V| < r, and
with w from (2.5)

ID@ — )|l < [ D(v* — )l + (I = DDG*D)D™'V||
+|[D(@ ~v*) = DTV + | D(®g — v — DGVl
< ||ID(v* —vg)|| +C| DG G DG || 1y + Cwry .
By (2.15) of Proposition 2.5
ID(v* = ve)|* < |IDDG*DT| [|Gv|* < ||Gv™|1*.
As r2 < Cp, wy/p < CO3, D? < 2D? , and 1352 < 2Dc_:2 , the assertion follows. O

Remark 3.1. The use of BvM requires rather strong bounds on the penalizing ma-
trix G? and the related bias ||Gv*||. We need the condition of “light penalization”
|ID;'G?*D;Y|| < p~1/% which is much stronger than G? < D?. Similarly, the “light
bias” condition ||Gv*||?> < p'/? is more restrictive than the “small bias” or “under-

smoothing” condition ||Gv*||? < p.
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3.7 Posterior mean

This section addresses an important question of using the posterior mean in place of the
MAP v for Bayesian inference. Our main result justifies the use of the posterior mean
in place of the MAP under the same critical dimension condition p(v) < n'/? which is
required for the Gaussian approximation result. First we quantify the deviation of the
posterior mean vg from ©g. Then we apply Corollary 3.6 to measure the impact of

using vg in place of U . By definition

[(v—g)ele®) do
[ ele) du

’UG_’BG dﬁf E(Ug‘Y)—’BG:

More precisely, we consider a linear mapping @: IRP — IR? and evaluate the value
HQ(’l_)G — 'T)(;)H . The choice of () is important. In particular, we cannot take Q = Dg

because this choice makes the bound dependent and linearly growing with p.

Theorem 3.8. Assume the conditions of Theorem 3.4 and let QTQ < D?*(v) for all

v € Ag . Then it holds with some absolute constant C
Q@ — va)|| < 24¢|QD2QTIV2 (B +1)¥2n~V2 y ce™.

Proof. One can apply the same trick as before: by VLg(vg) =0

f Qu eXp{LG vg + u) Lg(’lfjg) <VLG ’UG }du
feXp{LG ’UG + u) Lg(f)(;) <VLG ’UG }du

QMg —vg) =

For any particular value vg = v, stochastic linearity allows to replace the Bregman
divergence of the log-likelihood L¢(v) by the similar one for the expected log-likelihood
fa(v) = ELg(v). This yields

Qe —va)| <

o],

efa(viu) dy

Now we may apply (7.17) of Theorem 7.6 with D = Dg(v). O
Now we specify the result for the special choice Q) = D.
Corollary 3.9. Assume the conditions of Theorem 3.4. Then
|ID@g —va)|| < 24¢s (B+1)%?n2 4 ce .

Now we put together the result of Theorem 3.8 and the accuracy bound from Theo-

rem 3.5. To make the result more transparent, assume ) = D and H = D .
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Theorem 3.10. Assume the conditions of Theorem 3.4. Then on (2(x)

~ — - (5—1_ 1)3/2 —X
sup | P (| D(wa ~ )| < | ¥) ~ P (IDDG | < r)| <o (B +e).

We conclude that the use of posterior mean in place of posterior mode is possible
under the same condition p* < n. This is a non-trivial result based on recent progress
in Gaussian probability from Gé&tze et al. (2019) and it is only valid if we limit ourselves

to elliptic credible sets.

3.8 Non-Gaussian priors

All the results of the paper are stated for Gaussian priors N (0, G=2). Of course, every-
thing can be extended to the case of a prior N(vg, G?) by a parameter shift. Relaxing
the assumption of a Gaussian prior requires a bit more work. Indeed, the effective dimen-
sion pg - one of most important notions in the paper - is defined in terms of the prior
precision matrix G~2. Here we discuss how the case of a general prior can be covered.

Let the (quasi) log-likelihood L(wv) satisfy (), that is, the gradient V({ of the
stochastic component ((v) = L(v) — IEL(v) does not depend on v. Let also 7g(v)
stand for the prior density. Define the penalized log-likelihood

La() ™ L(v) + log r6(v).
We assume that the function Lg(v) is strongly concave in the sense that
def

Di4(v) €= —V2Lg(v) > G?

for some fixed positive matrix G?. This enables us to define in a unique way the pMLE

v and its population counterpart v :

vg = argmax Lg(v),
v

v, = argmax [ELg(v),
v
as well as positive matrices
D?(v) € D4(v) —G?>0.

Note that D?(v) does not coincide with —V2L(v) unless —V?log s (v) = G2, that

is, g corresponds to N(vg, G?). From this point, we can proceed as in the case of a
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Gaussian prior. In particular, the Laplace effective dimension p(v) is defined exactly as

in the case of a Gaussian prior:

def

p(v) = tr{D{f('u) D2('u)} = tr{l, — D(_;2('u) Gz}.

All the smoothness conditions including (73), (72), (S3), (S4) concern the function
f(v) = ELg(v) = EL(v) + log mg(v) . In the contrary, condition (¢) only relies on
the stochastic component of log-likelihood L(v). Condition (V) effectively requires
exponential moments of Dglvg for Dg = Dg(v§).

One may conclude that the approach extends in a straightforward way to the case
when the function Lg(v) = L(v) + log mg(v) is strongly concave, smooth, and stochas-

tically linear with bounded exponential moments.

4 Smooth priors and rate over Sobolev classes

This section presents some examples of choosing G? for achieving the “bias-variance

trade-off” and obtaining rate optimal results. Define the background true parameter

*

v* = argmax [EL(v).
v

Remind the notation Lg(v) ey L(v) — ||Gv]]?/2,

~ def def
Vo = argmax Lg(v) v € argmax ELg(v).
vel veT

Also, for any v e T,
F(v) = —-V2EL(v), Fg(v)=-ViELg(v)= F(v)+ G

Posterior concentration relies on the Laplace effective dimension

def

p(v) = t{Fg'(v) F(v)}

for v in a small vicinity Ag. The pMLE ©¢ concentrates in a vicinity of vy and the

concentration radius is described via the effective dimension

joJe] def tr(lFélV2),
where for Fg = Fg(vy,) and V2 = Var(V(). It is worth noting that under conditions
of Proposition 2.5 IFg(v*) can be used in place of IFg. Moreover, V? = IF(v*) under

the correct model specification.
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Theorem 2.8 yields the following bound for the risk of v :
E| D¢ (vc —v)|* S pe + || D' G*o*||?.
This suggest to select the operator G2 which ensures the “bias-variance trade-off”

IDg' G*v*|* =< pe.

4.1 Bias-variance trade-off under G,-smoothness

Suppose that v* is Gg-smooth, that is, for a given matrix Gg
|Gov*||* < 1. (4.1)

Consider the univariate family of penalizing/precision matrices G? of the form G? =
ng. Later we discuss a choice of the value w ensuring the bias-variance relation
|D;'G*v*||? < pe . Note first that

IDG' G*o*|? < ||Gu*|* = w | Gov™||* = w.

Next we consider the variance term measured by the effective dimension pg . Under the
conditions of Proposition 2.5 and correct model specification, we may slightly change the

definition to
pc = p(w) = tr(D? D;?) = tr{ D*(D? + wG}) ™'}, (4.2)
where ID? = [F(v*). The definition is particularly transparent for D? = nl,:
p(w) = tr(I, + n~tw G) -
Define also
r(w) = /p(w) + v2x.
Theorem 2.7, (2.17), yields the following bound.

Theorem 4.1. Assume ||Gov*|| < 1. Consider G*> = wG3, DZ% = D?*+wG%. Suppose
the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and 2.5 hold for this choice of G*. Then on 2(x), the

estimate Vg fulfills for some fixed constant C

IDg (B — v*)| < 2r(w) + v~ w!/2.
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Clearly p(0) = p and p(w) monotonously decreases to zero as w grows to infinity

provided that G% is positive definite. Therefore, for any fixed Cy, the equation
r(w) = Cow'/? (4.3)
has a unique solution w = mg leading to the desired “bias-variance trade-off”.

Theorem 4.2. Assume ||Gov*|| < 1. With a fized Cq, define mqy by p(mg) = Comyg ;
see (4.2). Define also G?no = mo G2, lDfno = D? + moG3. Suppose the conditions of
Proposition 2.1 and 2.5 hold for this choice of G* = G%, . Then on £2(x), the estimate

Uy = UG, [fulfills for some fized constant C

~ 1/2
1Dy (B — v*)|| < Cmy™.

With ID? = nl, , this implies
|Omg — U*H2 < Cmg/n.
Remark 4.1. The value p(w) from (4.2) can be written as
p(w) = tr(l, + wD ' GE D).

The operator P(w) = (I, + wD~GZD~1)~! is obviously a sub-projector in RP. In
many situation, its trace can be well approximated by the dimension of the subspace
in IR on which wID™! G% D! < I,; see the example later for the case of Sobolev
smoothness. In particular, with ID? = nl,, the corresponding subspace is spanned by

the eigenvectors of G% with eigenvalues 9]2- <n/w.

The obtained bound can be extended to the case when the smoothness of v* is
measured using a different operator Gy than G. An important example corresponds
to a (s,w)-smooth prior and a signal v* is from a Sobolev ball with the smoothness
degree sg # s; see Section B.1. Suppose v* is Gg-smooth, and mg is the corresponding
solution of (4.3) leading to G2, = moG§ and D2, = ID? 4+ moGg. We now consider

some other penalizing matrix G2 .

Theorem 4.3. Let v* follow (4.1) and mg solve (4.3). Fiz G%, =moG} and D2, =
D? + moG2 . Suppose for some other G*, it holds

D;’G* < ¢ D, Gy, (4.4)



35

with a fixed constant Cq, and the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and 2.5 hold for this
choice of G*. Then on £2(x) with n~' = ||Dg?| Vv | D2, |l

Vilog — v*|| < ccamy?.

Proof. Apply (2.18) and (4.4). O

Some sufficient conditions for (4.4) are given in Lemma B.4.

4.2 Smooth penalty and rate of estimation over Sobolev balls

This section illustrates the general results for the case of a smooth penalty G? for a
smooth signal v* in a Sobolev sense. Our main intension is to demonstrate that the
obtained finite sample bounds imply the well known results on the rate of estimation
under standard smoothness assumptions. We follow the setup of Section B and assume
the diagonal structure of the penalizing matrix G? = diag(g%, ceey 912,) with eigenvalues gjz
satisfying the condition of polynomial growth (B.3). We also assume that the information
matrix IF = IF(v*) satisfies (B.4):

cp nlull® < (Fu,u) < Cpnlul? u e RP. (4.5)
while V? satisfies (B.6):
Cyt IFu|? < |[Vul?® < Cynl|Ful?, u e RP. (4.6)

Here n means a sample size; see, e.g., Section 6.

To illustrate the obtained results, assume that v* belongs to a Sobolev ball %(sg, wy) :
def 2s,
B(s0, wy) = {fu = (v;): 232 OU? < wo} (4.7)
Jj>1

with sp > 0 and wy < 1; see Section B.1. First we discuss a smoothness-aware choice of
G? = diag(g?, . . ., glz,) assuming sp > 1/2 known. By C we denote some fixed constant

possibly depending on the other constants in our conditions like Cg, Cy, sg, c3, Ca.

Theorem 4.4. Let also (4.5) and (4.6) hold and v* € HB(sp,wg), so > 1/2. Define
G? = diag(g?, . .. ,gg) with g]2- = wwo_lj250 for w > Cwyn'=2%° . Suppose the conditions
of Proposition 2.1 and 2.5 hold for this choice of G%. Then on £2(x)

1D (06 = v)I* S (w ™ won) /) 4 w. (4.8)
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Furthermore, the choice
w = (won)'/ @0+ e (4.9)
leads to
G? = myg wal diag{jzso}j21 _ wo—280/(280+1) 1/ (2s0+1) diag{j2 }is1 (4.10)

and yields for n > Cy

||DG(IEG - ’U*)H2 S mo = (won)l/(250+1) ,
(4.11)

1Ba — v*|2 < mon ™t = wh/ 0T =250/ Gsot 1)

Proof. Define m by the relation g2, ~ n. This leads to m ~ (w ™ wyn)Y/ %) By

Lemma B.1 pg =< m. The condition w > Cwyn'~2% with a properly selected C

ensures pg < n and hence, rg n=1/2

is sufficiently small. This enables us to apply
Proposition 2.1 and Theorem 2.3. Furthermore, smoothness of v* € %(sgp,wy) and the
definition of G? = wwy* diag{j?°};>1 imply ||Gv*||?> < w and hence, |D;'G?*v*|? <
w. This and (2.21) prove (4.8). Optimizing its right hand-side w.r.t. w leads to
2s50+1) | The condition my < n reads n° > Cwy and it is

automatically fulfilled for n sufficiently large. This yields the final result (4.11). O

the w = mg = (won)"/(

With wp = 1, this result yields the optimal rate of estimation |[vg — v*[|? <
n~2%0/(20+1) over the smoothness class %(sg,wg) from (4.7) for the pMLE g with
G? from (4.10).

Further we check the situation when v* € %(sg,wp) but we use G? = w=! diag{j*};>1
for s # sg. The main question is a proper choice of the scaling factor w to ensure the
same in order accuracy as for the sg-aware choice. Lemma B.1 provides the key argu-
ment: the index mg from (4.9) should be preserved. Due to Lemma B.4, to make the
construction rigorous we also need to ensure s > sg. This can be achieved by selecting
a reasonably large s, e.g. s = 4 or s = 5. Now the approach can be summarized
as follows. Under the assumption v* € %(sp,wp) and n~! =< [|[D72||, we fix mg by
(4.9). With G? = w!diag{j**}, the index m corresponding to g2, ~ n is given by

m ~ (wn)'/ () | This leads to the relation
(wn)Y ) ~ mg = (wn)'/ 250+ (4.12)
and to the solution

w ~ nT'm2% = nHwon)?s/ s+, (4.13)
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Alternatively one can apply the mg-truncation prior with mg from (4.12). The next

result assumes again v* € #(sp,wp) but for any sop > 0.

Theorem 4.5. Let also v* € PB(sq,wg), so > 0. Define G?> = w™! diag{j%}jzl
for some s > 1/2, s > sg, and w from (4.12) or (4.13). Suppose the conditions of
Proposition 2.1 and 2.5 hold for this choice of G*. Then bounds (4.11) continue to hold
on 2(x) provided n > Cy.

Proof. Lemma B.1 yields pg =< (wn)l/(28) = myg . Further, Lemma B.4 ensures condition
(4.4) of Proposition 4.3 D(_;2G2 < CgDégGg for a constant Cs depending on sy and s
only. The result follows now similarly to (4.11). O

4.3 Bayesian inference under Sobolev smoothness

Here we continue the discussion of Section 4.2 assuming v* € %(sp, wg) with wy < 1.

A rate-optimal choice of the prior covariance G? is an issue to addrress.

Theorem 4.6. Assume (), (VC), (C), (S3). Let also (4.5) hold and v* € B(sp,wp),
so > 0. Define G* = wtdiag{j*};>1 for s > 1/2, s > so, and w from (4.12) or
(4.13). Then for n > Cqy, it holds on 2(x)

P(HUG — G| > s/ (so+D) ‘Y) < e,

Moreover, if so > 1, then on £2(x) for n > Cy

sup |P(vg — g € A|X) —IP'(Dg'y € A)‘ < ¢ pll=s0)/@s0+1)
AcHB(RP)
- (4.14)
sup |P(vg—vg€A|X)—P (Dg'y e A)‘ < ¢ n(22s0)/2s0+1)
AeABs(RP)

Proof. We proceed similarly to Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 4.5. Let mg be given by
(4.12). Then p(v) =< my = (won)Y 20+ yielding (3.7) for n > Co. For validity of
Laplace approximation (3.13) in Theorem 3.4, we have to only check an addition condition
(3.11). It can be spelled out as m3 < n. For so > 1, it is fulfilled automatically if n is
sufficiently large. Bounds in (4.14) are obtained from (3.13) by using p < myg . O

5 Anisotropic logistic regression

This section specifies the general results for a popular logistic regression model. It is

widely used e.g. in binary classification in machine learning for binary classification or
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in binary response model in econometrics. The results presented here can be viewed
as extension of Spokoiny and Panov (2021) to the case of non-regular models. Such an
extension is very important for practical applications where the underlying probability
of success can be very close to zero or one. Most of existing theoretical studies fail in
such cases and the analysis becomes very involved. Moreover, another type of limiting
behavior of the posterior may happen; see e.g. Bochkina and Green (2014) for some
examples of model with non-Gaussian posterior approximation in non-regular regression.
Our results indicate that the use of a sufficiently strong Gaussian prior on the canonical
parameter vector allows to eliminate such cases and to establish a uniform Gaussian

approximation of the posterior.

5.1 Setup and conditions

Suppose we are given a vector of independent observations/labels Y = (Y7,..., Yn)T and
a set of the corresponding features vectors ¥; € IRP. Each binary label Y; is modelled
as a Bernoulli random variable with the parameter 6 = IP(Y; = 1). Logit regression
operates with the canonical parameter v} = log % and assumes a linear dependence

vf = (¥;,v*) for the parameter vector v € IRP. The corresponding log-likelihood reads

L(w) = > {Vi (@i, v) - o((@;,0)) | (5.1)
i=1
with ¢(v) = log(l + e”). For simplicity we assume that the W, are deterministic,
otherwise we need to condition on them.
A penalized MLE v is defined by maximization of the penalized log-likelihood
Lg(v) = L(v) — ||Gv]|?/2 for the quadratic penalty ||Gv]|?/2:

vg = argmax La(v).
veRP
In the Bayesian setup we consider a Gaussian prior N(0,G~2) on v. The posterior
density is given by
La(v
m(w]Y) = _exple(v)
[ exp Lg(v) dv
Inference for the pMLE v and for the posterior density is well studied in regular
situations when the true parameter v* belongs to a bounded set 7' ; see e.g. Spokoiny

(2017); Spokoiny and Panov (2021). Here we explain how the general results of Section
2 and Section 3 apply in the GLM case.
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5.2 Check of general conditions

The truth and the penalized truth are defined via the expected log-likelihood

v* = argmax [EL(v),
veRP

*

v = argmax IELq(v).
veERP

The Fisher information matrix IF(v) at v is given by

n

F(v) =Y ¢ ((@;,v) &; /. (5.2)

i=1
Note that the matrix IF(v) is not diagonal even if ww' is diagonal. Indeed, j,j’-

element of IF(v) = —V2EL(v) is F(v);; = Y0 ;i gb(?)((!l'/i,'u)) . The penal-

ized Fisher information matrix Fg(v) at v is given by
Fg(v) = F(v) + G2

As usual, we write D2 = D2 (vy,) = F(v}).
Let ((v) = L(v) — EL(v) = Y1, (Y; — IEY;)(¥;,v) be the stochastic component of

L(v). It is obviously linear in v with

n

V(=) (Vi - EY,)®;.

1=1

Therefore, (¢) is granted by construction. Convexity of ¢(-) yields concavity of L(v)
and thus, (C). Now we check (V). It holds with ¢; =Y; — [EY;

V2 = Var(V¢) = Y Var(s;) ;%] =Y 0:(1 - 07) @]
=1 =1

Note that under correct GLM specification Y; ~ Bernoulli(6}) with 6F = e/¥+v") /(1 +

lI/i,v*

e )} for the true parameter v*, it follows V2 = IF(v*).

Define the effective dimension
pc = tr(Dg*V?).
Let x be such that

1/A¢ > x'/2/2 4 (xpa/4)/*



40 FINITE SAMPLES INFERENCE AND CRITICAL DIMENSION

with A = max; | D;'®;|. By Lemma C.15, on a set £2(x) with P(£2(x)) > 1 — 3e™®
DG VEl < ra = vpa + Vx,

yielding (V).
We need one more condition on regularity of the design ¥y,...,%, . For any v € T,
define w;(v) = ¢@ ((¥;,v)) so that

D?*(v) = Zn:!I/Z v w;(v)
i=1

and for any vector u

n

Y @) wi(v) = || D(w)ul.

i=1
Design regularity usually treated in the sense that each summand (¥;, u)?w;(v) is
smaller in order that the whole sum. We also need a bound on the fourth moments
of the design distribution. Suppose a subset 7° C T is fixed.
(¥) (i) For some C, and all v € 7°

Cn
. < ;D.
max|(@;, w)| < 7 [D(v)ul,  weR

(ii) For some Cy and all v e 1°,

%g<!pi’u>4 wi(v) < <% HD(’U)“H2>

2
, u € IRP.

It is straightforward to see that C,, > Cy . However, this bound is usually too rough
and it is useful to separate these constants.
Now we check (S3) and (Sy4).

Lemma 5.1. Assume (¥). Consider

p(v) &

tr{D2(v)DG2(v)},  r(v) ¥ 2y/p(v) + V2x, (5.3)

and assume for all v € T°

v e, r(v)n™1/?

IN

1/2,
(5.4)
v ieCpr(v)n 2 < 1/3.
Then (S3) and (S4) hold with m*(v) = n='D*(v), c3 = /eCy, and c4 = \/eC3.
Moreover, v—'czr(v)n=1? <1/3.
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Proof. We start with some technical statements. First observe that the function ¢(v) =

log(1 + ev) satisfies for all v € IR

6P ()] < oP(v), k=34 (5.5)
Indeed, it holds
f) = 1o
620) = e
#w) = (1 +euev)2 B (11611)3’
S0(0) — ¢ 6™ Gedv

At ey  dre)t

It is straightforward to see that |¢*)(v)| < ¢(®(v) for k = 3,4 and any v.
Next we check local variability of ¢ (v). Namely, for any b > 0, any v° € R,

sup [ (v)] < o (v°).

jo—ve|<b

To see this, suppose that v° < 0. As the function ¢ (v) is monotonously increasing in
v < 0, it holds

@) _ o) _, 50

sup

[lv—v°|<b ¢(2) (UO) ¢(2) (UO)

and the result follows.
Putting together (5.5) and (5.6) leads to a bound on variability of D(v). Let us fix
v €T° and any u with |[|[D(v)u|| < r(v). By definition

DR+ u) = 3 0,0 00 (v 1 )
i=1

By (5.4), for each i < n, it holds |(¥;,u)| < 1/2 and by (5.6)
6@ (@i, v +w) < Ve ¢ (3, 0)).
This yields

D?*(v +u) < VeD?*(v). (5.7)
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As the next step we evaluate the derivative V¥ f(v) for f(v) = EL(v) and k > 2. Let
f(v) =IEL(v). For any v € Ag and any uy,...,uxr €U, k> 2,

(VEf(0),u1 ® ... ® ug) ZH @i, u;) oW (@5,0)),
i=1j5=1
and, in particular,

n

ID@)ul® = —(V*f(v),u®) = > (&, u)* o? (@;,v)).
i=1
With w;(v) = ¢(2)((!Ili,v>) , for v € T° and any w,w € U, we derive by (ii) of (&),
(5.5), and (5.7) for ¢ € [0,1]

‘<V3f('u + tw), w ® u®2>| < Z‘(!I/Z, 'w>| (@, u>2 ¢(2) ((WZ, v+ tw))
i=1

< \/_Z| i, w)| (T, u)? w; < \/_<Z<Wi,w>2 wi('u)>1/2 <§n:<!piju>4wi(v)>1/2

1=1 1=1
< Vot 1/2 1D (v)w] || D(w)ul*.

This yields (S3) with m?(v) = n~'D?(v) and c3 = v/eCy . Similarly (S4) holds with
Cy = \/ECEP . ]

5.3 General properties

All the conditions of Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.5 have been already checked for
GLM. The results of Section 2 for the pMLE ¥ can be summarized as follows.

Theorem 5.2. Let Y; be independent Bernoulli, Y; ~ Bernoulli(0}). Consider GLM
(5.1). Given G?, assume (W) . Let also with v =2/3 and r(v) from (5.3), conditions
(5.4) hold true. Then on a set §2(x) with IP(§2(x)) > 1—3e™*, the concentration bound
(2.7) of Proposition 2.1 and the Fisher-Wilks expansions (2.10) and (2.11) of Theorem 2.3
apply. Bound (2.17) of Theorem 2.7 for the loss ©g—v* and bound (2.20) of Theorem 2.8

for the corresponding risk apply similarly.

Now we continue with the properties of the posterior vg | X for a Gaussian prior
N(0,G=2). Theorem 6.5 ensures a concentration of g on a local set Ag which is a
subset of the local ball %,(v{,). The next result is just a specification of the general

statements of Theorem 3.4.
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Theorem 5.3. Assume the conditions of Theorem 5.2. The the concentration result
(3.7) of Proposition 3.1 as well as the contraction bound (3.9) of Proposition 3.2 hold on
Q2(x). Moreover, under (3.12), Laplace approximation (3.13) of Theorem 3.4 continues

to apply.

5.4 Truncation and smooth priors

Here we specify the results to the case of a regular design when all the eigenvalues of
the matrix information IF(v) = D?*(v) for all v € Ag are of order n. With smooth
or truncation priors of Section B, we now state a finite sample version of the stan-
dard nonparametric rate optimal results about concentration of the pMLE and posterior
contraction; cf Castillo and Nickl (2014), Castillo and Rousseau (2015). We use that

~ _ _ 1/(2s0+1)  _
Dé > ncé I, and n 12% = n"tmg = wo/( sot )n 2s0/(2s0+1) 5 0 as n — oo for any
so > 0. The error term is of order n(2=250)/(250+1) and it tends to zero only as n — 0o

only if so > 1.

Theorem 5.4. Assume conditions of Theorem 5.2. Define mqg = (won)'/ 20+ For
the m -truncation prior with m = mq or for the (s,w)-smooth prior with (wn)/ (%) =

(wo n)Y @0+ =y it holds on the same set 2(x) for any v € B(so,wo)

P(HUG - ,U*HQ > Cw(l)/(2so+1)n—2so/(2so+l) ‘ Y) < 3e7 %,

6 Log-density estimation

Suppose we are given a random sample X7,...,X, in R?. The density model assumes
that all these random variables are independent identically distributed from some mea-
sure P with a density f(x) with respect to a o -finite measure po in R?. This density
function is the target of estimation. By definition, the function f is non-negative, mea-
surable, and integrates to one: [ f(x)duo(x) = 1. Here and below, the integral [
without limits means the integral over the whole space R?. If f(-) has a smaller sup-
port £, one can restrict integration to this set. Below we parametrize the model by a
linear decomposition of the log-density function. Let {wj(a:), 7=1,... ,p} with p < 0o

be a collection of functions in R? (a dictionary). For each v = (v;) € RP, define
def
€($, U) = Ulwl(-’ﬁ) .o+ Upwp(w) - ¢(U) = <W(ZE),’U> - ¢(U>,

where W¥(x) is a vector with components 1;(x) and ¢(v) is given by

o(v) e log/e@(””)’”> dpo(x). (6.1)
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It is worth stressing that the data point x only enters in the linear term <5P(:c), 'v> of
the log-likelihood ¢(x,v). The function ¢(v) is entirely model-driven. Below we restrict
v to a subset 7" in IRP such that ¢(v) is well defined and the integral of e/¥(®)v) ig

finite. Linear log-density modeling assumes

log f(x) = {(x,v") = <!I/(:c),v*> — ¢(v*) (6.2)

for some v* € T C IRP. A nice feature of such representation is that the function
log f(x) in the contrary to the density itself does not need to be non-negative. One more
important benefit of using the log-density is that the stochastic part of the corresponding
log-likelihood is linear w.r.t. the parameter v. With S = Y ¥(X,), for a given
penalty operator G2, the penalized log-likelihood Lg(v) reads as

n

La(w) = S (B(X),v) —no(w) — 5|Go]]* = (5, v) ~ n6(w) — 5G],
i=1

The penalized MLE v¢ and its population counterpart vy, are defined as

vg = argmax Lg(v), v, = argmax [ELg(v).
vel vel

6.1 Conditions

For applying the general results of Section 2 and Section 3, it suffices to check the general
conditions of Section 2 for the log-density model. First note that the generalized linear
structure of the model automatically yields conditions (C) and (¢). Indeed, convexity
of ¢(-) implies that IEL(v) = (IES,v) — n¢(v) is concave. Further, for the stochastic
component ((v) = L(v) — IEL(v), it holds

V() =V(=5-ES=) [#X,) - EPFX,)],
i=1

and (¢) follows. Further, the representation IEL(v) = (IES,v) — n¢(v) implies
F(v) = —~V?’EL(v) = —V2L(v) = nV?¢(v).

To simplify our presentation, we assume that Xi,..., X, are indeed i.i.d. and the density
f(x) can be represented in the form (6.2) for some parameter vector v*. This can be

easily extended to non i.i.d. case at cost of more complicated notations. Then

vt = arggax EL(v) = arlg);g;ax{(lES,v) —ng(v)} = arggax{(@,v) —¢(v)}, (6.3)
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where ¥ = EW(X;) and IES = n¥. This yields the identity
Vo(v*) = .
Moreover, by (6.1), VZ¢(v*) = Var{®(X;)} and
V2 = Var(V(¢) = n V2¢p(v*) = IF(v*). (6.4)

Here we present our conditions. For any v € 7 and ¢ > 0, define m(v) by m?(v) =

V2¢(v) and consider the corresponding balls in IRP
By(v) & {u e RP: [m(w)u] < o} = {u € RP: (V24(v), u"?) < o).
(f) Xi,...,X, areiid. from a density f satisfying log f(x) = ¥(x) v* — ¢(v*).

(Y) The set 1 is open and convex, the value ¢(v) from (6.1) is finite for all v € T,
v* from (6.3) is an internal point in 7" such that %y,(v*) C T for a fixed 0 > 0.

(¢) For the Bregman divergence ¢(v;u) ey d(v+u) — p(v) — (Vo(v),u), it holds

sup sup expo(v;u) < C,. (6.5)
vEH, (V*) uEH2,(v)
Introduce a measure P, by the relation:

dp,

d—,uo(w) = exp{(¥(z),v) — d(v)}. (6.6)

Identity (6.1) ensures that P, is a probabilistic measure. Moreover, under (6.2), the

data generating measure IP coincides with Pf%".
(W4) There are Cyz3 >0 and Cyy > 3 such that for all v € By(v*) and v € IRP

|Ey(¥(X1) — Ev!p(Xl)a7>3‘ Cy3 E2/2<W(X1) ~ E,¥(X1),7),

IN

Eo(W(X)) — Eu®(X1),7)" < Cou E2(W(X)) — E,¥(X1),7)".

In fact, conditions (¢) and (¥4) follow from (I) and can be considered as a kind
of definition of important quantities C,, Cy 3, and Cy 4 which will be used for describing
the smoothness properties of ¢(v). The matrix VZ2¢(v) is supposed well conditioned
for v e B,(v*).

(V2¢) For the information matrix V2¢(v), it holds with some Cp > 1

Cpl, < V2(v) <Crl,, veEB,(v"). (6.7)
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Later we show that it suffices to check (6.7) at v*, then it will be fulfilled in Z,(v*)
with a slightly larger constant Cg .

6.1.1 Check of conditions (S3) and (S4)

Let P, be defined by (6.6). It is straightforward to check that E,¥(X;) = V¢(v) and
Var, (¥ (X)) = V2¢(v). Further, if u € B,(v) and v+u €7, then

d(v+u) = log Eyexp{(¥(X1),v +u)} = log E,, exp{<!l7(X1),u> + gb('u)}.
This yields in view of E,¥(X;) = V¢(v) that e = ¥(X;) — E,¥(X,) fulfills

log Ey, exp({e,u)) = ¢(v+u) — ¢(v) — (B, (X1),u)
= (v +u) - ¢(v) — (Vo(v), u). (6.8)
Lemma 6.1. The function ¢(v) satisfies for any v € By(v*) and v € IRP
(V20 (), v*)] < Cas (VPo(v),v*%)/?, (6.9)
[(Vip(v),v*1)] < (Coa — 3) (VPo(v),v¥?)%. (6.10)

Moreover, for any ~,,v € RP

(VP6(0), 71 © 72| < \/Cua (V26(0),752) (V26(v),v72).
Proof. Denote € = X1 — E, X, . By (6.8) with w =t for t sufficiently small
X() € log Ey exp(tie, 1) = ¢(v +ty) — ¢(v) — (Vo (v), 1),
and by (¥4) with Cyy >3
IX®(0)] = |Eole, 7)?] < Cos B (e,7)?,
XD (0)] = |Eule,7)* = 3EL(e,7)?| < (Coa— 3)Ep(e, ).

If v, # ~ then we may proceed in a similar way with the bivariate function x(¢1,t) =

log By, exp{t1(e,v1) + t(e,v)} . Its mixed derivative at zero satisfies

‘ 0? 1/2

87518152)((0’0)‘ = |Ey (e,71) (£,7)?| £ {Euvle,71)? Evle, v)'}

and the result follows as well. O
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Lemma 6.2. If v € %,(v*) then with cy = /Cy4C,

2 ®2
sup sup (VZp(v +u),v%?)

< cy. 6.11
A L e (6.11)

Proof. Let (VZ¢(v),u®?) < 0?. By (6.8) with € = X; — E, X3

Ev{EETe(s,u>} B Ey{e e(E,u>}Ev{€ e(s,u)}T

2 — 2 (eu) _
V(v +u) = V-log Eye (Ep eleu))2 (Ey eleu))2

and by (6.10) and (6.5) in view of FE,el&® >1

<V2¢(U + ’u,)7 7®2> < Ev{ <€7 ,_Y>2e<e,u>}

< B (e,7)* B <\ [CyaC, (V2h(v),~?)
and the assertion follows. O

Lemma 6.3. Let v € By(v*) and r < p\/n. Then f(v) = E,L(v) satisfies (S3)
and (S4) with h(v) = (Vo(v*),v) — ¢(v), m?(v) = V2¢(v), and constants c3 and

¢4 depending on C,, Cy3, and Cya only.

Proof. Let v € B,(v*). For any u with |[m(v)u| <r/y/n <, by (6.9) and (6.11)

3 ®3 3
(Voo (v + tu);u ) < Cy3l|m(v + tz;)uH < Gy CZ/Q 7
[m(v)ul [[m(v)ul|
and (S3) follows with c3 = Cy 3 CZ/ ? The proof of (S,) is similar. O

6.1.2 Check of (V()

Now we check the deviation bound for V( = § — IES under (f) and (). Lid.
structure of S = Y, X; and (6.4) yield Var(S) = V2 = nV2¢(v*). Further, for any
u € B,y(v*), again by the i.i.d. assumption and by (6.8)

n~log IE,- exp{(V(,u)} = log Ey-c®% = ¢(v* 4+ u) — ¢p(v*) — (Vo(v*), u).

Fix r < pn'/? and consider all u with n(V2¢(v*),u®?) < r?. Then by (S3) and
(A.3) of Lemma A.2

1+c3rn1/2/3
2

P(v" +u) — d(v7) = (Vo(v),u) < (V2h(v"),u) < (VZg(v"),u®?)

provided that c3r < 3n'/2. This implies (C.13) with g = oy/n and thus, the deviation
bound (C.18) of Theorem C.10 implies (V) for o/n sufficiently large.
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6.2 Smoothness, bias-variance trade-off

To handle the bias term, we impose some smoothness conditions on the underlying density
parameter v*; see Section 4. We also limit ourselves to the penalty matrices G? which

ensure a kind of bias-variance trade-off.
(Gov*) ||Gov*||? <1 for some fixed GZ.

Later we follow the suggestion of Section 4 and apply the penalizing matrix G? =
wG3. Set D?* = nV%¢p(v*), DZ = D? + G?. The particular value w = mq can be
selected by the bias-variance relation (4.3). First we evaluate the bias term. This is

important to ensure that the point vy, is still in the local vicinity %,(v™).

Proposition 6.4. Assume (f), (¢), (¥a1), (¥), (Gov*). Let G*> = wG%, DZ =
nV2p(v*) + G?, and v 'w'/?n=Y2 < o. Then v} € B,(v*) and

|Dg(v — v*)|| < v w2 (6.12)

Proof. We intend to apply Proposition 2.5 with @ = ID and r, = V_IH.ZD(_;lG2’U*H for
v =2/3. It holds by (Gov*) in view of G? < D} and G? = wG3

r, = v Y| DGRt < v 2| Govt || = v w2,

Further, v~ 'w!'/2n=1/2 < o ensures that the set {v: |[D(v — v*)|| < r,} belongs to
the ball #,(v*). Now Lemma 6.3 yields (S3) for all v € %,(v*). By Lemma A.3,
it holds wg, < c3ro < c3 v lwt/2 =12 < 1/3 for n > ng. Now Proposition 2.5 yields
(6.12) and vi € B,(v*). Also by Lemma A.3, the matrix D2 = DZ%(vy,) satisfies
(1 — i) D% < D < (1 +w;) D3 =

For G? = wG%, the effective dimension pg is given by (4.2):
pc = p(w) = tr(D* D;?) = tr{D*(D* + wG3)~'}.

A particular value mg is defined by the bias-variance relation reads p(w) < w; see (4.3).

Fix some x and consider

rg = r(w) = \/p(w) + vV2x.

Now expansion (2.17) of Theorem 2.7 applies provided that the concentration set ||Dg(v—
vg)| < v7lre is contained in %,(vE). Proposition 6.4 allows to use D¢ in place of
D¢ in this condition. In our results, C stands for a fixed constant depending on the

other constants in our conditions like so, Cr, cg, 0, and Cyy.
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Theorem 6.5. Assume (f), (@), (Pa), (¥), (Gov*), and let G* = wGE. If
vl 2 n=2 < o with v =2/3 and r(w)n='2 < g, then on 2(x)

IDg (e — v)|| < 20 'r(w) + v w2,
If r(mp) = Com(l)/2 then it holds on 2(x) for G* =m¢G§ and D2, = ID* + moG}
1Dy (B = 07| < € Comg”.

Under the same conditions one can specify the results of Section 2 including the Fisher—
Wilks expansions of Theorem 2.3. Moreover, for a Gaussian prior N'(0, G~2) with G? =
wG%, one can derive the results about concentration and contraction of the posterior
va ‘ X . Only Laplace’s approximation of the posterior in Theorem 3.4 requires a stronger

condition on critical dimension: c3 v~ r(w)p(w) < 2n'/2.

6.2.1 Rate optimality under Sobolev smoothness

To state standard rate-optimal results and to compare our conclusions with the existing
results in the literature, we cinsider the univariate case d = 1 and introduce the condition

on Sobolev smoothness of the log-density log f(x) .
(s0,wo) v* € B(so,wo) = {v = (v)): > U?j%o <wp} for so>0.

The assumption v* € Z(sg,wp) is standard in log-density estimation; cf. Castillo and Nickl
(2014) or Spokoiny and Panov (2021). However, one usually requires sop > 1, while our
results below are valid for sy > 0. The only exception is the final Gaussian approxima-
tion result requiring sg > 1. We also assume that wg =< 1.

Now we state the results under the smoothness condition (sg,wp). The preci-
sion/penalization matrix G? is taken of the (s,w)-form: G? = diag(g%,...,gg) with
gjz- = j2%/w. One can take any degree s > 1/2, s > so, we recommend a large value like
s =4 or s =5. Only the factor w should be fixed carefully to get the optimal accuracy
of estimation from the relation (wn)Y/(2%) x (won)'/ 20+ ; see (4.12) or (4.13). Under
(V2¢), the corresponding effective dimension pg and the Laplace effective dimension
p(v) are determined by the index m for which g2, ~ n. Alternatively one can use a

2s0+1)  Such a choice of the prior parameters is

mg -truncation prior with mg ~ (won)/
frequently used for nonparametric rate optimal results about concentration of the pMLE

and posterior contraction; cf. Castillo and Nickl (2014), Castillo and Rousseau (2015).
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Note that the mentioned results require sg > 1, while our concentration and contrac-
tion results apply under sy > 0. Theorem 4.4 through Theorem 4.6 yield the following

results.

Theorem 6.6. Assume (f), (¥), (¢), (¥4), (V29) and (s0,wq). Fizx s >1/2,
s > sg and define 9]2- = w152 with w satisfying (wn)"/ (%) x~ (won)/ (250D : see (4.12)

or (4.13). Then on 2(x) for n > ny,
B — vl < cnso/@uh),
and the posterior measure vg ‘ X satisfies
ll-"(H'uG — Dg|| > cn7s0/(2s0+1) ‘X) <e

Our main result about Gaussian approximation requires more smoothness of the log-

density log f(-). Namely, we require (sg,wp) with so > 1.

Theorem 6.7. Assume the conditions of Theorem 6.6 and (sg,wq) with sy > 1. Define

280+1)

mo = (won)/( . For the m -truncation prior with m = myq or for the (s,w) -smooth

prior with (wn)Y®) = (won)/ 20+t = mqy, on 2(x) for n>ng,

sup IP('UG —vgeA | X) — lP’(f)(_;l'y € A)‘ < ¢ pll=s0)/@Zsot1)
AcB(RP)
N (6.13)
sup lP(vG —vgeA | X) — P’(Dél'y € A)‘ < ¢ p(3=250)/(2s0+1)
AEZs(RP)

The error terms in (6.13) tend to zero as n — oo because sg > 1.

7 Dimension free bounds for Laplace approximation

Here we present several issues related to Laplace approximation. Section 7.2 states gen-
eral results about the accuracy of Laplace approximation for finite samples. Section 7.3
discusses inexact approximation and the use of posterior mean. Technical assertions and

proofs are collected in Section 7.4.

7.1 Setup and conditions

Let f(x) be a function in a high-dimensional Euclidean space IRP such that | e/ ®) do =

C < oo, where the integral sign [ without limits means the integral over the whole space
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IRP. Then f determines a distribution IP; with the density clef®)  Let a* be a
point of maximum:

f(x") = sup f(z" +u)
uclRP

We also assume that f(-) is at least three time differentiable. Introduce the negative
Hessian IF = —V?2f(x*) and assume IF strictly positive definite. We aim at approxi-
mating the measure IP; by a Gaussian measure N (z*,FF~!). Given a function g(-),

define its expectation w.r.t. IP; after centering at x*:

aor [ glw) e/ @+ du

7o) & (r.)
A Gaussian approximation Zr(g) for Z(g) is defined as
—|IF2ul?/2 4
def glu)e u _
T(g) o L9 - o). e~ NOF). (12)

f e_||117'1/2'l"||2/2 du

The choice of the distance between Py and N (x*,IF~1) specifies the considered class of
functions ¢g. The most strong total variation distance can be obtained as the supremum

of |Z(g) — Zr(g)| over all measurable functions g(-) with |g(u)| < 1:

TV(Ps N(z*, F')) = ” s”up<l|I(g) —Ir(g)|.

The results can be substantially improved if only centrally symmetric functions g(-) with

g(x) = g(—x) are considered. Obviously, for any g(-)

W) = e @ gy

Moreover, as &* = argmax,, f(x), it holds Vf(x*) =0 and

B fg(u) el (@*5%) day

1(g) = BT (7.3)

where f(x;u) is the Bregman divergence
fl@iu) = flx+u) - flx) - (VI(z)u). (7.4)
Implicitly we assume that the negative Hessian IF = —V?2f(x*) is sufficiently large in

the sense that the Gaussian measure N(0,F~!) concentrates on a small local set U .

This allows to use a local Taylor expansion for f(x*;u) ~ —||FY?u|/?/2 in w on U . If
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f(+) is also strongly concave, then the IPy-mass of the complement of U/ is exponentially
small yielding the desirable Laplace approximation.

Motivated by applications to statistical inference, we consider f in a special form
fx) = l(z) — |Gz —z0)|*/2 (7.5)

for some x( and a symmetric p-matrix G? > 0. Here /() stands for a log-likelihood
function while the quadratic penalty ||G(x — xo)||?/2 corresponds to a Gaussian prior

N(x9,G2). We also assume that £(-) is concave with D? dof —V2¢(xz) > 0. Then

—V3f(x) = —V*(x) + G* = D* + G2

In typical asymptotic setups, the log-likelihood function ¢(x) grows with the sample size
or inverse noise variance, while the prior precision matrix G? is kept fixed. Decompo-
sition (7.5) is of great importance for obtaining the dimension free results. The main
reason is that the quadratic penalty does not affect smoothness properties of the function

£(+) but greatly improves the quadratic approximation term.

7.1.1 Concavity

Below we implicitly assume decomposition (7.5) with a weakly concave function £(-).

More specifically, we assume the following condition.

(Co) There exists an operator G* < —V2f(x*) in IRP such that the function

Uzt +uw) Y f@® +u) + || Gul?/2

1S concave.

If ¢(-) in decomposition (7.5) is concave then this condition is obviously fulfilled.
More generally, if £(-) in (7.5) is weakly concave, so that f(x* + u) — ||Goul||?/2 is
concave in u with GZ < G?, then (Cp) is fulfilled with G2 — G2 in place of G?.

The operator D? plays an important role in our conditions and results:
D? = —V2f(z*) — G? (= —~V2(z*) under (7.5)). (7.6)

Remark 7.1. The condition of strong concavity of f on the whole space IR? can be too
restrictive.This condition can be replaced by its local version: f is concave on a set Aj
such that the Gaussian prior N (zo, G2) concentrates on X and the maximizer
belongs to Ap .In all the results, the integral over IRP has to be replaced by the integral

over Aj.
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7.1.2 Laplace effective dimension

With decomposition (7.6) in mind, we use another notation for IF = —V?2f(x*):
DZ = —V%f(z*) = D? + G%

Also we write Zg(g) instead of Zg(g) in (7.2). The Laplace effective dimension p(x*)
is given by

p(z*) ¥ tr(D?DZ?). (7.7)

Of course, p(z*) < p but a proper choice of the penalty G? in (7.5) allows to avoid the
“curse of dimensionality” issue and ensure a small effective dimension p(x*) even for p
large or infinite; see Section B.1 for more rigorous discussion.

Later we write p instead of p(ax*) without risk of confusion because the parameter
dimension p does not show up anymore. The value p helps to describe a local vicinity

U around z* such that the most of mass of IPy concentrates on U ; see Section 7.4.5.

X

Namely, let us fix some v < 1, e.g. v =2/3, and some x > 0 ensuring that e * is our
significance level. Define
r =2,p+ V2, U = {u: |Dul| < v 'r}. (7.8)

7.1.3 Local smoothness conditions

Let p < oo and let f(-) be a three times continuously differentiable function on IRP.
We fix a reference point & and local region around x given by the local set U C IR?

from (7.8). Consider the remainder of the second and third order Taylor approximation
3(x,u) = f@su) — (Vf(2),u?)/2,
54(%,’11,) = f(ma u) - <v2f(m)771'®2>/2 - <V3f(m)7u®3>/6

with f(x;u) from (7.4). The use of the Taylor formula allows to bound

|0k (z,u)| < sup l‘(ka(ac—I—tu),u@)k>‘, k> 3.
te[0,1] k!

Note that the quadratic penalty —||G(x — 0)|?/2 in f does not affect the remainders
63(z,u) and 4(z,w). Indeed, with f(z) = {(z) — ||G(x — =0)|*/2, it holds

flasu) © fz+u) - f(z) — (Vf(@),u) = (z;u) - ||Gul?/2
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and the quadratic term in definition of the values d(x,u) cancels, k > 3. Local

smoothness of f(:) or, equivalently, of £(-), at & will be measured by the value w(x):

w(x) et sup

1
P Toulerz el (.9

cf. (A.1). We also denote w ) w(x*). Our results apply if w < 1. Local concentration
of the measure IPy requires w < 1/3; see Proposition 7.23. The results about Gaussian

approximation are valid under a stronger condition wp < 2/3 with p from (7.7).

7.2 Error bounds for Laplace approximation

Our first result describes the quality of approximation of the measure IP; by the Gaussian
measure N (z*, Dé2) with mean x* and the covariance Dé2 in total variation distance.

—X

In all our result, the value x is fixed to ensure that e™* is negligible. First we present

the general results which will be specified later under the self-concordance condition.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose (Co) . Let also p be defined by (7.7) and r and U by (7.8). If
w from (7.9) satisfies w < 1/3, then

Py X —x"¢U) <e ™ (7.10)

If wp <2/3, then for any g(-) with |g(w)| <1, it holds for Z(g) from (7.1)

Z(9) — Za(9)| < % <4(H+e7) (7.11)
with
O =0y = O'EZP. (7.12)

This section presents more advanced bounds on the error of Laplace approximation
under conditions (73) and (73) with v = &* and M(z*) = D or (S3) and (S4)

with v = «* and m(z*) =n"/2D.

Theorem 7.2. Suppose (Co) and (T3) and let Tsv—tr <3/4 for r from (7.8). Then

the concentration bound (7.10) holds. Moreover, if
v rp < 2, (7.13)

then the accuracy bound (7.11) applies with

aef 73(p +1)%? Pt 1)3/2

=0 = Jaz e < 2 ’

(7.14)
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where w & v~ lr/3 < 1/4. Furthermore, under (T1), for any symmetric function

g(u) = g(—u), |g(u)| <1, the accuracy bound (7.11) applies with

o=y BETD 2+ (42" 4 2ne + 1)’
* 16(1 — w)? = 8 '

Under (S3) and (S4) instead of (Tz) and (Tz), the results apply with T3 = c3n~1/?

and 74 =cq4n L.

Let ZA(IRP) be the o-field of all Borel sets in RP, while %;(IRP) stands for all
centrally symmetric sets from Z(IRP). By X we denote a random element with the
distribution P, while v4 ~ N(0,D5%).

Corollary 7.3. Under the conditions of Theorem 7.2, it holds for X ~ IP
sup |P;(X —a" € A) — Plyg € A)| < 4(0g+¢7),
AcB(Rr)
sup |1Pf(X —x* € A)—P(yg € A)! <A4(Qy+e7™).
AcBs(RP)

7.2.1 Critical dimension

Here we briefly discuss the important issue of critical dimension. Theorem 7.2 states con-
centration of IP; under the condition 73r < 1. Under (S3), we can use 73 = c3 n~1/2.
Together with r ~ ,/p, this yields the condition p < n. Gaussian approximation ap-
plies under csv'rpn=1/2 < 2; see (7.13), yielding p* < n. We see that there is a
gap between these conditions. We guess that in the region n'/? < p < n, non-Gaussian

approximation of the posterior is possible; cf. Bochkina and Green (2014).

7.2.2 Kullback-Leibler divergence

Theorem 7.1 through 7.2 quantify the approximation Py ~ N (x*, D(_;Q) in the total vari-
ation distance. Another useful characteristic could be the Kullback-Leibler (KL) diver-
gence between Py and N (z*,D;%). The KL divergence # (IP1, IP2) = IE; log(dIPy /dIP>)
is asymmetric, J# (IPy1,IPy) # # (IPy, IP;) with few exceptions like the case of Gaussian
measures IP; and IPy. Moreover, J# (IP, IPy) can explode if IP; is not absolutely con-
tinuous w.r.t. IPo. We present two bounds for each ordering. For ease of presentation,

we limit ourselves to the case when either (73) or (S3) meets.

Theorem 7.4. Suppose (Co) and (T3) and let wp < 2/3. With Pg = N(z*,Dg?),

E
H (Py,Pg) < 403 +de™ < 73(76)

< m 4 4e™*. (715)
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Moreover, under (Ss)

1)3

H Py, Pg) < 23 (pJ; )
Now we briefly discuss the value J#(IPg,IPy). We already know that IP; con-
centrates on U and can be well approximated by IPs on U . However, this does not
guarantee a small value of J# (IPg, Pf). It can even explode if e.g. IP; has a compact

support. In fact, the log-density of IPg w.r.t. IP; reads

P
P,

log = ~f() - 5IDa(z ~ 2)|> - Ca

for some constant Cg, and an upper bound on J (IPg,IPf) requires that the integral

of f(x) w.r.t. the measure PPg is finite.

Theorem 7.5. Suppose (Co) and (S3) and let wp < 2/3. Let also pg = 2x/1?; see
(7.8). If L(x*;u) = l(x* +u) — l(x*) — (VL(x*),u) fulfills

/|€(m*;u)| exp{—[IDeul®/2 + polIDul?/2} du < ¢, (7.16)

for some fized constant Cp then

e%/(lp(;,lpf) S C3

7.2.3 Mean and MAP

Here we present the bound on |Z(g) — Zg(g)| for the case of a linear vector function
g(u) = Qu with Q: R? — RY, ¢ > 1. A special case of @ = I, corresponds to the
mean value x of IPy. The next result presents an upper bound for the value Q(x— x*)

under the conditions of Theorem 7.2 including (S3) .

Theorem 7.6. Assume the conditions of Theorem 7.2 and let QTQ < D?. Then

Q@ — x*)|| < 2.4¢;(|QDZ*QT(|V*/(p +1)3/n + Ce™ . (7.17)

Now we specify the result for the special choice Q =D.

Corollary 7.7. Assume the conditions of Theorem 7.2. Then

ID@— )| < 2.4c3/(p+1)3/n+Ce ™. (7.18)
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Remark 7.2. An interesting question is whether the result of Theorem 7.6 or Corol-
lary 7.7 applies with @Q = D¢ . This issue is important in connection to inexact Laplace
approximation; see the next section. The answer is negative. The problem is related
to the last term Ce™™ in the right hand-side of (7.17). The constant C involves the
moments of ||Q(X — x*)||* which explode for Q = Dg and p = oo.

7.3 Inexact approximation and the use of posterior mean

Now we change the setup. Namely, we suppose that the true maximizer x* of the
function f is not available, but x is somehow close to the point of maximum x*.
Similarly, the negative Hessian DZ(x*) = —V?f(z*) is hard to obtain and we use a
proxy H?. We already know that Py can be well approximated by N (z*, D~2) with
D? = D?(x*). This section addresses the question whether A'(x,H™2) can be used
instead. Here we may greatly benefit from the fact that Theorem 7.1 provides a bound

in the total variation distance between Py and N (x*, DE;Q) yielding
TV(Py, N(z,H™?)) < TV(Ps, N(z*,Dg?)) + TV (N (z,H?),N(z*,Dg?)).

Therefore, it suffices to bound the TV-distance between the Gaussian distribution A (x*, Dé2)
naturally arising in Laplace approximation, and the one used instead. Pinsker’s inequal-

ity provides an upper bound: for any two measures P,

TV(P,Q) < VA (P,Q)/2,

where (P, Q) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between P and @ . The KL-divergence

between two Gaussians has a closed form:
* n=2 oy L )2 -2n2 —2n2
H (N (x*,Dg?),N(z, H?)) = 2{|]D@(a} x*)||> + tr(H°Dg — I,) + log det(H*Dg,) }.
Moreover, if the matrix Bg = HT'DZH™! — I, satisfies ||Bg|l < 2/3 then
* —2 -2 1 * 2
TV (W(@*,D5%). M (@,H2) < 5 (IIDe(@ —27)]| + \/tr B).

However, Pinsker’s inequality is only a general upper bound which is applied to any two
distributions P and @ . If P and ) are Gaussian, it might be too rough. Particularly
the use of tr Bg‘; is disappointing, this quantity is full dimensional even if each of D(_;2
and H™2 has a bounded trace. Also dependence on ||Dg(z — =*)|| is very discouraging.

Devroye et al. (2018) provides much sharper results, however, limited to the case of the
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same mean. Even stronger results can be obtained if we restrict ourselves to the class
Bei(IRP) of elliptic sets A in IRP of the form

A={ueR: |Qu—=x)| <r}

for some linear mapping @: R? — RY, € IRP, and r > 0. Given two symmetric

q-matrices X7, Y5 and a vector a € IR?, define

def 1 1 2)
A5y, 5y, a) + AL = olly + Jlal? ),
(31, 22, a) <||21||Fr ||22||Fr><”1 2ll1 + flal

where A; is the vector of eigenvalues of Y; arranged in the non-increasing order and
similarly for Ay, and || X3, = tr(X"X). By the Weilandt-Hoffman inequality, [|A; —
Aol < |21 — Xall1 , see e.g. Markus (1964). Gotze et al. (2019) stated the following
bound for v, ~ N (0, %) and 5 ~ N (0, X2): with an absolute constant C

sup| P (|17 +al| < x) = P (]| < 7)| < Cd(5, 5.)

provided that || X[ < | Zkl3,/3, k= 1,2. Here |M|; = tr|M| = > A (M)] for a

symmetric matrix M with eigenvalues A;(M).

Theorem 7.8. Assume the conditions of Theorem 7.1 with x* being the maximizer of
f and D% = —V2f(x*). For any & and H, it holds with vy ~ N(0,H™2)
sup |Py(X —x € A) — P(yy € A)|
AcB(RP)

< A(O +e7F) + TV (N (=, H™2), N (2, D52)),

where § = o, see (7.12), or & = O3, see (7.14).
Furthermore, for X ~ Py and v ~ N(0,1,) , any linear mapping Q: R? — R?, it
holds under 3||Q D52QT||2 <@ D52QTH%r

sup IP;(|Q(X — )| <1) - P(|QH 'v[| <)

C

<4(Qzt+e )+ ————
>~ (<>3 € ) ||QDE;2QTHF1“

(1002 = H2)QT Il + Q@ — ")) .

As a special case, consider the use of the posterior mean x instead of x*:

_aet [xef®) dx
T S —
[ef®) dx
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Theorem 7.9. Assume the conditions of Theorem 7.6 and Theorem 7.8. Then it holds
for any linear mapping Q: RP — RY with Q' Q < D?

cle@—=*)|”

sup [Py (|Q(X )] < x) = P(IQval < x)| < 4(0s+¢7) + 1QDZQT |

where ||Q(@— x*)|| follows (7.17) and (7.18).

The case Q = D is particularly transparent. In view of (7.18) of Corollary 7.7 and
1QDZ*Q T3, = tr{(D D(_;2DT)2} = p, the following result holds.

Corollary 7.10. Under the conditions of Corollary 7.7, it holds for X ~ IP;
sup| Py (DX - )] < 7) — P(ID76l < x)| < ¢ VETa+e).

The same bound applies with Q = n'/ 2Ip in place of D provided that D? > Cqy n I,
for some fixed Cy > 0. We may conclude that the use of posterior mean x in place of the
posterior mode x* is justified under the same condition on critical dimension p? < n

as required for the main result about Gaussian approximation.

7.4 Tools and proofs

Here we collect the proofs of the main results and some useful technical statements about
the error of Laplace approximation. Below we write x instead of x*. After passing to
representation (7.3), many results below apply to any «, not necessarily for x = «*. We
only use D% = —V?f(x) and w instead of w(x). Everywhere we assume the local set U
to be fixed by (7.8). We separately study the integrals over U and over its complement.

The local error of approximation is measured by

dﬁf fu ef(wﬂt) g(u) du _ fo{ e_HDGu”2/2 g(u) du
- e ol gy |

O =0WU)

(7.19)

As a special case with g(u) = 1 we obtain an approximation of the denominator in (7.3).

In addition, we have to bound the tail integrals

_ det [ Mu gU)e/ ™% du
P = p(Z/[) - fe—||DG“||2/2 du ’
(7.20)

pc = pa(U) [ e DGul/2 gy

Everywhere later ~v4 ~ N(0, D(_;Q) is a Gaussian element in IRP. The analysis will be

split into several steps.
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7.4.1 Overall error of Laplace approximation

First we show how to seam together the error < of local approximation and the bounds

for the tail integrals p and pg ; see (7.20).

Proposition 7.11. Suppose that for a function g(u) € [0,1] and some &,y

f ef (@) gy — f e—IDcull?/2 gq, s
fe IDcull/2 qas S 0
fZ,{ g(u) ef(w;u du — fZ/{ g(u) e—llDGu||2/2 du .
fe—llDGUHQ/2 du = Vg
Then with p and pg from (7.20)
fg ef ) 1 fg(u) e_||DGU||2/2 Ju . <>g

<
fef(m Wy — 1-pg—O e PeulP2dy 1—pg— &

fg efmu du S 1 fg(u) e_”DGu”2/2 du _ pG_|_<>g
fef(mu) du T 1+p+$O  [eIPcullP/2qy 1+p+<¢°

Proof. 1t follows from (7.21)

/ o @) gy > / o @) gy > / o IDGul/2 gy o / o IDGul/2 4y,
u u

> (1= 0= pa) [ 1P du

/ of @) gy < / of @) oy 4 ) / o—lIDGull?/2 g,
u
<(1+O+ p)/e_”DG””2/2 du.

Similarly for g(u) >0

/g(u) e @) qoy > /g(u) e~ IDcul®/2 g0, <>g/e—||Dc;ull2/2 du
u

> [ gt P 2 du — (pi 1 0,) [ o102,

[otw e au < [ gtuyef= dut p [ 02
u

< /g(u) o~ IPcul?/2 gy 4 (p+ Qg)/e—HDGqu/z du

Putting together all these bounds yields (7.23).

(7.21)

(7.22)

(7.23)

(7.24)

(7.25)
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The next corollary is straightforward.

Corollary 7.12. Let pg < p*, p < p*; see (7.20). Let also for a function g(u) with
lg(uw)| <1, (7.21), (7.22) hold with {$g <& If O+ p* < 1/2 then

[ o)/ du [ gw)e P 2] 2y 4 0)
fef(wfu) du N fe_||DGu||2/2 du 1—p*— O T

<A(p"+9).

Sometimes we need an extension to the case of an unbounded function ¢g. This
particularly arises when evaluating the moment of the posterior; see Theorem 7.6. The
next result corresponds to estimation of posterior mean with a linear function ¢g and

posterior variance with ¢ quadratic.

Proposition 7.13. Given a function g(w), assume (7.21), (7.22), and define
det [ L(u ¢ U)|g(u)| /@) du
Po = [eoculP2 gy

det [ W(u ¢ U) [g(u)| e 1PaI?/2 gy
PGg = fe—”DGqu/? du s

while p and pg are given in (7.20). Then for Ig(9) = Eg(v¢a), Yo ~ N(0,D5%),

[g(w)e! @ du [ g(u) e—IDcull?/2 qq,

B Pg + Pcg + Qg I IZa(g)| (p+ <)
f ef (@) du f e—1IDcul?/2 qu )

1—pa—< L—pa—2<

In particular, if [ g(u) e~ IIPcull?/2 gy = 0 then

< Pg + Pcg+ Qg
1—pg—<

(7.26)

[ g(u) e/ @ duy
ef(“’" du

Proof. Suppose that Zg(g) > 0. Then

[ gu)e! @ du [ g(u)e IPcul*/2 gy
[el@wWdu [ IDaul?/2 dy

ef(m'u') du B fg(u) e_”DGu”2/2 du
f ef(m u) du f ef (@) duy

fe_||DGu||2/2 du
f ef(mYu') du

— 1.

+Za(g)
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By definitions

' / i) gy / g(w) o IDGuI /2 du‘

/ o) /@) g — / () e IDcul?/2 du'
u u

| [ 1 g 20 gty of du' " ' [ 1w g0 gty e PP

<

< (py + paiy + 0y) [ o 1P du

and the assertion follows by (7.24) and (7.25). O

7.4.2 Lower and upper Gaussian measures

This section introduces the lower and upper Gaussian measure which locally sandwich
the measure IP; using the decomposition from condition (Cp). Denote —V?f(z) = D% .

Definition (7.9) enables us to bound with w = w(x)

1
5 (IDull” = w[Dul®) < f(z;u) < S(IDeull* + w|[Dul)

l\’)l»i

yielding two Gaussian measures which bounds IP; locally from above and from below.

The next technical result provides sufficient conditions for their contiguity.
Proposition 7.14. Let w from (7.9) satisfy w < 1/3. Then with p from (7.7)

det (I + f,uD(_;lD2 Dal) < exp(wp), (7.27)

det(I —wD5'D*D;Y)

IN

exp{3/2log(3/2)wp}. (7.28)
Proof. W.lo.g. assume that DE;lD2 D&l is diagonal with eigenvalues A; € [0,1]. As

—z og(1 — z) < 3log(3/2) for = € [0,1/3], it holds by (7.9)

P
logdet(I—wDélD2 D(_;l) = —Zlog 1 —w)j) < 3log(3/2) Z
J=1 J=1

= 3log(3/2)w tr(D;'D*D5') = 3log(3/2) w
yielding (7.28). The proof of (7.27) is similar using log(l1 + z) <z for = > 0. O

7.4.3 Gaussian moments

The presented bounds involve the Gaussian moments IE|Dvyq||* for & = 3,4,6 and
o ~N(0,D;?). We make use of the following lemma.



Lemma 7.15. It holds for vg ~ N(0,D;?)

E|D~g|* < (p+1)%2,
4 2
E|Dvg|" < (p+1)7,

E[D¢l® < (p+2)°.

Proof. Represent ||[D~v|?> = ||ID DélﬂyH2
~ ~N(0,I,). By Lemma C.1

E|D vl = E(Bav,~)” < {tx(Ba) + 1} = (p+ 1)%,

E[D~g|® = E(Bov,~)’ < {r(Ba) +2}° = (p+2)%,

and E[Dvg[* < B¥*Dygl* < (0 +1)*2.

7.4.4 Local approximation

63

(Bg7,v) with Bg = DD;?D < I, and

This section presents the bounds on the error { of local approximation (7.19). The first

result only uses wp < 2/3. More advanced bounds also assume (73) and (72) with

v =x and M(v) =D. We also present some extensions for the moments of IPy.

Proposition 7.16. Let w = w(x) from (7.9) and p from (7.7) satisfy
wp < 2/3.

Then for any function g(u) with |g(u)] <1

fo{ ef(w?u) g(u) du — fu e_”DGu”2/2 g(u) du

<
fe—||DGu||2/2du - <>
with
0.75wp
O =302 = T—w

Proof. The condition wp < 2/3 from (7.29) and bound (7.28) imply
det (I — wD;'D? D(_;l)_l/2 < exp{3/2log(3/2)wp} < 3/2.
Define for ¢t > 0

R(t) = / o IDGul? /2+652(2.) g(41) .
u

(7.29)

(7.30)

(7.31)

(7.32)
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Then for t € [0,1] by (7.9)
RO = | [ alauge 0wt )
u
< / 185, w) e~ (DGl —IDuI®)/2 gy (7.33)
1Zi

Now we make change of variable I'u to w with I'> = I — wD;'D?D,'. By (7.31)
det I'"' < 3/2 and also ||[I' Y| < (1 —w)~"/2. By (7.9) and (7.33)

R~ RO)| < sup [R(0)] <5 [ [Duffe(eul*wIPu2 gy
u

3_“/|yDF—1u”2€—||DGu||2/2 du < 3700/”%“26_”%“”2/2 .
4 11— w)

In view of E|D~g|? = tr(D? D;?) for a standard normal v, we derive

RO -RO| _ 30 [ ||Dulf2e~1Pcwl*/2 gy __3wp
[ePculP2dy, = 4(1 —w)  [eMPaulP2dy  ~ 4(1 —w)

and (7.30) follows. O

Proposition 7.17. Assume (T3) with v =2 and M(z) =D, and let 3v 'rp < 2.
Define w o m3vYr /3. Then bound (7.30) applies with

3 3/2
<> _ <>3 déf 7—31EHD7G|| < 73 (p+1) ]
4(1 —w)3/2 = 4(1 —w)3/2

Proof. The proof follows the same line as for Proposition 7.16. Under (73), it holds
|63(z, u)| < 73]|Du|®/6 for w € U and

R(1) - RO < BN [ o o) eie2 g

T 3 —IDgul/2
< 1= 3/2/\\Du|y du (7.34)

yielding the statement in view of E|D~4|® < (p+1)%?; see Lemma 7.15. It remains to
note that by Lemma A.1 w < 737 'r /3. Hence, 73 'rp <2 implies wp <2/3. O

The result can be extended to the case of a m-homogeneous function g(u).

Proposition 7.18. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 7.16 and (T3). Then for
m > 1 and any m-homogeneous function g(-) with g(tu) = t"g(u)

el @ glu)du — [, e IPeuI?/2 g(u) du _ BE{lsve)lIDvel’}

[ e TPculP/2dy ST = )(m+3)/2 (7.35)



65

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 7.16, under (73), it holds for R(¢) from (7.32)

—1
R(1) - RO < 2D o petut o] e 1P g
T. _ 2
= 4(1—w)3(m+3)/2 /HD“|’3|9(U)\€ 1Pel™/2 du

yielding similarly to (7.34)

(R —RO)] _ 75 I 1Dulf? |g(w)| e 1PcwI/2 duy
[e-IDcull®/2dy = 4(1 — w)(m+3)/2 [ e TPGulP/2 '
This yields (7.35). 0

Important special cases correspond to m = 1.

Proposition 7.19. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 7.18. Then it holds for any
linear mapping @ : RP — IRY and any vector a € IR?

™ (Qu,a) du — f, e 1P/ (Qu,a) du| _ 75 B{|(Q6. @)l IDvel*}

[ e TPaulP 24y = 10— w)? (7.36)

Now we state a sharper result based on (74) .

Proposition 7.20. Suppose the conditions of Proposition 7.16 and (T4) . Then for any
function g(u) with |g(u)] <1 and g(u) = g(—u)

J, e/ @W g(u) du — [, e~ IPcull/2 g(y) du
[ o Tocul? 2y < 04 (7.37)
with
def 1 2
Oy & m{lﬁ?(vgﬂm), Y& + 214D}
1 2 3 2
S {73 (p+2)° +27m4(p + 1) } : (7.38)

If the function g(-) is not bounded by one but it is symmetric and 2m -homogeneous, i.e.

g(tu) = t>"g(u), then (7.37) still applies with

def 1

01 % rem B{ (V21 (@),78%) 9(ve) + 2 1Dl 90 } - (739)

16(1 —w)

Proof. We write f® and d;(u) in place of V3f(x) and 6(z,u), k= 3,4. It holds

/Mef(m?")g(u) du = /Mexp{_ HDGZUH2 +53(u)}g(u) du.
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Define for ¢ € [0, 1]

R(t) o /Mexp{—w + tég(u)} g(u) du.

Symmetricity of & and g(u) = g(—u) implies that

1 IDcul?
RO =3 [ e(-25) (utw) + )} atw)
Doul?\ =
:/exp(—H C; H )54(u)g(u)du (7.40)
u
with &4 (w = {64(u) 4+ d4(—u)}/2. Moreover, as |d3(u)| < w||Dul|?/2, it holds for
t €10, 1]
Dgul?
R0) < [ B en{- 129+ 15w} g(w)| du
u
2 _ 2
< [ o0 —lDuly
U 2
As d3(u) = (f®,u®3) /6 + 64(u) and |64(u)| < 1, one can bound for ¢ € [0,1]

RO] <2 [ G + (9, 0) 6 exp (- PPy 4y

2

_ > N

This and (7.40) yield

IR(1) = R(0)| < |R'(0)] —I- — sup [R"(t)] < 2/ 104 ()| e~ (IPGull*=wlDul*)/2 g,
2 1efo,1]
n % (F0),®3)2 g~ (IDGul—ulIDul?)/2 gy,
u

Change of variable (I —w D(_;ID2 Dél)l/zu to w yields by (7.31) in view of w < 1/3

1 Doul|?
= u<f(3)’u®3>2 exp(—” cul|

—ullDuy

5 du

3/2 (3) 2 HDGwH2
Sm/<f3’w®3> e~y ) dw

Similarly by (7%)

- Daul|? — w||Dul? 3/2
[ e o (- LD~ /

Dow||?
- 4 _[Pg
5 )du < 24(1—&))2/7-4“[)“)” exp( s >dw
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The use of w < 1/3 implies that

|R(1) — R(0)| 3/2
Jy e IPeulP /2y = 24(1 — w)

{48 + 2mBIDvel '} < 04

and (7.37) follows. Further, (S3) yields <V3f(:1:),u®3>2 < 73||Du||®. Now (7.38) follows
from Lemma 7.15. The proof of (7.39) is similar. O

7.4.5 Tail integrals

In this section we also write @ in place of x*. Below we evaluate p from (7.20) which
bounds the integral of ef @) over the complement of the local set U of a special form
U = {u: |Du| < v~ 'r} for D from (Cp). Our results help to understand how the
radius r should be fixed to ensure p sufficiently small. The main tools for the analysis

are deviation probability bounds for Gaussian quadratic forms; see Section C.

Proposition 7.21. Suppose (Cp). Given v <1 and x>0, let U and r be defined by
(7.8). Let also w from (7.9) satisfy w <1 —wv. Then

i I[(u ¢ Z/[) ef (@) gy
fe_||DGu||2/2 du

—|IDgul?/2
[I(ugU)e : du P (7.42)
fe—”DG'U'” /2 du

< 4e7*¥P/2 (7.41)

Proof. Let w ¢ U, i.e. ||Dul > r with r = v lr. Define u¢ = r|Dul"tu yielding
|[Du¢| = r. We also write u = (14 7)u® for 7 > 0. By (7.9) and V2¢(0) = —D?

() — £(0) — (VE(0), u) < ~(1 - w)]|Du[?/2
(7.43)

(VO(u®) = VE(0),u —u’) < —(1— w)<D2uc, u —uf).

Concavity of ¢(u) implies for w = (14 7)u°,
((u) < 0(u’) + (VE(u®),u — u)
yielding by (7.43) in view of (Du®, Du) = ||[Du‘|| ||[Du|
((u) —£(0) — (VL(0),u) = £(u) — L(u) — (VL(u®),u — u®)
+£(u®) — £(0) — (VL(0),u’) + (VL(u®) — VL(0),u — u®)

< (1—w)|DufP/2 - (1 — w)(Du’, Du) < —(1 — w)||Du’]| [Dull/2.
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We now use that ||Du|| =1, u®=wu/(1+7), and thus,

fla+u) = f(0) = (V (@), u) = l(u) — £(0) = (V£(0),u) — [Dgul*/2 + | Du*/2

< —(1 — w)r||Dul|/2 — [Dgul*/2 + || Du|?/2.
This yields by r = vr < (1 —w)r with 7 = DDg'
i ]I(u ¢Z/{) exp{f(ac +u) — f(x) — (Vf(ac),u)} du
[ exp(—||Dgul?/2) du
_J I(||[Du| > r) exp{—(1 — w)r|Du||/2 — |[Dgu|?*/2 + ||Du|]*/2} du
- [ exp(—||Deul?/2) du
< Bexp{-x|TAl/2 + | T2*/2} T(IT] > 1)

with « standard normal in IRP. Next, define
io(x) " Bexp(—z(|Dy/2 + [DvI2/2) 1(DA] > 7).
Integration by parts allows to represent the last integral as
o) = — /oo exp(~xz/2+ 22/2) P (7] > 2)
= P(|T~] > ) + /oo(z —r/2) eXp(—rz/Q + z2/2> P(|T| > 2) d=.
By Theorem C.4, for any z > \/p for p=tr(TT") = tr(D? D)
P(IT] > =) < exp{—(z — vB)?/2)
yielding for 2 > r =2,/p + V2%
P(ITy] > =) < exp{—(z = yP)2/2} < e =22

and for r>2,p+ V2 and x> 2

2

Ro(x) < e *P2 4 /roo(z —1r/2) exp{—% + % - @} dz

— +exp<_w> /0‘”(”5)6@{_W}d2

IA

2 2 2

< 207X P/2,
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This completes the proof of the result (7.41). Statement (7.42) is about Gaussian prob-
ability IP(||T+|| > r) for a standard normal element -, and we derive

P(|T| > 2vp + V2x) < exp{—(vp+ \/5)2/2} < exp(—x —p/2)

and (7.42) follows. O

The next result extends (7.41).

Proposition 7.22. Assume the conditions of Proposition 7.21 with
r>2/p+v2x+m

for some m > 0. Then (7.41) can be extended to

JW(u &) |Du|™ T du
[ e TPcul?/2 gy = ’

J W(ugU) [Du|™e PP du
T o ToGulP/2 oy = '

Proof. The case m > 0 can be proved similarly to m = 0 using mlogz < mz. O

7.4.6 Local concentration

Here we show that the measure IP; well concentrates on the local set U from (7.8).

Again we fix * = x*.

Proposition 7.23. Assume w < 1/3. Then

u Zi
Moreover,
fl,{c ef(m§u) du _ _(1_ ) _
Jye™ O™ x w)p/2 < X
fef(m;u) du — de =C (r49)

Proof. By (7.9)

/ of @) gy — / o IDGulP /2455 (@u) gy > / o~ IDcul2/2—w|Dull?/2 4,
u u u

Change of variable (I 4+ w D;'D? D51)1/2u to w yields by (7.27)

/ o/ @ dy > det (I +wDg'D? Dg;l)‘l/z/ e~ IPawl?/2 gy
u u

> o—wp/2 / o~ IDGwl?/2 gy
u
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and (7.44) follows. This and (7.41), (7.42) of Proposition 7.21 imply

Joye ef (@) dqy e ef @) dqy

f ef(@u) dag fu ef (@u) dqy + fuc ef (@u) day

4e=*P/2 [ o~ IDcul/2 gy,
<
= e wp2 [ o I0GulP 2y + de*P/? [ e IDGuP/2dy,

fe—*—(1-w)p/2
as required in (7.45). O

7.4.7 Finalizing the proof of Theorem 7.1 and 7.2

These results are proved by compiling the previous technical statements. Proposition 7.21
provides some upper bounds for the quantities p and p¢g , while Proposition 7.16, Propo-
sition 7.17, and Proposition 7.20 bound the local errors ¢ and ¢,. The final bound
(7.11) follows from Corollary 7.12.

7.4.8 Proof of Theorem 7.4 and Theorem 7.5

Define
Ca def log/e_”DG“||2/2 du —log/ef(“’*;”) du .

For w=x — «*, it holds as in (7.3)

ef(m) ef(m)_f(m*) ef(m*nl') ef(m*§u)+CG

B T @ = TI@T@ qu ~ Jel@m gy~ [o 0ol gy

Further, with Pg = N (z*, D(_;Z)

PPy
PP

log () = f(z";u) — HDGuH2/2 +Cq = d3(u) + Cq

and

_ oo [ d3(u) ef(@"5u) gy

APy, Pe) [ e TDGul?/3 gy

+Cq -

Similarly to (7.33) and (7.34), we can bound

/53(u)ef(w*;u) du‘ < / |53(u)|e—||DGu||2/2—w||Du||2/2du
u u
1

—IDgu||?/2
< oo | Bt P,
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On the complement u € U°, we use that

. 1 . 1
03(u) = f(a"u) + 5 |Doul® = (2 w) + HDUII2 5|IDul? (7.46)
The last inequality is based on concavity of ¢(-) and local approximation ((x*;u) =~
—||Du|?/2 within U yielding ¢(x*;u) < 0 for uw € U°. By Proposition 7.22 with
m =2,

* 1 *,
S3(u) /™) du < 5/ |Du|)? e/ @"5% gy < e_"/e_”DG"”z/2 du .
uce uc

We conclude that

f53 ef”c u) du < lETg("YG)
Te ||DG"||2/2 du = 41— w)/?

+e ¥ <Oy t+e

Similarly

fef(m*§u) du — f e_”DGu”2/2 du
o DUl gy

e 1] =

f ef(w ju) du f e —[IDgul?/2 du
[ TPcul 2 dy [ TOcu/? du

f efw u du f e ”DGuII /2du
fe IDcull?/2 da

E3(vq)

< m +2e7*F < Py +2e7F

This yields e®¢ <1+ {3 +2e * and Cq < {3 + 2e*. Putting all together results in

H(Pp,Pi) < (1+03+2e7)(Oz+e7™) + O+ 267" < 4Pz + 4™

provided that 4{3 +4e™* <1, and (7.15) follows.

The proof of Theorem 7.5 is similar and even simpler except one special part, namely,
the bound for the tail integral of —d3(w). By definition ||Du|| > re for w € U¢. This
implies by (7.16) similarly to (7.46)

[ Sy(u)e P2 gy < [ fo(at; w)| e IDouIP 20Dl /2 o —pclDul?/2 gy,
Z/{c

< e PaTg/? /‘E(mﬁu)‘ e~ IDcull?/24pcIDul®/2 4oy < o>,

and the result follows.
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7.4.9 Finalizing the proof of Theorem 7.6 and Corollary 7.7
For Theorem 7.6, we follow the same line as for Theorem 7.2. Note first that

_ Q@ +u) /T du [ Quef@ W gy

Q@-a7) A T
and
flz*5u) g
Q@ —x*)| = sup |(Q@— %), a)| = sup [(Qu,a) S u
acR4: |a]=1 acR: |a]=1 [ ef@u) dy

Now fix @ € R? with ||a| =1 and g(u) = (Qu,a). (7.26) implies

[ 9(w) /") du

< Pg + PG, + <>3,g
f ef(fD*§u) du ’

1—pg— <3

The bound 1 — {3 — pg > 1/2 has been already checked. Proposition 7.22 for m =1
helps to bound the values p, and pg4 by Ce ™. Next we bound <$3,. Under (S3),
(7.36) of Proposition 7.19 combined with Lemma 7.15 and Lemma C.1 yield

c3 nt

/2
ﬁﬂ{\@’)’c’aﬂ m3(va)} = WE{HQ’Y@GH IDvel® }

=172 31/4 ¢y (b 4+ 1)3/2 -
< (i)_T)glEs/4\\D’7G|’4 EY(Qvg,a)! < {a i(£)2\/)ﬁ /a' QD5 Q" a.

Here we used that E(Qvq,a)! = E(v,D;'Q"a)* = 3(a"QD;*Q"a)?. Now (7.17)
follows from 3'/4(1 —w)~2 < 2.4 and

4<>3,g =

sup  a' QDG’QTa = |QDQT.
acRY: ||a|=1

With @ = D, this implies (7.18).
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A Local smoothness conditions

This section discusses different local smoothness characteristics of a multivariate function
flv)=IEL(v), veRP.
A.1 Smoothness in Gateaux sense and self-concordance

Below we assume that the function f(v) is three or sometimes even four times Gateaux
differentiable in v € T". For any particular direction u € IR? , we consider the univariate
function f(v + tu) and measure its smoothness in ¢. Local smoothness of f will be
described by the relative error of the Taylor expansion of the third or four order. Namely,
define

Sav,) = fw+u) — ()~ (VF(0),u) — 3 (T F(0),u),

(%(’U,’u) = <Vf('u + u)7u> - <Vf(v)7u> - <V2f(v)7U®2>a

Si(v,u) & (v + )~ f(0) (T (0),8) — 5{V2(0), 6%) - 5 (T F(0),u).

Now, for each v, suppose to be given a positive symmetric operator M(v) € 9, defining

a local metric and a local vicinity around wv:

Uv) = {ue R": [M(v)u| <r}

def

for some radius r. If f is strongly concave, then the Hessian IF(v) = —V2f(v) € m,
is positive definite and one can use M(v) = F/2(v).
Local smoothness properties of f are given via the quantities
dof 2(63 (v, u)| ) def 2[5 (v, u)|
w(v) = sup — w(v) = sup ———— . (A1)
w: [M(oyul<r [M(v)ul? w: [M(uyull<r [IM(v)ul?
The Taylor expansion yields for any v with [|[M(v)u| <r
w(v) w'(v)
By(w,u)| < L IM@lE, [Sw,w)] < S M@ (A2)

The introduced quantities w(v), w'(v) strongly depend on the radius r of the local
vicinity U(v). The results about Laplace approximation can be improved provided a
homogeneous upper bound on the error of Taylor expansion. Assume a subset 17° of 1
to be fixed.
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(T3) There exists T3 such that for all v € T°

v, 0)] < DM@l [FGo.w)] < FIM@) P, ueU).

(Ta) There exists T4 such that for all v € T°

[di(v,w) < M) ult,  weU).

Lemma A.1. Under (T3), the values w(v) and «'(v) from (A.1) satisfy

W'(v) < 73T, veET.

T3T
< =
wiv) < ==,

Proof. For any uw € U(v) with |[M(v)u| <r

T: T3 T
050, w)| < 2 IM(v)ul® < = [M(@)ul®,

and the bound for w(v) follows. The proof for w'(v) is similar. O
The values 73 and 74 are usually very small. Some quantitative bounds are given
later in this section under the assumption that the function f(v) = IEL(v) can be
written in the form —f(v) = nh(v) for a fixed smooth function h(v) with the Hessian
V2h(v). The factor n has meaning of the sample size; see Section 2.6 or Section 6.
(8S3) —f(v)=nh(v) with h(v) satisfying |V2h(v)| < m?(v) and
‘(V3h(v +u), u®3>|

sup <c3.
w: [m(v)u|<r/vn [m(v)ul?
(84) the function h(-) satisfies (S3) and
[(VAh(v + u), u®)|
sup ) <c4.
u: [m()ul<z/vr [m(v)ull

(S3) and (S4) are local versions of the so called self-concordance condition; see Nesterov
(1988). In fact, they require that each univariate function h(v + tu) of t € IR is self-
concordant with some universal constants c3 and ¢4 . Under (S3) and (S4), we can use
M?(v) = nm?(v) and easily bound the values d3(v,u), 6;4(v,u), and w(v), w'(v).
Lemma A.2. Suppose (S3). Set M?(v) = nm?(v). Then (T3) follows with T3 =
csn~ Y2 . Moreover, for w(v) and W'(v) from (A.1), it holds

C3Tr

C3Tr

W (v) < S5 (A.3)

w(v)

Also (T1) follows from (S4) with 74 = cyn™'.
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Proof. For any u € U(v) and t € [0,1], by the Taylor expansion of the third order

(w,u)] < G| (V1 (0 + tu), u)| = & [(Vh(o + w), )| < "2 m(w)ul?
-1/ /
-G Ml < ST Ml

This implies (73) as well as (A.3); see (A.2). The statement about (7y) is similar. [

A.2 Fréchet derivatives and smoothness of the Hessian

For evaluation of the bias, we also need stronger smoothness conditions in the Fréchet
sense. Let f be a strongly concave function. Essentially we need some continuity of the
negative Hessian IF(v) = —V2f(v). For v € T, define M(v) = IF'/?(v) and
+( def |<1F(U—|—U)—1F(’U),")/®2>|

v) = sup sup
wi [M()ul|<r YER? M)~

(A4)

This definition of w™(v) is, of course, stronger than the one-directional definition of
w(v) in (A.1). However, in typical examples these quantities w(v) and w™(v) are
similar; see the examples from Section 5 and Section 6.

We also present a Fréchet version of (Ss3).
(83) —f(v) = nh(v) with h(-) strongly concave, m*(v) = V2h(v), and

(VEh(v + u),u ©v®?)|
sup sup 3 <c3.
Im(o)ul<r/vi veRe  |[m(v)ull |m(v)v||

Lemma A.3. With wt(v) from (A.4), it holds for any w with ||FY?(v)u| <r
|F1/2(0) P(v + w) F-Y2(0) - 1| < w(v). (A.5)

Moreover, (S3) yields wt(v) < czrn=/? and for any w with |FY?(v)u| <r

C3T

12 ()l < 7. (A.6)

—1/2 —1/2
112 @) F(o+u) 2 (0) ~ ] < 2 <2

Proof. Denote A(u) = IF(v 4+ u) — IF(v). Then by (A.4) for any v € RP with § =
F~'/2(v)y

(F~12(0) Fo +w) F72(0) = 1,7%)| = [(A(u), 6%)]
< wt () ||FY2(v) 8] = wt(v) ”’7H2

This yields (A.5). Bound (A.6) can be proved by arguments from Lemma A.2. O
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Define now for any w

o

thu)@féthr+mﬂdt (A7)
Lemma A.4. Under the conditions of Lemma A.3, for any w with ||FY?(v)u| <r
H]F‘_1/2(v) l%‘('v; u) F~1/2(v) — Ll € wh(v). (A.8)

Moreover,

{1 - ) F(v) < P(ou) < {1+ ()} F@©) (4.9)
Proof. For any v € RP and t € [0,1], the definition (A.4) implies

(IP(v + tw) — F(0),7%2)| < wt () [FV2(0) 1|2
This obviously yields under (S3)

o C3T 1 C3Ir
(i) = ()7 < ST P2 w) 3| [ e = 0 ) 4

and (A.8) follows as in Lemma A.3. O

A.3 Quadraticity and near quadraticity

Let f(v) be a smooth concave function,
v* = argmax f(v),
v

and D? = —V2f(v*). Later we study the question how the point of maximum and the
value of maximum of f change if we add a linear or quadratic component to f .
A.3.1 A linear perturbation

This section studies the case of a linear change of f. More precisely, let another function

g(v) satisfy for some vector A
g9(v) —g(v") = (v—v", A) + f(v) — f(v7). (A.10)

A typical example corresponds to f(v) = IEL(v) and g(v) = L(v) for a random
function L(v) with a linear stochastic component ((v) = L(v) — IEL(v); see (¢).
Then (A.10) is satisfied with

A= V(.
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The aim of the analysis is evaluate the values

o

v argmax g(v), g(v°) = max g(v). (A.11)
v v

The results will be stated mainly in terms of the quantity |[D~'A||. First we consider

the case of a quadratic function f.

Lemma A.5. Let f(v) be quadratic with V?f(v) = —D?. If g(v) satisfy (A.10), then

[0) * — [e) * 1 —
v—vt = DA, g(v%) - g(v") = S| DA (A.12)

Proof. 1f f(v) is quadratic, then, of course, under (A.10), g(v) is quadratic as well with
V2g(v) = —D?. This implies

Vg(v*) — Vg(v°) = D?(v° — v*).

Further, (A.10) and Vf(v*) =0 yield Vg(v*) = A. Together with Vg(v°) = 0, this
implies v° — v* = D72A. The Taylor expansion of g at v° yields by Vg(v°) =0

* o 1 o * 1 _
9(v") —g(v*) = —5[[D(v° —v )P = —5lD tA|?
and the assertion follows. O

The next result describes the concentration properties of v° from (A.11) in a local

elliptic set of the form

def *
Ax) = {v: [D(v —v)| <}, (A.13)
where r is slightly larger than |[D~1A].

Proposition A.6. Let f(v) be a concave function with f(v*) = max, f(v) and D? =
—V2f(v*). Let further g(v) and f(v) be related by (A.10) with some vector A . Fiz
v < 2/3 and r such that |D7'A| < vr. Suppose now that f(v) satisfy (A.1) for
v =v* and M(v*) =D, and W' such that

l—-v—uw >0. (A.14)
Then v° from (A.11) satisfies

|D(® — o) < =
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Proof. The bound ||[D~'A|| < vr implies for any u

(A, u)| = (D' A, Du)| < vr|Dul.
If |[Du|| > r, then r|Dul|| < |[Dul|/?. Therefore,

[(A,u)| < v|[Dul®,  ||Dul| > .

Let v be a point on the boundary of the set A(r) from (A.13). We also write u = v—v*.

The idea is to show that the derivative % g(v*+tu) < 0 is negative for ¢ > 1. Then all

the extreme points of g(v) are within A(r). We use the decomposition
g(v* +tu) — g(v*) = (A, u)t + f(v* +tu) — f(v").
With h(t) = f(v* + tu) , it holds
d * /
Eg(v +tu) = (A,u) + 1 (). (A.15)

By definition of v*, it also holds h/(0) = 0. The identity V2f(v*) = —D? yields
h"(0) = —||Dul|*. Bound (A.2) implies for || <1

|W(t) — th"(0)| = |K'(t) — 1'(0) — th"(0)] < * |h"(0)| .
For t =1, we obtain by (A.14)
W (1) < h"(0) = h"(0)w' = —|A"(0)|(1 —w') < 0.

Moreover, concavity of h(t) and h/(0) = 0 imply that h'(t) decreases in ¢ for t > 1.
Further, summing up the above derivation yields

d
ag('u* + tu) t:1 < —||Du|*(1 - v —u') <.

As 4g(v* + tu) decreases with ¢ > 1 together with /() due to (A.15), the same
applies to all such ¢. This implies the assertion. O

The result of Proposition A.6 allows to localize the point v° = argmax,, g(v) in the
local vicinity A(r) of v*. The use of smoothness properties of g or, equivalently, of f,
in this vicinity helps to obtain rather sharp expansions for v°—v* and for g(v°)—g(v*);
cf. (A.12).



Proposition A.7. Under the conditions of Proposition A.6

* — w —
———|ID7 A < 29(v°) — 29(") - [D'AJ? < Ip7Al.

14w
Also
o * - 3w -
|D(v° —v*) — DTTA|]? < mHD a2,
(o] * 1+
D@ ) < S22 gy

Proof. By (A.1), for any v € A(r)
f0?) = f(0) = 51D )| < ZID(w — o).
Further,
9(v) — g(v") — S| D7 AJ?
= (v ", 4) + () - f") — 5| D7 AP
= 5D o)~ DA+ f(w) — ) + 5D o)
As v° € A(r) and it maximizes g(v), we derive by (A.18)

o * 1 — * 1 —
o(v%) ~ gw") = 51D AP = max {9(v) — gv") - 51D~ 417}

_ w *
< v@%){——uD v—v") = DTA|* + S|ID(w — o) 2.
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(A.16)

(A.17)

(A.18)

(A.19)

Further, maxy{w|u|? — [u —&|*} = ££||€]|* for w € [0,1) and & € IRP, yielding

o * 1 -1 2 -1 2
- - < .
o(0°) = 9(0%) — 1D AP < 5= DA
Similarly
o(v°) ~g(v") = 51D AR = max {5 |D(w - ")~ D AJ - S1D(w - v}
=———||D7tA% A.20

These bounds imply (A.16).
Now we derive similarly to (A.19) that for v € A(r)

9(v) ~ g(v") < (v~ v, 4) = =2 Dw — o)
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A particular choice v = v° yields

o(0°) = g(v") < (07— 0", 4) = =D — o))

Combining with (A.20) allows to bound

1—w

(v7 = v A) = ——|D(v* —v")|? - YDAl > - 1D~ A%
2 2

2(1+w)

Further, for € = DA, uw = D(v° —v*), and w € [0,1/3], the inequality
9 (1 2 25 Y o2
(,6) ~ (1= W)l ~ ] =~ el

implies

2w
1+ w)(l—w)

1
Ju- 2l < ; Sl

yielding for w < 1/3
e < (s J220) LEL _ VL]
- l14w/)l—w ™ 1—w ’
< (14 JZ0) lel 1+ vESlEl
l14+w/1—-w 1—w

and (A.17) follows. O

A.3.2 Quadratic penalization

Here we discuss the case when g(v) — f(v) is quadratic. The general case can be
reduced to the situation with g(v) = f(v) — [|Gv||?/2. To make the dependence of G

more explicit, denote

fa(v) = f(v) —lIGv|*/2.

With v* = argmax,, f(v) and vj, = argmax,, fg(v), we study the bias v —v* induced
by this penalization under Fréchet-type smoothness conditions. To get some intuition,

consider first the case of a quadratic function f(v).

Lemma A.8. Let f(v) be quadratic with IF = —V?f(v) and Ag = —G?*v*. Then it
holds with Fg = IF + G2

vg — vt = lF‘élAG = —lF‘élG2'u*,

. « 1o -1 1172 40
Jawy) - fow") = SIFG*AclP = S| FG G20
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Proof. Quadraticity of f(v) implies quadraticity of fg(v) with V2fg(v) = —IFg. This
implies
Vfia(*) = Vfa(vg) = Fg(vg —v™).

Further, Vf(v*) =0 yielding V fq(v*) = Ag = —G?v*. Together with V fe(vE) =0,
this implies vy, — v* = FélAg. The Taylor expansion of fg at wv{, yields with
Dg =T}’

* * 1 * * 1 -
fa(v") = fa(vg) = —§HDG(UG —v)|]? = _§”DGIAG”2
and the assertion follows. O

Now we turn to the general case with f smooth in Fréchet sense. Let IF(v) =
~V2f(v). For v €7 and u € RP, define

o

F(v;u) /l F(v + tu) dt; (A.21)
0

cf. (A.7). Similarly define Fg(v) = —V?2fg(v) = F(v) + G? and

o

1 o
Fo(viu) / Fo(v + tu) dt = F(v;u) + G (A.22)
0

Lemma A.9. For the vector bg def v — v*, define F= l%‘(v*; b). Then
v —vt =F ' Ag. (A.23)
Proof. First we show for any v € T and uw € IRP that
Vi +u) = Vicw) = ~Fa(viu)u. (A.24)

Indeed, for any ~ € IRP, consider the univariate function h(t) = (Vfg(v + tu) —
Vfa(v),7). Statement (A.24) follows from definitions (A.21), (A.22), and the identity
h(1) — h(0) = [} h'(t) dt.

Further, the definition v* = argmax,, f(v) yields Vf(v*) =0 and

Vi) = V@) - Gro = Aq.
In view of V fg(v) =0, we derive
Vfa(vg) = Vie(v') = —Aq.

Representation (A.24) with v = v* and u = bg yields (A.23). O
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Representation (A.23) is very useful to bound from above the bias v* — v, . Indeed,
assuming that wv{, is in a local vicinity of v* we may use Fréchet smoothness of f in
terms of the value w™(v*) from (A.4) to approximate Fg ~ Fg(v*) and vy —v* =
~F;'(v*) G?v*.

Proposition A.10. Define IDg by
D} = Fg(v*),
and let Q < ID¢g . Fiz
* .D_2 G2 x| 1D—2A
r' = QD" G| = |Q D" Ac||

and to > vlr* with v =2/3. Assume

e _ _ 1
wy Y sup |DG Fe(t +u) DG - 1) < < (A.25)
w: || Qul|<ro 3
cf. (A5). Then [|Q(v —v*)|| <ro or, equivalently,
* def *
vi € Ag = {v: [|Q(v —v")|| < o} (A.26)
Moreover,
1Q(bc — DG Ac)| < wro. (A.27)

Proof. First we check that vf, concentrates in the local vicinity Ag from (A.26). Strong
concavity of fi implies that the solution v, exists and unique. Let us fix any direction
~ € RP with ||Q || = ro. Dueto (A.23), we are looking at the solution 1%‘(;('0*; sY) sy =

Ag in s and ~y. It suffices to ensure that

sQv = QFg(v';sv) ' Ag (A.28)

is impossible for s > 1. For s =1, we can use that 1%‘0(’0*;’7) > (1—wk)DE ; see (AL9)
of Lemma A.4. Therefore,

IQF;' (v';v)Ac| < |Q Fgl(v';4)DEQ ™ |Q DS? Ac||
<(1—wh) It <,

and (A.28) with s = 1 is impossible because ||@Q7| = r,. It remains to note that the

matrix sﬁﬂ‘g(v*;S’y) grows with s as

1 s
sFg(v*;sy) = s/ Fg(v* +ts)dt :/ Fg(v* +t)dt.
0 0
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Now we bound ||@ bg|| assuming that ||Q(vi—v*)|| < r, and (A.25) applies. Statement
(A.9) of Lemma A.4 implies F-l< (1—wy) 'DZ and

1Qbc| = |[QF 'DEQ ' QDS Ac| < |QF~ ' D Q| |Q D> Ac||

1 r*

=< I D5 Ac|l =

* B
1—wg 1—wg

In the same way we derive

_ o _ wy _
1Q (6~ D5*A)|| = |Q (! ~ D) Aa| < < @ Dg* Al ,
G

and (A.27) follows as well. O

Remark A.1l. Inspection of the proofs of Proposition A.10 indicates that the results
(A.26) through (A.27) can be restated with D% = Fg(vy,) in place of D = Fg(v*).

B Examples of priors

This section presents two typical examples of priors and some properties including the

bounds for effective dimension and Laplace effective dimension.

B.1 Truncation and smooth priors

Below we consider two non-trivial examples of Gaussian priors: truncation and smooth
priors. To make the presentation clear, we impose some assumptions on the considered
setup. Most of them are non-restrictive and can be extended to more general situations.
We assume to be given a growing sequence of nested linear approximation subspaces
V, € WV, C ... C RP of dimension dim(WV,,) = m. Below II,, is the projector on
V,, and W}, is the orthogonal complement of V,,. A smooth prior is described by a
self-adjoint operator G' such that ||Gul//||u| becomes large for uw € V¢ and m large.
One can write this condition in the form
Gull? < g2 ul. we V.

(B.1)
1Gul? > grllull®,  we V.

Often one assumes that WV, is spanned by the eigenvectors of G? corresponding to its
smallest eigenvalues g2 < g2 < ... < ¢g2,. We only need (B.1). A typical example is
given by G2? = diag(g?) with gj2- = w142 for s > 1/2 and some window parameter w .

Below we refer to this case as (s, w)-smooth prior.
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A m-truncation prior assumes that the prior distribution is restricted to W, . This
formally corresponds to a covariance operator G2 with G2 (I —11 m) = 0. Equivalently,

we set gmi1 = gmi2 = ... =00 in (B.1).

B.2 Effective dimension

This section explains how the effective dimension and Laplace effective dimension can

be evaluated for some typical situations.

Let IF be a generic information matrix while G? a penalizing matrix. With Fg dof
IF + G?, define a sub-projector Pz in IRP by
Pe ¥ FLF = (F+GY)'F. (B.2)

Also define the Laplace effective dimension

def

p(G) = trPg = tr{(F +G*)"'F}.

The penalizing matrix G2 will be supposed diagonal, G? = diag{g?,..., gg}. More-
over, we implicitly assume that the values gjz- grow with j at some rate, polynomial or

exponential, yielding for all m > 1

Z gj_2 < Cymg?. (B.3)
j>m

Our leading example is given by gjz- = w 1% for s > 1/2. Then (B.3) holds with
Cg=(2s—1)71.

Concerning the matrix IF', we assume
cp nlul? < (Fu,u) < Cpnlul? u € R?, (B.4)

for some Cp > 1. It appears that the value p(G) is closely related to the index m for

which g2, ~n.

Lemma B.1. Let IF satisfy (B.4). Let also G* = diag{g%,...,glz,} with gjz- satisfying
(B.3). Define the index m as the smallest index j with g]2- >n:

m = m(G) o min{j: 9]2- >n}. (B.5)

Then
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Proof. By (B.3)

tr(P(;)

IN

Crn Crn —2
E 7§m+g 7§m+czpn§ 9y
2 2 j
= Crn+yg; j>mCIFn+g' ism

<m+CpnCymg,> <m(l+CrC,).

Similarly

m —1 —1
Cmn Cnn C
F F F
tr(PG)2§ ot 22mc_1 5 zmc_l 1
F 9; F "9 F T

and the assertion follows. O
This result yields an immediate corollary.

Corollary B.2. Let G2 and G2% be two different penalizing matrices satisfying (B.3)
and such that m(G1) = m(Gs) ; see (B.5). Then

< (14 CrCy)(1+Cr).

Now we evaluate the effective dimension pg = tr(1F51V2) , where the variance matrix

V2 satisfies the condition
C‘_/1 HlFuH2 < HVuH2 < Cy nHlFqu, u € IR? (B.6)
with some constant Cy > 1; cf. (B.4).

Lemma B.3. Assume (B.4) for F and (B.6) for V2. Let also G? = diag{g%,...,gﬁ}
with g]2- satisfying (B.3) and let m be given by (B.5). Then pg = tr(lFEle) satisfies

o1
v PG

v <Cy(1+CrC,).
CF+1_m_V(+Fg)

Proof. Tt follows from (B.4) and (B.6) that
tr(Crl, + G*)'CpCyt < tr(F,'V?) < tr(Cx'I, + G*)~'Cx'Cy .
Further we may proceed as in the proof of Lemma B.1. O

B.3 Sobolev classes and smooth priors

This section illustrates the introduced notions and results for a typical situation of a

(s, w)-smooth prior with 9]2- = wj>* .
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B.4 Properties of the sub-projector Fg

For the sub-projector Pg from (B.2), this section analyzes the operator I, — Pg which

*

naturally appears in the evaluation of the bias vy, — v*; see Section 2.8. It turns out

that the main characteristic of Pg is the index m defined by (B.5). The sub-projector
P; approximates the projector on the space WV,,. The quality of approximation is
controlled by the growth rate of the eigenvalues g]2-: the faster is this rate the better is
the approximation Pg = Il,,. To illustrate this point, we consider the situation with
two operators I,, — Pg and I, — Pg, for two different penalizing matrices G? and G%

with the same characteristic m . We slightly change the notations and assume that

G* = w ' diag{gi,.... g},  Gi=w;' diag{gio. ..., g0},
with some fixed constants w and wy and growing sequences (9]2) and (9]2-70) satisfying

WG, A Wy g0 X - (B.7)

To simplify the presentation we later assume that these relations in (B.7) are precisely

fulfilled. We also assume that

T0/9m0 < G /0m . G<m, (B.8)
meaning that 9]2-70 grows faster than 9]2-.

Lemma B.4. Let IF satisfy (B.4), and let G*> and Gg be diagonal penalizing matrices
satisfying (B.7) and (B.8) for some m <p. Then

(Ip — Fe)Iy < C%F(Ip — Py )
(Cr + )M T, < (I, = Po)IT;, < 1T,
yielding
I,— Pg <C(I,—Pg), C=C&V(Cp+1). (B.9)
Proof. The definition implies I, — P = (IF + G?)~!G? and by (B.4)
(Crnl,+G*)'G* < (F+G*)™'G* < (Cz' nI, + G*) G2
Further, for j <m, (B.7) and gjz-/gfn < 9]2-70/93,170 imply w‘lgjz- < wo_lgjz’0 that is,

G* I, < G211, .
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Therefore,
(I, — Po) I, = FG'G* 11,,, < (Cz' n I, + G*)~'G* 1,
< (Cp' nI,+ GGy I, < CR(F + G) ' G{II,, .

After restricting to the orthogonal complement W, , both operators I,,—Pg and I,—Fg,

behave nearly as projectors: in view of gjz- >n for j >m
(Cr + 1)y, < (I — Po)ILy, < II7,
and similarly for I, — Pg, . O
Finally we evaluate the quantity ||Q(I — Pg)v|| assuming [|Gov|| bounded.
Lemma B.5. It holds for any Q: R? — R? and any G?
IQ(I = Pe)v|? < |QF5' QT |G|,

Moreover, let IF satisfy (B.4), and let G* and G& be diagonal penalizing matrices
satisfying (B.7) and (B.8) for some m <p. Then

QU — Pe)vl| < CllQEFG Q" [V |G| (B.10)
with C from (B.9).
Proof. Tt holds (I — Pg)v = F;'G?*v and in view of G? < Fg
QU — Pa)v| = |QF5'G?v| < |QF; | | F;'? GPo| < |QFZ'QT|[V? |Gvl.

For the second statement, we apply (B.9) of Lemma B.4. As lFél G? < CIFC_;; G2 implies
lF‘Cl;/O 2 11?51 G? < ClF‘(_;Ol/ 2 G2, it follows in a similar way

_ —1/2 1/2 _
IQF'G*v|| < |QF, | |F F5' G|

0

—1/2 —1/2 —1/2
< ClIQF, | | F5)? G2l < c|QF5. || |Gov|

as required. O

For the case of Q = IFé/O ® we obtain a corollary of (B.10)

1/2
1P (I — Pe)vl| < c||Govl.
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C Deviation bounds for quadratic forms

Here we collect some useful results from probability theory mainly concerning Gaussian
and non-Gaussian quadratic forms.
C.1 Moments of a Gaussian quadratic form

Let « be standard normal in IRP for p < oo. Given a self-adjoint trace operator B,

consider a quadratic form <B7, 7> .
Lemma C.1. [t holds
1E<B’y,'y> = tr B,

Var<B'y, 7> = 2tr B2

Moreover,
E((By,v) - tr B)® = 2tr B,
1E(<B'y,’y> — trB)3 = 8tr B?,
E((By,v) — tr B)! = 48tr B* + 12(tr B?)?,
and
1E<B'y,'y>2 (tr B)? + 2tr B?,
1E<B'y,’y>3 (tr B)® +6tr B tr B> + 8tr B3,
E(Bv,7)" = (tr B)* + 12(tr B)tr B? 4 32(tr B) tr B* + 48 tr B* + 12(tr B%)?,
Var(B~,~)” = 8(tr B)? tr B> + 32(tr B) tr B® + 48 tr B* 4 8(tr B?)?.

Moreover, if B <1, and p=trB, then tr B" <p for m >1 and

E(Bv,~)’ < p’ + 2p < (p+1)%
E(Bv,y)’<  p’+6p*+8 < (p+2)°
E(B~,~v)" < p*+12p + 44p> + 48p < (p +3)",

Var(By,~)? < 8p® + 40p® + 48p.

Proof. Let x = 4> — 1 for v standard normal. Then [Ex =0, Ex? = 2, [Ex> = 8,
Ex* = 60. Without loss of generality assume B diagonal: B = diag(A1, Aa,..., )
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Then

V4
¢ (Byy)—teB =Y N2 -1),

j=1

where v; are i.i.d. standard normal. This easily yields

p
= ZA?IE(ﬁ —1)2=Ex*trB? =2tr B%,

p
ES =Y MNE(y; - 1)* = Ex® tr B® = 8tr B,
j=1
p
ZA;* C— D) D ONNE(R] - 1) E(y] - 1)

i#]
= (IEX4 — 3(Ex?)?) tr B* + 3(Ex? tr B®)? = 48tr B* + 12(tr B?)?,

ensuring
E(B~,v)’ = (E(B~,7))* + B = (tr B)? + 2tr B,
E(Bv,7)’ = B(¢ +tr B)’ = (tr B)> + B¢ + 3tr B [EE?
= (tr B)® + 6tr B tr B*> + 8tr B,
and
Var<B'y, > = lE(£ + tr B) ( <B7,7>)2
= (tr B)" + 6(tr B)>B€> + 4tr BIES® + EE* — ((tr B)® + 2tr B?)?
= 8(tr B)?*tr B2 + 32(tr B) tr B® + 48 tr B* + 8(tr B)2.
This implies the results of the lemma. O

Now we compute the exponential moments of centered and non-centered quadratic

forms.

Lemma C.2. Let |Bllop <1 and v ~N(0,1I,). Then for any p € (0,1),

lEeXp{ ((Bv,7) — )} = det(I — uB)~Y/2.

Moreover, with p =tr B and v? = tr B?

2.2

loglEexp{ ((Bv,7v) — p)} < ﬁ- (C.1)
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If B is positive semidefinite, A\j > 0, then

loglEexp{——((37 v) — p)}é 7

Proof. Let A; be the eigenvalues of B, |\;| < 1. By an orthogonal transform, one can

reduce the statement to the case of a diagonal matrix B = diag (/\j) . Then (B~,~) =

1;:1 )\j’yj2 and by independence of the ;s
P —-1/2
{ B77} HlEexp( )\&?):H 1 —det(I—uB) .
j=1 V1=
Below we use the simple bound:
S T u?
—log(l—u)—u:z?ggzyl —u)’ u e (0,1),
k=2 k=0
x© k 2
—log(l—u)+u = %g%, u e (—1,0).
k=2
Now it holds
log E{g((B%'ﬁ - P)} = log det(I — uB)~'/? - %
p 2)\2 2V2
:——Z{logl—,u/\ + pAj §Z = (’l;_ 7
J=1 J=1 a
The last statement can be proved similarly. O

Now we consider the case of a non-centered quadratic form (B7y,~)/2+ (A,~) for a
fixed vector A.

Lemma C.3. Let A\pax(B) < 1. Then for any A

1 _ I(1 - B)"'/2A|? _1/2
lEexp{§<B'y,'y> + (A,'y>} = exp{ 5 } det(I — B)~"/~.
Moreover, for any p € (0,1)

10glEeXp{2(<B‘7 ¥) —p) + <A,7>}

I—puB)~1/2A)?
_ T =g 2) I +logdet(I — uB)~Y2 — up

. —1/2 4|12 2.2
NI —pB) AP ptvt
- 2 4(1 - p)
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Proof. Denote a = (I — B)~Y/2A. It holds by change of variables (I — B)'/?z = u for
Cp = (27T)_7’/2

Eexp{%(B‘y,‘y} + <A,‘y>} = Cp/exp{—%«l — B)x,x) + <A,:I:>}dac
= C,det(I — B)~1/? /exp{—%uuH? n <a,u>}du — det(I — B)~" V2 ellal/2,

The last inequality (C.2) follows by (C.1). O

C.2 Deviation bounds for Gaussian quadratic forms

The next result explains the concentration effect of (BE,&) for a centered Gaussian
vector € ~ N(0,V?) and a symmetric trace operator B in RP, p < co. We use a
version from Laurent and Massart (2000). For completeness, we present a simple proof

of the upper bound.

Theorem C.4. Let & ~ N(0,V?) be a Gaussian element in IRP and B be symmetric
such that W = VBV s a trace operator in IRP . Then with p = tr(W), v? = tr(W?),
and A= |W||, it holds for each x >0

P((B£,£> —p>2vy/x+ 2)\x> <e
It also implies
P(|(BE, &) — p| > 22(W.x)) < 2e7, (C.3)

with

def

29(W,x) = 2v/x+ 2)x . (C4)

Proof. W.l.o.g. assume that A = [|[W] = 1. We use the identity (BE&, &) = (W~,~)
with v ~ N(0, I,) . We apply the exponential Chebyshev inequality: with x> 0

1P(<W7,7> > zz) < lEexp(u(W%7>/2 = uz2/2> :
Given x > 0, fix u <1 by the equation

2
AN 2vx or /f1:1+L. (C.5)
1—p v

N
Let A; be the eigenvalues of W, |A\;| < 1. It holds with p =tr W in view of (C.1)

(<W7,7>—p)}< e (C.6)

loglE{ < m

o=
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It remains to check that the choice p by (C.5) and z = z(W,x) yields

2,2

pv P —p) e /X
41—p) 2 :4(1_M)_/‘(V\/}_{+X):M<T—V X—X):—x (C.7)

as required. The last statement (C.3) is obtained by applying this inequality twice to
W and —W. ]

Corollary C.5. Assume the conditions of Theorem C.4. Then for z > v

52 2
P(|(BE &) —p| > 2) < 2exp{—(v+ = +2)\z)2} < 2exp<—m>. (C.8)

Proof. Given z, define x by 2vy/x +2X\x = z or 2\y/x = Vv2 + 2z — v. Then

P((B¢,§) —p>2) <e’* =exp{—( V2+2/\z_v)2} ZeXp{—( z )2}-

4N v+ V2 42Xz
This yields (C.8) by direct calculus. O

Of course, bound (C.8) is sensible only if z > v.

Corollary C.6. Assume the conditions of Theorem C.j. If also B >0, then

P((B¢,€) > *(B,x)) = P(|B/%€] > 2(B,x)) < ™ (C.9)
with
#(B,x) ¥ \/p—|—2v\/§—|—2)\X§ B+ V2ix.
Also

P((BE€) —p< —2vvx) <e ™

Proof. The definition implies v < pA. One can use a sub-optimal choice of the value
p(x) = {1+ 2y/Ap/ x}_l yielding the statement of the corollary. O

As a special case, we present a bound for the chi-squared distribution corresponding
to B=V?=1,, p<oc. Then tr(W)=p, tr(W?)=p and A(W) =1.

Corollary C.7. Let v be a standard normal vector in IRP . Then for any x > 0

P(|v]* > p+2px+2x) < e ¥,

P(llvl >vp+V2x) <e¥
P(|v|I>P<p-2ypx) <e*
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The bound of Theorem C.4 can be represented as a usual deviation bound.

Theorem C.8. Assume the conditions of Theorem C./ with B > 0. Then for z >

VP +1

. 2
P((Bg,€) > %) < exp{—%}, (C.10)

z— 2
E{(5¢.€) P 1((BE.€) > )} < exp{ - EYPLY

z z — 2
B{(BE.€) 1((B&,€) > 2°)} < - fﬁexp{—%}. (C.11)

Proof. Bound (C.10) follows from (C.9). It obviously suffices to check the bound for the
excess risk for A = 1. It follows with 7 = HBI/2£’H for 2> p+1

2

0o 00 v . )
.ZE{U]I(T/ > Z)} = / .ZP(U > Z)dZ §/ exp{_%}dzn SeXp{—ﬂ},

2
Similarly
o] 00 2
d— /P
E{n’I(n* > 2*)} = /2 ﬂ’(n223)dzé/2 exp{—i(f 2\[) } ds.

By change of variables /3 —/p=u for z > /p+1

00 _ 2 00
/ exp{—M} d3 < 2/ (u+ /p) exp{—u?/2} du
22 z—/P

<2 <1 + \/5\/13> exp{—(z — p)?/2} =

zZ —

2z
Z_

5 exp{—(z — \/p)?/2} .

C.3 Deviation bounds for non-Gaussian quadratic forms

This section collects some probability bounds for non-Gaussian quadratic forms starting
from the subgaussian case. Then we extend the result to the case of exponential tails.
Let & be a random vector in IR?, p < oo satisfying IEE = 0. We suppose that there
exists an operator V in IRP such that

]
2

loglEeXp((u,V_1£>) < , u € RP. (C.12)

In the Gaussian case, one obviously takes V? = Var(¢). In general, V? > Var(¢). We

consider a quadratic form (BE, &), where £ satisfies (C.12) and B is a given symmetric
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non-negative operator in IR? such that B < V72 and W = VBV is a trace operator:
p= tr(W) < 00.
Denote also
v tr(W?).

We show that under these conditions, the quadratic form (BE, &) follows the same devi-
ation bound P((B¢, &) > 2%(W,x)) < e * with 2?(W,x) from (C.4) as in the Gaussian

case.

Theorem C.9. Suppose (C.12). Let p=trW < oo for W =VBYV. Then
P((B¢,&) > 2*(W,x)) < e ™,

The bounds (C.10) through (C.11) of Theorem C.8 continue to apply as well.

Proof. For any p < 1, we use the identity

BEexp(u(BE,€)/2) = BEy. .0 exp(u'/?(VB'/24,V71¢))

Application of Fubini’s theorem and (C.12) yields

2tr W2 tr W
pe tr L B )
4(1 — p) 2

Further we proceed as in the Gaussian case. O

Eexp(u(BE,€)/2) < eXp<

Now we turn to the main case of light exponential tails of €. Namely, we suppose
that IE€ = 0 and for some fixed g > 0

]

log Eexp((u,V'€)) < 5 WwER Juf <g (C.13)

for some self-adjoint operator V in IR”, V > I,,. In fact, it suffices to assume that

sup Eexp((u,V‘1£>) <cC.

[ull<e
Then one can use the fact that existence of the exponential moment Ee ¢ for a centered
random variable ¢ and some fixed Ag implies that the moment generating function
fe(N) dof log Ee* is analytic in A € (0, ) with f¢(0) = f¢(0) = 0 and hence, it can
be well majorated by a quadratic function in a smaller interval [0,\] for A1 < Ag;

see Golubev and Spokoiny (2009).
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Remind the notation W = VBV . By normalization, one can easily reduce the study
to the case ||[W| = 1. Let p = tr(W), v? = tr(W?), and u(x) be defined by u(x) =
(1+ 2—\"&)_1; see (C.5). Obviously u(x) grows with x. Define the value x. as the root

of the equation

g_ui V(z)“(x) = 2(W,x) + 1. (C.14)

The left hand-side here decreases with x, while the right hand-side is increasing in x to

infinity. Therefore, the solution exists and is unique. Also denote u. = pu(x.) and

gc = & — \/Ple, (C.15)
so that
ge/te = 2(W,x.) + 1.

Theorem C.10. Let (C.13) hold and let B be such that W = VBV satisfies |[W| =1
and p =tr(W) < oco. Define x. by (C.14) and g. by (C.15), and suppose g. > 1. Then
for any x>0

P((BE,&) > 22(W,x)) < 2e " +e ™ M(x < x.) < 3e ¥, (C.16)

where z.(W,x) is defined by

+2vxl/2 4+ 2%, x < x¢,
ze(W, %) o \/P ‘

gc/ﬂc+2(x_xc)/gC7 X > X¢,

VP +Vv2x, x < X,

ge/the +2(x —%c)/ge, x> X

IN

Moreover, if, given x, it holds

g > x/2/2 + (px/4)'/*, (C.17)
then
P(||BY%¢]| > /p + V2x) < 3e7%. (C.18)

Remark C.1. Depending on the value x, we have two types of tail behavior of the

quadratic form (BE&,&). For x < x., we have essentially the same deviation bounds as
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in the Gaussian case with the extra-factor two in the deviation probability. For x > x.,
we switch to the special regime driven by the exponential moment condition (C.13).
Usually g? is a large number (of order n in the i.i.d. setup) yielding x. also large, and
the second term in (C.16) can be simply ignored. The function z.(W,x) is discontinuous
at the point x.. Indeed, z.(W,x) = z(W,x) for x < x., while by (C.14), it holds

ge/ e = z2(W,x.) + 1. However, the jump at x. is at most one.

As a corollary, we state the result for the norm of & € IRP corresponding to the case
V2=B=1I, and p < co. Then

Corollary C.11. Let (C.13) hold with V = I,,. Then for each x >0
P(|[€]]| > z(p,x)) < 2e7* +e ¥ M(x < x.),

where z.(p,x) is defined by

def (p+2\/px+2x)1/27 XSXC)
Zc(p7 X) =
ge/ e + ch_l(x —Xc), X > X

If g > X1/2/2 + (px/4)1/4 , then
P(|l¢] = z(p,x)) < 3e .

Proof of Theorem C.10. First we consider the most interesting case x < x.. We expect
to get Gaussian type deviation bounds for such x. The main tool of the proof is the

following lemma.

Lemma C.12. Let p€ (0,1) and 3(n) = g/p—/p/p > 0. Then (C.13) implies

2V2
Bexp(u(B€,€)/2) (IVBE] <5(0) < 200 (77— +57)- (€19

Proof. Let us fix for a moment some & € R and p < 1 and define
a=V¢, X = uW = pVBV.

Consider the Gaussian measure Pq x» = N(a, X~ !), and let U ~ N(0,X~!). By the

Girsanov formula
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and for any set A € IRP
1
Py 5(A) = Pyx(A—a)=IEx [exp{(ZU, a) — §<Ea, a>} ]I(A)}.

Now we select A = {u: || Zu|| < g}. Under IP s, one can represent YU = Y'/2y =
p'/2V B2~ with a standard Gaussian ~. Therefore,

Py (A —a) = P yon (|22 — Z'/%a)| < g)
> Py (12729 < g — | Zal|).

We now use that PWNN(OJ)(HZ’lﬂfsz < tr(X)) > 1/2 with tr(Y) = ptr(W) = up.
Therefore, the condition ||Xal + /pp < g implies in view of (Ya,a) = u(BE, &)

1/2 < Pa,n(4) = o,z [exp{(SU, V7€) - u(BE,€)/2} 1(|2U|| < g)|

or

exp(u(BE, €)/2) 1(|12V €] < g — Vi)
< 2oz [exp{(EU VT 1(|2U|| < g)].

We now take the expectation of the each side of this equation w.r.t. &, change the

integration order, and use (C.13) yielding

Eexp(u(BE,€)/2) 1(| 2V~'¢|l < g — up) < 2Eo.zexp(|ZU|P/2)

= 2B,y o.1) D (| W2y |[2/2) = 2det (I — ) ™%,

We also use that for any g > 0

_1/2_,utrW - ,u2trW2.
2 T AL-p)’

log det (I — ,uW)

see (C.6), and the first statement follows in view of XV~1¢€ = uVBE¢. O
The use of = py from (C.5) in (C.19) yields similarly to the proof of Theorem C.4
P((B&,€) > 2*(W.x), |[VBE| < 5()) < 27 (C.20)

It remains to consider the probability of large deviation IP([|VBE|| > 3(pix)) -

Lemma C.13. For any x. > 0 such that z(W,x.) + 1 < g./pc, it holds with p. =
-1
{1+v/2vxa)} and 2z = 5(pe) = 8/pe — \/P/ e

P(||[VBE| > z.) < P((BE,&) > zcz) <e ¥
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Proof. Define

2,2
def p7V 1P
@ = — —_— .

It follows due to (C.5) and (C.7) for any pu < p.

D) < Blpe) < LX)

— X¢,

where the right hand-side does not depend on . Denote 7% = (B¢, &) and use that
IVBE| < |BY2€] = 5. Then by (C.19)

E exp(un”/2) W(n < 3(p)) < 2exp®(p) < 2exp D(pe)- (C.21)

Define the inverse function p(3) =3 '(u). For any 3 > 2., it follows from (C.21) with
= p(3)

Eexp{u(3)(3—1)%/2} I3 -1 <7 <3) < 2exp P(ue)
yielding

P(3-1<n<3) < 2exp<—u(z) G-1)7%/2+ QS(MC))
and hence,

P(n>3) <2 /:O exp{—pu(2)(z — 1)2/2 + B(pe) bdz.
Further, p3(p) =g — \/ppt and

g = feze < p3(p) < g p < pes

This implies the same bound for the inverse function:

ge <3p()<g 3>z,

and for 3 > 2
P(n>j3) < 2/00 exp{—pu(2) (z2/2 —2) 4 D(pc) pdz
3

<2 [ e (/2 1) + (o)}
3

IN

éexp{—gc (3/2— 1) + B(ue)}- (C.22)
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Conditions g.z. = u_ ‘g > MC{Z(VV, Xe) + 1}2 and g. > 1 ensure that lP(n > zc) <

e Xe O

Remind that x. is the largest x-value ensuring the condition g. > z(W,x.) + 1.
We also use that for x < x., it holds 3(ux) > 3(ie) = 2z.. Therefore, by (C.20) and
Lemma C.13

P((BE,&) > 2*(W,x)) < IP((BE,&) > 2*(W,x), |[VBE|| < 3(1x)) + P({BE, &) > 27)
< 2e7F 4 e Fe.

Finally we consider x > x.. Applying (C.22) yields by 3 > z.
2

He Ze

<e ¥ exp{—gc(g, — zc)/2}.

ll-"(n > 3) < exp{—,uc zcz/2 + g+ pe z2(VV, Xc)/2 — xc} exp{—,uc ze(3 — zc)/Z}

The choice 3 by

g8e(3—20)/2 = x — %

ensures the desired bound.

Now, for a prescribed x, we evaluate the minimal value g ensuring the bound (C.16)
with x. > x. For simplicity we apply the sub-optimal choice u(x) = (1 + 2\/1%)_1;
see Remark C.6. Then for any x > 1

VX
p(x) {z(W,x) +1} < VRN <\/p+2(xp)1/2 +2x + 1) ,
__ VEp

It is now straightforward to check that

u() {2W,%) + 1} + v/puG) < v&/2 + (xp/)Y
Therefore, if (C.17) holds for the given x, then (C.14) is fulfilled with x. > x yielding
(C.18). O
C.4 Weighted sums of Bernoulli r.v.’s: univariate case

Let Y; be independent Bernoulli(¢)) and w; € [0,1]. First we state a deviation bound

for a centered sum on non i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables.
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Lemma C.14. Let Y; be independent Bernoulli(6}) and w; € IR. Define

S = Zn:}/;wiy
i1

V2 = Var(S 29*1— w?
w* = mzax|w2-|.
Then it holds
1ogmexp{@} <2, A <log(2)V/w". (C.23)

Furthermore, suppose that given x > 0,
3 1/2,
Then
P(V7'S - ES| >2vx) < 2% (C.25)
Without (C.24), the bound (C.25) applies with V replaced by Vi = V'V (3x'/2w*/2) .

Proof. Without loss of generality assume w* = 1, otherwise just rescale all the weights

by the factor 1/w*. We use that

N
f(w) € 1og Eexp{u(S - BS)} = > [log(0re™™ +1 - ;) — w7 .
i=1
This is an analytic function of u for |u| < log2 satisfying f(0) =0, f’(0) =0, and,
with v =log 6} —log(1 —6}),

2 9*( UWi N ,w2 evl +uw; N

N
f//(u) = Z (9*euwl + 1 Z -HMU@ + 1 Z {1 o }

=1 =1

for 0;(u) = evi tuwi /(evi Tuwit1) . Clearly 6;(u) and thus, 6;(u){1—6;(u)} monotonously

increases with « and it holds for 6 = 6;(0)
{1 0w} < cMer(1-07) <207 (1— ), Jul < log2

This yields
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As x < 4V?/9, the value A\ = /x fulfills \/V = /x/V < log2 < 27'/2. Now by the
exponential Chebyshev inequality

IN

P(v—l(s ~ES)> 2\&) exp{—2\/x + F(A/V)}

< exp(—2)\\/§ + )\2) =e X

A

Similarly one can bound IES — S. O

C.5 Deviation bounds for weighted sums of Bernoulli r.v.’s in a /-

norm

Now we present a bound for the norm of the normalized vector £ = ¥ (Y — EY), where

¥ is a linear mapping ¥: RP — IRY. Let
V2 = Var(¢) = Var(PY) = & Var(Y)¥ .
We aim at bounding the norm |[H™1£||, where an operator H satisfies H2 > V2.

Lemma C.15. Let Y; ~ Bernoulli(f}), i = 1,...,n, and let (w;o), o € A, be a
collection of weighting schemes. Consider € = W(Y — EY), and let H?> > Var(€).
Define

w* = mZaXHH_l!PiH.
Then with p = tr(H_2V2) , it holds
P(|H ¢l > P+ vV2x) < 3e7%,
provided that
1/w* > /x/2+ (px/4)"/4. (C.26)

Proof. We apply the general result of Theorem C.10 under conditions (C.13) and (C.17).
For any vector u, consider the scalar product (H7!'¢,u) = (HT'&(Y — EY),u). It is

obviously a weighted centered sum of the Bernoulli r.v.’s Y; — 6} with
Var(H™'¢, u) < [jul
One can write with ¢; =Y; — 0 and e = (&)

<H_1£, u) = <5, lI/TH_lu>.
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By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, it holds
|97 H o = max| (') ] < ]
The bound (C.23) of Lemma C.14 on the exponential moments of (H~'¢,u) implies
log Bexp{(H1€,u)} < [ul®,  [ul] < log(2)/w" .

Therefore, (C.13) is fulfilled with V? = 2H? and g = v/2 log(2)/w* , and (C.17) follows
from (C.26). The deviation bound (C.18) of Theorem C.10 yields the assertion. O
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